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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, November 17,1993 
The House met at 9 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

We are grateful, 0 God, that in all 
the moments of life Your spirit does 
hold us near and underneath our lives 
are Your everlasting arms that support 
us and direct us and give meaning to 
all we do. 0 gracious God, who has cre
ated us to use our abilities in ways 
that serve all people, we pray for the 
gifts of discretion and wisdom that we 
will be faithful with the responsi bil
ities before us and diligent in our ef
forts for the common good. Remind us, 
0 God, of the admonition of the proph
ets of old, that in all things we will do 
justice, love mercy, and ever walk 
humbly with You. This is our earnest 
prayer. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on 
agreeing to the Speaker's approval of 
the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 230, nays 
143, not voting 60, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevm 

[Roll No. 572] 
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B1lbray 
Bishop 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Carr 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 

Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Coll1ns (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 

Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dlngell 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English (AZ) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Frost 
Furse 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hilliard 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Klein 
Klink 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 

Allard 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 

Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
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Clay 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Cox 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 

Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
SarpaUus 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Gekas 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 

Johnson, Sam 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 

Andrews (NJ) 
Barton 
Bereuter 
Blackwell 
Brown (CA) 
Buyer 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clinger 
Conyers 
Crane 
Dixon 
Dornan 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (OK) 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 

Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 

Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOTVOTIN~O 

Gejdenson 
Gilchrest 
Hefner 
Hinchey 
Hoke 
Huffington 
Hutto 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Kasich 
Kleczka 
Kopetski 
Lewis (FL) 
Machtley 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
McDade 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mollohan 
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Neal (NC) 
Orton 
Rangel 
Roberts 
Rose 
Roth 
Sanders 
Serrano 
Shepherd 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Thompson 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Waters 
Wilson 
Young (AK) 

Mr. GUTIERREZ 
changed their vote 

and Mr. CARR 
from "yea" to 

"nay." 
So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. QUINN] will lead us in 
the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. QUINN led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 01407 is 2:07p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words insened or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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amendment bills and a concurrent res
olution of the House of the following 
titles: 

H.R. 2677. An act to authorize the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
plan, design, and construct the West Court of 
the National Museum of Natural History 
building; 

H.R. 3161. An act to make technical amend
ments necessitated by the enactment of the 
Older Americans Act Amendments of 1992, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. Con. Res. 169. Concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should seek compliance by all 
countries with the conservation and manage
ment recommendations and agreements 
adopted for Atlantic bluefin tuna and other 
highly migratory species by the Inter
national Commission for the Conservation of 
Atlantic Tunas, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 714) entitled 
''An act to provide funding for the res
olution of failed savings associations, 
and for other purposes," and agrees to 
the conference asked by the House of 
Representatives on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. D'AMATO, and Mr. 
GRAMM to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S . 636. An act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to permit individuals to have 
freedom of access to certain medical clinics 
and facilities, and for other purposes. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair announces there will be no 1-
minute speeches this morning, but 
there will be after the finish of busi
ness tonight. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3450, NORTH AMERICAN 
FREE-TRADE AGREEMENT IM
PLEMENTATION ACT 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 311 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 311 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3450) to imple
ment the North American Free Trade Agree
ment. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
the bill and against its consideration are 
waived. General debate shall proceed without 
intervening motion, shall be confined to the 
bill, and shall not exceed eight hours, with 
two hours for debate in favor of the bilJ con-

trolled by Representative Rostenkowski of 
Illinois or a designee, two hours for debate in 
opposition to the bill controlled by Rep
resentative Gephardt of Missouri or a des
ignee, two hours for debate in favor of the 
bill controlled by Representative Michel of 
Illinois or a designee, and two hours for de
bate in opposition to the bill controlled by 
Representative Solomon of New York or a 
designee. Pursuant to section 151(d) of the 
Trade Act of 1974, after general debate the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House. Pursuant to section 151(f)(2) of 
the Trade Act of 1974, the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill to 
final passage without intervening motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN
SON] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary one-half hour of debate time to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I also yield 15 minutes 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR], and I ask unanimous consent 
that he be allowed to yield portions of 
that time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BEILENSON. Yes, I yield to the 

gentleman from New York. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I think 

the gentleman is being very fair to an 
opponent of the N AFT A agreement. 

I would like to make the same unani
mous consent request on this side, and 
yield 15 minutes to a proponent of the 
NAFTA agreement, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER], a mem
ber of the Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. · BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] for his kind words and 
for his generosity. 

During consideration of this resolu
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 311 is 
the rule providing for consideration of 
H.R. 3450, to implement the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, or 
NAFTA. 

Although floor procedure for the con
sideration of bills to implement trade 
agreements are provided for by the 
Trade Act of 1974 and the Omnibus 
Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, 
this rule is necessary to shorten the 
lengthy debate time, 20 hours, called 
for by these fast-track trade statutes, 
and to waive points of order. In other 
respects, the rule follows the proce
dures specified by law. 

The rule before us provides for 8 
hours of general debate, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the pro-

ponents and the opponents of H.R. 3450, 
and within those divisions, to be equal
ly divided and controlled by the major
ity and minority parties. 

Two hours of debate in favor of the 
bill will be controlled by the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI; 

Two hours in opposition will be con
trolled by the majority leader, Mr. 
GEPHARDT; 

Two hours in favor will be controlled 
by the minority leader, Mr. MICHEL; 
and 

Two hours in opposition will be con
trolled by the ranking Republican on 
the Rules Committee, Mr. SOLOMON. 

Although the allocation of debate 
time in this rule is a departure from 
the normal practice of granting time 
on the basis of committee jurisdiction, 
the Committee on Rules believes that 
the four-way division of time between 
proponents and opponents from each of 
the two parties provided by this rule is 
the fairest and most equitable way to 
allocate debate time on this measure. 
The division of time is also in keeping 
with the fast-track statutes, which call 
for an equal division of debate time be
tween proponents and opponents of a 
trade measure. The Committee feels 
that 8 hours will be a sufficient amount 
of time to air all of the arguments for 
and against NAFTA. 

The rule also waives all points of 
order against the bill and against its 
consideration. This waiver is needed 
for several reasons. 

First, there are several provisions in 
H.R. 3450 which technically violate the 
Congressional Budget Act. It is fair to 
say that the bill does not violate the 
spirit of the act-that is, the bill would 
not cause an increase in our annual 
budget deficits. In fact, over the next 5 
years, according to CBO, the bill would 
result in a net decrease in budget defi
cits of about $500 million and, if off
budget receipts are included, about $1.6 
billion. 

Second, the inclusion of $56 million 
in appropriations for fiscal year 1995 
for the North American Development 
Bank violates clause 5(a) of rule XXI. 
Funding for this bank will be used to 
finance environmental improvements, 
such as water treatment plants, in the 
border region and other investments 
related to economic adjustment. 

Third, some of the committee reports 
have not been available for the 3-day 
layover period provided for by clause 
2(1)(6) of rule XI. 

Finally, in keeping with the proce
dures called for under fast-track trade 
authority, no amendments, and no mo
tion to recommit, will be in order. This 
will enable the House to vote for or 
against the bill implementing NAFTA 
as submitted by the President. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 311 
establishes, we believe, a fair frame
work for consideration of what is with
out a doubt the most important trade 
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measure to come before Congress in 
many years. While there is not much 
disagreement over this rule, the bill it 
makes in order, H.R. 3450, is of course 
one of the most controversial and divi
sive issues to come before the House of 
Representatives in a long time. 

The ultimate question that the Mem-
, bers of this House will have to decide, 

by the time we end this debate tonight, 
is whether our Nation is better off with 
NAFTA, or without it. Through the 
course of this debate, I am certain that 
the answer that will emerge is that we 
will be much better off with it. 
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NAFTA is good economic policy; it 
will bring about increased economic 
growth for the United States, as well 
as Mexico and Canada; it will create 
more highly paid export-related jobs 
for American workers, and it will bring 
about a higher sta'ndard of living for 
Americans. ' 

It will set us on a course in pursuit of 
a larger strategy of trade expansion 
and liberalization, which will lead to 
more economic growth in the future. It 
will make a critical contribution to 
U.S. competitiveness in a world in
creasingly divided into trading blocs. 

Over the past half dozen years, trade 
exports have been the strongest part of 
our economy, creating about 2 million 
new American jobs. 

Exports to Mexico have more than 
tripled in the past 6 years-from $12 
billion in 1987 to almost $42 billion last 
year; 6 years ago, we had a $5.7 trillion 
trade deficit with Mexico, now, we have 
a $5.4 billion trade surplus. 

Mexico has become our third leading 
export market, our second leading mar
ket for manufactured exports, and our 
third largest market for agricultural 
products. 

Our success of the past several years 
has occurred even though Mexico's 
trade barriers remain far higher than 
ours. The elimination, through 
NAFTA, of the remaining Mexican tar
iff barriers, will greatly improve our 
access to our fastest growing market. 

Free trade is good for U.S. jobs, and 
for U.S. consumers. 

Opening up new markets is the key 
to the creation of new jobs and eco
nomic growth in this country. NAFTA 
presents a golden opportunity to com
pete even more successfully than we 
have in the vast and growing Mexican 
market. 

Its approval would ensure Mexico the 
flow of investment capital it needs to 
sustain a growth of 6 or 7 percent a 
year. In another 15 years or so, Mexico 
will have a trillion dollar economy-al
most double the size of our biggest cur
rent customer, Canada-and guarantee 
American business unrestricted access 
to all that purchasing power. We will 
be creating a large market right next 
door, for which the United States will 
be the best situated, most-favored sup-

plier of goods and services. Because 
Mexico's barriers will only be reduced 
for United States and Canadian produc
ers, and not for Asian or European 
ones, most of the benefits of this rap
idly growing market will go to United 
States companies. 

NAFTA is also good foreign policy; it 
will promote better relations with our 
neighbors throughout the Western 
Hemisphere. It will help Mexico con
solidate its considerable progress to
ward economic and political reforms, 
and it will lead to closer relationships 
and much greater trade with other 
Latin American nations. In addition, a 
prosperous and growing Mexican econ
omy will enable Mexico to cooperate 
with the United States in addressing 
such issues as drug trafficking, illegal 
immigration, and environmental pro
tection. 

NAFTA is good environmental pol
icy; by promoting economic growth in 
Mexico, it will better provide that 
country with the resources it needs to 
enforce environmental laws; and, new 
rules for solving differences over envi
ronmental matters will ensure that our 
own high standards will not be com
promised. If Mexico fails to enforce its 
environmental laws, its government 
would be fined, if violations persist, 
trade sanctions could follow. This is 
the first trade agreement to use fines 
and trade sanctions to back up envi
ronmental protections. 

And, finally, Mr. Speaker, the issue 
before us today, in a very real sense, is 
about much more than NAFTA, impor
tant as that agreement is to our econ
omy and to our Nation. 

It is about our place in the world, and 
what role we will play, and how others 
will see us. 

It is about American political leader
ship in the post-cold-war world-and 
whether or not we still believe in the 
open markets and increasingly freer 
trade we have been working toward for 
these past decades. 

It is about how the United States 
will relate to the rest of the world in 
the years ahead-as an optimistic, con
fident, competitive leader and trading 
partner, or as frightened, defeatist, and 
unreliable nation which is unwilling to 
act in its own national interest-and in 
the interests as well of market-ori
ented growth and democratic political 
reforms in the developing nations of 
the world-particularly of our neigh
bors to the south, whose dramatic re
forms of the past decade deserve our 
strongest support and approbation. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a truly momen
tous occasion, and I hope and pray that 
we respond in a manner befi ting the 
proud history of this greatest of all na
tions. 

The world still needs us; let us not 
turn away from our ideals and respon
sibilities. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 311 so that the House 

can proceed with consideration of this 
important matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleagues, 
"I hope you will look at what's in front 
of me here. There are 11 volumes, sev
eral thousand pages. Nobody has any 
idea what's in the NAFTA agreement
no, you don't." 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BEILENSON] has given us 
a clear explanation of the rule, to 
which I would like to add several obser
vations. 

First, I think Members should realize 
that much of what we will be doing 
today-at least the procedural aspect 
involved-was actually decided about 
2Ih years ago by the previous Congress. 

On May 23, 1991, the House voted to 
uphold the so-called fast-track proce
dure for consideration of a NAFTA im
plementation bill-at least in theory. 

Once the House had so committed it
self to the fast-track, the Bush admin
istration exercised a free hand in nego
tiating the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement, secure in the knowledge 
that such an agreement would not be 
subject to amendment by Congress. 

The fast-track procedure does not 
permit any amendment or motion to 
recommit. 

And so the rule now before us does 
not permit these opportunities either, 
and that is the way it should be be
cause it is the law. 

The fast-track procedure requires 
that all debate time be evenly divided 
between proponents and opponents of 
the measure being considered. The 
Committee on Rules did not attempt to 
change. that requirement, and I com
mend the Committee on Rules, of 
which I am a member, for sticking to 
the rules of the House. 

The rule now before us provides for 
an even distribution of debate time be
tween proponents and opponents of the 
NAFTA agreement. The one area in 
which this rule does depart from fast
track concerns the amount of time for 
debate. The statute provides for 20 
hours; this rule provides for 8 hours. 
After careful consultation with both 
sides, I believe that 8 hours should be 
adequate for debating this bill-a great 
many Members have seemingly made 
up their minds already, although I 
have noticed a shift just in the last 
hour with some Members changing 
their minds again and now opposing 
this bill. 

Second, Mr. Speaker, I would just 
note that the leadership of both parties 
negotiated the terms of this rule, and 
they are to be commended as well. 

Third, Mr. Speaker, I have to advise 
the House that some questions related 
to this bill and the fast-track proce
dure will not be decided and finally 
laid to rest today, and I am referring to 
the so-called side agreements. 
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The fast-track procedures that were 

established in the Trade Act of 1988 
were to apply to, and my colleagues 
had better listen to this, "trade agree
ments entered into * * * after May 31, 
1991," 2 years ago "and before June 1, 
1993," just a few months ago. 

As Members know, the administra
tion has made a desperate attempt to 
sell the NAFTA agreement by entering 
into several other agreements, particu
larly with Mexico, since the June 1 
deadline expired. And provisions to im
plement these other agreements have 
been included in this bill that we have 
here before us. But genuine questions 
have been raised about the President's 
authority to negotiate these subse
quent agreements as well as questions 
concerning the applicability of fast
track approval procedures for them. 

At the Committee on Rules yester
day we heard serious testimony about 
the constitutional · implications in
volved, and my colleagues are going to 
hear a lot more about this. At the very 
least, I just have to say that the inclu
sion of these side agreements violates 
the spirit of fast-track, and it violates 
the good faith· that was exercised 2¥2 
years ago when Members voted to up
hold the fast-track for this bill. 

Moreover, Members should be advised 
that if the NAFTA agreement itself is 
eventually enacted into law, the legal 
status of these side agreements will 
not go unchallenged for long. 

0 0950 
Finally, Mr. Speaker, I need to say a 

word about waivers. 
This rule waives all points of order 

against the bill. 
In most cases these waivers apply to 

violations of the Budget Act which are 
technical in nature. 

However, quite frankly, there is no 
getting around the fact .that the waiver 
protecting the North American Devel
opment Bank is a real whopper. 

Does any Member know how much 
that will cost? 

Mr. Speaker, A vote for the North 
American Development Bank, as pre
sented in this bill, is a vote to establish 
a foreign aid entitlement program 
which will have priority funding over 
virtually every other item . in the Fed
eral budget. And we can count on that. 
And Mr. OBEY will have more to say 
about that later on during this debate. 

We heard compelling testimony yes
terday about how this monstrosity is 
going to come back and haunt this 
House for years to come. And we can 
count on that. 

The North American Development 
Bank has never been the subject of a 
single hearing, nor is it part of the 
NAFTA agreement itself, yet here it is 
incorporated into this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the American taxpayers 
do not want to fund another inter
national bank. Believe me, its legal 
status will not go unchallenged either. 
We will see to that, too. 

Suffice it to say, Mr. Speaker, that I 
have some real concerns about what we 
are doing here today. I intend to vote 
against this treaty for a myriad of rea
sons that I will explain during the de
bate itself. But out of fairness to the 
President and out of fairness to the 
Speaker of this House and the Members 
on both sides of the aisle, I will not at
tempt to stand in the way of allowing 
this bill to come to the floor for de
bate. So out of fairness to everybody, I 
will vote for the rule that will allow 
that to happen. Let us get on with the 
debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate is not about 
whether we need a trade agreement 
with Mexico, because we clearly do. 

The issue before us today is whether 
or not this NAFTA is the best we can 
do. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate comes down 
to one simple question: Whose side are 
you on? 

Are you on the side of the "Fortune 
500"? Or are you on the side of the "un
fortunate 500,000" Americans who will 
lose their jobs because of this agree
ment and the literally more than 10 
million that will have their wages de
pressed in this country because of it. 

One thing is clear about the events of 
the past few days: 

If NAFTA passes, Henry Kissinger 
will not be put out of work, the For
tune 500 executives will not lose their 
stock options, Lee Iacocca will not lose 
his job, but 500,000 Americans will. 

We have lost over 500,000 jobs to Mex
ico over the past 12 years for one sim
ple reason: Because it is not fair to ask 
American workers to compete against 
Mexican workers who earn a dollar an 
hour or less. This NAFTA that was ne
gotiated does nothing to change that. 
There is not a single word in over 2,000 
pages that says anything or that does 
anything to raise Mexican wages, to tie 
Mexican wages to productivity or to 
ensure that Mexican workers earn 
enough to buy our products. 

How are Mexican workers supposed 
to buy American cars when a week's 
wage will barely earn them enough to 
buy a set of spark plugs? 

When the Wall Street Journal asked 
executives what effect NAFTA would 
have on their business decisions, 40 per
cent of our corporations and 55 percent 
of our largest businesses said they 
would move some production to Mex
ico, and 25 percent admitted in a Roper 
poll in the Wall Street Journal that 
they would use NAFTA as a bargaining 
chip to bring down American wages. 

Business is telling us they are going 
to move our jobs to Mexico if NAFTA 

passes, and we know why. They have 
been invited to do that, and I think 
this ad pretty much says it all. This is 
an ad that the Mexican Government is 
running or did run in major trade mag
azines throughout this country. This is 
what it says: "I can't find good loyal 
workers for a dollar an hour within a 
thousand miles of here. Yes you can in 
Yucatan." 

It reads that "You and your company 
could save $15,000 a year per worker if 
you had a facility here. Call this num
ber if you are interested." 

We called. They have received thou
sands and thousands ·or calls. Business 
is poised and ready to go. They have 
been in vi ted. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. Not at this point in the 
debate. I will yield later on. 

So, Mr. Speaker, that is what this de
bate is really all about. 

Mr. Speaker, let me ask this of the 
Members: "Why can't we have a 
NAFTA that provides the same guaran
tees for working people that it does for 
corporations? Why can't we have a 
NAFTA that raises Mexico's standard 
of living to our level instead of lower
ing ours to theirs? Why can't we have 
a NAFTA that insists that Mexico 
meet some minimum standards of de
mocracy and human rights?" 

This is a silent issue in this debate: 
Since 1988, under the so-called reform 
government of Salinas, 26 journalists 
have been killed in Mexico, 52 members 
of the opposition party have been as
sassinated, and Mexico is the only 
country in the Western Hemisphere 
that refuses to allow impartial observ
ers to monitor its elections. 

Good people in Mexico are trying to 
reform that system. We have a chance 
to say yes to them and no to this sys
tem. 

When the European Community inte
grated Spain and Portugal and Greece 
into the Common Market, they devel
oped certain standards for democracy 
that each country had to meet. Should 
we do anything less? 

If we say yes to this agreement, what 
kind of pattern do we set for future 
trade agreements with Brazil, Chile, 
Venezuela, Colombia, Guatemala, and 
the rest of Latin America? What kind 
of signal do we send our human rights 
and democracy friends who are strug
gling for democracy in China? What 
kind of signal do we send to the Chi
nese when President Clinton meets 
with them tomorrow to talk about 
these very issues? 

Mr. Speaker, let us be honest. If this 
NAFTA was such a good deal, it would 
stand on its own merits. The White 
House would not have to be making 
deal after deal. But one month before 
Christmas, it is "NAFTA Claus" time 
at the White House. They have got a 
deal for sugar, they have one for citrus, 
they have one for vegetables, and they 
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have deals for peanuts and planes and 
banks, and there is a $17 million tax re
lief provision right in this bill that we 
will vote on for Honda Corporation. 
The only deal they have not cut is the 
one that they should have made at the 
beginning of the negotiations, and that 
is a deal for working people in this 
country that would affect working peo
ple in Mexico and Canada as well. 

On top of all that, we are being asked 
to raise taxes in order to send our jobs 
to Mexico. This bill raises over a bil
lion dollars in taxes, and that is just 
the beginning. It is·a small fraction of 
the cost. The total cost of implement
ing NAFTA is between $20 billion and 
$50 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule alone grants 4 
waivers of the Budget Act. This bill is 
a budget buster. We have not even 
talked about what the cost is going to 
be to retrain our workers, to retool our 
factories, to rebuild our infrastructure, 
and to clean up the environmental 
mess at the border. 

This NAFTA is not the best we can 
do, and we should go back to the draw
ing board and come up with an agree
ment that benefits the peoples of Mex
ico and Canada and America. There is 
no question that our future is linked 
with the future of Mexico and the good 
people of Mexico, but we cannot stand 
up here today and say that this is the 
best we can do. 

If we cannot stand up for the working 
people of America, if we cannot stand 
up for democracy in Mexico, if we can
not stand up for human rights around 
the world, what does this country 
stand for? 

Mr. Speaker, we need a trade agree
ment with Mexico, but this NAFTA is 
nothing but a job-stealing, tax-raising, 
community-destroying agreement, and 
we have got to defeat it. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote for the future, to vote for our jobs, 
to vote for the future of our children, 
and say no to NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

D 1000 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, because 

so many Republicans want to line up in 
support of this rule and the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, I 
yield myself 90 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule for 
consideration of H.R. 3450, and I urge 
all of my colleagues to join me in that 
support. The North American Free
Trade Agreement, while not the answer 
to all of the challenges that face our 
country, is a historic initiative. It is 
the product of three Presidents, years 
of intense negotiations with Mexico 
and Canada, and hundreds of congres
sional meetings and hearings. It de
serves an up-or-down vote on the floor, 
and this rule provides that vote. 

NAFTA is part of a private sector 
job-creation strategy that opens for-

eign markets to our exports. It gives 
American workers a tangible advan
tage over their competition in Japan 
and Europe when selling to the growing 
Mexican export market. 

Over the next 9 hours, the American 
people will see a very emotional de
bate. On one side, NAFTA opponents 
will be selling fear. On the other side, 
armed with the facts, NAFTA support
ers will look forward with confidence 
and hope. Confidence in the unmatched 
energy and productivity of the Amer
ican people, and hope for a future of 
greater prosperity and peace through
out the Western Hemisphere. 

Once or twice a century a nation 
faces historic crossroads. That is the 
kind of choice that confronts Congress 
today. Just as we defeated communism 
after setting off on the Marshall Plan, 
the American people will choose the 
leadership role in eliminating trade 
barriers and bringing countries to
gether in peace. 

This rule will let us make that deci
sion. Do we move forward, or slink 
back? The Republican leadership sup
ports this rule. The Democrat leader
ship supports this rule. The adminis
tration supports this rule. And I am 
confident that the American people 
want us to vote on NAFTA today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The Chair would inform 
Members that the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BEILENSON] has 6 min
utes remaining, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BoNIOR] has 8 minutes 
remaining, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 9 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. · DREIER] has 13¥2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Sanibel, FL [Mr. Goss], a 
very able member of the Committee on 
Rules who has a very important an
nouncement to make. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman from Califor
nia, an outstanding leader on this 
issue, for yielding time to me. 

Regardless of the outcome of today's 
historic vote, the experience of NAFTA 
exemplifies the resilience of our rep
resentative form of democracy. There 
will be consequences Kit passes; there 
will be consequences if it fails-but we 
cannot go back. I supported fast-track 
negotiations, primarily because we 
need expanded productivity to make 
more jobs and that means access to for
eign markets on reasonable terms. No 
one believes we can sustain our quality 
of life and continue economic growth 
just by looking to our domestic mar
kets. Throughout the process of consid
ering and refining this enormously 
complex trade agreement, we have seen 
an extraordinary-and somewhat un
precedented- level of citizen participa
tion. 

I am extremely grateful to the al
most 6,000 southwest Floridians who 
have contacted me or my offices in just 
the last two weeks-and the many hun
dreds of others we have heard from in 
the past 2 years. In this time of grow
ing public mistrust and apathy toward 
government, such active engagement 
by the people we serve is most hearten
ing-even though I know many will be 
disappointed by the outcome, since 
there is no clear consensus. I opposed 
the original NAFTA because it need
lessly exposed Florida to unfair com
petition and threatened our environ
mental and phytosanitary standards. 

These problems have been largely-if 
belatedly-resolved after much effort 
by a united Florida delegation and oth
ers. Today we have a new NAFTA. I 
firmly believe it will not bleed jobs to 
Mexico-it will not increase our tax 
burden despite stride rhetoric to the 
contrary. The side agreements are 
legal and workable. I cannot help but 
wonder if opponents to signing our 
Constitution 200 years ago referred to 
our bill of rights as "unworkable side 
agreements.'' 

Mr. Speaker, after intense delibera
tion with many, I have concluded we 
have before us today a positive oppor
tunity for America and for Florida. I 
think a yes vote says to the world that 
America is alive and well and a cham
pion of free enterprise. It says to our 
neighbors in this hemisphere that we 
can be trusted to negotiate faithfully 
and fairly. And it says to Americans
in business, on the farm, to workers 
and professionals and their families at 
home-that we can compete and win. 
Bring on the world-were ready. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule and I 
support the new NAFTA- and I urge 
my colleagues to vote yes. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. WYDEN]. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule and in support of NAFTA. The big 
issue that is driving this debate is the 
fear in our communities that the 
United States companies are going to 
close down and move to Mexico. I un
derstand that fear, because the econ
omy in my State and everywhere else 
in the country is changing. But the 
fact is that NAFTA makes it less like
ly that companies will move to Mexico, 
not more so. 

NAFTA gets rid of the current Mexi
can trade barriers that say if America 
wants to sell in Mexico, it is easier if 
you locate there. We want American 
companies to make their products 
here, and sell them there, and NAFTA 
makes that easier. 

Mr. Speaker, NAFTA is a good deal 
for us. Mexican tariffs are 2¥2 times as 
high as ours, and we have a trade sur
plus with Mexico. But NAFTA is not 
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just a dry and technical issue about a 
tariff deal that favors us. It is a judg
ment about whether we as a country 
are going to look forward or backward. 

A vote in favor of NAFTA is a judg
ment that this country can lead in the 
global economy and shape that econ
omy so that we and others can mutu
ally benefit. A vote against NAFTA is 
a judgment that we are going to try 
and protect an economy that really 
does not exist any longer. 

Mr. Speaker, America needs more 
high skill, high wage export jobs. Mem
bers should support the rule and this 
agreement, and empower our workers 
and companies so they can tap the op
portunities that are out there in the 
world marketplace. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very· 
privileged to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Menomonee Falls, WI 
[Mr. SENSENBRENNER], a hard-working 
member of the Committee on the Judi
ciary and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
rule and of the North American Free
Trade Agreement. One of the more irre
sponsible charges that has been levied 
against NAFTA recently is that 
NAFTA will allow the diversion of 
Great Lakes water to Mexico and to 
other places outside of the Great Lakes 
Basin. 

Mr. Speaker, nothing can be further 
from the truth. NAFTA is silent on 
interbasin transfers of Great Lakes 
water. That means that existing trea
ties and laws on this subject remain in 
force unamended. That includes the 
1909 Treaty on Boundary Waters be
tween the United States and Canada 
which sets up a machinery that gov
erns diversions, both into and out of 
the Great Lakes Basin. 

Also unaffected by NAFTA is the 1986 
Great Lakes Charter Act, which allows 
the Governors of those States which 
have adhered to the Great Lakes Char
ter to have an individual veto against 
changing diversions that are presently 
authorized, either increasing diversions 
into the Great Lakes or out of the 
Great Lakes. One of the Governors has 
recently used his veto power to prevent 
diversion of Great Lakes water into a 
place in Indiana outside of the Great 
Lakes Basin. 

NAFTA does not touch the issue of 
Great Lakes diversions. The machinery 
that has worked so well on this subject 
since 1909 remains in place, and every 
Governor that has acceded to the Great 
Lakes Charter remains having a veto 
in case someone is proposing to divert 
Great Lakes water to any place outside 
of the Great Lakes. 

Mr. Speaker, reject this specious ar
gument; look at the text, and support 
NAFTA. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to . the gentlewoman from 

Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY], who has 
been so valuable in fighting for the 
American workers of this country. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York, 
who has been a leader in our battle on 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, N-A-F-T-A. Separately, 
they are simply letters. But when put 
together, they become an acronym 
that represents a questionable future 
for the United States. 

The letters stand for "North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement." The T is 
for "trade" and not for "treaty." 

NAFTA is not a treaty, and it re
quires enabling legislation, which is 
why the House has the opportunity to 
vote. 

Make no mistake, we are voting on a 
bill, a bill that creates 17 new bureauc
racies and divests U.S. courts of juris
diction. 

However, there will be no amend
ments. This is an up or down vote on 
thousands of pages. And in these thou
sands of pages are 449 pages of legisla
tion. We are not even allowed to 
change a comma. 

By page 11, NAFTA is incorporated 
by reference and then, in the next 438 
pages, this bill goes on to make major 
changes to the United States Code. 
However, the House is allowed no 
.amendments. 

Whether you agree with NAFTA or 
not, you should vote down a closed rule 
on 449 pages of legislation, legislation 
that makes fundamental changes to 
the American way of life. 

0 1010 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). The Chair will advise 
Members that the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BEILENSON] has 3 min
utes remaining, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BoNIOR] has 8 minutes 
remaining, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 7¥2 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER] has 9% minutes re
maining. 

Mr. DREIER Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from River
side, CA [Mr. CALVERT], a strong and 
outspoken advocate of the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, what we 
say here today will be forgotten before 
the print is dry on tomorrow's CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

But, what we do here tonight will 
have an impact for generations to 
come. 

By our vote on NAFTA, Congress will 
send a message to our neighbors in this 
hemisphere, and our neighbors across 
the oceans. 

Even more importantly, it will send a 
message to our neighbors down the 
street. 

The message will be either that 
America is ready for the 21st century 
or that America has lost its vision and 
its will to compete. 

To what depths of despair has this 
great Nation sunk that its elected rep
resentatives are afraid to accept a sim
ple challenge of free and open trade? 

Have we become so insecure and so 
fearful of change that we are intimi
dated by competition with two nations 
whose combined gross domestic prod
uct is less than my State of California? 

Those who seek to kill this agree
ment often appeal to fear. Some appeal 
to prejudice. They almost always ap
peal to America's darker side. 

But, America has never been about 
fear or darkness. It has always been 
about hope-and opportunity. 

America did not become the world's 
greatest economic superpower by tak
ing the safe course-or by clinging to 
the ways of the past. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate is not about 
statistics that can be tortured and 
twisted to prove any point of view. 

It is about a simple message to our 
neighbors-to the North, the South, 
across the Pacific, across the · Atlantic, 
and down Main Street, U.S.A. 

Let that message be one of hope; one 
of opportunity; one of the future. 

Let that message be, America is 
ready for NAFTA; America is ready for 
the 21st century. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I am urging 
Members to vote no on NAFTA and no 
on the rule. I think we ought to vote 
against this rule because it basically 
violates the rules of the House. 

The NAFTA agreement is being ad
vertised as a trade agreement, but, in 
fact, as the gentleman from New York 
indicated, one of the provisions con
tained in it is to establish an entirely 
new international bank funding oper
ation, which will have priority over 
virtually every other i tern in the budg
et come fiscal 1995. 

It not only authorizes but it also ap
propriates the funding for the first 
year for that bank and then leaves us 
to determine whether or not we are 
going to be able to find the money the 
next 3 years to make good on that 
promise. I do not think much of that 
deal. 

That is one of the reasons why the 
real budgetary cost to NAFTA will not 
be the $3.5 billion talked about by the 
administration and its supporters. It 
will be closer to $20 billion over the 
next decade. 

NAFTA is advertised as a free-trade 
agreement, as an agreement that re
duces tariffs. 

Let me tell you what it really is. It is 
a snowplow by which we pave the road 
to an absolutely free flow of capital 
and a greatly expanded ability to in
vest American dollars in all of Latin 
America, with no regard whatsoever 
for the economic and social con
sequences to this society, none whatso
ever. 
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Now, the theory of Members who sup

port NAFTA is this. They say, "Lookit, 
America can't hang on to those low
paying jobs so you ought to give them 
away and go after the high-paying 
jobs." 

Well, I agree with that in theory. The 
problem is, this country does not have 
a clue about how to go after those 
high-paying jobs. And it certainly does 
not have a plan to go after those high
paying jobs. 

They talk about retraining. They 
say, "Oh, don't worry about it; if work
ers lose their jobs, we are going to re
train them." 

How many do you think are going to 
get retrained? With $28 million a year, 
that comes up to a grand total of 5,175 
workers a year. Big deal. 

They say that 19 out of 20 studies 
demonstrate that NAFTA is a winner 
for this country. But, 10 of those stud
ies start by assuming in their economic 
models that there will be no economic 
diversion of investment from the Unit
ed States to Mexico. So guess what? 
Because of that assumption, they can
not show that there will be any diver
sion . . 

We have seven other studies that as
sume from the beginning that there 
will be no change in job levels in this 
country. And so guess what? Those 
studies, by design, cannot show us that 
there will be a job loss in this country. 

Now, I want to say to those who are 
talking about what the job loss will be, 
nobody has a clue. Mr. Perot does not 
have a clue; President Clinton does not 
have a due. Nobody knows exactly how 
many jobs we will wind up winning or 
losing net. But we do know, even the 
administration admits, that there will 
be at le~_st 200,000 people who will lose 
their jobs. And what are we giving to 
them? Table scraps, table scraps in the 
form of a joke of a training program. 

I just have one other thing to say, be
sides the $20 billion budget cost. Do not 
ever lecture me about the item veto 
and how the Presidential use of an 
item veto will save money. After this 
charade of giving away everything but 
the kitchen sink in order to get enough 
votes to pass this agreement, if any
body ever doubted for a moment that 
the White House can pass out more 
pork in 5 minutes than this House can 
in 5 years, all they have to do is watch 
NAFTA. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro ' tempore. The 
Chair would like to welcome our guests 
in the gallery, but they cannot partici
pate in the debate by applauding. The 
Chair respectfully requests that our 
guests in the gallery not applaud. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to my good friend, the gen
tleman from Harrisburg, PA [Mr. 
GEKAS]. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, when one 
begins to add up all the negatives on 
NAFTA and balance them against the 

positives, it can be a complex and con
fusing set of facts with which we have 
to deal. No question about it. The same 
trouble we have sifting through all of 
that obtains to the American people. 
They, too, see good things and bad 
things arising out of the treaty, which 
we are debating here today. 

But in the final analysis, when those 
scales are evenly balanced, if they are, 
and I do not believe they are, between 
the pros and the cons, one element 
comes in to tip the balance in favor of 
support of NAFTA. And that is the ex
panded market. 

What is wrong with an expanded mar
ket of these proportions, one that 
might even double or triple over the 
next few years in its proportion, simply 
because we have the foresight to open 
the borders between Mexico and the 
United States? 

Vote for NAFTA, because it is a vote 
for our country. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min
utes to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. TORRES]. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule and NAFTA. 

As a 40-year member of the United 
Auto Workers some have questioned 
my support for the agreement. Let me 
tell you why I will be voting for 
NAFTA. 

My decision to support NAFTA was 
not easy. I have spent most of my adult 
life fighting for economic and social 
justice for American workers. For 20 
years as a member of the UAW, I orga
nized laborers from Los Angeles, CA, to 
Buenos Aires, Argentina, My commit
ment to the rights and opportunities of 
workers worldwide is well documented 
and unchallenged. 

This lifetime of experience has con
vinced me, without a doubt, that 
American workers are the best in the 
world, able to compete and win in the 
global economy. 

Over the past 3 years I have been one 
of the most vocal critics of NAFTA. I 
strongly opposed, and voted against, 
fast-track, and I would have voted 
against the NAFTA agreement nego
tiated by the Bush administration. But 
this is a new NAFTA. It is a NAFTA 
that not only provides an opportunity 
to open new markets and create new 
jobs, but also protects American work
ers. 

While NAFTA will lead to job gains 
in high-wage, union-intensive, sectors, 
I have always been very concerned 
about those who, in the short term, 
may suffer the loss of jobs and eco
nomic opportunity. The risk of job 
loss, and the need to address such risk, 
is not only a problem with NAFTA, but 
with expanded U.S. participation in the 
global economy generally. 

Almost everyone agrees-even the 
most strident opponents of NAFTA
that in the long run open trade creates 
economic growth which benefits work-

ers and consumers in all countries in
volved. Indeed, the opponents of 
NAFTA claim that they are not 
against a free-trade agreement with 
Mexico, they are just against this 
agreement and would support new ne
gotiations to achieve, from their per
spective, a better deal. 

The promise of a better NAFTA is, I 
have concluded, a false illusion. It will 
be years, perhaps a generation, before 
there will be another opportunity to 
improve cooperation with our Mexican 
neighbors on trade, environmental, 
labor, and other issues. Whether the is
sues relate to immigration, narcotics, 
or commerce, a rejection of NAFTA 
will make it much more difficult tore
solve problems and pursue opportuni
ties which affect so deeply the people 
of the United States and Mexico. 

With this in mind, and with my col
leagues in the House I decided to try 
and improve NAFTA by promoting the 
establishment of a North American De
velopment Bank [NADBank] and a 
NAFTA-related dislocated worker ad
justment program to assist those com
munities and workers who may suffer 
dislocations related to the implemen
tation of NAFTA. Working closely with 
Latino leaders, my colleagues in Con
gress, and other experts from across 
the country, I set out to persuade 
President Clinton that these two ini
tiatives were in the national interest 
and were necessary to address the le
gitimate fears that NAFTA has evoked. 

After several months of hard work 
and close cooperation, in mid-October 
President Clinton, Secretary Bentsen, 
and Secretary Reich agreed to all the 
essential elements of the NADBank 
and worker retraining proposals. In
deed, they had ·already incorporated 
important elements of my original 
NADBank proposal in the administra
tion's plan to create a development 
bank funding facility for environ
mental investment projects. As a re
sult, I am convinced that this NAFTA 
will benefit most workers in the United 
States and in Mexico, and will protect 
those who, in the short term, are at 
greatest risk of dislocation. I now be
lieve that NAFTA not only will create 
better and higher-paying jobs for 
American workers in many industries, 
but also will provide new opportunities 
for those at risk. 

During the past few weeks, the pro
posal to create a North American De
velopment Bank has been the subject 
of much discussion. Unfortunately, 
most of what has been said about the 
NADBank has been either inaccurate 
or purposely misleading. It has been 
called everything from massive pork 
barrel spending to an unfundable hoax. 
As someone who has worked hundreds 
of hours consulting public and private 
finance experts and economists 
throughout the country on this matter, 
I want to set the record straight. Do 
not' be beguiled by the opponents of 
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NADBank and its fright-mongers here 
in the House, and on the outside by the 
likes of Ross Perot and Pat Buchanan. 

First, it has been said that NADBank 
is pork barrel and is a waste of tax
payers money. The NADBank is not 
pork. It is a public policy initiative 
that is the product of a legitimate leg
islative process. The idea for a regional 
development bank has been discussed 
by academics for over a decade. Last 
May, 24 of my colleagues joined me in 
introducing legislation calling for the 
creation of the NADBank. Two con
gressional hearings have been held. 
And the NADBank enjoys support from 
over 100 environmental groups, Latino 
leaders, and community activists. In 
short, the NADBank is not some pork 
barrel deal, it is a legislative initiative 
with broad support that is in the public 
interest. 

As for being a waste of taxpayers 
money, the NADBank represents a 
highly effective use of a small amount 
of public funds to mobilize a large 
amount of private capital. Through its 
lending capacity of $3 billion, based on 
a paid-in capitalization of $56 million a 
year for 4 years, NADBank will be able, 
conservatively to mobilize more than 
$20 billion to clean up and prevent en
vironmental pollution along the United 
States-Mexico border, while also ensur
ing that communities anywhere in the 
United States that are negatively af
fected by NAFTA will have the finan
cial capacity to create new and better 
jobs. Workers from Peoria to Los Ange
les will be assured that more than $1 
billion will be available for economic 
development and job creation in Amer
ican communities. 

Furthermore, 'my vote did not cost 
the administration or the taxpayers 
one dime that had not already been 
committed to support a narrow set of 
border environmental projects. My ne
gotiations with the administration fo
cused on the scope of the Bank and the 
importance of providing it with the au
thority to make loans outside the bor
der area for economic development to 
create jobs for Americans. 

Second, it has been asserted by some 
NAFTA opponents that the NADBank 
will not achieve its important goals be
cause, even if authorized, it will never 
be adequately funded. This is a false ar
gument. I note that a number of 
NAFTA's most vocal critics, in and out 
of the Congress, have endorsed my 
NADBank proposal. Moreover, the ena
bling legislation will include $56 mil
lion to provide the first-year capital
ization for the NADBank. I am con
fident that if NAFTA is adopted, the 
Congress will readily appropriate the 
additional $56 million a year over the 
next 3 years to ensure full capitaliza
tion. 

After all, surely a Congress which ap
propriates billions annually to provide 
aid to workers in the Middle-East, 
housing for Soviet soldiers returning to 

their homeland, and training for com
puter programmers in Russia, will be 
willing to appropriate $56 million to as
sist American communities and work
ers. NADBank funding will be part of 
an appropriations budget category that 
includes NADBank as the only institu
tion which addresses the needs of U.S. 
communities. as opposed to the needs 
of foreign countries. 

It has been alleged that NADBank al
lows for an institution with substantial 
representation by foreign interests to 
participate in determining how the 
United States will use funds within its 
own borders. 

This allegation is just flat out wrong. 
Any lending in the United States 
through NADBank's United States do
mestic window is fully controlled by 
the United States-appointed members 
of the board of directors. In addition, 
these loans are subject to review only 
by the U.S. Advisory and Review Com
mittee, which will consist only of rep
resentatives from U.S. communities 
and U.S. nongovernment organizations. 
It has also been said that the NADBank 
proposal focuses on a narrow set of en
vironmental problems and neglects 
other important concerns. 

This allegation is also false. The 
Charter of the NADBank explicitly ex
pands the scope of activities beyond 
the administration's original narrow 
proposal for a border environmental fi
nancing facility. The scope is now ex
panded to include any related environ
mental infrastructure, including, for 
example, air pollution. In addition, and 
more importantly, the scope was ex
panded to include other economically 
viable infrastructure and community 
economic development projects in com
munities anywhere in the United 
States affected by NAFTA. In other 
words, members should be happy with 
the successful efforts of the NADBank 
supporters to expand the scope of the 

· original proposal. 
Finally. some are asserting 

Maquiladoras should assume more re
sponsibilities for mitigating their im
pact on the environment. 

That is exactly the logic behind the 
NADBank. All environmental infra
structure projects will be paid for 
through user fees paid by 
Maquiladoras. Maquilas will no longer 
be able to use the excuse that there are 
no pollution treatment facilities for 
their failure to meet environmental 
laws. NADBank investments are thus 
an integral part of being able to en
force higher environmental standards 
along the border. Since all the loans 
for these environmental projects will 
be fully repaid, NADBank projects will 
be financed strictly on the polluter 
pays principle. 

For those who may lose jobs because 
of NAFTA. the new Dislocated Worker 
Adjustment Program I advocated, 
along with my colleagues XAVIER 
BECERRA and LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD, 

will provide the support necessary to 
ease their transition into new jobs. It 
provides for rapid identification and 
certification of affected workers, 
meaningful job training opportunities 
and income support. And for the first 
time, dislocated workers in secondary 
and cyclical industries will be eligible 
for job training and income support. in
dustries that employ large numbers of 
lower skilled workers. 

The Clinton negotiated NAFTA is a 
new agreement, one that truly address
es American and Mexican labor and en
vironmental laws and provides protec
tion for any short term negative im
pact. I am convinced that with these 
additions to NAFTA, I have made the 
right decision for my constituents and 
for the Nation. In essence, my original 
position on NAFTA did not change, 
NAFTA has changed. 

Finally, I believe that Americans 
must approach the future with con
fidence and determination. Future gen
erations will benefit if the leaders of 
today act with courage and optimism 
about the ability of our people to com
pete and win in the global economy. 
Future generations will benefit if we 
today establish a historic new set of in
stitutions, such as the NADBank and 
the Labor and Environmental Commis-· 
sions, which create the basis for a rela
tionship of cooperation and trust. not 
only with the people of Mexico, but 
with people and nations throughout 
the hemisphere. 

President Clinton's NAFTA is an 
agreement I am proud to support. I am 
proud that the President and his ad
ministration have worked closely with 
me and Latino leaders from across the 
country to address our concerns. I urge 
you to support our President. I urge 
you to have confidence in our people. I 
urge you to vote yes in support of the 
rule and the North American Free
Trade Agreement. 

0 1020 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

happy to yield 2 minutes to our dili
gent colleague, the gentleman from 
Stamford, CT [Mr. SHAYS]. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
historic day. As we begin debate on 
NAFTA I pray on bended knee that we 
do this House justice. that we do what 
is right for our country. And I know 
my colleagues share that hope. 

The cold war has ended, and while 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
were fighting that war, Western Eu
rope, Japan, and the Asian rim nations 
were fighting an economic war and di
viding the spoils. This is the contest we 
should be waging and passing the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
will begin the process. 

NAFTA is a good agreement for our 
country. It is good for us economically, 
it is good for us socially, it is good for 
us politically, it is good for us environ
mentally. 
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In August 1941, almost 4 months be

fore Pearl Harbor, Asia and Europe, 
were at war and Americans drew in
ward. They wanted us to isolate our
selves and shut · out the rest of the 
world. So they encouraged their Con
gressmen to end the draft. But there 
were men and women in Congress who 
knew what we needed to do. They knew 
that the United States could not be an 
island unto itself, and so they approved 
continuing the draft-but by only one 
vote. 

This great Nation of 248 million peo
ple, with an economy 20 times larger 
than Mexico's, does not need to fear 
our neighbors to the south. As it did in 
1941 this Congress needs to rise to the 
occasion. We need to seize the moment 
and pass NAFTA. There is no doubt in 
my mind future generations will look 
back on this vote and ask how we could 
have done otherwise. 

Today marks the beginning of the 
United States entrance into the con
test of the 21st century-to expand our 
economy and create jobs. Our economic 
future is in exports, and NAFTA is the 
first step toward that future. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Colorado 
Springs, CO [Mr. HEFLEY]. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say for the record that I support the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. I think NAFTA is in this coun
try's best interest. 

That is not to say that I think 
NAFTA is going to be completely pain
less. I am sympathetic with many of 
the concerns raised about the agree
ment. U.S. businesses operate under a 
blanket of environmental and safety 
regulations which hamper their ability 
to compete in the international mar
ket. I agree that these handicaps need 
to be recognized and addressed in any 
trade agreement. 

At the same time, I am wary of some 
of the arguments raised against estab
lishing free trade with Mexico. The 
constant harping that NAFTA will cost 
this country jobs and slow our future 
economic growth is completely con
trary to our recent experience with 
trade agreements. 

We have all heard the statistics. Over 
the last 5 years, since the Mexican 
Government unilaterally cut its tariffs 
on American products, United States 
trade with Mexico has exploded, and 
what was a trade deficit has changed 
into a trade surplus. 

Despite this record, many opponents 
claim that if the NAFTA is passed, 
then United States Corporations will 
move to Mexico to take advantage of 
the lower labor costs. 

Well, that is happening right now 
without the assistance of the NAFTA 
agreement. And if we stop them from 
moving to Mexico, they'll move to 
South Korea or the Pacific rim instead. 
Sticking our heads in the sand and 

scrapping NAFTA won't solve the prob
lem of high-priced American labor. 

On the other hand, NAFTA will open 
up Mexico's markets for the kind of 
capital and manufactured goods in 
which we are competitive. Since 1986 
when Mexico entered GATT, United 
States exports to Mexico have tripled 
creating over 400,000 American jobs. 
Over 80 percent of these new jobs are 
the high-wage manufacturing jobs that 
concern the opponents of NAFTA. 
Signing NAFTA will create more. 

Other opponents to NAFTA point out 
that we cannot have balanced trade 
with Mexico because its people living 
along the United States-Mexico border 
live in substandard housing and earn 
substandard wages. In my mind, this 
observation would seem to support a 
free trade agreement. Mexico's people 
can't improve their conditions and if 
they have no jobs or income. 

That response also applies to the en
vironmental concerns raised against 
NAFTA. There is a direct linkage be
tween economic growth and increased 
environmental performance. Environ
mental regulations cost money, and 
Mexico can't address its current envi
ronment problems without economic 
growth. 

The perception held by many Ameri
cans is that Mexico is a third world 
country that has little to offer the 
United States as a trading partner. 
This perception ignores the reality 
that Mexico's middle-class population 
is larger than Canada's entire popu
lation. 

In fact, Mexico is already our third 
leading trading partner, consuming 
over $40 billion in American goods each 
year and providing employment for 
over 600,000 Americans. 

For every impoverished citizen who 
would gladly work-whether NAFT A is 
ratified or not-at a $1 a day job along 
the Mexico border, there is a middle
class citizen eager to purchase U.S. 
goods and services but can't because 
current Mexican tariffs are too high. 

There are two other objections to 
NAFTA that I think need to be ad
dressed. First is the issue of taxes. 
Under this agreement, $2.5 billion 
worth of tariffs-that is, taxes on 
American consumer-will be cut. In 
their place, $700 million worth of in
creased transportation user fees will be 
increased. 

That means this agreement rep
resents a net $1.8 billion tax cut for 
Americans. As someone who has fought 
hard to cut taxes, this cut is an unex
pected bonus and further reason to sup
port this agreement. 

The second objection is sovereignty. 
Opponents of NAFTA have claimed 
that NAFTA abandons Congress' role 
in regulating trade and undermines our 
national sovereignty. I have looked 
into these concerns, and am satisfied 
our environmental, transportation, 
health, safety, and labor laws will not 
be unduly weakened by this agreement. 

As evidence of this, 42 of 50 State 
Governors support his trade agree
ment. I am unconvinced that Gov
ernors from both the right and the left 
of the political spectrum would support 
this agreement if it were going to un
dercut their ability to set policy for 
their Sates. 

In conclusion, the time to ratify 
NAFTA is now. Under the current pro
business government in Mexico, that 
country's economy is going to grow 
substantially over the next decade. We 
can either lower our trade barriers, 
work with Mexico, and benefit from 
this growth or we can erect a wall 
along the Rio Grande and stand by 
while Mexico teams up with Japan and 
Germany and leaves us behind. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thought I had heard it all. But equat
ing the Bill of Rights to NAFTA is like 
equating Mother Teresa to Michael 
Millikin. This debate, ladies and gen
tleman, actually justifies giving Dr. 
Kevorkian a political license. 

Back home, all of these side deals for 
the Southern States, for sugar, orange 
juice, and textiles, the Northern deals 
for urban projects, the industrial State 
deals for worker retraining, a $17 mil
lion tax break to Honda Motors who 
did not pay their taxes that they owed 
in this bill, ladies and gentlemen, in 
Washington this is called politics. 
Back home in your town and my town 
these are called bribes and crimes. 

This is a sad day. Politicians have 
sold their souls to the devil, and the 
American worker is in hell trying to 
grow out of it. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 1 minute to our friend, 
the gentleman from Casper, WY [Mr. 
THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of the rule 
and in support of the agreement. 

Seldom are we confronted with an 
issue so driven by emotion and clouded 
with unfounded information, and also 
by personal political agendas. It is 
tough for all of us in this country to 
try to cut through the fog and come up 
with the right decision. 

Any agreement, of course, that is 
made by this country needs to be en
tered into on the basis of strengthening 
the country and its economy and its 
leadership in the world, its relationship 
with our neighbors. Any economy as 
large and effective as ours and as effi
cient must have expanded markets. 

Our country is the largest exporter in 
the world. Any jobs that have been de
veloped over the last several years are 
a result of expanded export markets. 

There is always a downside of course 
to agreements the magnitude of this 
one. One of the speakers bemoaned the 
fact that they did not have a chance to 
put in the periods and comas and the 
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details. A treaty of this kind cannot be I caution them that progress will 
done by a committee of 435. happen with or without America-if we 

On balance, this agreement is in do not get on the train now, it will 
favor of the United States and U.S. leave the station without us. 
jobs, and we should pass the rule and Our ability to compete in global mar-
tha bill. kets is the basis of our economic fu-

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am ture. 
happy to yield 1 minute to my good I urge my colleagues to pass this 
friend, the gentleman from Oceanside, agreement for the greater good of all 
CA [Mr. PACKARD). America, not for political or parochial 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I thank reasons. 
the gentleman for yielding me the I urge you to vote "yes" on the rule 
time. and "yes" on NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, NAFTA will launch the . 0 1030 creation of a North American free-
trade zone. In an effort to increase its Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
economic muscle abroad, we have seen minute to the distinguished gentleman 
the European countries undertake a from Wisconsin [Mr. BARCA]. 
similar step, creating the European Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak
Community. It is our best vehicle to er, we have had the New Deal, the Fair 
compete with the European Commu- Deal, but this is just a bad deal. And 
nity, and the Pacific rim trade bloc. this rule allows it to be a worse deal. 

NAFTA will increase America's mus- The rules do not allow us to raise any 
cle in our hemisphere, creating the points of order, even though in this bill 
largest free-trade zone in the world- we have added a development bank, 
over 370 million people-opening new study centers, things unrelated to this 
markets to U.S. products. This will free-trade agreement. They are not 
allow us to maintain our position as part of the free-trade agreement that 
the world's economic superpower. was negotiated with Mexico and Can-

The vote on NAFTA is truly an his- ada. These are part of the side agree
toric one. This vote is essentially a ments negotiated with dozens of Mem
yardstick by which we will measure bers of Congress, item after item that 
our fears against the future. will bust our budget and rearrange our 

The rest of the world is watching- priorities. They never had a review by 
our confidence and faith in economic any of the committees of this House. 
progress will be judged by the outcome We should not create laws this way, 
of this vote. Passage or defeat of and we certainly should not create 
NAFTA will determine the pace of banks and study centers this way. 
American competitiveness. It is already stated that this violates 

This vote will decide, during this eco- our Budget Act. These items did not 
nomically transitional time, whether need to be put in here. They should not 
we choose to move forward, to meet have been put in here. 
the new challenges of the 21st cen- I would urge the Members to vote 
tury-to lead the world-or resist inev- against this rule and certainly to vote 
itable change and relegate America to against this bad deal. 
a second rate economic power. Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the over-

About the job loss argument: There whelming majority of Governors sup
is nothing to stop United States com- port the · North American Free-Trade 
panies from relocating to Mexico with- Agreement, and I yield 1 minute to the 
out NAFTA. next Governor of Rhode Island, from 

I will not stand here and deny the ob- Portsmouth, the gentleman from 
vious: There are companies who have Rhode Island [Mr. MACHTLEY]. 
chosen to take jobs across the border Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to Mexico. in support of the rule and in support of 

Ironically, these jobs were lost pri- NAFTA. 
marily because we do not have a free- Patriotism is doing what is right for 
trade agreement with Mexico. It will one's country. This is not an argument 
raise $1.1 billion in new user fees but it about ideology. It is not an argument 
cuts almost $3 billion in existing taxes of partisanship. It is an argument that 
and tariffs. The net tax cut is $1.8 bil- should be based on the facts and not on 
lion. fears. 

Because of the current tariff struc- As we look at the facts, the facts are 
ture imposed by the Mexican Govern- clearly in support of NAFTA, because 
ment, it is extremely difficult for Unit- it is right for Am~rica. America needs 
ed States businesses to compete there to take its place of leadership. We need 
unless they physically move their pro- to have open and free markets to send 
duction to Mexico and hire Mexican our goods. We need to tell our neigh
workers. bors that when we make a deal we will 

Under NAFTA, U.S. businesses will stand by this deal. 
not have to pay these kinds of tariffs, A NAFTA is a good and important 
and will not have to move their compa- vote. 
nies to Mexico in order to compete in Seldom will we have a vote on this 
the Mexican market. House floor which will mean more for 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the the future of the United States than 
economic progress that is the future. this vote today. 

I ask my colleagues to put aside their 
partisanship, put aside their ideologi
cal backgrounds, and to look at the 
facts, and when you look at the facts, 
I am sure you will conclude, as I will, 
that this is a good vote, good for our 
future. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Toledo, OH [Ms. KAPTUR], 
who has been such a strong advocate 
against this NAFTA. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise in strong opposition to NAFTA and 
this rule. 

Today the United States confronts an 
historic opportunity to use our trading 
power to promote democracy, create 
jobs, and raise the standard of living 
for our own people as well as the people 
of Mexico. This NAFTA debate is not 
about whether America will compete; 
rather, it is about on what terms we 
will ask our workers and farmers to 
compete with low-wage, undemocratic 
nations of the world. 

The trade agreement that moves us 
into this new era of trade-linked ad
vancement will be precedent-setting. 

This NAFTA is not a fundamental re
alignment of U.S. trade policy. It is a 
throwback to the post-1946 World War 
II era when America tried to rebuild 
the world and stave off communism by 
absorbing imports into our economy 
from nations devastated by war and 
corrupt political systems. Their econo
mies remain export-driven as will be 
Mexico's, and retain their repressive 
political regimes. 

This has resulted in the largest trade 
deficits and loss of jobs this country 
has ever experienced since the 1800's. 

We must compete in global markets 
with nations that do not share our po
litical and social values, but we cannot 
let the greed of the marketplace over
whelm the values that underlie our de
mocracy. 

Never has the United States nego
tiated a free-trade agreement with a 
nation whose standard of living and po
litical system are different from our 
own, as Mexico's, during the period 
when we have lost millions of jobs dur
ing the 1980's. NAFTA will continue 
this outsourcing of jobs to Mexico from 
this country. 

President John Kennedy said in 1962 
in his Alliance for Progress that we 
must not forget that the doctrine of de
velopment is more than a blueprint for 
economic advance. It says that mate
rial progress is meaningless without in
dividual freedom and political liberty. 

Rejection of this agreement will send 
an important signal to other non
democracies like Mexico that we will 
continue to link economic development 
with the development of just political 
and social institutions. 

Vote "no" on NAFTA. Vote for de
mocracy-building and prosperity for or
dinary people of this continent. 

AN OPPORTUNITY 

Mr. Speaker, in this post-cold war era, the 
United States confronts an histo'ric opportunity 
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as the preeminent world economy and the 
world's largest democratic republic and mar
ket. Our new· challenge is to use our trading 
power to promote democracy and raise the 
standard of living for our own people, as well 
as people around the world. Our objective 
should be to engage in high wage/high pro
ductivity competition with other advanced 
economies, not to meet the competition of low 
wage/high productivity/nondemocratic soci
eties. And we must place equal emphasis on 
prying open the closed markets of the world. 
The trade agreement that moves us into this 
new era of trade-linked advancement will be 
precedent setting. 

NAFTA DOESN'T MEASURE UP 

This NAFT A is not a fundamental realign
ment of trade policy. It is a narrowly drawn tar
iff and investment agreement with toothless 
side addenda. It is a throwback to post-1946 
World War II era, when America tried to re
build the world and stave off communism by 
absorbing imports into our economy from na
tions devastated by war and corrupt political 
systems. This program was wildly successful, 
and Japan, Korea, and Taiwan are now 
among our foremost competitors. But the 
world has changed. Their economies remain 
export driven, their production is still aimed at 
the United States market, but they have con
tinued to protect their own markets from Unit
ed States exports. The result is a persistent 
trade deficit, and an erosion of our economic 
security. Ours is still the largest national econ
omy in the world, but it is threatened by a 
flood of imports from low wage countries, and 
persistent barriers to U.S. exports to other 
major markets. 

THE ECONOMIC REAUTIES 

With the end of the cold war and the growth 
of the global economy, our security depends 
more than ever on economic strength, and our 
most critical challenges are in the market
place. The history of the 20th century in our 
country has been one of "taming" our national 
marketplace to make room for social values. 
American workers fought hard for labor rights; 
the bleak years of the depression taught us 
important lessons about regulating the market
place; and more recently we have worked to 
find effective ways to protect our environment 
and the health and safety of our citizens at 
home and at work. Canada, Japan and the 
n~tions of Europe have enacted many similar 
protections, but we compete in global markets 
with nations that do not have similar protec
tions. They do not share our political and so
cial values, and they are willing to accept con
ditions that we find unacceptable. 

The challenge of trade policy in this unregu
lated global market is to use our market power 
to respect our workers and strengthen our 
economy. We cannot let the greed of the mar
ketplace overwhelm the values that underlie 
our democracy. As we adapt to remain com
petitive and increase productivity, we must 
make sure that our policy reflects our fun
damental values and contributes to a better 
standard of living for our citizens. 

Since the 1970s, the American economy 
has been eroded by gaping trade deficits and 
devastating losses of high-wage manufactur
ing jobs. Our full-time high-wage job base con
tinues to erode while part-time work increases. 

During the last decade, United States manu
facturing employment fell by 951,000 jobs, 

while employment in the maquiladora areas of 
northern Mexico exploded by 431,000 jobs. 

Last year, U.S. employment fell by another 
325,000 jobs. 

Unemployment just ticked up again, and 
more than 400,000 layoffs have been an
nounced since January 1. 

General Motors will trim its U.S. workforce 
by 7 4,000 and close 21 plants over the next 
4 years. 

IBM has announced plans to cut its labor 
force by an additional 35,000 workers. 

Industry restructuring may insure the long
term survival of the companies themselves, 
but we cannot ignore the significance of the 
job losses. Laid-off workers have not been 
able to find comparable jobs, and communities 
are reeling from revenue losses from closed 
facilities and smaller payrolls. 

Over 60 percent of the new jobs created 
during the first half of 1993 were part-time 
jobs. 

The majority of new jobs were created in 
three categories-temporary work, restaurant 
work, and health care. 

Service sector jobs are, in most cases, 
clearly inferior to the manufacturing jobs they 
replace-lower pay, lower benefits, less job 
security. 

Something is fundamentally wrong with U.S. 
trade and economic policy that has allowed 
this set of circumstances to proceed unabated, 
while the economies of other nations have 
caught up to our own. 

TARIFFS HAVE DROPPED 

Since the early 1970s when most U.S. tar
iffs dropped to almost nothing the U.S. has 
been hemorrhaging jobs and accumulating 
historic trade deficits. Averaging over $1 00 bil
lion in many years, the trade deficit represents 
thousands of lost jobs in the manufacturing 
sector. Every one billion dollars of trade deficit 
translates i~to 23,500 lost U.S. jobs, so we 
can draw the direct connection between trade 
deficits and lost jobs. 

For too long, our trade agreements have 
been "sweetheart trade deals" with too narrow 
a focus, often benefitting one industry or sec
tor, that is the few at the expense of the 
many. U.S. trade agreements have resulted in 
harm to our workers, our farmers, and our 
economic health. 

This debate is not really about tariffs in 
Mexico. Since 1985 most tariffs have dropped 
by 90 percent (U.S. tariffs average 3.5 percent 
and Mexico 8.2 percent). As a result we have 
witnessed the explosion of U.S. investment in 
northern Mexico with the bulk of production 
from more than 2,200 companies headed back 
here into our market. Business interests love 
Section 111 0 of the Agreement, which pro
vides strong investment guarantees. 

No Party may directly or indirectly national
ize or expropriate an investment of an investor 
of another Party in its territory or take a meas
ure tantamount to nationalization or expropria
tion of such an investment, except for a public 
purpose; on a nondiscriminatory basis; in ac
cordance with due process; and on payment 
of compensation. 

Compensation at full market value shall be 
paid without delay in a G7 currency, including 
interest from the day of expropriation until the 
day of payment. 

These protections are designed to allay the 
fears of the international business community, 

which has never forgotten that the Mexican 
government nationalized the petroleum indus
try in 1976. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF MANUFACTURING JOBS 

Importantly, we are considering this pro
posal at a time when our domestic economy 
has been sputtering and suffering the loss of 
millions of manufacturing jobs. In fact, as a 
percent of Gross Domestic Product, high wage 
manufacturing jobs in the U.S. have fallen 
below 20 percent of total jobs. This compares 
very unfavorably with our chief industrial and 
trade competitors Japan and Germany who 
maintain manufacturing as nearly one-third of 
their economic bases. Sinking U.S. wage lev
els are directly attributable to the loss of high
paying industrial jobs in the U.S. No other 
major industrial power has allowed itself to be 
diminished to this extent. No trade agreement 
can ignore this predicament. 

THE SOCIAL DIMENSION OF COMPETITION 

Countries with a commitment to democracy 
building and the best products-not the most 
exploited workers or the best special deals
should get our attention. Any trade agreement 
the U.S. signs must acknowledge this new 
global climate and fully address the social, po
litical, as well as economic, dimensions of 
trade-related growth. To do less will harm our 
own people and fail to hold other nations to 
the lofty goals our own liberty commands. 

ONLY THE THIRD "FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 

Never has the United States negotiated a 
free trade agreement with a nation whose 
standard of living and political system are as 
different from our own as Mexico's. In fact, the 
U.S. has only signed two "free trade" agree
ments in our history. The first, in 1985, was 
with Israel, and the second, in 1989, was with 
Canada. Both economies were far more like 
our own than Mexico's. 

Israel ......................................................... . 
Canada ..................................................... . 
Mexico ....................................................... . 
U.S ............................•..............•......•........•• 

Per capita 
GOP 

$11,000 
14,000 
3,200 

22,470 

Work force 
size 

1,850,000 
13,800,000 
27,400,000 

125,300,000 

The United States comprises 85 percent of 
the North American market, Canada 11 per
cent and Mexico 4 percent, but Mexico pro
vides one-sixth of the workforce. And with 40 
percent of Mexico's population under the age 
of 15, each year 1-2 million new workers will 
join the workforce during the next decade. For 
the U.S. to not consider these demographic 
implications is indeed serious. 

ASIAN INTEREST 

There is only one aspect of Mexico that in
terests Asian investors: its proximity to the 
U.S. market. This has already lured Sony and 
Panasonic to set up maquiladora plants where 
parts imported from Japan are assembled in 
Mexico for export to the United States. Asian 
investment in Mexico has lagged far behind 
United States investment, because of dis
tance, cultural differences, and Asian uncer
tainty about Mexico's stability. They have pre
ferred to invest in other parts of Asia, and 
there's no reason to believe that defeating 
NAFT A would change that. 

With NAFTA, however, the benefits of ac
cess to the U.S. market would change the in
vestment equation and redirect to Mexico 
Asian investment that would otherwise come 
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to the United States. This investment diversion 
would redirect new employment to Mexico that 
would otherwise be located in the U.S. The 
only study that looked at this issue predicted 
that $2.5 billion of investment would be dis
placed from the U.S. to Mexico annually. That 
translates to 375,000 potential new jobs lost 
over 5 years-jobs manufacturing goods for 
the U.S. market, but redirected to Mexico by 
NAFTA. 

THE COMMON MARKET EXAMPLE 

The Common Market structure which Eu
rope has adopted to achieve market integra
tion rests on basic political freedoms, rights of 
ownership, labor rights and judicial safe
guards, not just in theory but in practice. The 
European example provides a precedent for 
slowly phasing-in any type of trade agreement 
over decades, not years. And the European 
model also provides for a Social Charter to 
deal with job dislocations and other social re
percussions arising from merging markets. But 
never in the history of Europe has that market 
had to absorb an economy as low wage as 
Mexico. Even Spain, Portugal, and Greece, 
whose standards of living are higher and 
whose political systems are not one-party 
states, have proven to be monumental chal
lenges for absorption into the market. 

To join the European Community market a 
nation first must be a functioning democracy. 
Why should the Americans frame the debate 
today in terms any less lofty? A comprehen
sive accord should have the goal of setting in 
place a long-term development strategy to 
build democracy and prosperity for all nations 
seeking entry into the trading union. 

CANADA'S EXPERIENCE 

The United States-Canadian Free Trade 
agreement, which I supported, did not provide 
any cushion for dislocation of workers. It has 
resulted in enormous job losses in Canada, 
500,00Q-over 25 percent of its manufacturing 
jobs in 5 years. Trade agreements must reach 
beyond tariff and investment rules and antici
pate the social and political consequences as 
well. 

TRADE WITH MEXICO 

To date, trade with Mexico has largely been 
composed of U-turn goods-United States 
parts destined for the maquildora industry. 
That is, nearly half leave the United States for 
Mexico but then come back here for ultimate 
sale in our market. This is not what is gen
erally viewed as a new export market. The 
claim that NAFTA will increase United States 
exports to Mexico is truly exaggerated. In
creasing US exports to Mexico since 1987 
until this year largely have been tied to the 
value of the peso not to the growth of a mid
dle class in Mexico. 

The distribution of income in Mexico is wild
ly unequal, and the benefits of the "Mexican 
economic miracle" have flowed into the ac
counts of a few very wealthy families. Instead 
of middle class, Mexico has developed a large 
new class of billionaires. Only the United 
States, Germany and Japan had more billion
aires in the July 1993 tally by Forbes Maga
zine. Instead of purchasing power for workers, 
the result of Mexico's growing output has en
abled these new industrialists to consolidate 
their ownership of Mexico's productive capac
ity, and in some cases purchase U.S. corpora
tions in cartel-like fashion. 

FAST TRACK 

The inadequate agreement we call NAFT A 
is actually a quagmire created by "fast track." 
Article I, Sec. 7(B) of the United States Con
stitution states: "The Congress shall have the 
Power -to regulate commerce with foreign na
tions." The 1974 Trade Act set up the "fast 
track" procedure to facilitate negotiation of 
trade agreements and protect the credibility of 
the President when the Executive Branch en
ters into specific negotiations. But our highest 
responsibility is not to make it easy to nego
tiate an agreement, it is to ensure that the 
agreement is good for our country. This Con
gress ceded too much of our Constitutionally
mandated trade-making authority to the Exec
utive branch. In effect, we substituted un-elect
ed negotiators and bureaucrats in the arcane 
world of trade for comprehensive Congres
sional deliberations. Now we see the results of 
our own abdication. 

In fact, Congress' careful consideration is 
essential if we are to produce a comprehen
sive agreement that takes into account the 
fact that the Agreement will impact almost 
every aspect of U.S. life and law-wage 
standards, banking, environment, agriculture, 
immigration, and judicial review. Fast Track re
quires us to express our convictions with a 
single vote-up or down-with no amend
ments allowed. Only since 1974 has the Con
gress ceded its trade making authority under 
fast track. It does not seem proper to me that 
the Congress of the United States has turned 
itself into a Parliament that merely puts its 
stamp of approval or disapproval on the Exec
utive Branch's handiwork, and left ourselves 
with the bleak alternative of voting only "yes" 
or "no." I ask: How can we do this to our
selves and to our country? 

DEMOCRACY AND PROSPERITY 

There remain fundamental differences be
tween our respective systems that no trade 
agreement can ignore. These include wide 
and growing disparities in our standards of liv
ing, differences in our approaches to ensuring 
basic constitutional and political freedoms and 
widely varying experiences in expanding indi
vidual liberties including property ownership, 
small business enterprise, banking and entre
preneurship. Our two nations manage our judi
cial systems and federal systems of govern
ment quite differently. Unlike Mexico, the Unit
ed States has a long history of sharing power 
with local and State governments-and 
checks and balances play a very prominent 
role in our system. We cannot proceed with an 
agreement that ignores these fundamental val
ues. What America must do is negotiate ex
panding trade opportunities while representing 
human dignity through a North American Eco
nomic and Social Compact. 

MEXICO IS NOT A DEMOCRACY 

The proposed agreement is silent on the 
principles of democracy building and free elec
tions in Mexico-and Mexico's democracy and 
attitude toward human rights are in grave 
need of strengthening. A single party, PRI, 
has, according to our own State Department, 
"dominated Mexico's politics for over 60 years. 
It maintains political control through a com
bination of voting strength, organizational 
power, access to governmental resources not 
enjoyed by other political parties, and-ac
cording to credible charges from the principal 

opposition parties and other observers-elec
toral irregularities." Mexico has been called 
"the perfect dictatorship." The Mexican gov
ernment has consistently refused requests 
from opposition parties for electoral monitoring 
by international organizations. Just last month, 
PRJ introduced a bill in the Senate to bar any 
international observers from Mexican elec
tions. Even the participation of observers who 
are Mexican nationals would be severely re
stricted, and cannot be or have been a mem
ber of the leadership of a national, state or 
municipal political organization or political 
party within 5 years prior to the election. 

A~J~ording to the State Department, "* * * 
there continue to be human rights abuses in 
Mexico, many of which go unpunished, owing 
to the culture of impunity that has traditionally 
surrounded human rights violators. These vio
lations include the use of torture and other 
abuses by elements of the security forces, in
stances of extrajudicial killing, and credible 
charges by opposition parties, civic groups, 
and outside observers that there are flaws in 
the electoral process." In a recent letter to 
President Clinton, Americas Watch stated: 

Mexicans still endure serious human rights 
violations. Over the past four years, Human 
Rights Watch/Americas Watch and other 
human rights organizations have docu
mented a consistent pattern of torture and 
due process abuses in a criminal justice sys
tem laced with corruption; electoral fraud 
and election related violence; harassment, 
intimidation, and even violence against inde
pendent journalists, human rights monitors, 
environmentalists, workers, peasants and in
digenous peoples when they seek to exercise 
their rights to freedom of expression and as
sembly; and impunity for those who violate 
fundamental rights. 

A trade agreement with Mexico offers the 
opportunity to use our close relationship with 
Mexico to encourage reform of these abuses. 
However, if, as in the current NAFTA, we fail 
to seize this opportunity, abuses will continue. 
And their effect-inhibiting justice and ac
countability, preventing Mexican citizens from 
enjoying the protection of their own laws-will 
not only hurt Mexicans, but will place U.S. citi
zens at a competitive disadvantage. We owe 
it to Mexico and to ourselves to do better. 
Why should the U.S. sign any such path
breaking accord with a nation that is not a 
functioning democracy? 

IMPACT ON WAGES IN MEXICO 

The proposed NAFT A accord and its side 
agreements are inadequate to encourage jobs 
creation in the U.S. largely because the agree
ment does not offset the cheap wages and the 
poor social benefits of Mexico's workers. Their 
standard of living is one-seventh of our own, 
and that gap is growing. In fact, Mexico's gov
ernment purposely holds down wage in
creases to half the level of inflation, which de
creases the purchasing power of Mexican 
workers. As Anthony DePalma of the New 
York Times commented: 

The Mexican negotiators of the pact were 
careful not to commit themselves to wage 
parity with the United States. Mexico is 
going to try only to make up for some of the 
losses suffered by workers over the last dec
ade, when the buying power of the minimum 
wage dropped sixty percent. 

The productivity of Mexican workers has 
risen overall, most dramatically in the export 
sector, but wages have not risen accordingly. 
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Professor Harley Shaiken: 
Overall, productivity has climbed from 30 

to 41 percent between 1980 and 1992 while real 
hourly compensation has fallen by 32 per
cent. 

There is no evidence to show that the sig
nificant investment that has occurred to date 
in Mexico has helped create jobs in the United 
States nor build a middle class in Mexico, nor 
raise their standard of living to purchase prod
ucts they are assembling. This NAFT A does 
absolutely nothing to link rising productivity in 
Mexico to wage increases, which is the only 
way to create a real middle class and a real 
market for U.S. consumer goods. 

LABOR RIGHTS IN MEXICO 

Labor rights-the right to meet openly, to or
ganize, to bargain collectively and to strike
are recognized by democracies around the 
world. In our own country, they have provided 
a framework for workers to negotiate decent 
wages and working conditions. These rights 
are included in Mexico's own labor law, but 
the record is abysmal-the Government re
fuses to recognize independent unions; labor 
leaders are intimidated and even killed; wage 
agreements are negotiated by "union officers 
(who) support government economic policies 
and PRI political candidates in return for hav
ing a voice in policy formation." 

Thea Lee, Economist with the Economic 
Policy Institute: 

The enforcer of the regressive wage policy 
is the Mexican Minister of Labor, Arsenio 
Farell Cubillas. According the U.S. Embassy 
in Mexico City "he has maintained pressure 
on the labor sector in an effort to hold the 
line on wage demands . . . Farell has not 
hesitated in declaring a number of strike ac
tions illegal, thus undercutting their possi
bility for success. These and other successful 
confrontations with unions }lave generally 
served to minimize the gains of labor activ
ism and its use of strike actions." 

The government policy is wage restraint, but 
we could just as well call it wage regression. 
Real wages in Mexico-and buying power of 
most Mexican workers-have actually dropped 
during the Salinas administration. It is simply 
not acceptable to ask U.S. workers to com
pete with workers whose wage growth is sup
pressed, and it is even more unconscionable 
that our own government would enter into an 
Agreement that facilitates that suppression. In
stead of effective mechanisms to ensure that 
Mexican workers benefit from their increasing 
productivity, we are left dependent on a press 
statement by Mexico's President that does not 
have the force of law. 

Prof. Harley Shaiken: 
Leaving labor relations out of the labor 

agreement is like leaving air and water out 
of an environmental agreement. It sends 
Mexico and multinational corporations a sig
nal that maintenance of controls over unions 
and a distorted wage-productivity relation
ship is acceptable. 

IMPACT ON WAGES IN THE UNITED STATES 

. Any agreement must uphold the highest liv
rng standards on our continent for the 21st 
century and ensure that wage standards are 
harmonized upwards. Because it does not pro
vide any mechanism for linking wage in
creases to rising Mexican productivity, this 
proposed accord places tremendous down
ward pressure on U.S. and Canadian wages. 

It threatens the right of a worker to earn a fair 
day's pay for a fair day's work. 

Shaiken: 
. . . in the export sector Mexican wages are 

low for reasons that have little to do with 
productivity. Instead, wages are artificially 
depressed by government policies and con
stricted labor rights, among other factors. 
Unless this frayed link between rising pro
ductivity and wages is repaired, then Mexico 
will be much more attractive as an export 
platform than as a consumer market. The re
sult will not only throttle the development 
of Mexico's consumer market but could serve 
as a magnet for U.S. jobs and depress down 
on U.S. wage levels. 

Thus any agreement must forthrightly ad
dress the rights of workers to better their con
ditions. These must be written into laws that 
are enforced. A good agreement should set in 
place a system that results in job creation, and 
increased investment in plants and equipment 
in both the high and low wage nations. Worker 
adjustment clauses for the different labor and 
benefit standards between our two nations 
must be incorporated ahead of time so this 
agreement can be called fair and just. Sadly, 
the side agreements on both labor and envi
ronment are not submitted to Congress as for
mal legislation and, therefore, are not only 
weak in themselves but are absolutely unen
forceable. 

MIGRATION/AGRICULTURE 

The current NAFT A will accelerate the on
going shift in Mexico from small-scale family 
farm agriculture to large-scale, corporate agri
business. Not only will this have severe impli
cations for the sustainable use of Mexico's re
sources, including water, but it will cause a 
vast migration from the farms to the cities and 
ultimately to the United States. The serious
ness of this problem cannot be overestimated. 
Even the "Economist" magazine, known for its 
pro-NAFT A views, admitted in a recent article 
that "* * * the immediate impact of the double 
blow struck by agricultural reform and falling 
tariff barriers will be to cause many [Mexicans] 
to leave the countryside-and often the coun
try, as they head north for the United States. 

Clearly, NAFT A should include-as it cur
rently does not-an effective way to address 
the increased flow of Mexican agricultural 
workers seeking to immigrate into the United 
States. And equally clearly, NAFT A's nego
tiators should consider-as they have so far 
failed to do-the downward pressure this mi
gration will place on Mexican manufacturing 
and farm wages and the negative con
sequences for U.S. workers. 

On my recent trip to Mexico, our delegation 
met with an agricultural economist who dis
cussed the devastating impact NAFT A would 
have on the Mexican agricultural sector. She 
reported to us about the "the great struggle 
* * * for the people who work the land to own 
the land," and the fact that land reform is forc
ing peasants to leave the countryside. 

This is a country that just up to two dec
ades ago was mainly farmers. The free trade 
agreement is a death sentence for Mexican 
farmers. At present they want to do away 
wit~ 30 million farmers. In this country, 
until 1992, when they changed Article 'J:T of 
the Constitution, the peasants were the own
ers of 60% of the resources of our country. 

At present new modifications of Article 'J:T 
of the Constitution, pushed by the mer-

cantile associations and the courts, are 
privatizing the land* * *For years, the land 
was not able to be transferred or taken away. 
It was not in the market. It was not for sale 
it could not be repossessed. But now peas~ 
ants will have private ownership of their 
tiny piece and land. The land will be in the 
market. It can be transferred. The most 
probable thing that will happen is that they 
will lose it, through repossession by the 
bank or acquisition. The family estate has 
been lost, there is a huge crisis in the Mexi
can farmland. 

THE NAFTA BUREAUCRACY 

This NAFT A establishes a bureaucratic 
maze and a quasi-judicial system beyond the 
reach of ordinary citizens. The dispute settle
ment mechanism substitutes expert panels 
and supernational bodies to make decisions 
that should be made within our political sys
tem. It sets up closed-door processes that ig
nore the public's right to know. There is no 
means to involve interested parties, including 
states, groups or individuals, with expertise 
and interest in an issue. It does not recognize 
the rights of individuals to seek redress, nor 
does it provide for judicial review. As Chair
man Waxman told the President: 

* * * disputes would be decided by a proc
ess that is repugnant to basic concepts of 
due process and openness that are so fun
damental to our democracy. The NAFTA ex
pressly requires that the entire dispute reso
lution process be shrouded in secrecy. Arti
cle 2012(1)(b). The briefs are secret, oral argu
ments are closed to the public, and the 
NAFTA even prohibits disclosure of any dis
sent to a panel's decision. 
Any agreement must set up a fair judicial sys
tem that assures individual rights and allows 
ordinary citizens and consumers to seek re
dress. · 

BORDER PROTECTION 

We need guaranteed border inspection to 
control over 5,000 trucks that cross the United 
St.ates-Mexican border daily bringing every
thing from tomatoes to cocaine, from melons 
t~ ~llegal immigrants. There must be strict pro
VISions to stem the flood of drugs coming 
across our border. Any agreement must deal 
with the health and safety regulations for 
workers and fair distribution of profits. Any 
agreement must address the life-threatening 
problem of toxic waste from foreign-owned in
dustries being dumped into Mexico's rivers, 
vacant land, and local sewage trenches. The 
agreement must address the question of secu
rity for our farmers from the influx of cheap 
produce and cushion Mexican farmers from di
vestiture of land. And the agreement must en
sure that all Mexican produce will be safe and 
free of dangerous pesticides. 

WORKER ADJUSTMENT 

NAFT A supporters argue that the United 
States should concentrate on manufacturing 
the highest technology products here at home. 
But we need jobs for all Americans, not just 
nuclear engineers. We haven't seen the Presi
dent's proposal for worker adjustment, but we 
know it is badly needed right now to ease the 
adjustment of the defense industry and to help 
the thousands whose jobs have already been 
lost to foreign production. Do we have the re
soi:Jrces to make NAFT A adjustments as well? 
And why should U.S. taxpayers pay the cost 
of corporate relocation to Mexico? We should 
spend our money on worker adjustment for 
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those who are already in the unemployment 
lines and renew our commitment to preserving 
jobs which are at risk-and that means defeat
ing this NAFT A. 

Because the comprehensive worker adjust
ment program will not be ready, the Adminis
tration has proposed an interim program for 
NAFTA-related job dislocations only. The pro
gram extends for 18 months, and is based on 
Labor Department estimates of job losses of 
22,500 over that time period. The Administra
tion originally budgeted $90 million over 18 
months, or $60 million annually, which would 
have accommodated only 8,000 workers in a 
full training program. The Senate bumped this 
figure up to $177 million, still far short of the 
Bush Administration proposal for NAFT A. The 
Bush plan specifically reserved $335 million 
annually and provided an additional $670 mil
lion annually in discretionary funding if need
ed. 

AGRICULTURE-SANITARY AND PHYTOSANITARY 

STANDARDS 

As we all know, there is no enforceable side 
agreement to deal with sanitary and 
phytosanitary standards, a gross deficiency in 
the accord by all accounts. NAFT A affirms the 
right or sovereignty of every member nation to 
establish the level of protection of human, ani
mal, or plant life or health it considers appro
priate. NAFT A also preserves the right of the 
United States to prohibit the entry of goods 
not meeting U.S. health, safety and environ
mental and other product standards. But who 
enforces the standards? And what recourse 
exists for our farmers and consumers when 
disputes arise? We have a byzantine dispute 
resolution system that will result in jobs for 
lawyers but will not provide the immediate pro
tection necessary to the people whose lives 
and livelihood are in jeopardy. 

Customs and inspection procedures along 
the border are already taxed well beyond their 
capacity. This means that the potential exists 
for large quantities of unsafe food and prod
ucts to enter the United States. In fact, the 
Food and Drug Administration at Nogales is 
able to inspect only one of every 600 trucks 
that line up by the thousands each week. We 
also know Mexico lacks the personnel, facili
ties, instrumentation, and funding to expand 
monitoring and inspection services to enforce 
adequate health and sanitary regulations af
fecting trade. Funds must be earmarked spe
cifically for this purpose and firms benefiting 
from cross-border trade must pay this cost. 

As tariff and nontariff barriers such as li
censes and quotas are lowered, the effect of 
sanitary and phytosanitary standards in re
stricting trade may become more noticeable. 
Our farmers will be forced to compete with a 
nation where DDT is legal and pesticide Jaw 
enforcement is nonexistent. Protection of 
American consumers should not be secondary 
to the economic pressures of increasing trade. 

The GAO found that "because of inefficien
cies and resource limitations, FDA's programs 
provide only limited protection against public 
exposure to prohibited pesticide residues on 
imported foods. Since the Mexican govern
ment does not monitor residue levels for ex
ported produce, U.S. inspections are all the 
more important." 

Bovine Tuberculosis is another critical bor
der inspection issue. Tuberculosis in cattle in 

the United States-a condition we had almost 
wiped out-increased from 70 in 1988 to 224 
during the first six months of 1992. Ninety-two 
percent of these cases were from steers of 
Mexican origin. NAFT A would immediately 
eliminate the tariff on feeder cattle from Mex
ico, and the resulting surge in imports would 
overwhelm our inspection and monitoring sys
tem. 

Ohio is one of 40 states in the United States 
with the status of an Accredited Free State for 
tuberculosis. The status is difficult to obtain, 
and can be suspended if only a single infected 
herd is discovered. Under NAFT A this status 
can be revoked if two or more herds are found 
to be infected in a 48 month period. Any in
spections of Mexican cattle by a state can be 
challenged under the proposed treaty for 
being "trade distorting" and the state would 
have no recourse. In effect, the treaty would 
supersede the authority of any state to regu
late for bovine tuberculosis. 

FOOD SAFETY 

NAFTA would subject U.S. food safety and 
environmental laws to legal challenge by Mex
ico and Canada. The Agreement would permit 
Canada or Mexico to challenge a standard 
adopted for public policy or precautionary rea
sons is the standard were perceived to cause 
economic injury to another Party to the Agree
ment. Under the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade (GATT), Mexico and Canada have 
already challenged over 40 state Jaws on such 
issues as sales of alcoholic beverages and 
sales of non-dolphin safe tuna. NAFT A makes 
many more challenges inevitable. 

WORKER HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Worker health and safety are considered a 
necessary business expense in the United 
States, and we have developed an effective 
regulatory system to insure that companies 
enforce the law. Mexico's health and safety 
standards are lower, and enforcement is far 
weaker. While in the United States the penalty 
for willful violation can be up to $70,ooo· for 
each instance, the maximum fine for a re
peated violation in Mexico is about $1,500. 
Substantial differences in standards and en
forcement confer a competitive advantage to 
manufacturers located in Mexico, and compa
nies that relocate are quick to exploit this ad
vantage, despite the risk to workers. 

On a tour of Mexican production facilities, I 
visited one Ohio company that had relocated 
production to Mexico where I saw women 
spraying glue on rings. I asked why they were 
not wearing masks and I was told, "Well, the 
women do not like to wear masks and the 
(one ceiling) fan probably pulls out the fumes 
anyway." 

At another plant, I saw men pulling down 
machines that stamped out rubber parts. 
There were no guards on the machines. Their 
arms could get caught in the machines. I 
asked the manager of that company, a U.S. 
citizen who commuted to work across the bor
der daily, whether or not the workers in that 
plant were covered by some form of Mexican 
social security. He told me he did not know 
the answer, because all he worried about was 
the bottom line. 

Later, one of my own constituents saw a 
newspaper photo of a Mexican worker operat
ing machinery that he had operated in a To
ledo plant before it was shipped down to Mat-

amoros. He noted that the equipment was 
being operated unsafely by the Mexican work
er, because the emergency "off" switch had 
been covered. 

DISPUTE SETTLEMENT 

Many of us take for granted the protections 
embedded in our legal processes, including 
openness; public participation; balance; and 
subsidiarity. But the dispute resolution process 
embedded in NAFT A has none of these pro
tections. Instead, it would commit us to a sys
tem that is closed, secret, highly partisan and 
empowered to run roughshod over lower level 
decisions. Legitimate grievances would be 
buried in red tape and delay. 

North Dakota Commissioner of Agriculture 
Sarah Vogel identified these shortcomings: 

The United States Constitution and the 
North Dakota Constitution provide for open 
courts. The Freedom of Information Act and 
state law counterparts provide for open 
records and open hearings with very limited 
exceptions. There is no good reason why 
NAFTA disputes should be treated any dif
ferently than antitrust cases, class action 
tort cases or complex administrative issues 
or any other kind of litigation. 

There is no mechanism for "public partici
pation." * * * the only "Parties" to NAFTA 
are the federal governments of the U.S., Can
ada, and Mexico * * * there is no means to 
involve states or individuals with expertise 
relevant to the issue. 

When sanitary, phytosanitary, environ
mental or other "scientific" issues arise, the 
panel's appointment of a "scientific review 
board" is not subject to any standards other 
than what the parties " may agree." Any 
party can block another party's (or the pan
el's) request for scientific input by simply 
not agreeing to the scientist or technical ex
pert or by limiting terms and conditions of 
their employment * * * and the panel's ap
pointment of experts will not necessarily re
sult in balanced views. 

NAFTA does not adhere to the historic def
erence that U.S. courts, state and federal, 
have provided to executive and administra
tive decisions * * * NAFTA panels may un
dertake a full de novo reexamination of the 
measure being challenged (with) complete 
discretion to second-guess an agency or state 
legislature. 

The panel roster members are likely to be 
drawn from a few law firms with extensive 
ties to multinational corporations. By defi
nition, labor lawyers, farm lawyers, plain
tiffs trial lawyers, environmental lawyers 
and non-lawyers will be ineligible for serV
ice, as will individual citizens. 

VISION OF A DEMOCRACY AND PROSPERITY IN THE 
AMERICAS 

The original comprehensive vision for the 
Americas was articulated by President John F. 
Kennedy in 1962 as the Alliance for Progress. 
"We must not forget that our Alliance for 
Progress is more than a doctrine of develop
ment-a blueprint of economic advance. Rath
er it is an expression of the noblest goals of 
our society. It says that material progress is 
meaningless without individual freedom and 
political liberty. It is a doctrine of the freedom 
c1f man in the most spacious sense of that 
freedom." 

The Alliance for Progress articulated a plan 
for linkir.g social and political development 
with economic development. It failed in part 
because it was so ambitious, because funding 
never matched the need, and because of the 
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resistance and even sabotage of the Latin 
American oligarchies. But it did incorporate a 
comprehensive vision of development. That 
comprehensive vision is still necessary if peo
ple throughout the Americas are to share a 
decent way of life. 

When Europe integrated Portugal and Spain 
into its Common Market, that integration was 
part of an adjustment process that has contin
ued over 40 years. The Common Market in
cludes a "Social Charter'' which establishes 
rights to social assistance, collective bargain
ing, vocational training, and health and safety 
protections. This Social Charter sets a realistic 
framework of shared values and insures that 
development in the EC does not pit workers in 
one country against those in another. 

The EC also anticipated that integration re
quire investment, and it continues to spend bil
lions to mitigate the costs to individuals and 
communities. 

$20 billion will be spent over the next six 
years on the special "cohesion fund" de
signed to enable Spain, Portugal, Ireland and 
Greece to catch up with the rest of the Com
munity. 

$183 billion in "Structural aid" will be 
available to regions of the EC whose output 
is 75 percent or less of the Community aver
age GDP. 

In 1992, transfers from the EC accounted 
for around 4 percent of Portugal's GOP. 

VISION FOR THE FUTURE 

Last May, I led a bipartisan Congressional 
delegation to Mexico. One of the many women 
leaders in that country with whom we met pre
sented a very clear alternative to this NAFT A, 
which she termed "a continental agreement 
for development, equity and employment." 
She said that the lack of competitiveness in 
North America is not caused by barriers to 
trade, or by the lack of institutional stimuli to 
investment, but by deep structural imbalances 
brought by the unregulated and predatory atti
tudes of the multinational corporations. 

This woman also had a vision of what a 
good agreement would contain, beginning with 
a focus not unlike the Alliance for Progress. 
She envisioned a pact that recognizes the dif
ferences in living standards, development and 
productivity of the various economies. She ar
gued that continental integration also implies 
stimulating the Central American Common 
Market, the Andean Pact, Mercosur and other 
similar associations, and adjusting them to the 
basis of the Hemispheric pact. Realization of 
such an agreement is already in the minds of 
many organizations, and it should be the 
shared purpose of millions of people from the 
whole continent. 

WHAT'S IN GOOD AGREEMENT 

For our nations to reap the mutual benefits 
of trade expansion despite our differences, 
trade must be part of a larger strategy for 
growth and change in Mexico, and for adjust
ment here in the United States and Canada. 
Our trade agreement with Mexico is not only 
historic; it will set a precedent for America's 
future· trade agreements with non-democrati~. 
low-wage societies. It must be carefully crafted 
so it addresses fundamental issues central to 
achieving true democracy and prosperity for 
all citizens of the continent. 

A trade agreement worthy of our support will 
be comprehensive. It will take into account is-

sues critical to the preservation of our own 
economic strength and will protect the long
term interests of American workers. 

Will be phased in over several decades, as 
have Europe's integration; 

Will acknowledge the propensity of many 
U.S. companies to cut costs and head South; 

Will include a provision that ensures com
petitive advantage for our continent is not 
built on cheap labor nor escaping to tax ha
vens nor avoiding environmental standards. 

This NAFT A will not contribute to continental 
development, but will hurt small businesses, 
workers, families, communities, consumers, 
and the environment in all three countries. It 
will benefit traders, exports and Wall Street in
vestment interests. 

A trade agreement worthy of our support will 
preserve our fundamental democratic values 
and serve to advance them in our trading part
ners. Only a trade agreement that embodies 
the best values of democracy and prosperity 
deserves out support. It should go without 
saying that the ongoing struggle of Mexicans 
to make their governmenta true democracy, 
rather than a democracy in name only, can 
and should be assisted. Democratic reforms 
should be an integral part of all U.S. trade pol
icy-after all, in the post-Cold War world, 
international trade is the strongest link be
tween our country with its strong democratic 
traditions and the rest of the world. We must 
never miss an opportunity to strengthen de
mocracy. 

A trade agreement worthy of our support will 
build real growth by improving the purchasing 
power of Mexico's citizens. Spreading the ben
efits of liberalized trade will improve the lives 
of workers and sustain economic growth 
throughout North America. Right now, NAFTA 
is a narrowly drawn tariff agreement and must 
be changed to an agreement that freely ad
dresses the political, social and economic inte
gration that must simultaneously occur. 

FOREIGN POLICY 

Rejection of this Agreement will not be the 
foreign policy disaster that supporters claim. In 
fact, rejection will serve a higher purpose by 
reaffirming our commitment to basic principles 
of democracy and fairness. 

The people of Mexico know that rejection of 
this agreement is not a vote against them, nor 
does it deny the close economic and social 
ties between our nations. The people of Mex
ico will understand that rejection of NAFT A af
firms their historic efforts to democratize their 
politics and improve their standard of living. 
Mexico does not yet have a functioning de
mocracy, and the PRI does not appear ready 
to open the electoral system to accommodate 
the legitimate efforts of the two opposition par
ties. Rejection of NAFT A holds out the possi
bility of a linkage between our countries based 
on equal rights and a rising quality of life for 
citizens of all three countries. 

Rejection of this agreement will send an im
portant signal to other non-democracies that 
we will continue to link economic development 
with the development of just political and so
cial institutions. It will help convince them of 
the strength of our convictions and it will help 
them understand the depth of the democratic 
process in our country. It will also give a 
strong signal that the American public insists 
on being part of the trade debate, that the 

days of delegating critical economic and trade 
negotiations to special interests and 
unselected specialists are behind us. 

This long and difficult debate has served to 
illuminate the deficiencies of old style trade 
agreements. This NAFT A does not reflect new 
thinking and it does not move us forward to 
meet t~ challenges of the new economic 
order. It's time for a realignment of U.S. trade 
policy toward developing nations that goes be
yond the narrow tariff and investment focus of 
this agreement. 

We must go back to the drawing board and 
develop a comprehensive agreement, one that 
encompasses not only the economic integra
tion of low wage economies, but also eco
nomic concerns for our people here at home; 
one that links expanded trade to democracy 
building and social development abroad; one 
that reflects our own commitment to a high 
quality of life for people throughout the Ameri
cas. 

It's time to return to the original comprehen
sive vision for the Americas articulated by 
President John F. Kennedy in 1962-

We must not forget that our Alliance for 
Progress is more than a doctrine of develop
ment-a blueprint of economic advance. 
Rather it is an expression of the noblest 
goals of our society. It says that material 
progress is meaningless without individual 
freedom and political liberty. It is a doctrine 
of the freedom of man in the most spacious 
sense of that freedom. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield llh 
minutes, the remainder of my time, to 
my friend, the gentleman from Mobile, 
AL [Mr. CALLAHAN], to close our de
bate. 

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker and la
dies and gentleman of the House, we 
are going to close in just a few minutes 
this portion of the debate on NAFTA, 
and I do not recall in our history here, 
at least for most of us, that we have 
ever been so involved or so interested 
in a policy such as this agreement that 
is going to take place with Mexico and 
Canada, nor do I remember a time in 
our history when the people of America 
have become so interested in an issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish they would have 
gotten as interested in the tax issue 
last August, because had they been 
that interested, we would not have that 
tax bill which faces us today. I hope 
they get just as interested in the 
health care issue that is coming forth 
next year. 

We have been visited by presidents of 
foreign countries, we have been visited 
by the President of the United States, 
by Cabinet members, by leading indus
trialists, by union leaders, by ordinary 
people, by truck drivers. We have been 
talked to by every interest that we can 
be talked to about this agreement. 
When Ross Perot came to my office 
last week, he said, "SONNY, possibly 
you are right in your argument that in 
the State of Alabama you will benefit, 
because you have paper, you have tex
tiles, you have chemical industries, 
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and, yes, those industries are going to 
benefit, and maybe the State of Ala
bama will, indeed, benefit." "But," he 
said, "SONNY, what you should do is 
think about the country, think about 
the country as a whole." 

And I am here to tell you today that 
I have taken Mr. Perot's advice. I have 
considered the country, and after care
ful consideration and deliberation and 
investigation and discussions with peo
ple from all walks of life, I have con
cluded that this is in the best interests 
of all of the people of the United States 
of America. 

Certainly we are going to have some 
pockets of problems that might result, 
but the benefits far outweigh those 
problems that will be created. 

I feel NAFT A holds such great promise for 
U.S. manufacturers to produce more products 
that a net gain in jobs should be achieved in 
the long run. At the very least, the number of 
jobs will remain roughly the same. But even 
so, the economy will benefit because we will 
unquestionably boost U.S. production in vir
tually every sector. American workers are the 
most productive and efficient in the world. 
Jobs will not be taken from them based on the 
wage differential between them and Mexican 
workers. 

It is worth noting that Alabama and espe
cially my congressional district and like most 
States, stands to benefit significantly from the 
removal of unilateral trade barriers. Over the 5 
years during which Mexico has started lower
ing tariffs, Alabama's exports have tripled for 
a total of $264 million in 1992. This also rep
resents tremendous growth over the 1991 
level of $152 million. Some 27,000 Alabama 
jobs can be attributed to exports to Canada 
and Mexico, Alabama's largest and third larg
est trading partners. Total exports to these 
partners reached $978 million in 1992. 

In my own district, the port of Mobile stands 
to be a big winner when increased export traf
fic heading for Mexico utilizes its facilities. The 
paper industry, a major presence in my dis
trict, anticipates huge gains in sales of 
consumer products to Mexico. Paper exports 
to Mexico from Alabama were $24 million in 
1991. Another major employer in the area, the 
chemical industry, expects similar growth in 
exports. In the area of textiles and apparel, 
the value of exports to Mexico grew from 
$326,000 in 1987 to $26.9 million in 1992. 
Problems for peanut growers and the sugar in
dustry have now been resolved. 

Mr. Speaker, many of those who oppose 
NAFT A do so out of legitimate concern for the 
well-being of Mexican citizens who they be
lieve are currently mistreated by employers. 
Certainly many have poor living conditions and 
are subjected to environmental risks. I am 
sympathetic to this argument but I have not 
been convinced that rejection of NAFT A will 
help. On the contrary, I believe that accept
ance of the agreement and the said agree
ments will give us the necessary leverage to 
improve the quality of life of working Mexicans 
and Americans. 

Another area of debate has been that of 
U.S. sovereignty. I have fully studied this 
question and am totally confident that Amer
ican sovereignty will not be comprised and 

that Congress would never allow this to occur. 
I would not vote for this agreement if I had 
any uncertainty whatsoever regarding U.S. 
sovereignty. 

NAFT A proves the old adage that politics 
makes strange bedfellows. Today we see a 
strong effort on my side of the aisle to secure 
a victory for President Clinton. But the stakes 
are high and partisanship must be put aside. 
The long-term consequences of failing to ap
prove NAFT A are troublesome-our ability to 
negotiate favorable trade agreements in the 
near future and to maintain respect as the 
leader of the free world is in the balance. We 
must accept this challenge and ensure that 
the United States moves into the future as an 
economic superpower. NAFT A gives us that 
opportunity and I hope we will seize it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of our time to the gen
tleman from Midland City, AL [Mr. Ev
ERETT], a very new and distinguished 
Member of this body. 

0 1040 
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to thank my good friend, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Rules and cochairman of the anti
NAFTA task force for yielding me this 
time and allowing me to close. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately the dis
cussion of the North American Free
Trade Agreement has become a shout
ing match, with misinformation rather 
than facts being debated in the media. 
The debate on this floor should be on 
the merits of NAFTA as determined by 
the document itself, and not whether a 
free-trade agreement is good or bad. No 
one argues whether free trade is good 
or bad-it is good. Nor should this be a 
debate about our relationship with 
Mexico. No one questions that we 
should have a better and a new rela
tionship with Mexico. 

This agreement must be examined 
today for two critical reasons: First, a 
bad trade agreement can do great harm 
to the United States, and this is a bad 
agreement based on flawed and mis
leading studies. The United States will 
most certainly experience job loss. 
Even my State of Alabama will most 
certainly experience job loss, a fact 
that even the NAFTA proponents 
admit. 

Second, this document, should it 
stand, will be used as a model for all 
future trade agreements with the rest 
of Latin America. The question de
bated should be if this NAFTA is in the 
best long-term interest of the United 
States. I clearly say to you that it is 
not. 

Mr. Speaker, what is the NAFTA if it 
is not a free-trade agreement? It is an 
investment protection agreement, one 
that would further encourage large 
American corporations to relocate both 
high-technology and low-skill jobs to 
Mexico. NAFTA clearly gives these 
corporations protection they either do 
not currently have, or, protection 

which extends beyond the maquiladora 
border plants. Please read section 1110 
if you disagree with that. The NAFTA 
under section 1110, for instance, guar
antees foreign investors for the first 
time the right to take their profits, 
dividends, and capital gains out of 
Mexico. It also guarantees investors 
that, if either their plants or capital 
investment ar·e nationalized by the 
Mexican Government, they will quick
ly be reimbursed at market prices. In 
addition, NAFTA guarantees high
technology and other foreign investors 
the same protection for intellectual 
property rights, patents, copyrights, 
and trademarks that now exist in the 
United States. 

NAFTA supporters claim that the 
proposed pact will create thousands of 
new well-paying jobs in America to 
take advantage of the expanding Mexi
can consumer market. I do not think 
so. 

There is no expanding Mexican 
consumer market, nor will there be an 
expanding consumer market in Mexico. 
The annual per capita income in Mex
ico is less than $2,600. Because wages 
are artificially depressed by govern
ment policies with constricted labor 
rights which have no relationship to 
productivity, these Mexican workers 
cannot afford decent food and shelter
much less more consumer goods. 

A recent newspaper advertisement 
claims: "The average Mexican already 
spends $450 a year on American goods.'' 
That statement is a classic example of 
the misinformation put out by support
ers of the NAFTA. The only way the 
average Mexican is spending $450 on 
American goods is if he is buying a 
bulldozer, or, a piece of heavy-duty 
Earth-moving equipment to park next 
to his mud-floor shanty. The average 
Mexican spends only $80 to $90 a year 
on U.S. consumer goods. As a matter of 
fact, the United States has a $2.3 bil
lion trade deficit with Mexico in 
consumer goods. 

Even the best and highest paid jobs 
in Mexico, which are located in the 
maquiladora sector, only average $1.64 
an hour. In the maquiladora plants, 
545,000 workers are making microchips, 
doing assembly line work, cut and sew 
textile work, and many other jobs 
which at one time belonged to higher 
paid American workers. 

My colleague who mentioned that 
400,000 jobs had been created in the last 
10 years forgot to mention that we lost 
over half a million jobs to the Mexi
cans during the same time. 

Mr. Speaker, NAFTA supporters 
claim that if the pact passes, many of 
these jobs will return to the United 
States and create more American high
technology jobs to meet the growing 
Mexican market. Many American cor
porations visited me urging the pas
sage of the NAFTA and mentioned 
their companies would not take Amer
ican jobs to Mexico. I always have re
sponded by saying: "That's great news. 
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Now, will you get me a letter signed by 
your CEO saying your company pledges 
not to close any American plants and 
move jobs to Mexico after the NAFTA 
is passed?" 

In all these months I have yet to re
ceive one signed letter. 

The President of the United States 
asked for that pledge from United 
States' corporations some 3 weeks ago; 
they would not honor his request ei
ther. 

The reason is simple. This NAFTA 
will turn Mexico into an export plat
form for companies who will take ad
vantage of Mexico's low wages and 
newly emerging skilled work force. 
Companies locating in Mexico do not 
have to worry about health care, 
OSHA, building codes, safety stand
ards, environmental concerns, and hun
dreds of other Federal mandates that 
add to the per unit cost of producing a 
product in the United States. 

The end result is that more Ameri
cans will lose jobs on both ends of the 
skill level. Large American companies 
have fired over 400,000 Americans in the 
last 6 months alone. These highly 
skilled workers will, for the most part, 
never see their jobs again. On the other 
end are the so-called low-skilled jobs, 
where this country has lost another 
500,000 direct and indirect jobs to Mex
ico over the last 10 years. 

Despite promises, the NAFTA will do 
nothing to replace those jobs. As this 
country continues to lose jobs on both 
ends of the skill-level several things 
will happen. Unemployment and under
employed levels will continue to rise 
and Americans will have fewer dollars 
to spend on clothing, automobiles, gas
oline, food supplies, furniture, and 
other consumer goods. 

Finally, there's the limp argument 
that 300 economists, including eight 
Nobel laureates, signed a letter to the 
administration supporting the NAFTA. 
In an interview by People's Radio, all 
were contacted. Of the 150 who re
sponded, only 19 had actually read the 
NAFTA before endorsing the trade 
agreement. And eight did not even 
know their names were on the petition, 
a situation, in my mind at least, iden
tical to an attorney advising a client 
that it is OK to sign a 2,000 page com
plex legal contract without the attor
ney having read the con tract. 

I do not think it is enough that Con
gress oppose the NAFTA, but it must 
also support the business of allowing 
American companies to create jobs in 
this country. Many American compa
nies are being forced to locate jobs off
shore by Government acts such as the 
1986 elimination of tax incentives plus 
an ever-escalating regulatory burden. 

Congress and others must recognize 
that companies have to make a profit 
if they are to provide jobs for Ameri
cans. The Congress with the urging and 
the support of American workers, must 
implement worthwhile investment tax 

credit, offer capital gains tax incen
tives, eliminate the alternative mini
mum tax, change depreciation sched
ules for passive loss rules, and lessen 
many of the mandates on private busi
ness. 

In short, we need to make this coun
try competitive in order to ensure 
American jobs. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. to 
close debate. 

To summarize the rule, we will have 
8 hours of debate divided equally be
tween proponents and opponents of the 
NAFTA, there will be no amendments, 
the rule waives all points of order. 

Mr. Speaker, views on both sides of 
the issue are deeply and sincerely held. 
I do believe that what will emerge 
through the course of this debate is 
that it is essential that we pass this 
measure. This is one of those defining 
moments in our history when we will 
decide whether we go on in the post
cold-war era with confidence and opti
mism or whether we retreat from the 
world and our responsibilities to it and 
to ourselves. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope and pray, as I 
said earlier on in the debate, that we 
respond in a manner befitting the 
proud history of this great Nation and 
approve this rule and this agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). The question is on the 
resolution. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 342, nays 85, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus CAL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 

[Roll No. 573] 
YEAS-342 

Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 

Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Darden 

de la Garza 
Deal 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
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Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klein 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoll 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller CFL) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 

Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (!A) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 
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Barca Herger Reed 
Barcia Hinchey Roemer 
Bartlett Hochbrueckner Rogers 
Bentley Hoekstra Ros-Lehtinen 
Blute Holden Rush 
Brown (OH) Hunter Sanders 
Bunning Inglis Saxton 
Burton Is took Scott 
Buyer Kaptur Snowe 
Byrne Kildee Stark 
Canady Kleczka Stearns 
Collins (IL) Klink Tauzin 
Collins (Ml) LaFalce Taylor(MS) 
Condit Lewis (FL) Taylor(NC) 
Costello Lewis (GA) Thunnan 
Crapo Linder Torkildsen 
Danner Lipinski Traficant 
DeFazio McCollum Tucker 
Dell urns McHugh Upton 
Diaz-Balart McNulty Velazquez 
Doolittle Mfume Volkmer 
Dornan Mica Walsh 
Evans Neal(MA) Washington 
Filner Oberstar Waters 
Gonzalez Obey Watt 
Gutierrez Peterson (MN) Wise 
Hall(TX) Pombo Yates 
Hamburg Pomeroy 
Hefley Ra.ha.ll 

NOT VOTING---6 
Andrews (NJ) Hoke Towns 
Clinger Mollohan Young(AK) 
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Messrs. SANDERS, BARCIA of 
Michigan, HINCHEY, DELLUMS, 
VOLKMER, HAMBURG, and YATES 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
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PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL MID
NIGHT THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 
18, 1993, TO FILE CONFERENCE 
REPORT ON H.R. 2330, INTEL
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
may have until midnight Thursday, 
November 18, 1993, to file a conference 
report on the bill (H.R. 2330) to author
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1994 
for the intelligence and intelligence-re
lated activities of the U.S. Govern
ment, the Community Management Ac
count, and the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability Sys
tem, and for other purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, the minority has been 
informed of this request, and I under
stand there is no objection to it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

NORTH AMERICAN FREE-TRADE 
AGREEMENT IMPLEMENTATION 
ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House .Resolution 311 and rule 

XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill, H.R. 3450. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved it

self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3450) to 
implement the North American Free
Trade Agreement, with Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

H.R. 3450 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON

TENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 

the "North American Free Trade Agreement 
Implementation Act". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-
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Sec. 2. Definitions. 
TITLE I-APPROVAL OF, AND GENERAL 

PROVISIONS RELATING TO, THE NORTH 
AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 
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Sec. 689. Miscellaneous technical amend
ments. 
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SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 
(1) AGREEMENT.-The term "Agreement" 

means the North American Free Trade 
Agreement approved by the Congress under 
section lOl(a). 

(2) HTS.-The term "HTS" means the Har
monized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States. 

(3) MExico.-Any reference to Mexico shall 
be considered to be a reference to the United 
Mexican States. 

(4) NAFTA COUNTRY.-Except as provided 
in section 202, the term "NAFTA country" 
means-

(A) Canada for such time as the Agreement 
is in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies the Agreement to, Canada; 
and 

(B) Mexico for such time as the Agreement 
is in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies the Agreement to, Mexico. 

(5) INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION.-The 
term "International Trade Commission" 
means the United States International Trade 
Commission. 

(6) TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.-The term 
"Trade Representative" means the United 
States Trade Representative. 
TITLE I-APPROVAL OF, AND GENERAL 

PROVISIONS RELATING TO, THE NORTH 
AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 

SEC. 101. APPROVAL AND ENTRY INTO FORCE OF 
THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE 
AGREEMENT. 

(a) APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT AND STATE
MENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION.-Pursuant 
to section 1103 of the Omnibus Trade and 
Competitiveness Act of 1988 (19 U.S.C. 2903) 
and section 151 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2191), the Congress approves-

(!) the North American Free Trade Agree
ment entered into on December 17, 1992, with 
the Governments of Canada and Mexico and 
submitted to the Congress on November 4, 
1993; and 

(2) the statement of administrative action 
proposed to implement the Agreement that 
was submitted to the Congress on November 
4, 1993. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR ENTRY INTO FORCE OF 
THE AGREEMENT.-The President is author
ized to exchange notes with the Government 
of Canada or Mexico providing for the entry 
into force, on or after January 1, 1994, of the 
Agreement for the United States with re
spect to such country at such time as-

(1) the President-
(A) determines that such country has im

plemented the statutory changes necessary 
to bring that country into compliance with 
its obligations under the Agreement and has 
made provision to implement the Uniform 
Regulations provided for under article 511 of 
the Agreement regarding the interpretation, 
application, and administration of the rules 
of origin, and 

(B) transmits a report to the House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate setting forth the 
determination under subparagraph (A) and 
including, in the case of Mexico, a descrip
tion of the specific measures taken by that 
country to-

(i) bring its laws into conformity with the 
requirements of the Schedule of Mexico in 
Annex 1904.15 of the Agreement, and 

(11) otherwise ensure the effective imple
mentation of the binational panel review 
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process under chapter 19 of the Agreement 
regarding final antidumping and counter
vailing duty determinations; and 

(2) the Government of such country ex
changes notes with the United States provid
ing for the entry into force of the North 
American Agreement on Environmental Co
operation and the North American Agree
ment on Labor Cooperation for that country 
and the United States. 
SEC. 102. RELATIONSHIP OF THE AGREEMENT TO 

UNITED STATES AND STATE LAW. 
(a) RELATIONSHIP OF AGREEMENT TO UNITED 

STATES LAW.-
(1) UNITEP STATES LAW TO PREVAil.. IN CON

FLICT.-No provision of the Agreement, nor 
the application of any such provision to any 
person or circumstance, which is inconsist
ent with any law of the United States shall 
have effect. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed-

(A) to amend or modify any law of the 
United States, including any law regarding

(i) the protection of human, animal, or 
plant life or health, 

(ii) the protection of the environment, or 
(iii) motor carrier or worker safety; or 
(B) to limit .any authority conferred under 

any law of the United States, including sec
tion 301 of the Trade Act of 1974; 
unless specifically provided for in this Act. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP OF AGREEMENT TO STATE 
LAW.-

(1) FEDERAL-STATE CONSULTATION.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Upon the enactment of 

this Act, the President shall, through the 
intergovernmental policy advisory commit
tees on trade established under section 
306(c)(2)(A) of the Trade and Tariff Act of 
1984, consult with the States for the purpose 
of achieving conformity of State laws and 
practices with the Agreement. 

(B) FEDERAL-STATE CONSULTATION PROC
ESS.-The Trade Representative shall estab
lish within the Office of the United States 
Trade Representative.. a Federal-State con
sultation process for addressing issues relat
ing to the Agreement that directly relate to, 
or will potentially have a direct impact on, 
the States. The Federal-State consultation 
process shall include procedures under 
which-

(1) the Trade Representative will assist the 
States in identifying those State laws that 
may not conform with the Agreement but 
may be maintained under the Agreement by 
reason of being in effect before the Agree
ment entered into force; 

(11) the States will be informed on a con
tinuing basis of matters under the Agree
ment that directly relate to, or will poten
tially have a direct impact on, the States; 

(iil) the States will be provided oppor
tunity to submit, on a continuing basis, to 
the Trade Representative information and 
advice with respect to matters referred to in 
clause (ii); 

(iv) the Trade Representative will take 
into account the information and advice re
ceived from the States under clause (iii) 
when formulating United States positions re
garding matters referred to in clause (ii); and 

(v) the States will be involved (including 
involvement through the inclusion of appro
priate representatives of the States) to the 
greatest extent practicable at each stage of 
the development of United States positions 
regarding matters referred to in clause (ii) 
that will be addressed by committees, sub
committees, or working groups established 
under the Agreement or through dispute set
tlement processes provided for under the 
Agreement. 

The Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
u.s.a. App.) shall not apply to the Federal
State consultation process established by 
this paragraph. 

(2) LEGAL CHALLENGE.-No State law, or 
the application thereof, may be declared in
valid as to any person or circumstance on 
the ground that the provision or application 
is inconsistent with .the Agreement, except 
in an action brought by the United States for 
the purpose of declaring such law or applica
tion invalid. 

(3) DEFINITION OF STATE LAW.-For purposes 
of this subsection, the term "State law" in
cludes-

(A) any law of a political subdivision of a 
State; and 

(B) any State law regulating or taxing the 
business of insurance. 

(c) EFFECT OF AGREEMENT WITH RESPECT TO 
PRIVATE REMEDIES.-NO person other than 
the United States--

(1) shall have any cause of action or de
fense under-

(A) the Agreement or by virtue of Congres
sional approval thereof, or 

(B) the North American Agreement on En
vironmental Cooperation or the North Amer
ican Agreement on Labor Cooperation; or 

(2) may challenge, in any action brought 
under any provision of law, any action or in
action by any department, agency, or other 
instrumentality of the United States, any 
State, or any political subdivision of a State 
on the ground that such action or inaction is 
inconsistent with the Agreement, the North 
American Agreement on Environmental Co
operation, or the North American Agreement 
on Labor Cooperation. 
SEC. 103. CONSULTATION AND LAYOVER RE

QUIREMENTS FOR, AND EFFECTIVE 
DATE OF, PROCLAIMED ACTIONS. 

(a) CONSULTATION AND LAYOVER REQUIRE
MENTS.-If a provision of this Act provides 
that the implementation of an action by the 
President by proclamation is subject to the 
consultation and layover requirements of 
this section, such action may be proclaimed 
only if-

(1) the President has obtained advice re
garding the proposed action from-

(A) the appropriate advisory committees 
established under section 135 of the Trade 
Act of 1974, and 

(B) the International Trade Commission; 
(2) the President has submitted a report to 

the ColJliilittee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate that sets forth-

(A) the action proposed to be proclaimed 
and the reasons therefor, and 

(B) the advice obtained under paragraph 
(1); 

(3) a period of 60 calendar days, beginning 
with the first day on which the President has 
met the requirements of paragraphs (1) and 
(2) with respect to such action, has expired; 
and 

(4) the President has consulted with such 
Committees regarding the proposed action 
during the period referred to in paragraph 
(3). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTAIN PRO
CLAIMED ACTIONS.-Any action proclaimed by 
the President under the authority of this Act 
that is not subject to the consultation and 
layover requirements under subsection (a) 
may not take effect before the 15th day after 
the date on which the text of the proclama
tion is published in the Federal Register. 
SEC. 104. IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS IN ANTICIPA

TION OF ENTRY INTO FORCE AND 
INITIAL REGULATIONS. 

(a) IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS.-After the date 
of the enactment of this Act-

(1) the President may proclaim such ac
tions; and 

(2) other appropriate officers of the United 
States Government may issue such regula
tions; 
as may be necessary to ensure that any pro
vision of this Act, or amendment made by 
this Act, that takes effect on the date the 
Agreement enters into force is appropriately 
implemented on such date, but no such proc
lamation or regulation may have an effec
tive date earlier than the date of entry into 
force. The 15-day restriction in section 103(b) 
on the taking effect of proclaimed actions is 
waived to the extent that the application of 
such restriction would prevent the taking ef
fect on the date the Agreement enters into 
force of any action proclaimed under this 
section. 

(b) lNITIAL REGULATIONS.-lnitial regula
tions necessary or appropriate to carry out 
the actions proposed in the statement of ad
ministrative action submitted under section 
101(a)(2) to implement the Agreement shall, 
to the maximum extent feasible, be issued 
within 1 year after the date of entry into 
force of the Agreement; except that interim 
or initial regulations to implement those 
Uniform Regulations regarding rules of ori
gin provided for under article 511 of the 
Agreement shall be issued no later than the 
date of entry into force of the Agreement. In 
the case of any implementing action that 
takes effect on a date after the date of entry 
into force of the Agreement, initial regula
tions to carry out that action shall, to the 
maximum extent feasible, be issued within 1 
year after such effective date. 
SEC. 105. UNITED STATES SECTION OF THE 

NAFTA SECRETARIAT. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

SECTION.-The President is authorized to es
tablish within any department or agency of 
the United States Government a United 
States Section of the Secretariat established 
under chapter 20 of the Agreement. The 
United States Section, subject to the over
sight of the interagency group established 
under section 402, shall carry out its func
tions within the Secretariat to facilitate the 
operation of the Agreement, including the 
operation of chapters 19 and 20 of the Agree
ment and the work of the panels, extraor
dinary challenge committees, special com
mittees, and scientific review boards con
vened under those chapters. The United 
States Section may not be considered to be 
an agency for purposes of section 552 of title 
5, United States Code. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year after fiscal year 1993 to the 
department or agency within which the 
United States Section is established the less
er of-

(1) such sums as may be necessary; or 
(2) $2,000,000; 

for the establishment and operations of the 
United States Section and for the payment 
of the United States share of the expenses of 
binational panels and extraordinary chal
lenge committees convened under chapter 19, 
and of the expenses incurred in dispute set
tlement proceedings under chapter 20, of the 
Agreement. 

(c) REIMBURSEMENT OF CERTAIN EX
PENSES.-If, in accordance with Annex 2002.2 
of the Agreement, the Canadian Section or 
the Mexican Section of the Secretariat pro
vides funds to the United States Section dur
ing any fiscal year, as reimbursement for ex
penses by the Canadian Section or the Mexi
can Section in connection with settlement 
proceedings under chapter 19 or 20 of the 
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Agreement, the United States Section may 
retain and use such funds to carry out the 
functions described in subsection (a). 
SEC. 106. APPOINTMENTS TO CHAPI'ER 20 PANEL 

PROCEEDINGS. 
(a) CONSULTATION.-The Trade Representa

tive shall consult with the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate regarding the selection and appoint
ment of candidates for the rosters described 
in article 2009 of the Agreement. 

(b) SELECTION OF INDIVIDUALS WITH ENVI
RONMENTAL EXPERTISE.-The United States 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, 
encourage the selection of individuals who 
have expertise and experience in environ
mental issues for service in panel proceed
ings under chapter 20 of the Agreement to 
hear any challenge to a United States or 
State environmental law. 
SEC. 107. TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION OF 

UNITED STATES-CANADA FREE· 
TRADE AGREEMENT. 

Section 501(c) of the United States-Canada 
Free-Trade Implementation Act of 1988 (19 
U.S.C. 2112 note) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

" (C) TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION OF AGREE
MENT.-

"(1) TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT.- On the 
date the Agreement ceases to be in force, the 
provisions of this Act (other than this para
graph and section 410(b)), and the amend
ments made by this Act, shall cease to have 
effect. 

"(2) EFFECT OF AGREEMENT SUSPENSION.
An agreement by the United States and Can
ada to suspend the operation of the Agree
ment shall not be deemed to cause the 
Agreement to cease to be in force within the 
meaning of paragraph (1). 

"(3) SUSPENSION RESULTING FROM NAFTA.
On the date the United States and Canada 
agree to suspend the operation of the Agree
ment by reason of the entry into force be
tween them of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement, the following provisions of 
this Act are suspended and shall remain sus
pended until such time as the suspension of 
the Agreement may be terminated: 

"(A) Sections 204(a) and (b) and 205(a). 
"(B) Sections 302 and 304(0. 
"(C) Sections 404, 409, and 410(b).". 

SEC. 108. CONGRESSIONAL INTENT REGARDING 
FUTURE ACCESSIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section lOl(a) may not be 
construed as conferring Congressional ap
proval of the entry into force of the Agree
ment for the United States with respect to 
countries other than Canada and Mexico. 

(b) FUTURE FREE TRADE AREA NEGOTIA
TIONS.-

(1) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol
lowing findings: 

(A) Efforts by the United States to obtain 
greater market opening through multilateral 
negotiations have not produced agreements 
that fully satisfy the trade negotiating ob
jectives of the United States. 

(B) United States trade policy should pro
vide for additional mechanisms with which 
to pursue greater market access for United 
States exports of goods and services and op
portunities for export-related investment by 
United States persons. 

(C) Among the additional mechanisms 
should be a system of bilateral and multilat
eral trade agreements that provide greater 
market access for United States exports and 
opportunities for export-related investment 
by United States persons. · 

(D) The system of trade agreements can 
and should be structured to be consistent 

with, and complementary to, existing inter
national obligations of the United States and 
ongoing multilateral efforts to open mar
kets. 

(2) REPORT ON SIGNIFICANT MARKET OPEN
ING.-No later than May 1, 1994, and May 1, 
1997, the Trade Representative shall submit 
to the President, and to the Committee on 
Finance of the Senate and the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa
tives (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the "appropriate Congressional commit
tees"), a report which lists those . foreign 
countries-

(A) that-
(i) currently provide fair and equitable 

market access for United States exports of 
goods and services and opportunities for ex
port-related investment by United States 
persons, beyond what is required by existing 
multilateral trade agreements or obliga
tions; or 

(ii) have made significant progress in open
ing their markets to United States exports 
of goods and services and export-related in
vestment by United States persons; and 

(B) the further opening of whose markets 
has the greatest potential to increase United 
States exports of goods and services and ex
port-related investment by United States 
persons, either directly or through the estab
lishment of a beneficial precedent. 

(3) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATION.-The 
President, on the basis of the report submit
ted by the Trade Representative under para
graph (2), shall determine with which foreign 
country or countries, if any, the United 
States should seek to negotiate a free trade 
area agreement or agreements. 

(4) RECOMMENDATIONS ON FUTURE FREE 
TRADE AREA NEGOTIATIONS.-No later than 
July 1, 1994, and July 1, 1997, the President 
shall submit to the appropriate Congres
sional committees a written report that con
tains-

(A) recommendations for free trade area 
negotiations with each foreign country se
lected under paragraph (3); 

(B) with respect to each country selected, 
the specific negotiating objectives that are 
necessary to meet the objectives of the Unit
ed States under this section; and 

(C) legislative proposals to ensure ade
quate consultation with the Congress and 
the private sector during the negotiations, 
advance Congressional approval of the nego
tiations recommended by the President, and 
Congressional approval of any trade agree
ment entered into by the President as a re
sult of the negotiations. 

(5) GENERAL NEGOTIATING OBJECTIVES.-The 
general negotiating objectives of the United 
States under this section are to obtain-

(A) preferential treatment for United 
States goods; 

(B) national treatment and, where appro
priate, equivalent competitive opportunity 
for United States services and foreign direct 
investment by United States persons; 

(C) the elimination of barriers to trade in 
goods and services by United States persons 
through standards, testing, labeling, and cer
tification requirements; 

(D) nondiscriminatory government pro
curement policies and practices with respect 
to United States goods and services; 

(E) the elimination of other barriers to 
market access for United States goods and 
services, and the elimination of barriers to 
foreign direct investment by United States 
persons; 

(F) the elimination of acts, policies, and 
practices which deny fair and equitable mar
ket opportunities, including foreign govern-

ment toleration of anticompetitive business 
practices by private firms or among private 
firms that have the effect of restricting, on 
a basis that is inconsistent with commercial 
considerations, purchasing by such firms of 
United States goods and services; 

(G) adequate and effective protection of in
tellectual property rights of United States 
persons, and fair and equitable market ac
cess for United States persons that rely upon 
intellectual property protection; 

(H) the elimination of foreign export and 
domestic subsidies that distort international 
trade in United States goods and services or 
cause material injury to United States in
dustries; 

(I) the elimination of all export taxes; 
(J) the elimination of acts, policies, and 

practices which constitute export targeting; 
and 

(K) monitoring and effective dispute settle
ment mechanisms to facilitate compliance 
with the matters described in subparagraphs 
(A) through (J). 
SEC. 109. EFFECTIVE DATES; EFFECT OF TERMI· 

NATION OF NAFTA STATUS. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-This title (other than the 

amendment made by section 107) takes effect 
on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) SECTION 107 AMENDMENT.-The amend
ment made by section 107 takes effect on the 
date the Agreement enters into force be
tween the United States and Canada. 

(b) TERMINATION OF NAFTA STATUS.-Dur
ing any period in which a country ceases to 
be a NAFTA country, sections 101 through 
106 shall cease to have effect with respect to 
such country. 

TITLE ll-CUSTOMS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. TARIFF MODIFICATIONS. 

(a) TARIFF MODIFICATIONS PROVIDED FOR IN 
THE AGREEMENT.-

(!) PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.-The Presi
dent may proclaim-

(A) such modifications or continuation of 
any duty, 

(B) such continuation of duty-free or excise 
treatment, or 

(C) such additional duties, 
as the President determines to be necessary 
or appropriate to carry out or apply articles 
302, 305, 307, 308, and 703 and Annexes 302.2, 
307.1, 308.1, 308.2, 300-B, 703.2, and 703.3 of the 
Agreement. 

(2) EFFECT ON MEXICAN GSP STATUS.-Not
withstanding section 502(a)(2) of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2462(a)(2)), the Presi
dent shall terminate the designation of Mex
ico as a beneficiary developing country for 
purposes of title V of the Trade Act of 1974 
on the date of entry into force of the Agree
ment between the United States and Mexico. 

(b) OTHER TARIFF MODIFICATIONS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraph (2) 

and the consultation and layover require
ments of section 103(a), the President may 
proclaim-

( A) such modifications or continuation of 
any duty, 

(B) such modifications as the United 
States may agree to with Mexico or Canada 
regarding the staging of any duty treatment 
set forth in Annex 302.2 of the Agreement, 

(C) such continuation of duty-free or excise 
treatment, or 

(D) such additional duties, 
as the President determines to be necessary 
or appropriate to maintain the general level 
of reciprocal and mutually advantageous 
concessions with respect to Canada or Mex
ico provided for by the Agreement. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR ARTICLES WITH TARIFF 
PHASEOUT PERIODS OF MORE THAN 10 YEARS.-
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The President may not consider a request to 
accelerate the staging of duty reductions for 
an article for which the United States tariff 
phaseout period is more than 10 years if a re
quest for acceleration with respect to such 
article has been denied in the preceding 3 
calendar years. 

(C) CONVERSION TO AD VALOREM RATES FOR 
CERTAIN TEXTILES.-For purposes of sub
sections (a) and (b), with respect to an arti
cle covered by Annex 300-B of the Agreement 
imported from Mexico for which the base 
rate in the Schedule of the United States in 
Annex 300-B is a specific or compound rate of 
duty, the President may substitute for the 
base rate an ad valorem rate that the Presi
dent determines to be equivalent to the base 
rate. 
SEC. 202. RULES OF ORIGIN. 

(a) ORIGINATING GOODS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of imple

menting the · tariff treatment and quan
titative restrictions provided for under the 
Agreement, except as otherwise provided in 
this section, a good originates in the terri
tory of a NAFT A country if-

(A) the good is wholly obtained or pro
duced entirely in the territory of one or 
more of the NAFTA countries; 

(B)(i) each nonoriginating material used in 
the production of the good-

(!) undergoes an applicable change in tariff 
classification set out in Annex 401 of the 
Agreement as a result of production occur
ring entirely in the territory of one or more 
of the NAFTA countries; or 

(II) where no change in tariff classification 
is required, the good otherwise satisfies the 
applicable requirements of such Annex; and 

(ii) the good satisfies all other applicable 
requirements of this section; 

(C) the good is produced entirely in the ter
ritory of one or more of the NAFTA coun
tries exclusively from originating materials; 
or 

(D) except for a good provided for in chap
ters 61 through 63 of the HTS, the good is 
produced entirely in the territory of one or 
more of the NAFTA countries, but one or 
more of the nonoriginating materials, that 
are provided for as parts under the HTS and 
are used in the production of the good, does 
not undergo a change in tariff classification 
because-

(i) the good was imported into the terri
tory of a NAFTA country in an unassembled 
or a disassembled form but was classified as 
an assembled good pursuant to General Rule 
of Interpretation 2(a) of the HTS; or 

(ii)(l) the heading for the good provides for 
and specifically describes both the good it
self and its parts and is not further sub
divided into subheadings; or 

(II) the subheading for the good provides 
for and specifically describes both the good 
itself and its parts. 

(2) SPECIAL RULES.-
(A) FOREIGN-TRADE ZONES.-Subparagraph 

(B) of paragraph (1) shall not apply to a good 
produced in a foreign-trade zone or subzone 
(established pursuant to the Act of June 18, 
1934, commonly known as the Foreign Trade 
Zones Act) that is entered for consumption 
in the customs territory of the United 
States. 

(B) REGIONAL VALUE-CONTENT REQUIRE
MENT.-For purposes of subparagraph (D) of 
paragraph (1), a good shall be treated as orig
inating in a NAFTA country if the regional 
value-content of the good, determined in ac
cordance with subsection (b), is not less than 
60 percent where the transaction value meth
od is used, or not less than 50 percent where 
the net cost method is used, and the good 
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satisfies all other applicable requirements of 
this section. 

(b) REGIONAL VALUE-CONTENT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (5), the regional value-content of a 
good shall be calculated, at the choice of the 
exporter or producer of the good, on the 
basis of-

(A) the transaction value method described 
in paragraph (2); or 

(B) the net cost method described in para
graph (3). 

(2) TRANSACTION VALUE METHOD.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-An exporter or producer 

may calculate the regional value-content of 
a good on the basis of the following trans
action value method: 

RVC 
TV
VNM 

TV 

100 

(B) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of subpara
graph (A): 

(i) The term "RVC" means the regional 
value-content, expressed as a percentage. 

(ii) The term " TV" means the transaction 
value of the good adjusted to a F.O.B. basis. 

(iii) The term "VNM" means the value of 
nonoriginating materials used by the pro
ducer in the production of the good. 

(3) NET COST METHOD.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-An exporter or producer 

may calculate the regional value-content of 
a good on the basis of the following net cost 
method: 

RVC 
Nc
VNM 

NO 
100 

(B) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of subpara
graph (A): 

(i) The term "RVC" means the regional 
value-content, expressed as a percentage. 

(ii) The term "NC" means the net cost of 
the good. 

(iii) The term "VNM" means the value of 
nonoriginating materials used by the pro
ducer in the production of the good. 

(4) VALUE OF NONORIGINATING MATERIALS 
USED IN ORIGINATING MATERIALS.-Except as 
provided in subsection (c)(1), and for a motor 
vehicle idep.tified in subsection (c)(2) or a 
component identified in Annex 403.2 of the 
Agreement, the value of nonoriginating ma
terials used by the producer in the produc
tion of a good shall not, for purposes of cal
culating the regional value-content of the 
good under paragraph (2) or (3), include the 
value of nonoriginating materials used to 
produce originating materials that are sub
sequently used in the production of the good. 

(5) NET COST METHOD MUST BE USED IN CER
TAIN CASES.-An exporter or producer shall 
calculate the regional value-content of a 
good solely on the basis of the net cost meth
od described in paragraph (3), if-

(A) there is no transaction value for the 
good; 

(B) the transaction value of the good is un
acceptable under Article 1 of the Customs 
Valuation Code; 

(C) the good is sold by the producer to a re
lated person and the volume, by units of 
quantity, of sales of identical or similar 
goods to related persons during the six
month period immediately preceding the 
month in which the good is sold exceeds 85 
percent of the producer's total sales of such 
goods during that period; 

(D) the good i&-
(i) a motor vehicle provided for in heading 

8701 or 8702, subheadings 8703.21 through 
8703.90, or heading 8704, 8705, or 8706; 

(ii) identified in Annex 403.1 or 403.2 of the 
Agreement and is for use in a motor vehicle 
provided for in heading 8701 or 8702, subhead
ings 8703.21 through 8703.90, or heading 8704, 
8705, or 8706; 

(iii) provided for in subheadings 6401.10 
through 6406.10; or 

(iv) a word processing machine provided 
for in subheading 8469.10.00; 

(E) the exporter or producer chooses to ac
cumulate the regional value-content of the 
good in accordance with subsection (d); or 

(F) the good is designated as an intermedi
ate material under paragraph (10) and is sub
ject to a regional value-content requirement. 

(6) NET COST METHOD ALLOWED FOR ADJUST
MENTS.-If an exporter or producer of a good 
calculates the regional value-content of the 
good on the basis of the transaction value 
method and a NAFTA country subsequently 
notifies the exporter or producer, during the 
course of a verification conducted in accord
ance with chapter 5 of the Agreement, that 
the transaction value of the good or the 
value of any material used in the production 
of the good must be adjusted or is unaccept
able under Article 1 of the Customs Valu
ation Code, the exporter or producer may 
calculate the regional value-content of the 
good on the basis of the net cost method. 

(7) REVIEW OF ADJUSTMENT.-Nothing in 
paragraph (6) shall be construed to prevent 
any review or appeal available in accordance 
with article 510 of the Agreement with re
spect to an adjustment to or a rejection of-

(A) the transaction value of a good; or 
(B) the value of any material used in the 

production of a good. 
(8) CALCULATING NET COST.-The producer 

may, consistent with regulations implement
ing this section, calculate the net cost of a 
good under paragraph (3), by-

(A) calculating the total cost incurred with 
respect to all goods produced by that pro
ducer, subtracting any sales promotion, mar
keting and after-sales service costs, royal
ties, shipping and packing costs, and non
allowable interest costs that are included in 
the total cost of all such goods, and reason
ably allocating the resulting net cost of 
those goods to the good; 

(B) calculating the total cost incurred with 
respect to all goods produced by that pro
ducer, reasonably allocating the total cost to 
the good, and subtracting any sales pro
motion, marketing and after-sales service 
costs, royalties, shipping and packing costs, 
and nonallowable interest costs that are in
cluded in the portion of the total cost allo
cated to the good; or 

(C) reasonably allocating each cost that is 
part of the total cost incurred with respect 
to the good so that the aggregate of these 
costs does not include any sales promotion, 
marketing and after-sales service costs, roy
alties, shipping and packing costs, or non
allowable interest costs. 

(9) VALUE OF MATERIAL USED lN PRODUC
TION.-Except as provided in paragraph (11), 
the value of a material used in the produc
tion of a good-

(A) shall-
(i) be the transaction value of the material 

determined in accordance with Article 1 of 
the Customs Valuation Code; or 

(ii) in the event that there is no trans
action value or the transaction value of the 
material is unacceptable under Article 1 of 
the Customs Valuation Code, be determined 
in accordance with Articles 2 through 7 of 
the Customs Valuation Code; and 
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(B) if not included under clause (i) or (ii) of 

subparagraph (A), shall include-
(i) freight, insurance, packing, and all 

other costs incurred in transporting the ma
terial to the location of the producer; 

(ii) duties, taxes, and customs brokerage 
fees paid on the material in the territory of 
one or more of the NAFTA countries; and 

(iii) the cost of waste and spoilage result
ing from the use of the material in the pro
duction of the good, less the value of renew
able scrap or by-product. 

(10) INTERMEDIATE MATERIAL.-Except for 
goods described in subsection (c)(1), any self
produced material, other than a component 
identified in Annex 403.2 of the Agreement, 
that is used in the production of a good may 
be designated by the producer of the good as 
an intermediate material for the purpose of 
calculating the regional value-content of the 
good under paragraph (2) or (3); provided that 
if the intermediate material is subject to a 
regional value-content requirement, no 
other self-produced material that is subject 
to a regional value-content requirement and 
is used in the production of the intermediate 
material may be designated by the producer 
as an intermediate material. 

(11) VALUE OF INTERMEDIATE MATERIAL.
The value of an intermediate material shall 
be-

(A) the total cost incurred with respect to 
all goods produced by the producer of the 
good that can be reasonably allocated to the 
intermediate material; or 

(B) the aggregate of each cost that is part 
of the total cost incurred with respect to the 
intermediate material that can be reason
ably allocated to that intermediate mate
rial. 

(12) lNDffiECT MATERIAL.-The value of an 
indirect material shall be based on the Gen
erally Accepted Accounting Principles appli
cable in the territory of the NAFTA country 
in which the good is produced. 

(c) AUTOMOTIVE GooDS.-
(1) PASSENG~ VEHICLES AND LIGHT TRUCKS, 

AND THEm AUTOMOTIVE PARTS.-For purposes 
of calculating the regional value-content 
under the net cost method for-

(A) a good that is a motor vehicle for the 
transport of 15 or fewer persons provided for 
in subheading 8702.10.00 or 8702.90.00, or a 
motor vehicle provided for in subheadings 
8703.21 through 8703.90, or subheading 8704.21 
or 8704.31, or 

(B) a good provided for in the tariff provi
sions listed in Annex 403.1 of the Agreement, 
that is subject to a regional value-content 
requirement and is for use as original equip
ment in the production of a motor vehicle 
for the transport of 15 or fewer persons pro
vided for in subheading 8702.10.00 or 
8702.90.00, or a motor vehicle provided for in 
subheadings 8703.21 through 8703.90, or sub
heading 8704.21 or 8704.31, 
the value of nonoriginating materials used 
by the producer in the production of the 
,good shall be the sum of the values of all 
nonoriginating materials, determined in ac
cordance with subsection (b)(9) at the time 
the nonoriginating materials are received by 
the first person in the territory of a NAFTA 
country who takes title to them, that are 
imported from outside the territories of the 
NAFT A countries under the tariff provisions 
listed in Annex 403.1 of the Agreement and 
are used in the production of tbe good or 
that are used in the production of any mate
rial used in the production of the good. 

(2) OTHER VEHICLES AND THEm AUTOMOTIVE 
PARTS.-For purposes of calculating the re
gional value-content under the net cost 
method for a good that is a motor vehicle 

provided for in heading 8701, subheading 
8704.10, 8704.22, 8704.23, 8704.32, or 8704.90, or 
heading 8705 or 8706, a motor vehicle for the 
transport of 16 or more persons provided for 
in subheading 8702.10.00 or 8702.90.00, or a 
component identified in Annex 403.2 of the 
Agreement for use as original equipment in 
the production of the motor vehicle, the 
value of nonoriginating materials used by 
the producer in the production of the good 
shall be the sum of-

(A) for each material used by the producer 
listed in Annex 403.2 of the 4greement, 
whether or not produced by the producer, at 
the choice of the producer and determined in 
accordance with subsection (b), either-

(i) the value of such material that is non-
originating, or • 

(ii) the value of nonoriginating materials 
used in the production of such material; and 

(B) the value of any other nonoriginating 
material used by the producer that is not 
listed in Annex 403.2 of the Agreement deter
mined in accordance with subsection (b). 

(3) AVERAGING PERMITTED.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of calculat

ing the regional value-content of a motor ve
hicle described in paragraph (1) or (2), the 
producer may average its calculation over 
its fiscal year, using any of the categories 
described in subparagraph (B), on the basis of 
either all motor vehicles in the category or 
on the basis of only the motor vehicles in the 
category that are exported to the territory 
of one or more of the other NAFTA coun
tries. 

(B) CATEGORY DESCRffiED.-A category is 
described in this subparagraph if it is-

(i) the same model line of motor vehicles 
in the same class of vehicles produced in the 
same plant in the territory of a NAFTA 
country; 

(ii) the same class of motor vehicles pro
duced in the same plant in the territory of a 
NAFT A country; 

(iii) the same model line of motor vehicles 
produced in the territory of a NAFTA coun-
try; or · 

(iv) if applicable, the basis set out in 
Annex 403.3 of the Agreement. 

(4) ANNEX 403.1 AND ANNEX 403.2.-For pur
poses of calculating the regional value-con
tent for any or all goods provided for in a 
tariff provision listed in Annex 403.1 of the 
Agreement, or a component or material 
identified in Annex 403.2 of the Agreement, 
produced in the same plant, the producer of 
the good may-

(A) average its calculation-
(1) over the fiscal year of the motor vehicle 

producer to whom the good is sold; 
(ii) over any quarter or month; or 
(iii) over its fiscal year, if the good is sold 

as an aftermarket part; 
(B) calculate the average referred to in 

subparagraph (A) separately for any or all 
goods sold to one or more motor vehicle pro
ducers; or 

(C) with respect to any calculation under 
this paragraph, make a separate calculation 
for goods that are exported to the territory 
of one or more NAFTA countries. 

(5) PHASE-IN OF REGIONAL VALUE-CONTENT 
REQUffiEMENT.-Notwithstanding Annex 401 
of the Agreement, and except as provided in 
paragraph (6), the regional value-content re
quirement shall be-

(A) for a producer's fiscal year beginning 
on the day closest to January 1, 1998, and 
thereafter, 56 percent calculated under the 
net cost method, and for a producer's fiscal 
year beginning on the day closest to January 
1, 2002, and thereafter, 62.5 ·percent cal
culated under the net cost method, for-

(i) a good that is a motor vehicle for the 
transport of 15 or fewer persons provided for 
in subheading 8702.10.00 or 8702.90.00, or a 
motor vehicle provided for in subheadings 
8703.21 through 8703.90, or subheading 8704.21 
or 8704.31; and 

(ii) a good provided for in heading 8407 or 
8408, or subheading 8708.40, that is for use in 
a motor vehicle identified in clause (i); and 

(B) for a producer's fiscal year beginning 
on the day closest to January 1, 1998, and 
thereafter, 55 percent calculated under the 
net cost method, and for a producer's fiscal 
year beginning on the day closest to January 
1, 2002, and thereafter, 60 percent calculated 
under the net cost method, for-

(i) a good that is a motor vehicle provided 
for in heading 8701, subheading 8704.10, 
8704.22, 8704.23, 8704.32, or 8704.90, or heading 
8705 or 8706, or a motor vehicle for the trans
port of 16 or more persons provided for in 
subheading 8702.10.00 or 8702.90.00; 

(ii) a good provided for in heading 8407 or 
8408, or subheading 8708.40 that is for use in 
a motor vehicle identified in clause (i); and 

(i11) except for a good identified in subpara
graph (A)(ii) or a good provided for in sub
headings 8482.10 through 8482.80, or sub
heading 8483.20 or 8483.30, a good identified in 
Annex 403.1 of the Agreement that is subject 
to a regional value-content requirement and 
is for use in a motor vehicle identified in 
subparagraph (A)(i) or (B)(i). 

(6) NEW AND REFITTED PLANTS.-The re
gional value-content requirement for a 
motor vehicle identified in paragraph (1) or 
(2) shall be-

(A) 50 percent for 5 years after the date on 
which the first motor vehicle prototype is 
produced in a plant by a motor vehicle as
sembler, if-

(i) it is a motor vehicle of a class, or 
marque, or, except for a motor vehicle iden
tified in paragraph (2), size category and 
underbody, not previously produced by the 
motor vehicle assembler in the territory of 
any of the NAFTA countries; 

(11) the plant consists of a new building in 
which the motor vehicle is assembled; and 

(iii) the plant contains substantially all 
new machinery that is used in the assembly 
of the motor vehicle; or 

(B) 50 percent for 2 years after the date on 
which the first motor vehicle prototype is 
produced at a plant following a refit, if it is 
a motor vehicle of a class, or marque, or, ex
cept for a motor vehicle identified in para
graph (2), size category and underbody, dif
ferent from that assembled by the motor ve
hicle assembler in the plant before the refit. 

(7) ELECTION FOR CERTAIN VEiflCLES FROM 
CANADA.-In the case of goods provided for in 
subheadings 8703.21 through 8703.90, or sub
heading 8704.21 or 8704.31, exported from Can
ada directly to the United States, and en
tered on or after January 1, 1989, and before 
the date of entry into force of the Agreement 
between the United States and Canada, an 
importer may elect to use the rules of origin 
set out in this section in lieu of the rules of 
origin contained in section 202 of the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement Imple
mentation Act of 1988 (19 U.S.C. 2112 note) 
and may elect to use the method for cal
culating the value of nonoriginating mate
rials established in article 403(2) of the 
Agreement in lieu of the method established 
in article 403(1) of the Agreement for pur
poses of determining eligibility for pref
erential duty treatment under the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement. Any 
election under this paragraph shall be made 
in writing to the Customs Service not later 
than the date that is 180 days after the date 
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of entry into force of the Agreement between 
the United States and Canada. Any such 
election may be made only if the liquidation 
of such entry has not become final. For pur
poses of averaging the calculation of re
gional value-content for the goods covered 
by such entry, where the producer's 1989-1990 
fiscal year began after January 1, 1989, the 
producer may include the period between 
January 1, 1989, and the beginning of its first 
fiscal year after January 1, 1989, as part of 
fiscal year 1989-1990. 

(d) ACCUMULATION.-
(!) DETERMINATION OF ORIGINATING GOOD.

For purposes of determining whether a good 
is an originating good, the production of the 
good in the territory of one or more of the 
NAFTA countries by one or more producers 
shall, at the choice of the exporter or pro
ducer of the good, be considered to have been 
performed in the territory of any of the 
NAFTA countries by that exporter or pro
ducer, if-

(A) all nonoriginating materials used in 
the production of the good undergo an appli
cable tariff classification change set out in 
Annex 401 of the Agreement; 

(B) the good satisfies any applicable re
gional value-content requirement; and 

(C) the good satisfies all other applicable 
requirements of this section. 
The requirements of subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) must be satisfied entirely in the territory 
of one or more of the NAFTA countries. 

(2) TREATMENT AS SINGLE PRODUCER.-For 
purposes of subsection (b)(lO), the production 
of a producer that chooses to accumulate its 
production with that of other producers 
under paragraph (1) shall be treated as the 
production of a single producer. 

(e) DE MINIMIS AMOUNTS OF NONORIGINAT
ING MATERIALS.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
paragraphs (3), (4), (5), and (6), a good shall 
be considered to be an originating good if-

(A) the value of all nonoriginating mate
rials used in the production of the good that 
do not undergo an applicable change in tariff 
classification (set out in Annex 401 of the 
Agreement) is not more than 7 percent of the 
transaction value of the good, adjusted to a 
F.O.B. basis, or 

(B) where the transaction value of the good 
is unacceptable under Article 1 of the Cus
toms Valuation Code, the value of all such 
nonoriginating materials is not more than 7 
percent of the total cost of the good, 
provided that the good satisfies all other ap
plicable requirements of this section and, if 
the good is subject to a regional value-con
tent requirement, the value of such nonorigi
nating materials is taken into account in 
calculating the regional value-content of the 
good. 

(2) GoODS NOT SUBJECT TO REGIONAL VALUE
CONTENT REQUIREMENT.-A good that is oth
erwise subject to a regional value-content 
requirement shall not be required to satisfy 
such requirement if-

(A)(i) the value of all nonoriginating mate
rials used in the production of the good is 
not more than 7 percent of the transaction 
value of the good, adjusted to a F.O.B. basis; 
or 

(ii) where the transaction value of the good 
is unacceptable under Article 1 of the Cus
toms Valuation Code, the value of all non
originating materials is not more than 7 per
cent of the total cost of the good; and 

(B) the good satisfies all other applicable 
requirements of this section. 

(3) DAIRY PRODUCTS, ETC.-Paragraph (1) 
does not apply ·to-

(A) a nonoriginating material provided for 
in chapter 4 of the HTS or a dairy prepara
tion containing over 10 percent by weight of 
milk solids provided for in subheading 
1901.90.30, 1901.90.40, or 1901.90.80 that is used 
in the production of a good provided for in 
chapter 4 of the HTS; · 

(B) a nonoriginating material provided for 
in chapter 4 of the HTS or a dairy prepara
tion containing over 10 percent by weight of 
milk solids provided for in subheading 
1901.90.30, 1901.90.40, or 1901.90.80 that is used 
in the production of-

(i) preparations for infants containing over 
10 percent by weight of milk solids provided 
for in subheading 1901.10.00; 

(ii) mixes and doughs, containing over 25 
percent by weight of butterfat, not put up for 
retail sale, provided for in subheading 
1901.20.00; 

(iii) a dairy preparation containing over 10 
percent by weight of milk solids provided for 
in subheading 1901.90.30, 1901.90.40, or 
1901.90.80; 

(iv) a good provided for in heading 2105 or 
subheading 2106.90.05, or preparations con
taining over 10 percent by weight of milk 
solids provided for in subheading 2106.90.15, 
2106.90.40, 2106.90.50, or 2106.90.65; 

(v) a good provided for in subheading 
2202.90.10 or 2202.90.20; or 

(vi) animal feeds containing over 10 per
cent by weight of milk solids provided for in 
subheading 2309.90.30; 

(C) a nonoriginating material provided for 
in heading 0805 or subheadings 2009.11 
through 2009.30 that is used in the production 
of-

(i) a good provided for in subheadings 
2009.11 through 2009.30, or subheading 
2106.90.16, or concentrated fruit or vegetable 
juice of any single fruit or vegetable, for
tified with minerals or vitamins, provided 
for in subheading 2106.90.19; or 

(ii) a good provided for in subheading 
2202.90.30 or 2202.90.35, or fruit or vegetable 
juice of any single fruit or vegetable, for
tified with minerals or vitamins, provided 
for in subheading 2202.90.36; 

(D) a nonoriginating material provided for 
in chapter 9 of the HTS that is used in the 
production of instant coffee, not flavored, 
provided for in subheading 2101.10.20; 

(E) a nonoriginating material provided for 
in chapter 15 of the HTS that is used in the 
production of a good provided for in headings 
1501 through 1508, or ·heading 1512, 1514, or 
1515; 

(F) a nonoriginating material provided for 
in heading 1701 that is used in the production 
of a good provided for in headings 1701 
through 1703; 

(G) a nonoriginating material provided for 
in chapter 17 of the HTS or heading 1805 that 
is used in the production of a good provided 
for in subheading 1806.10; 

(H) a nonoriginating material provided for 
in headings 2203 through 2208 that is used in 
the production of a good provided for in 
headings 2207 through 2208; 

(I) a nonoriginating material used in the 
production of-

(1) a good provided for in subheading 
7321.11.30; 

(ii) a good provided ·for in subheading 
8415.10, subheadings 8415.81 through 8415.83, 
subheadings 8418.10 through 8418.21, subhead
ings 8418.29 through 8418.40, subheading 
8421.12 or 8422.11, subheadings 8450.11 through 
8450.20, or subheadings 8451.21 through 
8451.29; 

(iii) trash compactors provided for in sub
heading 8479.89.60; or 

(iv) a good provided for in subheading 
8516.60.40; and 

(J) a printed circuit assembly that is a 
nonoriginating material used in the produc
tion of a good where the applicable change in 
tariff classification for the good, as set out 
in Annex 401 of the Agreement, places re
strictions on the use of such nonoriginating 
material. 

(4) CERTAIN FRUIT JUICES.-Paragraph (1) 
does not apply to a nonoriginating single 
juice ingredient provided for in heading 2009 
that is used in the production of-

(A) a good provided for in subheading 
2009.90, or concent:rated mixtures of fruit or 
vegetable juice, fortified with minerals or vi
tamins, provided for in subheading 2106.90.19; 
or 

(B) mixtures of fruit or vegetable juices, 
fortified with minerals or vitamins, provided 
for in subheading 2202.90.39. 

(5) GooDS PROVIDED FOR IN CHAPTERS 1 
THROUGH 'Z1 OF THE HTS.-Paragraph (1) does 
not apply to a nonoriginating material used 
in the production of a good provided for in 
chapters 1 through 27 of the HTS unless the 
nonoriginating material is provided for in a 
different subheading than the good for which 
origin is being determined UJider this sec
tion. 

(6) GooDS PROVIDED FOR IN CHAPTERS 50 
THROUGH 63 OF THE HTS.-A good provided for 
in chapters 50 through 63 of the HTS, that 
does not originate because certain fibers or 
yarns used in the production of the compo
nent of the good that determines the tariff 
classification of the good do not undergo an 
applicable change in tariff classification set 
out in Annex 401 of the Agreement, shall be 
considered to be a good that originates if the 
total weight of all such fibers or yarns in 
that component is not more than 7 percent 
of the total weight of that component. 

(f) FUNGIBLE GOODS AND MATERIALS.-For 
purposes of determining whether a good is an 
originating good-

(1) if originating and nonoriginating fun
gible materials are used in the production of 
the good, the determination of whether the 
materials are originating need not be made 
through the identification of any specific 
fungible material, but may be determined on 
the basis of any of the inventory manage
ment methods set out in regulations imple
menting this section; and 

(2) if originating and nonoriginating fun
gible goods are commingled and exported in 
the same form, the determination may be 
made on the basis of any . of the inventory 
management methods set out in regulations 
implementing this section. 

(g) ACCESSORIES, SPARE PARTS, OR TOOLS.
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), accessories, spare parts, or 
tools delivered with the good that form part 
of the good's standard accessories, spare 
parts, or tools shall-

(A) be considered as originating goods if 
the good is an originating good, and 

(B) be disregarded in determining whether 
all the nonoriginating materials used in the 
production of the good undergo an applicable 
change in tariff classification set out in 
Annex 401 of the Agreement. 

(2) CONDITIONS.-Paragraph (1) shall apply 
only if-

(A) the accessories, spare parts, or tools 
are not invoiced separately from the good; 

(B) the quantities and value of the acces
sories, spare parts, or tools are customary 
for the good; and 

(C) in any case in which the good is subject 
to a regional value-content requirement, the 
value of the accessories, spare parts, or tools 
are taken into account as originating or non
originating materials, as the case may be, in 
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calculating the regional value-content of the 
good. 

(h) INDIRECT MATERIALS.-An indirect ma
terial shall be considered to be an originat
ing material without regard to where it is 
produced. 

(i) PACKAGING MATERIALS AND CONTAINERS 
FOR RETAIL SALE.-Packaging materials and 
containers in which a good is packaged for 
retail sale, if classified with the good, shall 
be disregarded in determining whether all 
the nonoriginating materials used in the pro
duction of the good undergo an applicable 
change in tariff classification set out in 
Annex 401 of the Agreement. If the good is 
subject to a regional value-content require
ment, the value of such packaging materials 
and containers shall be taken into account 
as originating or nonoriginating materials, 
as the case may be, in calculating the re
gional value-content of the good. 

(j) PACKING MATERIALS AND CONTAINERS 
FOR SmPMENT.-Packing materials and con
tainers in which a good is packed for ship
ment shall be disregarded-

(!) in determining whether the nonorigi
nating materials used in the production of 
the good undergo an applicable change in 
tariff classification set out in Annex 401 of 
the Agreement; and 

(2) in determining whether the good satis
fies a regional value-content requirement. 

(k) TRANSSmPMENT.-A good shall not be 
considered to be an originating good by rea
son of having undergone production that sat
isfies the requirements of subsection (a) if, 
subsequent to that production, the good un
dergoes further production or any other op
eration outside the territories of the NAFTA 
countries, other than unloading, reloading, 
or any other operation necessary to preserve 
it in good condition or to transport the good 
to the territory of a NAFTA country. 

(1) NONQUALIFYING OPERATIONS.-A good 
shall not be considered to be an originating 
good merely by reason of-

(1) mere dilution with water or another 
substance that does not materially alter the 
characteristics of the good; or 

(2) any production or pricing practice with 
respect to which it may be demonstrated, by 
a preponderance of evidence, that the object 
was to circumvent this section. 

(m) INTERPRETATION AND APPLICATION.
For purposes of this section: 

(1) The basis for any tariff classification is 
theHTS. 

(2) Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this section there is a reference 
to a heading or subheading such reference 
shall be a reference to a heading or sub
heading of the HTS. 

(3) In applying· subsection (a)(4), the deter
mination of whether a heading or subheading 
under the HTS provides for and specifically 
describes both a good and its parts shall be 
made on the basis of the nomenclature of the 
heading or subheading, the rules of interpre
tation, or notes of the HTS. 

(4) In applying the Customs Valuation 
Code-

(A) the principles of the Customs Valu
ation Code shall apply to domestic trans
actions, with such modifications as may be 
required by the circumstances, as would 
apply to international transactions; 

(B) the provisions of this section shall take 
precedence over the Customs Valuation Code 
to the extent of any difference; and 

(C) the definitions in subsection (o) shall 
take precedence over the definitions in the 
Customs Valuation Code to the extent of any 
difference. 

(5) All costs referred to in this section 
shall be recorded and maintained in accord-

ance with the Generally Accepted AccoUnt
ing Principles applicable in the terri tory of 
the NAFTA country in which the good is pro
duced. 

(n) ORIGIN OF AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING 
Goons.-Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this section, when the NAFT A coun
tries apply the most-favored-nation rate of 
duty described in paragraph 1 of section A of 
Annex 308.1 of the Agreement to a good pro
vided for under the tariff provisions set out 
in Table 308.1.1 of such Annex, the good shall, 
upon importation from a NAFTA country, be 
deemed to originate in the territory of a 
NAFTA country for purposes of this section. 

(0) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN AGRICUL
TURAL PRODUCTS.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, for purposes 
of applying a rate of duty to a good provided 
for in-

(1) heading 1202 that is exported from the 
territory of Mexico, if the good is not wholly 
obtained in the territory of Mexico, 

(2) subheading 2008.11 that is exported from 
the territory of Mexico, if any material pro
vided for in heading 1202 used in the produc
tion of that good is not wholly obtained in 
the territory of Mexico, or 

(3) subheading 1806.10.42 or 2106.90.12 that is 
exported from the territory of Mexico, if any 
material provided for in subheading 1701.99 
used in the production of that good is not a 
qualifying good, 
such good shall be treated as a nonoriginat
ing good and, for purposes of this subsection, 
the terms "qualifying good" and "wholly ob
tained in the territory of" have the meaning 
given such terms in paragraph 26 of section 
A of Annex 703.2 of the Agreement. 

(p) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) CLASS OF MOTOR VEHICLES.-The term 
"class of motor vehicles" means any one of 
the following categories of motor vehicles: 

(A) Motor vehicles provided for in sub
heading 8701.20, subheading 8704.10, 8704.22, 
8704.23, 8704.32, or 8704.90, or heading 8705 or 
8706, or motor vehicles designed for the 
transport of 16 or more persons provided for 
in subheading 8702.10.00 or 8702.90.00. 

(B) Motor vehicles provided for in sub
heading 8701.10, or subheadings 8701.30 
through 8701.90. 

(C) Motor vehicles for the transport of 15 
or fewer persons provided for in subheading 
8702.10.00 or 8702.90.00, or motor vehicles pro
vided for in subheading 8704.21 or 8704.31. 

(D) Motor vehicles provided for in subhead
ings 8703.21 through 8703.90. 

(2) CUSTOMS VALUATION CODE.-The term 
"Customs Valuation Code" means the Agree
ment on Implementation of Article VII of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, 
including its interpretative notes. 

(3) F.O.B.-The term "F.O.B." means free 
on board, regardless of the mode of transpor
tation, at the point of direct shipment by the 
seller to the buyer. 

(4) FUNGIBLE GOODS AND FUNGIBLE MATE
RIALS.-The terms "fungible goods" and 
"fungible materials" mean goods or mate
rials that are interchangeable for commer
cial purposes and whose properties are essen
tially identical. 

(5) GENERALLY ACCEPTED ACCOUNTING PRIN
CIPLES.-The term "Generally Accepted Ac
counting Principles" means the recognized 
consensus or substantial authoritative sup
port in the territory of a NAFTA country 
with respect to the recording of revenues, ex
penses, costs, assets and liabilities, disclo
sure of information, and preparation of fi
nancial statements. These standards may be 
broad guidelines of general application as 

well as detailed standards, practices, or pro
cedures. 

(6) GOODS WHOLLY OBTAINED OR PRODUCED 
ENTIRELY IN THE TERRITORY OF ONE OR MORE 
OF THE NAFTA COUNTRIES.-The term "goods 
wholly obtained or produced entirely in the 
territory of one or more of the NAFTA coun
tries" means--

(A) mineral goods extracted in the terri
tory of one or more of the NAFTA countries; 

(B) vegetable goods harvested in the terri
tory of one or more of the NAFTA countries; 

(C) live animals born and raised in the ter
ritory of one or more of the NAFTA .coun
tries; 

(D) goods obtained from hunting, trapping, 
or fishing in the territory of one or more of 
the NAFT A countries; 

(E) goods (such as fish, shellfish, and other 
marine life) taken from the sea by vessels 
registered or recorded with a NAFTA coun
try and flying its flag; 

(F) goods produced on board factory ships 
from the goods referred to in subparagraph 
(E), if such factory ships are registered or re
corded with that NAFTA country and fly its 
flag; 

(G) goods taken by a NAFTA country or a 
person of a NAFTA country from the seabed 
or beneath the seabed oupside territorial wa
ters, provided that a NAFTA country has 
rights to exploit such seabed; 

(H) goods taken from outer space, if the 
goods are obtained by a NAFTA country or a 
person of a NAFTA country and not proc
essed in a country other than a NAFT A 
country; 

(I) waste and scrap derived from-
(i) production in the territory of one or 

more of the NAFTA countries; or 
(ii) used goods collected in the territory of 

one or more of the NAFT A countries, if such 
goods are fit only for the recovery of raw 
materials; and 

(J) goods produced in the territory of one 
or more of the NAFTA countries exclusively 
from goods referred to in subparagraphs (A) 
through (1), or from their derivatives, at any 
stage of production. 

(7) IDENTICAL OR SIMILAR GOODS.-The term 
"identical or similar goods" means "iden
tical goods" and "similar goods", respec
tively, as defined in the Customs Valuation 
Code. 

(8) INDIRECT MATERIAL.-
(A) The term "indirect material" means a 

good-
(i) used in the production, testing, or in

spection of a good but not physically incor
porated into the good, or 

(ii) used in the maintenance of buildings or 
the operation of equipment associated with 
the production of a good, 
in the territory of one or more of the NAFTA 
countries. 

(B) vv.hen used for a purpose described in 
subparagraph (A), the following materials 
are among those considered to be indirect 
materials: 

(i) Fuel and energy. 
(ii) Tools, dies, and molds. 
(iii) Spare parts and materials used in the 

maintenance of equipment and buildings. 
(iv) Lubricants, greases, compounding ma

terials, and other materials used in produc
tion or used to operate equipment and build
ings. 

(v) Gloves, glasses, footwear, clothing, 
safety equipment, and supplies. 

(vi) Equipment, devices, and supplies used 
for testing or inspecting the goods. 

('vii) Catalysts and solvents. 
(viii) Any other goods that are not incor

porated into the good, if the use of such 



- --· , ·-· ----·--- ~- ..... --

November 17, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 29731 
goods in the production of the good can rea
sonably be demonstrated to be a part of that 
production. 

(9) INTERMEDIATE MATERIAL.-The term 
"intermediate material" means a material 
that is self-produced, used in the production 
of a good, and designated pursuant to sub
section (b)(10). 

(10) MARQUE.-The term "marque" means 
the trade name used by a separate marketing 
division of a motor vehicle assembler. 

(11) MATERIAL.-The term "material" 
means a good that is used in the production 
of another good and includes a part or an in
gredient. 

(12) MODEL LINE.-The term "model line" 
means a group of motor vehicles having the 
same platform or model name. 

(13) MOTOR VEHICLE ASSEMBLER.-The term 
"motor vehicle assembler" means a producer 
of motor vehicles and any related persons or 
joint ventures in which the producer partici
pates. 

(14) NAFTA COUNTRY.-The term "NAFTA 
country" means the United States, Canada 
or Mexico for such time as the Agreement is 
in force with respect to Canada or Mexico, 
and the United States applies the Agreement 
to Canada or Mexico. 

(15) NEW BUILDING.-The term "new build
ing" means a new construction, including at 
least the pouring or construction of new 
foundation and floor, the erection of a new 
structure and roof, and installation of new 
plumbing, electrical, and other utilities to 
house a complete vehicle assembly process. 

(16) NET cosT.-The term "net cost" means 
total cost less sales promotion, marketing 
and after-sales service costs, royalties, ship
ping and packing costs, and nonallowable in
terest costs that are included in the total 
cost. 

(17) NET COST OF A GOOD.-The term "net 
cost of a good" means the net cost that can 
be reasonably allocated to a good using one 
of the methods set out in subsection (b)(8). 

(18) NONALLOWABLB INTEREST COSTS.-The 
term· "nonallowable interest costs" means 
interest costs incurred by a producer as are
sult of an interest rate that exceeds the ap
plicable federal government interest rate for 
comparable maturities by more than 700 
basis points, determined pursuant to regula
tions implementing this section. 

(19) NONORIGINATING GOOD; NONORIGINATING 
MATERIAL.-The term "nonoriginating good" 
or "nonoriginating material" means a good 
or material that does not qualify as an origi
nating good or material under the rules of 
origin set out in this section. 

(20) ORIGINATING.-The term "originating" 
means qualifying under the rules of origin 
set out in this section. 

(21) PRODUCER.-The term "producer" 
means a person who grows, mines, harvests, 
fishes, traps, hunts, manufactures, processes, 
or assembles a good. 

(22) PRODUCTION.-The term "production" 
means growing, mining, harvesting, fishing, 
trapping, hunting, manufacturing, process
ing, or assembling a good. 

(23) REASONABLY ALLOCATE.-The term 
• "reasonably allocate" means to apportion in 
a manner appropriate to the circumstances. 

(24) REFIT.-The term "refit" means a 
plant closure, for purposes of plant conver
sion or retooling, that lasts at least 3 
months. 

(25) RELATED PERSONS.-The term "related 
persons" means persons specified in any of 
the following subparagraphs: 

(A) Persons who are officers or directors of 
one another's businesses. 

(B) Persons who are legally recognized 
partners in business. 

(C) Persons who are employer and em
ployee. 

(D) Persons one of whom owns, controls, or 
holds 25 percent or more of the outstanding 
voting stock or shares of the other. 

(E) Persons if 25 percent or more of the 
outstanding voting stock or shares of each of 
them is directly or indirectly owned, con
trolled, or held by a third person. 

(F) Persons one of whom is directly or indi
rectly controlled by the other. 

(G) Persons who are directly or indirectly 
controlled by a third person .. 

(H) Persons who are members of the same 
family. 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
"members of the same family" means natu
ral or ·adoptive children, brothers, sisters, 
parents, grandparents, or spouses. 

(26) ROYALTIES.-The term "royalties" 
means payments of any kind, including pay
ments under technical assistance or similar 
agreements, made as consideration for the 
use or right to use any copyright, literary, 
artistic, or scientific work, patent, trade
mark, design, model, plan, secret formula, or 
process. It does not include payments under 
technical assistance or similar agreements 
that can be related to specific services such 
as-

(A) personnel training, without regard to 
where performed; and 

(B) if performed in the terri tory of one or 
more of the NAFTA countries, engineering, 
tooling, die-setting, software design and 
similar computer services, or other services. 

(27) SALES PROMOTION, MARKETING, AND 
AFTER-SALES SERVICE COSTS.-The term 
"sales promotion, marketing, and after-sales 
service costs" means the costs related to 
sales promotion, marketing, and after-sales 
service for the following: 

(A) Sales and marketing promotion, media 
advertising, advertising and market re
search, promotional and demonstration ma
terials, exhibits, sales conferences, trade 
shows, conventions, banners, marketing dis
plays, free samples, sales, marketing and 
after-sales service literature (product bro
chures, catalogs, technical literature, price 
lists, service manuals, sales aid informa
tion), establishment and protection of logos 
and trademarks, sponsorships, wholesale and 
retail restocking charges, and entertain
ment. 

(B) Sales and marketing incentives, 
consumer, retailer, or wholesaler rebates, 
and merchandise incentives. 

(C) Salaries and wages, sales commissions, 
bonuses, benefits (such as medical, insur
ance, and pension), traveling and living ex
penses, and membership and professional 
fees for sales promotion, marketing, and 
after-sales service personnel. 

(D) Recruiting and training of sales pro
motion, marketing, and after-sales service 
personnel, and after-sales training of cus
tomers' employees, where such costs are 
identified separately for sales promotion, 
marketing, and after-sales service of goods 
on the financial statements or cost accounts 
of the producer. 

(E) Product liability insurance. 
(F) Office supplies for sales promotion, 

marketing, and after-sales service of goods, 
where such costs are identified separately for 
sales promotion, marketing, and after-sales 
service of goods on the financial statements 
or cost accounts of the producer. 

(G) Telephone, mail, and other commu
nications, where such costs are identified 
separately for sales promotion, marketing, 
and after-sales service of goods on the finan-

cial statements or cost accounts of the pro
ducer. 

(H) Rent and depreciation of sales pro
motion, marketing, and after-sales service 
offices and distribution centers. 

(I) Property insurance, taxes, utilities, and 
repair and maintenance of sales promotion, 
marketing, and after-sales service offices 
and distribution centers, where such costs 
are identified separately for sales promotion, 
marketing, and after-sales service of goods 
on the financial statements or cost accounts 
of the producer. 

(J) Payments by the producer to other per
sons for warranty repairs. 

(28) SELF-PRODUCED MATERIAL.-The term 
"self-produced material" means a material 
that is produced by the producer of a good 
and used in the production of that good. 

(29) SHIPPING AND PACKING COSTS.-The 
term "shipping and packing costs" means 
the costs incurred in packing a good for ship
ment and shipping the good from the point of 
direct shipment to the buyer, but does not 
include the costs of preparing and packaging 
the good for retail sale. 

(30) SIZE CATEGORY.-The term "size cat
egory" means with respect to a motor vehi
cle identified in subsection (c)(1)(A)-

(A) 85 cubic feet or less of passenger and 
luggage interior volume; 

(B) more than 85 cubic feet, but less than 
100 cubic feet, of passenger and luggage inte
rior volume; 

(C) at least 100 cubic feet, but not more 
than 110 cubic feet, of passenger and luggage 
interior volume; 

(D) more than 110 cubic feet, but less than 
120 cubic feet, of passenger and luggage inte
rior volume; and 

(E) 120 cubic feet or more of passenger and 
luggage interior volume. 

(31) TERRITORY.-The term "territory" 
means a territory described in Annex 201.1 of 
the Agreement. 

(32) TOTAL COST.-The term "total cost" 
means all product costs, period costs, and 
other costs incurred in the territory of one 
or more of the NAFTA countries. 

(33) TRANSACTION VALUE.-Except as pro
vided in subsection (c)(1) or (c)(2)(A), the 
term "transaction value" means the price 
actually paid or payable for a good or mate
rial with respect to a transaction of the pro
ducer of the good, adjusted in accordance 
with the principles of paragraphs 1, 3, and 4 
of Article 8 of the Customs Valuation Code 
and determined without regard to whether 
the good or material is sold for export. 

(34) UNDERBODY.-The term "underbody" 
means the floor pan of a motor vehicle. 

(35) USED.-The term "used" means used or 
consumed in the production of goods. 

(q) PRESIDENTIAL PROCLAMATION AUTHOR
ITY.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The President is author
ized to proclaim, as a part of the HTS-

(A) the provisions set out in Appendix 6.A 
of Annex 300-B, Annex 401, Annex 403.1, 
Annex 403.2, and Annex 403.3, of the Agree
ment, and 

(B) any additional subordinate category 
necessary to carry out this title consistent 
with the Agreement. 

(2) MODIFICATIONS.-Subject to the con
sultation and layover requirements of sec
tion 103, the President may proclaim-

(A) modifications to the provisions pro
claimed under the authority of paragraph 
(1)(A), other than the provisions of para
graph A of Appendix 6 of Annex 300-B and 
section XI of part B of Annex 401 of the 
Agreement; and 

(B) a modified version of the definition of 
any term set out in subsection (p) (and such 
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modified version of the definition shall su
persede the version in subsection (p)), but 
only if the modified version reflects solely 
those modifications to the same term in arti
cle 415 of the Agreement that are agreed to 
by the NAFTA countries before the 1st anni
versary of the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR TEXTILES.-Notwith
standing the provisions of paragraph (2)(A), 
and subject to the consultation and layover 
requirements of section 103, the President 
may proclaim-

(A) modifications to the provisions pro
claimed under the authority of paragraph 
(1)(A) as are necessary to implement an 
agreement with one or more of the NAFTA 
countries pursuant to paragraph 2 of section 
7 of Annex 300-B of the Agreement, and 

(B) before the 1st anniversary of the date 
of the enactment of this Act, modifications 
to correct any typographical, clerical, or 
other nonsubstantive technical error regard
ing the provisions of Appendix 6.A of Annex 
300-B and section XI of part B of Annex 401 
of the Agreement. 

SEC. 203. DRAWBACK. 

(a) DEFINITION OF A GooD SUBJECT TO 
NAFTA DRAWBACK.-For purposes of this Act 
and the amendments made by subsection (b), 
the term "good subject to NAFTA draw
back" means any imported good other than 
the following: 

(1) A good entered under bond for transpor
tation and exportation to a NAFTA country. 

(2) A good exported to a NAFTA country in 
the same condition as when imported into 
the United States. For purposes of this para
graph-

(A) processes such as testing, cleaning, re
packing, or inspecting a good, or preserving 
it in its same condition, shall not be consid
ered to change the condition of the good, and 

(B) except for a good referred to in para
graph 12 of section A of Annex 703.2 of the 
Agreement that is exported to Mexico, if a 
good described in the first sentence of this 
paragraph is commingled with fungible 
goods and exported in the same condition, 
the origin of the good may be determined on 
the basis of the inventory methods provided 
for in the regulations implementing this 
title. 

(3) A good
(A) that is-
(i) deemed to be exported from the United 

States, 
(11) used as a material in the production of 

another good that is deemed to be exported 
to a NAFTA country, or 

(iii) substituted for by a good of the same 
kind and quality that is used as a material 
in the production of another good that is 
deemed to be exported to a NAFTA country, 
and 

(B) that is delivered
(!) to a duty-free shop, 
(11) for ship's stores or supplies for ships or 

aircraft, or 
(iii) for use in a project undertaken jointly 

by the United States and a NAFTA country 
and destined to become the property of the 
United States. 

(4) A good exported to a NAFTA country 
for which a refund of customs duties is 
granted by reason of-

(A) the failure of the good to conform to 
sample or specification, or 

(B) the shipment of the good without the 
consent of the consignee. 

(5) A good that qualifies under the rules of 
origin set out in section 202 that is-

(A) exported to a NAFTA country, 

(B) used as a material in the production of 
another good that is exported to a NAFT A 
country, or 

(C) substituted for by a good of the same 
kind and quality that is used as a material 
in the production of another good that is ex
ported to a NAFTA country. 

(6) A good provided for in subheading 
1701.11.02 of the HTS that is-

(A) used as a material, or 
(B) substituted for by a good of the same 

kind and quality that is used as a material, 
in the production of a good provided for in 
existing Canadian tariff item 1701.99.00 or ex
isting Mexican tariff item 1701.99.01 or 
1701.99.99 (relating to refined sugar). 

(7) A citrus product that is exported to 
Canada. 

(8) A good used as a material, or sub
stituted for by a good of the same kind and 
quality that is used as a material, in the pro
duction of-

(A) apparel, or 
(B) a good provided for in subheading 

6307.90.99 (insofar as it relates to furniture 
moving pads), 5811.00.20, or 5811.00.30 of the 
HTS, 
that is exported to Canada and that is sub
ject to Canada's most-favored-nation rate of 
duty u~on importation into Canada. 
Where in paragraph (6) a good referred to by 
an item is described in parentheses following 
the item, the description is provided for pur
poses of reference only. 

(b) CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS WITH DE
LAYED EFFECT.-

(1) BONDED MANUFACTURING WAREHOUSES.
The last paragraph of section 311 of the Tar
iff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1311) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"No article manufactured in a bonded 
warehouse from materials that are goods 
subject to NAFTA drawback, as defined in 
section 203(a) of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act, may 
be withdrawn from warehouse for expor
tation to a NAFTA country, as defined in 
section 2(4) of that Act, without assessment 
of a duty on the materials in their condition 
and quantity, and at their weight, at the 
time of importation into the United States. 
The duty shall be paid before the 61st day 
after the date of exportation, except that 
upon the presentation, before such 61st day, 
of satisfactory evidence of the amount of any 
customs duties paid to the NAFTA country 
on the article, the customs duty may be 
waived or reduced (subject to section 
508(b)(2)(B)) in an amount that does not ex
ceed the lesser of-

"(1) the total amount of customs duties 
paid or owed on the materials on importa
tion into the United States, or 

"(2) the total amount of customs duties 
paid on the article to the NAFTA country. 
If Canada ceases to be a NAFTA country and 
the suspension of the operation of the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement there
after terminates, no article manufactured in 
a bonded warehouse, except to the extent 
that such article is made from an article 
that is a drawback eligible good under sec
tion 204(a) of the United States-Canada Free
Trade Agreement Implementation Act of 
1988, may be withdrawn from such warehouse 
for exportation to Canada during the period 
such Agreement is in operation without pay
ment of a duty on such imported merchan
dise in its condition, and at the rate of duty 
in effect, at the time of importation.". 

(2) BONDED SMELTING AND REFINING WARE
HOUSES.-Section 312 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1312) is amended-

(A) in paragraphs (1) and ( 4) of subsection 
(b), by striking out the parenthetical matter 

and the final", or" and by adding at the end 
the following: 
"; except that in the case of a withdrawal for 
exportation of such a product to a NAFTA 
country, as defined in section 2(4) of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act, if any of the imported 
metal-bearing materials are goods subject to 
NAFTA drawback, as defined in section 
203(a) of that Act, the duties on the mate
rials shall be paid, and the charges against 
the bond canceled, before the 61st day after 
the date of exportation; but upon the presen
tation, before such 61st day, of satisfactory 
evidence of the amount of any customs du
ties paid to the NAFT A country on the prod
uct, the duties on the materials may be 
waived or reduced (subject to section 
508(b)(2)(B)) in an amount that does not ex
ceed the lesser of-

"(A) the total amount of customs duties 
owed on the materials on importation into 
the United States, or 

"(B) the total amount of customs duties 
paid to the NAFTA country on the product, 
or"; 

(B) by adding at the end of subsection (b) 
the following new flush sentence. 
"If Canada ceases to be a NAFTA country 
and the suspension of the operation of the 
United States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement 
thereafter terminates, no charges against 
such bond may be canceled in whole or part 
upon an exportation to Canada under para
graph (1) or (4) during the period such Agree
ment is in operation except to the extent 
that the metal-bearing materials were of Ca
nadian origin as determined in accordance 
with section 202 of the United States-Canada 
Free-Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
of 1988."; and 

(C) in subsection (d) by striking out the 
parenthetical matter and by inserting before 
the period the following: 
";except that in the case of a withdrawal for 
exportation to a NAFTA country, as defined 
in section 2(4) of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act, if 
any of the imported metal-bearing materials 
are goods subject to NAFTA drawback, as 
defined in section 203(a) of that Act, charges 
against the bond shall be paid before the 61st 
day after the date of exportation; but upon 
the presentation, before such 61st day, of sat
isfactory evidence of the amount of any cus
toms duties paid to the NAFTA country on 
the product, the bond shall be credited (sub
ject to section 508(b)(2)(B)) in an amount not 
to exceed the lesser of-

"(1) the total amount of customs duties 
paid or owed on the materials on importa
tion into the United States, or 

"(2) the total amount of customs duties 
paid to the NAFTA country on the product. 
If Canada ceases to be a NAFTA country and 
the suspension of the operation of the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement there
after terminates, no bond shall be credited 
under this subsection with respect to an ex
portation of a product to Canada during the 
period such Agreement is in operation except 
to the extent that the product is a drawback • 
eligible good under section 204(a) of the Unit
ed States-Canada Free Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act of 1988". 

(3) DRAWBACK.-Subsections (n) and (o) of 
section 313 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1313(n) and (o)) are amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(n)(1) For purposes of this subsection and 
subsection (o)-

"(A) the term 'NAFTA Act' means the 
North American Free Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act; 
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"(B) the terms 'NAFTA country' and 'good 

subject to NAFTA drawback' have the same 
respective meanings that are given such 
terms in sections 2(4) and 203(a) of the 
NAFTAAct; and 

"(C) a refund, waiver, or reduction of duty 
under paragraph (2) of this subsection or 
paragraph (1) of subsection (o) is subject to 
section 508(b)(2)(B). 

"(2) For purposes of subsections (a), (b), (f), 
(h), (p), and (q), if an article that is exported 
to a NAFTA country is a good subject to 
NAFTA drawback, no customs duties on the 
good may be refunded, waived, or reduced in 
an amount that exceeds the lesser of-

"(A) the total amount of customs duties 
paid or owed on the good on importation into 
the United States, or 

"(B) the total amount of customs duties 
paid on the good to the NAFTA country. 

"(3) If Canada ceases to be a NAFTA coun
try and the suspension of the operation of 
the United States-Canada Free-Trade Agree
ment thereafter terminates, then for pur
poses of subsections (a), (b), (f), (h), (j)(2), 
and (q), the shipment to Canada during the 
period such Agreement is in operation of an 
article made from or substituted for, as ap
propriate, a drawback eligible good under 
section 204(a) of the United States-Canada 
Free-Trade Implementation Act of 1988 does 
not constitute an exportation. 

"(o)(l) For purposes of subsection (g), if
"(A) a vessel is built for the account and 

ownership of a resident of a NAFTA country 
or the government of a NAFTA country, and 

"(B) imported materials that are used in 
the construction and equipment of the vessel 
are goods subject to NAFTA drawback, 
the amount of customs duties refunded, 
waived, or reduced on such materials may 
not exceed the lesser of the total amount of 
customs duties paid or owed on the materials 
on importation into the United States or the 
total amount of customs duties paid on the 
vessel to the NAFTA country. 

"(2) If Canada ceases to be a NAFTA coun
try and the suspension of the operation of 
the United States-Canada Free-Trade Agree
ment thereafter terminates, then for pur
poses of subsection (g), vessels built for Ca
nadian account and ownership, or for the 
Government of Canada, may not be consid
ered to be built for any foreign account and 
ownership, or for the government of any for
eign country, except to the extent that the 
materials in such vessels are drawback eligi
ble goods under section 204(a) of the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Implementation 
Act of 1988.''. 

(4) MANIPULATION IN WAREHOUSE.-Section 
562 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1562) is 
amended-

( A) in the second sentence by striking out 
"without payment of duties--" and inserting 
a dash; 

(B) by striking out paragraphs (1), (2), and 
(3) and inserting the following: 

"(1) without payment of duties for expor
tation to a NAFTA country, as defined in 
section 2(4) of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act, if the 
merchandise is of a kind described in any of 
paragraphs (1) through (8) of section 203(a) of 
that Act; 

"(2) for exportation to a NAFTA country if 
the merchandise consists of goods subject to 
NAFTA drawback, as defined in section 
203(a) of that Act, except that-

"(A) the merchandise may not be with
drawn from warehouse without assessment 
of a duty on the merchandise in its condition 
and quantity, and at its weight, at the time 
of withdrawal from the warehouse with such 

additions to or deductions from the final ap
praised value as may be necessary by reason 
of change in condition, and 

"(B) duty shall be paid on the merchandise 
before the 61st day after the date of expor
tation, but upon the presentation, before 
such 61st day, of satisfactory evidence of the 
amount of any customs duties paid to the 
NAFTA country on the merchandise, the 
customs duty may be waived or reduced (sub
ject to section 508(b)(2)(B)) in an amount 
that does not exceed the lesser of-

"(1) the total amount of customs duties 
paid or owed on the merchandise on importa
tion into the United States, or 

"(ii) the total amount of customs duties 
paid on the merchandise to the NAFT A 
country; 

"(3) without payment of duties for expor
tation to any foreign country other than to 
a NAFTA country or to Canada when exports 
to that country are subject to paragraph (4); 

"(4) without payment of duties for expor
tation to Canada (if that country ceases to 
be a NAFTA country and the suspension of 
the operation of the United States-Canada 
Free-Trade Agreement thereafter termi
nates), but the exemption from the payment 
of duties under this paragraph applies only 
in the case of an exportation during the pe
riod such Agreement is in operation of mer
chandise that-

"(A) is only cleaned, sorted, or repacked in 
a bonded warehouse, or 

"(B) is a drawback eligible good under sec
tion 204(a) of the United States-Canada Free
Trade Agreement Implementation Act of 
1988; and 

"(5) without payment of duties for ship
ment to the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, Wake Island, Midway Island, King
man Reef, Johnston Island or the island of 
Guam."; and 

(i3) in the third sentence by striking out 
"paragraph (1) of the preceding sentence" 
and inserting "paragraph ( 4) of the preceding 
sentence". 

(5) FOREIGN TRADE ZONES.-Section 3(a) of 
the Act of June 18, 1934 (commonly known as 
the "Foreign Trade Zones Act"; 19 U.S.C. 
81c(a)) is amended-

(A) in the last proviso-
(i) by inserting after "That" the following: 

", if Canada ceases to be a NAFTA country 
and the suspension of the operation of the 
United States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement 
thereafter terminates,''; and 

(ii) by striking out "on or after January 1, 
1994, or such later date as may be proclaimed 
by the President under section 204(b)(2)(B) of 
such Act of 1988," and inserting "during the 
period such Agreement is in operation"; and 

(B) by inserting before such last proviso 
the following new proviso: ": Provided, fur
ther, That no merchandise that consists of 
goods subject to NAFTA drawback, as de
fined in section 203(a) of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act, 
that is manufactured or otherwise changed 
in condition shall be exported to a NAFTA 
country, as defined in section 2(4) of that 
Act, without an assessment of a duty on the 
merchandise in its condition and quantity, 
and at its weight, at the time of its expor
tation (or if the privilege in the first proviso 
to this subsection was requested, an assess
ment of a duty on the merchandise in its 
condition and quantity, and at its weight, at 
the time of its admission into the zone) and 
the payment of the assessed duty before the 
61st day after the date of exportation of the 
article, except that upon the presentation, 
before such 61st day, of satisfactory evidence 
of the amount of any customs duties paid or 

owed to the NAFTA country on the article, 
the customs duty may be waived or reduced 
(subject to section 508(b)(2)(B) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930) in an amount that does not ex
ceed the lesser of (1) the total amount of cus
toms duties paid or owed on the merchandise 
on importation into the United States, or (2) 
the total amount of customs duties paid on 
the article to the NAFTA country:". 

(c) CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENT WITH IMME
DIATE EFFECT.-Section 313(j) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1313(j)) is amended-

(!) by striking out "If'' in paragraph (2) 
and inserting "Subject to paragraph (4), if''; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4) Effective upon the entry into force of 
the North American Free Trade Agreement, 
the exportation to a NAFTA country, as de
fined in section 2(4) of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act, 
of merchandise that is fungible with and sub
stituted for imported merchandise, other 
than merchandise described in paragraphs (1) 
through (8) of section 203(a) of that Act, shall 
not constitute an exportation for purposes of 
paragraph (2).". 

(d) ELIMINATION OF DRAWBACK FOR SECTION 
22 FEES.-Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the Secretary of the Treasury 
may not, on condition of export, refund or 
reduce a fee applied pursuant to section 22 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 
624) with respect to goods included under 
subsection (a) that are exported to- · 

(1) Canada after December 31, 1995, for so 
long as it is a NAFTA country; or 

(2) Mexico after December 31, 2000, for so 
long as it is a NAFTA country. 

(e) INAPPLICABILITY TO COUNTERVAILING 
AND ANTIDUMPING DUTIES.-Nothing in this 
section or the amendments made by it shall 
be considered to authorize the refund, waiv
er, or reduction of countervailing duties or 
antidumping duties imposed on an imported 
good. 
SEC. 204. CUSTOMS USER FEES. 

Paragraph (10) of section 13031(b) of the 
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(b)(10)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(lO)(A) The fee charged under subsection 
(a)(9) or (10) with respect to goods of Cana
dian origin (as determined under section 202 
of the United States-Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement) when the United States-Canada 
Free-Trade Agreement is in force shall be in 
accordance with section 403 of that Agree
ment. 

"(B) For goods qualifying under the rules 
of origin set out in section 202 of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement Implemen
tation Act, the fee under subsection (a)(9) or 
(10}- . 

"(1) may not be charged with respect to 
goods that qualify to be marked as goods of 
Canada pursuant to Annex 311 of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement, for such 
time as Canada is a NAFTA country, as de
fined in section 2(4) of such Implementation 
Act; and 

"(ii) may not be increased after December 
31, 1993, and may not be charged after June 
29, 1999, with respect to goods that qualify to 
be marked as goods of Mexico pursuant to 
such Annex 311, for such time as Mexico is a 
NAFTA country. 

Any service for which an exemption from 
such fee is provided by reason of this para
graph may not be funded with money con
tained in the Customs User Fee Account.". 
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SEC. 206. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS.-Sec
tion 508 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1508) is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (b) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(b) EXPORTATIONS TO FREE TRADE COUN
TRIES.-

"(1) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this sub
section-

"(A) The term 'associated records' means, 
in regard to an exported good under para
graph (2), records associated with-

"(i) the purchase of, cost of, value of, and 
payment for, the good; 

"(ii) the purchase of, cost of, value of, and 
payment for, all material, including indirect 
materials, used in the production of the 
good; and 

"(iii) the production of the good. 
For purposes of this subparagraph, the terms 
'indirect material,' 'material,' 'preferential 
tariff treatment,' 'used,' and 'value' have the 
respective meanings given them in articles 
415 and 514 of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement. 

"(B) The term 'NAFTA Certificate of Ori
gin' means the certification, established 
under article 501 of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement, that a good qualifies as an 
originating good under such Agreement. 

"(2) EXPORTS TO NAFTA COUNTRIES.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Any person who com

pletes and signs a NAFTA Certificate of Ori
gin for a good for which preferential treat
ment under the North American Free Trade 
Agreement is claimed shall make, keep, and 
render for examination and inspection all 
records relating to the origin of the good (in
cluding the Certificate or copies thereof) and 
the associated records. 

"(B) CLAIMS FOR CERTAIN WAIVERS, REDUC
TIONS, OR REFUNDS OF DUTIES OR FOR CREDIT 
AGAINST BONDS.-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-Any person that claims 
with respect to an article-

"(!) a waiver or reduction of duty under 
the last paragraph of section 311, section 
312(b)(l) or (4), section 562(2), or the last pro
viso to section 3(a) of the Foreign Trade 
Zones Act; 

"(IT) a credit against a bond under section 
312(d); or 

"(Ill) a refund, waiver, or reduction of duty 
under section 313(n)(2) or (o)(l); 
must disclose to the Customs Service the in
formation described in clause (ii). 

"(ii) INFORMATION REQUIRED.-Within 30 
days after making a claim described in 
clause (i) with respect to an article, the per-

. son making the· claim must disclose to the 
Customs Service whether that person has 
prepared, or has knowledge that another per
son has prepared, a NAFT A Certificate of Or
igin for the article. If after such 30-day pe
riod the person making the claim either-

"(!) prepares a NAFTA Certificate of Ori
gin for the article; or 

"(IT) learns of the existence of such a Cer
tificate for the article; 
that person, within 30 days after the occur
rence described in subclause (I) or (IT), must 
disclose the occurrence to the Customs Serv
ice. 

"(iii) ACTION ON CLAIM.-If the Customs 
Service determines that a NAFTA Certifi
cate of Origin has been prepared with respect 
to an article for which a claim described in 
clause (i) is made, the Customs Service may 
make such adjustments regarding the pre
vious customs treatment of the article as 
may be warranted. 

"(3) EXPORTS UNDER THE CANADIAN AGREE
MENT.-Any person who exports, or who 

knowingly causes to be exported, any mer
chandise to Canada during such time as the 
United States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement 
is in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies that Agreement to, Canada 
shall make, keep, and render for examina
tion and inspection such records (including 
certifications of origin or copies thereof) 
which pertain to the exportations.". 

(2) Subsection (c) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(c) PERIOD OF TIME.-The records required 
by subsections (a) and (b) shall be kept for 
such periods of time as the Secretary shall 
prescribe; except that--

"(1) no period of time for the retention of 
the records required under subsection (a) or 
(b)(3) may exceed 5 years from the date of 
entry or exportation, as appropriate; 

"(2) the period of time for the retention of 
the records required under subsection (b)(2) 
shall be at least 5 years from the date of sig
nature of the NAFTA Certificate of Origin; 
and 

"(3) records for any drawback claim shall 
be kept until the 3rd anniversary of the date 
of payment of the claim.". 

(3) Subsection (e) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(e) SUBSECTION (b) PENALTIES.-
"(!) RELATING TO NAFTA EXPORTS.-Any 

person who fails to retain records required 
by paragraph (2) of subsection (b) or the reg
ulations issued to implement that paragraph 
shall be liable for-

"(A) a civil penalty not to exceed $10,000; 
or 

"(B) the general recordkeeping penalty 
that applies under the customs laws; 
whichever penalty is higher. 

"(2) RELATING TO CANADIAN AGREEMENT EX
PORTS.-Any person who fails to retain the 
records required by paragraph (3) of sub
section (b) or the regulations issued to im
plement that paragraph shall be liable for a 
civil penalty not to exceed $10,000.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
509(a)(2)(A)(ii) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1509(a)(2)(A)(ii)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(ii) exported merchandise, or knowingly 
caused merchandise to be exported, to a 
NAFTA country (as defined in section 2(4) of 
the North American Free Trade Agreement 
Implementation Act) or to Canada during 
such time as the United States-Canada Free
Trade Agreement is in force with respect to, 
and the United States applies that Agree
ment to, Canada,''. 

(c) DISCLOSURE OF INCORRECT lNFORMA
TION.-Section 592 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1592) is amended-

(!) in subsection (c}-
(A) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para

graph (6); and 
(B) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
"(5) PRIOR DISCLOSURE REGARDING NAFTA 

CLAIMS.-An importer shall not be subject to 
penalties under subsection (a) for making an 
incorrect claim for preferential tariff treat
ment under section 202 of the North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement Implementation 
Act if the importer-

"(A) has reason to believe that the NAFTA 
Certificate of Origin (as defined in section 
508(b)(l)) on which the claim was based con
tains incorrect information; and 

"(B) in accordance with regulations issued 
by the Secretary, voluntarily and promptly 
makes a corrected declaration and pays any 
duties owing."; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(f) FALSE CERTIFICATIONS REGARDING EX
PORTS TO NAFTA COUNTRIES.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraph (3), 
it is unlawful for any person to certify false
ly, by fraud, gross negligence, or negligence, 
in a NAFTA Certificate of Origin (as defined 
in section 508(b)(l)) that a good to be ex
ported to a NAFTA country (as defined in 
section 2(4) of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act) 
qualifies under the rules of origin set out in 
section 202 of that Act. 

"(2) APPLICABLE PROVISIONS.-The proce
dures and penalties of this section that apply 
to a violation of subsection (a) also apply to 
a violation of paragraph (1), except that-

"(A) subsection (d) does not apply, and 
"(B) subsection (c)(5) applies only if the 

person voluntarily and promptly provides, to 
all persons to whom the person provided the 
NAFTA Certificate of Origin, written notice 
of the falsity of the Certificate. 

"(3) EXCEPTION.-A person may not be con
sidered to have violated paragraph (1) if-

"(A) the information was correct at the 
time it was provided in a NAFTA Certificate 
of Origin but was later rendered incorrect 
due to a change in circumstances; and 

"(B) the person voluntarily and promptly 
provides written notice of the change to all 
persons to whom the person provided the 
Certificate of Origin.". 
SEC. 206. RELIQUIDATION OF ENTRIES FOR 

NAFI'A-ORIGIN GOODS. 
Section 520 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 

U.S.C. 1520) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(d) Notwithstanding the fact that a valid 
protest was not filed, the Customs Service 
may, in accordance with regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary, reliquidate an 
entry to refund any excess duties paid on a 
good qualifying under the rules of origin set 
out in section 202 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
for which no claim for preferential tariff 
treatment was made at the time of importa
tion if the importer, within 1 year after the 
date of importation, files, in accordance with 
those regulations, a claim that includes-

"(!) a written declaration that the good 
qualified under those rules at the time of im
portation; 

"(2) copies of all applicable NAFTA Certifi
cates of Origin (as defined in section 
508(b)(l)); and 

"(3) such other documentation relating to 
the importation of the goods as the Customs 
Service may require.". 
SEC. 207. COUNTRY OF ORIGIN MARKING OF 

NAFI'A GOODS. 
(a) AMENDMENTS TO TARIFF ACT OF 1930.

Section 304 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1304) is amended-

(!) in subsection (c)(l), by striking "or en
graving" and inserting "engraving, or con
tinuous paint stenciling"; 

(2) in subsection (c)(2}-
(A) by striking "four" and inserting 

"five"; and 
(B) by striking "such as paint stenciling"; 
(3) in subsection (e), by striking "or en

graving" and inserting "engraving, or an 
equally permanent method of marking"; 

(4) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub
section (i); and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(h) TREATMENT OF GoODS OF A NAFTA 
COUNTRY.-

"(!) APPLICATION OF SECTION.-ln applying 
this section to an article that qualifies as a 
good of a NAFTA country (as defined in sec
tion 2(4) of the North American Free Trade 
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Agreement Implementation Act) under the 
regulations issued by the Secretary to imple
ment Annex 311 of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement-

"(A) the exemption under subsection 
(a)(3)(H) shall be applied by substituting 
'reasonably know' for 'necessarily know'; 

"(B) the Secretary shall exempt the good 
from the requirements for marking under 
subsection (a) if the good-

"(i) is an original work of art, or 
"(ii) is provided for under subheading 

6904.10, heading 8541, or heading 8542 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States; and 

"(C) subsection (b) does not apply to the 
usual container of any good described in sub
section (a)(3)(E) or (I) or subparagraph (B)(i) 
or (ii) of this paragraph. 

"(2) PETITION RIGHTS OF NAFTA EXPORTERS 
AND PRODUCERS REGARDING MARKING DETER
MINATIONS.-

"(A) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
paragraph: 

"(i) The term 'adverse marking decision' 
means a determination by the Customs Serv
ice which an exporter or producer of mer
chandise believes to be contrary to Annex 311 
of the North American Free Trade Agree
ment. 

"(ii) A person may not be treated as the 
exporter or producer of merchandise regard
ing which an adverse marking decision was 
made unless such person-

"(!) if claiming to be the exporter, is lo
cated in a NAFTA country and is required to 
maintain records in that country regarding 
exportations to NAFTA countries; or 

"(II) if claiming to be the producer, grows, 
mines, harvests, fishes, traps, hunts, manu
factures, processes, or assembles such mer
chandise in a NAFTA country. 

"(B) INTERVENTION OR PETITION REGARDING 
ADVERSE MARKING DECISIONS.-If the Customs 
Service makes an adverse marking decision 
regarding any merchandise, the Customs 
Service shall, upon written request by the 
exporter or producer of the merchandise, 
provide to the exporter or producer a state
ment of the basis for the decision. If the ex
porter or producer believes that the decision 
is not correct, it may intervene in any pro
test proceeding initiated by the importer of 
the merchandise. If the importer does not 
file a protest with regard to the decision, the 
exporter or producer may file a petition with 
the Customs Service setting forth-

"(i) a description of the merchandise; and 
"(11) the basis for its claim that the mer

chandise should be marked as a good of a 
NAFTA country. 

"(C) EFFECT OF DETERMINATION REGARDING 
DECISION.-If, after receipt and consideration 
of a petition filed by an exporter or producer 
under subparagraph (B), the Customs Service 
determines that the adverse marking deci
sion-

"(i) is not correct, the Customs Service 
shall notify the petitioner of the determina
tion and all merchandise entered, or with
drawn from warehouse for consumption, 
more than 30 days after the date that notice 
of the determination under this clause is 
published in the weekly Custom Bulletin 
shall be marked in conformity with the de
termination; or 

"(ii) is correct, the Customs Service shall 
notify the petitioner that the petition is de
nied. 

"(D) JUDICIAL REVIEW.-For purposes of ju
dicial review, the denial of a petition under 
subparagraph (C)(ii) shall be treated as if it 
were a denial of a petition of an interested 
party under section 516 regarding an issue 

arising under any of the preceding provisions 
of this section.". 

(b) COORDINATION WITH 1988 ACT REGARDING 
CERTAIN ARTICLES.-Articles that qualify as 
goods of a NAFTA country under regulations 
issued by the Secretary in accordance with 
Annex 311 of the Agreement are exempt from 
the marking requirements promulgated by 
the Secretary of the Treasury under section 
1907(c) of the Omnibus Trade and Competi
tiveness Act of 1988 (Public Law 100--418), but 
are subject to the requirements of section 304 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1304). 
SEC. 208. PROTESTS AGAINST ADVERSE ORIGIN 

DETERMINATIONS. 
Section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 

U.S.C. 1514) is amended-
(!) in subsection (c)(l) by inserting ", or 

with respect to a determination of origin 
under section 202 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation 
Act," after "with respect to any one cat
egory of merchandise" in the fourth sen
tence; 

(2) in subsection (c)(2)-
(A) by striking out "or" at the end of sub

paragraph (D); 
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (E) as 

subparagraph (F); 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the 

following new subparagraph: 
"(E) with respect to a determination of ori

gin under section 202 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act, 
any exporter or producer of the merchandise 
subject to that determination, if the ex
porter or producer completed and signed a 
NAFTA Certificate of Origin covering the 

· merchandise; or"; and 
(D) by striking "clauses (A) through (D)" 

in subparagraph (F) (as redesignated by sub
paragraph (B)), and inserting "clauses (A) 
through (E)"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

"(e) ADVANCE NOTICE OF CERTAIN DETER
MINATIONS.-Except as provided in subsection 
(f), an exporter or producer referred to in 
subsection (c)(2)(E) shall be provided notice 
in advance of an adverse determination of or
igin under section 202 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act. 
The Secretary may, by regulations, prescribe 
the time period in which such advance notice 
shall be issued and authorize the Customs 
Service to provide in the notice the entry 
number and any other entry information 
considered necessary to allow the exporter or 
producer to exercise the rights provided by 
this section. 

"(f) DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL TREAT
MENT.-If the Customs Service finds indica
tions of a pattern of conduct by an exporter 
or producer of false or unsupported represen
tations that goods qualify under the rules of 
origin set out in section 202 of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement Implemen
tation Act-

"(1) the Customs Service, in accordance 
with regulations issued by the Secretary, 
may deny preferential tariff treatment to 
entries of identical goods exPorted or pro
duced by that person; and 

"(2) the advance notice requirement in sub
section (e) shall not apply to that person; 
until the person establishes to the satisfac
tion of the Customs Service that its rep
resentations are in conformity with section 
202.". 
SEC. 209. EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Section 628 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1628) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(c) The Secretary may authorize the Cus
toms Service to exchange information with 

any government agency of a NAFTA coun
try, as defined in section 2(4) of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement Implemen
tation Act, if the Secretary-

"(!) reasonably believes the exchange of in
formation is necessary to implement chapter 
3, 4, or 5 of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement, and 

"(2) obtains assurances from such country 
that the information will be held in con
fidence and used only for governmental pur
poses.''. 
SEC. 210. PROHIBmON ON DRAWBACK FOR TEL

EVISION PICTURE TUBES. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, no customs duties may be refunded, 
waived, or reduced on color cathode-ray tele
vision picture tubes, including video monitor 
cathode-ray tubes (provided for in sub
heading 8540.11.00 of the HTS), that are non
originating goods under section 202(p)(19) and 
are-

( A) exported to a NAFT A country; 
(B) used as a material in the production of 

other goods that are exported to a NAFT A 
country; or 

(C) substituted for by goods of the same 
kind and quality used as a material in the 
production of other goods that are exported 
to a NAFTA country. 
SEC. 211. MONITORING OF TELEVISION AND PIC

TURE TUBE IMPORTS. 
(a) MONITORING.-Beginning on the date 

the Agreement enters into force with respect 
to the United States, the United States Cus
toms Service shall, for a period of 5 years, 
monitor imports into the United States of 
articles described in subheading 8528.10 of the 
HTS from NAFTA countries and shall take 
action to exercise all rights of the United 
States under chapter 5 of the Agreement 
with respect to such imports. The United 
States Customs Service shall take appro
priate action under chapter 5 of the Agree
ment with respect to such imports, including 
verifications to ensure that the rules of ori
gin under the Agreement are fully complied 
with and that the duty drawback obligations 
contained in article 303 and Annex 303.8 of 
the Agreement are fully implemented and 
duties are correctly assessed. 

(b) REPORT TO TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.
The United States Customs Service shall 
make the results of the monitoring and ver
ification required by subsection (a) available 
to the President and the Trade Representa
tive. If, based on such information, the 
President has reason to believe that articles 
described in subheading 8540.11 of the HTS, 
intended for ultimate consumption in the 
United States, are entering the territory of a 
NAFTA country inconsistent with the provi
sions of the Agreement, or have been under
valued in a manner that may raise concerns 
under United States trade laws, the Presi
dent shall promptly take such action as may 
be appropriate under all relevant provisions 
of the Agreement, including article 317 and 
chapter 20, and under applicable United 
States trade statutes. 
SEC. 212. TITLE VI AMENDMENTS. 

Any amendment in this title to a law that 
is also amended under title VI shall be made 
after the title VI amendment is executed. 
SEC. 213. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) PROVISIONS EFFECTIVE ON DATE OF EN
ACTMENT.-Section 212 and this section take 
effect on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(b) PROVISIONS EFFECTIVE WHEN AGREE
MENT ENTERS INTO FORCE.-Section 201, sec
tion 202, section 203(a), (d), and (e), section 
210 and section 211, the amendment made by 
section 203(c), and the amendments made by 
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sections 204 through 209 take effect on the 
date the Agreement enters into force with 
respect to the United States. 

(c) PROVISIONS WITH DELAYED EFFECTIVE 
DATES.-The amendments made by section 
203(b) apply-

(!) with respect to exports from the United 
States to Canada-

(A) on January 1, 1996, if Canada is a 
NAFTA country on that date, and 

(B) after such date for so long as Canada 
continues to be a NAFTA country; and 

(2) with respect to exports from the United 
States to Mexico--

(A) on January 1, 2001, if Mexico is a 
NAFTA country on that date; and 

(B) after such date for so long as Mexico 
continues to be a NAFTA country. 
TITLE ID-APPLICATION OF AGREEMENT 

TO SECTORS AND SERVICES 
Subtitle A-Safeguards 

PART 1-RELIEF FROM IMPORTS 
BENEFITING FROM THE AGREEMENT 

SEC. 301. DEFINITIONS. 
As used in this part: 
(1) CANADIAN ARTICLE.-The term "Cana

dian article" means an article that--
(A) is an originating good under chapter 4 

of the Agreement; and 
(B) qualifies under the Agreement to be 

marked as a good of Canada. 
(2) MEXICAN ARTICLE.-The term "Mexican 

article" means an article that--
(A) is an originating good under chapter 4 

of the Agreement; and 
(B) qualifies under the Agreement to be 

marked as a good of Mexico. 
SEC. 302. COMMENCING OF ACTION FOR RELIEF. 

(a) FILING OF PETITION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-A petition requesting ac

tion under this part for the purpose of ad
justing to the obligations of the United 
States under the Agreement may be filed 
with the International Trade Commission by 
an entity, including a trade association, 
firm, certified or recognized union, or group 
of workers, that is representative of an in
dustry. The International Trade Commission 
shall transmit a copy of any petition filed 
under this subsection to the Trade Rep
resentative. 

(2) PROVISIONAL RELIEF.-An entity filing a 
petition under this subsection may request 
that provisional relief be provided as if the 
petition had been filed under section 202(a) of 
the Trade Act of 1974. 

(3) CRITICAL CIRCUMSTANCES.-An allega
tion that critical circumstances exist must 
be included in the petition or made on or be
fore the 90th day after the date on which the 
investigation is initiated under subsection 
(b). 

(b) INVESTIGATION AND DETERMINATION.
Upon the filing of a petition under sub
section (a), the International Trade Commis
sion, unless subsection (d) applies, shall · 
promptly initiate an investigation to deter
mine whether, as a result of the reduction or 
elimination of a duty provided for under the 
Agreement, a Canadian article or a Mexican 
article, as the case may be, is being imported 
into the United States in such increased 
quantities (in absolute terms) and under 
such conditions so that imports of the arti
cle, alone, constitute a substantial cause of-

(1) serious injury; or 
(2) except in the case of a Canadian article, 

a threat of serious injury; 
to the domestic industry producing an arti
cle that is like, or directly competitive with, 
the imported article. 

(c) APPLICABLE PROVISIONS.-The provi
sions of-

(1) paragraphs (l)(B), (3) (except subpara
graph (A)), and (4) of subsection (b); 

(2) subsection (c); and 
(3) subsection (d), 

of section 202 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
u.s.a. 2252) apply with respect to any inves
tigation initiated under subsection (b). 

(d) ARTICLES EXEMPT FROM !NvESTIGA
TION.-No investigation may be initiated 
under this section with respect to--

(1) any Canadian article or Mexican article 
if import relief has been provided under this 
part with respect to that article; or 

(2) any textile or apparel ~·.rticle set out in 
Appendix 1.1 of Annex 300- B of the Agree
ment. 
SEC. 303. INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 

ACTION ON PETITION. 
(a) DETERMINATION.-By no later than 120 

days after the date on which an investiga
tion is initiated under section 302(b) with re
spect to a petition, the International Trade 
Commission shall-

(1) make the determination required under 
that section; and 

(2) if the determination referred to in para
graph (1) is affirmative and an allegation re
garding critical circumstances was made 
under section 302(a), make a determination 
regarding that allegation. 

(b) ADDITIONAL FINDING AND RECOMMENDA
TION IF DETERMINATION AFFIRMATIVE.-If the 
determination made by the International 
Trade Commission under subsection (a) with 
respect to imports of an article is affirma
tive, the International Trade Commission 
shall find, and recommend to the President 
in the report required ·under subsection (c), 
the amount of import relief that is necessary 
to remedy or, except in the case of imports 
of a Canadian article, prevent the injury 
found by the International Trade Commis
sion in the determination. The import relief 
recommended by the International Trade 
Commission under this subsection shall be 
limited to that described in section 304(c). 

(C) REPORT TO PRESIDENT.-No later than 
the date that is 30 days after the date on 
which a determination is made under sub
section (a) with respect to an investigation, 
the International Trade Commission shall 
submit to the President a report that shall 
include-

(I) a statement of the basis for the deter
mination; 

(2) dissenting and separate views; and 
(3) any finding made under subsection (b) 

regarding import relief. 
(d) PUBLIC NOTICE.-Upon submitting a re

port to the President under subsection (c), 
the International Trade Commission shall 
promptly make public such report (with the 
exception of information which the Inter
national Trade Commission determines to be 
confidential) and shall cause a summary 
thereof to be published in the Federal Reg
ister. 

(e) APPLICABLE PROVISIONS.-For purposes 
of this part, the provisions of paragraphs (1), 
(2), and (3) of section 330(d) of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1330(d)) shall be applied 
with respect to determinations and findings 
made under this section as if such deter
minations and findings were made under sec
tion 202 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2252). 
SEC. 304. PROVISION OF RELIEF. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-No later than the date 
that is 30 days after the date on which the 
President receives the report of the Inter
national Trade Commission containing an 
affirmative determination of the Inter
national Trade Commission under section 
303(a), the President, subject to subsection 

(b), shall provide relief from imports of the 
article that is the subject of such determina
tion to the extent that the President deter
mines necessary to remedy or, except in the 
case of imports of a Canadian article, pre
vent the injury found by the International 
Trade Commission. 

(b) EXCEPTION.-The President is not re
quired to provide import relief under this 
section if the President determines that the 
provision of the import relief will not pro
vide greater economic and social benefits 
than costs. 

(c) NATURE OF RELIEF.-The import relief 
(including provisional relief) that the Presi
dent is authorized to provide under this part 
is as follows: 

(1) In the case of imports of a Canadian ar
ticle-

(A) the suspension of any further reduction 
provided for under Annex 401.2 of the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement in the 
duty imposed on such article; 

(B) an increase in the rate of duty imposed 
on such article to a level that does not ex
ceed the lesser of-

(i) the column 1 general rate of duty im
posed under the HTS on like articles at the 
time the import relief is provided, or 

(ii) the column 1 general rate of duty im
posed on like articles on December 31, 1988; 
or 

(C) in the case of a duty applied on a sea
sonal basis to such article, an increase in the 
rate of duty imposed on the article to a level 
that does not exceed the column 1 general 
rate of duty imposed on the article for the 
corresponding season occurring immediately 
before January 1, 1989. 

(2) In the case of imports of a Mexican arti
cle-

(A) the suspension of any further reduction 
provided for under the United States Sched
ule to Annex 302.2 of the Agreement in the 
duty imposed on such article; 

(B) an increase in the rate of duty imposed 
on such article to a level that does not ex
ceed the lesser of-

(1) the column 1 general rate of duty im
posed under the HTS on like articles at the 
time the import relief is provided, or 

(ii) the column 1 general rate of duty im
posed under the HTS on like articles on the 
day before the date on which the Agreement 
enters into force; or 

(C) in the case of a duty applied on a sea
sonal basis to such article, an increase in the 
rate of duty imposed on the article to a level 
that does not exceed the column 1 general 
rate of duty imposed under the HTS on the 
article for the corresponding season imme
diately occurring before the date on which 
the Agreement enters into force. 

(d) PERIOD OF RELIEF.-The import relief 
that the President is authorized to provide 
under this section may not exceed 3 years, 
except that, if a Canadian article or Mexican 
article which is the subject of the action-

(!) is provided for in an item for which the 
transition period of tariff elimination set 
out in the United States Schedule to Annex 
302.2 of the Agreement is greater than 10 
years; and 

(2) the President determines that the af
fected industry has undertaken adjustment 
and requires an extension of the period of the 
import relief; 
the President, after obtaining the advice of 
the International Trade Commission, may 
extend the period of the import relief for not 
more than 1 year, if the duty applied during 
the · initial period of the relief is substan
tially reduced at the beginning of the exten
sion period. 
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(e) RATE ON MEXICAN ARTICLES AFTER TER

MINATION OF IMPORT RELIEF.-When import 
relief under this part is terminated with re
spect to a Mexican article-

(1) the rate of duty on that article after 
such termination and on or before December 
31 of the year in which termination occurs 
shall be the rate that, according to the Unit
ed States Schedule to Annex 302.2 of the 
Agreement for the staged elimination of the 
tariff, would have been in effect 1 year after 
the initiation of the import relief action 
under section 302; and 

(2) the tariff treatment for that article 
after December 31 of the year in which ter
mination occurs shall be, at the discretion of 
the President, either-

(A) the rate of duty conforming to the ap
plicable rate set out in the United States 
Schedule to Annex 302.2; or 

(B) the rate of duty resulting from the 
elimination of the tariff in equal annual 
stages ending on the date set out in the Unit
ed States Schedule to Annex 302.2 for the 
elimination of the tariff. 
SEC. ~5. TERMINATION OF RELIEF AUTHORITY. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), no import relief may be pro
vided under this part-

(1) in the case of a Canadian article, after 
December 31, 1998; or 

(2) in the case of a Mexican article, after 
the date that is 10 years after the date on 
which the Agreement enters into force; 
unless the article against which the action is 
taken is an item for which the transition pe
riod for tariff elimination set out in the 
United States Schedule to Annex 302.2 of the 
Agreement is greater than 10 years, in which 
case the period during which relief may be 
granted shall be the period of staged tariff 
elimination for that article. 

(b) EXCEPTION . .:_Irnport relief may be pro
vided under this part in the case of a Cana
dian article or Mexican article after the date 
on which such relief would, but for this sub
section, terminate under subsection (a), but 
only if the Government of Canada or Mexico, 
as the case may be, consents to such provi
sion. 
SEC. 308. COMPENSATION AUTHORITY. 

For purposes of section 123 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 u.s.a. 2133), any import relief 
provided by the President under section 304 
shall be treated as action taken under chap
ter I of title II of such Act. 
SEC. 307. SUBMISSION OF PETITIONS. 

A petition for import relief may be submit
ted to the International Trade Commission 
under-

(1) this part; 
(2) chapter 1 of title II of the Trade Act of 

1974; or 
(3) under both this part and such chapter 1 

at the same time, in which case the Inter
national Trade Commission shall consider 
such petitions jointly. 
SEC. 308. SPECIAL TARIFF PROVISIONS FOR CA· 

NADIAN FRESH FRUITS AND VEGE
TABLES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 301(a) of the Unit
ed States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act of 1988 (19 u.s.a. 2112 note) 
is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking "prompt
ly" in the flush sentence at the end thereof 
and inserting "immediately", 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through 
(9) as paragraphs (3) through (10), respec
tively, 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(2) No later than 6 days after publication 
in the Federal Register of the notice de-

scribed in paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
decide whether to recommend the imposition 
of a temporary duty to the President, and if 
the Secretary decides to make such a rec
ommendation, the recommendation shall be 
forwarded immediately to the President.", 

(4) in paragraph (5), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2), by striking "paragraph (3)" 
and inserting "paragraph (4)", and 

(5) by amending paragraph (9), as redesig
nated by paragraph (2), to read as follows: 

"(9) For purposes of assisting the Sec
retary in carrying out this subsection-

"(A) the Commissioner of Customs and the 
Director of the Bureau of Census shall co
operate in providing the Secretary with 
timely information and data relating to the 
importation of Canadian fresh fruits and 
vegetables, and 

"(B) importers shall report such informa
tion relating to Canadian fresh fruits and 
vegetables to the Commissioner of Customs 
at such time and in such manner as the Com
missioner requires.''. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsection (a) take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 309. PRICE-BASED SNAPBACK FOR FROZEN 

CONCENTRATED ORANGE JUICE. 
(a) TRIGGER PRICE DETERMINATION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall deter

mine-
(A) each period of 5 consecutive business 

days in which the daily price for frozen con
centrated orange juice is less than the trig
ger price; and 

(B) for each period determined under sub
paragraph (A), the first period occurring 
thereafter of 5 consecutive business days in 
which the daily price for frozen concentrated 
orange juice is greater than the trigger 
price; 

(2) NOTICE OF DETERMINATIONS.-The Sec
retary shall immediately notify the Commis
sioner of Customs and publish notice in the 
Federal Register of any determination under 
paragraph (1), and the date of such publica
tion shall be the determination date for that 
determination. 

(b) IMPORTS OF MEXICAN ARTICLES.-When
ever after any determination date for a de
termination under subsection (a)(l)(A), the 
quantity of Mexican articles of frozen con
centrated orange juice that is entered ex
ceeds-

(1) 264,978,000 liters (single strength equiva
lent) in any of calendar years 1994 through 
2002;· or · 

(2) 340,560,000 liters (single strength equiva
lent) in any of calendar years 2003 through 
2007; 
the rate of duty on Mexican articles of frozen 
concentrated orange juice that are entered 
after the date on which the applicable limi
tation in paragraph (1) or (2) is reached and 
before the determination date for the related 
determination under subsection (a)(l)(B) 
shall be the rate of duty specified in sub
section (c). 

(c) RATE OF DUTY.-The rate of duty speci
fied for purposes of subsection (b) for articles 
entered on any day is the rate in the HTS 
that is the lower of-

(1) the column 1-General rate of duty in ef
fect for such articles on July 1, 1991; or 

(2) the column 1-General rate of duty in ef
fect on that day. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) The term "daily price" means the daily 
closing price of the New York Cotton Ex
change, or any successor as determined by 
the Secretary, for the closest month in 
which contracts for frozen concentrated or
ange juice are being traded on the Exchange. 

(2) The term "business day" means a day 
in which contracts for frozen concentrated 
orange juice are being traded on the New 
York Cotton Exchange, or any successor as 
determined by the Secretary. 

(3) The term "entered" means entered or 
withdrawn from warehouse for consumption, 
in the customs territory of the United 
States. 

(4) The term "frozen concentrated orange 
juice" means all products classifiable under 
subheading 2009.11.00 of the HTS. 

(5) The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Agriculture. 

(6) The term "trigger price" means the av
erage daily closing price of the New York 
Cotton Exchange, or any successor as deter
mined by the Secretary, for the correspond
ing month during the previous 5-year period, 
excluding the year with the highest average 
price for the corresponding month and the 
year with the lowest average price for the 
corresponding month. 

PART 2-RELIEF FROM IMPORTS FROM 
ALL COUNTRIES 

SEC. 311. NAFTA ARTICLE IMPACT IN IMPORT RE
LIEF CASES UNDER THE TRADE ACT 
OF 1974. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-If, in any investigation 
initiated under chapter 1 of title II of the 
Trade Act of 1974, the International Trade 
Commission makes an affirmative deter
mination (or a determination which the 
President may treat as an affirmative deter
mination under such chapter by reason of 
section 330(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930), the 
International Trade Commission shall also 
find (and report to the President at the time 
such injury determination is submitted to 
the President) whether-

(1) imports of the article from a NAFTA 
country, considered individually, account for 
a substantial share of total imports; and 

(2) imports of the article from a NAFTA 
country, considered individually or, in ex
ceptional circumstances, imports from 
NAFTA countries considered collectively, 
contribute importantly to the serious injury, 
or threat thereof, caused by imports. 

(b) FACTORS.-
(1) SUBSTANTIAL IMPORT SHARE.-ln deter

mining whether imports from a NAFT A 
country, considered individually, account for 
a substantial share of total imports, such 
imports normally shall not be considered to 
account for a substantial share of total im
ports if that country is not among the top 5 
suppliers of the article subject to the inves
tigation, measured in terms of import share 
during the most recent 3-year period. 

(2) APPLICATION OF "CONTRIBUTE IMPOR
TANTLY" STANDARD.-ln determining whether 
imports from a NAFT A country or countries 
contribute importantly to the serious injury, 
or threat thereof, the International Trade 
Commission shall consider such factors as 
the change in the import share of the 
NAFTA country or countries, and the level 
and change in the level of imports of such 
country or countries. In applying the preced
ing sentence, imports from a NAFTA coun
try or countries normally shall not be con
sidered to contribute importantly to serious 
injury, or the threat thereof, if the growth 
rate of imports from such country or coun
tries during the period in which an injurious 
increase in imports occurred is appreciably 
lower than the growth rate of total imports 
from all sources over the same period. 

(c) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion and section 312(a), the term "contribute 
importantly" refers to an important cause, 
but not necessarily the most important 
cause. 
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SEC. 312. PRESIDENTIAL ACTION REGARDING 

NAFI'A IMPORTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-In determining whether 

to take action under chapter 1 of title II of 
the Trade Act of 1974 with respect to imports 
from a NAFTA country, the President shall 
determine whether-

(1) imports from such country, considered 
individually, account for a substantial share 
of total imports; or 

(2) imports from a NAFTA country, consid
ered individually, or in exceptional cir
cumstances imports from NAFTA countries 
considered collectively, contribute impor
tantly to the serious injury, or threat there
of, found by the International Trade Com
mission. 

(b) EXCLUSION OF NAFTA IMPORTS.- In de
termining the nature and extent of action to 
be taken under chapter 1 of title II of the 
Trade Act of 1974, the President shall exclude 
from such action imports from a NAFTA 
country if the President makes a negative 
determination under subsection (a)(1) or (2) 
with respect to imports from such country. 

(c) ACTION AFTER EXCLUSION OF NAFTA 
COUNTRY IMPORTS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-If the President, under 
subsection (b), excludes imports from a 
NAFTA country or countries from action 
under chapter 1 of title II of the Trade Act of 
1974 but thereafter determines that a surge 
in imports from that country or countries is 
undermining the effectiveness of the ac
tion-

(A) the President may take appropriate ac
tion under such chapter 1 to include those 
imports in the action; and 

(B) any entity that is representative of an 
industry for which such action is being 
taken may request the International Trade 
Commission to conduct an investigation of 
the surge in such imports. · 

(2) INvESTIGATION.-Upon receiving a re
quest under paragraph (l)(B); the Inter
national Trade Commission shall conduct an 
investigation to determine whether a surge 
in such imports undermines the effectiveness 
of the action. The International Trade Com
mission shall submit the findings of its in
vestigation to the President no later than 30 
days after the request is received by the 
International Trade Commission. 

(3) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sub
section, the term "surge" means a signifi
cant increase in imports over the trend for a 
recent representative base period. 

(d) CONDITION APPLICABLE TO QUANTITATIVE 
RESTRICTIONS.-Any action taken under this 
section proclaiming a quantitative restric
tion shall permit the importation of a quan
tity or value of the article which is not less 
than the quantity or value of such article 
imported into the United States during the 
most recent period that is representative of 
imports of such article, with allowance for 
reasonable growth. 

PART 3-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 315. PROVISIONAL RELIEF. 

Section 202(d) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2252(d)) is amended-

(!) in paragraph (l)(A) by inserting "or cit
rus product" after "agricultural product" 
each place it appears; 

(2) in the text of paragraph (1)(C) that ap
pears before subclauses (I) and (II)-

(A) by inserting "or citrus product" after 
"agricultural product" each place it appears, 
and 

(B) by inserting "or citrus product" after 
"perishable product"; 

(3) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) of paragraph (5) as subparagraphs (B) and 
(C); and 

(4) by inserting a new subparagraph (A) in 
paragraph (5) to read as follows: 

" (A) The term 'citrus product' means any 
processed oranges or grapefruit, or any or
ange or grapefruit juice, including con
centrate.". 
SEC. 316. MONITORING. 

For purposes of expediting an investigation 
concerning provisional relief under this sub
title or section 202 of the Trade Act of 1974 
regarding-

(!) fresh or chilled tomatoes provided for in 
subheading 0702.00.00 of the HTS; and 

(2) fresh or chilled peppers, other than chili 
peppers provided for in subl1eading 0709.60.00 
of the HTS; 
the International Trade Commission, until 
January 1, 2009, shall monitor imports of 
such goods as if proper requests for such 
monitoring had been made under subsection 
202(d)(l)(C)(i) of such section 202. At the re
quest of the International Trade Commis
sion, the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Commissioner of Customs shall provide to 
the International Trade Commission infor
mation relevant to the monitoring carried 
out under this section. 
SEC. 317. PROCEDURES CONCERNING THE CON

DUCT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION INVESTIGATIONS. 

(a) PROCEDURES AND RULES.-The Inter
national Trade Commission shall adopt such 
procedures and rules and regulations as are 
necessary to bring its procedures into con
formity with chapter 8 of the Agreement. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
202(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(8) The procedures concerning the release 
of confidential business information set 
forth in section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 shall apply with respect to information 
received by the Commission in the course of 
investigations conducted under this chapter 
and part 1 of title III of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation 
Act.". 
SEC. 318. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as provided in section 308(b), the 
provisions of this subtitle take effect on the 
date the Agreement enters into force with 
respect to the United States. 

Subtitle B-Agriculture 
SEC. 321. AGRICULTURE. 

(a) MEAT IMPORT ACT OF 1979.-The Meat 
Import Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2253 note) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (b)-
(A) by striking the last sentence in para

graph (2), 
(B) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (4) and inserting after paragraph (2) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(3) The term 'meat articles' does not in
clude any article described in paragraph (2) 
that-

"(A) originates in a NAFTA country (as de
termined in accordance with section 202 of 
the NAFTA Act), or 

"(B) originates in Canada (as determined 
in accordance with section 202 of the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement Imple
mentation Act of 1988) during such time as 
the United States-Canada Free-Trade Agree
ment is in force with respect to, and the 
United States applies such Agreement to, 
Canada."; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (4) (as re
designated by subparagraph (B) of this para
graph) the following new paragraphs: 

"(5) The term 'NAFTA Act' means the 
North American Free Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act. 

"(6) The term 'NAFTA country' has the 
meaning given such term in section 2(4) of 
the NAFTA Act."; 

(2) in subsection (f)(1), by striking the end 
period and inserting ", except that the Presi
dent may exclude any such article originat
ing in a NAFTA country (as determined in 
accordance with section 202 of the NAFTA 
Act) or, if paragraph (3)(B) applies, any such 
article originating in Canada as determined 
in accordance with such paragraph (3)(B)."; 
and . 

(3) in subsection (i), by inserting "and Mex-· 
ico" after "Canada" each place it appears. 

(b) SECTION 22 OF THE AGRICULTURAL AD
JUSTMENT ACT.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The President may, pursu
ant to article 309 and Annex 703.2 of the 
Agreement, exempt from any quantitative 
limitation or fee imposed pursuant to sec
tion 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 
U.S.C. 624), reenacted with amendments by 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937, any article which originates in Mex
ico, if Mexico is a NAFTA country. 

(2) QUALIFICATION OF ARTICLES.-The deter
mination of whether an article originates in 
Mexico shall be made in accordance with sec
tion 202, except that operations performed 
in, or materials obtained from, any country 
other than the United States or Mexico shall 
be treated as if performed in or obtained 
from a country other than a NAFTA coun
try. 

(c) TARIFF RATE QUOTAS.-In implementing 
the tariff rate quotas set out in the United 
States Schedule to Annex 302.2 of the Agree
ment, the President shall take such action 
as may be necessary to ensure that imports 
of agricultural goods do not disrupt the or
derly marketing of commodities in the Unit
ed States. 

(d) PEANUTS.-
(1) EFFECT OF THE AGREEMENT.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Nothing in the Agree

ment or this Act reduces or eliminates-
(i) any penalty required under section 

358e(d) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359a(d)); or 

(ii) any requirement under Marketing 
Agreement No. 146, Regulating the Quality 
of Domestically Produced Peanuts, on pea
nuts in the domestic market, pursuant to 
section 108B(f) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 
(7 U.S.C. 1445c-3(f)). 

(B) REENTRY OF EXPORTED PEANUTS.-Para
graph (6) of section 358e(d) of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359a(d)(6)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(6) REENTRY OF EXPORTED PEANUTS.-
"(A) PENALTY.-If any additional peanuts 

exported by a handler are reentered into the 
United States in commercial quantities as 
determined by the Secretary, the importer of 
the peanuts shall be subject to a penalty at 
a rate equal to 140 percent of the loan level 
for quota peanuts on the quantity of peanuts 
reentered. 

"(B) RECORDS.-Each person, firm, or han
dler who imports peanuts into the United 
States shall maintain such records and docu
ments as are required by the Secretary to 
ensure compliance with this subsection.". 

(2) CONSULTATIONS ON IMPORTS.-It is the 
sense of Congress that the United States 
should request consultations in the Working 
Group on Emergency Action, established in 
the Understanding Between the Parties to 
the North American Free Trade Agreement 
Concerning Chapter Eight-Emergency Ac
tion, if imports of peanuts exceed the in
quota quantity under a tariff rate quota set 
out in the United States Schedule to Annex 
302.2 of the Agreement concerning whether-
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(A) the increased imports of peanuts con

stitute a substantial cause of, or contribute 
importantly to, serious injury, or threat of 
serious injury, to the domestic peanut indus
try; and 

(B) recourse under Chapter Eight of the 
Agreement or Article XIX of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade is appro
priate. 

(e) FRESH FRUITS, VEGETABLES, AND CUT 
FLOWERS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Agri
culture shall collect and compile the infor
mation specified under paragraph (3), if rea
sonably available, from appropriate Federal 
departments and agencies and the relevant 
counterpart ministries of the Government of 
Mexico. 

(2) DESIGNATION OF AN OFFICE.-The Sec
retary of Agriculture shall designate an of
fice within the United States Department of 
Agriculture to be responsible for maintain
ing and disseminating, in a timely manner, 
the data accumulated for verifying citrus, 
fruit, vegetable, and cut flower trade be
tween the United States and Mexico. The in
formation shall be made available to the 
public and the NAFTA Agriculture Commit
tee Working Groups. 

(3) INFORMATION COLLECTED.-The informa
tion to be collected, if reasonably available, 
includes-

(A) monthly fresh fruit, fresh vegetable, 
fresh citrus, and processed citrus product im
port and export data; 

(B) monthly citrus juice production and ex
port data; 

(C) data on inspections of shipments of cit
rus, vegetables, and cut flowers entering the 
United States from Mexico; and 

(D) in the case of fruits, vegetables, and 
cut flowers entering the United States from 
Mexico, data regarding-

(i) planted and harvested acreage; and 
(ii) wholesale prices, quality, and grades. 

(f) END-USE CERTIFICATES.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Agri

culture (referred to in this subsection as the 
''Secretary") shall implement, in coordina
tion with the Commissioner of Customs, a 
program requiring that end-use certificates 
be included in the documentation covering 
the entry into, or the withdrawal from a 
warehouse for consumption in, the customs 
territory of the United States-

(A) of any wheat that is a product of any 
foreign country or instrumentality that re
quires, as of the effective date of this sub
section, end-use certificates for imports of 
wheat that is a product of the United States 
(referred to in this subsection as "United 
States-produced wheat"); and 

(B) of any barley that is a product of any 
foreign country or instrumentality that re
quires, as of the effective date of this sub
section, end-use certificates for imports of 
barley that is a product of the United States 
(referred to in this subsection as "United 
States-produced barley"). 

(2) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall pre
scribe by regulation such requirements re
garding the information to be included in 
end-use certificates as may be necessary and 
appropriate to carry out this subsection. 

(3) PRODUCER PROTECTION DETERMINATION.
At any time after the effective date of the 
requirements established under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary may, subject to paragraph 
(5), suspend the requirements when making a 
determination, after consultation with do
mestic producers, that the program imple
mented under this subsection has directly re
sulted in-

(A) the reduction of income to the United 
States producers of agricultural commod
ities; or 

(B) the reduction of the competitiveness of 
United States agricultural commodities in 
the world export markets. 

(4) SUSPENSION OF REQUIREMENTS.-
(A) WHEAT.-If a foreign country or instru

mentality that requires end-use certificates 
for imports of United States-produced wheat 
as of the effective date of the requirement 
under paragraph (1)(A) eliminates the re
quirement, the Secretary shall suspend the 
requirement under paragraph (1)(A) begin
ning 30 calendar days after suspension by the 
foreign country or instrumentality. 

(B) BARLEY.-If a foreign country or in
strumentality that requires end-use certifi
cates for imports of United States-produced 
barley as of the effective date of the require
ment under paragraph (1)(B) eliminates the 
requirement, the Secretary shall suspend the 
requirement under paragraph (1)(B) begin
ning 30 calendar days after suspension by the 
foreign country or instrumentality. 

(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary 
shall not suspend the requirements estab
lished under paragraph (1) under cir
cumstances identified in paragraph (3) before 
the Secretary submits a report to Congress 
detailing the determination made under 
paragraph (3) and the reasons for making the 
determination. 

(6) COMPLIANCE.-It shall be a violation of 
section 1001 of title 18, United States Code, 
for a person to engage in fraud or knowingly 
violate this subsection or a regulation imple
menting this subsection. 

(7) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This subsection shall 
become effective on the date that is 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(g) AGRICULTURAL FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM.
Section 1542(d) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101--624; 7 U.S.C. 5622 note) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(3) AGRICULTURAL FELLOWSHIPS FOR NAFTA 
COUNTRIES.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
grant fellowships to individuals from coun
tries that are parties to the North American 
Free Trade Agreement (referred to in this 
paragraph as 'NAFTA') to study agriculture 
in the United States. and to individuals in 
the United States to study agriculture in 
other NAFTA countries. 

"(B) PuRPOSE.-The purpose of fellowships 
granted under this paragraph is-

"(i) to allow the recipients to expand their 
knowledge and understanding of agricultural 
systems and practices in other NAFT A coun
tries; 

"(ii) to facilitate the improvement of agri
cultural systems in NAFTA countries; and 

"(iii) to establish and expand agricultural 
trade linkages between the United States 
and other NAFT A countries. 

"(C) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.-The Secretary 
may provide fellowships under this para
graph to agricultural producers and consult
ants, government officials, and other indi
viduals from the private and public sectors. 

"(D) ACCEPTANCE OF GIFTS.-The Secretary 
may accept money, funds, property, and 
services of every kind by gift, devise, be
quest, grant, or otherwise, and may in any 
manner, dispose of all of the holdings and 
use the receipts generated from the disposi
tion to carry out this paragraph. Receipts 
under this paragraph shall remain available 
until expended. 

"(E) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.
There are authorized to be appropriated such 

sums as are necessary to carry out this para
graph.". 

(h) ASSISTANCE FOR AFFECTED FARM
WORKERS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraph (3), 
if at any time the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines that the implementation of the 
Agreement has caused low-income migrant 
or seasonal farmworkers to lose income, the 
Secretary may make available grants, not to 
exceed $20,000,000 for any fiscal year, to pub
lic agencies or private organizations with 
tax-exempt status under section 501(c)(3) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, that have 
experience in providing emergency services 
to low-income migrant or seasonal farm
workers. Emergency services to be provided 
with assistance received under this sub
section may include such types of assistance 
as the Secretary determines to be necessary 
and appropriate. 

(2) DEFINITION.-As used in this subsection, 
the term "low-income migrant or seasonal 
farmworker" shall have the same meaning as 
provided in section 2281(b) of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(42 U.S.C. 5177a(b)). 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$20,000,000 for each fiscal year to carry out 
this subsection. 

(i) BIENNIAL REPORT ON EFFECTS OF THE 
AGREEMENT ON AMERICAN AGRICULTURE.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Agri
culture shall prepare a biennial report on the 
effects of the Agreement on United States 
producers of agricultural commodities and 
on rural communities located in the United 
States. 

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-The report re
quired under this subsection shall include---

(A) an assessment of the effects of imple
menting the Agreement on the various agri
cultural commodities affected by the Agree
ment, on a commodity-by-commodity basis; 

(B) an assessment of the effects of imple
menting the Agreement on investments 
made in United States agriculture and on 
rural communities located in the United 
States; 

(C) an assessment of the effects of imple
menting the Agreement on employment in 
United States agriculture, including any 
gains or losses of jobs in businesses directly 
or indirectly related to United States agri
culture; and 

(D) such other information and data as the 
Secretary determines appropriate. 

(3) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.-The Secretary 
shall furnish the report required under this 
subsection to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry of the Senate and to 
the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representatives. The report shall be due 
every 2 years and shall be submitted by 
March 1 of the year in which the report is 
due. The first report shall be due by March 1, 
1997, and the final report shall be due by 
March 1, 2011. 

Subtitle C-Intellectual Property 
SEC. 331. TREATMENT OF INVENTIVE ACTIVITY. 

Section 104 of title 35, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 104. Invention made abroad 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-In proceedings in the 
Patent and Trademark Office, in the courts, 
and before any other competent authority, 
an applicant for a patent, or a patentee, may 
not establish a date of invention by reference 
to knowledge or use thereof, or other activ
ity with respect thereto, in a foreign country 
other than a NAFTA country, except as pro
vided in sections 119 and 365 of this title. 
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Where an invention was made by a person, 
civil or military, while domiciled in the 
United States or a NAFTA country and serv
ing in any other country in connection with 
operations by or on behalf of the United 
States or a NAFTA country, the person shall 
be entitled to the same rights of priority in 
the United States with respect to such in
vention as if such invention had been made 
in the United States or a NAFTA country. 
To the extent that any information in a 
NAFTA country concerning knowledge, use, 
or other activity relevant to proving or dis
proving a date of invention has not been 
made available for use in a proceeding in the 
Office, a court, or any other competent au
thority to the same extent as such informa
tion could be made available in the United 
States, the Commissioner, court, or such 
other authority shall draw appropriate infer
ences, or take other action permitted by 
statute, rule, or regulation, in favor of the 
party that requested the information in the 
proceeding. 

"(b) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the term 'NAFT A country' has the meaning 
given that term in section 2(4) of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement Implemen
tation Act.". 
SEC. 332. RENTAL RIGHTS IN SOUND RECORD

INGS. 
Section 4 of the Record Rental Amendment 

of 1984 (17 U.S.C. 109 note) is amended by 
striking out subsection (c). 
SEC. 333. NONREGISTRABILITY OF MISLEADING 

GEOGRAPIDC INDICATIONS. 
(a) MARKS NOT REGISTRABLE ON THE PRIN

CIPAL REGISTER.-Section 2 of the Act enti
tled "An Act to provide for the registration 
and protection of trademarks used in com
merce, to carry out the provisions of certain 
international conventions, and for other pur
poses", approved July 5, 1946, commonly re
ferred to as the Trademark Act of 1946 (15 
U.S.C. 1052(e)), is amended-

(!) by amending subsection (e) to read as 
follows: 

"(e) Consists of a mark which (1) when 
used on or in connection with the goods of 
the applicant is merely descriptive or decep
tively misdescriptive of them, (2) when used 
on or in connection with the goods of the ap
plicant is primarily geographically descrip
tive of them, except as indications of re
gional origin may be registrable under sec
tion 4, (3) when used on or in connection with 
the goods of the applicant is primarily geo
graphically deceptively . misdescriptive of 
them, or (4) is primarily merely a surname."; 
and 

(2) in subsection (~ 
(A) by striking out "and (d)" and inserting 

"(d), and (e)(3)"; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

sentence: "Nothing in this section shall pre
vent the registration of a mark which, when 
used on or in connection with the goods of 
the applicant, is primarily geographically 
deceptively misdescriptive of them, and 
which became distinctive of the applicant's 
goods in commerce before the date of the en
actment of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act.". 

(b) SUPPLEMENTAL REGISTER.-Section 
23(a) of the Trademark Act of 1946 (15 U.S.C. 
1091(a)) is amended-

(!) by striking out "and (d)" and inserting 
"(d), and (e)(3)"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: "Nothing in this section shall pre
vent the registration on the supplemental 
register of a mark, capable of distinguishing 
the applicant's goods or services and not reg
istrable on the principal register under this 

Act, that is declared to be unregistrable 
under section 2(e)(3), if such mark has been 
in lawful use in commerce by the owner 
thereof, on or in connection with any goods 
or services, since before the date of the en
actment of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act." . 
SEC. 334. MOTION PICTURES IN THE PUBUC DO-

. MAIN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 1 of title 17, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 104 the following new section: 
"§ 104A. Copyright in certain motion pictures 

"(a) RESTORATION OF COPYRIGHT.-Subject 
to subsections (b) and (c}--

"(1) any motion picture that is first fixed 
or published in the territory of a NAFTA 
country as defined in section 2(4) of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act to which Annex 1705.7 of 
the North American Free Trade Agreement 
applies, and 

"(2) any work included in such motion pic
ture that is first fixed in or published with 
such motion picture, 
that entered the public domain in the United 
States because it was first published on or 
after January 1, 1978, and before March 1, 
1989, without the notice required by section 
401, 402, or 403 of this title, the absence of 
which has not been excused by the operation 
of section 405 of this title, as such sections 
were in effect during that period, shall have 
copyright protection under this title for the 
remainder of the term of copyright protec
tion to which it would have been entitled in 
the United States had it been published with 
such notice. 

"(b) EFFECTIVE DATE OF PROTECTION.- The 
protection provided under subsection (a) 
shall become effective, with respect to any 
motion picture or work included in such mo
tion picture meeting the criteria of that sub
section, 1 year after the date on which the 
North American Free Trade Agreement en
ters into force with respect to, and the Unit
ed States . applies the Agreement to, the 
country in whose territory the motion pic
ture was first fixed or published if, before the 
end of that 1-year period, the copyright 
owner in the motion picture or work files 
with the Copyright Office a statement of in
tent to have copyright protection restored 
under subsection (a). The Copyright Office 
shall publish in the Federal Register prompt
ly after that effective date a list of motion 
pictures, and works included in such motion 
pictures, for which protection is provided 
under subsection (a). 

"(c) USE OF PREVIOUSLY OWNED COPIES.-A 
national or domiciliary of the United States 
who, before the date of the enactment of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act, made or acquired copies 
of a motion picture, or other work included 
in such motion picture, that is subject to 
protection under subsection (a), may sell or 
distribute such copies or continue to perform 
publicly such motion picture and other work 
without liability for such sale, distribution, 
or performance, for a period of 1 year after 
the date on which the list of motion pic
tures, and works included in such motion 
pictures, that are subject to protection 
under subsection (a) is published in the Fed
eral Register under subsection (b).". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 1 of title 
17, United States Code, is amended by insert
ing after the item relating to section 104 the 
following new item: 
"104A. Copyright in certain motion pic

tures.". 

SEC. 336. EFFECTIVE DATES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsections (b) 

and (c), the amendments made by this sub
title take effect on the date the Agreement 
enters into force with respect to the United 
States. 

(b) SECTION 331.-The amendments made by 
section 331 shall apply to all patent applica
tions that are filed on or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act: Provided, That an 
applicant for a patent, or a patentee, may 
not establish a date of invention by reference 
to knowledge or use thereof, or other activ
ity with respect thereto, in a NAFTA coun
try, except as provided in sections 119 and 365 
of title 35, United States Code, that is earlier 
than the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) SECTION 333.-The amendments made by 
section 333 shall apply only to trademark ap
plications filed on or after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

Subtitle D-Temporary Entry of Business 
Persons 

SEC. 341. TEMPORARY ENTRY. 
(a) NONIMMIGRANT TRADERS AND lNVES

TORS.-Upon a basis of reciprocity secured by 
the Agreement, an alien who is a citizen of 
Canada or Mexico, and the spouse and chil
dren of any such alien if accompanying or 
following to join such alien, may, if other
wise eligible for a visa and if otherwise ad
missible into the United States under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101 et seq.), be considered to be classifiable 
as a nonimmigrant under section 
101(a)(l5)(E) of such Act (8 U .S.C. 
1101(a)(15)(E)) if entering solely for a purpose 
specified in Section B of Annex 1603 of the 
Agreement, but only if any such purpose 
shall have been specified in such Annex on 
the date of entry into force of the Agree
ment. For purposes of this section, the term 
"citizen of Mexico" means "citizen" as de
fined in Annex 1608 of the Agreement. 

(b) NONIMMIGRANT PROFESSIONALS AND AN
NUAL NUMERICAL LIMIT.-Section 214 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1184) is amended by redesignating subsection 
(e) as paragraph (1) of subsection (e) and add
ing after such paragraph (1), as redesignated, 
the following new paragraphs: 

"(2) An alien who is a citizen of Canada or 
Mexico, and the spouse and children of any 
such alien if accompanying or following to 
join such alien, who seeks to enter the Unit
ed States under and pursuant to the provi
sions of Section D of Annex 1603 of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (in this 
subsection referred to as 'NAFTA') to engage 
in business activities at a professional level 
as provided for in such Annex, may be admit
ted for such purpose under regulations of the 
Attorney General promulgated after con
sultation with the Secretaries of State and 
Labor. For purposes of this Act, including 
the issuance of entry documents and the ap
plication of subsection (b), such alien shall 
be treated as if seeking classification, or 
classifiable, as a nonimmigrant under sec
tion 101(a)(15). The admission of an alien who 
is a citizen of Mexico shall be subject to 
paragraphs (3), (4), and (5). For purposes of 
this paragraph and paragraphs (3), (4), and 
(5), the term 'citizen of Mexico' means 'citi
zen' as defined in Annex 1608 of NAFTA. 

"(3) The Attorney General shall establish 
an annual numerical limit on admissions 
under paragraph (2) of aliens who are citizens 
of Mexico, as set forth in Appendix 1603.D.4 
of Annex 1603 of the NAFTA. Subject to para
graph (4), the annual numericallimit-

"(A) beginning with the second year that 
NAFTA is in force, may be increased in ac
cordance with the provisions of paragraph 
5(a) of Section D of such Annex, and 
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"(B) shall cease to apply as provided for in 

paragraph 3 of such Appendix. 
"(4) The annual numerical limit referred to 

in paragraph (3) may be increased or shall 
cease to apply (other than by operation of 
paragraph 3 of such Appendix) only if-

"(A) the President has obtained advice re
garding the proposed action from the appro
priate advisory committees established 
under section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
u.s.c. 2155); 

"(B) the President has submitted a report 
to the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
Senate and the Committee on the Judiciary 
of the House of Representatives that sets 
forth-

"(i) the action proposed to be taken and 
the reasons therefor, and 

"(ii) the advice obtained under subpara
graph (A); 

"(C) a period of at least 60 calendar days 
that begins on the first day on which the 
President has met the requirements of sub
paragraphs (A) and (B) with respect to such 
action has expired; and 

"(D) the President has consulted with such 
committees regarding the proposed action 
during the period referred to in subparagraph 
(C). 

"(5) During the period that the provisions 
of Appendix 1603.D.4 of Annex 1603 of the 
NAFTA apply, the entry of an alien who is a 
citizen of Mexico under and pursuant to the 
provisions of Section D of Annex 1603 of 
NAFTA shall be subject to the attestation 
requirement of section 212(m), in the case of 
a registered nurse, or the application re
quirement of section 212(n), in the case of all 
other professions set out in Appendix 1603.D.1 
of Annex 1603 of NAFTA, and the petition re
quirement of subsection (c), to the extent 
and in the manner prescribed in regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary of Labor, with 
respect to sections 212(m) and 212(n), and the 
Attorney General, with respect to subsection 
(C).". 

(c) LABOR DISPUTES.-Section 214 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1184) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(j) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, an alien who is a citizen of Can
ada or Mexico who seeks to enter the United 
States under and pursuant to the provisions 
of Section B, Section C, or Section D of 
Annex 1603 of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement, shall not be classified as a 
nonimmigrant under such provisions if there 
is in progress a strike or lockout in the 
course of a labor dispute in the occupational 
classification at the place or intended place 
of employment, unless such alien estab
lishes, pursuant to regulations promulgated 
by the Attorney General, that the alien's 
entry will not affect adversely the settle
ment of the strike or lockout or the employ
ment of any person who is involved in the 
strike or lockout. Notice of a determination 
under this subsection shall be given as may 
be required by paragraph 3 of article 1603 of 
such Agreement. For purposes of this sub
section, the term 'citizen of Mexico' means 
'citizen' as defined in Annex 1608 of such 
Agreement.". 
SEC. 342. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The provisions of this subtitle take effect 
on the date the Agreement enters into force 
with respect to the United States. 

Subtitle E-Standards 
PART I-STANDARDS AND MEASURES 

SEC. 3fi1. STANDARDS AND SANITARY AND 
PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Title IV of the Trade 
Agreements Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2531 et seq.) 

is amended by inserting at the end the fol
lowing new subtitle: 
"Subtitle E-Standards and Measures Under 
the North American Free Trade Agreement 

"CHAPTER I--SANITARY AND 
PBYTOSANITARY MEASURES 

"SEC. 461. GENERAL. 
"Nothing in this chapter may be con

strued-
"(1) to prohibit a Federal agency or State 

agency from engaging in activity related to 
sanitary or phytosanitary measures to pro
tect human, animal, or plant life or health; 
or 

"(2) to limit the authority of a Federal 
agency or State agency to determine the 
level of protection of human, animal, or 
plant life or health the agency considers ap
propriate. 
"SEC. 462. INQUIRY POINT. 

"The standards information center main
tained under section 414 shall, in addition to 
the functions specified therein, make avail
able to the public relevant documents, at 
such reasonable fees as the Secretary of 
Commerce may prescribe, and information 
regarding-

"(!) any sanitary or phytosanitary meas
ure of general application, including any 
control or inspection procedure or approval 
procedure proposed, adopted, or maintained 
by a Federal or State agency; 

"(2) the procedures of a Federal or State 
agency for risk assessment, and factors the 
agency considers in conducting the assess
ment and in establishing the levels of protec
tion that the agency considers appropriate; 

"(3) the membership and participation of 
the Federal Government and State govern
ments in international and regional sanitary 
and phytosanitary organizations and sys
tems, and in bilateral and multilateral ar
rangements regarding sanitary and 
phytosani tary measures, and the provisions 
of those systems and arrangements; and 

"(4) the location of notices of the type re
quired under article 719 of the NAFTA, or 
where the information contained in such no
tices can be obtained. 
"SEC. 463. CHAPI'ER DEFINITIONS. 

"Notwithstanding section 451, for purposes 
of this chapter-

"(!) ANIMAL.-The term 'animal' includes 
fish, bees, and wild fauna. 

"(2) A!'PROV AL PROCEDURE.-The term 'ap
proval procedure' means any registration, 
notification, or other mandatory administra
tive procedure for-

"(A) approving the use of an additive for a 
stated purpose or under stated conditions, or 

"(B) establishing a tolerance for a stated 
purpose or under stated conditions for a con
taminant, 
in a food, beverage, or feedstuff prior to per
mitting the use of the additive or the mar
keting of a food, beverage, or feedstuff con
taining the additive or contaminant. 

"(3) CONTAMINANT.-The term 'contami
nant' includes pesticide and veterinary drug 
residues and extraneous matter. 

"(4) CONTROL OR INSPECTION PROCEDURE.
The term 'control or inspection procedure' 
means any procedure used, directly or indi
rectly, to determine that a sanitary or 
phytosanitary measure is fulfilled, including 
sampling, testing, inspection, evaluation, 
verification, monitoring, auditing, assurance 
of conformity, accreditation, registration, 
certification, or other procedure involving 
the physical examination of a good, of the 
packaging of a good, or of the equipment or 
facilities directly related to production, 
marketing, or use of a good, but does not 
mean an approval procedure. 

"(5) PLANT.-The term 'plant' includes.wild 
flora. 

"(6) RISK ASSESSMENT.-The term 'risk as
sessment' means an evaluation of-

"(A) the potential for the introduction, es
tablishment or spread of a pest or disease 
and associated biological and economic con: 
sequences; or 

"(B) the potential for adverse effects on 
human or animal life or health arising from 
the presence of an additive, contaminant, 
toxin or disease-causing organism in a food, 
beverage, or feedstuff. 

"(7) SANITARY OR PHYTOSANITARY MEAS
URE.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'sanitary or 
phytosanitary measure' means a measure 
to-

"(i) protect animal or plant life or health 
in the United States from risks arising from 
the introduction, establishment, or spread of 
a pest or disease; 

"(ii) protect human or animal life or 
health in the United States from risks aris
ing from the presence of an additive, con
taminant, toxin, or disease-causing organism 
in a food, beverage, or feedstuff; 

"(iii) protect human life or health in the 
United States from risks arising from a dis
ease-causing organism or pest carried by an 
animal or plant, or a product thereof; or 

"(iv) prevent or limit other damage in the 
United States arising from the introduction, 
establishment, or spread of a pest. 

"(B) FORM.-The form of a sanitary or 
phytosanitary measure includes-

"(i) end product criteria; 
"(ii) a product-related processing or pro

duction method; 
"(iii) a testing, inspection, certification, or 

approval procedure; 
"(iv) a relevant statistical method; 
"(v) a sampling procedure; 
"(vi) a method of risk assessment; 
"(vii) a packaging and labeling require

ment directly related to food safety; and 
"(viii) a quarantine treatment, such as a 

relevant requirement associated with the 
transportation of animals or plants or with 
material necessary for their survival during 
transportation. 

"CHAPTER 2-STANDARDS-RELATED 
MEASURES 

"SEC. 471. GENERAL. 
"(a) NO BAR TO ENGAGING IN STANDARDS 

ACTIVITY.-Nothing in this chapter shall be 
construed-

"(!) to prohibit a Federal agency from en
gaging in activity related to standards-relat
ed measures, including any such measure re
lating to safety, the protection of human, 
animal, or plant life or health, the environ
ment or consumers; or 

"(2) to limit the authority of a Federal 
agency to determine the level it considers 
appropriate of safety or of protection of 
human, animal, or plant life or health, the 
environment or consumers. 

"(b) EXCLUSION.-This chapter does not 
apply to-

"(1) technical specifications prepared by a 
Federal agency for production or consump
tion requirements of the agency; or 

"(2) sanitary or phytosanitary measures 
under chapter 1. 
"SEC. 472. INQUIRY POINT. 

"The standards information center main
tained under section 414 shall, in addition to 
the functions specified therein, make avail
able to the public relevant documents, at 
such reasonable fees as the Secretary of 
Commerce may prescribe, and information 
regarding-
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"(1) the membership and participation of 

the Federal Government, State governments, 
and relevant nongovernmental bodies in the 
United States in international and regional 
standardizing bodies and conformity assess
ment systems, and in bilateral and multilat
eral arrangements regarding standards-relat
ed measures, and the provisions of those sys
tems and arrangements; 

"(2) the location of notices of the type re
quired under article 909 of the NAFT A, or 
where the information contained in such no
tice can be obtained; and 

"(3) the Federal agency procedures for as
sessment of risk, and factors the agency con
siders in conducting the assessment and es
tablishing the levels of protection that the 
agency considers appropriate. 

"SEC. 473. CBAPI'ER DEFINITIONS. 

"Notwithstanding section 451, for purposes 
of this chapter-

"(1) APPROVAL PROCEDURE.-The term 'ap
proval procedure' means any registration, 
notification, or other mandatory administra
tive procedure for granting permission for a 
good or service to be produced, marketed, or 
used for a stated purpose or under stated 
conditions. 

"(2) CONFORMITY ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE.
The term 'conformity assessment procedure' 
means any procedure used, directly or indi
rectly, to determine that a technical regula
tion or standard is fulfilled, including sam
pling, testing, inspection, evaluation, ver
ification, monitoring, auditing, assurance of 
conformity, accreditation, registration, or 
approval used for such a purpose, but does 
not mean an approval procedure. 

"(3) OBJECTIVE.-The term 'objective' in
cludes-

"(A) safety, 
"(B) protection of human, animal, or plant 

life or health, the environment or consum
ers, including matters relating to quality 
and identifiability of goods or services, and 

"(C) sustainable development, 
but does not include the protection of domes
tic production. 

"(4) SERVICE.-The term 'service' means a 
land transportation service or a tele
communications service. 

"(5) STANDARD.-The term 'standard' 
means-

"(A) characteristics for a good or a service, 
"(B) characteristics, rules, or guidelines 

for-
"(i) processes or production methods relat

ing to such good, or 
"(ii) operating methods relating to such 

service, and 
"(C) provisions specifying terminology, 

symbols, packaging, marking, or labelling 
for-

"(i) a good or its related process or produc
tion methods, or 

"(ii) a service or its related operating 
methods, 
for common and repeated use, including ex
planatory and other related provisions set 
out in a document approved by a standardiz
ing body, with which compliance is not man
datory. 

"(6) STANDARDS-RELATED MEASURE.-The 
term 'standards-related measure' means a 
standard, technical regulation, or conform
ity assessment procedure. 

"(7) TECHNICAL REGULATION.-The term 
'technical regulation' means-

"(A) characteristics or their related proc
esses and production methods for a good, 

"(B) characteristics for a service or its re
lated operating methods, or 

"(C) provisions specifying terminology, 
symbols, packaging, marking, or labelling 
for-

"(i) a good or its related process or produc
tion method, or 

"(ii) a service or its related operating 
method, 
set out in a document, including applicable 
administrative, explanatory, and other relat
ed provisions, with which compliance is 
mandatory. 

"(8) TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE.-The 
term 'telecommunications service' means a 
service provided by means of the trans
mission and reception of signals by any elec
tromagnetic means, but does not mean the 
cable, broadcast, or other electromagnetic 
distribution of radio or television program
ming to the public generally. 

"CBAPI'ER 3-SUBTITLE DEFINITIONS 
"SEC. 481. DEFINITIONS. 

"Notwithstanding section 451, for purposes 
of this subtitle-

"(1) NAFTA.-The term 'NAFTA' means 
the North American Free Trade Agreement. 

"(2) STATE.-The term 'State' means any of 
the several States, the District of Columbia, 
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(!) DEFINITION OF TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.

Section 451(12) of the Trade Agreements Act 
of 1979 is amended to read as follows: 

"(12) TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.-The term 
'Trade Representative' means the United 
States Trade Representative.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Title IV of 
the Trade Agreement Act of 1979 is further 
amended-

( A) by striking out "Special Representa
tive" each place it appears and inserting 
"Trade Representative"; and 

(B) in the section heading to section 411, by 
striking out "SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE" 
and inserting "TRADE REPRESENTATIVE". 
SEC. 362. TRANSPORTATION. 

No regulation issued by the Secretary of 
Transportation implementing a rec
ommendation of the Land Transportation 
Standards Subcommittee established under 
article 913(5)(a)(i) of the Agreement may 
take effect before the date 90 days after the 
date of issuance. 

PART 2--AGRICULTURAL STANDARDS 
SEC. 361. AGRICULTURAL TECHNICAL AND CON

FORMING AMENDMENTS. 
(a) FEDERAL SEED ACT.-Section 302(e)(l) of 

the Federal Seed Act (7 U.S.C. 1582(e)(l)) is 
amended by inserting "or Mexico" after 
"Canada". 

(b) IMPORTATION OF ANIMALS.-The first 
sentence of section 6 of the Act of August 30, 
1890 (26 Stat. 416, chapter 839; 21 U.S.C. 104), 
is amended by striking ": Provided" and all 
that follows through the period at the end of 
the sentence and inserting ", except that the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in accordance with 
such regulations as the Secretary may issue, 
may (1) permit the importation of cattle, 
sheep, or other ruminants, and swine, from 
Canada or Mexico, and (2) permit the impor
tation from the British Virgin Islands into 
the Virgin Islands of the United States, for 
slaughter only, of cattle that have l:feen in
fested with or exposed to ticks on being freed 
from the ticks.". 

(c) INSPECTION OF ANIMALS.-Section 10 of 
the Act of August 30, 1890 (26 Stat. 417, chap
ter 839; 21 U.S.C. 105), is amended-

(1) by inserting above "SEc. 10." the fol
lowing new section heading: 
"SEC.10. INSPECTION OF ANIMALS."; 

(2) by striking "SEC. 10. That the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall" and inserting "(a) IN 

GENERAL.-Except as provided in subsection 
(b), the Secretary of Agriculture shall"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary of Agri
culture, in accordance with such regulations 
as the Secretary may issue, may waive any 
provision of subsection (a) in the case of 
shipments between the United States and 
Canada or Mexico.". 

(d) DISEASE-FREE COUNTRIES OR REGIONS.
(1) TARIFF ACT OF 1930.-Section 306 of the 

Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1306) is amend
ed-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "RINDER
PEST AND FOOT-AND-MOUTH DISEASE.-If the 
Secretary of Agriculture" and inserting "IN 
GENERAL.-Except as provided in subsection 
(b), if the Secretary of Agriculture"; and 

(B) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following new subsection: 

"(b) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary of Agri
culture may permit, subject to such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary determines 
appropriate, the importation of cattle, sheep, 
other ruminants, or swine (including em
bryos of the animals), or the fresh, chilled, 
or frozen meat of the animals, from a region 
if the Secretary determines that the region 
from which the animal or meat originated is, 
and is likely to remain, free from rinderpest 
and foot-and-mouth disease.". 

(2) HONEYBEE ACT.-The first section of the 
Act of August 31, 1922 (commonly known as 
the "Honeybee Act") (42 Stat. 833, chapter 
301; 7 U.S.C. 281), is amended-

(A) in subsection (a)-
(i) by striking ", or" at the end of para

graph (1) and inserting a semicolon; 
(ii) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (2) and inserting"; or"; and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(3) from Canada or Mexico, subject to 

such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
of Agriculture determines appropriate, if the 
Secretary determines that the region of Can
ada or Mexico from which the honeybees 
originated is, and is likely to remain, free of 
diseases or parasites harmful to honeybees, 
and undesirable species or subspecies of hon
eybees."; and 

(B) in subsection (b)-
(i) by inserting "(1)" after "imported into 

the United States only from"; and 
(ii) by inserting before the period the fol

lowing: ", or (2) Canada or Mexico, if the 
Secretary of Agriculture determines that the 
region of Canada or Mexico from which the 

· imports originate is, and is likely to remain, 
free of undesirable species or subspecies of 
honeybees". 

(e) POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT.
Section 17(d) of the Poultry Products Inspec
tion Act (21 U.S.C. 466(d)) is amended-

(!) in paragraph (1), by inserting after 
"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law," the following: "except as provided in 
paragraph (2), "; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) 
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(2)(A) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, all poultry, or parts or products 
of poultry, capable of use as human food of
fered for importation into the United States 
from Canada and Mexico shall-

"(1) comply with paragraph (1); or 
"(ii)(l) be subject to inspection, sanitary, 

quality, species verification, and residue 
standards that are equivalent to United 
States standards; and 
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"(II) have been processed in facilities and 

under conditions that meet standards that 
are equivalent to United States standards. 

"(B) The Secretary may treat as equiva
lent to a United States standard a standard 
of Canada or Mexico described in subpara
graph (A)(ii) if the exporting country pro
vides the Secretary with scientific evidence 
or other information, in accordance with 
risk assessment methodologies agreed to by 
the Secretary and the exporting country, to 
demonstrate that the standard of the export
ing country achieves the level of protection 
that the Secretary considers appropriate. 

"(C) The Secretary may-
"(i) determine, on a scientific basis, that 

the standard of the exporting country does 
not achieve the level of protection that the 
Secretary considers appropriate; and 

"(ii) provide the basis for the determina
tion in writing to the exporting country on 
request.". 

(f) FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTION ACT.-Sec
tion 20(e) of the Federal Meat Inspection Act 
(21 U.S.C. 620(e)) is amended-

(!) by striking "not be limited to-" and 
inserting "not be limited to the following:"; 

(2) by striking paragraph (1); 
(3) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through 

(6) as paragraphs (3) through (7), respec
tively; 

( 4) by inserting after "not be limited to the 
following:" (as amended by paragraph (1)) 
the following new paragraphs: 

"(l)(A) Subject to subparagraphs (B) and 
(C), a certification by the Secretary that for
eign plants in Canada and Mexico that ex
port carcasses or meat or meat products re
ferred to in subsection (a) have complied 
with paragraph (2) or with requirements that 
are equivalent to United States require
ments with regard to all inspection and 
building construction standards, and all 
other provisions of this Act and regulations 
issued under this Act. 

"(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), the Sec
retary may treat, as equivalent to a United 
States requirement a requirement described 
in subparagraph (A) if the exporting country 
provides the Secretary with scientific evi
dence or other information, in accordance 
with risk assessment methodologies agreed 
to by the Secretary and the exporting coun
try, to demonstrate that the requirement or 
standard of the exporting country achieves 
the level of protection that the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(C) The Secretary may-
"(i) determine, on a scientific basis, that a 

requirement of an exporting country does 
not achieve the level of protection that the 
Secretary considers appropriate; and 

"(ii) provide the basis for the determina
tion to the exporting country in writing on 
request. 

"(2) A certification by the Secretary that, 
except as provided in paragraph (1), foreign 
plants that export carcasses or meat or meat 
products referred to in subsection (a) have 
complied with requirements that are at least 
equal to all inspection and building con
struction standards and all other provisions 
of this Act and regulations issued under this 
Act."; 

(5) in paragraphs (3) through (7) (as redesig
nated by paragraph (3)), by striking "the" 
the first place it appears in each paragraph 
and inserting "The"; 

(6) in paragraphs (3) through (5) (as so re
designated), by striking the semicolon at the 
end of each paragraph and inserting a period; 
and 

(7) in paragraph (6) (as so redesignated), by 
striking "; and" at the end and inserting a 
period. 

(g) PEANUT BUTTER AND PEANUT PASTE.
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), all peanut butter and peanut 
paste in the United States domestic market 
shall be processed from peanuts that meet 
the quality standards established for peanuts 
under Marketing Agreement No. 146. 

(2) lMPORTS.-Peanut butter and peanut 
paste imported into the United States shall 
comply with paragraph (1) or with sanitary 
measures that achieve at least the same 
level of sanitary protection. 

(h) ANIMAL HEALTH BIOCONTAINMENT FACIL
ITY.-

(1) GRANT FOR CONSTRUCTION.-The Sec
retary of Agriculture shall make a grant to 
a land grant college or university described 
in paragraph (2) for the construction of a fa
cility at the college or university for the 
conduct of research in animal health, dis
ease-transmitting insects, and toxic chemi
cals that requires the use of biocontainment 
facilities and equipment. The facility to be 
constructed with the grant shall be known as 
the "Southwest Regional Animal Health Bio
containment Facility". 

(2) GRANT RECIPIENT DESCRIBED.-To be eli
gible for the grant under paragraph (1), a 
land grant college or university must be

(A) located in a State adjacent to the 
international border with Mexico; and 

(B) determined by the Secretary of Agri
culture to have an established program in 
animal health research and education and to 
have a collaborative relationship with one or 
more colleges of veterinary medicine or uni
versities located in Mexico. 

(3) ACTIVITIES OF THE FACILITY.-The facil
ity constructed using the grant made under 
paragraph (1) shall be used for conducting 
the following activities: 

(A) The biocontainment facility shall offer 
the ability to organize multidisciplinary 
international teams working on basic and 
applied research on diagnostic method devel
opment and disease control strategies, in
cluding development of vaccines. 

(B) The biocontainment facility shall sup
port research that will improve the scientific 
basis for regulatory activities, decreasing 
the need for new regulatory programs and 
enhancing international trade. 

(C) The biocontainment facility shall allow 
academic institutions, governmental agen
cies, and the private sector to conduct re
search in basic and applied research biology, 
epidemiology, pathogenesis, host response, 
and diagnostic methods, on disease agents 
that threaten the livestock industries of the 
United States and Mexico. 

(D) The biocontainment facility may be 
used to support research involving food safe
ty, toxicology, environmental pollutants, 
radioisotopes, recombinant microorganisms, 
and selected naturally resistant or 
transgenic animals. 

(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year such sums as are necessary 
to carry out this subsection. 

(i) REPORTS ON INSPECTION OF IMPORTED 
MEAT, POULTRY, OTHER FOODS, ANIMALS, AND 
PLANTS.-

(!) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this sub
section: 

(A) lMPORTS.-The term "imports" means 
any meat, poultry, other food, animal, or 
plant that is imported into the United States 
in commercially significant quantities. 

(B) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(2) IN GENERAL.-In consultation with rep
resentatives of other appropriate agencies, 
the Secretary shall prepare an annual report 

on the impact of the Agreement on the in
spection of imports. 

(3) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.-The report re
quired under this subsection shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, include a de
scription of-

(A) the quantity or, with respect to the 
Customs Service, the number of shipments, 
of imports from a NAFT A country that are 
inspected at the borders of the United States 
with Canada and Mexico during the prior 
year; 

(B) any change in the level or types of in
spections of imports in each NAFT A country 
during the prior year; · 

(C) in any case in which the Secretary has 
determined that the inspection system of an
other NAFTA country is equivalent to the 
inspection system of the United States, the 
reasons supporting the determination of the 
Secretary; 

(D) the incidence of violations of inspec
tion requirements by imports from NAFTA 
countries during the prior year-

(i) at the borders of the United States with 
Mexico or Canada; or 

(ii) at the last point of inspection in a 
NAFTA country prior to shipment to the 
United States if the agency accepts inspec
tion in that country; 

(E) the incidence of violations of inspec
tion requirements of imports to the United 
States from Mexico or Canada prior to the 
implementation of the Agreement; 

(F) any additional cost associated with 
maintaining an adequate inspection system 
of imports as a result of the implementation 
of the Agreement; 

(G) any incidence of transshipment of im
ports--

(i) that originate in a country other than a 
NAFT A country; 

(ii) that are shipped to the United States 
through a NAFTA country during the prior 
year; and 

(iii) that are incorrectly represented by the 
importer to qualify for preferential treat
ment under the Agreement; 

(H) the quantity and results of any mon
itoring by the United States of equivalent 
inspection systems of imports in other 
NAFTA countries during the prior year; 

(I) the use by other NAFTA countries of 
sanitary and phytosanitary measures (as de
fined in the Agreement) to limit exports of 
United States meat, poultry, other foods, 
animals, and plants to the countries during 
the prior year; and 

(J) any other information the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate. 

(4) FREQUENCY OF REPORTS.-The Secretary 
shall submit--

(A) the initial report required under this 
subsection not later than January 31, 1995; 
and 

(B) an annual report required under this 
subsection not later than 1 year after the 
date of the submission of the initial report 
and the end of each 1-year period thereafter 
through calendar year 2004. 

(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary 
shall prepare and submit the report required 
under this subsection to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri
tion, and Forestry of the Senate. 
Subtitle F-Corporate Average Fuel Economy 

SEC. 371. CORPORATE AVERAGE FUEL ECONOMY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 503(b)(2) of the 
Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings 
Act (15 U.S.C. 2003(b)(2)) is amended by add
ing at the end the following new subpara
graph: 
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"(G)(i) In accordance with the schedule set 

out in clause (ii), an automobile shall be con
sidered domestically manufactured in a 
model year if at least 75 percent of the cost 
to the manufacturer of the automobile is at
tributable to value added in the United 
States, Canada, or Mexico, unless the assem
bly of the automobile is completed in Canada 
or Mexico and the automobile is not im
ported into the United States prior to the ex
piration of 30 days following the end of that 
model year. 

"(ii) Clause (i) shall apply to all auto
mobiles manufactured by a manufacturer 
and sold in the United States, wherever as
sembled, in accordance with the following 
schedule: 

"(I) With respect to a manufacturer that 
initiated the assembly of automobiles in 
Mexico before model year 1992, the manufac
turer may elect, at any time between Janu
ary 1, 1997, and January 1, 2004, to have 
clause (i) apply to all automobiles it manu
factures, beginning with the . model year 
commencing after the date of such election. 

"(II) With respect to a manufacturer initi
ating the assembly of automobiles in Mexico 
after model year 1991, clause (i) shall apply 
to all automobiles it manufactures, begin
ning with the model year commencing after 
January 1, 1994, or the model year commenc
ing after the date that the manufacturer ini
tiates the assembly of automobiles in Mex
ico, whichever is later. 

"(ill) With respect to a manufacturer not 
described by subclause (I) or (II) assembling 
automobiles in the United States or Canada 
but not in Mexico, the manufacturer may 
elect, at any time between January 1, 1997, 
and January 1, 2004, to have clause (i) apply 
to all automobiles it manufactures, begin
ning with the model year commencing after 
the date of such election, except that if such 
manufacturer initiates the assembly of auto
mobiles in Mexico before making such elec
tion, this subclause shall not apply and the 
manufacturer shall be subject to clause (II). 

"(IV) With respect to a manufacturer not 
assembling automobiles in the United 
States, Canada, or Mexico, clause (i) shall 
apply to all automobiles it manufactures, be
ginning with the model year commencing 
after January 1, 1994. 

"(V) With respect to a manufacturer au
thorized to make an election under subclause 
(I) or (ill) which has not made that election 
within the specified period, clause (i) shall 
apply to all automobiles it manufactures, be
ginning with the model year commencing 
after January 1, 2004. 

"(iii) The Secretary shall prescribe reason
able procedures for elections under this sub
paragraph, and the EPA Administrator may 
prescribe rules for purposes of carrying out 
this subparagraph.''. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-The first 
sentence of section 503(b)(2)(E) of the Motor 
Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act 
(15 u.s.a. 2003(b)(2)(E)) is amended-

(!) by striking "An" and inserting "Except 
as provided in subparagraph (G), an", and 

(2) in the last sentence, by striking "this 
subparagraph" and inserting "this subpara
graph and subparagraph (G)". 

Subtitle G-Government Procurement 

SEC. 381. GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 301 of the Trade 
Agreements Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2511) is 
amended-

(!) in subsection (a) by striking "The 
President" and inserting "Subject to sub
section (f) of this section, the President"; 

(2) by inserting "or the North American 
Free Trade Agreement" after "the Agree
ment" in paragraph (1) of subsection (b); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

"(e) PROCUREMENT PROCEDURES BY CERTAIN 
FEDERAL AGENCIES.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the President may di
rect any agency of the United States listed 
in Annex lOOl.la-2 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement to procure eligible 
products in compliance with the procedural 
provisions of chapter 10 of such Agreement. 

"(f) SMALL BUSINESS AND MINORITY PREF
ERENCES.-The authority of the President 
under subsection (a) of this section to waive 
any law, regulation, procedure, or practice 
regarding Government procurement does not 
authorize the waiver of any small business or 
minority preference.". 

(b) RECIPROCAL COMPETITIVE PROCUREMENT 
PRACTICES.-Section 302(a) of such Act (19 
u.s.a. 2512(a)) is amended by striking "would 
otherwise be eligible products" in paragraph 
(1) and inserting "are products covered under 
the Agreement for procurement by the Unit
ed States". 

(c) DEFINITION OF ELIGIDLE PRODUCT.-Sec
tion 308(4)(A) of such Act (19 u.s.a. 
2518(4)(A)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'eligible prod
uct' means, with respect to any foreign coun
try or instrumentality that is---

"(1) a party to the Agreement, a product or 
service of that country or instrumentality 
which is covered under the Agreement for 
procurement by the United States; or 

"(ii) a party to the North American Free 
Trade Agreement, a product or service of 
that country or instrumentality which is 
covered under the North American Free 
Trade Agreement for procurement by the 
United States.". 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 401 
of the Rural Electrification Act of 1938 (7 
u.s.a. 903 note) is amended by inserting ", 
Mexico, or Canada" after "the United 
States" each place it appears. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The provisions of 
this subtitle take effect on the date the 
Agreement enters into force with respect to 
the United States. 
TITLE IV-DISPUTE SE1TLEMENT IN ANTI

DUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING DUTY 
CASES 

Subtitle A-Organizational, Administrative, 
and Procedural Provisions Regarding the 
Implementation of Chapter 19 of the Agree
ment 

SEC. 401. REFERENCES IN SUBTITLE. 
Any reference in this subtitle to an Annex, 

chapter, or article shall be considered to be 
a reference to the respective Annex, chapter, 
or article of the Agreement. 
SEC. 402. ORGANIZATIONAL AND ADMINISTRA

TIVE PROVISIONS. 
(a) CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF INDIVIDUALS 

TO SERVE ON PANELS AND COMMITTEES.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The selection of individ

uals under this section for-
(A) placement on lists prepared by the 

interagency group under subsection 
(c)(2)(B)(i) and (ii); 

(B) placement on preliminary candidate 
lists under subsection (c)(3)(A); 

(C) placement on final candidate lists 
under subsection (c)(4)(A); 

(D) placement by the Trade Representative 
on the rosters described in paragraph 1 of 
Annex 1901.2 and paragraph 1 of Annex 
1904.13; and 

(E) appointment by the Trade Representa
tive for service on the panels and commit
tees convened under chapter 19; 

shall be made on the basis of the criteria 
provided in paragraph 1 of Annex 1901.2 and 
paragraph 1 of Annex 1904.13 and shall be 
made without regard to political affiliation. 

(2) ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR ROSTER PLACE
MENTS AND APPOINTMENTS UNDER PARAGRAPH 
1 OF ANNEX 1001.2.-Rosters described in para
graph 1 of Annex 1901.2 shall include, to the 
fullest extent practicable, judges and former 
judges who meet the criteria referred to in 
paragraph (1). The Trade Representative 
shall, subject to subsection (b), appoint 
judges to binational panels convened under 
chapter 19, extraordinary challenge commit
tees convened under chapter 19, and special 
committees established under article 1905, 
where such judges offer and are available to 
serve and such service is authorized by the 
chief judge of the court on which they sit. 

(b) SELECTION OF CERTAIN JUDGES TO SERVE 
ON PANELS AND COMMITTEES.-

(!) APPLICABILITY.-This subsection applies 
only with respect to the selection of individ
uals for binational panels convened under 
chapter 19, extraordinary challenge commit
tees convened under chapter 19, and special 
committees established under article 1905, 
who are judges of courts created under arti
cle III of the Constitution of the United 
States. 

(2) CONSULTATION WITH CHIEF JUDGES.-The 
Trade Representative shall consult, from 
time to time, with the chief judges of the 
Federal judicial circuits regarding the inter
est in, and availability for, participation in 
binational panels, extraordinary challenge 
committees, and special committees, of 
judges within their respective circuits. If the 
chief judge of a Federal judicial circuit de
termines that it is appropriate for one or 
more judges within that circuit to be in
cluded on a roster described in subsection 
(a)(l)(D), the chief judge shall identify all 
such judges for the Chief Justice of the Unit
ed States who may, upon his or her approval, 
submit the names of such judges to the 
Trade Representative. The Trade Represent
ative shall include the names of such judges 
on the roster. 

(3) SUBMISSION OF LISTS TO CONGRESS.-The 
Trade Representative shall submit to the 
Committee on the Judiciary and the Com
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and to the Committee on Fi
nance and the Committee on the Judiciary of 
the Senate a list of all judges included on a 
roster under paragraph (2). Such list shall be 
submitted at the same time as the final can
didate lists are submitted under subsection 
(c)(4)(A) and the final forms of amendments 
l).re submitted under subsection (c)(4)(C)(iv). 

(4) APPOINTMENT OF JUDGES TO PANELS OR 
coMMITTEEs.-At such time as the Trade 
Representative proposes to appoint a judge 
described in paragraph (1) to a binational 
panel, an extraordinary challenge commit
tee, or a special committee, the Trade Rep
resentative shall consult with that judge in 
order to ascertain whether the judge is avail
able for such appointment. 

(C) SELECTION OF OTHER CANDIDATES.-
(!) APPLICABILITY.-This subsection applies 

only with respect to the selection of individ
uals for binational panels convened under 
chapter 19, extraordinary challenge commit
tees convened under chapter 19, and special 
committees established under article 1905, 
other than those individuals to whom sub
section (b) applies. 

(2) INTERAGENCY GROUP.-
(A) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

within the interagency organization estab
lished under section 242 of the Trade Expan
sion Act of 1962 (19 U .S.C. 1872) an inter
agency group which shall-
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(i) be chaired by the Trade Representative; 

and 
(ii) consist of such officers (or the des

ignees thereon of the United States Govern
ment as the Trade Representative considers 
appropriate. 

(B) FUNCTIONS.-The interagency group es
tablished under subparagraph (A) shall, in a 
manner consistent with chapter 19-

(1) prepare by January 3 of each calendar 
year-

(1) a list of individuals who are qualified to 
serve as members of binational panels con
vened under chapter 19; and 

(II) a list of individuals who are qualified 
to serve on extraordinary challenge commit
tees convened under chapter 19 and special 
committees established under article 1905; 

(ii) if the Trade Representative makes a re
quest under paragraph (4)(C)(i) with respect 
to a final candidate list during any calendar 
year, prepare by July 1 of such calendar year 
a list of those individuals who are qualified 
to be added to that final candidate list; 

(iii) exercise oversight of the administra
tion of the United States Section that is au
thorized to be established under section 105; 
and 

(iv) make recommendations to the Trade 
Representative regarding the convening of 
extraordinary challenge committees and spe
cial committees under chapter 19. 

(3) PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE LISTS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The Trade Representative 

shall select individuals from the respective 
lists prepared by the interagency group 
under paragraph (2)(B)(i) for placement on-

(i) a preliminary candidate list of individ
uals eligible to serve as members of bina
tional panels under Annex 1901.2; and 

(11) a preliminary candidate list of individ
uals eligible for selection as members of ex
traordinary challenge committees under 
Annex 1904.13 and special committees under 
article 1905. 

(B) SUBMISSION OF LISTS TO CONGRESSIONAL 
COMMITTEES.-

(i) IN GENERAL.-No later than January 3 of 
each calendar year, the Trade Representa
tive shall submit to the Committee on Fi
nance of the Senate and the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa
tives (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the "appropriate Congressional Commit
tees") the preliminary candidate lists of 
those individuals selected by the Trade Rep
resentative under subparagraph (A) to be 
candidates eligible to serve on panels or 
committees convened pursuant to chapter 19 
during the 1-year period beginning on April! 
of such calendar year. 

(ii) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.-At the time 
the candidate lists are submitted under 
clause (i), the Trade Representative shall 
submit for each individual on the list a 
statement of professional qualifications. 

(C) CONSULTATION.-Upon submission of the 
preliminary candidate lists under subpara
graph (B) to the appropriate Congressional 
Committees, the Trade Representative shall 
consult with such Committees with regard to 
the individuals included on the preliminary 
candidate lists. 

(D) REVISION OF LISTS.-The Trade Rep
resentative may add and delete individuals 
from the preliminary candidate lists submit
ted under subparagraph (B) after consul ta
tion with the appropriate Congressional 
Committees regarding the additions and de
letions. The Trade Representative shall pro
vide to the appropriate Congressional Com
mittees written notice of any addition or de
letion of an individual from the preliminary 
candidate lists, along with the information 

described in subparagraph (B)(ii) with re
spect to any proposed addition. 

(4) FINAL CANDIDATE LISTS.-
(A) SUBMISSION OF LISTS TO CONGRESSIONAL 

COMMITTEES.-No later than March 31 of each 
calendar year, the Trade Representative 
shall submit to the appropriate Congres
sional Committees the final candidate lists 
of those individuals selected by the Trade 
Representative to be candidates eligible to 
serve on panels and committees convened 
under chapter 19 during the 1-year period be
ginning on April! of such calendar year. An 
individual may be included on a final can
didate list only if such individual was in
cluded in the preliminary candidate list or if 
written notice of the addition of such indi
vidual to the preliminary candidate list was 
submitted to the appropriate Congressional 
Committees at least 15 days before the date 
on which that final candidate list is submit
ted to such Committees under this subpara
graph. 

(B) FINALITY OF LISTS.-Except as provided 
in subparagraph (C), no additions may be 
made to the final candidate lists after the 
final candidate lists are submitted to the ap
propriate Congressional Committees under 
subparagraph (A). 

(C) AMENDMENT OF LISTS.-
(i) IN GENERAL.-If, after the Trade Rep

resentative has submitted the final can
didate lists to the appropriate Congressional 
Committees under subparagraph (A) for a 
calendar year and before July 1 of such cal
endar year, the Trade Representative deter
mines that additional individuals need to be 
added to a final candidate list, the Trade 
Representative shall-

(!) request the interagency group estab
lished under paragraph (2)(A) to prepare a 
list of individuals who are qualified to be 
added to such candidate list; 

(II) select individuals from the list pre
pared by the interagency group under para
graph (2)(B)(1i) to be included in a proposed 
amendment to such final candidate list; and 

(ill) by no later than July 1 of such cal
endar year, submit to the appropriate Con
gressional Committees the proposed amend
ments to such final candidate list developed 
by the Trade Representative under subclause 
(II), along with the information described in 
paragraph (3)(B)(ii). 

(ii) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESSIONAL 
COMMITTEES.-Upon submission of a proposed 
amendment under clause (i)(ill) to the ap
propriate Congressional Committees, the 
Trade Representative shall consult with the 
appropriate Congressional Committees with 
regard to the individuals included in the pro
posed amendment. 

(iii) ADJUSTMENT OF PROPOSED AMEND
MENT.-The Trade Representative may add 
and delete individuals from any proposed 
amendment submitted under clause (i)(ill) 
after consulting with the appropriate Con
gressional Committees with regard to the ad
ditions and deletions. The Trade Representa
tive shall provide to the appropriate Con
gressional Committees written notice of any 
addition or deletion of an individual from 
the proposed amendment. 

(iv) FINAL AMENDMENT.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-If the Trade Representa

tive submits under clause (i)(III) in any cal
endar year a proposed amendment to a final 
candidate list, the Trade Representative 
shall, no later than September 30 of such cal
endar year, submit to the appropriate Con
gressional Committees the final form of such 
amendment. On October 1 of such calendar 
year, such amendment shall take effect and, 
subject to subclause (II), the individuals in-

eluded in the final form of such amendment 
shall be added to the final candidate list. 

(II) INCLUSION OF INDIVIDUALS.-An individ
ual may be included in the final form of an 
amendment submitted under subclause (I) 
only if such individual was included in the 
proposed form of such amendment or if writ
ten notice of the addition of such individual 
to the proposed form of such amendment was 
submitted to the appropriate Congressional 
Committees at least 15 days before the date 
on which the final form of such amendment 
is submitted to such Committees under sub
clause (1). 

(ill) ELIGIBILITY FOR SERVICE.-lndividuals 
added to a final candidate list under sub
clause (I) shall be eligible to serve on panels 
or committees convened under chapter 19 
during the 6-month period beginning on Oc
tober 1 of the calendar year in which such 
addition occurs. 

(IV) FINALITY OF AMENDMENT.-No addi
tions may be made to the final form of an 
amendment described in subclause (I) after 
the final form of such amendment is submit
ted to the appropriate Congressional Com
mittees under subclause (1). 

(5) TREATMENT OF RESPONSES.-For pur
poses of applying section 1001 of title 18, 
United States Code, the written or oral re
sponses of individuals to inquiries of the 
interagency group established under para
graph (2)(A) or of the Trade Representative 
regarding their personal and professional 
qualifications, and financial and other rel
evant interests, that bear on their suit
ability for the placements and appointments 
described in subsection (a)(l), shall be treat
ed as matters within the jurisdiction of an 
agency of the United States. 

(d) SELECTION AND APPOINTMENT.-
(!) AUTHORITY OF TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.

-The Trade Representative is the only officer 
of the United States Government authorized 
to act on behalf of the United States Govern
ment in making any selection or appoint
ment of an individual to-

(A) the rosters described in paragraph 1 of 
Annex 1901.2 and paragraph 1 of Annex 
1904.13; or 

(B) the panels or committees convened 
under chapter 19; 
that is to be made solely or jointly by the 
United States Government under the terms 
of the Agreement. 

(2) RESTRICTIONS ON SELECTION AND AP
POINTMENT.-Except as provided in paragraph 
(3}-

(A) the Trade Representative may-
(i) select an individual for placement on 

the rosters described in paragraph 1 of Annex 
1901.2 and paragraph 1 of Annex 1904.13 dur
ing the 1-year period beginning on April 1 of 
any calendar year; 

(ii) appoint an individual to serve as one of 
those members of any panel or committee 
convened under chapter 19 during such 1-year 
period who, under the terms of the Agree
ment, are to be appointed solely by the Unit
ed States Government; or 

(iii) act to make a joint appointment with 
the Government of a NAFTA country, under 
the terms of the Agreement, of any individ
ual who is a citizen or national of the United 
States to serve as any other member of such 
a panel or committee; 
only if such individual is on the appropriate 
final candidate list that was submitted to 
the appropriate Congressional Committees 
under subsection (c)(4)(A) during such cal
endar year or on such list as it may be 
amended under subsection (c)(4)(C)(iv)(l), or 
on the list submitted under subsection (b)(3) 
to the congressional committees referred to 
in such subsection; and 
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(B) no individual may-
(i) be selected by the United States Gov

ernment for placement on the rosters de
scribed in paragraph 1 of Annex 1901.2 and 
paragraph 1 of Annex 1904.13; or 

(ii) be appointed solely or jointly by the 
United States Government to serve as a 
member of a panel or committee convened 
under chapter 19; 
during the 1-year period beginning on April! 
of any calendar year for which the Trade 
Representative has not met the require
ments of subsection (a), and of subsection (b) 
or (c) (as the case may be). 

(3) EXCEPTIONS.-Notwithstanding sub
section (c)(3) (other than subparagraph (B)), 
(c)(4), or paragraph (2)(A) of this subsection, 
individuals included on the preliminary can
didate lists submitted to the appropriate 
Congressional Committees under subsection 
(c)(3)(B) may-

(A) be selected by the Trade Representa
tive for placement on the rosters described 
in paragraph 1 of Annex 1901.2 and paragraph 
1 of Annex 1904.13 during the 3-month period 
beginning on the date on which the Agree
ment enters into force with respect to the 
United States; and 

(B) be appointed solely or jointly by the 
Trade Representative under the terms of the 
Agreement to serve as members of panels or 
committees that are convened under chapter 
19 during such 3-month period. 

(e) TRANSITION.-If the Agreement enters 
into force between the United States and a 
NAFTA country after January 3, 1994, the 
provisions of subsection (c) shall be applied 
with respect to the calendar year in which 
such entering into force occurs-

(!)by substituting "the date that is 30 days 
after the date on which the Agreement en
ters into force with respect to the United 
States" for "January 3 of each calendar 
year" in subsections (c)(2)(B)(i) and 
(c)(3)(B)(i); and 

(2) by substituting "the date that is 3 
months after the date on which the Agree
ment enters into force with respect to the 
United States" for "March 31 of each cal
endar year" in subsection (c)(4)(A). 

(f) IMMUNITY.-With the exception of acts 
described in section 777(f)(3) of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677f(f)(3}), individuals serv
ing on panels or committees convened pursu
ant to chapter 19, and individuals designated 
to assist the individuals serving on such pan
els or committees, shall be immune from 
suit and legal process relating to acts per
formed by such individuals in their official 
capacity and within the scope of their func-

. tions as such panelists or committee mem
bers or assistants to such panelists or com
mittee members. 

(g) REGULATIONS.-The administering au
thority under title VII of the Tariff Act of 
1930, the International Trade Commission, 
and the Trade Representative may promul
gate such regulations as are necessary or ap
propriate to carry out actions in order to im
plement their respective responsibilities 
under chapter 19. Initial regulations to carry 
out such functions shall be issued before the 
date on which the Agreement enters into 
force with respect to the United States. 

(h) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-At such time as 
the final candidate lists are submitted under 
subsection (c)(4)(A) and the final forms of 
amendments are submitted under subsection 
(c)(4)(C)(iv), the Trade Representative shall 
submit to the Committee on the Judiciary 
and the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives, and to the 
Committee on Finance and the Committee 
on the Judiciary of the Senate, a report re-

garding the efforts made to secure the par
ticipation of judges and former judges on bi
national panels, extraordinary challenge 
committees, and special committees estab
lished under chapter 19. 
SEC. 403. TESTIMONY AND PRODUCTION OF PA

PERS IN EXTRAORDINARY CHAL
LENGES. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF EXTRAORDINARY CHAL
LENGE COMMITTEE TO OBTAIN lNFORMATION.
If an extraordinary challenge committee 
(hereafter in this section referred to as the 
"committee") is convened under paragraph 
13 of article 1904, and the allegations before 
the committee include a matter referred to 
in paragraph 13(a)(i) of article 1904, for the 
purposes of carrying out its functions and 
duties under Annex 1904.13, the committe~ 

(1) shall have access to, and the right to 
copy, any document, paper, or record perti
nent to the subjept matter under consider
ation, in the possession of any individual, 
partnership, corporation, association, orga
nization, or other entity; 

(2) may summon witnesses, take testi
mony, and administer oaths; 

(3) may require any individual, partner
ship, corporation, association, organization, 
or other entity to produce documents, books, 
or records relating to the matter in question; 
and 

(4) may require any individual, partner
ship, corporation, association, organization, 
or other entity to furnish in writing, in such 
detail and in such form as the committee 
may prescribe, information in its possession 
pertaining to the matter. 
Any member of the committee may sign sub
poenas, and members of the committee, 
when authorized by the committee, may ad
minister oaths and affirmations, examine 
witnesses, take testimony, and receive evi
dence. 

(b) WITNESSES AND EVIDENCE.-The attend
ance of witnesses who are authorized to be 
summoned, and the production of documen
tary evidence authorized to be ordered, 
under subs~ction (a) may be required from 
any place in the United States at any des
ignated place of hearing. In the case of dis
obedience to a subpoena authorized under 
subsection (a), the committee may request 
the Attorney General of the United States to 
invoke the aid of any district or territorial 
court of the United States in requiring the 
attendance and testimony of witnesses and 
the production of documentary evidence. 
Such court, within the jurisdiction of which 
such inquiry is carried on, may, in case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey a subpoena is
sued to any individual, partnership, corpora
tion, association, organization, or other en
tity, issue an order requiring such individual 
or entity to appear before the committee, or 
to produce documentary evidence if so or
dered or to give evidence concerning the 
matter in question. Any failure to obey such 
order of the court may be punished by such 
court as a contempt thereof. 

(c) MANDAMUS.-Any court referred to in 
subsection (b) shall have jurisdiction to issue 
writs of mandamus commanding compliance 
with the provisions of this section or any 
order of the committee made in pursuance 
thereof. 

(d) DEPOSITIONS.-The committee may 
order testimony to be taken by deposition at 
any stage of the committee review. Such 
deposition may be taken before any person 
designated by the committee and having 
power to administer oaths. Such testimony 
shall be reduced to writing by the person 
taking the deposition, or under the direction 
of such person, and shall then be subscribed 

by the deponent. Any individual, partner
ship, corporation, association, organization, 
or other entity may be compelled to appear 
and be deposed and to produce documentary 
evidence in the same manner as witnesses 
may be compelled to appear and testify and 
produce documentary evidence before the 
committee, as provided in this section. 
SEC. 404. REQUESTS FOR REVIEW OF DETER

MINATIONS BY COMPETENT INVEs
TIGATING AUTHORITIES OF NAFTA 
COUNTRIES. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
(1) COMPETENT INVESTIGATING AUTHORITY.

The term "competent investigating author
ity" means the competent investigating au
thority, as defined in article 1911, of a 
NAFTA country. 

(2) UNITED STATES SECRETARY.-The term 
"United States Secretary" means that offi
cer of the United States referred to in article 
1908. 

(b) REQUESTS FOR REVIEW BY THE UNITED 
STATES.-In the case of a final determination 
of a competent investigating authority, re
quests by the United States for binational 
panel review of such determination under ar
ticle 1904 shall be made by the United States 
Secretary. 

(C) REQUESTS FOR REVIEW BY A PERSON.-ln 
the case of a final determination of a com
petent investigating authority, a person, 
within the meaning of paragraph 5 of article 
1904, may request a binational panel review 
of such determination by filing such a re
quest with the United States Secretary with
in the time limit provided for in paragraph 4 
of article 1904. The receipt of such request by 
the United States Secretary shall be deemed 
to be a request for binational panel review 
within the meaning of article 1904. The re
quest for such panel review shall be without 
prejudice to any challenge before a bina
tional panel of the basis for a particular re
quest for review. 

(d) SERVICE OF REQUEST FOR REVIEW.
Whenever binational panel review of a final 
determination made by a competent inves
tigating authority is requested under this 
section, the United States Secretary shall 
serve a copy of the request on all persons 
who would otherwise be entitled under the 
law of the importing country to commence 
proceedings for judicial review of the deter
mination. 
SEC. 405. RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR PANELS 

AND COMMITTEES. 
(a) RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR BINATIONAL 

PANELS.-The administering authority shall 
prescribe rules, negotiated in accordance 
with paragraph 14 of article 1904, governing, 
with respect to binational panel reviews-

(!) requests for such reviews, complaints, 
other pleadings, and other papers; 

(2) the amendment, filing, and service of 
such pleadings and papers; 

(3) the joinder, suspension, and termi
nation of such reviews; and 

(4) other appropriate procedural matters. 
(b) RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR EXTRAOR

DINARY CHALLENGE COMMI'ITEES.-The ad
ministering authority shall prescribe rules, 
negotiated in accordance with paragraph 2 of 
Annex 1904.13, governing the procedures for 
reviews by extraordinary challenge commit
tees. 

(c) RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR SAFEGUARD
ING THE PANEL REVIEW SYSTEM.-The admin
istering authority shall prescribe rules, ne
gotiated in accordance with Annex 1905.6, 
governing the procedures for special commit
tees described in such Annex. 

(d) PUBLICATION OF RULES.-The rules pre
scribed under subsections (a), (b), and (c) 
shall be published in the Federal Register. 
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(e) ADMINISTERING AUTHORITY.-As used in 

this section, the term "administering au
thority" has the meaning given such term in 
section 771(1) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
u.s.c. 1677(1)). 
SEC. 406. SUBSIDY NEGOTIATIONS. 

In the case of any trade agreement which 
may be entered into by the President with a 
NAFTA country, the negotiating objectives 
of the United States with respect to sub
sidies shall include-

(!) achievement of increased discipline on 
domestic subsidies provided by a foreign gov
ernment, including-

(A) the provision of capital, loans, or loan 
guarantees on terms inconsistent with com
mercial considerations; 

(B) the provision of goods or services at 
preferential rates; 

(C) the granting of funds or forgiveness of 
debt to cover operating losses sustained by a 
specific industry; and 

(D) the assumption of any costs or ex
penses of manufacture, production, or dis
tribution; 

(2) achievement of increased discipline on 
export subsidies provided by a foreign gov
ernment, particularly with respect to agri
cultural products; and 

(3) maintenance of effective remedies 
against subsidized imports, including, where 
appropriate, countervailing duties. 
SEC. 407. IDENTIFICATION OF INDUSTRIES FAC· 

lNG SUBSIDIZED IMPORTS. 
(a) PETITIONS.-Any entity, including a 

trade association, firm, certified or recog
nized union, or group of workers, that is rep
resentative of a United States industry and 
has reason to believe-

(!)that--
(A) as a result of implementation of provi

sions of the Agreement, the industry is like
ly to face increased competition from sub
sidized imports, from a NAFTA country, 
with which it directly competes; or 

(B) the industry is likely to face increased 
competition from subsidized imports with 
which it directly competes from any other 
country designated by the President, follow
ing consultations with the Congress, as bene
fiting from a reduction of tariffs or other 
trade barriers under a trade agreement that 
enters into force with respect to the United 
States after January 1, 1994; and 

(2) that the industry is likely to experience 
a deterioration of its competitive position 
before more effective rules and disciplines 
relating to the use of government subsidies 
have been developed with respect to the 
country concerned; 
may file with the Trade Representative ape
tition that such industry be identified under 
this section. 

(b) IDENTIFICATION OF INDUSTRY.-Within 90 
days after receipt of a petition under sub
section (a), the Trade Representative, in con
sultation with the Secretary of Commerce, 
shall decide whether to identify the industry 
on the basis that there is a reasonable likeli
hood that the industry may face both the 
subsidization described in subsection (a)(l) 
and the deterioration described in subsection 
(a)(2). 

(C) ACTION AFTER IDENTIFICATION.-At the 
request of an entity that is representative of 
an industry identified under subsection (b), 
the Trade Representative shall-

(1) compile and make available to the in
dustry information under section 308 of the 
Trade Act of 1974; 

(2) recommend to the President that an in
vestigation by the International Trade Com
mission be requested under section 332 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930; or 

(3) take actions described in both para
graphs (1) and (2). 
The industry may request the Trade Rep
resentative to take appropriate action to up
date (as often as annually) any information 
obtained under paragraph (1) or (2), or both, 
a~ the case may be, until an agreement on 
more effective rules and disciplines relating 
to government subsidies is reached between 
the United States and the NAFTA countries. 

(d) lNITIATION OF ACTION UNDER OTHER 
LAW.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Trade Representative 
and the Secretary of Commerce shall review 
information obtained under subsection (c) 
and consult with the industry identified 
under subsection (b) with a view to deciding 
whether any action is appropriate-

(A) under section 301 of the Trade Act of 
1974, including the initiation of an investiga
tion under section 302(c) of that Act (in the 
case of the Trade Representative); or 

(B) under subtitle A of title VII of the Tar
iff Act of 1930, including the initiation of an 
investigation under section 702(a) of that Act 
(in the case of the Secretary of Commerce). 

(2) CRITERIA FOR INITIATION.-ln determin
ing whether . to initiate any investigation 
under section 301 of the Trade Act of 1974 or 
any other trade law, other than title VII of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, the Trade Representa
tive, after consultation with the Secretary of 
Commerce-

(A) shall seek the advice of the advisory 
committees established under section 135 of 
the Trade Act of 1974; 

(B) shall consult with the Committee on 
Finance of the Senate and the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa
tives; 

(C) shall coordinate with the interagency 
organization established under section 242 of 
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962; and 

(D) may ask the President to request ad
vice from the International Trade Commis
sion. 

(3) TITLE III ACTIONS.-ln the event an in
vestigation is initiated under section 302(c) 
of the Trade Act of 1974 as a result of a re
view under this subsection and the Trade 
Representative, following such investigation 
(including any applicable dispute settlement 
proceedings under the Agreement or any 
other trade agreement), determines to take 
action under section 301(a) of such Act, the 
Trade Representative shall give preference 
to actions that most directly affect the prod
ucts that benefit from governmental sub
sidies and were the subject of the investiga
tion, unless there are no significant imports 
of such products or the Trade Representative 
otherwise determines that application of the 
action to other products would be more ef
fective. 

(e) EFFECT OF DECISIONS.-Any decision, 
whether positive or negative, or any action 
by the Trade Representative or the Sec
retary of Commerce under this section shall 
not in any way-

(1) prejudice the right of any industry to 
file a petition under any trade law; 

(2) prejudice, affect, or substitute for, any 
proceeding, investigation, determination, or 
action by the Secretary of Commerce, the 
International Trade Commission, or the 
Trade Representative pursuant to such ape
tition, or 

(3) prejudice, affect, substitute for, or obvi
ate a.ny proceeding, investigation, or deter
mination under section 301 of the Trade Act 
of 1974, title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930, or 
any other trade law. 

(f) STANDING.-Nothing in this section may 
be construed to alter in any manner the re-

quirements in effect before the date of the 
enactment of this Act for standing under any 
law of the United States or to add any addi
tional requirements for standing under any 
law of the United States. 
SEC. 408. TREATMENT OF AMENDMENTS TO ANTI

DUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING 
DUTY LAW. 

Any amendment enacted after the Agree
ment enters into force with respect to the 
United States that is made to---

(1) section 303 or title VII of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, or any successor statute, or 

(2) any other statute which-
(A) provides for judicial review of final de

terminations under such section, title, or 
successor statute, or 

(B) indicates the standard of review to be 
applied, 
shall apply to goods from a NAFTA country 
only to the extent specified in the amend
ment. 

Subtitle B-Conforming Amendments and 
Provisions 

SEC. 411. JUDICIAL REVIEW IN ANTIDUMPING 
DUTY AND COUNTERVAILING DUTY 
CASES. 

Section 516A of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1516a) is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a)(5) (relating to time lim
its for commencing review) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(5) TIME LIMITS IN CASES INVOLVING MER
CHANDISE FROM FREE TRADE AREA COUN
TRIES.-Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subsection, in the case of a deter
mination to which the provisions of sub
section (g) apply, an action under this sub
section may not be commenced, and the time 
limits for commencing an action under this 
subsection shall not begin to run, until the 
day specified in whichever of the following 
subparagraphs applies: 

"(A) For a determination described in 
paragraph (l)(B) or clause (i), (ii) or (iii) of 
paragraph (2)(B), the 31st day after the date 
on which notice of the determination is pub
lished in the Federal Register. 

"(B) For a determination described in 
clause (vi) of paragraph (2)(B), the 31st day 
after the date on which the government of 
the relevant FTA country receives notice of 
the determination. 

"(C) For a determination with respect to 
which binational panel review has com
menced in accordance with subsection (g)(8), 
the day after the date as of which-

"(i) the binational panel has dismissed bi
national panel review of the determination 
for lack of jurisdiction, and 

"(ii) any interested party seeking review of 
the determination under paragraph (1), (2), 
or (3) of this subsection has provided timely 
notice under subsection (g)(3)(B). 
If such an interested party files a summons 
and complaint under this subsection after 
dismissal by the binational panel, and if a re
quest for an extraordinary challenge com
mittee is made with respect to the decision 
by the binational panel to dismis&-

"(I) judicial review under this subsection 
shall be stayed during consideration by the 
committee of the request, and 

"(II) the United States Court of Inter
national Trade shall dismiss the action if the 
committee vacates or remands the bina
tional panel decision to dismiss. 

"(D) For a determination for which review 
by the United States Court of International 
Trade is provided for-

"(i) under subsection (g)(12)(B), the day 
after the date of publication in the Federal 
Register of notice that article 1904 of the 
NAFTA has been suspended, or 
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"(11) under subsection (g)(12)(D), the day 

after the date that notice of settlement is 
published in the Federal Register.". 

(2) Subsection (b)(3) (relating to the stand
ards of review) is amended-

(A) by inserting "NAFTA OR" after "DECI
SIONS BY" in the heading; and 

(B) by inserting "of the NAFT A or" after 
"article 1904". 

(3) Subsection (f) (relating to definitions) 
is amended-

(A) by amending paragraphs (6) and (7) to 
read as follows: 

"(6) UNITED STATES SECRETARY.-The term 
'United States Secretary' means-

"(A) the secretary for the United States 
Section referred to in article 1908 of the 
NAFTA, and 

"(B) the secretary of the United States 
Section provided for in article 1909 of the 
Agreement. 

"(7) RELEVANT FTA SECRETARY.-The term 
'relevant FTA Secretary' means the Sec
retary-

"(A) referred to in article 1908 of the 
NAFTA, or 

"(B) provided for in paragraph 5 of article 
1909 of the Agreement, 
of the relevant FTA country."; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(8) NAFTA.-The term 'NAFTA' means 
the North American Free Trade Agreement. 

"(9) RELEVANT FTA COUNTRY.-The term 
'relevant FTA country' means the free trade 
area country to which an antidumping or 
countervailing duty proceeding pertains. 

"(10) FREE TRADE AREA COUNTRY.-The 
term 'free trade area country' means the fol
lowing: 

"(A) Canada for such time as the NAFTA is 
in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies the NAFTA to, Canada. 

"(B) Mexico for such time as the NAFTA is 
in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies the NAFTA to, Mexico. 

"(C) Canada for such time a8-'--
"(i) it is not a free trade area country 

under subparagraph (A); and 
"(ii) the Agreement is in force with respect 

to, and the United States applies the Agree
ment to, Canada.". 

(4) Subsection (g) (relating to review of 
countervailing and antidumping duty deter
minations) is amended as follows: 

(A) The subsection heading is amended by 
striking out "Canadian Merchandise" and in
serting "FREE TRADE AREA COUNTRY MER
CHANDISE". 

(B) Paragraph (1) is amended by striking 
out "Canadian merchandise" and inserting 
"free trade area country merchandise". 

(C) Paragraph (2) is amended by inserting 
"of the NAFTA or" after "article 1904". 

(D) Paragraph (3)(A) is amended-
(i) by striking out "nor Canada" and in

serting "nor the relevant FT A country" in 
each of clauses (i) and (ii); 

(ii) by inserting "of the NAFTA or" before 
"of the Agreement" in each of clauses (i) and 
(iii); 

(iii) by striking out "or" at the end of 
clause (iii); 

(iv) by amending clause (iv)-
(I) by striking out "under paragraph 

(2)(A)"; and 
(II) by striking out the period and insert

ing a comma; and 
(v) by adding at the end of subparagraph 

(A) the following: 
"(v) a determination as to which bina

tional panel review has terminated pursuant 
to paragraph 12 of article 1905 of the NAFTA, 
or 

"(vi) a determination as to which extraor
dinary challenge committee review has ter
minated pursuant to paragraph 12 of article 
1905 of the NAFTA.". 

(E) The first and second sentences of para
graph (3)(B) are amended to read as follows: 
"A determination described in subparagraph 
(A)(i) or (iv) is reviewable under subsection 
(a) only if the party seeking to commence re
view has provided timely notice of its intent 
to commence such review to-

"(i) the United States Secretary and the 
relevant FT A Secretary; 

"(ii) all interested parties who were parties 
to the proceeding in connection with which 
the matter arises; and 

"(iii) the administering authority or the 
Commission, as appropriate. 
Such notice is timely provided if the notice 
is delivered no later than the date that is 20 
days after the date described in subpara
graph (A) or (B) of subsection (a)(5) that is 
applicable to such determination, except 
that, if the time for requesting binational 
panel review is suspended under paragraph 
(8)(A)(ii) of this subsection, any unexpired 
time for providing notice of intent to com
mence judicial review shall, during the pend
ency of any such suspension, also be sus
pended.''. 

(F) Paragraph ( 4)(A) is amended
(i) in the first sentence-
(!) by inserting "the North American Free 

Trade Agreement Implementation Act im
plementing the binational dispute settle
ment system under chapter 19 of the NAFTA, 
or" after "or amendment made by,"; 

(II) by inserting a comma before ''vio
lates"; 

(III) by inserting "only" after "may be 
brought"; and 

(IV) by inserting ". which shall have juris-
diction of such action" after "Circuit"; and 

(ii) by striking the last sentence. 
(G) Paragraph (5) is amended-
(i) by inserting "of the NAFTA or" after 

"article 1904" in each of subparagraphs (A), 
(B), and (C)(i); 

(ii) by striking out ". the Canadian Sec
retary," in subparagraph (C)(ii) and inserting 
",the relevant FTA Secretary,"; and 

(iii) by inserting "of the NAFTA or" after 
"chapter 19" in subparagraph (C)(iii). 

(H) Paragraph (6) is amended by inserting 
"of the NAFTA or" after "article 1904". 

(I) Paragraph (7) is amended-
(!) by inserting "OF THE NAFTA OR THE 

AGREEMENT" before the period in the para
graph heading; 

(ii) by striking out "IN GENERAL.-" in the 
heading to subparagraph (A) and inserting 
"ACTION UPON REMAND.-"; and 

(iii) by inserting "the NAFTA or" before 
"the Agreement" in subparagraph (A). 

(J) Paragraph (8)(A) is amended-
(i) by inserting "(1) GENERAL RULE.-" be

fore "An interested party"; 
(ii) by inserting "of the NAFTA or" after 

"article 1904(4)"; 
(iii) by indenting the text so as to align it 

with new clause (ii) (as added by clause (iv) 
of this subparagraph); and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(11) SUSPENSION OF TIME TO REQUEST BINA
TIONAL PANEL REVIEW UNDER THE NAFTA.
Notwithstanding clause (i), the time for re
questing binational panel review shall be 
suspended during the pendency of any stay of 
binational panel review that is issued pursu
ant to paragraph ll(a) of article 1905 of the 
NAFTA.". 

(K) Paragraph (8)(B)(ii) is amended by 
striking out "Canadian Secretary," and in
serting "relevant FT A Secretary,". 

(L) Paragraph (8)(C) is amended by striking 
out "under article 1904 of the Agreement of 
a determination" and inserting "of a deter
mination under article 1904 of the NAFT A or 
the Agreement". 

(M) Paragraph (9) is amended by inserting 
"of the NAFT A or" after "chapter 19". 

(N) Paragraph (10) is amended by striking 
out "Government of Canada" and all that 
follows thereafter and inserting "Govern
ment of the relevant FTA country received 
notice of the determination under paragraph 
4 of article 1904 of the NAFT A or the Agree
ment.". 

(0) The following new paragraphs are 
added at the end: 

"(11) SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION OF SUS
PENSION OF ARTICLE 1904 OF THE NAFTA.-

"(A) SUSPENSION OF ARTICLE 1904.-If a spe
cial committee established under article 1905 
of the NAFTA issues an affirmative finding, 
the Trade Representative may, in accordance 
with paragraph 8(a) or 9, as appropriate, of 
article 1905 of the NAFTA, suspend the oper
ation of article 1904 of the NAFTA. 

"(B) TERMINATION OF SUSPENSION OF ARTI
CLE 1904.-If a special committee is recon
vened and makes an affirmative determina
tion described in paragraph 10(b) of article 
1905 of the NAFTA, any suspension of the op
eration of article 1904 of the NAFTA shall 
terminate. 

"(12) JUDICIAL REVIEW UPON TERMINATION OF 
BINATIONAL PANEL OR COMMITTEE REVIEW 
UNDER THE NAFTA.-

"(A) NOTICE OF SUSPENSION OR TERMINATION 
OF SUSPENSION OF ARTICLE 1904.-

"(i) Upon notification by the Trade Rep
resentative or the Government of a country 
described in subsection (f)(10)(A) or (B) that · 
the operation of article 1904 of the NAFTA 
has been suspended in accordance with para
graph S(a) or 9 of article 1905 of the NAFTA, 
the United States Secretary shall publish in 
the Federal Register a notice of suspension 
of article 1904 of the NAFT A. 

"(ii) Upon notification by the Trade Rep
resentative or the Government of a country 
described in subsection (f)(10)(A) or (B) that 
the suspension of the operation of article 
1904 of the NAFTA is terminated in accord
ance with paragraph 10 of article 1905 of the 
NAFTA, the United States Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register a notice of 
termination of suspension of article 1904 of 
theNAFTA. ' 

"(B) TRANSFER OF FINAL DETERMINATIONS 
FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW UPON SUSPENSION OF AR
TICLE 1904.-If the operation of article 1904 of 
the NAFTA is suspended in accordance with 
paragraph S(a) or 9 of article 1905 of the 
NAFTA-

"(i) upon the request of an authorized per
son described in subparagraph (C), any final 
determination that is the subject of a bina
tional panel review or an extraordinary chal
lenge committee review shall be transferred 
to the United States Court of International 
Trade (in accordance with rules issued by the 
Court) for review under subsection (a); or 

"(ii) in a case in which-
"(!) a binational panel review was com

pleted fewer than 30 days before the suspen
sion, and 

"(II) extraordinary challenge committee 
review has not been requested, 
upon the request of an authorized person de
scribed in subparagraph (C) which is made 
within 60 days after the completion of the bi
national panel review, the final determina
tion that was the subject of the binational 
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panel review shall be transferred to the Unit
ed States Court of International Trade (in 
accordance with rules issued by the Court) 
for review under subsection (a). 

"(C) PERSONS AUTHORIZED TO REQUEST 
TRANSFER OF FINAL DETERMINATIONS FOR JU
DICIAL REVIEW.-A request that a final deter
mination be transferred to the Court of 
International Trade under subparagraph (B) 
may be made by-

"(i) if the United States made an allega
tion under paragraph 1 of article 1905 of the 
NAFTA and the operation of article 1904 of 
the NAFTA was suspended pursuant to para
graph 8(a) of article 1905 of the NAFT A-

"(I) the government of the relevant coun
try described in subsection (O(lO)(A) or (B), 

"(II) an interested party that was a party 
to the panel or committee review, or 

"(ill) an interested party that was a party 
to the proceeding in connection with which 
panel review was requested, but only if the 
time period for filing notices of appearance 
in the panel review has not expired, or 

"(ii) if a country described in subsection 
(f)(lO)(A) or (B) made an allegation under 
paragraph 1 of article 1905 of the NAFT A and 
the operation of article 1904 of the NAFTA 
was suspended pursuant to paragraph 9 of ar
ticle 1905 of the NAFTA-

"(I) the government of that country, 
"(II) an interested party that is a person of 

that country and that was a party to the 
panel or committee review, or 

"(III) an interested party that is a person 
of that country and that was a party to the 
proceeding in connection with which panel 
review was requested, but only if the time 
period for filing notices of appearance in the 
panel review has not expired. 

"(D)(i) TRANSFER FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW 
UPON SETTLEMENT.-If the Trade Representa
tive achieves a settlement with the govern
ment of a country described in subsection 
(f)(lO)(A) or (B) pursuant to paragraph 7 of 
article 1905 of the NAFTA, and referral for 
judicial review ~s among the terms of such 
settlement, any final determination that is 
the subject of a binational panel review or an 
extraordinary challenge committee review 
shall, upon a request described in clause (ii), 
be transferred to the United States Court of 
International Trade (in accordance with 
rules issued by the Court) for review under 
subsection (a). 

"(ii) A request referred to in clause (i) is a 
request made by-

"(I) the country referred to in clause (i), 
"(II) an interested party that was a party 

to the panel or committee review, or 
"(ill) an interested party that was a party 

to the proceeding in connection with which 
panel review was requested, but only if the 
time for filing notices of appearance in the 
panel review has not expired.". 

SEC. 412. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO OTHER 
PROVISIONS OF THE TARIFF ACT OF 
1930. 

(a) REGULATIONS FOR APPRAISEMENT AND 
CLASSIFICATION; FINALITY AND DECISION.
Sections 502(b) and 514(b) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1502(b) and 1514(b)) are each 
amended by inserting "the North American 
Free Trade Agreement or" before "the Unit
ed States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement". 

(b) DEFINITION.-Section 771 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U .S.C. 1677) is amended-

(!) by redesignating as paragraph (21) (and 
placing in numerical sequence) the second 
paragraph that is designated as paragraph 
(18) (relating to the definition of the United 
States-Canada Agreement) in such section; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (21) (as re
designated by paragraph (1) of this sub
section) the following new paragraph: 

"(22) NAFTA.-The term 'NAFTA' means 
the North American Free Trade Agree
ment.". 

(c) DISCLOSURE OF PROPRIETARY INFORMA
TION IN TITLE VII PROCEEDINGS.-Section 
777(f) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1677f(O) is amended-

(!) by inserting "THE NORTH AMERICAN 
FREE TRADE AGREEMENT OR" before "THE 
UNITED STATES-CANADA AGREEMENT" in the 
heading; 

(2) by inserting "the NAFTA or" before 
"the United States-Canada Agreement" each 
place it appears in paragraph (l)(A); 

(3) in the second sentence of paragraph 
(l)(A~ 

(A) by inserting "or extraordinary chal
lenge committee" after "binational panel"; 
and 

(B) by inserting "or committee" after "the 
panel"; 

(4) in paragraph (l)(B)-
(A) by inserting "the NAFTA or" before 

"the Agreement" in clauses (iii) and (iv); and 
(B) by striking out "Government of Canada 

designated by an authorized agency of Can
ada" in clause (iv) and inserting "Govern
ment of a free trade area country (as defined 
in section 516A(f)(10)) designated by an au
thorized agency of such country"; 

(5) in paragraph (2) by inserting ", includ
ing any extraordinary challenge," after "bi
national panel proceeding"; 

(6) in paragraph (3)-
(A) by inserting "or extraordinary chal

lenge committee" after "binational panel", 
and 

(B) by inserting "the NAFTA or" before 
"the United States-Canada Agreement"; 

(7) by striking out "agency of Canada" in 
each of paragraphs (3) and (4) and inserting 
"agency of a free trade area country (as de
fined in section 516A(f)(10))"; and 

(8) in the first sentence of paragraph (4) by 
inserting ", except a judge appointed to a bi
national panel or an extraordinary challenge 
committee under section 402(b) of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement Implemen
tation Act," after "Any person". 
SEC. 413. CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENT TO 

FREE-TRADE AGREEMENT ACT OF 
1988. 

Section 410(a) of the United States-Canada 
Free-Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
of 1988 (19 U.S.C. 2112 note) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen
tence: "In calculating the 7-year period re
ferred to in paragraph (1), any time during 
which Canada is a NAFTA country (as de
fined in section 2(4) of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act) 
shall be disregarded.". 
SEC. 414. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 

28, UNITED STATES CODE. 
(a) COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.-chap

ter 95 of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended-

(!) in section 1581(i) by inserting "the 
North American Free Trade Agreement or" 
before "the United States-Canada Free
Trade Agreement"; 

(2) in section 1584--
(A) by amending the section heading to 

read as follows: 
"§ 1584. Civil actions under the North Amer

ican Free Trade Agreement or the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement"; and 
(B) by striking out "777(d)" and inserting 

"777(f)"; and 
(3) in the table of contents for such chapter 

by amending the entry for section 1584 to 
read as follows: 

"1584. Civil actions under the North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement or 
the United States-Canada Free
Trade Agreement.". 

(b) PARTICULAR PROCEEDINGS.-Sections 
2201(a) and 2643(c)(5) of title 28, United States 
Code, are each amended by striking out "Ca
nadian merchandise," and inserting "mer
chandise of a free trade area country (as de
fined in section 516A(f)(10) of the Tariff Act 
of 1930),". 
SEC. 415. EFFECT OF TERMINATION OF NAFTA 

COUNTRY STATUS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subsection (b), on the date on which a coun
try ceases to be a NAFTA country, the provi
sions of this title (other than this section) 
and the amendments made by this title shall 
cease to have effect with respect to that 
country. 

(b) TRANSITION PROVISIONS.-
(!) PROCEEDINGS REGARDING PROTECTIVE OR

DERS AND UNDERTAKINGS.-lf on the date on 
which a country ceases to be a NAFTA coun
try an investigation or enforcement proceed
ing concerning the violation of a protective 
order issued under section 777(f) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (as amended by this subtitle) or 
an undertaking of the Government of that 
country is pending, the investigation or pro
ceeding shall continue, and sanctions may 
continue to be imposed, in accordance with 
the provisions of such section 777(f). 

(2) BINATIONAL PANEL AND EXTRAORDINARY 
CHALLENGE COMMITTEE REVIEWS.-If on the 
date on which a country ceases to be a 
NAFT A country-

(A) a binational panel review under article 
1904 of the Agreement is pending, or has been 
requested; or 

(B) an extraordinary challenge committee 
review under article 1904 of the Agreement is 
pending, or has been requested; 
with respect to a determination which in
volves a class or kind of merchandise and to 
which section 516A(g)(2) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 applies, such determination shall be 
reviewable under section 516A(a) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930. In the case of a determination to 
which the provisions of this paragraph apply, 
the time limits for commencing an action 
under 516A(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 shall 
not begin to run until the date on which the 
Agreement ceases to be in force with respect 
to that country. 
SEC. 418. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The provisions of this title and the amend
ments made by this title take effect on the 
date the Agreement enters into force with 
respect to the United States, but shall not 
apply-

(!) to any final determination described in 
paragraph (l)(B), or (2)(B)(i), (ii), or (iii), of 
section 516A(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 no
tice of which is published in the Federal Reg- . 
ister before such date, or to a determination 
described in paragraph (2)(B)(vi) of section 
516A(a) of such Act notice of which is re
ceived by the Government of Canada or Mex
ico before such date; or 

(2) to any binational panel review under 
the United States-Canada Free-Trade Agree
ment, or any extraordinary challenge arising 
out of any such review, that was commenced 
before such date. 
TITLE V-NAFrA TRANSmONAL ADJUST

MENT ASSISTANCE AND OTHER PROVI
SIONS 

Subtitle A-NAFTA Transitional AdJu.Rment 
Assistance Program 

SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the "NAFTA 

Worker Security Act". · 
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SEC. 502. ESTABLISHMENT OF NAFI'A TRANSI

TIONAL ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM. 

Chapter 2 of title II of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2271 et seq.) is amended by adding 
a t the end the following new subchapter: 

"Subchapter D-NAFI'A Transitional 
Adjustment Assistance Program 

"SEC. 250. ESTABLISHMENT OF TRANSITIONAL 
PROGRAM. 

"(a) GROUP ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.
"(!) CRITERIA.-A group of workers (includ

ing workers in any agricultural firm or sub
division of an agricultural firm) shall be cer
tified as eligible to apply for adjustment as
sistance under this subchapter pursuant to a 
petition filed under subsection (b) if the Sec
retary determines that a significant number 
or proportion of the workers in such work
ers' firm or an appropriate subdivision of the 
firm have become totally or partially sepa
rated, or are threatened to become totally or 
partially separated, and either-

"(A) that- · 
"(i) the sales or production, or both, of 

such firm or subdivision have decreased ab
solutely, 

"(ii) imports from Mexico or Canada of ar
ticles like or directly competitive with arti
cles produced by such firm or subdivision 
have increased, and 

"(iii) the increase in imports under clause 
(ii) contributed importantly to such workers' 
separation or threat of separation and to the 
decline in the sales or production of such 
firm or subdivision; or 

"(B) that there has been a shift in produc
tion by such workers' firm or subdivision to 
Mexico or Canada of articles like or directly 
competitive with articles which are produced 
by the firm or subdivision. 

"(2) DEFINITION OF CONTRIBUTED IMPOR
TANTLY.-The term 'contributed impor
tantly', as used in paragraph (l)(A)(iii), 
means a cause which is important but not 
necessarily more important than any other 
cause. 

"(3) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall 
issue regulations relating to the application 
of the criteria described in paragraph (1) in 
making preliminary findings under sub
section (b) and determinations under sub
section (c). 

"(b) PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND BASIC As
SISTANCE.-

"(1) FILING OF PETITIONS.-A petition for 
certification of eligibility to apply for ad
justment assistance under this subchapter 
may be filed by a group of workers (including 
workers in any agricultural firm or subdivi
sion of an agricultural firm) or by their cer
tified or recognized union or other duly au
thorized representative with the Governor of 
the State in which such workers' firm or 
subdivision thereof is located. 

"(2) FINDINGS AND ASSISTANCE.-Upon re
ceipt of a petition under paragraph (1), the 
Governor shall-

"(A) notify the Secretary that the Gov
ernor has received the petition; 

"(B) within 10 days after receiving the pe
tition-

" (i) make a preliminary finding as to 
whether the petition meets the criteria de
scribed in subsection (a)(l) (and for purposes 
of this clause the criteria described under 
subparagraph (A)(iii) of such subsection shall 
be disregarded), and 

"(ii) transmit the petition, together with a 
statement of the finding under clause (i) and 
reasons therefor, to the Secretary for action 
under subsection (c); and .. 

"(C) if the preliminary finding under sub
paragraph (B)(i) is affirmative, ensure that 

rapid response and basic readjustment serv
ices authorized under other Federal law are 
made available to the workers. 

"(c) REVIEW OF PETITIONS BY SECRETARY; 
CERTIFICATIONS.-

" (!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary, within 30 
days after receiving a petition under sub
section (b), shall determine whether the peti
tion meets the criteria described in sub
section (a)(l). Upon a determination that the 
petition meets such criteria, the Secretary 
shall issue to workers covered by the peti
tion a certification of eligibility to apply for 
assistance described in subsection (d). 

"(2) DENIAL OF CERTIFICATION.-Upon denial 
of certification with respect to a petition 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall re
view the petition in accordance with the re
quirements of subchapter A to determine if 
the workers may be certified under such sub
chapter. 

"(d) COMPREHENSIVE ASSISTANCE.- Workers 
covered by certification issued by the Sec
retary under subsection (c) shall be provided, 
in the same manner and to the same extent 
as workers covered under a certification 
under subchapter A, the following: 

"(1) Employment services described in sec
tion 235. 

"(2) Training described in section 236, ex
cept that notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 236(a)(2)(A), the total amount of pay
ments for training under this subchapter for 
any fiscal year shall not exceed $30,000,000. 

"(3) Trade readjustment allowances de
scribed in sections 231 through 234, except 
that-

"(A) the provisions of sections 231(a)(5)(C) 
and 231(c), authorizing the payment of trade 
readjustment allowances upon a finding that 
it is not feasible or appropriate to approve a 
training program for a worker, shall not be 
applicable to payment of such allowances 
under this subchapter; and 

"(B) notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 233(b), in order for a worker to qualify 
for trade readjustment allowances under this 
subchapter, the worker shall be enrolled in a 
training program approved by the Secretary 
under section 236(a) by the later of-

"(i) the last day of the 16th week of such 
worker's initial unemployment compensa
tion benefit period, or 

"(ii) the last day of the 6th week after the 
week in which the Secretary issues a certifi
cation covering such worker. 
In cases of extenuating circumstances relat
ing to enrollment in a training program, the 
Secretary may extend the time for enroll
ment for a period not to exceed 30 days . 

"(4) Job search allowances described in 
section 237. 

"(5) Relocation allowances described in 
section 238. 

"(e) ADMINISTRATION.-The provisions of 
subchapter C shall apply to the administra
tion of the program under this subchapter in 
the same manner and to the same extent as 
such provisions apply to the administration 
of the program under subchapters A and B, 
except that the agreement between the Sec
retary and the States described in section 239 
shall specify the procedures that will be used 
to carry out the certification process under 
subsection (c) and the procedures for provid
i:ng relevant data by the Secretary to assist 
the States in making preliminary findings 
under subsection (b).". 
SEC. 503. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) REFERENCES.-Sections 22l(a), 222(a), 
and 223(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2271(a), 2272(a), and 2273(a)) are each amended 
by striking out "assistance under this chap
ter" and inserting "assistance under this 
subchapter". 

(b) BENEFIT INFORMATION.-Section 225(b) 
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2275(b)) is 
amended by inserting " or subchapter D" 
after " subchapter A" each place it appears. 

(c) NONDUPLICATION OF ASSISTANCE.-Sub
chapter C of chapter 2 of title II of the Trade 
Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
"SEC. 249A. NONDUPLICATION OF ASSISTANCE. 

" No worker may receive assistance relat
ing to a separation pursuant to certifications 
under both subchapters A and D of this chap
ter." . 

(d) JUDICIAL REVIEW.-Section 284(a) of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2395(a)) is amend
ed by inserting " or section 250(c)" after " sec
tion 223". 

(e) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents for chapter 2 of title II of the Trade 
Act of 1974 is amended-

(!) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 249 the following new item: 
" Sec. 249A. Nonduplication of assistance."; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new items: 

" SUBCHAPTER ~NAFTA TRANSITIONAL 
ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

"Sec. 250. Establishment of transitional pro
gram.". 

SEC. 504. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
Section 245 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 

U.S.C. 2317) is amended-
(!) by striking "There" and inserting " (a) 

IN GENERAL.-There", 
(2) by inserting " , other than subchapter 

D" after "chapter". and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

subsection: 
" (b) SUBCHAPTER D.-There are authorized 

to be appropriated to the Department of 
Labor, for each of fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 
1997, and 1998, such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of subchapter D of 
this chapter.". 
SEC. 505. TERMINATION OF TRANSITION PRO

GRAM. 
Subsection (c) of section 285 of the Trade 

Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2271 preceding note) is 
amended-

(!) by striking "No" and inserting "(1) Ex
cept as provided in paragraph (2), no"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), no assistance, vouchers, allowances, or 
other payments may be provided under sub
chapter D of chapter 2 after the day that is 
the earlier of-

"(i) September 30, 1998, or 
"(ii) the date on which legislation, estab

lishing a program providing dislocated work
ers with comprehensive assistance substan
tially similar to the assistance provided by 
such subchapter D. becomes effective. 

"(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), if, 
on or before the day described in subpara
graph (A), a worker-

"(i) is certified as eligible to apply for as
sistance, under subchapter D of chapter 2; 
and 

" (ii) is otherwise eligible to receive assist
ance in accordance with section 250, 
such worker shall continue to be eligible to 
receive such assistance for any week for 
which the worker meets the eligibility re
quirements of such section.". 
SEC. 506. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made by 
sections 501, 502, 503, 504, and 505 shall take 
effect on the date the Agreement enters into 
force with respect to the United States. 

(b) COVERED WORKERS.-
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(1) GENERAL RULE.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), no worker shall be certified as 
eligible to receive assistance under sub
chapter D of chapter 2 of title II of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (as added by this subtitle) whose 
last total or partial separation from a firm 
(or appropriate subdivision of a firm) oc
curred before such date of entry into force. 

(2) REACHBACK.-Notwithstanding para
graph (1), any worker-

(A) whose last total or partial separation 
from a firm (or appropriate subdivision of a 
firm) occurs-

(i) after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and 

(ii) before such date of entry into force, 
and 

(B) who would otherwise be eligible to re
ceive assistance under subchapter D of chap
ter 2 of title II of the Trade Act of 1974, 

shall be eligible to receive such assistance in 
the same manner as if such separation oc
curred on or after such date of entry into 
force. 
SEC. 507. TREATMENT OF SELF-EMPLOYMENT AS

SISTANCE PROGRAMS. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-Section 3306 of the In

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(t) SELF-EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE PRO
GRAM.-For the purposes of this chapter, the 
term 'self-employment assistance program' 
means a program under which-

"(1) individuals who meet the requirements 
described in paragraph (3) are eligible to re
ceive an allowance in lieu of regular unem
ployment compensation under the State law 
for the purpose of assisting such individuals 
in establishing a business and becoming self
employed; 

"(2) the allowance payable to individuals 
pursuant to paragraph (1) is payable in the 
same amount, at the same interval, on the 
same terms, and subject to the same condi
tions, as regular unemployment compensa
tion under the State law, except that-

"(A) State requirements relating to avail
ability for work, active search for work, and 
refusal to accept work are not applicable to 
such individuals; 

"(B) State requirements relating to dis
qualifying income are not applicable to in
come earned from self-employment by such 
individuals; and 

"(C) such individuals are considered to be 
unemployed for the purposes of Federal and 
State laws applicable to unemployment com
pensation, 
as long as such individuals meet the require
ments applicable under this subsection; 

"(3) individuals may receive the allowance 
described in paragraph (1) if such individ
uals-

"(A) are eligible to receive regular unem
ployment compensation under the State law, 
or would be eligible to receive such com
pensation except for the requirements de
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B) of para
graph (2); 

"(B) are identified pursuant to a State 
worker profiling system as individuals likely 
to exhaust regular unemployment compensa
tion; and 

"(C) are participating in self-employment 
assistance activities which-

"(i) include entrepreneurial training, busi
ness counseling, and technical assistance; 
and 

"(ii) are approved by the State agency; and 
"(D) are actively engaged on a full-time 

basis in activities (which may include train
ing) relating to the establishment of a busi
ness and becoming self-employed; 

"(4) the aggregate number of individuals 
receiving the allowance under the program 
does not at any time exceed 5 percent of the 
number of individuals receiving regular un
employment compensation under the State 
law at such time; 

"(5) the program does not result in any 
cost to the Unemployment Trust Fund (es
tablished by section 904(a) of the Social Se
curity Act) in excess of the cost that would 
be incurred by such State and charged to 
such Fund if the State had not participated 
in such program; and 

"(6) the program meets such other require
ments as the Secretary of Labor determines 
to be appropriate.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 3304(a)( 4) of such Code is amend

ed-
(A) in subparagraph (D), by striking "; 

and" and inserting a semicolon; 
(B) in subparagraph (E), by striking the 

semicolon and inserting"; and"; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
"(F) amounts may be withdrawn for the 

payment of allowances under a self-employ
ment assistance program (as defined in sec
tion 3306(t));". 

(2) Section 3306(0 of such Code is amend
ed-

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking "; and" 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 
and inserting "; and"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(5) amounts may be withdrawn for the 
payment of allowances under a self-employ
ment assistance program (as defined in sub
section (t)).". 

(3) Section 303(a)(5) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 503(a)(5)) is amended by strik
ing "; and" and inserting ": Provided further, 
That amounts may be withdrawn for the 
payment of allowances under a self-employ
ment assistance program (as defined in sec
tion 3306(t) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986); and". 

(c) STATE REPORTS.-Any State operating a 
self-employment program authorized by the 
Secretary of Labor under this section shall 
report annually to the Secretary on the 
number of individuals who participate in the 
self-employment assistance program, the 
number of individuals who are able to de
velop and sustain businesses, the operating 
costs of the program, compliance with pro
gram requirements, and any other relevant 
aspects of program operations requested by 
the Secretary. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 4 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Labor shall submit a 
report to the Congress with respect to the 
operation of the program authorized under 
this section. Such report shall be based on 
the reports received from the States pursu
ant to subsection (c) and include such other 
information as the Secretary of Labor deter
mines is appropriate. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE; SUNSET.-
(!) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The provisions of this 

section and the amendments made by this 
section shall take effect on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) SUNSET.-The authority provided by 
this section, and the amendments made by 
this section, shall terminate 5 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle B-Provisions Relating to 
Performance Under the Agreement 

SEC. 511. DISCRIMINATORY TAXES. 
It is the sense of the Congress that when a 

State, province, or other governmental en-

tity of a NAFTA country discriminatorily 
enforces sales or other taxes so as to afford 
protection to domestic production or domes
tic service providers, such enforcement is in 
violation of the terms of the Agreement. 
When such discriminatory enforcement ad
versely affects United States producers of 
goods or United States service providers, the 
Trade Representative should pursue all ap
propriate remedies to obtain removal of such 
discriminatory enforcement, including invo
cation of the provisions of the Agreement. 
SEC. 512. REVIEW OF THE OPERATION AND EF· 

FECTS OF THE AGREEMENT. 
(a) STUDY.-By not later than July 1, 1997, 

the President shall provide to the Congress a 
comprehensive study on the operation and 
effects of the Agreement. The study shall in
clude an assessment of the following factors: 

(1) The net effect of the Agreement on the 
economy of the United States, including 
with· respect to the United States gross na
tional product, employment, balance of 
trade, and current account balance. 

(2) The industries (including agricultural 
industries) in the United States that have 
significantly increased exports to Mexico or 
Canada as a result of the Agreement, or in 
which imports into the United States from 
Mexico or Canada have increased signifi
cantly as a result of the Agreement, and the 
extent of any change in the wages, employ
ment, or productivity in each such industry 
as a result of the Agreement. 

(3) The extent to which investment in new 
or existing production or other operations in 
the United States has been redirected to 
Mexico as a result of the Agreement, and the 
effect on United States employment of such 
redirection. 

(4) The extent of any increase in invest
ment, including foreign direct investment 
and increased investment by United States 
investors, in new or existing production or 
other operations in the United States as a 
result of the Agreement, and the effect on 
United States employment of such invest
ment. 

(5) The extent to which the Agreement has 
con tri bu ted to-

(A) improvement in real wages and work
ing conditions in Mexico, 

(B) effective enforcement of labor and envi
ronmental laws in Mexico, and 

(C) the reduction or abatement of pollution 
in the region of the United States-Mexico 
border. 

(b) SCOPE.-In assessing the factors listed 
in subsection (a), to the extent possible, the 
study shall distinguish between the con
sequences of the Agreement and events that 
likely would have occurred without the 
Agreement. In addition, the study shall 
evaluate the effects of the Agreement rel
ative to aggregate economic changes and, to 
the extent possible, relative to the effects of 
other factors, including-

(!) international competition, 
(2) reductions in defense spending, 
(3) the shift from traditional manufactur

ing to knowledge and information based eco
nomic activity, and 

(4) the Federal debt burden. 
(C) RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PRESIDENT.

The study shall include any appropriate rec
ommendations by the President with respect 
to the operation and effects of the Agree
ment, including recommendations with re
spect to the specific factors listed in sub
section (a). 

(d) RECOMMENDATIONS OF CERTAIN COMMIT
TEES.-The President shall provide the study 
to the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
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on Finance of the Senate and any other com
mittee that has jurisdiction over any provi
sion of United States law that was either en
acted or amended by the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act. 
Each such committee may hold hearings and 
make recommendations to the Presid~nt 
with respect to the operation and effects of 
the Agreement. 
SEC. 613. ACTIONS AFFECTING UNITED STATES 

CULTURAL INDUSTRIES. 
Section 182 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 

U.S.C. 2242) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(f) SPECIAL RULE FOR ACTIONS AFFECTING 
UNITED STATES CULTURAL INDUSTRIES.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-By no later than the 
date that is 30 days after the date on which 
the annual report is submitted to Congres
sional committees under section 181(b), the 
Trade Representative shall identify any act, 
policy, or practice of Canada which-

"(A) affects cultural industries, 
"(B) is adopted or expanded after December 

. 17, 1992, and 
"(C) is actionable under article 2106 of the 

North American Free Trade Agreement. 
"(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR IDENTlFICATlONS.

For purposes of section 302(b)(2)(A), an act, 
policy, or practice identified under this sub
section shall be treated as an act, policy, or 
practice that is the basis for identification of 
a country under subsection (a)(2), unless the 
United States has already taken action pur
suant to article 2106 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement in response to such 
act, policy, or practice. In deciding whether 
to identify an act, policy, or practice under 
paragraph (1}, the Trade Representative 
shall-

"(A) consult with and take into account 
the views of representatives of the relevant 
domestic industries, appropriate committees 
established pursuant to section 135, and ap
propriate officers of the Federal Govern
ment, and 

"(B) take into account the information 
from such sources as may be available to the 
Trade Representative and such information 
as may be submitted to the Trade Represent
ative by interested persons, including infor
mation contained in reports submitted under 
section 181(b). 

"(3) CULTURAL INDUSTRIES.-For purposes 
of this subsection, the term 'cultural indus
tries' means persons engaged in any of the 
following activities: 

"(A) The publication, distribution, or sale 
of books, magazines, periodicals, or news
papers in print or machine readable form but 
not including the sole activity of printing or 
typesetting any of the foregoing. 

"(B) The production, distribution, sale, or 
exhibition of film or video recordings. 

"(C) The production, distribution, sale, or 
exhibition of audio or video music record
ings. 

"(D) The publication, distribution, or sale 
of music in print or machine readable form. 

"(E) Radio communications in which the 
transmissions are intended for direct recep
tion by the general public, and all radio, tel
evision, and cable broadcasting undertakings 
and all satellite programming and broadcast 
network services.". 
SEC. 614. REPORT ON IMPACT OF NAFTA ON 

MOTOR VEHICLE EXPORTS TO MEX
ICO. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol
lowing findings: 

(1) Trade in motor vehicles and motor vehi
cle parts is one of the most restricted areas 
of trade between the United States and Mex
ico. 

(2) The elimination of Mexico's restrictive 
barriers to trade in motor vehicles and 
motor vehicle parts over a 10-year period 
under the Agreement should increase sub
stantially United States exports of such 
products to Mexico. 

(3) The Department of Commerce esti
mates that the Agreement provides the op
portunity to increase United States exports 
of motor vehicles and motor vehicle parts by 
$1,000,000,000 during the first year of the 
Agreement's implementation with the poten
tial for additional increases over the 10-year 
transition period. 

(4) The United States automotive industry 
has estimated that United States exports of 
motor vehicles to Mexico should increase to 
more than 60,000 units during the first year 
of the Agreement's implementation, which is 
substantially above the current level of 4,000 
units. 

(b) TRADE REPRESENTATIVE REPORT.-No 
later than July 1, 1995, and annually there
after through 1999, the Trade Representative 
shall submit a report to the Committee on 
Finance of the Senate and the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa
tives on how effective the provisions of the 
Agreement are with respect to increasing 
United States exports of motor vehicles and 
motor vehicle parts to Mexico. Each report 
shall identify and determine the following: 

(1) The patterns of trade in motor vehicles 
and motor vehicle parts between the United 
States and Mexico during the preceding 12-
month period. 

(2) The level of tariff and non tariff barriers 
that were in force during the preceding 12-
month period. 

(3) The amount by which United States ex
ports of motor vehicles and motor vehicle 
parts to Mexico have increased from the pre
ceding 12-month period as a result of the 
elimination of Mexican tariff and nontariff 
barriers under the Agreement. 

(4) Whether any such increase in United 
States exports meets the levels of new export 
opportunities anticipated under the Agree-
ment. · 

(5) If the anticipated levels of new United 
States export opportunities are not reached, 
what actions the Trade Representative is 
prepared to take to realize the benefits an
ticipated under the Agreement, including 
possible initiation of additional negotiations 
with Mexico for the purpose of seeking modi
fications of the Agreement. 
SEC. 516. CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF WESTERN 

HEMISPHERIC TRADE. 
(a) AMENDMENT TO THE CBI.-The Carib

bean Basin Economic Recovery Act (19 
U.S.C. 2701 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 218 the following new section: 
"SEC. 219. CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF WESTERN 

HEMISPHERIC TRADE. 
"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Commissioner 

of Customs, after consultation with appro
priate officials in the State of Texas, is au
thorized and directed to make grants to an 
institution (or a consortium of such institu
tions) to assist such institution in planning, 
establishing, and operating a Center for the 
Study of Western Hemispheric Trade (here
after in this section referred to as the 'Cen
ter'). The Commissioner of Customs shall 
make the first grant not later than Decem
ber 1, 1994, and the Center shall be estab
lished not later than February 1, 1995. 

"(b) SCOPE OF THE CENTER.-The Center 
shall be a year-round program operated by 
an institution located in the State of Texas 
(or a consortiu,m of such institutions), the 
purpose of which is to promote and study 
trade between and among Western Hemi-

sphere countries. The Center shall conduct 
activities designed to examine--

"(1) the impact of the NAFTA on the 
economies in, and trade within, the Western 
Hemisphere, 

"(2) the negotiation of any future free 
trade agreements, including possible acces
sions to the NAFTA; and 

"(3) adjusting tariffs, reducing nontariff 
barriers, improving relations among customs 
officials, and promoting economic relations 
among countries in the Western Hemisphere. 

"(c) CONSULTATION; SELECTION CRITERIA.
The Commissioner of Customs shall consult 
with appropriate officials of the State of 
Texas and private sector authorities with re
spect to selecting, planning, and establishing 
the Center. In selecting the appropriate in
stitution, the Commissioner of Customs 
shall give consideration to-

"(1) the institution's ability to carry out 
the programs and activities described in this 
section; and 

"(2) any resources the institution can pro
vide the Center in addition to Federal funds 
provided under this program. 

"(d) PROGRAMS AND ACTlVITIES.-The Cen
ter shall conduct the following activities: 

"(1) Provide forums for international dis
cussion and debate for representatives from 
countries in the Western Hemisphere regard
ing issues which affect trade and other eco
nomic relations within the hemisphere, in
cluding the impact of the NAFTA on individ
ual economies and the desirability and fea
sibility of possible accessions to the NAFTA 
by such countries. 

"(2) Conduct studies and research projects 
on subjects which affect Western Hemisphere 
trade, including tariffs, customs, regional 
and national economics, business develop
ment and finance, production and personnel 
management, manufacturing, agriculture, 
engineering, transportation, · immigration, 
telecommunications, medicine, science, 
urban studies, border demographics, social 
anthropology, and population. 

"(3) Publish materials, disseminate infor
mation, and conduct seminars and con
ferences to support and educate representa
tives from countries in the Western Hemi
sphere who seek to do business with or invest 
in other Western Hemisphere countries. 

"(4) Provide grants, fellowships, endowed 
chairs, and financial assistance to outstand
ing scholars and authorities from Western 
Hemisphere countries. 

"(5) Provide grants, fellowships, and other 
financial assistance to qualified graduate 
students, from Western Hemisphere coun
tries, to study at the Center. 

"(6) Implement academic exchange pro
grams and other cooperative research and in
structional agreements with the complemen
tary North/South Center at the University of 
Miami at Coral Gables. 

"(e) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) NAFTA.-The term 'NAFTA' means the 
North American Free Trade Agreement. 

"(2) WESTERN HEMISPHERE COUNTRIES.-The 
terms 'Western Hemisphere countries'. 
'countries in the Western Hemisphere', and 
'Western Hemisphere' mean Canada, the 
United States, Mexico, countries located in 
South America, beneficiary countries (as de
fined by section 212), the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, and the United States Virgin 
Islands. 

"(f) FEES FOR SEMINARS AND PuBLICA
TlONS.-Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a grant made under this section may 
provide that the Center may charge a rea
sonable fee for attendance at seminars and 
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conferences and for copies of publications, 
studies, reports, and other documents the 
Center publishes. The Center may waive such 
fees in any case in which it determines im
posing a fee would impose a financial hard
ship and the purposes of the Center would be 
served by granting such a waiver. 

"(g) DURATION OF GRANT.-The Commis
sioner of Customs is directed to make grants 
to any institution or institutions selected as 
the Center for fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 
1997. 

"(h) REPORT.-The Commissioner of Cus
toms shall, no later than July 1, 1994, and an
nually thereafter for years for which grants 
are made, submit a written report to the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. The first report shall in
clude-

"(1) a statement identifying the institu
tion or institutions selected as the Center, 

"(2) the reasons for selecting the institu
tion or institutions as the Center, and 

"(3) the plan of such institution or institu
tions for operating the Center. 
Each subsequent report shall include infor
mation with respect to the operations of the 
Center, the collaboration of the Center with, 
and dissemination of information to, Govern
ment policymakers and the business commu
nity with respect to the study of Western 
Hemispheric trade by the Center, and the 
plan and efforts of the Center to continue op
erations after grants under this section have 
expired.". 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such sums 
as may be necessary in the 3 succeeding fis:
cal years to carry out the purposes of section 
219 of the Caribbean Basin Economic Recov
ery Act (as added by subsection (a)). 
SEC. 518. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the provisions of this subtitle 
shall take effect on the date the Agreement 
enters into force with respect to the United 
States. 

(b) ExCEPTION.-Section 515 shall take ef
fect on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle C-Funding 
PART I-CUSTOMS USER FEES 

SEC. 521. FEES FOR CERTAIN CUSTOMS SERV
ICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 13031 of the Con
solidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c) is amended-

(1) by amending paragraph (5) of subsection 
(a) to read as follows: 

"(5)(A) For fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 
1997, for the arrival of each passenger aboard 
a commercial vessel or commercial aircraft 
from outside the customs territory of the 
United States, $6.50. 

"(B) For fiscal year 1998 and each fiscal 
year thereafter, for the arrival of each pas
senger aboard a commercial vessel or com
mercial aircraft from a place outside the 
United States (other than a place referred to 
in subsection (b)(1)(A) of this section), $5." 

(2) by adding at the end of paragraph (1) of 
subsection (b), the following flush sentence: 
"Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to fiscal 
years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. ", 

(3) in subsection (f)-
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking "except" 

and all that follows through the end period 
and inserting: "except-

"(A) the portion of such fees that is re
quired under paragraph (3) for the direct re
imbursement of appropriations, and 

"(B) the portion of such fees that is deter
mined by the Secretary to be excess fees 
under para~aph (5).", 

(B) in paragraph (3)(A), by striking the 
first parenthetical and inserting "(other 
than the fees under subsection (a) (9) and (10) 
and the excess fees determined by the Sec
retary under paragraph (5))", 

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking "under 
subsection (a)" and i.nserting "under sub
section (a) (other than the excess fees deter
mined by the Secretary under paragraph 
(5))", and 

(D) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(5) At the close of each of fiscal years 
1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall determine the amount of the 
fees collected under paragraph (5)(A) of sub
section (a) for that fiscal year that exceeds 
the amount of such fees that would have 
been collected for such fiscal year if the fees 
that were in effect on the day before the ef
fective date of this paragraph applied to such 
fiscal year. The amount of the excess fees de
termined under the preceding sentence shall 
be deposited in the Customs User Fee Ac
count and shall be available for reimburse
ment of inspectional costs (including pas
senger processing costs) not otherwise reim
bursed under this section, and shall be avail
able only to the extent provided in appro
priations Acts.", and 

(4) in paragraph (3) of subsection (j), by 
striking "September 30, 1998" and inserting 
''September 30, 2003". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date the Agreement enters into force with 
respect to the United States. 

PART 2-INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 
AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 522. AUTHORITY TO DISCLOSE CERTAIN TAX 
INFORMATION TO THE UNITED 
STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (1) of section 
6103 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re
lating to confidentiality and disclosure of re
turns and return information) is amended by 
adding . at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(14) DISCLOSURE OF RETURN INFORMATION 
TO UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE.-The 
Secretary may, upon written request from 
the Commissioner of the United States Cus
toms Service, disclose to officers and em
ployees of the Department of the Treasury 
such return information with respect to 
taxes imposed by chapters 1 and 6 as the Sec
retary may prescribe by regulations, solely 
for the purpose of, and only to the extent 
necessary in-

"(A) ascertaining the correctness of any 
entry in audits as provided for in section 509 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (.1.9 U.S.C. 1509), or 

"(B) other actions to recover any loss of 
revenue, or to collect duties, taxes, and fees, 
determined to be due and owing pursuant to 
such audits." 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Paragraphs 
(3)(A) and (4) of section 6103(p) of such Code 
are each amended by striking "or (13)" each 
place it appears and inserting "(13), or (14)". 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on the date the 
Agreement enters into force with respect to 
the United States. 

(2) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate 
shall issue temporary regulations to carry 
out section 6103(1)(14) of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986, as added by this section. 

SEC. 523. USE OF ELECTRONIC FUND TRANSFER 
SYSTEM FOR COLLECTION OF CER
TAIN TAXES. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Section 6302 of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to 
mode or time of collection) is amended by re
designating subsection (h) as subsection (i) 
and by inserting after subsection (g) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(h) USE OF ELECTRONIC FUND TRANSFER 
SYSTEM FOR COLLECTION OF CERTAIN TAXES.

"(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF SYSTEM.- . 
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall pre

scribe such regulations as may be necessary 
for the development and implementation of 
an electronic fund transfer system which is 
required to be used for the collection of de
pository taxes. Such system shall be de
signed in such manner as may be necessary 
to ensure that such taxes are credited to the 
general account of the Treasury on the date 
on which such taxes would otherwise have 
been required to be deposited under the Fed
eral tax deposit system. 

"(B) ExEMPTIONS.-The regulations pre
scribed under subparagraph (A) may contain 
such exemptions as the Secretary may deem 
appropriate. 

"(2) PHASE-IN REQUIREMENTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the regulations referred to 
in paragraph (1)-

"(i) shall contain appropriate procedures 
to assure that an orderly conversion from 
the Federal tax deposit system to the elec
tronic fund transfer system is accomplished, 
and 

"(ii) may provide for a phase-in of such 
electronic fund transfer system by classes of 
taxpayers based on the aggregate 
undeposited taxes of such taxpayers at the 
close of specified periods and any other fac
tors the Secretary may deem appropriate. 

"(B) PHASE-IN REQUIREMENTS.-The phase
in of the electronic fund transfer system 
shall be designed in such manner as may be 
necessary to ensure that-

"(i) during each fiscal year beginning after 
September 30, 1993, at least the applicable re
quired percentage of the total depository 
taxes imposed by chapters 21, 22, and 24 shall 
be collected by means of electronic fund 
transfer, and 

"(ii) during each fiscal year beginning 
after September 30, 1993, at least the applica
ble required percentage of the total other de
pository taxes shall be collected by means of 
electronic fund transfer. 

"(C) APPLICABLE REQUIRED PERCENTAGE.
"(i) In the case of the depository taxes im

posed by chapters 21, 22, and 24, the applica
ble required percentage is-

"(1) 3 percent for fiscal year 1994, 
"(II) 16.9 percent for fiscal year 1995, 
"(ill) 20.1 percent for fiscal year 1996, 
"(IV) 58.3 percent for fiscal years 1997 and 

1998, and 
"(V) 94 percent for fiscal year 1999 and all 

fiscal years thereafter. 
"(ii) In the case of other depository taxes, 

the applicable required percentage is
"(1) 3 percent for fiscal year 1994, 
"(II) 20 percent for fiscal year 1995, 
"(ill) 30 percent for fiscal year 1996, 
"(IV) 60 percent for fiscal years 1997 and 

1998, and 
"(V) 94 percent for fiscal year 1999 and all 

fiscal years thereafter. 
"(3) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sub-

section- · 
"(A) DEPOSITORY TAX.-The term 'deposi

tory tax' means any tax if the Secretary is 
authorized to require deposits of such tax. 

"(B) ELECTRONIC FUND TRANSFER.-The 
term 'electronic fund transfer' means any 
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transfer of funds, other than a transaction 
originated by check, draft, or similar paper 
instrument, which is initiated through an 
electronic terminal, telephonic instrument, 
or computer or magnetic tape so as to order, 
instruct, or authorize a financial institution 
or other financial intermediary to debit or 
credit an account. 

"(4) COORDINATION WITH OTHER ELECTRONIC 
FUND TRANSFER REQUIREMENTS.-

"(A) COORDINATION WITH CERTAIN EXCISE 
TAXES.-In determining whether the require
ments of subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2) 
are met, taxes required to be paid by elec
tronic fund transfer under sections 5061(e) 
and 5703(b) shall be disregarded. 

"(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.-Under reg
ulations, any tax required to be paid by elec
tronic fund transfer under section 5061(e) or 
5703(b) shall be paid in such a manner as to 
ensure that the requirements of the second 
sentence of paragraph (l)(A) of this sub
section are satisfied." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on the date the 
Agreement enters into force with respect to 
the United States. 

(2) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 210 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate 
shall prescribe temporary regulations under 
section 6302(h) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (as added by this section). 

Subtitle D-lmplementation of NAFI'A 
Supplemental Agreements 

PART I-AGREEMENTS RELATING TO 
LABOR AND ENVIRONMENT 

SEC. 531. AGREEMENT ON LABOR COOPERATION. 
(a) COMMISSION FOR LABOR COOPERATION.
(!) MEMBERSHIP.-The United States is au

thorized to participate in the Commission 
for Labor Cooperation in accordance with 
the North American Agreement on Labor Co
operation. 

(2) CONTRIBUTIONS TO BUDGET.-There are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi
dent (or such agency as the President may 
designate) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
1994 and 1995 for United states contributions 
to the annual budget of the Commission for 
Labor Cooperation pursuant to Article 43 of 
the North American Agreement on Labor Co
operation. Funds authorized to be appro
priated for such contributions by this para
graph are in addition to any funds otherwise 
available for such contributions. Funds au
thorized to be appropriated by this para
graph are authorized to be made available 
until expended. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section
(!) the term "Commission for Labor Co

operation" means the commission estab
lished by Part Three of the North American 
Agreement on Labor Cooperation; and 

(2) the term "North American Agreement 
on Labor Cooperation" means the North 
American Agreement on Labor Cooperation 
Between the Government of the United 
States of America, the Government of Can
ada, and the Government of the United Mexi
can States (signed at Mexico City, Washing
ton, and Ottawa on September 8, 9, 12, and 14, 
1993). 
SEC. 1532. AGREEMENT ON ENVIRONMENTAL CO

OPERATION. 
(a) COMMISSION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL Co

OPERATION.-
(1) MEMBERSHIP.-The United States is au

thorized to participate in the Commission 
for Environmental Cooperation in accord
ance with the North American Agreement on 
Environmental Cooperation. 

(2) CONTRIBUTIONS TO BUDGET.-There are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi
dent (or such agency as the President may 
designate) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
1994 and 1995 for United States contributions 
to the annual budget of the Commission for 
Environmental Cooperation pursuant to Ar
ticle 43 of the North American Agreement on 
Environmental Cooperation. Funds author
ized to be appropriated for such contribu
tions by this paragraph are in addition to 
any funds otherwise available for such con
tributions. Funds authorized to be appro
priated by this paragraph are authorized to 
be made available until expended. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section
(!) the term "Commission for Environ

mental Cooperation" means the commission 
established by Part Three of the North 
American Agreement on Environmental Co
operation; and 

(2) the term "North American Agreement 
on Environmental Cooperation" means the 
North American Agreement on Environ
mental Cooperation Between the Govern
ment of the United States of America, the 
Government of Canada, and the Government 
of the United Mexican States (signed at Mex
ico City, Washington, and Ottawa on Sep
tember 8, 9, 12, and 14, 1993). 
SEC. 533. AGREEMENT ON BORDER ENVIRON

MENT COOPERATION COMMISSION. 
(a) BORDER ENVIRONMENT COOPERATION 

COMMISSION.-
(!) MEMBERSHIP.-The United States is au

thorized to participate in the Border Envi
ronment Cooperation Commission in accord
ance with the Border Environment Coopera
tion Agreement. 

(2) CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE COMMISSION BUDG
ET.-There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the President (or such agency as the 
President may designate) $5,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1994 and each fiscal year thereafter for 
United States contributions to the budget of 
the Border Environment Cooperation Com
mission pursuant to section 7 of Article ill of 
Chapter I of the Border Environment Co
operation Agreement. Funds authorized to 
be appropriated for such contributions by 
this paragraph are in addition to any funds 
otherwise available for such contributions. 
Funds authorized to be appropriated by this 
paragraph are authorized to be made avail
able until expended. 

(b) CIVIL ACTIONS INVOLVING THE COMMIS
SION.-For the purpose of any civil action 
which may· be brought within the United 
States by or against the Border Environment 
Cooperation Commission in accordance with 
the Border Environment Cooperation Agree
ment (including an action brought to enforce 
an arbitral award against the Commission), 
the Commission shall be deemed to be an in
habitant of the Federal judicial district in 
which its principal office within the United 
States, or its agent appointed for the pur
pose of accepting service or notice of service, 
is located. Any such action to which the 
Commission is a party shall be deemed to 
arise under the laws of the United States, 
and the district courts of the United States 
(including the courts enumerated in section 
460 of title 28, United States Code) shall have 
original jurisdiction of any such action. 
When the Commission is a defendant in any 
action in a State court, it may at any time 
before trial remove the action into the ap
propriate district court of the United States 
by following the procedure for removal pro
vided in section 1446 of title 28, United States 
Code. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section
(!) the term "Border Environment Co

operation Agreement" means the November 

1993 Agreement Between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Gov
ernment of the United Mexican States Con
cerning the Establishment of a 'Border Envi
ronment Cooperation Commission and a 
North American Development Bank; 

(2) the terms "Border Environment Co
operation Commission" and "Commission" 
mean the commission established pursuant 
to Chapter I of the Border Environment Co
operation Agreement; and 

(3) the term "United States" means the 
United States, its territories and posses
sions, and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico. 
PART 2--NORm AMERICAN DEVELOP

MENT BANK AND RELATED PROVISIONS 
SEC. MI. NORm AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT 

BANK. 
(a) ACCEPTANCE OF MEMBERSHIP.-The 

President is hereby authorized to accept 
membership for the United States in the 
North American Development Bank (here
after in this part referred to as the "Bank") 
provided for in Chapter IT of the Border Envi
ronment Cooperation Agreement (hereafter 
in this part referred to as the "Cooperation 
Agreement''). 

(b) SUBSCRIPTION OF STOCK.
(1) SUBSCRIPTION AUTHORITY.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the 

Treasury may subscribe on behalf of the 
United States up to 150,000 shares of the cap
ital stock of the Bank. 

(B) EFFECTIVENESS OF SUBSCRIPTION.-Ex
cept as provided in paragraph (3), any such 
subscription shall be effective only to such 
extent or in such amounts as are provided in 
advance in appropriations Acts. 

(2) LIMITATIONS ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP
PROPRIATIONS.-For payment by the Sec
retary of the Treasury of the subscription of 
the United States for shares described in 
paragraph (1), there are authorized to be ap
propriated $1,500,000,000 ($225,000,000 of which 
may be used for paid-in capital and 
$1,275,000,000 of which may be used for call
able capital) without fiscal year limitation. 

(3) FUNDING; LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAP
ITAL SUBSCRIPTIONS.-

(A) FUNDING.-For fiscal year 1995, the Sec
retary of the Treasury shall pay to the Bank 
out of any sums in the Treasury not other
wise appropriated the sum of $56,250,000 for 
the paid-in portion of the United States 
share of the capital stock of the Bank, 10 
percent of which may be transferred by the 
Bank to the President pursuant to section 
543 to pay for the cost of direct and guaran
teed Federal loans. 

(B) LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL SUB
SCRIPTIONS.-For fiscal year 1995, the Sec
retary of the Treasury shall subscribe to the 
callable capital portion of the United States 
share of the capital stock of the Bank in an 
amount not to exceed $318,750,000. 

( 4) DISPOSITION OF NET INCOME DISTRIBUTED 
BY THE FACILITY.-Any payment made to the 
United States by the Bank as a distribution 
of net income shall be covered into the 
Treasury as a miscellaneous receipt. 

(c) COMPENSATION OF BOARD MEMBERS.-No 
person shall be entitled to receive any salary 
or other compensation from the Bank or the 
United States for services as a Board mem
ber. 

(d) APPLICABILITY OF BRETTON WOODS 
AGREEMENTS ACT.-The provisions of section 
4 of the Bretton Woods Agreements Act shall 
apply with respect to the Bank to the same 
extent as with respect to the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
and the International Monetary Fund. 

(e) RESTRICTIONS.-Unless authorized by 
law, neither the President nor any person or 



•-...--· ·-•,..--. -=• ...... - ........ -~ .......... - .,._,__..._ .. ~~~- _,....._..____..,....._..... r-

November 17, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 29755 
agency shall, on behalf of the United 
States--

(!) subscribe to additional shares of stock 
of the Bank; 

(2) vote for or agree to any amendment of 
the Cooperation Agreement which increases 
the obligations of the United States, or 
which changes the purpose or functions of 
the Bank; or 

(3) make a loan or provide other financing 
to the Bank. 

(f) FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS AS DEPOSI
TORIES.-Any Federal Reserve bank that is 
requested to do so by the Bank shall act as 
its depository or as its fiscal agent, and the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System shall supervise and direct the carry
ing out of these functions by the Federal Re
serve banks. 

(g) JURISDICTION OF UNITED STATES COURTS 
AND ENFORCEMENT OF ARBITRAL AWARDS.
For the purpose of any civil action which 
may be brought within the United States, its 
territories or possessions, or the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico, by or against the 
Bank in accordance with the Cooperation 
Agreement, including an action brought to 
enforce an arbitral award against the Bank, 
the Bank shall be deemed to be an inhab
itant of the Federal judicial district in which 
its principal office within _the United States 
or its agency appointed for the purpose of ac
cepting service or notice of service is lo
cated, and any such action to which the 
Bank shall be a party shall be deemed to 
arise under the laws of the United States, 
and the district courts of the United States, 
including the courts enumerated in section 
460 of title 28, United States Code, shall have 
original jurisdiction of any such action. 
When the Bank is a defendant in any action 
in a State court, it may at any time before 
trial remove the action into the appropriate 
district court of the United States by follow
ing the procedure for removal provided in 
section 1446 of title 28, United States Code. 

(h) EXEMPTION FROM SECURITIES LAWS FOR 
CERTAIN SECURITIES ISSUED BY THE BANK; RE
PORTS REQUIRED.-

(!) EXEMPTIONS FROM LIMITATIONS AND RE
STRICTIONS ON THE POWER OF NATIONAL BANK
ING ASSOCIATIONS TO DEAL IN AND UNDERWRITE 
INVESTMENT SECURITIES OF THE BANK.-The 
seventh sentence of the seventh undesig
nated paragraph of section 5136 of the Re
vised Statutes of the United States (12 U.S.C. 
24), is amended by inserting "the North 
American Development Bank," after "Inter
American Development Bank,". 

(2) EXEMPTION FROM SECURITIES LAWS FOR 
CERTAIN SECURITIES ISSUED BY THE BANK; RE
PORTS REQUIRED.-Any securities issued by 
the Bank (including any guarantee by the 
Bank, whether or not limited in scope) in 
connection with the raising of funds for in
clusion in the Bank's capital resources as de
fined in Section 4 of Article II of Chapter II 
of the Cooperation Agreement, and any secu
rities guaranteed by the Bank as to both the 
principal and interest to which the commit
ment in Section 3(d) of Article II of Chapter 
II of the Cooperation Agreement is expressly 
applicable, shall be deemed to be exempted 
sec uri ties within the meaning of section 
3(a)(2) of the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 
77c), and section 3(a)(12) of the Securities Ex
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c). The Bank 
shall file with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission such annual and other reports 
with regard to such securities as the Com
mission shall determine to be appropriate in 
view of the special character of the Bank and 
its operations and necessary in the public in
terest or for the prote'ction of investors. 

(3) AUTHORITY OF SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION TO SUSPEND EXEMPTION; REPORTS 
TO THE CONGRESS.-The Securities and Ex
change Commission, acting in consultation 
with the National Advisory Council on Inter
national Monetary and Financial Problems, 
is authorized to suspend the provisions of 
paragraph (2) at any time as to any or all se
curities issued or guaranteed by the Bank 
during the period of such suspension. The 
Commission shall include in its annual re
ports to Congress such information as it 
shall deem advisable with regard to the oper
ations and effect of this subsection and in 
connection therewith shall include any views 
submitted for such purpose by any associa
tion of dealers registered with the Commis
sion. 
SEC. 542. STATUS, IMMUNITIES, AND PRIVU...EGES. 

Article VIII of Chapter II of the Coopera
tion Agreement shall have full force and ef
fect in the United States, its territories and 
possessions, and the Commonwealth of Puer
to Rico, upon entry into force of the Co
operation Agreement. 
SEC. 543. COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND INVEST· 

MENT PROGRAM. 
(a) THE PRESIDENT.-(!) The President may 

enter into an agreement with the Bank that 
facilitates implementation by the President 
of a program for community adjustment and 
investment in support of the Agreement pur
suant to chapter II of the Cooperation Agree
ment (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the "community adjustment and investment 
program"). 

(2) The President may receive from the 
Bank 10 percent of the paid-in capital actu
ally paid to the Bank by the United States 
for the President to carry out, without fur
ther appropriations, through Federal agen
cies and their loan and loan guarantee pro
grams, the community adjustment and in
vestment program, pursuant to an agree
ment between the President and the Bank. 

(3) The President may select one or more 
Federal agencies that make loans or guaran
tees the repayment of loans to assist in car
rying out the community adjustment and in
vestment program, and may transfer the 
funds received from the Bank to such agency 
or agencies for the purpose of assisting in 
carrying out the community adjustment and 
investment program. 

( 4)(A) Each Federal agency selected by the 
President to assist in carrying out the com
munity adjustment and investment program 
shall use the funds transferred to it by the 
President from the Bank to pay for the costs 
of direct and guaranteed loans, as defined in 
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, and, as appropriate, other costs asso
ciated with such loans, all subject to the re
strictions and limitations that apply to such 
agency's existing loan or loan guarantee pro
gram. 

(B) Funds transferred to an agency under 
subparagraph (A) shall be in addition to the 
amount of funds authorized in any appro
priations Act to be expended by that agency 
for its loan or loan guarantee program. 

(5) The President shall-
(A) establish guidelines for the loans and 

loan guarantees to be made under the com
munity adjustment and investment program; 

(B) endorse the grants made by the Bank 
for the community adjustment and invest
ment program, as provided in Article I, sec
tion l(b), and Article ill, section ll(a), of 
Chapter II of the Cooperation Agreement; 
and 

(C) endorse any loans or guarantees made 
by the Bank for the community adjustment 
and investment program, as provided in Arti-

cle I, section l(b), and Article III, section 6(a) 
and (c) of Chapter II of the Cooperation 
Agreement. 

(b) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.-
(!) ESTABLISHMENT.-The President shall 

establish an advisory committee to be 
known as the Community Adjustment and 
Investment Program Advisory Committee 
(in this section referred to as the "Advisory 
Committee") in accordance with the provi
sions of the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The Advisory Committee 

shall consist of 9 members of the public, ap
pointed by the President, who, collectively, 
represent-

(i) community groups whose constituencies 
include low-income families; 

(ii) any scientific, professional, business, 
nonprofit, or public interest organization or 
association which is neither affiliated with, 
nor under the direction of, a government; 

(iii) for-profit business interests; and 
(iv) other appropriate entities with rel

evant expertise. 
(B) REPRESENTATION.-Each of the cat

egories described in clauses (i) through (iv) 
of subparagraph (A) shall be represented by 
no fewer than 1 and no more than 3 members 
of the Advisory Committee. 

(3) FUNCTION.-It shall be the function of 
the Advisory Committee-

(A) to provide advice to the President re
garding the implementation of the commu
nity adjustment and investment program, 
including advice on the guidelines to be es-

. tablish.ed by the President for the loans and 
loan guarantees to be made pursuant to sub
section (a)(4), advice on identifying the needs 
for adjustment assistance and investment in 
support of the goals and objectives of the 
Agreement, taking into account economic 
and geographic considerations, and advice on 
such other matters as may be requested by 
the President; and 

(B) to review on a regular basis the oper
ation of the community adjustment and in
vestment program and provide the President 
with the conclusions of its review. 

(4) TERMS OF MEMBERS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Each member of the Ad

visory Committee shall serve at the pleasure 
of the President. 

(B) CHAIRPERSON.-The President shall ap
point a chairperson from among the mem
bers of the Advisory Committee. 

(C) MEETINGS.-The Advisory Committee 
shall meet at least annually and at such 
other times as requested by the President or 
the chairperson. A majority of the members 
of the Advisory Committee shall constitute a 
quorum. 

(D) REIMBURSEMENT FOR EXPENSES.-The 
members of the Advisory Committee may re
ceive reimbursement for travel, per diem, 
and other necessary expenses incurred in the 
performance of their duties, in accordance 
with the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 

(E) STAFF AND FACILITIES.-The Advisory 
Committee may utilize the facilities and 
services of employees of any Federal agency 
without cost to the Advisory Committee, 
and any such agency is authorized to provide 
services as requested by the Committee. 

(c) OMBUDSMAN.-The President shall ap
point an ombudsman to provide the public 
with an opportunity to participate in the 
carrying out of the community adjustment 
and investment program. 

(1) FUNCTION.-It shall be the function of 
the ombudsman-

(A) to establish procedures for receiving 
comments from the general public on the op
eration of the community adjustment and 
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investment program, to receive such com
ments, and to provide the President with 
summaries of the public comments; and 

(B) to perform an independent inspection 
and programmatic audit of the operation of 
the community adjustment and investment 
program and to provide the President with 
the conclusions of its investigation and 
audit. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There . are authorized to be appropriated to 
the President, or such agency as the Presi
dent may designate, $25,000 for fiscal year 
1995 and for each fiscal year thereafter, for 
the costs of the ombudsman. 

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-The Presi
dent shall submit to the appropriate congres
sional committees an annual report on the 
community adjustment and investment pro
gram (if any) that is carried out pursuant to 
this section. Each report shall state the 
amount of the loans made or guaranteed dur
ing the 12-month period ending on the day 
before the date of the report. 
SEC. 544. DEFINITION, 

For purposes of this part, the term "Border 
Environment Cooperation Agreement" (re
ferred to in this part as the "Cooperation 
Agreement") means the November 1993 
Agreement Between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Govern
ment of the United Mexican States Concern
ing the Establishment of a Border Environ
ment Cooperation Commission and a North 
American Development Bank. 

TITLE VI-CUSTOMS MODERNIZATION 
SEC. 801. REFERENCE. 

Whenever in subtitle A, B, or C an amend
ment or repeal is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or repeal of, a. part, section, 
subsection, or other provision, the reference 
shall be considered to be made a. part, sec
tion, subsection, or other provision of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1202 et seq.). 

Subtitle A-Improvements in CustoDia 
Enforcement 

SEC. 811. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS OF ARRIV
AL, REPORTING, ENTRY, AND CLEAR
ANCE REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 436 (19 U.S.C. 1436) is amended
(!) by amending subsection (a.)-
(A) by striking out "433" in paragraph (1) 

and inserting "431, 433, or 434 of this Act or 
section 4197 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (46 U.S.C. App. 91)", 

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

"(2) to present or transmit, electronically 
or otherwise, any forged, altered, or false 
document, paper, information, data or mani
fest to the Customs Service under section 
431(e), 433(d), or 434 of this Act or section 4197 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States 
(46 U.S.C. App. 91) without revealing the 
facts; or", and 

(C) by amending paragraph (3) to read as 
follows: 

"(3) to fail to make entry or to obtain 
clearance as required by section 434 or 644 of 
this Act, section 4197 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (46 U.S.C. App. 91), or 
section 1109 of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1509); or"; a.nd 

(2) by striking out "AND ENTRY" in the 
section heading and inserting "ENTRY, AND 
CLEARANCE". 
SEC. 812. FAILURE TO DECLARE. 

Section 497(a) (19 U.S.C. 1497(a.)) is amend
ed-

(1) by inserting "or transmitted" after 
"made" in paragraph (l)(A); and 

(2) by amending paragraph (2)(A) to read as 
follows: 

"(A) if the article is a. controlled sub
stance, either $500 or an amount equal to 
1,000 percent of the value of the article, 
whichever amount is greater; and". 
SEC. 813. CUSTOMS TESTING LABORATORIES; DE

TENriON OF MERCHANDISE. 

(a) AMENDMENT.-Section 499 (19 U.S.C. 
1499) is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 499. EXAMINATION OF MERCHANDISE. 

"(a) ENTRY EXAMINATION.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Imported merchandise 

that is required by law or regulation to be 
inspected, examined, or appraised shall not 
be delivered from customs custody (except 
under such bond or other security as may be 
prescribed by the Secretary to assure com
pliance with all applicable laws, regulations, 
and instructions which the Secretary or the 
Customs Service is authorized to enforce) 
until the merchandise has been inspected, 
appraised, or examined and is reported by 
the Customs Service to have been truly and 
correctly invoiced and found to comply with 
the requirements of the laws of the United 
States. 

"(2) EXAMINATION .-The Customs Service
"(A) shall designate the packages or quan

tities of merchandise covered by any invoice 
or entry which are to be opened and exam
ined for the purpose of appraisement or oth
erwise; 

"(B) shall order such packages or quan
tities to be sent to such place as is des
ignated by the Secretary by regulation for 
such purpose; 

"(C) may require such additional packages 
or quantities as the Secretary considers nec
essary for such purpose; and 

"(D) shall inspect a sufficient number of 
shipments, and shall examine a sufficient 
number of entries, to ensure compliance with 
the laws enforced by the Customs Service. 

"(3) UNSPECIFIED ARTICLES.-If any package 
contains any article not specified in the in
voice or entry and, in the opinion of the Cus
toms Service, the article wa.s omitted from 
the invoice or entry-

"(A) with fraudulent intent on the part of 
the seller, shipper, owner, agent, importer of 
record, or entry filer, the contents of the en
tire package in which such article is found 
shall be subject to seizure; or 

"(B) without fraudulent intent, the value 
of the article shall be added to the entry and 
the duties, fees, and taxes thereon paid ac
cordingly. 

"(4) DEFICIENCY.-lf a deficiency is found in 
quantity, weight, or measure in the exam
ination of any package, the person finding 
the deficiency shall make a report thereof to 
the Customs Service. The Customs Service 
shall make allowance for the deficiency in 
the liquidation of duties. 

"(5) INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR RELEASE.
If an examination is conducted, a.ny informa
tion required for release shall be provided, 
either electronically or in paper form, to the 
Customs Service a.t the port of examination. 
The absence of such information does not 
limit the authority of the Customs Service 
to conduct an examination. 

"(b) TESTING LABORATORIES.-
"(!) ACCREDITATION OF PRIVATE TESTING 

LABORATORIES.-The Customs Service shall 
establish and implement a procedure, under 
regulations promulgated by the Secretary, 
for accrediting private laboratories within 
the United States which ma.y be used to per
form tests (that would otherwise be per
formed by Customs Service laboratories) to 
establish the characteristics, quantities, or 
composition of imported merchandise. Such 
regulations-

"(A) shall establish the conditions required 
for the laboratories to receive and maintain 
accreditation for purposes of this subsection; 

"(B) shall establish the conditions regard
ing the suspension and revocation of accredi
tation, which may include the imposition of 
a monetary penalty not to exceed $100,000 
and such penalty is in addition to the recov
ery, from a gauger or laboratory accredited 
under paragraph (1), of a.ny loss of revenue 
that may have occurred, but the Customs 
Service-

"(i) may seek to recover lost revenue only 
in cases where the gauger or laboratory in
tentionally falsified the analysis or gauging 
report in collusion with the importer; and 

"(ii) shall neither assess penalties nor seek 
to recover lost revenue because of a good 
faith difference of professional opinion; and 

"(C) may provide for the imposition of a 
reasonable charge for accreditation and peri
odic reaccreditation. 
The collection of any charge for accredita
tion and reaccreditation under this section is 
not prohibited by section 13031(e)(6) of the 
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(e)(6)). 

"(2) APPEAL OF ADVERSE ACCREDITATION DE
CISIONS.-A laboratory applying for accredi
tation, or that is accredited, under this sec
tion may contest any decision or order of the 
Customs Service denying, suspending, or re
voking accreditation, or imposing a mone
tary penalty, by commencing a.n action in 
accordance with chapter 169 of title 28, Unit
ed States Code, in the Court of International 
Trade within 60 days after issuance of the de
cision or order. 

"(3) TESTING BY ACCREDITED LABORA
TORIES.-When requested by an importer of 
record of merchandise, the Customs Service 
shall authorize the release to the importer of 
a representative sample of the merchandise 
for testing, a.t the expense of the importer, 
by a laboratory accredited under paragraph 
(1). The testing results from a. laboratory ac
credited under paragraph (1) that are submit
ted by an importer of record with respect to 
merchandise in an entry shall, in the absence 
of testing results obtained from a Customs 
Service laboratory, be accepted by the Cus
toms Service if the importer of record cer
tifies that the sample tested was taken from 
the merchandise in the entry. Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed to limit in 
any way or preclude the authority of the 
Customs Service to test or analyze any sam
ple or merchandise independently. 

"(4) AVAILABILITY OF TESTING PROCEDURE, 
METHODOLOGIES, AND INFORMATION.-Testing 
procedures and methodologies used by the 
Customs Service, a.nd information resulting 
from any testing conducted by the Customs 
Service, shall be made available as follows: 

"(A) Testing procedures and methodologies 
shall be made available upon request to any 
person unless the procedures or methodolo
gies are-

"(i) proprietary to the holder of a copy
right or patent related to such procedures or 
methodologies, or 

"(ii) developed by the Customs Service for 
enforcement purposes. 

"(B) Information resulting from testing 
shall be made available upon request to the 
importer of record and any agent thereof un
less the information reveals information 
which is--

"(i) proprietary to the holder of a. copy
right or patent; or 

"(ii) developed by the Customs Service for 
enforcement purposes. 

"(5) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.-For pur
poses of this subsection-
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"(A) any reference to a private laboratory 

includes a reference to a private gauger; and 
"(B) accreditation of private laboratories 

extends only to the performance of functions 
by such laboratories that are within the 
scope of those responsibilities for determina
tions of the elements relating to admissibil
ity, quantity, composition, or characteris
tics of imported merchandise that are vested 
in, or delegated to, the Customs Service. 

"(c) DETENTIONS.-Except in the case of 
merchandise with respect to which the deter
mination of admissibility is vested in an 
agency other than the Customs Service, the 
following apply: 

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Within the 5-day period 
(excluding weekends and holidays) following 
the date on which merchandise is presented 
for customs examination, the Customs Serv
ice shall decide whether to release or detain 
the merchandise. Merchandise which is not 
released within such 5-day period shall be 
considered to be detained merchandise. 

"(2) NOTICE OF DETENTION.-The Customs 
Service shall issue a notice to the importer 
or other party having an interest in detained 
merchandise no later than 5 days, excluding 
weekends and holidays, after the decision to 
detain the merchandise is made. The notice 
shall advise the importer or other interested 
party of-

"(A) the initiation of the detention; 
"(B) the specific reason for the detention; 
"(C) the anticipated length of the deten-

tion; 
"(D) the nature of the tests or inquiries to 

be conducted; and 
"(E) the nature of any information which, 

if supplied to the Customs Service, may ac
celerate the disposition of the detention. 

"(3) TESTING RESULTS.-Upon request by 
the importer or other party having an inter
est in detained merchandise, the Customs 
Service shall provide the party with copies of 
the results of any testing conducted by the 
Customs Service on the merchandise and a 
description of the testing procedures and 
methodologies (unless such procedures or 
methodologies are proprietary to the holder 
of a copyright or patent or were developed by 
the Customs Service for enforcement pur
poses). The results and test description shall 
be in sufficient detail to permit the duplica
tion and analysis of the testing and the re
sults. 

"(4) SEIZURE AND FORFEITURE.-If otherwise 
provided by law, detained merchandise may 
be seized and forfeited. 

"(5) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MAKE DETER
MINATION.-

"(A) The failure by the Customs Service to 
make a final determination with respect to 
the admissibility of detained merchandise 
within 30 days after the merchandise has 
been presented for customs examination, or 
such longer period if specifically authorized 
by law, shall be treated as a decision of the 
Customs Service to exclude the merchandise 
for purposes of section 514(a)(4). 

"(B) For purposes of section 1581 of title 28, 
United States Code, a protest against the de
cision to exclude the merchandise which has 
not been allowed or denied in whole or in 
part before the 30th day after the day on 
which the protest was filed shall be treated 
as having been denied on such 30th day. 

"(C) Notwithstanding section 2639 of title 
28, United States Code, once an action re
specting a detention is commenced, unless 
the Customs Service establishes by a prepon
derance of the evidence that an admissibility 
decision has not been reached for good cause, 
the court shall grant the appropriate relief 
which may include, but is not limited to, an 

order to cancel the detention and release the 
merchandise.". 

(b) EXISTING LABORATORIES.-Accreditation 
under section 499(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(as added by subsection (a)) is not required 
for any private laboratory (including any 
gauger) that was accredited or approved by 
the Customs Service as of the day before the 
date of the enactment of this Act; but any 
such laboratory is subject to reaccreditation 
under the provisions of such section and the 
regulations promulgated thereunder. 
SEC. 614. RECORDKEEPING. 

Section 508 (19 U.S.C. 1508) is amended-
(!) by amending subsection (a) to read as 

follows: 
"(a) REQUIREMENTS.-Any-
"(1) owner, importer, consignee, importer 

of record, entry filer, or other party who-
"(A) imports merchandise into the customs 

territory of the United States, files a draw
back claim, or transports or stores merchan
dise carried or held under bond, or 

"(B) knowingly causes the importation or 
transportation or storage of merchandise 
carried or held under bond into or from the 
customs territory of the United States; 

"(2) agent of any party described in para
graph (1); or 

"(3) person :whose activities require the fil
ing of a declaration or entry, or both; 
shall make, keep, and render for examina
tion and inspection records (which for pur
poses of this section include, but are not lim
ited to, statement~ declarations, documents 
and electronically generated or machine 
readable data) which-

"(A) pertain to any such activity, or to the 
information contained in the records re
quired by this Act in connection with any 
such activity; and 

"(B) are normally kept in the ordinary 
course of business."; and 

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as 
follows: 

"(c) PERIOD OF TIME.-The records required 
by subsections (a) and (b) shall be kept for 
such period of time, not to exceed 5 years 
from the date of entry or exportation, asap
propriate, as the Secretary shall prescribe; 
except that records for any drawback claim 
shall be kept until the 3rd anniversary of the 
date of payment of the claim.". 
SEC. 615. EXAMINATION OF BOOKS AND WIT· 

NESSES. 
Section 509 (19 U.S.C. 1509) is amended as 

follows: 
(1) Subsection (a) is amended-
(A) by striking out "and taxes" wherever 

it appears and inserting", fees and taxes"; 
(B) by amending paragraph (1) to read as 

follows: 
"(1) examine, or cause to be examined, 

upon reasonable notice, any record (which 
for purposes of this section, includes, but is 
not limited to, any statement, declaration, 
document, or electronically generated or 
machine readable data) described in the no
tice with reasonable specificity, which may 
be relevant to such investigation or inquiry, 
except that--

"(A) if such record is required by law or 
regulation for the entry of the merchandise 
(whether or not the Customs Service re
quired its presentation at the time of entry) 
it shall be provided to the Customs Service 
within a reasonable time after demand for 
its production is made, taking into consider
ation the number, type, and age of the item 
demanded; and 

"(B) if a person of whom demand is made 
under subparagraph (A) fails to comply with 
the demand, the person may be subject to 
penalty under subsection (g);"; 

(C) by amending that part of paragraph (2) 
that precedes subparagraph (D) to read as 
follows: 

"(2) summon, upon reasonable notice
"(A) the person who-
"(i) imported, or knowingly caused to be 

imported, merchandise into the customs ter
ritory of the United States, 

"(11) exported merchandise, or knowingly 
caused merchandise to be exported, to Can
ada, 

"(iii) transported or stored merchandise 
that was or is carried or held under customs 
bond, or knowingly caused such transpor
tation or storage, or 

"(iv) filed a declaration, entry, or draw
back claim with the Customs Service; 

"(B) any officer, employee, or agent of any 
person described in subparagraph (A); 

"(C) any person having possession, custody 
or care of records relating to the importa
tion or other activity described in subpara
graph (A); or"; and 

(D) by striking out the comma at the end 
of subparagraph (D) and inserting a semi
colon. 

(2) Subsections (b) and (c) are redesignated 
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively. 

(3) The following new subsection is in
serted after subsection (a): 

"(b) REGULATORY AUDIT PROCEDURES.-
"(!) In conducting a regulatory audit under 

this section (which does not include a quan
tity verification for a customs bonded ware
house or general purpose foreign trade zone), 
the Customs Service auditor shall provide 
the person being audited, in advance of the 
audit, with a reasonable estimate of the time 
to be required for the audit. If in the course 
of an audit it becomes apparent that addi
tional time will be required, the Customs 
Ser-vice auditor shall immediately provide a 
further estimate of such additional time. 

"(2) Before ·commencing an audit, the Cus
toms Service auditor shall inform the party 
to be audited of his right to an entry con
ference at which time the purpose will be ex
plained and an estimated termination date 
set. Upon completion of on-site audit activi
ties, the Customs Service auditor shall 
schedule a closing conference to explain the 
preliminary results of the audit. 

"(3) Except as provided in paragraph (5), if 
the estimated or actual termination date for 
an audit passes without the Customs Service 
auditor providing a closing conference to ex
plain the results of the audit, the person 
being audited may petition in writing for 
such a conference to the appropriate regional 
commissioner, who, upon receipt of such a 
request, shall provide for such a conference 
to be held within 15 days after the date of re
ceipt. 

"(4) Except as provided in paragraph (5), 
the Customs Service auditor shall complete 
the formal written audit report within 90 
days following the closing conference unless 
the appropriate regional commissioner pro
vides written notice to the person being au
dited of the reason for any delay and the an
ticipated completion date. After application 
of any exemption contained in section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code, a copy of the for
mal written audit report shall be sent to the 
person audited no later than 30 days follow
ing completion of the report. 

"(5) Paragraphs (3) and (4) shall not apply 
after the Customs Service commences a for
mal investigation with respect to the issue 
involved.". 

(4) Subsection (d) (as redesignated by para
graph (2)) is amended-

(A) by striking out "statements, declara
tions, or documents" in paragraph (1)(A) and 
inserting "those"; 
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(B) by inserting ". unless such custom

house broker is the importer of record on an 
entry" after " broker" in paragraph (l)(C)(i); 

(C) by striking out "import" in each of 
paragraphs (2)(B) and (4)(B); 

(D) by inserting "described in section 508" 
after "transactions" in each of paragraphs 
(2)(B) and (4)(B); and 

(E) by inserting ", fees," after "duties" in 
paragraph (4)(A). 

(5) The following new subsections are 
added at the end thereof: 

"(e) LIST OF RECORDS AND lNFORMATION.
The Customs Service shall identify and pub
lish a list of the records or entry information 
that is required to be maintained and pro
duced under subsection (a)(l)(A). 

"(f) RECORDKEEPING COMPLIANCE PRO
GRAM.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-After consultation with 
the importing community, the Customs 
Service shall by regulation establish a rec
ordkeeping compliance program which the 
parties listed in section 508(a) may partici
pate in after being certified by the Customs 
Service under paragraph (2). Participation in 
the recordkeeping compliance program by 
recordkeepers is voluntary. 

"(2) CERTIFICATION.-A recordkeeper may 
be certified as a participant in the record
keeping compliance program after meeting 
the general recordkeeping requirements es
tablished under the program or after nego
tiating an alternative program suited to the 
needs of the recordkeeper and the Customs 
Service. Certification requirements shall 
take into account the size and nature of the 
importing business and the volume of im
ports. In order to be certified, the record
keeper must be able to demonstrate that it-

"(A) understands the legal requirements 
for recordkeeping, including the nature of 
the records required to be maintained and 
produced and the time periods involved; 

"(B) has in place procedures to explain the 
recordkeeping requirements to those em
ployees who are involved in the preparation, 
maintenance, and production of required 
records; 

"(C) has in place procedures regarding the 
preparation and maintenance of required 
records, and the production of such records 
to the Customs Service; 

"(D) has designated a dependable individ
ual or individuals to be responsible for rec
ordkeeping compliance under the program 
and whose duties include maintaining famili
arity with the recordkeeping requirements of 
the Customs Service; 

"(E) has a record maintenance procedure 
approved by the Customs Service for original 
records, or, if approved by the Customs Serv
ice, for alternative records or recordkeeping 
formats other than the original records; and 

"(F) has procedures for notifying the Cus
toms Service of occurrences of variances to, 
and violations of, the requirements of the 
recordkeeping compliance program or the 
negotiated alternative programs, and for 
taking corrective action when notified by 
the Customs Service of violations or prob
lems regarding such program. 

"(g) PENALTIES.-
"(!) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sub

section, the term 'information' means any 
record, statement, declaration, document, or 
electronically stored or transmitted infor
mation or data referred to in subsection 
(a)(l)(A). 

"(2) EFFECTS OF FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH 
DEMAND.-Except as provided in paragraph 
(4), if a person fails to comply with a lawful 
demand for information under subsection 
(a)(l)(A) the following provisions apply: 

"(A) If the failure to comply is a result of 
the willful failure of the person to maintain, 
store, or retrieve the demanded information, 
such person shall be subject to a penalty, for 
each release of merchandise, not to exceed 
$100,000, or an amount equal to 75 percent of 
the appraised value of the merchandise, 
whichever amount is less. 

"(B) If the failure to comply is a result of 
the negligence of the person in maintaining, 
storing, or retrieving the demanded informa
tion, such person shall be subject to a pen
alty, for each release of merchandise, not to 
exceed $10,000, or an amount equal to 40 per
cent of the appraised value of the merchan
dise, whichever amount is less. 

"(C) In addition to any penalty imposed 
under subparagraph (A) or (B) regarding de
manded information, if such information re
lated to the eligibility of merchandise for a 
column 1 special rate of duty under title I, 
the entry of such merchandise-

"(i) if unliquidated, shall be liquidated at 
the applicable column 1 general rate of duty; 
or 

"(ii) if liquidated within the 2-year period 
preceding the date of the demand, shall be 
reliquidated, notwithstanding the time limi
tation in section 514 or 520, at the applicable 
column 1 general rate of duty; 
except that any liquidation or reliquidation 
under clause (i) or (ii) shall be at the applica
ble column 2 rate of duty if the Customs 
Service demonstrates that the merchandise 
should be dutiable at such rate. 

"(3) AVOIDANCE OF PE~LTY.-No penalty 
may be assessed under this subsection if the 
person can show-

"(A) that the loss of the demanded infor
mation was the result of an act of God or 
other natural casualty or disaster beyond 
the fault of such person or an agent of the 
person; 

"(B) on the basis of other evidence satis
factory to the Customs Service, that the de
mand was substantially complied with; or 

"(C) the information demanded was pre
sented to and retained by the Customs Serv
ice at the time of entry or submitted in re
sponse to an earlier demand. 

"(4) PENALTIES NOT EXCLUSIVE.-Any pen
alty imposed under this subsection shall be 
in addition to any other penalty provided by 
law except for-

"(A) a penalty imposed under section 592 
for a material omission of the demanded in
formation, or 

"(B) disciplinary action taken under sec
tion 641. 

"(5) REMISSION OR MITIGATION.-A penalty 
imposed under this section may be remitted 
or mitigated under section 618. 

"(6) CUSTOMS SUMMONS.-Nothing in this 
subsection shall limit or preclude the Cus
toms Service from issuing, or seeking the en
forcement of, a customs summons. 

"(7) ALTERNATIVES TO PENALTIES.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-When a recordkeeper 

who-
"(i) has been certified as a participant in 

the recordkeeping compliance program 
under subsection (f); and 

"(ii) is generally in compliance with the 
appropriate procedures and requirements of 
the program; 
does not produce a demanded record or infor
mation for a specific release or provide the 
information by acceptable alternative 
means, the Customs Service, in the absence 
of willfulness or repeated violations, shall 
issue a written notice of the violation to the 
recordkeeper in lieu of a monetary penalty. 
Repeated violations by the recordkeeper 
may result in the issuance of penalties and 

removal of certification under the program 
until corrective action, satisfactory to the 
Customs Service, is taken. 

"(B) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.-A notice of vio
lation issued under subparagraph (A) shall

"(i) state that the recordkeeper has vio
lated the recordkeeping requirements; 

"(ii) indicate the record or information 
which was demanded; and 

"(iii) warn the recordkeeper that future 
failures to produce demanded records or in
formation may result in the imposition of 
monetary penalties. 

"(C) RESPONSE TO NOTICE.-Within a rea
sonable time after receiving written notice 
under subparagraph (A), the recordkeeper 
shall notify the Customs Service of the steps 
it has taken to prevent a recurrence of the 
violation. 

"(D) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations to implement this 
paragraph. Such regulations may specify the 
time periods for compliance with a demand 
for information and provide guidelines which 
define repeated violations for purposes of 
this paragraph. Any penalty issued for a rec
ordkeeping violation shall take into account 
the degree of compliance compared to the 
total number of importations, the nature of 
the demanded records and the recordkeeper's 
cooperation.". 
SEC. 616. JUDICIAL ENFORCEMENT. 

The second sentence of section 510(a) (19 
U.S.C. 1510(a)) is amended by inserting "and 
such court may assess a monetary penalty" 
after "as a contempt thereof". 
SEC. 617. REVIEW OF PROTESTS. 

Section 515 (19 U.S.C. 1515) is amended by 
inserting at the end the following new sub
sections: 

"(c) If a protesting party believes that an 
application for further review was erro
neously or improperly denied or was denied 
without authority for such action, it may 
file with the Commissioner of Customs a 
written request that the denial of the appli
cation for further review be set aside. Such 
request must be filed within 60 days after the 
date of the notice of the denial. The Commis
sioner of Customs may review such request 
and, based solely on the information before 
the Customs Service at the time the applica
tion for further review was denied, may set 
aside the denial of the application for further 
review and void the denial of protest, if ap
propriate. If the Commissioner of Customs 
fails to act within 60 days after the date of 
the request, the request shall be considered 
denied. All denials of protests are effective 
from the date of original denial for purposes 
of section 2636 of title 28, United States Code. 
If an action is commenced in the Court of 
International Trade that arises out of a pro
test or an application for further review, all 
administrative action pertaining to such 
protest or application shall terminate and 
any administrative action taken subsequent 
to the commencement of the action is null 
and void. 

"(d) If a protest is timely and properly 
filed, but is denied contrary to proper in
structions, the Customs Service may on its 
own initiative, or pursuant to a written re
quest by the protesting party filed with the 
appropriate district director within 90 days 
after the date of the protest denial, void the 
denial of the protest.". 
SEC. 618. REPEAL OF PROVISION RELATING TO 

~QUIDATION ON ACCOUNT OF 
FRAUD. 

Section 521 (19 U.S.C. 1521) is repealed. 
SEC. 619. PENALTIES RELATING TO MANIFESTS. 

Section 584 (19 U.S.C. 1584) is amended
(!) by amending subsection (a)-
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(A) by striking out "appropriate customs 

officer" wherever it appears and inserting 
"Customs Service", 

(B) by striking out "officer demanding the 
same" in paragraph (1) and inserting "officer 
(whether of the Customs Service or the Coast 
Guard) demanding the same", and 

(C) by inserting "(electronically or other
wise)" after "submission" in the last sen
tence of paragraph (1); and 

(2) by amending subsection (b)-
(A) by striking out "the appropriate cus

toms officer", "he" (except in paragraph 
(l)(F)), and "such officer" wherever they ap
pear and inserting "the Customs Service", 

(B) by striking out "written" wherever it 
appears (other than paragraph (l)(F)), 

(C) by inserting "or electronically trans
mit" after "issue" wherever it appears, and 

(D) by striking out "his intention" in the 
first sentence of paragraph (1) and inserting 
"intent". 
SEC. 820. UNLAWFUL UNLOADING OR TRANS. 

SHIPMENT. 
Section 586 (19 U .S.C. 1586) is amended-
(1) by inserting ", or of a hovering vessel 

which has received or delivered merchandise 
while outside the territorial sea," after 
"from a foreign port or place" wherever it 
appears; and 

(2) by amending subsection (f)-
(A) by striking out "the appropriate cus

toms officer of the" and "the appropriate 
customs officer within the" and inserting 
"the Customs Service at the"; and 

(B) by striking out "the appropriate cus
toms officer is" and inserting "the Customs 
Service is". 
SEC. 621. PENALTIES FOR FRAUD, GROSS NEG· 

LIGENCE, AND NEGLIGENCE; PRIOR 
DISCLOSURE. 

Section 592 (19 U.S.C. 1592) is amended-
(1) by inserting "or electronically trans

mitted data or information" after "docu
ment" in subsection (a)(l)(A)(i); 

(2) by inserting "The mere nonintentional 
repetition by an electronic system of an ini
tial clerical error does not constitute a pat
tern of negligent conduct." at the end of sub
section (a)(2); 

(3) by amending subsection (b)-
(A) by amending the first sentence of para

graph (l)(A)-
(i) by striking out "the appropriate cus

toms officer" and inserting "the Customs 
Service", 

(ii) by striking out "he" and inserting 
"it", and 

(iii) by striking out "his" and inserting 
"its", and 

(B) by amending paragraph (2)-
(i) by striking out "the appropriate cus

toms officer" wherever it appears and insert
ing "the Customs Service", 

(ii) by striking out "such officer" wherever 
it appears and inserting "the Customs Serv
ice", and 

(iii) by striking out "he" wherever it ap
pears and inserting "it"; 

(4) by amending subsection (c)(4)-
(A) by striking "time of disclosure or with

in thirty days, or such longer period as the 
appropriate customs officer may provide, 
after notice by the appropriate customs offi
cer of his" in subparagraph (A)(i) and by 
striking out "time of disclosure in 30 days, 
or such longer period as the appropriate cus
toms officer may provide, after notice by the 
appropriate customs officer of his" in sub
paragraph (B), and inserting in each place 
"time of disclosure, or within 30 days (or 
such longer period as the Customs Service 
may provide) after notice by the Customs 
Service of its"; and 

~59 0--97 Vol 139 (Pt. 21) 8 

(B) by inserting after the last sentence the 
following: "For purposes of this section, a 
formal investigation of a violation is consid
ered to be commenced with regard to the dis
closing party and the disclosed information 
on the date recorded in writing by the Cus
toms Service as the date on which facts and 
circumstances were discovered or informa
tion was received which caused the Customs 
Service to believe that a possibility of a vio
lation of subsection (a) existed."; and 

(5) by amending subsection (d)-
(A) by strik-ing out "the appropriate cus

toms officer" and inserting "the Customs 
Service", 

(B) by striking out "duties" wherever it 
appears and inserting "duties, taxes, or 
fees", and 

(C) by inserting ", TAXES OR FEES" after 
"DUTIES" in the sideheading. 
SEC. 622. PENALTIES FOR FALSE DRAWBACK 

CLAIMS. 
(a) AMENDMENT.-Part V of title IV is 

amended by inserting after section 593 the 
following new section: 
"SEC. 59SA. PENALTIES FOR FALSE DRAWBACK 

CLAIMS. 
"(a) PROIITBITION.-
"(1) GENERAL RULE.-No person, by fraud, 

or negligence-
"(A) may seek, induce or affect, or attempt 

to seek, induce, or affect, the payment or 
credit to that person or others of any draw
back claim by means of-

"(i) any document, written or oral state
ment, or electronically transmitted data or 
information, or act which is material and 
false, or 

"(ii) any omission which is material; or 
"(B) may aid or abet any other person to 

violate subparagraph (A). 
"(2) EXCEPI'ION.-Clerical errors or mis

takes of fact are not violations of paragraph 
(1) unless they are part of a pattern of neg
ligent conduct. The mere nonintentional rep
etition by an electronic system of an initial 
clerical error does not constitute a pattern 
of negligent conduct. 

"(b) PROCEDURES.-
"(!) PREPENALTY NOTICE.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-If the Customs Service 

has reasonable cause to believe that there 
has been a violation of subsection (a) and de
termines that further proceedings are war
ranted, the Customs Service shall issue to 
the person concerned a written notice of in
tent to issue a claim for a monetary penalty. 
Such notice shall-

"(i) identify the drawback claim; 
"(ii) set forth the details relating to the 

seeking, inducing, or affecting, or the at
tempted seeking, inducing, or affecting, or 
the aiding or procuring of, the drawback 
claim; 

"(iii) specify all laws and regulations alleg
edly violated; 

"(iv) disclose all the material facts which 
establish the alleged violation; 

"(v) state whether the alleged violation oc
curred as a result of fraud or negligence; 

"(vi) state the estimated actual or poten
tial loss of revenue due to the drawback 
claim, and, taking into account all cir
cumstances, the amount of the proposed 
monetary penalty; and 

"(vii) inform such person that he shall 
have a reasonable opportunity to make rep
resentations, both oral and written, as to 
why a claim for a monetary penalty should 
not be issued in the amount stated. 

"(B) EXCEPI'IONS.-The Customs Service 
may not issue a prepenalty notice if the 
amount of the penalty in the penalty claim 
issued under paragraph (2) is $1,000 or less. In 

such cases, the Customs Service may proceed 
directly with a penalty claim. 

"(C) PRIOR APPROVAL.-No prepenalty no
tice in which the alleged violation occurred 
as a result of fraud shall be issued without 
the prior approval of Customs Headquarters. 

"(2) PENALTY CLAIM.-After considering 
representations, if any, made by the person 
concerned pursuant to the notice. issued 
under paragraph (1), the Customs Service 
shall determine whether any violation of 
subsection (a), as alleged in the notice, has 
occurred. If the Customs Service determines 
that there was no violation, the Customs 
Service shall promptly issue a written state
ment of the determination to the person to 
whom the notice was sent. If the Customs 
Service determines that there was a viola
tion, Customs shall issue a written penalty 
claim to such person. The written penalty 
claim shall specify all changes in the infor
mation provided under clauses (i) through 
(vii) of paragraph (l)(A). Such person shall 
have a reasonable opportunity under section 
618 to make representations, both oral and 
written, seeking remission or mitigation of 
the monetary penalty. At the conclusion of 
any proceeding under section 618, the Cus
toms Service shall provide to the person con
cerned a written statement which sets forth 
the final determination, and the findings of 
fact and conclusions of law on which such de
termination is based. 

"(C) MAXIMUM PENALTIES.-
"(1) FRAUD.-A fraudulent violation of sub

section (a) of this section is punishable by a 
civil penalty in an amount not to exceed 3 
times the actual or potential loss of revenue. 

"(2) NEGLIGENCE.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-A negligent violation of 

subsection (a) is punishable by a civil pen
alty in an amount not to exceed 20 percent of 
the actual or potential loss of revenue for 
the 1st violation. 

"(B) REPETITIVE VIOLATIONS.-If the Cus
toms Service determines that a repeat neg
ligent violation occurs relating to the same 
issue, the penalty amount for the 2d viola
tion shall be in an amount not to exceed 50 
percent of the total actual or potential loss 
of revenue. The penalty amount for each suc
ceeding repetitive negligent violation shall 
be in an amount not to exceed the actual or 
potential loss of revenue. If the same party 
commits a nonrepetitive violation, that vio
lation shall be subject to a penalty not to ex
ceed 20 percent of the actual or potential loss 
of revenue. 

"(3) PRIOR DISCLOSURE.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subparagraph 

(B), if the person concerned discloses the cir
cumstances of a violation of subsection (a) 
before, or without knowledge of the com
mencement of, a formal investigation of 
such violation, the monetary penalty as
sessed under this subsection may not ex
ceed-

"(i) if the violation resulted from fraud, an 
amount equal to the actual or potential rev
enue of which the United States is or may be 
deprived as a result of overpayment of the 
claim; or 

"(ii) if the violation resulted from neg
ligence, an amount equal to the interest 
computed on the basis of the prevailing rate 
of interest applied under section 6621 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 on the amount 
of actual revenue of which the United States 
is or may be deprived during the period 
that-

"(!)begins on the date of the overpayment 
of the claim; and 

"(II) ends on the date on which the person 
concerned tenders the amount of the over
payment. 
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"(B) CONDITION AFFECTING PENALTY LIMITA

TIONS.-The limitations in subparagraph (A) 
on the amount of the monetary penalty to be 
assessed under subsection (c) apply only if 
the person concerned tenders the amount of 
the overpayment made on the claim at the 
time of disclosure, or within 30 days (or such 
longer period as the Customs Service may 
provide), after notice by the Customs Service 
of its calculation of the amount of the over
payment. 

"(C) BURDEN OF PROOF.-The person assert
ing lack of knowledge of the commencement 
of a formal investigation has the burden of 
proof in establishing such lack of knowledge. 

"(4) COMMENCEMENT OF INVESTIGATION.
For purposes of this section, a formal inves
tigation of a violation is considered to be 
commenced with regard to the disclosing 
party and the disclosed information on the 
date recorded in writing by the Customs 
Service as the date on which facts and cir
cumstances were discovered or information 
was received which caused the Customs Serv
ice to believe that a possibility of a violation 
of subsection (a) existed. 

"(5) EXCLUSIVITY.-Penalty claims under 
this section shall be the exclusive civil rem
edy for any drawback related violation of 
subsection (a). 

"(d) DEPRIVATION OF LAWFUL REVENUE.
Notwithstanding section 514, if the United 
States has been deprived of lawful duties and 
taxes resulting from a violation of sub
section (a), the Customs Service shall re
quire that such duties and taxes be restored 
whether or not a monetary penalty is as
sessed. 

"(e) DRAWBACK COMPLIANCE PROGRAM.
"(!) IN GENERAL.-After consultation with 

the drawback trade community, the Customs 
Service shall establish a drawback compli
ance program in which claimants and other 
parties in interest may participate after 
being certified by the Customs Service under 
paragraph (2). Participation in the drawback 
compliance program is voluntary. 

"(2) CERTIFICATION.-A party may be cer
tified as a participant in the drawback com
pliance program after meeting the general 
requirements established under the program 
or after negotiating an alternative program 
suited to the needs of the party and the Cus
toms Service. Certification requirements 
shall take into account the size and nature 
of the party's drawback program and the vol
ume of claims. In order to be certified, the 
participant must be able to demonstrate 
that it--

"(A) understands the legal requirements 
for filing claims, including the nature of the 
records required to be maintained and pro
duced and the time periods involved; 

"(B) has in place procedures to explain the 
Customs Service requirements to those em
ployees that are involved in the preparation 
of claims, and the maintenance and produc
tion of required records; 

"(C) has in place procedures regarding the 
preparation of claims and maintenance of re
quired records, and the production of such 
records to the Customs Service; 

"(D) has designated a dependable individ
ual or individuals to be responsible for com
pliance under the program and whose duties 
include maintaining familiarity with the 
drawback requirements of the Customs Serv
ice; 

"(E) has a record maintenance procedure 
approved by the Customs Service for original 
records, or, if approved by the Customs Serv
ice, for alternate records or recordkeeping 
formats other than the original records; and 

"(F) has procedures for notifying the Cus
toms Service of variances to, and violations 

of, the requirements of the drawback compli
ance program or any negotiated alternative 
programs, and for taking corrective action 
when notified by the Customs Service for 
violations or problems regarding such pro
gram. 

"(f) ALTERNATIVES TO PENALTIES.
"(!) IN GENERAL.-When a party that--
"(A) has been certified as a participant in 

the drawback compliance program under 
subsection (e); and 

"(B) is generally in compliance with the 
appropriate procedures and requirements of 
the program; 
commits a violation of subsection (a), the 
Customs Service, shall, in the absence of 
fraud or repeated violations, and in lieu of a 
monetary penalty, issue a written notice of 
the violation to the party. Repeated viola
tions by a party may result in the issuance 
of penalties and removal of certification 
under the program until corrective action, 
satisfactory to the Customs Service, is 
taken. 

"(2) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.-A notice of vio
lation issued under paragraph (1) shall-

"(A) state that the party has violated sub
section (a); 

"(B) explain the nature of the violation; 
and 

"(C) warn the party that future violations 
of subsection (a) may result in the imposi
tion of monetary penalties. 

"(3) RESPONSE TO NOTICE.-Within a reason
able time after receiving written notice 
under paragraph (1), the party shall notify 
the Customs Service of the steps it has taken 
to prevent a recurrence of the violation. 

"(g) REPETITIVE VIOLATIONS.-
"(!) A party who has been issued a written 

notice under subsection (f)(l) and subse
quently commits a repeat negligent viola
tion involving the same issue is subject to 
the following monetary penalties: 

"(A) 2D VIOLATION.-An amount not to ex
ceed 20 percent of the loss of revenue. 

"(B) 3RD VIOLATION.-An amount not to ex
ceed 50 percent of the loss of revenue. 

"(C) 4TH AND SUBSEQUENT VIOLATIONS.-An 
amount not to exceed 100 percent of the loss 
of revenue. 

"(2) If a party that has been certified as a 
participant in the drawback compliance pro
gram under subsection (e) commits an al
leged violation which was not repetitive, the 
party shall be issued a •warning letter', and, 
for any subsequent violation, shall be subject 
to the same maximum penalty amounts stat
ed in paragraph (1). 

"(h) REGULATION.-The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations and guidelines to im
plement this section. Such regulations shall 
specify that for purposes of subsection (g), a 
repeat negligent violation involving the 
same issue shall be treated as a repetitive 
violation for a maximum period of 3 years. 

"(i) COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE PRO
CEEDINGS.-Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, in any proceeding commenced by 
the United States in the Court of Inter
national Trade for the recovery of any mone
tary penalty claimed under this section-

"(!) all issues, including the amount of the 
penalty, shall be tried de novo; 

"(2) if the monetary penalty is based on 
fraud, the United States shall have the bur
den of proof to establish the alleged viola
tion by clear and convincing evidence; and 

"(3) if the monetary penalty is based on 
negligence, the United States shall have the 
burden of proof to establish the act or omis
sion constituting the violation, and the al
leged violator shall have the burden of pro
viding evidence that the act or omission did 
not occur as a result of negligence.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) applies to drawback 
claims filed on and after the nationwide 
operational implementation of an· automated 
drawback selectivity program by the Cus
toms Service. The Customs Service shall 
publish notice of this date in the Customs 
Bulletin. 
SEC. 623. INTERPRETIVE RULINGS AND DECI· 

SIONS; PUBLIC INFORMATION. 
Section 625 (19 U.S.C. 1625) is amended to 

read as follows: 
"SEC. 625. INTERPRETIVE RULINGS AND DECI

SIONS; PUBLIC INFORMATION. 
"(a) PUBLICATION.-Within 90 days after the 

date of issuance of any interpretive ruling 
(including any ruling letter, or internal ad
vice memorandum) or protest review deci
sion under this chapter with respect to any 
customs transaction, the Secretary shall 
have such ruling or decision published in the 
Customs Bulletin or shall otherwise make 
such ruling or decision available for public 
inspection. 

"(b) APPEALS.-A person may appeal an ad
verse interpretive ruling and any interpreta
tion of any regulation prescribed to imple
ment such ruling to a higher level of author
ity within the Customs Service for de novo 
review. Upon a reasonable showing of busi
ness necessity, any such appeal shall be con
sidered and decided no later than 60 days fol
lowing the date on which the appeal is filed. 
The Secretary shall issue regulations to im
plement this subsection. 

"(c) MODIFICATION AND REVOCATION.-A 
proposed interpretive ruling or decision 
which would-

"(1) modify (other than to correct a cleri
cal error) or revoke a prior interpretive rul
ing or decision which has been in effect for 
at least 60 days; or 

"(2) have the effect of modifying the treat
ment previously accorded by the Customs 
Service to substantially identical trans
actions; 
shall be published in the Customs Bulletin. 
The Secretary shall give interested parties 
an opportunity to submit, during not less 
than the 30-day period after the date of such 
publication, comments on the correctness of 
the proposed ruling or decision. After consid
eration of any comments received, the Sec
retary shall publish a final ruling or decision 
in the Customs Bulletin within 30 days after 
the closing of the comment period. The final 
ruling or decision shall become effective 60 
days after the date of its publication. 

"(d) PUBLICATION OF CUSTOMS DECISIONS 
THAT LIMIT COURT DECISIONS.-A decision 
that proposes to limit the application of a 
court decision shall be published in the Cus
toms Bulletin together with notice of oppor
tunity for public comment thereon prior to a 
final decision. 

"(e) PuBLIC INFORMATION.-The Secretary 
may make available in writing or through 
electronic media, in an efficient, comprehen
sive and timely manner, all information, in
cluding directives, memoranda, electronic 
messages and telexes which contain instruc
tions, requirements, methods or advice nec
essary for importers and exporters to comply 
with the Customs laws and regulations. All 
information which may be made available 
pursuant to this subsection shall be subject 
to any exemption from disclosure provided 
by section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code.". 
SEC. 624. SEIZURE AUTHORITY. 

Section 596(c) (19 U.S.C. 1595a(c)) is amend
ed to read as follows: 

"(c) Merchandise which is introduced or at
tempted to be introduced into the United 
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States contrary to law shall be treated as 
follows: 

"(1) The merchandise shall be seized and 
forfeited if it-

"(A) is stolen; smuggled, or clandestinely 
imported or introduced; 

"(B) is a controlled substance, as defined in 
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 801 
et seq.), and is not imported in accordance 
with applicable law; or 

"(C) is a contraband article, as defined in 
section 1 of the Act of August 9, 1939 (49 
U.S.C. App. 781). 

"(2) The merchandise may be seized and 
forfeited if-

"(A) its importation or entry is subject to 
any restriction or prohibition which is im
posed by law relating to health, safety, or 
conservation and the merchandise is not in 
compliance with the applicable rule, regula
tion, or statute; 

"(B) its importation or entry requires ali
cense, permit or other authorization of an 
agency of the United States Government and 
the merchandise is not accompanied by such 
license, permit, or authorization; 

"(C) it is merchandise or packaging in 
which copyright, trademark, or trade name 
protection violations are involved (includ
ing, but not limited to, violations of section 
42, 43, or 45 of the Act of July 5, 1946 (15 
U.S.C. 1124, 1125, or 1127), section 506 or 509 of 
title 17, United States Code, or section 2318 
or 2320 of title 18, United States Code); 

"(D) it is trade dress merchandise involved 
in the violation of a court order citing sec
tion 43 of such Act of July 5, 1946 (15 U.S.C. 
1125); 

"(E) it is merchandise which is marked in
tentionally in violation of section 304; or 

"(F) it is merchandise for which the im
porter has received written notices that pre
vious importations of identical merchandise 
from the same supplier were found to have 
been marked in violation of section 304. 

"(3) If the importation or entry of the mer
chandise is subject to quantitative restric
tions requiring a visa, permit, license, or 
other similar document, or stamp from the 
United States Government or from a foreign 
government or issuing authority pursuant to 
a · bilateral or multilateral agreement, the 
merchandise shall be subject to detention in 
accordance with section 499 unless the appro
priate visa, license, permit, or similar docu
ment or stamp is presented to the Customs 
Service; but if the visa, permit, license, or 
similar document or stamp which is pre
sented in connection with the importation or 
entry of the merchandise is counterfeit, the 
merchandise may be seized and forfeited. 

"( 4) If the merchandise is imported or in
troduced contrary to a provision of law 
which governs the classification or value of 
merchandise and there are no issues as to 
the admissibility of the merchandise into the 
United States, it shall not be seized except in 
accordance with section 592. 

"(5) In any case where the seizure and for
feiture of merchandise are required or au
thorized by this section, the Secretary 
may-

"(A) remit the forfeiture under section 618, 
or 

"(B) permit the exportation of the mer
chandise, unless its release would adversely 
affect health, safety, or conservation or be in 
contravention of a bilateral or multilateral 
agreement or treaty.". 

Subtitle B-National Customs Automation 
Program 

SEC. 831. NATIONAL CUSTOMS AUTOMATION PRO· 
GRAM. 

Part I of title IV is amended-

(1) by striking out 
"PARTI-DEF~ONS 

and inserting 
"PART 1-DEF~ONS AND NATIONAL 

CUSTOMS AUTOMATION PROGRAM 
"Subpart A-Definitions"; 

and 
(2) by inserting after section 402 the follow

ing: 
"Subpart B-National Customs Automation 

Program 
"SEC. 411. NATIONAL CUSTOMS AUTOMATION 

PROGRAM. 
"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 

establish the National Customs Automation 
Program (hereinafter in this subpart referred 
to as the 'Program') which shall be an auto
mated and electronic system for processing 
commercial importations and shall include 
the following existing and planned compo
nents: 

"(1) Existing components: 
"(A) The electronic entry of merchandise. 
"(B) The electronic entry summary of re-

quired information. 
"(C) The electronic transmission of invoice 

information. 
"(D) The electronic transmission of mani

fest information. 
"(E) Electronic payments of duties, fees, 

and taxes. 
"(F) The electronic status of liquidation 

and reliquidation. 
"(G) The electronic selection of high risk 

entries for examination (cargo selectivity 
and entry summary selectivity). 

"(2) Planned components: 
"(A) The electronic filing and status of 

protests. 
"(B) The electronic filing (including re

mote filing under section 414) of entry infor
mation with the Customs Service at any lo
cation. 

"(C) The electronic filing of import activ-
ity summary statements and reconciliation. 

"(D) The electronic filing of bonds. 
"(E) The electronic penalty process. 
"(F) The electronic filing of drawback 

claims, records, or entries. 
"(G) Any other component initiated by the 

Customs Service to carry out the goals of 
this subpart. 

"(b) PARTICIPATION IN PROGRAM.-The Sec
retary shall by regulation prescribe the eligi
bility criteria for participation in the Pro
gram. Participation in the Program is vol
untary. 
"SEC. 412. PROGRAM GOALS. 

"The goals of the Program are to ensure 
that all regulations and rulings that are ad
ministered or enforced by the Customs Serv
ice are administered and enforced in a man
ner that-

"(1) is uniform and consistent; 
"(2) is as minimally intrusive upon the 

normal flow of business activity as prac
ticable; and 

"(3) improves compliance. 
"SEC. 413. IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION 

OF PROGRAM. 
"(a) OVERALL PROGRAM PLAN.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Before the !80th day 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall develop and transmit to 
the Committees an overall plan for the Pro
gram. The overall Program plan shall set 
forth-

"(A) a general description of the ultimate 
configuration of the Program; 

"(B) a description of each of the existi:Qg 
components of the Program listed in section 
4ll(a)(l); and 

"(C) estimates regarding the stages on 
which planned components of the Program 
listed in section 411(a)(2) will be brought on
line. 

"(2) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.-In addition 
to the information required under paragraph 
(1), the overall Program plan shall include a 
statement regarding-

"(A) the extent to which the existing com
ponents of the Program currently meet, and 
the planned components will meet, the Pro
gram goals set forth in section 412; and 

"(B) the effects that the existing compo
nents are currently having, and the effects 
that the planned components will likely 
have, on-

"(i) importers, brokers, and other users of 
the Program, and 

"(ii) Customs Service occupations, oper
ations, processes, and systems. 

"(b) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, TESTING, AND 
EVALUATION.-

"(!) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.-For each of 
the planned components of the Program list
ed in section 411(a)(2), the Secretary shall

"(A) develop an implementation plan; 
"(B) test the component in order to assess 

its viability; 
"(C) evaluate the component in order to 

assess its contribution toward achieving the 
program goals; and 

"(D) transmit to the Committees the im
plementation plan, the testing results, and 
an evaluation report. 
In developing an implementation plan under 
subparagraph (A) and evaluating components 
under subparagraph (C), the Secretary shall 
publish a request for comments in the Cus
toms Bulletin and shall consult with the 
trade community, including importers, bro
kers, shippers, and other affected parties. 

"(2) IMPLEMENTATION.-
"(A) The Secretary may implement on a 

permanent basis any Program component re
ferred to in paragraph (1) on or after the date 
which is 30 days after paragraph (l)(D) is 
complied with. 

"(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
30 days shall be computed by excluding-

"(i) the days either House is not in session 
because of an adjournment of more than 3 
days to a day certain or an adjournment of 
the Congress sine die, and 

"(ii) any Saturday and Sunday, not ex
cluded under clause (i), when either House is 
not in session. 

"(3) EVALUATION AND REPORT.-The Sec
retary shall-

"(A) develop a user satisfaction survey of 
parties participating in the Program; 

"(B) evaluate the results of the user satis
faction survey on a biennial basis (fiscal 
years) and transmit a report to the Commit
tees on the evaluation by no later than the 
90th day after the close of each 2d fiscal 
year; 

"(C) with respect to the existing Program 
component listed in section 411(a)(l)(G) 
transmit to the Committees-

"(i) a written evaluation of such compo
nent before the !80th day after the date of 
the enactment of this section and before the 
implementation of the planned Program 
components listed in section 411(a)(2) (B) and 
(C), and 

"(ii) a report on such component for each 
of the 3 full fiscal years occurring after the 
date of the enactment of this section, which 
report shall be transmitted not later than 
the 90th day after the close of each such 
year; and 

"(D) not later than the 90th day after the 
close of fiscal year 1994, and annually there
after through fiscal year 2000, transmit to 
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the Committees a written evaluation with 
respect to the implementation and effect on 
users of each of the planned Program compo
nents listed in section 411(a)(2). 
In carrying out the provisions of this para
graph, the Secretary shall publish requests 
for comments in the Customs Bulletin and 
shall consult with the trade community, in
cluding importers, brokers, shippers, and 
other affected parties. 

"(c) COMMITI'EES.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term 'Committees' means the Com
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Fi
nance of the Senate. 
"SEC. 414. REMOTE LOCATION FILING. 

"(a) CORE ENTRY INFORMATION.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-A Program participant 

may file electronically an entry of merchan
dise with the Customs Service from a loca
tion other than the district designated in the 
entry for examination (hereafter in this sec
tion referred to as a 'remote location') if-

"(A) the Customs Service is satisfied that 
the participant has the capabilities referred 
to in paragraph (2)(A) regarding such method 
of filing; and 

"(B) the participant elects to file from the 
remote location. 

"(2) REQUIREMENTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-In order to qualify for 

filing from a remote location, a Program 
participant must have the capability to pro
vide, on an entry-by-entry basis, for the fol
lowing: 

"(i) The electronic entry of merchandise. 
"(ii) The electronic entry summary of re

quired information. 
"(iii) The electronic transmission of in

voice information (when required by the Cus
toms Service). 

"(iv) The electronic payment of duties, 
fees, and taxes. 

"(v) Such other electronic capabilities 
within the existing or planned components of 
the Program as the Secretary shall by regu
lation require. 

"(B) RESTRICTION ON EXEMPTION FROM RE
QUIREMENTS.-The Customs Service may not 
permit any exemption or waiver from there
quirements established by this section for 
participation in remote entry filing. 

"(3) CONDITIONS ON FILING UNDER THIS SEC
TION.-The Secretary may prohibit a Pro
gram participant from participating in re
mote location filing, and may remove a Pro
gram participant from participation in re
mote location filing, if the participant-

"(!) fails to meet all the compliance re
quirements and operational standards of re
mote location filing; or 

"(ii) fails to adhere to all applicable laws 
and regulations. 

"(4) ALTERNATIVE FILING.-Any Program 
participant that is eligible to file entry in
formation electronically from a remote loca
tion but chooses not to do so in the case of 
any entry must file any paper documenta
tion for the entry at the designated location 
referred to in subsection (d). 

"(b) ADDITIONAL ENTRY INFORMATION.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-A Program participant 

that is eligible under subsection (a) to file 
entry information from a remote location 
may, if the Customs Service is satisfied that 
the participant meets the requirements 
under paragraph (2), also electronically file 
from the remote location additional infor
mation that is required by the Customs 
Service to be presented before the accept
ance of entry summary information and at 
the time of acceptance of entry summary in
formation. 

"(2) REQUIREMENTS.-The Secretary shall 
publish, and periodically update, a list of 
those capabilities within the existing and 
planned components of the Program that a 
Program participant must have for purposes 
of this subsection. 

"(3) FILING OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.
"(A) !F INFORMATION ELECTRONICALLY AC

CEPTABLE.-A Program participant that is el
igible under paragraph (1) to file additional 
information from a remote location shall 
electronically file all such information that 
the Customs Service can accept electroni
cally. 

"(B) ALTERNATIVE FILING.-If the Customs 
Service cannot accept additional informa
tion electronically, the Program participant 
shall file the paper documentation with re
spect to the information at the appropriate 
filing location. 

"(C) APPROPRIATE LOCATION.-For purposes 
of subparagraph (B), the 'appropriate loca
tion' is-

"(i) before January 1, 1999, a designated lo
cation; and 

"(ii) after December 31, 1998-
"(l) if the paper documentation is required 

for release, a designated location; or 
"(II) if the paper documentation is not re

quired for release, a remote location des
ignated by the Customs Service or a des
ignated location. 

"(D) OTHER.-A Program participant that 
is eligible under paragraph (1) to file addi
tional information electronically from a re
mote location but chooses not to do so must 
file the paper documentation with respect to 
the information at a designated location. 

"(c) POST-ENTRY SUMMARY lNFORMATION.
A Program participant that is eligible to file 
electronically entry information under sub
section (a) and additional information under 
subsection (b) from a remote location may 
file at any remote location designated by the 
Customs Service any information required 
by the Customs Service after entry sum
mary. 

"(d) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) The term 'designated location' means 

a customs office located in the customs dis
trict designated by the entry filer for pur
poses of customs examination of the mer
chandise. 

"(2) The term 'Program participant' 
means, with respect to an entry of merchan
dise, any party entitled to make the entry 
under section 484(a)(2)(B).". 
SEC. 632. DRAWBACK AND REFUNDS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.-Section 313 (19 U.S.C. 
1313) is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended-
(A) by inserting "or destruction under cus

toms supervision" after "Upon the expor
tation"; 

(B) by inserting "provided that those arti
cles have not been used prior to such expor
tation or destruction," after "manufactured 
or produced in the United States with the 
use of imported merchandise,"; 

(C) by inserting "or destruction" after "re
funded upon the exportation"; and 

(D) by striking out "wheat imported after 
ninety days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act" and inserting "imported wheat". 

(2) Subsection (b) is amended-
(A) by striking out "duty-free or domestic 

merchandise" and inserting "any other mer
chandise (whether imported or domestic)"; 

(B) by inserting ", or destruction under 
customs supervision," after "there shall be 
allowed upon the exportation"; 

(C) by inserting "or destroyed" after "not
withstanding the fact that none of the im
ported merchandise rna~ actually have been 

used in the manufacture or production of the 
exported''; 

(D) by inserting ", but only if those arti
cles have not been used prior to such expor
tation or destruction" after "an amount of 
drawback equal to that which would have 
been allowable had the merchandise used 
therein been imported"; and 

(E) by inserting "or destruction under cus
toms supervision" after "but the total 
amount of drawback allowed upon the expor
tation". 

(3) Subsection (c) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(c) MERCHANDISE NOT CONFORMING TO 
SAMPLE OR SPECIFICATIONS.-Upon the expor
tation, or destruction under the supervision 
of the Customs Service, of merchandise-

"(!) not conforming to sample or specifica
tions, shipped without the consent of the 
consignee, or determined to be defective as 
of the time of importation; 

"(2) upon which the duties have been paid; 
"(3) which has been entered or withdrawn 

for consumption; and 
"(4) which, within 3 years after release 

from the custody of the Customs Service, has 
been returned to the custody of the Customs 
Service for exportation or destruction under 
the supervision of the Customs Service; 

the full amount of the duties paid upon such 
merchandise, less 1 percent, shall be re
funded as drawback.". 

(4) Subsection (j) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(j) UNUSED MERCHANDISE DRAWBACK.-
"(!) If imported merchandise, on which was 

paid any duty, tax, or fee imposed under Fed
eral law because of its importation-

"(A) is, before the close· of the 3-year pe
riod beginning on the date of importation

"(i) exported, or 
"(ii) destroyed under customs supervision; 

and 
"(B) is not used within the United States 

before such exportation or destruction; 
then upon such exportation or destruction 99 
percent of the amount of each duty, tax, or 
fee so paid shall be refunded as drawback. 
The exporter (or destroyer) has the right to 
claim drawback under this paragraph, but 
may endorse such right to the importer or 
any intermediate party. 

"(2) If there is, with respect to imported 
merchandise on which was paid any duty, 
tax, or fee imposed under Federal law be
cause of its importation, any other merchan
dise (whether imported or domestic), that---

"(A) is commercially interchangeable with 
such imported merchandise; 

"(B) is, before the close of the 3-year period 
beginning on the date of importation of the 
imported merchandise, either exported or de
stroyed under customs supervision; and 

"(C) before such exportation or destruc
tion-

"(i) is not used within the United States, 
and 

"(ii) is in the possession of, including own
ership while in bailment, in leased facilities, 
in transit to, or in any other manner under 
the operational control of, the party claim
ing drawback under this paragraph, if that 
party-

"(!) is the importer of the imported mer
chandise, or 

"(II) received from the person who im
ported and paid any duty due on the im
ported merchandise a certificate of delivery 
transferring to the party the imported mer
chandise, commercially interchangeable 
merchandise, or any combination of im
ported and commercially interchangeable 
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merchandise (and any such transferred mer
chandise, regardless of its origin, will be 
treated as the imported merchandise and any 
retained merchandise will be treated as do
mestic merchandise); 
then upon the exportation or destruction of 
such other merchandise the amount of each 
such duty, tax, and fee paid regarding the 
imported merchandise shall be refunded as 
drawback, but in no case may the total 
drawback on the imported merchandise, 
whether available under this paragraph or 
any other provision of law or any combina
tion thereof, exceed 99 percent of that duty, 
tax, or fee. 

"(3) The performing of any operation or 
combination of operations (including, but 
not limited to, testing, cleaning, repacking, 
inspecting, sorting, refurbishing, freezing, 
blending, repairing, reworking, cutting, slit
ting, adjusting, replacing components, re
labeling, disassembling, and unpacking), not 
amounting to manufacture or production for 
drawback purposes under the preceding pro
visions of this section on-

' '(A) the imported merchandise itself in 
cases to which paragraph (1) applies, or 

"(B) the commercially interchangeable 
merchandise in cases to which paragraph (2) 
applies, 
shall not be treated as a use of that mer
chandise for purposes of applying paragraph 
(l)(B) or (2)(C).". 

(5) Subsection (l) is amended by striking 
out "the fixing of a time limit within which 
drawback entries or entries for refund under 
any of the provisions of this section or sec
tion 309(b) shall be filed and completed," and 
inserting "the authority for the electronic 
submission of drawback entries". 

(6) Subsection (p) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(p) SUBSTITUTION OF FINISHED PETROLEUM 
DERIVATIVES.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, if-

"(A) an article (hereafter referred to in 
this subsection as the 'exported article') of 
the same kind and quality as a qualified arti
cle is exported; 

"(B) the requirements set forth in para
graph (2) are met; and 

"(C) a drawback claim is filed regarding 
the exported article; 
the amount of the duties paid on, or attrib
utable to, such qualified article shall be re
funded as drawback to the drawback claim
ant. 

"(2) REQUIREMENTS.-The requirements re
ferred to in paragraph (1) are as follows: 

"(A) The exporter of the exported article
"(!) manufactured or produced the quali

fied article in a quantity equal to or greater 
than the quantity of the exported article, 

"(ii) purchased or exchanged, directly or 
indirectly, the qualified article from a manu
facturer or producer described in subsection 
(a) or (b) in a quantity equal to or greater 
than the quantity of the exported article, 

"(iii) imported the qualified article in a 
quantity equal to or greater than the quan
tity of the exported article, or 

"(iv) purchased or exchanged, directly or 
indirectly, an imported qualified article 
from an importer in a quantity equal to or 
greater than the quantity of the exported ar
ticle. 

"(B) In the case of the requirement de
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii), the manufac
turer or producer produced the qualified arti
cle in a quantity equal to or greater than the 
quantity of the exported article. 

"(C) In the case of the requirement of sub
paragraph (A)(i) or (A)(ii), the exported arti-

cle is exported during the period that the 
qualified article described in subparagraph 
(A)(i) or (A)(ii) (whichever is applicable) is 
manufactured or produced, or within 180 
days after the close of such period. 

"(D) In the case of the requirement of sub
paragraph (A)(i) or (A)(ii), the specific petro
leum refinery or production facility which 
made the qualified article concerned is iden
tified. 

"(E) In the case of the requirement of sub
paragraph (A)(iii) or (A)(iv), the exported ar
ticle is exported within 180 days after the 
date of entry of an imported qualified article 
described in subparagraph (A)(iii) or (A)(iv) 
(whichever is applicable). 

"(F) Except as otherwise specifically pro
vided in this subsection, the drawback 
claimant complies with all requirements of 
this section, including providing certificates 
which establish the drawback eligibility of 
articles for which drawback is claimed. 

"(G) The manufacturer, producer, im
porter, exporter, and drawback claimant of 
the qualified article and the exported article 
maintain all records required by regulation. 

"(3) DEFINITION . OF QUALIFIED ARTICLE, 
ETC.-For purposes of this subsection-

"(A) The term 'qualified article' means an 
article-

"(!) described in- · 
"(I) headings 2707, 2708, 2710, 2711, 2712, 2713, 

2714, 2715, 2901, and 2902 of the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States, or 

"(II) headings 3901 through 3914 of such 
Schedule (as such headings apply to liquids, 
pastes, powders, granules, and flakes), and 

"(ii) which is-
"(1) manufactured or produced as described 

in subsection (a) or (b) from crude petroleum 
or a petroleum derivative, or 

"(II) imported duty-paid. 
"(B) An exported article is of the same 

kind and quality as the qualified article for 
which it is substituted under this subsection 
if it is a product that is commercially inter
changeable with or referred to under the 
same eight-digit classification of the Har
monized Tariff Schedule of the United States 
as the qualified article. 

"(C) The term 'drawback claimant' means 
the exporter of the exported article or the re
finer, producer, or importer of such article. 
Any person eligible to file a drawback claim 
under this subparagraph may designate an
other person to file such claim. 

"(4) LIMITATION ON DRAWBACK.-The 
amount of drawback payable under this sub
section shall not exceed the amount of draw
back that would be attributable to the arti
cle-

"(A) manufactured or produced under sub
section (a) or (b) by the manufacturer or pro
ducer described in clause (i) or (ii) of para
graph (2)(A), or 

"(B) imported under clause (iii) or (iv) of 
paragraph (2)(A).". 

(7) The following new subsections are in
serted after subsection (p): 

"(q) PACKAGING MATERIAL.-Packaging ma
terial, when used on or for articles or mer
chandise exported or destroyed under sub
section (a), (b), (c), or (j), shall be eligible 
under such subsection for refund, as draw
back, of 99 percent of any duty, tax, or fee 
imposed under Federal law on the importa-
tion of such material. · 

"(r) FILING DRAWBACK CLAIMS.-
"(!) A drawback entry and all documents 

necessary to complete a drawback claim, in
cluding those issued by the Customs Service, 
shall be filed or applied for, as applicable, 
within 3 years after the date of exportation 
or destruction of the articles on which draw-

back is claimed, except that any landing cer
tificate required by regulation shall be filed 
within the time limit prescribed in such reg-: 
ulation. Claims not completed within the 3-
year period shall be considered abandoned. 
No extension will be granted unless it is es
tablished that the Customs Service was re
sponsible for the untimely filing. 

"(2) A drawback entry for refund filed pur
suant to any subsection of this section shall 
be deemed filed pursuant to any other sub
section of this section should it be deter
mined that drawback is not allowable under 
the entry as originally filed but is allowable 
under such other subsection. 

"(S) DESIGNATION OF MERCHANDISE BY SUC
CESSOR.-

"(1) For purposes of subsection (b), a draw
back successor may designate imported mer
chandise used by the predecessor before the 
date of succession as the basis for drawback 
on articles manufactured by the drawback 
successor after the date of succession. 

"(2) For purposes of subsection (j)(2), a 
drawback successor may designate-

"(A) imported merchandise which the pred
ecessor, before the date of succession, im
ported; or 

"(B) imported merchandise, commercially 
interchangeable merchandise, or any com
bination of imported and commercially 
interchangeable merchandise for which the 
successor received, before the date of succes
sion, from the person who imported and paid 
any duty due on the imported merchandise a 
certificate of delivery transferring to the 
successor such merchandise; 
as the basis for drawback on merchandise 
possessed by the drawback successor after 
the date of succession. 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'drawback successor' means an entity 
to which another entity (in this subsection 
referred to as the 'predecessor') has trans
ferred by written agreement, merger, or cor
porate resolution-

"(A) all or substantially all of the rights, 
privileges, immunities, powers, duties, and 
liabilities of the predecessor; or 

"(B) the assets and other business interests 
of a division, plant, or other business unit of 
such predecessor, but only if in such transfer 
the value of the transferred realty, person
alty, and intangibles (other than drawback 
rights, inchoate or otherwise) exceeds the 
value of all transferred drawback rights, in
choate or otherwise. 

"(4) No drawback shall be paid under this 
subsection until either the predecessor or 
the drawback successor (who shall also cer
tify that it has the predecessor's record's) 
certifies that-

"(A) the transferred merchandise was not 
and will not be claimed by the predecessor, 
and 

"(B) the predecessor did not and will not 
issue any certificate to any other person 
that would enable that person to claim draw
back. 

"(t) DRAWBACK CERTIFICATES.-Any person 
who issues a certificate which would enable 
another person to claim drawback shall be 
subject to the recordkeeping provisions of 
this chapter, with the retention period be
ginning on the date that such certificate is 
issued. · 

"(U) ELIGIBILITY OF ENTERED OR WITH
DRAWN MERCHANDISE.-Imported merchan
dise that has not been regularly entered or 
withdrawn for consumption shall not satisfy 
any requirement for use, exportation, or de
struction under this section. 

"(v) MULTIPLE DRAWBACK CLAIMS.-Mer
chandise that is exported or destroyed to 
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satisfy any claim for drawback shall not be 
the basis of any other claim for drawback; 
except that appropriate credit and deduc
tions for claims covering components or in
gredients of such merchandise shall be made 
in computing drawback payments.". 

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT TO FIN
ISHED PETROLEUM DERIVATIVES.-Notwith
standing section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1514) or any other provision of law, 
the amendment made by paragraph (6) of 
subsection (a) shall apply to-

(1) claims filed or liquidated on or after 
January 1, 1988, and 

(2) claims that are unliquidated, under pro
test, or in litigation on the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 633. EFFECTIVE DATE OF RATES OF DUTY. 

Section 315 (19 U.S.C. 1315) is amended-
(!) by striking out "appropriate customs 

officer in the form and manner prescribed by 
regulations of the Secretary of the Treas
ury," in the first sentence of subsection (a) 
and inserting "Customs Service by written, 
electronic or such other means as the Sec
retary by regulation shall prescribe,"; 

(2) by striking out "customs custody" in 
the first sentence of subsection (b) and in
serting "custody of the Customs Service"; 
and 

(3) by striking out "paragraph 813" in sub
section (c) and inserting "chapter 98 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States". 
SEC. 634. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 401 (19 U.S.C. 1401) is amended-
(1) by amending subsection (k) to read as 

follows: 
"(k) The term 'hovering vessel' means
"(!) any vessel which is found or kept off 

the coast of the United States within or 
without the customs waters, if, from the his
tory, conduct, character, or location of the 
vessel, it is reasonable to believe that such 
vessel is being used or may be used to intro
duce or promote or facilitate the introduc
tion or attempted introduction of merchan
dise into the United States in violation of 
the laws of the United States; and 

"(2) any vessel which has visited a vessel 
described in paragraph (1)."; and 

(2) by inserting at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsections: 

"(n) The term 'electronic transmission' 
means the transfer of data or information 
through an authorized electronic data inter
change system consisting of, but not limited 
to, computer modems and computer net
works. 

"(o) The term 'electronic entry' means the 
electronic transmission to the Customs Serv
ice of-

"(1) entry information required for the 
entry of merchandise, and 

"(2) entry summary information required 
for the classification and appraisement of 
the merchandise, the verification of statis
tical information, and the determination of 
compliance with applicable law. 

"(p) The term 'electronic data interchange 
system' means any established mechanism 
approved by the Commissioner of Customs 
through which information can be trans
ferred electronically. 

"(q) The term 'National Customs Automa
tion Program' means the program estab
lished under section 411. 

"(r) The term 'import activity summary 
statement' refers to data or information 
transmitted electronically to the Customs 
Service, in accordance with such regulations 
as the Secretary prescribes, at the end of a 
specified period of time which enables the 
Customs Service to assess properly the du-

ties, taxes and fees on merchandise imported 
during that period, collect accurate statis
tics and determine whether any other appli
cable requirement of law (other than a re
quirement relating to release from customs 
custody) is met. 

"(s) The term 'reconciliation' means an 
electronic process, initiated at the request of 
an importer, under which the elements of an 
entry, other than those elements related to 
the admissibility of the merchandise, that 
are undetermined at the time of entry sum
mary are provided to the Customs Service at 
a later time. A reconciliation is treated as 
an entry for purposes of liquidation, reliqui
dation, and protest.". 
SEC. 635. MANIFESTS. 

Section 431 (19 U.S.C. 1431) is amended-
(!) by amending subsections (a) and (b) to 

read as follows: -· , 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-Every vessel required to 

make entry under section 434 or obtain clear
ance under section 4197 of the Revised Stat
utes of the United States (46 U.S.C. App. 91) 
shall have a manifest that complies with the 
requirements prescribed under subsection 
(d). 

"(b) PRODUCTION OF MA.NIFEST.-Any mani
fest required by the Customs Service shall be 
signed, produced, delivered or electronically 
transmitted by the master or person in 
charge of the vessel, aircraft, or vehicle, or 
by any other authorized agent of the owner 
or operator of the vessel, aircraft, or vehicle 
in accordance with the requirements pre
scribed under subsection (d). A manifest may 
be supplemented by bill of lading data sup
plied by the issuer of such bill. If any irregu
larity of omission or commission occurs in 
any way in respect to any manifest or bill of 
lading data, the owner or operator of the ves
sel, aircraft or vehicle, or any party respon
sible for such irregularity, shall be liable for 
any fine or penalty prescribed by law with 
respect to such irregularity. The Customs 
Service may. take appropriate action against 
any of the parties."; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(d) REGULATIONS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall by 

regulation-
"(A) specify the form for, and the informa

tion and data that must be contained in, the 
manifest required by subsection (a); 

"(B) allow, at the option of the individual 
producing the manifest and subject to para
graph (2), letters and documents shipments 
to be accounted for by summary manifesting 
procedures; 

"(C) prescribe the manner of production 
for, and the delivery for electronic transmit
tal of, the manifest required by subsection 
(a); and 

"(D) prescribe the manner for 
supplementing manifests with bill of lading 
data under subsection (b). 

"(2) LETTERS AND DOCUMENTS SHIPMENTS.
For purposes of paragraph (l)(B}-

"(A) the Customs Service may require with 
respect to letters and documents ship
ments-

"(i) that they be segregated by country of 
origin, and 

"(ii) additional examination procedures 
that are not necessary for individually mani
fested shipments; 

"(B) standard letter envelopes and stand
ard document packs shall be segregated from 
larger document shipments for purposes of 
customs inspections; and 

"(C) the term 'letters and documents' 
means-

"(i) data described in General Headnote 
4(c) of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States, 

"(ii) securities and similar evidences of 
value described in heading 4907 of such 
Schedule, but not monetary instruments de
fined pursuant to chapter 53 of title 31, Unit
ed States Code, and 

"(iii) personal correspondence, whether on 
paper, cards, photographs, tapes, or other 
media.". 
SEC. 836. INVOICE CONTENTS. 

Section 481 (19 U.S.C. 1481) is amended
(!) by amending subsection (a}-
(A) by amending the matter preceding 

paragraph (1) to read as follows: "IN GEN
ERAL.-All invoices of merchandise to be im
ported into the United States and any elec
tronic equivalent thereof considered accept
able by the Secretary in regulations pre
scribed under this section shall set forth, in 
written, electronic, or such other form as the 
Secretary shall prescribe, the following:", 

(B) by amending paragraph (3) to read as 
follows: 

"(3) A detailed description of the merchan
dise, including the commercial name by 
which each item is known, the grade or qual
ity, and the marks, numbers, or symbols 
under which sold by the seller or manufac
turer in the country of exportation, together 
with the marks and numbers of the packages 
in which the merchandise is packed;". and 

(C) by amending paragraph (10) to read as 
follows: 

"(10) Any other fact that the Secretary 
may by regulation require as being necessary 
to a proper appraisement, examination and 
classification of the merchandise."; 

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as 
follows: 

"(c) IMPORTER PROVISION OF INFORMA
TION.-Any information required to be set 
forth on an invoice may alternatively be pro
vided by any of the parties qualifying as an 
'importer of record' under section 484(a)(2)(B) 
by such means, in such form or manner, and 
within such time as the Secretary shall by 
regulation prescribe."; and 

(3) by inserting before the period at the end 
of subsection (d) the following: "and may 
allow for the submission or electronic trans
miSSion of partial invoices, electronic 
equivalents of invoices, bills, or other docu
ments or parts thereof, required under this 
section". 
SEC. 637. ENTRY OF MERCHANDISE. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 484.-Section 
484 (19 U.S.C. 1484) is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"SEC. 484. ENTRY OF MERCHANDISE. 

"(a) REQUffiEMENT AND TIME.-
"(1) Except as provided in sections 490, 498, 

552, 553, and 336(j), one of the parties qualify
ing as 'importer of record' under paragraph 
(2)(B), either in person or by an agent au
thorized by the party in writing, shall, using 
reasonable care-

"(A) make entry therefor by filing with the 
Customs Service-

"(i) such documentation or, pursuant to an 
electronic data interchange system, such in
formation as is necessary to enable the Cus
toms Service to determine whether the mer
chandise may be released from customs cus
tody, and 

"(ii) notification whether an import activ
ity summary statement will be filed; and 

"(B) complete the entry by filing with the 
Customs Service the declared value, classi
fication and rate of duty applicable to the 
merchandise, and such other documentation 
or, pursuant to an electronic data inter
change system, such other information as is 
necessary to enable the Customs Service to-
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"(i) properly assess duties on the merchan

dise, 
"(ii) collect accurate statistics with re

spect to the merchandise, and 
"(iii) determine whether any other applica

ble requirement of law (other than a require
ment relating to release from customs cus
tody) is met. 

"(2)(A) The documentation or information 
required under paragraph (1) with respect to 
any imported merchandise shall be filed or 
transmitted in such manner and within such 
time periods as the Secretary shall by regu
lation prescribe. Such regulations shall pro
vide for the filing of import activity sum
mary statements, covering entries or ware
house withdrawals made during a calendar 
month, within such time period as is pre
scribed in regulations but not to exceed the 
20th day following such calendar month. 

"(B) When an entry of merchandise is made 
under this section, the required documenta
tion or information shall be filed or elec
tronically transmitted either by the owner 
or purchaser of the merchandise or, when ap
propriately designated by the owner, pur
chaser, or consignee of the merchandise, a 
person holding a valid license under section 
641. When a consignee declares on entry that 
he is the owner or purchaser of merchandise 
the Customs Service may, without liability, 
accept the declaration. For the purposes of 
this Act, the importer of record must be one 
of the parties who is eligible to file the docu
mentation or information required by this 
section. 

"(C) The Secretary, in prescribing regula
tions to carry out this subsection, shall es
tablish procedures which insure the accuracy· 
and timeliness of import statistics, particu
larly statistics relevant to the classification 
and valuation of imports. Corrections of er
rors in such statistical data shall be trans
mitted immediately to the Director of the 
Bureau of the Census, who shall make cor
rections in the statistics maintained by the 
Bureau. The Secretary shall also provide, to 
the maximum extent practicable, for the 
protection of the revenue, the enforcement 
of laws governing the importation and expor
tation of merchandise, the facilitation of the 
commerce of the United States, and the 
equal treatment of all importers of record of 
imported merchandise. 

"(b) RECONCILIATION.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-A party that electroni

cally transmits an entry summary or import 
activity summary statement may at the 
time of filing such summary or statement 
notify the Customs Service of his intention 
to file a reconciliation pursuant to such reg
ulations as the Secretary may prescribe. 
Such reconciliation must be filed by the im
porter of record within such time period as is 
prescribed by regulation but no later than 15 
months following the filing of the entry sum
mary or import activity summary state
ment; except that the prescribed time period 
for reconciliation issues relating to the as
sessment of antidumping and countervailing 
duties shall require filing no later than 90 
days after the Customs Service advises the 
importer that a period of review for anti
dumping or countervailing duty purposes has 
been completed. Before filing a reconcili
ation, an importer of record shall post bond 
or other security pursuant to such regula
tions as the Secretary may prescribe. 

"(2) REGULATIONS REGARDING AD/CV DU
TIES.-The Secretary shall prescribe, in con
sultation with the Secretary of Commerce, 
such regulations as are necessary to adapt 
the reconciliation process for use in the col
lection of antidumping and countervailing 
duties. 

"(c) RELEASE OF MERCHANDISE.-The Cus
toms Service may permit the entry and re
lease of merchandise from customs custody 
in accordance with such regulations as the 
Secretary may prescribe. No officer of the 
Customs Service shall be liable to any person 
with respect to the delivery of merchandise 
released from customs custody in accordance 
with such regulations. 

"(d) SIGNING AND CONTENTS.-Entries shall 
be signed by the importer of record, or his 
agent, unless filed pursuant to an electronic 
data interchange system. If electronically 
filed, each transmission of data shall be cer
tified by an importer of record or his agent, 
one of whom shall be resident in the United 
States for purposes of receiving service of 
process, as being true and correct to the best 
of his knowledge and belief, and such trans
mission shall be binding in the same manner 
and to the same extent as a signed docu
ment. The entry shall set forth such facts in 
regard to the importation as the Secretary 
may require and shall be accompanied by 
such invoices, bills of lading, certificates, 
and documents, or their electronically sub
mitted equivalents. as are required by regu
lation. 

"(e) PRODUCTION OF lNVOICE.-The Sec
retary may provide by regulation for the 
production of an invoice, parts thereof, or 
the electronic equivalents thereof, in such 
manner and form, and under such terms and 
conditions, as the Secretary considers nec
essary. 

"(f) STATISTICAL ENUMERATION.-The Sec
retary, the Secretary of Commerce, and the 
United States International Trade Commis
sion shall establish from time to time for 
statistical purposes an enumeration of arti
cles in such detail as in their judgment may 
be necessary. comprehending all merchan
dise imported into the United States and ex
ported from the United States, and shall 
seek, in conjunction with statistical pro
grams for domestic production and programs 
for achieving international harmonization of 
trade statistics, to establish the comparabil
ity thereof with such enumeration of arti
cles. All import entries and export declara
tions shall include or have attached thereto 
an accurate statement specifying, in terms 
of such detailed enumeration, the kinds and 
quantities of all merchandise imported and 
exported and the value of the total quantity 
of each kind of article. 

"(g) STATEMENT OF COST OF PRODUCTION.
Under such regulations as the Secretary may 
prescribe, the Customs Service may require 
a verified statement from the manufacturer 
or producer showing the cost of producing 
the imported merchandise, if the Customs 
Service considers such verification necessary 
for the appraisement of such merchandise. 

"(h) ADMISSffiiLITY OF DATA ELECTRONI
CALLY TRANSMITTED.-Any entry or other in
formation transmitted by means of an au
thorized electronic data interchange system 
shall be admissible in any and all adminis
trative and judicial proceedings as evidence 
of such entry or information.". 

(b) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 771.-Section 
771 (19 U.S.C. 1677) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

"(23) ENTRY.-The term 'entry' includes, in 
appropriate circumstances as determined by 
the administering authority, a reconcili
ation entry created under a reconciliation 
process, defined in section 401(s), that is ini
tiated by an importer. The liability of an im
porter under an antidumping or countervail
ing duty proceeding for entries of merchan
dise subject to the proceeding will attach to 
the corresponding reconciliation entry or en-

tries. Suspension of liquidation of the .rec
onciliation entry or entries, for the purpose 
of enforcing this title, is equivalent to the 
suspension of liquidation of the correspond
ing individual entries; but the suspension of 
liquidation of the reconciliation entry or en
tries for such purpose does not preclude liq
uidation for any other purpose.". 
SEC. 638. APPRAISEMENT AND OTHER PROCE

DURES. 
Section 500 (19 U.S.C. 1500) is amended-
(1) by striking out "The appropriate cus

toms officer" and inserting "The Customs 
Service"; 

(2) by striking out "appraise" in sub
section (a) and inserting "fix the final ap
praisement of''; 

(3) by striking out "ascertain the" in sub
section (b) and inserting "fix the final"; 

(4) by amending subsection (c}-
(A) by inserting "final" after "fix the", 

and 
(B) by inserting ", taxes, and fees" after 

"duties" wherever it appears; and 
(5) by amending subsections (d) and (e) to 

read as follows: 
"(d) liquidate the entry and reconciliation, 

if any, of such merchandise; and 
"(e) give or transmit; pursuant to an elec

tronic data interchange system, notice of 
such liquidation to the importer, his con
signee, or agent in such form and manner as 
the Secretary shall by regulation pre
scribe.". 
SEC. 639. VOLUNTARY RELIQUIDATIONS. 

Section 501 (19 U.S.C. 1501) is amended-
(1) by striking out "the appropriate cus

toms officer on his own initiative" and in
serting "the Customs Service"; 

(2) by inserting "or transmitted" after 
"given" wherever it appears; and 

(3) by amending the section heading to 
read as follows: 
"SEC. 501. VOLUNTARY RELIQUIDATIONS BY THE 

CUSTOMS SERVICE.". 
SEC. 640. APPRAISEMENT REGULATIONS. 

Section 502 (19 U.S.C. 1502) is amended
(!) by amending subsection (a}-
(A) by inserting "(including regulations es

tablishing procedures for the issuance of 
binding rulings prior to the entry of the mer
chandise concerned)" after "law", 

(B) by striking out "ports of entry, and" 
inserting "ports of entry. The Secretary", 

(C) by inserting "or classifying" after "ap
praising" wherever it appears, and 

(D) by striking out "such port" and insert
ing "any port, and may direct any customs 
officer at any port to review entries of mer
chandise filed at any other port"; and 

(2) by striking out subsection (b) and redes
ignating subsection (c) as subsection (b). 
SEC. 641. LIMITATION ON LIQUIDATION. 

Section 504 (19 U.S.C. 1504) is amended
(1) by amending subsection (a}-
(A) by striking out "Except as provided in 

subsection (b)," and inserting "Unless an 
entry is extended under subsection (b) or sus
pended as required by statute or court 
order,", 

(B) by striking out "or" at the end of para
graph (2), 

(C) by inserting "or" after the semicolon 
at the end of paragraph (3), and · 

(D) by inserting the following new para
graph after paragraph (3): 

"(4) if a reconciliation is filed, or should 
have been filed, the date of the filing under 
section 484 or the date the reconciliation 
should have been filed;"; and 

(2) by amending subsections (b), (c), and (d) 
to read as follows: 

"(b) EXTENSION.-The Secretary may ex
tend the period in which to liquidate an 
entry if-
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"(1) the information needed for the proper 

appraisement or classification of the mer
chandise, or for insuring compliance with ap
plicable law, is not available to the Customs 
Service; or 

"(2) the importer of record requests such 
extension and shows good cause therefor. 
The Secretary shall give notice of an exten
sion under this subsection to the importer of 
record and the surety of such importer of 
record. Notice shall be in such form and 
manner (which may include electronic trans
mittal) as the Secretary shall by regulation 
prescribe. Any entry the liquidation of which 
is extended under this subsection shall be 
treated as having been liquidated at the rate 
of duty, value, quantity, and amount of duty 
asserted at the time of entry by the importer 
of record at the expiration of 4 years from 
the applicable date specified in subsection 
(a). 

"(c) NOTICE OF SUSPENSION.-lf the liquida
tion of any entry is suspended, the Secretary 
shall by regulation require that notice of the 
suspension be provided, in such manner as 
the Secretary considers appropriate, to the 
importer of record and to any authorized 
agent and surety of such importer of record. 

"(d) REMOVAL OF SUSPENSION.-When a sus
pension required by statute or court order is 
removed, the Customs Service shall liquidate 
the entry within 6 months after receiving no
tice of the removal from the Department of 
Commerce, other agency, or a court with ju
risdiction over the entry. Any entry not liq
uidated by the Customs Service within 6 
months after receiving such notice shall be 
treated as having been liquidated at the rate 
of duty, value, quantity, and amount of duty 
asserted at the time of entry by the importer 
of record.". 
SEC. 642. PAYMENT OF DUTIES AND FEES. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 505.-Section 
505 (U.S.C. 1505) is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"SEC. 505. PAYMENT OF DUTIES AND FEES. 

"(a) DEPOSIT OF ESTIMATED DUTIES, FEES, 
AND lNTEREST.-Unless merchandise is en
tered for warehouse or transportation, or 
under bond, the importer of record shall de
posit with the Customs Service at the time 
of making entry, or at such later time as the 
Secretary may prescribe by regulation, the 
amount of duties and fees estimated to be 
payable thereon. Such regulations may pro
vide that estimated duties and fees shall be 
deposited before or at the time an import ac
tivity summary statement is filed. If an im
port .activity summary statement is filed, 
the estimated duties and fees shall be depos
ited together with interest, at a rate deter
mined by the Secretary, accruing from the 
first date of the month the statement is re
quired to be filed until the date such state
ment is actually filed. 

"(b) COLLECTION OR REFUND OF DUTIES, 
FEES, AND INTEREST DUE UPON LIQUIDATION 
OR RELIQUIDATION.-The Customs Service 
shall collect any increased or additional du
ties and fees due, together with interest 
thereon, or refund any excess moneys depos
ited, together with interest thereon, as de
termined on a liquidation or reliquidation. 
Duties, fees, and interest determined to be 
due upon liquidation or reliquidation are due 
30 days after issuance of the bill for such 
payment. Refunds of excess moneys depos
ited, together with interest thereon, shall be 
paid within 30 days of liquidation or reliqui
dation. 

"(c) lNTEREST.-Interest assessed due to an 
underpayment of duties, fees, or interest 
shall accrue, at a rate determined by the 
Secretary, from the date the importer of 

record is required to deposit estimated du
ties, fees, and interest to the date of liquida
tion or reliquidation of the applicable entry 
or reconciliation. Interest on excess moneys 
deposited shall accrue, at a rate determined 
by the Secretary, from the date the importer 
of record deposits estimated duties, fees, and 
interest to the date of liquidation or reliqui
dation of the applicable entry or reconcili
ation. 

"(d) DELINQUENCY.-!! duties, fees, and in
terest determined to be due or refunded are 
not paid in full within the 30-day period spec
ified in subsection (b), any unpaid balance 
shall be considered delinquent and bear in
terest by 30-day periods, at a rate deter
mined by the Secretary, from the date of liq
uidation or reliquidation until the full bal
ance is paid. No interest shall accrue during 
the 30-day period in which payment is actu
ally made.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Subsection 
(d) of section 520 (19 U.S.C. 1520(d)) is re
pealed. 
SEC. 643. ABANDONMENT AND DAMAGE. 

Section 506 (19 U .S.C. 1506) is amended-
(!) by striking out "the appropriate cus

toms officer" and "such customs officer" 
wherever they appear and inserting "the 
Customs Service"; 

(2) by amending paragraph (1)-
(A) by striking out "not sent to the ap

praiser's stores for" and inserting "released 
without an", 

(B) by striking out "of the examination 
packages or quantities of merchandise", 

(C) by striking out "the appraiser's stores" 
and inserting "the Customs Service", and 

(D) by inserting "or entry" after "in
voice", and 

(3) by amending paragraph (2)-
(A) by inserting ", electronically or other

wise," after "files", and 
(B) by striking out "written". 

SEC. 644. CUSTOMS OFFICER'S IMMUNITY. 
Section 513 (19 U.S.C. 1513) is amended to 

read as follows: 
"SEC. 513. CUSTOMS OFFICER'S IMMUNITY. 

"No customs officer shall be liable in any 
way to any person for or on account of-

"(1) any ruling or decision regarding the 
appraisement or the classification of any im
ported merchandise or regarding the duties, 
fees, and taxes charged thereon, 

"(2) the collection of any dues, charges, du
ties, fees, and taxes on or on account of any 
imported merchandise, or 

"(3) any other matter or thing as to which 
any person might under this Act be entitled 
to protest or appeal from the decision of 
such officer.". 
SEC. 645. PROTESTS. 

Section 514 (19 U.S.C. 1514) is amended
(!) by amending subsection (a)-
(A) by striking out "appropriate customs 

officer" in the text preceding paragraph (1) 
and inserting "Customs Service", 

(B) by inserting "or reconciliation as to 
the issues contained therein," after "entry," 
in paragraph (5), 

(C) by striking out "and" and inserting 
"or" at the end of paragraph (6), 

(D) by striking out the comma at the end 
of paragraph (7) and inserting a semicolon, 
and 

(E) by striking out "appropriate customs 
officer, who" in the text following paragraph 
(7) and inserting "Customs Service, which"; 

(2) by amending subsection (b) by striking 
out "appropriate customs officer" and in
serting "Customs Service"; 

(3) by amending the first sentence of sub
section (c)(l) to read as follows.: "A protest of 

a decision made under subsection (a) shall be 
filed in writing, or transmitted electroni
cally pursuant to an electronic data inter
change system, in accordance with regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary. A protest 
must set forth distinctly and specifically-

"(A) each decision described in subsection 
(a) as to which protest is made; 

"(B) each category of merchandise affected 
by each decision set forth under paragraph 
(1); 

"(C) the nature of each objection and the 
reasons therefor; and 

"(D) any other matter required by the Sec
retary by regulation."; 

(4) by redesignating paragraph (2) of sub
section (c) as paragraph (3) and by striking 
out "such customs officer" in such redesig
nated paragraph and inserting "the Customs 
Service"; 

(5) by designating the last sentence of 
paragraph (1) of subsection (c) as paragraph 
(2); 

(6) by striking out "customs officer" in 
subsection (d) and inserting "Customs Serv
ice"; and 

(7) by amending the section heading to 
read as follows: 
"SEC. 514. PROTEST AGAINST DECISIONS OF THE 

CUSTOMS SERVICE.". 
SEC. 646. REFUNDS AND ERRORs. 

Section 520 (19 U.S.C. 1520) is amended-
(1) by inserting "or reconciliation" after 

"entry" in paragraphs (1) and (4) of sub
section (a); and 

(2) by amending subsection (c)-
(A) by striking out "appropriate customs 

officer" wherever it appears and inserting 
"Customs Service", 

(B) by inserting "or reconciliation" after 
"reliquidate an entry", and 

(C) by inserting ", whether or not resulting 
from or contained in electronic trans
mission," after "inadvertence" the first 
place it appears in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 647. BONDS AND OTHER SECURITY. 

Section 623 (19 U.S.C. 1623) is amended-
(!) by inserting "and the manner in which 

the bond may be filed with or, pursuant to an 
authorized electronic data interchange sys
tem, transmitted to the Customs Service" 
after "form of such bond" in subsection 
(b)(l); and 

(2) by inserting at the end of subsection (d) 
the following new sentence: "Any bond 
transmitted to the Customs Service pursu
ant to an authorized electronic data inter
change system shall have the same force and 
effect and be binding upon the parties there
to as if such bond were manually executed, 
signed, and filed.". 
SEC. 648. CUSTOMHOUSE BROKERS. 

Section 641 (19 U.S.C. 1641) is amended-
(!) by adding at the end of subsection (a)(2) 

the following new sentence: "It also includes 
the preparation of documents or forms in 
any format and the electronic transmission 
of documents, invoices, bills, or parts there
of, intended to be filed with the Customs 
Service in furtherance of such activities, 
whether or not signed or filed by the pre
parer, or activities relating to such prepara
tion, but does not include the mere elec
tronic transmission of data received for 
transmission to Customs."; 

(2) by amending subsection (c)(l) to read as 
follows: 

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Each person granted a 
customs broker's license under subsection (b) 
shall be issued, in accordance with such reg
ulations as the Secretary shall prescribe, ei
ther or poth of the following: 

"(A) A national permit for the conduct of 
such customs business as the Secretary pre
scribes by regulation. 
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"(B) A permit for each customs district in 

which that person conducts customs business 
and, except as provided in paragraph (2), reg
ularly employs at least 1 individual who is li
censed under subsection (b)(2) ·to exercise re
sponsible supervision and control over the 
customs business conducted by that person 
in that district."; 

(3) by inserting at the end of subsection (c) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(4) APPOINTMENT OF SUBAGENTS.-Not
withstanding subsection (c)(l), upon the im
plementation by the Secretary under section 
413(b)(2) of the component of the National 
Customs Automation Program referred to in 
section 411(a)(2)(B), a licensed broker may 
appoint another licensed broker holding ·a 
permit in a customs district to act on its be
half as its subagent in that district if such 
activity relates to the filing of information 
that is permitted by law or regulation to be 
filed electronically. A licensed broker ap
pointing a subagent pursuant to this para
graph shall remain liable for any and all ob
ligations arising under bond and any and all 
duties, taxes, and fees, as well as any other 
liabilities imposed by law, and shall be pre
cluded from delegating to a subagent such li
ability."; 

(4) by amending subsection (d)(2)(B}-
(A) by striking out "appropriate customs 

officer" and inserting "Customs Service" in 
the first and third sentences, 

(B) by striking out "he" and inserting "it" 
in the third sentence, 

(C) by striking out "15 days" and inserting 
"30 days" in the third sentence, 

(D) by striking out "the appropriate cus
toms officer and the customs broker; they" 
and inserting "the Customs Service and the 
customs broker; which" in the sixth sen
tence, 

(E) by striking out "his" and inserting 
"the" in the seventh sentence, and 

(F) by striking out "for his decision" and 
inserting "for the decision" in" the eighth 
sentence; and ' 

(5) by amending subsection (f) by striking 
out "United States Customs Service." and 
inserting "Customs Service. The Secretary 
may not prohibit customs brokers from lim
iting their liability to other persons in the 
conduct of customs business. For purposes of 
this subsection or any other provision of this 
Act pertaining to recordkeeping, all data re
quired to be retained by a customs broker 
may be kept on microfilm, optical disc, mag
netic tapes, disks or drums, video files or 
any other electrically generated medium. 
Pursuant to . such regulations as the Sec
retary shall prescribe, the conversion of data 
to such storage medium may be accom
plished at any time subsequent to the rel
evant customs transaction and the data may 
be retained in a centralized basis according 
to such broker's business system.". 
SEC. 649. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) PLACE OF ENTRY AND UNLADING.-Sec
tion 447 (19 u.s.a. 1447) is amended by strik
ing out "the appropriate customs officer 
shall consider" and inserting "the Customs 
Service considers". 

(b) UNLADING.-Section 449 (19 u.s.a. 1449) 
is amended by striking out "appropriate cus
toms officer of such port issues a permit for 
the unlading of such merchandise or bag
gage," and inserting "Customs Service issues 
a permit for the unlading of such merchan
dise or baggage at such port,". 

Subtitle C-Miscellaneoua Amendments to 
the Tariff Act of 1930 

SEC. 861. ADMINISTRATIVE EXEMPI'IONS. 
Section 321 (19 u.s.a. 1321) is amended
(!) by amending subsection (a)(l}-

(A) by striking out "of less than $10" and 
inserting "of an amount specified by the Sec
retary by regulation, but not less than $20,", 

(B) by inserting ", fees," after "duties" 
wherever it appears, and 

(C) by striking out "and" at the end there
of; 

(2) by amending subsection (a)(2}-
(A) by striking out "shall not exceed-" 

and inserting "shall not exceed an amount 
specified by the Secretary by regulation, but 
not less than-", 

(B) by striking out "$50" and "$100" in sub
paragraph (A) and inserting "$100" and 
"$200", respectively, 

(C) by striking out "$25" in subparagraph 
(B) and inserting "$200", 

(D) by striking out "$5" in subparagraph 
(C) and inserting "$200", and 

(E) by striking the period at the end there
of and inserting"; and", and 

(3) by inserting a new paragraph (3) at the 
end of subsection (a) to read as follows: 

"(3) waive the collection of duties, fees, 
and taxes due on entered merchandise when 
such duties, fees, or taxes are less than $20 or 
such greater amount as may be specified by 
the Secretary by regulation."; and 

(4) by amending subsection (b}-
(A) by striking out "to diminish any dollar 

amount specified in subsection (a) and"; and 
(B) by striking out "such subsection" 

wherever it appears and inserting "sub
section (a)". 
SEC. 652. REPORT OF ARRIVAL. 

Section 433 (19 u.s.a. 1433) is amended
(!) by amending subsection (a)(l}-
(A) by striking out "or" at the end of sub

paragraph (B), 
(B) by inserting "or" after the semicolon 

at the end of subparagraph (C), and 
(C) by adding after subparagraph (C) the 

following: 
"(D) any vessel which has visited a hover

ing vessel or received merchandise while out
side the territorial sea;"; 

(2) by striking out "present to customs of
ficers such" in subsection (d) and inserting 
"present, or transmit pursuant to an elec
tronic data interchange system, to the Cus
toms Service such information, data,"; and 

(3) by amending subsection (e) to read as 
follows: 

"(e) PROHIBITION ON DEPARTURES AND DIS
CHARGE.-Unless otherwise authorized by 
law, a vessel, aircraft or vehicle after arriv
ing in the United States or Virgin Islands 

·may, but only in accordance with regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary-

"(!) depart from the port, place, or airport 
of arrival; or 

"(2) discharge any passenger or merchan
dise (including baggage).". 
SEC. 653. ENTRY OF VESSELS. 

Section 434 (19 u.s.a. 1434) amended to read 
as follows: 
"SEC. 434. ENTRY; VESSELS. 

"(a) FoRMAL ENTRY.-Within 24 hours (or 
such other period of time as may be provided 
under subsection (c)(2)) after the arrival at 
any port or place in the United States of-

"(1) any vessel from a foreign port or place; 
"(2) any foreign vessel from a domestic 

port; · 
"(3) any vessel of the United States having 

on board bonded merchandise or foreign mer
chandise for which entry has not been made; 
or 

"(4) any vessel which has visited a hover
ing vessel or has delivered or received mer
chandise while outside the territorial sea; 
the master of the vessel shall, unless other
wise provided by law, make formal entry at 

the nearest customs facility or such other 
place as the Secretary may prescribe by reg
ulation. 

"(b) PRELIMINARY ENTRY.-The Secretary 
may by regulation permit the master to 
make preliminary entry of the vessel with 
the Customs Service in lieu of formal entry 
or before formal entry is made. In permitting 
preliminary entry, the Customs Service shall 
board a sufficient number of vessels to en
sure compliance with the laws it enforces. 

"(c) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary may by 
regulation-

"(!) prescribe the manner and format in 
which entry under subsection (a) or sub
section (b), or both, must be made, and such 
regulations may provide that any such entry 
may be made electronically pursuant to an 
electronic data interchange system; 

"(2) provide that-
"(A) formal entry must be made within a 

greater or lesser time than 24 hours after ar
rival, but in no case more than 48 hours after 
arrival, and 

"(B) formal entry may be made before ar
rival; and 

"(3) authorize the Customs Service to per
mit en try or preliminary en try of any vessel 
to be made at a place other than a des
ignated port of entry, under such conditions 
as may be prescribed.". 
SEC. 654. UNLAWFUL RETURN OF FOREIGN VES

SEL PAPERS. 
Section 438 (19 u.s.a. 1438) is amended-
(!) by striking out "section 435" and in

serting "section 434"; 
(2) by inserting ", or regulations issued 

thereunder," after "of this Act"; and 
(3) by striking out "the appropriate cus

toms officer of the port where such vessel 
has been entered." and inserting "the Cus
toms Service in the port in which such vessel 
has entered.". 
SEC. 655. VESSELS NOT REQUIRED TO ENTER. 

Section 441 (19 u.s.a. 1441) is amended-
(!) by amending the text preceding para

graph (1) to read as follows: "The following 
vessels shall not be required to make entry 
under section 434 or to obtain clearance 
under section 4197 of the Revised Statutes of 
the United States (46 U.S.C. App. 91):"; 

(2) by amending paragraph (3) to read as 
follows: 

"(3) Any vessel carrying passengers on ex
cursion from the United States Virgin Is
lands to the British Virgin Islands and re
turning, if-

"(A) the vessel does not in any way violate 
the customs or navigation laws of the United 
States; 

"(B) the vessel has not visited any hover
ing vessel; and 

"(C) the master of the vessel, if there is on 
board any article required by law to be en
tered, reports the article to the Customs 
Service immediately upon arrival."; 

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 
as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively, and 
inserting after paragraph (3) the following: 

"(4) Any United States documented vessel 
with recreational endorsement or any un
documented United States pleasure vessel 
not engaged in trade, if-

"(A) the vessel complies with the reporting 
requirements of section 433, and with the 
customs and navigation laws of the United 
States; 

"(B) the vessel has not visited any hover
ing vessel; and 

"(C) the master of, and any other person on 
board, the vessel, if the master or such per
son has on board any article required by law 
to be entered or declared, reports such arti
cle to the Customs Service immediately 
upon arrival;"; 
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(4) by amending paragraph (6) (as so redes

ignated) by striking out "enrolled and li
censed to engage in the foreign and coasting 
trade in the northern, northeastern, and 
northwestern frontiers" and inserting "docu
mented under chapter 121 of title 46, United 
States Code, with a Great Lakes endorse
ment"; and 

(5) by amending the section heading to 
read as follows: 
"SEC. 441. EXCEPTIONS TO VESSEL ENTRY AND 

CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS.". 
SEC. 656. UNLADING. 

Section 448(a) (19 u.s.a. 1448(a)) is amend
ed-

(1) by amending the first sentence-
(A) by striking out "enter)" and inserting 

"enter or clear)", 
(B) by striking out "or vehicle arriving 

from a foreign port or place" and inserting 
"required to make entry under section 434, 
or vehicle required to report arrival under 
section 433,", 

(C) by inserting "or transmitted pursuant 
to an electronic data interchange system" 
after "issued", and 

(D) by striking out the colon after "offi
cer'' and the proviso and inserting a period; 

(2) by amending the second sentence-
(A) by striking out ", preliminary or other

wise,", and 
(B) by inserting ", electronically pursuant 

to an authorized electronic data interchange 
system or otherwise," after "may issue a 
permit"; 

(3) by striking out the last sentence and in
serting the following: "The owner or master 
of any vessel or vehicle, or agent thereof, 
shall notify the Customs Service of any mer
chandise or baggage so unladen for which 
entry is not made within the time prescribed 
by law or regulation. The Secretary shall by 
regulation prescribe administrative pen
alties not to exceed $1,000 for each bill of lad
ing for which notice is not given. Any such 
administrative penalty shall be subject to 
mitigation and remittance under section 618. 
Such unentered merchandise or baggage 
shall be the responsibility of the master or 
person in charge of the importing vessel or 
vehicle, or agent thereof, until it is removed 
from the carrier's control in accordance with 
section 490."; and 

(4) by striking out "the appropriate cus
toms officer" and "such customs officer" 
wherever they appear and inserting "the 
Customs Service". 
SEC. 667. DECLARATIONS. 

Section 485 (19 u.s.a. 1485) is amended
(!) by amending subsection (a)-
(A) by inserting "or transmit electroni

cally" after "file", and 
(B) by inserting "and manner" after 

"form"; 
(2) by amending subsection (d)-
(A) by striking out "A importer" and in

serting "An importer", and 
(B) by striking out "a importer" and in

serting "an importer"; and 
(3) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol

lowing new subsection: 
"(g) EXPORTED MERCHANDISE RETURNED AS 

UNDELIVERABLE.-With respect to any impor
tation of merchandise to which General 
Headnote 4(e) of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States applies, any 
person who gained any benefit from, or met 
any obligation to, the United States as are
sult of the prior exportation of such mer
chandise shall, in accordance with regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary, within a 
reasonable time inform the Customs Service 
of the return of the merchandise." . · 
SEC. 858. GENERAL ORDERS. 

Section 490 (19 u.s.a. 1490) is amended-

(1) by amending subsection (a) to read as 
follows: 

"(a) INCOMPLETE ENTRY.
"(1) Whenever-
"(A) the entry of any imported merchan

dise is not made within the time provided by 
law or by regulation prescribed by the Sec
retary; 

"(B) the entry of imported merchandise is 
incomplete because of failure to pay the esti
mated duties, fees, or interest; 

"(C) in the opinion of the Customs Service, 
the entry of imported merchandise cannot be 
made for want of proper documents or other 
cause; or 

"(D) the Customs Service believes that any 
merchandise is not corre~tly and legally 
invoiced; 
the carrier (unless subject to subsection (c)) 
shall notify the bonded warehouse of such 
unentered merchandise. 

"(2) After notification under paragraph (1), 
the bonded warehouse shall arrange for the 
transportation and storage of the merchan
dise at the risk and expense of the consignee. 
The merchandise shall remain in the bonded 
warehouse until-

"(A) entry is made or completed and the 
proper documents are produced; 

"(B) the information and data necessary 
for entry are transmitted to the Customs 
Service pursuant to an authorized electronic 
data interchange system; or 

"(C) a bond is given for the production of 
documents or the transmittal of data."; 

(2) by amending subsection (b)-
(A) by amending the heading for subsection 

(b) to read as follows: 
"(b) REQUEST FOR POSSESSION BY Cus

TOMS.-", and 
(B) by striking out "appropriate customs 

officer" and inserting "Customs Service"; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(c) GoVERNMENT MERCHANDISE.-Any im
ported merchandise that-

"(1) is described in any of paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of subsection (a); and 

"(2) is consigned to, or owned by, the Unit
ed States Government; 
shall be stored and disposed of in accordance 
with such rules and procedures as the Sec
retary shall by regulation prescribe.". 
SEC. 669. UNCLAIMED MERCHANDISE. 

Section 491 (19 U.S.C. 1491) is amended
(1) by amending subsection (a)-
(A) by striking out "customs custody for 

one year" in the first sentence and inserting 
"in a bonded warehouse pursuant to section 
490 for 6 months", 

(B) by striking out "public store or bonded 
warehouse for a period of one year" in the 
second sentence and inserting "pursuant to 
section 490 in a bonded warehouse for 6 
months", 

(C) by striking out "estimated duties and 
storage" in the first sentence and inserting 
"estimated duties, taxes, fees, interest, stor
age,", 

(D) by inserting "taxes, fees, interest," 
after "duties," wherever it appears, and 

(E) by striking out "duties" in the last 
sentence and inserting "duties, taxes, inter
est, and fees"; and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub
section (e) and inserting after subsection (a) 
the following new subsections: 

"(b) NOTICE OF TITLE VESTING IN THE UNIT
ED STATES.-At the end of the 6-month pe
riod referred to in subsection (a), the Cus
toms Service may, in lieu of sale of the mer
chandise, provide notice to all known inter
ested parties that the title to such merchan-

dise shall be considered to vest in the United 
States free and clear of any liens or encum
brances, on the 30th day after the date of the 
notice unless, before such 30th day-

"(1) the subject merchandise is entered or 
withdrawn for consumption; and 

"(2) payment is made of all duties, taxes, 
fees, transfer and storage charges, and other 
expenses that may have accrued thereon. 

"(c) RETENTION, TRANSFER, DESTRUCTION, 
OR OTHER DISPOSITION.-If title to any mer
chandise vests in the United States by oper
ation of subsection (b), such merchandise 
may be retained by the Customs Service for 
official use, transferred to any other Federal 
agency or to any State or local agency, de
stroyed, or otherwise disposed of in accord
ance with such regulations as the Secretary 
shall prescribe. All transfer and storage 
charges or expenses accruing on retained or 
transferred merchandise shall be paid by the 
receiving agency. 

"(d) PETITION.-Whenever any party, hav
ing lost a substantial interest in merchan
dise by virtue of title vesting in the United 
States under subsection (b), can establish 
such title or interest to the satisfaction of 
the Secretary within 30 days after the day on 
which title vests in tp.e United States under 
subsection (b), or can establish to the satis
faction of the Secretary that the party did 
not receive notice under subsection (b), the 
Secretary may, upon receipt of a timely and 
proper petition and upon finding that the 
facts and circumstances warrant, pay such 
party out of the Treasury of the United 
States the · amount the Secretary believes 
the party would have received under section 
493 had the merchandise been sold and a 
proper claim filed. The decision of the Sec
retary with respect to any such petition is 
final and conclusive on all parties."; and 

(3) by amending subsection (e) (as so redes
ignated) by striking out "appropriate cus
toms officer" in paragraph (3) and inserting 
"Customs Setvice". 
SEC. 660. DESTRUCTION OF MERCHANDISE. 

Section 492 (19 u.s.a. 1492) is amended-
(!) by inserting ", retained for official use, 

or otherwise disposed of'' after "destroyed"; 
and 

(2) by striking out "appropriate customs 
officer" and inserting "Customs Service". 
SEC. 661. PROCEEDS OF SALE. 

Section 493 (19 u.s.a. 1493) is amended-
(!) by inserting "taxes, and fees," after 

"duties,"; 
(2) by striking out "by the appropriate cus

toms officer"; and 
(3) by striking out "such customs officer" 

and inserting "the Customs Service". 
SEC. 662. ENTRY UNDER REGULATIONS. 

Section 498(a) (19 U.S.C. 1498(a)) is amend
ed-

(1) by amending paragraph (1) to read as 
follows: 

"(1) Merchandise, when-
"(A) the aggregate value of the shipment 

does not exceed an amount specified by the 
Secretary by regulation, but not more than 
$2,500; or 

"(B) different commercial facilitation and 
risk considerations that may vary for dif
ferent classes or kinds of merchandise or dif
ferent classes of transactions may dictate;"; 
and 

(2) by striking out "$10,000" in paragraph 
(2) and inserting "such amounts as the Sec
retary may prescribe". 
SEC. 663. AMERICAN TRADEMARKS. 

Section 526(e)(3) (19 U.S.C. 1526(e)(3)) is 
amended-

(!) by striking out "1 year" and inserting 
"90 days"; and 
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(2) by striking out "appropriate customs 

officers" and inserting "the Customs Serv
ice". 
SEC. 664. SIMPLIFIED RECORDKEEPING FOR 

MERCHANDISE TRANSPORTED BY 
PIPELINE. 

Part IV of ti tie IV is amended by inserting 
after section 553 the following new section: 
"SEC. 553A. RECORDKEEPING FOR MERCHANDISE 

TRANSPORTED BY PIPELINE. 
"Merchandise in Customs custody that is 

transported by pipeline may be accounted for 
on a quantitative basis, based on the bill of 
lading, or equivalent document of receipt, is
sued by the pipeline carrier. Unless the Cus
toms Service has reasonable cause to suspect 
fraud, the Customs Service may accept the 
bill of lading, or equivalent document of re
ceipt, issued by the pipeline carrier to the 
shipper and accepted by the consignee to 
maintain identity. The shipper, pipeline op
erator, and consignee shall be subject to the 
recordkeeping requirements of sections 508 
and 509.". 
SEC.~. ENTRY FOR WAREHOUSE. 

Section 557(a) (19 U.S.C. 1557(a)) is amend
ed-

(1) by designating the first 2 sentences of 
such subsection as paragraph (1); 

(2) by striking out in such paragraph (1) (as 
so designated) ": Provided, That the total pe
riod of time for which such merchandise may 
remain in bonded warehouse shall not exceed 
5 years from the date of importation." and 
inserting the following: "; except that--

"(A) the total period of time for which 
such merchandise may remain in bonded 
warehouse shall not exceed 5 years from the 
date of importation; and 

"(B) turbine fuel may be withdrawn for use 
under section 309 without the payment of 
duty if an amount equal to the quantity of 
fuel withdrawn is shown to be used within 30 
days after the day of withdrawal, but duties 
(together with interest payable from the 
date of the withdrawal at the rate of interest 
established under section 6621 of title 26, 
United States Code) shall be deposited by the 
40th day after the day of withdrawal on fuel 
that was withdrawn in excess of the quantity 
shown to have been so used during such 30-
day period."; and 

(3) by designating the remaining sentences 
of such subsection as paragraph (2). 
SEC. 666. CARTAGE. 

The first sentence of section 565 (19 U.S.C. 
1565) is amended to read as follows: "The 
cartage of merchandise entered for ware
house shall be done by-

"(1) cartmen appointed and licensed by the 
Customs Service; or 

"(2) carriers designated under section 551 
to carry bonded merchandise; 
who shall give bond, in a penal sum to be 
fixed by the Customs Service, for the protec
tion of the Government against any loss of, 
or damage to, the merchandise while being 
so carted.". 
SEC. 667. SEIZURE. 

Section 612 (19 U.S.C. 1612) is amended
(!) by amending subsection (a)-
(A) by striking out "the appropriate cus

toms officer", "such officer" and "the cus
toms officer" wherever they appear and in
serting "the Customs Service", and 

(B) by striking out "the appraiser's return 
and his" and inserting "its"; and 

(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as 
follows: 

"(b) If the Customs Service determines 
that the expense of keeping the vessel, vehi
cle, aircraft, merchandise, or baggage is dis
proportionate to the value thereof, the Cus-

toms Service may promptly order the de
struction or other appropriate disposition of 
such property under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary. No customs officer shall be 
liable for the destruction or other disposi
tion of property made pursuant to this sec
tion.". 
SEC. 668. LIMITATION ON ACTIONS. 

Section 621 (19 U.S.C. 1621) is amended-
(!) by inserting "any duty under section 

592(d), 593A(d), or" before "any pecuniary 
penalty"; and 

(2) by striking out "discovered:" and all 
that follows thereafter and inserting the fol
lowing: "discovered; except that--

"(1) in the case of an alleged violation of 
section 592 or 593A, no suit or action (includ
ing a suit or action for restoration of lawful 
duties under subsection (d) of such sections) 
may be instituted unless commenced within 
5 years after the date of the alleged violation 
or, if such violation arises out of fraud, .with
in 5 years after the date of discovery of 
fraud, and 

"(2) the time of the absence from the Unit
ed States of the person subject to the pen
alty or forfeiture, or of any concealment or 
absence of the property, shall not be reck
oned within the 5-year period of limitation.". 
SEC. 669. COLLECTION OF FEES ON BEHALF OF 

OTHER AGENCIES. 
The Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by insert

ing after section 528 the following new sec
tion: 
"SEC. 529. COLLECTION OF FEES ON BEHALF OF 

OTHER AGENCIES. . 
"The Customs Service shall be reimbursed 

from the fees collected for the cost and ex
pense, administrative and otherwise, in
curred in collecting any fees on behalf of any 
government agency for any reason.". 
SEC. 670. AUTHORITY TO SETTLE CLAIMS. 

The Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by insert
ing after section 629 the following new sec
tion: 
"SEC. 630. AUTHORITY TO SETTLE CLAIMS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-With respect to a claim 
that cannot be settled under chapter 171 of 
title 28, United States Code, the Secretary 
may settle, for not more than $50,000 in any 
one case, a claim for damage to, or loss of, 
privately owned property caused by an inves
tigative or law enforcement officer (as de
fined in section 2680(h) of title 28, United 
States Code) who is employed by the Cus
toms Service and acting within the scope of 
his or her employment. 

"(b) LIMITATIONS.-The Secretary may not 
pay a claim under subsection (a) that-

''(1) concerns commercial property; 
"(2) is presented to the Secretary more 

than 1 year after it occurs; or 
"(3) is presented by an officer or employee 

of the United States Government and arose 
within the scope of employment. 

"(c) FINAL SETTLEMENT.-A claim may be 
paid under this section only if the claimant 
accepts the amount of settlement in com
plete satisfaction of the claim.". 
SEC. 671. USE OF PRIVATE COLLECTION AGEN

CIES. 
The Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by insert

ing after section 630 the following new sec
tion: 
"SEC. 631. USE OF PRIVATE COLLECTION AGEN

CIES. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, the Secretary, under 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
considers appropriate, shall enter into con
tracts and incur obligations with one or 
more persons for collection services to re
cover indebtedness arising under the cus-

toms laws and owed the United States Gov
ernment, but only after the Customs Service 
has exhausted all administrative efforts, in
cluding all claims against applicable surety 
bonds, to collect the indebtedness. 

"(b) CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS.-Any con
tract entered into under subsection (a) shall 
provide that--

"(1) the Secretary retains the authority to 
resolve a dispute, compromise a claim, end 
collection action, and refer a matter to the 
Attorney General to bring a civil action; and 

"(2) the person is subject to-
"(A) section 552a of title 5, United States 

Code, to the extent provided in subsection 
(m) of such section; and 

"(B) laws and regulations of the United 
States Government and State governments 
related to debt collection practices.". 
Subtitle D-Miseellaneoua Provisions and 

Consequential and Conforming Amend
ments to Other Laws 

SEC. 681. AMENDMENTS TO THE HARMONIZED 
TARIFF SCHEDULE. 

(a) RETURN SlllPMENTS.-General .Note 4 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the Unit
ed States is amended-

(!) by striking out "and" at the end of sub
division (c); 

(2) by inserting "and" after "1930," in sub
division (d); 

(3) by inserting after subdivision (d) the 
following: 

"(e) articles exported from the United 
States which are returned within 45 days 
after such exportation from the United 
States as undeliverable and which have not 
left the custody of the carrier or foreign cus
toms service,"; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: "No exportation referred to in sub
division (e) may be treated as satisfying any 
requirement for exportation in order to re
ceive a benefit from, or meet an obligation 
to, the United States as a result of such ex
portation.". 

(b) ENTRY NOT REQUIRED FOR LOCOMOTIVES 
AND RAILWAY FREIGHT CARS.-

(1) The Notes to chapter 86 of such Sched
ule are amended by inserting after note 3 the 
following new note: 
"4. Railway locomotives (provided for in 
headings 8601 and 8602) and railway freight 
cars (provided for in heading 8606) on which 
no duty is owed are not subject to the entry 
or release requirements for imported mer
chandise set forth in sections 448 and 484 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930. The Secretary of the 
Treasury may by regulation establish appro
priate reporting requirements, including the 
requirement that a bond be posted to ensure 
compliance.". 

(2) The U.S. Notes to subchapter V of chap
ter 99 of such Schedule are amended by in
serting after note 8 the following new note: 
"9. Railway freight cars provided for in sub
headings 9905.86.05 and 9905.86.10 are not sub
ject to the entry or release requirements for 
imported merchandise set forth in sections 
448 and 484 of the Tariff Act of 1930. The Sec
retary of the Treasury may by regulation es
tablish appropriate reporting requirements, 
including the requirement that a bond be 
posted to ensure compliance.". 

(C) INSTRUMENTS OF INTERNATIONAL TRAF
FIC.-The U.S. Notes to subchapter III of 
chapter 98 of such Schedule is amended by 
inserting after note 3 the following new note: 
"4. Instruments of international traffic, such 
as containers, lift vans, rail cars and loco
motives, truck cabs and trailers, etc. are ex
empt from formal entry procedures but are 
required to be accounted for when imported 
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and exported into and out of the United 
States, respectively, through the manifest
ing procedures required for all international 
carriers by the United States Customs Serv
ice. Fees associated with the importation of 
such instruments of international traffic 
shall be reported and paid on a periodic basis 
as required by regulations issued by the Sec
retary of the Treasury and in accordance 
with 1956 Customs Convention on Containers 
(20 UST 30; TIAS 6634).". 
SEC. 682. CUSTOMS PERSONNEL AIRPORT WORK 

SHIFT REGULATION. 
Section 1303l(g) of the Consolidated Omni

bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19 
U.S.C. 58c(g)) is amended-

(!) by striking out "In addition to the reg
ulations required under paragraph (2), the" 
and inserting "The"; 

(2) by striking out paragraph (2); and 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2). 
SEC. 683. USE OF HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST 

FUND AMOUNTS FOR ADMINISTRA· 
TIVE EXPENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (3) of section 
9505(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to expenditures from Harbor Main
tenance Trust Fund) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(3) for the payment of all expenses of ad
ministration incurred by the Department of 
the Treasury. the Army Corps of Engineers, 
and the Department of Commerce related to 
the administration of subchapter A of chap
ter 36 (relating to harbor maintenance tax), 
but not in excess of $5,000,000 for any fiscal 
year.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to fiscal 
years beginning after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 684. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 28, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
(a) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO ACCREDITA

TION OF PRIVATE LABORATORIES.-Title 28 of 
the United States Code is amended as fol
lows: 

(1) Section 158l(g) is amended by-
(A) striking out "and" at the end of para

graph (1); 
(B) by striking out the period at the end of 

paragraph (2) and inserting "; and"; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
"(3) any decision or order of the Customs 

Service to deny, suspend, or revoke accredi
tation of a private laboratory under section 
499(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930.". 

(2) Section 263l(g) is amended by inserting 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

"(3) A civil action to review any decision 
or order of the Customs Service to deny, sus
pend, or revoke accreditation of a private 
laboratory under section 499(b) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 may be commenced in the Court 
of International Trade by the person whose 
accreditation was denied, suspended, or re
voked.". 

(3) Section 2636 is amended-
(A) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub

section (i); and 
(B) by inserting after subsection (g) the 

following new subsection: 
"(h) A civil action contesting the denial, 

suspension, or revocation by the Customs 
Service of a private laboratory's accredita
tion under section 499(b) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 is barred unless commenced in accord
ance with the rules of the Court of Inter
national Trade within 60 days after the date 
of the decision or order of the Customs Serv
ice.". 

(4) Section 2640 is amended-
(A) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub

section (e); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(d) In any civil action commenced to re
view any order or decision of the Customs 
Service under section 499(b) of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, the court shall review the action on 
the basis of the record before the Customs 
Service at the time of issuing such decision 
or order.". 

(5) Section 2642 is amended by inserting be
fore the period the following: "or labora
tories accredited by the Customs Service 
under section 499(b) of the Tariff Act of 
1930". 

(b) APPLICATION OF SUBS.!1CTION (a) AMEND
MENTS.-For purposes of applying the amend
ments made by subsection (a), any decision 
or order of the Customs Service denying, sus
pending, or revoking the accreditation of a 
private laboratory on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act and before regula,_tions 
to implement section 499(b) of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 are issued shall be treated as having 
been denied, suspended, or revoked under 
such section 499(b). 

(c) JURISDICTION OF COURT.-Section 1582(1) 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting "593A," after "592,". 

(d) FILING OF OFFICIAL DOCUMENTS.-Sec
tion 2635(a) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(a) In any action commenced in the Court 
of International Trade contesting the denial . 
of a protest under section 515 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 or the denial of a petition under 
section 516 of such Act, the Customs Service, 
as prescribed by the rules of the court, shall 
file with the clerk of the court, as part of the 
official record, any document, paper, infor
mation or data relating to the entry of mer
chandise and the administrative determina
tion that is the subject of the protest or peti
tion.". 
SEC. 685. TREASURY FORFEITURE FUND. 

Section 9703 of title 31, United States Code 
(as added by Public Law 102--393), is amend
ed-

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (E), (F), 
(G), (H), and (I) of subsection (a)(2) as sub
paragraphs (F), (G), (H), (I), and (J), respec
tively; 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) of 
subsection (a)(2) the following new subpara
graph: 

"(E) the payment of claims against em
ployees of the Customs Service settled by 
the Secretary under section 630 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930;"; and 

(3) by striking out "shall" the first place it 
appears in subsection (e) and inserting 
"may". 
SEC. 686. AMENDMENTS TO THE REVISED STAT· 

UTES OF THE UNITED STATES. 
(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-The Revised 

Statutes of the United States are amended 
as follows: 

(1) Section 2793 (19 U.S.C. 288, 46 U.S.C. 
App. 111, 123) is amended-

(A) by striking out "Enrolled or licensed 
vessels engaged in the foreign and coasting 
trade on the northern, northeastern, and 
northwestern frontiers of the United 
States," and inserting "Documented vessels 
with a coastwise, Great Lakes endorse
ment,"; and 

(B) by striking out the first semicolon and 
all the text that follows thereafter and in
serting a period. 

(2) Section 3126 (19 U.S.C. 293) is amended
(A) by striking out "Any vessel, on being 

duly registered in pursuance of the laws of 
the United States," and inserting "Any Unit
ed States documented vessel with a registry 
or coastwise endorsement, or both" and 

(B) by striking out all the text occurring 
after the first sentence. 

(3) Section 3127 (19 U.S.C. 294) is amended 
by striking out "in registered vessels" and 
inserting "a United States documented ves
sel with a registry or coastwise endorsement, 
or both,". 

(4) Section 4136 (46 U.S.C. App., 14) is 
amended by striking out-

(A) "The Secretary of Commerce may issue 
a register or enrollment" and inserting "The 
Secretary of Transportation may issue a cer
tificate of documentation with a coastwise 
endorsement"; and 

(B) "Secretary of Commerce," and insert
ing "Secretary of Transportation,". 

(5) Section 4336 (46 U.S.C. App. 277) is 
amended-

( A) by striking out "register or enrollment 
or license of any vessel" and inserting "cer
tificate of documentation of any documented 
vessel"; and 

(B) by striking out "Secretary of the 
Treasury is not required to have its register 
or enrollment or license" and inserting "Sec
retary of Transportation is not required to 
have its certificate of documentation". 

(b) CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS.-Section 
4197 of such Revised Statutes (46 U.S.C. App. 
91) is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 4197. CLEARANCE; VESSELS. 

"(a) WHEN REQUIRED; VESSELS OF THE UNIT
ED STATES.-Except as otherwise provided by 
law, any vessel of the United States shall ob
tain clearance from the Customs Service be
fore proceeding from a port or place in the 
United State&-

"(!) for a foreign port or place; 
"(2) for another port or place in the United 

States if the vessel has on boa.rd bonded mer
chandise or foreign merchandise for which 
entry has not been made; or 

"(3) outside the territorial sea to visit a 
hovering vessel or to receive merchandise 
while outside the territorial sea. 

"(b) WHEN REQUIRED; OTHER VESSELS.-Ex
cept as otherwise provided by law, any vessel 
that is not a vessel of the United States shall 
obtain clearance from the Customs Service 
before proceeding from a port or place in the 
United State&-

"(!) for a foreign port or place; 
"(2) for another port or place in the United 

States; or 
"(3) outside the territorial sea to visit a 

hovering vessel or to receive or deliver mer
chandise while outside the territorial sea. 

"(c) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of the 
Treasury may by regulation-

"(!) prescribe the manner in which clear
ance under this section is to be obtained, in
cluding the documents, data or information 
which shall be submitted or transmitted, 
pursuant to an authorized data interchange 
system, to obtain the clearance; 

"(2) permit the Customs Service to grant 
clearance for a vessel under this section be
fore all requirements for clearance are com
plied with, but only if the owner or operator 
of the vessel files a bond in an amount set by 
the Secretary of the Treasury conditioned 
upon the compliance by the owner or opera
tor with all specified requirements for clear
ance within a time period (not exceeding 4 
business days) established by the Secretary 
of the Treasury; and 

"(3) authorize the Customs Service to per
mit clearance of any vessel to be obtained at 
a place other than a designated port of 
entry, under such conditions as he may pre
scribe.". 
SEC. 687. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 18, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
Section 965(a) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended-
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(1) by striking out "sections 91, 92, and 94 

of Title 46" and inserting "section 431 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1431) and section 
4197 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States (46 U.S.C. App. 91),"; 

(2) by striking out "the collector of cus
toms for the district wherein such vessel is 
then located" and inserting "the Customs 
Service"; and 

(3) by striking out "the collector like" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "the Customs Serv
ice like". 
SEC. 688. AMENDMENT TO THE ACT TO PREVENT 

POLLUTION FROM SHIPS. 
Section 9(e) of the Act to Prevent Pollu

tion from Ships (94 Stat. 2301, 33 U.S.C. 
1908(e)) is amended by striking out "shall 
refuse or revoke" and all of the text follow
ing thereafter and inserting "shall refuse or 
revoke the clearance required by section 4197 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States 
(46 U.S.C. App. 91). Clearance may be granted 
upon the filing of a bond or other surety sat
isfactory to the Secretary.". 
SEC. 689. MISCELLANEOUS TECHNICAL AMEND

MENTS. 
(a) ACT OF OCTOBER 3, 1913.-The Act of Oc

tober 3, 1913, is amended-
(!) in section IV, J, subsection 1 (19 U.S.C. 

128) by striking out "registered as a vessel of 
the United States," and inserting "docu
mented under chapter 121 of title 46, United 
States Code,"; and 

(2) in section IV, J, subsection 3 (19 U.S.C. 
131)---

(A) by striking out "vessels of the United 
States" and inserting "United States docu
mented vessels"; and 

(B) by striking out "registered as a vessel 
of the United States." and inserting "docu
mented under chapter 121 of title 46, United 
States Code.". 

(b) ACT OF AUGUST 5, 1935.-Section 4 of the 
Act of August 5, 1935 (19 U.S.C. 1704) is 
amended-

(!) by striking out "whenever the collector 
of customs of the district in which any vessel 
is, or is sought to be, registered, enrolled, li
censed, or numbered," and inserting "when 
the Secretary of Transportation"; 

(2) by striking out "such collector" and in
serting "the Secretary of Transportation"; 

(3) by striking out "said collector shall re
voke the registry, enrollment, license, or 
number of such vessel" and inserting "the 
Secretary of Transportation shall revoke 
any endorsement on the vessel's certificate 
of documentation or number (when the Sec
retary is the authority issuing the number 
under chapter 123 of title 46, United States 
Code)"; and 

(4) by striking out "Such collector and all 
persons" and inserting "The Secretary of 
Transportation and all persons". 

(C) ACT OF NOVEMBER 6, 1966.-Sections 2(e) 
and 3(e) of the Act of November 6, 1966 (46 
U.S.C. App. 817d(e) and 817e(e)) are each 
amended-

(!) by striking out "The collector of cus
toms at" and inserting "At"; and 

(2) by inserting ", the Customs Service" 
after "subsection (a) of this section". 
SEC. 690. REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISIONS OF 

LAW. 
(a) REVISED STATUTES.-The following pro

visions of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States are repealed: 

(1) So much of section 2792 as is codified at 
19 U.S.C. 289 and 46 U.S.C. App. 110 and 112 
(as in effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act). 

(2) Section 3111 (19 U.S.C. 282). 
(3) Section 3118 (19 U.S.C. 286). 
(4) Section 3119 (19 U.S.C. 287). 

(5) Section 3122 (19 U.S.C. 290). 
(6) Section 3124 (19 U.S.C. 291). 
(7) Section 3125 (19 U.S.C. 292). 
(8) Section 4198 (46 U.S.C. App. 94). 
(9) Section 4199 (46 U.S.C. App. 93). 
(10) Section 4201 (46 U.S.C. App. 96). 
(11) Section 4207. 
(12) Section 4208 (46 U.S.C. App. 102). 
(13) Section 4213 (46 U.S.C. App. 101). 
(14) So much of section 4221 as is codified 

at 46 U.S.C. App. 113 (as in effect on the date 
of the enactment of this Act). 

(15) Section 4222 (46 U.S.C. App. 126). 
(16) Sections 4306, 4307, and 4308 (46 U.S.C. 

App. 351 through 353). 
(17) Section 4332 (46 U.S.C. App. 274). 
(18) Section 4348 (46 U.S.C. App. 293). 
(19) Section 4358 (46 U.S.C. App. 306). 
(20) Section 4361 (46 U.S.C. App. 307). 
(21) Sections 4362 through 4369 (46 U.S.C. 

App. 308 through 315). 
(22) Sections 4573 through 4576 (46 U.S.C. 

App. 674 through 677). 
(b) TARIFF ACT OF 1930.-The following sec-

tions of the Tariff Act of 1930 are repealed: 
(1) Section 432 (19 U.S.C. 1432). 
(2) Section 435 (19 U.S.C. 1435). 
(3) Section 437 (19 U.S.C. 1437). 
(4) Section 439 (19 U.S.C. 1439). 
(5) Section 440 (19 U.S.C. 1440). 
(6) Sections 443, 444, and 445 (19 U.S.C. 1443, 

1444, and 1445). 
(7) Section 465 (19 U.S.C. 1465). 
(8) Section 482 (19 U.S.C. 1482). 
(9) Section 583 (19 U.S.C. 1583). 
(10) Section 585 (19 U.S.C. 1585). 
(c) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.-The fol

lowing provisions are repealed: 
(1) Section 1 of the Act of February 10, 1900 

(46 U.S.C. App. 131). 
(2) Section 2 of the Act of April 29, 1908 (46 

U.S.C. App. 127). 
(3) Section 1 of the Act of July 1, 1916 (46 

U.S.C. App. 130). 
(4) Sections 1 and 2 of the Act of July 3, 

1926 (46 U.S.C. App. 293a and 293b). 
(5) The last undesignated paragraph of sec

tion 201 of the Act of August 5, 1935 (19 U.S.C. 
1432a), is repealed. 

(6) The Act of June 16, 1937 (19 U.S.C. 
1435b). 

(7) The Act of May 4, 1934 (46 U.S.C. App. 
91a). 

(8) Section 1403(b) of the Water Resources 
Development Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-662; 
26 U.S.C. 4461 note). 
SEC. 691. REPORTS TO CONGRESS. 

(a) ANTIDUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING 
DUTY COLLECTIONS.-The Commissioner of 
Customs shall before the 60th day of each fis
cal year after fiscal year 1994 submit to Con
gress a report regarding the collection dur
ing the preceding fiscal year of duties im
posed under the antidumping and counter
vailing duty laws. 

(b) CES FEE REPORT.-
(1) AMENDMENT.-Section 9501(c) of the Om

nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987 (19 
U.S.C. 3 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

"(3) The Commissioner of Customs is au
thorized to obtain from the operators of cen
tralized cargo examination stations informa
tion regarding the fees paid to them for the 
provision of services at these stations.". 

(2) REPORT.-Within 9 months after the 
date of the enactment of this subsection, the 
Commissioner of Customs shall submit to 
the Committees referred to in section 9501(c) 
of the Omnibus budget Reconciliation Act of 
1987, a report setting forth-

(A) an estimate of the aggregate amount of 
fees paid to operators of centralized cargo 
examination stations during fiscal year 1993; 
and 

(B) the variations, if any, among customs 
districts with respect to the amounts of the 
fees charged for centralized cargo examina
tion station services. 

(C) COMPLIANCE WITH CUSTOMS LAWS.-Sec
tion 123 of the Customs and Trade Act of 1990 
(19 U .S.C. 2083) is amended-

(!) by redesignating subsection (c;i) as sub
section (e), and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol
lowing: 

"(d) COMPLIANCE PROGRAM.-The Commis
sioner of Customs shall-

"(1) devise and implement a methodology 
for estimating the level of compliance with 
the laws administered by the Customs Serv
ice; and 

"(2) include as an additional part of there
port required to be submitted under sub
section (a) for each of fiscal years 1994, 1995, 
and 1996, an evaluation of the extent to 
which such compliance was obtained during 
the 12-month period preceding the 60th day 
before each such fiscal year.". 

(d) COURIER SERVICES COMPLIANCE RE
PORT.-The Commissioner of Customs shall 
initiate a compliance review of certain cou
rier services which may not be eligible for 
benefits under the regulations of the Cus
toms Service prescribed in part 128 of title 19 
of the Code of Federal Regulations and shall 
submit a report to Congress on the results of 
such review within 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 692. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title takes effect on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTEN
KOWSKI], or a designee, will be recog
nized for 2 hours in favor of the bill; 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT], or a designee, will be recog
nized for 2 hours in opposition to the 
bill; the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL], or a designee, will be recog
nized for 2 hours in favor of the bill; 
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], or a designee, will be recog
nized for 2 hours in opposition to the 
bill. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI]. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to begin 
this debate today with a plea for per
spective. It is true that the issue before 
us is terribly important to America's 
future in the decades ahead. But I fear 
that both sides have been guilty of 
grossly overstating the impact it will 
have in the days and weeks ahead. 

We will not experience a hemispheric 
boom or> burst in January because we 
approve this agreement in November. 
Nor will we see a burst of job gains-or 
job losses-in the first quarter of next 
year because we approved NAFTA in 
the last quarter of this year. Today's 
jobless will not suddenly find work be
cause there's a NAFTA. And those 
workers whose jobs are in jeopardy 
today will not be any safer if NAFTA 
fails. 

But that does not mean that our de
cision today is unimportant. In fact, 
our vote today will help determine 
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what kind of American economy our 
children will inherit. We are debating 
whether America is a confident coun
try, eager to face the future, ready to 
take on all competitors-or a nation in 
decline clinging to memories of our 
past. 

In this debate, we are telling the 
world how we view ourselves, whether 
we welcome change and challenge or 
whether we fear it. We are sending a 
message about whether the world's 
only superpower thinks its best days 
are in the past or in the future. 

While we frequently spend many 
hours in this Chamber discussing our 
Nation's flaws, I nonetheless am an op
timist. Repeatedly in our history, we 
have been asked to enlarge America's 
markets. There have always been 
doubters, but they have always been 
proven wrong. 

Each enlargement of our market has 
led to an enhancement of our standard 
of living. I am confident that our ap
proval of NAFTA will open another 
positive chapter in American history. 

I urge my colleagues to embrace the 
future and support NAFTA. 

The Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5lh minutes to the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK]. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, if 
Members believe what my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Chicago, IL, just told us, they should 
read the history of the British empire, 
·because the British spent 200 years giv
ing away their industrial strength for 
foreign policy, and look where they are 
today. They were once the greatest em
pire the world has ever known. 

Let me say that there is a lot of mis
information that has gone out on both 
sides of this argument, but one thing 
that is true as I stand here this morn
ing and speak to the Members is the 
fact that if we pass NAFTA, Americans 
are going to lose jobs. The Members 
should not take my word for it. The 
Wall Street Journal did a survey in 
which some 500 executives throughout 
this country were asked what they 
would do if NAFTA passed; 55 percent 
of them responded that if NAFTA 
passed, they would give serious consid
eration to moving part of their oper
ations to Mexico. 

If that does not convince Members, 
let me suggest they read their business 
magazines throughout this country and 
see the ads that are constantly appear
ing: "Come to Mexico, bring your busi
ness to Mexico, cheap labor, no regula
tions." At the Bobbin manufacturing 
exhibit in Atlanta, just a few weeks 
ago, they were handing out fliers ad
vertising for apparel manufacturers to 
move to Mexico. 

D 1120 
I have had in the last 2 or 3 days a 

telephone call from a broom manufac
turer in my district, wanting to know 
how to locate a plant in Mexico, and 
who to get in touch with in Mexico. 

We have heard an awful lot about re
training. Well, let me tell you, as you 
go through the Third District of South 
Carolina, and you see the vacant store 
fronts in the small communities 
throughout South Carolina, you know 
that to train people who have lost their 
jobs, there have to be jobs to train 
them for. When these people lose the 
jobs that they have had for years and 
years in apparel and textiles, there is 
nothing else for them to do except to 

· get on some sort of government dole. 
What NAFTA proposes to do is to 

make Mexico a de facto state for eco
nomic purposes, a state where manu
facturers can move and buy labor for $1 
an hour instead of what they are pay
ing back home-$7 and $8 an hour
with no health provisions, no safety, no 
wage restraints to follow. So let me 
tell you, if NAFTA passes, they will 
move and jobs will be lost. 

There is another myth that is out 
there, that there is going to be some 
magic market that will be created for 
American goods. Common sense tells 
you that Mexicans making $1 an hour 
or less cannot afford to buy American 
goods. The Government of Mexico is 
committed to a low-wage policy. The 
wage rates of Mexicans today are 62 
percent of what they were in 1979 and 
1980. 

It is simply wrong that there is some 
great export market that this country 
has; it is just not true. American ex
ports to Mexico in 1992 were $44 billion; 
70 percent were goods not intended for 
the consumer market-they were ei
ther capital goods or goods that are 
sent down there to be assembled and 
come back. The only thing that counts 
in a market such as that are consumer 
goods, of which there were relatively 
few. 

So what is the cost going to be to our 
country? We are probably going to lose 
1 million jobs over the next 20 years. 
The taxpayers, according to the Joint 
Economic Committee, are going to 
have to pay over $20 billion for costs 
associated with the enactment of 
NAFTA. 

In conclusion, let me say this to the 
administration: If this is such a good 
deal, why did we almost have to give 
the portico away on the White House 
to get it? As I travel about over this 
country on planes, people who wear 
suits and ties are all for NAFTA. But I 
say to the administration, those are 
not the people that brought you to the 
dance. The people that brought you to 
the dance are those that are working 
out there in the mills and the small 
communities of this country that are 
worried about losing their jobs. And I 
say to the administration, just be care-

ful when you send out these letters to 
the minority, that when the music 
stops you have a partner to dance with. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, to begin 
this historic debate on our side, it is 
my great pleasure to yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH], the majority whip. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend from Arizona for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a debate, as 
you have just heard, between fear and 
clinging to the past versus hope and 
building a new future. This debate is in 
the past traditions of historic biparti
sanship, the tradition of the Marshall 
plan, the Truman doctrine, and the 
vote on Desert Storm. Unlike that 
vote, where every elected Democratic 
leader opposed the President of the 
United States, I am proud to say that 
all but one of the elected House Repub
lican leaders are working with the 
President of the United States. 

We know that we have a chance to 
create local jobs through world sales. 
We know this is a bipartisan commit
ment. 

Then-Candidate Reagan, November 
14, 1979, said: 

We live on a continent whose three coun
tries possess the assets to make it the 
strongest, most prosperous and self-suffi
cient area on Earth. Within the borders of 
this North American continent are the food, 
resources, technology, and undeveloped ter
ritory which, properly managed, could dra
matically improve the quality of life of all 
it's inhabitants. 

It is no accident that this unmatched po
tential for progress and prosperity exists in 
three countries with such longstanding her
itages of free government. A developing 
closeness among Canada, Mexico, and the 
United State&-a North American accord
would permit achievement of that potential 
in each country beyond that which I believe 
any of them, strong as they are, could ac
complish in the absence of such cooperation. 

That was then-Candidate Reagan. 
President George Bush, on September 

10, 1992, said: 
NAFTA will open an important market, a 

Mexican economy whose growth prospects 
will quickly transform its expanding indus
tries and consumers into excellent American 
customers. 

Then-Candidate Bill Clinton, on Oc
tober 4, 1992, speaking of NAFTA, said: 

It will provide more jobs through exports. 
It will challenge us to become more competi
tive. It will certainly help Mexico to develop, 
but still, that is also in our interest. A 
wealthier Mexico will buy more American 
products. 

So every one of our recent Presi
dents-Reagan, Bush, Clinton-have all 
said "yes" to the idea of more Amer
ican jobs through trade. 

Some conservatives have worried 
about sovereignty. Yet Judge Bork 
says, "Any possible threat posed by the 
NAFTA side agreements to the sov
ereignty of the United States, there is 
no such threat discernible." He went 
on to say, "No treaty or executive 



November 17, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 29773 
agreement can bind the United States 
if it wishes to withdraw from the 
agreement's obligations. There is no 
sovereignty question." 

William F. Buckley said, "NAFTA 
yields no significant irreversible au
thority to any extra-national body." 

There is no such sovereignty argu
ment. But there is a real argument. My 
only request of my friends who are 
against it is that when you debate 
NAFTA today, you debate the facts
that you stick to the historic issues. 

We talked about pressure, pressure at 
the White House. There has been no 
pressure in this debate like the pres
sure from the labor unions, and every 
American knows it, because they have 
seen it on national television. 

But I would ask you, after debate 
based on the facts, when you vote to
night, remember two things: This is a 
vote for history. Every once in a while 
there is that magic moment that is 
larger than politics; it is larger than 
reelection; it is larger than personal 
ego. It is a moment when you define for 
the future of the Nation and the future 
of the world who we are and what we 
believe in. 

Second, vote the future of your coun
try and your children. I am an opti
mist. As Reagan once said, I believe in 
dreaming heroic dreams. After all, I am 
an American. I chose to vote to in
crease American civilization, to in
crease our economic opportunity, be
cause I believe in a bigger future, a bet
ter future, and a greater chance for all 
humans to pursue happiness. And I be
lieve reaching out to Mexico is an im
portant first step in that direction. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I might consume. 

Mr. Chairman, in doing so, I would 
like to brag that I was, with the excep
tion of our Republican leaders, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], 
Ronald Reagan's strongest supporter in 
this Congress. I was so proud to carry 
his water for 8 years in this Congress. 

In that same vein, I have always be
lieved in the principles of free trade. 
But, Mr. Chairman, free trade has to be 
fair trade. The very first principle of 
fair trade is that it must be conducted 
on a level playing field. 

Mr. Chairman, there is nothing fair 
about this agreement. Under the terms 
of NAFTA and the attendant side 
agreements, there is no semblance of a 
level playing field, and all of us know 
it. As a matter of fact, the entire play
ing field is tipped in the favor of Mex
ico, guaranteeing unfair competition 
for American business and industry 
and American workers. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a bad agree
ment, a destructive agreement, and an 
agreement that must be rejected by 
this Congress today. It will not be the 
end of the world if we do that. 
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Mr. Chairman, there are many flaws 

in this so-called free-trade agreement, 

but five of them, I think, stand out as 
the most egregious: 

First, NAFTA violates the U.S. Con
stitution. Second, it threatens the sov
ereignty of this great Nation. Third, it 
will result in more Federal porkbarrel 
spending, the creation of another U.S. 
taxpayer-funded international bank, 
similar to the World Bank, and more 
foreign aid paid out of the pockets of 
the American people. 

Fourth, it will raise taxes, once 
again, on the American people. And my 
gosh, when will that stop? 

Fifth, and perhaps most importantly, 
the Mexican Government continues to 
be totally undemocratic and cannot be 
trusted to keep its end of the bargain. 

Allow me to address just some of 
these flaws. As to the Constitution, 
there is no question that this pact vio
lates articles I, II, and m of the Con
stitution, as well as the fifth amend
ment. In fact, a lawsuit is being pre
pared right now in the event that 
NAFTA does pass. 

Additionally, the inclusion of the 
Clinton administration's side agree
ments violates U.S. law, and it violates 
the rules of this House. 

Under the terms of the 1988 Trade 
Act, the fast-track procedures under 
which we are considering this agree
ment today apply only to agreements 
entered into before June 1, 1993. 

Mr. Chairman, we both know that the 
side agreements were negotiated after 
June 1 and, thus, should be voted on 
separately by this Congress. But there 
is not going to be any separate vote. 
There is going to be one up-or-down 
vote on all of this, 7,000 pages. And 
none of my colleagues have read it. 
There is not a Member in this House 
who has read it. I have not read it, and 
I was in my office till midnight last 
night trying to see exactly what is in 
this, to at least have some comprehen
sive understanding of it. 

Regarding the sovereignty issue, 
NAFTA will create huge new inter
national bureaucratizes and tribunals 
paid for by who else? By the American 
taxpayers; And we Republicans are 
going to vote to create these new inter
national bureaucracies and tribunals? 
And these new bureaucracies and tribu
nals will be employers to resolve dis
putes over trade, environmental and 
regulatory issues? Regulatory issues? 
Superseding U.S. law and State law? 

Listen to these new agencies, and I 
am sorry to get so excited about this. 
The North American Free-Trade Com
mission. Think about it. The North 
American Development Bank, another 
World Bank style bureaucracy paid for 
by the man. in the barrel, the American 
taxpayer. And this bank, incidentally, 
is a payoff to some in our California 
delegation. We will hear more about 
that. 

Then we have the Border Environ
ment Cooperation Commission, and 
God knows what that is. Members can 

bet their last taxpayer's dollar that it 
is another huge new bureaucracy ac
countable to whom? Accountable to no 
one in America. 

Mr. Chairman, it goes on and on. 
Take the time to read this pact. These 
unelected, unaccountable tribunals 
will effectively usurp the legitimate 
authority of this U.S. Congress. They 
will usurp and abrogate States' rights. 
Members' own State laws dealing with 
the environment and labor. And they 
will override our own U.S. Federal 
Court System. 

Mr. Chairman, upon taking office 
each one of us swears to uphold our 
cherished Constitution. We did not 
swear to tear it down, to abrogate it, to 
usurp it. But that is exactly what we 
are doing here. Read the pact, read the 
side agreements. 

Mr. Chairman, as I stated before, 
some of these trilateral bureaucracies 
represent political payoffs by the ad
ministration to some reluctant Mem
bers of Congress. And what else has the 
administration promised? 

Some of the new protectionist deals 
in what is supposed to be a free-trade 
pact include deals on peanuts, citrus 
fruits, 'corn syrup, sugarbeets, cotton, 
beef, and tomatoes. There are unau
thorized road and bridge projects, tex
tile protection in Virginia, manhole 
covers in Louisiana, and heaven knows 
what else. Mr. Chairman, should not 
these deals be voted on separately by 
this Congress? Do my colleagues know 
what would happen to them? They 
would all go down in flames. They 
would not be a part of this process. 

Mr. Chairman, there is even more. 
For instance, the list of goodies used to 
literally buy votes, although legally, 
includes two new ~ 17 cargo planes at a 
cost of $1.5 billion to buy just one vote. 
These two airplanes are not even in the 
budget for 1994. How is President Clin
ton going to deliver those two planes? 
Are Members going to vote for it? They 
know they are not. So we cannot de
liver. So whoever is selling their vote 
for two of these planes, is not going to 
get it. That deal is going to be reneged. 

And then we have a helium reserve 
down in Texas, $305 million. Eliminat
ing that was in President Clinton's re
scission bill which is sitting over here 
on the desk waiting for us to vote on it. 
But we will never have a chance to 
enact it because the appropriators are 
going to kill it. And they are not even 
going to give us a chance. But here 
President Clinton is promising to put 
back in this helium thing which he has 
already asked us to turn down. 

Mr. Chairman, this administration 
has bought, but not paid for, scores of 
pro-NAFTA votes, courtesy of the tax
payers. And those taxpayers are going 
to be outraged when they start adding 
them up. 

Did Members read the New York 
Daily News or the New York Post this 
morning? Front page stories say there 
is $50 billion in goodies, giveaways. 
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Speaking of taxes, it goes without 

question that reduced tariffs under 
NAFTA will cost, according to most es
timates, $2.5 billion. And it is going to 
be much higher than that. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW
SKI] knows that. And how does the ad
ministration propose to pay for this? 
Of course, in the usual way around 
here, we are going to raise taxes, as if 
the largest tax increase in the history 
of this Nation 3 months ago was not 
enough. 

Let me tell Members something, it 
will be enough for the American peo
ple. My friends, judgment day is com
ing. It is coming next November. We 
are all up for reelection in less than a 
year. That is not very long for some of 
the new Members in particular. 

Let me tell Members, it will be here 
in a split second. All of a sudden, oppo
nents are going to be out there scream
ing at Members. It will be here before 
we know it. And colleagues, the Amer
ican people do not care whether we are 
Republicans or Democrats. They are 
going to throw us out of here if we do 
not stop taxing and spending and regu
lating the American people. 

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, let me just ad
dress the question of the Mexican Gov
ernment. Let us face it. It is a one
party dictatorship. One political party 
in Mexico has been in power and has 
magically won every election since 
1929. That is 64 years. That is longer 
than the Democrats have controlled 
this House. And how do Members think 
that happens? Every democracy in this 
hemisphere experiences problems every 
once in a while. But one-party rule for 
64 years? Do we call that a democratic 
government in Mexico? Members know 
better. 

Mr. Chairman, that government is 
not accountable to the American peo
ple or even to the Mexican people. It is 
only accountable to its own self-inter
est. Mr. Chairman, the Mexican Gov
ernment can and does violate its own 
laws. Those politicians turn their 
heads, and there is corruption all over 
the place. They routinely fail to en
force their own labor laws and environ
mental regulations already. 

The Mexican Government has al
ready stated that it will not write the 
side agreements to NAFTA into Mexi
can law, as they are in our country, 
where there is recourse if American 
businesses do not live up to the law. 
There is no recourse in Mexico. 

And while American businesses will 
have to meet our already high stand
ards, and in New York State they are 
even higher than the rest of the Na
tion, nothing is going to happen in 
Mexico. 

Mr. Chairman, this agreement 
amounts to little more than a hand
shake. I am going to tell my colleagues 
right now, as a member· of the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs for many years, 
the Mexican Government cannot be 

trusted to make good on just a hand
shake. 

Let me tell Members, the way to deal 
with a nation like Mexico is not in this 
trilateral operation that we have in 
this bill. We need to deal bilaterally, 
without the interference of some bu
reaucracy that is accountable to no 
one, especially not to the American 
people. 
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Members of Congress, we could de

mand bilaterally that the Mexican 
Government write these agreements 
into their own commercial code and 
enforce them before we initiate the 
agreement. That i.., how we deal bilat
erally. We have all of this influence in 
America. All we have to do is tell them 
what to do, and they will have to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, after NAFTA passes 
Mexico will have no incentive to imple
ment any side agreements, and they 
will not do it. The result will be the de
struction of hundreds of thousands of 
U.S. jobs. We know that. That is why 
we have all of these deals in the bill to 
work out retraining programs for 
Americans who are going to lose their 
jobs. It is in the bill. Read it. How do 
we justify that? 

Mr. Chairman, NAFTA is currently, 
as negotiated, just not going to work. I 
am going to tell Members something 
right now. We can work out a free
trade pact with Mexico, we can do it. 
But we have to sit down and do it to
gether as Republicans and Democrats 
working with the President. And I 
pledge to my colleagues that I will be 
the first to do that, as a free trader all 
my life. But we have to remember that 
we cannot do something that is going 
to take away American jobs. The 
American people deserve better than 
that, and that is why I will vote "no" 
on this bill. 

But I pledge to Members to work to 
try to develop something that will cer
tainly make for a level playing field for 
the American people, so that they can 
compete and save their jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Trade of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, in 2 
minutes it is almost impossible to re
fute all of the mistakes that the former 
speaker, the gentleman from New 
York, just made. I want to try to 
straighten him out a little if I can. 

We are debating H.R. 3450. It is a doc
ument that is 445 pages long, not all of 
the books that the gentleman has 
there. But that is what we are debat
ing. 

Of that, only the first 300 pages are 
new legislation. The remainder of the 
legislation has passed the House, 
passed the Senate, a~d unfortunately 

was vetoed when that whole bunch of 
bills were vetoed last year. It is · the 
Trade Modernization Act. So we are 
talking about some 300 pages here that 
we have to go through. 

I think I know more about it than I 
am sure the gentleman does, and I 
think I know more about it than most 
of the Members of this House, because 
I helped put this together over a 3-year 
period. I have heard everybody com
plain, talk about it. We have checked it 
all out, and most of it is misinforma
tion, just as we have just heard. 

I know not only the small picture, 
but I know the larger picture. I have 
been visiting Mexico for over 50 years. 
Mexico is a poor country. It is our next 
door neighbor. It has been there for 500 
years. It is not going away. 

The Mexican economy, the Mexican 
nationality is mixing with the Amer
ican economy and the American na
tionality. It is time that we did some
thing constructive about it. 

This trade agreement, and that is 
what we are talking about, is a trade 
agreement, just 300 pages long, is a 
carefully worked out and considered 
document. It will open the Mexican 
market to the United States, the Mexi
can market that has been closed to us 
for most of those 400 years. 

It will also allow us to send our goods 
to Mexico, not our jobs to Mexico. 

Those who want to preserve the sta
tus quo, which they complain about, 
are losing the whole point of this argu
ment. We have got to change the status 
quo. This small bill does. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, what disturbs me most about this 
NAFTA agreement is that essentially 
it treats the workers of this country, 
hard-working American men and 
women supporting themselves and 
their families, as an afterthought. 

For the past 20 years we have 
watched the American family be hit 
with wave after wave of unemploy
ment. We have watched them lose their 
jobs, their benefits, their income, and 
their standard of living. We have seen 
that as unemployment has taken place 
in various sectors of our economy that 
those families that were hit by it have 
never been able to recover their stand
ard of living. They have never been 
able to recover their wages or the 
dreams for their children. We have seen 
that each and every time. 

In spite of this 20-year history, this 
Government has never been willing or 
able to confront the future of these 
workers and what our obligation is to 
try to help them when they, basically 
through no fault of their own, have be
come unemployed. We have never had a 
comprehensive policy to transition 
workers frcim one industry to another, 
from one segment of our economy to 
another, to deal with reeducation, re
training, and reemployment. Our pol
icy is that you get an unemployment 



November 17, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 29775 
check, you become poor, you lose your 
home, you take your children out of 
school, and you start over. That kind 
of economic Darwinism cannot con
tinue to serve the American economy 
or the American citizens. 

But that is what has happened, and 
that is what is happening today as we 
embark on a new venture in the Amer
ican economy by sanctioning the free
trade agreement with Mexico, rec
ognizing that it will be incorporated 
in to a large free-trade agreement with 
Latin America. 

But this is not the first time the 
American worker will be left behind. 
They were left behind when the auto
mobile industry failed to recognize the 
desire of American consumers for high
quality goods and to get their produc
tion costs down, resulting in the unem
ployment of a quarter of a million peo
ple and more people this last year. 
They were left behind when the steel 
industry failed to reinvest its profits in 
steelmaking and was not competitive 
in the world, and tens of thousands of 
people lost their jobs, never to recover 
their standard of living. 

We have seen it in other areas, when 
capital went crazy in the 1980's and 
debt was assumed in the name of lever
aged buyouts, and corporate takeovers, 
and when good companies like Con
tinental, Eastern, Safeway, and others 
were thrown into debt, and the only 
way the debt could be solved was to 
unemploy the workers. So a few preda
tory attorneys and dealmakers made 
huge profits and the workers hit the 
unemployment lines. 

Even today, as we reduce defense 
spending and experience base closures, 
what we find out is there is no program 
in place for these people who helped us 
win the cold war, for these people who 
have the highest and the best skills in 
the world. They are an afterthought. 
And that is why there is a labor side 
agreement, because labor had no chair 
at the NAFTA consultations, at its ne
gotiations. There was no chair for Mr. 
and Mrs. Jones and their family, for 
Mr. and Mrs. Smith, for the aerospace 
worker, for the high-technology work
er, for the blue collar worker. There 
was no chair for them. And when that 
became obvious to America, we ran in 
and tried to negotiate a side agree
ment, a side agreement that we will 
not vote on here, a side agreement that 
is not enforceable, and a side agree
ment that will do nothing to protect 
American workers from the downward 
pressure on their wages that will be 
caused by NAFTA. 

So once again we see that the Amer
ican worker is an afterthought. 

That cannot be the mission of this 
Government, of this administration or 
of this Congress. We must start to rec
ognize the dignity of our workers and 
our families and our obligations to help 
them as they move through a changing 
economy. 

This NAFTA should be turned down. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair

man, as I take a moment to control the 
time of the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE], I am rather disappointed. 
I thought for a while that I was going 
to get a dissertation on the trilateral 
commission from my friend, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, several chapters will unfold 
during this debate which must be understood 
before the American people will embrace this 
agreement. 

Among those chapters are the questions of 
jobs, expanding democracy and opportunity in 
our hemisphere, and of our ability to compete 
in a shrinking world. I expect to speak to each 
of these during this debate. 

The first is jobs. If it can be demonstrated 
that there will be a net loss of jobs as a result 
of NAFT A, then it will not be adopted. On the 
other hand, if it can be demonstrated that the 
agreement will create more jobs in the short 
as well as the long run, we should adopt it. If 
it will lead to more jobs and cause the Amer
ican hemisphere to compete more effectively 
in a more and more competitive world, then 
we should embrace it enthusiastically. 

All of us should be concerned about the 
way the jobs issue has been discussed by the 
opponents of NAFT A, for it seems to me that 
discussions have almost been designed to cut 
off thought and in many ways has caused 
much of the American people to stop listening. 

On the one hand, organized labor in Amer
ica is in fear of the past, is concerned about 
a shrinking membership, and has strongly 
plied their membership and their friends with 
misinformation. It is true that jobs have been 
lost in the past-largely to Asia but to coun
tries like Mexico as well. I submit the vast per
centage of those jobs were lost because sec
tors of American business were unprepared 
for change. 

Let me illustrate my point. During the forties, 
fifties, and sixties, Kaiser Steel was a major 
employer in my home county. Over 15 years 
ago, Kaiser Steel closed its mills-almost en
tirely because the industry had not responded 
to modern technology. Because of that, they 
were not able to compete. Those jobs were 
lost to Asia before a NAFT A was ever pro
posed. 

In the steel fabrication industry-in con
trast-we learned our lesson. Modern tech
nology has been used in small plants all 
across the United States and our workers are 
beating the pants off of Japan and Taiwan. 
Head on head, American workers are 
outproducing low wage workers in major man
ufacturing industries. 

Yet, organized labor continues to try to 
shape the debate by taking us back to their 
past instead of positively looking to the future. 
NAFT A will mean more high paying jobs as a 
result of more trade of high quality products 
made by the most productive workers in the 
world. 

The other piece of the opposition debate 
that must be set straight involves the sucking 
sound. Since we first heard that phrase, a lot 
of Americans quit listening, in fear of American 
industry moving to Mexico. Increased trade 

does not mean our jobs will move to Mexico. 
To the contrary, more trade will create addi
tional jobs in the United States. 

I challenge the opponents to disprove these 
facts: First. Since our neighbor to the south 
began unilaterally reducing tariffs in the mid-
1980's, our products being traded to Mexico 
have increased, not decreased. In 1986, $12 
billion of American goods were sold in Mexico. 
The figure for 1992 is $38 billion. This in
crease has created between 20 to 23,000 jobs 
here at home. Our trade balance has moved 
from a deficit of almost $5 billion to a trade 
surplus of $5.4 billion in 1992. Increased trade 
has produced over 70 percent of the new jobs 
in this country over the last decade. At a time 
when other sectors of our economy remain 
weak, it would be foolhardy to walk away from 
continued trade opportunities with Mexiccr--the 
country with the most positive "Buy U.S.A." at
titude of any country in the entire world. 

NAFT A continues that pattern . of reducing 
Mexican tariffs on American made goods. That 
means more high paying jobs in the near 
term. Let me specifically illustrate this point: 
Bill Johnson owns the largest Caterpillar dis
tributorship in the West. There is currently a 
20-percent tariff on his products sold in Mex
ico. Caterpillar has 50 percent of the market. 
The other half is dominated by Komatsu Co. 
of Japan. Bill says, "Imagine what will happen 
when the 20 percent tariff comes off our trac
tors and it remains on the ones from Japan." 
He will dominate the marketplace-expanding 
jobs in southern California as well as in Illinois 
where the equipment is built. Exactly the same 
story applies to the computer industry-thou
sands of high paying jobs in the United 
States-high paying jobs produced right away. 

Mexico has become our second most impor
tant trading partner-second only to Canada. 
These two countries are important to the Unit
ed States-important in terms of -American 
jobs and important in terms of the role we play 
in the world marketplace. 

Mexico has gone through very significant 
shifts during the last 1 0 years, changes that 
will cause Mexico to become an even more 
important world leader and partner in the dec
ades ahead. 

During the early 1980's, a new leadership 
within the Institutional Revolutionary Party 
[PRI] decided it was critical to shift the direc
tion of their economic policies. Mexico had 
tried a centralized system of government own
ership of the industrial base. It was not suc
cessful. President Carlos Salinas de Gotari 
has brought about a quiet revolution during his 
presidency. Over 400 industries have been 
sold to the private sector with hundreds more 
in line. Over $28 billion dollars of revenue so 
far-$18 billion of that income from cash that 
had been languishing in American and other 
foreign banks. The money has been used to 
reduce internal debt-rather than spending it 
on social programs-an economic policy that 
is beyond the U.S. Congress. 

Further, President Salinas has reduced tax 
rates and created incentives to participate in 
their tax system. The result: Almost a 50 per
cent increase in tax revenues. 

Tariff rates have been reduced unilaterally 
from 1 00 percent levels to a top rate of 20 
percent. While that is several times our top 
rate on their products, trade of American 
goods to Mexico has skyrocketed. 
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These changes in economic policy have led 

to rapid expansion of the Mexican economy. 
With that, a virtual explosion of economic op
portunity has occurred for Mexicans at home. 
In sum, more and better paying jobs-which 
means greater trade opportunity for the United 
States in Mexico. 

It is in America's interest to encourage the 
extension of these policies. With continuation 
of private economic hope for all Mexicans will 
come a new faith in Democratic values. That 
is precisely what is needed throughout all of 
Latin America-new economic opportunity for 
a larger and larger middle class and a broadly 
based faith in democratic institutions. 

There is a reason Japan does not like this 
deal. There is a reason Germany, France, and 
the rest of the EEC are critical of this deal. 
Those regions are working together to create 
trade blocks that are designed to allow them 
to compete-even dominate-in world trade 
well into the 21st century. They know trade is 
not a zero sum game. They know that Can
ada, Mexico, and the United States of Amer
ica-cooperating as a block, will be a fear
some force in the years ahead. 

A trading block of 360 million consumers 
and a total GNP approaching $7 trillion. That 
is the foundation that will allow the United 
States to lead the world of nations on the path 
way of change and hope * * * and hopefully 
peace and freedom for all mankind. 

One last point: President Clinton is sched
uled to leave tomorrow to participate in critical 
negotiations of the GATT -the General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade. These talks are to 
try to open up fair trade opportunities in Eu
rope and Asia. Just think what happens if our 
President arrives at the table with his wings 
clipped. He will almost be laughed out of the 
room. 

In contrast: with the support of NAFT A, his 
hand could not be stronger. This is a historic 
moment-a time to guarantee America's ability 
to lead in the world of free trade. 

This is not the time for us to walk away from 
our friend Carlos Salinas. Working more close
ly with Canada and Mexico is in the best inter
ests of all people living and working in the 
North American hemisphere. That's why I urge 
you to join me in voting for NAFT A. Vote for 
more American jobs right now. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS]. 
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I had 

intended on rising to give a positive 
speech in behalf of the NAFTA, and I 
am going to do that. 

But I want to get the attention of my 
friend, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON]. I am on record for 12 
long years voting against taxes, regula
tions, and the deficit, with a voting 
record at least equal to yours. I am on 
record, let me say, of defending the 
U.S. Constitution with a record at 
least, at least the same as yours. 

No deals have been made in PAT ROB
ERTS' office, as the ranking Republican 
on Agriculture. There have been no 
deals. I have been for NAFTA on the 
strength of the agreement. 

Now, the gentleman and I are mem
bers of the U.S. Marine Corps, and we 
are colleagues, and in the Marine 
Corps, they teach you to shoot straight 
with a rifle. You, sir, have fired a shot
gun of fear at me, and I resent it. 

Now, we must accept the politics of 
hope and reject the politics of fear. 

The decision we will make will define 
the economic role of the United States 
into the next century. In this sense, we 
will continue to work to meet the chal
lenges we face in regards to jobs, agri
culture, trade, foreign relations, all of 
the problems that we have heard here 
on the floor, or we will face the same 
challenges and bigger challenges, the 
same problem and bigger problems 
with no agreement. 

Over the past half century we re
jected the protectionism and isolation
ism that helped trigger the Great De
pression. We led the world toward open 
markets and free trade. United States 
economic strength is the force that 
brought down all the regimes; that 
strength brought new hope for freedom 
around the world. 

NAFTA is built upon this half cen
tury of experience with both the hope 
and the promise of the free markets. 

Those of us who are privileged to rep
resent agriculture, our farmers, our 
producers know that the decision on 
NAFTA will impact us well into the 
next century. United States agricul
tural exports have grown from $1.3 bil
lion to $4 billion this year, and 700,000 
Americans owe their jobs to trade with 
Mexico. 

In Kansas, Mexico is the third-largest 
market for our products. Food exports 
alone have soared by 364 percent. 

Even more, we will say "yes" to ex
panded farm exports to Mexico by $2 
billion to $2.5 billion, 50,000 new jobs, 
increased poultry exports, corn ex
ports, wheat, soybeans, pork, beef. If 
we reject NAFTA, we reject the gains 
that we have made in regards to this 
kind of farm income. 

Now, NAFTA is not the total solu
tion. I know that. More especially with 
the problems we face with agriculture, 
but the question I pose to those who 
oppose NAFTA is this: What is your 
plan for increasing the income of our 
family farmers? Are we going back to 
the Harkin-Gephardt mandatory sup
ply management program? We do not 
have the votes to do that. We do not 
have the budget to do that. 

We are not going to increase a defi
ciency payment or the marketing loan. 
What is your plan for increasing farm 
exports if you reject increased trade 
with our fastest growing export mar
ket? 

Vote for NAFTA. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to a very distinguished Mem
ber, the gentlewoman from Florida 
[Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN]. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I am opposing this agreement for a 

broad range of reasons including the 
loss of thousands of manufacturing 
jobs in my home State of Florida and 
throughout this Nation; also because of 
the billions of dollars in additional bu
reaucratic Government spending and 
also because we are having United 
States taxpayers pay for Mexico's envi
ronmental mess; also because of the 
tax increases on cruise ship and airline 
passengers to make up for lost tariff 
revenues, and because our environ
mental, health, and safety laws can be 
challenged by Mexico and Canada by 
unelected trinational commissions. 

Chief among my concerns is the 
threat that this agreement poses to 
thousands of American jobs, especially 
those in Florida. 

An Economic Policy Institute study 
reports that thousands of manufactur
ing jobs in my home State could be 
threatened if NAFTA passes. These 
jobs are in eight major industries 
where lower Mexican wages and regula
tions could cause these jobs to be 
moved to Mexico. 

The cost of implementing this agree
ment has been estimated in the billions 
of dollars in the next 5 years. 

Let us not do this to our American 
taxpayers. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. PICKLE]. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, last 
month I attended a meeting at the 
White House when President Clinton 
had invited a large delegation of Re
publican and Democratic Members of 
Congress to hear him when he made his 
appeal for the adoption of NAFTA. As 
he approached the podium accom
panied by former President George 
Bush, former President Jimmy Carter, 
and former President Gerald Ford, the 
entire audience rose to their feet and 
began to applaud them, and they ap
plauded them, and they kept applaud
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that that 
was one of the most electrifying mo
ments I have witnessed of any event 
since my 30 years in the Congress. 
They were saying they not only sup
ported NAFTA but they were saying 
the American system is good, and 
though we may differ, we appreciate 
your leadership. 

There were four Presidents there sup
porting NAFTA, which is also sup
ported by President Reagan and Presi
dent Nixon. 

This has been a good debate. This has 
been a fair debate. 

But NAFTA must pass, because it is 
in our best interest. In my judgment, 
this vote is a trade shot heard around 
the world. It is probably the only op
portunity most of us will have in our 
lifetime to pass a trade agreement that 
will help nearly every American busi
ness and industry. It is a historic mo
ment for us. 

We should not give way to fear and 
apprehension. We can differ, and we 
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have differed, but this has been a 
healthy, intelligent debate. 

Now it is time for us, America, to 
move forward. We are in global com
petition. We must pass NAFTA, be
cause if we fail to pass NAFTA, I think 
I can tell you, as our present Ambas
sador, Jim Jones, who was a Member of 
this House, said, it will be viewed in 
Central and South America as well as 
in Mexico that we, the United States, 
are isolationists, and we do not want to 
trade in this Western Hemisphere. We 
cannot permit that. 

We should advance the measure, and 
I am proud to support NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, NAFTA is the trade shot 
heard round the world. It is probably the only 
opportunity most of us will have in our lifetime 
to pass a trade agreement that benefits almost 
all American businesses and industries. 
NAFT A is the historic opportunity of the cen
tury to expand the United States market into 
countries like Mexico, in Central and Latin 
America, which can only benefit from Amer
ican product and technology imports. 

This is the most important trade agreement 
in American history, and its passage is im
mensely important to the United States-it 
must pass. This is the most important foreign 
policy vote we will make in this decade. Our 
trading partners to the south include not only 
Mexico, but also all of South and Central 
America. This is the best chance we have 
ever had to expand our markets and sell 
American goods in the Western Hemisphere. 
More open markets for more American-made 
products mean more American jobs. NAFT A 
will preserve 700,000 American jobs related to 
trade with Mexico. 

Last year the United States enjoyed a $5.4 
billion trade surplus with Mexico. Through 
Texas flows almost half of the $76 billion in 
United States trade with Mexico. With NAFT A, 
the remaining Mexican trade barriers will be 
removed creating new jobs and vastly increas
ing exports of United States goods. NAFT A 
will leave the rest of the world on the outside 
looking in on the world's largest trading mar
ket, and enable us to better compete with Eu
rope and Asia. That is why the Japanese, 
generally, are opposed to NAFT A-because it 
will enable the Western Hemisphere to open 
up and flourish into the world's largest and 
strongest market. 

There are . many myths out there floating 
around that if you don't know the facts, are 
easy to believe. For example: 

Opponents are talking about that giant suck
ing sound of American jobs leaving the United 
States to Mexico for cheaper labor. That sim
ply is not true. Businesses do not make a de
cision to move their companies solely on the 
cost of wages. They also look at capital, ma
chinery, transportation, and other infrastructure 
requirements like communications. NAFT A will 
create jobs for Americans-not lose jobs. 

Opponents also want people to believe that 
Mexican trucks that are hazardous are going 
to take over American highways running mo
torists off the road. This also is a myth. All for
eign trucks entering U.S. borders must meet 
U.S. safety inspection and licensing standards. 

Opponents also might try to claim that Mex
ico allows the use of harmful pesticides, spe-

cifically DDT, and NAFTA will allow imports 
contaminated by such. Once again-a false
hood. In fact, the use of DDT on food in Mex
ico is banned. NAFTA will not change U.S. 
food safety inspection requirements or cus
toms standards. NAFT A can actually be 
viewed as an incentive for Mexican farmers to 
meet United States pesticide and res.idue re
quirements. 

If NAFTA is not passed, the labor and envi
ronmental conditions in Mexico may not be im
proved. Right now, NAFTA is our only pres
sure on the Mexican Government to enforce 
the laws and standards in their own country 
and companies in order to meet United States 
standards. Environmental groups sat at the 
conference table during the negotiations; for 
the first time in our Nation's history, environ
mentalists have had a direct input into a trade 
agreement. 

Our own Ambassador to Mexico, and former 
colleague, Jim Jones, says: 

If NAFTA is defeated, the resentment in 
Central and South America will be even 
greater than in Mexico. The result will be to 
make it much harder for American busi
nesses to expand into those markets unless 
they locate plants and jobs there. The politi
cal consequences in the next few years will 
be severe because it will be apparent that 
America's great economic gr{>wth potential 
in Latin America will have been lost. 

The people of the United States must put 
trust into the 4 years of negotiations that have 
been put into this agreement. We must have 
faith in the six Presidents, Congress, Gov
ernors, and Nobel Prize winners who have all 
supported NAFT A as the trade agreement of 
the century. The world is watching to see if we 
maintain our position as a global leader by 
passing NAFT A. This is a battle between iso
lationism and world leadership. It is a matter 
of global competition-not just free trade. 

We are within striking distance of victory, 
and I encourage my colleagues to support its 
passage. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CONDIT]. 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, I stand 
today with the majority leader, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT] and the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR], in asking my col
leagues to cast a "no" vote on this 
agreement. 

For more than 3 years and two administra
tions, the United States, Mexico, and Canada 
have been negotiating a free-trade pact that 
had the potential to open up the largest free
trade sector in the world. Since I have been in 
Congress, I have supported the concept of 
free trade which allows the marketplace to op
erate independent of Government interference. 
However, I am a realist and there is an impor
tant step we need to take before free trade 
can be achieved-fair trade. 

I believe that when negotiating a trade pact, 
the United States has the responsibility to look 
out for the best interest of America. What our 
trade representatives have negotiated is a 
trade agreement that is mainly beneficial to 
Mexico, but not all Mexicans. 

I have made my stance on NAFT A perfectly 
clear over the last few months after thoroughly 

exam1mng the NAFT A through the House 
Committee on Agriculture. In the final analysis, 
I cannot support a trade pact that does not 
protect the workers of this country. 

People on both sides of this debate agree 
that there will be costs to the economy of the 
United States. There is disagreement over the 
extent of potential damage, but even support
ers admit that jobs will be lost and incomes re
duced. Where I come from, my district cannot 
afford any job losses. Not for 15 years, 1 0 
years, 5 years, or even 1 year while we wait 
for the Mexican economy to catch up with our 
economy and increase their standard of living. 

NAFT A isn't free or fair trade, it is managed 
trade or better mismanaged trade. We have 
huge labor cost disparities. No one can 
credibly argue that a $16-per-hour wage ver
sus $2-per-day wage will not act as an invita
tion to relocate south of the border. 

Part of fixing NAFT A with side agreements 
would require Mexico and the United States to 
provide for new, tougher, and enforceable 
labor and environmental standards, agree
ments on internal financial regulations, and 
protection against sudden destructive import 
surges. The side agreements would also have 
to assure some permanent funding to pay for 
the cost of trade adjustment and environ
mental repair. However, none of these ele
ments are in the side agreements that the 
United States Government has agreed to with 
Mexico and Canada. 

As you may be aware, last month I went to 
Mexico with some of my colleagues on the 
Government Operations Committee. During 
this trip we met with President Salinas, mem
bers of his Cabinet, farmer groups, and United 
States and Mexican business leaders. I found 
the trip extremely informative and hope that it · 
will contribute to improved relations and co
operatjon between the two nations. It is un
questionably important for the United States 
and Mexico to improve and maintain a strong 
trade relationship. I am not convinced that the 
NAFT A agreement will accomplish the results 
advertised. In our meetings with Mexican offi
cials I asked if this agreement will help stem 
illegal drug trafficking, illegal immigration, and 
increase extraditions. I am also concerned 
about the treatment of some United States ag
ricultural commodities in the NAFT A-this trip 
gave me the opportunity to meet directly with 
Mexican Government officials to detail these 
issues. 

The North American Free-Trade Agreement 
is a symbol of all that is wrong. with our trade 
accords. For workers, our trade pacts have left 
them standing still, or falling behind while we 
continue to export jobs abroad. They see 
trade agreements that are more interested in 
quick profits rather than a long-term invest
ment-led program. For businesses, we have 
seen the enormous need to compete in a 
global market but have been shut out because 
they face protectionist barriers all across the 
globe while we continue to run a trade deficit 
year after year and open our markets to the 
rest of the world. In case after case, issue 
after issue, industry after industry, NAFTA is 
bad news for Americans. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, NAFTA is 
not about protectionism or about 
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Smoot-Hawley. NAFTA is not about 
isolationism or xenophobia. The Amer
ican people are better than that, and so 
are the Members of Congress who share 
their concern about this NAFTA. 

NAFTA is not about bedfellows, 
strange or otherwise. NAFTA is not ba
sically about GATT or Japan or the 
APEC meeting in Seattle. 

It is essentially about America, our 
jobs, our businesses, our standard of 
living. NAFTA is about a fact denied 
by too many proponents: There are two 
legitimate sides to this issue. It is 
about how we further integrate our 
economy with others, in this instance 
Mexico, a country whose governmental 
policies artificially keep down wages 
and salaries in order to attract invest
ment from the north. 

The Bush administration did not 
even try to address this basic economic 
issue. 

To my deep disappointment, the sup
plemental agreements negotiated by 
the Clinton administration failed to do 
so. 

Let me refer to two charts which il
lustrate the basic issue. The first chart 
relates to our exports to Mexico. This 
chart shows that half or more of our 
exports to Mexico go to maquiladoras 
or like plants. These are plants em
ploying 600,000-plus people. These are 
plants making all kinds of industrial 
goods which are shipped back to the 
United States. 

The second chart shows what has 
happened to productivity and to wages 
under Mexican Government policy. It 
shows that for the first quarter of 1993 
Mexican wages went up by only 1 per
cent, even though productivity went up 
by 9 percent. This is the rub. The sup
plemental agreements do not address 
this set of issues. 
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Indeed, to the contrary, this NAFTA 

gives a seal of approval to Mexican 
wages, salary and investment strate
gies-to a rigged, unlevel playing field. 
We learned in the 1980's, with Japan 
and others, the outcome of a compla
cent American response to an unlevel 
playing field. We should not make the 
same mistake in the 1990's. Rather 
than confronting these basic economic 
issues, we have seen renegotiations 
around the edges, leaving the basic 
core to fester. 

This divisive, indeed I believe corro
sive, debate in which we are engaged 
today did not have to happen. Ex
panded trade, yes; this NAFTA, no. Re
negotiate NAFTA? Yes. 

It is with this deep conviction that I 
today vote "no" on this NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. SUNDQUIST], another distin
guished member of the Trade Sub
committee, a real champion of trade. 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. I thank my col
league for yielding this time to me. 

My colleagues, I have long supported 
NAFTA, for one simple reason: I be
lieve it will be good for America's 
economy, it will create and protect 
American jobs. Allow me to give a cou
ple of examples from my home State of 
Tennessee, companies that will benefit 
as NAFTA eliminates tariffs and bar
riers to their products: Du Pont, Allied 
Signal, Saturn, North American Phil
lips, Procter & Gamble, Federal Ex
press, and many others. 

Our agricultural community, as PAT 
ROBERTS said earlier, is behind 
NAFTA. Many small companies and en
trepreneurs are anxious for a fair 
chance to reach the Mexican consumer 
market. If you have automobile plants 
in your States, do not be confused by 
the previous speaker. Let me give you 
the facts. We sell 4,000 cars and trucks 
to Mexico right now. Under this agree
ment we will sell 60,000 cars and 
trucks. 

I am voting "yes" because I believe 
that American workers and American 
companies can compete with anyone 
anywhere, given a fair chance, given an 
opportunity. NAFTA offers that; it de
serves our support. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. DIAZ-BALART), a very distin
guished member of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I find it amazing how 
we get all caught up and carried away 
by the dogma ala mode. Now it is free 
trade. The dogma ala mode is we are 
going to place hundreds of thousands of 
our economically most vulnerable 
Americans, their jobs at risk, because 
of the dogma a la mode. 

Now, some of my friends say, "DIAZ
BALART, are you against free trade?" I 
say, "No, I am not against free trade, I 
support free trade. I support electricity 
too, but I do not suggest you stick your 
finger in the electrical socket." 

With this NAFTA, we are going to 
create a single market with, as the 
gentleman from New York said just a 
few minutes ago, a rotating dictator
ship, a dictatorship that is the longest 
standing dictatorship in the world 
since the collapse of the Soviet Union. 
Now, of course, it is not as ruthless as 
the totalitarian dictatorships; that is a 
given. But we should announce from 
the very beginning that we were inter
ested in a hemispheric common market 
of democracies. Now, some people may 
say that I have a democracy fetish. I do 
not believe that I have one. I think it 
is irresponsible to enter into a single 
market with something other than a 
representative democracy, however. It 
was not a fetish on the part of the Eu
ropeans when they insisted upon effec
tive, functioning democracies before 
admitting countries into the European 
Common Market and then the single 
market. It was not a fetish for the Eu-

ropeans when they told Franco's Spain 
and the Colonels in Greece and the 
Oliveira Salazar in Portugal that, 
"You have to wait until you are a de
mocracy before we can have a common 
market or a unitary market with you." 
That was not a fetish. They knew what 
we should know: that only citizens of 
representative democracy can pressure 
their official and independent judi
ciaries into compliance with their own 
laws. That is why democracy must be a 
condition-precedent to entering into a 
single market. 

There are, Mr. Chairman, other func
tioning representative democracies in 
the southern part of this Hemisphere. 
Why is that a secret? Why did we pick 
the longest standing dictatorship in 
the world to enter into the NAFTA 
with? It was incorrect, it was a fatal 
flaw. We are not against a hemispheric 
common market, but this NAFTA is 
not in the interests of this Nation and 
most plainly, and most importantly, it 
is certainly unenforceable. Who are we 
signing it with? Who are we signing it 
with? That is the issue we must re
member throughout this day. Rep
resentatives of the Mexican people? No. 
Ask the Mexican people, they will tell 
you it has been election after election 
after election after election that in 
fact is stolen. We owe it not only to the 
American people but to the Mexican 
people as well to insist upon represent
ative democracy before we move for
ward with this. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA], chair
man of the Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman and 
my colleagues, I come here as the 
chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture, as a Representative of the 15th 
District of Texas, and as a Hispanic
American whose family has lived on 
the border of the Rio Grande for over 
300 years. 

Like one or two of the previous 
speakers said, I cannot explain the ag
ricultural section of NAFTA in this few 
minutes. Nor can I explain everything 
that has been misrepresented about 
what has been done in NAFTA. So let 
me just say for some of my colleagues 
on this side: This was started by a Re
publican President. It was negotiated 
by a Republican trade ambassador, 
Carla Hills. But all of us worked with 
them, trying to protect the interests of 
our constituencies, me on the border 
and as chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture for all U.S. agriculture. 

There has been much criticism and 
finger pointing about the administra
tion, "They did this, they promised 
that." My friends that is what our con
stituencies demanded that we do. We 
have taken care of the sugar industry. 
Why? Because the American sugar in
dustry is one of the industries that pro
vides the jobs that everyone has been 
speaking about. And the same is true 
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of the concerns with peanuts and all of 
the other areas in agriculture that 
were not fully addressed in the prelimi
nary agreement when it was nego
tiated. And that is what we are doing. 
I am proud that we did it. I am here to 
support it and support the agreement. I 
feel very strongly that no one can 
point the finger and say, "They are 
buying votes." No, I was working for 
American interests and American agri
culture. 

Also, let me say I share blood with 
the Mexican people. And the 
xenophobic, anti-Mexico slurs that 
have made the rounds here, including 
from some Members of this House, I re
sent that, I resent that very much. 

You know what some Members want 
to do? They want a Mexican Govern
ment run by the Government of the 
United States. We tried that, and it did 
not work. But we took two-thirds of 
Mexico in the process. 

My dear friends, that is the history: 
Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, Califor
nia, part of Oregon, part of Utah, part 
of Colorado, almost all of Kansas. That 
was Mexico. That was Mexico. 

I dare say, with all due respect, a war 
was started in order to sign a treaty 
that gave the United States of America 
all of that territory. We cannot go into 
Mexico and Americanize it. We cannot 
tell the Mexican people, "You do this 
because we want you to do it." That is 
an insult to a neighbor, to a friend, to 
a whole people, regardless of their per
sonal politics. 

Yes, they have a long way to go. I am 
not here defending Mexico, I am de
fending the blood that I share with 
those people. Now, our colleagues, 
about the anti-Mexican slurs, can you 
imagine what they would say about the 
blacks? Can you imagine what they 
would say about our Jewish brethren, 
our Hungarians, our Greeks, our Ital
ians, our Irish? That is not the Amer
ican way. 

We cannot expect to Americanize the 
world. We cannot call the President of 
Mexico a dictator. I do not know who 
voted for him or who did not, but we do 
not have that right. It is an abuse to 
the people of Mexico that any one of 
our Members would stand here and say, 
"This is how Mexico should be, this is 
how I say Mexico should act." 
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There was mention about trucks, for 
example. I checked into that. They 
have the same agreement, the same 
rules that we do. But the worst thing is 
the way that the people of Mexico have 
been depicted, the way the Government 
of Mexico has been insulted, and that is 
not right. That really should not be the 
issue. The issue is that this is a good 
agreement, maybe not a perfect agree
ment, but a good one. It will bring jobs, 
and we should vote yes. 

Some have criticized the recent letters of 
understanding reached to deal with certain ag-

ricultural issues. My colleagues, do not fault 
those who represent agricultural areas for their 
desire to strike the best deal possible for their 
constituents. 

American agriculture is not saying no to this 
NAFT A. They realize closer economic ties with 
Mexico and Canada is in the best long-term 
interests. They are only asking that there be 
fair trading rules in place to deal with their 
competitors in Mexico and Canada. 

My friends, this is the NAFT A that this Con
gress should and must approve. This is a 
trade agreement that is in our national inter
est. 

Let me speak briefly about the agricultural 
trade aspects of NAFT A. This NAFT A, while 
not perfect, does provide American agriculture 
with the opportunity to lock-in and expand its 
sales to Mexico, our third and fastest growing 
market for United States agricultural exports. 

Under NAFT A, Mexico would be required, 
as would we, to eliminate or phase down agri
cultural tariffs over a period of up to 15 years, 
depending on the commodity. Nontariff bar
riers, such as quotas and import licenses, 
would also be converted to tariff-rate quotas 
and subject to similar phase-downs. 

Many of our exports to Mexico would in
crease immediately. But even greater gains for 
American farmers and American food indus
tries and their workers will be realized over 
time as NAFT A helps improve the Mexican 
standard of living. 

By the end of the 15-year transition period, 
annual United States agricultural exports are 
projected to grow by $2.0 billion to $2.5 billion 
on top of the $4 billion in agricultural sales we 
made to Mexico last year, because of NAFTA. 

By the end of the 15-year transition period, 
American farm cash receipts will increase by 
3 percent over projected levels, because of 
NAFTA. 

By the end of the 15-year transition period, 
additional agricultural exports will add over 
50,000 jobs to the U.S. economy, because of 
NAFTA. 

Under NAFT A, all agricultural commodities 
would be eligible for NAFT A's general safe
guard provisions to protect them from import 
surges triggered on the basis of import vol-
ume. · 

Under NAFTA •. strict rules of origin for agri
cultural products will prevent third-party coun
tries from using Mexico as an export platform 
to gain duty-free access to the United States 
market. Only North American producers can 
obtain the benefits of the tariff preferences 
NAFT A provides. 

I am confident American farmers can com
pete on the more level playing field this 
NAFT A and the letters of understanding will 
provide. 

The reality is that Mexican farm production 
overall cannot keep pace with the present 
level of domestic demand. Tw<rthirds of Mex
ico is desert or mountain terrain. Mexico's 
population of 90 million is expected to grow to 
over 1 00 million by the end of the decade. 

Even with NAFT A, even with the changes in 
the farm structure in Mexico and the use of 
technology and mechanization, Mexican agri
culture will not be able to feed its people by 
itself. It simply does not have the land or 
water to do it. 

With NAFT A, American farmers and ranch
ers can be assured they are the suppliers with 

preferential access to meet Mexico's increas
ing food needs. 

That is what NAFT A will do for American 
agriculture and for rural America. 

This trade agreement is obviously vital to 
the State of Texas and the people who live 
along the border with Mexico. I have worked 
for more than 2 years to ensure that the con
cerns of the people of south Texas are ad
dressed in some form or fashion in this trade 
agreement. 

For my south Texas district, this NAFTA 
paves the way for greater trade opportunities 
and greater attention to environmental condi
tions. I would hope the administration moves 
quickly to establish the Good Neighbor Envi
ronmental Board, already signed into law, to 
garner the public input so critical to the setting 
of environmental improvement priorities along 
the border. 

Finally, I want to mention what this NAFTA 
debate has meant to me as a Hispanic from 
Texas. 

My family and their ancestors have lived in 
south Texas for some 300 years. My family is 
part of a culture linked to both America and 
Mexico. And I am very proud of that. 

What has bothered me in this NAFT A de
bate is the inaccurate, misleading and unfair 
characterizations of Mexico and the Mexican 
people made by some opponents of NAFT A. 
Americans are better than this. 

Our country must look to its future. For 
years, Mexicans have viewed their neighbor to 
the north as the land of economic opportunity. 
I believe it is time Americans start to think of 
our neighbor to the south as a partner as a 
way of improving our own economic security 
by improving Mexico's economic security. 

The economic catalyst provided by NAFT A 
is essential to achieving these goals. For with
out a more stable economy and a higher 
standard of living, Mexico cannot afford to im
prove its pesticide use standards or vigorously 
enforce environmental laws on its polluting in
dustries. Without NAFT A, Mexican families 
hungering for economic opportunities will con
tinue to gravitate north. And without NAFT A, 
low-skilled American workers will continue to 
lose jobs. 

Let us not squander this historic opportunity 
to expand our markets, boost our economy 
and promote better relations with our neigh
bors. Our past demands it; our future requires 
it. NAFT A is our opportunity to lay the founda
tion for a better, more prosperous economy for 
all three countries and for future generations. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert into the 
RECORD at this point, the letters of under
standing that have been reached for the var
ious agricultural commodities. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, November 15, 1993. 

Hon. BILL SARPALIUS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR BILL: I want to respond to the con
cerns you raised regarding imports of pea
nuts and peanut products from Canada as 
they relate to the North American Free 
Trade Agreements (NAFTA). 

I know that peanut growers are concerned 
about imports of peanut butter and peanut 
paste as well as quality standards for peanut 
products. I am, therefore, instructing the 
Secretary of Agriculture to begin discussions 
with the Canadian government to seek to 
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remedy the increase in imports of peanut 
butter and peanut paste and agree on appro
priate quality standards for peanut products. 
I am also requesting the United States Inter
national Trade Commission (USITC) to com
mence, in 60 days, investigation under Sec
tion 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 
U.S.C. 624) to make findings and rec
ommendations as to whether imports are 
being or are practically certain to be im
ported into the United States under such 
conditions, and in such quantities as to 
render or tend to render ineffective, or mate
rially interfere with, the peanut program of 
the Department of Agriculture. I am also re
questing the USITC to give precedence to 
this investigation. Such investigation is to 
begin unless I notify the USITC that, as are
sult of our consultations with Canada, and 
subsequent Canadian actions, an investiga
tion is unnecessary. 

Regarding the issue of quality standards 
for imported raw peanuts, Secretary Espy in
forms me that under the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation and Trade Act of 1990--as af
firmed in the proposed NAFTA implement
ing legislation-all peanuts, whether shelled 
or in-shell, imported into the United States 
will be inspected and handled as provided in, 
and fully comply with, Marketing Agree
ment No. 146. 

I trust these actions and assurances will 
enable you to support the NAFTA imple
menting legislation. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

THE WmTE HOUSE, 
Washington, November 15, 1993. 

Hon. GLENN ENGLISH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR GLENN: I want to respond to the con
cerns you raised regarding the trade of 
wheat and the North American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA). 

Our mutual objective is to create a free 
and fair environment for the trade of wheat 
in North America. I am committed to mak
ing the NAFTA a reflection of the realities 
of the North American wheat market and en
suring that the benefits of the Agreement 
will accrue to U.S. wheat producers as in
tended. I know American wheat farmers 
would welcome a North American market 
free of barriers and distortions. 

I am, therefore, instructing the Secretary 
of Agriculture to begin discussions with the 
Canadian government to seek to remedy the 
negative effects of their subsidy practices, 
including transportation subsidies and Cana
dian Wheat Board pricing practices (such as, 
the pricing of milling quality wheat). I am 
also requesting the United States Inter
national Trade Commission (USITC) to com
mence, in 60 days, an investigation under 
Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act (7 U.S.C. 624) to make findings and rec
ommendations as to whether imports are 
being or are practically certain to be im
ported into the United States under such 
conditions and in such quantities as to 
render or tend to render ineffective, or mate
rially interfere with, the wheat program of 
the Department of Agriculture. Such inves
tigation is to begin unless I notify the 
USITC that, as a result of our consultations 
with Canada, and subsequent Canadian ac
tions, an investigation is unnecessary. 

With respect to end use certificates, 
NAFTA implementing legislation mandates 
the Secretary of Agriculture to require such 
certificates for wheat and barley imports 
from a country that itself requires end use 
certificates for those grains. The purpose of 

this requirement is to ensure that foreign 
agricultural commodities do not benefit 
from U.S. export programs. I am instructing 
the Secretary of Agriculture to act quickly 
to implement this requirement, and to make 
certain that it is effectively administered. 

We are also working with the Government 
of Mexico to ensure wheat trade in North 
America is not distorted by unfair subsidy 
practices, and trade remedy laws will be ef
fectively utilized to deal with this problem. 
In that context, it is my intention that the 
working group we are requesting be created 
under the NAFTA, to deal with issues relat
ing to North American wheat trade, meet at 
least quarterly to review pricing and other 
policies that affect wheat trade in North 
America. We will also request that the Work
ing Group on Agricultural Subsidies give 
particular attention to the elimination of all 
export subsidies affecting wheat trade be
tween the parties. 

I trust that these commitments will per
mit you to support enactment of NAFTA im
plementing legislation. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC. 
Hon. JAIME SERRA PUCHE, 
Secretary of Commerce and Industrial Develop

ment, Alfonso Reyes 30, Piso 10, Colonia 
Condesa, 06140 Mexico D.F. 

DEAR DR. SERRA: I have the honor to con
firm the following understanding reached be
tween the delegations of the United States of 
America and the United Mexican States with 
respect to the implementation of the Sched
ule of the United States to Annex 302.2 of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
("NAFTA"). 

1. When the daily closing price for frozen 
concentrated orange juice for the nearby 
contract month on the New York Cotton Ex
change for each of five consecutive business 
days is less than the most recent five-year 
average price for the corresponding month, 
the United States may apply a rate of cus
toms duty to goods provided for in Har
monized System subheading 2008.11 that are 
originating goods that qualify to be marked 
as a good of Mexico in excess of 70 million 
gallons, single strength equivalent, during 
calendar years 1994 through 2002, and 90 mil
lion gallons, single strength equivalent, dur
ing calendar years 2003 through 2007. 

2. Any rate of customs duty applied under 
paragraph 1 shall be no greater than the less
er of-

(a} the most-favored-nation (MFN) rate as 
of July 1, 1991; or 

(b) the prevailing MFN rate. 
3. The United States shall cease to apply 

the rate of customs duty specified in para
graph 2 if the daily closing price for frozen 
concentrated orange juice for the nearby 
contract month on the New York Cotton Ex
change exceeds for each of five consecutive 
business days the most recent five-year aver
age price for the corresponding month. 

4. The term "frozen concentrated orange 
juice" means all products provided for in 
Harmonized System subheading 2009.11. 

5. The term "nearby contract month" 
means the closest month in which contracts 
for frozen concentrated orange juice are 
being traded on the New York Cotton Ex
change. 

6. The term "five-year average price for 
the corresponding month" means the price 
determined by reviewing the monthly aver
age of daily closing prices for the five most 

recent years, eliminating the highest and 
lowest monthly average prices and calculat
ing the simple average of the remaining 
three monthly averages. 

7. This agreement will enter into force on 
January 2, 1994 and terminate December 31, 
2007 or as provided for in Article 2205 of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement, 
whichever is earlier. 

I have the honor to propose that this let
ter, which is authentic in English, and your 
letter of confirmation in reply, constitute an 
agreement between our two governments. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL KANTOR. 

NOVEMBER 3, 1993. 
Ambassador MICKEY KANTOR, 
U.S. Trade Representative, Washington, DC. 

DEAR AMBASSADOR KANTOR: As a result of 
the agreement reached by the citrus produc
ers of the United States of America and the 
United Mexican States, I have the honor to 
confirm the following understanding reached 
between the delegations of the two countries 
with respect to the implementation of the 
Schedule of the United States to Annex 302.2 
of the North American Free Trade Agree
ment ("NAFTA"). 

1. When the daily closing price for frozen 
concentrated orange juice for the nearby 
contract month on the New York Cotton Ex
change for each of five consecutive business 
days is less than the most recent five-year 
average price for the corresponding month, 
the United States may apply a rate of cus
toms duty to good provided for in Har
monized System subheading 2009.11 that are 
originating goods that qualify to be marked 
as a good of Mexico in excess of 70 million 
gallons, single strength equivalent, during 
calendar years 1994 through 2002, and 90 mil
lion gallons, single strength equivalent, dur
ing calendar years 2003 through 2007. 

2. Any rate of customs duty applied under 
paragraph 1 shall be no greater than the less
er of: 

(a) the most-favored-nation (MFN) rate as 
of July 1, 1991; or 

(b) the prevailing MFN rate. 
3. The United States shall cease to apply 

the rate of customs duty specified in para
graph 2 if the daily closing price for frozen 
concentrated orange juice for the nearby 
contract month on the New York Cotton Ex
change exceeds for each of five consecutive 
business days the most recent five-year aver
age prices for the corresponding month. 

4. The term "frozen concentrated orange 
juice" means all products provided for in 
Harmonized System subheading 2009.11. 

5. The term "nearby contract month" 
means the closest month in which contracts 
for frozen concentrated orange juice are 
being traded on the New York Cotton Ex
change. 

6. The term "five-year average price for 
the corresponding month" means the price 
determined by reviewing the monthly aver
age of daily closing prices for the five most 
recent years, eliminating the highest and 
lowest monthly average prices and calculat
ing the simple average of the remaining 
three monthly average. 

7. This agreement will enter into force on 
January 2, 1994 and terminate December 31, 
2007 or as provided for in Article 2205 of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement, 
whichever is earlier. 

I have the honor to propose that this let
ter, which is authentic in Spanish, and your 
letter of confirmation in reply, constitute an 
agreement between our two governments. 

Sincerely yours, 
DR. JAIME SERRA PUCHE, 
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Secretary of Commerce and Industrial De

velopment, Government of Mexico. 

U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC. 
Hon. JAIME SERRA PUCHE, 
Secretary of Commerce and Industrial Develop

ment, Alfonso Reyes 30, Piso 10, Colonia 
Condesa, 06140 Mexico D.F. 

DEAR DR. SERRA: I have the honor to con
firm the following understanding reached be
tween the delegations of the United States of 
America and the United Mexican States with 
respect to the implementation of Annex 703.2 
of the North American Free Trade Agree
ment ("NAFTA"). 

Section A of Annex 703.2 of the NAFT A 
provides in part for market access between 
the United States of America and the United 
Mexican States with respect to "trade in 
sugar and syrup goods." The text generally 
provides, reciprocally for the United States 
and Mexico, that market access in sugar and 
syrup goods depends to a certain extent on 
whether the two countries have determined 
whether either has been or is projected to be 
a net surplus producer. "Net surplus pro
ducer" is defined as a Party that has a net 
production surplus. 

"Net production surplus", in turn, is de
fined as "the quantity by which a Party's do
mestic production of sugar exceeds its total 
consumption of sugar during a marketing 
year, determined in accordance with [Sec
tion A of Annex 703.2]." 

High fructose corn syrup is readily substi
tutable for sucrose sugar syrups, particu
larly in such uses as soft drinks. Such substi
tution could result in effects not intended by 
either Party. Accordingly, the United States 
of America and the United Mexican States 
agree that the determination of "net produc
tion surplus" for purposes of Section A of 
Annex 703.2 shall include consumption of 
high fructose corn syrup provided for in Har
monized System subheadings 1702.40, 1702.50 
and 1702.60. 

In addition, notwithstanding the provi
sions of paragraph 15(b) and (c) of Section A 
of Annex 703.2, the ceiling for each of the 
seventh through 14th marketing years shall 
be 250,000 metric tons, raw value, and para
graph 16 of Section A of Annex 703.2 shall not 
apply. 

I would also like to take this opportunity 
to affirm the provisions in paragraph 6 of 
Section A of Annex 703.2 which provide that 
each Party may count the in-quota quantity 
under a NAFT A tariff rate quota toward the 
satisfaction of in-quota quantity commit
ments undertaken by the Party as a result of 
the Uruguay Round of multilateral trade ne
gotiations under the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade. 

I have the honor to propose that this let
ter, which is authentic in English, and your 
letter of confirmation in reply, constitute an 
agreement between our two governments, to 
enter into effect upon the entry into force of 
the NAFTA for the United States and Mexico 
and to remain in effect through the four
teenth marketing year for such time as they 
remain parties to the NAFT A. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL KANTOR. 

NOVEMBER 3, 1993. 
Ambassador MICHAEL A. KANTOR, 
U.S. Trade Representative, Washington, DC. 

DEAR AMBASSADOR KANTOR: As a result of 
the agreement reached by the sugar produc
ers of the United States of America and the 
United Mexican States, I have the honor to 

confirm the following understanding reached 
between the delegations of the two countries 
with respect to the implementation of Annex 
703.2 of the North American :Free Trade 
Agreement ("NAFTA"). 

Section A of Annex 703.2 of the NAFT A 
provides in part for market access between 
the United States of America and the United 
Mexican States with respect to "trade in 
sugar and syrup goods." The text generally 
provides, reciprocally for the United States 
and Mexico, that market access in sugar and 
syrup goods depends to a certain extent on 
whether the two countries have determined 
whether either has been or is projected to be 
a net surplus producer. "Net surplus pro
ducer" is defined as a Party that has a net 
production surplus. 

"Net production surplus", in turn, is de
fined as "the quantity by which a Party's do
mestic production of sugar exceeds its total 
consumption of sugar during a marketing 
year, determined in accordance with [Sec
tion A of Annex 703.2]." 

High fructose corn syrup is readily substi
tutable for sucrose sugar syrups, particu
larly in such uses as soft drinks. Such substi
tution could result in effects not intended by 
either Party. Accordingly, the United States 
of America and the United Mexican States 
agree that the determination of "net produc
tion surplus" for purposes of Section A of 
Annex 703.2 shall include consumption of 
high fructose corn syrup provided for in Har
monized System subheadings 1702.40, 1702.50 
and 1702.60. 

In addition, notwithstanding the provi
sions of paragraph 15 (b) and (c) of Section A 
of Annex 703.2, the ceiling for each of the 
seventh through 14th marketing years shall 
be 250,000 metric tons, raw value, and para
graph 16 of Section A of Annex 703.2 shall not 
apply. 

I would also like to take this opportunity 
to affirm the provisions in paragraph 6 of 
Section A of Annex 703.2 which provide that 
each party may count the in-quota quantity 
under a NAFTA tariff rate quota toward the 
satisfaction of in-quota quantity commit
ments undertaken by the Party as a result of 
the Uruguay Round of multilateral trade ne
gotiations under the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade. 

I have the honor to propose that this let
ter, which is authentic in Spanish, and your 
letter of confirmation in reply, constitute an 
agreement between our two governments, to 
enter into effect upon the entry into force of 
the NAFTA for the United States and Mexico 
and to remain in effect through the four
teenth marketing year for such time as they 
remain parties to the NAFTA. 

Sincerely yours. 
DR. JAIME SERRA PuCHE, 

Secretary of Commerce and Industrial 
Development, Government of Mex
ico. 

THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 
Washington, DC, November 16, 1993 

Hon. GLENN ENGLISH; 
House of Representatives Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLISH: I have been 
briefed on the discussions that you have had 
recently with representatives of the U.S. 
Customs Service with regard to enforcement 
of tariff preference requirements in the 
NAFTA. The Administration understands 
your concern that non-Mexican agricultural 
products, including beef, wheat, and peanut 
products, may be illegally transshipped 
through Mexico into the United States under 
a false certification that they are actually 
products of Mexico. 

In response, I am writing to assure you 
that Customs will implement enforcement 
actions to counter transshipment of agricul
tural commodities, especially peanuts and 
meats. Specifically, Customs will initiate 
the following continuing enforcement pro
grams: at least ten visits to agricultural 
processing sites in Mexico; continuing audits 
or at least ten major agricultural products 
exporters; and investigations of suspected 
violations that may be uncovered through 
this process. 

These site visits, audits, and investigations 
will be conducted under the new verification 
authority contained in the NAFTA, as well 
as under the authority of the current Cus
toms Mutual Assistance Agreement with 
Mexico, a copy of which has already been 
provided to you. These actions will begin on 
the date of NAFTA implementation. 

I also concur with your strong feelings 
that Customs will need a devoted cadre of 
auditors, import specialists, and agents to 
fulfill its commitment to country of origin 
enforcement under NAFTA. As a result, I can 
assure you that 350 such positions, in an ap
propriate mix to be determined by Customs, 
will be so assigned. This number will include 
at least 100 newly hired employees. 

Your support of the President in his efforts 
to maintain our future competitiveness and 
to secure America's position in global trade 
is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE J. WEISE, 

Commissioner. 

U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC, November 3, 1993. 
Hon. JAIME SERRA PUCHE, 
Secretary of Commerce and Industrial Develop

ment Mexico City, Mexico 
DEAR JAIME: As you know, several United 

States industries have expressed an interest 
in obtaining more rapid elimination of tar
iffs on goods traded between the United 
States and Mexico than currently provided 
for in the NAFTA. I am sympathetic in par
ticular to the U.S. producers of wine and 
brandy, flat glass, home appliances and bed
ding components such as springs, iron rails 
and wooden parts. 

I believe the quick initiation of a tariff ac
celeration exercise, as called for in Article 
302.3 of the NAFTA, would provide an excel
lent demonstration of the advantages of a 
trade relationship governed by the NAFTA. 
As a result, I am requesting your agreement 
to announce that the United States and Mex
ico will begin the first round of tariff accel
erations in January 1994, immediately after 
the NAFTA is implemented, with intention 
of completing the exercise as soon as is fea
sible, but in any case in no more than one 
hundred and twenty days. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL KANTOR. 

It is important to note that, in the Mexican 
version of the letter of understanding between 
the two countries regarding sugar, that na
tion's Secretary of Commerce and Industrial 
Development, the Honorable Jaime Serra 
Puche points out that the resolution of the 
sugar problem in the draft NAFT A was "the 
result of the agreement reached by the sugar 
producers of the United States of America and 
the United Mexican States." · 

It is also important to note that U.S. sugar 
producers have been trying since the draft 
NAFT A was initiated by President Bush in Au
gust 1992 to correct deficiencies with regard 
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to sugar trade between the two countries. The 
resolution U.S. sugar producers proposed was 
designed to have no negative impact on other 
segments of this Nation's agriculture, or any 
other segment of the U.S. economy. That res
olution was accepted by the Mexican Govern
ment. No concessions were requested and 
none were granted. 

The sugar problem in the NAFT A was 
worked out as the result of an agreement ar
rived at by the sugar industries in Mexico and 
the United States-without ancillary conces
sions-and, at no cost to United States tax
payers. 

I would like to clarify several items concern
ing sugar in the agreement: 

First, Mexico and the United States have an 
agreement by the exchange of letters between 
their Trade Ministers which is included in the 
legislative package sent to Congress by the 
President. 

Second, it is the understanding of the Mem
bers of Congress in its consideration of the 
agreement that the language contained in the 
exchange of letters on sugar, and other agri
culture side letters, which have been signed 
and exchanged by each country's respective 
trade representatives, are a mutually agreed 
upon interpretation of the agreement and that 
the acceptance of the agreement by the Con
gress is with the clear understanding that 
these letters will be duly enforced by the exec
utive branch for the duration of this agree
ment. 

Third, the United States and Mexico each 
will allow duty-free imports of sugar up to the 
greater of first, 7,258 metric tons raw value, 
second, the quota allocated by the United 
States for a non-NAFT A country in the cat
egory other specified countries and areas, or 
third, up 25,000 metric tons for years 1 
through 6, and 250,00 metric tons, raw value, 
for years 7 through 14, if Mexico is projected 
to have a net amount production surplus, in 
accordance with the terms of the letters. 

Fourth, the United States and Mexico have 
reached a subsequent understanding as a re
sult of which the calculations related to net 
surplus production will include the consump
tion of high fructose corn syrup in Mexico. 
Also, the ceiling for imports of sugar during 
the 7th through 14th marketing years will be 
the amount of the net production surplus up to 
a ceiling of 250,000 tons. 

Beginning not later than 6 years after 
NAFT A goes into force, Mexico will implement 
a tariff-rate quota regime for sugar that con
forms to the regime in the United States. 

Lastly, it is my understanding the provisions 
in paragraph 6 of section A of annex 703.2 
which provide that each party may count the 
in-quota quantity under a NAFT A tariff rate 
quota toward the satisfaction of in-quota quan
tity commitments undertaken by the party as a 
result of the Uruguay round ·of multilateral 
trade negotiations under the General Agree
menton Tariffs and Trade have been affirmed 
in the exchange of the two letters. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY]. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 3450, the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act. 

Approval of this measure will in
crease downward pressures on the 
wages of workers in the United States; 
nullify any movement toward greater 
labor-management cooperation; dis
courage efforts to improve the edu
cation and skills of low-wage workers; 
and exacerbate the inequitable dis
tribution of income. Congressional 
ratification of NAFTA would be a dis
astrous for the Nation. 

A trade agreement between Mexico 
and the United States could achieve de
sirable, important ends. If properly de
signed, taking into consideration the 
concerns of workers and environ
mentalists, it could increase the stand
ard of living and elevate the health 
standards in both countries. Such a 
treaty should include provisions to sta
bilize exchange rates, require the de
mocratizing of domestic institutions, 
and improve the slave wages of Mexi
can workers as a condition of ratifica
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, NAFTA is not simply 
badly designed, it is fatally flawed. It 
is intended to achieve only a single ob
jective, to make it safer and more prof
itable for American companies to in
vest in Mexico and export back to the 
United States. This treaty does little 
more than secure the property rights of 
those who want to invest in Mexico in 
order to maximize profits. The sad con
sequence is not only the further loss of 
American jobs, but increased downward 
pressure on the wages of those jobs 
that remain. 

NAFTA is being proposed at a time 
when American workers have suffered 
significant declines in living standards. 
The number of full-time American 
workers with wages below the poverty 
level has increased substantially dur
ing the 1980's while trillion-dollar defi
cits have crippled the ability of Gov
ernment to create retraining programs, 
extend unemployment benefits, or pro
vide other life-saving assistance to 
smooth the transition. NAFTA will ac
celerate the decline of the high stand
ard of living of American workers; will 
exaggerate differences between the rich 
and poor; and will create a permanent 
underclass in the United States. Rath
er than bringing the Mexican standard 
of living up to levels more nearly ap
proaching ours, NAFTA will lower the 
American standard of living to levels 
more nearly approaching theirs. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to defeat H.R. 3450. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to a distinguished freshman 
Member, the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. FRANKS], a member of the 
Committee on the Budget and member 
of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

(Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, rarely has an issue gen-

erated the level of controversy that we 
have seen from the debate over 
NAFTA. Each side in the NAFTA de
bate has its own statistics, analysis 
and anecdotal evidence to support its 
position. My challenge, as a Member of 
Congress, has been to sort through the 
competing claims and charges. 

Frankly, throughout this debate I 
have become wary of the information 
presented by each side. While I don't 
believe either camp has willfully en
gaged in deception or misrepresenta
tion, both sides are so firmly commit
ted to their original positions that 
they have been able to hire so-called 
experts who have been able to produce 
the research that justifies their claims. 

I came to this debate as one who has 
had a longstanding belief that nations 
improve their standard of living by in
creasing trade with other nations. In
creased trade, improved access to mar
kets through reducing tariffs and other 
trade barriers has a long track record 
of improving the quality of life for the 
people of all nations. 

But when it comes to NAFTA, oppo
nents contend, there will be no benefits 
for the American worker and his fam
ily. The allegation is that there is 
something uniquely evil about NAFTA. 
That's why I've spent hundreds of 
hours focusing on the validity of the 
charges and countercharges. I have met 
with a wider diversity of people on this 
issue than any I have faced in my 14 
years of elective office. 

Moreover, I have a special respon
sibility to evaluate this treaty with a 
view toward what it means for the 
600,000 people in central New Jersey 
that I represent in the U.S. Congress. 

Over and over again, NAFTA oppo
nents have suggested that the only 
ones who would benefit from NAFTA 
would be a handful of huge multi
national companies who would use 
Mexico as a haven for cheap labor and 
loose regulatory controls. 

In order to learn for myself whether 
workers would be helped by NAFTA, I 
undertook a systematic effort to con
tact businesses, not just large compa
nies, but particularly the small- and 
medium-sized firms which employ 80 
percent of our workers and have cre
ated nearly all the new jobs over the 
last 10 years. 

The people I spoke with represent 
what NAFTA is all about. 

It is about tapping into new markets 
for American products so we can build 
a more secure and prosperous future 
for American workers. 

It is about the Red Devil Co. in 
Union, NJ, a family-owned business 
employing 250 workers whose paint 
tools and caulking products have be
come a household name in the United 
States. Now they want to do the same 
in Mexico. 

It is about Mentor Graphics of War
ren, NJ, a computer software company 
that wants to expand into Mexico but 
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fears that their technological advances 
will be pirated by the Mexicans. 
NAFTA will provide the protection 
they need for their intellectual prop
erty rights. Mentor Graphics views 
Mexico as a stepping stone to the ex
panding and lucrative markets of 
Central and South America. 

And it is about Hexacon Electric Co. 
of Roselle Park, NJ, a family-owned 
manufacturer with 100 employees 
which is facing some tough times be
cause of cutbacks in defense spending. 
With its biggest customer cutting 
back, Hexacon needs to find new mar
kets for its soldering equipment for 
electronic manufacturers. It sees Mex
ico as having a huge potential for its 
products. 

These companies know that our na
tional economy is at a crossroads. The 
old way of doing business isn't working 
anymore. The United States can no 
longer rest on its past accomplish
ments and assume it will always be the 
most dominant economic power on 
Earth. The world's economy is moving 
on. Americans are now coming to un
derstand that competition from Japan, 
Europe, and China is truly fierce. We 
must have a strategy that allows us to 
win the global economic competition, 
just as we won the cold war. 

Even the most adamant opponents of 
NAFTA recognize that our industrial 
foundation is shifting. Over the past 20 
years, without NAFTA, certain indus
tries have virtually disappeared from 
the American landscape. Over that 
same period, others have developed and 
are now dominating world markets. 
These significant changes in the econ
omy, and the resulting loss of some 
jobs, and the creation of others, is an 
ongoing process all over the world. 

We cannot stop these changes, but 
we, as a nation, can use change as an 
opportunity to open up new avenues for 
new jobs for American workers. 

Clinging to the ways of the past is 
not the answer. Our Nation must be 
willing to take on the competition, not 
retreat from it. We must control our 
own economic destiny. 

The debate over NAFTA comes down 
to one between the future and the past. 
Between moving forward or standing 
still. 

This debate takes place at a unique 
time in American history. Today, the 
power of fear seems to be greater than 
the power of hope. 

I understand and appreciate the con
cerns of those who are opposing 
NAFTA. The anxiety felt by American 
workers is real and understandable. I 
saw a graphic example of workers' anx
iety back in June, when over 1,200 of 
my constituents attended a jobs fair 
that I sponsored at Union County Col
lege, located in Cranford, NJ. Change 
can be frightening, especially in these 
unstable economic times. But the 
translation of this anxiety into opposi
tion to NAFTA is counterproductive. 

If we do nothing, our industrial base 
will continue to erode while more and 
more manufacturing jobs disappear. 
Beyond NAFTA, Congress has the obli
gation to develop a comprehensive plan 
of action to rehabilitate our own ailing 
manufacturing sector and to stop the 
hemorrhaging loss of manufacturing 
jobs. That's why I joined with Demo
cratic Congressman MARTY MEEHAN of 
Massachusetts to form the first-ever 
congressional task force on revitalizing 
American manufacturing. In January, 
we will be recommending a series of 
changes in the regulatory process, tax 
system, and worker training programs 
to stimulate a rebirth in American 
manufacturing. 

NAFTA is a vital tool in that proc
ess. It provides us with an opportunity 
to expand trade with our neighbors and 
to rebuild our own industrial base. If 
we don't take advantage of new mar
kets south of the border, our economic 
rivals, most likely Japan, will quickly 
act to fill the void. 

To listen to opponents of NAFTA, 
one could almost get the impression 
that currently no economic activity 
exists between the United States and 
Mexico. Those who proclaim "Not this 
NAFTA" warn that before we enter 
into a meaningful trading relationship 
with Mexico, a whole host of pre
conditions need to be met. But the fact 
is that today we have an enormous, on
going, trading relationship with Mex
ico. 

Mexico represents a huge market 
across our border waiting for access to 
high quality, affordable, United States 
goods-85 million consumers in a na
tion with a $324 billion aggregate econ
omy. More than 20 million people live 
in Mexico City alone-that's nearly 
three times the population of New Jer
sey. The critics say the Mexicans are 
too poor to purchase American-made 
consumer goods. But 3 weeks ago, I 
stood in the toy department at a brand 
new Wal-Mart store in Mexico City. As 
the store manager told me that this 
particular store had broken all records 
for sales in its first week of operation, 
I watched as hundreds of middle-class 
Mexicans walked away with Fisher
Price toys and Scott baby products for 
their children. They were picking up 
bars of Dove soap, cans of Tasters 
Choice coffee, and plastic soap dishes 
made by Van Ness Plastic in Belleville, 
NJ. 

The ability to sell American goods to 
Mexico will never be fully realized 
while Mexico continues to maintain 
high tariffs. Their tariffs on average 
are 2'12 times higher than American 
tariffs. It's the difference between step
ping off a 6-inch curb to get goods into 
the United States versus the need to 
scale a 6-foot wall to get products into 
Mexico. By forcing Mexico to lower its 
tariffs, NAFTA will actually reduce the 
price of United States products to 
Mexican consumers. Under NAFTA, 

half of all United States made goods 
exported to Mexico, including such 
competitive products as computers, 
machine tools, and medical devices, 
would be tariff-free starting in January 
1994. Within 5 years, two-thirds of all 
United States industrial exports would 
enter Mexico duty-free. 

Since 1987, when Mexico began a 
process of bringing down its restrictive 
tariffs, the United States has turned a 
$5.7 billion trade deficit with Mexico 
into a $5.6 billion trade surplus. To put 
that $5.6 billion surplus with Mexico in 
perspective, last year the United 
States had a $48 billion deficit with 
Japan. Mexico is now America's third 
largest and fastest growing trading 
partner. Our exports to Mexico have 
been growing 2lh times faster than our 
exports to the rest of the world. 

This year alone, United States ex
ports to Mexico will total about $45 bil
lion in United States dollars. And a 
vast majority of these exports-83 per
cent-stay in Mexico. That's important 
because NAFTA opponents argue that 
much of our exports to Mexico are ac
tually so-called u-turn goods, which 
are sent to Mexico for assembly and 
are sold back to American consumers. 
That is simply not true. Fully 83 per
cent of American exports to Mexico are 
consumed by Mexicans in Mexico. 

On a per capita basis, the average 
Mexican is already spending over $451 a 
year on United States products, far 
more than the average European, who 
spend $295 on United States goods or 
the average Japanese who spends $385 
on American-made products. This is a 
fact even though the Japanese and Ger
mans on average are five times more 
affluent than the Mexicans. 

It is true that Mexican wages are 
low. But they are on the rise and that 
will leave workers with more income to 
purchase American-made products. In 
the past 5 years, real wages in the man
ufacturing sector of the Mexican econ
omy grew 27 percent, and wages in the 
commercial sector rose 39 percent. 
Moreover, the Mexican Government 
has adopted a policy that would contin
ually raise pay for Mexican workers 
commensurate with productivity in
creases. 

The Mexicans love American-made 
products. Sears has 43 retail stores in 
Mexico and the vast majority of their 
products are made in the United States 
of America. Wal-Mart recently opened 
its first Mexican store-the largest in 
the world covering almost 6 acres with 
72 cash registers-and they plan to 
open two more stores. Nearly half the 
products sold at the Mexico City Wal
Mart store are made in the United 
States. 

The United States has its foot in the 
door in Mexico. NAFTA can swing that 
trading door wide open. And once that 
door to Mexico is open, it provides 
American products with access to the 
300-million strong Spanish-speaking 
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market throughout Central and South 
America. 

For New Jersey businesses, especially 
those in the manufacturing sector, 
Mexico is already a major market. 
Today, Mexico is our sixth largest ex
port market. The growth in exports to 
Mexico has been truly remarkable-in
creasing a whopping 139 percent in just 
5 years from 1987 to 1991-far faster 
than the export growth in the rest of 
the world. New Jersey is sending a di
verse lineup of goods to Mexico, from 
petrochemicals and computers to in
dustrial machinery and electronic 
equipment. 

It only makes sense for the United 
States to turn first to its neighbors to 
expand its trading base. All around the 
world, countries are working together 
to establish free-trade zones. The coun
tries of Europe followed the same ap
proach. Likewise, Japan has moved to 
create favorable trade relationships 
with other Pacific rim countries. 
NAFTA is the first step in expanding 
the market for American goods 
throughout the growing economies of 
Central and South America. 

Perhaps the most frequently aired 
concern is that NAFTA will drive 
American businesses out of the United 
States and into Mexico to take advan
tage of lower wages. 

As we examine this argument, it is 
important to note that right now, 
there is nothing stopping American 
companies from relocating in Mexico 
to reap whatever benefits they perceive 
from hiring cheap labor. In fact, 
NAFTA would take away one of the 
major incentives to relocate to Mex
ic~the duties and restrictions United 
States companies must now pay to sell 
their products in Mexico. Those re
strictions actually prohibit certain 
products from being sold in Mexico un
less they are produced in Mexico with 
Mexican parts and labor. NAFTA would 
remove these duties and restrictions, 
and with it, the incentives that cur
rently exist for American businesses to 
relocate in Mexico. 

While it is true that wages. are far 
lower in Mexico than the United 
States, there's another important fac
tor that makea moving production fa
cilities to Mexico a bad business deci
sion. United States labor is far more 
productive than Mexican labor-five 
times more productive in fact. 

General Motors recently decided to 
stop producing cars in Mexico and to 
move that production to the United 
States because it can make the same 
car for $700 cheaper here in the United 
States. AT&T shut down one of its 
manufacturing facilities in Mexico and 
moved it back to Atlanta, GA. 

The fact is NAFTA will promote ex
ports, not people. Exports mean more 
jobs for American workers. For every 
$1 billion in exports, studies show that 
nearly 20,000 jobs are created. And 
those jobs connected with exports pay 

17 percent higher wages than other 
jobs. 

And that brings us to another impor
tant concern-ensuring our Nation's 
stringent environmental and product 
standards are not undermined by Mexi
can imports under the NAFTA agree
ment. 

Let me clear up this issue by refer
ring to specific language in the agree
ment that protects the right of each 
country to set its own environmental 
and health standards. The agreement 
states in article 903 that nothing in the 
agreement prevents a participating 
country from adopting those standards 
necessary t~ 
fulfill its legitimate objectives, for example 
because of fundamental climatic, geographi
cal, technological, or infrastructural factors, 
scientific justification or the level of protec
tion that the Party considers appropriate. 

Under this provision, any imported 
product that does not meet USDA or 
FDA requirements to protect the pub
lic health and safety of the American 
people will not be allowed into our 
country. 

The fact is that NAFTA is the most 
environmentally friendly trade agree
ment ever negotiated. 

This unprecedented attention to a 
cleaner environment is a first for any 
major trade agreement. It will produce 
an added bonus for U.S. businesses-es
pecially those located in New Jersey
who specialize in environmental con
trols as they will now be able to tap 
into a new market for their products. 
Mexico has already made a significant 
commitment to a cleaner environment 
and is spending $2.5 billion a year on 
their effort. It is increasingly turning 
to U.S. businesses to supply the tech
nology and services needed for its 
cleanup efforts. Forty-five percent of 
the imports for environmental tech
nologies come from the United States. 
That's good news for New Jersey com
panies that has developed a niche in 
the environmental cleanup field. 

But it wasn't my own evaluation that 
persuaded me that NAFTA is good for 
the environment. An impressive lineup 
of environmental organizations are 
backing ratification of NAFTA includ
ing the National Audubon Society, the 
World Wildlife Fund, the National 
Wildlife Foundation, and the Natural 
Resources Defense Council. 

illegal immigration is another key 
issue facing our country. In this re
gard, NAFTA has the potential to re
duce the steady stream of Mexican im
migrants by creating new economic op
portunities within the borders of Mex
ic~pportunities for new jobs and 
higher wages. As the Commission for 
the Study of International Migration 
concluded: "The issue for many coun
tries is stark; they either export goods 
and services to create jobs at home, or 
they export people." 

Finally, there are two more points 
that need to be made. First, America's 

employment profile is changing every
day. Some sectors of the economy are 
gaining, others face very uncertain fu
tures. Some level of employment dis
location is inevitable as the world's 
economy goes through another -historic 
transition. I agree with Secretary of 
Labor Robert Reich that job losses 
that could be traced directly to the en
actment of NAFTA will be extremely 
minimal. Job shifts will occur, but as 
virtually all studies have shown, 
NAFTA will have very little impact on 
job losses. Although there is no action 
available to us in Washington that can 
avert the loss of every job currently 
held by an American worker, we have a 
moral responsibility to provide new 
skills to displaced workers who for 
whatever reason lose their jobs. 

My sensitivity to this issue has 
caused me to support the bill currently 
before Congress to extend unemploy
ment benefits for workers who con
tinue to struggle while looking for jobs 
in a sluggish economy. Moreover, I am 
in strong support of Secretary Reich's 
proposal that will offer a new, com
prehensive retraining program targeted 
specifically at workers who are losing 
their jobs because of the changing eco
nomic climate. The Labor Department 
proposal addresses the need to provide 
universal access for all laid-off work
ers, quality labor market information, 
long-term training for dislocated work
ers and income support for those work
ers who enroll in a retraining program. 
In addition, the manufacturing task 
force, which I cochair in Congress, will 
be making a host of suggestions to en
hance our Nation's job training pro
grams. 

Finally, my conscience is very clear 
today. I have carefully listened to both 
sides in this debate and have arrived at 
a decision that I am convinced is justi
fied on the basis of the facts. I strongly 
believe that NAFTA will be a big win
ner for New Jersey workers. But if the 
agreement produces some unintended 
consequences, NAFTA contains a . vi
tally important provision. In chapter 
22, under article 2205, each country has 
the opportunity to withdraw from 
NAFTA. All it would require for U.S. 
withdrawal, is a vote of the Congress 
and 6 months notice. No conscientious 
Member could sit by if this agreement 
turns out to be damaging to the Amer
ican economy. The termination clause 
gives us an extremely important safety 
valve. 

Since the end of World War n, the 
United States has led the world in re
ducing trade barriers. NAFTA builds 
on that 50-year tradition. Last year, 
the export of U.S.-made products grew 
by $27 billion. And 75 percent of that 
growth came from selling products to 
developing and underdeveloped coun
tries.· We need to build on that strength 
by expanding trade with our neighbor 
to the south, which has one of the fast
est growing economies in the world. 
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To those who fear NAFTA, I ask 

them a simple question: What happens 
if we do nothing, if we walk away from 
this agreement and carry on as usual? 

Mexican consumers will continue to 
seek new products and services that 
can't be produced in Mexico. Other in
dustrialized nations will merely step in 
and fill the void, enhancing their eco
nomic prosperity while our Nation's 
economy staggers along. 

Our border with Mexico will remain 
an environmental time bomb. The 
Mexican Government will no longer 
have an incentive to clean up the re
gion. 

Finally, the stream of illegal immi
grants crossing the border from Mexico 
in search of a job will continue, strain
ing our own resources. 

Standing still is not the answer. 
The world that we live in today is far 

different from what it was just a few 
years ago. So much has changed in 
such a short period of time. And with 
that change comes an enormous chal
lenge. Will we fight for our economic 
vitality, or will we try to return to a 
world, long gone? 

I believe we must move forward. Mr. 
Chairman, I urge my colleagues to 
seize the moment and boldly invest in 
the future of America by voting "aye" 
on NAFTA. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maine [Ms. SNOWE], a veteran member 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, when talking about 
the ramifications of the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement, I am re
minded of the hit movie, "Back to the 
Future." Similarly, as proponents of 
NAFTA say the treaty looks to the fu
ture, they fail to see how other trade 
agreements have failed our workers 
and our industries in the past. 

I represent a district in the State of 
Maine which has experienced the down 
side of our Government's trade poli
cies. The State of Maine is living proof 
of the failures of past U.S. trade policy. 
I have been in Congress for 15 years, 
and I have been fighting the same trade 
battles for 15 years. 

During this period, it has been clear 
to Mainers that U.S. trade policies 
haven't worked because our trade relief 
process doesn't work, and existing 
trade laws and agreements have not 
been aggressively enforced. As a result, 
the Maine footwear industry-the larg
est in the Nation-has lost over 9,000 
jobs to countries like Mexico, whose 
work forces are dominated by low-wage 
jobs. Similar horror stories can be told 
about textiles, fisheries, and our lum
ber industry. 

Five years ago, before the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement 
was signed, Maine was promised by our 
Government that Canadian subsidies 

and nontariff trade barriers on pota
toes would be addressed. Five years 
later, nothing has been done on this 
vital Maine issue, and the potato in
dustry in my district continues to suf
fer from subsidized imports from Can
ada. 

To make matters worse, our United 
States trade representative-in a major 
departure from our existing treaty
conceded a major point in NAFTA by 
allowing Canadians to resolve trade 
sanction disputes in Canadian courts. 
No chance of a fair trial there. 

Although the Canadian Province of 
New Brunswick decided to impose an 
11-percent provincial sales tax on goods 
purchased in the United States, indis
putably a violation of the 1988 agree
ment, 6 months have gone by and we 
still have no resolution to the dispute. 
If we cannot address obvious and ad
mitted violations such as these, how 
can we hope our Government will en
force cross-border national wage poli
cies and environmental degradation is
sues under the complex bureaucratic 
process established in NAFTA. 

You see, I believe that free trade is a 
two-way street. Trade agreements like 
NAFTA are only as good as the trade 
officials who are negotiating and en
forcing them. But for years, confidence 
in our Nation's ability to bring fair and 
swift conclusions to bilateral trade dis
putes has been nullified by a distinct 
lack of commitment on the part of our 
trade negotiators. The loopholes allow
ing such unfair Canadian practices to 
proceed could have been closed this 
summer during discussions over the 
NAFTA side agreements, and tougher 
enforcement measures could have been 
negotiated. 

Instead, this administration and con
gressional leaders have spent their 
time trying to convince lawmakers 
that NAFTA is a fair deal-practically 
giving away the family silver. They 
can wheel and deal for votes, but they 
could not do .the same for the American 
worker. Why did they not use the same 
time, energy, and enthusiasm negotiat
ing tougher side agreements to level 
the playing field for our workers? 

In the final analysis the key ques
tions relate to jobs for workers: what 
guarantees for enforcement do we have 
for the unknown terrain for the future? 
Where is the commitment of our Gov
ernment beyond this vote here, today? 
If past action&-or inaction&-are any 
indication of the future for trade under 
NAFTA, then, regrettably, nothing will 
change for our workers. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair inter
vene to say that persons in the gallery 
should be reminded that demonstra
tions of approval or disapproval are 
strictly against the rules of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MATSUI], the designee of the gen
tleman. from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW
SKI]. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, we have 
all been elected to lead the greatest 
Nation on Earth, and our job is to rec
ognize that greatness, to understand 
how we achieved it and to sustain, even 
to strengthen it, for we all stand on the 
shoulders of giants today, giants of in
tegrity, leaders who have shown cour
age when it was called for, politicians 
who have had faith in our future and 
were willing to sacrifice personal polit
ical gain for the long-term public in
terest. 

We are being tested today, and the 
whole world is watching. Are we still 
the America of inclusion, a nation of 
competitors, a country of confidence? 
Or are we a nation in decline, of exclu
sion, of protectionists and isolation
ists? Will we self-destruct out of fear, 
or will we today meet the test of great
ness? 

Nations are in many ways like the 
human beings that make them up. We 
all know in our experience that when 
we stop growing physically or intellec
tually or spiritually; we start dying. 
There is no static state in our lifetimes 
or in the life of nations. 

0 1220 

Send a signal today to the rest of the 
world, a clarion call to the other devel
oped nations, those second place chal
lengers, that we are not afraid of free 
and fair trade, that we will compete, 
and to the underdeveloped nations of 
the world, that we look upon our 
neighbors to the south, not with scorn 
as Third World people, but as friends 
with whom we will join hands and 
hearts to make the Western Hemi
sphere the greatest place to live and to 
work in the new world and into the 
next century, America's century, the 
century of the Americas. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, in a 
bipartisan effort, I also yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
think the only thing free about the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
is all the Mexican money that was 
passed around Washington to help to 
pass it, and I think this is a sad day for 
the American worker. I think there are 
leaders in both parties that truly are 
trying to reach out·, fashion a trade 
program in America that is truly fair 
and gives the American worker a 
chance to compete. But the truth is the 
powers of both the Democrat and Re
publican Parties are so much alike 
that I predict that we will have a third 
major political party in this country 
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by the turn of the century, and I would 
like to say this: 

It's needed, and the American worker bet
ter get on with it because we have great 
problems. 

But let us take a look at Mexico and 
America, and let us be honest about it. 
I say: 

If you are going to start a manufacturing 
operation in America, you have IRS, Social 
Security, workman's comp, unemployment 
comp, OSHA, EPA, banking regulations, se
curity regulations, health inspectors, pen
sion law, minimum wage and about a $25 an 
hour labor rate. My colleagues, if you start 
that company down in Mexico, you have 
token regulations, and you could hire people 
day and night at a dollar an hour, and our 
system is still free enterprise. Bottom line: 
We're going to lose jobs; everybody here 
knows that. 

Mr. Chairman, if NAFTA is such a 
good deal, I ask, "Why don't we apply 
it first to Japan who is cleaning our 
clock illegally?" There is not enough 
courage here to challenge them. 

This is not a new deal. It is not even 
an old deal. These side deals are 
amounting to just a simple raw deal, 
my colleagues, and it makes no sense 
to me for America to send their jobs, 
factories, cash, banks and technology 
to Mexico, and in return, my col
leagues, we get unemployment and 
plant closings. 

And I say, "If you want to do some
thing about illegal immigration, put 
some damn money into the Border Pa
trol." 

We do not need any more retraining, 
Mr. Chairman. What are we retraining 
American workers to do? Where are the 
jobs they are going to have? 

I think it is time for a third major 
political party. I commend the power
ful leaders on both sides that are try
ing to help, but their efforts are not 
enough, and they will not be enough 
because there is no damn difference be
tween Republicans and Democrats, and 
that is the tragedy, and NAFTA points 
it out very clearly to the American 
worker. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER]. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. Pas
sage of this trade agreement will con
tinue our Nation's ongoing efforts to 
reduce trade barriers around the world 
and increase export opportunities for 
American companies and workers. 

I have heard from many people back 
in Ohio about the benefits of this 
agreement. I'd like to share with the 
House some of the growth opportuni
ties that will exist with the passage of 
this agreement for companies located 
in the Eighth District of Ohio. 

The Square D Co., with plants lo
cated in Middletown and Oxford, OH, 
exports roughly 40 percent of its prod
ucts. These exports support nearly half 
of the jobs provided at these facilities. 

NAFTA offers yet another new market 
for SquareD to sell its products. 

The French Milling Co. of Piqua, OH, 
produces the machinery that crushes 75 
percent of all oilseeds in Mexico. If 
NAFTA is defeated, they will be forced 
to move production of these machines 
back to Mexico in order to serve this 
important market. Passage of NAFTA 
will guarantee that these jobs stay in 
Ohio. 

Enactment of NAFTA means that 
Henny Penny Co. in Eaton, OH, will 
sell more equipment to fast food fran
chises in Mexico, which in turn, means 
more jobs and greater economic secu
rity for Ohioans. 

There is no doubt that Ohio's largest 
industry-agriculture will reap enor
mous benefits. Mexico is agriculture's 
third largest export market. 
Feedgrains, dairy, and livestock, all 
important Ohio commodities will have 
great opportunities to increase their 
marketshare in Mexico. Expanded 
trade with Mexico also means better 
prices and greater prosperity for Ohio 
farmers from the marketplace, not 
from Government programs. 

Ohio's exports of oilseeds are ex
pected to rise by 20 percent and corn 
exports are projected to increase by 60 
percent. Over the next decade, NAFTA 
will result in a 100-percent increase in 
dairy exports, a 150-percent increase in 
poultry exports, and a 250-percent in
crease in pork exports· from the United 
States to Mexico. 

In summary Mr. Chairman, passage 
of NAFTA means economic security 
and greater prosperity for workers in 
the Eighth District and an · Ohio. Lee 
Iacocca had it right when he said "This 
agreement is a no-brainer." 

Mr. Chairman, I submit several let
ters from companies in my district. 
A.O. SMITH, ELECTRICAL PRODUCTS Co., 

Tipp City, OH, October 19, 1993. 
JOHN BOEHNER, 
Troy., OH 

DEAR MR. BOEHNER: I strongly support the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement. U.S. 
exports to Canada and Mexico have more 
than doubled from $55.3 billion to $111.4 bil
lion between 1980 and 1990. The U.S. Depart
ment of Commerce has estimated 2.3 million 
U.S. jobs are currently related to exports to 
Mexico and Canada. Since Mexico joined 
GATT and reduced its tariff rates in 1986, the 
resulting increase in U.S. exports to Mexico 
created as many as 320,000 new jobs. I urge 
you to vote in support of NAFTA. 

NAFT A will create new jobs at the com
pany where I work because it will increase 
sales due to market expansion in Mexico and 
Canada. I work at A.O. Smith and we have 
plants in Mexico already, most established a 
long time before NAFTA negotiations. To 
survive in a very competitive market, A.O. 
Smith moved part of its Electric Motor divi
sion to Mexico. If we hadn't, all of our Elec
trical Products companies would have 
closed. Korea took over the U.S. market
place in garage door motors in the early 
1980's. As a result of moving to Mexico in 
1986, A.O. Smith regained the market share 
of garage door motors from the Koreans. 
Since all the motor parts are fabricated in 
the U.S., A.O. Smith actually saved over 

1,000 jobs in the U.S. If you consider the fact 
that we purchase all of our steel, copper, alu
minum and other supplies and services in the 
U.S., there were probably thousands more 
jobs saved in the U.S. Currently we have 
over 1,200 employees in U.S. electric motor 
plants. 

In our water heater division. 90 percent of 
the water heater materials come from the 
United States and only some final assembly 
is done in Mexico. One of the main reasons 
for moving one of our water heater plants to 
Mexico was for distribution purposes. Just
in-Time delivery is vital to survival in the 
water heater market. 

We do the fabrication of both the electric 
motors and water heaters in the U.S. This 
fabrication incorporates higher technical 
skills and means the high paying jobs have 
remained in the U.S. A.O. Smith abides by 
stringent environmental, health and safety 
regulations in all our Mexican plants. These 
standards are as stringent as the ones fol
lowed by our U.S. plants. 

More jobs in Mexico will expand Mexican 
consumer demand for U.S. goods. Mexicans 
prefer U.S. goods. Sixty-seven percent of 
their imports are from the U.S., compared to 
Japan's 21 percent and Europe's 17 percent of 
the import market. If NAFTA is passed, A.O. 
Smith is positioned to be a major motor pro
ducer in Mexico, which will create more jobs 
in the U.S. and bring more export dollars to 
the U.S. economy. 

Voting in support of NAFTA is voting for 
more high paying jobs in your district. I 
strongly urge you to vote yes for NAFTA. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID BAKER, 

Personnel Manager. 

THE FRENCH OIL MILL MACHINERY Co., 
Piqua, OH, November 8, 1993. 

Congressman JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Longworth H.O.B., Washington, DC. 

DEAR JOHN: On behalf of The French Oil 
Mill Machinery Company with 110 employees 
in Piqua, Ohio, I am writing to urge your ac
tive support for the North American Free 
Trade Agreement (NAFTA). I strongly be
lieve that enactment of the NAFTA will cre
ate new jobs and spur economic growth in 
both Ohio and all the United States. 

A ratified NAFTA will: 
Create more U.S. jobs. It is forecast that 

NAFTA will boost demand for U.S. products 
in Mexico, creating an estimated 200,000 new 
export-related job opportunities over the 
next two years. 

Preserve the more than 700,000 U.S. jobs 
that already depend on exports to Mexico. 
Without NAFTA, Mexico may retreat from 
its new open-market policy and many of 
these jobs would be lost. 

That certainly could be true at our com
pany. About 75% of the vegetable oilseeds 
crushed in Mexico are processed on our com
pany's oil mill extraction machinery. When 
the peso was devalued in 1982/1983, and the 
border became essentially closed, we could 
not support our Mexican customers. We ne
gotiated long and hard with the Mexican 
government and finally received authoriza
tion to start two wholly-owned subsidiary 
companies: one for marketing and one for 
manufacturing. 

We manufactured (under sub-contract) por
tions of our machinery in Mexico for several 
years, in order to serve our customers' needs. 
We did not find this particularly cost-effec
tive, thus when the border "re-opened", we 
discontinued our operations, and moved the 
work back into the U.S. 

If NAFTA is not enacted, it is entirely pos
sible that Mexico may again raise a tariff 
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wall, making it difficult for us to keep the 
work in Piqua. If one of our foreign competi
tors started manufacturing in Mexico, we 
would definitely have to follow suit, moving 
jobs from the U.S. 

Thus, NAFTA would strengthen our com
pany and the opportunities available to the 
American workforce, certainly including 
Ohio. 

I hope that you will vigorously support 
NAFTA implementing legislation. Please let 
me know your view. 

Very truly yours, 
DENNIS D. BRATI'ON, 

Treasurer & Controller. 

PMI FOOD EQUIPMENT GROUP, 
Troy, OH, October 28, 1993. 

Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Longworth 

House Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BOEHNER: On behalf of 

PMI Food Equipment Group, I atn writing to 
urge your active support for the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). I 
strongly believe that enactment of the 
NAFT A will aid in job creation and spur eco
nomic growth in both Ohio and the United 
States. As you may be aware, PMI Food 
Equipment Group (formerly Hobart Corpora
tion) has operations in Ohio and employs 
several thousand individuals. 

A ratified NAFTA will: 
Create more U.S. jobs. NAFTA will boost 

demand for U.S. products in Mexico, creating 
an estimated 200,000 new export-related job 
opportunities. 

Increase America's ability to compete in 
world markets. Under NAFTA, the U.S. will 
have a significant edge over European and 
Asian products in the rapidly growing Mexi
can market. This advantage will grow as the 
free trade area is expanded to include 
Central and South American nations. 

I do not expect that the effects of NAFT A 
on our business will be all positive. Never
theless, we believe that for our business as 
well as the American economy as a whole, 
the positives far outweigh the negatives. We, 
therefore, urge your support. 

I hope that you will support NAFTA imple
menting legislation. 

Sincerely, 
J.W. DEERING. 

PETINCORPORATED,COLDWATER,OH 
November 16, 1993. 

Hon. JOHN A. BoEHNER, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BOEHNER: I am writ
ing to you about the approaching votes in 
the United States Congress on the North 
American Free Trade Agreement. 

While I cannot comment on other indus
tries, I can comment from the perspective of 
my company, Pet Incorporated. Pet is a lead
ing branded, packaged foods manufacturer 
with 83 percent of our sales in the United 
States last year. 

Our company sees significant advantages 
from NAFTA in terms of future exports of 
our products, principally to Mexico but also 
to Canada. Longer term, we believe that 
similar advantages would result from ex
panding NAFTA to other markets in Latin 
America. 

Our company sees no prospect of moving 
production from our present locations to 
Mexico as a result of NAFTA. 

We also believe that NAFTA is very impor
tant in maintaining an open posture towards 
Latin America, a market that has more im
mediate export potential for our company 
than either the East European bloc or the 

Pacific Rim. For example, at present we are 
testing our Old El Paso sales products in 
Mexico and Venezuela. This potential new 
export from the United States would be 
helped by NAFTA's removal of tariff and 
other trade barriers. 

Therefore, we strongly urge you to vote in 
favor of NAFTA and to support the agree
ment with your colleagues. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM T. WARD, 

Plant Manager. 

JAMES F. DICKE IT, 
New Bremen, OH, No·uember 2, 1993. 

Congressman JOHN BOEHNER, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR JOHN: During my trip last week to 
South America as a part of the Young Presi
dent's Association International Chapter, we 
had the occasion to meet, hear from and 
question the presidents of Argentina, Uru
guay, Paraguay and Chile. What I found 
most interesting and wanted to share with 
you was their attitude about the importance 
of NAFTA, which was even stronger than I 
had realized. 

Especially Presidents Carlos Menem of Ar
gentina and Patricio Aylwin of Chile made it 
dramatically clear that their countries are 
looking to the U.S.A. for leadership in open
ing Western Hemisphere trade. Presidents 
Bush and Clinton have both impressed these 
leaders; and in their own markets, they have 
seen a roll back of their protectionism creat
ing positive results. They see NAFTA as a 
critical test of U.S. intentions towards Latin 
America, and see the U.S. itself as the big
gest economic winner. It seemed hard for 
them to imagine that we in the United 
States may reject NAFTA against our own 
interests and theirs too. I realize that you 
are already in favor, but thought perhaps 
this information could be helpful in reason
ing with colleagues who might think their 
districts will be hurt. 

Janet joins me in sending best regards. 
Sincerely, 

JIM. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
RAVENEL]. 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Chairman, in my 
district I have a number of garment in
dustries, some people call them cut and 
sew operations. Most are located in an 
economically deprived area. In these 
plants hundreds of people, predomi
nantly women, work at sewing ma
chines making a variety of clothing. 
Many are the sole support of their fam
ilies. Because of the competitiveness of 
the garment industry, their jobs are 
relatively low-wage, but they are jobs 
providing the necessities of life and 
particularly the dignity that comes 
from gainful employment. These folks 
believe that if NAFTA passes, their 
jobs will move to Mexico. I share that 
belief. 

What, Mr. Speaker, will then happen 
to these good people? Some say they 
can be retrained, but retrained for 
what? There are tragically inadequate 
job opportunities in that area. For 
many, welfare and dependency must be 
their only recourse. However, if 
NAFTA does not pass this day, the 

question can be revisited at a later 
date when safeguards can be provided 
for these, my constituents. As our 
country is, and into the future will be, 
the world's greatest and most lucrative 
market, this alternative should be no 
unsolvable problem. 

Mr. GffiBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. SYNAR]. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, in 1803, 
America expanded its borders with the 
purchase of the Louisiana Terri tory. 
The move was controversial. After all, 
how could a nation as young and small 
possibly control or afford so much wil
derness? But Thomas Jefferson had the 
courage and the vision to see in that 
Wilderness the future of our Nation. 

In 1867, Secretary of State William 
Seward purchased the Alaska Terri
tory. The skeptics called the purchase 
Seward's folly. But Seward had the 
courage and vision that created one of 
the crown jewels of our Nation. 

I am confident that future genera
tions will recall that in 1993 America 
once again seized an opportunity, not 
through land, but through trade. Let 
history show that we had that courage 
and vision, like our forefathers, to se
cure, as Thomas Jefferson said, "an 
ample provision for our posterity." Let 
us expand our horizons, let us ensure 
our future, and let us pass this free
trade agreement. 

0 1230 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2lh minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. TUCKER]. 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as we move on past 
the vote, this historic vote tonight, 
and history reflects what we have done 
here on this floor tonight, if this 
NAFTA passes I can sadly say that his
tory will not reflect that we had great 
vision, but history will reflect that we 
embraced the notion of expansion and 
of progress at the expense of people. 
For indeed, someone recently said that 
America should be about putting peo
ple first. But, more recently than not, 
it seems as though America is about 
putting profit first. 

As I have talked to the average 
American in the last few days and 
weeks and unending hours of this dis
cussion O:Q. NAFTA, people have been 
generally confused. They have asked, 
"What side should I believe?" And I 
have fathomed from that that it is en
tirely because there are many parts 
and many aspects of this North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement that do 
make sense, that will generate profit, 
that will generate trade. But the ques
tion is not should we do this NAFTA. 
The question is how should we do this 
NAFTA. 

NAFTA is a good concept. North 
American trade is a good principle. But 
at what expense? At what cost? 
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All of the proponents of NAFTA 

stacked up together cannot deny the 
fact that there is an eight-to-one wage 
disparity between Mexico and the Unit
ed States. Over the last 12 years, the 
wages in the United States and Canada 
have gone up, but in Mexico they have 
not. 

When you get down to the long and 
short of this NAFTA agreement, you 
will realize that no one is doing for the 
American worker what they are willing 
to do south of the border. When are we 
going to stand up for America and do 
what is right for our people? 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from Lincoln, NE [Mr. BEREU
TER], a senior member of the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs and the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance, and Urban 
Affairs. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, first, 
this Member would offer a few com
ments and a conclusion on what is ac
tually obvious to a substantial major
ity of the Members of this House-the 
approval of NAFTA is the best interest 
of the United States of America and of 
the American people, both in the short 
term and certainly in the long term. It 
is also in the best interest of the work
ing men and women of this country, 
farm families, and every other signifi
cant or every minor occupational or 
economic sector in this country. While 
one should not exaggerate the imme
diate benefits to America of NAFTA or 
the relatively small number of addi
tional jobs created in the United States 
by NAFTA, there will be a net increase 
in U.S. jobs and there even will be a 
net increase in manufacturing jobs. 
More importantly, however, it will 
slow the loss of our jobs to other coun
tries-to Southeast Asia, and yes, to 
Mexico, too. 

Furthermore, approval of NAFT A 
will improve environmental conditions 
on both sides of the Mexico-United 
States border, while giving strong en
couragement to election, labor, envi
ronmental, and many other areas of re
form in Mexico. Clearly, too, the argu
ments recently raised about NAFTA 
threatening our sovereignty are so 
phoney they are unworthy of addi
tional comment. 

In short, this trade agreement, like 
all such carefully crafted agreements, 
benefits all the nations involved. Mu
tual reduction in trade barriers, even 
in an agreement as complicated as 
NAFTA, is not a zero-sum game. Both 
Mexico and the United States are net 
beneficiaries, and so is Canada. Indeed, 
I believe that a secret ballot would 
show that at least three-quarters of 
this House would vote "aye" on 
NAFTA today, for they know in their 
hearts and minds that the approval of 
NAFTA is overwhelmingly in our na
tional interest and overwhelmingly 
positive for the American people. This 
vote isn't even a close call. 

Mr. Chairman, second, this Member 
would assert, with respect to the for
eign policy or international relations 
impact on the NAFTA decision, there 
is scarcely any possibility of over
estimating the impact of the choice 
presented to us today. My colleagues, 
with no hyperbole I tell you this vote 
on NAFTA today is the most important 
United States hemispheric and most 
important United States-Mexican rela
tion vote to come before the Congress 
in the 20th century. 

The defeat of NAFTA would, by re
jection of the Mexicans' initiatives and 
implicitly the worthiness of their am
bitious reform programs, send a very 
negative message to other nations of 
Latin America and the Caribbean. 
Many of them are now committed to 
liberalization and political reform. In 
addition to other advantages they see 
in a NAFTA-like trade agreement with 
the United States, our neighbor coun
tries to the south now understand that 
these reforms are also the key to great
er trade and access to U.S. markets 
and U.S. exports. We must remember 
that a NAFTA agreement with Mexico 
is only the first step. Chile is the next 
of several countries impatiently wait
ing in line. 

All of Latin America and the Carib
bean is watching our vote today to see 
if we have the courage, political will, 
and the confidence in ourselves to act 
not only in our own best interests, but 
more importantly to lead this Western 
Hemisphere to a brighter economic fu
ture for all of its citizens. Those eco
nomic gains and the democratic, eco
nomic, income equity, and environ
mental reforms that can and should be 
stimulated for the citizens of each suc
cessive country which is accepted into 
this new multinational trade agree
ment is the grand opportunity we can 
secure for the citizens of the Hemi
sphere of the Americas. We must not 
hold out this hope to all of our neigh
bors south of our border and then be
cause of faintheartedness pull it away 
by rejecting NAFTA. The damage to 
our hemispheric relations and the loss 
of a favored trade position within our 
own Western Hemisphere to our trade 
competitors in Western Europe, Japan, 
Southeast Asian nations, and Brazil 
cannot be overestimated. It is incal
culable, but it would be a huge and 
continuing loss. 

Neither should we doubt that what 
we do here today will directly affect 
our posture and chances for a success
ful conclusion to the Uruguay round of 
the GATT negotiations next month. 
Absolutely nothing is more important 
to global economic growth than an eq
uitable conclusion to this round-for 
developed countries, for developing 
countries, and for the United States. If 
the House rejects NAFTA today one of 
two things will surely happen-the pos
sible conclusion to the round will be 
dashed, or America, its resolve and 

leadership shown to be lacking, will be 
presented with a take-it-or-leave-it bad 
bargain of an agreement which it 
should not accept. Similar opportuni
ties for American involvement in an 
emerging Asian-Pacific trade alliance 
also is jeopardized by a rejection of 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, in concluding these 
necessarily too brief comments on the 
foreign policy implications of the 
NAFTA vote, this Member would share 
the following very apt editorial com
ments about the breadth of the foreign 
policy implications of this NAFTA vote 
by Mr. AI Koontz, writing in the Bea
trice, NE, Daily sun of November 16, 
1993: 

As we make the final turn toward the next 
century, other countries in the world will 
read NAFTA as a true indicator of which di
rection the United States will turn. Will the 
U.S. continue to be a forward-looking and 
progressive world leader, or move inward to 
isolationism. Obviously, there is too much 
riding on NAFTA not to vote yes. 

Mr. Chairman, as a third part of 
these remarks I would address the fol
lowing question. With these very posi
tive domestic and international results 
of a favorable NAFTA vote, why then 
is this NAFTA vote controversial? I be
lieve in part it is due to the fact that 
NAFTA has become a lightning rod for 
a widespread discontent in this coun
try. A great many Americans are un
happy with a wide variety of things 
they see in our country, and certainly 
important on that list is the perception 
of declining job opportunities or pros
pects for themselves and their children 
and grandchildren. They are unhappy 
with the economic status quo, unhappy 
with economic trends, and distrustful 
of Government. Unfortunately this is 
an ideal climate for fear mongering, 
disinformation, misinformation, and 
xenophobic scapegoating. Unfortu
nately, we have seen all of those tac
tics used by some of the opponents to 
NAFTA at large in our land. 

In addressing the subject of NAFTA 
the noted economist Robert J. Samuel
son in his column in the November 17, 
1993 issue of The Washington Post sug
gests that "the larger agenda of the 
NAFTA opposition is to advance avow
edly protectionist and isolationist poli
cies." And, indeed, undoubtedly that is 
the larger, hidden agenda of some of 
the better known American NAFTA op
ponents outside this body. Their rhet
oric and argument play to and nurture 
many biases and faulty socioeconomic 
theories. In comparing the isolationism 
of the 1930's with the new patriotism 
espoused by the latent America first 
opponents of NAFTA, Samuelson has 
the following conclusion I hope my col
leagues will consider: ''The essence of 
isolationist illusion, then as now, is 
the denial of reality. The rhetoric is 
populist and patriotic, but the ideas 
are nutty. If Congress endorses them, 
it will be a low day for democracy." 
How true and how truly devastating an 
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example of democratic representation 
to see this Congress stampeded off a 
cliff by the hooting and hollering of the 
latest variant of the know-nothing 
gang. 

Each time, on each element of 
NAFT A we need to ask: Are we better 
off with NAFTA or with the status 
quo? Or asked another way, does the 
approval of NAFTA reduce or increase 
the problem or concern of the critic? 
Invariably the provisions of NAFTA 
have a positive impact-make improve
ments on the status quo. 

Now, beyond this angst of the Amer
ican citizenry, add to this volatile mix 
the overt political threats aimed at 
many of our colleagues, especially on 
the other side of the aisle. Then one 
can understand the expected narrow 
winning margin for NAFT A today. 

Mr. Chairman, may I applaud those 
Members who in the last few days, 
when faced with threats to their politi
cal survival, have courageously said: 
"No special interest owns, my vote; no
body pulls my chain; I am going to cast 
my vote for what is in the best interest 
of the United States as required by my 
oath of office; I will vote for NAFTA." 

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen 
of the House, in conclusion this Mem
ber would assert that this is clearly 
one of the two or three nwst important 
votes we will ever cast in Congress. I 
ask you to think hard about how you 
will explain to yourself and your chil
dren, 5, 10, or 20 years from now why 
you didn't vote "aye" on NAFTA. One 
I suppose can conjure up a hundred ex
cuses now or in the future for voting 
"no" today, but I predict those ·excuses 
will ring hollow within you. 

Mr. Chairman, finally this Member 
wants to assure his constituents that 
in making this decision to vote "aye" 
on the NAFTA proposal before the 
House today I have set aside any par
tisan interests and particular sectoral 
and other special interests. My respon
sibility is to carefully examine the pro
visions of the NAFTA, and the argu
ments pro and con. The conclusion 
reached is that the approval of NAFTA 
is clearly in the overall best interest of 
the United States-both in the short 
term and long term; for my home State 
of Nebraska and its citizens, the case is 
even more overwhelmingly positive. 
Therefore, my oath of office, my con
science, my sense of responsibility to 
our country and my constituents, and 
now the favorable views of the major
ity of my constituents who have ex
pressed an opinion on NAFTA all de
mand I vote "aye" on NAFTA. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the very distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WALSH). 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the proposed 
agreement. I am deeply concerned 
about its impact on American workers 
and the American economy. At a time 

when almost all major American com
panies are downsizing, laying off and 
firing manufacturing workers, many 
other companies are looking at moving 
some of their operations to Mexico. 
Granted, many have already gone, but 
with the promise of a formal agree
ment, a more stable Mexican Govern
ment, a less volatile labor situation, 
not to mention cheap labor and lax en
vironmental laws, many more will go. 
It will eat away at our standard of liv
ing and disrupt the already fragile 
American family. 

That is what I believe. There are oth
ers who believe in their hearts dif
ferently. And they will vote for the 
agreement because of those beliefs. I 
respect that. 

What I do not respect is Members 
selling their vote to the highest bidder, 
whether it is the President or the lob
byists. In recent days NAFTA has be
come "Let's Make a Deal" with the 
President opening the U.S. Treasury to 
any Member who is on the fence. That 
is wrong, and it makes us all look bad. 

The test that this deal must pass is 
the mirror test. When we get up tomor
row morning and look into the bath
room mirror, I think we will know 
whether we passed the test. If we can 
look ourselves in the eye and say that 
was the right vote for the right reason, 
we pass. If we have to roll our eyes 
away and say with a sense of half
hearted resignation, "Oh well, that's 
just the way it is," we fail. 

Let us work together to create an en
vironment in our country where busi
ness can grow and prosper at home be
fore we decide we cannot manufacture 
here anymore. Let us work to reduce 
taxes, regulation, and government in
terference in business so they hire 
American workers, pay good wages and 
take the burden of supporting the 
American society off an overstressed 
government. Let us clean up our own 
backyard before we go looking for 
greener pastures in Mexico. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. McCURDY]. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, all of 
us in Congress know that our careers 
are marked by thousands of small 
choices, and a few great ones. We face 
today one of the most important votes 
of our political lives. 

I speak knowing the full measure of 
the anxiety and concern of American 
workers. One of my earliest memories 
is of my parents being laid off, and my 
father desperately looking for a new 
job. The only work he could find was 
clear across the State, and he lived 
apart from us for a year until we could 
move to join him. 

I know firsthand the damage done to 
a family when Americans lose their 
jobs. But I also know that rejecting 
NAFTA will only make the problem 
worse. 

My belief in NAFT A is not based so 
much on the treaty itself. On balance, 

it is good for America. But on its own, 
it offers no economic windfall. But 
NAFTA's real importance lies in its 
larger role in promoting the integrity 
of the global trading system. 

In trade, our choice is very simple. It 
is about what kind of world we will 
leave for our children. Our choice is be
tween the free exchange of goods and 
ideas, or a world of barriers and walls; 
between friendship among nations, or a 
new economic cold war; between com
petition that will make us strong, or 
isolation that will make us weak. 

But free trade is not a one-shot deal; 
it is not a single decision made at one 
point in history. It is a gradual proc
ess, with pivotal choices made years or 
even decades apart. 

Here is where the real importance of 
NAFTA lies. There is a straight line 
between NAFTA, the Asian-Pacific eco
nomic summit later this week, the con
clusion of the GATT round next month, 
and the future of free trade. 

NAFTA represents an historic mo
ment for the world trading system. It 
embodies the fundamental decision 
that we, as a nation, must make be
tween free trade and protectionism. 

At stake is our standing in the inter
national community and our ability to 
negotiate from strength in global trade 
talks. Our choice is whether we will 
make Mexico our economic partner, or 
stand aside and watch Mexico team up 
with Canada and Japan. Before us is 
the only chance we will have to create 
large numbers of new jobs for Amer
ican workers over the next several 
years. 

Consider what will happen if NAFTA 
fails. President Clinton will go into the 
Asian and GATT talks as a crippled 
leader. Other countries will scoff at our 
demands for opening their economies. 

Then, companies from Canada, Asia, 
and Europe will rush to get the deal 
that we passed up. They will move into 
Mexico; and once there, they will ex
port nearly tariff-free to the United 
States while ignoring Mexico's labor 
and environmental laws. 

That, my friends, is the status quo. It 
is not a situation created by NAFTA. 

Unable to compete on a level playing 
field, we will turn to protectionism. 
Mexico and our other trading partners 
will retaliate. We will respond. And in 
the end, it is the American worker who 
will suffer. 

Hope for American workers cannot be 
found in shutting ourselves off from 
the world. Anyone who believes that 
should review the history of the 
Smoot-Hawley tariffs, and think a mo
ment about what the Great Depression 
did to the American worker. 

Free trade is our only hope for creat
ing new jobs for Americans. We must 
invest in the future and create the 
best-trained, most productive work 
force in the world. 

But if we are producing only for our
selves, our standard of living will re
main stagnant, while Asia and Europe 
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race ahead. If we spurn the world's 
markets, our companies will wither 
and die while foreign corporations grow 
strong. 

That is not the kind of future I want 
to leave to my children. 

And what if NAFTA passes? 
If we choose free trade over protec

tionism, we must be honest: There is 
no easy answer to the problem of com
petition. American jobs are on the line 
every day as our companies go head-to
head with their competitors abroad. 
But we cannot go back; we cannot re
turn to the time when American com
panies dominated global trade almost 
without trying. 

It is almost as if the opponents of 
NAFTA are hoping to close their eyes, 
vote against the treaty, and make for
eign competition go away. It is almost 
as if they hope that defeating NAFTA 
will make all American jobs safe. 

But the global economy is a reality, 
and we are a part of it. If we deny that, 
if we shut ourselves off from the world 
for short-term political gain, we betray 
the trust of all Americans. We must 
move forward, accept the challenge of 
competition, and resolve to win. That 
is the only honest strategy to build a 
better future for American workers. 

I believe competition makes us 
stronger. Can anyone deny that our 
automobiles are better today because 
of Japanese competition? Or our elec
tronics, or steel? 

The irony is that American industry, 
after years of hard work, is finally 
ready to go head-to-head with anyone, 
to use the dedication and skill and 
pride of American workers to compete 
and win. In the end, I favor NAFTA be
cause I have faith in the American 
worker; because I am not afraid of 
competition; and because I believe the 
key to our future prosperity lies in the 
global trading system. 

0 1240 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the NAFTA Agree
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to be here 
and proclaim support as a free trader, 
as someone that believes in the global 
marketplace, the inevitable role that 
U.S. workers and manufacturing and 
other services play in that. The U.S. 
workers are the most productive work
ers in the world. 

But the fact of this agreement is that 
it is a bad agreement. Candidate Clin
ton recognized that and said that he 
was going to change it. He tried. I com
mend him for trying. But he did not do 
it. 

The fact is, this agreement should be 
based on the problems that have ex
isted, on the track record in the past 
with Mexico. That track record is one 
in which there has been environmental 

degradation, where there has been a de
nial of political rights, where there has 
been a suppression of labor, where 
there has been an increase in produc
tivity among the Mexican worker, who, 
I think, can be very productive, and a 
decrease in wages. It has an inflated 
peso. 

We have all kinds of problems that 
are not addressed in this. We are not 
leveling the playing field. We are deal
ing with an equation that is not going 
to work. 

This agreement protects copyrights. 
It protects and deals with tariffs. It 
protects a whole series of things that 
are important to corporations and in
dustry in this Nation and others in 
business. But it does not deal with the 
fundamental rights. We should be using 
our leverage in a 21st century manner 
in terms of dealing with the political 
and economic realities of what is hap
pening to the people in Mexico and in 
this Nation. We need to move forward 
in terms of structural economic change 
and trade. 

But this agreement simply turns its 
back on it and continues the business 
as usual type of trading away from our 
competitive advantage in this country 
at the expenses of American working 
men and women in this country. 

We are going to finance and be ex
pected to finance the pollution cleanup 
and to finance the other deals that 
makes this trade go forward. We are 
taking on a population of 70, 80 million 
people to solve this particular problem 
at the expense of the American work
ers. 

We need entry-level jobs in this coun
try. Most of us that did not come into 
this world with a silver spoon started 
out and got to where we are on the 
basis of such entry-level jobs. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to H.R. 
3450, the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment [NAFTA] Implementation Act. 

Over the past weeks and months, hundreds 
of my constituents from Minnesota have con
tacted me to express their views on this im
portant issue. Some of them have expressed 
support for NAFT A because they believe that 
it will have a positive impact on our Nation's 
economy by producing jobs both in the United 
States and Mexico. Many others have ex
pressed their opposition to NAFT A because 
they believe that this particular agreement will 
hurt our Nation's economy and will cost jobs 
in the United States as well as harm the Mexi
can economy and its workers in the final anal
ysis. Both the proponents and the opponents 
of this proposal have expressed their views 
with sincere and often deeply felt conviction. 

After months of studying this proposal and 
the subsequent side agreements, I have con
cluded that I must oppose this particular 
agreement in its present form for several rea
sons. 

This agreement does not meet the fun
damental economic challenges that could and 
should have been embraced in this trade ac-

cord. Certainly, our Nation must continue to 
strive to enhance trade relations with Mexico 
and participate in the global economy of trade 
and commerce on a sound policy foundation. 

First and foremost, I believe that NAFT A will 
put at significant risk many American jobs and 
will drive down U.S. wages for millions of 
working men and women. The United States 
could lose hundreds of thousands of jobs after 
already experiencing a reduction of 2.6 million 
manufacturing jobs during the 1980's. Millions 
of Americans have been displaced and more 
are being displaced every day because of fun
damental changes occurring in the United 
States and the world economy. To simply dis
miss these difficult and painful economic 
changes as being inevitable without making 
every reasonable effort to mitigate these dis
locations is irresponsible. Regrettably, this par
ticular agreement falls far short of mitigating 
the impact and effects which even the pro
ponents of NAFTA concede will occur for hun
dreds of thousands of American working men 
and women whose employment situation will 
be affected by NAFT A. 

Wages will be driven down in the United 
States, especially for low-wage employment 
workers, because productive capital will go 
where labor costs are lower. In fact, Mexico 
has repeatedly trumpeted its low wages as an 
inducement to convince more American com
panies to relocate manufacturing from the 
United States to Mexico. Many companies 
have closed their United States plants and 
gone south or opened new manufacturing 
plants in Mexico when they could have ex
panded and opened new plants here at home. 
Many Mexican workers make less in a day 
than their counterparts in the United States 
earn in 1 hour. 

One of the assumptions of free market the
ory is that as productivity increases, wages 
will also rise. This is not the case in Mexico. 
In fact, the Mexican Government has actively 
intervened as a matter of national policy to 
suppress Mexican workers' wages in spite of 
the fact that Mexican worker productivity rose 
by 41 percent between 1980 and 1992 and 
their workers' wages actually dropped. Indeed, 
for every $1 earned today by the average 
Mexican worker, an average American worker 
earns $7. 

What does the Mexican worker's paycheck 
buy? Not as much as it should. Real wages in 
Mexico have declined by 25 percent since 
1979. Even the Bank of Mexico and the Mexi
can National Commission on the Minimum 
Wage admit that the buying power of the mini
mum wage has fallen by an incredible 67 per
cent between 1976 and 1992. Mexican per 
capita purchasing power is only a fraction of 
that in the United States and Canada. The 
end result of the artificial suppression of Mexi
can workers' wages is that they are severely 
limited in the amount of discretionary income 
which they have at their disposal to buy Amer
ican-made goods and services. Also, the in
flated value of the peso by 20 percent has had 
a crushing effect on Mexican workers' earn
ings and, when readjusted to reflect its market 
value, will significantly reduce their purchasing 
power to buy U.S. imports to Mexico. 

While free market theory assumes that in
creased free trade is automatically beneficial 
to all parties, we must look specifically at Mex
ico and the United States and assess how 
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each will supposedly benefit under NAFT A. 
While the United States is Mexico's largest 
trading partner, Mexico is the third largest 
trading partner for the United States. Further
more, evaluation beyond the raw numbers is 
key to understanding the impact of NAFT A. 
For example, 37 percent of recent United 
States exports went to Maquiladora plants, 
mostly along the United States-Mexican bor
der, which ship most of their output back to 
the United States as finished products. That is 
not a boost to the United States economy, but 
represents a loss of potential United States 
manufacturing jobs to Mexico. This is hardly a 
conventional export to be scored as a bona 
fide sale. 

If NAFT A in its present form is approved, 
the flight of capital which could be used to 
produce good jobs for American workers in 
this country will continue and accelerate. 
Economist Donald Ratajczak of Georgia State 
University estimates that $1 billion of U.S. in
vestment generates about 30,000 jobs. As
suming a relatively modest $2.5 billion annual 
capital outflow, that would mean 375,000 po
tential new U.S. jobs lost over 5 years-more 
than wiping out the claimed 170,000 job gain 
over 5 years estimated by the Institute for 
International Economics if NAFT A is imple
mented. 

Second, NAFT A and its side agreements on 
labor rights and the environment are inad
equate. In fact, the Clinton administration has 
even stated that the side agreements could be 
unilaterally renounced without prompting a 
U.S. withdrawal from the overall NAFT A 
agreement. This statement is especially dis
turbing in light of the President's earlier assur
ances that the concerns about labor rights and 
the environment would be adequately pro
tected and that the side agreements were an 
integral part of the NAFT A package. 

Today, workers in Mexico are effectively de
nied the basic right to freely organize for high
er wages and better working conditions and 
are even jailed, beaten, or blacklisted based 
on objective reports of the Mexican workers' 
plight. 

Mexico has some of the worst air and water 
pollution problems in the developing world. 
Many of these problems are apparent along 
the United States-Mexican border and affect 
both Mexican and United States citizens. Mex
ico has adequate environmental laws on 
paper, but in reality they are largely unen
forced on the ground. The disconnection be
tween Mexican laws and their enforcement 
under an evolving authoritarian political sys
tem raises profoundly disturbing questions 
about how NAFT A and its side agreements 
would be interpreted and implemented by 
Mexico. There is simply inadequate assurance 
that under the NAFT A side agreements that 
this situation will change. It is a leap in faith 
for the advocates of NAFT A to presume that 
the implementation of NAFT A will revolutionize 
Mexico's political establishment and institu
tions. 

Third, it is important to note that it has been 
Mexico, not the United States, which has 
erected the high tariff barriers of recent years. 
While the administration of President Salinas 
is continuing important efforts at economic and 
political reform, and while average tariffs in 
Mexico have fallen in recent years, Mexican 
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tariffs are still much higher than current United 
States tariffs on Mexican-made goods. 

One of the most disturbing aspects of the 
debate over NAFT A has been the false as
sumption that it is the United States which 
must abolish its protective wall and open itself 
to free trade. Such admonishments simply 
misunderstand or misrepresent the true cir
cumstances. The United States has had the 
most open trade policy in the history of the 
world. We have sought increased trade with 
nearly every country in the world as well as 
assuring increased access for American-made 
goods in the world market. Indeed, it is the 
United States which has sought to liberalize · 
and achieve greater access to foreign mar
kets. However, because of the continuance of 
high foreign tariffs and unfair nontariff barriers, 
American-made products have repeatedly 
been kept out of certain foreign markets. The 
reality of our common border with Mexico as 
well as important existing economic relations 

· between our nations will not change, regard
less of whether NAFT A is approved or dis
approved. Trade liberalization to reduce tariff 
and nontariff barriers is now and has been in 
the hands of Mexico. 

Finally, I must oppose NAFT A because it 
will significantly increase the Federal deficit. 
The Congressional Budget Office [CBO] has 
estimated that tariff losses to the United 
States over the next 5 years alone will be 
more than $2.5 billion. The Joint Economic 
Committee has found that the administration 
has significantly underestimated the direct 
costs of implementing NAFT A. Direct costs for 
implementing NAFT A could reach $20.1 billion 
over the next decade. Such costs would in
clude a NAFT A-related Dislocated Worker 
Program which could cost $3.9 billion over the 
next decade and direct environmental and 
highway costs of $11.3 billion. The Joint Eco
nomic Committee has also found a potential 
$7.4 billion financing gap in meeting these di
rect implementation costs over the nest 1 0 
years. Even now at the 11th hour, the admin
istration has been offering inducements to 
Members which may drive the cost of this 
NAFT A Agreement higher than anyone now 
realizes. At a time when Congress and the ad
ministration are expected to slash Federal pro
grams in housing, health care, education, and 
other urgent social needs,. this is a cost we 
cannot afford. 

Some have suggested that if the Congress 
rejects this NAFT A proposal that it would fun
damentally undermine our future foreign rela
tions not only with Mexico, but all of Latin 
America. In my view, the question of whether 
to implement this particular agreement is fun
damentally an economic question and not a 
sweeping question of whether we wish to have 
good relations with Mexico and the other na
tions of Latin America. It is abundantly clear 
that the United States wishes to be a good 
neighbor and friend to Mexico and other Latin 
American countries. But bargaining away com
petitive advantages and winking at environ
mental, labor, and human rights standards is 
building a United States-Mexico relationship in 
a swamp of sinking and shifting ground. 

The fact that the current proposal is seri
ously flawed should not prevent the adminis
tration from going back to the drawing board 
with Mexico and crafting an agreement which 

does what it is supposed to do to serve the 
best interests of all of the people of the United 
States, Mexico, and Canada. The Clinton ad
ministration has recognized and attempted to 
rectify the shortcomings in this agreement. 
That is why the effort was made to negotiate 
side agreements and why they have continued 
their efforts up to the final hour before the vote 
in the House to offer positive changes and in
ducements for Members in return for their su~ 
port for this bill. It has been a moving target, 
but in spite of all the window dressing and 
decorating, this is still a flawed agreement. 

A truly free and fair trade agreement should 
be based upon mutual benefits, competitive 
parity, and fairness to both United States and 
Mexican workers. A truly free and fair agree
ment would not carve out special protections 
for certain select agricultural commodities 
while ignoring the concerns of others. A truly 
free and fair agreement would protect the en
vironment, natural resources, and human 
rights from exploitation at the expense of 
many for the benefit of a few. Unfortunately, 
this agreement simply does npt meet the 
mark. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this 
measure. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Hun
tington Beach, CA [Mr. ROHRABACHER], 
a member of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
today we decide if our businesses and 
working people will have the competi
tive edge, in freely selling in an ex
panding Mexican economy, while the 
Europeans and Asians keep paying a 10 
to 20 percent tariff. We decide if our 
citizens will produce the technology 
and equipment used by the Mexican 
people to improve their lot and in the 
process make themselves even better 
consumers of American goods and serv
ices. 

Let us not kid ourselves. If we reject 
NAFTA, the current reformers in that 
country could be replaced by corrupt, 
incompetent and anti-American leader
ship. Mexico could go into an economic 
tailspin, and that would turn what is a 
server illegal immigration problem 
today, into an immigration calamity 
tomorrow. 

Shall we build an alliance of prosper
ity, in an economic trading bloc that is 
vast in territory, and is energy andre
source independent--a trading bloc 
that will catapult the living standards 
of the citizens of all three countries? 

I say yes. Let us build a better future 
together with out neighbors. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
inquire of the Chair as to the remain
ing time for the various segments. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI) has 1 
hour and 44 minutes remaining, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT] has 1 hour and 38 minutes re
maining, the gentleman from lllinois 
[Mr. MICHEL] has 1 hour and 46 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
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New York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 1 hour 
and 35 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GffiBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. CARDIN]. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port NAFTA because it means more 
jobs for the people of my district, my 
State and our Nation. Those that op
pose NAFTA point to the wage dif
ferentials and say that we cannot com
pete. Wage differentials will be there 
with or without NAFTA. 

What NAFTA does is reward Amer
ican companies that keep their plants 
and jobs in our country, rewarding 
them by bringing down the barriers 
that currently exist to take their prod
ucts into Mexico. 

Let us talk about specific companies 
and specific jobs. In my State, Beth
lehem Steel, Sparrows Point, 400 addi
tional jobs, 200 in manufacturing steel 
that will be directly ·used in Mexico for 
structural problems, 200 to companies 
located in the United States that need 
steel in order to sell their products 
into Mexico. 

McCormick Spice. They currently do 
$150 million worth of business in Mex
ico, but they have certain plans to 
produce products in Mexico because of 
the local requirements in Mexico trade 
law. Those requirements are gone 
under NAFTA. More jobs in Maryland 
for my people. 

Let us talk about Citibank and 
RTKL. an architectural company that 
is located in Baltimore. As new con
tracts are awarded, there will be more 
jobs in downtown Baltimore doing ar
chitectural services. 

Procter & Gamble manufactures 
Noxema and Cover Girl cosmetics in 
Baltimore, MD. There is a 20-percent 
tariff for bringing those products into 
Mexico. But those tariffs are elimi
nated under NAFTA. More jobs, more 
competitiveness for our products made 
in Baltimore, more jobs for the people 
of my area. 

SCM makes titanium dioxide, the 
white powder that goes into ·making 
products white, from high-grade paper 
to the "M" on M&M's. Currently, there 
is a 15-percent tariff. That is gone. 
SCM estimates a growth of 50 to 100 
percent in their Mexican market over 
the next 3 to 5 years. That is more jobs 
for the people of Maryland. 

The State of Maryland depends upon 
the Port of Baltimore. Jobs increase by 
NAFTA. NAFTA means more jobs. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
NAFTA. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ver
mont [Mr. SANDERS]. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, cor
porate America and the big money in
terests have told us that NAFTA is a 
good deal. I do not believe them. 

Recent history has told us that cor
porate America is concerned about one 
thing and one thing alone, and that is 
their own wealth and their own power. 

N AFT A may be a good deal for the 
people who own our corporations, but 
it is a bad deal for American workers, 
for our family farmers. And it is bad 
for the environment. 

Very briefly, four reasons why this 
NAFTA agreement should be defeated: 
No.1, the American worker and family 
farmer should not be asked to compete 
against a desperate people of Mexico 
who are forced to work for a minimum 
wage of 58 cents an hour and an aver
age manufacturing wage of $2.35 an 
hour. A Wall Street Journal poll of last 
year has already told us that 40 percent 
of the CEO's who were polled said that 
they are prepared to move manufactur
ing down to Mexico, 40 percent, if 
NAFTA were approved. And 24 percent 
said that they would use NAFTA to 
lower wages, to keep wages low. Wages 
in America today are already too low. 
We do not need NAFTA to lower them 
further. 

No. 2, the United States should not 
merge economies with a nation that is 
not a democracy. 

0 1250 
There is much evidence to suggest 

that Mr. Salinas, the President of Mex
ico, was himself illegally elected. Most 
of their state elections are rigged. The 
media is highly controlled. The work
ers there cannot form free trade 
unions. 

What does this say about our com
mitment to democracy when we merge 
economies with an undemocratic na
tion? How do we have free trade with a 
nation that is not free? 

The third point, Mexico, despite all 
the fine-sounding laws, which in fact 
are worthless, has allowed American 
companies to heavily pollute their en
vironment with toxic waste, endanger
ing health on both sides of the border. 
I regard it as an outrage that American 
taxpayers, some of whom have already 
been thrown out on the streets by 
American corporations going to Mex
ico, are now going to be asked to pay 
higher taxes to clean up the toxic 
waste caused by American companies 
that have gone to Mexico. Let the com
panies clean up their waste, not the 
American taxpayers. 

Fourth and last, frankly, Mr. Speak
er, it is a disgrace to this institution 
and to our country that President Clin
ton has had to spend billions of dollars 
of taxpayer money buying congres
sional votes for this treaty with mili
tary cargo planes, bridges, develop
ment banks, airline routes, renegoti
ated tariffs, et cetera. If the deal is 
such a good deal, one does not have to 

buy votes for it. Mr. Speaker, let us de
feat this NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Wilmette, IL [Mr. PORTER], a sen
ior member of the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
issue is: After almost 50 years of Re
publican and Democratic administra
tions alike urging the world toward 
freer trade, can the United States, the 
world's largest economy, the world's 
greatest exporter, with the world's 
most productive workers, afford to 
trade freely with a weak economy to 
our south and a tiny economy to our 
north? 

Are you kidding me? To ask the ques
tion is to answer it. Of course we can. 

Is it to the advantage of American 
business, American workers, and the 
environment to do so? Overwhelm
ingly, yes. 

Most importantly, after winning the 
cold war and at a time when U.S. influ
ence in the world has never been great
er, what would NAFTA's rejection 
mean to our leadership and ability to 
move the world toward our values, to
ward democracy, human rights, the 
rule of law, free economics, and greater 
and freer trade? Rejection of NAFTA 
would be a disaster. 

Support NAFTA. Not to do so is 
mindless and lacks vision, courage, and 
the understanding of how free markets 
work for a better life for all people. 

Mr. GffiBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. GLICKMAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
voting for this agreement because I 
honestly believe it will increase jobs 
and economic growth, and it will en
hance America's power and prestige in 
the world. Some argue quite convinc
ingly that it will suck jobs to Mexico 
and reduce wages in the United States. 
I simply do not accept that. I would 
never, never, never vote for an agree
ment to push Kansas' or American jobs 
to Mexico or to Japan or anywhere 
else. Doing that would not only violate 
my constitutional responsibilities, I 
would also be a damned fool in doing 
that. 

Neither, might I add, would I allow 
my vote to be bought by anybody, and 
I doubt anybody in this Chamber would 
be in the same situation for an issue 
that affects America's national secu
rity. Frankly, the easier political vote 
is "no." That is because the intensity 
factor is on the no side. The fear factor 
is quite large. 

People are worried about their jobs, 
but rejection of NAFTA does nothing 
to improve the status quo with Mexico, 
and it also demeans this country's No. 
1 political status in the world, and it 
takes us back to the era of the 1920's 
and 1930's, when we buried our heads in 
the sand, hoped for a happy world, with 
no interest in what was happening be
yond our borders, and set the stage for 
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the Great Depression and World War TI. 
I want nothing of that. 

My own State is an export State. 
Boeing sells the majority of their air
planes outside the United States Boe
ing employs 16,000-plus people in Wich
ita, and I believe failure to enact 
NAFTA jeopardizes Boeing's ability to 
sell airplanes in Latin America, espe
cially when that predator Airbus In
dustries is ready to suck up our jobs in 
the event NAFTA is defeated. 

NAFTA is neither heaven nor hell, it 
is neither nirvana nor the depth of de
pression. It just makes good sense for 
America's economic future. I urge my 
colleagues to vote for it. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, over 
the past months much has been said 
about the material things that NAFTA 
will or will not do for this country. But 
NAFTA is much more than just mate
rial things and who has and who will 
not have a job. 

I am here as a freshman, and I am 
wrapping up my first year in this pres
tigious body. I came here last fall in 
hopes that we could change the normal 
way of doing business in this institu
tion. 

I came here because :i believe in this 
country. I came here because I believed 
in our Government, and I came here be
cause I have some basic beliefs. 

After watching all the wheeling and 
dealing, after watching all the side 
agreements, and after watching all the 
side promises, and the what-you-want
for-your-vote attitude that prevails in 
this Congress, I am, on the day of this 
vote, very disappointed in the way 
some people have chosen to govern. To 
govern, what does that really mean? 

Does it mean get whatever you can 
and who cares about principles and be
liefs? Does it mean make the best deal 
for yourself personally, and who cares 
about principles and beliefs? 

To govern, does it mean to sell your 
vote for the largest, most expensive 
project in your district? To govern, 
does it mean that we cut a side deal for 
your industry, be it sugar, citrus, small 
appliances, wheat, broom corn, or pea
nuts? 

Yes, I may only be a freshman, but I 
have some basic principles and beliefs, 
and I believe that all American work
ers are important, that principles and 
beliefs should not be traded or sold. 

I believe in protecting our environ
ment. I believe in democracy, the right 
of people to assemble, to come to
gether, to collectively bargain with 
their employer. These are basic Amer
ican beliefs and rights. 

I do not believe that these American 
beliefs can be suddenly traded away. I 
do not think that they can suddenly 
become part of a side agreement, and I 
do not think they can become the basis 
for a pork-barrel project in your dis-

trict. You cannot trade them away or and studied the provisions of the agree
cash them in, in hopes of future eco- ment itself, especially those pertaining 
nomic gains based on an agreement to areas such as immigration, United 
that fails to guarantee basic American States sovereignty, and incentives or 
principles and beliefs. disincentives for United States busi-

I had concerns about this NAFTA ness to open offices in Mexico and take 
just like everyone else here, and I jobs there. 
wrote the President. I asked him, com- A lot of people have wrongly been led 
ing from the Great Lake State of to believe that NAFTA will give us 
Michigan, "Tell me, Mr. President, completely open borders between the 
what assurance exists under NAFTA to United States and Mexico. This is not 
guarantee that our Great Lakes water so. Nothing will change with respect to 
will not be diverted to Mexico, as I and our border checks and restrictions on 
other environmental groups in the entry from Mexico. Under a carefully 
United States and Canada believe will · monitored program certain specially 
happen under this NAFTA." trained professionals will be allowed to 

I received a response. It stated: "The enter our country, complementing a 
President has been advised of your in- similar arrangement we have with Can
terest in this matter. You will receive ada. But this is a far cry from a legal
a response from him in the near fu- ization program or opening our bor
ture." Well, thank you for no answer, ders. 
because my vote is not for sale, so I The arbitration process for settling 
really did not expect a response, but I disputes under NAFTA is the same 
thought our environment needed a re- process we use today in other trade 
sponse. I thought the diversion of agreements, and is merely a common
Great Lakes water needed a response. I sense business way of resolving ques
thought that American beliefs needed a tions that arise under the agreement, 
response. not an abrogation of United States sov-
If my colleagues are listening today ereignty. It is the same practice that 

and if they have made their deal, if many United States businesses have 
they have a deal for a project in their been using for years to settle disputes. 
district, I have a question. I ask: Was it Under the current trade regime with 

Mexico, American goods are taxed on 
really worth the special interest to sell an average 10 percent, while Mexican 
out our American beliefs and prin- goods coming here are taxed on aver
ciples? 

How do you go back home and face age only 3 percent. The United States 
the American worker? How do you already has a $5.4 billion trade surplus 

with Mexico, and common sense tells 
stand up for the environment? How can us that the removal of the 10-percent 
you justify human dignity, human tariff on American goods will mean 
rights, if you vote for this NAFTA? more of them will be sold in Mexico 

So to those special-deals Members, I and more jobs created here, while the 
hope that you do not sell out our 
American principles and beliefs. I hope removal of the tiny 3-percent tariff on 

Mexican goods will be virtually mean
it is not business as usual, and that ingless in providing any further incen-
principles and beliefs mean more than tive for United States companies to 
material self-interest. move production to Mexico. 

Vote "no" on this NAFTA. Most Americans do not know the 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I am terms· of the NAFTA agreement and 

happy to yield 2 minutes to the gen- are being misled by a lot of false infor
tleman from Orlando, FL, Mr. McCoL- mation. When these unjust criticisms 
LUM, a hard-working member of the are put aside, the case for passing 
Committee on the Judiciary and the NAFTA is compelling. 
Committee on Banking, Finance and In order to have future economic 
Urban Affairs. growth and maintain our high standard 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, our 
constituents expect us to study the is- of living in the 21st century, the United 

States must enter fair, new trade 
sues and make the tough votes. I have agreements with its Latin American 
looked at NAFTA, I have looked at the neighbors to create new markets for 
various side agreements, and I have our products and more jobs for our citi
reached the conclusion that· we have zens. The passage of NAFTA is a criti
obtained the best agreement possible. cal step in this direction. 
This agreement is what is best for 
central Florida and for this country. 0 1300 

Agriculture is Florida's second larg- Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
est industry and job producer, and 1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
until the very favorable and enforce- California [Ms. EsHoo]. 
able side agreements with Mexico on Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
citrus, sugar, and fresh vegetables were today in support of NAFTA. I believe 
signed this past week, I was prepared this vote embraces the future and lets 
to vote "no". go of a past to which we should not 

Since these concerns have been re- cling. We must move forward with the 
solved, I have carefully reviewed the economic tide of change and not tread 
core criticisms of NAFTA which have water. We must stake our claim to 
been brought to my attention and I world leadership and not retreat into 
have found them wanting. I have read isolation. 
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I believe that America was and still 

is the best idea that this world has ever 
seen. We are leadership; we are democ
racy; we are change; and we are the 
innovators. We are constantly stretch
ing ourselves to grow, to be bold, to 
have a greater vision of the future. 

NAFTA makes sense for America. It 
allows us to do what we have always 
done best-export our products, our 
democratic principles, and our values, 
but not our jobs. NAFTA will help the 
U.S. economy grow and proper, gen
erate jobs, and provide our workers 
with greater economic security. 

And as I have reviewed the agree
ment and listened to my constituents, 
I believe NAFTA makes sense for Cali
fornia and the 14th Congressional Dis
trict. California's exports to Mexico 
are responsible for creating nearly 
150,000 jobs. And we need more. NAFTA 
will provide them. Computer, elec
tronic, and transportation products 
will be particp.larly big winners with 
NAFTA as Mexico's 20 percent tariffs 
on our exports come tumbling down. As 
Mexican markets for these products in
crease, jobs in the 14th District will in
crease. The 14th District, which in
cludes Silicon Valley, is in the business 
of creating the future. NAFTA looks to 
that future. 

NAFTA also makes sense for the en
vironment. With this agreement, bil
lions of dollars will be spent to clean 
up our polluted border with Mexico. 
For the first time, NAFTA's environ
mental side agreement obligates coun
tries to enforce environmental laws, 
and backs them up with multimillion 
penal ties and trade sanctions. 

This vote represents the future for 
our country and our neighbors to the 
north and south. It says to our children 
that we welcome change and will move 
forward; that we are willing to make 
difficult decisions for a better tomor
row. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
ofNAFTA. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. STOKES]. 

·Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to express my strong opposition 
to the passage of H.R. 3450, the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act. I believe that the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFTA], including the side agree
ments, is fatally flawed, and could 
prove an economic disaster for the 
United States, and its working men 
and women. 

Clearly, the fundamental issue sur
rounding NAFTA is not simply a mat
ter of whether we want to expand trade 
with Mexico, as we have already done 
with Canada. In the abstract, a unified 
North American market of the United 
States, Mexico, and Canada makes 
sense. Canada is already our No.1 trad
ing partner, and Mexico is our third 
largest trading partner. The essential 

issue is really the fact that any free
trade agreement between the United 
States, Canada, and Mexico should pro
vide for a level playing field between 
all three countries. 

Consequently, the question becomes 
how do we go about implementing a 
treaty which removes all tariffs and 
import duties between the United 
States and Mexico, while protecting 
the legitimate rights of workers in all 
three countries to a decent standard of 
living, and a safe workplace. We must 
also be concerned with how a NAFTA 
treaty protects the environment, espe
cially in Mexico, where decades of 
rampant development, with little or no 
regard for the environment, have cre
ated numerous environmental night
mares. No agreement should be ap
proved which ignores the fundamental 
concerns of working men and women in 
America, and which fails to provide 
critical safeguards to protect all of our 
children from the poisoning and de
struction of our environment. 

Mr. Chairman, the essential point to 
remember in this debate is that the 
United States and Mexico are very dif
ferent countries, with dramatically dis
similar historical traditions of respect 
for individual rights and freedoms, es
pecially in the area of workers' rights. 
In Mexico the right to freely associate, 
and form independent trade unions, is 
not recognized. It follows then that 
protections for workplace health and 
safety are not as strong, and the wage 
and hour laws are not as extensive or 
stringent. Linking respect for freedom 
of association and other basic worker 
rights should be the centerpiece of the 
framework of NAFTA, and all other 
international trade agreements entered 
into by the United States. The NAFTA 
treaty does not acknowledge these 
basic rights, in the treaty or in the 
labor side agreement. This is totally 
unacceptable. 

Furthermore, the United States and 
Mexican economies differ dramatically, 
and we possess vastly different stand
ards of living. Mexico has a gross do
mestic product only one-twenty-fifth 
as large as that of the United States. 
Wages in Mexico average less than 10 
percent of the United States level, and 
the average per capita income in Mex
ico is $1,820 a year. 

It is sad to say, Mr. Chairman, but 
the singl'e comparative advantage of 
free trade with Mexico for American 
business is the poverty of its citizens 
and their willingness to work for sub
sistence wages. Studies have shown 
that employees in Maquiladora fac
tories average productivity rates of 
about 85 percent to 90 percent of Amer
ican workers. No matter how produc
tive, U.S. workers cannot compete with 
labor costs of approximately $1 an 
hour. Also, as Henry Ford, an icon of 
corporate America preached, no matter 
how productive, factories cannot sell 
consumer products if workers cannot 
afford to buy them. 

Approval of the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement in its present 
form would only serve to subject an in
creasing number of American workers 
to continuous pressure to lower their 
wages, benefits, and living standards in 
order to compete with low-wage Mexi
can labor using high-technology ma
chinery and equipment. This is simply 
an intolerable situation. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we have 
a duty to our constituents to insist 
that any North American Free-Trade 
Agreement approved by this Congress 
possess the highest standards for pro
tection of workers and the environ
ment in all three nations. We also have 
the obligation to insist that a NAFTA 
treaty contain strong enforcement 
mechanisms and sanctions against cor
porations and nations which violate 
those standards. It is disheartening to 
know that the North American Free
Trade Agreement we are being pre
sented with, including the side agree
ments, does not even come close to sat
isfying these conditions. Therefore, I 
must reaffirm my opposition to the 
NAFTA treaty, and urge all my col
leagues to vote against its adoption. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from St. Joseph, MI, Mr. 
UPTON, an able member of the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, we have 
a choice tonight, a choice to keep the 
status quo or to change it for the bet
ter. 

Most of us have been threatened and 
bullied, but let us stop worrying about 
our reelection and put substance over 
politics and worry about the next gen
eration. That is what this debate is all 
about. 

We need to keep our, companies and 
workers north and preak the barriers 
so that those companies and products 
do not go south. This agreement re
moves the incentives to go down there. 
Instead of sending our workers we will 
eliminate the tariff, sometimes as high 
as 20 percent, and instead with this 
agreement send those products instead. 

What is wrong with that? 
As I have talked and listened to the 

employers in my district, both big and 
small, they tell me how NAFTA will 
help them grow in Michigan, not in 
Mexico. What is wrong with that? 

So far this year GM has exported 
three cars to Mexico. This is in a mar
ket that is going to buy 750,000 new 
cars this year. The Big Three tell us, 
GM, Chrysler, and Ford, that they will 
sell 60,000 cars next year if this agree
ment is passed. What is wrong with 
that? 

I urge my colleagues to vote "yes." 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. FARR]. 

Mr. F ARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, the future of our economic well
being lies not in the status quo. It lies 
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in change. NAFTA represents that 
change. 

This country, is big enough, strong 
enough, and compassionate enough to 
open our borders to change. We sit on 
the greatest economic engine in the 
world. We have the power to make 
positive change for us-and for others
and we should use that power to do so. 

The American worker is the most 
professional, hardest working laborer 
on the face of the Earth. I do not be
lieve the prospect of fair competition 
frightens Americans. Those who raise 
the specter of hundreds of thousands
if not millions-of lost jobs, have no 
faith in the American workforce. Well, 
I do. This treaty is not about exporting 
jobs, it's about exporting our superior 
products made from a superior work 
force. 

I initially opposed this measure, 
based on my impression that NAFTA 
would cost more American jobs than it 
would create. Reflecting upon my work 
as a Peace Corps volunteer in Latin 
America, and upon my work as Chair
man of Trade Issues in the California 
legislature, and after listening to my 
district, I am convinced NAFT A will 
actually strengthen our economy and 
yield a net gain in employment. Im
provement in the Mexican economy 
will assure more sales of United States 
products, not less. More sales means 
more jobs. More jobs means my district 
hardest hit by plant and base closure, 
will gain employment. That's good. 

I respect and appreciate the views of 
those who genuinely believe that 
NAFTA's effects will be harmful. I once 
believed that myself. But it's my duty 
as a congressman to study each issue 
and make my best judgment, based on 
what is best for America and the 17th 
District of California. · It would have 
been easy to vote no on NAFTA; it was 
the politically safe thing to do. But I 
plan to vote yes on NAFTA because it's 
the right thing to do. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, we 
have all seen the television ad that 
lists the names of those who support 
and those who oppose the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. Well, let 
me add to each of these two lists. 

In favor: Missouri's Governor, Mel 
Carnahan. Governor Carnahan en
dorsed the agreement yesterday, by 
stating: 

Today, I would like to announce my sup
port for the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. After careful consideration, I 
have come to the conclusion that the agree
ment would improve Missouri's economy and 
create more jobs by expanding our trade op
portunities. 

Opposed: The Japanese. A November 
15 letter from the United States Am
bassador to Mexico, a former Member 
of this . House of Representatives, 
James R. Jones, states: 

I can tell you that I have now seen high 
level Japanese business delegations in Mex
ico. They met recently in Mexico with lead
ing members of the cabinet and President 
Salinas and informed them that they will be 
ready with direct investment in Mexico im
mediately if the Congress defeats NAFT A. 

Mr. Chairman, the consequence of 
voting against this agreement will be 
to help the Japanese expand their ex
port markets at the expense of our fel
low Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I place the entire No
vember 15 letter from Ambassador 
Jones into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
at this point. 

Hon. IKE SKELTON, 
House of Representatives. 

NOVEMBER 15, 1993. 

DEAR IKE: Just a short note to tell you how 
much I enjoyed visiting with you on my last 
trip to Washington. 

As usual you are asking the right ques
tions. You have every reason to be concerned 
about what will happen to America's posi
tion in Mexico and Latin America should 
NAFTA fail in the Congress. 

I can tell you that I have now seen high 
level Japanese business delegations in Mex
ico. They met recently in Mexico with lead
ing members of the Cabinet and President 
Salinas and informed them that they will be 
ready with direct investment in Mexico im
mediately if the Congress defeats NAFTA. 

In my judgement the greatest economic 
growth potential for the U.S. is in Mexico 
and Latin America. IfNAFTA is defeated the 
best we can hope is to share these markets 
with Europe, Japan and Asian countries. 
Right now we are the principal partner in 
Mexico and Latin America. 

I appreciate your concerns. 
Sincerely yours, 

JAMES R. JONES, 
U.S. Ambassador to Mexico. 

(At this point Ms. DELA URO as
sumed the chair as Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole.) 

0 1310 
Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to H.R. 
3450, the bill to implement the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

Today, America's workers are watch
ing us. They know their jobs and their 
standard of living are at risk. NAFTA 
is a bad deal for American workers be
cause it jeopardizes their future. 

I have opposed this NAFTA from the 
outset. In 1991, I voted against granting 
the Bush administration fast track au
thority to negotiate a trade agreement 
wfth Mexico because I believed that 
Congress should not relinquish its 
right to amend an agreement that 
would affect each and every American 
worker. I was right. Congress was fool
ish to assume that our negotiators 
would reach a trade agreement that 
was so good for American workers, 
business, and consumers that it could 
not be improved. 

This NAFTA promises that more 
American jobs will be threatened by 
competition with low-wage Mexico. 

This NAFTA fails to link Mexican 
wage increases with productivity in
creases, which would ensure that 
American living standards do not de
cline. This NAFTA fails to ensure that 
the hard-won health and safety stand
ards of the American workplace will 
not be diminished in the face of com
petition from a country that fails to 
enforce its child labor, health, and 
safety standards. 

Mr. Chairman, this agreement pro
tects property rights, not human 
rights. In reality, it is an investment 
agreement, not a trade agreement. Its 
purpose is to secure American invest
ments in Mexico, allowing American 
companies to take advantage of dollar
an-hour labor. It promotes capital in
vestment in a Third World country, 
rather than the mutual advantage to 
all three countries of raising Mexico's 
labor and environmental standards to 
the first-world status of the United 
States and Canada. 

Labor and environmental issues, in
adequately addressed by the side agree
ments, should have been at the core of 
the agreement, not afterthoughts in
tended to placate wavering Members of 
Congress. 

The effect of NAFTA on working 
Americans will be devastating. The 
Committee on Education and labor has 
heard testimony from workers whose 
jobs have been eliminated by American 
employers moving to Mexico, I want to 
mention two of these stories, stories 
will multiply if we make the mistake 
of approving NAFTA. 

U.S. Auto Radiator used to manufac
ture auto parts in Highland Park, MI. 
It moved 300 jobs to Mexico. Hattie 
Smith worked for U.S. Auto Radiator 
for 12 years, earning $7.60 an hour. As 
her last duty before she was fired, Hat
tie was sent to Mexico to train her 65 
cents an hour replacements---13-year
old girls working without protective 
gear. 

When Electro-Wire Corp., which 
makes parts for General Motors and 
Ford, shifted its production to Juarez, 
Mexico, 3 years ago, 100 workers in 
Owosso, MI, lost their jobs. Bernadette 
Ford told my committee that she knew 
her job was in trouble when her plant 
manager hung on the bulletin board a 
letter from the mayor of Juarez ex
pressing his pleasure with the new 
plant and offering to supply an unlim
ited work force for 53 cents an hour. 
Bernadette said the letter was used to 
explain to employees why they weren't 
getting any pay raises. 

These are just two examples of 
Michigan's loss of 300,000 manufactur
ing jobs in the past decade. Over the 
same period, manufacturing jobs in 
Mexico have increased 700 percent. 
Prominent economists issue studies 
showing that NAFTA will create Amer
ican jobs because of increased exports 
to Mexico. But these studies do not 
evaluate the devastating consequences 
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for American communities of the jobs 
lost because products that used to be 
made here are now made i~ Mexico. 

One export industry NAFTA support
ers do not mention exists to help 
American companies move their oper
ations to Mexico. I obtained a solicita
tion from one of these businesses. It is 
called AffiS America, for Americas In
dustry Relocation Services, Inc., and it 
is based in Philadelphia. AffiS adver
tises its ability to help American com
panies, in the wake of NAFTA, "set up 
new offshore operations 100 percent 
owned by you or in a joint venture with 
a Mexican partner.'' 

AffiS America, in its solicitation, ex
plains that United States companies 
can save huge sums on labor costs by 
relocating ,to Mexico. For example, it 
calculates, an American company with 
100 employees, paying the prevailing 
U.S. wage of $15 including fringe bene
fits, could save $2.9 million per year in 
labor costs. 

With savings like this, you can be 
sure that our largest export to Mexico 
will be American jobs. 

Corporate America has made no se
cret of its desire to move production to 
Mexico. In a well-known survey of 
American executives published in the 
Wall Street Journal last year, 40 per
cent said they were very likely or 
somewhat likely to shift production to 
Mexico under NAFT A. One-fourth said 
they were likely to use NAFTA as a 
bargaining chip to hold down wages in 
the United States. 

Recently, the Clinton administration 
asked American companies to pledge 
not to export American jobs. The si
lence was deafening. 

What will happen to American work
ers when their jobs are exported? The 
implementing legislation would pro
vide a paltry $30 million appropriation 
to the job retraining program under 
the Trade Adjustment Assistance Pro
gram. That sum pales in comparison to 
the deals the administration has prom
ised in exchange for votes. 

Is this program effective? No, says 
the Department of Labor's inspector 
general and the General Accounting Of
fice. The trade program has failed to 
train workers for jobs comparable to 
the ones they lost. This problem 
plagued program, the only salve for 
displaced workers, is no solution for 
the auto and other manufacturing 
workers in the 13th district who are 
going to lose their jobs. 

If NAFTA is to create jobs based on 
higher exports, we need a plan to put 
my people into those jobs. I don't see 
one. 

Finally, as chairman of the Commit
tee on Education and Labor, I want to 
discuss the labor side agreement. 

Designed to prevent American labor 
standards from sinking to Mexico's 
level, the side agreement is woefully 
inadequate to ensure safe and healthful 
working conditions for American or 

Mexican workers. It does not assure 
that each signatory to NAFTA main
tains minimally acceptable labor 
standards. The side agreement provides 
only that each country enforce what
ever labor standards it wants; there
fore, Mexican labor standards could 
rise-or fall. We can be certain that 
NAFTA will result in pressure on 
American firms to weaken the labor 
protections provided here at home, be
cause of competition from businesses 
operating under Mexico's lax enforce
ment of minimum wage, child labor, 
and health and safety standards. 

The side agreement's glaring flaw is 
its failure to ensure Mexican workers 
the right to form and join independent 
trade unions, to bargain collectively, 
and to strike. We know that Mexico 
suppresses free trade unions and pun
ishes workers who strike. 

Sanctions may be pursued only if a 
country engages in a persistent pattern 
of failure to enforce its labor laws. 
Sanctions may not be invoked where 
that failure is a reasonable exercise of 
discretion or allocation of resources to 
other priorities. Under the procedures, 
a council comprised of the labor min
isters of the United States, Canada, 
and Mexico is to investigate any com
plaints of failure to uphold labor law. 
The council may not subpoena docu
ments but must rely on publicly avail
able information, and its conclusions 
will not routinely be made public. Af
fected workers have no right to partici
pate in the council's inquiry. The coun
cil's procedures are so time consuming 
and cumbersome that a senior Mexican 
official has assured Mexican business
men that it is unlikely sanctions would 
ever be imposed. 

Nothing requires any country to ad
here to the side agreements. The 
NAFTA legislation does not include 
language to implement the side agree
ments. Any party can withdraw from 
the side agreement-while the benefit 
of reduced tariffs under NAFT A would 
continue. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
comment on the attacks that NAFTA 
supporters, including the President, 
have made on the leaders of organized 
labor. Implicit in the criticism is the 
assumption that rank-and-file workers 
ought to support NAFTA but have been 
herded in a backward-thinking direc
tion by labor leaders. 

If you come from a district like 
mine, and you just talk to some of the 
working men and women who have de
voted their lives to companies that 
now salivate at the prospect of moving 
jobs to a Third World country just a 
thousand miles away, you will know 
that opposition to this treaty is rooted 
in the hearts of the people who have 
made this country great, who struggle 
to pay their mortgages and send their 
kids to college, to save something for 
retirement and enjoy the fruits of their 
labor. They know this NAFTA is a bad 
deal for them. 

That is why, Mr. Chairman, I urge 
my colleagues to defeat this agree
ment. We can and we must do better. 

We should negotiate a new NAFTA, 
one that protects the economic inter
ests of American workers while it en
courages development in Mexico. I 
would support a NAFTA that, at its 
center, was committed to the prin
ciples of human rights, of labor rights, 
of environmental protection, and of the 
raising of living standards for the peo
ple of all three nations. 

Mr. Chairman, I include documents 
which promote relocation of companies 
to Mexico: 

AIRS AMERICAS. 
Good Morning! 
Thank you for contacting AIRS AMERI

CAS. We can help you relocate your facili
ties to Mexico. With the pending passage of 
a North American Free Trade Agreement, 
Mexico represents one of the best areas to 
expand your industrial base, market prod
ucts and substantially reduce your labor 
costs. We can set up new offshore operations 
100% owned by you or in a joint venture with 
a Mexican partner. 

We can help your company successfully set 
up a facility in Mexico. We have a team of 
corporate, legal and fiscal professionals, 
both U.S. and Mexican nationals, with years 
of experience in Mexico and Latin America. 

What can we do for you? We can prepare a 
Strategic Relocation Report defining an ap
propriate course to fulfill your objectives. 
We can assist in the implementation of the 
plan and establish all necessary govern
mental and private sector contacts on your 
behalf. 

We believe that Mexico and Latin America 
represent many competitive advantages for 
you to consider. Interested to learn more 
about these opportunities? I would enjoy 
meeting with you to discuss your plans for 
expansion into Mexico. Plese call me in the 
USA at 215-533-4500. All discussions will be 
held in strict confidence. 

Very truly yours, 
BARRY S. FEATHERMAN, 

Executive Vice President. 
PRO FORMA LABOR SAVINGS WORKSHEET 

The following average model provides you 
with approximate labor savings for a U.S.
based company with 100 workers. You can 
substitute your own labor and fringe costs, 
plus total number of employees to arrive at 
your actual savings. Fill in blank worksheet 
on opposite side of the page. 

UNITED STATES 
$15 U.S. labor with fringes/per hour times 

40 hours worked per week equals $600 cost per 
worker per week dollars U.S. 

100 number of employees times $600 weekly 
wage dollars times 52 equal weeks per year 
equals $3,120,000 yearly labor cost per 100 
workers dollars U.S. 

MEXICO 
$1.00 Mexico labor with fringes per hour 

dollars times 40 hours worked per week 
equals $40 cost per worker per week dollars 
u.s. 

100 number of employees times $40 weekly 
wage times 52 equal weeks per year equals 
$208,000 yearly labor cost per 100 workers dol
lars U.S. 

LABOR SAVINGS FOR UNITED STATES COMPANY 
WITH lOO .WORKERS RELOCATED IN MEXICO 

$3,120,000 yearly labor costs dollars per 100 
U.S. workers minus $208,000 yearly labor 
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costs dollars per 100 Mexico workers equals 
$2,912,000 savings per year in United States 
dollars. 

Bottom Line: Labor costs in Mexico aver
age about $1.00 U.S. per hour. If you operate 
a labor intensive manufacturing facility, you 
will increase your profits by relocating to 
Mexico. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
my friend, the gentlewoman from 
Bellevue, WA, Ms. DUNN. 

Ms. DUNN. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in support of NAFTA, because I am 
convinced it will open markets, it will 
increase trade opportunities, and it 
will increase jobs in the Eighth Con
gressional District of Washington 
State and throughout the United 
States. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to my friend, the gen
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ZELIFF]. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Madam Chairman, let us examine the 
words and actions of those we respect 
about NAFTA. 

When President Kennedy lowered 
trade barriers, America experienced 
one of the longest periods of economic 
prosperity in its history. 

Treasury Secretary Lloyd Bentsen 
said, "If plants move out of the coun
try solely for low wages, we should 
watch out for Bangladesh, not Mex
ico." 

Jack Kemp said, "If Japan lowered 
its tariffs to the level that Mexico's 
tariffs are reduced by NAFTA, we 
would take the deal immediately." 

Lee Iacocca declares, "It would be a 
shame for America to build up walls 
around ourselves, when the rest of the 
world is tearing down their walls." 

I urge my colleagues to listen to the 
words of "Tip" O'Neill, who states, "I 
always lived by the principle that my 
central duty was to represent the bread 
and butter economic interests of work
ing men and women. It is because I 
care about the creation of jobs and the 
expansion of the middle class of this 
country that I strongly support the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment," Tip O'Neill concludes. 

American productivity can compete 
in the world economy. NAFTA may be 
controversial today, but NAFTA is es
sential for tomorrow. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for 
NAFTA. It is good for New Hampshire 
and it is good for America! 

Mr. EVERETT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. GILMAN], the distin
guished ranking Republican on the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Madam Chairman, over the past few 
months I have extensively reviewed all 
of the arguments for and against the 

North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

I have talked at length with and lis
tened to my constituents, to three past 
Presidents, to President Clinton and to 
many past and present Cabinet officers, 
to both our business community lead
ers and to our workers, and I have lis
tened attentively to our floor debate. 

Since the debate on this issue first 
began over a year ago, I have open
mindedly waited to hear and to under
stand any compelling arguments as to 
why this agreement truly benefits our 
Nation, our economy, and our Nation's 
workers. 

But, the more I have heard, the less 
I am convinced that this N AFT A is 
good for our Nation. With its high price 
tag, NAFTA will cost our taxpayers 
billions of dollars. It will throw our 
labor markets into turmoil and will 
cost thousands of American workers 
their jobs. 

The Joint Congressional Economic 
Committee reported that NAFTA will 
cause a potential gross job dislocation 
of 500,000 or more-and downward pres
sure on U.S. wages, as well. 

NAFTA's environmental provisions 
are unwieldy, unworkable, and have 
been virtually closed to public partici
pation. It will place the health and 
safety standards of our States at risk 
because we will simply be unable to ef
fectively enforce them. 

Equally important, this agreement is 
not linked to any guarantee that Mexi
can wages will rise as productivity in
creases in Mexico. 

NAFTA will force American workers 
to compete with Mexican workers who 
make as little as $6 per day. 

In some Mexican export industries, 
productivity is 80 to 90 percent of that 
in similar United States industries, but 
wages are only 10 to 15 percent of Unit
ed States wages. 

NAFTA's worker retraining program 
is not worth the name. 

It proposes to spend the same limited 
amount of money to retrain hundreds 
of thousands of workers throughout the 
entire country as was spent to retrain 
the workers of only one automotive · 
plant in New York. 

Moreover, we must consider the 
threat of increased narcotics traffic 
crossing the Mexican border. Without 
question, the flow of illicit drugs into 
this country will increase as our bor
ders are opened, as transportation sys
tems are streamlined, and as border in
spections are reduced under NAFTA. 

This administration was able to find 
a $17 million customs duties break for 
the Honda Motor Corp. as part of this 
bill. 

But it could not find any new funding 
to deal with narcotics traffic that is 
sure to increase, just as it erupted in 
Europe when the European Community 
opened its borders. 

Liberalizing trade is an important 
goal and we should support Mexico in 
its economic reform efforts. 

But in doing so, this agreement must 
not neglect our Nation's interests. And 
our interests are not well served by an 
administration which tries to buy a 
trade agreement at the expense of the 
taxpayer and the consumer with a 
number of sweetheart deals that 
amount to protectionism by any other 
name. 

It is a sorry spectacle when the ad
ministration is willing to put us on the 
road to prot ectionism in the name of 
free trade. Yet this is precisely what is 
occurring when special protection is 
promised to our vegetable, citrus, sug
arcane, and beet growers. The Congres
sional Budget Office should be required 
to provide us with the cost to the 
treasury and to the consumer of these 
and any other special interest deals de
signed to win approval for this agree
ment. 

It is my understanding that this leg
islation is trying to lower trade bar
riers at the same time it is laying the 
cornerstone of several new centers, fa
cilities, banks, and even bridges. 

Voters' cynicism about Washington 
only worsens as the Mexican Govern
ment and United States corporations 
pour millions of dollars into the lobby
ing campaign for this agreement. 

A study conducted last May by the 
Center for Public Integrity found that 
Mexico was spending at least $30 mil
lion to sell this agreement to the Unit
ed States Congress. Since then, mil
lions more dollars have been pumped 
into this effort. 

According to the center, "Mexico has 
mounted the most expensive, elaborate 
campaign ever conducted in the United 
States by a foreign government." 

The Mexican Government has also 
helped to finance a private investment 
fund set up to buy American companies 
and move their work to Mexico. 
AmeriMex has tried to target some 
United States manufacturing firms by 
promising to replace our $10 an hour 
workers with $1.50 an hour Mexican 
workers. 

If NAFTA is adopted, many Amer
ican companies are going to have a 
hard time paying decent wages not to 
mention complying with environ
mental and safety standards. In a poll 
conducted last year some 40 percent of 
455 executives surveyed indicated they 
were likely to move some manufactur
ing to Mexico after NAFTA is passed. 

Unlike the situation prevailing in the 
United States and in Canada, a govern
ment-dominated alliance of business, 
labor, and farm organizations in Mex
ico has broken the traditional tie be
tween a worker's wages and his produc
tivity with the result that wages are 
artificially set and are thereby pre
vented from responding to market 
forces. 

NAFTA and the labor side agreement 
do not address this important problem. 
NAFTA proponents argue that Mexican 
wages have been rising over the past 2 
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years, but these wages are still at 
about the same level as that prevailing 
in 1980. 

At present, the average hourly wage 
in the United States is $16.17 per hour 
versus $2.35 an hour in Mexico. 

President Salinas has promised to ad
dress this wage and productivity dis
parity, but there are no guarantees 
that there will be a follow through on 
his commitment or that any successor 
Mexican administration will choose to 
honor it. 

In regard to the critical question of 
job creation, there are no commit
ments about the agreement's effects on 
our labor market-only many confus
ing and contradictory studies. The ad
ministration bases its claim that 
NAFTA will create some 200,000 jobs 
over the next 2 years based on the 
short-term projections of the Institute 
for International Economics. Over a 
long-term scenario, however, this same 
institute projects a net job loss. 

The Economic Strategy Institute es
timates that NAFTA will stimulate 
foreign investment in Mexico, espe
cially in its export-oriented industries, 
and that by the year 2002 as many as 
220,000 jobs could move south. 

A recent study by the Joint Eco
nomic Committee [JEC] concluded that 
the trade agreement could produce sig
nificant disruptions in the U.S. labor 
market and the gross dislocation of 
500,000 workers. 

Citing the 1993 trade statistics for 
Mexico from the Department of Com
merce, the JEC study concluded that 
our trade surplus-and the related in
crease in United States employment
is fast disappearing. 

Together with the fact that Mexico is 
likely to devalue its currency in the 
near future-with or without a trade 
agreement-the administration' claim 
of 200,000 new NAFTA jobs over the 
next 2 years appears to be completely 
unrealistic. 

A study completed last month on the 
impact of the United States-Canadian 
Free-Trade Pact on Canada's labor 
market concluded that the net employ
ment effect has so far been slightly 
negative. The migration of Canadian 
jobs southward to the lower wage and 
less regulated workplace in our coun
try should be a red flag for the imple
mentation of NAFTA especially in 
light of the much greater difference in 
wages and working conditions prevail
ing between the United States and its 
neighbor to the south. 

While many American workers will 
find their wages being held down or re
duced by the agreement, the American 
taxpayer will be asked to contribute 
billions of dollars for the agreement as 
well. 

According to the Joint Economic 
Committee report issued last week, the 
total cost of NAFTA comes to $20.1 bil
lion over the next 10 years. This in
cludes $8.8 billion in lost revenues re-

suiting from tariff reductions, $3.9 bil
lion in proposed worker retraining 
which may be required and income sup
port and $7.4 billion for the cost of the 
environmental cleanup and infrastruc
ture development. 

Other estimates for NAFTA's costs 
range from $13 billion to $54 billion de
pending on the estimates for the repair 
of large scale environmental problems 
along our border and for the com
prehensive retraining and other sup
port for labor force. 

Our society could be impacted with 
other costs as well. Many experts be
lieve that the increased commercial 
border traffic resulting from NAFTA 
will lead to an increase in the flow of 
illicit drugs into the United States. 

A September 1993 GAO report on drug 
control efforts along the border indi
cated that the sheer volume of traffic 
makes effective interdiction an ex
tremely difficult task. About 8 million 
shipping containers enter the country 
in a single year and thousands of vehi
cles cross the border from Mexico 
every day. 

Tqe drug problem lies in detecting 
which of these conveyances are trans
porting illegal drugs, without impeding 
commerce. According to the report, 
"an increased flow of commercial traf
fic under the proposed North American 
Free-Trade Agreement can only be ex
pected to exacerbate the problem." 

One of the leading experts on the 
flow of illicit drugs into this country, 
former U.S. Customs Commissioner 
William von Raab, who served under 
President Reagan, has warned that 
NAFTA "is likely to promote a quan
tum increase in drug availability" 
here. Such an increase has taken place 
in Europe when the border barriers 
were removed. 

While the administration points to 
increased cooperative efforts of drug 
enforcement officials on both sides of 
the border, there are no guarantees 
that Mexico will continue its efforts if 
NAFTA is approved. 

In advocating this agreement, the ad
ministration also points to increased 
Mexican cooperation in meeting the 
environmental pollution problems 
throughout that country and along the 
United States-Mexican border. The key 
environmental issue in regard to 
NAFTA, however, is the ability of the 
environmental side agreement to en
able individuals or environmental or
ganization to seek redress for any clear 
pattern of environmental abuses. 

On this count, the environmental 
side agreement is seriously deficient. It 
fails to give these organizations or in
dividuals access to the complaint and 
adjudication process. The process itself 
is overly long and tortuous. 

The agreement establishes a commis
sion whose main function is the discus
sion and study of environment prob
lems. They are going to try to talk and 
study the problem to .death. And when 

more than talk is required, its com
plicated and lengthy procedures-re
quiring up to 470 days to complete
will result in fines only after a coun
try's repeated failure to enforce its 
laws. 

The ineffectiveness of the Commis
sion was described by top Mexican 
trade negotiator, Jaime Serra Puche, 
to the Mexican Congress on August 19, 
1993. In his remarks, he noted the lim
ited scope of the Commission's powers 
and the time-consuming process needed 
to reach enforcement recommenda
tions. He concluded that the long time
frame of the process makes it very im
probable that the fines or sanctions 
could ever be levied by any one of the 
governments against another. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that this agreement is deficient on too 
many counts. Accordingly, I call on my 
colleagues to defeat this agreement be
fore us today and to work with all in
terested parties in crafting a credible 
agreement with Mexico that will truly 
improve living standards on both sides 
of the Rio Grande. 

0 1320 
Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN]. 

Mr. WYDEN. I thank Chairman Gm
BONS very much and commend him. 

Madam Chairman, NAFTA is a job
creating machine, but it is also the 
best vehicle we now have to clean up 
pollution in North America. NAFTA di
rectly links environmental protection 
to trade, funds environmental cleanup 
with $8 billion and penalizes countries 
for not enforcing their environmental 
laws with unprecedented penalties and 
fines. 

I think it is also important that envi
ronmental reformers understand that if 
NAFTA goes down, the rules of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade [GATT] apply and GATT rules 
are weaker on environmental protec
tion than are the NAFTA standards. 
That is why it is no accident that the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, the 
Environmental Defense Fund, the Na
tional Wildlife Federation, and mil
lions of environmentalists are on 
record supporting this NAFTA. 

Vote for cleaner air and water and 
less pollution in North America; sup
port the NAFTA agreement. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. I 
thank him for his very courageous 
leadership on this. 

Madam Chairman, I just want to cor
rect the record on some things that I 
have heard in this debate. I have heard 
people talking about how NAFTA 
opens borders. NAFTA does not open 
up any borders. We retain all control 
over our borders, as does the Mexican 
Government. 
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NAFTA lowers tariffs, it lowers tar

iffs against American products. On the 
average, an American product will be 
20 percent less expensive after NAFTA. 
That means the average person can buy 
20 percent more, that means more jobs 
in America making that 20 percent 
more. 

I do not know how you increase jobs 
in this country unless you increase 
markets, and this is the way we in
crease markets. If we do not want to 
increase this market, there is a whole 
lot of other people willing to do that. It 
also brings in a phenomenal environ
mental progress that no one has seen 
before, and a strong labor side agree
ment. 

Many people would say "not this 
NAFTA." Our friends south of the bor
der, they perceive this as a second 
NAFTA. They did the first NAFTA 
with George Bush and then the new ad
ministration said, "No, we want an
other NAFTA." So there are two side 
agreements. I must say I think the en
vironmental one is even better than 
the labor one, but they are very good 
side agreements. They are very his
toric, we have never seen them in an
other trade agreement. 

From that side of the border, it looks 
like N AFTA II. 

Now we have people saying, "That is 
not good enough, we want NAFTA ill." 
How many? What do you want, a fast 
breeder NAFTA reactor out there? How 
many do you want? How many people 
come to the table? How long does this 
go on? 

This is a good deal. I come from the 
America that has a driving dream, I 
come from the America that is not 
afraid of the world, that is willing to 
compete, not retreat. 

If we vote "no" today, we are re
treating, and that is a very, very bad 
sign for our future. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA), and H.R. 3450 which would 
approve and implement it. President 
Clinton has tried to fix the NAFTA he 
was left with by the former administra
tion, but the agreement is still bad for 
jobs, bad for food safety, and bad for 
the environment. 

We have all heard about the deals the 
White House has been making to try to 
get support, but I was appalled to learn 
today that the administration seems to 
be not only willing to give away tax
payer dollars but also environmental 
and health standards designed to pro
tect the American public. 

Just 1 week ago, the Environmental 
Protection Agency issued a proposed 
rule freezing use of a chemical called 
methyl bromide, used to fumigate fruit 
and vegetable crops, at 1991 levels. 

In issuing its rule, EPA identified 
methyl bromide as a known ozone 

depleter, and as a result the agency is 
required by the Clean Air Act either to 
phase down or to freeze it altogether. 
Well, I have here a description of what 
purports to be the agreement that was 
worked out recently with the ·adminis
tration so that the Florida delegation 
would vote for this turkey and its fresh 
fruits and vegetable industry. This doc
ument says that this administration 
has agreed to impose no restrictions on 
the use of methyl bromide until the 
year 2000. 

At this point, I will insert the follow
ing documents in the RECORD: the let
ter of U.S. Trade Representative Mi
chael Kantor to Mr. Michael J. Stuart, 
executive vice president and general 
manager of the Florida Fruit and Vege
table Association, explaining that 
there will be no restriction on the man
ufacture or use of methyl bromide 
until the year 2000; the Florida Fruit 
and Vegetable Association's outline of 
the administration's agreement, in
cluding the administration's commit
ment not to restrict the use of methyl 
bromide until the year 2000; and finally 
two flyers issued by the Friends of the 
Earth identifying the Florida Fruit and 
Vegetable Association's understanding 
that the administration had agreed it 
would not restrict use or production of 
methyl bromide until the year 2000 and 
in which the Environmental Protection 
Agency appears to disagree with the 
commitment on methyl bromide the 
Trade Representative made in his let
ter to the Florida Fruit and Vegetable 
Association. 

U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC. 
Mr. MICHAEL J . . STUART, 
Executive Vice President and General Manager, 

Florida Fruit and Vegetable Association, 
Orlando, FL. 

DEAR MR. STUART: I want to respond to the 
concerns raised by the Florida Fruit and 
Vegetable Association regarding the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) 
and other developments affecting your indus
try. 

Let us first respond to your concerns about 
the possible trade impact of NAFTA and 
other agreements. With regard to any poten
tial harm from future increases in imports, I 
want to assure you the Administration will 
vigorously utilize the early warning import 
surge mechanism negotiated under NAFT A 
with respect to tomatoes and sweet peppers. 
I will also expedite any request for relief 
under the fast-track provisional relief proce
dures of section 202(d) of the Trade Act of 
1974. Since your products will, as a result of 
the NAFTA implementing bill, already be 
under the U.S. International Trade Commis
sion (ITC) monitoring this will ensure a 
quick resolution of any such request. If, 
after investigation, the ITC determines that 
imports of tomatoes or sweet peppers are a 
substantial cause of serious injury, or threat 
thereof, to the llomestic industry, I will rec
ommend to the President that he proclaim 
provisional relief for the industry. 

I am also very much aware of your concern 
that concessions on tomatoes and sweet pep
pers in the Uruguay Round, when combined 
with tariff phase-outs to which we are com-

mitted under the (NAFTA), could impair 
Florida's ability to remain competitive in 
the production of these crops. Therefore, I 
want to assure you that the Administration 
will not agree to tariff cuts in the Uruguay 
Round that are greater than 15 percent ad 
valorem on the following sensitive items: 

0702.00.1000---Tomatoes, fresh/chilled, en
tered 311-7/14, inclusive, or 9/1-11/14, inclusive, 
in any year; 

0702.00.4000---Tomatoes, fresh/chilled, en
tered 7/15-8/31, inclusive, in any year; 

0702.00.6000-Tomatoes, fresh/chilled, en
tered 11115, in any year, to the last day of the 
following February, inclusive; 
0709.60.004~Fruits of the genus Capsicum 

(peppers), other than chill, fresh/chilled; 
0705.11.2000---Head lettuce, fresh/chilled, 111 

1-5/30, inclusive; 
0705.19.4000---Lettuce, not head lettuce, 11/ 

1-5/30, inclusive; 
0707.00.2000---Cucumbers, fresh/chilled, en

tered 12/1-last day of February, inclusive; 
0707.00.4000---Cucumbers, fresh/chilled, en

tered 311-4130, inclusive; 
0707.00.5000---Cucumbers, fresh/chilled, en

tered 5/1-6/30, inclusive, or 9/1-11130, inclusive; 
0709.00.2000---Celery, fresh/chilled, reduced 

in size; 
0709.40.6000-Celery, fresh/chilled, not re

duced in size 3/1-4114, inclusive; 
0709.90.407~Sweet corn, fresh/chilled. 
IIi addition, I will recommend to the Presi

dent that he not use his authority under 19 
U.S.C. 2463 to designate these items as "eli
gible articles" for purposes of the General
ized System of Preferences program. 

I know you are concerned about the expan
sion of Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI) ben
efits in the region. As you may know, the 
countries currently eligible for CBI benefits 
are listed in the statute. I want to assure 
you that with regard to possible new partici
pants in CBI because of developments in the 
hemisphere, we will not grant benefits on 
fruits and vegetables to any new 'entrant 
that would adversely affect your industry. 

You have expressed an interest in partici
pating in the Market Promotion Program 
(MPP) for enhancing agricultural exports by 
promoting U.S. agricultural goods in foreign 
markets. Since this program is administered 
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, I 
have discussed your interest with Secretary 
Espy. The Secretary informs me that in 
order to be eligible for this program, your or
ganization must make formal application 
and demonstrate a readiness to match pro
motion funds which would be provided by 
USDA. If your organization meets all the re
quirements, your application will be seri
ously considered by the Secretary. 

I understand that you are concerned that 
there be adequate inspection by the Food 
and Drug Administration (FDA) of imported 
fruits and vegetables from Mexico. I have 
been advised by the FDA that they con
stantly monitor the level of imports of FDA
regulated products. The FDA has committed 
that if it sees a significant increase in im
ports from Mexico, it will adjust the import 
program devoted to inspection of these im
ports accordingly. 

Insofar as Florida's representation on the 
Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee 
(APAC) and the Agricultural Technical Advi
sory Committee for Fruits and Vegetables 
(ATAC) is concerned, I would welcome the 
continued service of your association's rep
resentatives on these Committees. I will rec
ommend to the President that such rep
resentatives be appointed. 

I also want to respond to concerns you 
have raised with respect to several non-trade 
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issues. First, regarding methyl bromide re
placement, I have spoken with Secretary 
Espy and I want to assure you that the Ad
ministration is committed to full funding of 
research for alternative soil and post harvest 
substances that can be used for both soil and 
post-harvest fumigation. The Administration 
recognizes the potential harm to your indus
try and others unless a satisfactory solution 
is found, and the President has asked me to 
assure you that this effort will be given a 
very high priority. Attached is a breakdown 
of our current spending on such research in 
Florida, and Secretary Espy and I want to 
assure you that this research will be contin
ued, and if necessary expanded in future 
years. 

Under the proposed FDA regulations now 
being finalized for methyl bromide, there 
will not be any restriction on the manufac
ture or use until the year 2000, by which time 
we hope to have satisfactory alternatives. 
The President wants to assure you that if no 
satisfactory alternative is found, the Admin
istration will consider appropriate action to 
guarantee that our agricultural producers 
are not left without a commercial viable 
means of achieving the necessary soil and 
post-harvest fumigation. Given the critical 
nature of this substance to our trade inter
ests, you can be certain of my personal in
volvement in this matter to ensure that your 
commercial interests are not affected by any 
future restriction. 

With respect to the re-registration of 
minor use pesticides under the Federal In
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
(FIFRA), the Administration has already 
proposed legislation to accommodate your 
concerns. We are willing to work actively 
with you to secure the earliest possible en
actment of this legislation. 

I am pleased to report that Secretary Espy 
is prepared to continue and expand purchases 
of fresh vegetables for the school lunch pro
gram, including a doubling of the purchases 
for fresh tomatoes and new purchases of 
sweet corn. In order to accomplish this, he 
will work with your industry to put in place 
the necessary changes in the current system 
to accommodate fresh vegetables. The Sec
retary is also committed to the completion 
of the U.S. Horticultural Research Station in 
Fort Pierce, Florida. The new facility is in 
the design stage and is expected to be com
pleted in FY 1998 at a cost of $33 million. We 
will complete the construction of this facil
ity and ensure its full funding. Once com
pleted, this facility will expand considerably 
the number of research scientists working on 

· vegetable research. 
I trust that these commitments will per

mit you to support enactment of NAFTA im
plementing legislation. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL KANTOR. 

FFVA AGREEMENT ON NAFTA-KEY POINTS 

1. Expedited Import Surge Protection: The 
NAFTA implementing legislation calls for 
monitoring of imports of fresh tomatoes and 
peppers for a 15 year period ending January 
1, 2009. The Trade Representative has assured 
us the Administration will vigorously utilize 
the early warning import surge mechanism, 
and will expedite any request for relief under 
the fast-track provisions of Section 202 of 
the Trade Act of 1974. 

In addition, the implementing bill requires 
the Secretary of Agriculture to designate an 
office within USDA to be responsible for 
maintaining and disseminating data on: A) 
fresh fruit, vegetable and citrus product im
ports, B) inspections of fruits and vegetable 

entering the United States from Mexico; and 
C) Mexico's planted and harvested acreages, 
and wholesale prices, quality and grades for 
its fruits and vegetables, entering the United 
States. 

2. Uruguay Round: The Uruguay Round of 
GATT talks are scheduled for completion 
late this year. Tariff cuts will range from 15 
percent to 100 percent. The agreement states 
the Administration will not agree to tariff 
cuts in the Uruguay Round that are greater 
then 15 percent ad valorem for the following 
items: tomatoes, pepper (bell), head lettuce, 
other lettuce, cucumbers, celery, sweet corn. 

3. Generalized System of Preference: The 
Generalized System of Preference (GSP) pro
gram permits duty-free ac11ess to the United 
States on certain products exported from de
veloping countries. The ab'Teement calls on 
the President not to use his authority to des
ignate the items listed in number 2 as eligi
ble articles under the GSP program. 

4. Caribbean Basin Initiative: With regard 
to possible new participants in the CBI, the 
agreement states that the Administration 
will not grant benefits on fruits and vegeta
bles to any new entrant that would adversely 
affect the industry. 

5. Methyl Bromide: There will not be any 
restriction on the manufacture or use of 
methyl bromide until the year 2000. In addi
tion, the Administration has committed to 
full funding of research into alternative soil 
and post harvest fumigation materials. 

6. USDA Purchases: USDA will continue 
and expand purchases of fresh vegetables for 
the school lunch program, including the dou
bling of the purchases of fresh tomatoes and 
new purchases of sweet corn. The Depart
ment will work with the industry to put in 
place the necessary changes in the current 
system to accommodate fresh vegetables. 

7. Other Provisions: The agreement con
tains other provisions dealing with the Ad
ministration's support for key industry ini
tiatives: a. legislation to ease the re-reg
istration of. minor use chemicals; b. con
struction and full funding of the ARS Horti
cultural Research Facility, and expansion of 
the number of research scientists working on 
vegetable research; c. adjustment of the 
FDA's food safety inspection program to in
crease in imports of fruit and vegetable com
modities. 

ADMINISTRATION DENIES METHYL BROMIDE 
DEAL 

Mickey Kantor's letter to the Florida 
Fruit and Vegetable Association states that 
"Under the proposed EPA regulations now 
being finalized for methyl bromide, there 
will not be any restriction on the manufac
ture or use until the year 2000". The Florida 
Fruit and Vegetable Association has reiter
ated this assertion as part of its understand
ing of the deal being offered. 

However, Chuck Fox of EPA who is work
ing in the White House has today assured Liz 
Cook, Friends of the Earth's chief specialist 
on ozone depletion, that the claim of the 
Florida Fruit and Vegetable Association is 
wrong. 

Carol Browner, Administrator of EPA, 
stated in a conference call today with the 
heads of the Natural Resource Defense Coun
cil and the Environmental Defense Fund 
that there is no deal to change the methyl 
bromide freeze on manufacture at 1991levels. 

The EPA has also told Karen Steuer of the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee 
that the Office of the US Trade Representa
tive cannot change the methyl bromide 
freeze on manufacture. 

FLORIDA AGRICULTURAL GROUP BOASTS NAFTA 
DEAL THAT COULD COST THE ENVIRONMENT: 
METHYL BROMIDE RESTRICTIONS AT STAKE 

The Florida Fruit and Vegetable Associa-
tion is distributing materials saying that 
they obtained a deal from the Clinton Ad
ministration that would lift "any restriction 
on the manufacture or use of methyl bro
mide until the year 2000". 

This deal would undercut environmental
ists' efforts to reduce the use of this pes
ticide before the year 2000. Methyl bromide 
contributes to ozone depletion and is known 
to cause acute and potentially chronic 
health effects in humans, including poison
ing, neurological damage, cancer and repro
ductive harm. 

Under the Montreal Protocol, an inter
national agreement designed to phase-out 
the use of ozone-destroying chemicals, the 
United States has committed to freeze the 
production of methyl bromide at 1991 levels 
by January 1, 1995. 

EPA is also in the process of finalizing a 
rulemaking which would require a freeze of 
methyl bromide production at 1990 levels by 
January 1, 1994 and a phase-out by January 
1, 2000. 

Some sources in the Administration say 
that they haven't cut a deal that would 
change existing policies, but they have yet 
to make a public statement. It remains un
clear whether or not they have tied their 
hands to initiate any more restrictive regu
lations if scientific evidence demonstrates 
the need or if alternatives are developed. 

The Administration seems to have adopted 
a "deal now for NAFTA and deal with the 
consequences later" approach in their cam
paign to pass NAFTA. Rather than promot
ing NAFTA on its merits, it has negotiated 
backroom deals to gain votes. They have 
given away highways, research centers, agri
cultural deals, bridges, and military cargo 
planes. The C-17 military cargo planes deal 
for Texas will cost between $700 million and 
$1.4 billion dollars, roughly one-third to one
half the amount of EPA's operating budget. 

NAFTA has enough environmental costs 
without backroom deals costing the environ
ment. 

Now, as a Member who has worked on 
NAFTA and as someone who has long 
been concerned about the health and 
safety of Americans, I want to tell you, 
I have had my worst fears confirmed. 
Not only does this NAFTA itself tend 
to pose a threat to our country's abil
ity to maintain strong environmental 
and health regulations, but the admin
istration also seems to be willing to 
jeopardize our environmental laws and 
regulations to get this agreement 
passed. 

Let me tell you about the jobs situa
tion too. Throughout my district the 
number of unemployed has risen so 
dramatically over the last 10 or so 
years, particularly the last year, that 
my · constituents have become accus
tomed to meeting their friends and 
their neighbors in the unemployment 
compensation line. 

I do not think any American should 
agree to a NAFTA that is going to 
cause this kind of upheaval in the 
American communities. Ablebodied 
Americans, men and women who want 
jobs, who need jobs, who had jobs, who 
had some of those jobs that have al
ready gone south of the border, are the 
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ones I am talking about. Men and 
women like you and me, who were able 
to have entry-level jobs, who send their 
kids to school, who pay for the mort-

. gages on their bungalows, who bought 
the Fords, who brought the Chevies, 
are the ones who are going to suffer. 
This is a NAFTA that is not going to 
enable future generations to do those 
kinds of things that those of us who are 
older have done. What kind of NAFTA 
is it that is not going to keep the same 
standard of living that we enjoy today? 
It is one that is going to cause our 
standard of living to fall, one that is 
going to say to those who are younger 
than I am, "No, no, you cannot achieve 
the quality of life that we did in Amer
ica." Stop this NAFTA now. 

Mr. Speaker, the American standard 
of living is built on the premise that 
workers should be paid a high enough 
wage so that they can buy the products 
they make. The opposite is true in 
Mexico. The Mexican Government sup
presses wages, prohibits legitimate ef
forts of workers to organize and to bar
gain collectively, and breaks up 
strikes, as an attraction for United 
States and other foreign business to lo
cate in Mexico. 

As a result, with NAFTA, American 
workers' wages will either be dragged 
down by government-restricted Mexi
can wages, or their jobs will move . to 
Mexico altogether. 

Over the past 3 years, I have spent 
more time on NAFT A than any other 
issue. The Subcommittee on Com
merce, Consumer Protection, and Com
petitiveness which I chair has held 14 
hearings and briefings on NAFTA, and 
I have traveled to Mexico on three oc
casions to meet with Mexican officials 
and to see firsthand the living condi
tions in the border towns where the 
maquiladora factories are located. In 
addition, the subcommittee took a res
olution to the floor of the House, which 
passed by a unanimous vote, expressing 
the view of the House that NAFTA 
should not threaten any health, safety, 
or environmental law of the United 
States. 

From the outset, I expressed my view 
that NAFTA could have some real ben
efits for all three countries, if properly 
negotiated. Nevertheless, I had several 
concerns. First, and most importantly, 
for NAFTA to be worth doing it must 
improve the standard of living and cre
ate jobs in all of the countries. If in
stead, NAFTA will move jobs out of 
this country, or bring down wages, it 
should be defeated. 

Supporters of NAFTA like to talk 
about jobs they believe NAFTA will 
create in the long run; they do not like 
to talk about all the jobs that will be 
lost now. The fact is that for hundreds 
of thousands of Americans, NAFTA 
could cost them their jobs now, with no 
hope of new and better jobs in the fu
ture. These are hardworking Ameri
cans who depend on jobs in factories to 

be able to pay their mortgages, feed 
their families, and educate their chil
dren. 

A study by the Center for Urban Eco
nomic Development of the University 
of illinois at Chicago, found that since 
1980, over 67,000 jobs were lost in my 
State of illinois to firms with oper
ations in Mexico. The Chicago metro
politan area accounted for more than 
47,000 of these jobs that were lost. 
Many of these jobs were jobs with some 
of my State's oldest and best-known 
manufacturing employers, for example: 

Quaker Oats Company moved its 
Fisher-Price Division to Matamoros 
and Tijuana. 

Zenith has moved to Chihuahua, 
Reynosa, and Matamoros. 

American Hospital Supply moved to 
Juarez. 

North American Philips moved to 
Juarez. 

Lamkin Leather and Rubber Co. 
moved to Tijuana. 

Gould Electric Products moved to 
Juarez. 

R.R. Donnelly and Sons moved to 
Reynosa. 

Cooper Lighting moved to Juarez. 
Brunswick Corporation moved to 

Juarez. 
Eureka Manufacturing moved to 

Juarez. 
Outboard Marine Corporation moved 

to Juarez. 
When manufacturing jobs move to 

Mexico or anywhere else in the world, 
those who lose their jobs are no longer 
tax-paying members of society; in
stead, they become tax consumers. 
Just recently, the Congress dealt with 
legislation to extend the number of 
weeks that unemployed Americans can 
receive benefits. If we do not soon stop 
the flow of jobs out of this country, 
there will not be enough money in the 
Treasury to provide benefits for all the 
unemployed Americans. We need to 
stop extending benefits, and start cre
ating jobs for working Americans. 

But I have other concerns about the 
agreement, too. I have taken a particu
lar interest in the issue of food safety 
and trade agreements. I became inter
ested in this subject when we reviewed 
changes the Bush administration made 
in meat inspection when the United 
States Canada Free-Trade Agreement 
went in to effect. 

Under the so-called streamlined pro
cedures, Canadians were allowed to se
lect the meat that would be subject to 
inspection by our inspectors. This in
tolerable situation was eventually re
versed, but it taught me an important 
lesson that trade agreements can be 
used to reduce consumer safety. I 
should point out that the same author
ity in the Canadian Free-Trade Agree
ment that lead to the now infamous 
streamlined procedures, is also in the 
NAFTA implementing bill for Mexico 
as well. 

Finally, based on my visits to the 
border, it was clear that the 

maquiladora factories were doipg con
siderable environmental damage in the 
United States-Mexico border area. 
NAFTA could provide an opportunity 
to improve these problems, but it 
would require specific provisions to 
provide funding for the cleanup. Mexi
can environmental standards and en
forcement would also have to be raised 
to levels here in the United States. 

Unfortunately, I do not believe that 
NAFTA, even with the admirable ef
forts of President Clinton to negotiate 
environmental and labor side agree
ments, meets my concerns about the 
agreement. 

Let me begin by discussing NAFTA's 
impact on jobs and wages. I must say 
that that single most important factor 
in my decision was my experience in 
the border towns visiting workers in 
the maquiladoras. The workers were 
living in terrible conditions. They lived 
in shacks with no running water or 
electricity. I saw their pay stubs indi
cating that they were working long 
hours for an average of only $1.64 an 
hour. 

If Mexico does not stop constraining 
wages to attract investment, American 
workers will always be threatened, and 
under NAFTA that threat becomes a 
deadly reality. The failure of the Mexi
can Government to allow real labor 
unions to form so that wages could rise 
with productivity meant that Amer
ican workers would see their standard 
of living fall instead of Mexican work
ers rising. 

For example, I began to question a 
statement often used by NAFTA sup
porters that the average Mexican buys 
$450 of American products every year. 
It seemed to me that a Mexican worker 
would first have to have $450, before he 
or she could be expected to buy $450 
worth of United States products. 

I visited a worker at a Zenith plant. 
He could never hope to buy the tele
vision set he assembled, because his 
wages were so low. I began to question 
where were these average Mexicans 
who brought $450 of American goods, 
and whether claims of a large Mexican 
market for United States-made prod
ucts were accurate. 

After some research, we found out 
that the $450 figure was derived by tak
ing all United States exports to Mexico 
and dividing that number by the total 
Mexican population. Included in these 
exports were parts shipped to the 
maquiladoras for assembly and then re
turned to the United States. Also in
cluded were capital goods used to build 
the maquiladora factories. In short, the 
average Mexican was really a U.S. cor
poration. 

When I asked how much of our ex
ports to Mexico were actual consumer 
goods that Mexican consumers could 
buy, the amount provided by the Inter
national Trade Commission was only 
$2.3 billion. That's $25 per Mexican 
consumer-a far cry from $450. So long 
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as wages are constrained in Mexico, we 
should remain skeptical of claims of a 
growing Mexican consumer market. 

In the area of food safety, there was 
both good news and bad news in 
NAFT A. The good news is that the im
plementing legislation includes, at my 
urging, a provision which makes clear 
that U.S. food safety laws, as well as 
other health, safety, and environ
mental laws, cannot be weakened as a 
result of NAFTA. 

The bad news is that there may be no 
practical way to ensure that food im
ported from Mexico may be safe. The 
Food and Drug Administration [FDA] 
only has 13 inspectors for the en tire 
United States-Mexico border, and the 
agency has told me that Mexican 
produce exported to the United States 
is about twice as likely to have pes
ticide residue levels that violate Unit
ed States standards, as is produce 
grown here in the United States. 

In addition, we know that Mexico has 
approved 17 different pesticides for use 
on food that the United States has not 
approved. Only 7 of those 17 pesticides 
are even detectable by the tests that 
the FDA uses when it inspects fruits 
and vegetables imported from Mexico. 

Finally, despite the efforts of the 
Clinton administration to negotiate a 
side agreement on the environment, 
the environmental problems at the bor
der are likely to get worse, not better. 
In my view, there are three serious 
flaws in the side agreement. 

First, there is no funding mechanism 
to ensure that those who benefit under 
NAFTA, namely the United States cor
porations that move their factories to 
Mexico, will be required to pay for the 
cleanup of the pollution that they have 
caused. Instead, it appears that fund
ing, if any, for cleanup will be paid by 
the U.S. taxpayer. 

Second, the side agreement only ad
dresses problems caused by the failure 
of a government to enforce its environ
mental laws. It does not address the 
disparity in environmental standards. 

We have constantly been told by 
NAFTA supporters that Mexican envi
ronmental standards are equivalent to 
ours, but that is often not true. For ex
ample, when we looked at the case of 
the Carbon I and II plants, which were 
built on the Mexican border and pollut
ing Big Bend National Park, we found 
that the standards for power plants 
were quite different. For example, ac
cording to EPA, Mexico's standard for 
particulate emissions is 10 times weak
er than the United States standard, 
and its standard for sulfur dioxide is 14 
times weaker than our own. 

Third, the side agreements are not 
tied to NAFTA. Under the provisions of 
the side agreements, a country can 
withdraw at any time, but still be enti
tled to the benefits of NAFTA. Despite 
commitments of the Trade Representa
tive to fix this problem in the imple
menting bill, the bill we are voting on 

has no provision to deal with a country 
that withdraws from a side agreement. 
The Clinton administration has stated 
its intention to withdraw from NAFTA 
if another country withdraws from a 
side agreement, but other administra
tion's may not. Indeed, it is no secret 
that many Republicans do not look fa
vorably on those agreements. 

So while we will be making a perma
nent decision on NAFTA, the side 
agreements may disappear. This cer
tainly raises the question about how 
seriously the NAFTA proponents see 
the side agreements. 

Let me say in conclusj on, that I take 
no pleasure in opposing this agree
ment. There is much that is good in 
the NAFTA, and I hope that the three 
governments will all return to the ne
gotiating table. I believe we need to 
take into consideration the recent 
elections in Canada so that our Cana
dian partners are comfortable with a 
new agreement. And by all means we 
should continue to strengthen our ties 
with Mexico. The Mexican Govern
ment, and President Salinas particu
larly, have made greater strides toward 
improving the relationship between our 
countries than any previous leader. We 
must make clear that we want that re
lationship to prospel'\ 

But, above all else, we must never 
lose sight of the hundreds of thousands 
of American workers whose jobs are on 
the line. Unless NAFT A ensures they 
won't face unfair low-wage competition 
from Mexican workers whose wages are 
held down be government edict, their 
interests cannot be protected. 

I oppose this NAFTA for the simple 
reason that it threatens the standard 
of living of working Americans. They 
deserve better from their Government. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to a thoughtful 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et, the Committee on Energy and Com
merce, the gentleman from Charlotte 
[Mr. MCMILLAN]. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

My colleagues, this vote ain't 
bought, it is carefully thought out over 
2 years of dialog with my constituents 
and a trip to Mexico. 

I rise in strong support of NAFTA. 
Even as a Congressman from a State 
with traditionally import-sensitive in
dustries like textiles and furniture, 
whose workers, by the way, support 
this agreement, we have reason to be 
concerned about the past, but NAFTA 
is about the future. Those workhorses 
of the Old South, textiles and fur
niture, are joined in supporting 
NAFT A by workers in chemicals, 
paper, machinery, and electronics and 
agriculture. The reason is simple: 
Since Mexico began lowering tariffs 5 
years ago, North Carolina exports have 
increased by 365 percent. Fifty-eight 
thousand North Carolina jobs now de
pend on Mexican imports; 36,000 of 

them in the last 5 years. NAFTA means 
more and better jobs for Carolinians, 
not just next year but as far as the eye 
can see. 

Now is the time for the United States 
not to shrink inward, now is the time 
to build upon, to rise above our fears, 
and build upon our strengths. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
agreement. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to a hard
working member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, the gentleman from 
Corning, NY [Mr. HOUGHTON]. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Madam Chairman, 
to me the debate boils down really into 
two basic points: First, you cannot 
have it both ways. You cannot crawl 
into your shell and ask others to crawl 
out of theirs. Adlai Stevenson once 
said it is not possible for this Nation to 
be politically international and at the 
same time economically isolationist. It 
is like asking one Siamese twin to do a 
high dive while the other plays the 
piano. 

Second, I have found here that in 
most important votes such as this, 
there is a time lag. We saw this with 
catastrophic care and others saw this 
many years ago in a restrictive trade 
act. 

D 1330 
In 1930, Smoot-Hawley was passed. In 

1932, which saw the lowest reelection 
rate of this century, of the 121 Rep
resentatives who lost their jobs, 98 had 
voted for Smoot-Hawley. 

As Mr. Santayana once said, "Those 
who cannot remember history are con
demned to repeat it." 

Madam Chairman, we must support 
NAFTA. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I am 
happy to yield I minute to the gentle
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou
KEMA], the ranking Republican on the 
Subcommittee on Housing and Commu
nity Development of the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Chairman, I 
support NAFTA and I do so only after 
an extensive analysis of the extrava
gant claims and counterclaims swirling 
around this agreement. 

You see, this is not a no-brainer as 
some have claimed. And, it is not about 
the jobs that this country has already 
lost. 

It's about the future and where we 
are going, based on the facts and sim
ple logic. 

There's no secret that New Jersey's 
economy has been mired in difficult 
times over the past few years. We've 
witnessed the net losses of thousands 
of jobs in recent years. But since the 
1987 opening of the Mexican economy, 
New Jersey jobs related to exports to 
Mexico and Canada have jumped by 
over. 36,000. 

Today, 72,000 New Jersey jobs are 
supported by manufacturing exports to 
Mexico and Canada. 
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In 1991, New Jersey exported $3.3 bil

lion to our North American neighbors. 
From 1987 to 1992, New Jersey's ex

ports to Mexico grew 155 percent to 
$483 billion. Manufactured goods ac
count for 97 percent of the total. 

There's little doubt that NAFTA will 
only accelerate an ongoing, positive 
trend. In fact, Citizens for a Sound 
Economy projects that New Jersey 
may gain as many as 14,000 new jobs as 
a result of NAFTA. That's good in a 
State where jobs related to export, on 
average, pay 12 percent more than the 
typical U.S. job. 

NAFTA will also provide new access 
to the growing Mexican market by 
United States financial services. For 
the first time, U.S. banks, securities 
firms, and insurance companies will be 
permitted to operate branches, 
nonbank lenders, commercial financ
ing, mortgage lending, and credit card 
companies. All of these industries are 
integral parts of our New Jersey econ
omy. 

To me, NAFTA is about opening new 
markets for American products. It's 
not about the manufacturing jobs 
we've already lost to China and the Pa
cific rim and to Mexico. They are gone, 
with or without NAFTA. 

No, this debate is about setting a 
foundation for the global economy for 
5, 8, 10 years and for the next genera
tion of Americans. 

How will NAFTA benefit the current 
jobs of New Jersey residents? We are 
all very proud that New Jersey is our 
national headquarters for research and 
development in the pharmaceutical, 
chemical, telecommunications, and 
other high-technology industries. 

That means protection of the intel
lectual property-patents, formula, 
compounds, and so forth-produced by 
the likes of Johnson and Johnson, 
Becton-Dickinson, AT&T, Merck, Sche
ring-Plough, Hoffman-LaRoche, War
ner Lambert, and others is critically 
important. NAFTA has variously been 
described to me as the strongest agree
ment yet on intellectual property and 
one that could serve as a benchmark 
for future agreements-including 
GATT. New Jersey industry needs pro
tection from unscrupulous Mexican pi
rates and from damaging Government
sponsored licensing programs in Can
ada. 

This debate is not about politics. It is 
about determining long-term trade pol
icy for this Nation with serious eco
nomic and national security implica
tions. 

I understand that NAFTA has be
come the focal point for all the anxi
eties about our national ability to 
compete and our national ability to 
employ our workers in high value jobs 
which allow them to maintain their 
standard of living. J4,or the first time in 
our history, Americans are insecure 
and anxious about our future. They see 
a significant erosion in the middle 
class. 

I understand the fears of many Amer
ican workers today who are concerned 
they may wake up tomorrow to find 
their jobs transplanted to another de
veloping economy. Those fears are not 
allayed by all the talk of the worker 
retraining programs that will accom
pany NAFTA. The bottomline is, re
training for what? America needs new 
export markets. 

I support the concept of a North 
American Development Bank and its 
related dislocated worker adjustment 
program. If properly structured, this 
program would provide invaluable as
sistance to individuals and commu
nities affected by NAFTA. 

I recognize that the rules of origin 
are critically important. We cannot 
tolerate a system whereby overseas 
competitors use Mexico, or Canada, for 
that matter, as an assembly platform 
for products made of their components 
to be shipped into the United States. 
While I have been well assured that 
NAFTA contains even stronger rules of 
origin than the Canadian Free-Trade 
Agreement, this is an area that bears 
our consent scrutiny. 

Is NAFTA the answer to Mexico's and 
America's economic problems? No way. 
This is not a panacea. It is a trade 
agreement. Yes, an imperfect trade 
agreement that bears strict enforce
ment and constant surveillance. 

I will vote for NAFTA today and then 
tomorrow begin the hard work of en
suring that its implementation and en
forcement protects our national inter
est. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I am 
happy to yield 11h minutes to the gen
tleman from Atlanta, GA [Mr. LINDER], 
a hard-working new Member of Con
gress. 

Mr. LINDER. Madam Chairman, in 
1978 Jude Wanniski wrote "The Way 
the World Works" in which he showed 
how the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill im
pacted the market. Few noticed at the 
time, but on days when the lead story 
from Washington indicated the bill 
might pass, the market declined. When 
the story from Washington suggested 
difficulties for Smoot-Hawley the mar
ket climbed. 

As we all know the bill was finally 
signed and nations around the world 
responded in kind by closing their bor
ders to American exports. Our farmers, 
dependent on exports for survival, lost 
their markets. Then they lost their 
farms. Manufacturing followed suit. 

Open markets are the most efficient 
markets. No one argues that. There 
have been no intellectual arguments 
made on behalf of barriers to free trade 
by opposing NAFTA. 

Opposition to NAFTA is purely poli t
ical. If you live in a State with a large 
Perot vote you will probably oppose 
NAFTA. If you have a large organized 
labor district you must be opposed. 
These are visions of the next election, 
not the next century. 

The arguments from both sides re
garding job creation are guesses at 
best. We lost over 1 million jobs to the 
Pacific rim over the last decade. That 
will continue with or without NAFTA. 
We have lost jobs to Mexico. That will 
continue with or without NAFTA. 

Those who believe in free enterprise 
understand that capital seeks its most 
productive use. Capitalists desire to 
make their products as inexpensively 
as possible so that they can sell them 
at as low a price as possible. The con
sumers are the ultimate winners. 
NAFTA will not change that. 

The United States will gain some 
jobs from increased sales of goods to 
Mexico as that nation replaces Japan 
in the next year or two as our second 
largest export market. We simply do 
not know how many we will gain, nor 
do we know how many will be lost. But 
in an economy with 119 million jobs, in 
which over 500,000 jobs are lost and 
gained every 3 to 4 months in the natu
ral course of events, the changes due to 
NAFTA will be insignificant. 

NAFTA is a foreign policy agree
ment. Today Mexico has the most hon
est government in over 100 years. They 
are privatizing large segments of the 
industrial base. They have the most ro
bust economy and the most rapidly 
growing standard of living in our hemi
sphere. We are no longer the hated 
Gringo to the north. We are valued 
friends who products Mexicans not 
only prefer, but are proud to own. 

Do we want to continue to nurture 
this growing friendship with our neigh
bor to the south, or do we want to say 
no to several years of improving rela
tions and return to the Gringo days? 

Mexico needs our approval as a trad
ing equal as well as access to our cap
ital markets. We need access to their 
consumers. 

As we provide the technology and 
capital Mexico needs to grow and pros
per, the Mexicans are looking south. 
They see 700 million consumers in 
Central and South America as a mar
ket for their products. If we choose not 
to be their partners they will turn to 
Japan and Germany. The marketplace 
works. 

Mexico is an attractive market for 
investment today and it is unrealistic 
to believe that other nations will not 
respond to the opportunities that re
side there. Indeed, over the last week 
end Canada, the third partner to this 
agreement, said that if we do not pass 
NAFTA they will seek a bilateral 
agreement between Canada and Mex
ico. 

Protective measures will not change 
the flow of capital and jobs. Govern
ment can, of course, get in the way and 
make the markets less efficient. We 
can build walls around the Nation once 
again, and provide protection for our 
union jobs and inefficient industries, 
but that will only delay and prolong 
the changes that are inevitable. In our 
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procrastination other nations will fill 
the void leaving us greater challenges 
in the future. 

Whether we like it or not, we live in 
a global economy. People cross na
tional boundaries as easily as our 
grandparents crossed from State to 
State. We simply cannot leave walls 
between nations whose people want 
nothing more than increased trade 
among friends. 

Recently Chris Patton, Governor of 
Hong Kong, issued a warning about 
protectionism in an article in the 
"Economist." He remarked that a Mar
tian visitor traveling to the planet 
Earth four centuries ago from the 
tepee settlements of North America, to 
the mud flats of typhoid ridden Lon
don, past the warring cities and do
mains of Europe to the Ming mandarin
ate of 16th century Beijing would have 
concluded in a second that China would 
rule the world for centuries to come. 
China's sprawling but united country 
was governed by an efficient govern
ment. They had invented gunpowder, 
printing, and the compass. They had a 
powerful navy that could roam the 
seas. No nation or people could come 
close to the Chinese for civilized living 
and culture. Then they retreated be
hind the great wall, and history told a 
different tale. 

NAFTA is not a jobs program or an 
economic booster shot. It is a foreign 
policy initiative between two peoples 
who have moved closer together in in
terests and aspirations and who desire 
to remove the barriers that artificially 
separate their entrepreneurs from our 
entrepreneurs. The walls should come 
down. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BACCHUS]. 

Mr. BACCHUS of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I rise today to support the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

The NAFTA will help us keep and 
create more jobs, and especially more 
high-paying manufacturing jobs in my 
district across Florida and across 
America. 

As a former trade negotiator for the 
United States, I believe fervently that 
free, fair trade, and an ever-expanding 
world trading system will mean more 
jobs and more prosperity for everyone 
everywhere. 

America has more to gain from more 
trade than any other nation, and the 
workers in my district have more to 
gain than most Americans. 

Venture Products, Inc., in Cocoa, FL, 
distributes automotive parts. The com
pany currently employs just eight 
workers, but when the NAFTA elimi
nates Mexican tariffs on auto parts, 
the company tells me that it will be 
able to sell more into Mexico and hire 
more of my constituents as workers in 
Brevard County. 

The Sun Nuclear Corp., in Melbourne, 
FL, employs 25 people who manufac-

ture medical instruments. They expect 
to sell more in Mexico and hire more 
workers in my district if the NAFTA 
passes. 

A small plant in Osceola County em
ploys 65 workers who make Gatorade. 
Because of increased sales that are an
ticipated to Mexico when the NAFTA 
passes, their company expects to dou
ble its work force in Osceola County. 

We are in the process of deepening 
and widening Port Canaveral in my dis
trict to containerize it and bring it 
into the mainstream of world cargo 
trade. That over time will mean hun
dreds and literally thousands of new 
businesses and new jobs, and even more 
when the NAFTA passes. 

The largest employer in my district 
is the Harris Corp., which employs 
12,000 people. Their fastest growing 
market by far is in Mexico, but they 
have to pay 20-percent tariffs to sell in 
Mexico. There are competing against 
the Japanese there who are beginning 
to move plants into Mexico. If the 
NAFTA fails, the Harris Corp. will 
have an incentive to move jobs from 
my district down to Mexico to compete 
with the Japanese. If the NAFTA 
passes, they will be able to continue to 
employ my constituents in Melbourne 
and throughout Brevard County in 
Florida. 

It is the opposite, the precise oppo
site of the sucking sound that Ross 
Perot talks about, and that is one more 
reason why we should pass the NAFTA. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN]. 

Mr. BERMAN. Madam Chairman, it 
is a political tragedy that a majority of 
my Democratic colleagues will shortly 
turn their backs on our party's proud 
legacy of opposition to protectionism. 
From F.D.R. to J.F.K., our great 
Democratic leaders understood that ex
panded foreign markets for American 
products is the sure and sound route to 
expanded job opportunities. Demo
cratic President Bill Clinton under- · 
stands that also. 

The short time allotted me today 
does not allow me to demonstrate that 
lowering high Mexican tariffs and low 
United States tariffs will result in ex
panded United States exports to Mex
ico. 

So, I would like to take my remain
ing time to address the left of the po
litical process, which in its effort to de
feat the NAFTA, has undertaken a 
campaign to vilify and demonize the 
Government of Mexico. 

To hear them talk-and I include 
members of the anti-NAFTA forces 
here in Congress--as well as in the out
side political process--Mexico is no 
better than Franco's Spain or 
Pinochet's Chile, an authoritarian, des
potic regime that tramples mercilessly 
on the democratic process and on 
human rights. 

It was not always so that the left was 
saying this. In the early and mid-1980's, 

that same left the same Member of 
Congress, and I include myself in that 
groul}-lionized Mexico for its opposi
tion to United States policy in Central 
America and for its farsighted hemi
spheric leadership in the pursuit of a 
more peaceful path. 

Then, Mexico was an ally rightfully 
seeking, in the Contadora process, a 
democratic, non-violent approach to 
hemispheric security-and those of us 
who consider ourselves progressive, 
who opposed the contras, who sup
ported cutting military aid to El Sal
vador, had nary a negative word to say, 
about that wise Mexican Government 
and its wise foreign policy. 
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In the 6 years since those days Mex

ico has reformed itself more than any
time in its history, and now NAFTA 
represents a concrete opportunity to 
integrate the Mexican economy with 
our own and that of Canada. But it will 
do much more. It will bind Mexico clos
er in all respects to the United States 
and Canada. That can only have a salu
tary impact on Mexican society and its 
political process. The market reforms 
which will be instituted in Mexico as a 
result of NAFTA will weaken the hold 
of the ruling party in Mexico. It will 
expand the Mexican economy, 
strengthen a growing middle class, and 
increase the demands of Mexican work
ers for political change. 

It will be seen elsewhere in our hemi
sphere that America has embarked on 
a new 1approach with our closest neigh
bors, a policy designed for the post cold 
war era. It will finally demonstrate an 
end to the unilateral, 'big-stick poli
cies that to this day have left a residue 
of resentment. It will hold out the 
prospect of a hemispheric-wide free 
trade zone that will help spread pros
perity and strengthen democracy 
throughout this region. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. EVERETT. Madam Chairman, I 
also yield 2 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from Georgia. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS] is recognized 
for 4 minutes. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam Chair
man, I rise today to make it plain and 
crystal clear that I cannot and will not 
support this NAFTA. This agreement is 
about more than trade. It is about the 
dignity of man and the destiny of de
mocracy. This agreement betrays the 
American people and we as Members of 
this body have a moral obligation, a 
mandate and a mission to say no to 
NAFTA. 

Let me be clear, I do want free trade, 
but not at the expense of our workers; 
not at the expense of our environment, 
and not at the expense of our commit
ment to human rights. 

During this entire debate on NAFTA, 
there has been a deafening conspiracy 
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of silence when it comes to the ques- Consider the responsibility that we 
tion of ·human rights. Can we turn a bear as the leading democracy in the 
deaf ear to the working conditions in world. We should vote against this 
Mexico? Can we turn a deaf ear to the NAFT A. 
starvation wages that many people are What does it profit a great nation, 
receiving? Can we turn a deaf ear to the United States of America, to gain a 
the large number of people who have free trade agreement with Mexico and 
been arrested and detained for no good lose her soul? 
reason? Can we turn a deaf ear to the Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
number of people who have turned up yield 1 minute to the very distin
missing? I ask of you today-can we guished gentleman from Williamsville, 
turn a deaf ear to the large number of NY, Mr. PAXON, a member of the Com-
political assassinations? mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

We must never forget that in Mexico, Mr. PAXON. Madam Chairman, the 
workers are not free to organize-de- most important concern facing my con
mocracy is not yet a living reality. stituents and all Americans is jobs, 
Those of us who believe in freedom of preserving those we have and creating 
the press, those of us who believe in new job opportunities. Throughout my 
the right to protest for right, those of region and across our Nation the facts 
us who believe in certain God-given are clear. Increasing U.S. trade means 
rights for all humankind, we have a job protection and job creation, and 
moral duty to oppose NAFTA. that is why I am backing NAFTA. 

It was Martin Luther King, Jr., who Every week at home I visit a plant or 
said on one occasion that "If you don't a business. I walk on Main street or 
stand for something, you will surely stop at a farm, and the positive impact 
fall for anything!" This legislation NAFTA will have in all these settings 
should stand on its own merits. The is overwhelming. 
dealmaking, horse trading and the out- For example, Madam Chairman, in 
right buying and selling of votes by the the Rochester region alone over 4,000 
administration is obscene and not be- firms presently export, 2,000 to Mexico. 
coming of a great Nation. If we pass From industrial giants like Kodak, 
NAFTA, we will be sending a message Xerox, G.M., and Bausch and Lomb to 
to the American people that human smaller firms and farms, tens of thou
rights can be bought and sold like sands of folks earn their living there 
packaged goods over a store counter. because of foreign trade. It is also true 

And let me say again, I am for trade. in the Buffalo area where we are al
But I am not for trade at any cost, and 
any price. 1 say that with this NAFTA, ready benefiting from the United 
the price is too high, the price is too States-C11nada Trade Agreement with 

provisions similar to NAFTA. costly. 
Those of us who are opposed to Madam Chairman, I have here letters 

NAFTA have nothing to offer except from hundreds of employers represent
our votes. I did not come to this House ing thousands of workers in our region 
in 1987 to trade my vote away. The peo- who support NAFTA. 
ple of the Fifth Congressional district Mr · KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
of Georgia did not send me here to sell yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
them out for a mess of pottage and 30 gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KYL] a 
pieces of silver. member of the Committee on Armed 

Madam Chairman, I do not know Services. 
about you, but as Joshua of old said, Mr. KYL. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
"as for me and my house" , I am going support of the North American Free
to cast my lot with the working people Trade Agreement [NAFTA]. 
of America-the taxpayers, people who Trade is not a zero-sum game. There 
work with their hands every single is not a winner and a loser in trade. 
day. Perhaps what has been lost in the de-

l also know what it is like to live bate on NAFTA is simply this: trade 
under a vicious and degrading eco- between two people or two entities ben
nomic system where people work from efits both. To give the simplest of ex
sunup to sundown for starvation wages. amples-when you buy something, say 
As a child growing up on a tenant farm a computer, from a store, the gains are 
in the old South, I experienced the un- mutual; the money the store takes in 
relenting poverty and despair of a sys- helps it pay its costs and provides some 
tern based on exploitation. I do not profit and, you, the customer, purchase 
want America to nurture this system a desired product which makes you 
in Mexico. We must not go back to more productive. 
child labor, unjust wages and environ- However, when artificial barriers are 
mental destruction. forced into the equation, trade is inhib-

This little planet, Earth, is not ours ited. Extend the example-just as you 
to hoard. It is not ours to waste, but to are about to buy the computer, a gov
use what we need. ernment agent comes in and requires 

We should leave this part of the plan-· you to pay a $500 tax or tariff. The 
et to include the borders of Mexico and likelihood that the transaction will 
the United States of America a little take place diminishes greatly with 
more peaceful, a little safer, a little that requirement, and both you and the 
greener, and a little cleaner for unborn store are then the loser. I cite this ex
generations. ample to make the point that seems to 

have gotten lost in all the rhetoric and 
statistical charges and countercharges. 
What NAFTA is all about is allowing 
free commerce for the benefit of both 
parties. 

There is another aspect to NAFTA. It 
will benefit those who produce goods 
and services for export. Today, Mexi
can tariffs .are 2lh times higher on aver
age than United States tariffs, putting 
United States exporters at a disadvan
tage. NAFTA creates a level playing 
field for the United States by reducing 
the tariffs-or taxes-that the people 
in the United States must pay the 
Mexican Government in order to sell 
goods and services to the people in 
Mexico. When we speak of who will par
ticipate in free trade, we are not speak
ing about Mexico and the United 
States. Our countries do not trade any
thing with each other. Individual 
Americans and individual Mexicans are 
the actual merchants and customers. 
NAFTA removes restrictions of the 
Mexican and United States Govern
ment on the freedom of their citizens 
to trade with one another. In other 
words, NAFTA removes power from the 
hand of government and restores free
dom to the individual. 

Freer trade works. Since 1986 when 
Mexico began to liberalize its trade 
practices with the United States, 
America and Arizona have seen a tre
mendous increase in exports to Mexico. 
Exports from Arizona to Mexico in
creased by more than 90 percent in 
1992. It is no wonder that, in a recently 
completed survey conducted by Tem
ple, AZ-based O'Neill Associates for the 
East Valley Partnership, 92 percent of 
individuals living in the Phoenix area 
said they support NAFTA. 

I noted that Mexican tariffs are still 
2lh times higher on average than Unit
ed States tariffs. Mexican tariffs aver
age 10 percent compared to our average 
of three percent. It should be expected 
that United States exports to Mexico 
will increase even more with the imple
mentation of NAFTA. 

For some industries, the discrepancy 
in tariffs is even higher than the 10 to 
3 ratio I just mentioned. Just to give 
you an example, I mention the prod
ucts below: 

[In percent) 

Product-type/tariff 

Chemicals ............................................................ .. 
Cars/light trucks .................................................. .. 
Auto parts ....................................................... ..... .. 
Household app . .................................................... .. 
Machine tools .... ........................... ....................... .. 

Mexican 
tariff 

20 
20 
13.1 
17 
13 

U.S. tariff 

4 
2.2 
0.4 
1 
2 

Some people are concerned that jobs 
will be lost to Mexico if NAFTA is im
plemented. Overall, the result should 
be the opposite because NAFTA will 
eliminate non-tariff barriers that block 
United States exports to Mexico. For 
example, the auto and autoparts indus
try Mexican local content rules and ex
port requirements effectively shut out 
United States based producers of most 
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finished products and require United 
States automakers to shift production 
to Mexico. NAFTA will remove these 
requirements, allowing auto producers 
of finished goods to use components 
produced in the United States and ship 
from their United States operations. 

The increase in exports as a result of 
reducing these and other tariffs will 
create hundreds of thousands of jobs. 
The U.S. Trade Representatives Office 
estimates that 200,000 new jobs are cre
ated for every billion dollars in in
creased exports. 

Trade with Mexico directly supports 
over 600,000 American jobs. NAFTA is 
expected to increase that to 1 million 
within 3 years. In Arizona alone, ac
cording to Departmemt of Commerce 
figures, some 14,000 new jobs were cre
ated as a result of increased Arizona
Mexico trade between 1991 and 1992. 

Allied Signal Inc. illustrates the 
types of opportunities and jobs that 
can be created as a result of United 
States trade with Mexico. Allied Signal 
has traditionally been a defense con
tracting firm but has shifted some of 
its business to the environmental tech
nology industry. They make and sell 
catalytic converters and, converters 
are currently being phased in as a 
standard requirement for automobiles 
in Mexico. However, United States high 
technology products like the catalytic 
converter face some of Mexico's high
est tariffs. NAFTA will eliminate tar
iffs on such high technology products. 
Allied Signal pays roughly $1 million 
per year in tariffs and has indicated 
that without NAFTA it may be forced 
to move production to Mexico in order 
to avoid Mexican tariffs. Hundreds of 
jobs could be kept in the United States 
by implementing NAFTA. 

Mattei Barbies Inc. is another good 
example of how freer trade will result 
in increased jobs for the United States 
and Mexico. As a result of Mexico's 
freer trade policies and in anticipation 
of NAFTA, Mattei Inc. has moved its 
production, raw materials acquisition, 
and management facilities from South
east Asia to the United States and 
Mexico. 

These and other examples, which pro
vide hundreds of thousands of U.S. 
jobs, are what NAFTA is all about. 
NAFTA does not change United States 
environmental laws (but will enhance 
environmental cleanup in Mexico) does 
not endanger U.S. sovereignty, and 
does not offset benefits that will result 
from freer trade. 

By now, all of us should understand 
the positive implications of the 
NAFTA and pass this agreement. It is 
not acceptable to support the status 
quo and to let opportunity pass us by. 
NAFTA represents an opportunity for 
America to enter the 21st century as 
the preeminent economic power in an 
economically expanding hemisphere. 
For all of us who care about creating 
jobs and helping to restore our eco-

nomic future, I urge you to vote for 
this agreement. 

Mr. EVERETT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. QUINN] 
a freshman member. 

Mr. QUINN. Madam Chairman, we 
have heard an awful lot of discussion 
about NAFTA recently, and we will 
hear more later today. We have heard 
about the isolationism, we have heard 
about the expansionism, protectionism, 
and globalism. We have heard about 
open markets and closed markets. But 
I rise today not to discuss all the theo
ries and the rhetoric about NAFTA, the 
implications of what may or may not 
happen if this agreement is passed or if 
it fails. And I rise today in defense of 
jobs, American jobs, jobs in my dis
trict, and western New York and across 
the country. 

0 1350 
I ask my colleagues today to examine 

the facts. NAFTA opponents are op
posed to NAFTA because of actual eco
nomic practice by Mexico-my con
stituents do not want to hear about 
economic theories or political rhetoric. 
What they care about is jobs-the loss 
of their jobs. 

There is no free market economy in 
Mexico. There is no invisible hand of 
supply and demand. Instead, there's a 
very visible hand of government * * * 
repressing wages, standards of living, 
and enticing American companies to 
invest there. Why? Cheap labor and 
lower environmental standards. 

How can we compete against that? 
Approximately 5.9 million U.S. man

ufacturing jobs are vulnerable under 
NAFTA. That's right-almost 6 million 
jobs in this country. My State of New 
York would be fifth hardest hit State 
in the Nation in terms of job losses. 
NAFTA indeed could devastate our 
fragile economic recovery, not only in 
New York State, but across the coun
try. 

Last, Madam Chairman, along with 
many of the American people I ques
tion why NAFTA can't be sold on its 
merits? Votes for NAFTA have been 
traded like stocks and bonds. Except, 
the administration is trading with the 
American people's tax money-money 
for sugar, bridges, roads and who 
knows what else has been promised be
hind closed doors. But I guess that's 
business as usual in Washington, DC. 

I support free trade, but only when 
it's fair, and I call that smart trade. 

I urge my colleagues vote down 
NAFTA and send a clear message to 
Mexico: Reform your autocratic econ
omy and keep your hands off American 
jobs. NAFTA ignores jobs, income lev
els, and the environment. 

We must protect American jobs, pre
serve America's standard of living, and 
support smart trade. Say "no" to 
NAFTA. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee [Mrs. LLOYD]. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Madam Chairman, as I 
have read the North American Free
Trade Agreement and listened to the 
arguments on both sides, I was left 
with one overriding question. What 
happens if we do not pass NAFT A? 

Earlier this year, I expressed grave 
reservations over the NAFTA, as it was 
originally drafted. As the former chair
man of the Congressional Textile Cau
cus and a strong advocate of the textile 
industry, I have been rather leery of 
trading pacts which I feel might im
peril American industries and workers. 

After considerable reflection on the 
most important vote of my career, I 
have concluded that the defeat of 
NAFTA will not save jobs, it will not 
prevent any American company from 
relocating to Mexico, nor will it solve 
our trade deficit. 

Textiles are an important industry in 
Tennessee. Textile and apparel exports 
have grown at a 33-percent annual rate 
since 1987. In 1992, Tennessee's exports 
to Mexico totaled nearly $414 million, 
making Mexico the State's second 
most important foreign market. Under 
NAFTA, Tennessee's textile exports to 
Mexico will be able to grow faster. And 
most importantly, strict rules of origin 
ensure that Mexico will not be used as 
an import platform for Asian textiles 
and fabrics. President Clinton has per
sonally assured me that the adminis
tration will increase the customs budg
et by $15 million in order to enforce 
trade laws on textiles and apparel. The 
administration also pledged to nego
tiate a 15-year phaseout on textile 
quotas in the final talks of the Uru
guay round of the GATT. 

In coming to a decision, I also consid
ered the serious consequences the de
feat of NAFTA will have for U.S. na
tional interests. The cold war is over 
and America cannot remain an eco
nomic superpower if it· turns down the 
opportunity to develop the largest 
common market in the world. The 
United States will be left with no effec
tive responses to the regional trade 
strategies Europe and Japan are suc
cessfully employing to bolster their 
competitiveness. U.S. workers will be 
competing with one arm tied behind 
their back. 

Rejection of NAFT A could delay or 
lead to the collapse of the Uruguay 
round of GATT trade talks. The United 
States has the most to gain from the 
GATT agreement, but our main trading 
partners may refuse to offer politically 
difficult concessions if there is any 
doubt of congressional approval. Col
lapse of the round could spark a new 
round of world protectionism-and a 
worldwide recession that would place 
millions of U.S. jobs at risk. 

A defeat of NAFTA will send disturb
ing messages to Mexico and other 
Latin American countries which have 
made political and economic reforms in 
recent years. Mexico's President Sali
nas has taken important steps toward 
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creating a free-market economy over 
the past 5 years, including a significant 
reduction in tariffs. The United States 
has benefited from this through sky
rocketing exports and the creation of 
hundreds of thousands of new jobs. 
Mexico may react to a rejection by 
closing its markets and seeking invest
ment and trade with our competitors 
in Europe and Asia. 

United States-Mexican relations 
could become tense, reducing coopera
tion on issues that Americans are deep
ly concerned-illegal immigration, ille
gal drug trade, labor rights, and the en
vironment. The United States cannot 
address these concerns by itself. 

Most importantly, if NAFTA fails 
U.S. international leadership will be in 
doubt, because we have just signaled to 
the world that America is not con
fident of its ability to compete with a 
neighboring economy only one-twenti
eth its own size. 

Is this Congress ready to repudiate 50 
years of market-expanding efforts 
under every American President since 
Franklin D. Roosevelt? Is Congress pre
pared to face the former Communist 
nations which will have lost their 
prime advocate for opening export 
markets to their products? Is Congress 
ready to weaken the Presidency at a 
time when political and economic ten
sions are so high across the globe? 

I do not believe this body wants to 
abdicate its responsibility for global 
leadership and I therefore urge my col
leagues to support NAFTA. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON]. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman, 
today we consider this agreement, the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. Today we consider the present 
and future of our American economy, 
our wages, our standard of living, and 
the principles we hold in the highest 
esteem. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a firm supporter ·of 
free trade. I believe that international 
trade provides enhanced opportunity 
for our precious industries. I believe 
that increased trade is essential for the 
future growth of our economy. How
ever, today I say to my colleagues, I do 
not support this trade agreement be
cause I believe it is flawed. Today, I 
say to my fellow Americans, the vote 
we are about to take is not a litmus 
test on the principle of free trade. 
Rather, it is a question of whether 
American workers and investors will 
benefit from this agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, we live in a great Na
tion. The United States is the leader of 
the free industrialized world. Our Na
tion remains the only superpower in 
the world and the envy of all democ
racies. We are the first among democ
racies where free enterprise thrives, 
and we represent the model for the 
world. The distinction with our Nation 
relates to the value we place in raising 

our standard of living, our real wages, 
and leaving our children a strong fu
ture. We are competitive. 

The truth is that we must lower our 
ideals and standards in order to enter 
into this agreement. If this body de
cides to pass this agreement, we give 
credence to the practices employed by 
our neighbors to the south-the pre
meditated suppression of wages. By en
tering into this agreement, we do not 
help the Mexican consumers, we settle 
and compromise for the sake of expedi
ency. 

Mr. Chairman, this agreement is 
about establishing a strong and lasting 
relationship with our neighbors. We all 
desire that Mexico be a strong nation 
with a rising standard of living. But 
this should not be done by pulling our 
own wages and standard of living down 
to accommodate the lower wages and 
lax environmental standards of our 
neighbor to the south. 

I believe that NAFTA may be espe
cially dangerous for the hard-working 
people of rural eastern North Carolina. 
In my district, only 57.8 percent of 
those 25 years of age or higher possess 
a high school diploma or equivalency, 
and we are also plagued with a poverty 
rate of 26 percent. In this regard, I am 
most concerned with the potential loss 
in low-skilled jobs which would result 
with the implementation of this agree
ment. I believe that NAFTA would also 
adversely affect the ability of small 
farmers to remain competitive. 

We need to establish a trading pact 
in North America which is based on the 
principles that has made our Nation 
strong. We must call for a trading part
nership which respects the right of av
erage citizens and workers to have 
good wages and standards of living. 
Today, let us send a message to the 
global community that the United 
States demands more than just free 
trade, we demand free trade and fair 
play. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Kennedyville, MD on 
the eastern shore of Maryland [Mr. 
GILCHREST] a member of the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transpor
tation and the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Madam Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to re
spond to an earlier speaker on the 
other side of the aisle who made a ref
erence that those of us who are voting 
for NAFTA will lend a deaf ear to the 
oppressed and to those seeking jobs and 
a better life. 

Those of us who are voting for 
NAFTA do not lend a deaf ear to the 
Mexican worker or the American work
er. Those of us who are voting for 
NAFTA do not lend a deaf ear to the 
oppressed. With NAFTA, we can create 
jobs in America. With NAFTA, we offer 
the opportunity for workers in Mexico 

to raise their standard of living. With 
NAFTA, we unleash the spirit of de
mocracy and the creative power of a 
market economy, which is what we be
lieve in, which is what we have been 
working so mightily for since World 
Warll. · 

One last thing: There is a mystery 
about human initiative. It reveals it
self when there is responsibility 
present and when there is dignity 
present. President Clinton and Presi
dent Salinas have given us the oppor
tunity to raise the standard of living 
by offering responsibility and dignity 
to both sides of the border for Amer
ican and Mexican workers. 

Madam Chairman, I urge a yes vote 
on NAFTA. 

I rise in support of the North American Free
Trade Agreement, and I request permission to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

To anyone opposed to NAFT A, I have to 
ask: What is it about the status quo that you 
like so much? Do you think it's good that the 
United States market is wide open, while the 
Mexican market is largely closed? Do you like 
the fact that United States businesses can, 
and do, move south of the border, but that 
they can't stay here and export to Mexico? Do 
you think it's good that Mexico can currently 
use lax enforcement of environmental laws to 
attract investment? Do you approve of the fact 
that Mexico's tariffs are 2112 times as high as 
ours? If you oppose NAFTA, clearly, you think 
the status quo is a terrific idea. 

Whether we pass NAFT A or not, American 
businesses will be able to move south of the 
border and export to the United States. 
Whether we pass NAFT A or not, the border 
area will be polluted, although NAFT A takes 
steps to clean it up. Whether we pass NAFT A 
or not, Mexican wages will be lower than ours. 
Whether we pass NAFT A or not, the Mexican 
Government will not be a perfect government. 

But if we do pass NAFT A, American busi
nesses will be able to stay here and export to 
Mexico. If we pass NAFT A, Mexico will be re
quired to adequately enforce their environ
mental laws. If we pass NAFT A, we take the 
first step toward border cleanup. If we pass 
NAFT A, tariffs will be eliminated, and our busi
nesses will be able to compete on a level 
playing field. 

I completely fail to understand how anyone 
could say that the status quo is preferable to 
NAFT A. It is the status quo that has cost 
American workers jobs and polluted the border 
area. NAFT A is the first step to solving the 
problems created by the status quo. 

Let me assert my firm belief that the only 
thing we have to fear is fear itself-nameless, 
unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyzes 
needed efforts to convert retreat into advance. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
freshman gentleman from Pine Bluff, 
AR, [Mr. DICKEY], a member of the 
Committee on Agriculture and a mem
ber of the Committee on Natural Re
sources. 

Mr. DICKEY. Madam Chairman, I am 
for NAFTA. But I am also an observer 
of this process, and I think there are 
four bad points that I want to mention. 
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One, is I was only given 1 minute to 
talk; No. 2, is the enormous dollars, 
threats, and favors that have been 
given, that have been discouraging in a 
lot of ways, because the American peo
ple are left out; I also think that the 
working man's interests have been 
abandoned by the very people who sup
posedly are representing them, the lob
byists; I think too much emphasis has 
been on reelection. Too much discus
sion has been who is going to be re
elected and how you are going to be re
elected and how you are going to raise 
money. 

The good part is the bipartisanship. 
That is, we have been doing this to
gether. We have been showing the 
American people that the problems of 
America and our relationship to the 
world are more important than who 
gets the credit or who we are working 
beside or who we are working against. 
I think that is awfully good. 

The working person is the very rea
son why this issue gets my vote. We are 
like a chain. Our country is like a 
chain. The weakest link has to be made 
stronger. That is why I am for the 
working person. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
freshman gentleman from Holland, MI, 
Mr. HOEKSTRA, a member of the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today in support of NAFTA be
cause it will create the opportunity for 
new jobs in the United States by ex
panding the marketplace for American 
produced goods. The argument that we 
will lose jobs because of NAFTA ig
nores reality. The ability to move jobs 
out of the United States exists today. 
By approving NAFTA, we will reduce 
the incentive to move jobs to Mexico 
by lowering and eliminating tariffs on 
United States goods. No longer will 
United States companies need to locate 
in Mexico to sell to Mexican citizens. 

However, the challenge to create new 
U.S. jobs begins tomorrow. United 
States businesses need to take advan
tage of this opportunity that we are 
providing them, and this Government 
needs to create a job friendly environ
ment. We need to allow job creators to 
go about their business with a mini
mum of Government interference. We 
need to reduce the paperwork that 
smothers initiatives, taxes that stifle 
investment, and mandates that stran
gle flexibility for workers and man
agers. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PETE 
GEREN]. 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
NAFTA and American jobs. 

0 1400 
Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFTA]. As a farmer in real life, I feel 
very strongly that opening new mar
kets for American products and pro
moting freer and fairer trade is impera
tive if we are to maintain our leader
ship position in the world economy. 
The only way that farmers in America 
have survived-those of us who have 
survived-is because we have engaged 
in the world market. Those of us who 
are involved in agriculture realized 
that we had to aggressively work to 
open markets around the world if we 
were to remain viable. America cannot 
afford simply to focus on our domestic 
market and ignore the rest of the 
world. 

NAFTA is an important part of our 
effort to open new markets and com
pete in the international market. If we 
defeat NAFTA, it will be much more 
difficult for the United States to con
vince other countries to open their 
markets. The consequences of this ac
tion would be devastating for all U.S. 
industries. 

NAFTA will have an extremely bene
ficial impact on U.S. agriculture. Mex
ico has an increasingly urbanized, 
growing population that represents a 
significant market for United States 
farmers. United States agricultural ex
ports to Mexico have risen to nearly $4 
billion. According to the Department 
of Agriculture, United States agricul
tural exports under NAFTA are ex
pected to be $2 to $2.5 billion higher a 
year than it would be without NAFTA. 
By increasing U.S. exports in many in
come-supported commodities, NAFTA 
will reduce spending on farm programs. 

NAFTA also presents a tremendous 
opportunity for the American energy 
industry. NAFTA will eliminate tariffs 
on oil- and gas-field equipment and 
allow American businesses to compete 
for the $8 billion in procurement con
tracts that Mexico's state-owned en
ergy companies enter into each year. It 
will allow American natural gas and 
electricity companies to negotiate con
tracts directly with their Mexican 
counterparts. A recent Texas A&M 
study found that the energy provision 
of NAFTA could raise Texas' output of 
goods and services by an estimated $2 
billion a year and create more than 
29,000 jobs for Texans. 

Although some of the opponents of 
NAFTA suggest that only the large 
multinational corporations will bene
fit, NAFTA will benefit small busi
nesses who do not have the resources 
to overcome the barriers to the Mexi
can market that NAFTA will elimi
nate. I know of one small businessman 
in my district who lost a contract in 
Mexico by 1 percent because he was not 
able to overcome a 10-percent tariff. 
Numerous other small businessmen 
have told me that they expect to bene
fit from NAFTA. I would like to submit 

for the RECORD a list of some of the 
businesses in my district who will ben
efit from NAFTA. 
SELECTED BUSINESSES IN THE 17TH DISTRICT 

OF TEXAS WHO EXPECT TO BENEFIT FROM 
FREE TRADE WITH MEXICO 
FMC in Stephenville, Texas employs 200 

people in producing valves, pumps and fit
tings for oil and gas producers. FMC esti
mates that NAFTA will increase their sales 
by $3.5 million and allow them to add twenty 
high-paying jobs in the Stephenville facility. 

U.S. Brass in Abilene. U.S. Brass has been 
exploring opportunities to sell piping to 
Mexico. NAFTA will increase the likelihood 
that these efforts to expand business for U.S. 
Brass in Abilene will be successful. 

The 3M factory in Brownwood, Texas 
which employs 574 people, anticipates an in
creased market for its products such as re
flective sheeting. Last year, 3M signed a $30 
million contract with Mexico to produce re
flective sheeting for license plates that are 
sold in Mexico. NAFTA would make it easier 
for them to compete for more contracts of 
this type with Mexico and expand their busi
ness. 

Industrial Technology Inc. in Mineral 
Wells, Texas, which produces high-tech test 
equipment for the telephone industry, al
ready is benefiting from trade with Mexico 
and will do better with NAFTA. One-fourth 
of his sales are exports, 20 percent of which 
are to Mexico. At least four of their employ
ees have jobs as a direct result of their sales 
to Mexico. NAFTA presents an opportunity 
for Industrial Technology Inc. to take advan
tage of the multi-billion modernization of 
the Mexican telephone system. 

The question that I have posed to 
NAFTA opponents on numerous occa
sions is: How will America be better off 
than we are today if NAFTA is de
feated? I have not received an answer 
to this question. Defeating NAFTA will 
not create jobs, control immigration, 
stop the flow of illegal drugs or clean 
up the environment. 

On the other hand, defeating NAFTA 
would represent a threat to the Amer
ican economy and national security. 
Defeating NAFTA would put coopera
tion on issues such as illegal immigra
tion, drug trafficking, and other issues 
at risk. It would also jeopardize the po
litical and economic reforms in Mex
ico. Economically, defeat of NAFTA 
will lock in the current unfair trading 
relationship in which Mexican barriers 
will continue to limit United States ac
cess to the Mexican market while Mex
ico will continue to enjoy virtually un
limited access to the United States 
market. 

Madam Chairman, the vote on 
NAFTA represents a crossroads for 
American policy as well as for eco
nomic policy. While direct impact of 
NAFTA on the United States economy 
has been exaggerated by supporters and 
opponents of NAFTA, the ramifications 
of the decision we make on NAFTA go 
far beyond the issue of trade with Mex
ico. The issue before us is whether 
America is prepared to use our eco
nomic power to open foreign markets 
or return to isolationist trade policies. 
I urge my colleagues to consider the se
rious negative ramifications that re
turning to isolationist policies will 
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have on the American economy and 
take a risk for America. Vote for 
NAFTA. Vote for jobs. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Indiana [Ms. LONG]. 

Ms. LONG. Madam Chairman, there 
is not much new to say in a debate like 
this. I hope, however, to present a dif
ferent perspective than what I have 
heard so far. 

My concern is the negative-in fact
disproportionately negative impact 
that this agreement would have on 
rural areas of our country. 

Yes, NAFTA could be good for many 
sectors of agriculture. I am a farmer, 
most of my family are farmers, and we 
could personally benefit from increased 
commodity sales to Mexico. But agri
culture accounts for only about 10 per
cent of the economies in rural commu
nities. The NAFTA decision can not be 
based solely on agriculture. 

True free trade should benefit all in 
our country-not just a few. 

Even NAFTA proponents agree that 
there will be job losses. However, pro
ponents are comforted by the hope that 
the losses will be outweighed by the 
gains. 

My problem is where the job losses 
will come from, and where the gains 
will be-or more appropriately-where 
job gains will not be. The losses will 
take place-unquestionably-in the 
lower skill, lower wage jobs. Hopefully, 
the gains will be in higher skill, higher 
wage positions. 

That may be good for our economy if 
it would all work out. But, I know 
something about economics, and I 
know even more about rural commu
nities. Almost 70 percent of the low
skill, low-wage jobs we expect to lose 
are located in rural America. That is 
where the losses will come from-rural 
cities and towns in our country. 

The job gains will not offset the 
losses in rural America. Smaller com
munities are already hard pressed to 
attract business. And once a company 
leaves a small city or town-the results 
can be devastating-because many 
times these companies are the largest 
employers in the area. These compa
nies are often the lifeblood of the en
tire community. 

Proponents of NAFTA say that if we 
are not competitive, let the jobs go. 
They argue that the low-wage, low
skill jobs are going to Mexico anyway. 
I agree, they are going to go eventu
ally. 

But NAFTA accelerates the process. 
And it does so at a time when rural 
communities are not yet prepared to 
deal with significant job losses. 

These are the towns that have just 
learned the finer points of economic 
development in the last decade. They 
are just beginning to attract some 
firms from the larger metropolitan 
areas. 

With NAFTA, we would be facilitat
ing an exodus from rural America-at a 

time when small communities already 
lag in infrastructure developments like 
wastewater treatment, transportation, 
and so forth-that could help attract 
replacement jobs. 

I have talked to town board presi
dents, county commissioners, and rural 
residents-they are not yet ready to 
compete for the promised new jobs that 
might become available. 

The fact is that this particular 
NAFTA will result in disproportionate 
job losses in our Nation's smaller cities 
and towns, and we have no real plan to· 
assist rural residents with what could 
be devastating losses-not just job 
losses-but losses of entire commu
nities. 

Madam Chairman, I cannot vote for 
that. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Bentonville, AR, Mr. 
HUTCIDNSON, .a member of the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transpor
tation and the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Chair
man, I rise in support of NAFTA. 

Mexico has made great, great strides 
in recent years. They have balanced 
their budget, privatized many indus
tries, lowered inflation from over 250 
percent to less than 10 percent, -and 
they have expanded trade with the 
United States, all while lowering both 
corporate and personal income taxes, a 
pretty good model for the United 
States. 

Rejection of NAFTA will be a kick in 
the teeth to the economic and political 
reforms that have occurred in Mexico. 
Under NAFTA, there will be no in
fringement on American sovereignty; 
not one scintilla of our sovereignty is 
sacrificed by the passage of this trade 
agreement. 

No provision in NAFTA can super
sede American domestic law or the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Madam Chairman, I say that we must 
say no to the fearmongers. This is a 
free-trade agreement. It is not "apoca
lypse now." It is not the eve of destruc
tion. But it can be the eve of oppor
tunity, if we pass NAFTA. Free trade 
does not create a win-lose situation. 
Free trade benefits everyone. 

I urge its passage. 
Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Millbrook, NY, Mr. FISH, the ranking 
member of the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

Mr. FISH. Madam Chairman, for 
weeks and months, I have listened to 
hundreds and heard from thousands of 
people who shared their hopes and con
cerns about the North American Free
Trade Agreement [NAFTA]. Though 
their arguments varied, the question 
for me has remained constant, What is 
in the best interest of my country? 
After careful study and consideration, I 

have concluded that NAFTA is in our 
best interest, and I will vote for it 
today. 

Arriving at this decision has not been 
easy because people who I have always 
respected, and on whose judgment I 
have often relied, have directly oppos
ing views on this issue. Particularly 
pai:nful for me is the criticism my vote 
will draw from labor and environ
mental leaders-allies of mine over the 
years in the causes of social justice and 
environmental protection. 

No issue has been more central to the 
NAFTA debate than jobs. While the ex
tent of job loss or gain is disputed, the 
anxiety I sense from so many American 
workers who feel threatened is real. 
Ours is an economy in transition, and 
such rapid change is scary and often 
painful. The lingering recession of the 
past several years combined with de
fense conversion, increased foreign 
competition, increased American labor 
productivity, and the increased demand 
of American consumers for foreign 
goods have cost hundreds of thousands 
of Americans their jobs. 

But protectionism is not the answer. 
A "no" vote on NAFTA will not bring 
back the jobs of my nearly 8,000 Hud
son Valley neighbors laid off by IBM 
last spring or any of the other 500,000 
jobs which have left New York State in 
the past 5 years. A "no" vote will not 
stop any others from leaving. But 
NAFTA, by phasing out high Mexican 
tariffs, removes the incentive to move 
production to Mexico. United States 
companies, enjoying highly productive 
American workers and superior infra
structure need not incur the expense of 
relocating to sell to the Mexican mar
ket. 

I am encouraged by a number of re
ports from the business community 
about actions they will take if NAFTA 
is approved. More than 90 textile mills, 
accounting for the majority of textile 
production in the United States have 
signed a pledge not to move jobs, 
plants, or facilities to Mexico if 
NAFTA is approved. Philips Elec
tronics will close plants in Mexico and 
move them back to the United States, 
and will be able to continue production 
in Manlius, NY, instead of moving that 
plant to Mexico. At least seven other 
companies, including AT&T and GM, 
have announced plans to relocate 
plants from Mexico back to the United 
States. In addition, numerous compa
nies have plans to vastly expand their 
work forces in the United States if 
NAFTA is approved. 

Large corporations are not the only 
beneficiaries of this agreement. Small
to medium-sized businesses all over the 
country, including two in Westchester 
County, NY-Eagle Export Trading Co., 
and ServiAlimentos---have told me how 
NAFTA will greatly increase their abil
ity to compete for market share in 
Mexico and expand their operation in 
the United States. 
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I am convinced that a "no" vote on 

NAFTA threatens U.S. leadership in 
promoting world trade and the chance 
to position ol.irselves for a dynamic fu
ture of economic growth. A "no" vote 
puts at risk the GATT negotiations 
with their promise of vastly increased 
trade and jobs at home. A "no" vote on 
NAFTA denies United States products 
preferential treatment in the growing 
Mexican economy and corresponding 
jobs at home. And a "no" vote does 
nothing to promote cleanup of the 
toxic pollution in our border areas. 

The increasingly high productivity of 
the American work force, producing as 
much as our country needs or wants, 
demands a larger market for the goods 
we produce. The only way to create and 
maintain additional jobs, particularly 
in manufacturing, is to gain increased 
access to foreign markets. Our best 
hope for the future is an expanding ex
port market to Latin America. The 
prospect of markets in a Western 
Hemisphere free-trade zone lies ahead, 
and approval of NAFT A is the first step 
toward that goal. 

NAFTA would create the world's 
largest trading alliance with 370 mil
lion consumers in Canada, the United 
States, and Mexico. New York State 
would be a major beneficiary of its ap
proval. Mexico is already one of New 
York's fastest growing export markets, 
with our State's exports to that coun
try having increased by more than 82 
percent between 1987 and 1992. Since 
1987, 8,300 jobs have been created in 
New York because of increased trade 
with Mexico and it is estimated that 
another 15,000 could be created by 1997 
if exports continue at current rates. 

But should NAFTA cause one job loss 
or 100,000 job losses in the near term, 
our response must be compassionate 
and immediatd because every job is im
portant and every day makes a dif
ference to someone who is unemployed. 
The Federal Government must swiftly 
aid those who are negatively impacted 
by providing training and retraining, 
job search assistance, and counseling. 
Secretary of Labor Robert Reich has 
personally assured me that retraining 
of dislocated workers is his top priority 
and he has committed himself and his 
staff to a comprehensive overhaul of 
this country's worker-adjustment pro
grams. Until this new program is in 
place, the implementing legislation be
fore us establishes a program to pro
vide financial assistance and training 
to workers facing economic disloca
tions associated with NAFTA. It also 
requires that a comprehensive study of 
the operations and effects of NAFTA be 
conducted 3 years after its entry into 
force, and this is something I will be 
carefully monitoring from day one. 

Although the creation of new jobs in 
the United States is the most impor
tant single reason for Americans to 
support NAFTA, we must not lose sight 
of the fact that this agreement will 

also reduce push factors leading to ille
gal immigration by spurring economic 
growth in Mexico. Greater employment 
opportunities for Mexican citizens in 
their own country mean not only 
greater consumer demand for American 
products, but also incentives for Mexi
cans to remain at home and participate 
in Mexico's development. In Judiciary 
Committee testimony earlier this 
month, Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service Commissioner Doris 
Meissner described NAFTA as "Ameri
ca's best opportunity to reduce illegal 
immigration from Mexico." 

NAFTA has also been heralded by 
U.S. negotiators and private sector ad
viso'ry reports as the strongest multi
lateral agreement on intellectual prop
erty rights ever negotiated. This is 
critical for U.S. industry, especially 
high-technology companies such as bio
technology, computer, pharmaceutical, 
and others, which depend heavily on 
such protections for their products. 
These innovative and creative indus
tries make tremendous commitments 
to research and development and are 
major providers of the high-technology 
jobs that we need in this country. But 
their products are subject to piracy 
abroad. IBM, for example, invests over 
$6 billion annually in research and de
velopment, but estimates their losses 
worldwide to software piracy at about 
$1 billion annually. Clearly the need for 
strong intellectual property protec
tion, such as that embodied in NAFTA, 
for U.S. companies operating in the 
global marketplace cannot be over
emphasized. 

It is important to put to rest the no
tion that our national sovereignty is 
surrendered by NAFTA provisions cre
ating binational panels to resolve dis
putes. There is nothing in NAFTA that 
requires we change our laws as a result 
of a ruling by a binational panel. We 
are still in control of our laws. Also, we 
can disregard any ruling of a bina
tional panel and not be any worse off. 
All that can happen is that the com
plaining country can raise their tariffs, 
which they are at liberty to do without 
NAFTA. 

To those who have heard that 
NAFTA will sacrifice American sov
ereignty, Jack Kemp, Ronald Reagan, 
William F. Buckley, and other staunch 
defenders of U.S. sovereignty, respond 
that under NAFTA no international 
body has any legal authority over 
American domestic affairs, and no pri
vate individual or party would be al
lowed to bring suit against a sovereign 
nation. 

Finally, environmental groups are 
split on the merits of NAFTA. NAFTA 
prohibits weak enforcement of environ
mental laws as an incentive for luring 
investment. Mexico already has envi
ronmental protection laws comparable 
to the United States but it is their en
forcement of these laws which is a 
problem. NAFTA provides a mecha-

nism for investigating allegations of 
weak enforcement, consultations, and 
ultimately penalties for an offending 
country to be penalized for failing to 
correct a problem. 

The National Wildlife Federation, 
World Wildlife Fund, Nature Conser
vancy, Audubon Society, Environ
mental Defense Fund, Natural Re
sources Defense Council, and Defenders 
of Wildlife agree that NAFTA is a step 
forward in environmental protection 
and that the cleanup of the polluted 
border area between the United States 
and Mexico will only occur with the $4 
billion included in this legislation. I 
commit myself to working with all en
vironmental organizations to ensure 
that environmental protection laws are 
strengthened and that those already on 
the books are fully enforced. 

Madam Chairman, for decades the 
United States has encouraged Mexico 
and other nations of Latin America to 
move toward development of free-mar
ket economies. In the past 5 years 
under the leadership of President Sali
nas, Mexico's economy has undergone 
dramatic change. Many barriers to in
vestment have been brought down, 
many public sector enterprises success
fully privatized, foreign private invest
ment encouraged, and the GDP growth 
rate strengthened. Inflation is down 
and consumer disposable income is up. 
This has resulted in a tripling of Unit
ed States exports to Mexico over the 
last 5 years, making Mexico the second 
largest market in the world for United 
States manufactured goods. NAFTA 
will lock in these gains, end the 
maquiladora program, and provide a 
stable foundation for continued 
progress. 

The idea of free trade among nations 
is not new. The United States has had 
a longstanding commitment to fair and 
open trade in the world market. From 
the beginning of our Republic, the free 
flow of goods and services back and 
forth between nations has defined 
growing prosperity. 

We now have the opportunity to put 
our words into action with our two 
closest neighbors. In 1979 President 
Ronald Reagan said, "* * * we can dare 
to dream that at some future date a 
map of the world might show the North 
American continent as one in which 
the peoples and commerce of it's three 
strong countries flow more freely 
across their present borders than they 
do today." Madam Chairman, that day 
is today and this significant window of 
opportunity will close tonight if this 
House does not approve this legislation 
to implement the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. 

"Not this NAFTA" is a catchy slogan 
but it is not reality. No person in
volved in these difficult negotiations 
over the past 6 years believes there is 
any possibility of renegotiation. This 
includes President Salinas who has 
stated emphatically and repeatedly 
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that Mexico will not accept renegoti
ation. So the time is now for us to em
brace the future with characteristic 
American confidence, or we will lose 
this historic opportunity to regenerate 
and strengthen our economy with the 
promise of border markets for our 
goods and a robust economy for •this 
generation and the next. I urge my col
leagues to join me in supporting the 
legislation before us to implement the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. PASTOR]. 

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Chairman, in 
the middle of one of Mexico City's 
most beautiful public spaces, Chapul
tepec Park, there stands a monument 
that recalls a very bitter time in the 
relations between our country · and the 
Republic of Mexico. Rising far above 
the ground, El Monumento de los Niiios 
Heroes, memorializes the brave and 
valiant Mexican youth who chose to 
take their own lives rather than be
come prisoners of the invading United 
States Army during the Mexican
American War. It is a stark arid somber 
reminder of a time when mutual sus
picion, hostility, xenophobia, and war
fare characterized the relationship be
tween the United States and Mexico. 

How far we have come, Madam Chair, 
from those dark days. A culture of mu
tual respect and open friendship now 
permeates the relations between Wash
ington and Mexico. For years, our com
munities along the border have coex
isted and profited from the trade rela
tionship between our two countries. 
This NAFTA presents an unique oppor
tunity to set new and higher standards 
of trade between our nations. I don't 
believe this country has ever entered 
into a treaty that elevates our environ
mental and labor concerns to the level 
achieved by NAFTA. 

The abuses that have plagued the 
United States-Mexico border cannot be 
attributed to NAFTA. Rather, NAFTA 
will address the needs of our border 
communities that have been ignored 
for far too long. NAFTA, through the 
North American Development Bank, 
will allow us to invest in the environ
mental and physical infrastructure 
needed to improve standards and prac
tices in all three NAFTA countries. 
For the first time we are given a real 
opportunity to work with Mexico and 
improve the living conditions for both 
peoples living along the border. 

My fellow colleagues, today we are 
witnessing a truly historical moment. 
NAFTA will help us move forward into 
a new era. It will reaffirm our leader
ship and strength in the world market 
as we negotiate other future agree
ments such as the Asia-Pacific Alli
ance and the GATT. Many people fear 
NAFTA and are not confident in our 
Nation's ability to compete in the 
international labor force. We cannot 

survive, let alone compete, if we be
come protectionists and isolationists. I 
say we must face our future with hope, 
demonstrating confidence in the Amer
ican workers' ability to compete with 
the rest of the world. We must face this 
challenge head on and take this bold 
step forward to ensure America's long
term economic growth within the 
international marketplace. 

In conclusion, I would like to say 
that there is no question that NAFTA 
will benefit the State of Arizona and 
my constituents in the Second Dis
trict. Thank you Madam Chair, for pro
viding me the opportunity to submit 
this statement and once again I urge 
my colleagues to vote "yes" for 
NAFTA. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

0 1410 
Mr. COLEMAN. Madam Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Madam Chairman, this is a truly his
toric day for generations of American 
citizens. The North American Free
Trade Agreement [NAFTA] offers this 
Congress a unique opportunity to im
prove the livelihood and quality of life 
for millions of Americans which are in
creasingly dependent upon the vagaries 
of the global marketplace. I am con
vinced that we will do the right thing 
for the working people of this country, 
and for our children. 

The vote I cast today in favor of 
NAFTA has been a decision which 
comes only after listening to my con
stituents and considering their opin
ions. This issue is one of the most emo
tional I have faced in all of my years of 
public service. I sincerely believe that 
to permit the status quo is unaccept
able for my community and for all of 
America as we prepare for the 21st cen
tury. NAFTA is in the best interest of 
our country, my State and region, and 
my community. 

NAFTA will have a direct impact on 
my congressional district along the 
United States-Mexico border. I am 
privileged to represent El Paso, TX, 
the largest city directly on the border 
with Mexico. Its 600,000 residents live 
and work in an international environ
ment, a microcosm of trade and com
merce governed by treaty, inter
national laws, customs, cultural con
siderations, and informal agreements. 
Our sister city, Ciudad Juarez, Chihua
hua has nearly 1.5 million residents 
who breathe the same air, share the 
same watershed, drive on the same 
bridges, and shop at the same stores as 
my constituents. Millions of people 
cross the boundary between El Paso 
and Juarez, both legally and unlaw
fully. Every day-on both sides of the 
border-families are united; tourists 
embark on journeys; children go to 
school; and workers travel to their 

jobs. Life on the border is both simple 
and complex. Our history and destiny 
are inextricably linked to one another. 
The problems and promises represented 
by NAFTA are embodied in a single 
community in the middle of the desert, 
thousands of miles from Washington, 
DC, and Mexico City. 

Never has so much attention been fo
cused on the Southwest border in re
cent time. Not since Gen. "Blackjack" 
Pershing and Pancho Villa carried out 
a military drama along the border in 
the early part of this century have we 
as a country looked to the Southwest. 
Relations between our two nations 
have witnessed moments of crisis on 
the one hand and occasional tributes to 
international cooperation and friend
ship on the other. What of our neigh
bors today? Will we again turn our 
backs on Mexico and our own negotiat
ing credibility? NAFTA allows us to 
write another chapter in this book. 

Madam Chairman, dozens of congres
sional delegations have visited Mexico 
and the Southwest during consider
ation of this legislation. Concerns have 
been raised over the quality of life and 
great needs which exist along the bor
der. Certainly no person knows better 
than I the critical needs of the border 
region. I have been raising these issues 
in this Chamber for the past 11 years. 
Health problems in my district rival 
those of developing countries. Thou
sands of children in my district live in 
colonies without potable water or sew
age services. Residents of my district 
live under a cloud of smog and dust 
generated by 2 million people. The Rio 
Grande River is one of the most pol
luted in North America. More than 30 
percent of residents in my district live 
in poverty; almost 40 percent have no 
health insurance. 

Do we again turn our backs on these 
problems as this House has often done? 
NAFTA gives us an opportunity to 
begin to address these problems. 

Some of my colleagues will recall the 
Mexico of the recent past. Triple-digit 
inflation brought about a lack of earn
ing power in that country that we can
not fathom. Have we forgotten that 
just 10 years ago in a desperate move 
to stabilize its economy, Mexico lit
erally cut the value of its currency in 
half? The economic effect of that move 
brought about a nosedive in the econo
mies of the border States in the South
west. illegal immigration soared. 
Small businesses from Brownsville to 
San Diego shut their doors in record 
numbers. Yet economic and political 
reforms have reversed that trend in a 
country that wants to join with us and 
Canada to move together into the 21st 
century. 

Polls indicate that this agreement is 
not supported by a clear majority of 
the American people. Each of us is 
elected and sent to Washington under a 
compact with our constituents that, 
after listening to all of the arguments 



29812 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE November 17, 1993 
on an issue, we will make a decision 
based upon the merits-and not on the 
politics. Clearly the facts stack up 
heavily in favor of NAFTA. Is there 
something that NAFTA opponents 
know that they have not shared with 
all 14 Nobel Laureates in Economics, 
every living American President, all 
living Secretaries of State, and every 
living Secretary of Commerce who is 
supporting NAFTA? Did every author 
of 23 independent studies on NAFTA lie 
in concluding that the net results 
would be job creation and not job loss? 
The Department of Commerce did not 
create numbers when it concluded that 
more than 200,000 jobs would be created 
under NAFTA in the first 2 years. 

Why do the polls not reflect the sup
port that this agreement warrants? It 
is because some opponents have 
stooped to the lowest common denomi
nators to defeat NAFTA-fear and mis
representation of the facts. The most 
widely distributed document challeng
ing NAFTA was pilloried by independ
ent observers, prompting a 74-page cor
rection of its misstatements by the 
U.S. Trade Representative. Some as
pects of this debate more properly be
long in a circus, and this is a disservice 
to our constituents and the American 
public. I am particularly disturbed at 
the anti-Mexican and anti-immigrant 
slurs which have surfaced in some 
quarters which have absolutely no 
place in the debate. 

Now let me turn to the foreign policy 
implications of NAFTA. The ramifica
tions of rejecting this trade agreement 
would be profound, not only for the 
United States, but for the world. A 
vote for NAFTA will reaffirm our con
fidence at home and strengthen our 
credibility internationally. As has 
often been stated, nonratification 
would be the first rejection of a mod
ern-day trade agreement. There is no 
doubt that this would hinder President 
Clinton's efforts at erasing trade bar
riers with other countries, including 
this week's Asian Pacific economic 
forum and the upcoming Uruguay 
round of the GATT. What signal would 
we be sending to the world if we reject 
the pact? Where is the international 
leadership upon which we Americans 
pride ourselves? 

Mexico and Latin America in a non
NAFTA environment would retreat 
from permitting United States invest
ment, and move toward courting Eu
rope and Asia to the exclusion of Amer
ican interests. Political and economic 
reforms throughout Latin America 
would suffer. Further, its defeat would 
have significant implications on un
documented immigration into the 
United States and exacerbate existing 
problems which occur in urban areas 
throughout the country as a result of 
illegal immigration. Efforts made to 
stop the flow of illegal drugs would be 
impacted. Cleanup of the U.S. border 
region would rely on unmet promises 
and delayed good will. 

The gains of Mexico's trade liberal
ization over the years of President Sa
linas' administration would certainly 
be lost with the rejection of NAFTA. 
And with it, the good will directed at 
the United States by Mexico. We would 
return to the days of reacting to Latin 
America, instead of providing leader
ship, the old Band-Aid approach to for
eign policy in this hemisphere. 

The entire world is watching our ac
tion today. They will learn whether we 
are a country prepared to confront the 
future; whether we will choose hope 
over fear. The world is watching to 
learn if Congress has faith in the Amer
ican worker, in his or her ability to 
compete and win against any economic 
foe, in her ability to adapt to the tech
nological wave of the future. 

By passing NAFTA, we can send a 
clear message to the international 
community: Open your markets to 
American products and you will find a 
partner in the United States with a 
highly skilled, flexible, and productive 
work force. President Clinton has dem
onstrated the strength of character our 
Nation needs to move us into a new 
era. Let me urge my colleagues to fol
low his lead and vote for a positive 
change for America. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Madam Chairman, I 
oppose this NAFTA agreement, but I 
must say, out of fairness, I think it is 
a close call. I have listened for 6 
months, as all the Members have, and 
frankly, I think that the argument has 
been characterized on both sides by 
overstatement and political hyperbole. 
I think both the proponents and the op
ponents make up the facts as they go 
along. We hear exactly how many jobs 
are going to be won, exactly how many 
jobs are going to be lost, precisely how 
many new dollars there are going to be 
in profits, exactly how many bank
ruptcies are going to occur. 

Just 2 weeks ago in Montana during 
a 1-week time period, the administra
tion said, "We are going to create 3,000 
new jobs in Montana if we pass 
NAFTA." Then a few days later USDA 
came out and said, "No, it is 6,000 
jobs." Then remember when we had the 
closed circuit teleconference? At that 
time it was 9,300 new jobs in Montana. 
Nonsense, balderdash, horsefeathers. 

None of us know, let us admit it, so 
how does one decide? What I did was 
look at the last free-trade agreement. 
That is with Canada. There were a lot 
of promises. 

For example, no dumping of barley or 
wheat was going to occur. On, yes? 
Seventy-six percent more wheat 
dumped in this country since that 
agreement, 213 percent more barley, 130 
percent more durum, and last. week I 
checked at the Sweetgrass entry port, 
2-million pounds of Canadian beef came 
into this country for us to eat. Out of 

the 2-million pounds, 144 pounds were 
inspected, 30 percent of it sent back as 
dirty, unhealthy, unsafe. 

The Canadian Free Trade Agreement 
does not work, and know what, they 
used that as a model for this one. 

Let me say a word about the process 
that got us here. It is called bipartisan
ship. It is a process that has opened up 
political fault lines in both parties 
which threaten to become chasms. We 
have Democratic leaders opposing their 
own sitting President. We have a ma
jority of Republicans who never vote 
for the slightest help for American 
workers siding with the AFI.r-CIO. We 
have progressive Democrats agreeing 
with Richard Nixon. It is like Ghandi 
being for nuclear war. 

If this is bipartisanship, I want par
tisanship. I want BoB DOLE in this cor
ner, Bill Clinton in this corner. I want 
to get rid of the flat earth we are sud
denly living on, and go back to a round 
one. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair advises 
that Members should avoid personal 
references to Members of the Senate. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Ennis, TX, Mr. BAR
TON, a member of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce and the Com
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I rise in strong support of the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. This is really a vote on our vi
sion for America's role in the world 
community. If we believe that we can 
compete, if we believe that we are No. 
1 in productivity, if we believe that we 
are No. 1 in manufacturing, if we be
lieve that we are No. 1 in exports 
today, vote for NAFTA. . 

Mexico wants fair trade, not foreign 
aid. This will benefit us. It will benefit 
my district. I happen to be the home 
district of the famous Alliance Airport 
that Mr. Perot is a partner in, so I will 
benefit, as he will, if we pass the agree
ment. 

Our opponents, I think, are guilty of 
going to an optometrist and getting a 
faulty pair of bifocals. The bifocals 
tend to magnify the problems and min
imize the opportunities. There are tre
mendous opportunities in NAFTA if we 
vote yes. It is a good deal for the Unit
ed States of America. 

Why not take yes for an answer? Why 
not turn one of our good customers for 
American goods and services into our 
best customer? Let us vote for the fu
ture. Let us vote yes on NAFTA. 

Madam Chairman, I strongly support the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFT A]. I am very excited about the impact 
it will have upon our Nation's economy. 

The agreement freeing trade between the 
United States, Canada, and Mexico will create 
jobs in each country. The United States, which 
has already gained 225,000 jobs due to im
proved trade with Mexico since just 1986, will 
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enjoy a net gain of another 171 ,000 jobs in 
this decade if NAFT A is implemented. Of the 
more than 316,000 jobs to be created in the 
United States, an estimated 113,000 of them 
will be in Texas. Job growth will be in all sec
tors of our economy: manufacturing, agri
culture, and services. Already, 61,500 new 
jobs have been created by growth in Texas' 
manufactured exports to Mexico and Canada. 
In 1991, Texas exported $16 billion worth of 
goods to Mexico. This figure will escalate rap
idly when the NAFT A agreement is signed. 

The 316,000 new American jobs will be cre
ated because longstanding barriers to sales of 
American products into Mexico will be elimi
nated. The market for made-in-America goods 
will immediately expand when NAFT A is rati
fied as American products will not be subject 
to tariffs and duties in place now. Mexico con
sumers already purchase American-made 
products as 71 percent of their imports. As 
more American-made goods are purchased in 
Mexico, more jobs will be created in the Unit
ed States. 

Our close proximity to Mexico, in addition to 
our established ties with Mexican markets, 
puts Texas in the perfect position to benefit 
from this new trade package. The removal of 
trade barriers with Mexico will help Texas in 
energy, automobile manufacturing, tele
communications, electronics, computers, agri
culture, chemicals, and other industries. Texas 
will benefit from the opening of Mexico more 
than any other State. A world leader in tele
communications and other related industries; 
the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex will gain more 
than any other city. Texas consumers will also 
find that many items made in Mexico, Canada 
and even the United States are cheaper with 
a free trade agreement. 

Nothing in NAFT A will encourage American 
firms to move their operations to Mexico. Any 
company that wants to can already do so. In 
fact, the opening of Mexico will encourage 
firms to move back to the United States, 
where productivity, infrastructure and commu
nications are better and where they will no 
longer face obstacles to doing business with 
Mexican consumers. If low wages were the 
only factor in a company's decision to move, 
most American firms would have moved to 
Puerto Rico, an American commonwealth 
where wages are lower and trade is free. But 
low labor costs are but a small part of doing 
business-American jobs have not left for 
Puerto Rico, and they will not leave for Mex
ico. 

Products from Japan and other nations will 
not be able to enter American markets any 
easier. Domestic content rules still apply. For 
example, to be considered a North American 
product enjoying free movement in NAFTA, an 
automobile must have 62.5 percent North 
American content. This means that the Japa
nese cannot ship parts to Mexico to be as
sembled into cars for shipment to the United 
States. All Mexican and Canadian companies 
will still have to comply with United States and 
Texas standards on safety, health, environ
ment, quality, and other important issues. 

This agreement will also benefit Mexico. 
Over one million jobs will be created in Mex
ico, and Mexico's standard of living, now ap
proximately $3,000 per capita, could easily 
double in 5, years. That is good news for 

America, especially for border States like 
Texas, which has been fighting a never-ending 
battle against illegal immigration. If Mexicans 
can find good jobs in their home country, they 
should not need to come to the United States 
for a job. 

I can assure you there is no hidden agenda 
for NAFTA. President Bush directed his trade 
negotiators to secure a free trade agreement 
solidifying the opening of Mexico and was very 
pleased with their final draft of NAFTA. Now, 
President Clinton, many labor officials, large 
and small businesses, economists, and mil
lions of American consumers have all given 
NAFTA an enthusiastic stamp of approval. 

This agreement, negotiated by President 
Bush, will be voted on in the Congress during 
this year. If passed, it will go into effect in 
1994. Half of all tariffs, affecting 81 percent of 
United States products exported to Mexico, 
would be immediately reduced to zero. When 
implementation language for NAFT A is consid
ered on the floor of the House, I will vote for 
it because I believe creating jobs and eco
nomic growth in the United States is a very 
good idea. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the very distin
guished gentleman from Hickory, NC 
Mr. BALLENGER, a member of the Com
mittee on Education and Labor and the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. BALLENGER. Madam Chairman, 
I will vote "yes" this evening on the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. We have already heard a lot of 
theories regarding NAFTA's effect on 
the national economy, but I would like 
to share with you facts about the pos
sible effect of NAFTA on my home 
State of North Carolina. Evidence from 
both the private and public sectors 
show that NAFTA will be a boon for 
North Carolina. It also shows that 
NAFTA will create more demand for 
goods and services which will lead to 
an increase in high paying jobs in 
North Carolina. 

As the chart shows, between 1987 and 
1992, North Carolina's overall exports 
to Mexico, furniture, textiles, lumber, 
and agricultural crops, dramatically 
increased from $95 to $346 million, a 
365-percent increase. This demand was 
due to the Mexican Government's re
duction of trade barriers from 25 to 15 
percent. The bottom line is that re
duced Mexican trade barriers increased 
demand for North Carolina-made goods 
and services, increased exports between 
our State to Mexico which resulted in 
good paying jobs for North Carolinians. 
Once NAFTA is passed and trade bar
riers are totally eliminated, demands 
for North Carolina products will con
tinue to increase. 

I urge my colleagues to look at the 
facts in their own districts and 
States-! believe members will see 
equally impressive trade figures as I 
did in my district. NAFTA is good for 
North Carolina, NAFTA is good for 
each of the 50 States, and NAFTA is 
good for America. Vote "yes" on 
NAFTA. 

Madam Chairman, I include the chart 
depicting industrial exports from 
North Carolina to Mexico: 

NORTH CAROLINA'S EXPORTS TO MEXICO, BY INDUSTRY 
SECTOR 

[By percent and thousand dollars) 

1987 1992 Pereent Dollar 
change change 

NC'S exports to Mexico ..... $94,670 $440,076 364.9 $345,406 
Agriculture, forestry & 

fisheries ....................... 734 869 18.4 135 
Agriculture-i:rops .. 65 561 758.6 496 
Forestry· .................... 9 21 125.4 11 

Manufacturing .................. 93,312 431,088 362.0 337,776 
Food Products .......... 623 5,660 808.4 5,037 
Textile Mill Products 3,115 32,584 946.0 29,469 
Apparel .................... 7,600 47,406 523,7 39,806 
Furniture & Fixtures 70 4,829 6813.4 4,759 
Chemical Products .. 16,923 89,269 427.5 72,346 
Indus. Mach. & 

Computers ........... 24,371 109.935 351.1 85,564 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Naperville, IL, Mr. FA
WELL, a member of the Committee on 
Education and Labor and the Commit
tee on Science, Space, and Technology. 

Mr. FAWELL. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Madam Chairman, 170 years ago, a 
historian said about ancient Greece: 
"Free trade, one of the greatest bless
ings which a government can confer on 
a people, is in almost every country 
unpopular." While much about the 
world has changed dramatically since 
ancient Greece, human nature has 
changed little; that free trade is fun
damentally good for all nations has 
been, and always will be, a hard sell. 

I know that there are deeply held 
feelings on both sides of the NAFTA 
issue. I have listened to those on both 
sides. I have never questioned the mo
tives of the vast majority of pro
ponents and opponents of NAFTA. 
They are patriotic Americans who 
want what is best for this country, but 
have an honest difference of opinion. I 
have received a great deal of mail and 
calls on NAFTA, with proponents 
slightly outnumbering opponents (943 
to 808). I respect the views of those on 
both sides, and I thank those who took 
the time to communicate their views 
with me. 

Now, however, it is time to vote. In 
the end, I must cast my vote for what 
in my judgment is best for all of my 
constituents, and for what I believe is 
best for my country. 

Madam Chairman, after weighing 
both sides, I believe the case for 
NAFTA is overwhelming. To those who 
remain opposed, I have but one request: 
Put aside the rhetoric on both sides of 
the issue for a moment and focus on 
what NAFTA actually does. Focus on 
what NAFTA would mean to real U.S. 
companies, employing real U.S. work
ers, trying to sell real U.S. products. 

Caterpillar's chairman, Donald Fites, 
made the most compelling argument 
for NAFTA recently in a few para
graphs that would make plain speaking 
Harry S. Truman (another advocate of 
free trade) proud. 
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At Caterpillar, we can' t understand how 

such hyperbole, coupled with a pocketful of 
pithy one-liners, have created such a fuss 
about this trade agreement. For us, NAFT A 
is essentially a tax cut. Mexico, Canada, and 
the United States will eliminate the taxes 
* * * charged on each other's products. The 
big winners will be U.S. manufacturers and 
their employees. 

* * * It seems that what really bothers 
NAFTA critics is the mere notion of "free
trade" with Mexico. That perplexes us. For 
caterpillar and most other American manu
facturers, ending the Mexican tax on Amer
ican-built products will provide us with an 
enormous competitive advantage in Mexico. 

Here's how it would work. Currently, when 
Caterpillar ships an East Peoria-built bull
dozer South of the Border, the Mexican Gov
ernment tacks on a 10 percent duty. Our 
Mexican customers think of the tariff as a 
tax that's intended to discourage the pur
chase of American products. Send a 
Mossville-built marine diesel engine, and the 
duty is 15 percent. For an Aurora-built exca
vator, Mexico charges a 20 percent tax. 

NAFTA will change that. On January 1, 
1994, NAFTA will obligate Mexico to elimi
nate its duties on those products. 

* * * Is there a catch? There surely is, and 
it's a big one. Mexico's tariff reductions will 
apply only to products made in North Amer
ica. That means products made by competi
tors in Japan, Europe, and Korea will still be 
subject to Mexico's high import taxes. 

Is that fair? If you ask someone who sells 
European or Asian products, they will tell 
you in no uncertain terms that NAFT A is 
blatantly unfair. And they're right. The 
business reality of NAFTA is: If it's not 
made in North America, it won't be sold in 
Mexico. 

So what is it about NAFTA that creates all 
the concern? NAFTA opponents will tell you 
* * * jobs, jobs, and more jobs. But what does 
that mean? It's easy to see how NAFTA will 
discourage creation of European and Asian 
jobs. It's also easy to see how NAFTA will 
create American jobs. The challenge is to un
derstand how NAFTA will-as NAFTA crit
ics claim-hurt the American workers. 

Granted, in exchange for Mexico eliminat
ing its hefty tariffs on United States prod
ucts, the United States agrees to eliminate 
duties on Mexican products coming into the 
United States. But that is where rhetoric 
abandons reality. For most products, U.S. 
tariffs represent nothing more than nuisance 
taxes. Take the U.S. duty on construction 
equipment as an example-it is only 2.5 per
cent. For agricultural equipment, the U.S. 
tariff is zero. 

That is the real point of NAFTA. The U.S. 
market is already open. The Mexican market 
is not. If NAFTA fails to pass Congress, Mex
ico will still be able to ship its products into 
the United States with minimal tariffs [in 
fact, half of all Mexican goods enter now 
with no restriction or tariff]. Unfortunately, 
American manufacturers will lose an oppor
tunity to have what would amount to "pref
erential" access to the growing Mexico mar
ket. 

* * * as [Illinois') largest manufacturer, 
Caterpillar is part of [the] export boom. Cat 
exports of nearly $200 million to Mexico in 
1992 generated work for 1,300 U.S. Caterpillar 
workers and 2,700 employees at our U.S. 
suppliers * * * we estimate the free trade 
agreement will boost our U.S. exports by an
other $50 million . over levels without 
NAFTA. And that will generate work for an
other 1,000 employees at Caterpillar and its 
suppliers. 

I could not have put it any better. Of 
course, Caterpillar is but one company. 
What about other companies? Let's 
look at what NAFTA requires of the 
United States and Mexico across the 
board. 

TARIFFS OVERALL 

Mexico within 15 years phases out 
tariffs on United States goods which 
average 10 percent. The United States 
phases out tariffs on Mexican goods, 
which average 4 percent. Fifty percent 
of Mexico's tariffs are eliminated im
mediately on implementation of the 
treaty. 

AUTOMOBILES 

Mexico reduces tariffs on United 
States cars from 20 percent to 10 per
cent immediately, and eliminates all of 
them in 10 years. Mexico also imme
diately eliminates the quota on new 
car imports-now only 20 percent of the 
market. It also phases out the trade 
balance requirement, which forces 
United States producers to locate in 
Mexico and replaces Mexican content 
requirement with North American con
tent requirement. 

The United States immediately 
eliminates the 2.5 percent tariff on 
Mexican autos that meet the 62.5 per
cent North American content require
ment. Without NAFTA, United States 
car makers are virtually shut out of 
selling any cars to the growing Mexi
can market for new cars, 750,000 new 
cars this year. In the first year of 
NAFTA, U.S. automakers estimate 
that auto tariff reductions will enable 
them to sell an additional 65,000 cars 
and increase sales by $1 billion, creat
ing 15,000 American jobs. Of course, 
United States-made cars, with NAFTA, 
will have a tremendous advantage over 
cars made in Japan, or any other coun
tries that are not part of NAFTA. 

PETROLEUM 

Mexico will substantially lift foreign 
investment restrictions on 14 of the 19 
basic petrochemicals. The U.S. makes 
no comparable changes. 

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 

Mexico must strengthen protection 
from trademarks, patents and copy
rights, including those on computer 
programs. No change for U.S. in intel
lectual property. 

MAQUILADORAS 

Phase out this program, which was 
designed as a platform for exports to 
the U.S. 

AGRICULTURE 

For Mexico, within 15 years, elimi
nate tariff and nontariff barriers, some 
of which are very strict. For the U.S., 
eliminate tariffs and barriers over 15 
years. 

When one puts aside the rhetoric sur
rounding the agreement, and focuses 
on what it actually says, one point 
comes through loud and clear: NAFTA 
is largely a list of things that Mexico 
must do. The one-sided nature of 
NAFTA does not mean a bad deal for 

Mexico, however. Mexico needs to rap
idly attract technological know-how 
and capital to build its infrastructure 
and economy. As with every liberalized 
trade agreement in this century, free
trade benefits all parties. 

NAFTA WILL REDUCE LIKELIHOOD OF U.S. JOBS 
MOVING SOUTH 

Madam Chairman, we have heard 
over and over again from NAFTA oppo
nents that the agreement will move 
jobs to Mexico. First, there is nothing 
preventing companies from moving to 
Mexico right now. If low wages were 
the motivating factor in locating busi
nesses, Haiti would be the manufactur
ing mecca in our hemisphere because it 
has the lowest wages in our hemi
spheres. If businesses feared the politi
cal situation in Haiti, they could set up 
shop in the Dominican Republic, or 
even Puerto Rico. But these nations, or 
commonwealth in the case of Puerto 
Rico, are not attractive to most com
panies because other factors such as 
labor productivity-where we have a 
five to one advantage-and infrastruc
ture are critical factors. 

Moreover, the question at hand is not 
"will companies move to Mexico?" 
Many already have moved there with
out NAFTA. The real question is "will 
passage of NAFTA make it more or less 
likely jobs will move from the United 
States to Mexico?" 

Again, forget the emotional rhetoric 
on both sides, and look at real-world 
decisions confronting U.S. companies 
with and without NAFTA. Companies 
now exporting to Mexico are faced with 
Mexican import regulations and tariffs 
that are many times ours. The only 
way around these tariffs and regula
tions is to build products in Mexico. 
That means moving United States jobs 
to Mexico. But with NAFTA, the tariffs 
and regulations disappear, and Amer
ican companies are far more likely to 
manufacture products in the United 
States and ship to Mexico. 
THE 1986-1992 TRADE EXPERIENCE PROVES NAFTA 

WILL WORK FOR THE U.S. 

The American people do not have to 
take our word for it, that reducing 
Mexican tariffs and barriers is a good 
deal for the United States. We've al
ready had a 7-year experiment; since 
1986, Mexican President Salinas has 
been unilaterally reducing tariffs and 
wiping out barriers. While tariffs are 
still high, they are down significantly. 
The results have been dramatic: 

During this period, United States ex
ports to Mexico have tripled from $12.4 
billion annually to $44 billion last year. 

During the same period, the United 
States transformed a $5 billion trade 
deficit with Mexico to a $5.6 billion 
trade surplus. 

The best opponents of NAFTA have 
been able to argue in the face of these 
facts is to claim that those figures hide 
the fact that many parts are shipped to 
Mexico, assembled there, then exported 
t~ the United States. But these trade 
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surplus figures already take into ac
count all imports and exports to both 
countries. There is simply no way 
around it. As Mexico's tariffs come 
down, our trade surplus goes up. That 
means more U.S. jobs. And remember, 
export-related jobs pay an average of 17 
percent more than other jobs in the 
United States. 

EXPORTS ARE THE GROWTH PART OF OUR 
ECONOMY 

Today, exports are the growth part of 
our economy. They are the success 
story creating millions of new jobs. 
Since 1986, exports have increased 90 
percent and we've regained our posi
tion as the world's largest exporter. 
Mexico helped put us over the top. 
They have now become our third larg
est trading partner. 

The success of exports was no acci
dent. Every administration since 
Franklin Roosevelt has pursued free 
trade with the rest of the world. No 
major free-trade agreement has been 
defeated by the U.S. Congress since 
FDR. The last agreement we entered 
into-the Canadian free-trade agree
ment-resulted in a 19-percent increase 
in United States exports to Canada in 2 
years. illinois exports to Canada dou
bled. 

WHAT IS IT IN THE AGREEMENT THAT WOULD 
CAUSE THE LOSS OF JOBS? 

The one question opponents of the 
treaty have failed to answer is "Spe
cifically what is in NAFTA that will 
cause the loss of U.S. jobs?" Opponents 
inevitably point to: Some United 
States jobs moved to Mexico; Mexico 
has lower wages than the United 
States; apd Mexico's enforcement of 
environmental laws is poor. 

To all three statements I say, "I 
agree." These things have happened 
without NAFTA. It simply makes no 
sense to blame these problems on 
NAFTA. These problems already exist 
without NAFTA. NAFTA is part of the 
solution to these problems, it is not 
the cause. To argue that we should not 
pass NAFTA because these problems 
exist is analogous to our saying we 
should not cut Federal spending now 
because for the past 27 years we've 
racked up huge deficits. Using this line 
of thinking, we should not pass the 
welfare reform/workfare legislation be
cause our welfare system has failed. Or, 
we should not reform our health care 
system because our health care system 
is too expensive and access to insur
ance for some is limited. 

PLAYING ON THE FEARS OF AMERICANS 

The world is changing rapidly. There 
is great economic upheaval. This wor
ries all of us. We are worried about our 
jobs, our income, our purchasing 
power, losing our pension or health in
surance, our children's future. The life
long career with one company is be
coming a thing of the past. The leading 
opponents of NAFTA have tried to tie 
these fears to NAFTA. But what is the 
true basis of these fears? Why are these 
things happening? 

They are happening because tech
nology-particularly the computer 
chip-has brought the world closer to
gether. It is an increasingly global 
economy and marketplace. It is hap
pening because we face increasing com
petition from the developing pacific 
rim nations. It is happening because 
with the end of the cold war, we are 
downsizing our military. 

These changes present challenges and 
painful transition for many American 
workers. But they also present us with 
tremendous opportunities for new mar
kets for our goods and services. 

Defeating NAFTA will not solve any 
of these problems; In fact, its defeat 
will only make them worse. No nation 
which isolates itself wlth protection
ism will prosper. This has always been 
the case, but is increasingly so. Since 
the industrial revolution began 200 
years ago, the growth of trade has been 
the fundamental building block for 
raising the standard of living through
out the world. The spread of high tech
nology to developing countries has cre
ated new competitive challenges for ex
isting industrial powers. 

When existing industrial countries 
respond to competitive challenges by 
improving their productivity and per
mitting the new producers to export, 
the world economy prospers. Con
versely, when they pursue protection
ist trade policies, such as those of the 
1920's and 1930's, the world slips into 
depression. 

In the face of these challenges, we 
have a choice. We can wring our hands, 
put up a wall to the rest of the world, 
and blame low wages in Mexico-a na
tion with a gross domestic product one
twentieth the size of ours and a 
workforce one-fifth as productive-for 
our Nation's problems. 

Or, we can roll up our sleeves and do 
everything we can to be the most.: pro
ductive Nation in the world and com
pete. In a sense, our Nation has already 
decided to take the later course. That 
is precisely what entrepreneurs, com
panies, and workers are doing all over 
this great land of ours. They have out
produced and beat our competition, 
making the United States the world's 
biggest exporter. 

It is the United States Congress that 
is threatening to pull the rug out from 
under this export boom with Mexico 
because Congress fears we cannot com
pete with Mexico. 

Some viewers may have viewed as a 
stunt Vice-President GoRE's handing 
Ross Perot a picture of Senator Smoot, 
and Representative Hawley the other 
night on Larry King. But, I believe the 
Vice-President was quite justified in 
doing something dramatic to grab the 
attention of several generations of 
Americans who are far too young to re
member the crucial lesson of our Na
tion's last great depression. 

He reminded Americans that the last 
time Congress resorted to protection-

ism it committed the most infamous 
blunder in the 20th century: The pas
sage of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff bill in 
1930. Smoot-Hawley, which raised bar
riers to trade, was passed to protect 
jobs in a weak economy. [Sound famil
iar?] Stock markets declined within 2 
weeks of passage of Smoot-Hawley and 
they did not bottom until 1932. That 
was the last time Congress passed any
thing like Smoot-Hawley. There is no 
contemporary protectionist event 
whose stock market impact can be eas
ily gauged. 

In the post-World War II period, the 
lessons learned from Smoot-Hawley led 
to 50 continuous years of free-trade 
policies of Democrat and Republican 
Presidents alike. With this free-trade 
policy came the General Agreement of 
Tariffs and Trade [GATT]. During the 
post World War II period, the United 
States took advantage of free-trade to 
become the world's greatest economic 
power. 
DEFEAT OF NAFTA WOULD HAVE REPERCUSSIONS 

FAR BEYOND MEXICO 

There is far more tied up in this vote 
than our relationship with Mexico. 

"The shock waves of a NAFTA defeat 
would echo around the globe," says 
Robert B. Zoellick, Undersecretary of 
State under President Bush. 

Just as new Latin leaders in Central and 
South America have finally decided to adopt 
the political and economic principles we 
have been promoting for generations, the 
U.S. would be telling them those principles 
were mere rhetoric. Asians and Europeans 
would conclude that we had lost confidence 
in our economic future, in our ability to 
complete with developing nations and in our
selves. 

The U.S. will have passed up a superb 
chance to develop integrated, continental 
operations that would have made us more 
competitive globally. We will have cast away 
leverage that could have helped us open mar
kets in Asia in Europe * * *. 

The global trade negotiations, the Uruguay 
Round of GATT, would he set back badly, 
perhaps permanently. The French, who have 
been resisting their European partners' pleas 
to swallow an agricultural deal, would ques
tion why they should commit political sui
cide at home to cooperate with an American 
president who has had a trade agreement re
jected by Congress. 

In short, "if NAFTA losses, it will be 
a stunning defeat, the first rejection of 
an international trade accord since 
Congress gave the President authority 
to negotiate trade matters in 1934," 
concluded Business Week magazine. "A 
defeat could cast a pall over Clinton's 
presidency and tarnish the U.S.'s rep
utation as a world trade leader." 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

Mexican President Salinas has said, 
"poverty is the environment's worst 
enemy." How true it is. The world's 
most polluted nations are those that 
are economically poor, such as in east
ern Europe. Whereas Mexico, as it 
grows economically, invests more in 
environmental spending. 

NAFTA's opponents are right when 
they say Mexico has not enforced its 



29816 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE November 17, 1993 
0 1420 environmental laws. However, as with 

job loss, the question is whether 
NAFTA will improve or harm Mexico's 
environment. Again, the evidence is 
overwhelming that NAFTA will im
prove Mexico's environment because it 
will have more resources to commit to 
a cleaner environment, and Mexico will 
be subject to international standards 
for enforcement. 

MEXICAN LABOR PRACTICEs--STANDARD OF 
LIVING 

One of the most bizarre aspects of the 
debate over NAFTA has been the role 
played by leaders of groups who usu
ally regard themselves as social pro
gressives, such as the AFL-CIO. They 
claim to oppose NAFTA not only be
cause of their fear of low-wage com
petition, but because they argue Mex
ico does not deserve this trade agree
ment because their wages are too low, 
their working conditions too deplor
able. Once again, NAFTA is not the 
cause of Mexican wages being lower 
than they are in the United States. I 
think the AFL-CIO leaders understand 
that. 

To some extent, pre-Salinas Mexican 
governments did suppress trade 
unions-but not to bolster trade. Under 
the pre-Salinas policies of restricting 
foreign investment and trade, Mexico 
needed repressive labor policies for the 
same reason the Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe did: Its industries were 
uncompetitive. This was a natural out
growth of other well intentioned but 
misguided policies which effectively 
shut Mexico out of the world economic 
system. 

Before the 1910 Mexican revolution, 
Mexico aggressively promoted foreign 
trade and investment. After the revolu
tion, however, Mexico severely re
stricted trade, using an economic 
model that was embraced by much of 
Latin America as well as many for
merly colonial countries in Africa and 
South Asia. As we now know, this pro
tectionism, along with Marxism, was a 
dismal failure. In the 1960's and 1970's, 
when the Asian countries were taking 
off, Mexico failed to share in the boom 
because her economic policies still lim
ited her access to the world trading 
system. Mexico's protectionist trade 
policies produced a downward spiral in 
the country's economic performance. 
Mexican workers could not improve 
their standard of living by purchasing 
foreign goods or moving from low wage 
employers to export oriented sectors 
that pay more because of higher levels 
of productivity. This closed economic 
system resulted in a few families and 
business groups getting very rich, but 
the vast majority of Mexicans did not 
share in the economic growth occur
ring in much of the rest of the develop
ing world. Ironically, Ross Perot and 
the United States unions point to these 
weal thy families as a reason to oppose 
NAFTA, to oppose opening trade with 
Mexico. 

What President Salinas has achieved 
since the mid 1980's is quite remark
able. Most serious analysts of Mexico 
agree that he has gone further in mod
ernizing Mexico's economic structure 
than any President in this country. He 
has moved to open the economy to 
world competition, privatize state 
banks, break the oil unions' strangle
holds in energy, deregulate capital 
markets, modernize infrastructure, 
balance the Government's fiscal ac
counts, and replaced the Ejido system 
of state communal farms with private 
ownership. 

These policies have resulted in a 58 
percent increase in GDP per capita 
since 1988 and Mexican wages have in
creased by 36 percent between 1987 and 
1992. 
· What is truly amazing is that envi
ronmental and United States labor 
groups, in opposing NAFTA, are saying 
no to the Mexican reforms of the last 7 
years that have resulted in great 
progress in precisely the two areas 
they care about most: Labor practices 
and the environment! Do these groups 
really believe that less trade and less 
engagement with the United States 
will lead to higher wages, and a cleaner 
environment? 

Finally, I would be remiss if I closed 
without mentioning what NAFTA 
means with respect to our immigration 
problems. Obviously, the key problem 
driving millions of illegal Mexican im
migrants into the United States is lack 
of jobs and decent wages in Mexico. 
The best way to solve this problem is 
an economically viable and growing 
Mexico. 

President Clinton said in last year's 
campaign, "Protectionism is just an
other word for giving up." I do not 
want the U.S. Congress to give up. This 
is a very important vote. President 
Clinton correctly stated on November 
10, that NAFTA "has become the sym
bol of where we want to go in the 
world." 

Our Nation's third President had a 
similar view: "Instead of embarrassing 
commerce under piles of regulating 
laws, duties and prohibitions, could it 
be relieved from all its shackles in all 
parts of the world, could every country 
be employed in producing that which 
nature has best fitted it to produce, 
and each be free to exchange with oth
ers, mutual surpluses for mutual 
wants-the greatest mass possible 
would then be produced of those things 
which contribute to human life and 
human happiness." 

Madam Chairman, Thomas Jefferson, 
William Jefferson Clinton-and most 
Presidents in between-have pursued 
free trade because they understood free 
trade is in the best interest of our Na
tion. Now, it is time for Congress to do 
what I think the majority of its mem
bers know is clearly in our Nation's 
best interest: Support NAFTA. 

Mr. EVERETT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
INGLIS]. 

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. 
Madam Chairman, I thank the gen
tleman for yielding the time and I rise 
to talk to Members of this body about 
an argument that they are not hearing 
very much against NAFTA. We have 
heard a number of discussions here this 
morning about the trade advantages of 
NAFTA. 

Well, there is another side of the 
story that needs to be focused on, and 
that is what happens to investment 
dollars given the passage of NAFTA. I 
believe that NAFTA makes Mexico in
vestment-friendly. It fixes several 
things. First, if you have an industry 
outside of the maquiladores area, you 
have to have a 50-50 Mexican partner. 
Second, you cannot repatriate your 
profits. Third, you are not protected 
against expropriation, and fourth, you 
do not have any intellectual property 
protection. Those things are fixed by 
NAFTA. That is nice for Mexico, but 
consider that in the totality of the en
vironment in which we operate. That 
is, unfortunately, just about daily in 
this body we are making America in
vestment-unfriendly. We are taking 
steps to make America investment-un
friendly. As long as that continues, 
here is a conversation tomorrow morn
ing, if NAFTA passes, in a boardroom 
somewhere in America. 

"Folks, here is a choice. We have $100 
million to invest in a new plant. Where 
shall we put it, Mexico? Well, the good 
news about Mexico is it is now invest
ment-friendly. What is the news about 
America? Well, the news about Amer
ica is that it is constantly becoming 
more and more investment-un
friendly.'' 

Given that contrast, there is quite a 
possibility that that board of directors 
is going to decide to locate that plant 
in Mexico, not in the United States. 
And that means a loss of jobs to Ameri
cans. 

That is what we have to fix, in my 
opinion. First let us fix the investment 
climate in America by making sure 
that we make it positive before we 
throw our industries into competition 
with other countries who are invest
ment-friendly. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
NAFTA, and let us create a positive in
vestment climate in America for in
vestment here and jobs here. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. MAzZOLI], distinguished 
subcommittee chairman of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time and I rise in support of the 
NAFTA. I have concluded after study 
and consultations with my friends and 
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constituents that NAFTA's passage 
will in . fact create new markets for 
products made in the Third District of 
Kentucky as well as around the coun
try. 

It is also a positive foreign policy 
step in that it tends to stabilize this 
hemisphere, and that is always to the 
good. 

But Madam Chairman, American 
workers are apprehensive and they are 
concerned, and they are almost afraid 
about what the future holds for them. 
Now this is not simply due to NAFTA, 
but this certainly is augmented by the 
possible passage of NAFT A. So if this 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
does pass tonight, I think our obliga
tion, and the incumbency on us as a 
Congress is to make sure that the side 
agreement on labor rights and protec
tions does in fact work, and, if it does 
not, we have to pass or secure the pas
sage of those understandings and pro
tocols that will put teeth into those 
agreements. 

To do anything less than . to protect 
the American workers and those indus
tries which are affected would obvi
ously not bring honor to this Chamber. 
We have to protect those people. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON] who has 
been so valiant in these efforts. 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
Madam Chairman, during the 1992 cam
paign, candidate Clinton outlined prob
lems that he saw in NAFTA. He said 
these problems would need to be fixed 
before he would support the agreement 
as President Clinton. 

Unfortunately, in spite of all the last 
minute deals we have seen going on 
around this place, most of these prob
lems still remain, such as: Protection 
of domestic environmental, consumer, 
State, and local law from challenge 
under the agreement; safeguards for 
U.S. manufacturing jobs and wage lev
els; safety of imported foods; fairness 
for America's family farmers; new ade
quate funding for worker retraining, 
environmental cleanup and border in
frastructure; guaranteed highway safe
ty for American's; democratic account
ability; and open citizen participation 
in our trade negotiations. 

After reviewing this agreement for 
provisions to address these problems, it 
appears to me that by President Clin
ton's own standards, NAFT A is flawed 
and a bad deal for America. 

Madam Chairman, our Subcommittee 
on Employment, Housing and Aviation 
held nine hearings to review many of 
these problems candidate Clinton's 
pointed out about NAFTA. We exam
ined the labor side agreements, we ex
amined worker productivity, retraining 
programs and other employment relat
ed aspects of NAFTA. Our hearings 
confirmed these concerns were valid 
and largely not addressed despite all 
the side deals that are going on. 

Madam Chairman, the subcommittee 
has just received a GAO study in re
sponse to our hearing on worker re
training. During that hearing the GAO 
and the inspector general for the De
partment of Labor said the Trade Ad
justment Assistance [TAA] Program 
was flawed and has not worked for the 
19 years of its existence. This is the 
program the administration is using to 
model their NAFTA worker retraining 
program. The GAO just came back with 
a study that said that this is not going 
to work as well. 

Madam Chairman, if NAFTA was 
such a good deal for America they 
would not be having to make all of 
these deals to get the votes to pass it. 

I am going to vote "no" on NAFTA, 
but I am ready to work with the ad
ministration and other Members to 
fashion a new NAFTA that will be good 
for America, good for the workers and 
the families, and that will live up to 
President Clinton's demands for this 
agreement. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Baton Rouge, LA [Mr. 
BAKER], a member of the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, 
the Committee on Natural Resources, 
and the Committee on Small Business. 

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Madam 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding the time. 

Madam Chairman, if we could only 
see beyond the present moment, to 
know for a certainty what the future 
will hold, we could take away the risk 
and uncertainty and fear of what to
morrow may bring. But we cannot, and 
it has never been so. 

The pioneers who came to this great 
country forged across the mountains 
and went to the wilderness of the West 
and they did so, amazingly enough, 
without Government regulation. They 
did it on their own. They faced the fear 
and the challenge and they conquered. 

We should turn our fears of Mexico 
into anger over our own Government's 
regulation of free people here and of 
businesses in this country, because 
American workers are the most pro
ductive, they are the most creative. 
They can face any competitor on even 
ground and always win. 

We should pass this agreement, and 
then we should turn to Washington and 
get rid of the silly, costly, meaningless 
regulations that drive businesses out 
and keep American jobs from being 
created. That is the answer to Ameri
ca's vision for tomorrow, not telling 
the workers of the next generation do 
not worry, Congress will protect you 
from competition. 

It has not been so. It will never be. 
Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Loveland, CO [Mr. AL
LARD], a member of the Committee on 
Agriculture, the Committee on the 
Budget, and the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Madam Chairman, I rise today in 
support of the North American Free
Trade Agreement. Perhaps the most 
fascinating aspect of NAFTA has been 
that it has completely blurred party 
lines. When was the last time anyone 
in Congress remembers a Republican 
whip rounding up votes for a Democrat 
President while the Democrat whip was 
furiously trying to defeat his Presi
dent. If NAFTA has accomplished any
thing over the past several weeks it 
has been to shake up the status quo 
around here, which is a pretty big ac
complishment in itself. 

The NAFTA agreement addresses the 
most important issue all of us faced in 
last year's election, jobs. Opponents of 
NAFTA claim that agreement will en
courage American companies to move 
to Mexico. But American companies 
that have already relocated to Mexico 
have left because Mexican tariffs on 
American goods are, on average, 2112 
times greater than American tariffs on 
Mexican goods. The incentive to do 
business in Mexico now is to avoid high 
tariffs. By passing NAFT A we do not 
provide incentives to move to Mexico, 
we eliminate incentives to move to 
Mexico. 

Trade with Mexico accounts for jobs 
in every State, in Colorado 4,000 jobs, 
from agriculture to energy, are sup
ported by our trade with Mexico. A 
concrete example of how we are going 
to win comes from my district. One of 
the largest employers in Colorado's 4th 
Congressional District is Monfort In
dustries. This year alone they shipped 
40 million pounds of beef to Mexico. 
The purchasing power of Mexicans and 
the potential demand for American 
products is staggering. 

But that potential will not be fully 
realized without NAFTA. In November 
of last year Mexico enacted a 25-per
cent tariff on beef due to European sub

. sidized beef .forcing their livestock pro-
ducers out of business. Our meat pro
ducers and processors are subject to 
those tariffs without NAFTA. That tar
iff is going to hurt American jobs at 
Monfort Industries, the Community of 
Greeley, and a lot of members of the 
United Food and Commercial Workers. 

Madam Chairman, NAFTA will elimi
nate tariffs on beef and on many other 
American products that would other
wise be too expensive for the Mexican 
consumer. Those tariffs will remain in 
place on products outside of North 
America. NAFTA is a good deal for all 
of us. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BILI
RAKIS]. 

D 1430 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Chairman, I 

am a strong believer in the benefits of 
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free and fair trade. Since coming to 
Congress I have supported legislation 
to open foreign markets to United 
States products and when plans to ne
gotiate a free-trade agreement with 
Mexico were initially announced, I was 
optimistic that such a trade pact would 
present new opportlinities for United 
States business. 

After long and careful deliberation, 
however, I find that I cannot support 
the agreement before Congress today. 
Throughout the entire negotiation 
process, I worked with other members 
of the Florida delegation to ensure 
that our State's agricultural indus
try-our State's second largest em
ployer-would not be devastated by 
NAFTA. 

I believe the present agreement rep
resents an improvement, but the grow
ers in my district are simply not con
vinced that enough has been done. I do 
not believe they should be forced, by 
political expediency, to accept a flawed 
agreement. 

But my concerns go far beyond Flor
ida agriculture. As a member of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee, I 
have heard extensive testimony on the 
safety of pesticide residue and food. 

In Mexico, 17 different pesticides can 
be used in food production that are not 
approved for use in the United States. 
I am informed that only seven of these 
pesticides are detectable by the tests 
that the Food and Drug Administra
tion uses when it inspects imported 
fruits and vegetables. 

According to the FDA, Mexican 
produce is twice as likely to have pes
ticide residue levels that violate Unit
ed States standards--standards which 
are themselves often criticized as inad
equate. 

Madam Chairman, we have been told 
that the many side agreements to 
NAFTA have perfected this document, 
or at least alleviated our worst con
cerns. 

Yet under NAFTA, a country may 
unilaterally withdraw from the side 
agreements but still enjoy the benefits 
of NAFTA. This arrangement not only 
questions the effectiveness of the side 
agreements, but undermines their fun
damental purpose. 

We must remember that in 1991, Mex
ico successfully challenged United 
States tuna import restrictions under 
GATT. Under NAFTA, Mexico or Can
ada would be able to lodge similar 
challenges to other United States envi
ronmental laws. Some of our laws that 
could be challenged include the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act, the Endan
gered Species Act, the Wild Bird Con
servation Act, the Seal Turtle Con
servation Act, and the High Seas 
Driftnet Enforcement Act. 

NAFTA also allows 63 different pro
fessions special entry into the U.S. 
market. Foreign nationals in each of 
these 63 professions--ranging from 
economists and engineers to interior 

designers and social workers--will not 
be required to obtain employment au
thorization for temporary entry. 

No wonder it is difficult for some of 
us in this Chamber to understand how 
NAFTA will work to improve employ
ment opportunities for U.S. citizens. It 
would seem only to improve job oppor
tunities for foreign professionals. 

Although billed as an agreement to 
free up trade, the implementation of 
NAFTA will create a complicated bu
reaucracy to administer its provisions. 
At least 17 different working groups, 
subcommittees and panels will be es
tablished under NAFTA. 

However, despite this explosion in 
bureaucracy, we have no assurances 
that disputes under NAFTA will be re
solved quickly. Past experience with 
steel imports and other commodities 
should give us pause to expect any
thing approaching prompt relief for 
trade violations. 

Proponents of NAFTA have argued 
that the average Mexican consumer 
buys $450 of United States goods each 
year. This is just plain wrong and we 
should know better. 

The International Trade Commission 
estimated that only $2.3 billion in ac
tual consumer goods were available to 
Mexican consumers--that's $25 per 
Mexican consumer, hardly a robust 
market for high technology United 
States goods. 

What we do know about NAFTA is 
that it will cost us money and jobs 
now-while any benefits that accrue 
will occur somewhere down the road. 

NAFT A will cost $2.5 billion in lost 
tariffs, $1.7 billion in worker training 
and adjustment, an estimated $20 bil
lion in border environmental cleanup, 
and another $15 to $20 billion in infra
structure improvements. Under 
NAFTA, we will alter payroll collec
tions to raise $2.2 billion and increase 
international travel fees by $758 mil
lion. In other words, we will pay the 
bill now for NAFTA and hope that the 
agreement delivers for us somewhere in 
the ill-defined future. 

I think the Government of the United 
States should be able to do business 
like most consumers and private cor
porations. That is: Cash on delivery. 
Instead of a level playing field, NAFTA 
is pay now, hope later. Is this really 
the best deal we could make? 

Not too long ago, Congress passed a 
Budget Reconciliation Act that called 
for major new taxes in the near term 
and budget savings in 3 to 5 years. To 
me, this was the "new math" of deficit 
reduction. We were told that we could 
cut the deficit by taxing more and 
spending more now-while cutting Gov
ernment spending later. 

In a nutshell, NAFTA uses the same 
flawed reasoning. We will incur the 
costs of the agreement upfront, experi
ence job losses, let our markets be ex
posed to low-wage goods and then hope 
that down the road, the agreement will 

allow us greater access to an improved 
consumer market in Mexico. This 
amounts to pay now, pay later and 
hope for the best. This may be the stuff 
of dreams and aspirations, but it 
should not be the substance of inter
national trading agreements. 

We should have a new trading ar
rangement with Mexico and Canada 
and with other nations in the Western 
Hemisphere. NAFTA, however, is not 
the model for progress; it is a prescrip
tion for repeating the mistakes of the 
past. 

I would hope that we can reject this 
agreement and move forward on more 
steady ground. The American people 
deserve a better deal. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield Ph minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER], the distin
guished chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Civil Service. 

Mr. SAWYER. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support today, and in all hon
esty, a decision of this kind has been a 
tough call for someone from my region 
of the country. 

Arguably no other district has suf
fered more from the loss of heavy man
ufacturing jobs, in my case in tires and 
rubber, over the last 20 years. No other 
industry is more global or 
transnational or has become so more 
quickly. The fact though is that loss 
happened without NAFTA. 

That bitter experience has become 
the repository for anger over past job 
losses and fears of an uncertain future. 
But just as arguably no other district 
is better poised to benefit from new 
markets for the export-dominant prod
ucts and the jobs they will create. The 
truth is NAFTA is neither the dooms
day trigger for the collapse of the 
American economy that its opponents 
would make of it, nor is it the salva
tion of America's place in world trade 
that some advocates would suggest. At 
best it is one small element in the larg
er work of meeting the commercial 
challenges of the European Community 
trade blocs, the Pacific rim, and new 
productive capacity of the emerging 
nations of the world. 

Its support is grounded in the future, 
a sense of security, and the size and re
siliency of our economy and confidence 
in our ability to compete on terms not 
just with Mexico but with the world. 
We are on the threshold of a new era. 
The change is upon us whether we want 
it or not. 

The fact is that change is not some
thing to fear. We cannot change the 
tides, as dangerous as they may be, but 
we can learn to navigate at the cross
currents of some of the greatest chal
lenges we have faced in a century. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. SARP ALIUS]. 

Mr. SARPALIUS. Madam Chairman, 
NAFTA is not about today. It is about 
tomorrow. It is about the future, 
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whether America should rise to the 
challenge of the world market or sink 
down below walls that we have created 
around this country. 

What we have done in this country is 
we have built these giant walls. That is 
what this debate is about is bringing 
down these walls and extending our 
hands to our brothers and sisters to the 
north and our brothers and sisters to 
the south, coming together and creat
ing the world's largest market, $6.5 
trillion. 

This debate is about giving our chil
dren a real future, a prosperity, an op
portuni ty to dream their dreams and to 
make their dreams come true. This de
bate is about giving our children the 
legacy to open up the doors of the fu
ture, giving them an opportunity to 
step into those rooms and take advan
tage of those opportunities that are 
given to them. 

Let us pass NAFTA today. 
Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today in support of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement be
cause the NAFTA will provide new op
portunities for American workers and 
businesses, and create new jobs and 
spur economic growth. 

The intensity of the NAFTA debate 
reflects legitimate fears about our 
economy and about the future. For too 
long middle-class families have en
dured stagnant wages, skyrocketing 
health care costs, and diminished op
portunities. Madam Chairman, Ameri
cans are angry-and they have good 
reason to be. 

In the last 35 years New York City 
alone has lost 600,000 manufacturing 
jobs, New York State has lost a third of 
its manufacturing base in just the last 
20 years. However, NAFTA did not 
cause American jobs to relocate, and 
NAFTA's defeat will not stop more jobs 
from leaving. 

The fact is that NAFTA will, on bal
ance, make the United States and the 
New York region more competitive. It 
will create new export-related jobs to 
help replace the hundreds of thousands 
of jobs we have lost to foreign competi
tion over the last several decades. It 
will allow American businesses and 
American workers greater access to a 
growing market of 90 million consum
ers hungry for American products. This 
increased trade will mean more jobs for 
American workers here at home. 

In the New York metropolitan region 
NAFT A's passage will expand key serv
ice and high-technology industries like 
banking, finance, telecommunications, 
and computers. It will also provide our 
small businesses and manufacturers a 
level playing field to compete and win 
in Mexico. Since 1987 exports from New 
York State to Mexico have increased 
by over $400 million, generating real 
jobs throughout our region. NAFTA 
will accele~ate this positive trend. 

My bottom line in reaching this deci
sion was jobs creation and economic 
growth. I believe that NAFTA passes 
the test on both counts, and I urge my 
colleagues to vote for it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the very distin
guished gentleman from Richmond VA 
[Mr. BLILEY], the ranking member of 
the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

0 1440 
Mr. BLILEY. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding this time to me. 
You know, my colleagues, we have a 

$7 billion trade surplus with Mexico 
today, and that is in spite of a 10- to 20-
percent tariff. Now, you remove the 
tariff from the United States while you 
keep it on for the Pacific rim countries 
and the European countries, and the 
only way for that trade to go is up. 
Those balances will increase. That 
means more jobs for Americans. 

We hear talk that, well, this will be 
bad for the environment. I cannot see 
how, if NAFTA goes down, that the en
vironment in Mexico will improve. The 
way to improve it is to pass it and keep 
engaged. They say the wages, well, the 
wages will only improve as their econ
omy gets better. And that is why this 
trade is good for Mexico as well as the 
United States. 

The same for child labor. But just as 
important are the foreign policy con
siderations. If this goes down, the 
President need not bother to go and 
meet with the Asians later this week, 
and GATT will fail as well. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to one of our newest 
Members, the distinguished gentleman 
from Cincinnati, OH, Mr. PORTMAN, a 
member of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

Mr. PORTMAN. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, I rise today in 
support of NAFTA because it will cre
ate jobs for Americans. Not satisfied by 
the data that I was getting from either 
side of the NAFTA debate, I conducted 
my own survey of a cross section of 
businesses in my district in southwest 
Ohi~ver 400 small, medium, and 
large companies, randomly selected. I 
found that by a 10 to 1 margin, there
spondents expect NAFTA to create new 
jobs at their companies. Not one of the 
businesses surveyed said NAFTA would 
lead them to set up operations in Mex
ico. 

When responding to the survey, many 
wrote personal notes explaining ex
actly why the provisions of this agree
ment will help them put people to work 
in my district. 

The general manager of a small com
pany that manufactures coatings and 
wax emulsions put it simply: NAFTA 
will significantly reduce his company's 
cost of sales to Mexico. Why? Because 
the 15 percent tariff they now face goes 

to zero. With more exports, they will 
have more jobs in my district. ·More 
importantly, if NAFTA fails today, 
with the margins in this industry as 
thin as they are, the company says it 
has no choice but to move some of its 
United States operations to Mexico, 
just to get around these tariffs and 
compete. 

NAFTA represents hope, oppor
tunity, and economic growth. We need 
it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Monticello, IN, Mr. BUYER, a member 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
and the Committee on Veterans' af
fairs. 

Mr. BUYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, I came to Con
gress with bedrock ideals and core val
ues with a commitment to do that 
which is in the long-term best interest 
of Indiana and the country. I saw a 
Congress that was filled with politi
cians who focused on the short term 
and allowed the emotion of the mo
ment to dictate our domestic policy. 
So Congressmen were casting votes on 
how it affected their next election, and 
that clouds the reality with political 
spins. I will not now or in the future, 
put my finger in the air and vote ac
cording to prevailing winds. Decisions 
of statecraft must be based upon intel
lect, not emotion. 

There are few votes that any Member 
of Congress will cast in a career that 
will have the national and inter
national implications that this vote 
carries. In light of this burden, I de
cided last spring to conduct a thorough 
and thoughtful study on the North 
American Free Trade Agreement, its 
short- and long-term implications on 
America, on Indiana, and on the Fifth 
District. 

I have researched, read, studied, and 
listened. I have had scores of meetings 
with both proponents and opponents. I 
have met with President Clinton and 
Vice President GoRE. I have met with 
administration officials: Ambassador 
Mickey Kantor and Treasury Secretary 
Lloyd Bentsen. I have met with well
known private citizens: Ross Perot, 
former Trade Representative Carla 
Hills, and Lee Iacocca, and others. I 
have met with business representatives 
from my district: Chrysler Corp., Gen
eral Motors, Delco Electronic, Beth
lehem and Inland Steel, J.C. Penny, 3-
M Corp., Federal Mogul * * *. I have 
met with union representatives: United 
Auto Workers, the Teamsters, and 
Electrical Workers * * *. I have met 
with agriculture interests: Indiana 
Farm Bureau, Indiana Pork Producers, 
Indiana Soybean Growers Association, 
Indiana Corn Growers Association, 
Farmers Union, and Individual farm
ers, I have met with Republicans; I 
have met with Democrats; and I have 
met with members of United We Stand. 
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Most importantly, I have met with 
men and women from all walks of life 
in my District. At over 40 town meet
ings, NAFT A has consumed over half 
the discussion. Few Members of the 
House have undertaken the study and 
examination of the issue of NAFT A as 
I have done. 

Throughout this process the No. 1 
question in my mind that had to be ad
dressed was: Is NAFTA in the best in
terests of America, Indiana, and the 
Fifth District? 

I was elected to Congress just a year 
ago; I have never held political office 
before. I was elected to be an instru
ment for change. I will always give 
thought and study to issues, as I have 
with NAFTA, no matter how long or 
arduous the process. I will vote accord
ing to the best interests of my con
stituents, my State and my country. 

From my readings and discussions, I 
have reached the conclusion that 
NAFTA is in the long-term best inter
ests of the United States, Indiana, and 
my constituents in the Fifth District. I 
will vote in favor of NAFTA. 

JOBS 

The opponents of NAFTA are correct 
in one thing-the debate on NAFTA 
has centered around jobs. Only the op
ponen ts have the wrong answer, Amer
ica does not lose jobs under NAFTA
America is the big jobs winner. 

Job dislocation will happen with or 
without NAFTA. If the opponents have 
not recognized it yet, the global econ
omy is not the future-it is now. Our 
businesses and industry do not just 
compete with the company down the 
street, or across town, or across the 
State line. American industry is in 
competition with industry in Europe 
and Asia. Competition is the character 
of America; we must not fall into a 
comfort zone. The last two decades 
have not been easy ones economically, 
as business and industry have launched 
efforts to be globally competitive. 
Plants have closed, and some workers 
have lost jobs. I have seen this pain 
first hand in my district as the auto in
dustry restructured to compete in the 
world market. 

What NAFTA will do, is position the 
United States well to compete in the 
Mexican marketplace and that in turn 
will create jobs in the United States. 
As 10 former Secretaries of Commerce, 
both Republican and Democratic, re
cently wrote me: 

NAFTA is a job creation engine. Exports to 
Mexico already support an estimated 700,000 
U.S. jobs. Conservative estimates are that 
the U.S. will experience a net gain of 200,000 
jobs as a result of the NAFTA in the first 
year alone. And these will be good paying 
jobs-export-related manufacturing jobs that 
pay 17% more than the average job. 

American jobs depend on exports. For 
every $1 billion on new exports, 19,000 
new U.S. jobs are created. 

Mexico is already one of the best cus
tomers for American products, result-

ing in a trade surplus in America's 
favor year after year. This was not al
ways the case. Before the Mexican re
forms of 1986, the United States had a 
$6 billion trade deficit with Mexico. 
After Mexico decreased some of its tar
iffs and opened its market to our prod
ucts, it shifted to a $5 billion surplus
an $11 billion shift in America's favor. 
This increased trade with Mexico since 
1986, has created 400,000 American jobs 
according to the United States Depart
ment of Commerce. 

Indiana, in particular, is well-suited 
to take advantage of reduced trade bar
riers to Mexico. Our auto part manu
facturers, small parts manufacturing, 
agribusiness, and farmers should bene
fit greatly by the lowering and ulti
mately elimination of tariffs that have 
prohibited United States companies 
from competing in the Mexican mar
ket. Indiana exports support approxi
mately 95,000 Hoosier jobs-many in 
the Fifth District. Since 1988, nearly 
20,000 new Hoosier jobs have been cre
ated due to exports to Mexico and Can
ada. Over 11,400 Hoosier jobs are sup
ported by Exports to Mexico alone. The 
Indiana Department of Commerce 
ranks Mexico fourth among Indiana's 
export markets; Canada ranks first. In
diana companies stand to benefit by 
NAFTA. 

Dalton Foundries, Inc., in Warsaw, 
wrote to me regarding NAFTA. They 
believe "enactment of the NAFTA will 
create additional jobs for our com
pany." With NAFTA, Dalton 
Foundaries will be able to compete on 
an equal playing field with their Mexi
can counterparts and increase their ex
ports. 

Chrysler recently announced it was 
investing a quarter billion dollars in 
their Kokomo facility for new equip
ment, continuous quality improve
ment, and capacity expansion. Addi
tional spending is also still under con
sideration. Bob Eaton, chairman of the 
board and CEO of Chrysler wrote, "If 
Chrysler had any intention of reducing 
its operations in Kokomo, we wouldn't 
be investing hundreds of millions of 
dollars in that facility." Mr. Eaton es
timates that 64,000 more transmissions 
from Kokomo would be sold in Mexico 
if NAFTA is approved in the first year 
alone-that means jobs in the Kokomo 
plant. Without NAFTA, this increase 
in exports will not materialize and it 
weakens job security at the plant. 
Therefore, without NAFTA, Chrysler 
will have to increase its investment in 
Mexico to support increased production 
there. Mr. Eaton said, "This could 
jeopardize our level of investment and 
jobs in the United States and your dis
trict." The United States Department 
of Commerce projects that our Nation's 
automotive exports to Mexico could 
rise by $1 billion in the first year 
alone-which is good for the Fifth Dis
trict. 

A union member and Chrysler worker 
agreed with Eaton and called my office 

and simply stated, "It [NAFTA] will 
eliminate trade barriers and allow us 
to sell cars in Mexico. We are afraid if 
we do not have this agreement what 
might happen. We will build more 
transmissions if it passes. 

General Motors has assembled 4.5 
million cars in the United States this 
year and only 3 have been exported to 
Mexico. With NAFTA, GM projects ex
ports to rise to 20,000 vehicles next 
year, and to 60,000 annually after 5 
years. That means job security to hun
dreds of workers in Marion and the pos
sibility of increasing employment to 
meet the new demand of production. 

Inland Steel and Bethlehem Steel are 
two of the world's largest steel manu
facturers, all with facilities located in 
northwest Indiana. They support 
NAFTA and believe it will increase 
their competitiveness in Mexico. Over 
the last 4 years, Inland Steel alone has 
quadrupled its exports to Mexico, even 
with the current trade barriers in 
place. Inland believes those exports 
will increase under NAFTA as it re
moves those barriers. 

Other Indiana manufacturing indus
try and the jobs it supports will be win
ners with NAFTA. Monon Corp. in 
Monon, IN, is one of the more competi
tive manufacturers in the trailer indus
try in the United States. Monon Corp. 
recently hired 700 new employees to 
keep up with demand of new orders. 
The Canadian Free-Trade Agreement 
opened a huge market in Canada and 
Monon is now one of the largest suppli
ers of trailers in Canada. Monon Corp. 
believes the same could be true with 
Mexico if the trade barriers in Mexico 
are removed. Tom Rosby, president of 
Monon Corp. wrote, "With NAFTA, we 
expect our employment to climb even 
higher." 

Federal Mogul in Logansport, who 
has four plants in Mexico said, "Had 
the NAFTA been adopted much earlier, 
it would not have been necessary for us 
to build those plants in Mexico. How
ever, the local content rule req:uired 
that goods sold in Mexico be produced 
in Mexico." Federal Mogul firmly be
lieves NAFTA is good for American job 
security. 

In Wabash, Ford Meter Box Co. em
ployees manufacture exports that ac
counts for 10 percent of current sales. 
Currently exports with Mexico only ac
count for $100,000. Terry Agness, presi
dent of Ford Meter Box, believes that 
with NAFTA their exports to Mexico 
can reach $1 million. Additionally, 
right now they are exporting $1 million 
to Canada and again, NAFT A will 
allow them to compete and increase 
their share of that market too. 

One· of the largest employers in the 
Fifth District is Delco Electronics. 
Delco favors NAFTA because they pro
vide auto parts to Chrysler who will ul
timately sell more cars in the Mexican 
market. Presently, restrictions in the 
Mexican market are considerable and 
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they prohibit the auto sector from fair 
competition. 

AGRICULTURE 

Besides the auto industry and other 
manufacturing, the other big winners 
under NAFTA will be American farm
ers and agribusiness. According to the 
Purdue University Agriculture and Ec
onomics Department, using 1991 prices, 
after the full implementation of 
NAFTA, it is expected to increase farm 
cash receipts in Indiana by nearly $100 
million. Most of these gains are in corn 
and soybeans. The Indiana Corn Grow
ers Association and the Indiana Soy
bean Growers Association support 
NAFTA. It is projected that the farm 
value of corn will increase by $38 mil
lion and soybeans by $40 million. Live
stock, grains, and oil seeds are also ex
pected to make considerable gains. 

The pork industry would make re
markable gains. The Fifth District is 
one of the largest pork producers in the 
country and it alone accounts for over 
27 percent of Indiana's pork sales. 
NAFTA would have a $7 million impact 
in sales on the Fifth District according 
to Danita Rodibaugh, executive direc
tor of the Indiana Pork Producers As
sociation. 

Joseph Sebring of Indiana Packers in 
Delphi said that NAFT A will help cre
ate jobs in the Indiana agribusiness in
dustry. Failure to ratify NAFTA could 
have devastating consequences, accord
ing to Sebring, as agriculture depends 
on open, overseas markets for growth. 

Iowa Beef Packers [ffiP] is the 
world's largest exporter of beef and 
pork. Mexico's consumption of beef has 
increased 40 percent in the last 2 years 
alone, again with trade barriers that 
make it difficult for the United States 
to compete. ffiP believes NAFTA will 
greatly benefit their plants, including 
their proposed Logansport facility-if 
their purchase agreement is completed. 

Harry Pearson, a Fifth District farm
er and president of Indiana Farm Bu
reau, agrees that NAFTA will strength
en Indiana's exports and jobs. Pearson 
stated, "Hoosier exports to Canada 
have increased by more than $1 billion 
since the 1989 Canadian Free-Trade 
Agreement." He believes opening Mexi
co's doors will have a similar impact, if 
not greater. 

Creighton Bros. employs approxi
mately 200 people and has operations in 
both Kosciusko and Marshall Counties 
that produce and process eggs and egg 
products. They are strong supporters of 
NAFTA and believe passage will open 
markets and as a result will create a 
significant number of new jobs. 

Jasper County farmers Kendall and 
Tammy Culp speak for many Hoosier 
farmers with whom I have met. They 
believe NAFTA is crucial to their farm 
because it allows the agriculture indus
try to compete in a market that is cur
rently very prohibitive. "Farmers have 
to take what the market gives them 
and free trade is essential to the family 

farmer. We can compete with anyone in 
the world when the deck isn't stacked 
against us. NAFTA removes those 
boundaries, therefore opening a huge 
new arena for us that will be very bene
ficial for us. NAFTA means profits and 
jobs for Indiana's farmers," according 
to the Culps. 

Finally, Rick Heyde, plant manager 
of Viskase Corp. in Kentland believes, 
"The elimination of import licenses on 
corn and wheat, and tariffs on many 
agricultural commodities, will have a 
positive influence on our local agri
culture industry and their related 
fields." 

SIDE AGREEMENTS 

The side agreements negotiated by 
United States Trade Representative 
Mickey Kantor provide the needed as
surance that Mexico will enforce its en
vironmental and labor laws, by com
mitting Mexico to strengthen its ad
ministrative and judicial procedures 
and to provide Mexican citizens with 
access to legal processes to help en
force Mexican Laws. Article 3 of the 
environmental agreement commits 
each government to "ensure that its 
laws and regulations provide for high 
levels of environmental protection" 
and to "strive to continue to improve 
those laws and regulations." 

The National Wildlife Federation 
said, "NAFTA is clearly a change away 
from business as usual. It fully assures 
environmental protection will not take 
a back seat to economic concerns." 
They believe the environmental side 
agreement is a real opportunity to 
change the nature of trade, and its ef
fect on the environment. 

This is the first labor agreement ne
gotiated specifically to accompany and 
build on a trade agreement. The labor 
side agreement promotes improved 
labor conditions and strong enforce
ment on national labor laws in all 
three countries. 

This agreement creates a Commis
sion on Labor Cooperation to work 
jointly on labor issues such as child 
labor, health and safety, minimum 
wages, and worker benefits. The labor 
side agreement is a step in the right di
rection to assure that Mexican eco
nomic growth does not come at the ex
pense of the Mexican worker. 

U.S. SOVEREIGNTY 

Some opponents of NAFTA from the 
far right of the political spectrum fear 
the loss of U.S. sovereignty, our very 
being as a nation. They believe that 
the trilateral dispute resolution mech
anisms in NAFTA would endanger U.S. 
law and rule. This argument is a red 
herring. 

Other opponents of NAFTA believe 
that produce contaminated with pes
ticides outlawed in the United States 
will be sold in United States grocery 
stores; that unlicensed Mexican truck
drivers in unsafe vehicles will cross the 
border and come careening down Unit
ed States highways posing safety 

threats to unsuspecting American mo
torists. These are unfounded claims. 

Nothing in NAFTA interferes with 
the ability of the United States to con
duct international relations or to enact 
and enforce our own laws. The supple
mental agreements on environmental 
and labor standards require that each 
country enforce its own laws. The side 
agreements establish special commis
sions on the environment and labor. 
Each commission consists of represent
atives of the three NAFTA govern
ments and a Secretariat. Their only 
focus is on failures of a country to en
force its own sovereign laws. 

NAFTA does not override Federal or 
State or local standards. NAFTA will 
not allow unlicensed Mexican truck 
drivers on United States roads. Fur
thermore, Mexican trucks will be sub
ject to all American safety and envi
ronmental standards. Currently, 
produce containing pesticides banned 
in the United States cannot be mar
keted in the United States. NAFTA 
does nothing to change this require
ment. The Food and Drug Administra
tion, the Department of Health and 
Human Services, and the U.S. Customs 
Service are charged with ensuring that 
imported foods meet the same require
ments as domestic products. 

THE UNITED STATES AS A WORLD LEADER 

Unfortunately, very little attention 
has been focused on the consequences 
of NAFTA on the influence and leader
ship of the United States in a changing 
world. 

Dramtic changes have taken place in 
the world. The Soviet Union is no 
more, the Berlin Wall has fallen, and 
the cold war is over. The European 
Community is currently the world's 
largest trading bloc. Asian countries 
are openly discussing the creation of a 
free-trade zone that would include 
Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, Singapore, 
and China. 

With the end of the cold war, the 
United States stands alone as the su
perpower of the world, militarily, po
litically, and economically. Is this a 
position we are willing to lose? 

I have met with many business rep
resentatives in the Fifth District: 
GenCorp, Eli Lily, 3-M, Thompson 
Consumer Electronics, Tenneco, United 
Technologies, who have explained the 
tremendous advantages of NAFTA; ad
vantages which we should seize before 
another nation, or nations, broker a 
similar agreement leaving the United 
States alone. 

Former Indiana Governor and Am
bassador to Singapore, Bob Orr, said, 
"If NAFTA is defeated, the United 
States will be deemed an unreliable 
and untrustworthy trading partner." 
The Asian community will certainly 
not want to include the United States 
in discussions of Pacific rim trade. 
Furthermore, many believe the defeat 
of NAFTA could have dire implications 
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on the current discussions of the Gen
eral Agreement of Tariffs and Trade 
[GATT]. 

If the United .States cannot capitalize 
on its proximity to Mexico to reduce 
barriers to the export of our products 
to the Mexican market, how can we 
hope to succeed in reducing barriers to 
our products with other nations, most 
notably the Japanese. If NAFTA fails, 
the Mexican Government will not wait 
for us to rewrite another treaty. Japan, 
Korea, Germany, and others stand 
ready to negotiate trade agreements 
with Mexico if the United States backs 
out. The Korean Government is already 
giving its companies tax incentives and 
low-interest loans to locate plants in 
Mexico to gain access to that market. 
There is no economic vacuum. Some 
nation will enjoy a privileged trading 
status with Mexico and I would like to 
see that nation be the United States. 

How ironic. Those who complain 
most vociferously about the barriers 
erected by other nations to United 
States products, especially Japanese 
barriers to American automobiles, rice, 
beef, and oranges, for example, now 
complain about efforts to eliminate 
barriers to United States products in 
our very own neighborhood. You can
not have it both ways. Either the 
elimination of barriers is good or the 
elimination of barriers is bad. I believe 
that the elimination of barriers to 
trade can only benefit the United 
States and her people. 

President Salinas has taken bold 
steps to improve the standing of the 
people of his nation. President Salinas 
knows that where economic freedom 
blooms, there political freedom 
blooms-ask the peoples of the former 
Soviet Union. It is in our interests to 
have a free economy on our border to 
the South; one that welcomes free 
trade with us. 

CONCLUSION 

I will vote in favor of NAFTA. I have 
studied long and hard and I have given 
thoughtful consideration to all argu
ments. My decision to support NAFTA 
is in the best interest of our Nation, of 
my State of Indiana, and of the Fifth 
District. It means jobs and economic 
opportunity for Americans. And it en
hances the role of the United States as 
an economic and political superpower. 

Americans are used to meeting chal
lenges. We carved a nation from the 
wilderness. We settled the vast expense 
of the American West. We defeated the 
totalitarian dictators of the 20th cen
tury that threatened global security in 
World War II and in the cold war. 

Soon we will enter the 21st century. I 
have no doubt that Americans can 
meet the opportunities that will come 
with NAFTA and secure the economic 
well-being of our children and our chil
dren's children. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. COPPERSMITH]. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Madam Chair
man, with our hectic schedules it is 
easy to get lost in the daily whirl, to 
have no time for thought. Much of 
what we vote on in this body does not 
seem to matter after the day is done. 
But today's vote demands that we con
sider both history and the future. 

History shows that reducing trade 
barriers time and time again has bene
fited the economies on both sides of 
where there used to be a wall. As for 
the future, we vote today not just on 
NAFTA, but also on the role the United 
States can and will play in the world 
economy. 

If not this NAFTA, then what 
NAFTA? Who in the world, when we go 
to negotiate a trade agreement, would 
listen to us? Canada's Government in
dicates it will pursue free trade with 
Mexico with or without the United 
States. Europe and Japan are eager to 
establish economic footholds in the 
rapidly growing markets of Latin 
America. If we reject this NAFTA, why 
should Mexico and Canada give us an
other NAFTA? What on Earth could 
that new NAFTA say that is not in this 
NAFTA? 

Both sides in this debate have used 
some overheated rhetoric. Given the 
size and the ordinary churn of the U.S. 
economy, NAFTA represents a rel
atively small step. But today we decide 
whether we will take that step forward 
or backward. 

People will remember this vote as a 
vote that determines our Nation's di
rection. Let us vote for opening new 
markets, let us vote for expanding 
trade and opportunity, and let us vote 
for creating new jobs. 

Let us cast a vote that serves the 
best interests of all Americans, not 
just for today, but for the future as 
well. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield Ph minutes to the distinguished 
ranking. member -of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, the gentleman 
from Glendale, CA, Mr. MOORHEAD. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, I rise today to 
support the North American Free
Trade Agreement and to provide some 
background as to how I came to that 
decision. 

There has been no shortage of advice 
on how to vote on NAFTA, both from 
the proponents and the opponents. 
However, as I listened carefully to the 
pros and cons, I kept returning to one, 
inescapable conclusion-voting in favor 
of NAFTA is the right thing to do. I 
firmly believe that NAFTA is. a good 
agreement for my constituents, for 
California, and for the United States. 

First, and most important, the rea
son to all of us, is jobs. 

The second reason is that the agree
ment will preserve U.S. sovereignty 

over its domestic policy. Unlike some 
of the assertions made by opponents of 
NAFTA, nothing in NAFTA, or the side 
agreements, can force the United 
States to change laws or take action 
we do not wish to make. 

Third, critics of NAFTA assert that 
approving the agreement will be bad 
for my home State of California. Cali
fornia is one of the States that will 
benefit most from NAFTA. Mexico is 
California's fastest growing market, 
accounting for over 10 percent of Cali
fornia's exports of manufactured goods. 
This is in spite of tariffs of 20 percent 
or more on the kinds of high-tech
nology products manufactured in Cali
fornia. 

NAFTA contains other significant 
advantages for California industries, 
like improved intellectual property 
protection for motion pictures and 
computer software. Because of such 
provisions, the agreement will help 
produce high-wage, high-skills jobs in 
southern California which will go a 
long way toward compensating for the 
recent cutbacks in defense spending. 

Fourth, without NAFTA we have no 
leverage with the Mexican Government 
to try to stop illegal immigration, and 
absent real growth in Mexico, there is 
no incentive for the Mexican people to 
stay in their own country. 

My decision to vote in favor of 
NAFTA was not an easy one, but it was 
the right one. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to my distinguished col
league on the Committee on the Budg
et and the Committee on the Judiciary, 
the gentleman from San Antonio, TX, 
Mr. LAMAR SMITH. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, over 700 constitu
ents have written me about NAFTA 
during the last few days. They favor 
NAFTA by a 6-to-1 ratio. 

Like them, I feel an increase in ex
ports will mean an increase in jobs for 
hard-working Americans. And like 
them, I feel NAFTA will spur an econ
omy recently burdened by new taxes 
and too many defense cuts. 

However, those of us who support 
NAFTA should be careful not to over
sell it. The trade agreement will be 
phased in over 15 years and it is un
likely to have an immediate economic 
impact. 

Opponents also should be careful not 
to over-criticize it. The trade agree
ment contains an escape clause and the 
United States can always withdraw 
from the trade agreement if it proves 
harmful to American interests. That 
should reassure those who harbor 
doubts. 

If NAFTA does pass, credit should go 
to Republican leaders like BoB MICHEL, 
NEWT GINGRICH, and DICK ARMEY, who 
have made it possible. A majority of 
Republicans will likely support it, 
while a majority of Democrats prob
ably will not. 
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NAFTA is not a panacea for our 

economy's doldrums but it will help 
Americans compete in a world market; 
it will give America an opportunity to 
export more goods and services; and it 
will allow us to look forward to a more 
promising economic future. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
the State of Washington [Mr. lNSLEE]. 

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Chairman, you 
find rapidly when you take this job 
that there are hard decisions, but I am 
at peace in voting for NAFTA because 
I believe a pro vote for NAFTA is part 
of the American tradition, for three 
reasons. There are three things we can 
say we believe in in America. 

First, we believe in action, action 
this day. It is a temptation to many of 
us to hide, if you will, in inaction. It 
was a temptation back in the early 
days of the cold war when voices were 
heard that said, "Not this NATO," but 
we did not hesitate. We took action. 

When voices said, "Not this Louisi
ana Purchase, let's get a better deal," 
but we took action. 

Sometimes when you are climbing a 
mountain and you are are in trouble, 
you have got to move. This country 
needs to move. 

Second, Americans believe in 
progress, and Mexico is making 
progress. Mexico is not America, but 
the new Mexico is neither the old Mex
ico. More inspectors for safety, $2.5 bil
lion for environmental cleanup. Mexico 
is making progress. 

In 1957 when we established the Civil 
Rights Commission in this country, we 
did not say, "Not this Civil Rights 
bill." We said that was progress. We 
have to make progress. 

Third, Americans believe in fairness, 
simple fairness for the American work
er. You know, if our tariffs were all 
zero today and equal, would we vote to 
give Mexico tariffs twice as high as 
ours? No, and we should vote to make 
theirs zero like they belong. 

We have got to vote today, and when 
they chisel my name in the history 
books, it will be a vote for action. It 
will be a vote for progress. It will be a 
vote for fairness. It will be a vote for 
NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield Ph minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Erie, PA, Mr. RIDGE, a 
member of the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs and a mem
ber of the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

Mr. RIDGE. Madam Chairman, I 
thank my friend and colleague for 
yielding this time to me. 

NAFTA. Never in recent memory has 
an issue stirred so deep and so diver
gent a set of emotions across Penn
sylvania. But make no mistake about 
it, NAFTA represents more than sim
ply a trade agreement. It is a contest 
over two sharply contrasting visions of 
a changing world and how America and 
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Pennsylvania are to find their place in 
it. It is about our future, as a country 
and as a Commonwealth. 

For many Pennsylvanians battered 
by years of hard economic times, par
ticularly those in my home of western 
Pennsylvania, NAFTA is not only the 
focal point for present day frustrations 
and future uncertainties but a release 
valve for the emotional and economic 
pain accumulated over more than two 
decades. 

For these Pennsylvanians, NAFTA 
pours salt on wounds that have yet to 
heal from years of plant closings and 
job losses. You cannot have roots in 
the Steel Valley and have gone through 
life in western Pennsylvania, as I have, 
and not be touched by the pain of these 
events. My heart knows well that it is 
these experiences that spark the deep
seeded anxieties and fears about 
NAFTA. 

But if there is ample emotional am
munition taking aim at NAFTA, the 
intellectual arguments against the 
pact run thin. My mind tells me that 
the policies of open markets and elimi
nating trade barriers are not what 
caused the economic shifts that oc
curred throughout Pennsylvania. 

Rather, those shifts were the product 
of radical technological, social, eco
nomic, and cultural changes that 
transformed not only the United States 
but the entire world. Defeating NAFTA 
will not bring back what once was. Nor 
will it arrest the irreversible and accel
erating changes of today and tomor
row. 

Likewise, it is not at all clear how 
the defeat of NAFTA will provide 
Pennsylvania workers with any greater 
guarantee of future economic security. 
Indeed, just the opposite seems true. 
NAFTA's defeat, and the larger retreat 
of the United States from the global 
stage that it signals, is likely to leave 
us less secure. 

America's preeminence in the 21st 
century will depend on its economic 
leadership as much as its military ca
pability. Promoting greater freedom 
and fewer restrictions in the global 
marketplace are clearly in our best na
tional interest. The risks are cal
culated and manageable. The rewards 
are significant and long-lasting. 

Important to recognize too is that 
our economic well-being is becoming 
increasingly intertwined with the rest 
of the world. Since the mid-1980's 
alone, exports have been responsible 
for over 40 percent of all economic 
growth and 25 percent of all job 
growth. Pennsylvanians take note. Vir
tually all of the job growth in manu
facturing has been related to exports. 

That the link between exports abroad 
and economic growth and job creation 
at home will only grow stronger over 
time, not weaker, is undisputed. Given 
this reality, it is a fool's errand to 
think that we can erect protective 
trade walls around our Nation-the 

logical consequence of NAFTA's de
feat-and somehow still maintain, 
much less improve, our standard of liv
ing. That task can only be achieved by 
finding new markets and new cus
tomers. 

The future economic security and 
prosperity of our great Commonwealth 
then lies firmly in the camp of free and 
fair trade. Pennsylvanians have always 
been a people who have believed 
strongly in themselves and their own 
natural abilities. There is no doubt in 
my mind that we can compete with 
anyone in the world. And we must not 
be afraid to do so. 

But my belief that America and 
Pennsylvania will come out on top 
with the passage of NAFTA is driven 
by more than my faith in our people. It 
is driven by experience and fact as 
well. 

Since Mexico began to liberalize its 
economy in 1986, Pennsylvania exports 
have grown by over 300 percent and cre
ated nearly 11,000 new export-related 
jobs in the state. Roughly 14,000 jobs 
statewide are now supported by trade 
with Mexico. 

Mexican-bound Pennsylvania exports 
have not only meant more jobs for our 
workers, but better jobs as well. Wages 
in those manufacturing industries that 
are among the State's leading export
ers to Mexico-primary metals, indus
trial machinery and computers, and 
chemicals-are among some of the 
highest paying jobs in the State. 

These gains have come in spite of 
Mexican tariff barriers that remain, on 
average, 2lh times higher than our own 
and nontariff barriers that require our 
companies to locate in Mexico in order 
to sell there. All of this will be elimi
nated under NAFTA. That, in a nut
shell, is really what NAFTA is all 
about: tearing down barriers to the 
Mexican-not the United States-econ
omy. 

That such a step should lead to 
greater growth and opportunity for 
those on both sides of the border 
should, in this day and age, be axio
matic. For if we have learned anything 
in the nearly 60 years since the disaster 
of Smoot-Hawley, it is that all nations 
are winners when barriers to commerce 
are lowered. 

That free trade will create both win
ners and losers here at home is not to 
be denied. Yet even the most conserv
ative estimates reflect a net gain of 
175,000 new jobs from NAFTA. 

This Congress has done nothing to 
put people back to work. We have in
creased taxes, imposed new mandates, 
and created even more regulations. No 
new jobs as a result of this legislative 
effort-probably even fewer because of 
it. 

We have extended unemployment 
benefits-the right thing to do, but no 
one went back to work. 

There is only one way to preserve 
and to create jobs. Whether selling 
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lemonade or locomotives, America and 
Pennsylvania must constantly seek 
new, friendly markets and new cus
tomers. Canada and Mexico offer these 
in abundance. 

Sadly, Pennsylvani~ has been losing 
jobs for reasons totally unrelated to 
trade and NAFTA. Surely, in a global 
economy with worldwide competition, 
companies will continue to migrate 
and jobs will be created and lost with 
or without NAFTA. It is the inevitable 
consequence of global markets. It is all 
the more reason to search for new and 
friendly markets for American prod
ucts. Export means jobs, good jobs. 

NAFTA. For Pennsylvanians, it is a 
choice of whether our future lies in 
looking forward and outward, or back
ward and inward. It is an issue of 
whether we will embrace the challenge 
of change and make it work to our ad
vantage, or whether we will continue 
to drain our energies to fight yester
day's wars. 

I believe in the ability of America 
and Pennsylvania to compete and to 
win. I cast my vote for the future and 
the opportunities offered by global 
change. I cast my vote for NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of NAFTA. 

Madam Chairman, of all the arguments that 
have been made both in favor and in opposi
tion to the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, there is one aspect that has largely 
gone unmentioned. Concern has been ex
pressed for the laborer, for the businessman, 
for the bureaucrat, and the environmentalist. 
But underlying the differences of opinion that 
may exist among these different groups of 
people is a characteristic that brings them all 
together, a characteristic that will result in ev
eryone benefiting through NAFT A. 

This characteristic is that all of these people 
are consumers, and all consumers seek safe, 
high quality products at competitive, affordable 
prices. A simple but neglected rule of econom
ics is that free trade helps a country by provid
ing its citizens with the variety of products that 
allows them to receive the best value for their 
purchases. The key is competition, which in
duces low prices but also provides consumer 
choice. 

As Doreen Brown, president of Consumers 
for World Trade, stated: 

All workers are consumers; not all con
sumers are workers. Tariffs serve as hidden, 
regressive taxes; th~y hurt low- and fixed-in
come consumers since tariffs are applied 
most heavily to the necessities of life, such 
as agricultural products and textiles. The 
passage of NAFTA represents a victory for 
all Americans. 

By eliminating $500 million in import taxes, 
NAFT A will increase imports, stimulating the 
national economy and inducing competition, 
which will provide consumer with more 
choices in the marketplace at affordable 
prices. Former U.S. Trade Representative 
Carla Hills pointed out NAFT A is the first inter
national trade agreement to eliminate quotas 

on textiles and apparel. Additionally, U.S. con
sumers will particularly benefit from lower 
costs and longer seasonal availabilities of cer
tain agricultural products such as fruits and 
vegetables, including tomatoes, cantaloupes, 
and cucumbers. 

The U.S. economy is the most open in the 
world. Until recently, Mexico's was one of the 
most protected. Because NAFT A gives pro
ducers increased opportunities to sell to Mex
ico, they will be able to expand production and 
reduce per unit costs and, as a result, reduce 
prices charged to all American consumers. 
One recent study showed that easing trade 
barriers with Mexico could reduce prices by 6 
percent or more. 

According to Tom Duesterberg, director of 
the Competitiveness Center at the Hudson In
stitute: "Some of the affected goods [will be] 
household glassware, with current tariffs as 
high as 38 percent-brooms, 32 percent; rub
ber shoes, 65 percent; cantaloupes, 35 per
cent; canned tuna, 35 percent; and orange 
juice, 26 percent." Consumers should also 
benefit from lower transportation costs on im
ports from Mexico. 

Americans already only spend about 8 per
cent of total personal income on food 
consumed at home, compared to 11 percent 
for Canadians and 19 percent for Germans 
and Japanese. We also have a much higher 
standard of living because our markets are 
more open. NAFT A will open our markets 
even further. 

NAFT A could add as much as $30 billion to 
the U.S. economy over the next 1 0 years
$315 for the typical household. It is American 
families that are going to be the prime bene
ficiaries of this agreement, as they will be 
spending less of their income on their chil
dren's clothing, on peanuts, and on a host of 
other household items. 

I believe in supporting the American family, 
and it is for this reason that I support NAFT A. 
I urge my colleagues to think of their constitu
ents, remember that they are all consumers 
and that consumers are the prime bene
ficiaries of open borders, and vote for NAFT A. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. TAY
LOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Madam 
Chairman, I want to thank the Rep
resentative of the minority for yielding 
this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, the proponents of 
this treaty would like the citizens of 
our country to believe that a pro
NAFTA vote is of historical signifi
cance. I disagree. For at least the past 
40 years this Congress has voted on a 
regular basis go give sweetheart tax 
breaks to foreign corporations. There 
is nothing new about that. 

For at least 40 years they voted to in
crease taxes on the American people. 
There is nothing new about that. 

For at least 40 years they have voted 
to increase the deficit. There is noth
ing new about that. 

On the other hand, if this Congress 
chooses to cast an historic vote, they 
will be given that opportunity by vot
ing against NAFTA. 

You see, it would be historical if just 
once this Congress said, "No. We have 
given you enough." 

If this body is ever going to learn to 
say no to the special interest groups in 
this country who demand more spend
ing, then should we not begin by saying 
no to tax giveaways and increased 
spending in Mexico? 

A little over 100 days ago the major
ity in this body decided that the deficit 
was so horrible that they had to raise 
taxes on American citizens and Amer
ican corporations. 

A little over 100 days ago the minor
ity in this body said that the increased 
domestic spending was so horrible that 
they would not raise taxes on Ameri
cans. 

Now 100 days later this body will vote 
tonight on a treaty that according to 
our Congressional Budget Office report 
of November 4, 1993, says that we will 
raise taxes on Americans, raise domes
tic and Mexican spending, our money 
in their country, and raise the Amer
ican deficit. 

In November, just 1 year ago, the 
citizens of this country sent a message 
to Congress. They said they were sick 
of business as usual. They told Con
gress to cut spending. They told Con
gress to cut the deficit and they told 
Congress, if you can, cut taxes. 

Tonight this body will vote on a mes
sage that raises spending both here and 
in Mexico on sweetheart projects, and 
by the admission of our head of the En
vironmental Agency, Ms. Carol 
Browner, we will spend billions of dol
lars to clean up waste water in Mexico, 
not in America, but in Mexico, and it 
will increase the American deficit. 

This country already has the world's 
most open markets. Those people who 
say we do not are deceiving the Amer
ican public. If you do not believe me, 
go out and try to buy an American tel
evision. You cannot. In 1968 the people 
of this country bought about 2 million 
color televisions. Every one of them 
was made in this country. Last year 
the people of America bought over 21 
million color televisions, not one was 
made here. 

You cannot buy an American-made 
VCR. You cannot buy an American
made camera or wristwatch. One-third 
of the automobiles on our roads come 
from other countries. 

During the Reagan and Bush admin
istrations we had over $1 trillion trade 
deficit. How much more open do we 
need our markets? 

If free trade has been so great, why 
are we always the loser? 

The defeat of NAFTA does not close 
our markets. The defeat of NAFTA 
does not turn our backs on the world. 
The defeat of NAFTA says that just 
once we are listening to the American 
public. We will not raise your taxes. We 
will not increase your spending and we 
will not add to the deficit. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. PAYNE]. 
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Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Madam 

Chairman, each of us here today is 
truly concerned about how we, as legis
lators, can help maintain and create 
good jobs for those we represent. 

As a member of the Ways and Means 
Trade Subcommittee, I have spent a 
good bit of time studying NAFTA. I 
have spent a good bit of time in hear
ings listening to experts, both oppo
nents and supporters. 

And I have spent a good bit of time 
listening to the people back home. I 
have heard-and I understand-the con
cerns of those who fear losing their 
jobs. 

Madam Chairman, I have come to 
support the North American Free
Trade Agreement because I believe it 
will maintain and create jobs-good 
jobs-in my congressional district and 
across the country. 

Some of my constituents have raised 
concerns about NAFTA's effect on the 
textile and apparel industries. 

Included in NAFTA is a provision I 
offered which strengthens the rules of 
origin for textiles and apparels. 

This amendment helps our United 
States textile and apparel workers by 
guaranteeing that under NAFTA, duty
free treatment will apply only to those 
products that are spun, woven, and 
sewn in North America-not China, not 
Pakistan, not India. 

This means that the United States 
will be more competitive in the world 
textile and apparel markets and more 
jobs for American workers. 

I believe that today's vote is historic. 
It is historic because by passing 

NAFT A, we are saying that we are con
fident that America-and American 
workers-can compete and win in the 
global economy. 

It is historic because passing NAFTA 
says to the Asian leaders the President 
will meet with tomorrow in Seattle, 
and to the GATT negotiators still 
meeting in Geneva: We mean what we 
say-we want markets more fully open 
all around the world. 

We know that our economic future
and our prosperity-is directly linked 
to our ability to open new markets for 
our products. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for 
NAFTA. Say yes to economic growth. 
Say yes to creating new jobs for Ameri
cans. And say yes to a confident and 
prosperous future for our Nation. 

0 1500 
Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, 

may I inquire as to the time remain
ing? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] has 1 hour and 
121h minutes remaining, the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND] has 1 
hour and lF/2 minutes remaining, the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] 
has 1 hour and l6V2 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HUNTER] has 1 hour and 14 minutes re-
maining. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN
GELL], the chairman of the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Chairman, we 
are presented today with two bad 
choices. The concept of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement is 
sound and deserving of support. But we 
are not voting on a concept. The par
ticular agreement we are voting on 
today is deeply, and in my view, fatally 
flawed. 

A properly negotiated NAFTA could 
give us the tools to help solve the prob
lems of illegal immigration, worker ex
ploitation, and environmental degrada
tion. A well-crafted agreement could 
promote real democratic reforms in 
Mexico, create jobs in and enrich all 
three signatory countries, and enhance 
our economic position within the hemi
sphere. 

This agreement, even with its side 
agreements on labor rights and the en
vironment, fails to accomplish these 
worthy goals. It is clear that Mexico 
lacks any real counterpart to most of 
our environmental laws, or the will to 
enforce its existing laws. For example, 
Mexico has no equivalent to our 
Superfund or RCRA statutes to address 
the cleanup of hazardous wastes . . Mex
ico does not have a program to remedy 
the environmental problems from leak
ing underground storage tanks. Mexico 
does not have community right-to
know reporting requirements similar 
to those imposed on United States in
dustry. 

As to labor issues, the mechanism for 
addressing complaints about child 
labor practices, health and safety prob
lems, and the like, is cumbersome and 
too complicated to be effective. The 
Mexican Government refused in the ne
gotiations over labor rights to address 
the fundamental question of Mexican 
workers' rights and ability to form 
independent unions and bargain collec
tively. 

Madam Chairman, I particularly 
have concerns about the auto provi
sions of the NAFTA. 

When we considered the Canadian 
Free-Trade Agreement [CFTA] in 1988, 
the Committee on Energy and Com
merce was critical of the domestic con
tent provisions of that agreement. We 
believed that a 50-percent content level 
was too low and urged that the level be 
raised to 60 percent soon after approval 
of the CFTA. The Bush administration 
committed to achieve that goal. How
ever, Canada resisted and the Bush ad
ministration was less than enthusiastic 
about pushing Canada to accept this 
higher level. 

NAFTA does achieve a higher stand
ard of 62.5 percent of North American 
content. But that level will not be 
reached until after the turn of the cen
tury. As a result, the standard our 
committee urged for the 1990's in Can-

ada will not be achieved until after 
2000. In my judgment, this is a wonder
ful gift to the Canadians and to the 
Mexicans. 

Much has also been said about the 
changes in the Mexican auto decree 
which has hindered sales in Mexico of 
automob~les produced in the United 
States. NAFTA addresses the decree, 
but like the content issue, takes 10 
years to rectify. Because of that long 
delay U.S. workers today will not real
ize the benefits of N AFT A for years to 
come. 

NAFTA supports argue that the 
agreement's defeat will not prevent 
American companies from relocating 
plants and shipping jobs to Mexico. 
That may be true-but that is not a 
valid argument in favor of this agree
ment. With or without NAFTA, compa
nies will be tempted by Mexico's low
wage economy and its lax or nonexist
ent environmental standards. But this 
NAFTA amounts to the United States 
subsidizing Mexican industrial develop
ment. 

The basic flaws in NAFTA are not of 
this administration's making. The side 
agreements represented a valiant, sin
cere, but ultimately unsuccessful at
tempt to rectify the problems inherent 
in the main agreement. I will cast my 
vote against this agreement, and urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to 
submit for the RECORD letters from the 
U.S. Trade Representative and the En
vironmental Protection Agency that 
were submitted in response to inquiries 
from the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, as well as additional mate
rial relevant to our consideration of 
this matter. 

THE U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC, November 17, 1993. 
Han. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 

U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter of October 13, 1993, transmitting fol
low-up questions regarding the North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement. I appreciated 
the opportunity to testify before your Com
mittee on this critical component of the 
President's agenda, and welcome this oppor
tunity to provide further information. 

The Office of the U.S. Trade Representa
tive and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) have worked together to an
swer the Committee's questions. The ques
tions not answered in the enclosed have al
ready been submitted separately to the Com
mittee by EPA. 

I apologize that the demands of finalizing 
the implementing legislation and other ele
ments of the NAFTA package for transmit
tal to Congress prevented me from respond
ing sooner. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me if I may be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL KANTOR. 
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ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FOR THE ENVIRON

MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND THE U.S. 
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE CONCERNING 
NAFTA ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS 
(Submitted by the House Committee on 

Energy and Commerce) 
Question 1: At the briefing, I pointed out 

that the environmental supplemental agree
ment states in Article l(d) that it supports 
"the environmental goals and objectives of 
the NAFTA." I pointed out that the "objec
tives" of NAFTA are set forth in Article 102 
and they do not mention the environment. In 
the case of Chapter 7, the scope is agri
culture and sanitary and phytosanitary 
measures. TJ:le latter term, as noted by the 
USTR in its September 29 letter, covers only 
certain environmental measures. The USTR 
said that: "Environmental standards such as 
the Clean Air Act standards are not sanitary 
and phytosanitary measures as that term is 
defined in the NAFT A." As far as I can tell, 
the words "environment" or "environ
mental", do not appear in NAFTA, except in 
Article 104 in regards to other agreements 
with trade obligations. Thus, I reiterate that 
it appears that the above quote in Article 
l(d) of the supplemental agreement is merely 
hortatory and that the side agreement, while 
helpful, is independent of the NAFTA. 

In short, NAFTA fails to recognize the 
need to protect, conserve and promote the 
environment in its implementation. The side 
agreement does not change that fact. If you 
disagree, please explain the basis for that 
disagreement. What is Mexico's and Canada's 
objection to, at a minimum, revising Article 
102 of NAFTA to correct this perceived omis
sion? 

Answer: We disagree. NAFTA does recog
nize the importance of environmental pro
tection. Several provisions in NAFT A were 
negotiated with environmental concerns in 
mind (and in response to concerns of U.S. en-

. vironmental groups), and are designed to en
sure that NAFTA implementation is sen
sitive to those concerns. First, the NAFTA 
parties have agreed that economic develop
ment should take place in an environ
mentally sound manner. The NAFTA Pre
amble itself states that one of its primary 
purposes is to: 

"Contribute to the harmonious develop
ment and expansion of world trade * * * in a 
manner consistent with environmental pro
tection and conservation; * * * promote sus
tainable development; * * * [and] strengthen 
the development and enforcement of envi
ronmental laws and regulations." 

In addition, section B of Chapter Seven ex
plicitly affirms the rights of governments to 
take sanitary and phytosanitary measures to 
protect human, animal and plant life and 
health. (Article 712(1)). Furthermore, Chapter 
Nine explicitly recognizes environmental 
protection as a legitimate objective of gov
ernments and affirms the right to take 
standards-related measures "relating to 
safety, the protection of human, animal or 
plant life or health, the environment or con
sumers." (Articles 904(1) and 915). 

Perhaps NAFTA's most important environ
mental provisions are found in the Invest
ment Chapter, in Article 1114, and which also 
include the term "environmental". Article 
1114 provides that each party may impose 
stringent environmental requirements to en
sure that investment activity in its territory 
is undertaken in an environmentally sen
sitive manner, so long as the requirements 
do not discriminate between domestic and 
foreign investors. This includes, for example, 
the requirement in many states for environ
mental impact assessments of new private 

construction as well as government projects. 
(Article 1114(1).) Further, in Article 1114(2), 
the parties renounce the relaxation of 
health, safety or environmental measures for 
the purpose of attracting or encouraging· in
vestment. The text sets forth a procedure for 
compulsory consultations between parties in 
case such a relaxation occurs, with the pur
pose of ending the practice. The term "envi
ronmental measure" as used in Article 1114 
encompasses any environmental "law, regu
lation, procedure, requirement or practice" 
and is accordingly broad enough to include 
most if not all of the environmental stand
ards of the three NAFTA parties. 

Even with these provisions, President Clin
ton believed that NAFTA's environmental 
benefits could be buttressed, and he accord
ingly sought a supplemental agreement on 
the environment. The supplemental agree
ment, a separate but related agreement, 
gives the Commission on Environmental Co
operation the responsibility for cooperating 
with the NAFTA commission on environ
mental matters and for an ongoing consider
ation of the environmental effects of the 
NAFTA. (Article 10(6).) 

Finally, the fact that the three NAFTA 
signatories have entered into a supplemental 
agreement in which they agree to support 
"the environmental goals and objectives of 
the NAFTA" is clear evidence of their under
standing that NAFTA contains such environ
mental goals and objectives. For these and 
other reasons, there is no need to revise Ar
ticie 102. 

Question 2: Do any of the provisions of ei
ther side agreement require implementing 
legislation? Please explain. Are the side 
agreements trade agreements under U.S. 
trade law and are they to be referenced or in
corporated in the implementing legislation 
of each Party? (I assume that the U.S. would 
not unilaterally include them in such legis
lation.) In this regard, are they agreements 
under the Fast Track law? Are the side 
agreements considered agreements under Ar
ticle 103 or 104? 

Answer: The supplemental agreements are 
not trade agreements for purposes of fast 
track procedures. The implementing legisla
tion submitted by President Clinton on No
vember 4 is limited to provisions authorizing 
the President's participation in and expendi
tures for the labor and environmental sup
plemental agreements. Legislation necessary 
to implement the United States-Mexico 
Agreement on Border Cooperation is also in
cluded. 

The implementing legislation also provides 
that the President may not bring NAFTA 
into force until Canada and Mexico have 
taken the necessary steps to bring the labor 
and environmental supplemental agreements 
into force. 

The supplemental agreements are not 
among the agreements referred to in Article 
103. Article 103 applies to preexisting agree
ments to which all three NAFTA govern
ments are parties, including bilateral, tri
lateral, and multilateral agreements. Be
cause the supplemental agreements were ne
gotiated after the NAFTA was concluded and 
will come into force immediately following 
the NAFTA (see Env. Article 47; Lab. Article 
51), they are not subject to Article 103. 

Although the North American Agreement 
on Environmental Cooperation is an environ
mental agreement for purposes of Article 104, 
it does not need to be listed in Annex 104.1 
both sides it is a later in time agreement and 
because the three governments specifically 
provided in the Environmental Agreement 
forth~ suspension ofNAFTA benefits. 

Question 3: At the briefing, I believe the 
USTR gave support to the view that if a 
Party gives notice under Article 50 of with
drawal from the side agreement, the U.S. 
should exercise its withdrawal under Article 
2205 of NAFTA. Mr. Kantor indicated that 
the implementation legislation might be 
drafted to make this clear. I would like to 
understand how and to what extent you pro
pose to provide such a directive to the Exec
utive Branch in such legislation. Also, if a 
Party, such as Canada, gave such notice, 
would the U.S. terminate NAFTA only in the 
case of Canada and reinstate the Canadian 
Free Trade Agreement or would the termi
nation apply to both Mexico and Canada? 
What are the possible implications of such 
termination for U.S. businesses under the 
NAFTA? 

Answer: Section 101(b)(2) of the implement
ing bill provides that the NAFTA will not 
enter into force for the United States with 
respect to either Canada or Mexico unless 
that country has provided for the entry into 
force of the supplemental agreements on the 
environment and labor. 

Furthermore, in the Statement of Admin
istrative Action submitted to the Congress, 
the Administration specifically committed 
that if Canada or Mexico withdraws from a 
supplemental agreement on a non-consen
sual basis the United States will cease to 
apply the NAFTA to that country. That 
would not be the case if the withdrawal is 
consensuaL The Administration will consult 
with Congress in this regard. 

Question 5: Have you made a similar analy
sis of Canada's laws and standards? If so, 
please provide the results. In the case of Can
ada, Annex 41 of the side agreement provides 
that on date of signature or on exchange of 
notifications under Article 47, "Canada shall 
set out in a declaration a list of any prov
inces for which Canada is to be bound with 
respect to matters within their jurisdic
tion." It also states that Canada can modify 
that declaration. Has Canada provided that 
declaration as yet? Does this mean that Can
ada could decide not to list any provinces or 
some, but not all? If so, what is the benefit 
of the side agreement if one or more of the 
provinces, such as the western provinces, are 
not bound, particularly since much of Can
ada's environmental law is dependent on the 
provinces concurring. 

Answer: Canada has not yet provided its 
list of provinces pursuant to Annex 41 of the 
environmental supplemental agreement, and 
we would not expect them to do so before the 
exchange of notifications. 

The supplemental agreement binds Canada 
for all matters subject to its federal control, 
including the enforcement of national envi
ronmental laws throughout the provinces. 
Canada's constitutional system limits its 
ability to accept the agreement's obligations 
on behalf of a province for matters under 
provincial controL To redress this imbalance 
among the Parties and to encourage provin
cial participation, the agreement commits 
Canada to use its best efforts to bring the 
provinces into this agreement, and limits its 
ability to take advantage of dispute settle
ment procedures according to the extent of 
provincial participation. For example, Can
ada may not request consultations or the es
tablishment of a dispute settlement panel at 
the request of or primarily for the benefit of 
a non-participating province. In addition, 
Canada may not seek consultations or dis
pute settlement for the nonenforcement of a 
U.S. or Mexican environmental law that 
would, in Canada, be within provincial juris
diction until provinces representing at least 
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55 percent of Canada's gross domestic prod
uct are participating in the agreement. 

While Canada's constitution reserves a sig
nificant proportion of environmental regu
latory authority to the provinces, many en
vironmental laws are administered by the 
federal government and would be fully cov
ered by the agreement, including their im
plementation and enforcement in provinces 
that were not listed pursuant to Annex 41. 
Moreover, much of the benefit of the supple
mental agreement is its creation of the Com
mission for Environmental Cooperation and 
that Commission's potential to improve en
vironmental cooperation throughout North 
America. Canada will be a full participant on 
that Commission. Finally, the Administra
tion fully expects Canada's provinces to be 
brought on board, and will be following 
closely their progress in this regard. 

Question 9: The United States and Mexico 
currently have a bilateral agreement regard
ing waste shipments. Is there a reason why 
this agreement is not in Annex 104.1 where 
the related agreement with Canada is listed? 
Also, how would NAFTA affect the current 
ban on shipments of hazardous waste to Mex
ico for the purpose of disposal? 

Answer: The U.S.-Canada and U.S.-Mexico 
bilateral agreements concerning shipments 
of hazardous wastes are listed in NAFTA 
Annex 104.1. The U.S.-Mexico rules are con
tained in Annex III of the Agreement on Co
operation in the Border Area. According to 
Article 104, in the event of an inconsistency 
between the specific trade obligations of 
those agreements and the NAFT A, the envi
ronmental agreements prevail. 

The NAFTA does not affect Mexico's cur
rent ban on shipments into Mexico of hazard
ous wastes for disposal. Because Mexican dis
posal facilities are currently inadequate, 
such imports could present a significant 
health hazard. In fact, the United States 
would be concerned about the transboundary 
effects and natural resource implications of 
a lifting of such a ban now. Over time, how
ever, we expect U.S. and Canadian waste 
management companies to take advantage of 
liberalized trading regimes to help Mexican 
authorities create the waste treatment infra
structure that Mexico needs. 

Question 10: What factors would be used 
under a NAFT A dispute settlement proceed
ing to distinguish a legitimate environ
mental measure from an illegitimate trade 
barrier, and how does this differ sub
stantively or procedurally from the current 
analysis under the GATT? 

Answer: Environmental measures can take 
many forms. Accordingly, it is not possible 
to provide a detailed description of all the 
considerations that could be raised in a 
NAFT A dispute settlement proceeding con
cerning such measures. However, any meas
ure subject to NAFTA dispute settlement, 
including environmental measures, will be 
evaluated under the rules of environmental 
measures, will be evaluated under the rules 
of the NAFTA. These rules include the gen
eral national treatment obligation in Article 
301, the general prohibition against import 
and export restrictions in Article 309, and 
the requirements for measures related to in
vestment and services. These rules also pro
vide for a number of exceptions, including 
the GATT Article XX exceptions incor
porated into Article 2101. 

Environmental measures that are sanitary 
or phytosanitary measures within the scope 
of Section B of Chapter Seven that are chal
lenged by a NAFTA party will also be evalu
ated according to the criteria set forth in 
Section B of Chapter Seven. These criteria 

include, for example, whether such measures 
are based on scientific principles and wheth
er they are based on a risk assessment as ap
propriate to the circumstances. (for more de
tail, see our answers to Questions 30 and 33 
that you previously submitted.) 

Environmental measures that are stand
ards-related measures within the scope of 
Chapter Nine will be judged according to the 
criteria set forth in Chapter Nine. These in
clude, for example, whether the measures 
provide national treatment or whether they 
provide treatment no less favorable than 
that provided to goods or services of another 
country. 

Many of the NAFT A disciplines are taken 
from the GATT. For example, Article 301 and 
Article 309 specifically incorporate GATT ob
ligations. The Agreement on Technical Bar
riers to Trade ("Standards Code") provides 
many of the same rules as are in Chapter 
Nine of the NAFTA. The GATT does not cur
rently contain an agreement on sanitary and 
phytosanitary measures. The current Uru
guay Round of GATT negotiations contains 
proposed texts on both sanitary and 
phytosanitary measures and standards-relat
ed measures. The NAFTA provisions on sani
tary and phytosanitary measures and stand
ards-related measures were drawn from the 
proposed texts in the Uruguay Round, mod.i
fied to meet the needs of the three NAFTA 
countries. 

Question 12: A number of bills are pending 
before this Committee (H.R. 963, H.R. 1076, 
H.R. 2848) would provide states or local com
munities with the authority to restrict ship
ments of municipal solid waste generated 
outside the state, which would include waste 
from Canada or Mexico, from entering land
fills with.in the state. Does such a provision 
contravene the Canadian Free Trade Agree
ment or NAFTA, or is it subject to challenge 
under e.ither treaty? 

Answer: It is not feasible to speculate 
about such provisions in general. Any such 
measure by a state or local government 
would need to be examined on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Question 13: For the purposes of standards
related measures in Chapter 9, would the def
inition of "standard" or "technical regula
tion" encompass regulations containing 
standards and criteria for environmental 
marketing claims of provisions specifying 
plastic recycling codes? What obligation 
would be imposed by Article 905 on a federal 
agency such as the Federal Trade Commis
sion or the Environmental Protection Agen
cy to use or adopt relevant international 
standards? 

Answer: The definition of "standard" or 
"technical regulation" in Article 915 and as 
used in Chapter 9 could encompass regula
tions containing standards and criteria for 
environmental marketing claims or provi
sions specifying plastic recycling codes. 

In the NAFTA, a "standard" means: 
(a) characteristics for a good or a service, 
(b) characteristics, rules or guidelines for: 
(i) processes or production methods relat-

ing to such good, or 
(ii) operating methods relating to such 

serv.ice, and 
(c) provisions specifying terminology, sym

bols, packaging, mark.ing or labelling for: 
(i) a good or its related process or produc

tion method, or 
(ii) a service or its related operating meth

od, 
for common and repeated use, including ex
planatory and other related provisions, set 
out in a document approved by a standardiz
ing body, with which compliance is not man
datory. 

Standards can be either government stand
ards, or more commonly they can be private 
standards developed by private standardizing 
bodies. 

The term "technical regulation" refers to 
mandatory (and therefore governmental) 
product standards. Under the NAFTA, a 
technical regulation means: 

(a) characteristics or their related proc
esses and production methods for a good, 

(b) characteristics for a service or its relat
ed operating methods, or 

(c) provisions specifying terminology, sym
bols, packaging, marking, or labelling for: 

(i) a good or its related process or produc
tion method, or 

(ii) a servi<.e or its related operating meth
od, 
set out in a document, including applicable 
administrative, explanatory and other relat
ed provisions, with which compliance is 
mandatory. 

Article 905 of the NAFTA provides for the 
Parties to use relevant international stand
ards, where such standards would be effec
tive or appropriate to fulfill the NAFTA Par
ty's legitimate objectives, as a basis for each 
NAFTA Party's own standards-related meas
ures, in order to facilitate trade among the 
parties. At the same time, the NAFTA ex
plicitly affirms the right of each NAFTA 
party to have standards-related measures 
that achieve a higher level of protection 
than the relevant international standard. 
U.S. federal agencies are therefore expected 
to use international standards where effec
tive and appropriate, but NAFTA does not 
demand adoption of international standards 
where the agency considers that the inter
national standard would be an ineffective or 
inappropriate means to fulfill the agency's 
objective. 

This is similar to the current requirements 
for federal agencies under U.S. law. Section 
402(2) of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 
generally requires federal agencies in devel
oping standards to base the standards on 
international standards, if appropriate. 

Question 17: The Side Agreement provides 
for a Commission for Environmental Co
operation governed by a Council. It directs 
the Council to cooperate with the NAFTA 
Free Trade Commission. Will there now be 
two independent Commissions and Secretar
iats and related Councils, etc.? Does the 
NAFTA Commission have any powers over 
the side agreement commission? What is the 
NAFTA Commission's role in environmental 
and related matters? 

Answer: The NAFTA will have a Free 
Trade Commission and a Secretariat. The 
North American Agreement on Environ
mental Cooperation will have a Commission 
for Environmental Cooperation, which will 
comprise a Council, a Secretariat, and a 
Joint Public Advisory Committee. 

The NAFTA Free Trade Commission, es
tablished under Article 2001, does not have 
authority over the Commission for Environ
mental Cooperation. We expect constructive 
cooperation between the Commissions since 
the respective U.S. Commissioners, the U.S. 
Trade Representative and the Environmental 
Protection Agency Administrator are mem
bers of the same Administration, and will co
ordinate their positions on issues that affect 
both Commissions. Moreover, for any given 
NAFTA matter each government may select 
the appropriate cabinet officer it wishes as 
its representative. Where an environmental 
matter comes before the NAFTA Commis
sion, the U.S. may wish to have the relevant 
Cabinet officer take responsibility for the 
matter (e.g., the Secretary of Interior, the 
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Secretary of Commerce, or the Environ
mental Protection Agency Administrator). 

The NAFTA Commission's role in environ
mental and related matters is the same as 
for other matters-it is responsible for super
vising the implementation and further elabo
ration of the Agreement, resolving disputes 
that may arise regarding its interpretation 
or application, and supervise the work of the 
committees and working groups established 
under the Agreements. Where an environ
mental issue arises-e.g., consultations 
under Article 1114, questions of interpreta
tion regarding the sanitary and 
phytosanitary measures provisions. or over
sight of the work of a committee endeavor
ing to harmonize certain environmental 
standards, the Commission would be in
volved. The Council of the Commission on 
Environmental Cooperation will cooperate 
with the Free Trade Commission in environ
ment-related matters, as is specified in Arti
cle 10(6) of the environmental agreement. 

Question 18: (a) Article 14 appears to estab
lish a process governing submissions by any 
non-governmental organization or person as
serting that a Party is failing to effectively 
enforce its environmental law. Even if the 
Secretariat considers that the submission 
warrants developing a factual record, it can
not do so unless the Council, by a two-thirds 
vote, instructs it to do so. Is it true that 
without such an instruction, the process 
ends? If the Secretariat gets such an instruc
tion and prepares the record, please explain 
why it cannot be made public except by a 
two-thirds vote. Assuming there is an affirm
ative vote to make the factual record public, 
what happens then? Must the affected Party 
take any action? Please explain. 

(b) Under Article 14, a Party has 30 days to 
advise the Secretariat "whether the matter 
[under submission] is the subject of a pend
ing judicial or administrative proceeding, in 
which case the Secretariat shall proceed no 
further. * * * For purposes of Article 14(3), 
"judicial or administrative proceeding" 
means "a domestic judicial, quasi-judicial or 
administrative action pursued by a Party in 
a timely fashion and in accordance with its 
law." Such actions are defined as "medi
ation; arbitration; the process of issuing ali
cense, permit, or authorization; seeking an 
assurance of voluntary compliance or a com
pliance agreement; seeking sanctions or 
remedies in an administrative or judicial 
forum; and the process of issuing an adminis
trative order." Does the reference to medi
ation and arbitration includes non-binding 
mediation or non-binding arbitration? What 
criteria will be used to define or interpret 
the phrase "in a timely fashion"? 

Answer: (a) It is true that if the Council 
does not vote to instruct the Secretariat to 
prepare a factual record the Secretariat will 
not further investigate the submission. 

Once a factual record has been prepared, 
the parties decide whether to establish a dis
pute settlement panel. This is true whether 
or not the record has been made public. It is 
also the case that the Council may vote to 
establish a dispute settlement panel regard
ing matters for which no Secretariat factual 
record was prepared. 

Factual records serve multiple purposes, 
but their primary purpose is to inform gov
ernments, who are the ones who must decide 
whether to proceed with dispute settlement. 
Regardless, as Administrator Browner stated 
in her testimony November 10, 1993 before 
the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Committee, the United States will support 
making available to the public all non-con
fidential elements of factual records pre
pared by the Secretariat. 

We assume that when a factual record is 
made public, the "sunshine" of public atten
tion is likely to encourage the Party whose 
enforcement practices are the subject of the 
report to take corrective actions, in which 
case further dispute settlement proceedings 
may not be required. 

(b) Yes, in some instances the reference to 
medication and arbitration could include 
non-binding mediation or arbitration. "Me
diation" often does not suggest a result that 
is binding. 

The reason that the language "in a timely 
fashion" was included in the Agreement text 
is that the U.S. did not want long and unnec
essarily drawn-out proceedings to prevent a 
matter from being looked inw by the Sec
retariat. We did not think a government 
should be able for long periods of time to 
frustrate the Commission's work, for exam
ple, by withholding a final determination on 
a matter. While there is no specific time pe
riod specified, this language prevents unnec
essary delay in proceedings from hampering 
the Commission's investigation of allega
tions of non-enforcement of environmental 
law. 

Question 20: What other letters or agree
ments on wheat, agriculture generally, 
cross-border pollution, or other matters are 
being discussed with Canada or Mexico or 
both? What is their status? What is their ef
fect on the NAFTA? 

Answer: The NAFT A package that the 
President transmitted to Congress on No
vember 3rd and 4th describes the complete 
set of agreements and related correspond
ence with Mexico and Canada related to the 
NAFTA. These include the supplemental 
agreements on labor, the environment, and 
import surges; agreements concluded with 
Mexico relating to citrus products and to 
sugar and sweeteners; the border funding 
agreement with Mexico; letters agreeing to 
further negotiations to accelerate duty re
ductions, and a list of more technical letters 
related to NAFTA that have previously been 
provided to the Congress and that are al
ready on file with the Senate Finance Com
mittee. None of the letters pertaining to spe
cific products contain permanent exceptions 
to free trade; all pertain to the transition 
from the status quo to free trade. As you 
know, the NAFTA already provides some dif
ferentiation in the pace of removal of bar
riers for different products and industries, 
depending on the sensitivity of those indus
tries. 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY, 

Washington, DC, November 15, 1993. 
Hon. JOHN DINGELL, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR'. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to 

your follow-up questions to the Administra
tor's testimony at the September 29, 1993 
NAFTA hearing, sent by letter October 13. 
EPA and USTR have reviewed the questions, 
and determined that some of the questions 
should most appropriately be answered by 
USTR, which will respond by separate letter. 
The attached EPA responses are in answer to 
questions 4, 6, 7, 8, 11, 14, 15, 16, 18(b), and 19. 

Please let me know if we can be of further 
assistance to you. Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT W. HICKMOTT, 

Associate Administrator. 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

Question 4: At the briefing you said that 
EPA recently began a new.analysis of Mexi-

co's environmental law and standards to see 
if, for example, they are, in fact, comparable 
to [U.S. environmental statutes]. * * * Also, 
I understand that EPA has found the submis
sions by Mexico are not always complete. 
Some standards are considered comparable 
apparently on the basis of EPA assumptions 
that are not yet verified as accurate through 
discussions with officials from Mexico. Fur
ther, EPA staff have stated that Mexico's 
standards will not likely be adequately de
veloped for full analysis for some time to 
come. Do you disagree with these comments? 

Answer: EPA expects to have a prelimi
nary draft of its report on Mexican environ
mental standards available to the Commit
tee on October 29. We hope to have received 
by that time comments from Mexico through 
the Mexican Embassy in Washington. 

We generally agree with Committee com
ments in question four, but make the follow
ing points: 

The EPA report will not include an analy
sis of Mexican standards comparable to those 
U.S. standards developed under either the 
Safe Drinking Water Act or the Superfund 
Act. As we discussed in some detail with 
Committee staff, Mexico has no analogue to 
either of these two pieces of U.S. legislation. 
As noted below, Mexico does have a small, 
voluntary "Superfund"-type program but it 
is not comparable to the U.S. program in 
terms of size or impact. 

Also, EPA's review of Mexican laws, regu
lations and standards has been limited to 
pollution and pollution prevention laws, reg
ulations and standards and will not include a 
review of those Mexican laws that might be 
compared with the Endangered Species Act 
or the fish and wildlife laws. 

As we discussed with Committee staff, we 
think exploring the notion of comparability 
of two standards in a large number of cases 
is less useful and revealing than looking to 
see whether the two countries, through the 
development of their regulatory regimes are 
attempting to achieve comparable levels of 
environmental protection. We have suffi
cient information on Mexican standards in 
the areas of air, water, waste and pesticides 
to make this judgment. That will be the 
focus of the October 29 draft. 

Question 6. The following questions ad
dress the comparability of Mexico's hazard
ous waste laws with our Resource Conserva
tion and Recovery Act (RCRA): 

(a) Does Mexico require pretreatment of 
hazardous waste before disposal similar to 
U.S. land ban requirements adopted in the 
1984 amendments? 

Answer: Mexico's laws and regulations gov
erning hazardous waste do not require treat
ment of hazardous waste prior to land dis
posal. However, Mexican officials authoriz
ing any such disposal may require such 
treatment for specific hazardous wastes or 
on a case-by-case basis. 

(b) Does Mexico have anything comparable 
to the RCRA "corrective action" program to 
insure cleanup of operating facilities which 
have a treatment, storage or disposal per
mit? 

Answer: Mexican law establishes general 
requirements for response to a spill of haz
ardous waste. However, we could find no spe
cific requirements for cleanup of permitted 
facilities comparable to the RCRA Section 
3004(u) corrective action program. 

(c) Does Mexico have comparable closure 
or financial responsibility requirements for 
hazardous waste treatment, storage and dis
posal facilities? 

Answer: Mexican law contains general clo
sure requirements for hazardous waste units, 
but no financial responsibility requirements. 
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(d) Does Mexico set comparable standards 

for tanks, incinerators or surface impound
ments? 

Answer: We could find no specific require
ments for hazardous waste tanks, inciner
ators, or surface impoundments under Mexi
can law. However, we do not know the extent 
to which such units are actually used or au
thorized for use under Mexican law. 

(e) Does Mexico have a program to remedy 
environmental problems from leaking under
ground storage tanks as the U.S. does in 
Subtitle I of RCRA? 

Answer: We could find no specific remedial 
program for leaking underground storage 
tanks under Mexican law. 

(f) Does Mexican law require hazardous 
waste treatment, storage, or disposal facili
ties to obtain permits specifying conditions 
to protect public health and the environ
ment? 

Answer: Mexican law does require that all 
hazardous waste generators and management 
facilities receive a specific authorization to 
operate from the government. 

(g) Finally, does Mexico have comparable 
"SubtitleD" minimum federal criteria (loca
tion, design, groundwater monitoring, cor
rective action, closure and post-closure care) 
for municipal solid waste landfills, such as 
the U.S. rules which were promulgated on 
October 9, 1991? 

Answer: As in the U.S., treatment and dis
posal of municipal waste has traditionally 
been governed by state and local law, rather 
than by Federal law. EPA has not yet under
taken an analysis of Mexican state environ
mental law. Like EPA, SEDESOL has only 
normative responsibility over municipal 
waste. SEDESOL has identified three types 
of "correct" landfills and provides ongoing 
technical assistance and guidance to munici
palities. 

Question 7: In a February 1992 report. the 
General Accounting Office stated that "Mex
ico has not yet been able to identify all haz
ardous waste generators and not all genera
tors are providing manifests for their hazard
ous waste shipments." I understand that 
Mexico does not have similar requirements 
to manifest and track shipments of hazard
ous waste that based on currently availabl'e 
information, the authorities believe that 
only 30 percent of the hazardous waste gen
erated is being accounted for. Is that accu
rate? 

Answer: Since the creation of SEDESOL's 
Procuraduria Federal. de Proteccion al 
Ambiente (PFPA) in June-July, 1992, Mexico 
has conducted nearly 15,000 inspections coun
try-wide, including more than 2,144 inspec
tions in the border area. A primary goal of 
this aggressive schedule of inspections has 
been to identify facilities which generate 
hazardous waste, and determine their com
pliance with hazardous waste recordkeeping 
and shipment tracking requirements. Ac
cording to SEDESOL statistics issued for in
spections through February of 1993, the 
PFP A estimated that 65 percent of the 
maquiladora facilities that generate hazard
ous waste had complied with recordkeeping 
requirements for documenting waste genera
tion, and 40 percent had complied with the 
requirement to export the waste to the coun
try of origin of the raw materials. This rep
resents a significant increase in compliance 
rates from estimated compliance at the time 
the GAO report was published. Moreover, by 
launching its aggressive inspection program, 
which has resulted in total or partial tem
porary closure of more than 241 facilities in 
the border area since SEDESOL's creation, 
SEDESOL's enforcement program is estab-

lishing itself as a credible deterrent against 
violators. Accordingly, we suspect that the 
compliance rate with waste recordkeeping, 
tracking, and export requirements has im
proved even more in the last six months. 

We are working with SEDESOL on a pilot 
database for confirming shiprp.ents of hazard
ous waste. We are currently beginning ef
forts to cross-check Mexican and U.S. waste 
shipment information in the database to ver
ify data integrity. With proper funding of 
this effort, the database has potential to be
come a key tool for both the U.S. and Mexico 
to monitor compliance with waste shipping 
requirements, and to target violators. 

Question 8: Does Mexico have a Superfund 
program or any program requiring cleanup of 
old sites or sites previously contaminated? 
Does Mexico have comparable Community 
Right-To-Know reporting requirements on 
its industry similar to those imposed by 
Title III of SARA in• 1986 and the Pollution 
Prevention Act of 1990? 

Answer: Mexico has no Superfund program 
comparable in either size or impact to the 
U.S. program. It does have a small voluntary 
program in which polluters pay into a fund. 
The fund is not large and the law does not 
mandate participation. 

Mexico does not have on the books Com
munity-right-to-know reporting require
ments. EPA has every reason to believe, 
however, that such measures will be enacted 
in Mexico. Mexico has subscribed to the 
United Nations APPEL process which is akin 
to the U.S. community-right-to-know re
gime, has signed on to declarations at the 
U.N. Conference on Environment and Devel
opment held at Rio de Janiero in 1992, call
ing upon governments to keep their popu
lations apprised of hazardous materials 
stored in communities and, in the Environ
mental Agreement, Mexico has agreed with 
the U.S. and Canada that the Council of En
vironmental Ministers formed by the Agree
ment (which includes Mexico's Environment 
minister) shall promote and develop rec
ommendations regarding public access to in
formation concerning the environment that 
is held by each government, including infor
mation on hazardous materials and activi
ties in its communities and opportunities to 
participate in decision-making processes re
lated to such access. 

Question 11: Does Mexico have comparable 
criminal sanctions for environmental viola
tions, both as to the scope and type of activi
ties covered and as to the severity of the 
fines and length of possible imprisonment? 

Answer: SEDESOL may refer a criminal 
case to the Federal Attorney General to ini
tiate prosecution at any time it believes evi
dence of a crime exists, including during the 
conduct of administrative enforcement pro
ceedings. Such proceedings, although rare, 
have been increasing, particularly in cases 
involving hazardous waste disposal, where 
disposed wastes may provide clear evidence 
of patently criminal activity. In the recent 
Mexico case, for example, involving mis
management and illegal disposal of wastes 
brought to a solvent recycling facility which 
lacked adequate .recycling capacity, we un
derstand that the facility operator was ar
rested, and the ensuing prosecution resulted 
in cooperation of the operator in cleaning up 
the waste and a stiff fine. 

In general, our discussions with Mexican 
officials on their environmental enforcement 
program have focused on SEDESOL's 
PROFEPA and its civil administrative pro
gram. We have not had direct discussions on 
criminal enforcement with the Federal At
torney General. However, SEDESOL 

PROFEPA officials acknowledged in last 
March's meeting with EPA lawyers to study 
Mexico's environmental laws that some re
view of criminal offenses might be needed to 
better pursue prosecutions of environmental 
crimes. Particularly, they indicated that 
more precisely defining criminal offenses 
may facilitate application to intentional vio
lations of environmental regulation, but 
that such changes would be subject to Con
gressional debate. 

Question 14 (a): In the case of the Carbon II 
plant near Predras Negras, Mexico, I under
stand that the emission rate under the Mexi
can rules is about 1.9 million Btu's. EPA said 
that if the plant was located in the U.S. it 
would be subject to a new source perform
ance standard, the requirement of new 
source review pursuant to the Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration regulation, and 
the requirement of best available control 
technology. Am I correct in my understand
ing that Mexico has no comparable require
ment for Carbon li under its technical norm 
for sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate, and ni
trogen oxides (NOx) emissions? 

Answer: EPA has reviewed the Mexican 
norm applicable to this source (NOM-CCAT-
005/93) and compared it to the relevant U.S. 
New Source Performance Standard (40 CFR 
51.60). Pursuant to the Mexican norm, a 
plant's emissions of S02. PM, and NOx are 
subject to limits measured by kilograms of 
pollutant per cubic meter of dry coal burned. 
Because the Mexican emission standard is 
thus tied to coal density and heat (Btu) 
value of the coal to be burned, conversion to 
comparable U.S. units must be based on the 
individual characteristics of the coal and 
burners at issue. Based upon the coal's heat 
value specified for the Carbon II facility, 
EPA staff estimate the standards applicable 
to Carbon II as follows: 

S02: Mexico, 8.7 lbs. per million Btu; Unit
ed States, 0.3 lbs. per million Btu. 

PM: Mexico, 0.31 lbs. per m Btu; United 
States, 0.03 lbs perm Btu. 

NOx: Mexico, 0.86 lbs. per m Btu; United · 
States, 0.5 lbs. perm Btu. 

These comparisons, along with a summary 
of U.S.-Mexico discussions to date and the 
ways in which comparable issues would be 
addressed under NAFTA, are discussed in de
tail in a recent response to your July 13 let
ter to Administrator Browner. This response 
was signed by Michael Shapiro, the Acting 
Administrator for EPA's Office of Air and 
Radiation. 

Question 14 (b): Please explain whether the 
(comprehensive environmental) assessment 
is the same as would be required in the U.S. 
under the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1979, and provide us with the status. 
Also, what are the Bank's guidelines? How 
do they compare with our laws? Treasury 
said that a meeting was to be held in August 
by the Bank with Mission and the staff of the 
EPA, as well as other Federal agencies. What 
was the result and who attended? 

Answer: We understand that Mission En
ergy had decided not to continue its involve
ment in the Carboelectrica plant and will 
not be seeking World Bank funding. We ex
pect that any further discussions would take 
place in a bilateral context and would not 
implicate multilateral financial institutions 
or their environmental procedures and re
quirements. 

Question 15: Please describe the current 
status of the Mexican investigation and en
forcement systems with respect to environ
mental violations, including the judicial and 
penalty systems, and indicate its effective
ness and problems. Is there a problem of a 
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lack of trained people and inadequate tech
nical and other support? Is there a problem 
of corruption? 

Answer: The General Ecology Law vests 
authority to enforce environmental laws, 
regulations and standards primarily in 
SEDESOL. Mexico has been increasing its 
emphasis on enforcement and reorganized its 
environmental authorities, creating within 
SEDESOL a semi-autonomous enforcement 
infrastructure, the Procuraduria Federal 
de Proteccion al Ambiente (PFP A or 
PROFEPA), roughly translated into English 
as the Federal Attorney General for Environ
mental Protection. 

INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES 

Environmental Enforcement in Mexico 
generally involves one or a combination of 
four techniques: plant closings, which may 
be permanent or temporary, and total or par
tial; the negotiation of compliance agree
ments, particularly in response to a tem
porary plant closing; the posting of a surety 
bond to secure compliance with an agreed or 
ordered schedule of compliance; and the im
position of fines. These enforcement tools 
are implemented administratively, with 
SEDESOL acting both as prosecutor and ad
judicator. Judicial proceedings, which would 
require referral of the matter to the Federal 
Attorney General 's office, are reserved for 
criminal prosecutions, which are rare. 

When SEDESOL investigates a facility and 
takes enforcement action, all the formalities 
of Mexican law must be strictly observed by 
the investigators. SEDESOL inspectors must 
document inspections by obtaining an in
spection order which identifies the place to 
be visited, the reasons for the inspection, 
and the scope of the inspection. The inspec
tion order must be presented to company 
personnel, along with the inspector's creden
tials. The company must provide access to 
all operations and documents necessary to 
carry out the inspection, as outlined in the 
order. Refusal of access may result in the in
spector requesting police assistance. 

Upon concluding the inspection, the in
spector must prepare an inspection report on 
the premises, to be signed by two company 
witnesses designated by the inspector. The 
company is given an opportunity to include 
any comments or objections in the report , 
and copies of the report are provided to the 
company. 

If the inspector finds an ecological imbal
ance or irregularity which may impact 
human health or the environment, the facil
ity is notified of the initiation of adminis
trative proceedings, and given 10 days to pre
pare a response to the inspectors' findings. 
This triggers an administrative adjudication 
process which is generally conducted by the 
creation of a written record of each party's 
offering of proof, as opposed to the conduct 
of oral hearings. Through the offerings of 
proof, SEDESOL describes in detail the 
irregular! ties it found; the facility is given 
an opportunity to present rebuttal evidence; 
a determination is made on which counts to 
proceed; and needed corrective actions are 
identified. Within 30 days of the offering of 
proof, SEDESOL will render its resolution of 
the matter, including corrective actions to 
be implemented, time periods for implement
ing, and sanctions or penalties. SEDESOL 
notifies the facility of its decision, which 
must then execute the decision. 

To effectuate a decision to apply a fine, 
SEDESOL must transmit its decision to the 
Treasury Department. If a facility shutdown 
is ordered, SEDESOL's decision will specify 
what actions must be taken before the facil 
ity may reopen, as well as compliance or cor-

rective requirements which continue after 
reopening. Within 5 days of the term speci
fied in the decision, the company must re
port on the status of its compliance with the 
decision. If a followup inspection uncovers 
non-compliance, SEDESOL may double the 
monetary penalty and shut the facility 
down, or modify a pending shut-down order 
to impose more stringent conditions for re
opening. 

Companies may petition for reconsider
ation of SEDESOL's decision within 15 days. 
The petition for appeal must identify injury 
sustained by the company in the underlying 
proceeding, and controverting evidence. 
SEDESOL's final decision, which may sus
tain, overturn or modify the original deci
sion, must be made within 15 days of submis
sion of the appeal petition. Judicial review 
of administrative decisions for Constitu
tional violations may be obtained through 
the use of amparo prdcedures. Use of this 
procedure has been rare but increasing. Be
cause the Mexican civil law system does not 
rely on precedent, the courts are likely to 
grant considerable discretion to the sub
stantive decisions of the administrative 
agency in such appeals, narrowly confining 
the scope of review to procedural irregular
ities which violate Constitutional protec
tions of individual liberties. 

SANCTIONS AND SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS 

A primary enforcement tool utilized by 
SEDESOL is the plant closure, which may be 
temporary or permanent, and may involve 
closing the entire facility or only a portion 
of its operations. A closure order results 
when SEDESOL inspectors discover a direct 
and significant threat to the environment or 
human health, or a high level of nuisance, 
such as noise pollution. 

Temporary closures are ordered when the 
immediate problem creating health or envi
ronmental threat is remediable. Such tem
porary closings are intended to lead to con
sultations between SEDESOL and corporate 
entities formally charged with violating en
vironmental law. The closings occur in ad
vance of negotiations, and the plant is al
lowed to reopen only after the company re
solves the immediate problem, and an agree
ment with timetables for achieving full com
pliance is reached. In negotiating a compli
ance agreement, SEDESOL may use its dis
cretion to allow industries-especially the 
smaller industries-a reasonable time to 
comply with its requirements. These legally 
enforceable agreements are monitored by 
SEDESOL. 

Permanent closures are employed more 
rarely than temporary closures, but the 
threat of permanent closure serves as a 
major deterrent to noncompliance. A perma
nent closure might be ordered where a facil
ity has huge emissions problems, perhaps ex
acerbated by the fact that it is located in a 
highly-populated area where exposure risks 
are increased. Permanent closures are likely 
to be ordered when the problems are impos
sible or too expensive to fix; however, this 
sanction may also be imposed punitively, 
such as where there is a history of extreme 
noncompliance even though it may be pos
sible to mitigate the immediate environ
mental risks created by the plants' oper
ations. 

SEDESOL prefers, however, to order total, 
but temporary closure, and negotiate solu
tions wherever possible that will allow the 
plant to reopen. At times, plants subject to 
temporary closure orders may terminate op
erations permanently if the operational 
changes sought by SEDESOL are too expen
sive to implement. When a plant closes per-

manently and relocates, it will be subject to 
all SEDESOL requirements for new oper
ations, including permit requirements, envi
ronmental impact assessments, and compli
ance with regulations and ecological norms. 

Both SEDESOL and EPA rely on nego
tiated settlements to achieve compliance 
and remediation of environmentally unsound 
conditions. Approximately 95% of EPA's ad
ministrative and civil judicial actions are 
concluded as negotiated settlements. The 
primary distinction between the Mexican 
system and the U.S. system is that in Mex
ico , a strong sanction-facility shutdown-is 
imposed prior to initiation of negotiations, 
and continues in effect until negotiations are 
complete and the facility initiates agreed to 
corrective measures to SEDESOL's satisfac
tion. 

In the United States, in both administra
tive and judicial enforcement, negotiations 
usually take place during the pendency of 
the enforcement proceeding (i.e., after filing 
of a complaint) which seeks to impose sanc
tions, including civil penalties and injunc
tive relief. At times, the government nego
tiates a settlement with the facility prior to 
the filing of a complaint, and a consent 
agreement and formal complaint are filed si
multaneously. The court or administrative 
tribunal must approve and enter the terms of 
any settlement. Once entered, the settle
ment is judicially enforceable. 

In contrast to the Mexican system, in the 
U.S., only when the government satisfies a 
high burden of demonstrating that a compa
ny's actions present an imminent and sub
stantial endangerment to human health and 
the environment, or that emergency injunc
tive relief is otherwise warranted, will a 
court or administrative tribunal enjoin con
tinuing activities of the subject of an en
forcement action prior to full adjudication 
or settlement of the matter. In the absence 
of clear emergency conditions, it may take 
years before a case is adjudicated or settled, 
resulting in an enforceable order to correct 
violations and remedy any environmental 
problems caused thereby. In the Mexican 
system, the authority to shut down a facility 
pending the negotiation of a compliance 
agreement provides SEDESOL with substan
tial bargaining power in promoting rapid and 
favorable settlements. 

SEDESOL's use of fines has been variable. 
In the early 1980's, SEDUE relied primarily 
on fines in its enforcement approach. In mid
decade, however, SEDUE changed its strat
egy, becoming reluctant to use fines in the 
belief that available capital should be di
rected instead toward investment in pollu
tion control equipment. Prior to the reorga
nization, SEDUE began rethinking its strat
egy once and appeared poised to use fines 
more frequently as an enforcement tool 
against violation of fines to deter non
compliance. SEDESOL also intends for these 
charges to help pass along inspection costs 
to the company. 

Existing law permits the imposition of 
fines equivalent to 20 to 20,000 times the 
daily minimum wage in the Federal District 
of Mexico. According to Mexican officials, 
fines can be imposed on a per-day, per-viola
tion basis for as long as the violation per
sists. By comparison, most U.S. environ
mental statutes allow for civil penalties up 
to $25,000 per day per violation. Thus, the 
range of monetary fines that can be imposed 
by SEDESOL is comparable to, and can even 
be greater than, those imposed by the United 
States. 

In practice, just as in U.S. administrative 
and civil judicial enforcement cases, the pen
alties sought or agreed to in settlement for 
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initial violations may be much lower than 
the statutory maximum, based upon consid
erations of economic fairness and the seri
ousness of the violation. However, while as 
U.S. consent decrees often contain stipulated 
penalties for failure to comply with its pro
visions which are generally higher than the 
initial penalty agreed to in settlement, 
SEDESOL may double the fine for persistent 
violations, creating a powerful deterrent 
against failing to implement the terms of an 
agreed or ordered compliance schedule. 

Another tool that Mexico has used is ad
ministrative detention, which is distin
guished from a criminal arrest. Administra
tive detention can result in the deprivation 
of a corporate officer's freedom for up to 36 
hours. More commonly, it is applied for sev
eral hours on a daily basis until agreement is 
reached on a compliance plan and schedule. 

Criminal prosecutions are contemplated 
under specific regulations. SEDESOL may 
refer a criminal case to the Federal Attorney 
General to initiate prosecution at any time 
it believes evidence of a crime exists, includ
ing during the conduct of administrative en
forcement proceedings. Such proceedings, al
though rare, have been increasing, particu
larly in cases involving hazardous waste dis
posal, where disposed wastes may provide 
clear evidence of patently criminal activity. 
In the recent Mexico case, for example, the 
criminal arrest of the operator of a solvent 
recycling facility for mismanagement and il
legal disposal of wastes brought onsite de
spite inadequate recycling capacity, the fa
cility operator was arrested, resulting in a 
fine of $30 million pesos and the cooperation 
of the auditor in cle.aning up the waste. 

Mexican officials acknowledge, however, 
that some review of criminal offenses might 
be needed to better pursue prosecutions of 
environmental crimes. Some Mexican courts 
have been reluctant to impose criminal sanc
tions in environmental or analogous types of 
cases, with judges declaring the legal de
scription of the criminal offense in legisla
tion or regulations overbroad, and therefore 
invalid. Thus, to improve the usefulness of 
criminal prosecutions as an environmental 
enforcement tool, the Mexican legislature 
may have to redesign some of the offenses. 
Such an effort may take place in the context 
of Congressional debate over the very role of 
enforcement, as opposed to investing in envi
ronmentally sound technology from the 
start, in promoting a clean environment. 

ENFORCEMENT RESOURCES 

The government of Mexico spends 1% of its 
gross domestic product on environmental 
protection. This week, the Mexican govern
ment provided EPA with updated enforce
ment data. By the end of 1993, SEDESOL will 
have issued 140 official standards (regula
tions) comprising all environmental media. 
These regulations are issued in consultation 
with industry and scientific and technical 
experts. SEDESOL will continue to issue 
regulations in order to fully implement the 
General Ecology Law, which is the frame
work for environmental regulation in Mex
ico. 

Since 1992, SEDESOL has conducted over 
16,000 inspections of Mexico's 500,000 facili
ties. SEDESOL has 472 inspectors and will 
have 500 by the end of 1993. Over 300 of these 
inspectors were trained in a cooperative in
spector training program developed by EPA 
and SEDESOL. 

Question 16: Articles 3 and 10 of the Envi
ronmental Side Agreement state that each 
Party shall ensure that its laws and regula
tions provide for "high levels of environ
mental protection" and that the Parties 

shall strive to continue to improve those 
laws and regulations. What is the baseline 
for Mexico, Canada, and the U.S. upon which 
one will be able to measure such improve
ment? What is contemplated by the word 
"improve" in the case of each Party's laws 
and standards? 

Answer: This language provides that the 
"laws and regulations" shall provide for high 
levels of environmental protection. While 
the overall regulatory regimes of the two 
countries may be geared to the achievement 
of high environmental protection levels, this 
language provides a basis for consultation 
and joint work where individual regulations, 
or the standards that implement them, do 
not in the view of a Party promote the over
all achievement of high levels of protection. 
For example, where the U.S. perceives (as 
was the case with S02 emissions from the 
Carbon I and II coal-fired power plants in 
Mexico) that a Mexican standard for a par
ticular industrial sector could cause 
transboundary environmental harm to the 
U.S., these Chapters provide formal mecha
nisms to address such discrepancies and to 
promote more stringent Mexican standards. 

Question 18(b): Does the reference [in Arti
cle 14] to mediation and arbitration include 
non-binding mediation or non-binding arbi
tration? What criteria will be used to define 
or interpret the phrase "in a timely fash
ion"? 

Answer: Yes, it would probably refer to 
non-binding mediation or arbitration. "Me
diation" often does not suggest a result that 
is binding. Moreover, if the definition in
cludes seeking assurance of voluntary com
pliance, we assume that "arbitration" would 
include an ongoing arbitral proceeding, in 
which the parties have agreed to participate, 
whether or not it would result in a binding 
decision. 

The reason that the language "in a timely 
fashion" was included in the Agreement text 
is that the U.S. did not want long and unnec
essarily drawn-out proceedings to prevent a 
matter from being looked into by the Sec
retariat. We did not think a government 
should, for example, by withholding a final 
determination on a matter, be able for long 
periods of time to frustrate the Commis
sion's work. While there is some imprecision 
in the language, we think it prevents unnec
essary delay in proceedings, from hampering 
the Commission's investigation of allega
tions of non-enforcement of environmental 
law. 

Question 19: What is the expected annual 
cost of this side agreement to the U.S.? Will 
that cost be budgeted through the State De
partment or the EPA budget? What will be 
the role of the EPA? Will the EPA be re
quired to assign any of its own full-time 
equivalents to the Commission? If so, please 
indicate the number of FTEs that will be 
dedicated to implementing the environ
mental side agreement. 

Answer: The Agreement on Environmental 
Cooperation among Canada, Mexico and the 
United States, signed on September 14, 1993, 
creates a North American Commission on 
Environmental Cooperation (NACEC). The 
three countries' governments will contribute 
equally to fund the Commission. 

The current annual cost estimate for the 
NACEC is approximately $14.4 million: the 
U.S. government will pay one third of total 
costs, or $4.8 million. This estimate includes 
funding for a Council, which would govern 
the Commission's activities and be com
prised of "a cabinet-level or equivalent rep
resentative" from each NAFTA party, a Sec
retariat which supports the Council oper-

ationally and is composed of an Executive 
Director and somewhere between 45-75 staff, 
and a Joint Public Advisory Committee. 
Given that the staff may grow from 45 to 75, 
EPA anticipates that costs for the Secretar
iat would increase accordingly in subsequent 
years. 

Several options exist for funding the 
NACEC. These options include full EPA 
funding, full State Department funding, and 
a joint funding arrangement between EPA 
and the State Department. No decision has 
been made yet on how the NACEC will be 
funded. 

NACEC's Secretariat will consist of an 
international, nongovernmental staff, to be 
funded, but not staffed, by the three rep
resentative governments. Consequently, EPA 
is not required to assign any of its full-time 
equivalents to the Commission; however, 
EPA does foresee the possibility of detailing 
personnel to the NACEC for career develop
ment and some support purposes. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GEKAS). 

Mr. GEKAS. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in support of NAFT A. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Ramsey, MN, Mr. 
GRAMS, a member of the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affair.s. 

Mr. GRAMS. Madam Chairman, I be
lieve, a vote for NAFTA is good for my 
State of Minnesota and for the Amer
ican people. 

For Minnesota, NAFTA means new 
opportunities for Minnesota products 
and better jobs for Minnesota workers. 

NAFTA is good for Minnesota farm
ers. NAFTA means up to a 70-percent 
increase in exports to Mexico for corn, 
wheat, and soybeans. Exports from the 
beef, pork, poultry, and dairy indus
tries could increase up to 500 percent 
under NAFTA. 

And contrary to what NAFTA critics 
claim, we cannot send Minnesota farm 
land to Mexico, only Minnesota farm 
products. 

NAFTA is good for Minnesota busi
nesse&-particularly those in the fields 
of high technology and health care. 
Mexico needs American goods and serv
ices. 

And by meeting those needs, we will 
not be exporting jobs to Mexico, we'll 
be exporting product&-American-made 
product&-and that means more jobs 
here for the people of Minnesota and 
across America. 

Finally, NAFTA is good for Min
nesota workers. From 1987-92, Min
nesota's exports to Mexico grew by 
nearly 200 percent, creating 5,700 new 
jobs in 1992 alone. To shut the door on 
United States-Mexico trade would put 
an end to these job&-and that is sim
ply wrong. 

Let us do what is right for a change
for our farmers, our businesses, our 
workers and our future. Let us support 
NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the very distin
guished gentleman from Wisconsin 



29832 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE November 17, 1993 
[Mr. GUNDERSON], a member of the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Madam Chairman, 
the question before us is simple: are we 
willing to frame the future by taking 
an active role in the global economy? 
Or sit passively and allow the world to 
change around us? If we look at the 
facts, the choice is clear-we must ap
prove NAFTA. 

For the Nation, NAFTA means lower 
barriers and an expanding trade sur
plus. Since 1986, this country's trade 
balance with Mexico has improved 
from a $5 billion deficit to a $5 billion 
surplus. We can't afford to walk away 
from a surplus when we are running a 
trade deficit with Asia of $75 billion. 
Our current merchandise exports to 
Mexico support 700,000 jobs; that figure 
will increase with the lowering of 
Mexico's trade barriers. Mexico's tar
iffs average 2.5 times greater than 
United States tariffs. The NAFTA will 
gradually remove these barriers as well 
as non-tariff barriers, leveling the 
playing field for U.S. exports, indus
trial and agricultural. 

For Wisconsin, NAFTA provides a 
unique opportunity for strengthening 
Wisconsin industries and jobs. In 1992, 
Wisconsin exported $2.3 billion to Can
ada and Mexico, its first and·sixth larg
est export markets. Manufactured ex
ports to Mexico and Canada currently 
support 54,873 jobs in Wisconsin. Since 
1987, exports to Mexico increased by 
$170 million and created 6,000 jobs. In 
the first 10 years after NAFTA is 
passed, it is predicted that $104 million 
will return to Wisconsin through in
creased exports. A recent study by the 
University of Wisconsin concluded that 
NAFTA means 20,000 jobs for Wiscon
sin. But this tells only part of the 
story. 

In western Wisconsin, the NAFTA is 
a win-win deal for both agriculture and 
manufacturing. The USDA projects 
that Wisconsin will be selling an addi
tional $150 million to $300 million of its 
agricultural products to Mexico after 
NAFTA is implemented. That means 
better prices for farmers and a better 
economy for all of Wisconsin. Why? Be
cause exports enhance producer prices. 

In the last 5 years, we have had 2 
years where there have been significant 
increases in dairy exports. In 1989, 
dairy exports increased by 1.918 billion 
pounds over the prior year and the av
erage M-W price went up by $1.34/hun
dred-weight. In 1992, dairy exports in
creased by 3.424 billion pounds over the 
prior year and the average M-W price 
went up $.82/hundredweight. Clearly, 
there is a direct relationship between 
exports and producer prices. 

In the last 5 years, we have had 2 
years where there have been significant 
increases in dairy exports. In both of 
these years, the average M-W price for 
milk also increased substantially. This 
put an extra $324 million in Wisconsin 
dairy producer's pockets in 1989 and an 

extra $197 million for Wisconsin dairy 
farmers in 1992. Why is that important 
to Wisconsin's economy? Quite simply, 
every dollar that a farmer spends is 
turned over in the economy seven 
times: 

The passage of NAFTA will result in 
significant increases in Wisconsin farm 
commodity exports to Mexico over the 
next decade according to estimates by 
the USDA and the Texas A&M Ag Eco
nomics Department: A 60 percent in
crease in corn exports (6 cents/bushel); 
a 100-percent increase in dairy exports; 
a 150-percent increase in poultry ex
ports; a 200-percent increase in beef ex
ports; and a 250-percent increase in 
pork exports. 

Wisconsin agriculture is clearly a big 
winner under NAFTA-that's why it's 
been endorsed by the Wisconsin Farm 
Bureau, Wisconsin dairies, the Wiscon
sin Cattlemen's Association, Land 0' 
Lakes, the Wisconsin Port Producers, 
and the Mid-America Dairyman, to 
name just a few. 

NAFTA benefit are important for the 
industrial base as well. Under NAFTA, 
there will be a $2 billion increase in 
rail delivery. This means 12,000 new 
jobs. 

The NAFTA will also greatly benefit 
the manufacturing industry in western 
Wisconsin. The Advance Transformer 
Co. in Grant County is one example. 
The company employs over 1,400 work
ers in manufacturing ·transformers for 
fluorescent lights. Advance sold $7 mil
lion of its products in Mexico last year, 
despite a 20-percent tariff. If we ap
prove NAFTA, that 20-percent tariff 
will disappear and Advance will more 
than double its Mexican sales next 
year. All of this production would be 
done with Wisconsin workers. 

If NAFTA does not pass, however, 
Advance will likely be forced to start a 
plant in Mexico. A chief U.S. rival, 
Valmont Electric, has already moved 
its assembly to the maquiladora re
gion. If NAFTA is not passed, Advance 
will have to combat the high tariffs by 
moving its production for Mexican 
markets to Mexico so that it can re
main competitive with its rival, 
Valmont. 

The same is true for other products 
such as canned vegetables from Cum
berland; conveyer systems from Potosi; 
food products from Augusta; audio 
components from River Falls; elec
tronic equipment from Menomonie; 
and small appliances from Eau Claire. 

And that is only a small sample. 
Other benefits include the following: 
Since 1987, exports of wood products 

and furniture have expanded over 2,500 
percent. Think of what will happen 
with NAFTA? 

NAFTA will bring a $1 billion in
crease in auto parts and cars. That will 
support 15,000 jobs. 

Tires are currently subject to a 20 
percent tariff in Mexico. With NAFTA, 
that tariff will drop off, allowing great
er exports. 

In the end, I believe that America 
must truly venture out into the global 
market. It must compete with full 
force instead of retreating inside the 
false fences of protectionism. NAFTA 
is good for Wisconsin. It is good for 
America. And it merits our full sup
port. 

Mr. HUNTER .. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the very distin
guished gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. INHOFE]. 

(Mr. INHOFE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

0 1510 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam Chairman, we 

have heard many eloquent speeches 
today and we have seen many polished 
theatrics, but you know and I know 
that not one vote on this floor will be 
changed based on what is said today. 
This show is for the folks back home; 
and, Madam Speaker, it is already pre
determined that NAFTA will pass to
night. Oh, it will look like a narrow 
margin, but there will be 15 or 20 
Democratic Members of Congress who 
have told the President, "Mr. Presi
dent, you know you can count on me; if 
my vote is the deciding vote, I will 
vote for it. But if you don't need me, 
I'll vote for the constituents back 
home." That's the game we play. 

But, Madam Chairman, I have to say 
something for the RECORD. I will match 
credentials with anyone in this legisla
tive body on free trade. There are none 
more dedicated to free trade than I. 
And second; Madam Speaker, I under
stand and love the Mexican people. I 
used to work with Mexicans. When I 
was mayor of Tulsa, we established the 
first, the very first commercial and 
business relationship between a city in 
the United States and a city in Mexico. 
This was 14 years ago between the 
cities of Tulsa, OK, and San Luis 
Potosi, Mexico. Also, when I was 
mayor of Tulsa, I began the first His
panic affairs commission and only last 
month received the Award of the Amer
icas. Yo he estado trabajando con 
mexicanos for varios anos y yo 
intiendo la gente de mexico como me 
famalia. 

Having said that, imagine how sur
prised I was when I received the final 
documents called the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. Since I am on 
the Public Works and Transportation 
Committee, I gave them the elements 
of the NAFTA that deal with transpor
tation and asked for their interpreta
tion. The result: We gave away the 
store in our negotiations. 

Here we have a President who passed 
a retroactive tax increase on small 
business and issued mandates on health 
requirements, labor requirements, and 
environmental requirements and turns 
right around and promotes a trade 
agreement that exempts our Mexican 
competition from these mandates. In 
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other words, a Mexican trucker will be 
able to compete with a United States 
independent trucker from point to 
point within the United States and not 
have to comply with our emission re
quirements and other mandates. 

A Mexican national can own 100 per
cent of an American transportation 
company while we can only own a 49-
percent interest in a Mexican transpor
tation company. This inequity will not 
be corrected until the year 2004. 

The gentleman from Michigan who 
spoke before me said there are only 
two bad choices. Let me suggest a good 
choice, Madam Speaker. Let's renego
tiate and correct the unlevel playing 
field that has been offered. The big 
question is, "Can we renegotiate or 
will the Mexican Government renego
tiate?" I was told by close friends in 
the Mexican Government last August 
that if the NAFTA failed, President Sa
linas would spend an additional 5 
weeks in renegotiations. Now we have 
been told that they will not renego
tiate. Of course, that is just a part of 
the negotiation process. So, all this 
discussion today is academic. The 
votes are there and it will pass unless
and this is a big unless-a handful of 
probusiness, pro-free-trader Members 
of Congress will opt for choice No.3: To 
renegotiate for a real free-trade agree
ment, a free- trade agreement that is 
good for the United States, that is good 
for Mexico, and is good for Canada. The 
concept is right, the negotiations are 
wrong. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Madam Chairman, the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
is the most important U.S. policy deci
sion since approval of the Marshall 
plan following World War II. Not only 
did the Marshall plan chart the course 
of economic recovery for war ravaged 
Europe, it established the United 
States as the leading voice in world 
economic and foreign policy. Because 
the Uruguay round of the GATT nego
tiations were underway before the fall 
of the Soviet Union in 1991, NAFTA is 
the first major international agree
ment debated by the United States 
since these Earth-shaking changes oc
curred. 

Untold opportunities exist today if 
we are open to change and work for the 
creation of new markets. Today we 
have a choice. We can ignore change or 
we can invite it. We can get run over 
by change or become change agents. 

I want to share a little-known fact: 
The United States currently has a $6 
billion dollar trade surplus with low
wage Mexico and a $36 billion trade def
icit with high-wage Japan. 

Despite its underdeveloped economy, 
Mexico already buys United States 
goods in huge quantities. On a per cap
ita basis Mexicans purchase $350 worth 
of American products every year, com-

pared with $266 for each European. 
Mexico's middle and upper classes 
make up 20 percent of its population, 
or 20 million people. This consumer 
class is about the size of the entire pop
ulation of Canada. We cannot walk 
away from a market this large. 

In my own State of Minnesota, 300 
companies already export goods and 
services to Mexico, supporting 5,700 
jobs in our State. The majority of 
those jobs have been added since 1988, 
when Mexico began reducing its tariffs 
on United States goods. The NAFTA 
will eliminate all tariffs over a 15-year 
period creating even greater opportuni
ties for trade in the future. 

But, most importantly, Mexico is the 
bridge to the entire span of Latin 
America. In Central and South Amer
ica the population will increase by 22 
percent over the next 7 years, reaching 
500 million by the end of the decade. 
Clearly, the next frontier in trade is 
definitely south of the U.S. border. 

We cannot create American jobs 
without markets. We cannot create 
markets without trade. The NAFTA of
fers a forward looking trade policy. 

An anti-NAFTA vote is a vote for re
treat. 

A pro-NAFTA vote is a vote for the 
future. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER
STAR] . 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, I 
am for free international trade, but 
free trade tempered by fairness. 

A common economic market, encom
passing the entire North American con
tinent, free of barriers to the move
ment of people, goods, and capital is an 
enticing dream-one that should be a 
goal for the Canadian, American, and 
Mexican Governments and people. It is 
also one that we can achieve under the 
right conditions. 

The proposed North American Free
Trade Agreement on which we will vote 
today falls so far short of the goal of 
free and fair trade that this NAFTA 
should be defeated, renegotiated by the 
Clinton administration, the defects 
cured, and the agreement resubmitted 
to Congress next year. 

This NAFTA fails the tests of fair
ness to United States workers, enforce
able protection for Mexican worker's 
rights, and enforceable protection for 
environmental values. 

The labor supplements designed to 
benefit American workers are weak, in
sufficient, and, worst of all, unenforce
able. 

Investment capital, on the other 
hand, is very specifically and effec
tively protected in the core agreement. 
Such important matters as intellectual 
property rights, repatriation of profits, 
and other investor rights are not only 
included in the basic agreement, 
backed by stiff sanctions, but they are 
also removed from the Mexican court 

system, covered, instead, under the dis
pute resolution mechanism. 

The agreement tilts heavily in favor 
of capital and industry, while leaving 
American jobs vulnerable and Mexican 
workers subject to continued exploi
tation at low wages and few or no 
worker benefits. 

We should not approve an agreement 
that will leave Mexican workers sub
ject to exploitation, American industry 
vulnerable to unfair cost competition, 
and the environment unprotected 
against degradation by both Mexico 
and the United States, as well as other 
foreign firms that may locate in Mex- · 
ico in the future. 

A renegotiated NAFTA, that meets 
the tests I have spelled out would, in
deed, be in the best interests of both 
countries and I urge my colleagues to 
vote down this NAFTA and I further 
urge the administration to take up the 
challenge of expanding trade between 
the United States and Mexico by nego
tiating a truly effective and fair agree
ment next year. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to our 
thoughtful colleague from Waterbury, 
CT, Mr. FRANKS, a member of the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Madam 
Chairman, history has shown that the 
free-trade agreements with Israel and 
Canada have helped all countries in
volved. Protectionism in the past re
sulted in a des pression. With few excep
tions, long-term jobs have been created 
when risks were taken. Greater access 
to new markets means more sales, and 
typically more sales means more jobs. 

Madam Chairman, when the oppo
nents of NAFTA claim that corpora
tions are going to move a large number 
of jobs to Mexico, they are ignoring the 
fact that it is not in the corporation's 
best interests to have high unemploy
ment in America, because the unem
ployed cannot purchase their products. 

For corporations to derive the maxi
mum benefit from NAFTA, they need 
to increase consumer purchases by 
Mexicans. But, more importantly, cor
porations need to maintain, if not in
crease, the purchasing power of Ameri
cans. That would yield the highest 
profits for corporations, and, Madam 
Chairman, that will mean jobs for 
Americans. 

Americans are can do people. We are 
not can't do people. We can make 
NAFTA work for America. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. McKEON], 
the president of the freshman class and 
the former mayor of the city of Santa 
Clarita, CA. 

Mr. McKEON. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today in strong support of NAFTA. 
I would like to share with you a letter 
I recently received from a manufac
turer in my district. His comments 
demonstrate how the passage of 
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NAFTA will maintain and create jobs 
here in the United States and con
versely, how the defeat of NAFTA will 
serve to destroy jobs. 

This manufacturer claims his busi
ness will survive with or without 
NAFTA. For him it is simple. Without 
NAFTA, he moves his factory to Mex
ico to avoid the cumbersome trade bar
riers and high tariffs under current 
regulations. He says, "My problem is 
solved." But, "of course over 100 work
ers in my * * * plant will be out of 
work." Without NAFTA, Madam Chair
man, those 100 jobs and many others 
from similar industries will go to Mex
ico. 

However if NAFTA passes, this man
ufacturer will be able to service the 
Mexican market from Santa Clarita 
unencumbered by burdensome trade 
barriers. This will result in increased 
exports translating to increased jobs. 

Madam Chairman, the message is 
clear. NAFTA will create jobs which in 
turn will build our economy. I urge a 
"yes" vote today. 

I include the letter referred to for the 
RECORD. 

DEAR SIR, I work for a manufacturing com
pany in the Los Angeles area. We sell equip
ment for the plastics industry. The market 
for our products in the United States is ma
ture and is not growing. In order to grow, or 
even just to survive we need to tap export 
markets. 

Having analyzed the markets in Mexico 
and the rest of Latin America, I know there 
is untapped demand for our products. How
ever there is one major problem facing us: 
tariffs. In Mexico, for example, our equip
ment faoes a 20% tariff. 

Whether NAFTA passes or not, I can still 
get around this problem. However, how I can 
get around this problem does depend on 
whether NAFTA passes or not. Let's examine 
the following 2 scenarios: 

1) NAFTA passes: My problem is solved. I 
can service the U.S. and Mexican markets 
from my Los Angeles area factory 
unencumbered by tariff barriers. Further
more, as projected free trade agreements are 
signed with other Latin American countries, 
I can also look forward to serving those mar
kets from my Los Angeles factory . 

2) NAFTA is rejected: I can still solve my 
problem. I simply move my factory to 
Monterrey, Mexico. Checking the Har
monized Tariff Schedule, I find that my 
equipment is entitled to duty free entry into 
the United States when imported from Mex
ico. Furthermore I will have duty free access 
to the Mexican market. But wait. It gets 
even better. Mexico has a free trade agree
ment with Chile and is in the process of im
plementing agreements with Colombia and 
Venezuela and further accords are in the 
works with the rest of Latin America. My 
problem is solved. Of course, over 100 work
ers in my Los Angeles area plant will be out 
of work. 

With average duties of only 1.9% of Mexi
can products currently entering the United 
States. I am sure many other American com
panies can gain the same advantage as I can 
by moving to Mexico if NAFTA is not passed. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to our valiant appropri-

ator, the gentleman from Parsippany, 
NJ, Mr. GALLO. 

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. Since it 
was first advanced as an idea by Ron
ald Reagan in his Presidential cam
paign, I have closely examined the de
velopment of NAFTA and the export 
market as an industry. The evidence 
overwhelmingly indicates that the 
United States benefits .'"rom free-trade 
agreements, and there ,s no accurate 
data indicating that it will be different 
by expanding trade with Mexico. 

Contrary to claims that this agree
ment will result in a mass exodus of 
American . companies to Mexico, this 
free-trade agreement will likely have 
the opposite affect. American compa
nies are already free to move oper
ations abroad but many businesses pre
fer to operate in the United States cit
ing our skilled and educated work 
force, incomparable infrastructure, and 
abundant energy resources. 

Export growth is one of the most im
portant components of a successful 
economy, and it has been one of only a 
few industries that has steadily created 
new jobs throughout the recession. His
torically, free-trade agreements have 
given American companies access to 
lucrative new markets providing oppor
tunities to grow. Mexico's 85 million 
consumers will give the United States 
the economic boost that we sorely 
need. 

Currently, the State of New Jersey 
benefits from $3 billion worth of ex
ports to Canada and Mexico combined. 
In 1987, when Mexico lowered its tariffs 
from 100 percent to 20 percent, New 
Jersey's merchandise exports to Mex
ico grew over 155 percent in 5 years, 
making New Jersey one of 38 States 
whose exports to Mexico have more 
than doubled. And export-related jobs 
pay as much as 17 percent higher wages 
than non-export related jobs. 

Nationwide, a free-trade agreement 
among the three countries is worth $6 
trillion. When Mexico's tariffs on Unit
ed States goods dropped from 100 per
cent to 20 percent, United States ex
ports shot from $14 billion to $40 bil
lion, creating 520,000 jobs in the United 
States. About 70 percent of Mexico's 
imports come from the United States. 
Mexico imports more per capita from 
the United States---$450 per year-than 
the Europeans---$295 per year-or the 
Japanese-$385 per year. And, the Unit
ed States accounts for almost two
thirds of direct foreign investment in 
Mexico. 

On labor issues, some Americans 
were led to believe that NAFTA would 
not protect United States workers 
from the lax enforcement of Mexican 
labor laws. Also, Americans have been 
told that because Mexico is much poor
er than the United States, expanded 
trade would reduce our standard of liv
ing·. Though this argument appears log-

ical on the surface, businesses consider 
many other factors other than wage 
rates to decide on a location to do busi
ness. 

Companies look for locations to man
ufacture based on transportation facili
ties, communications, infrastructure, 
market, energy resources, and edu
cation level. United States workers 
compete successfully with lower wage 
Mexican workers because American 
workers are five times more produc
tive. These factors give U.S. companies 
the ability to support higher wages. 

With stronger trade ties, job creation 
will be enhanced. For the United 
States, every $1 billion in exports cre
ates 20,000 new jobs. Twenty-five per
cent of United States unionized jobs 
are manufacturers of our top exports to 
Mexico. Export related jobs pay 17 per
cent higher wages than non-export re
lated jobs. And one in eight jobs de
pends on foreign trade. 

Aside from the clear connection be
tween free trade and economic prosper
ity from this agreement, it is written 
to protect U.S. sovereignty in the areas 
of environmental standards. The agree
ment struck by the three countries 
during supplemental negotiations 
clearly states that each country re
tains its own standards, and affirms a 
commitment to harmonize upward, 
each country's environment. 

Though Mexican environmental laws 
are actually stronger than United 
States laws, Mexico has been lax in en
forcing its laws. With this agreement 
the United States has much greater le
verage in pressuring Mexico to enforce 
its laws and it gives the United States, 
Canada, and Mexico an historic o'ppor
tunity to unite in cleaning up the bor
ders that has been suffering from years 
of neglect. 

Madam Chairman, the facts sur
rounding our past free-trade agree
ments should lay to rest the fears of 
N AFT A opponents that we will have a 
mass exodus of jobs or decrease in 
standard of living-the protection and 
enhancement of which is my foremost 
consideration in agreeing to support 
this trade agreement. 

0 1520 
Mr. HUNTER. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
illinois [Mr. EVANS]. 

Mr. EVANS. Madam Chairman, I am 
opposed to NAFTA because I believe 
that it will hurt American workers. 
This agreement is nothing more than 
an investment agreement that will 
ease the movement of capital between 
the United States and Mexico and in
crease the profits of big corporations at 
the expense of workers, consumers, 
communities, and the environment in 
all three countries. In the last 10 years, 
Illinois has seen 70,000 jobs move to 
Mexico and this agreement would put 
380,000 more jobs at risk. And the jobs 
that stay will suffer from wage depres
sion as companies use threat of reloca
tion to squeeze wages and benefits. 
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Mexican workers make about $1 an 

hour. American workers are the best in 
the world, but they can't compete with 
those wages. 

We are told that the treaty will open 
a vast consumer market for illinois 
firms which will create jobs. But in re
ality, only about 10 percent of Mexican 
consumers can afford to buy United 
States products, and only 8 percent of 
all of our exports to Mexico are 
consumer products. 

NAFTA supporters say that illinois 
firms benefit from trade with Mexico, 
which will increase with this agree
ment. Yet, half of these illinois exports 
are intra-company transfers. For exam
ple, an illinois clothing company cuts 
cloth in Illinois, sends it to a Mexican 
subsidiary for assembly, which is then 
shipped back to the United States for 
sale. illinois workers lose jobs in this 
shell game. 

This agreement follows the same 
road that we have traveled the last 
decade-lost jobs, depressed wages, 
closed factories. We need free and fair 
trade. But NAFTA will not deliver it. 
We have to say No to NAFTA. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BRYANT]. 

Mr. BRYANT. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in favor of the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. 

After many weeks of examining my 
reservations about this agreement in 
the light of many expert opinions and 
economic studies pro and con, I am un
able to shake the strong feeling that to 
vote against NAFTA would be to look 
backward, not forward, and would send 
a signal to the world that our country 
does not have enough self-confidence 
even to enter a free-trade agreement 
with a small neighbor on our own bor
der. 

And I have concluded that the risks 
of the not going forward are greater 
than the risks of approving the agree
ment. 

Four factors played the most promi
nent role in my decision: 

First, my concern that NAFTA might 
encourage jobs to leave the country 
eventually gave way to the conclusion 
that there is very little to discourage 
jobs from going to Mexico now, with
out NAFTA. An agreement that will 
cause Mexico to drop its high tariffs 
discouraging entry of American prod
ucts should, it seems, help create jobs. 

Second, on Thursday the President 
will travel to the Asian Pacific Eco
nomic Cooperation meetings in Se
attle. Our trade representa~ives con
tinue to negotiate in Geneva at the 
Uruguay round of GATT talks. I do not 
see how the President or our trade ne
gotiators can speak with any authority 
when they demand that foreign mar
kets be opened to our products if we 
have refused to enter a free-trade 
agreement with an economically small 
nation on our own border. 

Third, the domestic impact on Mex
ico that would result from defeating 
NAFTA is a serious matter. After gen
erations of economic stagnation and 
anti-American demagoguery, Mexico is 
finally opening its economy and taking 
steps to build a genuine democracy. To 
turn down this historic opening would 
not advance our .long-term interest in 
having a stable, prosperous neighbor 
that imports our products rather than 
exports its labor. 

Fourth, finally, I cannot ignore the 
disproportionately positive impact 
NAFTA is projected to have on my own 
State and city. Trade between Texas 
and Mexico in 1992 totalled $18 billion, 
38 percent of all Texas exports. Under 
NAFTA this is projected to. increase by 
another $8.2 billion over the next 10 
years. Over 40 percent of the 180,000 
jobs protected to be created by NAFTA 
in Texas are expected to be in the Dal
las-Fort Worth area. These facts, cou
pled with the infrastructure improve
ments, health programs, and environ
mental cleanup slated for the Texas 
border under the various provisions ac
companying this agreement, are pre
dicted to cause an enormous positive 
impact on our region. 

I believe the opponents of NAFTA are 
sincere. This agreement could have 
been much stronger. And years and 
years of bad trade agreements and job 
losses have given us all good reason to 
be skeptical of any agreement with a 
lower wage country. 

But a careful examination of the 
facts-our present low tariffs have lit
tle effect on job retention, while their 
high tariffs have a significant negative 
effect, for example-leads me to the 
conclusion that, on balance, it is in the 
national interest to vote yes. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Utah [Ms. SHEPHERD]. 

Ms. SHEPHERD. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. I owned a busi
ness and I know that a business that is 
not growing is dying. This principle 
holds true for our economy as well. If 
we yield to the politics of preservation 
and cries for protectionism, if we re
treat from the emerging global econ
omy by voting against NAFTA, we will 
be condemning our economy to a slow, 
but certain death. There is no safety in 
hiding. 

Understandably, many Members of 
this body and citizens of our country 
are concerned about job loss. I am as 
well. I am supporting this agreement 
because increased exports and job cre
ation go hand-in-hand. Through elimi
nating insurmountable trade barriers 
and removing prohibitive tariffs we 
will enable companies in my district, 
in all our districts, to expand their 
markets and their employment. It is 
tragically ironic that as we are at
tempting to pry open markets in Asia 
and liberalize trade with Europe 

through GATT, many would close the 
door of opportunity with our Mexican 
and Canadian neighbors. 

This was an incredibly difficult deci
sion. Many of my friends and support
ers do not agree with me. Yet, for me 
the bottom line is this: Mexican tariffs 
on United States goods are 2lh times 
higher than United States tariffs. If we 
don't take this opportunity to remove 
these barriers, sell American products 
and create a better future for our chil
dren, Japan, Germany, or Asia will. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I yield 
1lh minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT]. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Madam Chairman, 
I rise today as part of this significant 
debate to both say my piece and to 
marvel at the politics of this Capital 
City. 

Just a few weeks ago, as the debate 
focused on the simple but powerful 
question of American jobs, the NAFTA 
agreement appeared dead in the water. 
While the claims of the opponents re
garding the precise number of job 
losses were frequently challenged, even 
the supporters admitted that there 
would be, in their phrase, "short-term 
losses." 

Having failed to persuade Congress 
and the public that the agreement 
would create jobs, the proponents shift
ed the debate to foreign policy. What 
will the world say, they argue, if the 
United States turns its back on its 
neighbor to the south? This will be a 
shot heard round the world, they argue. 

Madam Chairman, it is not surprising 
that the second argument worked 
much better than the first. No Member 
of this body, however they vote today, 
wants to undermine the President of 
the United States in the eyes of the 
world. Every Member is a patriot; they 
all believe in a strong America. 

But even as the proponents have 
raised their new arguments with great 
skill, they have found it impossible or 
inconvenient to say a few simple 
words: We do not accept job losses, not 
even one. We will fight to save every 
job. We will promote trade and help 
businesses penetrate other markets 
while making it clear that we want 
them to stay here and invest at home. 
I waited more than 9 months from the 
day I was sworn in to hear those words 
before announcing dly opposition to 
NAFTA. Even with all the sound and 
the fury of the debate, I have still not 
heard them. 

Madam Chairman, it is fundamental 
that a government protects its citizens 
first. No mayor in my district will ac
cept a company leaving their city with
out a fight, no Governor will do the 
same in their States. Why then do we 
accept these short-term losses without 
a fight? 

I represent the industrial heartland 
of our country-big plants and little 
plants. I have worked hard on policies 
to support these industries, and I will 
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continue to work on an export pro
motion strategy and industrial policy 
that will help our businesses that com
pete abroad. But why did our Govern
ment stand by while jobs left this 
country for Southeast Asia and Mex
ico? Why don't we have tax policies 
that unequivocally -favor investment in 
equipment and employment here in the 
United States? These would be signals 
to business that if they stay at home 
and invef?t at home, they will be re
warded. 

Madam Chairman, I am filled with 
sadness at the conclusion I have 
reached. But I agree with Abe Rosen
thal, writing in yesterday's New York 
Times: 

The genuine fears of frightened workers 
are dismissed by the Clinton administration, 
press and academia_ If that is true now, 
while workers are still fighting, what care 
will be shown them or their thoughts if they 
are defeated and find themselves out of work 
in the name of grander interest? 

For these reasons, I will vote "no" on 
theNAFTA. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Appleton, WI, Mr. ROTH, an incisive 
free trader. 

Mr. ROTH. Madam Chairman, never 
beforu in American history has a trade 
agreement generated such an intense 
public debate. During these past 
months, I have carefully listened to all 
sides. I have listened to the witnesses 
at our committee hearings. 

I have talked about NAFTA with the 
President, with Ross Perot, with Pat 
Buchanan, with business leaders, and 
with union leaders. Most important, I 
have heard from thousands of average 
citizens across northeast Wisconsin
people with no axe to grind, but who 
are concerned about our country: Who 
are concerned about keeping good pay
ing jobs here at home; who are con
cerned about economic growth; and 
who are concerned about our national 
sovereignty, and keeping our country 
strong. 

By itself, NAFTA is not the issue 
with most people. After all, NAFTA is 
just a tariff agreement with a friendly 
neighbor whose economy will always be 
a small fraction of ours. 

But NAFTA has become the light
ning rod for the deep-sea ted fears-and 
the fervently held hopes-for our coun-
try's future. • 

That's why each of us in this House 
owes it to the American people to cast 
our vote on principle-on what each of 
us truly believes is in the best interest 
of our country and the American peo
ple. 

But in recent weeks-indeed at this 
very hour-we have seen this serious 
issue turned into a sorry spectacle. 

The Oval Office has been turned into 
a bazaar, open for business to buy votes 
for NAFTA with favors and special 
deals. 

On the other side, the union bosses 
have used threats to bully Members 
into voting against NAFTA. 

Even Ralph Nader, who the press 
once canonized as America's con
science, has carried out a campaign of 
threats and intimidation. Well after 
today, Ralph Nader is just another lob
byist. 

The American people, regardless of 
what side ' they are on, deserve better 
from their President and their Con
gress. 

Today I will vote for NAFTA, be
cause NAFTA is in the best interest of 
our country and northeast Wisconsin. 

My decision is based not on what the 
President said, but what thousands of 
average people in northeast Wisconsin 
have said to me and wrote to me about 
NAFTA. 

No one buys my vote, and no one 
threatens me, because I listen to the 
people who sent me here. The people 
ask only one thing of their Congress
man: to exercise our best judgment on 
their behalf, free of favor or threat. 
And my best judgment is that NAFTA 
will increase American exports, will 
create new jobs here at home, and will 
help our economy grow. 

Here are the facts. In the last 5 years, 
United States exports to Mexico have 
nearly tripled, from $14 billion in 1987 
to over $40 billion in 1992. 

Using the Commerce Department's 
long-standing estimate that every bil
lion of exports translates into 20,000 
jobs, this 5-year increase in exports has 
added over 500,000 jobs for American 
workers. 

In Wisconsin, exports to Mexico have 
gone up 220 percent in 5 years. That is 
an increase of more than 3 times, now 
totaling $250 million. That is on top of 
the nearfy $2 billion that Wisconsin ex
ports to Canada, our other partner in 
NAFTA. 

Wisconsin is one of America's leading 
exporting States, because we in Wis
consin learned long ago that exports 
are the key to future growth, and that 
exports produce good jobs-in fact 
American workers who make products 
for export are taking home 20-percent 
higher wages, on average. 

Our Wisconsin government econo
mists estimate that NAFTA will create 
6,000 new jobs in Wisconsin over the 
next 7 years, and 20,000 new jobs in the 
next 17 years. 

NAFTA is good for every major sec
tor of Wisconsin's economy-and there
fore for every major sector of Wiscon
sin's work force. For Wisconsin's pa
perworkers, they will see more jobs 
created as their companies increase 
sales. 

As Mexico's tariffs come down on 
American paper products, companies 
like Fort Howard in Green Bay and 
Scott in Marinette and Oconto Falls 
will increase exports. 

As Mexico accepts more United 
States dairy products, Wisconsin dairy 
farmers will see a 50-percent increase 
in powdered milk sales. Other Wiscon
sin dairy products will go to Mexico, 

increasing sales by 15 percent. Wiscon
sin's high-technology companies will 
increase exports to Mexico, creating 
new jobs in our State for American 
workers. 

FMC's plant in Green Bay, which 
makes packaging machinery, has al
ready seen a 200-percent increase in its 
exports to Mexico since 1987. Mexico 
still has tariffs as high as 15 percent 
against FMC's products. Once those 
tariffs are gone, FMC's Green Bay plan 
will see even greater increases, which 
will mean more work for the 250 work
ers in that plant-and even more jobs. 

Green Bay also is the home of 
Schneider National, one of America's 
leading transportation companies. 

NAFTA will mean an increase in 
Schneider's freight hauling business, 
resulting in more work for Schneider's 
dedicated employees. These are specific 
examples of the reality that NAFTA 
will create new jobs in northeast Wis
consin. 

And more jobs is what America needs 
for our economic future. All across the 
industrialized world, job creation is the 
top priority. From Tokyo and Seoul in 
Asia to Bonn and Paris in Europe, jobs 
are the top concern of governments. 

We here today can take a step toward 
creating jobs for Americans, right here 
at home. Given that prospect, all the 
other arguments fade into irrelevance. 

NAFTA is good for America. 
NAFTA is good for northeast Wiscon

sin. 
Today, I urge my colleagues to join 

me in voting for our country's future. 
Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Fond duLac, WI, Mr. PETRI. 

0 1530 
Mr. PETRI. Madam Chairman, as I 

promised last year, I have tried to con
sider the N AFTA with an open mind 
and listen to everyone with a view. In 
the end, I will vote "yes." 

We will lose some jobs. I agonize over 
that. But we are losing those jobs any
way. With NAFTA, we will gain other 
jobs. 

Yes, Mexico has cheap labor. But if 
cheap were the key, all our jobs would 
have gone long since to Bangladesh or 
Haiti. 

In Wisconsin we have skilled, produc
tive workers, efficient factories, and 
quality infrastructure. We need not 
fear Mexico, or anyone else. We can 
compete. 

In fact, NAFTA will mean more ex
ports, and more and better jobs, across 
central Wisconsin. If there is any giant 
sucking sound, it will be products 
going south, not jobs. 

But beyond that, accepting NAFTA 
sends a vital signal to the world. It 
says: after winning the long struggle 
against communism-a great victory 
for free minds and free markets-we 
will not now shrink back in fear from 
those principles in the very hour of our 
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triumph. Rather, we will take the lead, 
as the strongest nation on earth, in 
working to open the world economy for 
the benefit of all. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Chairman, I am 
happy to yield one minute to the gen
tleman from Minnetonka, MN, Mr. 
RAMSTAD. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Chairman, as 
a member of the historic bipartisan 
pro-NAFTA whip group, I want to ap
plaud President Clinton for his strong 

' leadership on this job-creating pact. 
Republicans, Democrats, and the 

White House have worked together in 
an unprecedented way to insure pas
sage of this job-creating treaty. 

We have worked together for people 
like Cheri Cohen and Peggy Knapp 
from Minnesota, who have spent the 
entire week here at their own expense 
to convince Members of the need for 
NAFTA to allow their small business 
to expand its exports and create more 
jobs. 

Without a strong coalition of 
progrowth, projob and proopportunity 
Republicans and Democrats, the fate of 
this agreement would have been sealed 
months ago. 

Supporters of NAFTA know what the 
rest of the world_ knows: Given a level 
playing field, American workers can 
compete. American workers can excel. 

Madam Chairman, again I thank 
Members from both sides of the aisle 
who have shown the American people 
that Congress is capable of rising above 
gridlock and working together in a bi
partisan way for the best interests of 
our great Nation. 

Madam Chairman, I urge my col
leagues to do what is right for America 
and pass this historic job-creating trea
ty. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute and 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam Chairman, this 
is a painful vote. When I look at the 
ranks of those who opposed NAFTA, I 
see many friends I have stood with for 
over a decade. I hear their speeches and 
their words are familiar. I have made 
those speeches about working men and 
women, people just like my family, 
people who struggle in an economic 
system that can be both rewarding and 
ruthless. 

However, today I must respectfully 
disagree with my many friends, and my 
many friends and colleagues in labor 
and in Congress. We have heard a lot of 
economists quoted on the floor today. I 
would like to quote another counselor. 
His name was Bob Dylan. He wrote 30 
years ago, "You'd better start swim
ming or you'll sink like a stone." 

Our economic times are truly chang
ing. Our future is in global competi
tion. Expanded trade is an opportunity. 
It is not a reason to panic. We have the 
most productive workers in the world, 
we have the best farmers, and we are 
blessed with natural resources other 
nations only long for. 

America need not apologize. America 
can compete. NAFTA gives us a new 
market, a new opportunity, and a new 
challenge, a challenge to provide the 
education and training and resources 
for America's future so that we can 
continue to lead the world into the 21st 
century. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. 
JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
Madam Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to this NAFTA. 

Madam Chairman, deciding to oppose the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement in ·its 
current form was not a conclusion I reached 
easily. NAFT A is a complex issue, with many 
valid arguments-for and against. I support 
continued trade discussions with Mexico, and 
before reaching a decision, I met with many 
people on both sides, read hundreds of arti
cles and letters, and gave the question many 
hours of serious thought. 

Frankly, I believe both proponents and op
ponents have overstated NAFT A's impact. It's 
important to cut through the fog of press re
leases and slick advertisements to learn the 
facts. 

There were several points that played im
portant roles in my decision: 

Under this NAFT A, the White House Office 
of Management and Budget admits that bil
lions of dollars in higher taxes will be needed 
to pay for lost tariff revenue, for cleaning up 
the environmental disaster along our border, 
and for a Mexican development bank. NAFT A 
supporters contend illegal immigration will 
slow if more jobs are created in Mexico, but 
virtually everyone concedes that illegal entry 
into the United States will definitely increase 
over the next decade. 

Exports to Mexico have been increasing 
without NAFT A, and they will continue to 
whether or not NAFT A is approved. The De
partment of Commerce ranked our State 47th 
last year, having less than a tiny two-hun
dredths of 1 percent of total United States ex
ports to Mexico in dollar value. Exports to 
Mexico will inevitably be a less significant fac
tor for South Dakota than for many other 
States, with or without NAFT A. 

Unlike the European Community-which 
linked improved wages, worker rights, and de
mocratization to entry into the EC-NAFT A at
tempts to bond the United States with a non
democratic nation that has 58-cents-per-hour 
minimum wages, largely unenforced environ
mental laws, worker organizations kept under 
the thumb of the dominant political party, a 
muzzled press, and more than 200 opposition 
political leaders killed during the past 4 years. 

An analysis of studies on this NAFT A by the 
congressional Joint Economic Committee con
cluded that there could be a decline of more 
than 1 percent in U.S. wages. Council of Eco
nomic Advisers Chairman Laura Tyson said 
the link between trade and wages is still an 
open question. If this question is still open, 
how can we justify plunging forward to ap
prove NAFT A? 

The November 1, Wall Street Journal re
ported that President Clinton has asked United 
States companies to pledge that they will not 

move jobs to Mexico if NAFT A passes, but 
few companies have been willing to make 
such a pledge. Perhaps they have read the 
Mexican Government's "Yes You Can In Yu
catan" advertisement targeted to executives 
who, in the words of the ad, "can't find good, 
loyal workers for a $1 an hour within 1,000 
miles of here." NAFTA would encourage U.S. 
investment to be shifted south, costing jobs in 
this country. Likewise, other nations could in
vest in new plants in Mexico, taking advantage 
of the labor market and tax environmental en
forcement. 

According to North Dakota Commissioner of 
Agriculture Sarah Vogel, NAFT A is flawed in 
its rules affecting, United States exports to 
Mexico of wheat, milk powder, cheese, com, 
barley, and dry edible beans. It is lightly pos
sible, instead of increasing southward flow of 
these products, NAFT A could hinder our farm 
exports. 

NAFT A advocates overlook its potentially 
negative impacts on the livestock industry. 
Mexico already exports about 1 million feeder 
calves to the United States yearly, and its role 
under NAFTA will surely grow, serving to 
lower the market price for South Dakota feed
er calves. Also, as trade in livestock from 
Mexico has increased, so has the incidence of 
tuberculosis in cattle, which United States pro
ducers have spent thousands of dollars to 
control. In 1988, there were only 70 cases of 
TB. But by the first half of 1992, there were 
224 confirmed TB cases-92 percent from 
Mexico. 

The Canadian Free-Trade Agreement has 
alerted us to potential problems with border in
spection of foreign products, particularly meat. 
A border inspector, quoted in the September 
10, 1990, Wall Street Journal, said: 

I found fecal material, blood clots, hair, 
bruises, green pus-filled abscesses that 
should have been obvious to the people pre
paring the product. 

Another inspector said nearly 1 0 percent of 
meat coming from Canada would be rejected 
if all meat were inspected instead of simply 
being spot checked. Potential problems with 
Mexico are far greater because of its poorer 
animal health standards. 

With NAFT A's protections for foreign invest
ment, Mexico would become the side for in
vestments in new, high-technology 
meatpacking operations. As a result, the U.S. 
packing industry would tighten, further threat
ening the future of facilities like Sioux Falls' 
Morrell plant. 

It's difficult to oppose a President of my own 
party on an issue that he has said is important 
to his administration. Yet, it's even more im
portant to vote for the position that I believe 
ultimately is in the best interest of South Da
kota. On this particular NAFT A, in my judg
ment, that vote is "no." 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I yield 
Ph minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. COYNE]. 

Mr. COYNE. Madam Chairman, the 
House must make an important deci
sion today. Reject the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement and the House 
will send a message that the United 
States demands free and fair trade that 
promotes the interests of working peo
ple. Pass this agreement and we signal 
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that the United States will accept a 
flawed treaty that does nothing to slow 
the erosion of good paying American 
jobs. 

I will vote against NAFTA because a 
bad trade agreement is worse than not 
having any agreement at all. I say this 
because that is the issue before the 
House today. The NAFTA agreement 
first negotiated by President Bush was 
fundamentally flawed. While President 
Clinton worked to correct problems 
with Mexican labor and environmental 
standards, unacceptable problems re
main that would hurt workers in both 
the United States and Mexico. 

First, Mexico wants to continue un
fair labor practices that keep Mexican 
wages low even while Mexican and for
eign companies grow and prosper. Even 
proponents of this agreement admit 
that Mexico has failed to protect the 
rights of its own citizens in the work 
place. The Mexican Government has 
shown repeatedly that it will side with 
those who benefit by paying Third 
World wages at modern industrial 
plants. 

This one-sided position hurts United 
States workers who will compete 
against more productive Mexican 
plants where the average wage could 
still be $2.35 an hour. The House has 
been offered promises by the current 
Mexican President that the disparity 
between Mexican wages and productiv
ity will be diminished, but the legisla
tion before the House today fails to 
provide a legal assurance that progress 
will be made on this front. The fact re
mains that Members must vote on the 
specific law being debated here today. 
We should not vote based on promises 
of what may be done in the future. 

Madam Chairman, some say only low 
income jobs would be affected. The re
ality is that a lot of Americans depend 
on low paying jobs to provide for their 
families. There is too little in this 
agreement to offer hope for those who 
will find their jobs under increasing 
pressure as a result of an open trade 
border with Mexico. In addition, there 
has been an unacceptable lack of speci
ficity about how displaced workers will 
be assisted in obtaining new skills or 
new jobs. 

Another problem is the failure to 
guarantee enforcement of Mexican en
vironmental laws. Mexico has some 
good laws on paper, but also has a hor
rible enforcement record. This endan
gers both Mexicans and United States 
citizens. Industrial pollution does not 
respect international borders, and this 
agreement fails to provide sufficient 
environmental protections for Ameri
cans who live up wind or up stream of 
Mexico. 

The question is not one of opposing 
free trade with Mexico. The United 
States must also have fair trade with 
Mexico. I support both free and fair 
trade, which is way I did vote for the 
United States-Canada Free-Trade 

Agreement and the United States-Is
rael Free-Trade Agreement. The facts 
remain that NAFTA does not provide 
both free and fair trade with Mexico. 
Again, a bad treaty that fails to pro
tect the interests of workers or the en
vironment is worse than having no 
treaty at all. 

Madam Chairman, the proposed 
NAFTA does not achieve the goal of 
free and fair trade in North America, 
and should be defeated. We can do bet
ter. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Oklahoma City, OK, 
Mr. ISTOOK, a member of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Madam Chairman, I 
favor NAFTA, but I understand why 
many Americans are fearful. 

Too many politicians campaigned 
last year by creating fear. They told us 
that America is weak, and our econ
omy is in danger, and it is all Reagan 
and Bush's fault. Now, to pass NAFTA, 
the American people are told that our 
Nation is strong, and it can out-com
pete other countries. No wonder the 
public is confused. 

All sorts of twisted tales are being 
told about NAFTA, often by people 
who sincerely believe them. Where 
have people learned how to generate 
such confusion? I say they have learned 
by example-the bad example they 
have seen here in Washington. 

Those who spread fear should not be 
surprised that it causes panic. We need 
to reassure people who are honestly 
scared, rather than condemning them. 

I spent long hours separating the 
facts from the fiction. I have concluded 
that: 

We will lose more jobs to Mexico if 
we do not pass NAFTA, and we will 
lose a major chance to expand our 
economy through trade; and we will 
lose our commitment to free enter
prise, which has served America so 
well. 

Instead, let us win. 
I urge you to join me in supporting 

NAFTA today. 
Mr. HUNTER. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. KlLDEE]. 

Mr. KILDEE. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Madam Chairman, tonight the Mem
bers of this body will be voting on a 
trade agreement that will fundamen
tally change the way we negotiate fu
ture trade agreements, and I believe 
this change will be harmful to our 
country. 

Madam Chairman, under this 
NAFTA, the two basic elements that 
have made America great-capital in
vestment and consumer purchasing 
power-would be radically undermined. 

Under this NAFTA, billions of dollars 
of investment capital would flow not 
within the United States, but south of 
the border to Mexico. 

Under this NAFTA, the flight of jobs 
and dollars to Mexico would put sig
nificant downward pressure on Amer
ican wages and purchasing power. 

Under this NAFTA, American envi
ronmental laws would be undermined if 
they were viewed as barriers to trade. 

Under this NAFTA, American citi
zens would be taxed billions of dollars 
to subsidize the loss of American jobs. 

Under this NAFTA, Mexican workers 
would still not have free and independ
ent labor unions to help improve their 
purchasing power. 

Madam Chairman, because of these 
problems, and many others, I have con
cluded that this NAFTA is fatally 
flawed and must be defeated. 

I urge my colleagues to reflect on the 
loss of American jobs and investment, 
and the ability to protect our environ
ment, if this NAFTA is approved. 

I urge my colleagues to protect those 
investments, those jobs, and that sov
ereignty. 

I urge Members to vote this NAFTA 
down. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. TORRES]. 

Mr. TORRES. Madam Chairman, my 
announced intentions to support the 
NAFTA have been characterized by my 
many labor friends as a desertion from 
my labor roots. It is, in fact, not. I 
reached this decision as a direct out
come of my labor background, my 
training, and my sympathies. 

The administration added two criti
cal points to this treaty. First, they 
added a North American Development 
Bank, a vehicle to target investment 
capital to provide a safety net for 
workers, for workers. 

Second, the new agreement contains 
a flexible job assistance program 
targeting training and income assist
ance. 

Are there problems with NAFTA? 
You bet there are. There are problems 
in this country without a NAFTA. 

D 1540 

Frankly, NAFTA is far from being a 
perfect document. I see it as a blue
print, as a beginning vehicle for grap
pling with the inevitable market relo
cations and reorganizations that have 
to take place. 

So I call upon my friends in labor to 
grasp this enormous opportunity and 
the potential of NAFTA in spreading 
the vision and the reality of industrial 
democracy throughout this hemi
sphere. Sure, corporations and capital 
are being welcomed in Mexico through 
NAFTA. But labor must realize its own 
potential in providing leadership in 
this hemisphere for all workers. 

The upcoming vote on the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement [NAFT A] has been 
called the most important political decision of 
this century. 

Hyperbole, widely differing facts and figures, 
high emotions, and drama have pitted allied 
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against old friends, regions against States, 
haves against have-nots, businesses against 
businesses, elected official against each other 
and the administration, and labor against in
dustry. 

Madam Chairman, my announced intention 
to support the NAFT A has been characterized 
by my friends in the U.S. labor movement as 
a desertion from my labor roots-it is not. In 
fact, I reached this decision as a direct out
come of my labor background, training, and 
sympathies. 

Will NAFT A help or hurt? We have only to 
look to our north to learn of its potential ef
fects. Before doing. so, we need to understand 
that in the real economic world, the causes 
and effects of the 5-year-old trade agreement 
with our Canadian partners are difficult to sort 
out. 

In general, the Canadian economic picture 
is rough. Job growth has been stagnant, the 
agreement's architect and prime supporter be
came the most unpopular Prime Minister in 
Canadian history, and free trade has become 
everyone's scapegoat. One could argue, how
ever, that the Canadian economic downturn 
has more to do with global economic ills than 
the United States-Canada Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

The primary lesson for the United States in 
this experience seems to be: prepare for mas
sive adjustments in very specific sectors. The 
Canadian agreement demonstrates that there 
will be sectors of the economy with wins, and 
those with losses. 

Now, I chose to put my support behind the 
new NAFT A because the administration added 
two critical components which address directly 
the lessons learned in Canada. First, they 
added a North American Development Bank, a 
vehicle to target investment capital, to provide 
a safety-net for workers, should displacement 
occur. Second, the new agreement contains a 
flexible job assistance program to target train
ing and income assistance into specific areas. 
These additions to NAFT A address directly 
potential economic and job losses. 

Are there problems with NAFTA? You bet. 
There are problems for this country without a 
NAFTA. Frankly, NAFTA is far from being a 
perfect document. I see it as a blueprint, as a 
beginning, a vehicle for grappling with inevi
table and unavoidable market relocations and 
reorganizations. 

What has surprised me is that my friends in 
the North American labor movement, so far, 
have failed to grasp the enormous opportunity 
and potential, in the NAFT A, for spreading the 
vision and reality of industrial democracy 
throughout this hemisphere. 

Multinational corporations and capital are 
being welcomed into Mexico through NAFT A. 
Labor must realize its inevitable linkages to 
these new directions and definitions of na
tional sovereignty. Labor must insist upon 
being partners in implementing a NAFT A 
which will achieve their long held dreams and 
aspirations of social justice. 

For, just as the NAFTA lowers tariff and 
other barriers to United States industry and in
vestment in Mexico, it provides an opening for 
United States and Canadian labor to work di
rectly, and in solidarity, with Mexican workers 
to address the most pressing needs. 

These joint efforts would include raising 
wages, strengthening trade union democracy, 

organizing new hemisphere-wide unions and 
consequently to help United States and Cana
dian labor reverse their decline in membership 
and influence. NAFT A can become labor's ve
hicle for renewing and revitalizing its historic 
commitment to social and economic justice in 
this hemisphere. 

Labor's justifiable apprehensions over Mexi
co's low wages, poor industrial labor practices, 
failure to enforce environmental and demo
cratic safeguards can be overcome only if the 
trade union movement rises to the vision and 
opportunity of working directly and in formal 
affiliation with the rural and industrial workers 
of this hemisphere. 

The negative social and environmental reali
ties of the maquiladora process pays stark 
tribute to what can happen when organized 
labor does not become a full partner in the 
economic development process. 

Labor is right to criticize these shortcomings 
and injustices, but historically, they achieve 
more lasting results through organizing than 
merely criticizing. 

Technological changes have blurred na
tional boundaries as barriers to trade and in
vestments. The corporate community have re
sponded to these changes. NAFT A is a mani
festation of this new direction. 

Canadian and North American labor face 
historic challenges through these changing 
trade patterns. Whether these are opportuni
ties to better wage and working conditions, 
and to increase organizational strength, de
pends upon the vision, imagination, courage, 
and solidarity of labor's new direction. 

The AFL-CIO's commitment to, and support 
for, trade union democracy in Poland through 
its affiliation with Solidarity, and the UAW's 
past working relationship with the formation of 
the auto councils in Mexico, are intimations of 
future directions for organized labor in indus
trial, service, and agricultural sectors under 
the NAFT A and other trade agreements. 

Congress never legislated labor's mandate 
to organize the unorganized. Visionary and so
cially conscious trade union leaders forged or
ganizing strategies and commitments to ex
tend union democracy, initially, from craft in
du~tries, to manufacturing, and more recently 
into agricultural and service industries. 

NAFT A is a challenge to all sectors of our 
economy, and to all partners in this agree
ment. I believe in the democratic future of 
American workers-both North and South 
American. It seems to me that NAFT A pro
vides an initial blueprint for an exciting future 
for both industry and labor. It's not a perfect 
agreement, and begs adjustment, additions, 
and fine-tuning to protect workers and regions 
where dislocations may occur. This process 
begs the full participation of organized labor
if they grasp this vision and potential for his
toric change. 

History demonstrates that there can be no 
lasting social and economic justice for workers 
without organized labor. 

Bitter experience has taught both the Cana
dian and United States labor movement that 
legislation or trade agreements alone do not 
guarantee proper enforcement of wage and 
labor standards, unless there is constant vigi
lance from a trade union presence. 

This experience mandates the direct partici
pation of labor in the NAFT A not only to guar-

antee the equity of its social and economic ef
fects, but to enhance labor's own commitment 
to solidarity and to the growth of free and 
democratic trade unionism throughout the 
Americas. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I yield 
10 seconds to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. JACOBS]. 

Mr. JACOBS. Madam Chairman, CNN 
is reporting that the Japanese stock 
market is soaring with the news that 
this bill may pass. 

To quote a great man, "Think about 
it." 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I yield 
Ph minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. BARCA]. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Madam 
Chairman, I rise to urge Members to 
vote no on this NAFTA. We can do bet
ter and we should do better for the 
American businesses and workers. 

In fact, if we were debating the mer
its of this agreement alone, I believe it 
would be easily rejected. But it has be
come increasingly clear in the last cou
ple of weeks as we have renegotiated 
everything from peanuts to tomatoes 
that this agreement is flawed. 

But if we ratify this tonight, we will 
have foreclosed future opportunities to 
renegotiate. Instead we will lock in 
some of the worst features of this 
NAFTA. 

The goal of any NAFTA or trade 
agreement, most importantly, is to im
prove the standard of living for Amer
ican businesses so that we can create 
more family-supporting jobs for our 
workers. But like so many past trade 
agreements, this is flawed. 

In Mexico, while productivity has 
gone up, their wages have gone down in 
the last 10 years, and at 58 cents an 
hour for their minimum, wage, it is 
questionable how many of our products 
and services they can buy. And the 
likelihood of our trade sanctions ever 
being imposed are minimal, and that 
has been acknowledged by the pro
ponents, and that is why this is flawed. 

I will conclude by saying the cost of 
this agreement is $2.5 billion this year 
alone, rising to something over $20 bil
lion, and we do not have a clue how we 
are going to pay for it. What ever hap
pened to the principle of pay as you go? 
What ever happened to the principle of 
free and fair trade? 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the very distin
guished gentleman from Picacho, NM, 
Mr. SKEEN, a member of the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

Mr. SKEEN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Madam Chairman, today is the day. 
There is a yes vote and there is a no 
vote, and there ain't no maybe one. 
You decide either whether you are 
going to be for it or against it. We are 
not going to revise the agreement 
again, we are not going to rewrite it 
today. And if Members want to hang 
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this whole question on jobs, that horse 
left the barn years ago, and you did not 
do anything about it, not a word · was 
said by the special interests who are 
raising all kinds of cain about the 
NAFTA agreement, and who sat idly by 
because we were very comfortable as a 
Nation that did not really have to com
pete because we had a great consumer 
market that was held captive. 

Well, those days are gone. We have a 
chance today to get in there and com
pete, because the jobs horse left when 
we let the Asiatic and Pacific rim 
countries take the jobs that we have, 
move them over there, operate them 
and then send the products back. 

By the way, the textile folks who are 
concerned about this should read the 
labels on most of the goods, textile 
goods, in the stores today. They all 
come from Pacific rim countries. 

Now is the day for us to get our heads 
out of the bunker, get up here and start 
competing, and the way to do it is to 
vote for NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield Ph minutes to the very 
distinguished gentleman from Findlay, 
OH, Mr. OXLEY, a member of the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. OXLEY. Madam Chairman, what 
are we afraid of? Are we afraid of trad
ing with a country that is one-twenti
eth the size of the United States and 
whose workers are one-fifth as produc
tive as Americans? Are we afraid that 
if the Mexicans lower their trade bar
riers, which in some cases are as high 
as 20 percent, down to zero, that some
how we will not sell more products, 
more farm products and more machin
ery, more equipment and chemicals 
and the like into Mexico? 

If the Japanese came to us tomorrow 
and said we will reduce our tariffs 
down to zero, everybody in this Cham
ber would rush and say, "Yes." When 
Mexico makes that same offer, we say 
we are not going to take yes for an an
swer. 

Madam Chairman, many of us in this 
Chamber have had tough votes before. 
This, in my estimation, is not one of 
them. This makes sense for our coun
try, it makes sense for my home State 
that is the third largest exporter, and 
it makes sense for all of us who believe 
in the process of free and open trade by 
free people. 

That is really what it is all about. 
One of the worst arguments I have 

heard on this floor is that somehow the 
drug trade will be increased if NAFTA 
is approved. Nothing could be further 
from the truth, and Judge Bonner, who 
is now the head of the DEA, made it 
clear that one of the best ways that we 
can deal with the drug problem is to 
pass NAFTA. 

NAFTA is good for America. Let us 
pass it today. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes and 15 seconds to the 
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. 
MEEK]. 

Mrs. MEEK. Madam Chairman, I sup
port NAFTA. My decision was very 
carefully and prayerfully delivered and 
deliberated. 

I grew up in a great depression. I 
have seen much change in our country. 
However, after seeing decades of depri
vation and adversity in our society, I 
have come to the conclusion that we 
need some new solutions to the age-old 
problems of unemployment and the 
lack of economic opportunity. 

I have heard many principled argu
ments on both sides from well-mean
ing, intelligent people of good will who 
are struggling to do what is best for 
our country, as I myself have struggled 
with this question. In the end I have 
decided that old solutions to the unem
ployment problems and the lack of eco
nomic opportunity have not worked. 

NAFTA is right for the times. It is 
time for America to go in a new direc
tion. 

Several months ago I opposed 
NAFTA because at that time I felt it 
would adversely affect American jobs 
and jobs in my district and in my State 
of Florida. In recent weeks, as NAFTA 
has been improved and additional anal
yses have become available, I have re
considered my position. After an objec
tive analysis of the best evidence avail
able, I have decided to vote in favor of 
NAFTA, because I believe NAFTA is a 
job creator that will increase the eco
nomic opportunities for every Amer
ican, including African-Americans who 
have been so long left out of the eco
nomic scene. 

I believe the time has come for 
America to take a bold and a very 
forceful economic step forward to in
crease the potential of our faltering 
economy, and to create more jobs and 
more economic opportunities for Amer
icans of all races, colors, and creeds. 

No one has a crystal ball. The agree
ment is complex, and all sides can find 
something in it to prove their point. 

In addition, international trade is 
the key to revitalizing our economy. 
NAFTA will create the world's largest 
trade zone, and in Miami and Florida, 
and in these United States, we will 
take advantage of it. 

The real issue here is whether or not 
we can deliver new solutions for old 
problems. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I yield 
Ph minutes to the gentleman from illi
nois [Mr. LIPINSKI]. 

0 1550 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Madam Chairman, 

today we vote for the American dream, 
or we vote against the American 
dream. 

Each Member of the House will make 
that decision today. I oppose NAFTA 
and that is a vote for the American 
dream. This is not a fight about saving 
the AFI..rCIO. It is about saving good
paying, American middle-class jobs. 
This is not a fight to protect just man-

ufacturing jobs. It is about saving an 
economic way of life for middle class 
Americans. This fight is not about pro
tectionism. It is about protecting the 
American dream. This fight is not 
about creating a Mexican middle class. 
It is about saving the American middle 
class. 

If we want this Nation to again be 
the economic power-house of the plan
et, let us start up that highway today. 
Let us vote no and save the American 
dream. And then develop an American 
policy of economic nationalism. Only 
after we have done that can we then 
start trying to save the world again. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the very distin
guished gentleman from Albuquerque, 
NM, Mr. SCIDFF, a member of the Com
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in support of passage of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

I believe that we need to increase the 
export of American goods, and in Mex
ico there is an emerging consumer 
market with a desire for American 
goods. 

In the last 5 years, without NAFTA, 
trade with Mexico has grown tremen
dously with the balance of trade in 
favor of the United States. 

The opponents of NAFTA argue that 
under NAFTA companies can move and 
move jobs from the United States to 
Mexico. That is true. But that is true 
today without NAFTA. Those compa
nies that want to go can go. 

The average tariff now against goods 
coming from Mexico to the United 
States is relatively low, and that is the 
point. The average tariffs in Mexico 
against United States goods is still rel
atively high. By mutually lowering 
tariffs, NAFTA will provide an advan
tage for United States goods by reduc
ing the tariffs more than the reduction 
in tariffs against goods coming into the 
United States. 

That is why I think NAFTA is good 
for the United States, and I urge its 
passage. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. TEJEDA]. 

Mr. TEJEDA. Madam Chairman, the 
issue before us is the course of our eco
nomic future. To remain the world's 
economic leader we must expand our 
consumer market. We cannot retreat 
into protectionism. We have witnessed 
over the past few years fantastic global 
changes-new democracies, new tech
nologies, and new opportunities for 
trade. We must think globally. For 
years we have been telling our high 
school graduates that they no longer 
compete only with the high school 
graduates across town, but with high 
school graduates from across the 
world-Japan and Germany. If we re
ject NAFTA we limit their future po
tential. 
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We must pass NAFTA and teach our 

graduates by example. We must also 
send the world a message. The United 
States intends to remain the world's 
economic leader! 

There are those who argue that the 
United States will lose jobs because of 
low wages in Mexico. I submit to you 
that when a business looks to build a 
new facility or relocate, they consider 
not only wages, but also infrastruc
ture, transportation, and communica
tions. If wages were the only consider
ation then places like Bangladesh and 
Haiti would be booming. If we are 
afraid of competing in other markets, 
then we need to pack our bags and go 
back to school and learn basic econom
ics 101. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I yield 
1lh minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BISHOP]. 

Mr. BISHOP. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today in opposition to NAFTA. 
It is not in the best interests of our 

country. NAFTA will compromise our 
national security. We must not allow 
key components of our national de
fense to be moved to Mexico. 

United States defense contractors 
have set up subsidiaries in Mexico to 
underbid their American competitors. 
We cannot rely on the production of 
computer chips from Mexico for guid
ed-missile systems in the United 
States. 

NAFTA is bad for Georgia's agri
culture. Some claim that a deal has 
been struck for peanuts. Make no mis
take about it, Georgia's peanut farmers 
are 100-percent opposed to NAFTA. 

Georgia produces 45 percent of the 
Nation's peanuts and almost 40 percent 
from my district. NAFTA will cost 
Georgia peanut farmers $60 million to 
say nothing of the losses for other pea
nut States. 

Critics claim that Mexico cannot 
produce because of a lack of invest
ment capital for machinery and equip
ment used in production. But that is 
what this NAFTA is all about, direct
ing big business capital investment 
into Mexico. 

NAFTA reduces the economic risk 
and gives full faith and credit backing 
of three governments to the invest
ment capital needs of Mexico. When 
you combine capital equipment with 
Mexico's cheap labor, you put Amer
ican workers and American farmers 
out of work. 

Finally, NAFTA is flawed in that it 
does not address the disparity between 
wages in Mexico and the United States. 
The real hourly wage in Mexico has 
fallen 32 percent since 1980, while man
ufacturing productivity has risen more 
than 30 percent. 

The side agreements do not address 
this fact, and results in a playing field 
slanted against American workers and 
our sliding American wages. 

I am for free trade but also fair trade. 
We cannot compromise our Nation's 

security. We cannot turn our backs on 

dislocated workers. We cannot turn our 
backs on our farmers. 

Mr. KOLBE. I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the North American Free
Trade Agreement. 

Madam Chairman, I rise today in support of 
the North American Free-Trade Agreement. 
The main reason that I support NAFT A is be
cause a vote for NAFT A is a vote for Amer
ican jobs. 

Every single job in America depends in 
some way on customers and clients, and the 
citizens of Mexico are among the world's best 
customers for American made products. On a 
per capita basis, Mexicans buy over $450 
worth of products from the United States a 
year, more than their counterparts in Japan 
and Europe. This is more than any other 
group buys from America other than Canada. 

·Reducing tariffs and other barriers to trade 
will dramatically open up this already expand
ing market. Before Mexico joined the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade in 1986, tar
iffs on United States products were as high as 
100 percent. Today, they are down to an aver
age of 1 0 percent. From 1986 to 1992, Amer
ican exports to Mexico more than tripled from 
$12 billion to $41 billion. The United States 
runs a $5 billion trade surplus with Mexico, 
and this is in real dollars and exports. 

Under NAFT A, this trend toward greater 
trade will only accelerate. Despite the 
progress that has been made under GATT, 
many markets remain closed to U.S. products 
and companies. 

As demand for U.S. products expands and 
exports increase, American businesses will 
grow and hire new workers. The U.S. Com
merce Department estimates that every addi
tional $1 billion in exports generates over 
19,000 new jobs. Since 1986, increased ex
ports to Mexico have created more than half 
a million new American jobs. 

Countless businesses and constituents in 
my district have contacted me regarding the 
importance that passage of NAFT A will have. 
These businesses are generally creating the 
well-paid, highly skilled jobs that Utah and 
America need. 

The notion that NAFTA will cause an imme
diate and massive job migration to Mexico is 
based more on fear than on facts. If low 
wages were the only incentive, America would 
be losing jobs to China and Haiti, not Mexico. 
United States firms can presently locate to 
Mexico without NAFT A. Critics point to cheap 
labor as a threat to United States jobs, but 
they fail to recognize that United States work
ers are five times more produqtive than their 
Mexican counterparts. I know that when 
placed on a level playing field, American work
ers can compete with anyone. Critics of 
NAFT A fail to give American workers the cred
it they deserve. 

Additionally, one of the major issues of the 
NAFT A debate concerns the alleged threat 
that NAFT A poses to our national sovereignty 
and our Constitution. In the words of one of 
the foremost experts on the ~onstitution, 
Judge Robert Bork said, "The first and short
est reason that NAFT A poses no threat to the 
sovereignty of the United States is that no 

treaty or executive agreement can bind the 
United States if it wishes to withdraw from the 
agreement's obligations .... In other words, the 
only thing that can change the constitution is 
an amendment to the constitution. NAFTA is a 
trade agreement like many others that we 
have entered into, that Congress can override 
at any time. 

Once NAFTA is examined on its merits and 
not on the misinformation being disseminated 
by its proponents it is easy to see the benefits. 
The economic benefits of free trade are well 
established. This is not a perfect agreement 
by any means, but the consequences of mov
ing toward protectionism would be severe. I 
would urge my colleagues to move forward to
ward greater free trade and not backward to
ward protectionists policies of the 1930's. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PACKARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the NAFTA 
agreement, and I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Madam Chairman, NAFT A will launch the 
creation of a North American free-trade zone. 
In an effort to increase its economic muscle 
abroad, we have seen the European countries 
undertake a similar step, creating the Euro
pean Community. NAFTA will increase Ameri
ca's muscle in our hemisphere, creating the 
largest free-trade zone in the world--over 370 
million people-opening new markets to U.S. 
products. This will allow us to maintain our po
sition as the world's economic superpower. 

The vote on NAFT A is truly an historic one. 
This vote is essentially a yardstick by which 
we will measure our fears against the future. 
The rest of the world is watching-our con
fidence and faith in economic progress will be 
judged by the outcome of this vote. Passage 
or defeat of NAFT A will determine the pace of 
American competitiveness. This vote will de
cide, during this economically transitional time, 
whether we choose to move forward, to meet 
the new challenges of the 21st century-to 
lead the world--or resist inevitable change 
and relegate American to a second-rate eco
nomic power. 

Critics of NAFT A have had two things going 
for them: Virtual information overload and an 
American public whose mood is economically 
introspective at the moment. These two ele
ments have given the anti-NAFT A forces the 
leverage to market some baseless arguments. 
Ultimately, opponents of NAFTA rely on trans
parent arguments that play upon people's 
chief fear-job loss. 

Since the debate about NAFT A began heat
ing up several months ago, the public has 
been bombarded with reams of conflicting sta
tistics about the effect NAFT A will have on our 
economy. The issue has been clouded by wild 
predictions of jobs fleeing across the border 
on one hand, while the other side claims hun
dreds of thousands of jobs will instantly be 
created. Both claims are exaggerated. How
ever, because of the current sluggishness of 
the U.S. economy in general and California's 
economy in particular, the argument of job 
loss has been potent. 

Two things about the job loss argument: 
There is nothing to stop United States compa
nies from relocating to Mexico without NAFT A. 
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I will not stand here and deny the obvious: 
There are companies who have chosen to 
take jobs across the border to Mexico. Iron
ically, these jobs were lost primarily because 
we do not have a free-trade agreement with 
Mexico. 

Because of the curre~t tariff structure im
posed by the Mexican Government, it is ex
tremely difficult for United States businesses 
to compete there unless they physically move 
their production to Mexico and hire Mexican 
workers. Under NAFT A, United States busi
nesses will not have to pay these kinds of tar
iffs, and will not have to move their companies 
to Mexico in order to compete in the market. 

Second, dire predictions about the giant 
sucking sound of jobs being lost as United 
States companies flee to Mexico are ridiculous 
when you consider the facts. NAFT A oppo
nents base their job-loss argument on the as
sumption that low wages are the sole deter
minant of economic success. This contention 
is not supported by the body of economic evi
dence, or by decisions most businesses and 
employers have made, and will continue to 
make, in the future. 

If cheap labor was the sole determinant of 
economic success, the Dominican Republic 
would be an economic powerhouse. It is not. 
No matter how cheap labor is, the bottom line 
to business is that the work force must have 
a level of education equal to or greater than 
the task at hand. United States workers are 
nearly five times more productive than their 
Mexican counterparts. This, combined with 
America's superior infrastructure is more than 
enough to offset the lure of cheap labor. The 
reason most U.S. companies flee this country 
is to escape high taxes and excessive regula
tions, not cheap labor. 

SOVEREIGNTY 

Critics whip up another flimsy argument 
against passage of NAFT A, when they charge 
that it will somehow erode American sov
ereignty. They point to the international com
missions created to mitigate labor and envi
ronmental disputes among the three countries. 

My colleagues, anyone who has studied this 
agreement will recognize this as a transparent 
appeal to fear. 

Under NAFT A, no international body has 
any legal authority over American domestic af
fairs. Furthermore, NAFT A does not allow any 
private individual or party to bring suit against 
a sovereign nation. 

The bottom line is that sovereignty means 
autonomy. Is the United States able to export 
its goods to Mexico without artificial obstruc
tion such as tariffs? Not currently. 

However, with passage of NAFTA our eco
nomic autonomy will be strengthened by the 
elimination of barriers to trade and investment 
in Mexico. 

The United States will regain the power to 
make its economic decisions based upon the 
freedom to trade with Mexico. It will no longer 
be forced to play by somebody else's eco
nomic rules. When we have an even playing 
field on which to compete America is virtually 
unbeatable. This is what NAFT A will provide, 
thus giving America more economic sov
ereignty. 

TAXES 

This brings us to the heart of America's eco
nomic security: How much of their income do 

Americans get to keep. Currently, Americans 
pay too many taxes; their real income is erod
ed by endless taxes and hidden taxes such as 
tariffs. That is another reason why I support 
NAFT A. The centerpiece of NAFT A will 
amount to a $1.8 billion tax cut for American 
consumers over the next 5 years. 

When two Americans trade goods on the 
marketplace, the Government takes a cut
this is a tax. But, when an American and a 
Mexican trade goods in the marketplace, the 
Governments of both countries tax us twice. 
Not only is the product slapped with a tax in 
the production process, but it is taxed again at 
the border in the form of a tariff. What's even 
worse, American products are taxed at 2112 
times the rate of Mexican goods. 

When taxes are raised or lowered, eco
nomic activity responds accordingly. When 
taxes are low, the market is more active since 
buyers and sellers exchange more goods. The 
same principle applies for tariffs. When tariffs 
drop, international economic activity increases 
since buyers and sellers find it makes sense 
to trade more goods. 

Not only do lower tariffs mean we can trade 
more goods, we can trade more types of 
goods. A product that was not tradeable at a 
high tariff because of the marginal rate of re
turn, may suddenly be able to enter the mar
ket because the after-tax return becomes prof
itable. 

On the average, American consumers pay a 
4-percent tax on goods that come into our 
country from Mexico. NAFT A would eliminate 
that tax. Anyone who votes against NAFTA is 
voting against a tax cut for consumers in this 
country. 

MARKETS 

In terms of consumers, lowered trade bar
riers with neighboring Mexico offers the most 
lucrative opportunity to find an expanding mar
ket for American goods. It truly is intellectually 
difficult to make a case against a market of 
over 370 million people for our goods. 

By passing NAFT A we will remove invest
ment and trade barriers, and the quality of our 
products and the superiority of our work force 
will translate into economic growth for our 
struggling economy. 

New and virtually untapped markets like 
Mexico are, after all, where profits for busi
ness lie. When businesses can expand and 
grow to meet the increased demand of larger 
markets, jobs are created. Every $1 billion in 
exports supports 20,000 high-skilled, high
wage jobs. So, in a nutshell, exports equal 
jobs, and NAFT A equals more exports for 
America. In the long run, NAFT A will produce 
a net gain in jobs. 

COMPETITIVE EDGE 

Finally, passage of NAFTA gives our prod
ucts a competitive edge. While other countries 
will have to continue to add 1 0 to 20 percent 
tariffs to the prices of their goods, these tariffs 
for American products will be eliminated. After 
passage of NAFT A, our products will enjoy a 
huge price advantage and hold a secure and 
permanent place in the expanding Mexican 
market. 

Again, I see this vote as a barometer of our 
confidence as Americans. Passage of NAFT A 
will allow us to unleash our competitive energy 
on new markets, free of artificial barriers to 
trade. Killing NAFT A is a step backward eco
nomically-it is a vote for the status quo. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the eco
nomic progress that is the future. I caution 
them that progress will happen with or without 
America-if we don't get on the train now, it 
will leave the station without us. Our ability to 
compete in global markets is the basis of our 
economic future. 

I urge my colleagues to pass the agreement 
for the greater good of all America, not for po
litical or parochial reasons. I urge you to pass 
NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LAZIO], a very distin
guished freshman from Bridgewater, a 
member of the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs, and my col
league on the Committee on the Budg
et. 

Mr. LAZIO. Madam Chairman, I have 
listened-carefully-to hundreds of 
constituents on both sides of the 
NAFTA issue. They expect me to make 
the hard choices, on the merits, with
out regard to political consequences. 

NAFTA is clearly in the best inter
ests of Long Island and the country. 
NAFTA will not only preserve, but cre
ate jobs. And they will be good jobs, be
cause our advantage is our highly pro
ductive work force. 

America in 1993 finds herself in the 
midst of a global economy. The world 
is inhabited by 5.4 billion people. 
America's future depends on our ag
gressively pursuing these vast mar
kets. To retreat means we shoot our
selves in the foot. 

I reject as unacceptable the current 
economic situation, which is why we 
must seize this opportunity for a better 
future, by tearing down trade barriers 
and opening up a potentially vast new 
market for American-made products. 

If NAFTA is defeated, we will never 
know what would have happened. But 
if it passes, we can always opt out with 
6 months notice and for any reason. 

If we want our children to have the 
opportunities past generations have en
joyed, we must have the courage to re
ject fear and accept opportunity. 

(At this point Mr. MFUME assumed 
the chair as Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. 

Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, as I have said since last year's 
congressional campaign, I support fair 
trade not free trade, a.nd therefore, 
plan to vote against the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. My great
est consideration in taking this posi
tion is that American and Mexican 
workers, the North American environ
ment, and many American small busi
nesses and entire industries stand to be 
big losers unless we make the pact 
much stronger in several areas. I re
main concerned about the impact of 
NAFTA on our small farmers and par
ticularly the sugar industry. 

Even though Mexico has agreed to 
modifications in NAFTA which may re
duce the problems sugar producers 
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might face, I believe this new provision 
needs further deliberation. Other in
·dustries such as flat glass, textiles, and 
other consumer goods will be hurt by 
the necessity of competing with Mexi
can workers who · do not receive a fair 
wage or benefits. Am I to be reassured 
that losing jobs is OK because we will 
have so much money available for 
worker retraining? If we will gain so 
many jobs from the NAFTA, why have 
worker readjustment benefits been 
such a key aspect of proponents' argu
ments against labor concerns. Our citi
zens want to keep their jobs, not trade 
them in for a handout, no matter what 
you call it. 

Mr. Chairman, as a Congressman 
from Michigan, I am also quite con
cerned about the effect on our environ
ment and the risk to the Great Lakes. 

We must act swiftly and responsibly 
to once again make America the most 
attractive place in the world to 
produce goods. Instead of passing a 
NAFTA now, we also need to make 
sure that we help Mexico improve its 
ability to enforce environmental, 
health and safety standards and work
ers' rights. 

If there are no guarantees that the 
Mexican people will be rewarded with 
higher pay as their productivity rises, 
how can we guarantee an increase in 
export-related jobs in the United 
States. Who will buy these products. 

Perhaps proponents of this agree
ment are correct when they say that a 
vote against this agreement is one of 
fear. But, I ask my colleagues and the 
citizens of my Fifth District of Michi
gan if fearing for the well-being of my 
friends and neighbors is such a bad 
quality to have. I submit to you that it 
is not. 

The problems with, and questions 
about, the NAFTA as it stands, Mr. 
Chairman, are far too significant to 
wash away my fears. We must fill in 
the blanks before our workers, busi
nesses, and environment can be consid
ered safe. Not safe from competition, 
but safe to compete. Then, and only 
then, a NAFTA might be productive for 
all of our countries. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL
TON]. 

0 1600 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, the 
Members of this House face today an 
important and difficult vote-as impor
tant and difficult as they will ever 
cast. We often flatter ourselve&-mis
takenly-that all the world watches 
what we do. This time the world really 
is watching. 

The stakes in this vote are enormous. 
So is our responsibility. The political 
passions run high. But it is my judg
ment that most of us will vote on the 
basis of what we think is best for the 
country. 

What's at stake? Jobs, growth, and 
exports; United States leadership in 
the world; the ability of the President 
to negotiate trade agreements; the suc
cess of the GATT talks; our relations 
with Mexico; and Latin America's 
hopes for closer economic ties with the 
United States. 

THE CLIMATE 

The debate over NAFTA has become 
an epic battle. NAFTA has become a 
symbol of something larger than itself; 
it is much more than a trade agree
ment. We are at a great turning point. 

All of us recognize the fears and anxi
eties among American workers, and 
sympathize with them. They worry, le
gitimately, about their jobs, their 
wages, and their security. They see 
NAFTA as a threat. 

NAFTA symbolizes the enormous 
changes coursing through our inter
national economy. Tougher competi
tion. Stagnant wages. Fewer blue col
lar jobs. Declining military spending. A 
shift in opportunities from unskilled to 
skilled jobs. 

NAFTA presents a choice between 
two fundamentally different views of 
the world, two visions of America's fu
ture. Will the United States seek to ex
pand its political and economic influ
ence around the world, or will we with
draw and disengage? Do we embrace or 
resist change? That is why the world is 
watching. 

THE TEST FOR NAFTA 

The test to apply to NAFTA is a sim
ple one: Will NAFTA make things bet
ter or worse for the United States? 

Will NAFT A help those Americans 
who are hurting? 

Will NAFTA improve the North 
American environment? 

Will NAFTA promote political re
form in Mexico? 

Will NAFTA make for a stronger, 
more prosperous America? 

MY POSITION IN BRIEF 

I am convinced we will be better off 
with NAFTA than without it. Nearly 
every problem we face gets worse if 
NAFTA is defeated, and becomes easier 
to solve if NAFTA passes. 

NAFTA passes the test. 
WHY I SUPPORT IT: THE DETAILS 

A: ECONOMY 

First, the economic arguments. Eco
nomically, NAFTA will have a small 
but positive impact. Some jobs will be 
lost, probably low-skilled ones, and we 
must help those who lose their jobs. 
But the net result of NAFTA will be 
job gains, not job losses. All serious 
studies reach this conclusion. 

Opponents argue NAFTA will entice 
American companies to go to Mexico. 
But neither logic nor experience sup
port this argument. A United States 
firm in search of low-wage Mexican 
labor can leave now, with no restric
tions. But if we pass NAFTA, Mexico's 
tariffs, which are 21/2 times as high as 
our own, will come down. Nontariff 

barriers will be wiped out. There· will 
be less incentive for American firms to 
move to Mexico. NAFTA levels a play
ing field now sharply tilted in Mexico's 
favor. 

By approving NAFTA, we give up a 
little; we get quite a lot. I do not know 
how a wealthy country like the United 
States can grow wealthier and create 
more jobs unless there is growth 
through trade. 

Our work force already can produce 
as much as this country will buy. To 
create and maintain new manufactur
ing jobs, we need access to foreign mar
kets. The United States, to prosper, 
must not only open up trade with Mex
ico, but with the world. 

B: SIDE AGREEMENTS 

NAFTA's side agreements are not 
perfect but, on balance, they are valu
able. They give us the means to pro
mote improved environmental protec
tion in Mexico. Without NAFTA, we 
have no such leverage. The status quo, 
which is unacceptable, will continue. 

Through NAFTA, we are creating fi
nancing mechanisms to help pay for 
border environmental cleanup. Without 
NAFTA, the border environment be
comes more lethal. 

The labor side agreement will keep 
Mexico moving forward in enforcing its 
labor laws and standards. Without 
NAFTA, we have no leverage, and the 
deplorable conditions will simply con
tinue. 

Defeating NAFTA will not curb pol
lution, or alleviate the exploitation of 
labor. Enacting NAFTA will do both. 

C: FOREIGN POLICY 

NAFTA comes at a crucial moment 
for U.S. foreign policy. Decisions will 
be made in the coming weeks, not only 
on NAFTA, but at the APEC summit, 
and in the GATT talks. These critical 
events will define United States trade 
relationships with Latin America, Eu
rope and Asia for years to come. They 
will shape our global economic future. 
How we respond, in turn, will shape our 
world. 

Passing NAFTA will show we are en
gaged and standing by our commit
ment to open markets. NAFTA con
firms our historic role in promoting 
free trade. Make no mistake: NAFTA's 
defeat will define our foreign policy as 
isolationist and protectionist. 

The debate so far has been framed 
mostly in terms of jobs. But NAFTA 
has become one of the most important 
foreign policy decisions of the decade. 
We should pass NAFTA because impor
tant American foreign policy interests 
are at stake. 

NAFTA will promote closer coopera
tion with Mexico on issues Americans 
care about, such as illegal drugs and 
immigration. These are problems we 
cannot solve on our own. 

NAFTA will stimulate economic and 
political reform in Mexico and, over 
time, foster a more prosperous Mexico, 
politically stable Mexico. This is a 
vital U.S. national interest. 
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NAFTA is a turning point in our rela

tions with Latin America. It will help 
consolidate political and economic re
forms already underway in Latin 
America, a region that could become a 
huge export market for the United 
States. 

NAFTA will promote progress in 
global trade talks, by reminding our 
key trading partners that we have al
ternative markets close to home. 

D. CONSEQUENCES OF REJECTION 

We also face serious consequences if 
NAFTA is rejected. 

If NAFTA fails, our relations with 
Mexico and Latin America will be seri
ously damaged. 

If NAFTA fails, the President's abil
ity to maneuver in the international 
arena-whether the forum is GATT, 
APEC, or NATO-will be crippled. 

If NAFT A fails, our leverage in other 
important negotiations will be under
cut. If we turn our back on free trade 
with Mexico, how will we persuade Ger
many, Japan, France, and others to 
make politically difficult concessions 
in the GATT talks? 

If GATT fails, global trade expansion, 
underway since World War II, will be at 
risk, and so will U.S. jobs. 

If NAFTA fails, we have no meaning
ful response to the regional trade strat
egies of Europe and Japan. 

If NAFTA fails, a President will be 
wounded, and our commitment to free 
markets and the liberal world trade 
system undermined. 

E: FLAWS IN OPPONENTS' ARGUMENTS 

NAFTA is not a perfect agreement, 
but its opponents make the classic mis
take. They are making the best the 
enemy of the good. They have many 
complaints about NAFTA. But we can
not solve every problem between the 
United States and Mexico in a single 
trade agreement. 

"Not this NAFTA," they say. "We 
can negotiate a better one that does 
more for the environment, more for 
Mexican workers, and more to bring 
full democracy to Mexico." 

Those who await a better NAFTA 
will be waiting a long time. The truth 
is, if not this NAFTA, then no 
NAFTA-at least for years to come. 

NAFTA's opponents are also wrong 
to view trade as a zero sum game. If 
Mexico gains, they say, we lose. They 
see only so much output to be pro
duced, a finite supply of capital to be 
invested. They believe that if NAFTA 
creates economic growth in Mexico, it 
will come at our expense. 

History proves the reverse: When 
trade expands, both parties gain. Mar
ket economies that engage in free 
trade grow richer together-not at 
each other's expense. Trade is a posi
tive sum game. 

NAFTA's opponents are pessimistic 
about America's economic strength. As 
one worker put it to me: "The center of 
our concern is fear-fear that we can
not compete." 

If you listen to NAFTA's opponents, 
our negotiators were outsmarted. Our 
core industries can survive only with 
protection and subsidies. The United 
States is in inevitable economic de
cline and must close its borders. 

NAFTA's opponents paint a distorted 
picture of the world's strongest econ
omy. 

F: NAFTA IS AN OPPORTUNITY 

NAFTA is an opportunity for Amer
ica. 

NAFTA is an opportunity for growth, 
not only for the United States, but for 
Mexico and, eventually, all of Latin 
America. 

Put aside the statistical games. De
spite all the studies that conclude that 
NAFTA's gains exceed its losses, no 
one can predict future economic trends 
with certainty. There will be losers, 
but that is no reason to defeat NAFTA. 

A wider market and increased com
petition will benefit all three econo
mies. NAFTA builds on the open trad
ing system that has served us well 
since World War II. It offers better jobs 
and higher incomes, and it will pro
mote democracy and political plural
ism and stability in Mexico. 

CONCLUSION 

This vote today is among the most 
important votes any of us will ever 
cast. Our responsibility is to do the 
right thing, what we think is best for 
the country. 

Our decision comes down to a fun
damental choice. NAFTA's opponents 
offer a pessimistic vision of America's 
prospects, a vision whose message is: 
We cannot compete. We cannot lead. 
Let us withdraw, isolate ourselves, and 
protect our markets. 

NAFTA's supporters, along with 
President Clinton, Vice President 
GoRE, and all the living former Presi
dents and Nobel Prize-winning econo
mists, offer a different vision. Our mes
sage is: We can compete. We will open 
our markets. We must grow. We will 
not disengage. We will lead. 

If NAFTA fails, we lose. We lose jobs 
and exports. We lose progress toward a 
GATT agreement, and we lose credibil
ity and stature in the world. 

If we pass NAFTA, we gain. We gain 
more jobs, a healthier economy, better 
relations with Mexico and Latin Amer
ica, momentum toward a GATT agree
ment, and leadership in the hemisphere 
and in the world. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for 
NAFTA. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. HOLDEN]. 

Mr. HOLDEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to NAFTA. But that does not 
mean that I am protectionist. I believe 
in free trade, but it must be fair trade. 
We have a free and fair trade agree
ment with our neighbors to the north, 
with the Canadians. On balance, both 
countries have benefited. 

I have heard a great deal of argument 
today in this Chamber that says there 
is a possibility we will lose American 
jobs to Mexico if this agreement is con
firmed, and I agree with that belief. 
The administration has taken the time 
to address this concern, and they have 
recommended a side agreement. Have 
any of our Members read the side 
agreement that deals with the Mexican 
wages? It is a bureaucratic nightmare 
and a lawyer's dream come true. 

Mr. Chairman, this is supposed to be 
a North American free-trade agree
ment, not a Mexican free-trade agree
ment. Then why, why are there so 
many examples where our tariffs come 
down immediately and Mexican tariffs 
come down over 5, 10, 15 years? 

Mr. Chairman, that is not fair trade, 
that is not even free trade. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, there is this 
rumor going around this Chamber, has 
gone around for weeks, that the Japa
nese are hoping that this agreement is 
defeated because they then will be able 
to enter into a free-trade agreement 
with Mexico. That is not true. The Jap
anese market is soaring. Why is it 
soaring? Because they are after the 
American market. The Japanese want 
to produce goods in Mexico, take ad
vantage of cheap labor there and the 
environmental laws not being enforced, 
come across the border duty-free, and 
sell those products to the American 
citizens. 

I urge all my colleagues, please de
feat this agreement. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair would 
advise Members controlling the debate 
time that the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MATSUI] has 58lh minutes re
maining; the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. OBEY] has 59lh minutes re
maining; the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE] has 63 minutes remaining; 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HUNTER] has 64lh minutes remaining. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GILLMOR]. 

Mr. GILLMOR. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to ine, 
and I rise in support of NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, over the course of the last 
few months I have met with literally hundreds 
of people from around my district and the 
State of Ohio, representing both those for 
NAFT A and those against NAFT A. During that 
time I have received thousands of letters and 
phone calls in my office on both sides of the 
issue, and I have reviewed large quantities of 
information prepared by both national and 
local groups for and against the proposed 
trade treaty. 

In addition, I have done a survey of 1,1 00 
businesses in my district to ascertain the im
pact the NAFT A agreement might have on 
them and on employment in the district. I have 
also met personally with prominent proponents 
including President Clinton, and with such 
promin~nt opponents as Ross Perot to discuss 
the issues. 

From the beginning, I have said that one of 
the principal factors in my decision would be 
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the likely impact on economic growth and on 
jobs in my district and in the State of Ohio. 

After receiving all this information I have de
cided to vote for approval of this trade agree
ment for two reasons: 

First, the agreement is better for jobs and 
for the economy in our area than the current 
situation; and 

Second, if the agreement does not work out 
to America's advantage we have an express 
right under the agreement to withdraw from it 
at any time by simply giving 6 months notice. 
We can withdraw from it 6 months after it is 
approved, a year after it is approved, 5 years 
after it is approved, or any time that we wish. 

The debate over NAFT A has become a very 
emotional debate and sometimes the facts 
and the provisions of the agreement have 
been lost in that emotional debate. 

For example, I have heard from some of my 
supporters in the Fifth District, some of whom 
have said that if I vote for NAFT A they will 
never. vote for me again, and from other sup
porters who say that if I vote against NAFTA 
then they will never vote for me again. The 
moral of the story is that you can't please ev
eryone. There is only one thing to do. That is 
to make an honest evaluation of the argu
ments and use your best judgment to vote for 
what is in the best interest of your district, 
your State, and your country. 

When making a decision on NAFT A one 
has to look at the current situation without 
NAFT A, and compare it to what would likely 
happen economically with NAFT A. Opponents 
of NAFT A are contending that jobs are moving 
to Mexico now. They claim that is a reason to 
oppose NAFT A. The fact is that jobs are mov
ing to Mexico because of the current situation, 
not because of NAFT A. 

Without NAFT A there are clear incentives 
for American companies to move jobs to Mex
ico. One of the principal things that NAFT A 
does is to remove incentives to move jobs out 
of the country, and creates incentives to keep 
jobs here. 

Mexico is a low-wage country and that does 
not change by the passage of NAFT A. How
ever, the fact is there is a tax called a tariff on 
American goods going into Mexico that is on 
average 21h times the tax on goods coming 
into the United States from Mexico. That cre
ates a huge incentive for larger companies to 
move jobs out of America and into Mexico. 
One thing that NAFT A does is to eliminate 
that tax disadvantage and make it more profit
able than it is now for American companies to 
keep jobs here. 

If someone is concerned about job loss in 
America now, then it seems to me they ought 
to want to change the current situation which 
encourages that job loss. NAFT A does change 
that situation and changes it in a way that is 
likely to be positive for jobs and the economy 
in the United States. 

Opinion in my district is divided on the ques
tion of NAFT A. I do not know of any scientific 
poll in my district on the issue, but generally 
poll results in my district are close to results 
of national polls. 

In this respect, the two most recent national 
polls on this issue are interesting. A Washing
ton Post/ABC News poll conducted November 
11 to 14 showed 42 percent in favor of 
NAFT A, 42 percent opposed, and 16 percent 

undecided. A Wall Street Journal/NBC News 
poll conducted November 14 and 15 showed 
36 percent in favor of NAFTA, 31 percent op
posed, and 33 percent undecided. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. FIELDS], the very distinguished 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries and a 
member of the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a historic occa
sion for the House of Representatives. 
Today, the House will consider H.R. 
3450, legislation implementing the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. The outcome of this debate will 
have a profound effect on the lives of 
American citizens, and it will define 
the U.S. role in the world into the 21st 
century and beyond. Passage of 
NAFTA will result in a better life for 
all Americans, Mexicans, and Canadi
ans; rejection of NAFTA will create a 
giant sucking sound of 700,000 Amer
ican jobs dependent on trade with Mex
ico going down the drain. 

If approved by Congress, NAFTA 
would create a free-trade zone on the 
North American continent linking the 
economies of the United States, Mex
ico, and Canada in one giant market. 
NAFTA will, over the next 15 years, 
create a fully integrated $6 trillion 
trading bloc of 370 million Mexican, 
American, and Canadian consumers-a 
trading bloc 25 percent larger than the 
European Economic Community. Cre
ation of this North American free-trad
ing zone will allow the United States, 
Mexico, and Canada to trade freely 
among themselves, as well as compete 
more effectively in the ~rger inter
national arena. 

The already close trading relation
ship between Texas, Mexico, and Can
ada will expand, and will bring about 
even greater economic benefits for my 
home State if NAFTA is approved. Ex
ports to Canada and Mexico already 
support 389,000 Texas jobs. Currently, 
Mexico and Canada are Texas' first
and second-largest export markets. 
Since 1987, exports from Texas to Mex
ico have increased by 191 percent, ris
ing from $6.5 billion to nearly $19 bil
lion. And while it may sound unbeliev
able, the port of Houston is Mexico's 
largest port; more Mexican cargo 
passes through the port of Houston-7 .9 
million tons last year-than through 
all the ports in Mexico combined. 

Mr. Chairman, NAFTA is an impor
tant investment in America's future. 
The fact is that free and fair trade ben
efits everyone, rather than helping 
only a few at the expense of others. 
Those who oppose NAFTA believe in
correctly that because Mexico gains 
from this agreement, the United States 
must lose. However, if one looks at the 
facts, rather than the misinformation, 
it is clear that NAFTA is good for U.S. 
companies and their workers. 

NAFTA will open Mexico's $6 billion 
telecommunications market to com
petition for United States firms offer
ing everything from central office 
equipment and voice mail to private 
network and data processing. Telmex, 
the Mexican telephone company, is be
ginning a 5-year, $10 billion moderniza
tion program. NAFTA will give Amer
ican exporters a cost advantage of up 
to 20 percent over other foreign com
petitors, meaning the massive project 
will be dominated by American firms. 
Telecommunications firms that oper
ate in Texas like Southwestern Bell, 
AT&T, MCI, and DSC will have a 
unique advantage in competing for this 
business. 

In the financial services arena, 
NAFTA is the most comprehensive 
trade agreement that the United 
States has ever negotiated. 

Under NAFTA, Mexico will imme
diately eliminate tariffs on 60 percent 
of United States chemical, rubber, and 
plastics imports, giving United States 
companies a 20-percent price advantage 
over Japanese, German, and other com
petitors. Houston-area companies such 
as Goodyear and Air Products & 
Chemicals will benefit significantly. 

Eliminating import duties through 
NAFTA on United States-made com
puter projects will mean increased 
computer exports to Mexic<r-and that 
will benefit Compaq employees in 
Houston, mM employees in Austin, and 
Dell employees in Dallas. 

N AFT A will enhance energy trade by 
giving United States companies a 
greater opportunity to expand expan
sion into Mexico's gasoline, petro
chemical, and natural gas markets. It 
will also open the door to the energy 
equipment and service industries which 
will help replace some of the 500,000 
jobs lost in our domestic energy 'indus
try in recent years. In fact, NAFTA 
will open up major export opportuni
ties for the energy industry in Texas. 
By the year 2000, expanded energy ex
ports to Mexico could expand the Texas 
economy by an estimated $2 billion a 
year, and could create 29,000 additional 
jobs for Texans. 

Mr. Chairman, if we reject NAFTA, 
United States-Mexican relations would 
suffer irreparable damage. The United 
States would jeopardize its world eco
nomic leadership while our bolder com
petitors, like Japan and the European 
Community, would immediately move 
to establish closer economic ties with 
Mexico. Further, we would show the 
world that our country cannot follow 
through on its commitments. Defeat of 
NAFTA would surely threaten the suc
cession conclusion of GATT negotia
tions and would tie President Clinton's 
hands during his upcoming trade nego
tiations with the Pacific rim countries. 

I urge my colleagues to separate the 
rhetoric from the reality and support 
this historic agreement. The . facts 
speak for themselves. 
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from New 
Hartford, NY, one of the more thought
ful Members of our Congress and a 
member of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
NAFTA. 

That is a sentence I was not sure I 
would be uttering as recently as 24 
hours ago. And, frankly, it is an un
comfortable statement to make. The 
easier vote for me-the more politic 
vote-would be to oppose this agree
ment. I feel uneasy standing apart 
from the labor movement when we so 
often stand together, and I am equally 
uneasy when there is such division 
within . the environmental commu
nity-all the more so because proudly I 
say color me green. 

But politics are not the only com
plicating factor here. This decision is 
so difficult because the substantive 
policy issues are a close call. 

It is easy to lose sight of that amid 
the overheated rhetoric and personal 
attacks that have characterized this 
debate. But contrary to any claims 
made by either side, Perot, Jackson, 
BONIOR, and GEPHARDT are not the 
Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse; and 
our former Presidents are not named 
Moe, Larry, Curly, Shemp, and Joe. 
The unseemly spectacle that has been 
the NAFTA debate has consisted large
ly of exaggeration. 

The hard truth is that NAFTA is un
likely to have an enormous economic 
impact any time soon in either direc
tion and that its impact is difficult to 
evaluate in any event. Still, most anal
yses indicate that the benefits of 
NAFTA outweigh the costs, and that 
conclusion is in accord with what I'm 
hearing from my own district. 

Dairy farmers in my region are eager 
for NAFTA because it could help allevi
ate the Nation's dairy surplus, which 
depresses their incomes. Business lead
ers in my area support NAFTA, not be
cause they are planning to leave, but 
because it. can mean more business and 
more jobs throughout our congres
sional district. 

Corning has told me that NAFTA 
will mean more jobs for Oneonta. Proc
tor & Gamble has told me that NAFTA 
will mean more jobs for Norwich. Onei
da Ltd. has told me that NAFTA will 
mean more jobs for Sherrill. 

And our State's past experience lends 
credibility to these claims. New York's 
exports to Mexico have grown 80 per
cent in the past 5 years as Mexico has 
opened its markets. Already 17,000 
workers in New York State owe their 
jobs to trade with Mexico-and that's 
while high tariffs continue to exist. 
Jobs is my favorite four-letter word; 
jobs are what this debate is all about. 

Still, workers in my area are under
standably fearful about the agreement; 

our region has been wracked by years 
of job loss and defense cuts have 
clouded the outlook for the future. But 
the unpleasant truth is that most firms 
that would relocate in Mexico would do 
so with or without NAFTA, but most 
new export jobs would be created only 
with NAFTA. NAFTA may not be a 
boon to labor, but labor is likely to be 
worse off without it. 

The Washington Post's editorial yes
terday captured the issue well. The edi
tors wrote, "The vote on NAFTA re
quires each member of Congress to 
think carefully about the American fu
ture." Not about my future or the next 
election, but about the American fu
ture. And that is what I have done. I 
have tried to set aside the rhetoric, the 
simple political considerations, and the 
exaggerated claims; I have tried to 
think carefully about the Nation's fu
ture. 

And so I do rise in support of 
NAFTA-with discomfort, reluctance, 
hesitation, even a little trepidation. 
But I can't allow myself to be ruled by 
uncertainty and fear in the face of all 
the evidence of this agreement's poten
tial benefits. I have decided to hope 
that this is an instance where the only 
thing we have to fear is fear itself. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Adison, 
MI [Mr. SMITH], a member of the Com
mittee on the Budget and a member of 
the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, if the advantages of 
NAFTA seem so obvious, why is the 
vote so close? I suspect the answer is 
that the debate is no longer about tar
iffs and the details of the agreement. 
Rather the concerns are a reflection of 
politics and the uncertainty about the 
state of America. 

Over this country's history, Amer
ican workers have shown that they can 
compete with anyone in the world, and 
because of this, we are the richest na
tion on Earth. 

NAFTA's opponents have generated 
fear by suggesting job loss. The real 
threat of job loss comes from a spend
thrift Congress that has placed one 
burden after another on U.S. businesses 
and U.S. workers. 

We cannot be afraid of competition. 
Imports from Mexico are about one
half of 1 percent of our GNP. American 
jobs will depend upon our fiscal, mone
tary, and social policies, not on Mex
ico. Mexico is not the enemy, the U.S. 
Congress is the enemy by enacting in
creased taxes and overzealous regula
tions that place our producers at a 
competitive disadvantage. 

If we decide, in this vote today, to re
ject a zero tariff in one of the fastest 
growing markets in the world so we do 
not have to face competition, we will 
help ensure that our standard of living 
continues to decline. 

A vote for NAFTA is a self interest 
vote for the United States to continue 
to prosper and to continue to be a 
world leader. 

D 1610 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

41/2 minutes to the very distinguished 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. BART
LETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I am a very strong pro
ponent of free and fair trade. Early in 
the NAFTA discussion I was enthusias
tic because I realized that we must be 
a member of a trading bloc commensu
rate with the challenge of the Euro
pean community, and more especially 
of the Pacific rim countries; but as I 
have studied more and learned more 
and considered the opponents and the 
proponents of NAFTA, I reluctantly 
concluded that I must vote against 
NAFTA. 

There are several concerns I have 
about NAFTA and several very good 
reasons why my vote is no. In these few 
moments I will discuss but one of 
them. 

Initially NAFTA will be a significant 
drag on our economy. This is recog
nized almost unanimously by those 
who support it and those who oppose it. 
We will lose initially some jobs to Mex
ico. That is understandable and other 
circumstances it would be tolerable. 

Americans understand deferred grati
fication. That is the reason that our 
young people go to college, rather than 
spending their time on the beach; so we 
could tolerate a loss of jobs to Mexico 
now if it was going to mean more and 
better jobs for Americans in the future, 
and under the right circumstances I 
firmly believe that is what free and fair 
trade will do; however, our economy is 
now already suffering under the Clin
ton tax increases, the largest tax in
crease in history, and pending health 
care reform will mean additional taxes 
and additional drag on our economy. 

We cannot afford yet another risky 
economic adjustment so close to Presi
dent Clinton's tax increases and his up
coming health care taxes. 

I view NAFTA as the equivalent for 
our country as elective surgery for a 
patient. You wait until your patient is 
in good health and then the elective 
surgery which initially has a drag on 
the patient ultimately will procure 
good for the patient. 

I am firmly a supporter of free and 
fair trade. I think that we run a high 
economic risk to add the early drag of 
NAFTA to an already imperiled econ
omy. 

What we need if we are to embark on 
NAFTA now, and I think we should do 
it sooner rather than later, what we 
need is broad support, not a support 
which is bought at 7 plus million dol
lars per vote. 

If our economy, as I fully expect it 
will do, will turn down as a result of 
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these taxes and as a result of NAFTA 
should NAFTA pass, then we need a 
broad spectrum of support so that we 
have the staying power to stay with it. 

I am very fearful that free trade, 
which I thoroughly support, is going to 
be blamed for a downturn in our econ
omy. We need to give free and fair 
trade every chance. 

The future of our economy and our 
position in the global marketplace may 
depend on it, but there are simply too 
many unknown questionable and po
liticized aspects of NAFTA to warrant 
my vote. 

Free-trade agreements need to be 
done right, and NAFTA is not the right 
one and this is not the right time. 

Vote no and then we need to send a 
message to the world that we want to 
quickly renegotiate a treaty which has 
a broad spectrum of support so that it 
will have the staying power necessary 
to do the good things that we know 
free and fair trade will do for this coun
try. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. CLEMENT]. 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I under
stand the concerns of those who are 
anti-NAFTA because of the lousy U.S. 
agreements from the past that have 
lost hundreds of thousands and mil
lions ·of jobs; but this agreement is 
moving us in the right direction, in a 
new direction. 

The original NAFTA agreement was 
negotiated, as we all know, by Presi
dent Bush, but improved significantly 
by President Clinton. 

This agreement will be responsible 
for a net gain of jobs for America. 

I know American workers can com
pete successfully and win in the inter
national economic market. 

We have seen what has happened in 
Europe with EC-92. We have seen what 
has happened in the Asian countries 
and the Pacific rim. 

Under NAFTA with 360 million con
sumers, a production rate on an annual 
basis of over $6 trillion, North America 
will undoubtedly become the single 
largest and most successful market on 
the globe today. 

Mickey Kantor, our U.S. Trade Rep
resentative, is negotiating with 110 
countries to bring down the tariffs, and 
we are going to put all that in jeopardy 
if we do not approve NAFTA. 

NAFTA is about investment in our 
national economic system. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, today I rise to 
voice my opposition to the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement [NAFTA] Implementing 
Act (H.R. 3450). My decision to vote against 
NAFT A was an extremely difficult one. As a 
former member of the Foreign Operations Ap
propriations Subcommittee, I understand the 
importance of promoting free trade. 

The arguments for and against NAFT A are 
very compelling. President Clinton's decision 

to negotiate side agreements on labor and the 
environment to improve the enforcement provi
sions of NAFT A is admirable. However, I have 
thoroughly reviewed NAFT A and the side 
agreements, and believe that this agreement 
fails to adequately protect American jobs, fails 
to provide effective environment safeguards, 
and maintain health and safety standards. 

My vote against NAFT A is not a vote 
against the future of our foreign policy, or a 
vote against the leadership of this great Nation 
or a vote for isolationism. I am deeply con
cerned about our competitiveness in world 
markets and the future of the American work 
force. My vote is for the workers of America 
who are at risk of losing their jobs. 

While the U.S. economy appears to be 
growing at least moderately, there has been 
no discernible improvement in the economy of 
California or Los Angeles County. California's 
unemployment rate climbed from 9 percent in 
August to 9.8 percent in October, in compari
son to the unemployment rate for the Nation, 
which was 6.8 percent in October. California's 
jobless rate is the highest among the 11 major 
industrial States. The unemployment rate for 
Los Angeles County during the same period 
reached another high of 9. 7 percent. As a re
sult of a downturn in defense spending and 
base closure, more jobs are expected to be 
lost, and the short-term outlook for Los Ange
les County is discouraging. NAFT A, in the 
near term, may cause even greater hardships 
for my region. 

We can ill afford to lose more jobs in Los 
Angeles, and NAFT A does little to allay the . 
fears of those who could possibly lose their 
jobs as a direct result of enactment of the 
agreement. The number of U.S. jobs that may 
be lost as a direct consequence of the agree
ment cannot be predicted with any reasonable 
degree of accuracy. However, studies single 
out lower-skilled, lower-income, blue-collar 
workers as those who are most at risk from in
creased competition with Mexico's low-wage 
workers. A study by business week estimates 
that even if new investment in Mexico were 
limited to only $2.5 billion a year, the resulting 
job loss would be 375,000 over 5 years. 

NAFT A does not guarantee that Mexican 
average wages and working conditions will 
rise with productivity. Without such clear and 
enforceable provisions, adoption of NAFT A 
would be a lost opportunity for millions of indi
viduals in the United States and Mexico. 

My vote is also for enforceable environ
mental standards. California has some of the 
toughest environmental laws in the country, 
and many of us have worked hard to improve 
the air and water quality in my State. When I 
was in the California State Assembly, I joined 
my colleagues in passing tough environmental 
laws so that our next generation could enjoy 
the beauty of California. There is a strong pos
sibility that NAFT A may jeopardize Federal, 
State, and local laws, and possibly lower 
standards, particularly in health, safety, labor, 
and environmental matters. 

The enactment of NAFT A will cost the tax
payers about $2.7 billion over 5 years. I sup
port the administration's decision to establish 
a Trade Adjustment Assistance Program for 
training dislocated workers who have lost their 
jobs because of a shift in production to Mexico 
or Canada, as well as due to imports. How-

ever, as the administration and Congress 
seeks to drastically reduce our budget deficit, 
many vital programs are being reduced. Over 
the years, we have seen a reduction in basic 
unemployment benefits, and Congress has yet 
to pass the Unemployment Compensation Act 
that will provide additional benefits to unem
ployed workers. Later this week, Congress will 
vote on a measure to rescind $2.58 billion in 
domestic spending programs, defense and for
eign affairs, and as part of President Clinton's 
plan to reinvent government, the administra
tion is proposing to cut another $9 billion over 
5 years. I believe that the administration may 
find it difficult to fully fund this much needed 
dislocated worker adjustment program, com
munity-based economic development projects, 
environmental cleanup efforts at the border, 
and the North American Development Bank. 

Mr. Chairman, over the last several months, 
I have received hundreds of letters, postcards, 
and telephone calls from concerned constitu
ents who have spoken out passionately on 
both sides of the NAFTA issue. This is clearly 
an issue that will have a far reaching impact 
on each and every one of us. However, the 
agreement before us today fails to provide the 
necessary safeguards for America's work 
force, including the enforcement of sound 
health, safety, and environment standards. I 
urge my colleagues to join r:ne in voting 
against this act in order to renegotiate a 
stronger, enforceable agreement that will pro
vide sec!Jrit'l and prosperity for our country. 

Mr . OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the NAFTA implemen
tation legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, sometime later today the 
House will vote on the North American Free
Trade Agreement and complete our constitu
tional obligation toward this agreement. 

It is safe to say that every Member of this 
body has been lobbied many times by both 
sides, and for many tonight's vote will come 
as quite a relief. As the rhetoric and postulat
ing reach a crescendo, I believe that it is im
portant to look back a few years to see exactly 
how we arrived at this moment in time, this 
point in our history. 

In 1989, President Bush asked for and re
ceived from Congress the fast-track authority. 
Although I voted against this polite request to 
eliminate Congress from these negotiations, 
both the House and the Senate agreed with 
the President. 

For 2 years, the Bush administration, with 
its own negotiators in place, hammered out a 
free-trade agreement which was available for 
submission to Congress before the 1992 elec
tions. For whatever reason-lack of time or 
lack of a majority-President Bush allowed 
this agreement to be held over for special pri
ority this year. As we are all aware, President 
Bush and his negotiators are not around to 
push for the agreement that they concluded 
without the input of Congress. 

The next dramatic event affecting NAFT A 
took place recently in Canada. The party 
which negotiated NAFT A and their prime min
ister were badly beaten in the recent Cana
dian elections. The new party is decidedly cool 
toward the agreement. 
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About the only thing that hasn't changed is 

the intensity of Mexico's lobbying effort to get 
this agreement through Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, let me reduce this to its most 
basic elements-almost 40 percent of this 
Congress was not here in 1989 when the 
Congress imprudently agreed to fast track. 
The United States President who negotiated 
the agreement and his Canadian counterpart 
are gone. Much of the Canadian parliament is 
gone and all that we are left with is an agree
ment which offers neither free nor fair trade. 
The side agreements, our only chance at ad
dressing our concerns in the areas of workers 
and the environment-are too little too late 
and have no real effect. 

Congress did itself and the Nation a disserv
ice by waiting so long before asserting itself 
into this agreement and as a direct result we 
automatically excluded most of the American 
public from the debate. 

It comes as no surprise that my calls and 
letters are running 1 0 to 1 against NAFT A. 
Once my constituents read the fine print in this 
1,200 page recipe for disaster, they could 
never support it. 

Western Pennsylvania knows all too well 
about job loss to other nations. We realize that 
having a steady job with decent pay is always 
better than an illusive promise of a fair-trade 
agreement with more worker retraining provi
sions. 

When the head of the Immigration and Nat
uralization Service Doris Meissner admits that 
this agreement will not stem the flow of illegal 
immigration into this country, my constituents 
were not surprised. 

When the Joint Economic Committee an
nounced that NAFT A would cost tens of bil
lions of dollars and up to 500,000 jobs, no one 
in Western Pennsylvania was surprised and 
no one could give them any kind of guarantee 
that their jobs would not be included in that 
number. 

When reports of pork barrel deals to bring 
Members over to the pro-NAFT A side became 
public, Western Pennsylvania was not sur
prised but they were angry that their tax dol
lars might be used to threaten their jobs and 
darken their futures. 

Mr. Chairman, my district does not care 
about ambiguous interpretations of economic . 
models or about continually changing rosy 
scenarios about how NAFT A is the next best 
thing to sliced bread. They care about jobs
their jobs, their communities jobs and the jobs 
around this Nation. They are not willing, and 
I agree, to put their livelihood on the table with 
no guarantees and no chance to recover from 
economic consequences of the act. 

I rise in opposition to the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement and hope that its de
feat will allow calmer and more rational think
ing to prevail during the next round of multilat
eral trade negotiations. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KLINK]. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I ask you 
on this NAFTA implementation not to 
listen to my words, but to listen to the 
words of Mary Hervey from Downing 
Town, PA, who wrote me this letter. 
She says: 

I didn't vote for Perot, and I am not in any 
union. What I am, however, is unemployed. 

When m:y grandparents immigrated to the 
United States in 1890 from Poland they 
passed on a powerful message to my father. 
If you work hard, you can make it in Amer
ica. In 1967 I left school and had more job of
fers than I could accept. They were plentiful. 
By 1974, the good paying jobs were just start
ing to shrink and I had to work two jobs at 
times to make ends meet. 

Still believing in my father's message, at 
34, a divorced mother of two, and sick of 
being "1 paycheck away from a welfare 
check," I earned my G.E.D., enrolled in Leb
anon Valley College the same year, and 
working full time at my job and a full load 
at school, I graduated with a B.A. 4lh years 
later. My father's motto stayed within my 
mind and saw me through the difficult proc
ess of earning my degree. He always told me 
that "I could do anything if I wanted it bad 
enough." Now I feel that I am not the one 
who gave up, rather my government has 
given up on me. My father and grandparents 
were not around when we started shipping 
jobs to Asia. They weren't around when we 
gave companies incentives to move to Puer
to Rico to get huge tax breaks. They aren't 
around now to see the latest sell out to the 
workers who prospered in the 50's or their 
children and grandchildren who seek work 
now. 

Mary Hervey adds that this Friday, 
November 19, she will receive her last 
unemployment check. She says she 
does not want unemployment. ·She 
wants a job. The only job she can find 
pays $6 an hour. 

Mr. Chairman, this NAFTA will not 
help Mary Hervey. It will create more 
Mary Hervey's. Vote no on this 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, as a founding member of the 
anti-NAFT A caucus, I thought I knew all the 
reasons to oppose NAFT A: the loss of hun
dreds of thousands of U.S. jobs, massive envi
ronmental degradation, and a decline in health 
and safety standards for workers. 

But then the Banking Committee. on which 
I serve, herd several weeks of testimony on 
NAFT A about abuses within Mexico's political, 
regulatory, judicial, and financial services sec
tors. 

The committee heard testimony from Mrs. 
Lucia Duncan, who described several ac
counts of the Mexican courts allowing seizure, 
without cause, of property owned by Ameri
cans. 

IBM's political agent in Mexico, Kaveh 
Moussavi, told the committee he has been 
named Public Enemy No. 1 by Mexico for fil
ing formal fraud complaints with the Mexican 
Government. When Mr. Moussavi contacted a 
Mexican attorney to obtain judicial redress in 
that nation, the attorney said, and I quote, 
"Your naivete is touching; this is not the Unit
ed Kingdom nor the United States." 

Mr. Moussavi decided to go public with his 
case. He was then threatened over the tele
phone that if he testified before the United 
States Congress about the corruption in the 
Mexican Government, that when he returned 
to Britain, he would have one less child. 

Mr. Alex Argueta, a developer from Tucson, 
AZ., is living proof that large, centralized banks 
in Mexico defraud their clients and steal their 
savings. Mr. Argueta testified that gangster 
tactics were used against him after he ob
tained a $2 million loan from a Mexican bank. 

After being held incommunicado for 2 d~ys, he 
was imprisoned for 1112 years. He was re
leased only after he signed a promissory note 
which changed the terms of his loan, and, 
subsequently, deprived him of $20 million. 

In addition, the committee heard more -gen
erally about the lack of banking regulations in 
Mexico and the large volume of drug money 
being launched by Mexican banks. 

Finally. and perhaps scariest of all, is the 
fact that Robert Bostick, former Associate 
Deputy Undersecretary for International Labor 
Affairs at the United States Department of 
Labor, whose responsibilities included nego
tiating NAFT A, pleaded guilty to agreeing to 
accept 1 0 percent of the net profits from a 
Mexican worker housing project on the United 
States-Mexican border. 

Let me say that again: Mr. Bostick was a 
NAFT A negotiator who took kickbacks on 
housing projects on the border. He faces a 5-
year prison sentence and a $250,000 fine. 

The Banking Committee ultimately reported 
the banking section of the NAFT A legislation 
before us with an unfavorable recommenda
tion because the North American Development 
Bank is such a sham. 

The more I learn about NAFT A, the more 
reasons I have to oppose NAFT A. 

My colleagues who are still undecided 
should oppose NAFT A, too. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of NAFT A. 

Mr. Chairman, when I look back at the 3 
years that I and the entire Florida congres
sional delegation have been involved in the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement proc
ess, it is hard to believe that on the day of the 
vote I rise in support of passage of NAFT A. 

I have long been opposed to passage of the 
NAFT A based on its potential damage on Flor
ida's $6 billion agricultural industry. However, 
in a good faith effort undertaken by the Florida 
congressional delegation with the U.S. Trade 
Representative, solutions have been success
fully negotiated and completed to ensure that 
Florida farmers will be treated fairly under the 
NAFT A. That effort was undertaken truly 
based upon the merits of the issues, and I 
commend the administration for taking the 
extra effort to conclude binding and sub
stantive agreements with the Mexican Govern
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take this opportunity 
to thank the Florida delegation, the fourth larg
est in size but undoubtedly the largest in uni
fied determination, for sticking together to 
make this NAFT A a better agreement for the 
State of Florida. It was truly the resolve and 
commitment of the entire delegation that en
abled the crafting of a new NAFT A that guar
anteed fair competition for Florida agriculture. 
We stood together in the interest of the sec
ond largest industry in the State of Florida, an 
industry with an overall economic impact on 
the State of over $16 billion. Mr. Chairman, 
today Florida agriculture is part of the overall 
picture that is referred to when discussing the 
NAFT A. My gratitude goes out to the delega
tion for making this possible. 

Mr. Chairman, while I was in the category of 
people who used to say not this NAFT A, I be
lieve that we have crafted a new agreement 
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that will benefit Florida and all of America. I 
have full confidence that America and Florida 
can compete with anyone globally, and look 
toward the future with hope, not fear, about 
the effects of free trade. 

I hope that my colleagues will truly vote 
their conscience and do the right thing, Mr. 
Chairman, and for this reason I will vote in 
favor of the NAFT A. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. GRANDY], a member of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Chairman, when 
dealing with foreign nations, America 
usually has three choices. We can 
trade, we can provide aid, or we can in
vade. With Latin America, we usually 
boil that down to two choices. We can 
either rattle sabers or we can restruc
ture debt, both of which usually just 
widen the gap between the Third World 
and the First; but today we can break 
that cycle. We can pass the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement and 
we can say to the Mexican Govern
ment, "Yes, we want a new partnership 
with one of the most successful and 
fastest growing free market experi
ments in the world," or we can draw 
ourselves up into our most imperious, 
neocolonial posture and say, "No deal, 
Mexico. You are not democratic 
enough. Your factories are not clean 
enough. Your immigration laws are not 
tough enough. We will not assist you in 
improving your living standards until 
you correct these glaring flaws in your 
national character." 

0 1620 
This is like telling a diabetic, "No in

sulin until you get better." 
But however, we vote, let us not de

mean this debate with these weary 
stereotypes and blatant misconcep
tions that the Salinas government is 
some corrupt and contemptible 1990's 
version of the Latin American dicta
torship our CIA propped up in the mid-
1950's. The truth is our economy should 
be rebounding as fast as Mexico's. Our 
Congress should be making the histori
cal economic reforms that Mexico is 
enacting, and our Presidents, Bush and 
Clinton, should have the guts to make 
the hard decisions that de la Madrid 
and Salinas have made for the last 8 
years. 

What am I talking about? 
Example: A 200-percent inflation rate 

in the mid-1980's, down to 7 percent 
today; this despite a major earthquake 
in Mexico City and the collapse of oil 
prices. Four hundred government firms 
privatized, 95 percent of them acquired 
by Mexico entrepreneurs. We cannot 
even close ASCS offices in Manhattan. 
Oh, yes, and a balanced budget by 1994. 
Mexican wages are still too low. We 
know that, but by that logic the United 
States should have rejected the Mar
shall Plan when Germany's wages were 
just 17 percent of ours. They are now 60 
percent higher. 

Mr. Chairman, we were right then, 
and we are right now. The opportunity 
is today. The vote on NAFTA is aye. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, listen with me to this statement. 
During four-fifths of our history we 
have had protective tariff laws, and all 
the advancements and progress that 
have come to the Republic have come 
because of the beneficial operation of 
this policy which protects American 
labor and American capital from infla
tion by those in a far lower level indus
trially, commercially, and financially 
than are the people of the United 
States. 

Members, this is the primary state
ment or argument against NAFTA. 
That is that we must protect American 
jobs from cheap foreign labor by main
taining higher tariffs. There is only 
one problem. The statement I just read 
was not made today against NAFTA. It 
was made on June 13, 1930, by Senator 
James Watson of Indiana in supporting 
the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill. 

Mr. Chairman, Smoot-Hawley protec
tionism in 1930 was a disaster for 
American · workers. In more recent 
times is it not ironic that Mexico itself 
has learned that protectionism has 
been a disaster for its workers? It 
sounds good, but it does not work. The 
politics of fear; that is what protec
tionism is all about. 

Mr. Chairman, protectionism is a 
misnomer. It does not protect jobs; it 
kills them. Just look at Smoot
Hawley. Senator James Watson and 
Smoot-Hawley were wrong in 1930. Let 
us not repeat that terrible mistake 
some 63 years later. 

My colleagues, let us reject the mis
guided politics of fear, and to demonize 
Mexico here in this House may be a 
cleaver scare tactic, but it demeans a 
valued ally and neighbor and brings no 
dignity to this House. 

A vote for NAFTA is a vote for Amer
ican jobs and an historic step forward 
in our relations with Latin America. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2Ih 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, 
today this body will vote on legislation 
which will affect our economy for dec
ades to come: the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. Each and every 
Member of this body stands concerned 
about the economic prosperity of this 
country. Many of us approach this 
agreement with different views and dif
ferent perspectives. But we all do so 
with what we each believe to be in the 
interests of our State, our economy, 
and our country. We have had vigorous 
debate for many months. Such debate 
is an essential part of the democratic 
process. I respect my colleagues for 
their decisions, but at the end of the 
day, many of us will differ. Of that we 
can be certain. 

As a Nation, our overriding goal 
must be an increased standard of living 
for all Americans. This is what the 
American people want and this is what 
they rightfully deserve. 

This debate has exceeded the scope of 
protectionism versus free trade. I 
would submit that most of the Mem
bers of this body opposing this agree
ment believe in free trade and the need 
to improve our competitive standing. I 
do. The larger question is not whether 
the United States wants to trade but 
how we are to trade-not just with 
Mexico-but with the world. The time 
has come for the United States to re
gain its strength and stability as a 
world competitor. 

I believe that a strong trade policy 
must be part of an integrated national 
economic strategy and one that 
stresses growth. As we work to address 
the pressing issues facing this Nation, 
we cannot ignore that a comprehensive 
trade strategy is vital. In a shrinking 
global economy, harmonizing inter
national trade is a complex task and 
one worthy of thorough consideration 
and thoughtful contemplation. 

Other than health care, this is per
haps one of the most difficult votes 
many of us will make. Whether you 
vote to support or to oppose this agree
ment, so much uncertainty remains in 
the balance. And only time will tell. 
Economic theories, muddled models 
and formulas aside, economic reality is 
the ground on which this vote must be 
cast. 

This agreement was intended to pro
mote free and fair trade in our hemi
sphere. But I believe its costs are high 
and disproportionate as the interests of 
our Mexican neighbor clearly outweigh 
our own. 

I supported the Bush administra
tion's attempts to negotiate a solid 
agreement and was disappointed. I was 
pleased when President Clinton pur
sued further negotiations to improve 
the text. While this may be the first 
agreement of its kind, I do not believe 
it is the best agreement we could have 
negotiated. 

The rejection of this agreement does 
not forecast doom and gloom as many 
are inclined to predict. My belief is 
that rejection of this agreement will be 
a reverberating signal to this Nation. 
Debate of this agreement is not just 
about tariff reductions and trade bar
riers. After all, they are already dis
appearing. This debate surrounds the 
livelihood of each and every American 
working to make ends meet in a dispar
ate economy. NAFTA will not wash 
away the economic uncertainty felt by 
working men and women. It will not 
right the wrongs of the past. Nor will it 
serve as an illustrious model for future 
trade agreements or policy. 

I believe there is a better policy to be 
had with Mexico. We must engage in 
discussing progressive policies for 
working conditions, human rights, and 
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environmental issues. Of importance to 
this debate-and absent from the 
agreement-are assurances regarding 
the Mexican standard of living, and 
constitutional and political freedoms. 
These should be priorities not obstacles 
when entering into an agreement of 
this magnitude. These are not expend
able options at the bargaining table. 
But rather they are inherent to a pro
gressive and comprehensive proposal. 

As drafted, NAFTA contains injuri
ous trade provisions which are bla
tantly unfair to American industries 
and workers. I am not opposed to a 
North American free-trade zone. I am 
not opposed to improving our competi
tive standing in the international mar
ketplace. But I do contend that this 
agreement lacks sufficient benefits for 
American workers and it lacks certain 
safeguards for American industries 
struggling to survive. In my mind, any 
agreement or policy entered into by 
this country, whether foreign or do
mestic, must have one goal, one prior
ity and that is the quality of life for 
the American people. I have partici
pated in this debate for years as a 
member of the Ways and Means Com
mittee. I had hoped to support a free
trade agreement. I have given this 
careful consideration. However, this 
agreement, my colleagues, is one I re
gretfully cannot support. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from illinois 
[Mr. MAN ZULLO]. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the 
16th Congressional District of Illinois 
is a microcosm of the Nation. It's heav
ily involved in manufacturing and agri
culture. I do not represent companies. I 
do not represent labor unions. I rep
resent people who are concerned about 
their jobs. I support NAFTA because it 
will bring jobs to the 16th District, the 
rest of illinois, and the Nation. 

NAFTA means that 75 workers at the 
Triseal Corp. in Hebron will continue 
to sell automotive seals to Mexico. 

NAFTA means that workers at the 
Chrysler plant in Belvidere will be able 
to sell between 3,000 and 5,000 of the 
newest cars on the market-the Neon
directly to Mexico. 

NAFTA means that the workers at 
Green Giant in Belvidere will sell proc
essed frozen corn directly to Mexico. 

NAFTA means that the workers at 
Ingersoll in Rockford will sell more 
machine tools to Mexico. 

Mr. Chairman, NAFTA will create 
jobs. I urge a yes vote. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY]. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, to my 
colleagues who are considering voting 
"yes" today based on last-minute side 
deals I say, "I urge you to think again. 
I don't care whether your deal was the 
one for citrus, winter fruits ·and vegeta
bles, flat glass, bed frames, brooms, 
peanuts, wine, home appliances, or tex-

tiles. I urge you to look at what has 
happened to wheat under the last trade 
agreement, the Canadian Free-Trade 
Agreement adopted in 1987." 

To make certain Canada did not un
fairly subsidize grain exports to the 
United States, Mr. Chairman, the 
Great Plains States sought assurances 
and protections, and, boy, did they get 
them. Wheat is mentioned in the report 
language. Wheat is included in the bill. 
Protections were placed in the text of 
the treaty itself. In total these protec
tions are much stronger than any of 
the side deals recently cut, but look at 
what has happened. Canadian wheat 
imports are up 500 percent, grain prices 
have been suppressed, and it has cost 
the farmers I represent tens of millions 
of dollars. In spite of the treaty protec
tions, the last administration did abso
lutely nothing, and this administration 
only became interested in our problems 
as it feverishly dealt for votes for 
NAFTA. 

0 1630 
Mark my words, those of you who are 

voting "yes" based on last minute 
deals are likely to be disappointed 
should this agreement be adopted. The 
promises you have .won will not be 
worth the paper they are written on, 
assuming you even got them in writ
ing, without enforcement and follow
through later on. This supplemented, 
amended, and changing up to the last 
minute agreement is not a secure basis 
to launch an unprecedented trade ex
periment. Not this NAFTA. I am con
vinced it is a bad move for North Da
kota and the country. 

I urge Members to vote "no" on this 
flawed agreement. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE]. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, last 
week, I came to the floor of the House 
to announce my decision to support the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. At that time, I told my col
leagues how important I felt this 
agreement was, not only to our ability 
to compete in the global marketplace, 
but to the future of American workers 
and their families. 

Since that time, my commitment to 
this agreement is, if anything, strong
er. Passage of NAFTA will create the 
world's largest trading block. It will 
remove trade barriers between the 
United States and Mexico, and will 
allow the free flow of goods and serv
ices between our first and third largest 
trade markets. At a time when the rest 
of the world is clamoring for trade 
agreements and new markets, it just 
makes sense that we protect our own 
markets and build toward future eco
nomic security. 

Failure to pass NAFTA, on the other 
hand, will open the door of opportunity 
for our European and Asian competi
tors. Mexico is ready to take on trade 

partners. Japan and Europe are willing 
suitors just waiting for an opportunity. 
We cannot afford to stand behind out
dated trade barriers while the rest of 
the world expands the free flow of 
goods. 

The debate we complete today will 
include little new in revelations. We 
are all aware of the facts, and more to 
the point, the fears which are fueling 
opposition to this agreement. The pre
dictions of doom-job loss, environ
mental damage, u.nfair treatment of 
labor-are not visions of the future. My 
colleagues, all of that exists today. 

Many of the dangers we face if we do 
not approve NAFTA are even greater 
than the ones predicted with its pas
sage. Without NAFTA, Mexico has no 
incentive to improve its environmental 
protection. Mexico has no incentive to 
enforce humane labor standards. With
out NAFTA, many American busi
nesses will have no choice but to move 
south if they want to tap into the fast
est growing marketplace in the west
ern hemisphere. With NAFTA, we gain 
access to a vital new market, we assure 
cooperation-not competition-with 
our neighbors, and we provide Mexico 
with the incentive to address the very 
concerns that worry us the most. 

Put simply, we have much more to 
fear without NAFTA than we do with 
NAFTA. 

In some ways, our debate today is as 
old as our democracy. Spirited, and 
even bitter, discussions about tariffs 
~nd trade policy have divided Ameri
cans since the earliest days of the Re
public. From the time that New Eng
land manufacturers and Southern 
planters squared off over tariff policy 
in the 1780's, perhaps no single issue 
has been so persistently at the center 
of our Nation's economic and political 
conflicts. 

While we continue our debate, the 
rest of the world is moving inexorably 
toward greater economic integration 
through freer trade. Standing against 
that tide will only cut us off from the 
opportunities that are essential if we 
are to prosper in the coming century. 
Rather than leaving the trade battle, 
we must lead it. 

NAFTA is absolutely essential. 
There will always be legitimate con

cerns about any trade agreement, and 
legitimate grounds to oppose trade 
agreements. But, as hard as we may 
wish for it, we will never achieve a 
risk-free agreement that protects all 
American interests. 

In my mind, NAFTA is not a perfect 
agreement. But I have concluded that 
it is unlikely that we could produce an
other agreement, at least in the near 
future. It is more likely that our place 
will be quickly taken by one or more of 
our economic competitors. In any case, 
th~ opportunity lost is an opportunity 
gained for Europe, Japan, and other 
Asian countries who are making steady 
progress toward building their eco
nomic markets. 
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In the final analysis, I must be guid

ed by the interests of the people I rep
resent. There are almost as many opin
ions on that issue as there are individ
ual North Carolinians, but I believe 
that NAFTA will be good for any 
State. 

Since 1987, North Carolina's mer
chandise exports to Mexico have grown 
by 365 percent. In 1991 alone, North 
Carolina exported $2.2 billion in goods 
to Mexico and Canada. Perhaps most 
important, 57,000 North Carolina jobs 
are supported by manufactured exports 
to our North American neighbors, and 
the State, according to some esti
mates, will reap a net gain of over 1,300 
new jobs if NAFTA is implemented. 

North Carolina and the Nation can
not afford to turn our backs on 
NA.FTA. We cannot afford to pass up 
the opportunity for measurable im
provements in Mexico's environmental 
and labor policies just because the 
agreement does not solve all the prob
lems in these areas. We cannot afford 
to turn our backs on a good agreement 
because of the vague, and surely illu
sory, promise of a perfect agreement. 
Finally, we cannot afford to let fear of 
an uncertain future paralyze us from 
action. Time, and our competitors 
march on. 

The ~orth American Free-Trade 
Agreement will be good for the United 
States in the long term. I will vote for 
it, and I urge my colleagues in the 
House to support it. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ]. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in opposition to the proposed North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. At stake is our very 
system of representative and democratic gov
ernment itself. In the balance hangs the ability 
of working people to secure a decent life and 
the kind of government under which we want 
our children to live. 

NAFT A will sacrifice as never before in the 
history of this Nation the vision of responsible, 
representative, and democratic government 
held out for us by the founders of our country. 
NAFT A puts Federal and State laws in jeop
ardy, as they will be targeted for undoing as 
so-called barriers to trade. NAFT A will under
mine the fundamental constitutional principle 
of a balance of powers among three coequal 
branches of government by transferring func
tions from one branch of government to an
other. NAFTA will also set up numerous inter
national bodies that will have intrusive powers 
both on U.S. businesses and government. 

And all of this from a trade deal that was 
negotiated in secret, but from which the big
gest multinational corporations and banks are 
set to make billions of dollars. The six vol
umes of texts, annexes, tariff schedules, and 
side agreements stand over eight inches thick. 
But who among the supporters has actually 
read this agreement? Only one in ten of the 
economists who endorsed NAFT A for the 
President have read it. Fewer local proponents 
have. NAFT A is much more than just a trade 
agreement. It raises many complex questions 

that have not been dealt with. If NAFT A is 
passed, we as Members of Congress, will be 
abdicating our constitutional responsibility to 
serve and protect the citizens of this country 
as representatives and as legislators. 

Further, the main reason NAFT A may pass 
in the U.S. House of Representatives is due to 
all of the pork and special deals handed out 
by the Clinton administration. Not since com
ing to Congress have I seen such unabashed 
vote-buying. If someone in business did the 
same things the President has done to get this 
deal passed, they would be convicted of brib
ery. And it's the taxpayers of this country
whether they supported or opposed NAFT A
that will foot the tab for years to come for all 
this dealmaking. 

As chairman of the House Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, I have 
pursued my concerns about the finance and 
banking aspects of NAFT A. As I have said be
fore, NAFT A would be more accurately la
beled the North American Free-Trade and Fi
nance Agreement, for the finance provisions 
are the driving force behind the agreement. I 
convened hearings of the Banking Committee 
and found that NAFT A will put the safety and 
soundness of the finance and banking sys
tems of this country at risk; it will put in jeop
ardy the most basic banking laws of this coun
try that were put in place as a result of the 
Great Depression; it will worsen the already 
dire problem of international money launder
ing; and it will open the door to risky invest
ments by United States taxpayer insured fi
nancial institutions and banks in Mexico. I also 
found that this part of the agreement was ne
gotiated in collusion with the largest banks 
and financial interests, namely those set to 
make the most money from the deal, not 
those charged with protecting the well-being of 
this country and its citizens. 

We have already experienced so-called free 
trade in San Antonio when a garment plant 
closed up shop and moved to Central America 
under another trade liberalization effort. Over 
1 ,000 jobs were lost and as many lives ruined. 
The worker retraining programs proved to be 
woefully inadequate. Many of these people are 
still out of work. No supposed benefits of more 
jobs from increased trade have trickled down 
to these displaced workers. If this is what free 
trade means, I what nothing of it. 

NAFT A is an enticing siren's song. It sounds 
good to many on the surface, but it will bring 
this country further up on the rocks of eco
nomic and governmental ruin. Yes, inter
national trade already exists-as it will con
tinue t~and democratic government is al
ready in a critical state in this country. That is 
no reason to take one more step down the 
slippery slope by approving a bad deal. The 
tide has to be turned if we are to have a 
chance. 

The presiding bishop of the Episcopal 
Church, Edmond Browning, made the call that 
no trade agreement should be approved that 
does not balance economic growth with pro
tection for working people. I would add to this 
that no deal should be approved that under
mines our system of democratic government. 
NAFT A fails on all of these counts. I have 
found NAFTA to be inimical to the best inter
est of the greatest number of people in all 
three countries involved. For these reasons 
and more, I am voting against NAFT A. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ]. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, we 
should face up to-and not fear-free 
trade. But we must insist on fair trade. 
We should welcome-not fear-com
petition, but we must insist on a level 
playing field. 

We should look forward to entering 
the 21st century as hemispheric part
ners. But we must insist that all of us 
benefit before we enter into any trade 
agreement. 

I take issue with those who say that 
a vote against NAFTA is a vote for iso
lation, or a vote for fear, or a vote for 
the past. For many Americans, the det
rimental effects that a NAFTA would 
bring are too serious a matter for us to 
dismiss. I joint many Americans in 
harboring serious reservations about 
this NAFTA. And I assure you today 
that no deal is worth my vote for this 
NAFTA. 

When hundreds of garment assembly, 
glass, and other small manufacturing 
jobs go from my congressional district 
in New Jersey to a state in Mexico, 
there are painful consequences for our 
workers and their families. 

Unemployment is now 10.5 percent in 
the 13th District of New Jersey-this is 
the highest rate in the entire State and 
way above the national average. I do 
not want to add to it. 

The experts have a catchy word for 
losing your job. They call it disloca
tion. Actually, they are right. Your job 
goes from this location here to that lo
cation overseas. That is what disloca
tion is. all about. 

We tried job retraining in the 1980's. 
Did it work? It did if success means 
earning $6 or $7 an hour to learn some
thing new while searching for another 
job; if it takes you 3 years before you 
find a new job, which pays you 25 per
cent less than the one you lost. Is that 
how America takes care of workers she 
throws on the street? 

A.M. Rosenthal of the New York 
Times puts it well: 

The genuine fears of frightened workers 
are dismissed contemptuously by the Clinton 
Administration, press, and academia. If that 
is true now, while workers are still fighting, 
what care will be shown them or their 
thoughts if they are defeated and find them
selves out of work in the grander interest? 

Why will I vote "no"? Just look at 
the merits. Will NAFTA raise the 
standard of living of the American peo
ple? No. Will NAFT A mean better jobs 
and better wages for American work
ers? No. Will NAFTA protect the envi
ronme~t? No. Will lower tariffs in Mex
ico cause United States companies to 
invest more here at home? No. Mr. 
Chairman, the entire Mexican market 
is smaller than my home State of New 
Jersey's market. Will NAFTA cost us 
billions in lost revenue and related 
costs? Yes. 

I will not vote against the best inter
ests of the American people. And I will 
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not vote against the best interests of 
my constituents. Say "no" to this 
NAFTA. . 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LEACH], the ranking Republican 
on the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, all of us 
recognize there are risks in free-trade 
agreements, particularly with societies 
with lower standards of living. But, in 
the final measure, free trade is a better 
answer to the world's economic dis
equilibrium than foreign aid; shared 
economic hope is a more effective de
terrent to war than competitive pro
tectionism. 

When it comes to advancing peace as 
well as prosperity, big fences simply do 
not make good neighbors. If there is 
any hope of countries and peoples com
ing to have shared values in a world of 
nuclear weapons and fractured group 
identities, competition must be in 
trade, not arms; in markets, not land 
masses. NAFTA, in this context, is a 
step toward providing citizens of the 
globe a common self-interest-shared 
prosperity based on shared economic 
growth. 

Of all the major economic issues be
fore Congress, NAFTA is a decision for 
which there are a large number of mer
itorious arguments on each side. There 
are certain risks involved in enacting 
NAFTA, but my best judgment at this 
point is that the American economy, 
especially the Iowa economy, will ben
efit in the long run from freer trade 
and that more jobs will be created than 
lost in the United States because of 
NAFTA. 

My support for NAFTA is based part
ly on a look at the benefits of free 
trade throughout American history. 
One of the lessons of the 1930's was that 
protectionist legislation such as the 
Smoot-Hawley tariff lengthened and 
deepened the Great Depression. By re
verse logic, in recessionary times, pro
moting policies that impel the growth 
of international trade is likely to serve 
as an economic stimulant. Trade bar
riers are particularly harmful to Iowa's 
agricultural-based economy; hence the 
importance of regional agreements like 
NAFTA and the larger multicontinent 
GATT process. 

It cannot be stressed enough that de
feat of NAFTA will produce a double 
whammy for the Iowa farmer: loss of 
new markets south of our border and 
loss of the last vestiges of leverage for 
fairness in agricultural trade in the 
GATT discussions. If NAFTA goes 
down, the French would crow. The con
tention on the continent would be that 
Americans have no right to petition for 
fairer trade in agricultural commod
ities-that is, reduced subsidies-if we 
refused to embrace free trade in our 
own hemisphere. 

Our farmers are the most productive 
in the world, yet in the absence of 

international markets this very pro
ductivity is the largest contributor to 
our excess supply problems. What Iowa 
farmers need is open markets abroad 
that are based on fair and equal trade. 
This is also true for Iowa's manufac
turing and services economy. 

Many companies with substantial 
capital investments in the First Dis
trict like HON Industries in Muscatine 
expect to be able to create more Iowa 
jobs because they will not only be sub
ject to lower Mexican tariffs but the 
dismantling over time of made-in-Mex
ico product requirements. Some com
panies will always seek the lowest 
wage environment. For this type of 
company, Mexico is more attractive 
without than with NAFTA because 
Mexico will not have to adjust its labor 
or environmental standards and will be 
able to keep in place discriminatory 
tariffs. With or without NAFTA some 
jobs will flow to Mexico. With NAFTA 
more new jobs are likely to be created 
in the United States than would other
wise be the case. 

Several years ago the United States 
established a free-trade agreement 
with Canada. In advance of the agree
ment, most economists suggested it 
would be good for the United States 
and even better for Canada. In retro
spect, the agreement has proven good 
for Canada and even better for the 
United States. Canada which had very 
high tariffs on United States goods, has 
been required to drop far more trade 
barriers than the United States. In this 
regard, a like circumstance exists with 
Mexico. Their tariffs are extremely 
high, often 3 to 10 times higher than 
very modest U.S. ones and their cur
rent nontariff barriers put U.S. compa
nies in a competitively untenable posi
tion. 

Under NAFTA, in exchange for as
sured access to the United States and 
Canadian markets, the Mexicans must 

·give the most on tariffs and on accept
ing changes in their environmental and 
labor policies. While free-trade ar
rangements with lower-wage societies 
holds particular risks for some compa
nies, midwestern farmers as well as 
farm implement, food processing, and 
trucking companies centered in cities 
like Cedar Rapids and the Quad Cities 
should be benefited. And, it must be 
emphasized, without NAFTA United 
States companies are free to invest in 
Mexico. All NAFTA does is lower al
ready low barriers to Mexican imports 
and in exchange lower what are sub
stantially higher barriers to United 
States exports to Mexico. 

The most risky aspect of the agree
ment relates to the significant wage 
differential in Mexico. This could pose 
a problem in some industries, but it 
should be stressed, the same problem 
exists without an agreement. One pro
tection for us that seldom is noted is 
that the effect of an. agreement can be 
measured over time and either party 

will retain the right to withdraw if it 
does not prove fair. Here, those of us 
who are fortunate enough to live north 
of the Rio Grande must understand 
that when opportunity and hope are 
lacking at hom~. individuals will make 
the obvious decision. They vote with 
their feet for a better life. President 
Salinas is neither exaggerating nor 
threatening when he suggests the 
choice for America is whether we want 
more Mexican products or more Mexi
can people. 

Another factor of interest is that the 
Asian countries, which unlike Mexico 
have developed an enormous trade sur
plus with the United States in recent 
years, radically oppose the agreement. 
They conjecture that a partnership of 
countries of North America will cause 
more job creation here and a lower reli
ance on imports from Asia. Economists 
point out, for instance, that when the 
United States imports a finished prod
uct from the ·Far East, almost all the 
component parts are manufactured in 
the Far East. In Mexico, the reverse is 
the case. A growing jobs base in Mexico 
can potentially impel a growing jobs 
base in the United States. As Mexican 
buying power increases, so will Mexi
can demand for United States goods. 
Likewise, our European competitors 
are very apprehensive of NAFTA be
cause they fear they will be boxed out 
of the Mexican market because they 
will be forced to pay tariffs that United 
States firms will not. One Cedar Rapids 
company, for instance, tells me they 
expect to be in a position to replace a 
European company's current domi
nance of the Mexican market for agri
cultural byproducts. 

Finally, two notes about the demo
cratic process. First, critics of NAFTA 
are right to be upset with the tactics of 
the administration in pledging other 
peoples' money-that is, taxpayer dol
lars-to influence votes. For instance, 
however meritorious establishment of 
a North American development bank 
might be in another context, I voted in 
committee against establishing such a 
mechanism as part of the NAFTA 
agreement because I considered it 
grossly unseemly to advance a multi
million dollar spending program just to 
influence a few votes to favor NAFTA. 
People can credibly be for or against 
NAFTA, but positions should be based 
on principle 'not promises of programs. 

In a more positive sense, it is inter
esting, perhaps profoundly so, that an 
important policy identified with a sit
ting President should be supported in 
the majority by the party that has the 
greatest interest in seeing the Presi
dent not succeed, while less than 40 
percent of the President's own party is 
expected to vote for the position advo
cated by their leader. Whatever the 
merits of NAFTA-and, as a policy ini
tiative it is . most decidedly a close 
call-it is remarkable that so many 
members of the President's political 
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opposition are putting their view of the 
country's best interest above partisan
ship. This is particularly remarkable 
given the fact that individual election 
politics, in almost all instances, is bet
ter served by an anti-NAFTA vote. 

This vote thus symbolizes an aspect 
of American democracy that is unlike 
that of any comparable democratic so
ciety. It would simply be inconceivable 
that an opposition party would bail out 
a French or German or British or Aus
tralian Prime Minister in a like set
ting. But many Republicans under
stood that the Presidency more than 
the President was at is~ue and that 
American leadership in the world, most 
notably on economic issues like GATT, 
but also political issues from Korea to 
Bosnia would have been weakened if 
President Clinton had been dealt a set-
back on NAFTA. . 

For all these reasons, I believe that 
ratifying NAFTA is the best economic 
choice that America can make at this 
moment and that the risk of pushing 
ahead is not as great 8.s the risk of 
doing nothing. If the agreement later 
proves not to benefit the United 
States, it can and should be reassessed. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. BORSKI]. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. 

I deeply regret having to oppose this 
agreement because increased trade 
among the three North American coun
tries is essential to economic growth. 
However, if we approve this agreement 
today, we will lose a historic oppor
tunity to negotiate a trade agreement 
that would improve the standard of liv
ing of all the workers from the United 
States, Mexico, and Canada. 

To attract foreign investment, the 
Mexican Government deliberately sup
presses the wages of Mexican workers. 
Because of the huge wage disparities 
between United States and Mexican 
workers, thousands of American jobs 
have already been relocated to Mexico. 

NAFTA could have and should have 
been used as an effective instrument to 
raise the living standards of workers in 
all of North America. Through the 
NAFTA negotiations, we had an oppor
tunity to bring about changes in the 
Mexican labor market that would have 
prevented job dislocation and leveled 
the playing field between United States 
and Mexican workers. We could have 
negotiated an agreement that guaran
teed universally recognized labor 
rights and wages that increase with 
productivity. In short, we had a his
toric opportunity to negotiate an 
agreement that would have increased 
trade without dislocating workers. 

Regrettably, that is not the agree
ment before us today. Instead, we must 
vote today on an agreement that will 
lock into place a policy that keeps 
Mexican wages low and attracts Amer-

ican investment, production, and jobs ers, protects strong United States 
south of the border. standards and improves the standard of 

Furthermore, by improving the in- living of all North Americans. 
vestment climate in Mexico, NAFTA Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
will actually accelerate the trend of Ph minutes to the gentleman from 
job dislocation. With this agreement, Georgia [Mr. ROWLAND]. 
we will be putting the endorsement of Mr. ROWLAND. Mr. Chairman, this 
the United States Government behind has been a really difficult decision to 
American corporate investment in make. The people in the Eighth Dis-
Mexico. trict of Georgia are split on NAFTA. 

Even more disturbing, the mere I have had two principal concerns 
threat of job dislocation under NAFTA that especially affect the people in the 
will create a tremendous downward Eighth Congressional District. First, I 
pressure on U.S. wages. This threat have had concerns about the apparel 
will give companies a powerful bar- industry located in almost every small 
gaining tool over their workers in community. The day before yesterday I 
labor negotiations. When competing received a letter from the President in 
with low-paid, productive Mexican ·response to a letter several of us had 
workers, the American workers may be written. Many of these concerns were 
forced into choosing between accepting addressed by the President. 
a lower wage or losing their job. Second, I have been concerned about 

This NAFTA will accelerate the two- the future of the peanut industry. We 
decade trend of declining real wages, have long sought a cap for peanut but
forcing middle-income American fami- ter and peanut paste coming into the 
lies to get by with less. For America to United States from Canada because the 
be a strong and competitive nation in products displace quota peanuts. This 
the 21st century, the standard of living action has subsequently required more 
of working Americans must rise. In- money to go from the Federal treasury 
stead of raising Mexican living stand- into the Commodity Credit Coopera
ards, this NAFTA will force down tion. If nothing is done, the increase of 
American wages. these peanut products would essen-

NAFTA will also weaken our ability tially destroy the peanut industry in 
to enforce and maintain stringent our State. 
health, environmental, and safety This morning in a meeting with Sec
standards. An investigation of retary of Agriculture Mike Espy, the 
NAFTA's transportation safety issues Secretary said he was more acutely 
conducted by the Public Works and · aware of this problem than he had 
Transportation Subcommittee on In- been, and committed to me and I 
vestigations and Oversight, found quote, 
many questions unanswered. I give my assurance that I will work vigor-

Will there be older, less safe trucks ously in my negotiations with Canada to 
entering our Nation? Will there be an limit the amount of Canadian exports of pea
adequate inspection program in Mex- nut butter and peanut paste, which would in
teo? Will strict American safety stand- elude your suggestion of a cap of 1 percent of 
ards apply to Mexican truck drivers on U.S. domestic consumption. 
America's roads, and how will they be Further commitments to the peanut 
enforced? Will a system of exchanging industry in my State were also made. 
information on driver violations be im- In addition, I do not believe that 
plemented on a timely basis? These there will be a shift of jobs away from 
questions remain unanswered. the Eighth District and my State. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate today is Rather, we would be able to increase 
not about whether Congress supports · exports to Mexico above the $6 billion 
free trade or protectionism. It's not trade surplus our country has now 
about whether we're looking forward or there. I will cast a vote in favor of 
backward. This debate is about wheth- NAFTA. 
er the NAFTA before us today is good Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield Ph 
for the jobs, wages, and economic fu- minutes to the gentlewoman from 
ture of this country and its citizens. Michigan [Miss Co~LINS]. 

America's workers are still the 
world's most productive workers. When D 1640 
the rules of trade are fair, they can Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
compete with anyone in the world. But Chairman, the North American Free
this NAFTA puts American workers at Trade Agreement before us today is a 
a serious competitive disadvantage, trade bill, sure enough. It is a trade bill 
putting American jobs and wages at because it trades away jobs. And not 
risk. We need a trade agreement that only does it give away jobs, it gives 
will allow American, Mexican, and Ca- away the hopes of millions of Ameri
nadian workers to compete on a level cans who want a job, today and tomo~-
playing field. row. 

Mr. Chairman, this NAFTA hurts NAFTA is not about free trade or 
working Americans. We can and must global competition. NAFTA is an in
do better. Let's defeat this NAFTA and vestment instrument, which will send 
negotiate a better trade agreement money through a well-greased funnel 
that keeps productive jobs in America, to Canada and Mexico, at a time when 
respects the rights of Mexico's work- our own cities are rotting at the core. 
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Look at my own city of Detroit. 

Thirty-five years ago it was a thriving 
metropolis of 2 million people that pro
vided good manufacturing jobs. It gave 
many families, mine included, a secure 
working-class, middle-class life. Then 
plants closed their doors; some moved 
south. Today, Detroit has barely a mil
lion residents. It is a city where 10,000 
people will stand in line 4 miles long in 
the cold to apply for a job in a casino 
that doesn't even yet exist. 

The American people are in pain 
today; the economy is sputtering. In 
my district, the poverty rate is 37 per
cent. The unemployment rate for Afri
can-Americans is over 19 percent. This 
NAFTA will bring more suffering, more 
pain for millions of hard-working and 
decent people. 

This Nation was built on the sweat 
and tears of our working men and 
women. And how do we repay them? 
With a handout to corporate America 
that virtually invites employers to 
send our jobs to Mexico? Has this Con
gress lost its humanity? What this 
NAFTA is symbolically saying is, 
"When we've got you on the ground, 
when your wages are depressed, when 
your factories are closing, when you 
are 45 years old and have spent your 
life in a manufacturing job that has 
vanished, we are sending the jobs 
across the border." And the final kick 
in the head is that we have a job train
ing proposal that is just that, a pro
posal, a wisp of a program that might 
happen at some indefinite point in the 
future if we have the money. 

How can we in good conscience pull 
the rug out from under an entire class 
of people, the middle class? And when 
these jobs are gone, what do we do with 
the shells of communities that remain, 
like the neighborhood I grew up in, in 
Detroit? 

NAFTA conjures up frightening im
ages of lost opportunity, of ghost 
towns, of job lines. I cannot remember 
a vote that has so deeply touched so 
many Americans and that has created 
so much uncertainty for so many de
cent people. 

I ask my friends to search their 
hearts and souls on this vote. NAFTA 
may be good-intentioned, but this 
NAFTA is wrong. If we were elected for 
anything it was to create good jobs at 
good wages, to revitalize our economy 
and to sustain the American dream for 
all of our citizens. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues several additional points that 
demonstrate how NAFTA will ad
versely impact African-Americans. 

JOB LOSS 
Over 30 percent of the African-Amer

ican labor force is employed in manu
facturing, compared to less than 20 per
cent of the white labor force. Of the 6 
million African-American women in 
the work force, 14 percent are em
ployed as operators, fabricators, labor
ers, and in precision production, crafts, 

and repairs; 9.3 percent of their white 
counterparts work in these groups. Of 
the 5.6 million African-American men 
in the work force, 30.4 percent are em
ployed as operators, fabricators, and 
laborers; white men are 18.4 percent of 
their total labor force in these same 
jobs. By encouraging imports and by 
encouraging United States basic manu
facturing companies to relocate to 
Mexico where wages and costs of doing 
business are lower, American jobs will 
vanish. 

Basic manufacturing has tradition
ally been the entry point into the mid
dle class for many African-Americans, 
and even without NAFTA, the number 
of workers in manufacturing has been 
declining over the last two decades. 
The type of jobs that will move out of 
the country under NAFTA are mostly 
like to be the type of jobs held by 
many African-Americans, with no pro
grams in place to ease current trends 
or NAFTA dislocations. 

The following estimates predict job 
losses under NAFTA: 

Some 22,500 jobs could be lost in the 
first 18 months.-U.S. Department of 
Labor. 

Some 145,000 jobs would be lost over 5 
to 6 years.-Gary Clyde Hufbauer and 
Jeffrey J. Schott, economists. 

Some 300,000 to 600,000 jobs would be 
lost.-Joint Economic Committee. 

Some 500,000 jobs would be lost.
Economic Policy Institute. 

Some 912,000 jobs would be lost over 9 
years.-Economic Strategy Institute. 

These estimates are for losses di
rectly related to trade and do not, for 
example, take into account job loss by 
the suppliers of these companies or 
jobs in inany community businesses de
pendent on the wages of these workers. 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
The volume of Federal contracts with 

U.S. companies today exceeds $195 bil
lion. For Federal Government procure
ment, NAFTA would treat Canadian 
and Mexican companies as "United 
States companies," thus effectively ne
gating "Buy America" policies. Cur
rently, Federal contractors must main
tain an equal employment opportuni
ties program. Of all contractors, 96 per
cent have required affirmative action 
programs. These requirements have 
served as important leverage on the 
private sector to provide equal employ
ment opportunities. 

Several studies-Rand Corporation, 
University of California-have con
firmed that these EEO requirements on 
Federal contractors have increased mi
nority employment, contributed to oc
cupational advancement, and have in
creased minorities' wages. 

Opening up Federal contracts to Ca
nadian and Mexican companies will di
lute this action-forcing requirement. 
With fewer American companies get
ting Federal contracts, there will be 
fewer equal employment opportunity 
programs in the private sector. 

DAMAGETOURBANCOMM~S 

Minorities disproportionately hold 
nonmanagerial positions in public em
ployment. As State and local govern
ments lose revenues from companies 
relocating to Mexico, government serv
ices will have to be curtailed, causing 
job losses. Cities may have to offer new 
revenue-losing tax incentives to lure 
businesses, causing further public em
ployment cutbacks. 

The New York Times has cited Unit
ed States intelligence reports warning 
that drug traffickers have already 
started buying manufacturing, truck
ing, and warehouse businesses on the 
United States-Mexico border for drug 
shipments. Facilitating the flow of 
drugs will mean further deterioration 
of American cities. 

In addition, I would like to insert in 
the RECORD the official position of the 
Congressional Black Causus. 
THE CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS POSITION 

PAPER: NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE 
AGREEMENT 
The Congressional Black Caucus stands in 

opposition to the North American Free 
Trade Agreement (NAFTA). While it is rec
ognized that NAFTA was originally proposed 
to help spur economic growth within the 
United States through increased trade and 
increased competition in the global market
place, there are areas of concern that have 
not been addressed. Without sufficient atten
tion to the areas of concern, the Congres
sional Black Caucus will remain firm in op
position. 

AREAS OF CONCERN 
Opposition principally is focused on factors 

affecting jobs, the environment, minority 
business opportunities and the potential ef
fects on the Caribbean region. 

Jobs.-Our trade deficit with Mexico has 
already grown in many industries. Estimates 
of probable job losses due to NAFTA have 
reached as high as one million. State and 
local governments will lose tax revenues 
from businesses who relocate and individuals 
who become jobless. In those regions that 
suffer the most intense job losses, the cor
responding loss of tax revenues will be sub
stantial. NAFTA will have a negative impact 
on the generation of revenues in this country 
precisely at a time when entitlement bene
fits and services are under great peril. Also, 
an examination of the average hourly wages 
for production workers in those industries 
already affected reveals that the jobs being 
lost are high-wage, not only low-wage manu
facturing jobs. Those who lose jobs because 
of import competition do not climb up the 
job ladder, but fall back to lower wages or 
fall off the job ladder into unemployment. 
There is little to support the claim of 
NAFTA proponents that free trade will cre
ate higher wage jobs for U.S. workers be
cause Mexican workers will take jobs at the 
lower end of the skills ladder while Amer
ican workers will move up to better paying 
jobs. · 

Environment.-There has not been suffi
cient progress made with Mexico related to 
environmental protection. NAFTA must pre
serve the rights of states and the federal gov
ernment to set high individual standards for 
the environment, conservation, health and 
safety. NAFTA does not provide a secure, 
dedicated source of funding for border clean
up, environmental infrastructure, conserva
tion initiatives, protection of communities 
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and w;orker health. The treaty does not pre- tion for the Republican leaders who 
vent the flight of industries which seek to stood by the President and served the 
take advantage of lax environmental, health national interest. They epitomize what 
and safety standards in other countries. Fur- Mr. Lincoln meant when he said that 
ther, there are not sufficient opportunities 
for public participation in trade and environ- we serve our party best when we serve 
mental disputes and in investment and trade our country. 
decisions affecting individual communities. Mr. Chairman, a vote for NAFTA is a 

Minority Businesses.-The Minority Busi- · vote for jobs and economic growth. It 
ness Community has never been fully con- is also a vote for the politics of reason 
suited or considered on NAFTA. There are no and hope and a rejection of the politics 
current proposals to provide technical, finan- of fear and demagoguery. 
cial marketing or educational assistance to A vote for NAFTA is a vote for closer 
small business in general, or to minority 
business in particular, interested in trade cooperation with Mexico and Latin 
with or investment in Mexico. Remedies America. It is a vote for free markets 
must be carefully explored and should ac- and economic reform. 
company the NAFTA. Mr. Chairman, a vote for NAFTA is a 

The Caribbean.-Preferential treatment vote for our workers, for our future, 
for Mexico-especially in areas of sugar, cit- and for our country. 
rus and apparel-could result in significant Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
diversion of trade from the Caribbean. Such 3lh minutes to the distinguished gen
a diversion would stall economic growth, and tleman from Florida [Mr. MICA]. 
dislocate productive activity in both the Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, along with 
United States and the Caribbean. If NAFTA 
takes effect in January, U.S./Caribbean com- my Florida colleagues, I have worked 
merce could erode by next spring. Using the during the past months to improve a 
textile industry as an example, NAFTA calls treaty, side agreements, and the ena
for a progressive reduction of tariffs on bUng legislation for NAFTA. 
Mexican textiles and apparel over the next While the Florida delegation has 
decade. This disrupts u.s. and regional trad- been successful in securing some im
ing patterns, because Caribbean Basin Initia- provements in NAFTA, I cannot in 
tive garments made from U.S. textile would 
***apparel made from Mexican textiles. good conscience support NAFTA today. 

NAFTA is not primarily a free trade agree- As this treaty and bill are presented 
ment. It is an investment agreement de- to Congress, we are forced to unfairly 
signed to protect investments which u.s. choose between winners and losers. 
companies make in Mexico. The Congres- Based on my recent work and experi
sional Black Caucus stands in strong opposi- ence in international trade, today I 
tion to this treaty as drafted. must reject this unfair approach. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 For example, in Florida, citrus con-
minute to the gentleman from New centrate and sugar will be saved. How
York [Mr. KING]. ever, much of the remainder of Flor-

Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, it is a ida's agriculture industry will not sur
unique privilege to be a Member of the vive the next decade. 
U.S. Congress. It is an even greater Just look at the facts: Mexico has 6 
privilege to be a Member of this body million agricultural workers, all earn
during a defining moment in our Na- ing at or below the 50-cent-per-hour 
tion's history. This NAFTA debate is minimum wage. This is equal to the en
such a moment. tire work force of my State who earn 

Mr. Chairman, the vote we cast today at least our U.S. minimum wage. 
will define America's role in the post- Florida agricultural workers are reg
cold-war world. Our vote will send a ulated by the Department of Labor, 
clear signal to the world as to whether USDA, HHS, EPA, INS, FDA, and nu
the United States has the courage and merous other regulatory agencies. 
the vision to assume the role of eco- Mexico ignores even the most basic 
nomic leadership or whether, instead, labor standards and working condi
we will retreat behind the walls of pro- tions. 
tectionism. While several Florida agricultural 

I support NAFTA for the same rea- concerns have been satisfied, is it fair 
sons that our predecessors supported to abandon the others? Still opposed 
NATO and the Marshall plan and the today is a majority of the agricultural 
space program-our national security associations, not to mention what is 
and our Nation's future demand it. now estimated to be 95 percent of the 

Mr. Chairman, NAFTA is not aDem- independent growers in my State. 
ocrat issue or a Republican issue, it is I cannot vote today to cast aside one 
an American issue. Our country is worker or one business in favor of an
strong because in times of national other. ·unfortunately, agriculture is 
challenge and opportunity Americans not the only industry that will be un
have come together to transcend poli- fairly impacted. 
tics and put their country before their As another example, the president of 
party. an Orlando manufacturing company 

President Clinton is not of my party has written and said, "In order to com
and I disagree with him on many is- pete, we would be obliged to move the 
sues. But the President is right on labor intensive portions of our produc
NAFTA and I commend him for the tion from Florida to Mexico." 
courage he has demonstrated in taking While some U.S. manufacturers 
this issue to the American people. I under this treaty would be winners, 
must also express my sincere admira- others clearly would be losers. 
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I fear that to benefit a few, we will 
undermine many. Truly, the Mexican 
market for American goods has been 
overstated. 

Their economy is only the size of 
Luxembourg, and their buying capacity 
is clearly limited by a work force 
where only 1 in 26 earns a United 
States minimum wage. 

Under this treaty, where would any 
business person choose to locate their 
new or expanded manufacturing facili
ties? In any of the 50 States with tough 
local, State, and Federal regulations? 
Or would they in fact choose to locate 
in a place where regulations and laws 
are ignored, and then freely moved 
goods across the border on roads and 
bridges improved by U.S. taxpayers? 

This is a good treaty between the 
United States and Canada. It would be 
a good treaty just as Europeans have 
formed between equal trading partners 
with nearly equal wages, judicial sys
tems, and regulatory standards. 

But this is not a good treaty with a 
Third World nation who has none of 
those important mechanisms in place. 

Finally, I cannot in good conscious 
support this treaty or this legislation 
because I have seen firsthand the bla
tant disregard Mexico has shown for its 
environment. Nowhere in the Western 
Hemisphere or the world is there such 
complete disregard and contempt for 
the environment. 

And to add insult to injury, Amer
ican taxpayers are now asked to pay 
the tab for years of environmental de
struction and neglect. 

It is because of these concerns today 
that I will vote in opposition to 
NAFTA. I urge my colleagues to vote 
against NAFTA. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of NAFTA because I be
lieve that the status quo in the United 
States-Mexico relationship is unac
ceptable economically and environ
mentally. In supporting NAFTA, I am 
casting my vote for the young people of 
America and for the future. 

In studying NAFTA, I have been 
most impressed by the support it en
joys among the young. Our young peo
ple have high hopes about the future 
and understand that we must have are
gional trade agreement in our hemi
sphere if we are to compete success
fully in the global economy. Expanding 
markets for our products will create 
more jobs and more opportunity for all 
Americans. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, we must 
get on with cleaning up the United 
States-Mexico border. A vote for 
NAFTA is a vote for the young chil
dren there on both sides of the border 
who are exposed to serious health risks 
every day because of environmental 
degradation. That is why I am pleased 
to join the Natural Resources Defense 
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Council, the Environmental Defense 
Fund, the Audubon Society, the World 
Wildlife Fund, and other environ
mental groups, as well as the great 
Governor of Texas, Ann Richards, who 
urges a "yes" vote on NAFTA. 

NAFTA will work because it will cre
ate jobs. I commend President Clinton 
for addressing the concerns of Amer
ican workers. His initiatives include 
worker retraining, the North American 
Development Bank, and his commit
ment to use his authority for sanctions 
if Mexico deprives its workers of their 
internationally recognized labor rights. 
I commend him for his leadership in 
fighting for a brighter future for our 
country and for our young people. 

Mr. Chairman, closer to home, my 
district of San Francisco was built on 
trade and early on recognized the im
portance of exports to our economy's 
vitality. NAFTA will be good for San 
Francisco and it will give a needed 
boost to the California economy, which 
will, in turn, help the national econ
omy. Vote "yes." 

Mr. Chairman, on the subject of 
human rights, there is an ongoing de
bate in my State about whether people 
are leaving Mexico for jobs, as I con
tend, or for social services, as others 
contend. There is no serious contention 
that people are fleeing political perse
cution in Mexico. We all agree that 
Mexico must improve its record on 
human rights, but let us not play into 
the hands of the world's tyrants by 
equating Mexico with the authoritar
ian regimes of China or Burma. 

0 1650 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. ED
WARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I urge a "no" vote on 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman,. as one who has been in
volved in human rights and civil rights for all 
my time in Congress, more than 30 years, I 
deeply feel that the approval of NAFT A would 
be a tragic mistake. 

NAFT A was written not by working men and 
women, or poor people, but by the privileged 
people. 

Its basis is classic, old fashioned, trickle 
down, which says that whatever makes money 
for business will ultimately be good for the 
workers. 

Amongst the key reasons our manufacturing 
corporations move to Mexico is because the 
wages are one-sixth ours, often as low as $1 
an hour. 

And Mexican environmental laws are weak 
and not enforced, meaning further savings in 
overhead. 

NAFT A's passage would exacerbate these 
factors. As the new Roper poll indicates, up to 
40 percent of our corporations would look fa
vorably on a move to Mexico. 

NAFT A would actually encourage more 
moves to Mexico because the treaty legiti
mizes the move, giving the move assurance of 

Government support, both Mexico's and our 
own. 

And think of the advantage in wage disputes 
NAFT A gives to manufacturers here at home. 
They can put the squeeze on labor in wage 
disputes by saying simply-"lf you don't take 
our offer, we'll move to Mexico where the 
Government guarantees low wages and no 
strikes". 

California, already buffeted by job losses re
sulting from companies moving to Mexico, will 
suffer as more companies are encouraged to 
move South to take advantage of cheap labor, 
weak environmental laws and Government 
supported strikebreaking. 

The NAFT A decision is a profound human 
rights issue. Working men and women and 
poor people need the support of their govern
ment. NAFT A stacks the deck against their le
gitimate human rights. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he inay consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX
MAN]. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, I also urge a "no" 
vote on NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, this vote puts Members in a 
very difficult and in a very unfortunate position. 
I agree with the fundamental goals of NAFT A. 
I am in favor of lowering tariffs and allowing 
free trade between the United States, Mexico, 
and Canada. 

It is important to remember that just 1 year 
ago, every Member of this House voted for a 
resolution that directed the President not to 
negotiate any trade agreement that jeopard
izes health, safety, labor, and environmental 
laws. The resolution also stated that the 
House would not approve NAFT A if it jeopard
izes those laws. 

I have carefully evaluated this agreement to 
determine whether it meets the standard es
tablished by the resolution. In order to clarify 
the meaning of the agreement, I have ex
changed numerous letters with the U.S. Trade 
Representative to determine whether NAFT A 
meets the test of the House resolution, and I 
ask that these letters be placed in the record. 

It is my view that the agreement represents 
a step backward in terms of environmental 
laws; it represents a step toward uncertainty in 
terms of food safety laws; and it represents a 
lost opportunity in terms of protecting Amer
ican workers. Therefore, I have no choice but 
to vote against the agreement. 

We don't have to approve this NAFT A. I am 
convinced that we can do better. We can have 
a NAFT A that accomplishes the important goal 
of free trade without adversely impacting 
health, safety, and environmental laws, as well 
as American workers. I urge my colleagues to 
vote against this NAFT A and to support a re
negotiated agreement that protects our laws 
and our workers. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
AND THE ENVIRONMENT, 

Washington, DC, June 23, 1993. 
Hon. MICKEY KANTOR, 
U.S. Trade Representative, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MICKEY: I am writing this letter to 
follow up our recent meeting in which we 
discussed the potential impact of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement on U.S. en-

vironmental, health and safety laws. While 
the meeting and subsequent discussions be
tween our staffs have been useful in clarify
ing a number of issues, it would be extremely 
helpful to receive your written response to 
the following questions: 

1. NAFTA requires that regulatory stand
ards pertaining to food be based on "risk as
sessment, as appropriate to the cir
cumstances." Article 712, para. 3. As you are 
aware, for food additives, color additives and 
animal drugs, the Delaney clauses in U.S. 
law prohibit the addition of any substance to 
foods if the substance is an animal carcino
gen. 21 U .S.C. 348(c)(3)(A), 376(b)(5)(B) and 
512(d)(1)(H). Under the Delaney clauses, a 
traditional risk assessment is irrelevant. 
Public Citizen v. Young, 831 F.2d 1108 (D.C. 
Cir. 1987). I would like your evaluation of 
whether the NAFTA agreement in any way 
jeopardizes the Delaney clauses in U.S. law. 
Specifically, how does the Delaney clauses' 
statement that the theoretical risk to hu
mans is irrelevant square with the require
ment in Article 712, para. 3 that U.S. laws be 
based on a risk assessment? 

2. NAFTA declares that each party may 
adopt food safety regulation "only to the ex
tent necessary to achieve its appropriate 
level of protection, taking into account tech
nical and economical feasibility." Article 
712, para. 5. What provisions in NAFTA 
would prevent Canada or Mexico from suc
cessfully challenging U.S. laws as NAFTA in
consistent, including the Delaney clauses 
and laws relating to pesticide residues in 
foods, on the grounds that they are mdst 
stringent than "necessary" to achieve the 
appropriate level of protection chosen by the 
U.S.? 

3. I want to ensure that the U.S. has not 
ceded its authority to restrict trade in order 
to promote protection of our global com
mons. Please explain whether the language 
in NAFTA would prevent the U.S. or other 
signatories from restricting trade in order to 
protect an extraterritorial resource, assum
ing that such a restriction is applied in a 
way that is non-discriminatory. For exam
ple, would NAFTA preclude the U.S. from 
prohibiting the sale or import of specific va
rieties of seal pelts with the objective of pro
tecting seal populations that are not listed 
as endangered under the Convention of Inter
national Trade in Endangered Species? 
Would nondiscriminatory restrictions on the 
sale or import of products producing green
house emissions for the purpose of protecting 
the global climate be consistent with 
NAFTA? 

4. I also want assurances that NAFTA will 
not prohibit the use of trade restrictions as 
a sanction for the failure to comply with fu
ture international environmental accords 
not listed in NAFTA Article 104, especially 
on the issue of global climate protection. 
Please explain whether NAFT A would dis
courage the adoption in any new multilat
eral agreement on global climate of provi
sions imposing trade sanctions on non-com
plying nations, analogous to the trade sanc
tion provisions which have proven so effec
tive in the Montreal Protocol for Protection 
of the Stratospheric Ozone Layer. 

5. Section 105 of NAFTA provides that the 
parties are to insure "all necessary measures 
are taken in order to give effect to [its] pro
visions * * *, including their observance 
* * * by state and provincial governments." 
Does this require the U.S. to preempt any 
state and local laws, and does the Adminis
tration intend to include any preemption 
provisions in its implementing legislation? 

I appreciate your response to these ques
tions in the hope that we can resolve these 
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important issues. Since Congress may be 
considering these issues in the near future, I 
request that you provide response by July 16, 
1993. Please have your staff contact Bill 
Schultz or Greg Wetstone of my staff at 226-
7620 if you have any questions. 

With every good wish, I am 
Sincerely, 

HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
Chairman. 

THE U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC, September 7, 1993. 
Han. HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Health and the En

vironment, Committee on Energy and Com
merce, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WAXMAN: Thank you 
for your letter of June 23, 1993, in which you 
raise a number of questions concerning the 
interpretation and application of the provi
sions of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA) in connection with sev
eral environmental concerns. 

The NAFTA will establish the largest mar
ket in the world, create jobs in America, and 
enhance the region's competitiveness. The 
NAFTA, together with the supplemental 
Agreement on Environmental Cooperation 
concluded last week, provides a number of 
strong steps to promote environmental pro
tection. The NAFTA itself begins with the 
Parties' commitment to "promote sustain
able development; strengthen the develop
ment and enforcement of environmental 
laws and regulations" and undertake the 
NAFTA commitments "in a manner consist
ent with environmental protection and con
servation." 

These commitments are reflected in the 
provisions of the NAFTA that follow, includ
ing explicit recognition of the rights of gov
ernments to maintain measures to protect 
human, animal or plant life or health, the 
environment and consumers; recognition of 
the rights to establish the level of protection 
governments consider appropriate; a com
mitment to work jointly to enhance the 
level of safety and of protection of human, 
animal and plant life and health, the envi
ronment and consumers; and renouncing the 
relaxing of health, safety or environmental 
measures to encourage investment. 

The Agreement on Environmental Co
operation will ensure that economic growth 
is consistent with goals of sustainable devel
opment. The Agreement on Environmental 
Cooperation further promotes environmental 
protection, including by ensuring that laws 
and standards continue to provide high lev
els of environmental protection and that 
those laws are effectively enforced. 

I will respond to each of the specific ques
tions in your letter in turn. 

Question 1: NAFTA requires that regu
latory standards pertaining to food safety be 
based on "risk assessment, as appropriate to 
the circumstances.'' Article 712, para. 3. As 
you are aware, for food additives, color addi
tives and animal drugs, the Delaney clauses 
in U.S. law prohibit the addition of any sub
stance to foods if the substance is an animal 
carcinogen. 21 U.S.C. 348(c)(3)(A), 376(b)(5)(B) 
and 512(d)(1)(H). Under the Delaney clauses, a 
traditional risk assessment is irrelevant. 
Public Citizen v. Young, 831 F.2d 1108 (D.C. 
Cir. 1987). I would like your evaluation of 
whether the NAFT A agreement in any way 
jeopardizes the Delaney clauses in U.S. law. 
Specifically, how does the Delaney clauses' 
statement that the theoretical risk to hu
mans is irrelevant square with the require
ment in Article 712, para. 3 that U.S. laws be 
based on a risk assessment? 

Response: The NAFTA was carefully draft
ed, with the Delaney clauses and other provi
sions of U.S. law firmly in mind, to safe
guard the ability of governments to ensure 
food safety. To understand how the NAFTA 
applies to these and other "sanitary and 
phytosanitary measures" (covered in Section 
B of Chapter 7), it is important to distin
guish between two key concepts-the level of 
protection that a government chooses and 
the measure that the government uses to 
achieve that level of protection. 

The NAFT A makes explicit that each gov
ernment may establish those levels of pro
tection for human, animal or plant life or 
health that the government considers to be 
appropriate (Article 712(2)). A government's 
choice of the level of protection of human 
health need not be based on a scientific ra
tionale or on a "risk assessment." The 
NAFTA implicitly recognizes that such 
choices are based on societal, not scientific, 
values. 

The Delaney clauses, in the first instance, 
establish a level of protection. They reflect a 
decision by the Congress that there should 
be no risk of cancer to humans from the sub
stances those clauses cover. That decision is 
fully protected under the NAFT A. 

The NAFTA does require governments to 
meet certain elementary requirements when 
applying laws and regulations to achieve 
their chosen level of protection in order to 
safeguard against blatant trade protection
ism in the guise of a health regulation. Our 
trading partners have repeatedly sought to 
exclude perfectly safe U.S. products from 
their markets by citing false "health" pre
texts. 

For example, the NAFTA requires that the 
sanitary or phytonsani tary measure used 
have a scientific basis and be based on a risk 
assessment appropriate to the cir
cumstances. 

It makes sense to require governments to 
meet these tests since legitimate health iaws 
and regulations would have a scientific basis 
and are the product of a risk assessment. For 
example, a determination that a particular 
food additive poses a health risk is made on 
scientific grounds. Similarly, legitimate food 
additive regulations are based on "risk as
sessments" of the type required in the 
NAFTA. The term "risk assessment" is de
fined in the NAFTA in relevant part as an 
evaluation of the potential for adverse ef
fects on human life or health arising from 
the presence of an additive, contaminant, 
toxin or disease-causing organism in a food, 
beverage, or feedstuff. Importantly, "risk as
sessment" as used in the NAFTA is not lim
ited to quantitative risk assessment, which 
is a particular type of risk assessment used 
to evaluate the potential for carcinogenesis. 

The Delaney clauses are entirely consist
ent with the NAFTA's requirements in this 
regard. The determination that a particular 
substance poses a risk of cancer is a sci
entific determination, based on an evalua
tion of the potential for carcinogenic effect. 
Based on scientific principles, the United 
States has determined that if a substance in
duces cancer in animals, it poses some risk 
of human carcinogenesis. And since the level 
of protection under Delaney requires that 
there be zero risk of carcinogenesis, we pro
hibit the substance. 

The Public Citizen case dealt with the 
question of whether there was a de minimis 
exception under the color additives Delaney 
clause, not whether it was appropriate to 
evaluate whether a particular substance is 
an animal carcinogen and thus such sub
stance poses a risk of carcinogenesis. The 

court's determination that there was no de 
minimis exception under the Delaney clauses 
does not change the fact that all three 
Delaney clauses are themselves based on a 
risk assessment and are consistent with the 
NAFT A requirements. 

Question 2: NAFTA declares that each 
party may adopt food safety regulation 
"only to the extent necessary to achieve its 
appropriate level of protection, taking into 
account technical and economic feasibility." 
Article 712, para. 5. What provisions in 
NAFTA would prevent Canada or Mexico 
from successfully challenging U.S. laws as 
NAFTJ\ inconsistent, including the Delaney 
clauses and laws relating to pesticide resi
dues in foods, on the ground that they are 
more stringent than "necessary" to achieve 
the appropriate level of protection chosen by 
the U.S.? 

Response: Article 712(5) of the NAFTA pro
vides as follows: "Each Party shall ensure 
that any sanitary or phytosanitary measure 
that it adopts, maintains or applies is ap
plied only to the extent necessary to achieve 
its appropriate level of protection, taking 
into account technical and economic fea
sibility." (Emphasis added.) 

This provision addresses how a health law 
or regulation that is in place is applied. It 
does not address the validity of the underly
ing health law or regulation itself, or the 
level of protection afforded by those laws. 

Article 712(5) provides no basis for chal
lenging the levels of protection that the Con
gress has established in the Delaney clauses 
or laws relating to pesticide residues in food. 
The fact that those chosen levels of protec
tion reflect a more conservative approach 
than other countries toward the level of pro
tection that we desire in setting specific 
standards does not render these laws subject 
to question under Article 712(5). 

This provision is meant to ensure th::..t gov
ernments do not enforce or apply their 
health laws or regulations in a way cal
culated to provide a special advantage to do
mestic producers. For example, this provi
sion is designed to guard against a country 
imposing a two year quarantine on imported 
cattle (and not coincidentally protecting the 
domestic industry) when a 10 day quarantine 
would be sufficient to guarantee the cattle 
are not diseased. 

Article 712(5) does not require governments 
to avoid taking any action that has trade re
strictive effects. And it recognizes that gov
ernments may legitimately take economic 
and technical factors into account in the 
manner that they apply their health regula
tions to imported goods. Finally, the provi
sion is drafted so that a government will al
ways be able to apply its health measures in 
a manner that fully achieves the country's 
chosen level of protection. 

Question 3: I want to ensure that the U.S. 
has not ceded its authority to restrict trade 
in order to promote protection of our global 
commons. Please explain whether the lan
guage in NAFTA would prevent the U.S. or 
other signatories from restricting trade in 
order to protect an extraterritorial resource, 
assuming that such a restriction is applied 
in a way that is nondiscriminatory. For ex
ample, would NAFTA preclude the U.S. from 
prohibiting the sale or import of specific va
rieties of seal pelts with the objective of pro
tecting seal populations that are not listed 
as endangered under the Convention on 
International Trade in Endangered Species? 
Would nondiscriminatory restrictions on the 
sale or import of products producing green
house emissions for the purpose of protecting 
the global climate be consistent with 
NAFTA? 



29858 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE November 17, 1993 
Response: This Administration is commit

ted to taking effective action to protect 
global environmental resources, including 
the global commons. Far from ceding our au
thorities in this area in the NAFTA, the 
agreement itself and the supplemental 
Agreement on Environmental Cooperation 
affirm the commitment of all three coun
tries to protection of the environment and 
the promotion of sustainable development. 
In a provision that has no precedent 'in trade 
agreements, NAFTA Article 104 expressly 
provides that the obligations of the NAFTA 
parties under international environmental 
agreements shall prevail over any inconsist
ent obligations undertaken in the NAFTA. 

The NAFTA does not change U.S. obliga
tions concerning the use of trade sanctions 
to protect a particular resource outside the 
United States. The NAFTA will not impair 
the ability of the United States to impose 
the kinds of non-discriminatory trade re
strictions cited in your examples. Thus, a 
nondiscriminatory prohibition on the sale of 
all domestically- and foreign-produced seal 
pelts in the United States would generally be 
consistent with the NAFTA. Similarly, a ban 
on the sale of all domestic and foreign-made 
goods producing greenhouse gas emissions 
would generally be consistent with NAFTA 
requirements. 

As you may know, the broader question of 
the use of trade measures to protect re
sources outside a particular country's juris
diction is currently under discussion in a 
number of international fora, including the 
Working Group on Environmental Measures 
and International Trade under the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), and 
in the Organization for Economic Coopera
tion and Development (OECD). 

This issue arises most clearly in connec
tion with the "general exceptions" to the 
GATT, a number of which have been included 
as general exceptions to the NAFTA as well. 
The exceptions most directly applicable to 
environmental protection are GATT Article 
XX(b) (protection of human, animal and 
plant life or health) and Article XX(g) (con
servation of exhaustible natural resources). 
Some GATT countries, and an earlier, 
unadapted GATT panel report, have asserted 
that those exceptions are not available for 
measures to conserve or protect a resource 
outside the jurisdiction of the country tak
ing the measure. The scope of those articles 
are the subject of on-going dispute settle
ment proceedings before a GATT panel con
cerning a challenge by the European Com
munities and the Netherlands to U.S. import 
restrictions on tuna in order to protect dol
phins. 

In those GATT dispute settlement proceed
ings, we have made clear that Article XX 
fully guarantees the ability of the United 
States to take measures to protect resources 
outside its jurisdiction. The inclusion of 
these Article XX provisions in the NAFTA 
does nothing to jeopardize the U.S. position 
on this question. 

Question 4: I also want assurances that 
NAFTA will not prohibit the use of trade re
strictions as a sanction for the failure to 
comply with future international environ
mental accords not listed in NAFTA Article 
104, especially on the issue of global climate 
protection. Please explain whether NAFTA 
would discourage the adoption in any new 
multilateral agreement on global climate of 
provisions imposing trade sanctions on non
complying nations, analogous to the trade 
sanction provisions which have proven so ef
fective in the Montreal Protocol for Protec
tion of the Stratospheric Ozone Layer. 

Response: The NAFTA is intentionally de
signed to be flexible enough to accommodate 
additional international environmental or 
conservation agreements that contain trade 
obligations. Article 104 of the NAFTA gives 
precedence over the NAFTA to the trade ob
ligations contained in a list of international 
environmental agreements. That list in
cludes the Montreal Protocol on Substances 
that Deplete the Ozone Layer. 

Article 104 explicitly contemplates adding 
new environmental or conservation agree
ments to the list as the NAFT A countries 
may agree. If a new multilateral agreement 
on climate change contains trade obliga
tions, it could be added to the list in accord
ance with Article 104. 

Question 5: Section 105 of NAFTA provides 
that the parties are to insure "all necessary 
measures are taken in order to give effect to 
[its] provisions ... , including their observ
ance . . . by state and provincial govern
ments." Does this require the U.S. to pre
empt any state and local laws, and does the 
Administration intend to include any pre
emption provisions in its implementing leg
islation? 

Response: Article 105 is intended to ensure 
that the federal government in each of the 
three NAFTA countries is fully accountable 
for any state or provincial measures covered 
by the agreement. This provision is drawn 
virtually verbatim from the United States
Canada Free-Trade Agreement (CFTA). 

Article 105 does not establish or require 
federal preemption of state or provincial 
measures. It does mean that the federal gov
ernment will be held accountable if it cannot 
secure state or provincial compliance with 
NAFTA obligations. 

The precise legal relationship between the 
NAFT A and a country's domestic law is a 
matter for each participating government to 
decide. For example, we understand that 
Mexico intends to adopt NAFTA into its do
mestic law, thus superseding any pre-exist
ing, inconsistent Mexican federal or state 
law. 

In the United States, this issue will be ad
dressed in the NAFTA implementing bill. 
The Administration will be working with the 
Congress to develop the NAFTA implement
ing legislation, including any provisions nec
essary or appropriate to implement Article 
105. 

It is important to note that where a ques
tion arises concerning the consistency of a 
state law with U.S. international trade obli
gations, the Executive Branch works with 
the state through cooperation and consulta
tions. We ensure that our states are fully 
briefed on any discussions with other govern
ments concerning state laws and are kept in
volved in any dispute settlement proceedings 
that may be initiated. In the case of the 
NAFT A-as we have done in connection with 
the CFTA-we would expect state represent
atives to be full participants in any panel 
proceedings concerning their laws. 

In the one instance where state measures 
were successfully challenged before a GATT 
panel, we have not had recourse to preemp
tion or lawsuits. Rather, we have worked 
with the state involved to see what, if any, 
solutions to the question can be found that 
would fully protect state interests in the 
matter. We expect our practice of consulta
tions and cooperation to continue under the 
NAFTA. 

We would note that there is no preemption 
under the NAFTA in another sense, which is 
that state and local laws are free to differ 
from federal regulations and still be consist
ent with the NAFTA. In fact, there is noth-

ing in the NAFTA that refers to federal 
standards as any point of reference for state 
standards. Instead, the same NAFTA re
quirements that guard against standards 
being used to provide a special advantage to 
domestic producers are applied to federal 
standards and to state standards. 

Thank you for this opportunity to clarify 
these issues. I look forward to continuing to 
work with you in preparing for the imple
mentation of the NAFT A. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL KANTOR. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
AND THE ENVIRONMENT, 

Washington, DC, September 16, 1993. 
Hon. MICKEY KANTOR, 
U.S. Trade Representative, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MICKEY: As we discussed last Thurs
day, I have attached below a summary of my 
concerns regarding environmental aspects of 
the North American Free Trade Agreement. 
It remains my hope that we can work to
gether to address each of these important is
sues. 

Process Standards.-It appears that U.S. 
laws that restrict market access to products 
that are produced in a way that harms the 
environment or human health could be sub
ject to challenge under NAFTA as non-tariff 
trade barriers, even if we apply these laws 
equally to domestic and imported products. 
For example, although drift-net fishing is 
known to be extremely destructive of aquat
ic life in our oceans, a ban on sales of fish 
caught by drift-net fishing could be found to 
violate NAFTA. The same problem, of 
course, arises in the context of the U.S. law 
restricting the import of tuna caught in a 
fashion that kills dolphin. It appears that 
such restrictions would not be "standards re
lated measures" or "technical regulations" 
under Chapter 9 of the Agreement and could 
therefore be found to be barriers to trade. 

International Agreements.-The list of 
international agreements in Article 104 of 
NAFTA is not sufficiently inclusive, and 
may present an obstacle to the inclusion of 
trade sanctions in future multilateral envi
ronmental agreements. In fact, it appears 
that trade restrictions in future inter
national agreements to address global envi
ronmental problems such as global climate 
change might well be found to be violative of 
NAFTA. Although future multilateral agree
ments could be added to the list in Article 
104, such action requires approval of all par
ties. A recalcitrant North American nation 
could therefore use NAFTA to undermine the 
key forcing mechanism of trade sanctions. 
This problem would, of course, be exacer
bated if NAFTA were expanded to include 
other nations of central or South America. 

Border Air Pollution.-Major new pollu
tion sources are being constructed on the 
Mexican side of the U.S.-Mexico border with
out air pollution controls. The most trou
bling example is the Carbon II power plant 
now under construction in Piedra Negras. 
This massive new facility will not include 
the stringent controls required for all new 
facilities in the U.S. and is expected to re
lease hundreds of thousands of tons of sulfur 
dioxide pollution into our common air sup
ply-dramatically reducing visibility in Big 
Bend National Park, and perhaps in other 
national parks as well. Failure to require 
controls on new facilities not only subjects 
large areas of the Southwest U.S. to addi
tional air pollution, it also provides an un
fair competitive advantage to Mexico-al
lowing that country to lure new facilities 
with reduced environmental costs. 
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Food Safety.-Your letter of September 7, 

1993 partially addresses my concerns about 
the impact of NAFTA on U.S. food safety 
laws. You have indicated that Article 
712(3)(c), which requires that sanitary and 
phytosanitary measures must be "based on 
risk assessment, as appropriate to the cir
cumstances," does not require that food safe
ty laws be based on a conventional risk as
sessment because Article 712(2) states that 
each country may establish its "appropriate 
levels of protection," including a level of 
protection that does not rely on conven
tional risk assessment. Can you give me 
similar assurances with respect to sections 
712(3)(a), 712(3)(b) and 715(3)(b)? 

It has also been suggested that section 
715(3)(b), which states that each party must 
"avoid arbitrary or unjustifiable distinctions 
in [its appropriate level of protection] in dif
ferent circumstances," could be the basis for 
a successful challenge to the Delaney 
clauses. Can you assure me that this provi
sion does not jeopardize the Delaney clauses? 

Your September 7 letter also responded to 
my concern regarding NAFTA language pro
viding that each party may adopt food safety 
regulation "only to the extent necessary to 
achieve its appropriate level of protection, 
taking into account technical and economic 
feasibility." Article 712(5). You state that 
this language applies to how a law or regula
tion or law is enforced and not to the con
tent of the law or regulation. I would like as
surances that your statement applies to any 
administrative regulation or order and would 
not allow challenges to the choices made in 
setting regulatory standards under such reg
ulations or orders. For example, am I correct 
that this provision could not be a basis for a 
challenge to an agency decision to ban a pes
ticide rather than to reduce its use; to ban 
export of pesticides rather than to use im
port inspections to guard against import of 
foods with unapproved pesticides; or to re
quire batch-by-batch testing of infant for
mula rather than periodic testing? 

Most importantly, please provide state
ments from Canada and Mexico indicating 
that they agree with your interpretation of 
the provisions in the Agreement that raise 
questions with regard to food safety. This 
statement should be in a form that would 
bind future signatories of the NAFTA. 

Preemption.-! am concerned about the 
preemptive effect of implementing legisla
tion and would like the opportunity to re
view your legislative language to insure that 
it does not unnecessarily interfere with state 
and local laws. 

Thank you for your cooperation in address
ing these important matters. 

With every good wish, I am 
Sincerely, 

HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
Chairman. 

THE U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC, October 26, 1993. 
Hon. HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Health and the En

vironment, Washington, DC. 
DEAR HENRY: Thank you for your letter of 

September 16, 1993 summarizing your con
cerns regarding environmental aspects of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA). That letter raised concerns re
garding: process standards, international 
agreements, border air pollution, food safety, 
and preemption. 

Let me note at the outset that the case for 
the NAFTA comes down to two compelling 
points: the NAFTA will increase economic 

growth and jobs in the United States, and 
the NAFTA will help us resolve problems 
that trouble Americans in our current rela
tionship with Mexico. Prominent among 
those problems are issues related to environ
mental protection and our citizens' health 
and safety that I know are of particular in
terest to you. 

The combination of the provisions of the 
NAFTA and the NAFTA side agreement on 
the environment (the North American Agree
ment on Environmental Cooperation) con
stitute truly path-breaking advances in the 
area of trade and the environment. The 
NAFTA and the side agreements of the 
NAFTA show heightened sensitivity to safe
guarding our rights to protect the environ
ment, health and safety. They also contain 
provisions aimed at seeing that the benefits 
of increased trade and economic growth are 
accompanied by measures to improve stand
ards and enforcement of laws affording these 
protections. 

Let me address each of your specific con
cerns in turn. 

PROCESS STANDARDS 

In your letter, you state that U.S. laws 
that restrict market access to products that 
are produced in a way that harms the envi
ronment or human health would not be 
"standards-related measures" or "technical 
regulations" under Chapter Nine of the 
NAFTA and could therefore be found to be 
inconsistent with the NAFTA. 

As an initial matter, it is incorrect to 
state that Chapter Nine of the NAFTA 
(Standards-Related Measures) prohibits 
measures that are not "standards related 
measures" or "technical regulations." Chap
ter Nine provides for a series of disciplines 
on standards-related measures, as defined in 
that chapter, and applies only to "standards
related measures of a Party, other than 
those covered by Section B of Chapter Seven 
[of the NAFTA] (Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
Measures), that may, directly or indirectly, 
affect trade in goods or services between the 
Parties, and to measures of the Parties relat
ing to such measures." (Article 901) 

If a measure is not a standards-related 
measure, then Chapter Nine does not apply 
to it. (A technical regulation is one type of 
a standards-related measure, as defined in 
Article 915.) Any measure of the type de
scribed in your letter would need to be ana
lyzed on a case by case basis. 

We disagree that such measures would gen
erally be inconsistent with the NAFTA. For 
example, as you know, the question of U.S. 
embargoes under the Marine Mammal Pro
tection Act of 1972 (MMP A) on imports of 
yellowfin tuna in order to protect and con
serve dolphin is currently the subject of a 
dispute settlement proceeding under the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(GATT). In that proceeding, the United 
States has maintained that the U.S. embar
goes are consistent with the GATT by virtue 
of GATT Articles :XX(g), (b) and, in the case 
of the intermediary nation embargoes under 
the MMPA, Article XX(d) as well. 

Those GATT articles are incorporated into 
the NAFTA through Article 2101 and would 
be available if U.S. measures were chal
lenged under the NAFTA. 

From our perspe_ctive, consideration of the 
issue of "processes and production methods" 
or PPMs is a high priority element of the 
workplan for the Council under the North 
American Agreement on Environmental Co
operation. This involves the very complex, 
and often sensitive, questions of how to ad
dress any environmental effects of products 
due to the processes or production methods 

associated with them. Questions like: how 
was the product harvested?, how was it proc
essed?, what effects will its consumption 
have on, say, the environment? 

These questions are of a global nature, not 
limited just to North America. Therefore, 
while the Administration is committed to 
taking them up with our North American 
neighbors in the context of the NAFTA and 
the supplemental agreement on environ
mental cooperation, we are also seeking a 
broader dialogue. Indeed, preparatory discus
sions are already under way in the Organiza
tion for Economic Cooperation and Develop
ment (OECD) to develop a sound analysis of 
PPMs. We are actively involved in those dis
cussions. 

Another important step from our perspec
tive will be to engage the GATT, beginning 
with a post-Uruguay Round workprogram on 
the environment, which we hope will be 
launched at the conclusion of the Uruguay 
Round. This work would of necessity have to 
include a thorough examination of the ade
quacy of the GATT's substantive rules as 
they relate to PPMs. Broadly, our objective 
is to ensure that countries are able to effec
tively address environmental objectives 
while not providing a means for arbitrary 
limit on trade. Easier said than done. This 
project will take time-but we will take it 
on in good faith, multilaterally and in the 
North American context. 

INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS 

You expressed concern that the list of 
agreements in Article 104 and its Annex is 
not sufficiently inclusive. The agreements 
listed in article 104 and its Annex had been 
identified as the agreements where there was 
particular concern that the relationship to 
the NAFTA should be made explicit. We did 
not list a number of other international en
vironmental agreements. The NAFTA, in ar
ticle 2101, incorporates the general excep
tions to the General agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade (GATT). These exceptions gen
erally provide for environmental measures 
to protect human, animal or plant life or 
health as well as for measures relating to the 
conservation of living and non-living ex
haustible natural resources. This could in
clude measures to implement international 
environmental agreements. 

We recognize that trade measures under 
international environmental agreements can 
play an important role in the implementa
tion of those agreements. For example, the 
trade obligations of the Convention on Inter
national Trade in Endangered Species of 
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) have been 
vital to ensuring the preservation of endan
gered species. Article 104 affirms the impor
tance of these measures. 

For greater clarity, I have recently re
ceived agreement from the government of 
Canada and Mexico that we will modify 
Annex 104.1 of the NAFTA to include the fol
lowing additional agreements: 

(a) The Convention Between the United 
States of America and the United Mexican 
States for the Protection of Migratory Birds 
and Game Mammals, done at Mexico, Feb
ruary 7. 1936; and 

(b) The Convention on the Protection of 
Migratory Birds, done at Washington, Au
gust 16, 1916. 

We are currently studying which addi
tional agreements it may be appropriate to 
include on the list, and I look forward to 
continuing to work with you on this issue. 

BORDER AIR POLLUTION 

Your letter expressed concern that major 
new pollution sources are being constructed 
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on the Mexican side of the U.S.-Mexico bor
der without air pollution controls, and cited 
as the most troubling example the Carbon II 
power plant now under construction in 
Piedras Negras. 

The Carbon II power plant will use state
of-the-art electrostatic precipitators to con
trol particulate pollution. Since the sulfur 
content of the coal to be used by the plant is 
very low (one percent or less), no controls 
are currently planned for SOz emissions from 
the plant. As was true in the U.S. until re
cently, no such controls are required by 
Mexican standards in this circumstance. 

With respect to visibility in Big Bend Na
tional Park, we understand that technical 
studies are being undertaken to better esti
mate the magnitude of the effect from SOz 
emissions from the plant. Consultations in
volving the Department of State, the Depart
ment of the Interior, the Environmental Pro
tection Agency, and the Mexican govern
ment are continuing on this issue. 

We also understand that the local air qual
ity effects of emissions from the plant are 
not a significant issue. U.S. as well as Mexi
can health and welfare-based ambient air 
quality standards for sulfur dioxide will be 
met. 

The way the Carbon II situation is being 
managed through cooperative work between 
our two governments shows how the closer 
ties between the United States and Mexico 
fostered by the NAFTA and the Supple
mental Agreements greatly improve our 
ability to work out issues that may arise be
tween us as neighbors. The Mexican govern
ment has given us assurances that they will 
work with us to reach a resolution of the 
issue. Indeed, officials of the Departments of 
State and the Interior and of the Environ
mental Protection Agency met with Mexican 
officials at least twice in the past few weeks 
on this topic and will meet with them again 
next week. 

Mexico began building the Carbon I and II 
power plants-the only coal-fired power 
plants in Mexico-several years ago to meet 
its growing needs for electricity. The power 
is strictly for domestic use in Mexico. The 
project will continue, with or without 
NAFTA. What NAFTA and the Supplemental 
Agreements provide is closer ties among the 
North American countries and an environ
mental commission that will give us a better 
way to deal with such situations as they 
arise-or even before they arise-in the fu
ture. 

More to the point, the North American 
Agreement on Environmental Cooperation 
contains explicit commitments to work to
gether toward higher environmental stand
ards. This will help reduce existing dif
ferences between U.S. and Mexican standards 
by bringing their standards up, not by lower
ing ours. 

FOOD SAFETY 
Your letter also sought assurances with re

spect to additional questions on the interpre
tation of the sanitary and phytosanitary pro
visions of the NAFTA not raised in our ear
lier correspondence on this issue. You sought 
an assurance that Articles 712(3) (a) and (b) 
and 715(3)(b) do not require that a NAFTA 
country base its level of protection for food 
safety on a risk assessment. As we stated in 
response to a similar question with respect 
to Article 712(3)(c), each NAFTA country is 
free to establish its appropriate level of pro
tection for food safety, including a level that 
does not rely on a risk assessment. 

Article 715(3)(b) obligates each NAFTA 
party, in establishing its appropriate level of 
protection, to avoid arbitrary or unjustifi-

able distinctions in its appropriate levels of 
protection in different circumstances, where 
such distinctions result in arbitrary or un
justifiable discrimination against a good of 
another party or constitute a disguised re
striction on trade between the parties. As 
noted in my September 7 response to your 
earlier letter, the NAFTA was carefully 
drafted, with the Delaney clauses and other 
provisions of U.S. law firmly in mind, to 
safeguard the ability of governments to en
sure food safety. 

The Delaney clauses, in the first instance, 
establish a level of protection. They reflect a 
decision by the Congress that there should 
be no risk of cancer to humans from the sub
stances those clauses cover. As I also noted 
in my letter of September 7, 1993, that deci
sion is fUlly protected under the NAFT A. 

We do not view the level of protection es
tablished by the Delaney clauses as arbitrary 
or unjustifiable distinctions in U.S. appro
priate levels of protection in different cir
cumstances, nor do the Delaney clauses re
sult in arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimina
tion against a good of another party or con
stitute a disguised restriction on trade be
tween the parties. The measures applied 
under the Delaney clauses apply equally to 
goods whatever their origin. 

With respect to Article 712(5), measures 
that are adopted, maintained or applied are 
to be applied only to the extent necessary to 
achieve the government's appropriate level 
of protection. However, each government re
tains the right to establish the level of pro
tection that it considers appropriate. Your 
letter proposed several examples, including 
an example in which an agency, in applying 
an administrative order or regulation that it 
has adopted or maintains, decided to require 
batch-by-batch testing of infant formula 
rather than periodic testing. In that exam
ple, the question under Article 712(5) would 
be whether, taking into account technical 
and economic feasibility, applying batch-by
batch testing was applying a measure beyond 
the extent necessary to achieve the agency's 
appropriate level of protection, and would 
periodic testing achieve that level of protec
tion. A similar analysis would apply· to the 
other examples cited in your letter. 

The discipline provided by Article 712(5) is 
reasonable a.nd is not burdensome. Since the 
government established the level of protec
tion it considered appropriate in the first 
place, it would be surprising for the govern
ment to seek then to apply a measure to 
achieve a level of protection beyond the level 
that government considered to be appro
priate. 

Your letter also requested that we provide 
statements from Canada and Mexico, in a 
form that would bind future signatories of 
the NAFTA, that they agree with the inter
pretation we have provided of the NAFTA 
provisions applicable to measures to ensure 
food safety. The best assurance of the mean
ing and application of these provisions is the 
test of the NAFTA itself, which has already 
been agreed to by the governments of Mexico 
and Canada and which would bind future sig
natories of the NAFTA. My letter of Septem
ber 7, 1993 was based on the plain language of 
the NAFTA. We also intend to make sure 
that the Statement of Administrative Action 
reflects the explanation of the NAFTA provi
sions I provided earlier. As you know, the 
Statement of Administrative Action is the 
single, contemporaneous compilation of the 
Administration's statements of what is in 
the NAFTA (its terms, how it will work, 
what it means for the United States) and is 
approved by the Congress. 

I will consider your request for statements 
for Canada and Mexico. However, assurances 
of the type requested raise some potential 
difficulties-they would actually be addi
tional international agreements, requiring 
that we enter into negotiations with the gov
ernments of Mexico and Canada. These nego
tiations could invite those governments to 
re-visit the NAFTA provisions. We have re
ceived numerous other requests for further 
agreements with the governments of Mexico 
and Canada on various provisions of the 
NAFT A, and I assume those governments 
have also received similar requests. 

PREEMPTION 
Your letter expressed your desire for an op

portunity to review the language of the draft 
NAFTA implementing bill to insure it does 
not· unnecessarily interfere with state and 
local laws. I share your concern that the im
plementing bill not unnecessarily interfere 
with state and local laws. As you may know, 
we are currently engaged in a process of ex
tensive consultations and review with the 
Congress of draft implementing legislative 
language. I look forward to working with 
you as we move forward in that process. 

Thank you for this opportunity to address 
your concerns. The NAFTA and the side 
agreements contain both provisions to en
sure that trade liberalization does not come 
at the expense of environmental protection 
and provisions to help improve environ
mental protection. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL KANTOR. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, November 12, 1993. 

Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON, 
The President, The White House, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I appreciate your 

taking the time to meet with me last week 
about the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment (NAFTA). Your personal effort to en
sure congressional approval of this pact has 
been extraordinary. 

As you know, I have a longstanding inter
est in the effects of trade agreements on our 
health, safety, and environmental laws. Last 
year, I sponsored a resolution, adopted by 
the House of Representatives, that declared 
that Congress would not approve the NAFTA 
if it jeopardize these laws. Since June, I have 
been working with the Office of the U.S. 
Trade Representative (USTR) to understand 
fully how the NAFTA would affect our do
mestic laws. In a series of letters that I have 
exchanged with the USTR, some points have 
been clarified. Serious concerns remain, 
however. 

After considering this issue as carefully as 
I can, I want to urge you to withdraw the 
NAFTA enabling legislation from Congress 
and initiative negotiations on a new agree
ment with Mexico and Canada. Although I 
strongly support the liberalization of trade 
laws and have consistently opposed protec
tionist legislation, I reluctantly have to op
pose the Agreement as it is now written. 

This issue transcends the traditional "for 
or against" free trade debate. For many of 
us, the current NAFTA creates a conflict be
tween our support for increased inter
national competition and our commitment 
to progressive environmental, health, and 
safety laws. I have struggled with this choice 
and concluded that under your leadership we 
can-and must-do better than the NAFTA 
before Congress. 

Despite what some have said, the NAFTA 
would allow another country to challenge 
our health and safety standards. Mexico 
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could for the first time challenge a U.S. law 
that protects our food supply on the ground 
that it "arbitrarily or unjustifiably 
discriminate[s]" against imports, or creates 
a "disguised restriction on trade." Article 
712(4), 712(6). These provisions open the door 
to challenges to many statutes, including 
laws that establish standards for infant for
mula, carcinogens in foods, pesticides, and 
Proposition 65, California's law that requires 
labeling of certain carcinogens in foods. 
Even key provisions of the Clean Air Act, 
such as requirements to reformulate gaso
line, could be challenged as an "unnecessary 
obstacle to trade." Article 904.4(b). 

Although our laws should be expected to 
meet these tests, disputes would be decided 
by a process that is repugnant to basic con
cepts of due process and openness that are so 
fundamental to our democracy. The NAFTA 
expressly requires that the entire dispute 
resolution process be shrouded in secrecy. 
Article 2012(1)(b). The briefs are secret, oral 
arguments are closed to the public, and the 
NAFTA even prohibits disclosure of any dis
sent to a panel's decision. Article 2012(1)(b). 

In addition, only countries can be parties. 
Article 2008. Citizens and State governments 
(which may wish to defend challenges to 
State laws) are not allowed to participate, 
even if a future President refuses to defend 
one of our laws. And, as I understand the 
Agreement, most decisionmakers would be 
trade experts with little understanding of 
health and environmental laws. 

These concerns became all too real last 
year when an international trade panel held 
that provisions of our Marine Mammal Pro
tection Act designed to prevent the slaugh
ter of dolphins violate the General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). If en
dorsed, that decision would undermine one of 
the most important tools we have used to ad
dress global environmental problems: the use 
of restrictions that apply equally to im
ported and domestic products to promote en
vironmentally responsible behavior. 

The NAFTA would have the same effect. It 
would discourage the use of trade sanctions 
in new international environmental accords. 
Although an exception to the NAFTA's limi
tations on trade restrictions is specifically 
included for the Montreal Protocol on Sub
stances That Deplete the Stratospheric 
Ozone Layer and a small number of other 
listed accords, new environmental agree
ments would be similarly protected only 
after the unanimous approval of all NAFT A 
parties. Article 104. Trade restrictions in im
portant new accords-including a likely pact 
for climate change-could be found to vio
late the NAFTA and be effectively precluded. 
Without trade restrictions, however, a cli
mate change agreement would likely be inef
fective. 

In addition, the NAFTA appears to retain 
the prohibition on trade restrictions against 
products produced in environmentally dam
aging ways established in last year's GATT 
panel ruling. Although the U.S. has formally 
challenged the panel ruling, the NAFTA in
cludes by reference the GATT language in
terpreted to prohibit such "process-based" 
trade restrictions. Article 2101(1). Current or 
future U.S. laws barring import of, for exam
ple, fish caught in ways that kill dolphin, or 
fish caught with destructive draftnets, would 
therefore be subject to challenge under this 
Agreement. 

I know you share my concerns in these 
areas and have worked hard for constructive 
solutions. But while the current NAFTA's 
language recognizes the potential for prob
lems, it lacks the specific provisions that 

guarantee a cure. As a result, Congress is 
faced with a choice between efforts to pro
mote trade and potential threat to the integ
rity of our laws, some of which I have bat
tled against industry for years to enact. The 
unfortunate reality is that a future Adminis
tration opposed to our environmental and 
safety laws could undermine these important 
statutes simply by mounting a weak defense 
when these laws are challenged. 

I am also concerned that the NAFT A lacks 
specific! ty regarding economic reform in 
Mexico. I am especially disappointed that 
the Agreement does not guarantee that 
Mexican average wages and working condi
tions will rise with productivity. This is an 
essential component for progress. Without 
such clear and enforceable provisions, adop
tion of the NAFTA would be a lost oppor
tunity for millions of people both in Mexico 
and the United States. 

Finally, I recognize that the environ
mental side agreement that you negotiated 
would establish a forum for focusing atten
tion on border and other environmental 
problems. However, the agreement does not 
address the concerns that I have raised 
above. I was also disappointed by the deci
sion not to bind the environmental side 
agreement to the NAFTA. As a result, a fu
ture President could withdraw from the side 
agreement while retaining the NAFTA, with
out having to obtain approval from Congress. 

During these past weeks, many advocates 
for the NAFTA have told me that my con
cerns are legitimate but not central to this 
issue. I disagree. I believe they are too fun
damental to be ignored. Yet, under the "Fast 
Track" procedure, which I voted against, 
these concerns cannot be resolved by Con
gress. The only way to improve the Agree
ment is to defeat it and begin renegotiation. 

I realize, of course, that you are concerned 
that defeating the NAFTA will eliminate 
any opportunity to reach an agreement with 
Mexico and send a dangerous signal to the 
international community. Those of us with 
concerns about the NAFTA have a special re
sponsibility to ensure that a different mes
sage is sent. Accordingly, I want to make it 
absolutely clear that I unequivocally support 
a free trade agreement with Mexico and Can
ada, and stand ready to immediately begin 
working with you on a new agreement that 
successfully reconciles both our commercial 
and non-economic values. 

Again, this is a difficult decision, but I 
urge you to withdraw the NAFTA from the 
Congress. With your tremendous commit
ment to this issue, I am confident we could 
reach a much better agreement in the future. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY A. WAXMAN, 

Member of Congress. 

THE U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC, November 16, 1993. 
Hon. HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WAXMAN: The Presi
dent has asked me to respond to your letter 
to him regarding your decision to oppose the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA). I was surprised by your decision, 
particularly because the reasons you give are 
primarily related to concerns about the envi
ronment. 

I believe your opposition to the NAFTA 
package submitted by the President would 
be a grievous mistake. Approval of the 
NAFT A and the accompanying package of 
environmental and labor measures will ad-

vance the cause of environmental protection 
in the United States and the rest of North 
America. By contrast, rejecting it would be a 
setback for our country, our economy and 
our efforts to enhance protection of human 
health and the environment throughout our 
continent. 

I have enclosed more detailed comments 
on the particular points you raise in your 
letter, because it seems that your criticisms 
are based on misconceptions of the NAFTA 
and the supplemental agreements, and of 
their effect on our existing relationship with 
Mexico. Certain points, however, warrant 
particular emphasis. 

First, the NAFTA and the side agreements 
mark a major step forward in showing that 
the economic growth and development we 
seek for the United States and our neighbors 
by opening markets and expanding trade can 
be accompanied by enhanced environmental 
protection and cooperation. The NAFTA it
self is the most environmentally sensitive 
trade agreement ever negotiated, including 
protection not only for our own environ
mental laws, but also for major inter
national environmental agreements, as well 
as commitments to greater transparency and 
to refrain from relaxing environmental laws 
to attract investment. We have gone further 
in the environmental side agreement and in 
the bilateral agreement on border funding. 
Those agreements will encourage improved 
environmental laws and enforcement of 
those laws, lay a strong base for continued 
cooperation on the many transborder issues, 
and bring needed financial resources to im
proving the health and environment of the 
border. As the Natural Resources Defense 
Council said in announcing its support, "The 
Clinton Administration has successfully 
linked strong environmental measures, for 
the first time, to international trade and 
economic integration." 

Second, rejecting NAFTA would not immu
nize our laws protecting health and the envi
ronment from trade challenge, as your letter 
seems to suppose, but rather will leave all 
such measures subject to challenge under the 
rules and processes of the GATT. The 
NAFTA's rules and dispute settlement proc
esses are more environmentally sensitive 
than those of the GATT, owing largely to the 
significant role of environmental groups in 
advising U.S. negotiators of the NAFTA. At 
the suggestion of environmentalists, the 
United States insisted on the right to force 
any GATT challenge by Mexico or Canada 
about U.S. standards to be heard instead in 
the NAFTA. 

Finally, it is a tempting but dangerous il
lusion to think that rejection of this NAFTA 
package will soon be followed by a replace
ment agreement which somehow keeps the 
virtues of the present accord while adding 
additional advantages in the different ways 
various critics see NAFTA as falling short of 
their respective ideals. The NAFTA package 
is the product of more than three years of 
tough negotiations under two U.S. Presi
dents. It is easy to forget that Mexico which 
has its own history of mistrust of the United 
States, has committed to moving an enor
mous distance and in unprecedented ways in 
these negotiations. 

The sometimes acrimonious debate in the 
United States, in which criticism has too 
often had more vehemence than logic or con
sistency, could hardly serve to encourage 
Mexico to quickly re-engage in negotiations 
with the United States. Even if there were 
such a disposition (and President Salinas has 
said there is not), we face a crowded domes
tic and international agenda, and Mexico 
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will quickly be embroiled in the campaign to 
choose President Salinas's successor. In 
short there is neither time nor disposition to 
remake the NAFTA package, let alone tore
make it in a way that keeps its virtues for 
the United States while satisfying all of the 
diverse and even conflicting critics. 

This NAFTA package represents a once in 
a generation opportunity. It would be a trag
ic loss to reject this excellent deal because it 
falls short of the ideal, when the alternative 
will be to leave us with an unhappy or even 
deteriorating status quo. 

Environmentalists from six major environ
mental groups, representing a majority of 
environmentalists in this country, under
stand that. As Kathryn Fuller of the World 
Wildlife Fund said on September 15 when en
dorsing NAFTA, "our support of the NAFTA 
and the Agreement on Environmental Co
operation boils down to this: ultimately, the 
environment of North America will be better 
with the passage of NAFTA than without 
it." 

I know and respect you as an individual 
deeply committed to the environment. For 
that very reason, I hope you will consider 
carefully the points raised in this letter and 
its attachment before casting your vote on 
Wednesday. I am convinced that a yes vote is 
the right vote for our country's future, in
cluding sustainable economic growth, en
hanced environmental protection, and more 
and better jobs for our workers. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL KANTOR. 

POINT-BY-POINT RESPONSE 

Assertion: NAFTA opens the door to chal
lenge to our health and safety standards. 

Fact: This assertion misreads the NAFTA 
and its effect on the status quo in two ways: 
First, it appears to confuse the ability to 
challenge a U.S. law with the ability to in 
such a challenge. Second, NAFTA does not 
"open the door" to trade challenge. Those 
laws could be challenged now under the rules 
of GATT. Under NAFTA those U.S. laws are 
less likely to be challenged and a challenge 
is even less likely to succeed. 

U.S. laws, such as the Clean Air Act, set 
requirements that are legitimate protections 
of the environment and food safety. They are 
not disguised restrictions on trade nor do 
they arbitrarily or unjustifiably discrimi
nate against another country's goods and 
products. Because our laws are based on 
science and legitimate efforts to protect 
health and safety, they would not be success
fully challenged under NAFTA. 

The Consumers Union, which publishes 
Consumer Reports and has taken no position 
on the NAFTA, recently wrote to Reps. Mat
sui and Wyden saying "We have examined 
NAFTA's likely impact on food safety, and 
believe that the agreement offers adequate 
protection in this area." 

NAFTA is intended to prevent a country 
from erecting protectionist barriers under 
the guise of the health and safety standards. 
The fact is, some of our trading partners re
sort to this tactic. For example, one country 
prohibits imports of U.S. walnuts, purport
edly because of coddling moths. However, 
there is no scientific basis for this barrier to 
U.S. exports since our shelled walnuts are 
not a host for coddling moth. Similarly, an
other of our trading partners has banned the 
importation of some of our wheat, claiming 
it contained prohibited pesticide residues, 
even though thorough evaluations by FDA 
scientists and six other scientific institu
tions in three countries unequivocally con
cluded it did not. 

Many of the provisons cited as problematic 
are obligations the United States has lived 
under for years, both under the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) (in 
force since 1948) and the Standards Code (in 
force since 1980). 

So, it is incorrect to say that "Mexico 
could for thEf first time challenge a U.S. 
law." Mexico or Canada can challenge a U.S. 
health standard right now under the GATT. 
Again, that does not mean they would win. 

Assertion: NAFT A expressly requires the 
entire dispute settlement process to be 
shrouded in secrecy. 

Fact: The NAFTA's dispute settlement 
procedures are not like a U.S. court case. 
The NAFT A dispute settlement mechanism 
is designed to help the NAFTA parties re
solve ' their differences amicably, first 
through consultations and negotiations. Al
though panel hearings, like those of the 
GATT and our free trade agreement with 
Canada, are confidential, the Administration 
will follow its normal procedures of con
sultation with relevant Congressional com
mittees and interested private parties during 
the course of such discussions, soliciting 
their views and keeping them fully abreast 
of developments. 

If consultations fail, the NAFTA provides 
for non-binding arbitration. The panel of ar
bitrators is made up of private citizens, not 
judges, who will have expertise in inter
national trade matters or matters particu
larly germane to the case at hand. These 
panels have no authority to make "rulings," 
bind the parties, or order changes in the do
mestic law. The most they can do is rec
ommend. Once those recommendations are 
tabled, it is up to the parties to decide
through further negotiations and consulta
tions-what is to be done. 

Although Canada and Mexico will have the 
right to maintain the secrecy of their own 
briefs, the United States has taken a com
mitment to make copies of its own submis
sions to international trade dispute settle
ment panels available to the public. This 
practice will continue under the NAFTA. 
Furthermore, the Administration has com
mitted in its Statement of Administrative 
Action to the fullest possible participation 
of state government representatives in all 
aspects of dispute settlement proceedings af
fecting their interests, including state gov
ernment participation in panel hearings 
themselves. 

In preparing briefs, the United States will 
continue its practice under the GATT and 
the U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement to 
give public notice of the dispute, receive 
comments on the dispute from interested 
parties, and solicit advice and input from 
relevant private groups in preparing U.S. 
briefs and oral arguments to dispute settle
ment panels. States or local governments 
whose laws are challenged will be part of the 
U.S. team defending the measures. 

The NAFTA explicitly calls for the publi
cation of panel reports (Article 2017) and ex
plicitly provides for dissenting opinions (Ar
ticle 2017 (1) & (2)). 

Finally, as EPA Administrator Browner 
testified last week, the Administration is 
fully committed to transparent dispute set
tlement procedures under the environmental 
supplemental agreement. 

Assertion: Most decision-makers would 
have little understanding of health or envi
ronmental laws. 

Fact: NAFTA dispute settlement panelists 
cannot be characterized as "decision-mak
ers". As noted above, panelists are private 
citizens whose role is to make non-binding 

findings and recommendations to the par
ticipating governments. Panelists have no 
power to "decide" anything for the parties 
or to compel any behavior. 

Furthermore, the NAFTA does not require 
or favor the selection of panelists with trade 
as opposed to environmental or health exper
tise. In fact, the NAFTA explicitly states 
that NAFTA panelists may have expertise in 
"* * * law, international trade, or other 
matters covered by the Agreement * * *" Ar
ticle 2009. Those matters obviously include 
health and environmental laws. 

The Administration has specifically com
mitted under section 106(c) of the NAFTA 
implementing bill and in the Statement of 
Administrative Action to encourage the ap
pointment of environmental experts in any 
panel convened to consider a U.S. environ
mental law. In addition, the NAFTA creates 
a unique mechanism, the "scientific review 
board," to assist panels in any case in which 
they need help in addressing environmental 
or other scientific issues. 

The fact is that NAFTA, the implementing 
bill, and the environmental supplemental 
agreement contain numerous pro-environ
mental safeguards and procedures. The 
NAFTA package represents a true advance 
for environmental protection in an inter
national trade context. 

As the National Wildlife Federation has 
said, "NAFTA and the environmental side 
agreements clearly represent our best hope 
for coming to grips with trade and environ
mental issues in North America." 

Assertion: the NAFTA enshrines GATT 
panel decisions that are unfavorable to the 
environment. 

Fact: This assertion is based on the flawed 
assumption that GATT panels make "deci
sions" that are "enforced" and further as
sumes that the United States has agreed, or 
will agree, with the panel report on "tuna
dolphin." 

It is disconcerting to see the flawed rea
soning of the panel report in the tuna-dol
phin dispute with Mexico portrayed as fact. 
That report has not been adopted by the 
GATT, much less put into effect in the Unit
ed States. Indeed, this whole issue is cur
rently being re-visited by another panel 
where the United States has refuted in detail 
the previous panel's reasoning. To imply 
that adverse GATT panel findings on this 
subject have somehow been carried into the 
NAFTA appears to pre-judge the outcome of 
the second proceeding. 
If there are problems with the GATT panel 

reports, they must be fixed in the GATT. The 
NAFTA, which only applies among three 
countries, cannot fix the GATT rules or re
ports, which apply to over 100 countries. Our 
ability to accomplish reform of the GATT 
rules, either during the coming weeks in the 
Uruguay Round or in more substantive re
forms in the coming years, will be seriously 
undermined if the Congress turns its back on 
the NAFTA. Our trading partners are watch
ing closely; they will work with us if they 
know that our country is seriously commit
ted to both trade liberalization and environ
mental protection. 

To charge that the NAFTA somehow 
places at risk U.S. laws against the use of de
structive driftnets is not accurate. Neither 
Canada nor Mexico use driftnets in their 
fisheries and thus would have no incentive to 
challenge U.S. laws against their use. Fur
thermore, Mexico has significantly improved 
its efforts to protect dolphins so that its dol
phin protection is now roughly equivalent 
to, or in some cases even better than, that 
for the U.S. fleet. 
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Assertion: The NAFTA will not allow the 

United States to use trade sanctions under 
international environmental agreements. 

Fact: The NAFTA is the first international 
trade agreement to protect precisely that 
right. 

The NAFTA specifically exempts from 
trade rules the use of trade measures under 
the Montreal Protocol and other major 
international environmental accords. Mak
ing these agreements take precedence over 
NAFTA's trade rules-and over the GATT-is 
a major, precedent setting step forward in 
the effort to link environmental protection 
and trade. Furthermore, the NAFTA specifi
cally provides for including additional agree
ments, including future agreements, in this 
list. In fact, we recently reached agreement 
with Mexico and Canada to add our treaties 
on migratory birds to the list. 

The United States is committed to pursu
ing vigorous international environmental 
agreements. As later-in-time agreements, fu
ture environmental agreements that include 
NAFTA countries would prevail over the 
NAFT A in the event of any conflict. More
over, as noted in the Statement of Adminis
trative Action submitted to the Congress, we 
do not foresee any conflict between the re
quirements of the NAFTA and the trade obli
gations imposed by the environmental agree
ments listed in Article 104 or by other agree
ments not currently listed. 

Assertion: Even if the NAFTA has some 
good environmental provisions, future Ad
ministrations might not defend U.S. environ
mental laws as vigorously as this one. 

Fact: This is an argument for abandoning 
all international trade agreements, since 
this one is by far the most pro-environment 
in history. 

The NAFTA contains important, ground
breaking, specific provisions to protect the 
environment. The NAFTA is not a choice be
tween promoting trade and threatening the 
integrity of U.S. environmental laws; it is 
just the opposite. The NAFTA itself begins 
with a commitment to promoting trade in a 
manner consistent with environmental pro
tection and conservation and with the com
mitment of the NAFTA countries to promot
ing sustainable development. And the new 
institutions created under the supplemental 
agreements will help solidify U.S. commit
ments to environmentally sensitive trading 
regimes. 

No one can guarantee what a future Ad
ministration, or a future Congress, will do. 
But this is no reason for abandoning the 
progress we have made in the NAFTA and 
leaving us solely with trade agreements that 
do not adequately take the environment into 
account. Taken to its logical conclusion, 
such an argument would suggest that we 
should abandon the world trading system 
that has contributed so greatly to this coun
try's prosperity over the past 45 years. 

Assertion: The NAFTA does not guarantee 
an increase in Mexican minimum wages. 

Fact: While it is correct that the NAFTA 
does not guarantee that average Mexican 
wages will rise with productivity, the labor 
supplemental agreement fully addresses such 
concerns. The very day in mid-August that 
we initialed the supplemental agreements, 
President Salinas announced that increases 
in productivity will result in proportional in
creases in the Mexican minimum wage. This 
measure was subsequently adopted by Mexi
co's Wage and Price Board and is now bind
ing law in Mexico. Moreover, increases in the 
minimum wage, linked to productivity, will 
echo throughout the Mexican economy be
cause, unlike in the United States, many 

Mexican labor contracts and wages are ex
pressed in terms of multiples of the mini
mum wage. 

The supplemental agreement on labor co
operation obligates countries to enforce 
their own laws, including laws and regula
tions related to minimum wage. In the event 
that Mexico persistently failed to abide by 
this minimum wage policy, the United 
States would be ale to pursue dispute settle
ment procedures-including the possibility 
of trade sanctions--under the agreement. In 
short, the Mexican commitment is a genuine 
commitment, and the U.S. has recourse to 
dispute settlement should Mexico fail to 
take it seriously. 

The vast economic development generated 
by trade since 1945 increased wage rates 
wherever trade has been the greatest. It is 
well to remember that Japan and Germany 
were denounced only a few years ago as un
fairly low-wage producers. No one makes 
that argument any more and yet those two 
countries continue to account for a very sub
stantial amount of our trade deficit. Mexico, 
by contrast, is a net importer of U.S. prod
ucts. 

Assertion: The Administration did not bind 
the supplemental environment agreement to 
the NAFTA. 

Fact: This statement is simply wrong. 
We note at the outset that there is more 

than a little incongruity between an asser
tion that the supplemental agreement is in
adequate and a complaint that the Adminis
tration did not do enough to make sure that 
it remains in force. 

Section 101(b)(2) of the implementing bill 
provides that the NAFTA will not enter into 
force for the United States with respect to 
either Canada or Mexico unless that country 
has provided for the entry into force of the 
supplemental agreements on the environ
ment and labor. 

Furthermore, in the Statement of Admin
istrative Action submitted to the Congress, 
the Administration specifically committed 
that if Canada or Mexico withdraws from a 
supplemental agreement on a non-consen
sual basis the United States will cease to 
apply the NAFTA to that country. With re
spect to the United States, if a future Presi
dent were to terminate a supplemental 
agreement, Congress has more than suffi
cient authority to ensure that the United 
States could no longer apply the NAFT A as 
well. If NAFTA is rejected, the precedent
shattering environmental supplemental 
agreement will never even have a chance to 
prove its value. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
AND THE ENVIRONMENT, 

Washington, DC, November 17, 1993. 
Hon. MICHAEL KANTOR, 
U.S. Trade Representative, Executive Office of 

the President, Washington, DC. 
DEAR AMBASSADOR KANTOR: I am writing in 

reference to your letter of November 16, 1993. 
While I appreciate your prompt response, I 
remain convinced that the NAFTA in its cur
rent form would undermine crucial health, 
safety and environmental laws. 

Although it would serve little purpose to 
provide a complete point-by-point rebuttal 
to your letter, there are some observations 
that I want to share with you. I believe that 
it is useful to clarify where we agree and 
where we differ on important aspects of the 
NAFTA. In this regard, I find it significant 
that you do not dispute the accuracy of my 
interpretation of crucial provisions of the 
NAFTA. 

First, you do not dispute that under the 
NAFT A another country could challenge our 

health and safety standards, including laws 
that establish standards for pesticides, in
fant formula and certain requirements in the 
Clean Air Act. Instead, you argue that coun
tries already have ability to challenge our 
laws under the existing GATT agreement. 
While this is technically true, it is not sig
nificant. Under GATT, unlike the NAFTA, 
panel decisions are unenforceable: they can 
be blocked by any country that is a member 
of GATT, including the country whose laws 
are being challenged. The availability of a 
GATT challenge is therefore hardly com
parable to challenges authorized under the 
NAFTA, which can lead directly to trade 
sanctions. 

Second, you do not contest my statement 
that the NAFTA dispute resolution process 
is shrouded in secrecy. For this reason, it is 
hard to understand your statement that the 
NAFTA embodies commitments to "greater 
transparency." In particular, your statement 
that U.S. briefs will be released is directly 
contrary to section 2012(1)(b) of the NAFTA 
which mandates that "all written submis
sions to and communications with the panel 
shall be confidential." 

You also state that the panel has "no au
thority to * * * bind the parties." However, 
Article 2019 of the NAFTA expressly provides 
that if a panel has declared a U.S. law to be 
inconsistent with the NAFTA, the country 
challenging our law can impose unilateral 
trade sanctions on the U.S. 

Third, you do not dispute my concern that 
the NAFTA incorporates the GATT language 
that was the basis for the GATT panel deci
sion holding that the U.S. Marine Mammal 
Protection Act violates GATT, or that there 
are a number of other laws that could be 
challenged on the same legal theory. Unfor
tunately, in light of the adverse panel deci
sion, the U.S. position that the GATT panel 
decision interpreting this same language is 
incorrect has little significance. 

Finally, you do not appear to dispute my 
concern that the NAFTA would make it 
more difficult in the future to enter into 
treaties such as the Montreal Protocol to 
protect the ozone. You are correct that fu
ture agreements that.include all the NAFTA 
countries could prevail over the NAFTA, but 
this aspect of the agreement effectively 
gives a single NAFTA country the ability to 
block the United States' ability to apply a 
future agreement to that country. The long 
term problem is even more serious because 
other Central and South American nations 
are granted similar veto power as they join 
the agreement. 

My decision to oppose the NAFTA was par
ticularly difficult because I strongly support 
the goals of NAFTA, and none of the provi
sions that concern me is a necessary compo
nent of the NAFTA. A NAFTA which accom
plishes everything that the Administration 
wants to accomplish could have been nego
tiated without jeopardizing our health, safe
ty and environmental laws. 

It is my hope that in future trade agree
ments the Administration will address the 
legitimate concerns that I have raised in cor
respondence and discussions with you on this 
important matter. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY A. WAXMAN 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the other gentleman from 
California [Mr. FILNER]. 

Mr. Fil.JNER. Mr. Chairman, three 
Democratic and Republican Members 
of this House who represent San Diego, 
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CA-the largest city on the United 
States-Mexican border-all oppose 
NAFTA. 

Perhaps more than anyone else in 
this Chamber, we San Diegans under
stand the disastrous consequences of 
NAFTA for our constituents-and for 
Mexican citizens. 

Today-and every day-50 million 
gallons of raw sewage flow through my 
district from Tijuana. With NAFTA, we 
see that getting twice as bad. 

Today-and every day-several thou
sand immigrants seeking a better life, 
cross illegally through my district. 
With NAFTA, we see that getting twice 
as bad. 

We have lost thousands of sheet 
metal fabrication, furniture manufac
turing, auto parts production, and car
pentry jobs to Mexico. With NAFTA, 
we see that process accelerating. 

San Diego-and this Nation-simply 
cannot afford this NAFTA. 

I urge my colleagues to vote "no." 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes to 

advise those Members controlling the 
debate time that the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MATSUI] has 50 minutes 
remaining, the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY] has 52 minutes re
maining, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARCHER] has 55 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HUNTER] has 54 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CAMP]. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I have vis
ited coffee shops, union halls, farms, 
factories, and small businesses. I have 
listened to families, employ~rs. and 
people worried about their jobs. I have 
listened to their hopes and their fears 
of what the North American Free
Trade Agreement may mean to Michi
gan's Fourth District, my home State 
of Michigan, and America. 

Mr. Chairman, after reading the 
agreement and considering all I have 
read and all I have heard, I am voting 
for Michigan and in favor of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. I be
lieve we must look to the future. 
Michigan's exports to Mexico are al
ready supporting 26,000 jobs in the 
State. Our Michigan workers are sell
ing their products south of the border 
at the rate of $165,000 an hour, and that 
is with the tariffs and quotas in place. 

Mr. Chairman, while this is not a per
fect trade agreement, no agreement 
can be. The future is for us to put our 
manufactured goods, agricultural prod
ucts, and services into foreign markets. 
We have the best workers, the best 
technology, and the best competitive 
spirit. We will win with trade barriers 
coming down. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from illi
nois [Mr. POSHARD]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I also yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from illi
nois. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from illinois [Mr. POSHARD] is recog
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, a 
month ago, we agreed to a budget 
which seeks to reduce deficit spending 
in this country by $500 billion over 5 
years. We agreed, in this House, that 
any new program we advocated above 
this budget authority would require 
one of two things. You have to have the 
courage to put a new tax on the table 
to pay for it, and to convince the 
American people it is worth the new 
tax. 

Or you have to go to other parts of 
the budget, cut out existing programs, 
and use that saving for any new pro
gram. We told the American people 
that further cuts would be applied to 
our $4 trillion debt. We said we wanted 
to put this country on a pay-as-you-go 
basis. 

How many billions of dollars will this 
agreement cost? How will we pay for 
the new North American Development 
Bank, which will be underwritten by 
the American taxpayer, and commits 
this country to infrastructure develop
ment and environmental cleanup in 
Mexico and here? How will we pay for 
job training for those workers who lose 
their jobs? How will we pay for the loss 
of tariff revenue? It is the American 
taxpayer which will be guaranteeing 
the security of our investments in Mex
ico, not the industries who move there. 

Has there been even one of my col
leagues on the Republican side of the 
aisle who has offered a new tax to pay 
for this agreement? No. Has there been 
even one of my colleagues on the Dem
ocrat side of the aisle who has offered 
to cut other programs and use that 
money for this NAFTA? No. How then 
will we pay for this investment in Mex
ico? 

We will do what we always do, we 
will find a way to borrow the money, 
increase the deficit, and put pay-as
you-go government on the back burner 
one more time. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, a vote 
for NAFTA represents the continuation 
of a proven economic strategy that has 
served us well for 200 years. Like our 
forefathers, we must be bold enough to 
seize this opportunity to build a better 
future. 

We will not have economic growth 
without expanded trade-58 percent of 
our growth since 1988 has come from 
exports, and export-related jobs pay 17 
percent more than other jobs. 

Without NAFTA, Mexican tariffs will 
remain 250 percent higher than ours. 
With NAFTA, the only way Europeans 
and Asians will be competitive effec
tively in this market is by reducing 
their tariffs on American goods-so do 
not tell me American workers will not 
benefit from this agreement. 

All the negative effects that NAFTA 
naysayers predict are occurring now 
without NAFTA. Mr. Chairman, the fu
ture is here whether we recognize it or 
ignore it, whether we fear it or em
brace it. 

American workers are ready to com
pete and win. The question is whether 
or not we will let them. The political 
vote is "no," but the right vote is 
"yes." 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. SHAW], a member of the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, we have 
reached a critical point in the develop
ment of the relationship between the 
United States and Mexico. NAFTA rep
resents a broad economic agreement 
between our two countries, but in 
truth, it means much more. The legal 
enforcement of trade agreements can
not and should not be divorced from 
mutual respect and cooperation in 
criminal matters. 

Historically, the Government of Mex
ico has never extradited one of its citi
zens to the United States-no matter 
how heinous or violent the crimes com
mitted on United States soil. In fact, 
the extradition treaty that has been in 
place since 1978 between the United 
States and Mexico has been a one-way 
street. We extradited; they did not. But 
that did not stop the Mexican Govern
ment from continuing to request the 
extradition of United States citizens to 
Mexico, and we cooperated and abided 
by the treaty. 

I have been greatly concerned that if 
the Government of Mexico refused to 
abide by the spirit of a treaty on mat
ters as important as the extradition of 
violent felons, how could we depend on 
Mexico to abide by the letter and spirit 
of an agreement as broad as far-reach
ing as NAFTA? 

For almost 13 years I have been 
working to change the longstanding 
Mexican policy on extraditions. Fi
nally, after much hard work on this 
issue by myself and senior officials in 
the Mexican Government and our own, 
the Mexican Government has agreed to 
begin the extradition process in Mexico 
should the suspect in the particular 
case I have been most concerned with 
be apprehended on Mexican soil. 

Because of the cooperation displayed 
by the Mexican Government on this 
sensitive issue and the commitments 
made on their part, I am confident that 
the Government of Mexico will proceed 
in good faith under the terms of the ex
tradition treaty, and I also believe that 
the good faith displayed on this issue 
will carry over into the fulfillment of 
obligations under NAFTA. 

I particularly want to thank our At
torney General, Janet Reno, and Mexi
co's Attorney General, Jorge Carpizo, 
for effecting this historic change in the 
extradition policy of Mexico. United 
States Ambassadors Jim Jones and 
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Mickey Kantor and Mexican Ambas
sador Jorge Montano were also most 
helpful in bringing about this new era 
of cooperation in the enforcement of 
our criminal law. 

I am also satisfied that the recent 
agreements concerning citrus and win
ter vegetables have resolved most of 
the concerns of the Florida agricul
tural industry. 

NAFTA will be good for Florida. 
NAFTA will be good for the United 
States. Americans are not afraid to 
compete, and I will vote for NAFTA on 
the floor today. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from Or
egon [Ms. FURSE]. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in opposition to the NAFTA 
agreement. I have long been a sup
porter of free and fair trade. I have au
thored legislation that promotes inter
national trade, but I cannot, in good 
conscience, vote for this agreement. I 
would have liked to have voted for the 
side agreements, but they are not part 
of the accord and can be left on the 
sideline and totally ignored. 

NAFTA rides roughshod over our en
vironmental laws. The U.S. Trade Rep
resentative has confirmed that with 
this agreement water can be traded 
away as a commodity. Under NAFTA, 
our Columbia River water can be di
verted to Canada and eventually Mex
ico, and we will be powerless to stop 
that from happening. 

NAFTA is a bad deal for our indus
tries * * * and our citizens. As a fresh
man Member of Congress, I was elected 
to change Business as usual. But this 
NAFTA simply cements business as 
usual in place. By opposing NAFTA, we 
are keeping our commitment to the 
American people to proceed into the 
21st century making sure that their 
jobs and their environment are secure. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a "No" vote. 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ORTIZ]. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. 

These, my friends, are the facts 
about NAFTA: 

NAFTA is good for the United States. 
It is time for us to launch the United 
States into the 21st century as the 
leading country for free trade in the 
world market. 

NAFTA would create a free trade 
bloc with a market of 360 million peo
ple and a combined GNP of $6 trillion. 
Mexico's tariffs on our goods, which 
are 21/2 times higher than United States 
tariffs, will be eliminated. 

Economic security in Mexico will be 
the surest way to combat illegal immi
gration. 

NAFTA will be good for the environ
ment, providing for enforcement of do
mestic laws and sanctions for non
enforcement. 

This is not a perfect world, and this 
is not a perfect agreement. But it is 
the only agreement in town. 

Someone asked me what about if 
there is another oil embargo. Mexico 
will be ready to fill this void. 

Another NAFTA, some say, another 
time. Another NAFTA? The way the 
Mexican people have been treated and 
insulted, we wonder whether there will 
be time for another NAFTA. Take the 
opportunity today. Vote for NAFTA. 

Let me expand upon the points I have just 
raised. 

When history is written, a · fundamental 
change in the direction of a nation seldom 
turns on one single event. Rather, it is a grad
ual change in course marked by several 
events. 

A number of developments have led to this 
day, including the emergence of the trading 
blocs of the Pacific rim and the concept of the 
European Common Market, followed by the 
end of the cold war and the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. As the security of nations relies 
more heavily on successful commerce than on 
conventional arsenals, fair and balanced com
merce among nations provides the most se
cure basis for expanding economic growth and 
opportunity. NAFTA is the foundation of that 
economic security and opportunity. 

As the Congressman representing a district 
which borders Mexico, I would like to address 
some of the concerns I have heard expressed 
by my colleagues during this debate. I would 
ask that you listen to the majority of those who 
live on the border. That's where I come from. 
My constituency overwhelmingly supports 
NAFT A. Why? They know firsthand the tan
gible benefits of increased commerce with 
Mexico and the risks of turning our backs on 
this opportunity. Very simply, increased trade 
has brought more jobs and more money to the 
pockets of workers to support their families. 
My constituents have seen, firsthand, the com
mon sense behind the theory that more trade 
equals more money, equals more jobs, and a 
better future. 

Many in this Chamber have expressed con
cern about the effect of NAFT A on the envi
ronment along the border. In fact, NAFT A of
fers the best prospect to continue and expand 
the environmental cleanup that has already 
begun. Furthermore, NAFT A puts the teeth in 
Mexican environmental laws, and demands 
compliance. 

For those who are concerned that NAFT A 
might mean increased immigration from Mex
ico, it is important to understand why Mexican 
nationals emigrate in the first place. Mexicans 
generally emigrate north for economic rea
sons. NAFT A will mean more opportunities at 
home for Mexicans. With more and better jobs 
available at home, there is no incentive to re
locate illegally to the United States. Economic 
security at home will be the biggest deterrent 
to illegal immigration. 

I have heard opponents of the agreement 
talk of another NAFT A. What other NAFT A? 
We have only this before us-and if we reject 
it, we have precious little hope of even trying 
to negotiate another. Renegotiation of another 
NAFT A would probably not be possible, and 
even if it were, we would not see it for yet an
other generation. This is the only train leaving 

the station, and if we are not on it, we will 
miss this window of world trade opportunity. 
To paraphrase another Texan, "It's just that 
simple." 

My colleagues, I urge you to vote for 
NAFTA. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. WHEAT]. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Chairman, after a 
thorough review of the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement, and after ex
tensive outreach with citizens of my 
district and my State, I have made the 
decision to vote against this NAFTA. 

I do not cast my vote out of fear, but 
out of my confidence that we can do 
better. 

Let me be clear: A vote against to
day's NAFTA is not a vote against 
more open trade. Throughout my ca
reer, I have come to this floor to vote 
for initiatives to level the playing field 
and break down barriers to trade all 
over the world. 

A vote against NAFTA is a vote for 
the opportunity to craft a new agree
ment that will take on the tough issues 
of wage discrepancies, Mexican labor 
standards, and job training. 

It is a vote for the chance to nego
tiate a better pact that will include 
workable plans to fund initiatives to 
adequately retrain U.S. workers, clean 
up the environment, and replace lost 
tariff revenue. 

Mr. Chairman, I have complete con
fidence in American workers' ability to 
compete and win against the workers 
of any other nation. Our obligation, as 
policymakers and as legislators, is to 
ensure that the playing field on which 
our workers compete is level and fair. 

The current NAFTA simply does not 
meet this fun dam en tal standard. 

It fails to sufficiently take into ac
count the enormous differences be
tween the United States and Mexican 
economies, provide for adequate assist
ance and training for American work
ers, or secure basic labor rights for 
Mexican workers. 

A free and fair agreement must do 
more to link in increase in Mexico's ar
tificially low wages with increases in 
productivity. Mexico's wages have been 
suppressed and distorted by a policy 
known as El Pacta. El Pacto must end 
if we are to begin a free and fair trade 
agreement with Mexico. 

A free and fair agreement must do 
more to provide for an effective re
training initiative for Americans 
thrown out of their jobs. And, most of 
all, a free and fair agreement must not 
threaten to diminish our standard of 
living by pressuring U.S. wages down 
an even steeper slope of no return. 

Some proponents of this NAFTA 
have brought up the parallel of Euro
pean Community integration among 
Germany and the less developed, less 
prosperous economies of Spain, Por
tugal, or Greece. 

But they neglect to mention that EC 
integration didn't occur until those 
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less affluent nations took significant 
political and economic reforms and the 
more affluent nations provided tens of 
billions of dollars in transition and 
structural adjustment assistance. The 
EC has provided over $120 billion since 
1986 alone and $22 billion this year for 
adjustment assistance. 

The gulf between Mexico and the 
United States-both politically and 
economically-is far wider than that 
between the rich and less well off EC 
nations. 

Mr. Chairman, NAFTA is an unprece
dented agreement, but it will set a 
precedent that will have far-reaching 
consequences in future trade pacts 
with our Latin American neighbors. It 
is critical to set the right precedent, 
not the wrong one. 

If we don't act to right the wrongs in 
this agreement today, we will see those 
same flaws carried over tomorrow in 
trade agreements with nations 
throughout the rest of the hemisphere. 

It is important-and it is possible-to 
take the time to do this right for the 
United States and American workers, 
right for Mexico, and, by extension, 
right for the rest of the Americas. 

Working together, we can develop a 
new and fair agreement that will safe
guard American interests while open
ing up further market opportunities for 
U.S. products. 

That fundamental principle must be 
our goal today, tomorrow, and in to the 
future. And that, Mr. Chairman, is why 
I cannot and will not support this 
NAFTA. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. BARRETT]. 

Mr. BARRET!' of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, today we are going to decide 
whether to embrace the dramatic op
portuni ties taking place in Mexico and 
in other Latin American countries, or 
we will decide to stumble into the fu
ture with blinders on to the realities of 
world trade. 

Many are familiar with the use of 
blinders for horses. The reasoning be
hind these blinders is that what the 
horse can't see, can't get scared or dis
tracted and deter it from its path. 

There was a time when U.S. trade 
policy wore blinders. We were the 
world's only economic superpower, 
countries had to meet our terms, and 
we could take a course of action more 
or less blind to any trade competitors. 
But do any of us really believe that 
this is policy that will succeed in the 
21st century? 

The opponents of NAFTA believe 
that if we reject this agreement, they 
will have won a victory for America be
cause they will have proved that Amer
ica comes first, that America wasn't, 
sold down the Rio Grande. 

To the contrary, defeat of this trade 
agreement sells out to a certain level 
of cowardice. Why, I ask, do certain 
special interests have no faith in the 

abilities of U.S. business and industry 
to compete? 

Yes, compete. We're good at it; we 
win at it; we shouldn't cower from 
competition. And that is what NAFTA 
offers us-the ability to compete fairly 
with our neighbors. 

Today, it is up to this Chamber tore
move the blinders and take notice and 
take advantage of the opportunities 
Canada and Mexico offer as full trading 
partners and economic allies. 

NAFTA is not the perfect solution to 
all of Mexico's problems, nor to all of 
our own economic ills. And neither 
does it address every aspect of fear of 
U.S. labor unions and isolationists. 

But NAFTA removes the blinders and 
gives us the means to look at and deal 
with these problems straight on. 
NAFTA will enable us to help bring, 
among many things, democratic re
forms and improvements in labor and 
environmental enforcement. 

I urge the House to seriously think 
about this for our children's sake, not 
for our own political futures and 
catchy sound-bites on tonight's news. 
Parochial interests and concerns about 
the next round of campaign dollars 
need to be set aside for the future of 
the entire country. 

After clearing away all the rhetoric 
about jobs lost, jobs gained, et cetera, 
et cetera, it all really comes down to 
simple facts about lowering tariffs and 
giving American workers the chance to 
fairly compete in Mexico. 

I ask my colleagues to remove the 
blinders of trade protectionism and 
short-shortsightedness. Look south and 
see the world as it really is-one that 
wants U.S. products, that wants to im
prove its environment and labor stand
ards, one that wants to move toward 
hemispheric cooperation and prosper
ity. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
NAFTA. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the very distinguished 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. RoG
ERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
NAFTA, and I am opposed because I am 
convinced that NAFTA will mean 
many of the jobs in Kentucky will be 
lured to Mexico, especially the non
skilled jobs. It will mean we will be ex
tremely hard pressed as well to attract 
in the future those jobs to our district, 
and to our State, and I think to our 
country. 

Those of us who oppose NAFTA are 
doing so I think primarily because we 
fear the loss of jobs for our people. Are 
we justified in that fear? Well, think 
about it this way: All of our States, 
Mr. Chairman, are in stiff competition 
with each other every day to attract 
new jobs, new industries to our States 
and to our regions. We compete. We are 
all bound by the same United States 

laws, and we have basically similar at
tributes, similar wage scales and the 
like. So even the very smallest advan
tage that one State can gain over the 
other will mean that you fail to win or 
you win that new factory. 

Suppose overnight, Mr. Chairman, 
that my State of Kentucky were able 
to eradicate all of the U.S. laws gov
erning safety in the workplace, envi
ronmental restrictions, we erase the 
minimum wage law, and the workmen's 
compensation law, the unemployment 
compensation law, tax laws, zoning re
strictions and everything else that gov
erns doing business in this country. 
Suppose Kentucky were able to erase 
all of those restrictions that we are 
bound by, all of those things that drive 
up the cost of doing business, wherever 
you are doing business. What if over
night Mr. Chairman, we were able to 
reduce the land costs to a negligible 
sum, and then suppose, Mr. Chairman, 
we were able in Kentucky to reduce the 
pay scale of worker to $1 an hour. 

Question: Do you think Kentucky 
would be able to successfully compete 
for those new industries looking for a 
place to go? Boy, give me that chance. 
You bet. Kentucky would be flooded 
with industry moving from all over the 
country, and indeed all over the world, 
coming here for those kinds of advan
tages. There would be no contest. We 
would beat New York, we would beat 
Louisiana, we would beat Texas, we 
would beat Tennessee, we would beat 
every other State in the Union. It 
would be no contest. 

They would be able then to undercut, 
Mr. Chairman, with factories in Ken
tucky, all of their competitors all over 
the world, and they would all then be 
forced to come and get these advan
tages. All of the rest of you would 
scream to high heaven of the unfair ad
vantages that your competitors are 
getting in Kentucky, and you would de
mand the same in your State. 

Folks, that is what we are talking 
about here. NAFTA, in effect, makes 
Mexico just another State, the 51st 
State for economic competition pur
poses. But this State would not be sub
ject to U.S. laws, and its dollar-an-hour 
labor would be absolutely plentiful. 
Mexico's low wages, its lax laws on 
safety, the environment, taxes ·and 
workers' benefits and the like would 
inevitably lure our factories from this 
country who depend upon unskilled 
labor. That low wage scale there also 
would drive down the wages for those 
who are left in the United States under 
the threat of moving to Mexico, and 
the wages would be driven down. 

That is why working America, Mr. 
Chairman, is opposed to this unfair ad
vantage we are giving to Mexico. 

Reject NAFTA. Bring back a new 
NAFTA that equalizes the playing field 
and does not make the current playing 
field a slippery slope to Mexico. 

Reject this NAFTA. 
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Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. Let's 
be honest: No one can predict with any 
certainty the number of jobs that will 
be won or lost by the passage or failure 
of NAFTA. There is some gamble as to 
whether the short-term risks outweigh 
the long-term opportunities in passing 
his agreement. I my view, however, 
NAFTA is a good bet for the lOth Dis
trict of Georgia, and it's a good bet for 
America. 

In the 1930's there were many who be
lieved that we could build a wall 
around this country to protect Amer
ican industries from the perils of for
eign trade. That philosophy gave us the 
Smoot-Hawley protectionist trade laws 
and contributed to the deepest eco
nomic depression this country has ever 
seen. 

The United States is now the lead 
player in the international economy 
and we cannot extract ourselves from 
it. We should not hamstring the Amer
ican industries which are most com
petitive in this market by trying to 
fight the free-market economic forces 
which have made some of our indus
tries less competitive. This is a fight 
that cannot be won by protectionist 
policies. We have to recognize that in
dustries at risk will not be saved by re
jecting NAFTA. American industry can 
compete and win in the global economy 
if given a fair shot at open markets, 
and that's what NAFTA gives us. 

You don't have to look far to find 
Georgia industries that will benefit 
from NAFTA: the poultry, textile, 
computer products, business services, 
manufactured housing, medical prod
ucts, forest products, commercial 
equipment, and transportation indus
tries are only tew. All of these indus
tries are currently providing jobs in 
Georgia, and all of these industries will 
be able to export more of their prod
ucts to Mexico when that country's re
strictive tariffs are eliminated. The re
duction of export restrictions to Mex
ico for these companies means more 
jobs for Americans in America. 

Let me mention just a few of the 
businesses in my district which expect 
to benefit from NAFTA: ABB Inc., in 
Athens, employs 500 people. They wrote 
to me to say that NAFTA would open 
up Mexico's Government-owned elec
tric utility to their products. Hercules 
Inc. employs 600 people near Covington 
in the manufacture of textiles; their 
ability to penetrate the Mexican mar
ket is dependent upon the passage of 
this agreement. And Springs Indus
tries, which operates a textile mill in 
Washington and employs 220 people, 
will sell more sheets and towels when 
NAFTA is passed. 

It's clear: NAFTA means American 
workers producing American goods for 

sale in global markets. We cannot pass 
up this opportunity to allow our indus
tries to compete more effectively. I 
urge my colleagues to vote ''yes'' on 
NAFTA. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. KLEIN]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. nEIN]. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. KLEIN] is recog
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to NAFTA. 

We have all seen the projections of 
potential long-term job gains or losses 
from NAFTA. But even the economists 
who made them have no assurances 
that these projected job gains will ever 
occur. 

What I do know is that in the short 
run this NAFTA will cause a loss of 
jobs in north Jersey, already hard hit 
by unemployment. 

The stark reality of this came to me 
one day last winter not from a labor 
leader, but from a small businessman. I 
was walking in a snow storm and a car 
pulled up beside me. The driver said, 
"I'm a constituent. I own a small man
ufacturing business. NAFTA will wipe 
me out." 

A few weeks later, the same man 
came to my office with a letter he had 
received from a Mexican trade group 
inviting him to move his business to 
Mexico. The letter told him that he 
could buy all the labor he needed "for 
one dollar an hour, including taxes and 
fringe benefits." My constituent told 
me, "HERB, I employ 250 people. If 
NAFTA passes, I have two choices: 
move to Mexico, or go out of business." 
Since then dozens of other small manu
facturers have told me a similar story. 
There are thousands of unskilled and 
semiskilled workers in jobs like these 
in New Jersey. If NAFTA passes, most 
of these jobs will be lost. These aren't 
economic projections. These are real 
jobs of real people who are already 
hard hit by rampant unemployment. 

I believe in free trade-but on a level 
playing field. And with the huge dis
parity between United States wages 
and Mexican wages--kept low artifi
cially by the Mexican Government-
there is no level playing field. Any 
trade agreement should be accom
panied by real reform in Mexican labor 
practices, enabling Mexican workers to 
get decent wages and giving American 
workers an opportunity to compete 
fairly and keep their jobs. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Dela
ware [Mr. CASTLE]. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
convinced NAFTA is right for this Na
tion and right for my State of Dela
ware for two major reasons, job growth 
and the long-term economic and politi
cal interests of the United States. 

In my district, the entire State of 
Delaware, we gathered economic infor
mation from as many sources as pos
sible. We carefully and thoroughly ana
lyzed this data and compiled this list of 
Delaware businesses and industries 
which will benefit from increased ex
ports and create more jobs in my State 
if NAFTA is enacted. 

If Delaware's job growth and oppor
tunities are multiplied by hundreds of 
other congressional districts through
out this country, this represents real 
gains for America and Americans. This 
is a compelling reason to support 
NAFTA. 

We also must look at NAFTA for its 
long-term advantages. The bottom line 
is not hope versus fear. It is oppor
tunity gained versus opportunity lost. 
The United States of America, the 
greatest economic power in the world, 
must not retreat into isolationism. 

When one breaks through the politics 
and the rhetoric, NAFTA boils down to 
an economic agreement which will ben
efit Canada, Mexico and, most impor
tantly, the United States. 

I urge passage of NAFTA. 
WHAT NAFTA MEANS TO DELAWARE 

(Based upon representations from numerous 
Delaware industries) 

Auto Manufacturer Employers: Chrysler, 
Newark, export 5,000 additional cars to Mex
ico. 

Chemical Industry Employers: DuPont, 
Delaware, quadrupled exports to Mexico in 
last 3 years; Hercules, Middletown, eliminate 
125% cumulative Mexican tax; and ICI, Atlas 
Point, double sales to Mexico of major cus
tomer. 

Pharmaceutical Employers: DuPont, 
Merck, Delaware, increase access to Mexican 
market and FMC Corporation, Newark, 
transfer foreign production to Newark. 

Manufacturing Employers: DuPont Nylon 
Plant, Seaford, gain 15% advantage over Eu
rope and Asia; Scott Paper Company, Dover, 
increased exports, added 100 employees; and 
Hewlett-Packard, Wilmington, 15%-20% 
growth in exports to Mexico. 

Financial Service Employers: Delaware In
corporated Banks, 23 Banks support NAFTA, 
none oppose and Citibank, Dover, expand in
surance and financial services in Mexico. 

Transportation Employers: Port of Wil
mington, expand shipping services for ex
ports to Mexico. 

Small Business Employers: Sterwin Lab
oratories, Millsboro, increase poultry vac
cine sales in Mexico and Plastic and Rubber, 
Delaware, increased exports to Mexico 436 
percent, and 1987-91. 

Agricultural Employers: Delmarva Poul
try, Mexican trade barriers eliminated and 
Delaware Farm Bureau, seeks expanded 
trade opportunities. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to a distinguished freshman, 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. COL
LINS]. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, NAFTA has been a very tough 
issue for me. I have 31 years of experi
ence as a business and I know very well 
the importance of free trade. I am a 
strong supporter of the fact that a true 
free-trade agreement in North America 
will be good for the United States. 
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But, that does not necessarily mean 

that NAFTA will be good for the Unit
ed States. I have closely studied the is
sues of NAFTA. I have asked many 
questions about the nature and impact 
of this agreement. The answers I have 
found cause serious concern about the 
impact that this agreement will have 
on our domestic economy. 

Question: Is NAFTA actually a free
trade agreement? 

Answer: No, it is not free trade. 
First, NAFTA does not equalize all 

tariffs between the United States and 
Mexico: many will remain unequal for 
several years; and, second, NAFTA will 
install protectionist provisions: Mexico 
is awarded the only monopoly in the 
oil and gas industry; and protections 
are included for textiles and agri
culture. 

We are not creating free trade if we 
are legislating protectionist provi
sions. 

Question: Is the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement actually a 
North American agreement? 

Answer: No. There is no limitation 
on the amount of investment coming 
from other countries outside of North 
America. There are content regula
tions, but nothing to prevent a country 
from coming in, building a production 
facility from ground up, and success
fully avoiding tariffs while penetrating 
the newly expanded market created by 
NAFTA. 

Question: What is a more appropriate 
name for NAFTA? 

Answer: It should be called the MIA
the Mexico Investment Agreement be
cause the primary purpose of this 
agreement is to open up all of Mexico 
for private sector development and in
vestment. 

NAFTA is structured to draw compa
nies into Mexico for investment. With 
the freeing up of Mexico's nationwide 
market, companies currently located 
and limited to the Maquiladora zones 
will move into other regions of the 
country in order to find even cheaper 
available labor, and avoid the escalat
ing environmental cleanup costs cur
rently associated with the Maquiladora 
areas. 

Question: Will NAFTA create jobs? 
Answer: Yes. Certainly in Mexico. 

But what kind of jobs will be created 
for the United States and in what do
mestic industries? Supporters argue 
that we will see an increase in demand 
for U.S. made consumer goods; and as a 
result, an increase in job opportunities 
here at home. 

In reality it is true that job creation 
will occur in low cost, U.S. consumer 
goods production. But a close look at 
Mexico's economic structure and it be
comes clear that there will not be an 
enormous increase in demand from the 
masses in Mexico. 

Mexico: 85 million people. 
Average annual income: $3,000. 
GDP: $290 billion. 

Unemployment: 25 percent. 
United States: 260 million. 
Average annual income: $22,000. 
GDP: $6 trillion. 
The figures for Mexico do not add up 

to a consumer economy. It is no secret 
that Mexico is having severe economic 
problems and it is imperative that they 
succeed in getting industrial invest
ment into their markets. 

The United States is the market for 
consumers and through NAFTA we will 
make Mexico the leading market for 
manufacturing. 

So what kind of jobs will be created 
in the United States by passing 
NAFTA? We will most likely see job 
creation in the production of capital 
equipment that will be used in moving 
and building new production facilities 
in Mexico. 

Question: Will NAFTA cause job loss? 
Answer: Yes. Estimates of short-term 

job loss range widely. A supporter of 
NAFTA in my district brought me this 
report. It is a study done by Prof. 
Thomas Schoenbaum at the University 
of Georgia and it clearly states: 

Even if critics are correct, the economic 
effect of the loss of even a few hundred thou
sand low-wage jobs over 10 years will be neg
ligible in the United States with an employ
ment force of over 120 million people. Most 
job losses would not be through lay-offs but 
though lack of job creation. 

"Lack of job creation." That quote 
alone should be enough to send chills 
up the spine of every legislator in this 
Chamber. Job creation is what our 
economy is all about. An economy that 
loses a few hundred thousand jobs be
cause of a lack of job creation means a 
grim economic forecast for the United 
States under NAFTA. 

Question: Why have companies gone 
to Mexico so far? 

Answer: Not just wage/labor costs 
alone; Government regulation: OSHA, 
EPA, elimination of investment incen
tives from the Tax Code during 1986 re
form, mandated insurance, workers 
compensation, family medical leave re
quirements, labor unions; all have con
tributed to the departure of business 
from American soil. With the passage 
of NAFTA, we add to the incentives to 
leave, and reduce the incentives for 
companies to invest in America. 

Question: Are we prepared to com
pete under the parameters of NAFTA? 

Answer: No. We must prepare our 
country for such a dramatic change in 
trade policy. Yes--we can vote this 
NAFTA down and work toward creat
ing a real free-trade agreement that 
better serves the United States and 
Canada, while still providing much 
needed opportunities for economic 
growth in Mexico. A free-trade agree
ment should address the following is
sues: 

First, remove monopoly provisions 
for Mexico that restrict investment in 
Mexico's oil and gas industry; 

Second, require that foreign compa
nies beyond North American, that in-

vest in Mexico's manufacturing indus
try pay regular tariffs for their prod
ucts traded within this region. Other
wise it is not a true North American 
agreement; 

Third, level the playing field by im
mediately equalizing tariffs for all 
three countries: the United States, 
Canada, and Mexico. No more unbal
anced tariff levels; 

Fourth, require that transportation 
vehicles and operators be subject to 
U.S. safety and registration require
ments when they enter our country for 
trade/shipping purposes; 

Fifth, call for the elimination of 
Mexico's El Pacta agreement between 
government and business and elevate 
Mexico's minimum wage to United 
States levels in 3 years; 

Sixth, eliminate the bureaucratic 
trinational commissions. They only 
add to the regulatory and restrictive 
nature that makes NAFTA a managed 
trade agreement, rather than a free
trade agreement; 

Seventh, address environmental 
problems in the border region by re
quiring that cleanup projects on each 
site must be underway by a minimum 
of 15 percent before the trade agree
ment takes effect; 

Eighth, make the agreement effec
tive 1 year from date of passage; 

Ninth, include a 6-month review and 
cancellation clause; and 

Tenth, most importantly we should 
prepare our domestic markets by giv
ing the priv!'lote sector the ability to 
compete with new manufacturing mar
kets in Mexico. We should return to 
the Tax Code the very necessary incen
tives we need in U.S. markets that will 
give businesses a real reason to stay 
and investment in U.S. markets and 
create jobs. We can do this by imple
menting an investment tax credit; a 
capital gains break for tangible goods, 
not stocks, investment paper, and so 
forth, eliminating the alternative min
imum tax, changing the depreciation 
schedule for passive loss rules, creating 
tax-free ffiA to encourage savings, and 
by lessening the mandates on private 
businesses. 

And rather than allow Mexico to lure 
our manufacturing industries south, 
why not give them good reason to 
move into United States urban, inner
city areas and create jobs where now 
there is high unemployment and esca
lating dependency on welfare? With the 
right tax incentives, manufacturing in
dustries, such as apparel textiles, could 
move into these areas and create jobs. 
By preparing our country for a free
trade agreement first, we can do for 
our poverty areas what the current 
NAFTA promises to do for Mexico's 
poor. 

There is an alternative to the current 
NAFTA. I strongly urge my colleagues 
to vote ' this agreement down and allow 
an opportunity for us to prepare our 
domestic economy by installing incen
tives that will allow our private mar
kets to compete on a level playing 
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field, and renegotiate a true free-trade 
agreement. 

0 1720 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair wishes to 

remind those Members controlling the 
debate time: The gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MATSUI] has 47 minutes re
maining; the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. OBEY] has 481/2 minutes re
maining; the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARCHER] has 41 minutes remain
ing; and the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] has 42 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT]. 

Mr. SWIFT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time to me, and I rise in 
support of this trade agreement. 

Mr. · Chairman, "You're retiring from this 
place. At least the NAFT A vote will be easy 
for you," a colleague said to me on the floor 
the other day. Wrong. Deciding whether to 
vote for the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement or not is the most difficult vote I 
will cast in my 16 years in Congress. 

My close relationship with organized labor 
has never been a matter of political conven
ience. I believe that workers should be able to 
organize so they can speak for themselves. It 
is a logical extension of our free enterprise 
system. 

My voting record these past eight terms is 
strongly pro-labor, and of that I am very proud. 
But a person cannot agree with best friends, 
always. I have disagreed with labor from time 
to time on trade issues. The NAFTA, however, 
is not just another trade issue, and I have 
worked hard to understand the thinking of both 
its supporters and opponents. 

The decision has been agonizing because, 
after meeting with rank-and-file workers both 
at home and here in the Capitol, I am con
vinced that their opposition to the NAFT A is 
very real and based upon a certitude that it 
will threaten their jobs and reduce their stand
ard of living. 

In talking with the workers themselves, you 
quickly see this is not a case of their repeating 
arguments suggested by labor leaders. There 
is real fear and real anxiety about the NAFT A. 

But that begs another question: How did 
American workers become so anxious, their 
confidence in their future become so fragile? 

I have had more than one business person 
express to me their utter consternation at the 
vehemence of individual workers' opposition to 
the NAFTA. To business the issue is, to use 
Lee lacocca's words from his TV ad, "a no 
brainer." The fact business people are sur
prised is, in itself, a little startling in light of la
bor's opposition to our even negotiating the 
treaty. 

More importantly, the surprise of American 
business at worker reaction reflects, in a very 
basic way, a major part of the problem be
cause it demonstrates how extremely out of 
touch business and industry is with their em
ployees and their lives, aspirations and anxi
eties. 

If the NAFT A is defeated, this attitude, 
which ranges from mere disinterest to overt 

delight with the decline of the lot of organized 
labor in recent years, will be at the root. 

THE ANTI-WORKER ACTIONS OF THE 80'S ARE A MAJOR 
CAUSE OF ANTI-NAFTA REACTION 

Review the record, Labor-and I mean un
organized workers as well as members of 
unions-has suffered enormous set-backs 
over the last dozen years or more. Some have 
resulted from unforeseen events as when the 
collapse of the Soviet Union resulted in sever 
cut-backs in many defense-related industries. 
Some grow out of a determined and active 
anti-labor policy, especially in the Reagan ad
ministration. 

Specifics? President Ronald Reagan's huge 
over-reaction to the air traffic controllers' 
strike. By firing all striking controllers he re
jected any effort to resolve the matter ami
cably. Intentionally or not, he initiated a new 
era of labor/management conflict. 

His firing of striking government workers en
couraged business and industry to take a 
harder line with their employees-stealing 
techniques directly from the administration. 

Labor responded by trying to pass a bill that 
would prevent management from firing em
ployees who were engaged in a legal strike. 
Management set up the cry that this would 
disturb the traditional balance between them 
and labor. The truth is that Ronald Reagan 
upset the traditional balance because Amer
ican industry had really never used the tech
nique before. But the bill that, in truth, would 
have restored the balance was fought bitterly 
by both the Reagan-Bush administrations and 
industry. Now striker replacement legislation 
has support from President Clinton and was 
passed in the House of Representatives last 
June, but has not yet passed the Senate. 

Look at other efforts to help American work
ers. 

A bill that simply required a company that 
was actively considering the closing of one of 
its plants to tell its workers a few weeks in ad
vance, was fought as hard as if it actually pre
vented plant closures. 

The effort to revise the Hatch Act to let Fed
eral Government workers participate in the po
litical life of this country like every other citizen 
was rejected repeatedly for years. It was only 
recently passed into law. 

Just this year we finally passed a family 
leave bill which sought to establish for Amer
ican workers what workers in virtually every 
other industrialized nation in the world have: 
The right to stay home to care for family in 
emergency circumstances without losing their 
job-and, notably, without being paid. This 
was opposed bitterly by the Reagan and Bush 
administrations. 

None of these proposals was remotely radi
cal. 

And most recently, one of the first actions of 
the Clinton administration, to try to create jobs 
in the present recession, was turned down by 
Congress. The opposition mindlessly cried 
"Spending" at a time President Clinton knew 
we needed to put Americans back to work. 
Surely its passage would have addressed 
some of the concerns of working Americans 
and reduced anxiety enough to make less ad
amant their opposition to the NAFT A. 

Business cannot expect to stick its thumb in 
the eyes of its workers for more than a dec
ade without a reaction. What goes around, 

comes around, and relentless opposition to 
the NAFT A by labor is best understood in the 
context of relentless opposition to workers' in
terests. 

If the NAFT A is defeated, it will be, in my 
judgment, the direct result of policies and ac
tions by Government and business over the 
last dozen years or so which have treated 
workers with such disrespect and caused such 
a high level of frustration and worry that labor 
has no trust left, little faith left, and no capacity 
to resist the fear of change. 

NEW ECONOMIC CLIMATE MAKES NOW A BAD TIME FOR 
BUSINESS AND LABOR TO FIGHT 

All of this has been occurring during a pe
riod of jarring transition. Not only has the de
mise of the Soviet Union changed many eco
nomic equations, technology is making the 
world smaller and demanding major changes 
in our economic thinking. It is not a matter of 
whether we want to have a world marketplace. 
Rather it is that there is a world marketplace 
and we have to figure out how to function in 
it. 

That requires change. 
American industry was slow to embrace 

change. The best example is probably our 
automobile industry. 

Government is slow to change. Every single 
one of our trade competitors has a govern
ment/private sector cooperative system to ad
vance its best interests. It's called industrial 
policy. Yet, right up to and through the Bush 
administration we have adamantly refused to 
consider such a strategy. We sat here happily 
believing that others could go into the game 
with talent and a game plan and we could win 
with talent alone, no game plan. What arro
gance. What stupidity. Only with the Clinton 
administration are we beginning to maximize 
our opportunities in foreign trade by develop
ing strategies to do so. 

Further, it must be noted that Ronald Rea
gan's idea of free trade was to talk about it but 
not lift a finger to insist on fair treatment in re
turn. His reputation for forceful military policy 
hid his monumental timidity in trade policy. 

That has changed. Under Trade Represent
ative Mickey Kantor the Clinton administration 
has been pursuing a free trade policy, but with 
a vigorous insistence on fair trade response 
from our trading partners. 

And labor has been slow to change. That 
labor has little control over events that impact 
on it makes this transition an especially threat
ening one for workers. But, wishing for the 
60's, hoping change will go away, mistaking 
new challenges for old frustrations or letting 
the fear of the unknown force you into reac
tionary policies will not serve the interests of 
American workers in this changed world. 

AND THAT BRINGS US TO THE NAFTA 

Into this time of uncertainty and transition 
comes the issue of the NAFT A. 

I have listened to the arguments with care, 
asked many questions, reviewed many re
sponses. Having tried to understand the natu
ral complexities of the issue, I now try to re
duce it back to basics, for that is what policy 
ultimately is. 

Much of the analysis has been little more 
than "My economist can beat up your econo
mist" which makes it difficult for mere mortals 
to sort out. But there are some exaggerations 
and contradictions. 
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Example: Pro-NAFT A forces say the reason 

NAFT A will not result in low Mexican wages 
reducing high American wages to some medi
ocre level in between is that the entire Mexi
can economy is no larger than the economy of 
Los Angeles. Even if the blending were to 
occur it would have minimal effect on United 
States wages. 

Then, pro-NAFT A forces tell you how great 
it will be for American products to have tariff
free access to the huge Mexican market. Well, 
I don't know of a company that would not want 
access to the Los Angeles market under any 
circumstances. But either the Mexican market 
is relatively small or relatively large. It can't be 
both. 

My view? It's a modest but worthwhile mar
ket. Just as we wouldn't want to exclude our
selves from selling into the LA economy, we 
should be interested in that of Mexico. Per
haps more important, however, are the econo
mies of the rest of the Western hemisphere 
which can follow Mexico in opening up to us. 
There lies great potential. 

Example: What will happen if we defeat 
NAFT A. I have been assured by pro-NAFT A 
forces that Mexico will be embarrassed, could 
not and would not renegotiate and would enter 
into negotiations for a similar trade agreement 
with Japan. 

Anti-NAFT A forces say, "Of course, they 
have to say that." But they go on to assure 
me that Mexico will leap at the chance to re
negotiate a better treaty if this one is turned 
down. 

Pro-NAFT A people respond, "Of course, 
they have to say that." 

Who knows what the truth is? I don't. It's 
speculation on both sides. It does seem rea
sonable, however, that Mexico would be at 
least a little miffed at a rejection of the treaty. 
And, why would Japan not try to exploit that 
irritation by discussing a treaty that would give 
them a trade beachhead on our side of the 
mutual, natural market of the Pacific Rim? 
THE SUCKING SOUND: WILL THE NAFTA EXPORT JOBS TO 

MEXICO? 

There are a few central issues to each side 
of the debate. First, the anti-NAFT A side has 
been worried from the beginning about the 
loss of high paying American jobs to low-paid 
Mexican workers if the NAFT A is passed. 

Ross Perot has called this, "The great suck
ing sound." 

I have concluded that the sucking sound is, 
in fact, Ross Perot sucking up to American 
workers by trying to exploit their fears and 
anxieties. Perot has, to quote the Washington 
Post, "spun the public's reasonable anxieties 
into a web of dark conspiracies, fabricated 
numbers and fantastic claims." 

But think about it. For many industries in 
America such a move would not make sense 
because the savings in labor costs would not 
compensate for the capital expenditure of du
plicating in Mexico existing United States 
plants, the costs of dealing with Mexico's poor 
infrastructure and, often, the much lower pro
ductivity of largely poorly trained Mexican 
workers. Besides, if Mexico is such a draw, 
they could have already moved there without 
a treaty. 

Another truth is that for many, many prod
ucts, labor costs are not the most important 
consideration. Other costs of doing business 

exceed labor costs in importance. I've taken a 
little malicious delight in asking business peo
ple who tell me that, why they don't share that 
fact with their workers. I get usually only em
barrassed hems and haws, but a few have 
frankly said that such an admission would not 
be useful when it's time to bargain the next 
labor contract. 

If business has been exaggerating the pro
portional cost of labor in order to keep wages 
down, one can forgive workers if, based on 
that exaggeration, they fear low-wage Mexican 
competition. But it doesn't make it true. 

OUR STANDARD OF UVING: IS THE NAFTA A THREAT TO 
IT? 

Tied with the wage issue are workers' con
cerns about their standard of living. We all 
know that today there are more families where 
both parents have to work to earn the same 
standard of living one parent could provide 
just a few years ago. We all see homeless 
people on our streets that were not there a 
decade ago. 

However, NAFTA did not cause those prob
lems. Defeating NAFT A will not cure them. 

To deal with this disturbing trend in our 
quality of life is going to require that we do 
some things differently. Change always 
causes uncertainty. Uncertainty causes anxi
ety. Anxiety can cause timidity. Timidity can 
prevent one from acting when you need to. 

NAFT A, as renegotiated by the Clinton ad
ministration, offers the prospects of some 
positive change in things that having been 
driving our standard of living down. Defeating 
NAFT A does absOlutely nothing whatever to 
change the conditions that have led us to our 
unsatisfactory status quo. 

MEXICAN LABOR CONDITIONS: DOES THE NAFTA DO 
ENOUGH? 

Late in the debate in a new and very legiti
mate issue was raised by those who oppose 
the NAFT A. Pointing to the sorry lot of Mexi
can workers, the point has been made that the 
NAFT A does not do as much as we'd like to 
improve labor laws and working conditions for 
Mexican workers. Further, the enforcement 
procedures of the provisions that do exist are 
too weak, it is asserted. 

There is little there to argue with, except 
that what NAFT A does contain is better than 
the status quo. It is not often that we can 
achieve an ideal goal with any single effort. 
Most goals are achieved a piece at a time. 
This NAFT A is not where we should stop in 
efforts to improve conditions In Mexico, but it 
is a place to begin. This NAFT A does too little. 
Defeating NAFT A does nothing whatever. 

DOES THE NAFTA CREATE U.S. JOBS? 

Proponents made huge claims for job cre
ation growing out of the NAFT A. I think these 
are exaggerated. But I believe that it does 
move us in that direction. When you cut 
through the war of economic projections, ex
pert analysis and all the rest, what is left is 
this: we presently have few trade barriers 
against Mexican goods coming into the coun
try, while Mexico has substantial tariff barriers 
slowing our exports to them. NAFT A makes 
those barriers go away. That creates new op
portunities for American sales which create 
jobs. Let's just not exaggerate. 

DOES THE NAFTA RECOGNIZE THE NEW ECONOMIC 
REAUTIES? 

Most important of all to me is this question: 
Does the passage or defeat of NAFT A help 

move the United States aggressively into the 
new world economic climate? 

As a nation, we've had it pretty good most 
of the time since 1945. We were the industrial 
nation in the world then. Everyone else had 
been bombed flat. We bestrode world com
merce. And, I believe, we grew to believe that 
was our birthright-to always lead, to always 
be first and best. The attitude made us a bit 
complacent and, in time, we were shocked to 
find that other nations could create and 
produce and have strong economies too. We 
were slow to respond and then spent a pre
cious decade, when we should have been 
catching up, listening to a President wandering 
around the South Lawn murmuring the mantra 
of free trade rather than moving us vigorously 
into effective competition. 

That has changed. We have a President 
now who sees clearly what we must do by the 
end of this century to assure that the next is 
another American century. The NAFTA, rightly 
or not, will be seen as a major symbol of 
whether we are willing to do the things nec
essary to be a vibrant, successful and pros
perous leader in the new world economy. 

Passing the NAFT A says yes. Defeating 
NAFT A will be interpreted by our competitors 
as evidence that we are no longer flexible 
enough to change, no longer confident enough 
to grasp new challenges and no longer ambi
tious enough to want to compete with the 
best. 

It will be felt first in GATT and there is no 
telling when it will be felt last. We must simply 
acknowledge that this NAFT A is neither ideal 
nor fatally flawed. Rather it is a step-a nec
essary step-we have to take on the way to 
a better future. 

For those reasons, I will vote for the 
NAFT A. But, even so, this is not an easy deci
sion: there is yet a caution. 

A LAST OBSERVATION 

Just as I have suggested that there are seri
ous repercussions if we defeat the NAFT A, I 
think there are some equally serious things we 
must prepare to meet if the NAFT A passes. 

In effect, I have argued here that organized 
labor specifically and American workers gen
erally have been fighting the last war; the frus
trations of the last dozen years or more have 
so savaged their confidence and optimism, 
have so threatened their capacity to provide a 
secure future for their families that they can 
see the NAFT A only in terms of its risks, not 
its opportunities. 

If that is true, passage of the NAFT A-es
pecially in the short run-is . going to send a 
new wave of anxiety through the working peo
ple of the land. You cannot have listened 
carefully to the rank and file on this issue and 
mistake their sincerity or their fear. 

After one particularly wrenching session in 
my office with some union folks from home, a 
young staffer in my office looked at me and 
said, "My God. Those people are scared to 
death." 

That is a reality that every NAFT A supporter 
better deal with. Ours is a time of considerable 
political unrest. American workers can easily 
be radicalized. The things they asked for in 
the 80's and were denied will look like sweet 
reason itself compared to their demands if 
workers become completely disassociated 
from mainstream American political life. We 
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are closer to that right now than I think politi
cians generally realize. It will come as a thun
derbolt of surprise to those leaders of busi
ness and industry who even now say they 
have no idea why workers oppose the NAFT A. 

Creation of a radical workers movement in
cluding a new political party is not impossible. 
The capture of their support by politicians who 
wish to exploit their frustrations is not a tech
nique exclusive to bored and egomaniacal bil
lionaires. All sorts of demagogues can play at 
that game. 

And such political chaos would come at a 
time we should be tending to other serious 
business if we are going to compete effec
tively in tomorrow's world. 

Should that unpleasant vision become our 
future, there will be lots of blame to go 
around. But it will be a pointless, pathetic ar
gument that can roil along while other nations 
tie up the markets of the world. 

To guard against such an eventuality if the 
NAFT A passes, the administration and Con
gress with the active participation of American 
business needs to signal a new and more bal
anced attitude toward American workers. It 
needs to encompass a government willingness 
to include labor along with business in forging 
basic decisions affecting the economy. Gov
ernment and the private sector must cooper
ate with labor to find and provide ways to 
achieve greater economic security for workers 
during this period of transition. And business, 
working with labor, must find and implement 
new models of management that treat workers 
like the essential players they are, rather than 
as expendable commodities to be sacrificed at 
will. 

If the NAFT A passes and those things are 
not done, the victory party will be short and 
bitter. The NAFT A is not an end. It is a begin
ning. But its passage will require a whole new 
agenda-not only for planning our trading pol
icy and strategy, but for addressing the do
mestic implications of those policies. Secure 
jobs is what it's all about. These who envision 
that goal in the NAFTA have a responsibility to 
reassure with deeds the promise they see in 
that approach. 

The opponents of the NAFT A, many of 
whom are my friends, are looking backward. 
Defeating NAFTA will change nothing for the 
better. The proponents of the NAFT A are look
ing ahead. The important questions: are they 
looking ahead far enough? And will they follow 
through? 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Ar
kansas [Ms. LAMBERT]. 

Ms. LAMBERT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I come before you 
today to voice my support for the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, and I urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent a district 
of 25 rural counties that are predomi
nantly agricultural in their economic 
makeup. We grow more rice than any 
other district in the country, we rank 
third in soybean production, and sixth 
in cotton production. In other words, 
Mr. Chairman, we farm, and we do it 
well. There is no doubt in my mind, nor 

in the minds of the producers that I 
represent, that NAFTA represents a 
much needed opportunity for economic 
growth. 

For years we have known that in
creased prosperity in the farm econ
omy would only come from expanding 
existing markets and creating new 
ones. As agricultural policy is contin
ually budget driven, the days of in
creased Federal outlays are indeed 
numbered. Increasing exports of U.S. 
agricultural commodities is absolutely 
vi tal to the economic health of Ameri
ca's farmers. 

Since 1987, Arkansas crop exports 
have .increased by an incredible 3,500 
percent. 

In an age of increased competition, 
we must look to new markets to re
main prosperous. Without attracting 
new customers, we cannot create more 
jobs. Mexico is already the third larg
est foreign market for our agricultural 
products in spite of an average 13 per
cant tariff on imported commodities. 
For a market of approximately 90 mil
lion customers, NAFTA presents a 
marketing opportunity that cannot be 
abandoned. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not only agri
culture that stands to benefit from the 
NAFTA. Since 1987, Arkansas exports 
have increased by 213 percent-clear 
evidence of the benefits of opening new 
markets. 

Like many Members, I had concerns 
over the potential impact on the envi
ronment and labor. The side agree
ments represent a significant step to
ward addressing those concerns. More 
important, the side agreements provide 
an opportunity for all the member 
countries to ensure that each nation's 
laws are adequately observed and en
forced. 

In the end, this is a vote for the fu
ture, a vote of confidence for America's 
role in the 21st century economy, and a 
statement, contrary to the rhetoric, 
that America's work force-the best 
and most productive in the world-can 
compete and win in any market. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
GEJDENSON]. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this agreement. 
We need a NAFTA, but not this one. 

All trade agreements that are worth anything 
have both risks and rewards for those who 
enter into them. NAFT A is no different. The 
problem with NAFT A is not that it is not risk 
free or that it doesn't have any rewards, but 
that all the risk is assumed by working men 
and women while all the rewards are enjoyed 
by large corporations. 

The first great risk that American workers 
are being asked to take is that the companies 
they work for will not pack up and move to 
Mexico before the ink is dry on NAFT A. This 
is no idle concern; 40 percent of American 
businesses surveyed last year said that they 
would move to Mexico if Congress passed 

NAFT A. President Clinton, in a valiant effort to 
reassure Americans, got a similarly unnerving 
response when he asked corporate America to 
take a pledge not to move to Mexico; silence. 
Not a single business would promise not to 
move south if NAFT A passes. 

The second risk that American workers take 
is that Mexico's living standards will rise fast 
enough under NAFT A to enable Mexicans to 
buy a lot more American goods. This is a 
gamble since Mexico's per capita income is 
currently only 14 percent of that of the aver
age American and it could easily take decades 
before they are able to buy enough to start re
employing Americans who were thrown out of 
work when NAFT A passed in the first place. 
What, we have to ask, are those unemployed 
Americans supposed to do in the meantime? 
In any case, by the time Mexicans are ready 
to buy in sufficient quantities, they may not 
even need to buy from us because they will 
probably have developed their own manufac
turing base out of the companies that will have 
left the United States under NAFT A. 

The third major risk Americans take with 
NAFT A is that trade adjustment assistance will 
be enough to help those who lose their jobs 
due to this agreement. As Andy Romegialli, a 
representative of the· International association 
of Machinists from Middletown, CT, said at a 
hearing before my trade subcommittee, "What 
are people going to be retrained for, what 
types of jobs?" Worker retraining alone is not 
enough, he says. People have to know that 
they are being retrained for jobs that will actu
ally exist. Businesses, however, are still unwill
ing to make a commitment that jobs will be 
th.ere for retrained workers. They would prefer 
that we trust what they call the natural evo
lution of the U.S. economy to create those 
jobs. That, I think, is just too much a toss of 
the dice for most workers to stomach. 

While working America is taking all the risks 
for NAFT A, corporate America is getting ready 
to reap the rewards. By all assessments, there 
will indeed be substantial gain for those com
panies who, unlike their employees, can pick 
up and move to Mexico. They are likely to in
crease their profits as they lower their labor 
costs by employing Mexicans who earn less 
than $4 a day. They will be able to escape a 
multitude of labor and environmental laws in 
the United States that create safer and clean
er workplaces but which add to the cost of 
doing business here. And, they will face no 
real challenge to their business practices if 
some of them do cut corners because 
NAFT A's enforcement provisions are weak. 

I do support free trade agreements but only 
when both the risks and the rewards are 
equally shared by the working men and 
women of America and by the corporations 
that employ them. I do believe that it is pos
sible to negotiate such an agreement but after 
12 hearings on NAFT A over the past 3 years 
I have to conclude that this agreement does 
not meet this criteria of fairness. The people of 
eastern Connecticut have been hurting too 
long for anyone to ask them to take more risks 
with their economic futures. And NAFT A, 
above all else, represents risk for most and re
ward for only a fortunate few. For that reason 
I cannot support NAFT A. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. CJ:tairman, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ha
waii [Mrs. MINK]. 
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Mrs. MINK. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding this time to me. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise today to oppose 

approval of the North American Free
Trade Agreement. I oppose this NAFTA 
because it leaves thousands of Amer
ican workers with the prospects of los
ing their jobs, and being thrown onto 
an uncertain market looking for an
other job. 

If we want to encourage United 
States investment in Mexico then it 
seems to me that we have to provide 
for the possibility of lost jobs. The de
cision to close up and move to Mexico 
will not be with the worker's approval. 
They will be issued a pink slip and left 
to their own devices to find a replace
ment. 

The campaign of 1992 was about jobs. 
The people aU across the country were 
hurting. They wanted the Congress to 
do something about jobs. Unemploy
ment lines were growing. Thousands 
were being told that they were going to 
lose their jobs because of downsizing of 
businesses in America. Thousands more 
were soon to lose their jobs because of 
base closures and announced cuts in 
Government jobs. 

The President tried to push through 
a modest jobs bill early in his adminis
tration. It died. Since that day, no jobs 
program has surfaced. Our promise to 
the American people stands empty. 
Jobs lost under NAFTA will likewise 
lie without any real promise of fulfill
ment. 

Unemployment compensation expired 
on October 3 for hundreds of unem
ployed workers. Sadly, their families 
are still going hungry because the Con
gress can't agree on how to pay for it. 
How do you suppose we are going to 
find the money to pay for NAFTA and 
all the side agreements promised to 
win votes if we can't even find the 
money to pay for those who are unem
ployed now? 

The 1992 campaign was about finding 
ways to build capital investment in 
America. Instead we are now debating 
how to help our corporations take their 
capital out of the country. 

We do not need to be highly intel
ligent to know what will happen. Com
panies will move to Mexico. thousands 
of American jobs will be lost. Corpora
tions are assured that they can hire 
workers in Mexico at paltry wages 
without any possibility of a trade 
union movement having a chance to 
improve the workers status. With 
lower costs of production, lower envi
ronmental standards, profits will soar. 
Couldn't some of these profits be set 
aside to help American workers who 
lost their jobs because their employer 
moved to Mexico? 

This is a patently unfair trade of 
profits for jobs. American jobs have 
clearly sacrificed and there is no plan 
whatsoever to take care of these dis
placed workers. 

I want this plan to be renegotiated so 
that our workers have guarantees of 

retraining and education so that they 
can get one of these high-tech jobs that 
they have been asked to trade for their 
current jobs. Its only fair that this as
surance be in place before we allow 
these jobs to be lost. 

I want NAFTA to guarantee the 
workers of Mexico the right to organize 
and to bargain for better wages. If our 
companies are being encouraged to 
move to Mexico to induce a greater 
unity of foreign policy, then it is only 
right and proper that we work to im
prove the vast difference of wages be
tween these two countries. Not to do so 
is merely to give lip service to the 
lofty ideals of comity without helping 
to achieve it. Yet NAFTA is silent on 
these matters. 

As I see it, America is being asked to 
give up 500,000 jobs solely so that 
American business can make higher 
profits. 

Vote "no" and do not abandon the 
American worker. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from lllinois 
[Mr. HYDE], a Member of our leader
ship. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would think if jobs 
are going to move down to Mexico, 
that is, if NAFTA is ratified, I just 
wonder why Bangladesh or Haiti are 
not the industrial centers of the world; 
that is, if cheap labor is the secret to 
success and not infrastructure, not 
marketing--

0 1726 
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. MFUME). The 

Sergeant at Arms will restore order, 
the Sergeant at Arms will restore 
order. The committee will be in order. 

The Chair notes a disturbance in the 
visitors gallery in contravention of law 
and the rules of the House. The door
man and the police will remove those 
persons from the gallery participating 
in that disturbance. 

The Chair will further advise those 
persons seated in the gallery that they 
are here as guests of the House of Rep
resentatives and that any display of 
approval or disapproval of the proceed
ings will be prohibited. 

The time belongs to the distin
guished gentleman from lllinois [Mr. 
HYDE], who may continue. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I just want 
to say that is the last time I will ever 
wear that aftershave lotion. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation, if it 
passes tonight-and I think it will
will pass with substantial Republican 
votes. And I think that is worth not
ing. While credit has been bestowed 
right and left on people who have 
worked very hard on this, the fact is 
that the Republicans in this body have 
been and are a responsible minority. 
Our opposition to the Clinton budget 
was a principled opposition, and our 
support for NAFT A is a principled sup
port. 

The term "national interest" is 
something that we all try to locate and 
define, especially when we talk about 
foreign . policy, but national interest is 
very important in international trade. 
It seems to me our national interest is 
served by removing trade barriers, by 
lowering tariffs, which is another way 
of saying cutting taxes. When you cut 
taxes, you increase exports, and when 
you increase exports, you increase the 
jobs, you get more jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, for 50 years we have 
had an economic growth that has been 
fueled by liberalizing international 
trade. This growth has given us a 
standard of living that is the envy of 
the world. We need a world trade policy 
that is centrifugal, not a centripetal 
view. NAFTA is only one incremental 
step in encouraging worldwide eco
nomic growth, and it demonstrates 
American leadership in the quest for 
global prosperity. 

Mr. Chairman, the question is often asked: 
Is the North American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFT A] truly a treat to the sovereignty of the 
United States? Will this trade agreement allow 
foreign countries and international tribunals to 
run roughshod over our laws and our Federal, 
State, and local governments? Despite the 
predictions of the trade pact's wary, if not 
imaginative opponents, NAFT A will not pre
empt the will of the American people and lead 
to our subjugation by sinister forces. 

NAFT A is a trade accord between the Unit
ed States, Canada, and Mexico that reduces 
or eliminates tariffs and other trade barriers 
between the three countries over a 15-year 
period. Negotiated by the Bush administration, 
the accord strengthens our country in many 
ways. It removes obstacles to free trade and 
gains broad access to new markets for Amer
ican products. It will accelerate economic 
growth in all three countries and create jobs in 
its wake. Increasing the size of Mexico's econ
omy will also serve as a major disincentive to 
illegal immigration. More Mexicans will stay at 
home creating a larger market for American 
goods and services. In short, it is a win-win 
situation. 

The side agreements to NAFT A negotiated 
by the Clinton administration-while adding lit
tle of value to the accord-do not give supra
national powers to the commissions and sec
retariats created for labor and environmental 
issues. The United States retains all legisla
tive, judicial and administrative authority for 
writing, amending, and enforcing our laws. Ex
plicitly stated in the side agreements is the 
recognition that each country will continue to 
determine its own level of environmental pro
tection and labor standards. 

Nonetheless, these appendages to NAFT A 
have some unappealing features. If requested 
by two member countries, working panels of 
the commissions are empowered to inves
tigate complaints of persistent failure to en
force national laws regarding environmental 
protection, occupational safety and health, and 
child labor or minimum wage violations. If the 
complaints are valid, fines can be issued 
against national governments. If they go un
paid, tariffs limited to pre-NAFT A levels can be 
reimposed against the specific industry sector 
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involved. However, in no event will a country 
suffer a worse penalty than the tariffs that 
exist today. Annoying as they are, the flawed 
side agreements do not alter the basic nature 
of NAFT A and certainly do not negate the 
benefits it promises to bring. 

NAFT A is a good example of why we fought 
so hard to win the cold war. Democracy and 
free enterprise are inextricably bound together. 
With the defeat of international communism 
and the notable failure of centrally controlled 
economies, it is essential to our national inter
est that free market principles fill the vacuum 
left behind. By example, NAFT A boosts free 
market forces throughout the hemisphere and 
beyond. It offers strong encouragement to the 
world's remaining nonmarket economies to rid 
themselves of the straitjacket of government 
controls. Our goal should be to ultimately ex
tend this free-trade zone from the Article to 
the Antarctic, strengthening fragile democ
racies and fostering the expansion of free en
terprise and lucrative throughout the hemi
sphere. 

To reject NAFTA and thus slam the door in 
Mexico's face is to alienate our next-door 
neighbor, as well as our other friends in the 
hemisphere and may ultimately disadvantage 
U.S. exporters as they compete with Japan, 
China, and others for markets throughout Latin 
America. Defeat of NAFT A would also seri
ously weaken the hand of political and eccr 
nomic reformers in Mexico who have made 
great strides to modernize that country during 
President Salinas' tenure. It could easily re
verse that favorable trend, sending Mexico's 
economy into a tailspin and straining our his
torical friendly relationship with that country. 

Claims that NAFT A threatens the sov
ereignty of the United States are simply not 
credible. It does not mimic the Maastricht trea
ty, as some have claimed. Europe has been 
on the declared path of political and economic 
integration for decades. North America is on a 
very different path. We do not seek to com
bine our political institutions with our neighbors 
or to create a common currency. Until it was 
contrived by NAFT A's opponents here, con
cerns over sovereignty arose only north of our 
border where an entire psychological discipline 
is devoted to representing pervasive fears of 
being swallowed whole by the United States. 
Looking southward, anxiety over Mexican de
signs on American sovereignty has not been 
evident since 1848 when our forebears handily 
defeated Santa Anna and acquired from Mex
ico everything from Texas west to the Pacific 
coast. 

Americans have been advocating free trade 
for centuries. As Thomas Paine wrote in 1792 
in the "The Rights of Man." "The prosperity of 
any commercial nation is regulated by the 
prosperity of the rest. If they are poor, she 
cannot be rich; and her condition, be it what 
it may, is an index of the height of the com
mercial tide in other nations." Economic 
growth will benefit all partners in free-market 
trade. More jobs will be created, higher wages 
and salaries will be earned, and living stand
ards will improve. 

NAFT A is about preserving, strengthening, 
and extending our values and our beliefs. It 
will not diminish America, nor will it threaten 
others. On the contrary, it will strengthen us. 
It is an important step to secure a better tcr 
morrow for all Americans. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair appre
ciates the gentleman's patience and his 
humor. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. JOHN
STON]. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in favor of NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, the vote on NAFTA is not 
simply about Mexico and jobs: It is a referen
dum on the Nation's willingness to build a new 
institutional architecture for international rela
tions. The real question before Congress is 
whether the United States has the guts and vi
sion to replace the deadly geopolitical con
frontation of the cold war with a new 
geoeconomic competition based on open mar
kets, free trade, and regional alliances. 

Such defining moments are rare in history. 
Only twice before in the 20th century has 
Washington faced a decision of such mag
nitude. Once it punted, with disastrous results. 
In 1920, Congress rejected President Wood
row Wilson's request for membership in the 
League of Nations, effectively turning the Na
tion isolationist and protectionist. The Smoot
Hawley Tariff Act followed, triggering the Great 
Depression and paving the way for World War 
II. 

Perot and other critics cite a litany of ills fac
ing the United States. But none of these prob
lems would improve if NAFT A fails. Quite the 
contrary. The evidence of history is convinc
ing: Expanded trade leads to greater prosper
ity. Congress would be making a huge mis
take if it rejects NAFT A. 

NAFT A: A DEFINING MOMENT FOR AMERICA 
On Nov. 17, Congress will cast its first offi

cial vote on America's role in the post-cold
war era. The vote on the North American 
Free Trade Agreement is not simply about 
Mexico and jobs: It is a referendum on the 
nation's willingness to build a new institu
tional architecture for international rela
tions. The real question before Congress is 
whether the U.S. has the guts and vision to 
replace the deadly geopolitical confrontation 
of the cold war with a new "geoeconomic" 
competition based on open markets, free 
trade, and regional alliances. · 

Such defining moments are rare in history. 
Only twice before in the 20th century has 
Washington faced a decision of such mag
nitude. Once it punted, with disastrous re
sults. In 1920, Congress rejected President 
Woodrow Wilson's request for membership in 
the League of Nations, effectively turning 
the nation isolationist and protectionist. 
The Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act followed, trig
gering the Great Depression and paving the 
way for World War II. 

The horror of that war drove home to 
America the disastrous consequences of re
treating from the world. Congress voted to 
finance the Marshall Plan for Europe, create 
NATO, and join the International Monetary 
Fund and the General Agreement on Tariffs 
& Trade. America took the leading role in 
constructing the international organizations 
that defined the next half-century, thereby 
preserving for itself relative peace and a 
great deal of prosperity. 

The same choice between global leadership 
and pusillanimous retreat is before Congress 
once again. A bizarre alliance of groups is 
pounding away at the 30 or so Congress mem-

bers wavering on NAFTA. They are led, of 
course, by the would-be William Jennings 
Bryan of modern day America-Ross Perot. 
The populist poseur, his image riding across 
America's TV screens, is trying to rally the 
fearful and the wounded to fight against the 
forces of global competition. 

THE CHOICE IS LEADERSlllP OR RETREAT 
Just as Bryan in the 1890s called for a sil

ver standard and inflation to defend farmers 
from industrialization, so Perot calls for pro
tectionism to save workers from 
globalization and technological change. 
Perot's famous quote about jobs, the "giant 
sucking sound from the south," is the equiv
alent of Bryan's "you shall not crucify this 
nation on a cross of gold." Like Bryan, Perot 
offers false hopes and false solutions. 

It's not that the pain of working people in 
America isn't real. When Pat Buchanan says 
that NAFTA is "an insider's deal among the 
transnational elite," he expresses the an
guish and anger felt by millions of blue- and 
white-collar Americans at the corporate 
managers who ordered huge downsizings and 
layoffs in recent years. While many top-rank 
managers floated off on golden parachutes, 
working stiffs on assembly lines and in of
fices found themselves on the slippery slope 
of downward mobility. Sure they're angry. 

Yes, competition creates dislocation, but 
labor's response to global competition is as 
misguided as it is self-destructive. Unions 
are not simply fighting against lower tariffs 
with Mexico. They are arguing, by extension, 
that all low-wage producers are a threat to 
U.S. jobs and living standards. In fact, 
unions are really saying that the low wages, 
poor environmental and safety regulation, 
and lack of worker rights that inevitably 
exist in the less-developed world in them
selves constitute unfair trade barriers. By 
that logic, unions would prefer to keep tar
iffs high-and build them even higher
against imports from all the ex-communist 
and statist countries that have converted to 
market capitalism. 

And they are not alone. The French are 
making similar noises about restricting 
trading to high-wage countries. "The ques
tion now is how to organize to protect our
selves from countries whose different values 
enable them to undercut us," said Prime 
Minister Edouard Balladur recently. 

DEMOCRATIZING MEXICO 
That is why the stakes on the NAFTA vote 

are so high. The French are already balking 
at signing the Uruguay Round of GATT, 
which would lower tariffs and further free 
trade around the world. A "no" vote on 
NAFT A would undermine the Clinton Ad
ministration's ability to complete the GATT 
negotiations on schedule by yearend. 

A "no" vote would humiliate the President 
as he meets with the heads of 14 Asian and 
Pacific nations on Nov. 18 in Seattle, a day 
after Congress votes. Many Asian business
men profess to worry about a Fortress Amer
ica excluding their products and would like 
Congress to vote NAFTA down. The more so
phisticated leaders, however, realize that 
any vote in Congress against free trade with 
a low-wage country is as much a slap at 
them as at Mexico. 

There is a crisis of demand around the 
world, and the solution is more trade, not 
less. Anti-NAFTA forces argue that Ameri
cans can't compete against cheap Mexican 
labor, but the truth is that Mexico is suck
ing up U.S. exports, not jobs. Exports to 
Mexico quadrupled over four years, to $40.6 
billion in 1992, as Mexican tariffs dropped. 

Mexican President Carlos Salinas de 
Gortari has curbed wage hikes to cut Mexi
co's 160% inflation rate in 1988 to 9.5% this 
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year. That done, he has just signed a pacto 
with business and labor raising workers' 
wages in step with productivity gains. As 
Mexico's growth speeds up, demand for 
American goods will increase. Higher wages 
also will expand the middle class and spur 
the democratization of Mexico, as they did in 
Korea and Taiwan. 

Finally, President Clinton deserves high 
marks for embracing what is, after all, aRe
publican initiative. He was right to recognize 
that the Democrats need NAFTA. Moderate 
" New Democrats" who advocate free trade, 
market solutions to social problems, and 
smaller, more efficient government would be 
bludgeoned by the old-line, union-based, tax
and-spend crowd should NAFT A fail. That 
would make the Democratic Party a reac
tionary force in politics, not a progressive 
one. 

Perot and other critics cite a litany of ills 
facing the U.S. But none of these problems 
would improve if NAFTA fa.ils. Quite the 
contrary. The evidence of history is convinc
ing: Expanded trade leads to greater prosper
ity. Congress would be making a huge mis
take if it rejects NAFTA. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. DEAL]. 

0 1730 
Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I have 

come to this podium on few occasions. 
I do so today because of the importance 
of this issue, and I do so in support of 
NAFTA. 

All of us can find parts of this agree
ment that we do not like, so can the 
Mexicans and the Canadians. 

Although some of my constituents 
will not agree with my decision, all of 
them expect me to make this hard de
cision based on the best facts available. 

The CHAffiMAN (Mr. MFUME). The 
gentleman will suspend. 

The Chair notes a disturbance in the 
Visitors' Gallery has occurred in con
travention of the law and the rules of 
the House of Representatives. The 
doormen and the police will remove 
those persons from the gallery partici
pating in that disturbance. 

The Chair again wishes to advise all 
persons seated in the gallery that you 
are here as guests of the House of Rep
resentatives, that any display of ap
proval or disapproval of the proceed
ings on the floor will be prohibited. 

The Committee will be in order. · 
The Chair wishes to advise the gen

tleman in the well that he may begin 
with the full allotment of his time. 

Mr. DEAL. I thank the Chair. 
I would like to assure the gentleman 

from Illinois that it was not his 
aftershave, because I use a different 
brand. 

Mr. Chairman, although some of my 
constituents will not agree with my de
cision, all of them expect me to make 
this hard decision based on the best 
facts available, and that is what I have 
done. 

I have concluded that if we are to be 
a true world leader, we must display 
courage on an issue where the political 
condemnation is immediate and the 
vindication must await the future. 

I am convinced that on international 
issues the nations that prevail are 
those that promote their strengths 
rather than dwelling on their weak
nesses. 

I believe that our greatest strength is 
the spirit of our people, a spirit that 
welcomes challenge and opportunity. 
That is what NAFTA offers. 

Faith must prevail over fear. I will 
vote "yes," because I believe in the 
strength of the United States of Amer
ica. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. LA
FALCE]. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
again in opposition to NAFTA, to un
derscore that opposition. 

I generally support the ideal of free trade. It 
appeals to all of my intellectual and competi
tive instincts. In an ideal world, or a nonideal 
world where things were at least relatively 
equal, we can and should have free trade. 
Thus, I supported the Canadian-United States 
Free-Trade Agreement-indeed, I was prob
ably its strongest proponent in the Congress, 
and also opposed the protectionist textile bill. 

But we have to remember some basic pre
cepts as we look at NAFT A, an agreement in
volving Canada, on the one hand, and Mexico 
on the other. Our whole concept of a govern
ment based on laws, not men, is one that is 
shared by Canada. Our tradition of free and 
fair elections is shared by our neighbors to the 
north. Free and fair judiciary, policy, and busi
ness practices are other important traditions 
that the United States and Canada share. Ca
nadian wages are as high or higher than those 
in the United States; working conditions there 
are equal to or better than those enjoyed by 
United States workers. And Canadian environ
mental laws and their enforcement are also at 
least equal to our own. 

These similarities enabled the historic Unit
ed States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement. 
And conditions similar to those between us 
and Canada enabled a comparable agreement 
to be reached between the United States and 
Israel. 

Regrettably, the similarities that enabled 
these agreements do not exist with respect to 
Mexico. Wages in Mexico are radically lower 
than they are here-roughly 1 0 to 15 percent 
of our wage rates. All too often Mexican work
ers toil in abysmal working conditions. The en
vironmental conditions in Mexico, due to lax 
enforcement of what would otherwise be rea
sonably good laws, are more like those in 
Russia or Eastern Europe than in the United 
States or Canada. Since early in this century 
Mexico has been ruled by a one-party regime 
that shows few compunctions about respecting 
election laws or other niceties of democracy. 
The Mexican judiciary is far from independent; 
and the police have a reputation for extra-legal 
activities. And doing business in Mexico often 
means knowing and practicing too many of the 
intricacies and illegalities of under-the-table 
wheeling and dealing. 

I should mention that I consider myself a 
strong friend of the Mexican people. During 
the 1980's, when Mexico and other Latin 
American nations faced a serious economic 

crisis, I led efforts in Congress to provide relief 
from oppressive foreign debt for those nations. 
In 1986 I steered legislation through Congress 
calling on the United States to take the lead 
in creating an international debt management 
facility for just that purpose. Unfortunately, that 
bill was vetoed and the veto message specifi
cally mentioned my efforts on behalf of debt 
relief. In 1988 I was more successful, getting 
the legislation through again and signed into 
law. Angel Guerria, chief debt negotiator for 
Mexico, said that I had "done more to give 
hope" to Mexico than any other Member of 
Congress. 

I was flattered when President-elect Salinas' 
office contacted me after his November 1988 
election, to invite me to his inauguration. And 
that gesture was in spite of my introduction in 
1986 of a bill to repeal the Maquiladora pro
gram. I had done that because I had seen first 
hand-in my congressional district, elsewhere 
in the United States, and in Mexico itself-how 
that program had hurt workers in both coun
tries. 

So I take a back seat to no one in terms of 
my support of Mexico and her people over the 
years. And I believe that this history gives me 
standing to comment on the NAFT A before us 
today and to join the debate over whether or 
not it should be approved. 

One thing that bothers me is the degree of 
exaggeration that has been engaged in during 
the debate, by both proponents and oppo
nents of NAFT A. What I hope the Nation has 
observed, however, is that more exaggeration 
and distortion has come from outside the walls 
of Congress, and the level of debate within 
these walls has, on the whole, been reasoned 
and rational. I am proud of that and of the fact 
that once again Congress as an institution is 
treating a serious matter seriously. 

Before proceeding on the substance of this 
issue, however, I would like to comment briefly 
on some of the kinds of things that have been 
said about those of us who oppose this 
NAFT A. It disturbs me that opponents of this 
NAFT A are being painted as protectionists, as 
myopic, as people who look toward the past, 
not the future. This is surely not true for all of 
this NAFT A's opponents. 

It's a nice debating point to say that NAFT A 
opponents are the equivalent of supporters of 
the Smoot-Hawley tariffs of 1930. That makes 
a good photo opportunity, but it's fundamen
tally false. Very few NAFT A opponents believe 
that we should build up high tariff walls. Unlike 
then, the United States now is the world's 
most open market, and we are leading the 
fight to get the rest of the world to catch up 
with us. I bow to no one in my zeal to level 
the trading floors for all, through the proven 
benefits of free and fair trade. 

But I have a great many concerns about this 
particular NAFT A. First, there is a potential for 
serious job losses in the United States. It is 
impossible to predict the number of jobs that 
will be lost, but the underlying fact is that the 
jobs that will be lost are real jobs held by 
hard-working Americans. There has been little 
if any consideration about the alternatives that 
will be available for these workers. The pro
posal contains but a pittance for retraining, but 
even if an effective retraining regime were to 
be implemented, one has to ask-retraining 
for what? Again, we do not have a reasonable 
answer to this crucial question. 
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Second, and more importantly, it is very 

likely that NAFT A will have a seriously de
pressing effect on U.S. wages. In a 1993 Wall 
Street Journal pool, some 40 percent of cor
porate executives said that they would con
sider moving some operations to Mexico if 
NAFT A passes, and another 25 percent said 
they would use Mexican wage rates in their 
bargaining with their United States workers. I 
have no doubt that this will reduce U.S. wages 
or constrain wage increases, thus contributing 
to a further lowering of our workers' purchas
ing power, and our Nation's standard of living. 
This NAFT A seems to be governed by the 
lowest common denominator-pursuing a low 
wage strategy versus a high wage, value
added strategy. As two economists from Am
herst and the University of Massachusetts said 
Monday in the New York Times: 

[NAFTA] would bind all three countries in 
the straitjacket of 19th century free market 
economics, jeopardizing governmental ef
forts to promote long-term growth of produc
tivity and better living standards through
out the continent. 

Third, I believe that this NAFT A will also 
have an adverse impact within Mexico itself. 
There is the real potential for further exploi
tation of the Mexican people. It has been esti
mated, for example, that a million to a million 
and a half Mexican farm workers-principally 
those in the corn and dairy sectors-will be 
wiped out over the next decade and become 
immigrants, either to already over-crowded 
and opportunity-poor Mexican cities or to the 
United States, exacerbating the illegal immi
grant problem we already have. And even 
when multinational investors move jobs to 
Mexico there is no certainty that the Mexican 
workers will be well treated-look at the 
Maquiladora program and the fact that in 
many of that program's plants the wage rates 
are lower than in other sectors of the Mexican 
economy. 

These are just some of the harmful effects 
that I see. But perhaps the greatest reason I 
have for opposing this NAFT A is the lost op
portunity that NAFT A entails. We had a 
chance here to deal with more than just dry 
economic issues-to deal, instead, with 
human rights and the exaltation of the human 
spirit. 

Some of us who have qualms about this 
NAFT A look at an agreement of this kind and 
ask not only what it does, but what it might do. 
Rather than just viewing it in terms of dollars 
and cents and pesos, as do its proponents, 
we should look toward a grander design. We 
should not lose sight of one of the central pur
poses of life on this Earth-to elevate the liv
ing conditions of all human beings to just lev
els, not only · here in the United States, but 
throughout the world. In this sense, this is not 
just an economic debate, but a moral one as 
well. 

I, of course, bring certain prejudgments on 
this score. My thoughts about the lives of 
working men and women have been shaped 
over the years by, among other things, three 
path-finding Papal encyclicals. Two influenced 
the first speech I ever gave, in high school, on 
the subject of work in human society. These 
were "Rerun Novarum" by Pope Leo XIII and 
"Quadragesimo Anno" by Pope Pius XI. And 
much more recently, just a couple of years 

ago, Pope John Paul II weighed in on this 
subject with his encyclical, "Centesimus 
Annus." I found his thoughts on this so impor
tant that I held a hearing of my Small Busi
ness Committee on the encyclical. 

My developed beliefs are that every human 
has certain basic rights-and that the right to 
a job is one of those basic rights, and that 
government should somehow ensure, or try to 
ensure-by creating an appropriate socio/eco
nomic/political climate-a job for every human 
being. Through a job one can gain dignity and 
human worth. But we need to make sure that 
the jobs do in fact provide just that-dignity 
and worth. To do that they must provide just 
wages, just working conditions, a just environ
ment. These-a just wage, just working condi
tions, a just environment-are concomitant 
basic human rights-concomitant to the right 
to a job. These are what lead to a just and de
cent life. There is another right of workers that 
is basic and concomitant to the right to a job. 
That is the right of working men and women 
to associate together, to organize themselves 
so they can speak and bargain collectively for 
all the rights of a just life-a just wage, just 
working conditions, a decent environment. As 
Pope John Paul II said in his enduring encyc
lical, "On Human Labor," 

Man's life is built up every day from work, 
from work it derives its specific dignity* * * 
through work man not only transforms na
ture, adapting it to his own needs, but he 
also achieves fulfillment as a human being 
and indeed in a sense becomes more a human 
being* * *." 

Under President Carter the United States, 
Mexico, Canada, and virtually every other na
tion in the world entered into the International 
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights, which requires all signatories to afford 
their citizens these basic human rights. I have 
pointed out on numerous occasions how this 
treaty parallels the Clinton administration's 
statements about human rights and the kind of 
priority they should receive in the conduct of 
our foreign policy, and I have noted that the 
agreement could, properly enforced, be a 
powerful tool to help eradicate human rights 
abuses in Mexico. 

Unfortunately, the U.S. Senate has not seen 
fit to ratify this international treaty. That's bad 
enough. But Mexico has signed and ratified it. 
In these circumstances, one would think that 
would mean Mexico could easily agree to in
corporate into NAFT A the kind of protections 
called for in this multilateral treaty. But the fact 
is that Mexico's Government flaunts its provi
sions, mocks them, by the way Mexican labor
ers are treated. 

Earlier I mentioned the fundamental right of 
workers to associate together, to speak and 
bargain collectively for just wages, working 
conditions, and other employment-related mat
ters. This right simply does not exist in fact in 
Mexico. Labor conditions there are somewhat 
similar to what they were in the United States 
before the 1930's, when we enacted modern 
labor laws and took them seriously. Only after 
establishing those fundamental principles in 
our laws, and enforcing them, did we become 
the great Nation we are today. Yet this essen
tial right isn't even in the side agreements to 
NAFT A, either as a condition precedent or as 
a condition subsequent. No, it is merely a 

hope. I am sure everyone knows the destina
tion of the road that is paved with good inten
tions. 

And our history is not the only guidepost on 
this issue. Look at Poland in recent years. 
There, the workers were also deprived of their 
basic rights to just wages, just working condi
tions, a decent environment. But they took ac
tion, and I would ask where the world would 
be today without what was done by Solidarity. 
There is a very good chance that the Berlin 
Wall would still be standing and the Soviet 
Union would still exist, but for Solidarity and its 
constancy in standing up for the proposition 
that workers can organize for their mutual 
benefit. 

But just as Solidarity stood as a model for 
the then-Communist world, so too will NAFT A 
be a model for U.S. relations with Third World 
nations. Wouldn't it be nice if NAFT A stood for 
the same principles that Solidarity did and 
does? Latin America and nations from 
throughout the world will be watching what we 
do today. I submit that this NAFTA is a poor 
model for the developing world, a poor model 
for Chile, for Argentina, for Brazil, for the Car
ibbean nations, and for all other nations who 
wish to extend their economic ties and grow 
their economies in a more just world. I submit 
that having a model which fully spells out the 
rights of workers is crucial, and that for this 
reason alone we should go back to the draw
ing board and do it right. 

I fear this NAFTA is a ploy, perhaps delib
erate, perhaps not, on the part of multinational 
corporations which simply want a cheap 
beachhead-a place from which to launch 
their products most cheaply and most profit
ably to the rest of the world. We should make 
no mistake about these huge conglomerates. 
They may be headquartered within the United 
States, and U.S. citizens may hold a substan
tial portion of their stock, but these entities 
have little loyalty to our Nation or to anything 
except the pursuit of profits. There is nothing 
wrong about the profit motive, of course; it is 
a central premise on which our economy is 
built. But the profit motive unchecked by a 
concern for man and the human condition all 
too often can become rapacious and unrea
sonably exploitative. 

These multinationals too often want to make 
their products without having to worry about 
dealing with effective unions backed by 
strongly enforced labor laws. They don't want 
to have to worry about strict enforcement of 
environmental laws. They don't use these 
words, of course, but look at their actions. 
Why else do they move $15 per hour jobs 
from the United States and pay $2 per hour in 
Mexico? Why not move those jobs somewhere 
at $7 or $8 per hour? The reason is obvious
they will only pay what they have to pay, and 
under prevailing conditions in Mexico, that is 
far from a just and reasonable wage. They are 
exploiting the situation, exploiting the people. 
Affluent stockholders will further flourish, but 
the poor will remain oppressed. We must pur
sue a preferential option for the poor. 

During his campaign last year, President 
Clinton said that he was dissatisfied with the 
NAFT A that had been negotiated by President 
Bush, and that unless three tough side agree
ments could be reached he would have to re
ject it. Now he asks approval of this NAFT A 
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based on side agreements that he has nego
tiated with Canada and Mexico. Yet as Ralph 
Nader has said, "most of the NAFT A improve
ments that candidate Clinton had demanded 
never even made it to the table during the 
side-agreement negotiations." 

One of these side agreements deals with 
what are known as "import surges." What 
does it say? Essentially little more than the 
underlying NAFT A agreement itself says. 

Another deals with environmental protection 
along the border and elsewhere in Mexico. Is 
it strong? The Sierra Club says: "NAFT A 
poses a threat to United States and State en
vironmental laws and to international environ
mental conventions." 

The third side agreement deals with worker · 
rights. How tough is this one? Not very. The 
AFL-GIO says: "The accord contains no 
agreement on or definition of minimal inter
national worker rights and labor standards." 

Why are these side agreements so weak? 
One reason might well be that the multi
national corporations didn't even want side 
agreements at all. They fought hard to water 
down anything that might be included in them. 
So our interests have been subverted not by 
foreign lobbyists, but by American lobbyists 
whose interests have transcended our Na
tion's, or any nation's. 

But more importantly, these side agree
ments are not even binding. Salinas has not 
sought their approval by the Mexican Con
gress, and President Clinton has expressed 
his view that he need not submit them to the 
United States Congress for approval, either. 
Incidentally, neither the Mexican Chamber of 
Deputies nor the Mexican Senate has had one 
hearing or debate on NAFT A. So much for 
nascent democracy. The side agreements re
main, then, worthless pieces of paper-non
binding and unenforceable in any court of law. 

In 1985 I gave a speech called "Religion, 
Politics and Justice in a Democracy," in which 
I noted that "* * * economic decisions, poli
cies, and institutions should all be at the serv
ice of human beings. The economy was made 
for people, and not the other way around." 
Central questions to any economic debate 
must be what proposed actions do for people, 
and what do they do to people. We hear time 
and again about NAFT A's impact on trade bal
ances, its effect on our budget deficit, et 
cetera, but we hear little if anything about 
what the central purpose of any economic de
cisions, policies and institutions should be: to 
serve human beings. 

There are three principles that I believe 
should apply in judging the soundness of pro
posed actions put before us. One, the fulfill
ment of the basic needs of the poor is of high
est priority. Two, increasing participation of 
those on the margins of society takes prece
dence over the preservation of privileges of 
the powerful and the wealthy. And three, 
meeting human needs and increasing partici
pation in society should be priority targets in 
the investment of wealth, talent, and human 
energy. NAFT A fails all three guiding prin
ciples. 

We are told time and again that this NAFT A 
contains a number of provisions which would 
involve actions by Mexico that would improve 
both her trade relations with the United States 
and Canada and help the internal Mexican 

economy as well. But almost all of these pro
posed actions can be taken right now, by 
Mexico acting alone--unilaterally-without 
benefit of this or any NAFT A. For instance, an 
opening of the Mexican banking system to our 
large banks can and probably should be done 
right now, regardless, and doing that would 
probably help both the United States and Mex
ico. Similarly, if lowering tariff barriers between 
the United States and Mexico will help Mexi
can consumers, then Mexico can continue the 
long-standing trends toward lower tariffs that 
started, without benefit of NAFT A, several 
years ago. Why aren't these and other unilat
eral steps being taken? Because what's really 
at stake here is the desire for a good house
keeping seal of approval on the part of the Sa
linas government-an enshrinement of their 
perfect dictatorship. 

When we addressed and passed the fast
track legislation, I predicted what would hap
pen when NAFT A came back to the Congress. 
We were told at the time that we would be 
able to debate NAFT A on the merits, and vote 
it up or down based on whether or not it was 
a good agreement. I was skeptical that would 
be the case, and I was right. For now we are 
told that failure on the part of Congress to 
pass NAFT A would be cataclysmic. We are 
not told that regardless of the merits of the 
proposal, we have to go along or the sky will 
fall. Well, I believe that it is important to say 
"no" both because this NAFT A is deficient on 
the merits and because Congress should 
make it plain that it has the authority to enter 
into trade arrangements with other nations, 
and it does not intend to cede that authority 
willy-nilly to any administration, Republican or 
Democrat. 

But we will be insulting the Mexican people, 
we are told. Would we? I submit that the Sali
nas government is certainly not the same as 
the Mexican nation or her people. Indeed, 
most objective observers would agree that 
President Salinas didn't even receive a major
ity of the votes when he ran for that office. 
The leader of Mexico's primary opposition 
party, Mr. Cardenas, the man who probably 
really won that 1988 election, has said that he 
opposes this NAFT A. Or look at opinion polls. 
They show that the Mexican people are just 
about as split about this agreement as are the 
people in the United States and Canada. 

There is a lot of apocalyptic talk about 
this-doomsday messages that defeat of 
NAFT A will sour United States-Mexican rela
tions for decades, that it will diminish United 
States prestige in the world, that it will under
mine GATT and other pending international 
deals, et cetera. I find these end of the world 
scenarios a little tiresome. The United States 
will still be the only superpower in the world, 
with or without NAFT A, and other nations will 
continue looking to us for leadership. 

Armageddon is not upon us. A Presidency 
does not hang in the balance. If GATT fails, it 
won't be because of NAFT A but because of 
domestic politics in France. Everyone knows 
that, but too many of us don't want to admit 
it. 

With or without NAFT A, the world changes 
and moves on. Look at the three leaders who 
negotiated NAFT A, the world changes and 
moves on. Look at the three leaders who ne
gotiated NAFT A. Two--President Bush and 

Prime Minister Mulroney-have been removed 
from office. We don't know yet who will suc
ceed President Salinas next year, except that 
it will be his appointee, someone who will be 
elected openly and freely, if possible, but 
fraudulently if necessary. This, too, we know 
all too well, try as we might like to ignore such 
a disquieting fact. 

What will happen to United States-Mexican 
relations if NAFT A goes down? I see no rea
son why the significant progress that has been 
made over the past several years cannot con
tinue. If NAFT A does fail, it will be by a narrow 
margin, making it clear to the Mexican people 
and her leaders that there is every reason to 
believe that a responsible NAFT A can and 
should be negotiated. Many NAFT A oppo
nents have joined me in supporting the cre
ation of a common market in the Americas, 
embodying principles that should be consid
ered in the context of further dealings with 
Mexico and other Third World nations. A bill 
we have sponsored to accomplish this end, 
the American Common Market Act of 1993, 
lays out standards of democracy, wage levels, 
a social charter for health and safety, and a 
policy on competition as minimum require
ments for joining an American Common Mar
ket. 

We can have a better future--a better future 
for us, for Mexico, for all of the Americas. We 
need only adhere to our basic American val
ues. To do that we cannot separate economic 
issues from democratic and moral principles. 
We must remember who we are and what we 
are. We must remember and adhere to our 
root values. 

In June of this year Secretary of State 
Christopher said: "Democracy is the best way 
to advance lasting peace and prosperity in the 
world." And he went on to say that the Clinton 
administration "* * * will weigh human rights 
considerations in trade policy." It is not too 
late to apply these policies to NAFTA. 

This NAFT A is myopic. This NAFT A is 
short-sighted. This NAFT A is based on 19th 
century economics. This NAFT A is a lost op
portunity. We should reject this NAFTA and 
seek instead an agreement that comports with 
our grand vision of the future of our continent, 
our hemisphere, our world. No economic 
agreement should be divorced from human 
rights or from the realities of the human condi
tion. We should pursue instead an American 
Common Market that will help ensure, in Mex
ico, in the United States, and elsewhere, an 
interconnecting, a coupling, a marriage be
tween trade goals and human and societal 
rights. 

The CHAffiMAN (Mr. MFUME). The 
Chair appreciates the cooperation of 
most visitors in the gallery who are 
here, as most of us, because of your in
terest in the matter before the House 
today. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 30 seconds simply to say that if 
those ill-advised souls who have just 
engaged in the last demonstration 
think they are helping that cause, they 
do not understand the democratic proc
ess. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
first like to start off by congratulating 
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President Clinton and the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] for their 
leadership on this issue, and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 
No matter how this issue ends up, I 
think it is important for us as a party 
and a country to come together after 
this important debate and debate 
health care, debate welfare reform, and 
interestingly enough, Mr. Chairman, to 
debate issues of trade such as the im
portance of engaging in trade with 
China in the future; but this agreement 
has been called the most important 
free-trade vote in the last decade. It is 
accurately named that for all the 
wrong reasons. 

Members have been freely trading 
votes for promises, projects and paro
chial interests, tomatoes, peanuts, 
sugar, you name it. 

But what about people? What about 
iron workers? What about auto work
ers? What about people like carpenters 
in the Midwest who will lose jobs? 
Where are our lobbyists for those work
ers? 

As designated on the front page ·of 
the New York Times today in almost a 
caricature-like fashion, we have these 
people arguing for the interests of 
those special interests, rather than the 
interests of the people. 

I would also like to say that this is 
only free trade and not fair trade. It 
does not reflect the new ideas of man
aged trade. It does reflect the old and 
out-dated free-trade ideas that have 
lost us jobs, that have increased our 
trade debt, and caused us to lose out on 
new markets. 

This agreement needs to reflect free 
and fair trade. It needs to reflect fair 
human rights standards. It needs tore
flect fair and free political parties in 
Mexico. 

As a supporter of an eventual NAFTA 
treaty, let us move toward one that 
moves through Central America and 
South America to engage Argentina 
and Brazil and not settle for this 
flawed NAFTA treaty. 

Mr. Chairman, throughout this debate over 
the North American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFT A] many of the accord's supporters 
have labeled its opponents as "protectionist," 
and unnecessarily afraid of a market that is 
only one-twentieth the size of the U.S. market. 
Let me be clear on one point-1 oppose 
NAFT A but I am neither protectionist nor fear
ful of our southern neighbor's economic poten
tial. 

On the contrary, I fully support the integra
tion on the American, Mexican, and Canadian 
economies because I truly believe that a North 
American 'trading bloc could outdistance the 
world's other regional trading alliances in near
ly every respect. In fact, I envision a North 
American-South American trading relationship 
in the future that will be both unprecedented in 
its structure and its economic potential. 

I believe that I share this vision with many 
of my colleagues who today speak in favor of 
NAFT A. What we disagree about is the vehi
cle with which to accomplish this task. 

I oppose the NAFT A that is before this 
Chamber today. 

My opposition rests in the fact that the 
agreement does not accurately reflect the na
ture of the Mexican labor force and that the 
pact's crafters failed to realize the agreement's 
adverse effects on the working men and 
women of our Nation. 

While there has been wide disagreement 
over the actual number of jobs that will be ei
ther lost or gained as a result of NAFT A, the 
GAO has found, and Noel laureate economists 
have confirmed, that there will most certainly 
be a loss of jobs employing unskilled workers. 
In a perfect world, our Nation's work force 
would report everyday to high-skilled, high
wage jobs. But that is simply not the case, 
and we have a responsibility to those low
skilled workers whose jobs are threatened by 
this agreement. 

Assurances that the nature of the Mexican 
work force will have a negligible effect on the 
United States are simply not true. The low 
wages, high productivity, and sheer numbers 
of the Mexican labor market rebuke this asser
tion. 

A recent Joint Economic Committee report 
found that, even if the United States turned 
out to be a marginal winner in net job gain, 
NAFT A would have a substantial negative im
pact for a large number of Americans. In fact, 
according to the committee, NAFT A could re
sult in gross dislocations of between 300,000 
and 600,000 jobs, and create a downward 
pressure on U.S. wages, especially for non
professional workers. 

NAFT A supporters in this Chamber today 
have argued that the agreement will not re
duce U.S. wages. Throughout the course of 
this debate, they have claimed that Mexican 
wages have risen relative to United States 
wages in recent years and will continue to do 
so. But this argument overlooks the huge de
cline in Mexican wages relative to United 
States wages that occurred earlier than the 
1980's. Even after accounting for the in
creases in Mexican wages since 1987, the av
erage Mexican hourly compensation in all 
manufacturing is now only 15 percent of Unit
ed States levels, far below the 22 percent in 
1980. 

Many NAFT A proponents assert that low 
wages reflect low productivity, and would not 
provide a cost savings for manufacturers. In 
Mexico's case, nothing can be further from the 
truth. While real wages have declined in Mex- · 
ico, manufacturing productivity has been ris
ing. Studies indicate that in Mexican export in
dustries productivity is 80 to 1 00 percent of 
that in similar United States industries. In fact, 
in a growing number of industries, labor pro
ductivity in Mexico is even higher than in com
parable United States factories because the 
Mexican plants are newer and the workers 
often get more training. 

Many have pointed to the relatively low tar
iffs that exist between Mexico and the United 
States and conclude that NAFT A would not 
lure any American employment across the 
border because, if companies wanted to move 
south, they would have already moved. The 
reality is that NAFT A is meant to make Mexico 
more appealing to United States investors and 
does in fact accomplish this goal. In short, 
NAFT A removes many of the obstacles that 

have kept hundreds of companies from ever 
considering expansion to Mexico. These com
panies are not the manufacturing giants of the 
world, but smaller, labor-intensive manufactur
ers. 

I represent a district in the Midwest that was 
once a manufacturing powerhouse and still re
mains the home of small businesses that 
produce quality goods. Over the last decade 
my district has been the site of many plant 
closings, and has experienced the loss of 
countless manufacturing jobs. In fact, just last 
week, a machine tooling plant announced that 
it would be closing December 1 and will put 
nearly 60 employees out of work. I do not as
sert that these jobs went to Mexico, but I do 
believe that we have a lesson to learn about 
the residual effects that job dislocation due to 
plant closure leaves on a community. 

It has been the case in north central Indiana 
that when a plant closes, it leaves behind a 
work force that is unable to find employment 
through no fault of its own. The problem is 
that new jobs are not being created in our re
gion to keep pace with the escalating numbers 
who find themselves out of work. And often, 
those fortunate enough to find work often do 
so only after taking a pay cut. This results in 
less disposable income that has a direct-and 
usually immediate-negative impact on the 
local economy. 

While I do not expect any North American 
Free-Trade Agreement to outlaw job move
ment from one country to another, I do assert 
that such an agreement could and should rec
ognize the unique nature of each participant's 
labor force and seek to increase employment 
in all countries. Trade does not have to be a 
zero-sum game. 

At this time, this NAFTA is unwise. The 
agreement's negotiators picked winners and 
losers and its clear that the losers are Amer
ican workers. 

NAFTA should be defeated. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair would 

advise the gentleman that he was also 
ceded an ·additional minute by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. HOAGLAND]. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, for 
the past several months a distin
guished panel of 13 educators, econo
mists, and lawyers from Nebraska's 
universities and political bodies have 
studied the North American Free
Trade Agreement and concluded that 
NAFTA would have a modest, but posi
tive impact on Nebraska's economy. 

One thing we know for sure is that 
Mexico is a major consumer of corn, 
that corn exports to Mexico could near
ly double if the NAFTA is ratified, in
creasing corn prices by approximately 
10 cents a bushel, and increasing total 
farm income in Nebraska by nearly 
$100 million by the year 2000. 

We know that Nebraska's exports to 
Mexico have increased from about $44 
million in 1987, after Mexican trade 
barriers were lowered, to $100 million 
in 1992, and that, with NAFTA, these 
trends will continue. . 

NAFTA will mean more jobs at our 
railroads. The employees of companies 
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like ConAgra, Kellogg's, and Campbell 
Soup, and the Omaha Works AT&T 
plant, and many other businesses, will 
benefit as we further open the Mexican 
market and create jobs to manufacture 
or grow more of our products. 

But the reasons for NAFTA go far be
yond the concerns of eastern Nebraska. 

The NAFTA debate poses two visions 
of the world. 

One is the zero sum game theory, 
that we win only if Mexico loses, and 
that, further, we win in trade with 
China, Brazil, Japan, or any other trad
ing partner, only if they lose. 

The other vision is that trading part
ners grow and prosper together, and 
further, knowing that Mexico has 
many problems making its democracy 
work, as do we, that we spread our val
ues of democracy and markets through 
engagement, not disengagement. 

This second view holds that not only 
does a rising tide lift all boats, but 
that our boats will rise higher because 
we have a sounder economic and politi
cal structure and will continue to out 
compete them as we sell to their mar
kets. 

It is this second vision that is the vi
sion proven by history and the prin
cipal reason we must ratify this agree
ment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from lllinois [Mr. 
SANG MEISTER]. 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the NAFTA agree
ment. We could do much better, and 
hopefully there will be a second 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, today I cast my vote against 
the North American Free-Trade Agreement. 

As an elected official for much of the past 
1 0 years, I have always considered the inter
ests of American working men and women as 
a top priority in my decisions. The basis of 
America's past and present greatness has al
ways been due to a growing, strong and vi
brant middle-class. I have no doubt this for
mula must continue if we are to pass on a 
worthwhile legacy to future generations. Re
grettably, this agreement in its present form 
endangers the s(ciodard-of-living for America's 
middle-class. 

In the end, history is the only sure thing to 
show us whether the North American Free
Trade Agreement is, on the whole, good for 
the United States. Frankly, everything else is 
pure speculation. For every study praising 
NAFT A, there is another study criticizing it. 
There is only one steady guide to rely on 
when sifting through such conflicting informa
tion-and that guide is common sense. 

After much consideration and reflection, I 
have finally concluded that there is clearly a 
long-term need for a North American Free
Trade Agreement. However, the current 
NAFT A proposal does not provide adequate 
protections to the American worker and I be
lieve the United States should renegotiate a 
more balanced pact. I do not accept the prop
osition that whether or not you support this 
agreement defines whether you are an opti-

mist or a pessimist for our country's future. 
Rather, I believe this NAFTA vote defines to 
what extent an elected representative is willing 
to risk the jobs and wages of millions of work
ing Americans. 

If NAFT A was only about lowering tariffs, 
then I believe the vote today would be a unan
imous one. However, it is much more than tar
iffs. This NAFT A is a direct challenge to our 
labor, environmental, health, and safety stand
ards. This NAFT A will reduce the risk of Amer
ican investments in Mexico, thereby, making it 
more attractive to move capital south across 
the border. This NAFT A provides another 
route for Japanese and European products 
into the United States. This NAFT A ignores 
the vast differences between the political insti
tutions of the United States and Mexico. 

If tariffs were the only issue, political tradi
tions would not be very significant. But due to 
the extensive integration of the United States 
and Mexican economies laid out under this 
NAFT A, we would be abrogating our respon
sibility as stewards of American democratic in
stitutions if we did not address the issue of the 
authoritarian nature of the Mexican Govern
ment. As good a man as President Salinas is, 
NAFT A is an agreement between entire soci
eties, not between just three men. For those 
people who do not wish to offend Mexico by 
raising these concerns, then I say you are not 
in a position to ask the American people to 
support the economic integration of Mexico 
and the United States, without providing suffi
cient protections for their rights and high 
standards that they have earned. 

My problem with this NAFT A is not only with 
its content. I believe the process should give 
one serious concerns as well. Why has it 
come to a point that the entire future of Mexi
can-American · relations rides on this single 
vote? Why was Congress not able to debate 
and vote on minor agreements with Mexico 
over the last 5 years of the Salinas administra
tion so that American and Mexican citizens 
could become more familiar with the issue at 
stake by the time a major agreement was 
signed by the respective leaders of the United 
States, Mexico, and Canada? Under the Bush 
administration, I voted against the implementa
tion of fast-track procedures for NAFT A be
cause I believed it was important for the Con
gress to maintain the right to modify such an 
important agreement. 

I believe one reason why the House of Rep
resenta~ives is so divided on this issue is be
cause there are so few examples of the Unit
ed States making any kind of economic agree
ments with Mexico. Considering that the Unit
ed States has shared a lengthy border with 
Mexico since its founding, one has to ask why 
all the focus has been placed on this one 
agreement. 

Supporters have argued that opponents of 
NAFT A based their decision on fear and para
noia. Ironically, the NAFTA supporters appeal 
to people's fear when they claim that if the 
United States does not agree to this NAFT A 
now, then: Mexico will enter an agreement 
with Japan and the European community; ille
gal immigration will increase; and America's 
competitiveness will further decline. 

The United States has more to lose than to 
gain with this NAFT A. The U.S. market is sec
ond to none in the world. We should be more 

worried about selling American products to 
Americans than to Mexicans. Japan and Eu
rope understand that the United States is still 
the premium market to compete in. These two 
competitors have not been overly anxious to 
extend their markets into Mexico. I believe the 
threat of Mexico agreeing to a similar NAFT A 
with the European economic community and 
Japan is not at all consistent with the trade 
practices of these advanced industrial powers. 

The crux question for me is: Will the NAFT A 
create a significant net gain of good paying 
jobs for Americans within a reasonable period 
of time? Let's look at some facts. The U.S. 
gross national product is over $6 trillion. Mexi
co's GNP is only 4 percent of ours. The popu
lation of the United States is over 255 million 
while Mexico's is about 95 million. The mini
mum wage of the United States is $4.25 and 
in Mexico it is $0.58. The average manufactur
ing wage in the United States is $16.17 and 
in Mexico it is $2.35 in the interior and $1.64 
in the maquiladora. 

What I find disturbing about these facts is 
the combination of a very small market for 
United States goods in Mexico with a very 
large Mexican work force willing to work for 
very small wages. Furthermore, Mexico does 
not have a free and independent collective 
bargaining process, and there are no assur
ances that Mexican wages will increase if this 
NAFTA is approved. Increases in productivity 
are not tied to wage increases under the pact. 
When this wage differential is coupled with the 
NAFT A provisions that would reduce obstacles 
and risks of American investments into Mex
ico, I believe this could be a formula which 
could work contrary to our best interests. Al
though American workers are the most pro
ductive in the world, this wage gap will only 
lure United States factories and jobs into Mex
ico. I am not satisfied with the protections this 
pact provides to keep jobs in the United 
States and believe it presents a direct threat 
to the American standard-of-living. 

There are no clear answers about NAFT A's 
impact on American jobs and the American 
economy. With unemployment where it is 
today, especially in the 11th Congressional 
District, I cannot approve of further incentives 
for businesses to move south. Our economy is 
too anemic right now to take such a risk 
which, again, is based solely on speculation. 

We must remember that this is a three-na
tion pact. With the results of the Canadian 
elections, the coalition is seriously weakened. 
It is widely anticipated that the new prime min
ister will seek to renegotiate the NAFT A pro
posal. As it now stands, two of the three na
tions are very wary over the pact. 

Besides the issue of jobs, I am not con
vinced that NAFT A has seriously addressed 
environmental concerns. Attention has been 
paid to the creation of an environmental com
mission which would respond to complaints of 
violations of environmental law. However, the 
total staff has been restricted to only 60 mem
bers with a yet agreed upon operating budget. 
I believe the resources of the commission will 
be grossly insufficient to cope with the ex
pected number of serious and technically com
plex complaints by citizens from all three 
member nations. 

The side agreements clearly do not provide 
adequate guarantees that Mexico will raise its 
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labor and environmental laws up to the higher 
American and Canadian standards. I also 
have serious doubts concerning the effective
ness of the complex and secret enforcement 
process. 

As a member of the House Subcommittee 
on International Law, Immigration, and Refu
gees, I have a particular concern with the ab
sence of a United State~Mexico extradition 
treaty. Currently, Mexican citizens who commit 
felonies in the United States and flee back to 
Mexico are not returned to our country to 
stand trial. I believe this makes a mockery of 
our judicial system. 

Lastly, I am very concerned about approving 
such an extensive agreement that will further 
integrate the Mexican and American econo
mies. Mexico is a developing nation with a 
long way to go to become a liberal democ
racy. The current NAFT A seems to treat Mex
ico as if it were an advanced industrial and 
democratic nation. Of course Mexico is neither 
of these. By passing NAFT A we will be doing 
a disservice to all the people of this country 
that have fought so hard to achieve high lev
els of labor, economic, political, and environ
mental standards. NAFT A will place an enor
mous stress on these achievements, diminish
ing their significance. 

Supporters of NAFT A claim that a defeat of 
NAFT A is a victory for American protection
ism. NAFT A is an issue about Mexican protec
tionism not American. The American market is 
among the freest in the world and will remain 
so without NAFTA. Why do you think that a 
protectionist nation like Japan has been so 
successful in the American market? 

I urge President Clinton to immediately re
negotiate the NAFT A proposal. Mexico and 
Latin America are too important to the future 
of the United States not to agree on a well
constructed economic plan under which all na
tions can prosper. America needs NAFT A and 
I intend to work for the right one. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD]. 

Mr. SOLOMQN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
an additional 30 seconds to the gentle
woman from Washington [Mrs. 
UNSOELD]. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Washington is recognized for a 
total of 2 minutes. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to share with my colleagues 
what my opposition to this NAFTA is 
all about, but first I want to say what 
it is not about. 

It is not about whether I believe in a 
global economy. Global economic inte
gration is inevitable. Our task is to di
rect it in a way that serves our people. 

It is not about whether I support 
President Clinton. I will continue to be 
a strong supporter of the President, be
cause I believe on many fronts he is 
moving America forward. 

It is not about bashing Mexico. Those 
of us voting against NAFTA are doing 
so in part because we also want what is 
best for Mexican workers and the Mexi
can economy. We understand that by 
virtue of geography the American and 
Mexican futures are linked, and that a 

healthy Mexico with rising living 
standards is in the best interests of the 
United States. 

So why am I voting against this 
NAFTA? Because the good it might do 
is undone by two fatal shortcomings. 
First, it does nothing to establish basic 
labor rights in Mexico, and second, it 
works against the sustainable use of 
the Earth's resources. 

Let me cover the first point. This 
NAFTA does a lot to protect intellec
tual property rights. It does a lot to 
protect the security of foreign invest
ment in Mexico. But it does nothing to 
help raise the standard of living in 
Mexico so that their workers might be
come consumers of American goods and 
so that their low wages don't draw 
away United States investment and 
United States jobs. And why is that? 
Why does this NAFTA make invest
ment in Mexico secure and keep Mexi
can wages low? Because that is what 
the Bush administration wanted it to 
do. They negotiated this agreement to 
serve the interests of large United 
States corporations, not to serve the 
interests of the average Mexican or 
American worker. 

That is not a charge I make lightly. 
It clearly reflects the basic mind set of 
the Bush administration. Let me give 
you an example. In October 1990, while 
the Bush administration was negotiat
ing NAFTA, then Commerce Secretary 
Robert Mosbacher was holding day
long seminars to convince United 
States companies to invest in Mexico. 
And what do you suppose part of the 
argument he made was? He gave those 
business executives materials that 
claimed Mexico was a better place than 
the United States for their investment 
dollars because "the gap between the 
U.S. minimum wage and the Mexican 
direct wage will in fact increase.* * *" 

It is interesting to note that Sec
retary Mosbacher was joined in his 
pitch by his Mexican counterpart 
Jaime Serra Puche, the same Mexican 
official who has been widely quoted as 
dismissing any concern that NAFTA's 
side agreements will be enforced. In his 
words, "the timeframe of the process 
makes it very improbable that the 
stage of sanctions could ever be 
reached.'' 

President Clinton has been very criti
cal of the previous administration's ap
proach to trade negotiations. He recog
nized the fundamental failings of the 
Bush NAFTA. That was the reason be
hind his demand that side agreements 
on labor and the environment be nego
tiated. I and many others waited to see 
what those negotiations would bring. 
And I and many others were profoundly 
disappointed when we discovered that 
the President's original concerns were 
addressed superficially. What is more, 
there is now serious question as to 
whether the side agreements are in
separable from this NAFTA, so even 
the small gains they bring to labor 

rights are perched precariously and 
could be severed from the rest of the 
NAFTA text. 

A NAFTA that demanded progress on 
labor rights equal to changes achieved 
on intellectual property rights and se
curity of investment would have been 
worth supporting. It could have ended 
the Mexican Government's policy of 
suppressing wages. And let us be clear 
on that point, wages in Mexico are held 
down by the denial of basic labor 
rights. As a result, since 1980 Mexican 
wages have declined 32 percent even as 
Mexican productivity increased 41 per
cent. 

A NAFTA that is truly in the best in
terests of our workers and of Mexican 
workers would provide the Mexican 
people with the fundamental right to 
organize and to strike. It would give 
the Mexican people, more than half of 
whom live in poverty, some hope for a 
better future. This NAFTA doesn't. 

For America, that means a low-wage 
but increasingly productive Mexican 
work force will act as a magnet for 
United States investment. That is 
something most of those vaunted stud
ies on NAFTA's economic implications 
completely miss. Most of them do not 
even factor in what NAFTA would 
mean to the flow of investment dollars 
in North America and what that means 
in turn for U.S. jobs. The Joint Eco
nomic Committee of Congress rightly 
sites this as a flaw that brings into 
questions whether most of those stud
ies are worth the paper they are writ
ten on. 

Fortunately, some folks have been 
asking the question about investment 
flows, and what they are telling us is 
disturbing. In last week's Business 
Week, Aaron Bernstein cited one esti
mate that NAFTA will divert $2.5 bil
lion in investment from the United 
States to Mexico annually. He cites an
other economist's projection that cap
ital displacement of that magnitude 
could cost us 375,000 American jobs 
over 5 years. 

Let us be clear. That capital would 
be going to Mexico to exploit cheap 
labor. Unless NAFTA is renegotiated to 
improve Mexican wage rates and labor 
rights, we can waive goodbye to those 
investment dollars, and to a lot of 
United States jobs. So it again comes 
down to whether Mexicans are allowed 
the fundamental rights that Americans 
have been fighting so long to secure in 
this country. It brings us back to the 
fact that Mexican workers and Amer
ican workers share the fight for decent 
wages and a decent standard of living. 
This NAFTA points living standards 
for all the workers of North America in 
the wrong direction. 

Now let me turn to what I believe is 
the second fatal flaw of this NAFTA
it's failure to promote the sustainable 
use of the Earth's resources. 

Beyond labor rights, this debate 
should also be about something else, 
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something which has been left on the 
sidelines for far too long when it comes 
to trade negotiations. It should be 
about whether we will have a bountiful 
planet to hand over to our children, or 
whether we will continue to plunder it 
irresponsibly. 

I commend this administration for 
recognizing the clear link between 
trade and the environment. Even 
though the side agreement on the envi
ronment-like the side agreement on 
labor-suffers from the precariousness 
of its link to the main text, it does 
break some new ground, and I acknowl
edge that. But Mr. Chairman, there is a 
huge hole in both NAFTA and GATT
a hole so big that the world's oceans 
and their resources can flow right 
through it. 

Under both GATT and NAFTA, we 
are surrendering our right as a nation 
to impose sanctions upon other nations 
that irresponsibly exploit resources 
found in international waters. 

I have a lot of firsthand experience 
with this issue-in part because I come 
from the Pacific Northwest, and in part 
because I sit on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee. I have spent 
my 5 years in this Chamber fighting to 
protect our oceans from driftnets and 
other practices that decimate fisheries. 
We have won some of those battles and 
lost others. But if NAFTA and GATT 
stay on their current path, those who 
pillage our seas will be shielded from 
punishment and the battle to save our 
seas will be lost. 

In the last Congress, this body passed 
a piece of legislation mandating sanc
tions upon any nation that continued 
to use driftnets-those 30-mile-long 
curtains of death. The law bolstered a 
U.N. resolution prohibiting the use of 
driftnets in international waters. The 
ban took effect on January 1 of this 
year and since then our own Coast 
Guard has caught four vessels using 
the nets. Yet our Government hasn't 
even attempted to follow U.S. law and 
impose sanctions. Why? I have tried to 
get an answer from our Government, 
and I am left to assume it is because 
our trade agreements would find it an 
unfair barrier to trade. 

In fact, there is good reason to fear 
our law would be overturned. A GATT 
panel, in a dispute involving the United 
States and Mexico, determined that an
other United States law was in viola
tion of GATT because it dealt with pro
duction and process methods, or 
PPM's, and because it related to ac
tions taken outside the territory of the 
United States. What does that mean? It 
means that any nation can do anything 
it wants on the high seas-it can rake 
the ocean clean of fish using driftnets 
or any other contraption one might de
vise, and the United States has no 
standing to deter that nation with 
trade sanctions. 

Recently, another example brought 
this same failing of our trade agree
ments home with new force. 

In the Bering Sea, outside the terri
torial waters of the United States and 
Russia, there is an area known as the 
Donut Hole. Fishing for pollock-fish 
originating in the waters of Russia and 
the United States-began there in the 
mid-1980's. The annual catch quickly 
expanded from roughly 360,000 metric 
tons in 1985 to 1.4 million metric tons 
in both 1988 and 1989. The United States 
and Russia tried to slow the harvest, 
restricting the catches of their own 
vessels, but other nations continued to 
grab all the fish they could. Eight 
international meetings were held to 
try to halt the plundering, but nothing 
came of them because there was no lev
erage-no tool available to enforce sus
tainable use. By 1992 the harvest had 
plummeted to 10,000 metric tons. The 
fishery was destroyed. 

That kind of horror story will be re
peated unless we change course in our 
trade negotiations. In voting against 
NAFTA, we can send our trade nego
tiators back to the table to get it 
right. We can send the message that 
our trade agreements must be consist
ent with the sustainable use of the 
world's marine resources. 

This issue is critical to NAFTA not 
only because resource management 
among NAFTA signatories is critical, 
but because an approved NAFTA will 
establish the U.S. position in current 
and future GATT rounds. If we are not 
willing to demand that a trinational 
agreement be made compatible with 
sustainable use of the planet's fish
eries, there is very little reason to be
lieve we will demand it when negotia
tions involve the more than 100 mem
ber nations of GATT. 

Some may believe this matter is eso
teric or remote. Well, it isn't. It goes 
to the heart of whether there will be 
any fish left in the seas for future gen
erations. It goes to the heart of wheth
er we will be good stewards of the 
Earth. It goes to the heart of whether 
NAFTA and GATT look to the future 
or remain tied to the past. 

In sum, two seemingly different rea
sons lead me to vote against this 
NAFTA, but in one critical respect, 
sustainable use of resources and the ad
vancement of basic labor rights are 
intertwined. They are both necessary if 
we are to secure a brighter future for 
our children. They would both be part 
of a NAFT A worth of support. They are 
absent in this NAFTA and I urge my 
colleagues to vote no. 

0 1740 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
support NAFTA, but as the gentleman 
from illinois [Mr. HYDE] stated, I op
pose the President on the tax-and
spend bill. Based on principle, I support 
the President on NAFTA. On the same 
principle I would say to the President, 

Republicans can help you pass NAFTA. 
But if your administration drops its 
focus on management of the agree
ment, opponents' fears will come to 
fruition. Its success or failure rests 
with the President. Republicans · lack 
the block of votes to control manage
ment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair advises 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] that all comments should 
be directed to the Chair. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
NAFTA is important to my district. 
Thousands of jobs in San Diego County 
already are linked to trade with Mex
ico, and the Citizens for a Sound Econ
omy estimates over 16,000 new jobs 
that will be created in San Diego alone. 
The San Diego Chamber of Commerce, 
the National Federation of Independent 
Businesses, the San Diego Economic 
Development Center, and six Presi
dents support NAFTA, and who are 
these groups? They are the groups that 
create jobs in this country, and we 
ought to listen to them. 

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the toughest 
votes I will cast. I have a tremendous number 
of patriotic, sincere constituents who have 
good arguments on both sides of this issue. 

But I am voting for NAFT A. 
I am for new American jobs, and for the fu

ture of my State and this Nation. I believe that 
American business and American workers are 
strong, and that with NAFT A, we can compete 
and win against any in the world in fair and 
open commerce. 

Let's talk about NAFT A and jobs. 
Citizens for a Sound Economy released a 

study last Friday that said lowering trade bar
riers through NAFT A would create 16,400 jobs 
in San Diego County alone. 

A large number of businesses from north 
San Diego County have assured me that 
NAFT A creates more export opportunities and 
more American jobs. Two of those businesses 
have plants in Mexico because the tariffs 
today make that profitable. Under NAFT A, with 
lower tariffs, they will move those plants and 
those jobs back to the United States. 

In shipbuilding, a major San Diego County 
employer, NAFT A gives United States ship
builders a 25-percent price advantage over 
Europe and Asia when we export ships to 
Canada. That's a major competitive advan
tage. And that's how NAFT A will create Amer
ican jobs. 

Let's talk about leverage-leverage with 
Mexico to solve our problems with the environ
ment and with illegal immigration. Many of my 
friends who follow Ross Perot raise a good 
point. Our border environment, our illegal alien 
problem, our concern with Mexican labor laws 
and corruption, are all major, major problems. 
They require action. The question is over the 
best way to act. 

I contend that our choice isn't between this 
NAFT A and not this NAFT A. Our choice is be
tween this NAFT A and no NAFT A at all. By 
enacting NAFT A, it is in the interest of the 
Mexican Government to cooperate with the 
United States to solve these problems as 
neighbors and friends. 

By defeating NAFT A, we ensure that Mexico 
closes its doors to the United States and 
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opens its export market of 90 million people to 
every other nation that wants its own trade 
deal. 

There is no time for another deal. We 
snooze, we lose. 

Nations like Korea, Japan, and the nations 
of Europe know a growth market when they 
see it. And they are looking for the opportunity 
to open Mexico's markets tomorrow-if we de
feat NAFT A today. 

If we defeat NAFT A, we'll never get Mexi
can cooperation on Tijuana sewage, on illegal 
immigration, on pollution from the 
maquiladoras, on human rights, and labor 
laws. We will get no cooperation at all. 

Enacting NAFT A gives America a fighting 
chance to address and solve these challenges 
together. 

Finally, I believe this historic vote is about 
America's place in this world, today and to
morrow. Patriotic Americans do and will dis
agree about the particulars of NAFT A. 

Yet we must ask these questions. 
Is America strong and free, innovative and 

entrepreneurial, and capable of winning in 
commerce? Even in recession, are we or are 
we not the envy of the world in liberty, stand
ard of living and economic power? 

Or is America a fragile giant, fearful of the 
future, an economic bum, needing protection 
from the strong so we can look good in com
parison with the weak? 

My colleagues: If America is strong in your 
eyes, join me and vote for NAFT A, and keep 
us winning and make us stronger. 

But if America is a weak, old has-been, and 
beyond hope, then vote against NAFTA. Take 
our marbles and go home, and ensure Ameri
ca's fate in the dustbin of economic history. 

It is just that simple. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I urge my colleagues to show courage and 

confidence in America and vote for NAFT A. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, at this point in the debate, I 

think it is appropriate to make a few remarks 
about the corruption of the legislative process 
which has been on display during the debate 
on NAFTA. 

Over in the other body, the distinguished 
President pro tempore of the Senate has 
made 14 speeches in recent weeks discussing 
the fall of the Roman Republic. 

According to Senator BYRD, the Roman Re
public fell after the Senate had ceded too 
much of its authority-especially its authority 
over the public purse-to the generals, and 
consuls, and tribunes-to the executive 
branch, so to speak. 

Well, such is the history of Rome according 
to Senator BYRD. 

But with all due respect to him, I would like 
to suggest a different reading of Roman his
tory-an interpretation that has particular rel
evance to the NAFT A debate. 

I believe the more pertinent explanation for 
the fall of the Roman Republic simply involves 
the fact that the Roman Senate-the legisla
ture-could not legislate. 

And it could not fulfill its legislative obliga
tions because too many Senators discovered 
over time that they could dip into the public 
treasury for any and every private purpose 
that came along. 

The greatest of Roman Senators, Cicero, 
said that the liberties of the Nation are secure 
until people discover they can vote for them
selves benefits from the public treasury. 

And I tell you, Mr. Chairman, the raids on 
the Treasury-the vote-buying-that has taken 
place in order to get this bill through is the 
most insidious thing I have ever seen in 15 
years as a Member of Congress. 

And then, of course, we remembered how 
the same thing happened in August in order to 
buy passage of the reconciliation bill. 

In both cases, the normal legislative process 
in this House has been corrupted almost be
yond recognition. 

We are not legislating today any more than 
we legislated in August. 

This bill is not being considered on its mer
its any more than the reconciliation bill was. 

No, what we have here is a naked effort to 
buy passage of legislation--damn the merits, 
just buy the votes. 

There is not a Member here who knows all 
of the deals that have been cut-and there is 
not a Member here who knows the budgetary 
implications of those deals. 

And then we wonder why we can nf)ver 
seem to get the budget under control. · 

Mr. Chairman, if being President involves 
nothing more than being ringmaster of a game 
show-"let's make a deal"-then maybe we 
should elect Bob Barker, and at least we 
would have a professional in charge. 

But if this process continues much longer, 
we are in trouble. 

If a bidding war starts taking place every 
time an important bill comes before the 
House, the legislative process will be de
stroyed. 

I realize that horsetrading is part of politics 
and part of reaching a compromise. 

But, sooner or later, legislation has to be 
considered on its merits-or this whole proc
ess will be nothing more than a sham. 

As legislators we must demonstrate that we 
can legislate-or this Congress will go the way 
of the Roman Republic, not to mention such 
20th century failures as the Weimar Republic 
in Germany and the Fourth Republic in 
France. · 

Believe me, my friends, it can happen here. 
And the process by which this bill is being 

decided represents a giant step in the wrong 
direction. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DOOLEY]. 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, we in 
this House have the opportunity today 
to pass NAFTA and send a powerful 
message to the rest of the world about 
the direction the United States is head
ing. 

I urge my colleagues to pass this 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
and send the message that the United 
States intends to press its leadership 
position and be actively engaged in the 
changing world economy. 

I am convinced that if this NAFTA 
fails, we will be sending the worst pos
sible signal. 

This is a critical moment in our his
tory. It is paramount that we reach out 
and provide leadership to the world's 

other industrialized nations, many of 
which are on the brink of economic re
cession and are facing enormous politi
cal pressure to back away from a re
duction of trade barriers. 

By passing this NAFTA we are re
affirming our role as leader. We are 
telling the rest of the world that the 
United States is open for business, that 
we expect fair trade, and that we don't 
shy away from competition. 

Some Members of this House would 
have us bury our heads in regard to 
trade with Mexico. They say, "We 
shouldn't be trading with countries 
whose social or economic agendas 
aren't equal to our own." 

That is a dangerous sentiment. It 
smacks of a darker side of our national 
psyche. Today is our opportunity to 
cast aside that ugly notion. 

Let us take advantage of this oppor
tunity to open trade doors. Let's not 
isolate ourselves. Let us march for
ward. 

I want to make a few remarks about 
the positive influence NAFTA will have 
on American agriculture. 

As a farmer from California, I have · 
seen firsthand the ability of my State's 
dynamic agriculture industry to export 
its products around the world. Many 
other States have discovered or are dis
covering the dramatic impact that en
hanced exports can have on the cre
ation of good jobs. 

This NAFTA clears the way for addi
tional agricultural trade. What's more, 
it establishes a fair-trade benchmark 
that we should be pursuing all over the 
globe. 

This NAFTA also is a chance for us 
to impact the serious problem of immi
gration between the United States and 
Mexico. 

Most Mexican emigration is for eco
nomic reasons. Mexican people come to 
the United States-legally and ille
gally-loo~ing for a more secure future 
for their families. With this NAFTA, 
they will have a better opportunity of 
realizing economic security in their 
home country. 

In making the case for trade agree
ments such as NAFTA and GATT, I 
often refer to population projections. 

Over the next 20 years, the popu
lation of the United States will in
crease by 30 million. At the same time, 
the rest of the world will grow by 2 bil
lion. It does not take a rocket scientist 
to realize that most of the world's con
sumers will be outside the United 
States. 

If our economy is to continue to grow 
and create jobs-if the United States is 
to have a chance to flourish economi
cally as the new global economy 
emerges-then we should pass this 
NAFTA and go on about the business of 
negotiating other trade agreements. 

Some critics of NAFTA would have 
Americans believe that our country 
has no business embarking on this ·en
terprising trade agreement. 
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That kind of isolationist thinking is 

dangerous. Competing on an equal 
basis in the world market is the kind of 
challenge that Americans have never 
backed down from. We must not start 
now. 

Let us show the rest of the world 
that we mean business. Let's show 
Mexico that we have a stake in its fu
ture, and in solving our common prob
lems together. Let us show the world 
that we are not about to isolate our
selves from progress. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
NAFTA-this NAFTA. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield P/2 minutes to the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
PALLONE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Georgia seek to control the time 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OBEY]? . 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. I do, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. PALLONE] for Ph minutes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to express my strong opposition 
to the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, this NAFTA will in
crease the incentives for United States 
manufacturers to invest in production 
facilities in ·Mexico, to take advantage 
of lower wages, substandard occupa
tional health and safety regulations 
and lax environmental enforcement. 
American workers whose jobs don't go 
south of the border will have far less 
leverage in negotiating pay increases 
and benefits, given the lack of parity 
between United States workers and 
their counterparts in Mexico. Further
more, the idea of a large and growing 
middle class of consumers in Mexico 
with enhanced buying power and an ap
petite for American products is greatly 
overstated. In fact, at least a third of 
the United States exports to Mexico in 
1991 consisted of machinery going to 
outfit United States factories in Mex
ico. Given the small Mexican consumer 
market, the bulk of the finished goods 
produced by these machines will come 
back north of the border to the United 
States market. Simply put, we will be 
exporting factories and capital to Mex
ico, and importing the fruits of this 
cheap labor.s 

Mr. Chairman, it seems that almost 
every time I pick up a newspaper from 
New Jersey I read about layoffs and 
downsizing at yet another plant in· my 
district. This is a trend that will only 
accelerate under NAFTA. I cannot go 
back to the people in my district, look 
them in the eyes and tell them I voted 
to send their job to Mexico on the 
promise that we might gain over the 
long term. 

Mr. Chairman, we should devote our 
energies to worker retraining, invest
ing in new technologies here at home. 

That's what the people in Central New 
Jersey and all over the country are 
counting on Congress to do. We should 
defeat NAFTA. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. JOHNSON], one of this Nation's 
great heroes. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, listen. We have been hearing 
a lot of things about misstatements of 
facts that are going to occur if this 
agreement is passed, and a lot of it is 
just not true. As trade increases, so do 
jobs. Every $1 billion in trade creates 
19,000 jobs, and by opening up Mexico 
we are going to have new jobs created. 
Over the past 6 years 400,000 jobs have 
been created in this country, and to 
think that that would not increase 
with increased trade is just crazy. In
dustries that are going to benefit if 
NAFTA passes are the computer indus
try, petrochemicals, financial services, 
grain producers, telecommunications, 
manufacturers, paper, steel, pharma
ceuticals, and a lot of consumer goods. 
Without NAFTA problems are going to 
persist. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to take on 
those trading blocs in Asia and in Eu
rope and keep America No.1 in the eco
nomic world. Pass NAFTA. NAFTA is 
the vehicle that will ensure our eco
nomic success in the future. 

The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI] seek to 
control the time of the gentleman from 
California? 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair
man. 

0 1750 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 

the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. PRICE]. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 3450, 
legislation implementing the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFTA]. 

I support this agreement because it 
will be good for the U.S. economy, ex
panding our export markets and creat
ing good jobs in North Carolina and 
across our Nation. It will raise labor 
and environmental standards in Mex
ico, encouraging political and eco
nomic reform in that country and re
ducing the incentives some firms have 
had to relocate there. And it will re
assert United States leadership in this 
hemisphere, solidifying a more con
structive relationship with Mexico and 
improving the prospects for economic 
development and democratization 
throughout Latin America. 

I will expand on each of these points 
in turn. ~ut I want first to comment on 
what I have heard in this Chamber 
today, because I believe our debate is 
in danger of going astray. Some 
NAFTA opponents seem to see this 
vote as a referendum on economic and 
political conditions in Mexico or on the 

state of our own economy. It is neither. 
Some seem to think that the question 
before us is whether this is a perfect 
treaty and whether it adequately ad
dresses every conceivable U.S. interest. 
But that is not the question we face. 

The question, Mr. Chairman, is not 
whether this is a flawless treaty but 
whether it is better than the status 
quo. Will we be better off with this 
treaty or without it? It is ironic that 
so many speakers here today, elo
quently decrying what is wrong with 
the Mexican and United States econo
mies and voicing the legitimate griev
ances of working people on both sides 
of the border, have then ended up em
bracing the status quo. In fact, they 
are doing worse than that, for if we de
feat NAFTA we will in all likelihood 
regress, jeopardizing the economic and 
diplomatic progress we have made so 
far. 

We must not deceive ourselves. It 
would not be easy to pick up the pieces 
from a defeat here today, the glib as
surances of NAFTA opponents to the 
contrary notwithstanding. A "no" vote 
might be appealing as a way of venting 
frustration, and of course one can al
ways focus on this or any complex 
measure's imperfections. But we should 
not assume that another NAFTA would 
be easy or even possible to come by. If 
this agreement were to go down, Mr. 
Speaker, I would not want to have a 
"no" vote on my record or on my con
science, for I believe a defeat here 
today would be a blow from which our 
President, our country's trade pros
pects, and our relations with our neigh
bors in this hemisphere would take 
many years to recover. 

So this is not a vote to cast lightly or 
symbolically, without thinking long 
and hard about the disastrous ramifica
tions of defeat. But I want to con
centrate on the more positive and 
hopeful aspects of this agreement, for 
it promises many benefits for our coun
try and for our Canadian and Mexican 
neighbors as well. 

A. GOOD FOR THE ECONOMY 

First, NAFTA will be good for the 
U.S. economy, expanding our export 
markets and creating good jobs 
throughout this country. Mexico has 
become our third largest and our fast
est growing export market, and with 
NAFTA the United States, Canada, and 
Mexico will comprise the largest mar
ket in the world-a combined economy 
of $6..5 trillion and 370 million people. 
Some 400,000 export-related jobs have 
been created since Mexico began open
ing its market in 1986. Over 700,000 
United States jobs are now supported 
by exports to Mexico, a number 
NAFTA should increase to 900,000 by 
1995. And these are good jobs, paying 
some 12 percent above our average 
wage. 

There also will be some job losses, far 
fewer than the job gains, as invest
ments in Mexico become more legally 
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and financially secure and disparities 
between the United States and Mexico 
in labor and environmental standards 
persist. But those disparities will nar
row over time, and NAFTA will elimi
nate Mexican import restrictions and 
the investment and domestic content 
requirements which have forced some 
manufacturers to locate in Mexico in 
order to sell there. 

NAFTA's lowering of tariff barriers 
will benefit United States exporters 
more than their Mexican counterparts, 
for Mexico's tariffs are 2.5 times great
er than ours. But even that reflects the 
partial, unilateral opening of the Mexi
can market which Presidents de la Ma
drid and Salinas initiated in the mid-
1980's, and the expansion of trade we 
have enjoyed since that time gives an 
indication of what is in store. United 
States merchandise exports to Mexico 
have increased 22'S percent since 1986, 
reaching $40.6 billion in 1992 and turn
ing a $5.7 billion trade deficit, 1987, into 
a $5.6 billion trade surplus. Some have 
questioned these figures, charging that 
these exports are largely components 
to be incorporated, under production 
sharing arrangements, in products that 
will be shipped back to the United 
States. But only 22 percent of United 
States exports to Mexico in 1992 fit this 
description, and approximately 83 per
cent of this growth in United States 
exports to Mexico over the past 5 years 
was for Mexican consumption, not re
export. 

My State of North Carolina is poised 
to reap the benefits of NAFTA. Our ex
ports to Mexico have increased by a 
spectacular 365 percent over the past 6 
years, exceeding $440 million in 1992. 
This reflects not only the opening of 
Mexico's markets but also the growth, 
diversification, and export-mindedness 
of our State's economy. All sectors 
have benefited from the expansion-ag
riculture, textiles and apparel, fur
niture and wood products, chemical 
products, electronic equipment, indus
trial machinery, and computers. Re
cent growth in trade with Mexico has 
created over 6,000 new jobs in North 
Carolina, most of them paying well 
above the State's average wage. And 
the State of North Carolina is ready to 
open a trade office in Mexico, opening 
up further opportunities. 

Stanley Black, a distinguished econo
mist at the University of North Caro
lina at Chapel Hill, recently noted that 
our State was mainly exporting its 
higher-value type products to Mexico 
and was likely to accelerate this trend 
under NAFTA. "If we envision a future 
with better jobs at higher pay for 
North Carolinians,'' he concluded, ''we 
must encourage larger markets for our 
highest value products." 

I am not suggesting, of course, that 
NAFTA is the total solution. The 
growth it fosters will be of little bene
fit to many of our people unless they 
have the training necessary to claim 

these new jobs. I am encouraged by the 
success of tech-prep educational ven
tures in our State, by the establish
ment of innovative apprenticeship pro
grams in some of the firms which stand 
to benefit most from NAFTA, and by 
our progress in upgrading community 
college offerings through my Scientific 
and Advanced Technology Act. NAFTA 
will help ensure the creation of more 
good jobs, but we must also make cer
tain that our young people and our 
mid-career workers are equipped to 
claim those jobs. 

B. BETI'ER LABOR AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
STANDARDS 

The second major argument in 
NAFTA's favor is that it would give 
the United States and Canada a far 
greater potential for upgrading labor 
and environmental standards in Mexico 
than we have now or would have with
out the agreement. Much has been said 
about the difficulties and dangers of 
tying ourselves so closely to an econ
omy so different from ours. But we are 
already deeply affected by these eco
nomic, environmental, and political 
disparities, and it is hard to see how 
the defeat of NAFTA could make them 
anything but worse. The side agree
ments negotiated by the administra
tion, fulfilling President Clinton's 
campaign promise of last year, would 
not give us all the leverage we would 
like, but they certainly would give us 
far more than we have now, and in sig
nificant respects they break new 
ground. 

The labor agreement commits the 
parties to wide-ranging principles in
cluding the right to bargain collec
tively and to strike, and it sets up ma
chinery for intergovernmental con
sultations and independent expert eval
uations of labor problems. It clearly re
lies on consultation and cooperation 
more than on enforcement, and pro
vides for the possible use of trade sanc
tions only in the areas of health and 
safety, child labor, and minimum wage. 
Most of my own questions about 
NAFTA have concerned the alleged 
limitations of the labor provisions, and 
both the U.S. Trade Representative and 
the AFL-CIO have been forthcoming 
with helpful-if not entirely consist
ent-interpretations. I am left with a 
concern, for example, that member 
countries, through their control of the 
national administrative offices which 
each would establish, might be able to 
suppress information about labor com
plaints and discourage investigations. I 
wish there were stronger assurances 
that the Mexican minimum wage would 
in fact reflect increasing productivity 
and that a future Mexican Government 
could not abuse its ties with labor or
ganizations to keep wages artificially 
low. At the same time, I believe the 
charges that NAFTA would nullify or 
weaken the leverage the United States 
has under existing trade laws have 
been greatly exaggerated, and that 

treaty opponents with their worst-case 
scenarios have greatly underestimated 
the potential of consultation and medi
ation to resolve problems short of the 
full-blown imposition of sanctions. 

The environmental agreement is 
stronger than the labor agreement and 
less restrictive regarding areas of po
tential enforcement. NAFTA is the 
first trade agreement to have these 
sorts of provisions, designed to ensure 
that environmental safeguards are not 
sacrificed to gain a competitive eco
nomic advantage. As with the labor 
agreement, the relevant question is not 
whether the agreement might have 
been better but whether we would be 
better off with the agreement than 
without it. Jessica Matthews, former 
vice president of the World Resources 
Institute, argues persuasively that the 
answer is "yes": 

NAFTA's defeat would mean less imme
diate cleanup in Mexico, less growth, less en
vironmental technology transferred through 
U.S. investment, and less Mexican demand 
and capacity for environmental improve
ment (both of which rise with income). It 
would wipe out the precedents this agree
ment sets for other trade talks. And it could 
lay the base for a dangerous and retrograde 
environmental!protectionist alliance. If 
NAFTA goes down, the environment loses
now and later. 

C. U.S. LEADERSHIP 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we should ap
prove NAFTA to reassert United States 
economic and political leadership and 
to solidify new constructive relation
ships with Mexico and our other neigh
bors in this hemisphere. In listening to 
this debate over these last several 
months I have been struck by the de
featist tone of much of the opposition. 
Is this any way for the most powerful 
and most richly blessed nation on 
earth to conduct itself? What has hap
pened to our confidence, our openness 
to new ventures, our readiness for chal
lenges? President Salinas and the 
Mexican people have advanced a great 
deal, instituting far-reaching economic 
and political reforms, often at our urg
ing. By our vote here today we either 
encourage and build upon these 
changes or turn our backs on the whole 
enterprise and cast ourselves, in Sen
ator Christopher Dodd's phrase, as the 
"hypocrites of the hemisphere." 

House Foreign Affairs Committee 
chairman Lee Hamilton leaves no 
doubt as to the importance of NAFTA 
to Mexico's democratic future: 

A fully democratic Mexico would be a more 
stable and reliable neighbor . . . [and] 
NAFTA is the most effective, least intrusive 
step the U.S. can take to promote demo
cratic political change in Mexico. Mexico's 
political leadership has been divided over 
economic reform. But NAFTA's approval is 
likely to tip the Mexican balance perma
nently toward the reformers. 

Conversely, NAFTA's defeat could 
set back the reform process for years, 
and the United States' perceived rebuff 
of Mexico would have a chilling effect 
on our relationships throughout the 
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hemisphere. Let me quote from a so
bering letter recently sent to all House 
Members by 32 directors of Latin 
American studies at leading U.S. uni
versities: 

NAFTA will continue an unprecedented 
spirit of cooperation with the United States 
on important issues for both countries . . . 
environmental deterioration, narcotics traf
ficking, undocumented migration, and cross
border crime. . . . On the other hand, the 
failure to pass NAFTA will shatter the good 
will built up over the past few years. Because 
Mexico's leadership has invested so much po
litical capital in NAFTA, we fear that a pro
found mistrust would color Mexican atti
tudes toward the United States. Does Amer
ica want a Mexico as a willing partner com
mitted to solve our joint problems? Or a 
Mexico which has been rejected as unwor
thy? We believe the United States wants a 
cooperative Mexico. 

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that 
NAFTA offers our country manifold op
portunities for job creation and export 
growth, but I believe that these diplo
matic and political considerations are 
equally compelling. The NAFTA debate 
is being carefully watched not only by 
Mexico but by other Latin American 
nations eager to build an improved re
lationship with the United States in 
the post-cold war era. Our President 
goes to Seattle for the Asia-Pacific 
Economic Cooperation meetings later 
this week, and his hand will be deci
sively strengthened or weakened by 
what we do here today. Indeed, the 
whole world is watching, hopeful that 
in our action here today we will show 
the leadership that will be required if 
the GATT negotiations are to be suc
cessfully concluded. 

In voting for NAFTA we vote for a 
future of expanding economic opportu
nities and we voice the United States' 
confidence that we can play to win in 
the expanding international arena. And 
we vote for U.S. leadership in forging a 
new partnership in this hemisphere
not just the world's largest market, 
but a community of free and demo
cratic nations committed to solving 
our problems cooperatively and to se
curing the brighter future for all of our 
people. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. WYNN]. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise this evening in 
opposition to the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. Is this the best 
we can do? Is this the best we can do? 
We are running after this treaty as 
though it was a panacea for our eco
nomic ills. Yet Mexico is only our third 
leading trading partner, representing 
about 8 percent of our overall trade. 

Mr. Chairman, I am particularly of
fended by those who say, "Well, if you 
are not for the North American Free
Trade Agreement, you are acting out of 
fear and you are not looking at the fu
ture." 

Mr. Chairman, in an era of 
downsizing, in an era of recession-

prone economics, in an era of persist
ent unemployment, I do not think 
those are fears. I think those of us who 
are against the North American Free
Trade Agreement are acting out of 
compassion, compassion for the people 
who are going to lose their jobs as low 
wage jobs and blue collar jobs go to 
Mexico. That is not an irrational fear. 
That is compassion for the . American 
public. 

Mr. Chairman, are we ignorant to the 
future? I do not think so. To borrow a 
phrase from the old football coach, 
George Allen, "The future is now." For 
those people who lose their jobs, for 
those people who lose their homes, for 
those people who lose a chance for a 
college education for their kids, the fu
ture is now. That is the future we need 
to protect. That is why I am opposed to 
NAFTA. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor
ida [Mrs. FOWLER]. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, it is 
no surprise that the debate over 
NAFTA has been a contentious one. 

This issue is complex and controver
sial, but when it comes right down to 
the bottom line, it is about people. Will 
there be enough jobs for Americans in 
the future? How will our economy fare 
in the years to come-and how will 
that affect our children? Is NAFTA the 
right thing to do for the American peo
ple? 

After spending a lot of long days and 
late nights studying this agreement, 
talking with my constituents and with 
experts on trade and economics-not to 
mention President Clinton, Ross Perot, 
and representatives from many organi
zations on both sides-I have concluded 
that NAFTA will benefit the American 
people. I encourage my colleagues to 
ignore the pressure and the politics and 
vote for NAFTA and the economic fu
ture of this Nation. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. McCRERY], a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, I serve 
on the Republican Whip organization. I 
have also served on the NAFT A whip 
team and, over the last few days, on 
the combined Republican and Demo
cratic whip organization supporting 
NAFTA. As a result of those duties, 
and my desire to see NAFT A adopted 
by the Congress, I have had occasion to 
talk with a great many Members of the 
House about this trade agreement. 
Have I talked with any who were hold
ing out their vote for some concession 
or project? Yes, I have. Like it or not, 
that is inherent in the legislative proc
ess. But I want to make clear that for 
every 1 Member I talked to who was 
holding out his hand, I talked to 10 who 
were searching their hearts. · 

Mr. Chairman, I am a Republican, 
and I do not like the direction this 
House, dominated by Democrats, has 

taken on a number of issues in the 5 
years I have been here. But in the 
course of this campaign to pass 
NAFTA, talking with both Republicans 
and Democrats, my cynicism regarding 
Congress has not been heightened; on 
the contrary, I have, in the main, been 
impressed with the depth of concern 
shown by my colleagues for the best in
terests of their districts and this Na
tion. 

There are some in this body who will 
tonight cast a vote which they know 
may not be in their best political inter
est. But they will cast it nonetheless, 
because they understand that occasion
ally, a public servant must subordinate 
his own personal, parochial, or politi
cal interests to those of the common 
good: otherwise he serves no one but 
himself. 

My experience in this effort to pass 
NAFTA has been a good one. It has 
convinced me that, by and large, the 
halls of this House are filled with good 
men and women who want to do what's 
best for our country. And that is why, 
Mr. Chairman, I believe this NAFTA 
will pass this evening. It is a momen
tous step in the direction of a bright 
future for our Nation and our hemi
sphere. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY], 
the next Governor of the State of 
Maryland. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this agreement. The 
vote tonight will be for the soul of 
America-the destiny of this Republic. 
We are not voting on a run-of-the-mill 
trade agreement, rather we are voting 
on a new form of governance run by 
tri-national bureaucrats not answer
able to the Congress nor the American 
courts, and thus, not answerable to the 
American people over whose lives they 
will have so much control. 

A Washington Post article on Novem
ber 14; called this new structure, "an 
embryonic NAFTA government." It 
continues to explain, "NAFTA is creat
ing a variety of continental institu
tions-ranging from trade dispute pan
els to labor and environmental com
missions.'' 

Imagine how large this new govern
mental structure will be when as the 
article states, "NAFTA will be a con
sortium of 92 states, and provinces, 
plus scattered federal districts, terri
tories and dependencies." 

In August 1992, Walter Russell Mead, 
contributing editor of Harpers, wrote 
as follows about NAFTA, "the result 
will be a historic shift in the constitu
tional system of checks and balances of 
the Federal Government and between 
the Federal Government and the 50 
states." 

A prestigious Washington constitu
tional law firm comments on the loss 
of the power of the Congress in the 
NAFTA agreement which cedes power 
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from the Congress to the President. It 
divests the Federal courts of jurisdic
tion over matters specifically reserved 
to the court by the Constitution. 

In addition, NAFTA establishes 
transnational panels which have the 
power to rule directly on U.S. law-or 
to make rulings that require the Unit
ed States to change its law and pay 
tribute. NAFTA also impairs the pow
ers of the States. It deprives U.S. citi
zens of their traditional and constitu
tional rights to petition the courts to 
redress grievances. 

In fact, confirming this statement is 
the gentlemen from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY], one of the leaders of the pro
NAFTA forces, who wrote in "Why 
This Conservative Favors This 
NAFTA," that "According to Article 
2021 of NAFTA, private parties do not 
have a right of action in U.S. courts 
based on Commission findings." 

Mr. ARMEY's statement affirms the 
opinion of the Washington law firm 
that NAFTA deprives U.S. citizens of 
their constitutional rights to petition 
the courts which makes this a vote on 
constitutional issues rather than on 
trade. 

Equally important, NAFTA violates 
article I of the Constitution because 
the President can unilaterally inter
pret or change the provisions in the 
implementing NAFTA legislation with.,. 
out coming back to Congress. Essen
tially, the President is assuming the 
right to legislate which is the job of 
this legislative body. 

NAFTA violates the appointments 
clause which is article II, section 2 of 
the Constitution because the members 
of the dispute panels are not appointed 
by the President as is required by the 
Constitution. Establishment of the 
panels violates article m, section 1 of 
the Constitution, which provides not 
only for the Sqpreme Court but for 
Congress to establish lesser courts. 

0 1800 

Remember, similar panels under the 
existing Canadian Free-Trade Agree
ment have overturned three decisions 
of the U.S. International Trade Com
mission. 

The best summary of NAFTA ap
peared in the Washington Post this 
summer under the signature of former 
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, 
who referred to a revolution in this 
hemisphere and a new international 
order. 

He stated, "It is this revolution that 
is at stake in the ratification of 
NAFTA. What Congress will soon have 
before it is not a conventional trade 
agreement but the hopeful architecture 
of a new international system." 

Mr. Chairman, it is revolution we are 
voting for tonight. I refuse to vote for 
a revolution to forever change the face 
of America. I vote "no" on NAFT A 
and, thus, "yes" for the American peo
ple and their future. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
KREIDLER]. 

Mr. KREIDLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, I have spent my career fight
ing for American workers and for the protec
tion of our environment. After months of care
ful thought and dozens of meetings with con
stituents, I have come to the conclusion that 
voting to approve NAFT A continues this 
record. I believe that in the long run, the 
agreement will benefit the American economy, 
American workers, and the environment of 
both Mexico and the Unitecf States. 

This has been the most difficult decision I 
have faced since being elected to Congress, 
and one of the most difficult in my political ca
reer. I have listened to many, many people on 
both sides. I have been guided by an over
riding concern for NAFT A's impact not only on 
working people in my district, but in Washing
ton State and throughout our Nation. 

For too many years, American trade policy 
was passive and weak. We failed to play from 
our strength in the growing world marketplace. 
We failed to demand that those countries 
seeking to trade freely also trade fairly. It is no 
wonder that so many Americans find it hard to 
believe that any trade agreement can benefit 
them. 

But this trade pact is different. Bill Clinton is 
providing the leadership on trade that working 
Americans need and deserve. He has worked 
hard to open markets all over the world to 
American exports, and has made it clear that 
America will not sit by and watch our industrial 
competitors take over those markets. 

Approving NAFT A tells the world that Amer
ica is back in the race, that American workers 
and American products are ready to compete 
with anyone, any time. It strengthens our hand 
in the critical worldwide trade negotiations that 
conclude this year. By knocking down Mexican 
trade barriers, NAFT A opens up a huge poten
tial market for American exports. Those ex
ports are the key to protecting the jobs of 
American workers and providing more future 
job opportunities in America. 

The administration also reached an agree
ment that requires each country to enforce its 
laws relating to child labor, minimum wage, 
and occupational safety and health. I had 
hoped this side agreement would go further to 
strengthen worker rights in all three countries. 
But it is the most progressive trade-related 
agreement for working people that we have 
ever negotiated. Rejecting it along with 
NAFT A would not help American or Mexican 
workers. 

NAFT A also goes further than any past 
trade agreement to protect the environmental 
standards and safeguards that I have always 
supported. It recognizes each country's right, 
and the right of each State, to set its own lev
els of environmental protection, and encour
ages all three North American countries to 
"harmonize upward" their environmental 
standards. The administration also negotiated 
an agreement which I support, that allows 
each country to require its neighbors to en
force their environmental laws. 

Is NAFT A a perfect agreement? No trade 
agreement can be. Trade agreements always 

reflect compromise between countries. I would 
like to see stronger provisions to help Mexican 
workers bargain freely for better wages and 
working conditions, and stronger protections 
for this contingent's environment. But, along 
with the side agreements the administration 
negotiated, I believe this is the best agree
ment we can expect. 

I have met with a lot of people who oppose 
NAFT A because it does not go far enough to 
protect American jobs, Mexican workers, or 
the environment. I have asked them how a de
cision to reject NAFT A would lead to improve
ments. Some of them have assured me that 
we can reach a new and better agreement if 
we reject this one. 

That might be true, but I believe it is more 
likely that the Mexican Government and peo
ple would see rejection of NAFT A as a rejec
tion of their historic effort to drop trade barriers 

· and modernize their economy. Mexico may 
well find trading partners in Asia or Europe, in
stead of the United States, if we pass up this 
opportunity. No one who understands this cen
tury's unhappy history of United States-Mexi
can relations thinks rejecting NAFT A would 
bring Mexico back to the bargaining table. 

So the question is whether American work
ers, American consumers, and the environ
ment we share are better off with or without 
the agreement we have. .That is the real 
choice we face. 

The reality of the world today is change
economic, political, and social. The nation that 
best competes is the one that best adapts to 
that change-not the one that most strongly 
opposes it. 

But I know how change can foster anxiety 
and insecurity. The working men and women 
of this country endured the antiworker policies 
of two Presidents for 12 years. Their govern
ment did not do well by them, and their mis
trust of government is wholly understandable. 
So is their mistrust of corporations which have 
used the threat of job losses to win wage con
cessions, and which have polluted the envi
ronment in this and other parts of the world. 

I have listened to many people in the Ninth 
District of Washington express their fears 
about this agreement. I understand their anxi
ety, because it reflects the larger frustration 
and uncertainty we all feel about our economic 
future and about the air, water, and natural re
sources we share. But we cannot allow our 
fear and anxiety to paralyze us or blind us to 
opportunities. The answer to our economic 
stagnation is not isolation or withdrawal, but 
boldness and action. We must be willing to 
reach out beyond our borders, develop new 
markets, and play to win in the global econ
omy. 

None of us can predict the future and we 
cannot know with certainty what all the effects 
of this agreement will be. From all that I have 
heard, I believe it will have beneficial, if lim
ited, effects for the United States. If, after the 
agreement is implemented, we learn that is 
not the case, then I will be the first to insist 
that the United States withdraw, as it can at 
any time. I will also support the kind of com
prehensive assistance American workers 
whose jobs may be at risk deserve, and I call 
on NAFT A's supporters in the business com
munity to do the same. 

No one has ever accused me of being too 
cautious. I do not believe taking "safe" votes 
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will make things right in America. I have al
ways tried to vote my conscience. It is clear 
that the "political" vote for me would be to 
vote "no," to vote with the labor and environ
mental groups that have supported me. But in 
this case, a "yes" vote is the right vote for all 
Americans. 

America is the greatest nation in the world, 
the healthiest democracy, and the most pow
erful economic force in history. We did not 
achieve that greatness through timidity or pro
tectionism. We cannot avoid change; we must 
make it work for us. We cannot shrink from 
challenge; we must embrace it. NAFT A rep
resents the future, and that is why I am voting 
for it. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS], one of the lead
ers of the NAFTA pro vote side. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, history 
will judge today's vote on the NAFTA 
Implementation Act. How will it be re
membered? Will this Congress be re
membered as confident or fearful? Will 
we vote today to take a step forward to 
open the door to new opportunities, or 
will we retreat, pulling a curtain 
across our borders? 

It is probably not an overstatement 
to say that this vote represents a ref
erendum on America's role in the 
world. Approving NAFTA will, I be
lieve, strengthen our economy, sharpen 
our competitive edge, improve our re
lations with Latin America, dem
onstrate our leadership in world af
fairs, and prove we are serious about 
working for a more open international 
trading system. However, the risks
economic, strategic, and geopolitical
of failing to pass NAFTA are great. 

Defeating NAFTA likely means: 
Losses in export opportunities and ex
port-drive jobs; slowed progress toward 
economic and political liberalization in 
Mexico; continued piracy of United 
States copyrighted products; a more 
uncertain future for the GATT talks; 
and serious questions in the world 
about U.S. leadership. 

But defeating NAFTA will not solve 
the problems most opponents cite in 
opposing it. Threats to American jobs 
won't cease; toxic discharges along our 
border will not go away; enforcement 
of Mexican labor standards won't get 
better. And we'll have even less lever
age to do much about any of these 
problems. 

I don't wish to minimize the concerns 
that some have expressed about 
NAFTA. I held lengthy meetings in 
Colorado with opponents and support
ers of the treaty before taking a final 
position. After acquainting myself as 
fully as I could with these views and 
the wealth of information available, I 
decided to support NAFTA. 

There are a lot of misconceptions and 
just plain incorrect information cir
culating about what NAFTA will and 
won't do, especially with respect to 
Mexico. I would like to try to dispel 
just a few of the fictions that have 
caused a lot of the fears. 

Opponents say: "not this NAFTA," 
with the implication that we can "get 
a better NAFTA." But I'm afraid the 
reality is, it's this NAFTA or no 
NAFTA for the foreseeable future. We 
shouldn't kid ourselves about getting 
back to the negotiating table any time 
soon. The Mexican and Canadian Gov
ernments simply aren't in a position to 
win approval in their own countries of 
a new treaty more favorable to the 
United States than this one. Especially 
for Mexico, it's hard to imagine a 
Mexican Government, already beset by 
criticism for getting too close to the 
Americans, returning to negotiate a 
second deal that gives us more after 
being humiliated by NAFTA's defeat. 
So, the choice before us is between the 
status quo, which is clearly unaccept
able, and a historic chance for positive 
change in all three countries. 

Opponents say NAFTA hurts Ameri
ca's economic interests. To the con
trary, the NAFTA package will level 
the trade playing field for U.S. prod
ucts. Currently, we are getting the 
short end of the stick. Mexican tariffs 
on United States goods are two-and-a
half times our tariffs on their products. 
The United States market is relatively 
open to Mexican goods but Mexico 
sharply restricts American access to 
its market. For instance, Mexico arbi
trarily limits the importation of Unit
ed States-made cars to only 1,000 a 
year. With NAFTA, that restriction 
will be lifted, and United States auto 
makers will be able to compete freely, 
boosting sales to Mexico and creating 
more high-paying jobs for American 
workers. 

Opponents say NAFTA means more 
American companies will move to Mex
ico. Nonsense. NAFTA eliminates far 
more incentives than it creates for 
United States firms to open production 
plants in Mexico. The problem with the 
status quo is that, for many American 
businesses, the only way to sell in Mex
ico is to manufacture in Mexico. 
NAFTA prohibits these unfair and re
strictive trade barriers that hurt 
American workers, opening the Mexi
can market to products made here in 
the U.S.A. 

Opponents say cheap labor in Mexico 
will cost U.S. jobs. This overestimates 
the importance of wages in a compa
ny's decision about where to locate. 
Though American workers are paid 
more than their Mexican counterparts, 
they're also eight times more produc
tive. In addition, inferior infrastruc
ture, unreliable services, and other 
"headache" costs make Mexico unat
tractive for many United States firms. 
Jolly Rancher, a company in my dis
trict, Mercedez-Benz and BMW a:re just 
a few examples of firms who have re
cently decided to expand their oper
ations or locate new plants here in 
America rather than Mexico. That is 
because this country offers benefits 
that far outweigh the lure of lower 
Mexican payrolls. 

Opponents say that Mexicans are too 
poor to buy U.S. products. This is sim
ply not true. Mexico has a middle class 
that is larger than the entire popu
lation of Canada and is hungry for 
goods with the "made in the U.S.A." 
lable. Mexico today provides the sec
ond largest market for U.S. manufac
tured goods. Mexicans spend 70 cents of 
every import dollar on U.S. goods. I 
couldn't characterize the opportunities 
that the Mexican market offers for us 
better than the CEO of Celestial 
Seasonings, another great Colorado 
company, who wrote in a recent letter 
to me: "Ninety-five million people live 
south of the border, and we would like 
to sell them tea. Please vote for 
NAFTA." 

Opponents say NAFTA threatens the 
environment. The status quo-not 
NAFTA-is the real threat. For dec
ades, Mexico has looked the other way 
when companies polluted. Under 
NAFTA, though, a country will face 
trade sanctions if it tries to attract 
business by cutting corners on environ
mental standards. NAFTA specifically 
renounces relaxing environmental, 
health and safety measures to attract 
investment. Finally, the economic 
growth that NAFTA will encourage, es
pecially in Mexico, will make it easier 
for that country to afford the costs of 
pollution controls. 

Opponents say that NAFTA will un
dermine existing U.S. laws. This is also 
inaccurate. The agreement explicitly 
states that it does not affect the au
thority of federal, state and local gov
ernments to adopt whatever standards 
they choose. 

Americans are worried and frustrated 
by the uncertainty they face about 
their jobs and the economy. But 
NAFTA isn't the cause of our current 
difficulties. It's the status quo that's 
the problem, NAFTA seeks to turn the 
tide in the right direction by giving us 
important new tools to improve the job 
picture here at home and leverage real 
reform in Mexico. NAFTA's not per
fect, but it's a lot better than the drift 
of doing nothing. 

To any colleagues who may still be 
undecided, I say, America's domestic 
economic renewal depends signifi
cantly on export expansion. That's the 
real bottom line on saving U.S. jobs. 
We need to sell more of our goods 
abroad if we want to create jobs and 
compete successfully against Europe 
and Asia in today's exceedingly com
petitive world. 

And I'd also say this: Cleaner manu
facturing practices and better environ
mental enforcement in Mexico requires 
us to engage with Mexico, not humili
ate her. We need to cooperate with 
Mexican reformers, giving Mexicans 
the incentive and wherewithal to stop 
polluting and start protecting. That's 
the bottom line on cleaning up the en
vironment. Passing NAFTA gives us 
better leverage to do so. 
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America's greatest victories have 

come at moments when, through lead
ership and vision, we looked to the fu
ture and took bold and confident steps 
to embrace it. We have an opportunity 
to take such a step tonight. Though it 
is but one step, it will necessarily 
mean the choice of a particular path 
and direction. 

I want desperately for us to choose 
the path and direction that is right for 
our country-one that is true to our 
heritage of expecting and insisting on 
the best from ourselves and our friends. 
NAFTA is an early milepost on that 
path, in that direction. 

It has moved me deeply to see the 
number of colleagues in the last few 
days who have resisted enormous polit
ical pressure and who, with courage, 
have determined to vote their convic
tions. You do yourself proud, as you do 
your country a great service. . 

Mr. L:mWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gen tlernan from Mis
souri [Mr. VOLKMER]. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] is recog
nized for Ph minutes. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been asked many times why I oppose 
NAFTA. 

In the short time I have I cannot 
fully explain all of the provisions that 
need to be corrected to make NAFTA 
fair to the American public. Provisions 
to be corrected are sanitary and 
phytosanJtary standards; enforcement 
or dispute resolution; rules of origin; 
environmental protection; Mexican 
labor safety, health, hour and mini
mum wage provisions. Without these 
corrections, products that would not 
meet our standards will be imported 
from Mexico; when the corrupt Govern
ment of Mexico files a complaint that 
a law of Missouri or of St. Louis, MI, 
violates the NAFTA then that dispute 
is decided by a tribunal in secret and 
the state of Missouri or St. Louis could 
not be represented or even heard in re
gard to the dispute; the rules of origin 
will permit goods to be transhipped 
through Mexico from other countries 
to evade tariffs. 

What happens to jobs here in good 
old USA under NAFTA? Well, the pro
ponents tell us we will have 300,000 new 
jobs paying an average of $5.00 an hour 
and we know we will lose 500,000 
present jobs paying an average of $9.00 
an hour. What this means is a lower 
standard of living for all working 
Americans. Who benefits-the big in
vestors who will invest in plants and 
business in Mexico to take advantage 
of cheap labor. 

There is general agreement among 
economists that the standard of living 
for workers in the USA will decline to 
reach the level of the Mexican worker. 

For the stockholders, and big inves
tors of large companies there is a big 
economic windfall if NAFTA passes. 

6!Hl59 0-97 Vol 139 (Pt. 21) 12 

This NAFTA is not good for America. 
We need to negotiate a new and better 
NAFTA. I do not oppose fair trade with 
Mexico. I do oppose this NAFTA and I 
will vote against it today. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HORN]. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I want jobs 
with dignity, with hope, and with op
portunity. That is why I am for the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

At long last, for the first time in this 
century, Mexico has broken with its 
tradition of state control of the econ
omy and is moving away from anti
Americanism. It has chosen the route 
of private enterprise and economic 
growth as have the emerging democ
racies of Eastern Europe and the 
former Soviet Union. 

I applaud Mexico's desire to develop 
and provide the opportunities for its 
people comparable to those which we 
have enjoyed here in America. 

Let us reject the caricatures of Mex
ico as a nation of a few rich people 
with the rest living in abject poverty. 
There is a major middle class in Mex
ico that is growing. They aspire to the 
same things that Americans aspire to: 
Good jobs at good wages, horne owner
ship, education, and the desire to pass 
on a better life to their children. 

They want American goods, they are 
buying American goods, and they will 
be able to buy even more American 
goods once this agreement is imple
mented. That means more jobs in 
America for Americans. 

There is poverty in Mexico as there is 
throughout the world, including the 
United States. The implementation of 
this agreement will mean expanding 
trade for both nations and the oppor
tunity for ·good jobs at good wages for 
every American and Mexican. 

This afternoon, in a meeting of Re
publican freshmen, we went around the 
room, and we all agreed that there has 
been no coercion placed on the Repub
licans to vote against their conscience 
on this issue. I might add, that has 
been my experience during my 11 
months in this House. 

I would hope that Republicans who 
would have supported this agreement if 
a Republican President were in the 
White House, would continue their sup
port even though a President of the 
other party is now in the White House. 
As with the successful bipartisan for
eign policy that brought about the fall 
of communism, partisan politics, or the 
desire for domestic partisan advantage, 
must continue to stop at the water's 
edge, be it the Atlantic, the Pacific, or 
even the Rio Grande. 

This agreement is good for America 
and Americans. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from illinois 
[Mr. EWING]. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate having the opportunity to address 
this very important issue. 

Discussions leading up to tonight 
have been very lengthy and intense. I 
believe America will be glad when we 
vote tonight, and they will be glad 
when we vote positively to pass 
NAFTA. 

We have had so many negative things 
said about this NAFTA-job loss, mov
ing industry, pollution, illegal immi
gration, and taxes. 

The thing which those who speak out 
against NAFTA fail to tell us, though, 
is those are the things that we are get
ting now, and we do not have NAFTA. 
It is time that we took a turnaround 
and took a positive approach. We can 
all agree on one thing in this House. 
We want jobs. We want to improve and 
renew the economy of this country. 

Passage of NAFTA is one thing we 
can do to take a step in that direction. 

0 1810 
Mr. Chairman, American industry 

has too long been on a level lane, lag
ging behind our major competitors 
around the world in job creation. We 
need new markets to conquer. Jobs will 
be created with new markets. 

Let us set free our great industrial 
machine in a new and bigger market 
where will receive free and fair access 
for our industry. 

The same is true of American agri
culture. In the heartland of America, 
our agricultural giant slumbers, but we 
all know that once awakened, this 
giant can out-produce any other coun
try in the world with the best and 
cheapest grain, cattle, poultry, dairy, 
and hogs of any agricultural nation. 

Hardworking men and women in in
dustry and agriculture deserve NAFTA. 
They deserve NAFTA and, hopefully, it 
will lead on to a GATT negotiation. 

Had our Founding Fathers taken any 
other step but to take down barriers 
between the States, we would have had 
another Europe here in America. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, for the record I add 
comments of illinois Governor Edgar 
and two illinois Senators in support of 
NAFTA: 

OFFICE OF THE GoVERNOR, 
Springfield, IL, October 22, 1993. 

Hon. DAN RosTENKOWSKI, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR DAN: I want to thank you for your 

support of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement. The NAFTA provides enormous 
opportunities to create jobs in Illinois and 
the United States by increasing exports to 
Mexico and improving our competitive posi
tion by becoming the world's largest free 
trade area. NAFTA represents the future and 
by adopting it Americans can show the world 
we are ready, willing and able to compete 
anywhere in the world. 

In Illinois, our exports to Mexico have in
creased $1 billion since 1987 creating 19,000 
new jobs in Illinois. Our total trade with 
Mexico supports 28,600 total jobs in Illinois. 
Mexico is Illinois' second largest trading 
partner, behind Canada. Illinois' merchan
dise exports to Mexico grew 385 percent from 
1987 to 1992, from $278 million to $1.3 billion. 
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A ·study by the Illinois Department of 

Commerce and Community Affairs indicates 
that 13,000 Illinois jobs will be created before 
the end of 1995 if NAFTA passes. Similarly, 
the U.S. Department of Commerce and DCCA 
estimate that over 500,000 jobs in Illinois are 
supported by direct and indirect exports and 
that one in four Illinois manufacturing jobs 
depends on trade. 

Unfortunately, the NAFTA debate has 
been driven by the fear of the unknown. De
feating NAFTA will do nothing to improve 
our economic future; in fact, it will surely 
make it worse. Although projections show 
some job loss, it will be small. That is why 
I am supportive of worker retraining pro
grams for those adversely affected by 
NAFTA. 

Canada and Mexico represent 37 percent of 
all Illinois exports. The following Illinois ex
ports to Mexico accounted for 82 percent of 
total1992 exports to that country: 

Industrial Machinery ($508 million); 
Transportation Equipment ($165 million); 
Electric and Electronic Equipment ($138 

million); 
Primary Metal ($109 million); 
Food Products ($93 million); and 
Chemicals ($89 million); not to mention 

services and agriculture with our corn ex
ports to Mexico growing to one-third of mar
ket share from current levels of one quarter. 

For instance, tariff schedules will be elimi
nated in some key areas for Illinois indus
tries like industrial machinery (1{}-20% tar
iff), transportation equipment (5% tariff), 
and electric and electronic equipment (as 
high as 20%). These markets and tariff cuts 
mean more jobs and higher wages for Illinois 
workers since increased exports create jobs 
which are higher paying than non-export-re
lated jobs. 

To stand still, to not be bold and daring is 
to surrender our opportunity to others in the 
world who are more courageous, more vision
ary, more aggressive and more undaunted by 
challenge. To not take advantage of the op
portunity before us is to retreat into eco
nomic isolationism that the country could 
not withstand in the 1920's and cannot afford 
today. 

Thank you again for your strong leader
ship on NAFTA. I hope you can persuade un
decided Illinois members to support the 
agreement. 

Sincerely, 
JIM EDGAR, 

Governor. 

EDGAR SAYS NAFTA MEANS JOBS FOR 
ILLINOIS 

WASillNGTON, DC.-Stressing that Illinois 
industry produces goods that are much in de
mand in Mexico, Illinois Gov. Jim Edgar 
today said that a three-way trade agreement 
between the United States, Mexico and Can
ada would create thousands of jobs in Illi
nois. 

"Today more than ever is the time to com
pete, not retreat," Edgar said. "Take a look 
at what Mexican consumers are shopping for. 
Look at what we in Illinois export today. 
The two lists match. When NAFT A lowers 
Mexico's tariffs on our goods, reducing the 
price of our products, we will sell more than 
ever." 

Primary exports by Illinois companies in
clude industrial machinery, transportation 
equipment, electric and electronic equip
ment, food products and chemicals. 

"Dozens of studies have been done on 
NAFTA's effect on the nation's economy, 
and the vast majority say the same thing
NAFTA is good for America, good for jobs in 
America and good for jobs in Illinois." 

Illinois, already a major exporting state, 
realized a 23 percent increase in exports dur
ing the first half of this year, making it the 
nation's leader in export growth. Nationally, 
exports grew by 4.5 percent during the same 
period. 

The Illinois Department of Commerce and 
Community Affairs predicts that job gains 
attributable to NAFTA, combined with ex
pected growth in exports regardless of a 
trade agreement, will mean 13,000 additional 
Illinois jobs by 1995. 

In addition, a University of Illinois study 
projects that NAFTA will generate an addi
tional $150 million to $200 million in annual 
Illinois agriculture exports, raising farm in
come by $5 per acre for corn producers and 
$16 per acre for soybeans. 

Exports to Canada and Mexico represent 37 
percent of all Illinois exports. 

"We have heard a lot of talk from the nay
sayers, NAFTA's opponents, who fear a giant 
sound of U.S. jobs being sucked away to Mex
ico if NAFT A is approved," Edgar said. "In 
fact, the only giant sucking sound we are 
going to hear is the economic health and vi
tality of our citizens being sucked away if 
NAFT A is not approved." 

Pointing out that exports now account for 
one in four Illinois manufacturing jobs, 
Edgar and Illinois exports to Mexico have in
creased almost five-fold to nearly $1.4 billion 
during the last five years. 

Edgar's comments came during an elec
tronic "town hall" meeting sponsored by the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce to boost support 
for the trade pact, which is scheduled for a 
ratification vote in the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives on Nov. 17. 

"NAFTA represents the future, offering 
this country both challenge and opportunity. 
To stand still, to not be bold and daring, is 
to surrender our opportunity to others in the 
world who are more courageous, more vision
ary, more aggressive and more undaunted by 
challenge," Edgar said. "To not accept the 
challenge, to not take advantage of this op
portunity is to retreat into economic isola
tionism that this country could not with
stand in the 1920s and cannot afford today." 

APPENDIX: GoVERNORS SUPPORT THE NAFTA 
Governor Pete Wilson (R-California): 
Commerce between the United States and 

Mexico freed of the constraints of tariff and 
non-tariff barriers means increased trade, 
and increased trade translates into vitally 
needed jobs on both sides of the border. Be
tween 1987 and 1990, California's exports to 
Mexico more than doubled-creating tens of 
thousands of new jobs. 

Governor Roy Romer (D-Colorado): 
I really believe that NAFTA will create 

jobs and benefit American business and the 
American worker. The fact is that NAFTA 
will create jobs and benefit American . busi
ness and the American worker. I wouldn't 
support it otherwise. 

Teaming up with a Mexican partner can 
start a long-term relationship that can cre
ate jobs in both countries and enable both to 
compete with Europe and Asia. In Colorado's 
case, [we have sent] almost monthly mis
sions to Mexico for the last year and a half. 

The North American Free Trade Agree
ment will need refinement through the im
plementation process. It may create losers as 
well as winners. On balance, however, it will 
clearly enhance trade, create jobs in both 
countries, improve relations with our neigh
bors to the south, and make all three coun
tries more globally competitive. 

Governor Jim Edgar (R-lllinois): The 
NAFTA will provide thousands of jobs for 11-

linois and an economic boost for our state, 
particularly in the long term. Illinois ex
ports to Mexico have more than tripled in 
the last five years, and the elimination of 
trade barriers will mean our businesses and 
their workers can continue to prosper from 
that trend. 

The reality is that the elimination of trade 
barriers allows Midwestern farmers to in
crease their grain sales to Mexico by mil
lions of tons every year. In addition, a north
ern Illinois steel and wire products firm, 
which began exporting to Mexico last year, 
expects its sales to Mexico to increase by 40 
percent. 

Governor William Schaefer (D-Maryland): 
One of the greatest challenges I face as gov
ernor is trying to convince the citizens of 
Maryland that we must recognize the reali
ties and opportunities of foreign competi
tion. When I travel about the state, I often 
hear people suggest that we should "stick to 
our knitting" right here at home and not 
worry about building relationships with 
other 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC. 

To: Anntrim, Office of the Minority Leader 
Fax: 5-7733. 

From: Mike Funk, Office of Senator Simon 
Voice: 4-7016. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR PAUL SIMON ON HIS 
SUPPORT FOR THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE
TRADE AGREEMENT 
I support NAFTA because I believe that it 

will create good jobs for the working people 
of the United States. My study of the 
NAFTA agreement began skeptically. By 
studying NAFTA's impact in Illinois, a State 
that is an economic microcosm of the na
tion, I have come to believe that it will 
strengthen the nation's economy. NAFTA's 
overall benefits to this generation and tofu
ture generations make this a fight worth 
spending political capital to win. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CAROL MOSELEY
BRAUN ON NAFTA 

When I have a chance to vote on the imple
menting legislation on the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement, or NAFTA, as it is 
known, I will vote for it. My reasons are un
complicated and straightforward. The his
tory of opening up trade is a history of in
creasing economic growth. When trade bar
riers are removed, trade increases. When 
trade increases, jobs are created. 

The future depends on our capacity to re
late effectively to a new global village. The 
world has changed. We really are closer to
gether. And our economic relationships are 
more closely intertwined than ever before. 
NAFT A is about meeting that change and 
facing the future. 

ILLINOIS AND THE NAFTA: EXPORTS AND JOBS 
JOBS 

Illinois Jobs Supported by Trade with Mex
ico and Canada-139,600. 

EXPORTS 
Illinois Exports to Mexico and Canada 

Reached $6.6 billion in 1992. 
Illinois was one of 17 states which ranked 

Mexico among their top three export des
tinations. Canada, our other NAFTA partner, 
was Illinois' top export market; Mexico was 
second largest. 

28,600 jobs in Illinois in 1992 were supported 
by exports to Mexico. Almost 70 percent of 
those jobs were created in the past five 
years, since Mexico began liberalizing its im
port regime. 

Illinois' merchandise exports to Mexico 
grew 385 percent from 1987 to 1992, rising 
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from $278 million to $1.3 billion. illinois was What has been at the root of this 
one of 13 states which more than quadrupled frenzy? 
their exports to Mexico during this period. Fear and misinformation. 

The dollar increase in Illinois' exports to As one who knows the danger of igno-
Mexico ranked fourth among all 50 states for ranee and the destructive power wield
the 1987-1992 period. 

Illinois ranked eighth among all states in ed by fear, I would like to talk briefly 
the percentage increase in exports to Mexico on why I am supporting NAFTA. 
over the five year period. Nonborder states After over 9 months of research, in
registered the greatest percentage growth in vestigation, and deliberation, last week 
shipments to the Mexican market. I announced my support for NAFTA. 

In 1992, illinois ranked fifth among all 50 I listened to constituents, labor rep-
states and second among the North Central resentatives, small business owners, 
states in the value of exports to Mexico. large business representatives, and en
Major industrial states in the Midwest have vironmentalists. 
been among those with the largest increases 
in the dollar value of exports to Mexico. Of every businessman who came in 

illinois' exports to Mexico grew 385 percent my office, I asked the same question, 
from 1987 to 1992, 292 percentage points faster will NAFTA cause you to increase your 
than export growth to the rest of the world. employment in my district? 

illinois boosted exports of an extremely Every single one of those CEO's, 
wide range of manufactured goods to Mexico large and small, said that they could 
over five year period. Sectors that recorded add workers as a result of NAFTA. 
significant gains were: industrial machinery Last year, Texas exported $19 billion 
& computers (up $394 million), transpor-
tation equipment (up s142 million), primary to Mexico. Those are American jobs. 
metal industries (up S99 million), electric & If NAFTA passes, the Dallas-Fort 
electronic equipment (up S96 million), and Worth metroplex alone will see an in-
food products (up $89 million). crease of 75,600 jobs. 

In 1992, Illinois' exports to Canada totalled But NAFTA is not about Texas, it is 
$5.2 billion. Illinois' exports to Canada have about this Nation and its future. 
increased by more than 90 percent over the Labor laws that guarantees the right 
past five years, during which the U.S.-Can- . of membership, strike, and so forth, are 
ada Free Trade Agreement was implemented written into the Constitution of Mex-
(January 1, 1989). ico. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 It is a rare occasion when a political 
minute to the gentlewoman from Kan- issue captures the attention of the 
sas [Mrs. MEYERS]. American population the way NAFTA 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair- has. 
man, for a long time I intended to vote However, one of my greatest dis
"no" on NAFTA because I believe the appointments with this debate has 
United States could have negotiated a been the polarization which has oc
better trade agreement with stronger curred as a result of the fears which 
environmental and worker protections. have been played on all too well by 
However, I will vote "yes" for two rea- NAFTA's opponents. 
sons: Many of my colleagues have decided 

First, over the past 2 weeks, I have to vote against NAFTA out of the fear 
become convinced that the Third Dis- that NAFTA will inordinately impact 
trict of Kansas is overwhelmingly sup- the black community, and say it is 
portive of NAFTA, and all reports indi- easier for me to support NAFTA be
cate that Kansas, in particular, will cause I am from Texas. 
benefit from NAFTA. But I believe NAFTA is an oppor-

Second, the deciding factor in my de- tunity for all black Americans. And 
cision to support NAFTA was the fact the true challenge of leadership is to 
that I became convinced that if we do identify an opportunity and seize it. 
not get this agreement, we may not get I would like to share a few statistics 
another chance. I think we must have on NAFTA and its impact on black 
NAFTA to retain the U.S. economic people. · 
leadership position in the world, and I Last year, the United States ex
believe that if we reject NAFTA, we ported over $4 billion in motor vehicles 
may not have another opportunity. and parts to Mexicc:r-11.5 percent of 
Other industrialized nations are the workers who produced those parts 
searching for new export markets, and were black Amei:'icans. 
if we reject this agreement, Mexico Those jobs are export-based jobs lo-
will soon enter into trade agreements cated in this country. 
with other countries and lock us out. We exported $1.5 billion in other 
This would be very destructive to our manufactured goods to Mexico last 
economy, to small business as well as year-10.3 percent of employees in the 
large, and to agriculture. manufactured goods sector are black 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I Americans. 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman Those are American jobs in this 
from Texas [Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOliN- country. 
SON]. Some of the biggest opponents of 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of NAFTA have been blacks in labor orga
Texas. Mr. Chairman, in a matter of nizations; their greatest fear: job loss. 
hours, this body will vote on the North According to the Department of 
American Free-Trade Agreement, fi- Labor, 36.7 percent of all union mem
nally putting to an end months of hype bers are Government employees-Fed-
and hysteria. eral, State, and local. 

Those jobs are not going to Mexico. 
Blacks comprise 13.4 percent of work

ers in transportation services. 
It is only logical that if trade in

creases, employment in this sector will 
increase, too. 

Those jobs will not go to Mexico. 
Right now, there are approximately 

67,000 blacks employed in jobs tied to 
exports to Mexico and that number will 
increase as we export more. 

There is another side of this discus
sion which I would like to address be
fore I yield and that is NAFTA's im
pact on black businesses. 

The national coalition of 100 Black 
Women recently stated, the appetite 
for goods and services in Mexico could 
be a major boost to the influx of new 
capital into the black cottage industry. 

Black female entrepreneurs in this 
industry, many of whom experienced 
the glass ceiling-the invisible barrier 
that prevents women and minorities 
from climbing too high on the cor
porate totem pole-could seize the op
portunity to create trading relation
ships that fuel a long-term period of 
economic gain and business growth. 

NAFTA represents a tremendous op
portuni ty for black businesses and this 
Nation. 

I cannot deny that blacks are par
ticularly sensitive to the economic 
health of the national economy. 

But I must point out that our na
tional economy is increasingly depend
ent on our exports. 

With the fierce competition which 
lies beyond our shores, we cannot let 
ourselves be paralyzed by fear. 

We must continue to strive to create 
opportunity, hope, and jobs. 

NAFTA will create those opportuni
ties, for blacks, hispanics, white men, 
and women, and lead us into the next 
century. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BROWN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, on the way over today 
I was riding in an elevator with an
other Member of Congress and said, 
"You are voting for NAFTA, right?" 
And he said, "Yes." I said, "You are 
going to vote for a $50 billion new gov
ernment program that is unfunded?" 
And he said, "Yes, I am." 

I said, "How are we going to pay for 
that? How are we going to pay for the 
environmental clean-up? How are we 
going to pay for worker retraining? 
How are we going to pay for infrastruc
ture? How are we going to pay the $10 
billion the Governor of Texas asked 
for? How are we going to pay for more 
border security and Customs officials?" 
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He said, "That is your problem. You 

are in the majority. You worry about it 
later." True story. 

Voters last year voted for change. 
They voted for change in the White 
House. They voted for 120 of us as new 
freshmen. Voters voted last year not 
for more unfunded programs, not for 
more borrow-and-spend programs, not 
for more business as usual, not for 
trickle-down economics, but, Mr. 
Chairman, NAFTA is all of that. 

With NAFTA's trickle-down econom
ics, Mr. Chairman, there are so many 
corporate jets at National Airport car
rying so many corporate lobbyists that 
there are literally not enough parking 
spaces for them today at that airport. 
There are lobbyists wearing $800 suits 
swarming all over the Halls of Congress 
today saying, "We want NAFTA. Give 

_us NAFTA.'' 
NAFTA is again business as usual. 

Votes have been bought and sold by 
pro-NAFTA forces: $1.4 billion for c-17 
planes, $10 million for a trade center, 
millions for a development bank, sugar 
deals, cotton deals, peanut deals, citrus 
deals, all protectionism, in the name, I 
might add, of free trade. 

Fifty billion dollars for this NAFTA, 
and no money to pay for it, and no in
dication from the supporters of NAFTA 
how they are going to pay for it. Many 
Members of Congress who have planned 
to vote for this agreement today do not 
support and probably never will sup
port worker retraining, or even unem
ployment benefits for workers who lose 
their jobs because of NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, they want it both 
ways. They want this agreement with
out paying for it. It is the same old 
story. Go home, go home, those Mem
bers who are voting for this $50 billion 
unfunded program, go home, look your 
voters in the eye and explain that to 
them. 

NAFTA is a bad deal. Kill it. 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 

minutes to the gentleman from illinois 
[Mr. CRANE], the ranking member on 
the Subcommittee on Trade of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, a gen
tleman who has been extremely active 
in advising during the negotiations, in 
helping and developing the legislation. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my distinguished colleague, the rank
ing member on the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Mr. Chairman, I think, to put this 
into a little bit of historical perspec
tive, there are a couple of things we 
ought to focus on. One is, historically, 
the major division between our two 
parties throughout the greater period 
of the existence of the Democrat Party 
and the Republican Party was trade. 
The Members over here on the Demo
crat side were the free traders, and it 
was the Republicans that tried to put 
the walls up around the country to pro
tect industry and jobs. 

Then we had some historic moments. 
The McKinley Tariff of 1890 directly 

contributed to the panic of 1893. It was 
two other Republicans in 1930, Mr. 
Smoot and Mr. Hawley, well-known Re
publicans, who guaranteed that our de
pression went worldwide. 

In the post-World War n era, our par
ties switched positions. The fact of the 
matter is that the Democrat Members 
inherited that legacy from the original 
Republican Party, and our Republicans 
tended to move in the direction of free 
trade. 

Grover Cleveland made an interest
ing observation as President. He said, 
"Protectionism inflicts its greatest in
jury on that man who earns his daily 
bread with the sweat of his brow." 
That is absolutely correct. Free trade 
is for the benefit of consumers, and 
those people in lower and middle in
come brackets are the chief bene
ficiaries of free trade. 

In this particular instance, Mr. 
Chairman, we have abundant examples 
of what free trade has done in terms of 
job creation. It is a job creator. A $1 
billion increase in exports accounts for 
almost 19,000 new jobs created here in 
our economy, and on average, they are 
higher paying jobs than the average job 
in this country. 

Mr. Chairman, if we look at what 
President Salinas has managed to ac
complish unilaterally during his tenure 
as President of Mexico, and keep in 
mind he got a Ph.D. in economics here 
in the States, and that he has Chicago 
School of Economics in his thinking, 
he has privatized virtually everything 
down there. He inherited a $100 billion 
national debt, and last year he came in 
with a budget surplus with no new 
taxes. 

0 1820 
I mean, he is our kind. of person, and 

he unilaterally reduced those tariffs. 
If you go back to 1987 our total ex

ports to Mexico were $14.5 billion. Last 
year we came in at almost $41 billion in 
total exports, but more importantly, 
we had a trade deficit with Mexico ap
proaching $5 billion in 1987, and last 
year it was over a $5 billion surplus. 

We are looking at almost 500,000 jobs 
that have been directly created over 
the last 5 years because of that unilat
eral action, and yet Mexico still has 
tariffs in the range of 10 percent to 20 
percent. 

We have had half of the NAFTA in 
place already, because most Mexican 
goods can come in here duty-free or at 
max they are paying a 4-percent duty 
at the border. 

We have not been able to enjoy reci
procity thus far, and that is what 
NAFTA is calculated to do. 

In my home State of illinois if you 
look at our manufacturing exports over 
the last 5 years, they have gone up 
with Mexico 420 percent. Our agricul
tural exports have gone up 370 percent. 
There are 156,000 jobs in my home 
State of illinois already directly relat-

ed to our trade with Canada and Mex
ico, and they are prepared to increase 
quite dramatically. 

But keep in mind something else. 
The American auto industry could not 
afford to pay those duties and sell 
American cars, so what they did is 
jump the border, build plants down 
there and manufacture cars in Mexico. 
Right now GM is contemplating closing 
one of its plants down there, moving 
all of that back up to Ypsilanti, Michi
gan. We have a potential here for guar
anteeing that small business at last 
has access to that Mexican market too. 

I urge my colleagues to look at the 
figures, to talk to the businesses in 
their districts, and especially those in 
the export business. It is a benefit for 
all, Canada, the United States, and 
Mexico. 

Vote "aye." 
Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. This 
agreement will create new and good 
jobs for the working people of this 
country and send a clear signal for the 
rest of the world that trade barriers 
are a way of the past, and that free and 
fair trade is the wave of the future. 

NAFTA sends a message to the Japa
nese and to others that our trade with 
them will be based on their markets 
being opened to our goods. 

NAFTA sends a message to Latin 
America and to Eastern Europe that 
capitalism works and that free mar
kets are the key to world prosperity. 

This is a fundamental message sent 
by President Kennedy 30 years ago 
when he tossed aside trade barriers and 
led our Nation to prosperity. 

It is true that we have lost millions 
of jobs to other nations, and it is also 
true that the debate that has occurred 
in this Chamber and across our country 
has ripped open a wound in the Amer
ican people, and has exposed a sense of 
abandonment that too many people in 
this country feel. They pick up the 
newspapers, they read, they see it on 
the television that millions of jobs are 
leaving, and they see mM, and they see 
Boeing Aircraft and others laying off 
tens of thousands of American workers. 

I believe all of us that support the 
NAFTA agreement have a fundamental 
responsibility to those millions of 
Americans to say that we are going to 
join together from here on in and cre
ate a social compact where we say to 
them that not only are we gong to look 
out for corporate America, but we are 
going to look out for the working peo
ple of this country, we are going to in
vest in their education, we are going to 
invest in the infrastructure, and we are 
going to ask corporate America to help 
to pay for this plan to get our workers 
trained so that we can compete with 
the Germans and the Japa.nese, and so 
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that we do not have to see our good 
jobs go overseas and see a sense of 
abandonment by the American people, 
for if we bring ourselves to it and rees
tablish the social compact that was in 
existence when President Kennedy 
called for his trade agreement with the 
Mexicans and Canadians and his trade 
agreements throughout the world, this 
country will create millions of good 
jobs for the working people of America. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I am pleased and delighted to 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, in the 
interest of comity, I yield 1 minute 
also to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, today 
we have the opportunity to make a new 
beginning, to take what we have 
learned through months of vigorous 
and heartfelt debate, and learn from it. 

A defeat for NAFTA-a "no" vote-is 
not the end, it is the beginning. It is 
the beginning of negotiating an agree
ment that protects the rights and jobs 
of workers in both the United States 
and in Mexico; the beginning of an 
agreement that would promote a high
wage, high skill strategy here in the 
United States; an agreement that 
would provide adequate environmental 
and health safeguards; and an agree
ment that would end the policy of arti
ficially low Mexican wages which will 
drain jobs from the United States. 

This NAFTA does none of these 
things. This NAFTA turns its back on 
workers in the United States who have 
already suffered a decade of decline in 
their real hourly wages; it works to de
press their wages even further; and it 
does precious ,little to help retrain 
those who do lose their jobs. 

Only about 5,000 workers a year will 
be retrained under the Administra
tion's program for dislocated workers. 

Mr. Chairman, when I was a child I 
visited my mother as she worked in the 
heat and dirt at her sewing machine in 
a New Haven sweat shop. It was her 
dream to make sure that I did not have 
to do the same. I cannot vote for an 
agreement that could lead American 
workers back down that low-wage 
path; and that will ensure that Mexi
can workers cannot find their way out. 

This NAFTA will drain resources 
from the United States-precious fi
nancial resources at a time when our 
economy is already weak and vulner
able; precious jobs when we have al
ready suffered a tremendous hemor
rhaging of jobs. It is not the best we 
can do. 

We are not divided here today on the 
benefits of free trade. We all embrace 
it. We are divided on how to best 
achieve it. We know that we have to 
compete globally to survive. So does 

the Mexican Government. And neither 
we nor they will turn our backs on this 
goal if this agreement is defeated. 

Who can argue that Mexico will walk 
away from the table when the United 
States accounts for three-quarters of 
its exports and almost three-quarters 
of its imports? 

We can negotiate a new agreement. 
We can begin again. And we will be bet
ter off for it. Vote for an agreement 
that shows we understand the hopes 
and fears of American workers. Vote 
for an agreement that will protect 
their interests, our economy, our hard 
fought environmental and health laws. 
An agreement that pushes for higher 
wage jobs here at home and helps the 
workers in Mexico have a better life as 
well. Vote for the future. Vote "no" on 
this NAFTA. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to our distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. MIL
LER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I rise today in strong support for 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. This was not an easy decision for 
me to make. Politically, the easy thing 
to do would have been to oppose 
NAFTA. But, I have always said that I 
was willing to make the tough choices, 
and this is one. 

We stand here today at the economic 
crossroads of the postcold war era. 
Down one road is a return, to the failed 
policies of protectionism, defeatism, 
and fear. Down the other road is a con
tinued willingness to hope, compete 
and prosper in the global marketplace. 

The bottom line is, we have no 
choice. The United States is already 
competing with the rest of the world. 
The only decision we face today, is be
tween openly embracing new markets 
for American products, or burying our 
heads in the sand. If we choose to hide, 
our competitors will flourish, meeting 
the new demands of Mexico's growing 
consumer class. Defeating NAFTA will 
not save American jobs, but it will 
keep new American goods out of Mex
ico. 

The workers of the United States are 
the most productive in the world. 
There is only one way to ensure their 
economic futures. We must continue to 
compete abroad, discovering new mar
kets for American goods and new job 
opportunities for American workers. 

I support NAFTA because I have an 
undying faith in the American spirit. A 
vote for NAFTA is a vote for real 
change. It is a vote of America's fu
ture. It is what we need to remain com
petitive in the new global economy. 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield 61/2 minutes to 
the very articulate gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. STEARNS]. 

D 1830 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, for al
most 3 years I have wrestled with this 
issue. On one hand, I believe this Na-

tion needs to move forward on the 
issue of trade in order to create new 
markets. On the other, I continue to be 
disturbed by the ever-increasing regu
latory and tax burdens placed on Amer
ica business and the negative effect 
this has had on our competitiveness. 

The main reason I ran for Congress 5 
years ago was that, as a small busi
nessman, I saw the Federal Govern
ment gradually eroding our economic 
base. The destructive combination of 
mandates and taxes were making it 
harder and harder to run a successful 
business and meet a payroll. Since 
coming here to Washington, nothing 
that I have seen indicates to me that 
there is going to be significant change 
in that trend. 

Just this year, the administration 
proposed and Congress approved, the 
largest tax increase in American his
tory. In recent years, we have passed 
the Clean Air Act, the Family and 
Medical Leave Act, and the Civil 
Rights Act. And soon, we may be add
ing a higher minimum wage, stricter 
environmental restrictions, striker re
placement legislation, and of course, 
mandated health care coverage. 

Whatever the merits of these laws in
dividually, no one can deny that each 
adds an additional cost to the already 
difficult task of running a profitable 
business here in the United States. 

The need result has been that mil
lions of American jobs have been lost 
to overseas competition. Corporations 
overseas could produce goods more 
cheaply with a government that often 
worked with them, not against them. 
Many American companies were faced 
with the choice of "leave the United 
States and survive" or "stay, fight and 
die." Thus, we have seen our unem
ployment rate hover around seven per
cent and the number of manufacturing 
jobs decline to historic lows. 

I believe that expanded trade helps 
ameliorate the employment losses we 
have experienced in many of our basic 
industries. However, we need to address 
first the underlying government poli
cies that have driven so many 
buisnesses and industries away from 
the United States before we open our 
borders completely to nations that 
have much lower regulatory costs such 
as Mexico. 

In a perfect world, tax and regulatory 
relief at home would balance out the 
increased competition from low wage 
countries abroad. That would be a true 
win-win situation. 

What I believe we will see with this 
NAFTA is a situation where some big 
businesses and large manufacturers 
benefit and do create jobs. These cor
porations have the clout in Washington 
to protect themselves from the 
downsize of NAFTA while enjoying the 
new opportunities in Mexico. 

But small businesses, small commu
nities and individuals at the lower end 



29892 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE November 17, 1993 
of the wage scale will be left more vul
nerable than ever by a NAFTA agree
ment that is not tied to tax and regu
latory relief. I am concerned that what 
we will see over the next few years is a 
draining away of the jobs in these 
areas-the same ones already under as
sault by big government policies. 

The Clinton administration, in its at
tempts to win the support of its own 
party, negotiated a series of environ
mental and labor side agreements to 
NAFTA. NAFTA and these side agree
ments raise serious concerns that 
NAFTA will increase, not decrease, 
regulatory costs on this side of the bor
der, moving the United States further 
away from the direction we need to go 
to become more competitive inter
nationally. 

NAFTA will create the following new 
bureaucracies: the Commission on 
Labor Cooperation, the Commission on 
Environmental Cooperation, a bilateral 
Border Environmental Cooperation 
Commission and a North American De
velopment Bank. Each of these new 
agencies will add new layers of bu
reaucracy, new regulations and new red 
tape-the same job killers that already 
have done so much harm to our econ
omy. Plus it will cost taxpayers $10 bil
lion that will be funneled through mul
tilateral banks, there is a foreign aid 
program to Mexico all the while our 
deficit is increasing. 

The administration should have fo
cused its efforts on removing many of 
the obstacles to manufacturing and ag
ricultural industries here in the United 
States. With a pro-competitiveness ini
tiative, we could have ensured that the 
benefits of NAFTA were broad-based 
and spread evenly. 

Instead, I am concerned that we will 
see those who have the least bear the 
brunt of this agreement, as lower wage/ 
lower skills jobs leave the United 
States for Mexico. 

I applaud all the attempts to make 
this treaty more fair for the people of 
Florida and congratulate my col
leagues on the work that was done to 
ensure a more level playing for Amer
ican fruit and vegetable growers. 

Nonetheless, the late hour of these 
agreements and the difficulty I have 
experienced determining whether or 
not these deals are binding causes me 
to retain my skepticism that this deal 
can work for my State. 

It is my impression that these agree
ments, especially those on vegetables 
that are most important to my dis
trict, do not have the binding effect of 
law. I regret that these agreements 
couldn't have been reached earlier so 
that members whose districts are af
fected would have had adequate time to 
research them. 

Nonetheless, we should not fool our
selves that this agreement will serve as 
a great engine of American jobs. Even 
under the administration's favorable 
assumptions, 200,000 jobs will be ere-

ated in the next 5 years. That is only a 
few more jobs than were created in the 
last month without a NAFTA. At the 
same time, we know that significant 
economic dislocation will occur in 
areas such as mine that are heavily re
liant on agriculture. 

It is unfortunate that the prevailing 
policies in Washington make it dif
ficult for me to support this agree
ment. We should not, however, accept 
NAFTA when it will harm our basic in
dustries in agriculture and industry. 
This is why the price of NAFTA ap
pears too high to me. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from the great State of 
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT], a neigh
bor of the State of Oregon. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman. On most issues before the 
Congress, deciding how to vote is relatively 
easy. In most instances, I base my vote on 
principles I have developed over the course of 
my political career and on what I perceive to 
be the consensus of my constituents. 

In the case of my vote on the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement, however, it has 
not been easy to decide. From the outset, 
there have been thoughtful, articulate, con
cerned people who I have known for years 
whose views are diametrically opposed on this 
issue. In addition, I found that my own long
standing support of labor and the environment 
and human and civil rights was being chal
lenged by my belief that the more openly we 
trade with the world, the less likely we are to 
become engaged in international situations 
that may lead to war. 

As I evaluated the arguments put forward by 
the two sides, there seemed to be no firm 
basis on which to decide the issue. Both sides 
seemed to be partly right and partly wrong. 
So, for me, the issue turned on the long-term 
implications for our relationship with our clos
est neighbors and with the rest of the inter
national trading community. 

Our history with Mexico has not been a 
friendly one. It began with the Mexican-Amer
ican War that resulted in the United States 
taking a large portion of Mexican territory, in
cluding California. Understandably, bad rela
tions existed until the 1880's, when trade 
began to open and, in fact, boomed as we en
tered Mexico to gather oil rights and to try to 
control the Mexican transportation system. 
Consequent anti-American feelings in Mexico 
fueled a revolution in the early 1900's which 
lead to the erection of the tariff barriers of 
today. 

Now, in 1993, we are considering a trade 
agreement which is in fact an investment trea
ty. The truly significant aspects of the treaty 
are not the lower tariffs, which will have some 
effects, but the investment protection of "intel
lectual properties" and financial and insurance 
arrangements. This investment protection will 
allow the flow of capital into Mexico for small 
and medium sized businesses. Given the ex
isting problems in organizing and running 
labor unions in Mexico, it is not impossible to 
conceive that labor in Mexico will be exploited 
at the expense of American jobs. It is for this 

reason that both labor and environmental side 
agreements were negotiated. Both should 
have been stronger in my opinion. Our efforts 
to guard against and prevent such exploitation 
should continue. 

The labor issues raised by NAFT A are par
ticularly distressing because they involve pain
ful job dislocations. These must be addressed 
not only in the context of NAFT A but in a 
broader context as well. Both our recent fail
ure to pass a 7 -week extension of unemploy
ment benefits and our chronic failure to offer 
meaningful worker retraining underscore the 
depth of our difficulty in this arena. These 
problems are not limited to NAFTA; they ac
company the Clean Air Act, the Endangered 
Species Act, and countless other desirable 
public policies that also displace workers in 
our economy. 

In the final analysis, I have concluded that 
job losses which will occur over the long term 
if the United States retreats from a strong pur
suit of new world markets will outweigh the 
painful, short-term job dislocations which will 
occur under NAFT A. 

I have particular concern about the environ
mental degradation which has become in
creasingly apparent around the maquilladora 
plants in Mexico. We agreed to t~ke back into 
the United States all of the toxic wastes pro
duced by operations of maquilladora plants. 
But the truth of the matter seems to be that 
we have put insufficient personnel and money 
into monitoring this cleanup, and the result is 
that it now appears that American taxpayers 
will be forced to pay for it. The costs should 
be paid by the companies that created the 
border contamination. 

In face of all these problems, then, what are 
the compelling reasons to vote for NAFT A? As 
far back as the late 1930's, Secretary of State 
Cordell Hull began to lay the groundwork for 
an international plan to use free trade as a 
method to prevent future world wars. He rea
soned that if the world was intertwined in inter
national trading, its political powers would not 
go to war. 

To that end, he led the United States to es
tablish the United Nations as an institution to 
resolve international political disputes. He also 
led in establishing three international trade-re
lated institutions which have served their pur
poses well. They are the World Bank, the 
International Monetary Fund, and GATT. 

He learned from our failure to join the 
League of Nations after the First World War 
and the subsequent passage of the Smoot
Hawley Act that the failure to create an open 
international trading system resulting in the 
formation of trading blocs which led to political 
blocs which led to military blocs which led to 
the Second World War. He resolved this must 
not happen again. 

This plan worked reasonably well until the 
world began to change in the 1980's. The 
GATT agreement of the 1940's did not even 
mention the issues of the 1980's: intellectual 
properties and banking and insurance ar
rangements. So the Uruguay round of GATT 
talks was begun in the late 1980's. Because 
these talks have stalled, two things have hap
pened .. First, we negotiated a free-trade agree
ment with Canada and, second, we began dis
cussions with both Mexico and Canada to de
velop a North American free-trade zone. 
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The importance of NAFT A is twofold. 
First, it opens a door to Mexico that has 

been closed since the early part of the cen
tury. It is inconceivable that two neighbors 
could remain antagonistic toward each other 
given the common problems we share. Our 
only hope of overcoming our environmental 
and labor problems begins with the ground
work laid by this agreement. Although certainly 
not a perfect document, it begins a process 
which I believe will not be as good and quick 
as its proponents suggest n9r as disastrous 
and final as its opponents contend. 

The second reason that NAFT A is important 
is that it Jays the basis for the President to 
lead the world to a conclusion of the GATT 
talks. In many ways, this future GATT agree
ment looms much larger on the international 
screen if for no other reason than that it af
fects the entire world. 

Could we have written a better NAFT A? 
Yes. The human and labor rights issues and 
the environmental concerns will not go away 
and must be addressed. Yet, as we enter a 
new global landscape, it is crucial that the 
United States not shrink from its role as the 
leader of the free-trading world. To weaken 
our President in his efforts to lead the world in 
this endeavor is good neither for us in the 
short run nor for our children in the long run. 

For those reasons, I have decided to vote 
for the North American-Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN]. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, wheth
er NAFTA is approved by the House 
today or defeated, the great free-trade 
debate of 1993 has taught all of us-the 
public as well as Members of Con
gress-about economics, history, and 
today's global economy. 

Besides the strong feelings that peo
ple have on both sides of the issue, the 
one thing that has become most clear 
in all of my discussions about NAFTA 
is that all of us are desperately seeking 
a stronger economy and more jobs. 
Over the past 5 years, eastern Massa
chusetts-which I represent-has been 
through nothing short of a depression. 

I believe that America can compete 
against any country in the world be
cause our workers are more productive, 
hardworking, and competitive. 

NAFTA tells the Germans, the Japa
nese, and the rest of the world that the 
United States is ready to take them on 
and we're strong enough to win. As a 
country, now is the time to · take the 
first big step forward to winning in the 
global economy. I know we're ready. 

NAFTA means more jobs for Ameri
cans. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
Ph minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
speak in support of the working people 
of America who are in opposition to 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment which will cause massive and 
devastating job losses in vital sectors 
of our economy, accelerate the erosion 

of the industrial base, and hasten the 
flow of investment to Mexico where 
wages are low and enforcement of 
labor, environmental, health and 
consumer-product safety standards is 
weak or nonexistent. 

The economic benefits of NAFTA will 
be enjoyed by a privileged few, and 
those who suffer will be the same who 
too often endure hardship and sacrifice 
in the interest of the imperatives of 
commerce. 

Like most of my colleagues, I sup
port the concept of a hemispheric trade 
agreement. I wanted to support the 
President on NAFTA. My committee 
met extensively with the administra
tion. We went to Mexico. I sat down 
with the U.S. Trade Representative on 
numerous occasions and we had candid 
discussions about the shortcomings of 
NAFTA. 

At my request, the administration 
included provisions in the implement
ing legislation that better protect mi
nority business programs. The inclu
sion of these protections in an inter
national trade agreement is an impor
tant step in safeguarding these critical 
programs. The Government Operations 
Committee will work to include simi
lar provisions in the General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade [GATT] 
Government Procurement Code that is 
scheduled for completion next month. 

But it is not enough. Despite this 
progress, despite my belief in the good 
intentions of this administration, I 
must vote against ratification of 
NAFTA because NAFTA cannot be 
fixed. It cannot be fixed with side 
agreements, implementing legislation 
or a statement of administrative ac
tion. And it shouldn't be bought with 
pork-barrel promises. 

Is the future of working Americans 
worth a $10 million center for the study 
of trade, a $17 million break for Honda, 
or a couple extra C-17 planes built in 
your district? We are trading away our 
future with these pork barrel deals. 

This agreement subordinates fun
damental American values-the right 
to earn an honest wage, the right to or
ganize, the right to good health and a 
sound environment-to the only cur
rency of importance to multinational 
corporations: The imperatives of com
merce. 

NAFTA, is a high stakes gamble, a 
game of winners and lowers played 
with loaded dice. 

If you are a multinational corpora
tion, you win. If you are a blue-collar 
worker from Detroit, you lose. If you 
want to pay your workers less, you 
win. If the plant where you work moves 
south, you lose. If you own a small 
farm, you lose. If you are poor-like 
nearly 1 in 5 Americans are-you lose. 
If you do not have a college degree, you 
lose-and if you cannot put your kids 
through college, they will lose too. 

You know that under a NAFTA re
gime people will suffer. They will lose 

their jobs, their families and commu
nities may disintegrate, and they may 
not ever recover. If you vote in favor of 
this agreement, then you are telling 
these people that they don't matter, 
that their jobs and their communities 
don't matter, and that their future is 
irrelevant. 

These are not American values, Mr. 
Chairman. We cannot, we must not 
codify these values in an international 
trade agreement. We must vote against 
this agreement, not out of pessimism 
or fear, but because a vote against this 
NAFTA is a vote for American values 
and the optimism and faith that we can 
do better. 

I yield back the balance of my time 
and ask for unanimous consent to re
vise and extend my remarks. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY], our distinguished Repub
lican conference chairman who has his 
doctorate in economics. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, nations 
do not trade with each other, people 
trade with each other. And for those 
people, we have before us a furidamen
tal question of freedom. The issue is, 
will we allow our citizens the freedom 
to decide when they can benefit from 
free exchange? 

NAFTA supporters endorse Mr. 
Smith's right to trade with Mr. 
Sanchez, and we recognize their ability 
to make decisions in their own inter
ests. We also know that both can be 
made better off by trade. Most impor
tant, we believe that no agency in 
Washington, no bureaucracy in Mexico 
City, no ministrY in Ottawa is qualified 
or justified in obstructing trade be
tween Mr. Smith and Mr. Sanchez. 

The other side of this debate holds a 
less charitable view of the American 
people. They believe governments 
know best. They believe government 
should tax, regulate, and restrict 
agreements between free people. They 
say, given the freedom to trade, Ameri
cans will lose. 

In this debate, Congress must choose 
the side of freedom. 

Why? 
Mr. Chairman, since World War II our 

Nation has worked to build a pros
perous and peaceful world. A world 
founded on the principles of free enter
prise, open markets, and democracy. 

And as the world became more free 
and prosperous, so did we. 

Today America's economy is the 
most powerful in the world, and Amer
ica is the No. 1 exporter. Thirteen mil
lion Americans work in export-related 
jobs. If America's export sector were a 
separate economy, it would be the 
world's 12th largest. 

We are now living in the post-cold
war era, the dawn of a new era of free
dom. Across the world, nations are em
bracing .American principles of free en
terprise and democracy. These nations 
are the growth markets of tomorrow. 
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Now, we face today's historic deci

sion on NAFTA. The outcome will 
chart our Nation's course for decades. 
After leading the fight for freedom, 
will we retreat and leave to others the 
benefits of expanded world trade? Will 
America capture these new markets or 
leave them to our competitors? 

If you defeat NAFTA today, you turn 
our economic agenda over to the 
timid-to those who believe we cannot 
compete. 

Mr. Chairman, no nation ever grew 
rich by restricting its people's ability 
to conduct commerce-at home or 
abroad. 

If we pass NAFTA tonight we reaf
firm our belief in the ability of Ameri
ca's entrepreneurs and workers, and 
uphold the sovereignty of American 
consumers. We proclaim that Ameri
cans will compete and prosper in the 
world marketplace, not cower in the 
face of competition. 

A vote for NAFTA is a vote for free
dom. And freedom works. 

0 1840 
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from lllinois 
[Mr. HASTERT]. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support ofNAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday I announced my 
intention to vote in favor of NAFT A, the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, because I 
believe it will increase jobs in the 14th Con
gressional District. 

This has not been an easy decision. I have 
received literally hundreds of calls and letters 
on both sides of this issue. I want to thank the 
constituents who called and wrote me over the 
last several months to express their views. 
Their ideas and opinions are important, and I 
wanted to take the time to listen carefully to 
you. 

I am supporting the NAFT A because I be
lieve it will increase jobs in Illinois. As the high 
level of tariffs among North American coun
tries has been lowered in recent years, Illinois 
companies and Illinois farmers have pursued 
new sales into the Mexican and Canadian 
markets aggressively and they have been very 
successful. Canada and Mexico are Illinois' 
first-and secon~argest export markets. Ex
ports to our neighbors, both north and south, 
have grown at a rapid pace over the past sev
eral years, and eliminating the trade barriers 
currently imposed by Mexico will lead to new 
jobs for our citizens. 

I also believe it is imperative that the United 
States takes a leadership role in the develop
ment of international trade--not only with Mex
ico and Canada-but around the world. Amer
ican workers, when allowed to compete, are 
second to none. In that regard, successful 
completion of the GATT is vital to American 
jobs. I believe our failure to pass NAFT A 
would signal to the world, and especially to 
our trading partners in Asia, such as Japan, 
that they can continue protectionist policies 
and keep American goods out of their coun-
tries. · 

Those who have called and written in oppo
sition to the agreement argue it will lead to ad-

ditional job losses. We have lost some jobs to 
Mexico in the past, in part because American 
companies could only avoid high Mexican tar
iffs by producing in Mexico. Because NAFT A 
lowers those high tariffs, I believe it will enable 
us to competitively ship Illinois goods to Mex
ico-not Illinois jobs. While I believe this 
agreement is in the best interests of the Unit
ed States, it is important to remember that we 
have the ability to withdraw from it 6 months 
after announcing our intent to do so. This 
clause of the agreement gives us an added 
measure of security to guarantee that the 
NAFT A is beneficial for our Nation, both now 
and in the years to come. 

The future of this Nation, and the prosperity 
of the people of Illinois, rest increasingly on 
our ability to compete effectively within a 
framework of open markets, and the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement is an impor
tant step in that direction. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
an additional minute to the gentle
woman from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Florida is recognized for 2 min
utes. 

Mrs. THURMAN. I thank the gentle
men for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, thoughtful people can 
have honest differences of opinion 
about how American employers will 
react-what choices they will make-if 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment passes tonight. 

But let us talk about some facts, not 
speculation. Fact: NAFTA will be cost
ly. Estimates say NAFTA will cost up 
to $40 billion for environmental clean
up, worker retraining, roads, bridges, 
and sewage treatment. 

Fact: We passed a budget a few 
months ago which freezes domestic 
spending for the next 5 years. We will 
make deeper cuts in a few days. I ask 
you, where is this money going to come 
from? 

Do not get me wrong. I am very 
happy that Florida agriculture was fi
nally heard and President Clinton, to 
his credit, took steps to protect some 
commodities from unfair competition. 

But the good news is misleading. The 
agriculture community is not united. A 
lot of citrus growers, strawberry grow
ers, tomato growers, peanut producers, 
and the Florida Farm Bureau and oth
ers are still opposed to NAFTA. 

And so are the citizens of the 5th 
Congressional District of Florida. 
Thousands have contacted me in oppo
sition to this NAFTA. 

Side agreements and letters cannot 
fix what is fundamentally wrong with 
this NAFTA. 

There is nothing in this NAFTA 
which forces the Mexican Government 
to grant basic labor rights to its work
ers, to allow wages to rise with produc
tivity or to enforce basic environ
mental standards. 

Mr. Chairman, the last few days have 
been instructive. 

I ask you, if we can successfully ne
gotiate side deals and concessions up to 
the 11th hour, doesn't this prove con
clusively that this NAFTA is full of 
holes, that it is incomplete, that it can 
be improved? 

I say we owe it to those most vulner
able-our working families-to go the 
extra mile to negotiate an agreement 
for which we can all be proud. 

For the sake of America, vote no on 
this NAFTA. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Lou
isiana [Mr. JEFFERSON], a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. JEFFERSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to reit
erate my support for the North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement. I support 
the agreement because I believe it will 
be of tremendous benefit not only to 
my district of New Orleans and my 
State of Louisiana, but also to the Na
tion as a whole. 

In my district, we have the port of 
New Orleans, the second largest port in 
tonnage in the country. Through our 
port pass trade goods of every kind, ag
ricultural, petrochemical, food prod
ucts, wood and paper goods to name 
just a few. While there are honest dif
ferences on the effect of NAFTA, I 
strongly believe that this agreement 
encourages and enhances this trade ac
tivity and will be of tremendous bene
fit to our local and State economies. In 
1992, Louisiana ranked seventh among 
the 50 States and second among the 
south central States in the value of ex
ports to Mexico. The New Orleans re
gion's services industries such as medi
cine, business/professional tourism and 
educational services already export to 
Mexico. 11,000 jobs in Louisiana in 1992 
were supported by exports to Mexico, 
most in my district, and almost 50 per
cent of those jobs were created within 
the past 5 years, since Mexico began 
liberalizing its import regime. To 
quote the president of the Port Author
ity of New Orleans, J. Ron Brinson, 
"The time has come to start realizing 
the tremendous potential of the rest of 
the hemisphere." 

One anticipated result of NAFTA will 
be a substantial increase in both im
ports and exports through area port fa
cilities with more ships calling at area 
terminals, more maritime service serv
ice businesses expanding, and more 
port-revenues, jobs and incomes. 

Furthermore, our area's ports have 
excellent intermodal connections with 
container-handling and water-rail
trucking intermodal facilities that 
link readily to U.S. manufacturing and 
market centers likely to be stimulated 
byNAFTA. 

Further anticipated benefits of 
NAFTA to the New Orleans area in
clude the attraction of offices of Mexi
can companies as they seek to estab
lish a foothold in or expand into the 
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United States additionally, there 
should be an increase in business-relat
ed travel demand focusing on area ho
tels, restaurants, and entertainment 
businesses associated with the ex
panded import/export cargo activity 
and business relationships with U.S. 
companies in the New Orleans region. 

On a national level, it is clear that 
the world powers of the 21st century 
will not be military powers but rather 
economic powers. Prosperity and a ris
ing living standard in this Nation are 
integrally related to our ability to find 
and penetrate new markets for innova
tive U.S.-produced goods and services 
that are created with such quality and 
care as to be competitive with the 
products of any and all of our trading 
partners. 

Mr. Chairman; there are new fron
tiers for us to conquer. Low-income 
jobs leaving us in droves without 
NAFTA, and will continue to do so. 
This is not where our future lies. Our 
future lies in creating higher-paying 
jobs and educating our people to handle 
those jobs created through expanding 
imports. They are within our vision, 
they lie within the markets of Latin 
and South America, the European 
Community, the Pacific Rim, and Afri
ca. It is time for us to take up the chal
lenge that Americans historically have 
always responded to with optimism, 
vigor, and ingenuity. We can begin 
with the adoption of NAFTA. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair wishes to 
advise Members that the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] has 
36th minutes remaining; the gentleman 
from illinois [Mr. CRANE] has 31th min
utes remaining; the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 26th min
utes remaining; and the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI] has 31 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from Mis
souri [Ms. DANNER]. 

Ms. DANNER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi
tion to NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in a NAFTA 
in which the acronym denotes not the 
North American FREE-Trade Agree
ment, but the North American fair
trade agreement. Therefore, I believe 
we should renegotiate NAFTA. 

You have heard Members of this body 
stating various and sundry reasons why 
this agreement should be renegotiated. 
I would like to speak about one in par
ticular, the issue of sovereignty, be
cause I think its important for the 
American public to know that NAFTA 
relinquishes much of our national sov
ereignty. 

In the past, decisions affecting Amer
icans have been made by Americans. 

However, under NAFTA, decisions 
with regard to United States trade 
laws will be made by an international 
panel composed of Mexicans, Canadi-

ans, and Americans-none of whom are 
elected officials answerable to our 
American people. 

0 1850 
Many agree that there is a genuine 

question as to the constitutionality of 
much of NAFTA. I believe that it is 
better to do it right than to do it fast. 

0 1851 
(At this point Mr. DE LA GARZA as

sumed the chair as Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole.) 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LEVY]. 

Mr. LEVY. Mr. Chairman, outside 
this Chamber, the anti-NAFTA forces 
are hearing this debate and they are in 
an absolute panic. And, as the hours go 
by, they are becoming more and more 
creative. 

Earlier, they tried telling us that 
NAFTA causes cancer. That was dis
proved and now--on my way over 
here-I was lobbied against NAFTA on 
the ground that-get this-NAFTA's 
passage will lead to the drainage of all 
the water from the Great Lakes. I am 
still working on that one. 

Let us stop the nonsense-the scare 
tactics and the misinformation. 

It all boils down to these questions: 
Does the United States want to take 

part in the new world financial order or 
retreat from it? Do we want to unite 
with our hemispheric partners to com
pete with Japan and Germany or main
tain barriers between this country and 
our most obvious trading partners? 

The United States has traditionally 
been a world leader in the area of inter
national trade. By defeating NAFTA 
we will be signalling to the world that 
we can no longer compete, that we sup
port protectionism instead of free 
trade. 

We will be telling our neighbors 
"Look elsewhere, not to us, for an in
dustrial power from which to purchase 
goods and services free of tariffs that 
inflate prices artificially." 

Those who argue against NAFTA say 
that the treaty's passage will lead 
American companies to Mexico, taking 
American jobs with them. Why? 

Nothing in our present law prohibits 
companies from locating in Mexico or 
conducting part of their operations 
there. They can do ·that if NAFTA 
passes or if it doesn't. 

The fact of the matter is that, under 
NAFTA, tariffs that raise the price of 
American products in Mexico will be 
eliminated, more products will be sold, 
and jobs will be created in this country 
to meet increased demand. 

By passing NAFTA today we send a 
signal to the world that Americans do 
not shrink away from the challenge of 
competition. We welcome it and we ex
pect to win. 

We also send a message to our con
stituents that, in an appropriate case, 

we can act in a bipartisan way to do 
what is right for the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I disagree with the 
President more often than I agree with 
him but he is right on NAFTA. I will be 
voting "yes" on the treaty today and I 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
MFUME]. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I urge a no vote 
on NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to 
the North American Free-Trade Agreement, or 
NAFT A. My opposition stems from the fact 
that while I am a proponent of free trade I am 
a stronger supporter of fair trade, and NAFT A, 
in its current form, is not fair. 

To begin, NAFTA is not fair to American 
workers. Despite claims of jobs gains if 
NAFT A passes, a Roper Organization survey 
of 455 senior executives of manufacturing 
companies perhaps says it all. A third of the 
executives polled think NAFT A will be some
what unfavorable to American workers. As 
many as 40 percent say that it is likely that, 
under the agreement, they will shift some pro
duction to Mexico in the next few years. And 
a quarter of the executives polled admit that 
they would use the threat of moving as a bar
gaining chip in forcing concessions from 
unions. 

Which American workers will be hurt? The 
Congressional Joint Economic Committee esti
mates that as many as 500,000 American 
workers-half a million men and women-will 
lose their jobs because of NAFT A over the 
next 1 0 years. The majority of these jobs will 
come from the manufacturing sector-the peo
ple who work to produce motor vehicles, tex
tiles and apparels, electric machinery and 
equipment, and processed fruits and vegeta
bles. 

These people who will lose their jobs when 
American factories relocate are those who 
work for the minimum wage or slightly more. 
They are the people who use the majority of 
their paychecks to meet the basic needs; they 
can least afford to lose their jobs. Further
more, according to the Congressional Joint 
Economic Committee, these workers are not 
likely to find replacement jobs in the same in
dustry. According to the committee: 

This is especially true for . . . workers 
losing jobs in textiles and apparels, where 
the trade related job losses will be accom
panied by structural changes in the indus
try's volume and method of production, 
which will lower the overall employment re
quirements for the industry. 

The fact of the matter is that the legislation 
before us authorizes only $28 million a year to 
assist workers displaced by NAFT A. The Bush 
administration--never considered a friend of 
the unemploy~had proposed $335 million 
per year, or 12 times the current proposal. 

Furthermore, NAFT A supporters argue that 
NAFT A will create new jobs; better paying 
jobs in high technology industries. You cannot 
tell me, however, that a man or woman who 
has worked on an assembly line for 1 0 years 
and may have, at most, a high school edu
cation, will be scooped up by all these new 
high technology firms begging for employees. 
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In short, NAFT A could potentially displace a 

large number of hard working American -men 
and women and to date no one has given me 
anything near an assurance that they will not 
simply fall through the cracks. 

NAFT A is also unfair to the Mexican labor 
force. The minimum wage in Mexico is 58 
cents an hour, and the Mexican Government 
plays a large role in maintaining that figure. In
dividuals trying to assert the right to collective 
bargaining are at best discouraged, and at 
worst harassed, jailed, tortured, or shot. 

Furthermore, despite all of the talk we have 
been hearing about the recent increases in the 
Mexican economy, the standard of living for 
the average Mexican worker has dropped and 
gains in productivity have not resulted in an 
equal gain in wages. 

Another concern I have with NAFT A is the 
impact it will have on the American, Mexican, 
and global environments. Despite the fact that 
Mexico has some of the toughest environ
mental laws on the books, they also have 
some of the most pervasive environmental 
problems. The Mexican Government's lax atti
tude toward enforcing environmental regula
tions is a serious problem; this problem is ex
acerbated by the industries that have freely 
polluted the United States-Mexican border for 
years, dumping waste and fostering corruption 
in accommodating border towns desperate for 
jobs. 

If the United States is already uncomfortable 
with the role of world policeman, then the 
issue of environmental enforcement is an ex
ample of every politician's worst nightmare; a 
domestic squabble. 

Another issue of concern to me is the fact 
that NAFT A is not fair to some of our most im
portant historical trading partners; our Carib
bean neighbors. Although there were rumors 
of a Caribbean parity bill which would put 
many Caribbean nations on equal footing with 
Mexico, the proposal never came to fruition. 

At risk is a score of industries, such as tex
tiles, apparel, sugar, and citrus products 
whose markets could dry up as a result of 
NAFT A. Trading patterns of Caribbean nations 
could be disrupted and several nations' econo
mies thrown in turmoil as they are forced to 
compete at a disadvantage with Mexican prod
ucts given free entry into American markets. 

Finally, as chairman of the Congressional 
Black Caucus and as a Member of Congress 
representing a predominantly African-Amer
ican congressional district I share a number of 
my colleagues' concerns about the impact 
NAFT A will have on African-Americans and on 
African-American businesses. The agreement 
before us contains no provisions to assist mi
nority businesses to help them compete with 
multinational corporations for trade from Mex
ico. 

I do not need, at this point, to discuss the 
problems that African-American and other mi
nority-owned businesses currently face. Suf
fice it to say, however, that if NAFTA passes 
these problems are likely to be exacerbated 
by the fact that African-Am~rican businesses, 
unlike many other American businesses, will 
not be receiving any assistance from the Fed
eral Government to make inroads into all of 
these new opportunities that NAFT A's support
ers are touting. 

As I said earlier, I support free trade. In fact, 
I believe that free trade is necessary if we are 

going to remain strong and economically 
healthy in the next century. The agreement 
before us,. however, presents more problems 
that it does solutions, and is inherently unfair. 

I support and encourage free and fair trade, 
but unfortunately the agreement before us is 
not fair. While NAFTA may benefit the execu
tives and investors of large American compa
nies who want to do business in Mexico, it 
also risks the alienation of long-term friends 
and trading partners, displaces American 
workers, and poisons the well, literally and 
figuratively, on both sides of the United 
States-Mexican border. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. MANN]. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
speak in support of NAFTA. In some 
ways in 'recent weeks it seems like a 
lifetime of study of the issue as scores 
of people literally have contracted me, 
met with me. I have received hundreds 
of letters, hundreds of telephone calls. 

I keep coming back to one simple 
point of logic. The main thing that 
NAFTA does is eliminate the tariff bar
riers that stand between American
made products and their sale in Mex
ico. 

The major change with NAFTA is 
that those barriers will be removed. We 
should be able to export more Amer
ican-made products to Mexico. That 
should mean more jobs for Americans. 

There is a fundamental question 
whether we believe in ourselves, wheth
er we have confidence to support this 
change. 

There is also the question whether 
we are going to stand true with the tra
ditional support of this country for ,free 
trade. I think we must and I think we 
should. 

I believe that NAFTA is good for 
American workers. I believe it is good 
for Ohio workers, and I plan to support 
NAFTA this evening. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
an additional minute to the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] is recog
nized for a total of 2 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
both gentlemen for yielding this time 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard much 
from those who preceded me in this de
bate, about NAFTA as an export-ori
ented job-generating competitive 
agreement. In a perverse way, they are 
absolutely correct. The United States 
will see an increase of exports in scarce 
capital to build plants in Mexico. 

The United States will export more 
jobs to Mexico while Americans pound 
the pavement in search of employment. 

Responsible U.S. firms will be forced 
to compete with corporate polluters 
who seek safe haven under a corrupt 
and greedy dictatorship. 

This agreement does not represent 
change. It locks into place the failed 
trade policies of the last 15 years, an 
era when the United States of America 
lost hundreds of thousands of jobs to 
unfair foreign competition, slid from a 
70-year trade surplus to the depths as 
the world's greatest debtor nation 
under tne rubric of free trade. 

Under this agreement, foreign policy 
concerns supersede concern for U.S. 
workers and the domestic economy. 
Mexico will be given the opportunity to 
build up competing industries behind 
new and continued tariffs. 

Read it, read it, my colleagues, the 
700-page annex in Spanish, the new and 
continued tariffs granted to Mexico 
under this agreement. I know you have 
not read that if you support his agree
ment. 

What bizarre version of free trade is 
this? 

Finally, there has been much debate 
about the merits and demerits of the 
so-called side agreements on labor and 
the environment. If you based your 
vote on the enforcement of the side 
agreements on labor and the environ
ment, you based your vote on a lie. 

You are legislators. You know that 
you cannot take a side agreement and 
adopt it by Executive order. It is not 
part of the legislation before you here 
tonight. It is not being enacted into 
law by the United States of America. It 
is not enforceable under our Constitu
tion unless it is enacted into law. This 
is not enacted into law. 

Vote "no" on NAFTA. 
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to our distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. TORKILDSEN). 

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to urge all of my colleagues to sup
port the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. 

During the past year, I have spoken 
to people throughout my district, em
ployees and employers, union and non
union. After carefully studying enor
mous tracts of information, I an
nounced my support last month for the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, because it will mean more and 
better paying jobs for the American 
people. 

The existing trade relationship be
tween the United States and Mexico is 
not a fair one. Mexican tariffs on Unit
ed States goods are much higher than 
United States tariffs on Mexican made 
goods. For United States made comput
ers, Mexican tariffs are as high as 20 
percent, and for United States made 
telecommunications equipment, Mexi
can tariffs can be as high as a stagger
ing 35 percent. If the Congress approves 
the NAFTA, U.S. computer and tele
communications companies will not 
have to pay these tariffs. 

Much of the current opposition to 
NAFTA is driven by fear, not fact. De
feating NAFTA will not increase wages 
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in Mexico, or improve labor conditions 
in Mexico, or improve the environment 
in Mexico, especially along the United 
States border. 

Defeating NAFTA will mean that 
Mexico will continue to keep the exist
ing barriers to United States goods and· 
services. Defeating NAFTA will mean 
the world will look at the United 
States and wonder if protectionism is 
now ruling our country. 

But by approving the NAFTA, the 
United States will have some ability, 
through trade sanctions, to make Mex
ico enforce its own environmental laws 
and improve worker rights. 

By approving the NAFTA, we will 
open up a growing market to American 
employers and employees. My home 
State of Massachusetts will see strong 
growth in the areas of telecommuni
cations, computers, software, financial 
services, and many other industries. 
With this economic growth will come 
increased job security and employment 
in Massachusetts and throughout the 
United States. 

This NAFTA will create tens of thou
sands of new jobs, jobs that pay better 
wages. Jobs that come about by pro
ducing high value added products, 
among the best products America 
makes. 

This NAFT A will let the world know 
that the United States is willing to 
compete, and willing to let the produc
tivity of the American worker take 
control in a world economy. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. PARKER], a distinguished 
member of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, today, 
we are considering an issue that I con
sider to be the most important eco
nomic vote to come before this body in 
the last 60 yea.r:s. 

There is this little fellow from Texas 
who has been heard to say that the 
"devil is in the details." So is confu
sion. 

Both sides have engaged in exaggera
tion. 

The pluses are not as great as the 
proponents say, and the minuses are 
not as great as the opponents claim. 

NAFTA is not a cure~all for our eco
nomic woes. Just what is it? It is a de
termination of the role that our Nation 
is going to play in a newly integrated 
world. 

It is about how we will view other 
countries-and how we want to inter
act with them in terms of economics. 
It is about the willingness of America 
to live together with the family of na
tions that make up this world. 

Do we want to turn inward or look 
outward? Do we want to abdicate world 
leadership? 

Make no mistake, this debate is 
about world leadership. 

Whatever .we do here, the world will 
follow us. In 1930, we turned inward, 

erecting high tariffs and walls against 
trade. 

It was a coalition of right wing isola
tionists and organized labor that con
vinced the country that we could be
come prosperous with that policy. 

As we all know, what we got in the 
place of prosperity-was reaction from 
the rest of the countries of the world, 
who followed us and raised their own 
tariffs and walls against our goods and 
services. What we got was worldwide 
depression. 

History is our most important teach
er. NAFTA is about the future. It is 
about change. While change may be 
scary, the past can be terrifying. 

We have a choice here-we can move 
into the shadow of Japan and of Eu
rope, and-unbelievable as it sounds
live in fear of Mexico; or we can lead 
the world into tomorrow. It is our 
choice. Join me in voting for NAFTA. 

0 1900 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. KLECZKA]. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, the 
House of Representatives is about to 
decide the fate of the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement [NAFTA]. The 
deciding factor must be whether this 

· agreement is in the best interest of our 
country and the people we represent. 
Use of this criteria dictates that I must 
oppose this measure. 

I must seriously take issue with the 
concessions and special projects
pork-the administration is giving 
away to undecided Members of Con
gress and special interest groups. 

So many concessions have been made 
to various special interests that this 
NAFTA doesn't look like free trade at 
all. The administration has granted 
protections to the citrus, flatglass, 
wheat, broomcorn, appliances, and 
sugar sectors. The list goes on, and it 
keeps growing. 

Supporters have also raised unrea
sonable fears about Japan waiting in 
the wings to go into Mexico if NAFTA 
fails. Nothing could be further from the 
truth. 

The Japanese are generally astute 
business people. They usually do not 
act impulsively. If Japan saw increased 
profits in Mexico, it would have more 
of a presence than a mere 4 percent of 
foreign investment there. A recent 
Business Week article spells this out. 
Japan wants us to lead the way by 
passing this agreement, so it can be as
sured of a stable business environment 
in Mexico and an open door north to 
the United States and Canada for Japa
nese goods. 

This past September Japan's Consul 
General drove up from Chicago to Mil
waukee to lobby me on behalf of 
NAFTA. Unless he was using reverse 
psychology, he was expressing Japan's 
support for NAFTA in no uncertain 
terms. 

Even without NAFTA, 15 companies 
have moved a portion or all of their op
erations from Wisconsin to Mexico in 
the last 15 years. That movement alone 
has meant 3,500 lost jobs for Wisconsin. 
More will follow if NAFTA passes be
cause companies will take advantage of 
our reduced tariffs and Mexico's mini
mal worker protections, lax environ
mental standards, and cheap labor. 

It is time to go back to the drawing 
board. Join me in defeating this 
NAFTA. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
THOMAS], who has done yeoman work 
in this legislation in the area of agri
culture. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Bear with 
us folks. We have only about 2 hours to 
go. Everything that needs to be said 
has been said, just not everybody has 
had a chance to say it. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a real pleasure 
taking the floor and knowing that in 
about 2 hours I will be casting my vote 
with more than 100 Republicans who 
will share the green lights with more 
than 100 Democrats to pass the North 
American Free Trade Agreement. This 
show of bipartisanship is a long time 
coming because there has been way too 
much partisanship on a number of is
sues for too long. 

I say to my colleagues, "If you listen 
to the opponents, they say it's not this 
NAFTA, it's we could have done this, 
we should have done that. Well, when 
you look at the woulda's, the coulda's, 
and the shoulda's, the ifs and the buts, 
as Dandy Don Meredith used to say on 
Monday night football, 'If ifs and buts 
were candy and nuts, we would all have 
a Merry Christmas.' " 

But let us look at what has been done 
in the real world between countries 
who are jealous of their sovereignty 
and hung on to it. First of all, I think 
we have to commend President Salinas 
of Mexico. We have to give a lot of 
credit to former President Bush. We 
have to give credit to President Clin
ton. We have got to give credit to the 
Democratic leadership and the Repub
lican leadership in this House, to the 
chairmen and ranking members of the 
committee who moved this forward in 
one of the most negative, ne.sty cli
mates I have ever seen. 

My colleague, the ranking member 
on the Trade Subcommittee, said that 
I have been involved with this bill in 
the agriculture area. I was involved 
with the United States-Israeli Free 
Trade Agreement, with the United 
States-Canada Free Trade Agreement 
and now bringing Mexico into the 
North American Free Trade Agree
ment. This is the best one yet. I say, 
"The more you work at it, the better 
you get, and this is the best bilateral 
trade agreement the United States has 
ever made." 

I say to my colleagues, "If you look 
at specific sections, areas that I have a 
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great concern about in agriculture, 
transshipment of goods, point of origin 
of goods, the content that's in those 
goods, where did it come from? Is it 
what it says it is? If you take a look at 
the protection of intellectual property 
rights, these are the best agreements 
we've ever reached. This is now the 
standard for the world." 

Now I apologize for getting into the 
nuts and bolts of this particular agree
ment, but, after all, not only have I 
looked at all of those pages, not only 
have I read them, but I helped write 
them. 

As my colleagues know, it is not un
common to have a bipartisan working 
relationship in the area of foreign af
fairs or in trade, so Democrats andRe
publicans coming together in this bi
partisan way is not necessarily unique. 
What I hope is unique is that from this 
night forward we continue to try to 
work in a bipartisan way, not just on 
foreign policy, not just on trade agree
ments, but on absolutely necessary do
mestic policy. 

I just also happen to be the ranking 
Republican on the Health Subcommit
tee of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and I cannot tell my colleagues 
how much I would be pleased to come 
to the floor and vote for a bipartisan 
solution to change health care in this 
Nation. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BEILENSON]. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 3450, leg
islation implementing the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement [NAFTA]. 

Seldom have we faced a more signifi
cant vote in Congress; seldom is so 
much at stake. And seldom do we have 
such a clear-cut opportunity to move 
our country forward toward a future 
that offers so much hope for our own 
well-being, as well as for that of our 
neighbors. 

NAFTA deserves our support because 
it will generate more economic growth 
for the United States, as well as Mex
ico and Canada, and create more highly 
paid export-related jobs for American 
workers. It will bring about a closer re
lationship with Mexico, which will en
able us to better address such issues as 
illegal immigration, drug trafficking, 
and environmental protection. And, it 
will strengthen the leadership of the 
United States in world affairs. 

Opening up new markets is the key 
to the creation of jobs and increased 
prosperity. Over the past half dozen 
years, trade exports have been the 
strongest part of our economy, creat
ing about 2 million new American jobs. 

Mexico has already become a vi tally 
important market for United States 
exports. It is now our third leading ex
port market, our second leading mar
ket for manufactured goods, and our 
third leading market for agricultural 
products. Export to Mexico have more 

than tripled in the past 6 years-from 
$12 billion in 1987 to almost $42 billion 
last year. Six years ago, we had a $5.7 
trillion trade deficit with Mexico; now 
we have a $5.4 billion trade surplus. 
More than 700,000 U.S. jobs are now 
supported by exports to that country. 

By removing the remaining barriers 
to trade with Mexico-particularly by 
reducing Mexican tariffs, which are 2¥2 
times higher than ours-this accord 
presents a golden opportunity to build 
on our success in supplying the vast 
and growing Mexican market. 

NAFTA's approval will ensure Mex
ico the flow of investment capital it 
needs to sustain a growth rate of 6 or 7 
percent a year. In another 15 years or 
so, Mexico will have a trillion dollar 
economy-almost double the size of our 
biggest current customer, Canada-and 
guarantee American business unre
stricted access to all that purchasing 
power. We will be creating a huge mar
ket right next door, for which the Unit
ed States will be the best-situated, 
most-favored, supplier of goods and 
services. Because Mexico's barriers will 
only be reduced for United States and 
Canadian products, and not for Asian 
or European ones, most of the benefits 
of this rapidly growing market will go 
to U.S. companies. 

If investors in Mexico are largely 
American, as they will be if NAFTA is 
approved, the equipment going into 
new plants, the construction compa
nies building them, and the parts and 
the intermediate materials used for 
production will probably come from 
the United States. That will promote 
long-term as well as short-term U.S. 
job gains. Otherwise, new investment, 
along with parts, capital equipment, 
and engineering, is likely to come from 
Japan and Europe. If that happens, 
Mexico could be turned into a foreign
export platform aimed at the United 
States. 

Under NAFTA, many more export 
jobs for Americans will be created, and 
since export jobs pay 17 percent more 
than the average for the whole econ
omy, those will be high-paying jobs. 
And, American consumers will benefit 
from lower prices on goods and services 
from Mexico. 

In California, where the recession has 
been more severe and long-lasting than 
most other States, NAFTA will be par
ticularly advantageous. Between 1987 
and 1992, exports to Mexico from our 
State grew by nearly 200 percent, more 
than exports to any other country. A 
very large share of those exports have 
been from California's high-technology 
sectors such as industrial machines, 
computers, and electronic equipment. 
NAFTA will generate even more 
growth for those products. 

Opponents argue that if NAFTA is 
approved, more companies will move 
their production to Mexico to take ad
vantage of cheaper labor. But just the 
opposite is true. There is nothing to 

stop companies from moving to Mexico 
right now. Some that relocate there do 
so because Mexico's tariff and domestic 
content requirements make it nec
essary for United States businesses to 
relocate to Mexico in order to sell 
there. NAFTA will prohibit those re
quirements, thus allowing for the first 
time American companies to ship prod
ucts to Mexico that have been produced 
in the United States. 

In addition, hundreds of thousands of 
small and medi urn-sized firms in the 
United States-which create 80 percent 
of the new jobs in the United States
would have access to the Mexican mar
ket for the first time. Most are now un
able to do business in Mexico because 
they lack the time and resources need
ed to contend with Mexican trade bar
riers. 

Besides being good for our economy, 
NAFTA will also be good for our rela
tionships with other nations. It will 
promote a closer relationship not only 
with Mexico, but also with our neigh
bors throughout the Western Hemi
sphere who are hoping for improved 
trade with us in the future, and who 
are watching this vote closely as a sign 
of our willingness to increase trade 
with them. 

A prosperous and growing Mexican 
economy will help that nation cement 
its considerable progress toward eco
nomic and political reforms, which will 
lead to more cooperation with Mexico 
in addressing such issues as drug traf
ficking, illegal immigration, and envi
ronmental protection. 

lllegal immigration, which is placing 
an enormous strain on communities in 
sou them California, will be eased by 
NAFTA-not just because there will be 
greater cooperation between the two 
countries, but also because NAFTA 
will generate more and better job op
portunities in Mexico. By doing so, it 
will help stem the tide of Mexicans who 
enter the United States illegally in 
search of jobs. 

Economic growth in Mexico will also 
provide that country with the re
sources it needs to enforce environ
mental laws. New rules for solving dif
ferences over environmental matters 
will ensure that our own high stand
ards are not compromised. And, if Mex
ico fails to enforce its environmental 
laws, its government would be fined; if 
violations persist, trade sanctions 
could follow. 

This is the first trade agreement to 
use fines and trade sanctions to back 
up environmental protection. In fact, 
the degree to which environmental 
considerations have been addressed in 
this accord is unprecedented; it is the 
most environmentally responsible 
agreement we have ever negotiated. 
Significantly, its approval will set a 
standard for incorporating environ
mental · considerations into future 
trade agreements the United States ne
gotiates. 
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And, finally, Mr. Chairman, the issue 

before us today, in a very real sense, is 
about much more than NAFTA, impor
tant as that agreement is to our econ
omy. 

It is about our place in the world, and 
the role we will play, and the way oth
ers see us. 

It is about American political leader
ship in the post-cold war world, and 
whether or not we still believe in the 
open markets and increasingly freer 
trade we have been working toward for 
these past decades. 

It is about how the United States 
will relate to the rest of the wor19 in 
the years ahead-as an optimistic, con
fident, competitive leader and trading 
partner, or as a frightened, defeatist, 
and unreliable nation which is unwill
ing to act in its own national interest, 
and in the interest, as well, of market
oriented growth and democratic politi
cal reform in the developing nations of 
the world-particularly of our neigh
bors to the south, whose dramatic re
forms of the past decade deserve our 
strongest support and approbation. 

Approval of NAFTA will point our 
Nation in the right direction: toward 
the opening of world markets to trade 
and investment, and the economic ben
efits our Nation and others will reap as 
a result, and toward retaining and 
strengthening our Nation's leadership 
in world affairs. 

This is a truly momentous occasion. 
It is one of those defining moments in 
our history, and I hope and pray that 
we respond in a manner befitting the 
proud history of this great Nation. Our 
decision will determine whether we go 
on in the post-cold war era with con
fidence and optimism-or whether we 
retreat from our obligations to others, 
as well as to ourselves. The world still 
needs us; let us not turn away from our 
ideals, and our responsibilities. 

Mr. Chairman, for the sake of the 
economic well-being of our people, our 
national security, and our leadership in 
the world, it is essential that we ap
prove H.R. 3450. I urge my colleagues to 
vote for this important legislation. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. McHALE]. 

Mr. McHALE. Mr. Chairman, by in
sisting upon a renegotiation of 
NAFTA, the United States has an un
precedented opportunity to promote 
not only free trade and economic pros
perity, but to renew our nation's his
toric commitment to democratic 
equality, individual liberty, and the 
empowerment of workers within a free 
market system, both in our own Nation 
and in Mexico. 

The North American Free-Trade 
Agreement, now before us, seeks to 
achieve profit through the abandon
ment of principle. If NAFTA is ratified 
in its current form, Mexican wages will 
continue to be artificially suppressed 
by that government's authoritarian 

economic policies; U.S. workers, no 
matter how skilled or productive, will 
be fatally undercut by an intolerable 
wage differential; unacceptable, though 
cost-effective, environmental degrada
tion will continue in Mexico, placing 
United States companies at a severe 
competitive disadvantage; and finally, 
investment capital, so desperately 
needed to modernize United States in
dustry, will be attracted south to the 
low wage, high pollution manufactur
ing climate in Mexico. 

Some day, in the not too distant fu
ture, I hope to vote for a renegotiated 
NAFTA agreement, one that will pro
tect fair labor standards and the inter
national environment, eliminate all 
trade barriers between the United 
States, Canada and Mexico, while pro
tecting people as well as corporate 
profits. The current NAFTA agreement 
fails to meet that challenge and nei
ther political pressure nor name call
ing by editorial writers will cause me 
to change my mind. With my vote on 
NAFTA today, I will defend the highly 
skilled, decently paid, working men 
and women of the Lehigh Valley's 
labor-intensive industries, including 
the more than 20,000 citizens employed 
in steel, trucking, and apparel. These 
citizens built the Lehigh Valley. They 
must not be abandoned. They are not 
expendable. 

Enhancing one company's profit need 
not come at the expense of another 
company's very existence. I will, there
fore, vote "no" on this NAFTA. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]. 

0 1910 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, a major newspaper en
dorsing NAFTA characterized the con
troversy by quoting FDR, and said, 
"The only thing we have to fear is fear 
itself." Indeed, fear of the unknown. 

Clearly no agreement of this mag
nitude could have a wholly beneficial 
effect for any of the nations involved. 
However, I believe that the agreement 
will be ultimately beneficial to our Na
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, NAFTA will help to 
bring about environmental improve
ments in Mexico and along the border. 
NAFTA will increase protection of nat
ural resources and will preserve and in
crease environmental standards. It pro
vides for increased public participation 
in environmental decisionmaking. 
NAFTA-inspired economic growth in 
Mexico will provide it the wherewithal 
to better enforce its environmental 
laws. 

NAFTA will further reduce Mexican 
tariffs on United States goods, helping 
to expand our export markets there 
and bringing about a net increase in 
jobs in the United States. The agree-

ment also phases out Mexico's non
tariff barriers and removes incentives 
for United States companies to move 
to Mexico. 

Look at what President Salinas' ef
forts to lower tariffs and open up Mexi
co's economy have done in my own 
State. More that 15,000 Maryland jobs 
are supported by United States trade 
with Canada and Mexico, and in 1992 
alone, 1,000 jobs in Maryland were sup
ported by the State's growing market 
in Mexico. Between 1987 and 1992, 
Maryland's exports to Mexico grew by 
248 percent; that is more than 100 per
cent faster than Maryland's exports to 
the rest of the world. Removal of re
maining Mexican import tariffs under 
NAFTA offers the opportunity for in
creasing Maryland, and American, jobs 
and exports to Mexico. 

As a strong advocate of human rights 
and environmental concerns, I am 
pleased that the debate on NAFTA has 
focused attention on the state of af
fairs in Mexico. I hope that this inter
est in human rights and the environ
ment in Mexico continue into the fu
ture regardless of the final disposition 
ofNAFTA. 

I will not dispute the claims of 
NAFTA's opponents that Mexico has 
less than ideal guarantees of human 
rights, labor rights, environmental en
forcement, and democratic participa
tion. However, the defeat of NAFTA is 
a vote for status quo-it will do noth
ing to address these problems; on the 
contrary, passage of NAFTA is a vote 
for progress-it offers the best pros
pects for addressing Mexico's short
comings in these areas. 

In the coming weeks, Mexico's ruling 
party will choose its candidate for the 
presidency of Mexico. If NAFTA is de
feated, the Salinas economic reforms, 
which have allowed for the tremendous 
growth of exports and related jobs in 
the United States, as well as greater 
economic freedom in Mexico, will be 
discontinued, and the party and the 
country will move back toward the 
left. Under these conditions, President 
Salinas' successor will be in no posi
tion to renegotiate a new NAFTA. Pas
sage of this NAFTA, now, will help as
sure the continuation of Mexico's 
movement toward a freer economy, 
which is inextricably linked to the 
growth and development of greater po
ll tical freedom and democracy. 

If you want more American jobs, a 
cleaner border, and a freer Mexico, I 
urge you to join me in support of 
NAFTA to preserve United States lead
ership in the world. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Philadelphia, PA, Mr. 
WELDON. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Chairman, I voted 
for fast track 2 years ago. I voted for 
fast track because we were led to be
lieve that we would get a straight
forward agreement that would lower 
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tariffs, remove trade barriers, be one 
that we could all understand that was 
simple in nature, ye go to the heart of 
the concern that all of us had, to im
prove trade relations with Mexico. 

We were told there should be no 
chance for amendments, because the 
Congress would load the package up 
with all kinds of protectionist provi
sions. We were told the side agree
ments would be simple and straight
forward and enforceable and would im
prove working conditions and environ
mental regulations. 

Mr. Chairman, let us look at what we 
have. This is the simple document, 
thousands of pages of regulations and 
detailed analysis, that most of us have 
not had a chance to read and fully un
derstand. 

It is loaded with protectionism. It is 
a free trade agreement that is going to 
provide protectionism for wine, for cit
rus, for sugar, for glass, for home appli
ances, for peanuts, for sugar beets, for 
asparagus, and tons of other products, 
when we are told it is a free trade 
agreement. 

But beyond that, we have grants for 
roads, bridges, mass transit, C17s, and a 
$17 million tax forgiveness for the 
Honda Motor Corp. 

Mr. Chairman, on top of that, we 
have been told the side agreements are 
really legitimate documents. But what 
did the Secretary of Commerce from 
Mexico tell the Mexican Parliament? 
He said to them, "The time frame of 
the process makes it impossible that 
sanctions will ever occur.'' 

Mr. Chairman, if the Mexicans do not 
take the side agreements to task, and 
if they do not think they are really 
valid, then how can we? 

Mr. Chairman, this is not what I 
voted for 2 years ago. This is not a fast 
track free trade agreement. This is a 
protectionist free trade agreement that 
is running and being passed under the 
guise of being some kind of new agree
ment with Mexico. 

This agreement was brought by the 
last minute details of this administra
tion with Members of this body, and I 
am ashamed to say that is what is 
going to pass it tonight, because it can
not be defeated. We should start over 
and we should do what we set out to do 
2 years ago, and pass a real free trade 
agreement. I would vote for that. 

Approximately 1 month ago I had a 
personal visit with the CEO of a large 
Pennsylvania-based food corporation. 
During the course of our 30 minute con
versation about NAFTA we both agreed 
on the benefits of a free-trade agree
ment with Mexico that would enhance 
the free flow of goods and services and 
minimize tariffs. The CEO spoke elo
quently about his company's plans, and 
to be honest, I was impressed with his 
assertion that hundreds of jobs had 
been created due to expanded trade 
with Mexico. 

I then asked the $64,000 question: 
"What do you employees think about 

NAFTA?" The CEO replied "Well, 
they're against it." 

And so it's been all over Pennsylva
nia and the Nation. Corporate execu
tives tout their support of NAFTA 
while workers in the same organiza
tions lead the fight in opposition. And, 
at least in my experience, the opposi
tion has not just come from organized 
labor. This is an issue which has ener
gized the grassroots. While the mail 
and telephone calls have dropped from 
the 10-to-1 ratio of opposition, they 
still run overwhelmingly against 
NAFTA. 

I have heard too many stories from 
too many credible sources to dismiss 
the concerns of American workers. Ac
cordingly, I will vote against NAFTA. 

In my discussions with business and 
labor leaders, I have become convinced 
that significant job losses will occur if 
NAFTA is passed. One Philadelphia 
based company wrote that they would 
face two choices if NAFTA were 
passed-close the factory and import 
from Mexico or move to Mexico for a 10 
year payroll savings of $5 million. This 
is a 100-year-old company with annual 
sales around $50 million. Another 
former plant manager saw NAFTA as 
"a vehicle for large corporations to use 
as a common denominator to take 
plants to the countries that have the 
lowest pay scales and poorest working 
conditions without their local govern
ment objection". 

Most polls have shown the American 
people to be extremely skeptical of 
NAFTA. Not everyone is a blue-chip 
economist, but the American people 
have shown a great wisdom and com
mon sense when deciding issues like 
this. And the American people are not 
convinced, not by former Presidents, or 
Secretaries of State, or by editorials or 
talking heads. Why are they so resist
ant? 

Two years ago, I voted to give the 
President "fast track" authority to 
allow the President to negotiate 
NAFTA without congressional inter
ference. I did so in the hopes that we 
would get a relatively simple agree
ment that reduced and eliminated 
trade barriers in a straightforward 
manner. My career in public service 
has consistently been based on the no
tion that free and fair trade is tlie best 
and quickest way to improve the qual
ity of life for all our citizens. 

Just in the last year, for example, I 
have focused on United States private 
economic investment in the former So
viet Union. This type of beneficial 
trade is far superior to American for
eign aid, paid for the taxpayers. I firm
ly believe a similar strategy will work 
in Mexico. 

Certainly, over the last 20 years I 
could point to over 30,000 manufactur
ing jobs that we have lost along our in
dustrial corridor. These jobs, it is true, 
left without NAFTA. But many of 
these jobs left due to unfair foreign 

competition-like the American Vis
cose plant-or more attractive condi
tions in other countries--like Westing
house. 

My hope was that NAFTA would pro
vide an enforceable mechanism to en
sure that Mexic~and eventually all of 
Latin America-would move rapidly to 
improve working conditions, enhance 
environmental regulations and fully 
support human rights in a truly free 
democracy. 

After close scrutiny, I have con
cluded that NAFTA does none of the 
above. The labor and environmental 
side agreements that have been so 
highly touted by the Clinton adminis
tration are so unenforceable as to be 
almost meaningless. Even the Mexican 
Secretary of Commerce mocked the 
side agreements in recently assuring 
Mexican legislators that "the time 
frame of the process makes it very im
probable that the stage of sanctions 
could ever be reached." 

I repeatedly tried to clarify these and 
other concerns with the administration 
for the last month. When Dr. Laura 
Tyson called to ask for my support of 
NAFTA in September, I asked at that 
time-and repeatedly since-to have 
she and Trade Representative Mickey 
Cantor travel to the Delaware Valley 
for a face to face meeting with me and 
labor and environmental leaders to ad
dress these concerns. Needless to say, 
that meeting never happened. 

Unfortunately, what has happened 
has been a "free for all" between Mem
bers of Congress and the White House 
to buy support for this failed agree
ment. Over 39 separate "deals" have 
been cut involving over 100 House 
Members to insert special provisions 
that, in many cases, have nothing to do 
with free trade. 

This agreement also contains scores 
of little goodies for favored companies 
and industries. Deep within the 2,000-
page document are pork provisions 
funding regional animal health centers 
and regional trade centers, sweetheart 
deals for the sugar, wheat, and citrus 
industries, and a $17 million tax break 
for Honda Motors. 

NAFTA supporters claim that the 
agreement will help ease our burgeon
ing problems with illegal immigration. 
However, in a recent trip to Los Ange
les with my friend and colleague ELTON 
GALLEGLY [R-CA] I learned that 
N AFTA would likely have the opposite 
effect. In fact, Alan Nelson, Commis
sioner of the U.S. Immigration and 
Naturalization Service under President 
Reagan, has said "lllegal flow (of im
migrants) will increase with NAFTA, 
at least for the next 15 years." Many 
Californians, including Congressman 
GALLEGLY-whose southern California 
District is hard hit with illegal immi
grants--shares that assessment. 

While much is made of potential job 
losses under NAFTA, barely touched 
upon has been the cost of NAFTA to 
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the U.S. Treasury. I have yet to hear 
one Republican supporter of NAFTA 
propose new taxes to pay for the agree
ment nor one Democrat supporter pro
pose spending cuts to offset increased 
costs. We know that cleaning up the 
polluted United States-Mexican border 
will cost billions, and the loss of tariff 
revenues also impacts the budget. The 
President has only announced a partial 
funding mechanism-levying a $1.50 
surcharge on all travel by air and sea 
into our borders. This will cover only a 
fraction of the total costs of NAFTA. 

In the final analysis, we need to look 
at the impact of this N AFTA on the 
American worker. As someone born 
and raised in a blue collar family and 
community, I know first-hand what it 
means to a community to lose a plant 
that employs hundreds of workers. I 
am afraid that if NAFTA is passed, 
thousands of towns across America will 
see plants close and jobs leave. 

Labor productivity in Mexico's ex
port industries is typically 80 percent 
of U.S. levels, while wages are 10 to 15 
percent. This encourages manufactur
ers to produce their goods in Mexico to 
sell in the United States. I am con
vinced that industries will move to 
Mexico if NAFT A is passed. This has 
already cost roughly 500,000 jobs with a 
strong downward pressure on wages. 
Certainly, not all industries will have 
an incentive to move, only those who 
pay a relatively high percentage of 
their costs in wages and whose labor 
force is largely unskilled. The worker 
who makes sophisticated electronics 
parts for stereos won't be threatened 
by NAFTA, but the guy who assembles 
them will be. 

In fact, the move is already under
way to siphon off these jobs. So-called 
"relocation firms" are already working 
with companies to set up operations in 
Mexico in anticipation of NAFTA. One 
such firm, American Industries Reloca
tion Services, located here in Philadel
phia, boasts in a letter to corporate 
leaders that "we can have your com
pany successfully set up a facility in 
Mexico." 

In October, when President Clinton 
sought pledges from major corpora
tions not to move jobs to Mexico, not a 
single one signed up. When the Roper 
polling company asked corporate ex
ecutives in 1992 if they would "shift 
some production to Mexico-if NAFTA 
is ratified," 40 percent answered that 
this was 'very' or 'somewhat' likely. 
For large companies, that figure was 55 
percent. 

Why would NAFTA encourage com
panies to move that have not already 
done so? The answer lies in the added 
stability and lower risk to businesses 
due to the agreement's guarantee of 
business-friendly policies. While some 
job loss is inevitable with any trade 
agreement, we are not prepared for the 
massive economic shift we will experi
ence with NAFTA. 

I am convinced that it is in our best 
interests to pass a North American 
Free Trade Agreement. I am not con
vinced that this is the best that we can 
do. Working together we can do better 
for Mexico, for America, and most im
portantly, for the U.S. workers who 
will be most severely impacted by our 
actions. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. LAUGHLIN], a 
powerful member of the Committee on 
Public Works. 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to recognize the many con
tributions made by the chairman of the 
House Agriculture Committee, KIKA DE 
LA GARZA, for insuring a future of 
American agriculture, and thank him 
for his statement earlier today which 
highlighted the arguments against 
NAFTA based on emotion rather than 
the facts. 

The facts are: American Agriculture 
impacts almost every job and business 
in small towns all across America. Sec
ond, many say that only States near 
the Mexican border will benefit from 
NAFTA. 

Not true. 
Consider these two examples: 
The State of Michigan, since 1987 

when President Salinas started reduc
ing tariffs, has seen its sales to Mexico 
increase 51 percent. 

Last year Michigan sold $1.6 billion 
in goods to Mexico. Those sales reflect 
jobs which produced those goods. In 
fact, Mexico ranked as Michigan's sec
ond largest foreign market in 1991. 

·The State of Ohio's exports to Mexico 
grew 137 percent from 1987 to 1991. In 
1991, Ohio ranked 9th among our 50 
States in the value of sales to Mexico. 

In deciding on NAFTA we must all 
remember the words of President John 
F. Kennedy upon his arrival in Mexico 
City on June 29, 1962: "While geography 
has made us neighbors, tradition has 
made us friends. Economics has made 
us partners ... " Mexico is our neighbor 
and we should treat Mexico as a neigh
bor and friend. We should want to do 
business with our friend and neighbor. 
We Americans take pride in being de
cent to our neighbors but listening to 
some on the floor today it sounded as if 
they were talking about an enemy. 

We are not talking about trade with 
Mars, Russia, China, Germany or 
France or Japan; We are talking about 
trade with our next door neighbor who 
has demonstrated a desire to purchase 
American goods produced by American 
workers. 

A vote for NAFTA is a vote for Amer
ica's economic future. 

Mr. Chairman, a vote for NAFTA 
makes us a better economic partner 
with our neighbors. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL], a 
senior member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I can
not support NAFTA. I cannot support 
it in its present form. But it is a con
cept that I think is very exciting, and 
I can see how so many people would 
grab it. 

It seems as though by removing the 
trade barriers what we would be able to 
do is to encourage investment into 
Mexico and to take these poor people, 
these untrained people, and train them, 
push them to be more productive, to 
expand them into the middle class. And 
by doing this, you would increase their 
consuming appetite. After they reach 
this part in their life and their econ
omy, they will then be able to purchase 
our exports. That means that while we 
do lose the· jobs that we have, that we 
should be expecting many more jobs, 
high tech jobs, for bankers, investment 
bankers, insurance companies, and ad
vertisers. 

The problem that I have with this 
concept is that if it is good enough for 
Mexico, why is it not good enough for 
my district? Why is it that we have 
throughout these inner cities young 
people, that when you talk about a job, 
you know that you do not mean them? 
If we can apply this concept to Mexico, 
I think we ought to be doing it right 
here at home. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], one of our 
hardest working members of the Sub
committee on Trade. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment and ask unanimous consent tore
vise and extend my remarks. 

The small and medium-sized Con
necticut businesses that I am proud to 
represent need NAFTA. With defense 
downsizing and a prolonged recession 
in our State, the road to job growth 
and economic strength is paved with 
exports. 

Ask those many small companies I 
represent that have already been ap
proached by Mexican businessmen 
wanting to buy their products because 
they are such high quality and so rea
sonably priced. 

NAFTA unlocks new markets, 
awards our products a preferred posi
tion in those markets, and protects 
sensitive sectors from sudden, disrup
tive change. For these three reasons, 
NAFTA means jobs and economic 
growth for Connecticut and America. 

The evidence is clear that NAFTA 
will create expanded markets. Since 
1987, United St.ates exports to Mexico 
have shot up as tariffs have come 
down. With NAFTA, many more prod
ucts and services from our factories 
and offices will flow to Mexico because 
those 10 and 15 percent tariffs that cur
rently make our goods noncompetitive 
in Mexico will disappear. NAFTA opens 
markets. NAFTA creates jobs. 

Second, NAFTA awards key Amer
ican products a preferred position in 
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the three-nation market. Clear rules of 
origin and tough tracing requirements 
will stimulate demand for more Amer
ican manufactured products and, as our 
goods become more visible in Mexico, 
Mexican distributors will sell them 
throughout Latin America, creating in
creasing demand for American prod
ucts and still more jobs in this country 
and Mexico. 

Finally, import-sensitive sectors are 
protected from swift changes in trading 
patterns through strong snap back pro
visions in the agreement. If a particu
lar industry is harmed by a surge in 
imports from Mexico, our folks are 
shielded by an unprecedented mecha
nism designed to give American pro
ducers the time and market support to 
adjust and compete. 

This agreement is good for American 
workers; it is the culmination of long, 
hard negotiating by people like Carla 
Hills, Mickey Kantor, Rufus Yerxa, 
Chip Roh; a team of which we can be 
proud. It will expand our markets and 
jobs, boost economic opportunity for us 
and future generations, and continue 
U.S. economic leadership and the sta
bility it provides in a tense and trou
bled world. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of 
NAFTA. It is in America's interest and 
in the interest of international pros
perity and peace. 

Mr. Chairman, I also wish to focus in more 
detail on two aspects of the agreement that 
have been too little pondered in this debate, 
both of which make us far better off under 
NAFT A than without it. 

One aspect is the package of provisions 
that will moderate the impact on American 
producers of a surge in Mexican exports. 

Recognizing America's painful experience 
with Japanese imports that literally devastated 
such sectors as autos, machine tools, and 
bearings, this agreement does for other sen
sitive sectors what voluntary restraint agree
ments did for machine tools, steel, and autos. 
VRAs were a real battle to pass, but through 
them, some of our critical industries gained 
the time they needed to become more produc
tive and modernize both their technology and 
products. By stretching out the years to adjust 
to competition from lower cost, foreign-made 
products, and by forcing a slowdown in im
ports during this period-and thereby protect
ing a portion of our markets for ourselves-we 
literally saved, for example, the American ma
chine tool industry. 

NAFTA builds on that experience and, for 
the first time, builds in effective "snap back" 
protection for American businesses facing im
port surges from Mexico. Under NAFT A, tariffs 
and other protections "snap back" if increas
ing imports injure U.S. businesses, and the 
adjustment period is lengthened to better 
make American companies regain competitive
ness. Of course, it is not lengthened indefi
nitely, but experience indicates that American 
industries become competitive with time to ad
just and additional capital. 

Change is inevitable. Do you want change 
with no mechanism for controlling the pace of 
change and moderating its impact? 

The second reason that we are better off 
with NAFT A than without it, is that it contains 
strong rules of origin and tough tracing provi
sions that advantage many American manu
factured goods. If NAFT A ·fails, Mexico will still 
open its markets to foreign investors and re
duce tariffs gradually. It will do this through bi
lateral agreements because it must have out
side goods and capital to modernize and im
prove both the standard of living of its people 
and the quality of the environment. Through 
bilateral agreements, Mexico will put Asian, 
American, and European goods on equal foot
ing; Asian and European goods however, will 
be able to pour over our border with low or 
zero tariffs, costing jobs. 

With NAFT A, we will enjoy protection 
ag,ainst the harsh effects of too rapid change 
though "snapback" safeguards and actually 
give our products a preferred or ~dvantaged 
position in this period of global change 
through content requirements. For example, 
only autos with 62.5 percent domestic content 
can enjoy tariff-free movement, and since we 
are by far the biggest auto parts producer of 
the three NAFT A countries, this content re
quirement-giving preference only to parts 
from our three countries-will benefit us. 

Not only will such high domestic content 
autos supply Mexico, but through Mexico, they 
also will supply the rapidly growing South 
American market. Mexico is not looking just to 
buy American products for its own consump
tion. It hopes to be a major distributor of U.S. 
and all three-nations' goods throughout South 
America. 

In sum, NAFT A opens markets, gives our 
products a preferred position in those markets, 
and protects sensitive sectors from too rapid 
change. By expanding markets and creating 
new demand for us to ship product, it assures 
jobs in my Connecticut district and will create 
jobs in the years ahead throughout America. 

At stake is this country's leadership role in 
world trade and our continuing ability to com
pete with industries around the globe. No 
amount of hand-wringing and doom-saying 
can obscure the fact that Americans are win
ners and stand to gain ground under NAFT A. 

Stripped to its essentials, NAFT A simply re
duces Mexico's high tariffs and other legal 
barriers currently imposed on United States 
and Canadian products headed for that coun
try. By knocking down these artificial walls, the 
volume of American products shipped into 
Mexico will increase substantially-and that 
means greater job security and ultimately 
more jobs for United States workers, from 
Torrington, CT, to Tuscaloosa, AL. 

Recent history tells the story very plainly. 
Since Mexican President Salinas began cut
ting tariffs on United States-made goods in 
1986, our trade balance has jumped from a 
negative $6 billion to a positive $7 billion this 
year. In other words, in a matter of just 6 
years, U.S. workers are cranking out an addi
tional $13 billion in goods to be sold south of 
the border. 

Other facts that get lost in the overheated 
rhetoric: 

The Mexican people buy 35 percent more 
per capita from the United States than the far 
more wealthy Europeans; 

Since Mexico began reducing its tariff bar
riers to U.S. goods in 1986, exports to Mexico 

have grown 24 percent annually. And, NAFTA 
will make permanent President Salinas' ac
tions and assures continual reductions in bar
riers; and 

Seventy cents of every dollar spent by the 
Mexicans on imports are spent on products 
made in the United States of America. 

What does this mean for the Connecticut 
workers I am privileged to represent? Our rel
atively small State sent Mexico 280 million 
dollars' worth of goods in 1992, and exports to 
Mexico grew 140 percent between 1987 and 
1992. Connecticut's exports to Canada have 
grown 75 percent over the same period," to 
$1.3 billion in 1992. This export growth to our 
North American trading partners has created 
12,300 new jobs in Connecticut alone. All told, 
over 41 ,000 Connecticut workers owe their 
jobs to exports to Mexico and Canada. Be
cause NAFT A makes permanent the changes 
that created this increase in trade and jobs, 
and because NAFT A will expand the kind of 
promise that made this growth possible, it 
spells mare exports and jobs for Connecticut 
and every other state. 

Connecticut is a State of small manufactur
ers. Of our 6,500 firms, 5,300 have fewer than 
50 employees. The companies that make us a 
manufacturing State do not have the capital to 
build in Mexico nor do they want to do busi
ness under Mexico's complicated laws and 
regulations. But they do make high quality, 
competitive products and many already have 
received orders from new Mexican customers. 

Moreover, the environmental benefits of the 
treaty cannot be denied. Without NAFT A, 
timely funding for the multi-billion dollar border 
plan that commits Mexico to far-reaching envi
ronmental cleanup will be imperiled. Just as 
serious, pressure to improve enforcement of 
Mexico's generally strong environmental laws 
will dissipate and the losers will be everyone 
in North America. 

I firmly believe I owe it to the people of Con
necticut to vote for an agreement that will ex
pand our markets and jobs, boost economic 
opportunity for us and future generations, and 
continue U.S. economic leadership and the 
stability it provides in a tense and troubled 
world. 

I urge passage of the North American Free
Trade Agreement. It is in America's interest 
and in the interest of international prosperity, 
peace, and friendship. 

D 1920 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

Ph minutes to the very distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. APPLEGATE]. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. APPLEGATE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. APPLEGATE] is recog
nized for 2¥2 minutes. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Chairman, the 
road to hell is paved with good inten
tions. NAFTA may well be well-in
tended. The side agreements are well
intentioned. But it is not intended for 
the American worker. 

I believe in free trade and fair trade 
for Mexico. I think we all do. But this 
does not cut the muster. And the 
shame of all of this, it all breaks down 
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in the eleventh hour, what we are de
bating about, the fate of the Nation, 
rests on a deal cut with tomatoes, pea
nuts, wheat and orange juice. 

Let me tell my colleagues this: We 
should be talking about jobs. 

Let me tell Members about this little 
report that was not released but came 
under the Department of Commerce 
under the Bush administration. They 
estimated that the United States 
would lost 40 percent of the remaining 
jobs in the automobile industry, in the 
steel industry, and textile industry and 
the apparel industry, if NAFTA passes. 
And folks, we have already lost 3 mil
lion jobs since 1980. 

So then, after all of this is said and 
done, the jobs are gone. What do we 
have? We have the question of taxes. 

Well, we have got good news and bad 
news. The bad news is that it is going 
to cost us $30 billion more in new taxes 
to pick up the cost of NAFTA. The 
good news is that we will be paying 
less, because our paycheck is going to 
be less. 

My colleagues, this deal was cut with 
the devil. This is an autocracy that we 
are dealing with, not a democracy. It 
was a contrived and manipulated econ
omy to keep the elite in power and 
keep the elite in money and to keep 
the Mexican workers depressed in the 
gulag neighborhoods. 

Why, 0 why, do we think that the 
autocrats are going to give all this up? 
Why does the United States have this 
great love affair with Latin American 
dictators? 

Well, folks, let us say this, what are 
we going to give to the American peo
ple for Thanksgiving? What kind of a 
gift? Are we going to give them 
NAFTA? Is that what we want to give? 
Is this our thanks to the American 
workers, those who have given every
thing to us? 

They are the ones who are going to 
get gobbled up on Thanksgiving Day. 
And with all the dressing we stuff in 
this bird, it still ain't going to fly. 

Happy Thanksgiving, America. 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I 'yield 

one-half minute to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, this evening we must vote for our 
future, not for the status quo. We must 
vote for NAFTA. 

NAFTA is not a perfect trade agree
ment. It is a good trade agreement. 
NAFTA will expand access for our do
mestic products, while protecting them 
from import surges from our neighbors. 
NAFTA will also improve our environ
ment and solidify the close and impor
tant relationship with our neighbors. 
In other words, NAFTA is the right 
agreement for the future of America. 

If we reject NAFTA, it will send a 
signal to our other trading partners 
that we are fearful of international 
competition. Why should we be afraid 
of international competition? Because 

of international competition, Amer
ican products, whether from agri
culture or manufacturing, are in de
mand around the world. NAFT A will 
not change that fact. 

Once the Mexican market is opened, 
demand for United States goods will in
crease tremendously. That is what our 
international competitors are afraid of. 
That is why they hope we will reject 
NAFTA. 

We cannot stand still, afraid to move 
into the future and permit the rest of 
the world to pass us by. A vote against 
NAFTA is a vote for the status quo. 
What will the status quo bring. It will 
not stop job losses. It will not suddenly 
clean the environment along the Unit
ed States Mexican border. It will not 
change the political system in Mexico. 
A vote against NAFTA will not do any
thing about the issues that the NAFTA 
opponents have raised today. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time that we ap
proach NAFTA based on what we know 
is true about our capabilities, not 
based on fears about our inabilities. It 
is time that we approach NAFTA based 
on what we know about the abilities of 
the United States to compete in the 
international marketplace. It is time 
that we come together and support 
NAFTA. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gentle
woman from Florida [Ms. BROWN]. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I rise today in strong opposition 
to the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. This agreement is bad for 
my district, bad for the State of Flor
ida, and bad for the country. 

Too many hard-working people in my 
State and across the Nation have no 
jobs. In Florida we daily see the toll 
that base closures and corporate 
downsizing have on jobs. Now is not the 
time to start a program that encour
ages our companies to move to Mexico. 

And let us be clear about this bill, it 
is a job killer. 

But don't believe me. The Congres
sional Budget Office and the Joint Eco
nomic Committee have said the 
NAFTA will cost American workers 
500,000 jobs. In case anyone missed it I 
said 500,000 American jobs. 

But don't believe me. Listen to what 
the executives at the top manufactur
ing companies said to the Wall Street 
Journal-40 percent of these executives 
said they will move their work to Mex
ico if NAFTA passes. 

But don't believe me. Listen to what 
Business Week, one of the strongest ad
vocates of NAFTA, said in its latest 
edition. The Business Week cover story 
said, and I quote: "Companies would 
disappear, jobs vanish, and the pain 
would be widespread." 

But don't believe me. The Mexican 
Government's largest development 
bank said that its goal was to. "obtain 
companies wherein all of the manufac
turing operations will be relocated to 

Mexico to take advantage of savings in 
the cost of labor." 

Mr. Chairman, this bank is funded by 
the same Mexican Government we ne
gotiated this treaty with. 

I must say again to my colleagues 
that this NAFTA is a job killer. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for jobs and 
against NAFTA. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE], the most active gen
tleman on the task force to promote 
NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, we are nearing the 
close of a historic debate. This debate 
about NAFTA takes place against the 
backdrop of historic changes in the 
world. 

The Berlin Wall has been dismantled, 
demolished by the relentless currents 
of democracy. And Yet, a wall remains. 
The wall left standing is not of bricks 
and mortar. It's barriers are not guard
ed by militia. 

But just as surely as the Berlin Wall, 
this wall has restricted freedom and di
vided peoples. It is the wall of protec
tionism-designed by isolationists, 
built with fear, maintained by 
unenlightened self-interest. 

The wall saps America's strength, its 
optimism, its confidence. It arouses the 
darker side in all of us. 

The wall has its guardians, too. 
Mostly out of ignorance and insecurity, 
they defend its structure with every 
tool at their disposal. 

But the American people have re
jected protectionism and isolationism 
before. Fifty years ago, at the end of 
World War .n, the United States ac
knowledged its responsibility to pro
vide leadership in the international 
community. 

We were successful then because we 
had the vision to pursue a stable and 
peaceful international system, to sup
port democratic principles, to advocate 
for free and open markets. Because we 
had that determination, the demo
cratic West outlasted a totalitarian So
viet Union. Today, we live in a safer, 
freer world. Our vision and leadership 
succeeded 

But with today's vote, history, once 
again, knocks at our door. Once again, 
we must answer her call; we must vote 
our economic future. 

By approving NAFTA we tell the 
world that we do not turn our back on 
the American future. 

NAFTA will promote U.S. national 
security, but that is not its only vir
tue. NAFTA will create jobs, but it is 
not only about employment. NAFTA 
will benefit consumers and producers, 
but it is more than buying and selling 
goods. NAFTA will improve the envi
ronment, but it is more than clean air 
and water. 

The sum of NAFTA is greater than 
its component parts. Taken together, 
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NAFTA represents America's oppor
tunity to lead, to set the standard for 
the rest of the world. 

And so, today, we must ask ourselves 
these questions: Will we lead or will we 
be left behind? Will we establish Amer
ica's role in the next century, or will 
we shrink into a confused isolationism? 
Do we fear change or welcome it? 

We stand at a moment frozen in 
time-a moment of choice. To borrow 
from the words of Abraham Lincoln at 
an earlier, critical moment in our his
tory, the world will little note, nor 
long remember what we say here, but 
it can never forget what we will do 
here today. 

Former Secretary of State James 
Baker said it so well a few days ago 
when he said that "Come home, Amer
ica" may be an appealing slogan, but it 
is a true siren song. NAFTA critics 
miss a fundamental truth that has 
been understood by every President in 
modern times. You see, Secretary 
Baker said, America already is at 
home. And that home is called the 
world. 

When President Reagan visited West 
Berlin in June 1987, he stood at the 
Berlin Wall's Brandenburg gate. He ap
pealed to General Secretary Gorbachev 
with these words: "Come here to this 
gate! Mr. Gorbachev, open this gate! 
Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall." 

On the eve of this historic vote, I ap
peal not to a sworn enemy, but to my 
sworn colleagues: Tear down this wall. 
Open freedom,'s gate. 

D 1930 
Mr. MATSUI. Would the chair please 

advise us as to the amount of time 
each of the sides has remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. MATSUI] has 24¥.2 
minutes remammg, the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] has 
291/z minutes remaining, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] has 17¥2 min
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 22 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BECERRA). 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, much 
has been attributed to the NAFTA, 
both bad and good. Somewhere in be
tween lies the truth. There is one thing 
I do know, however. When we wake up 
tomorrow, the essential character of 
this Nation will not have changed, 
whether NAFTA passes or not. The 
same, I believe, can be said about Mex
ico and Canada. 

I cannot think of anyone on either 
side of the NAFTA debate who is op
posed to the goal of achieving free 
trade. For my State, California, trade 
is a source of strength. $2 billion of our 
country's $5 billion trade surplus with 
Mexico is earned by California. Our 
State's exports to Mexico have in
creased nearly 200 percent since 1987. 

The jobs of 1 million Californians are 
due to this State's worldwide trade; 
100,000 of those trade jobs exist because 
of our trade directly with Mexico. 

NAFTA will indeed expand trade, 
both for California and the United 
States, but opponents are correct that 
we cannot sacrifice American workers, 
small business owners, or our maturing 
commitment to the environment solely 
to expand trade. It has taken 11 con
tentious and often very painful months 
to bring this truth to the surface. The 
North American Development Bank 
and a comprehensive worker adjust
ment program are the results of this. 

Mr. Chairman, I am ready to vote for 
this NAFTA, but were it not for the 
steady and tenacious efforts of my 
friends in labor unions, the environ
mental community, and community
based organizations, I know I would 
not have a NAFTA before me to sup
port. 

There is good and bad in this NAFTA, 
but the truth is, we should support it. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the NAFTA before us 
today. While I recognize the reality of 
greater economic integration in North 
America, I believe there is a better way 
than this NAFTA. 

This NAFTA involves more than tar
iff reductions or rules of origin. It is an 
investment strategy to develop Mexi
co's economy with no commensurate 
guarantee for similar investment in 
America's international competitive
ness. 

This NAFTA does not require that 
Mexican wages rise with productivity. 
This NAFTA does not recognize that 
the attractiveness of low wages in Mex
ico will act as a drag on wages in the 
United States. This agreement does not 
require an end to "el pacto,'' which 
Business Week reports "smothers infla
tion and preserves Mexico's huge labor 
cost gap with the United States and 
other producers." This NAFTA does 
not address Mexico's policy of over
valuing its peso, and the expected peso 
devaluation which will erase our trade 
surplus with Mexico. 

This NAFTA is not an agreement be
tween democracies. It does not involve 
any effort to foster free elections and 
independent labor movements, or end 
repression of political opponents and 
the press. This NAFTA does not answer 
the question of who in Mexico can af
ford to buy American products. Indeed, 
the much-ballyhooed growth in United 
States exports to Mexico is driven by 
the shipment of plant equipment and 
parts to Mexican factories for resale in 
the United States, not based on 
consumer goods. The treaty's environ
mental side agreements do not protect 
U.S. environmental laws from being 
challenged as barriers to trade, even 
though this NAFTA creates a United 

States-funded development bank to 
clean up the border. This NAFTA pro
vides even less worker retraining funds 
than President Bush requested. 

In addition, this NAFTA now con
tains a number of things that are far 
removed from the concept of free trade 
that so many of my colleagues have 
spoken of today. It turns out NAFTA is 
a gravy train for agriculture and other 
special interests. If the road to per
dition is paved with good intentions, 
then the road to N AFT A is paved with 
special deals. 

Mr. Chairman, I want a NAFTA that 
recognizes the dis pari ties between 
Mexico's and the United States' eco
nomic and political systems, and in
creases wages on both sides of the bor
der. My opposition is based not on 
fear-although many Rhode Islanders 
are deeply concerned about maintain
ing their standard of living-but on my 
belief that trade agreements should be 
based on America's historical ideals of 
democracy, fairness, and opportunity 
for all working people. 

Mr. Chairman, no one knows whether 
NAFTA will pass until the final vote 
occurs. However, if the agreement 
passes, it is imperative that business 
interests and other NAFTA supporters 
make sure that the rhetoric surround
ing NAFTA comes to fruition. My col
leagues can be assured that if NAFTA 
passes, I will work to ensure that 
working Americans truly benefit from 
this agreement, and that Mexican 
wages, environmental standards, and 
civil rights actually improve. 

At the same time, if NAFTA fails 
today, I will support the administra
tion's effort to rapidly negotiate an al
ternative agreement that fosters fair 
as well as free trade and betters the 
lives of both American and Mexican 
workers. 

Mr. Chairman, for the RECORD I in
clude an article I authored regarding 
NAFTA: 
THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREE

MENT-IT'S A PLOY TO MOVE UNITED STATES 
JOBS TO MEXICO 

(By Jack Reed) 
Now is not the time for NAFTA. In the face 

of increasingly fierce international competi
tion that has already taken away American 
jobs, a rush to send jobs south of the border 
is not the answer. Certainly, it's not the an
swer for thousands of talented Rhode Island
ers searching for a chance to work again or 
struggling families who are barely making it 
on two paychecks. 

NAFTA's defenders point to the current 
trade surplus we enjoy with Mexico as a rea
son to approve NAFTA. These NAFTA boost
ers gladly conclude that further tariff reduc
tions imposed by NAFTA will only increase 
the U.S. trade surplus with Mexico and add 
jobs to our economy. This simplistic view 
distorts both the nature of our current trade 
surplus with Mexico and the nature of 
NAFTA. 

Much of our trade surplus with Mexico re
sults not from relative tariffs, but from a 
highly overvalued peso. The rise in the value 
of the peso since the mid-'80s has made our 
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exports to Mexico cheaper and, alter
natively, our imports from Mexico more ex
pensive. The peso has increased in value be
cause the Mexican government has main
tained high interest rates in order to induce 
an in-flow of short-term capital to finance a 
huge deficit with the rest of the world. This 
is not sustainable. 

Many analysts, including supporters of 
NAFTA, predict an inevitable devaluation of 
the peso after next August's elections in 
Mexico. Such a devaluation, on the order of 
10 percent, would effectively wipe out the av
erage tariff reductions contemplated by 
NAFTA and signal the end of trade surpluses 
built on currency advantage. Indeed, the 
Mexicans have already begun a "creeping de
valuation" of the peso. This fact may ac
count for the present erosion of the U.S. 
trade surplus with Mexico. In the first eight 
months of 1993, it was running at less than 
half the level of 1992. 

If NAFTA was just about tariffs or the 
peso, then we could dismiss it as being inef
fectual or of modest impact. But NAFTA is 
about much more than regulating tariffs. It 
is fundamentally an investment agreement 
designed to make it safer for U.S. companies 
to invest in Mexico. In testimony before the 
House Small Business Committee, Roberto 
Salinas-Leon, a Mexican scholar and pro
ponent of NAFTA said, " ... NAFTA is less 
a trade accord than an investment strategy 
intended to generate resources to finance 
new jobs." Senor Salinas-Leon is talking 
about new jobs in Mexico, not Rhode Island. 

This strategy, combined with the extraor
dinary wage differential between the United 
States and Mexico will be a powerful attrac
tion for U.S. investment. Mexican wages in 
export industries are currently 10 to 15 per
cent of U.S. levels. These low wages exist de
spite significant gains in productivity. Pro
ductivity in Mexican export industries is es
timated at 80 to 100 percent of similar U.S. 
industries. Prof. Hanley Shalken of the Uni
versity of California in San Diego estimates 
that average Mexican labor productivity 
rose 41 percent between 1980 and 1992. In con
trast, the hourly compensation of Mexican 
manufacturing workers in 1992, adjusted for 
inflation, was only 68 percent of 1980 levels. 

Low wages and rapidly improving produc
tivity will be a tremendous draw for the relo
cation of American industry. No Rhode Is
lander who remembers when their grand
parents and parents and uncles and aunts 
went off to the mills-mills now empty or 
sadly underused-has to be reminded of how 
the draw of low wages moved Rhode Island 
mill jobs down to such low-wage states as 
South Carolina and Georgia. 

Defenders of NAFT A will sometimes grudg
ingly admit that some jobs will be lost, but 
they quickly respond that any such losses 
will be offset by Mexican consumption of 
American goods. NAFTA supporters see a 
world where low paid Mexican workers will 
be transformed into an affluent middle class 
that will demand American goods. Such a 
presumption denies the reality of the Mexi
can political culture. 

Mexico is a democracy in form only. In 
substance, it is a one-party, authoritarian 
government. The Institutional Revolution
ary Party (PRI, in the Spanish acronym) 
dominates Mexico today as it has for 64 
years. The PRI will no doubt win the Mexi
can election next August. The only questions 
are the identity of the hand-picked successor 
to President Carlos Salinas de Gortan and 
the level of fraud the PRI will use to win. 

Mexico is a country without strong social 
institutions to ensure that government pol-

icy produces social progress. The "official" 
labor group, the Confederation of Mexican 
Workers, acts as a de [acto arm of the gov
ernment, functioning more to enforce gov
ernment policy than to support its members. 
Since the late '80s, that policy has been to 
support "el pacto," a state-dominated alli
ance of business, labor and peasant organiza
tions. As Business Week noted, the purpose 
of el pacto is "to smother inflation and pre
serve Mexico's huge labor cost gap with the 
U.S. and other producers." 

Without a truly participatory government 
where elections are decided not by fraud but 
by the votes of its citizens, without effective 
organizations to push for improved labor 
conditions, NAFTA will do little if anything 
to transform the lives of Mexican workers 
and create that mythical middle class that 
will buy our goods. With NAFTA, Mexico 
will become a platform for low-wage produc
tion for the American market, not a sizable 
market of middle-class consumers for Amer
ican products. 

The fight over NAFTA is a fight about our 
standard of living. If it passes an immediate 
affect will be on U.S. wage~ as the threat on 
reality of relocation to Mexico acts as a 
brake on wage increases for working Ameri
cans. There will also be jobs lost as compa
nies find it harder to compete with low-wage 
production in Mexico. 

The first casualties of NAFTA will be low
skilled, labor-intensive jobs. It may be easy 
for pundits to bid these jobs adieu as being 
already destined for expatriation, but for 
thousands of Rhode Islanders they represent 
a chance for a better life and the dignity 
that work brings. Instead of spending our 
time debating what is essentially a strategy 
for investment in Mexico, we should seize 
this moment to invest in our own productiv
ity and competitiveness and look for ways to 
create jobs and improve our educational sys
tem. Only then will Americans get a fair 
deal. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. V~LAZQUEZ]. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, 
today we find ourselves about to cast a 
crucial vote on the proposed North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. I 
have decided to vote against this 
NAFTA, because I believe that its pas
sage would cause massive job disloca
tion in the United States and a severe 
downward pressure on the wages of 
millions of hard working Americans. 
Moreover, I feel NAFTA would encour
age the exploitation of Mexican work
ers by United States-owned 
maquiladoras, and foster further envi
ronmental violations by American 
firms in Mexico. 

With this NAFTA our main exports 
to Mexico will not be American goods, 
but American jobs. The agreement's 
supporters claim that this would not be 
the case. However, when The Wall 
Street Journal polled the executives of 
this Nation's largest companies, 55 per
cent of them stated that if NAFTA 
passed they would move their oper
ations to Mexico. I wonder how they 
plan to justify the loss of close to one 
million jobs to the men and women of 
this Nation, especially when those 
companies that do remain in the U.S. 
are likely to hold the agreement over 

the heads of American workers in an 
effort to drive ·down their wages. 

NAFTA is simply · an agreement 
crafted solely for the sake of big busi
ness and its profit margins. Behind its 
thick layers of fancy language, NAFTA 
is still nothing more than an incentive 
for American firms to take a one way 
ticket South of the Rio Grande. So 
when I speak to NAFTA supporters, I 
tell them to look south, to the United 
States-owned maquiladoras in Mata
moros and Reynosa, and the toxic 
waste that they produce. I tell them to 
look at the lives of Mexican workers, 
who toil endlessly for meager wages, 
whose families are forced to live in 
utter misery, and whose basic employ
ment rights are so conveniently swept 
under the corporate rug by American 
companies like Dupont and 3M-all in 
the name of profit. Then I tell them to 
turn their sights back to the United 
States-to our own workers, who no 
longer have jobs because companies 
like Green Giant and Ford found the 
lower labor costs and lax environ
mental standards in Mexico too much 
of a bargain to turn down. I tell them 
that these examples are a sign of the 
times to come-if NAFTA is passed, 
the pain and the struggle of families of 
millions of North American workers 
will become common place. 

Some answer with the promise of 
worker retraining programs. But I re
mind them that these have proven in
adequate, that the General Accounting 
Office [GAO] recently stated that the 
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program 
[TAA] is inaccessible, and full of ineffi
ciencies. If this program has not been 
able to deal with the current job loss in 
this country, how can any program 
patterned after it handle the tremen
dous dislocation of American workers 
that NAFTA would certainly bring 
about? Frankly, I have yet to under
stand how NAFTA supporters make a 
case for an upward shift in jobs in the 
United States, when the Labor Depart
ment has found that only 1 of 10 recipi
ents of the Trade Adjustment Assist
ance Program actually found new em
ployment in their chosen field, at a sal
ary of 80 percent of what they used to 
earn. 

Supporters of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement have boasted ex
tensively about what they refer to as a 
United States trade surplus with Mex
ico. What their claims hide, however, is 
the fact that 80 percent of our United 
States exports to Mexico aren't 
consumer goods at all, they are manu
facturing plants, equipment, and parts 
to make final products that are then 
shipped back to the United States. 

Even now, NAFTA supporters con
tinue to knock at my door, hoping that 
they will get me to falter, but I stand 
strong in my resolve, because I realize 
that NAFTA, as currently proposed, 
will only mean pain-not benefit. I 
know that for the sake of both Mexi
cans and American workers-all of 
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whom will .pay dearly if the agreement 
is approved-this NAFTA must be 
stopped. 

I know that much pressure is being 
exerted on my colleagues to vote for 
this agreement. I know that the prom
ise of that bridge, of that highway, 
that special project for a congressional 
district is very tempting-but I ask 
you: Is the pain of millions of workers, 
and the struggle of each one of their 
families worth a bridge? Is the integ
rity and the dignity of this Congress 
worth a highway? The cost of NAFTA, 
and each bridge and highway that is 
traded for a vote in its favor, will ulti
mately be handed down to the tax-pay
ers of this country. How will we justify 
that? 

So my colleagues, I urge you, when 
we cast our votes tonight, think about 
all that this agreement really means. 
This NAFTA is not the free trade 
agreement that the people of the Amer
icas deserve. We must defeat it, or mil
lions will pay dearly. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, in this 
debate we have heard a lot of 
theoretics about free trade and fair 
trade. Let me give some historical 
facts. There is some free trade in 
America right now. Oil comes into this 
country without tariff. When the oil 
ministers meeting in OPEC decided to 
take away the American marketplace, 
when Sheik Omani decided to drop all 
prices to $8 a barrel, we lost 400,000 
American jobs, almost 100,000 of them 
in my State of Louisiana. That is what 
free trade can do, if we are not careful 
with it. 

Louisiana fishermen in my State 
have seen the loss of half of the fishing 
fleets, because of trade with Mexico, 
Mexicans who do not have to pull 
TEDS, Mexicans who get Pemex cheap 
diesel to run their fishing fleet, and we 
get no help from our Government to 
balance that with some fair trade. 

The problem with this NAFTA is that 
it opens the door to more and more of 
that. In sugar, for example, a sugar 
cartel exists internationally, smaller 
than the oil cartel in Geneva. It con
trols sugar prices. This NAFTA could 
destroy the sugar industry. I urge a no 
vote. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, today, I rise in opposi
tion to the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. After much study and de
bate, I have concluded that a "no" vote 
on NAFTA is the right vote for my dis
trict. 

My district in Louisiana is among 
the poorest in the country. Many jobs 
in my district are manufacturing jobs 

which are vulnerable to be lost with 
the passage of NAFTA. My constitu
ents, their jobs, and their livelihoods 
would be jeopardized. 

I cannot possibly fulfill my respon
sibility to my constituents by voting 
for NAFTA. Many point to the promise 
of retraining as a response to inevi
table job losses. But families in Louisi
ana cannot survive unemployment 
while waiting for retraining. 

Furthermore, there is no reason 
whatsoever to believe we can now pass 
a jobs bill to retrain displaced workers 
in this Congress, when, after all, we 
could not pass a stimulus bill to create 
jobs last spring. Thus, what makes us 
think we can do it after the NAFTA 
vote? 

Businesses are extremely important 
in my decision. Clearly, businesses sur
vive only if decisions are made based 
upon costs. Will the manufacturing 
businesses move south of the border to 
get a better bottom line? Given the al
ready bleak situation in my district, 
this risk is too great. 

Mr. Chairman, we need more cer
tainty about the effects of NAFTA be
fore approving such an agreement. I am 
not convinced that NAFTA will not 
take away American jobs .. Therefore, I 
have decided to vote "no" on the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. My 
"no" vote is a "no" vote for the people, 
my "no" vote is for somebody's next 
meal, my "no" vote is to save some
body's home, my "no" vote is for some
body's college education, you see, my 
vote is for the American workers. 

0 1940 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from 
Washington [Ms. CANTWELL]. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. Chairman, 
today is a historic occasion. Each of 
my colleagues, whether they are for or 
against NAFTA, know that our deci
sion today will resonate around the 
world. 

We all agree that American workers 
are the best in the ·world. We all agree 
that exporting U.S. products creates 
jobs. And we all agree that we want 
open markets for those products. 

In my State, the State of Washing
ton, we have increased exports to Mex
ico by 577 percent in the last 6 years. I 
believe NAFTA means net job gains for 
my district, for the State of Washing
ton, and for the United States. 

I ask my colleagues though to re
member, or I ask my colleagues to con
sider that President Clinton will travel 
to Seattle tomorrow for trade talks 
with 15 Asian Pacific countries and 
their leaders. Our decision today on 
NAFTA will either give the President a 
powerful tool to push for free trade 
with Asia or leave us standing defense
less as the trad.e community around 
the world calls our bluff. 

I ask my colleagues to support 
NAFTA. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
BLACKWELL]. 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement, in its present form. 

At stake in this debate is the very economic 
future of the United States. 

According to the Joint Economic Committee 
of the Congress, if we support this treaty, over 
the next 5 to 10 years, 500,000 Americans will 
be out of work. 

In addition, the pressure to reduce wages, 
benefits, and full-time jobs will increase as 
American businesses are forced to consider 
profits when faced with hiring Mexican workers 
for as little as $6 per day, with no benefits. 

There is great irony, or perhaps an admoni
tion, in the fact we consider the NAFT A treaty 
during national hunger and homelessness 
awareness week. 

The harsh reality of today is that 3 million 
Americans are homeless, and 9 million are out 
of work, standing on the doorsteps of home
lessness, a paycheck or unemployment check 
away from the streets. 

Hunger and homelessness is being driven 
by joblessness in America. While the reces
sion officially ended in March of 1991, unem
ployment has not ended. 

For nearly 2 years, roughly 7 percent of our 
citizens have been out of work, and last 
month, the unemployment rate increased. 

And what answer do we offer those made 
miserable by unemployment? We offer ex
tended benefits-mayb~and we offer 
NAFT A-a deal which will mean more unem
ployment and lower wages for Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, we should be offering out of 
work Americans jobs, and we should be offer
ing underpaid Mexicans a treaty that will pro
mote a better quality of life for citizens of both 
Nations. 

More joblessness for America is not the only 
problem with NAFT A. We can look forward to 
capital flight as more U.S. companies relocate 
South. Look at Sears-shutting down in Amer
ica and opening up in Mexico. 

If you think we have a balance of trade defi
cit now, I wonder what you will think when mil
lions and millions of U.S. dollars fly south. 

With this treaty, we embrace unregulated 
dumping with disastrous effects on our envi
ronment and public health. 

With this treaty, we embrace increased drug 
smuggling at the border. 

With this treaty, we embrace the importation 
of produce and meat that may not be in
spected and may not be safe for consumption. 
With this treaty, we embrace child labor and 
wages at near slave labor. 

Mr. Chairman, with this treaty, we threaten 
family farmers in America with underpriced 
produce and wheat importations, and we wink 
and nod at suffering in Mexico. 

With this treaty, we embrace everything that 
this Nation does not stand for and we reject 
everything that we do stand for, including 
hope and opportunity. 

Instead of rejecting America, we should re
ject NAFTA. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Tilinois [Mrs. COL
LINS]. 
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Mrs. COLLINS of illinois. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in opposition to NAFTA. 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
SCHENK]. 

Ms. SCHENK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, in recent days debate 
over the NAFTA has been intense-in 
Washington, in San Diego, and across 
the country. Yet my opposition to the 
pact is longstanding. 

While I strongly support the prin
ciples of free· trade, I feel that now is 
the wrong time to endorse a treaty 
that could hurt San Diego-socially, 
economically, and psychologically. It 
is my concern for the well being of San 
Diego that lies at the root of my dis
enchantment with the NAFTA. 

At this time, our experience with 
American job losses to the 
maquiladoras along the United States
Mexico border provides a possible pre
view of what can be expected with the 
implementation of the NAFTA. The 
NAFTA fails to address adequately the 
problem of United States companies 
closing production plants in this coun
try, moving to Mexico, and leaving 
workers unemployed and untrained. 

I am further troubled over the im
pact the NAFTA will have on undocu
mented immigration into the San 
Diego area. With trade barriers elimi
nated, United States agricultural prod
ucts such as corn and pork may flood 
the Mexican market, leaving Mexican 
farmers and peasants without work. 
Without an income, these farmers are 
likely to come north-to the United 
States and the San Diego area-in 
search of work, a home, and social sup
port systems. Our community already 
is bearing an enormous social and eco
nomic expense in trying to provide for 
undocumented immigrants. This bur
den is likely to become even heavier 
should the NAFTA go into effect. 

I am concerned about certain other con
sequences of implementing the NAFT A. For 
instance, under the NAFT A, even more Mexi
can trucks will stream over the border into the 
San Diego area. It is far from certain whether 
these trucks would have to meet California's 
strict standards for weight limits, vehicle safety 
features, driver fatigue rules, driver testing for 
drugs and alcohol, or driver record checks. 
Even if subject to our laws, we do not have 
adequate personnel and equipment for en
forcement. The agreement is equally unclear 
in offering assurances for the flow of drugs 
and illegal immigrants into our community. In 
addition, while Mexico will have immediate ac
cess to our markets, it will receive a 15-year 
grace period on some of its barriers. 

I am also greatly concerned that the 
NAFT A's environmental provisions, even with 
the side agreements, are inadequate. For ex
ample, there is no mention of dealing with the 
continuing and deplorable problem of sewage 
pouring over the border from Tijuana. I worry 
that Mexico's interest in resolving the sewage 
crisis perks up when international agreements 

are on the table, but it will dissolve as soon as 
the issue is past us. The NAFT A gives me no 
solace that our sewage problem will be seri
ously addressed. In fact, the EPA has said 
that our sewage issue is "on a different 
track"-1 hope a more realistic one. 

I strongly support assisting Mexico's internal 
economic development, as well as efforts to 
deal directly with border and cross-border 
problems. I have cosponsored bills to estab
lish a North American Development Bank and 
to create a United States-Mexico-Canada 
health commission. These proposals would 
provide concrete tools to address the eco
nomic, health, environmental, and infrastruc
ture challenges which exist at our border. This 
legislation also would serve as a building 
block to a trade agreement we all would be 
able to support in the future. 

I have thought long and hard about the 
NAFT A and did not come to my position lightly 
or without reservations. However, with our 
economy sluggish and with American workers 
feeling so uncertain about their futures, it is 
the wrong time to ask our fellow citizens in 
San Diego to take a risk on the unknown. I 
would have preferred to see this agreement 
come before the Congress in a year or two 
when we would know more about the direction 
in which our economy was heading. Such a 
delay would also have allowed us a greater 
opportunity to address more substantively 
some of the issues I have mentioned. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Georgia [Ms. 
MCKINNEY]. 

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to NAFT A. 

I believe in international trade, but I do not 
believe in this NAFT A. 

I share the vision of a post-cold war econ
omy, driven by exports, brimming with high
paying, high-tech jobs. But that vision ought to 
include the potential of every American. Once 
again, those who have the least to give are 
being asked to make the ultimate sacrifice so 
that the dreams of others may come true. 

We are told that a rising tide lifts all ships 
and that NAFT A represents that rising tide. I 
suggest that NAFT A really represents the 
same old tired trickle-down politics tried and 
rejected by the American people. 

I am concerned about the young people 
who spin their lives on the street corners of 
urban and rural America, having lost faith in 
an educational system and an economic sys
tem that treats them as spectators and not as 
real players. 

I am concerned about the men and women 
who prize the low-wage jobs that give them 
both hope and pride and a stake in the re
wards of work. 

I am concerned about the residents of the 
11th district, both black and white, who have 
rejected the racist ideas being put to them that 
the interests of blacks and rural whites can't 
be represented by one person. The residents 
of the 11th district, both black and white, have 
spoken in one voice in their overwhelming op
position to NAFT A. 

Increased taxes and deficit spending to pay 
for NAFT A are unacceptable in the face of the 
urban and rural blight that wages across our 
land, including an education system that is 

failing in its marks. Presently, there is no plan 
for the many American workers who will be 
displaced because of NAFT A, nor, for the 
countless others who are still displaced be
cause of the failed policies of the past. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, the free 
trade swindle has been slowly stran
gling the American economy for the 
last 12 years. Now NAFTA will acceler
ate the choking of the job opportuni
ties for American workers. From past 
experience we can easily anticipate the 
impact of this monster free-trade 
agreement. Instead of this one way 
hemorrhaging of jobs we need a bal
anced trade agreement; we need a re
ciprocal trade agreement. The free 
trade swindle is intensified when two 
economies are as different as the Unit
ed States and Mexico. The lure of slave 
labor wages will eventually entice even 
the most reluctant factory owners to 
Mexico. 
It is dangerous to recklessly merge 

two economies when the wage struc
tures, the political systems, the phys
ical environments, and the overall 
standards of living are so incompatible. 
The European Common Market works 
for all of the citizens of all the coun
tries because Europe has insisted on 
this environmental, political and wage 
compatibility. 

Because the United States is engag
ing in deceptive, slight of hand, fast 
track treaty making, the passage of 
NAFTA will facilitate gross exploi
tation of American workers and Mexi
can workers. A few dozen multi
national corporations will dictate the 
terms for employment for all workers. 
Not only hourly wage earners but tech
nicians, scientists; all must wake up. 
Our incomes and our very survival will 
be manipulated by a few dozen cor
porate barons. We are all in danger of 
becoming urban peasants or suburban 
serfs. 

African Americans, other minorities 
and the poor will continue to be the 
hardest hit by this great free-trade 
swindle. But an economy that is being 
strangled by misguided, opportunistic 
policies will dissolve at an accelerated 
rate dragging our great middle class 
into lower and lower standards of liv
ing. 

Let us be loyal to our new Demo
cratic administration. Let us be loyal 
to our party. Let us block this tragic 
blunder. George Bush's fast-track 
NAFTA must be derailed. For the sake 
of the workers of our Nation, for the 
long term survival of our total econ
omy, we must all vote no on NAFTA. 
Stop the great free-trade swindle now. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been a labor Democrat all my life and 
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a labor law professor for much of my 
professional life. I cannot take a walk 
with a treaty that promises so little to 
both American and Mexican workers. 

I agree with those who say do not 
blame NAFTA for what has happened 
to our economy. But, I blame this 
NAFTA for part of what may happen to 
our economy. 

I blame this NAFTA for being ahead 
of its time and behind in its common 
sense, joining the two economies pre
maturely when Mexico can pull us 
down instead of making sure NAFTA 
pulls Mexico up. 

I blame this agreement for the cer
tain prospect of unfair wage competi
tion stacked against American work
ers. 

I blame this NAFTA because, as writ
ten, it is a disincentive to upgrade the 
skills of American workers and an in
centive to ignore investment in our 
own work force. 

I blame this NAFTA for evading 
United States responsibility to help 
more rapidly raise the standard of liv
ing of Mexican workers. 

I blame this NAFTA for the naive as
sumption that a tri-national commis
sion can and will effectively remedy 
the inevitable labor and environmental 
abuses everyone knows are coming. 

I blame this NAFTA for failing to 
provide a way to pay for its promises 
to workers and to the environment. 

I blame this NAFTA for failing to en
courage a free market for Mexican 
labor, when market forces alone would 
bring higher wages for Mexican work
ers and fairer competition with their 
American counterparts. 

I blame this NAFTA for betraying 
free trade unionism when unions have 
been virtually the only mechanism 
workers have had to raise wages to 
match their increased productivity. 

Mr. Chairman, I blame this NAFTA, 
not every NAFTA. I can vote for a 
NAFTA. I cannot vote for this NAFTA. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition 
to H.R. 3450, the measure to implement 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

As a member of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, I understand the impor
tance of good relations with our neigh
bors to the north and south. 

However, several concerns regarding 
the fast-track approach, the potential 
for job loss and the creation of lower 
wage jobs, as well as unsettled environ
mental issues, force me to view this 
agreement unfavorably. 

As a representative from an · urban 
district in New Jersey, I am extremely 
concerned about the high rate of job
lessness in our Nation's cities. 

Considering the bleak condition of 
our urban economy, the prospect of los-

ing a single American job is unaccept
able. 

Over 50 industries in New Jersey have 
been identified as being at risk under 
NAFTA, potentially affecting over 
250,000 workers. And this is for New 
Jersey alone, not the United States. 

It is time to institute a trade policy 
that will move us toward a global econ
omy while strengthening the American 
job market. Unfortunately, NAFTA 
falls short of that goal. 

Mr. Chairman, I respect President 
Clinton's hard work on this issue, but I 
disagree with him about the potential 
impact of NAFTA. I urge my col
leagues to oppose the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement as currently 
written. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Hawaii 
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, 
after considering arguments from a 
wide range of opponents and supporters 
of the pact, I came to the conclusion 
that the agreement runs counter to the 
interests of the Mexican and American 
peoples. An examination of the agree
ment presented to the Congress left me 
convinced that the specific provisions 
of this particular NAFTA will have a 
negative impact on the people of both 
our nations and the State of Hawaii. 

Closest to home is my responsibility 
to Ha waiL My concerns encompass two 
of our State's largest industries, tour
ism and agriculture. 

NAFTA will permit the dumping of 
Mexican sugar on the American mar
ket. With Mexican sugar workers earn
ing a fraction of the wages of Hawaii's 
sugar workers and their counterparts 
on the United States mainland, this 
may be the death knell for Hawaii's 
third largest industry. As a maneuver 
to smooth over the concerns of our Ha
waii congressional delegation, the Gov
ernments of Mexico and the Untied 
States exchanged letters saying in ef
fect: Don't worry, we won't let it hap
pen. It should be noted that these let
ters were NOT included in the package 
submitted to the Congress for a ratifi
cation vote. As a legally enforceable 
codicil to NAFTA, they aren't worth 
the paper they're written on. They 
amount to nothing more than the 
words whispered by con artists since 
the beginning of time: Trust me. 

Other segments of Hawaii's agri
culture industry including papayas, 
pineapples, coffee, and flowers are un
likely to benefit from NAFTA and may 
be damaged considerably in their abil
ity to compete with Mexico for access 
to the United States mainland market. 
For example, Mexico has fruit-fly free 
zones and are not subject to strict mar
keting orders on the size and appear
ance of produce. 

NAFTA will also take a slice out of 
Hawaii's travel and tourism industry. 
In an effort to make the agreement 

revenue neutral, the administration 
proposes to replace the tariff revenues 
lost as a result of NAFTA with a head 
tax on international visitors arriving 
at U.S. airports and seaports. This dis
incentive can only hurt Hawaii's ef
forts to attract more tourists from Eu
rope and Asia. That's bad news for 
every Hawaii resident whose job de
pends, directly on indirectly, on the 
visitor industry. With Hawaii tourism 
down 5.2 percent from last year, with 
hundreds of hotel rooms sitting empty, 
we don't need a treaty that pushes our 
visitor count even lower. For Hawaii's 
number one economic sector, the bot
tom line is that NAFTA uses travel 
and tourism as a cash cow without any 
return benefit to our visitor industry. 

NAFTA of course will affect every 
State, not just Hawaii. Essentially, 
NAFTA is not a trade agreement at all. 
Its principal effect will not be the re
duction of barriers between rival pro
ducers. Rather, the pact will increase 
incentives for United States producers 
to move jobs to . Mexico and expand 
their reliance on Mexican workers for 
the manufacture of products for the 
United States market. The treaty will 
create winners and losers. The winners 
will certainly be large U.S. corpora
tions, which will be able to slash pro
duction costs while experiencing vir
tually no increase in competition. 

American workers, on the other 
hand, will be thrown into a labor mar
ket extending into the Third World 
where the Mexican State of Yucatan, 
for example, lures United States em
ployers by advertising wage rates of 
less than a dollar a day. United States 
workers, who through their organizing 
and collective bargaining efforts, have 
achieved a standard of living unprece
dented in human history, will have vir
tually no leverage in maintaining 
wage, job protection, and benefit lev
els. 

The achievements of American work
ers to date in attaining these objec
tives has been the result of their abil
ity to organize and bargain collectively 
as labor unions. Even nonunion work
ers benefit from the existence of 
unions, because union wage levels set 
the standard for entire industrial sec
tors. The key to success in labor's en
deavors, obviously, is the freedom to 
organize independently of government 
and/or employer control. Such condi
tions, unfortunately, do not exist in 
Mexico. The major labor organization 
there, CTM, resembles the docile 
unions in formerly Communist coun
tries. Truly independent worker efforts 
such as those at the Volkswagen plant 
in Puebla, the Ford plant in 
Cuautitlan, the Cananea copper mine, 
the Modelo Brewery in Mexico City, 
and the Tonel Rubber Co. were broken 
up by CTM goons, armed troops, and 
government repression. The labor pro
visions of the NAFTA agreement sub
mitted to Congress are so weak as to be 
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laughable. They will in fact constitute 
a green light to intensify labor repres
sion in Mexico. Mexican workers will 
continue to be denied the right to 
meaningful participation in the work 
place, and wage rates will remain 
mired at subsistence level. 

Even without NAFTA, wage incen
tives to move production facilities to 
Mexico are substantial. Mexico's mini
mum wage is about 50 cents per hour 
and the average manufacturing wage is 
less than $1.60. To encourage relocation 
of United States plants, the Mexican 
Government has suppressed independ
ent labor unions and held wages at 
United States-owned facilities to levels 
below those prevailing at Mexican
owned factories. Tne average wage at 
U.S.-owned maquiladora plants is less 
than $1.10 an hour. Let us not be de
luded into thinking that these wages 
mean that the only U.S. jobs moving 
south will be unskilled jobs. A number 
of U.S. producers are already taking 
advantage of low wage levels to provide 
the extensive training required by high 
skilled production processes. Thus, it is 
not just low wage jobs that will drain 
away because of NAFTA, but the most 
highly prized advanced technology 
manufacturing jobs will be disappear
ing as well. 

United States job losses due to the 
agreement have been estimated at var
ious levels, the most common being 
500,000. Virtually all the econometric 
projections cited by NAFTA pro
ponents fail to consider the pact's most 
important job loss implications. As a 
recent article in Business Week noted, 
"Most studies rely on the 19th century 
theory of free trade, which assumes 
that capital doesn't cross borders. Re
sult: the studies miss the drain of U.S. 
investment dollars." According to 
mainstream estimates, a $1 billion 
shift of United States capital to Mexico 
would, on average, cost 30,000 American 
jobs. Business Week estimates that 
even if new investment in Mexico were 
limited to only $2.5 billion per year, 
the resulting job loss would be 375,000 
over 5 years. 

How much new business investment 
will flow into Mexico is also problem
atic. It will be determined on a plant 
by plant basis in thousands of board 
rooms across America. The recent his
tory of corporate America offers little 
reassurance that human needs will be 
accorded equal weight to bottom line 
considerations. To understand the prof
it-driven excesses of which corporate 
decisionmakers are capable, one has 
only to recall the junk bond and lever
aged buyout frenzies of the 1980's. 

None of the pro-NAFTA arguments 
are as empty as the wishful thinking 
about United States products that 
might be sold in the Mexican market
place. The United States Embassy in 
Mexico prepares an annual report on 
the Mexican economy. This year's re
port indicates that in 1992, only 10.2 

percent of urban workers in Mexico 
earned as much as $4.30 per day, five 
times the minimum wage. With 26 mil
lion people in the Mexican work force, 
Embassy data indicates that less than 
2 million earn $6,000 or more annually. 
Probably fewer than 1 million Mexi
cans earn the equivalent of the United 
States minimum wage. It is clear that 
few Mexican families could afford to 
purchase goods imported from the 
United States. As a market for 
consumer exports, Mexico is com
parable to Luxembourg. 

NAFTA proponents argue that the 
United States enjoys a large and in
creasingly favorable balance of trade 
with Mexico. They argue further that 
the surplus will grow larger with 
NAFTA. Mexico-United States trade 
figures, however, demonstrate just how 
misleading statistics can be. The Con
gressional Budget Office estimates that 
a third of the $32 billion of the 1991 
United States exports to Mexico con
sisted of machinery and scientific in
struments. A major portion of this 
equipment was destined to outfit Unit
ed States-owned factories in Mexico. 
Virtually all the output of these fac
tories will be shipped northward back 
across the border. It is the height of 
self-delusion to suppose that exporting 
our productive capacity to a low wage 
manufacturing area is evidence of a po
tentially golden market for U.S. goods. 

With the immigration issue having 
reached crisis proportions in some 
parts of the United States, it is 
claimed that NAFTA will slow Mexican 
immigration to the United States. If 
so, it would be the first time in re
corded history that expanded com
merce reduced the flow of people be
tween the participating states. NAFTA 
will produce winners and losers not 
just in the United States, but in Mex
ico as well. Among the losers are cer- 
tain to be the several million Mexicans 
now engaged in the raising of corn. 
They are among the poorest and least 
educated people on the North American 
Continent. As Mexico phases out its 
high tariff on corn, most if not all of 
these peasants and farm workers will 
be dislocated. Some no doubt will seek 
work in the newly established fac
tories. Their impact on the Mexican 
labor market punctures the hopes of 
those who foresee an army of middle 
class consumers emerging from the 
NAFTA-created Mexican work force. 
Others among the dispossessed corn 
growers will head north, exacerbating 
an already serious crisis in California 
and other magnet areas in the United 
States. 

N AFT A supporters like to compare 
NAFTA to the European Community's 
admission of Spain, Greece, and Por
tugal. That comparison simply serves 
to illustrate the degree to which 
NAFTA is a high-risk misadventure. 
International Monetary Fund data 
demonstrate that wages in those coun-

tries are actually more comparable to 
those in low-wage areas of the United 
States and 3 to 4 times higher than 
Mexican levels. Manufacturing wages 
in Spain, for instance, exceeded $8 per 
hour in 1991. It should be noted also 
that Spain, Portugal, and Greece have 
a combined population considerably 
smaller than Mexico's. Consequently, 
the potential problems they pose for 
the more advanced European countries 
are proportionately less. Nonetheless, 
the European Community spent tens of 
millions of dollars on infrastructure, 
environmental protection, worker re
training and dislocation benefits in 
order to ease the pains of integration. 

A more appropriate international 
comparison is the European Commu
nity's decision on Turkey's application 
for membership. In 1989 the community 
refused to even negotiate with Turkey 
on possible membership terms. The 
opinion accompanying that decision 
stated: 

The low level of personal incomes natu
rally has an impact on the social situation of 
the workers, and this would make it difficult 
for Turkey to align itself within a short pe
riod on the social standards which the com
munity has adopted or is about to adopt. As 
long as these disparities continue to exist, 
there will be reason to fear that Turkey 
would experience serious difficulties. [T]hese 
doubts are accompanied by the concern the 
Community may feel regarding the burden 
Turkish accession would impose on its own 
resources. 

In spite of the progress achieved since 1980, 
there is still a substantial development gap 
between -the Community and Turkey, such 
that a comparison of GDP per head reveals 
that purchasing power in Turkey is one-third 
the Community average. 

I quote at length from this report, 
because our concerns about an eco
nomic union between the United States 
and Mexico should be at least as strong 
as the European Community's reserva
tions about Turkey's application for 
membership. Per capita income in Tur
key is 50 percent higher than that of 
Mexico, its population growth is slow
er, and the population differential be
tween Turkey and the European Com
munity is twice as large as that be
tween Mexico and the United States. 

NAFTA's environmental and public 
health provisions provide further rea
sons for my concern about this agree
ment. We have been assured that the 
pact and its side agreements provide 
ample protection, but this is decidedly 
not the case. 

Over the past three decades, the 
United States has begun to erect a 
framework of laws to protect our envi
ronment. Under NAFTA, United States 
Federal and State. environmental laws 
could be challenged as incompatible 
with international trade rules. If a 
NAFTA dispute panel rules that an en
vironmental protection law interferes 
with trade, then the United States 
would either have to change the law or 
face sanctions against their exports. 
Environmental laws are vulnerable to 
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challenge because a dispute panel must 
rely on a series of tests that are 
weighted in favor of trade and against 
environmental laws. NAFTA could 
override some of the most important of 
these, including: 

The Lacy Act of 1972, which prohibits 
the importation of wildlife taken in 
violation of conservation laws; 

The Pelly amendment to the Fisher
man's Act of 1967, which restricts the 
import of fish from nations violating 
international fishery conservation 
guidelines such as the rules of the 
International Whaling Commission; 

The Marine Mammal Protection Act 
of 1981, which prohibits the importa
tion of non-dolphin safe tuna; 

The International Dolphin Conserva
tion Act of 1992, which also prohibits 
the importation of non-dolphin safe 
tuna; and 

The Wild Bird Conservation Act of 
1992, which bans the import of birds 
taken from the wild in tropical coun
tries. 

Additionally, the United States could 
not limit the importation of goods that 
unnecessarily destroy wildlife or natu
ral resources during their production. 

Further, NAFTA's provisions can be 
invoked to void the application of 
United States food safety laws to prod
ucts originating in Mexico. Examples 
include the Delaney clause, which bars 
cancer-causing additives to foods, and 
California's proposition 65 requiring 
food labels to disclose the presence of 
harmful or toxic ingredients. 

Included in the NAFTA package is 
the North American Development 
Bank [NADBank]. This institution is 
offered as a vehicle tp ameliorate envi
ronmental damage resulting from 
NAFTA, but its total resources will be 
only a small fraction of the needed -
total and its scope is far too narrow. 
The NADBank will fund infrastructure 
for water pollution cleanup, 
wastewater treatment, and municipal 
solid waste dumps. These are vitally 
important, but other priorities-air 
pollution, toxic waste, et cetera-are 
ignored. 

This NAFTA, to summarize, is a big 
gamble and the odds have been poorly 
calculated. At stake are the livelihoods 
and futures of millions of working 
Mexicans and Americans. It's an excit
ing proposition for the corporate 
elitists and game theorists who roll the 
dice. But it's something else again for 
those who find themselves with the 
dice loaded against them. 

0 1950 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. PETE GEREN]. 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to first thank my 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MATSUI], for yielding me this 
time and commend him for his out
standing leadership on this issue as 

well as the -gentleman from New Mex
ico [Mr. RICHARDSON], who has led this 
fight with the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MATSUI]. 

Mr. Chairman, although the debate 
all day today has been spirt ted and too 
often marked by acrimony, the goal of 
everyone in this House is the same. 
The goal is jobs for Americans, good
paying jobs, good benefits, opportunity 
for all Americans to improve their lot 
in life and leave a better future for our 
children. 

How do we get there? Is it with 
NAFTA or without NAFTA? 

The opponents say without. 
Every living President says a future 

with NAFTA will be brighter. Presi
dents Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, and 
Bush and Clinton agree on that point. 
Every living Nobel prizewinner in eco
nomics says with NAFTA. Every objec
tive study of the job impact of NAFTA 
in this country says with NAFTA, and 
there have been 18 of them. 

Every living Speaker of the House in
cluding my predecessor, Jim Wright, 
who is certainly a great leader in the 
labor movement in this country, says 
withNAFTA. 

Forty-one of fifty Governors, includ
ing my Governor, Ann Richards, says 
our future will be brighter with 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, the University of 
Texas recently completed a study, and 
it has projected job growth of 75,000 
jobs for the Fort Worth-Dallas 
Metroplex, 75,000 jobs in north Texas 
alone. My area has been hit hard by 
economic setbacks, and if we are going 
to give our families a chance to get 
back on their feet, if we are going to 
build a brighter future, we must seize 
this opportunity. 

NAFTA means jobs for Americans. 
NAFTA must be a piece of the future 
that we build for our children. 

I urge my colleagues to vote yes to
night. Let us make change a friend. 
Let us embrace change, and let us do 
this for our children. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI]. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise against NAFTA, not because I op
pose free trade, but because I believe in 
it. 

But when one nation imposes on its 
workers no right to organize and an
other guarantees that right, when one 
nation protects its environment and 
one nation allows it to be abused, we 
are not establishing free trade. We are 
once again en, tering America in to a 
trade deal that is to our distinct dis
advantage. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in free trade 
enough to believe that the administra
tion should return to Mexico City to 
the negotiating table and genuinely 
reach an agreement where markets are 
opened and not manipulated and not, 

once again, put at the disadvantage of 
our own people and our own workers. 

I urge a no vote on NAFTA. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
GALLEGLY]. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this 3,755 page, 
800-pound document referred to as 
NAFTA. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Vir
ginia [Ms. BYRNE]. 

Ms. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, a lot has 
been said tonight, but I want to remind 
my Democratic colleagues about a 
time in March when we, the majority 
party, stood shoulder to shoulder with 
the President to create an economic 
stimulus package in this House to cre
ate 500,000 jobs, and unfortunately the 
other body squelched that effort. But it 
was worth fighting for, because it cre
ated jobs in this country. 

And now we are willing to gamble. 
We are willing to gamble on those jobs 
that we were willing to fight for in 
March. 

It is not worth the gamble, and just 
a few weeks ago, we extended unem
ployment benefits for the second time 
to the tune of $10 billion so far this 
year. 

There is no money here to extend 
more unemployment. We have got to 
create jobs here. 

I went to the maquiladoras in May, 
and I saw the blueprint for NAFTA. I 
saw take-home pay of $17.32 a week. 

I ask you to vote no on NAFTA and 
start again, and this time do it right. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, as a 
strong opponent of this NAFTA, let me 
thank all my dear colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle who have fought so 
untiringly to inject a human face into 
this debate on NAFTA-to be voices for 
the millions in our Nation whose lives 
have already been affected by the ero
sion of good-paying jobs-and those in 
Mexico who work their hearts out, but 
earn not enough to buy what they 
make. Irrespective of the outcome, our 
fight will continue after this vote in 
the tomorrows to come-a fight 
against the narrow vision of the elites 
and Wall Street who have contempt for 
those who work in our factories, on our 
farms, and on Main Street in the Unit
ed States and Mexico. We have known 
all along what a mountain we had to 
climb. But we have been valiant in our 
efforts, and we can be proud as our 



November 17, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 29911 
votes are cast tonight. For it is in our 
hearts that the truest principles of de
mocracy, prosperity and respect for or
dinary people of extraordinary spirit 
reside. 

For me, this has been a fight about 
dignity for people. So ours will not 
only be a moral victory. It gives hope 
to those in our world who struggle for 
democracy, labor rights, for human 
rights, for a clean environment, for 
health and safety in the workplace, and 
in fact, for the right to speak out as we 
have spoken out here today. We find re
pugnant the deals that have been cut 
to sway votes in this body. Human na
ture is too often weak. But out of this 
moment has come an incredible aware
ness on the part of the American peo
ple that trade and jobs are inextricably 
linked and that people matter more 
than profits. If this flawed agreement 
passes, in the months and years ahead, 
as plant relocations and production 
move to Mexico in greater numbers and 
people in our Nation are hurt and those 
in Mexico exploited, it will be on this 
floor of Congress that we will be voices 
for those who bear the pain of NAFTA. 
We wait for the tomorrows in which we 
can constructively fashion a trade 
agreement that moves America and the 
world into a new era of trade-linked ad
vancement for people of ordinary 
means. 

0 2000 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. SCHENK]. 

Ms. SCHENK. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the time and the cir
cumstances are wrong for this NAFTA. 
I support free and fair trade, but not to 
the detriment of America's working 
men and women, and not to the det
riment of my community of San Diego, 
right on the border. 

I cannot vote for this NAFTA be
cause it puts the proverbial cart before 
the horse. For example, we first should 
have provided for the basic faeilities 
and infrastructure, such as strength
ened border patrol, to deal with the in
creased illegal immigration which will 
surely come as Mexican farmers are 
displaced by our corn and pork. 

We should have provided for the 
extra law enforcement needed to deal 
with the onslaught of trucks and other 
vehicles that will clog San Diego's 
freeways. 

We could have, and should have, done 
better in negotiating this treaty. These 
are uncertain economic times, and peo
ple feel insecure about their own fu
ture. It is unfair to ask Americans to 
take a risk as great as this NAFTA at 
this time, and I urge my colleagues to 
vote against it. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, we are at a defining point in this 
country's long history of economic 
leadership. Our credibility as the 
world's leading economic power hangs 
in the balance. 

In 1948 America stood as the eminent 
world power. That year the Congress 
faced a historic choice: whether to fol
low a path of isolationism and with
drawal or become the dominant leader 
of the free world. 

A Democratic President, Harry Tru
man, and a Republican Congress led by 
Senator Arthur Vandenburg worked to
gether to pass the Marshall plan and 
changed forever the face of Europe. 
America entered the cold war with bold 
and daring leadership. 

Today, the issue of the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement, in both 
size and scope, pales in comparison. 
But the choice is no less historic. This 
is a significant moment in American 
foreign policy. A vote for NAFTA is a 
vote to seize our future. To reject this 
important agreement is to retreat to 
isolationism and protectionism. 

At the heart of the issue the choice is 
a clear one: Will the United States be
come insular and isolated in this new 
age of international trade and competi
tion or will our Nation lead the world 
to an open and more global market
place. This is a significant moment in 
our history and will determine Ameri
ca's role in the world economy well 
into the next century. 

Mr. Chairman, our opponents will 
have you believe that we have been 
outtraded by Mexico and are on the 
verge of trading away our future. The 
fact is that NAFTA levels the playing 
field that is currently stacked against 
us. It requires Mexico to drop its tariffs 
and open a growing market as never 
before to United States exporters, their 
employees and to our goods. 

There are tremendous differences in 
size between the United States and 
Mexico-the Mexican economy is only 
one-twentieth the size of the United 
States economy. Mexico is simply not 
capable of flooding our market with 
goods and outproducing our workers. 

A vote for NAFTA will strengthen 
our credibility abroad and strengthen 
our hand as a world leader in the fierce 
competition that lies ahead. At this 
very moment, leaders from the Pacific 
rim are flying to the United States to 
meet with the President to discuss fu
ture trade opportunities in this impor
tant region. Asia, with a combined 
economy of $6 trillion, is one of the 
world's most dynamic markets. We 
must build a stronger trading relation
ship with Asia to improve access for 
our goods and services. Rejection of 
NAFTA will weaken our President in 
these negotiations. 

Mr. Chairman, we must also remem
ber that the deadline on GATT negotia
tions is quickly approaching. More 
than 100 countries are taking part in 

this effort to rewrite the rules of world 
trade, to bring down barriers in mar
kets across the globe. The United 
States has been working for years to 
-break the impasse on GATT, and we 
are near the goal line. Rejection of 
N AFTA sends the message to Europe 
that we are unreliable trading part
ners. 

Rejections of NAFTA puts the United 
States at a disadvantage iri pressing 
Japan and our European partners to 
lift restrictions on United States Trade 
and investment. Make no mistake, the 
connection between NAFTA and the 
GATT and United States-Japan talks is 
crucial. A rejection of NAFTA here 
today will all but guarantee disaster in 
these negotiations. 

The vote on NAFTA is also the sym
bol of our leadership in developing the 
markets of Latin and South America. 
The markets of the Western Hemi
sphere will be rapidly expanding in the 
next century. The United States is 
their natural trading partner, and we 
must be at the forefront of developing 
these emerging economies. By taking 
the lead today, we lay the groundwork 
for the future. 

The vote on NAFTA represents a 
test. Are we ready today to fully en
gage our marketplace or will we relin
quish our role as leaders. I, for one, 
refuse to believe that the United States 
cannot, for all of our strengths, com
pete against the labor of developing 
countries. Not only can we compete 
but we can win. 

Americans are rightly concerned 
about an erosion in their standard of 
living. I understand these fear&-but 
defeating NAFTA will not address 
these problems. 

Opponents fear that NAFTA will 
cause factories to move to Mexico to 
take advantage of cheap labor. The 
truth of the matter is that business can 
do this now. Labor is only one compo
nent of production. A successful fac
tory needs infrastructure, communica
tions, a distribution network-all areas 
where the United States has a major 
advantage. Most importantly, Amer
ican workers are the most productive 
in the world. 

NAFTA eliminates incentives for 
companies to move to Mexico. Cur
rently, the only way for many Amer
ican businesses to sell in Mexico is to 
manufacture in Mexico. NAFTA opens 
the Mexican market to United States 
exports and for the first time, allows us 
to sell to Mexico what we produce here 
in the United States. 

NAFTA will not only be an economic 
boon for North America, but it will 
help us focus our resources and address 
environmental problems along the bor
der. Let us be clear about one thing: 
NAFTA did not cause the pollution and 
environmental degradation along the 
border and rejection of NAFTA will do 
nothing to improve it. We cannot turn 
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our back to the environmental prob
lems along the border, hoping that 
they will disappear. 

The mainstream environmental com
munity is solidly behind this agree
ment. They know that the defeat of 
NAFTA will not help us address envi
ronmental concerns that will accom
pany future industrial expansion. They 
know that the defeat of NAFTA will 
not make Canada and Mexico more re
sponsible for environmental preserva
tion. They know that defeat of NAFTA 
will not clean up the United States
Mexico border area or the Rio Grande 
River. With NAFTA there is vastly 
more funding for border cleanup than 
there is now and more than there 
would be without it. 

We should not fear for America's fu
ture. We stand at the close of one cen
tury looking into the next as the most 
powerful Nation on Earth. This is our 
time to be daring-to take a risk worth 
taking. And like other moments in our 
history, it is time to show leadership, 
to show our resolve and to show our 
commitment to the future. Let us 
stand with our President; with every 
living former President; and with every 
living Secretary of State. Let us stand 
for out future. Let us pass NAFTA. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, Ire
serve the balance of my time. We have 
just one final speaker before the 
quorum call. 

The CHAffiMAN. the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] has 21/2 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 seconds to the gentlemen from Flor
ida [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I regret that not enough time was 
allocated so that each Member would 
have the opportunity to say what is on 
their conscience. But in 15 seconds let 
me say that to deny American workers 
the opportunity to fairly compete in 
the world marketplace is just not ac
ceptable. So I r!.se in support of this 
free-trade agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, to deny American workers 
the opportunity to fairly compete in the worlds 
market-places is not acceptable. So tonight I 
rise in support of the free-trade agreement de
spite the fax message I just received which 
said, "There is still time to save your job-vote 
no on NAFTA." 

Saving my job is of no relevance when com
pared to the economic future of our Nation. It 
is the jobs of America's workers, especially 
those that will be created by this free-trade 
agreement, that are at issue here tonight. 
Threats like I just received simply strengthen 
my resolve to do the right thing and support 
the North American Free-Trade Agreement. 

At the end of a telephone conversation yes
terday, Mr. H. Ross Perot, simply told me to 
vote my conscience tonight. Well Mr. Chair
man, over the past few weeks I have 
searched my conscience at length and talked 
to many people from all sides of this issue. 
This includes a private meeting last night with 
President Clinton in the Oval Office, at his re-

quest, a meeting with Mr. Perot in my office 
earlier this month, at his request, countless 
discussions with my colleagues in the House 
and Senate, conversations with hundreds of 
constituents from my home district in Florida, 
and hundreds more letters, telegrams, and 
faxes from people throughout our Nation. All 
of these meetings, conversations, calls and 
letters, along with my personal research lead 
me to conclude that my original inclination to 
support NAFT A was the correct one. 

There has never been a doubt in my mind 
that American workers can outcompete any 
other workers in the world. And given a level 
playing feel, there is likewise no doubt in my 
mind that American businesses and industries 
can out compete their competition in any other 
nation. 

The key to NAFT A is that it levels the play
ing field for American firms seeking to export 
their products and services to Mexico. It pro
vides a unified, barrier-free trading environ
ment for workers and businesses in the United 
States, Canada, and Mexico. 

Through my work on the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence, I receive regular 
briefings from our intelligence agencies on the 
economic changes taking place in various 
parts of the world. It is no secret that our allies 
in the European Community are establishing a 
unified economy much like that envisioned by 
NAFT A. Less well known, however, are the 
discussions under way in other parts of the 
world, such as East Asia, where trading blocs 
are coming together. NAFTA allows us to pro
tect our competitive position in this evolving 
global market. 

For the people of Pinellas County and the 
state of Florida I represent, NAFT A will mean 
the creation of jobs to fulfill a greater demand 
for the products produced in our State. These 
will be good, high paying jobs that will bolster 
our State's economy. 

Florida has helped lead our Nation turn a 
trade deficit with Mexico into a $2.3 billion 
trade surplus as Florida's exports to Mexico 
have tripled over the past 5 years, growing 
from $219 million in 1987 to $664 million in 
1992. During that time, Mexico has grown 
from being Florida's 14th ranked trade partner 
to its 7th. 

Canada, the third signatory to the NAFT A, is 
Florida's leading export market. In the 3 years 
since the United States-Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement was implemented, Florida exports 
to Canada have increased from $664 million 
to $1.6 billion. This experience gives credence 
to the analyses which predict a similar explo
sion in United States to Mexico will follow the 
implementation of NAFT A on January 1. 

All those who have engaged in this debate 
tonight and over the many months we have 
discussed NAFT A are to be complimented for 
encouraging a very important, wide-ranging 
debate on this very complicated agreement. 
Ross Perot and the many critics of NAFT A 
have performed a· valuable service. They have 
called attention to sections of this agreement 
which required every Member of this House to 
closely study its two volumes and separate out 
fact from fiction. This healthy national, and at 
times international, debate has not only ener
gized the electorate, but raised the debate to 
such a level that every American learned 
much more about NAFT A than they knew be
fore. 

In fact, many people who contacted me over 
the past few weeks to oppose NAFT A, have 
after further review, called this week to let me 
know that they now support the agreement. 
They have taken the time to listen to the de
bate and concluded that NAFT A is really in 
the best interest of our Nation. 

From the outset, NAFT A's impact on Amer
ican jobs has been one of the major recurring 
concerns. Study after study, however, predicts 
that jobs will be created, not lost. The U.S. 
International Trade Commission predicts that 
200,000 American export-related jobs will be 
created by NAFT A by 1995. The Institute for 
International Economics puts the figure at 
145,000. 

The Florida Department of Commerce esti
mates that in our State, five new jobs will be 
created for every one job lost. In addition, the 
department believes that the newly created 
jobs will be higher paying jobs related to the 
growing high technology industries which 
would benefit from NAFT A. · 

A second concern is that NAFT A will en
courage United States businesses to relocate 
operations, and jobs, to Mexico to take advan
tage of lower wage rates. The truth is, Amer
ican businesses inclined to move south al
ready would have done so, in part to avoid 
tariffs. Only one-fifth of the production costs 
for businesses is related to labor. Plant, equip
ment, and transportation make up a greater 
share of the cost and in these areas, Amer
ican businesses find it more economical to 
produce their goods in the United States than 
Mexico. With regard to wages, a recent study 
has shown that the earnings of Mexican work
ers have risen by almost 30 percent in the 
past 5 years and that they will continue to rise 
with the implementation of NAFT A. The enact
ment of NAFT A makes it far less likely that 
American firms will locate to Mexico than if 
NAFT A is defeated. 

A third concern about NAFT A has been that 
it would threaten our State's agriculture pro
ducers and industries. By remaining united 
right up until the final days, our delegation has 
been able to receive from the administration 
firm letters of agreement that protect Florida's 
citrus, vegetable, and fruit producers. With 
these agreements, the major associations rep
resenting various Florida agriculture interests 
have joined in support of NAFT A. 

A fourth concern I have heard from my con
stituents is that NAFT A will threaten our envi
ronment and our wildlife. While there is some 
disagreement within the environmental com
munity, a number of major environmental and 
wildlife organizations, including the National 
Wildlife Federation, the Natural Resources De
fense Council, the World Wildlife Federation, 
the National Audubon Society, the Environ
mental Defense Fund, and Conservation Inter
national have all announced their support for 
NAFT A. The agreement does nothing to un
dermine current or future United States envi
ronmental laws while at the same time giving 
our nation leverage to raise the environmental 
standards of Mexico and Canada. This can 
only help to enhance the environment of our 
hemisphere. Killing NAFT A would do nothing 
to improve the environment. 

A fifth major concern is that NAFT A will en
courage an even greater flow of illegal immi
grants from Mexico into the United States. 
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Studies have shown that just the opposite is 
true. The basic tenet of NAFT A is that lifting 
trade barriers between the United States, Can
ada, and Mexico will encourage economic 
growth and job creation in all three nations. 
This will create new and higher paying jobs in 
Mexico and will allow Mexican workers to find 
employment without having to illegally enter 
the United States looking for work. It is no se
cret that illegal aliens, given a choice between 
staying in their homelands and working, or ille
gally entering our Nation, prefer to stay in their 
homeland close to family and friends and the 
culture to which they have grown accustomed. 
Furthermore, some reports have found that 
with a growing economy and the dropping of 
trade barriers, many Mexican businesses will 
no longer need to locate along the United 
States border. By moving away from the bor
der, the rate of illegal immigration will drop 
and the ability of U.S. law enforcement per
sonnel to patrol our borders will improve. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many other issues 
that have been discussed in the two volumes 
and more than 3, 700 pages that comprise 
NAFT A. In the end, each of us who has been 
elected to Congress must cast a vote for or 
against this agreement. In making that deci
sion, I must decide what is in the best inter
ests of the United States of America. It is clear 
to me that tearing down trade barriers around 
the world is in the best interests of American 
workers and American consumers. 

It comes to a question of confidence-con
fidence that our workers will continue to 
outproduce the workers of any other nation 
and confidence that expanding the markets for 
American goods will improve our Nation's bal
ance of trade to the benefit of the U.S. econ
omy. 

This is not to say that my vote of NAFT A 
will be a politically popular vote with all the 
voters in the Tenth Congressional District of 
Florida. As I said at the outset, each of us 
who supports this agreement has received 
calls of retribution. There have been implied 
threats and direct threats against future sup
port for me if I support NAFT A. 

To cast my vote for or against any legisla
tion based on the threat of retaliation at the 
polls would be the same as me casting a vote 
for or against an issue based on financial po
litical support. It would be a bribe and this 
Congressman's vote is not for sale on this or 
any other issue. 

Mr. Chairman, NAFT A brings down trade 
barriers that improve our Nation's competitive 
position. It will create jobs-good jobs-that 
will stimulate our Nation's economy and en
hance our access to foreign markets. It is my 
hope that its passage this evening will be a 
first step toward bring down all trade barriers 
that exist throughout the world. There will 
never by any doubt in my mind that given a 
fair and level playing field, our Nation's work
er's can outwork and outproduce the workers 
of any nation in the world. In time, NAFT A will 
prove just that. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 seconds to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of new avenues to en
hance America's economic future and, 
therefore, I am supporting the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of new 
avenues to enhance America's economic fu
ture; and therefore, I am supporting the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement [NAFT A]. I 
will cast my vote tonight in favor of NAFTA be
cause the issue here is jobs. 

There is a lot of confusion out in the public 
mind about whether NAFT A is going to help 
us in America or hurt us. The fact of the mat
ter is that the jobs going to Mexico have al
ready gone. What NAFT A does is lower tariffs 
and permits the United States to sell more of 
our goods and services to Mexico. In turn, that 
means more jobs and economic opportunities 
in America if we're selling more of our prod
ucts down there. 

We, as Americans, think of our country as 
the last of the major superpowers; however, 
military power is often ineffective in economic 
warfare as the Japanese have recently proved 
so well. Indeed, today's global wars are taking 
shape in the form of "economic blocs" rather 
than military alliances, to achieve global power 
objectives. 

Simply put, the future economic growth of 
both my congressional district in southern Mis
souri and our Nation as a whole depend on 
the removal of trade barriers, not raising trade 
barricades around us. In this hemisphere, our 
balance of agricultural trade continues to im
prove and American farm producers have 
been able to maintain this growth with tariffs 
currently in place. Imagine the opportunities 
that lie ahead if we tear down the tariffs that 
remain, not only for agriculture, but for more 
efficiently produced American manufactured 
goods. 

Finally, I would like to point out that there 
has been a lot of concern expressed about 
what happens if, once we are in this agree
ment, we find we wish we were not. The an
swer to that is very simpl~article 2205 pro
vides that any country "may withdraw from 
this agreement 6 months after it provides writ
ten notice of withdrawal to the other parties." 

With the end of the cold war; the great de
sire for positive change by all people, most es
pecially our own people; in recognition that the 
next century is going to be dramatically dif
ferent than the one coming to a close, this 
vote will help position the United States to 
continue to be the strongest, most inspirational 
leader on the face of the earth-through trade, 
not aid; through peaceful development, rather 
than the conflict of war. 

I will close simply by saying: vote "aye" on 
NAFT A and say "yes" to American jobs, a 
better quality of life, and new economic oppor
tunities for the United States. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. KNOLLENBERG]. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, tonight we reach the 
end of a long and important debate on 
America's trade policy and our Na
tion's economic future. 

This is probably the most important 
vote of the year. And through all the 
rhetoric, a simple choice has emerged. 

Tonight, I say to my colleagues we 
will determine whether America stakes 
its claim in the global economy, or 
whether we continue to slide backward 
under the status quo. 

With NAFTA, we will open the way 
for a tremendous infusion of American
made goods into Mexico. 

One need only look at the American 
auto industry to see NAFTA's great po
tential. 

Last year, we exported just a thou
sand vehicles to Mexico. With NAFTA, 
we will export 60,000. That is right, 
60,000 cars, built here in the U.S.A. by 
American autoworkers. 

And in a vast number of other indus
tries, entrepreneurs will move forward, 
boosting exports and creating jobs. 

Will NAFTA single-handedly revive 
the American economy-which is still 
overburdened by high taxes and regula
tion? No. But it will increase our ex
ports and it will create jobs-for that 
reason alone, we should pass it. 

But we must also face a larger issue. 
Tonight, the whole world is watching 
what we do in this Chamber. 

If we have the courage to pass 
NAFTA, we will show the world that 
we are ready to take the aggressive 
steps necessary to open markets for 
American products-throughout the 
hemisphere and across the globe. 

We cannot simply walk away from 
this opportunity. 

In this post-cold-war world, the true 
measure of a nation's prowess will not 
be decided on the battlefield; it will be 
decided in the marketplace. 

I say to my friends that in my dis
trict, in Michigan, and indeed through
out the Nation, we have the most pro
ductive, highly skilled workers in the 
world. 

I have supreme confidence in their 
ability to fight and win the battle of 
the global marketplace. 

So tonight, let us claim our rightful 
place on the world's economic stage. 
Let us pass NAFTA, and show the 
world what an economic superpower 
can do. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from American Samoa [Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA]. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to 
H.R. 3450, legislation which will implement the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, this decision has not been an 
easy one for me. I am a firm believer in the 
concept of free trade and that our country, as 
a whole, can be very competitive in the inter
national marketplace, if given a level playing 
field. A free-trade agreement holds the possi
bility of improved trade relations with our 
neighbors, increased opportunities for some 
industries, and reduced immigration problems 
along our southern border. Additionally, our 
President has fully committed himself to the 
passage of NAFT A, and I must commend him 
for the admirable job he has done in consoli
dating strong support for NAFT A. As a fellow 
Democrat, I am very reluctant to take any ac
tion which might be perceived as opposing the 
first Democratic President in office for well 
over a decade. 
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Nevertheless, with respect to NAFT A as it 

currently stands, I am concerned with the like
ly, significant impact this NAFTA will have on 
the U.S. territories, and in particular on Amer
ican Samoa. 

In my congressional district of American 
Samoa, fully one-third of the local work force 
is employed by two tuna canneries. When the 
secondary industries which support these two 
primary employers are considered, approxi
mately one-half of our economy is driven by 
the tuna industry. This industry and their over 
4,000 employees provide the bulk of our local 
tax revenues. Not surprisingly, nearly half of 
the canned tuna consumed annually in the 
United States, over $600 million worth, is pro
duced by my district. 

Under NAFT A, even with the 15 year "C +" 
tariff reduction schedule contemplated for 
canned tuna, it has been predicted that the 
trade agreement's effect on the . tuna industry 
would be major. According to the NAFT A im
pact study conducted by the U.S. International 
Trade Commission for the House Ways and 
Means Committee, "Removal of U.S. duties 
on canned tuna would likely result in a signifi
cant increase in U.S. imports of such items 
from Mexico. The harm such an increase in 
imports would likely do the U.S. tuna industry 
would be significant." (USITC Publication 
2353, at page 4-14.) 

Given these circumstances, I felt compelled 
to write to the chief executives of the corpora
tions controlling the tuna canneries in Amer
ican Samoa, Starkist Seafood Co. and Van 
Camp Seafood, Inc., regarding their views on 
NAFT A and the possibility of their canneries 
relocating to Mexico. 

Their responses, although attempting to be 
reassuring, could not mask certain facts. First, 
they will stay in my district only so long as 
their companies can remain competitive world
wide; and, second, the current import duty on 
canned tuna is a significant cost factor, whose. 
removal could change their competitive posi
tion in American Samoa. 

Based on the facts available to me, if 
NAFT A is implemented, I am of the opinion 
that despite their desire to remain in Samoa, 
both canneries will likely move their operations 
elsewhere in 15 years or sooner. I say this, 
not because I want them to leave--1 do not
but because at some point I know with the tar
iff reductions it will no longer be economically 
viable for them to continue their operations 
here. 

Mr. Chairman, given the significant negative 
impact expected in my congressional district, I 
solely regret I am not able to support this 
NAFT A because of the foregoing concerns. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT]. 

Mr. SWETT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this NAFTA. 

I believe it essential that the United 
States, Canada, and Mexico engage in 
free trade. I also believe that a free 
trade agreement should raise Mexico's 
standards, not lower ours. 

As we proceed down the road of in
creased trade liberalization, we need to 

decide what values should form the 
foundation of our trading relation
ships. We cannot take food off the ta
bles of American workers to give to 
Mexican workers. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot endanger 
the lives of citizens in both countries 
with poison and pollution. We need to 
create an agreement which will feed 
and protect citizens of both countries. 

Mr. Chairman, properly negotiated, a 
new trade agreement would help pro
mote reforms in Mexico, protect our 
environmental laws, and enrich both 
Mexico and the United States. 

NAFTA falls short of these criteria. 
I urge my colleagues to join me in de

feating this NAFTA, so we can nego
tiate a new agreement which upholds 
the values dear to all Mexicans, Cana
dians, and Americans. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from illinois [Mr. 
COSTELLO]. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this NAFTA agree
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, today the U.S. House of 
Representatives will vote on NAFT A-the 
North American Free Trade Agreement. In 
1991, I voted against giving President Bush 
the authority to rush into a fast-track agree
ment with Mexico and Canada, and now I will 
vote against this NAFT A in the House of Rep
resentatives. 

I have spent countless hours examining 
NAFT A from every perspective. I have read 
the proposed 2,000 page agreement, I have 
read articles, and have attended debates, 
workshops and lectures both in favor of and 
against NAFT A. I am not convinced that this 
NAFTA is in the best interest of the U.S. or 
the Mexican worker. 

The proponents of this NAFT A believe that 
it will (1) create new jobs in the U.S. "long 
term"; (2) help clean up environmental prob
lems along the border; (3) reduce immigration 
problems; and (4) increase wages and im
prove working conditions in Mexico while ex
panding U.S. businesses. 

I believe that this NAFTA is a job killer, that 
it will contribute to greater pollution problems 
along the U.S.-Mexican border and that the 
creation of jobs in the "long term" for the U.S. 
is a gamble-not a guarantee. We should and 
can do better! 

Everyone agrees that jobs will be lost in the 
short term if NAFT A is passed. Those who be
lieve that NAFTA will create jobs in the U.S. 
long term base their claim on the premise that 
the Mexican people will demand and purchase 
products manufactured in the U.S. They be
lieve that the Mexican people will be able to 
afford U.S. goods because the Mexican gov
ernment has promised to increase wages and 
improve working conditions for Mexican work
ers, enforce environmental laws and eliminate 
human rights violations in Mexico. 

Consider the following: 
The United States will lose up to 500,000 

good manufacturing jobs-up to 40 percent of 
our jobs in automobiles, steel, textiles and ap
parel according to an unreleased study by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce. Proponents 

claim that the Americans losing their jobs will 
be able to find better jobs in the U.S. Very few 
Americans who have lost their job recently as 
a result of a plant closing or a U.S. company 
moving to Mexico have been able to find bet
ter or higher paying jobs. 

The minimum wage established by the 
Mexican government for its workers is 58-
cents per hour. Ninety percent of the workers 
in Mexico make less than $22.00 per day. 
Wages in Mexico have declined by 25 percent 
since 1979, despite an increase in production 
in manufacturing facilities. It is difficult to be
lieve that the Mexican government will in
crease wages in order for Mexican workers to 
be able to afford to purchase U.S. products. 

It is clear that the Mexican government pur
posely keeps wages low in order to attract 
new manufacturing plants from the United 
States and other countries. The Mexican gov
ernment has purchased full page newspaper 
ads asking the United States and other com
panies to come to Mexico for $1.00 per hour 
wages and low overhead. 

Every major human rights organization has 
condemned the Salinas Administration for 
being one of the most abusive governments in 
this hemisphere. 

NAFTA cannot be debated in Mexico with
out fear of retaliation. Recent public opinion 
polls in Mexico indicate that less than one
third of the people in Mexico favor NAFT A. 

Proponents claim that NAFT A will reduce il
legal Mexican immigration to the United 
States. Look at the history of the maquiladora 
area near the border and its effect on immi
gration. American factories in the maquiladora 
areas actually contribute to illegal immigration, 
by bringing families to the area on wages 
which cannot possibly sustain them. Our coun
try has and will continue to send our sons, 
daughters, husbands and wives half-way 
around the world to protect human rights, 
while at the same time we are being asked to 
contribute to degradation of human rights
where workers labor and live in slave condi
tions-in Mexico. 

This NAFTA will cost U.S. taxpayers several 
billion dollars to implement. Recently, the ad
ministration discussed the possibility of impos
ing a new transportation tax in order to imple
ment NAFT A. It has been estimated that the 
U.S. taxpayers will end up paying between 
$1 0 and $30 billion in lost revenue and in in
frastructure improvements that will be nec
essary to implement NAFT A. 

In conclusion, I believe that we need a fair 
trade agreement with Canada and Mexico. 
This NAFT A is not fair! I believe that we 
should and must reject this NAFT A and nego
tiate a trade agreement that is fair to all par
ties. I urge my colleagues to reject this 
NAFTA. 

0 2010 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the balance of my time to the distin
guished gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. OBEY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is recog
nized for 2lh minutes. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if NAFTA 
tonight threatened the jobs of editorial 
writers and network news anchors and 
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Wall Street bankers, this bill would 
not have a prayer, but it does not. It 
threatens the jobs of noncollege edu
cated workers, so it is going to press. 

All I will say to you tonight, if you 
are intending to cast your vote for this 
turkey, all I will say to you is if you 
are going to vote for it tonight, re
member that in contrast to the adver
tised price tag, this baby carries a $20 
billion minimum price tag over the 
next decade. I am talking about a price 
tag to the taxpayer, to the Federal 
budget, to the deficit. 

Do not vote for this tonight, do not 
buy the goods tonight unless you are 
willing to pay for them over the next 10 
years. If you are really going to claim 
tonight that you are going to provide 
job training for people who lose their 
jobs, then you had better be there when 
we have job training bills on the floor. 

If you are going to go home and tell 
your constituents that you are going to 
provide schools for work and education 
and training programs, as people have 
said this is going to provide, then you 
had better be there when we bring 
those appropriations to the floor. 

If you are willing to impose on the 
House tonight the authorization and 
the appropriation for a 5-year commit
ment to a new international banking 
institution that will obligate taxpayers 
to provide guarantees for over $2 bil
lion, then you had better be there when 
the Foreign Operations bill comes to 
the floor the next 4 years that pays 
those obligations that you will legally 
incur tonight if you vote for that bill. 

Now, I do not think we ought to do 
that. I think we ought to vote this 
down, but if you vote for it, then let us 
see you follow the logical consequences 
of your actions. Let us see you do the 
heavy lifting that is going to be re
quired after this is passed tonight. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
our remaining 6 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
BUNNING] a member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means and a very learned 
Member of this House on this issue. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Chairman, I guess 
we have heard about everything there 
is to say about the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. 

We have heard the promise of job&
the promise that NAFTA will generate 
hundreds of thousands of new jobs be
cause of increased export opportuni
ties. 

I believe the opportunities are there. 
I do believe in free trade, and I believe 
that improved trading relationships 
will eventually mean jobs for us and 
for Mexico. 

But no one has explained how an 
economy that is one lho the size of our 
own can absorb enough of our products 
and services to offset the negative im
pact of opening the door to a Mexican 
work force that is nearly lh the size of 
ours. 

These numbers virtually guarantee 
tremendous job dislocation if this trea-

ty passes. And this treaty does nothing 
to offer any hope to the working men 
and women in our fragile industries. 

We have heard today, that those of us 
who believe this treaty threatens our 
Nation's sovereignty are off base. 

I personally am truly concerned that 
the huge trinational bureaucracy that 
this treaty creates is a threat to our 
sovereignty. 

I believe it threatens our ability to 
set our own health and safety and envi
ronmental standards, to set profes
sional licensing standards, and to de
regulate our own economy. 

But today we have heard opinions . 
from legal scholars who say these fears 
are groundless, that this sovereignty 
issue is "a dog which just won't hunt." 

I am not a lawyer. In fact I am rather 
proud that I am not. But if "this dog 
won't hunt"-what is this dog doing in 
this treaty? 

We have heard today that this treaty 
is a great opportunity for everybody
profits, jobs, investment opportunities 
galore. 

But how can anyone tell what a great 
deal it is when we do not know what it 
really costs? 

We just don't know the costs of all 
the promises that are being made in 
the back rooms at the White House and 
on Capitol Hill. The American people 
should be outraged at the way this 
treaty has been bought-vote by vote
with wheeling and dealing that would 
make a rug merchant blush. 

If we tried this kind of vote buying in 
Kentucky, there would be a grand jury 
looking into it. In fact, we do try it in 
Kentucky and there is a grand jury 
looking into it. 

We have heard a lot today-but we 
have not heard what these promises 
and side deals will cost. It think that is 
outrageous. 

We have heard today a lot of prom
ises about the benefits of opening up 
our Nation to competition. But we 
have not heard the one promise that 
would make me feel more comfortable 
with this agreement-the promise that 
President Clinton plans to change the 
course of his administration and do 
something to make this Nation more 
competitive instead of less. 

We have heard a lot today about jobs. 
But where was that concern about jobs 
and competition when the President 
shoved his tax bill through this House? 

Retroactive tax increases on small 
business will not make our country 
more competitive. The President's tax 
bill, enacted just months ago will cost 
5 times as many jobs as this treaty 
could ever create. 

The President's health care plan, if it 
is enacted, will kill five or ten times as 
many jobs as NAFTA could ever create. 

If we are going to tear down the walls 
and open the doors, we have to get our 
own house in order and this adminis
tration and its policies do not give me 
any faith that we are ready to do this. 
It frightens me. 

And we have heard today that this is 
a historic moment-this treaty is an 
historic opportunity. And I agree. 
After today, with or without this trea
ty, we will start the march into his
tory-into the 21st century. 

With or without this treaty we will 
continue to improve our trade rela
tions with Mexico and reduce the trade 
barriers that separate us. 

But as we begin this march into his
tory, we really should start the march 
together. This treaty, this NAFTA, 
leaves too many unanswered questions 
and it leaves too many people behind in 
the dust. 

Treaties are supposed to bring people 
together and offer hope for a better to
morrow. This treaty offers hope to our 
business community-hope of expanded 
trade opportunities and investment op
portunities. It offers hope to the people 
of Mexico--hope of economic growth 
and job opportunities. 

But for many working people in this 
country, this agreement offers nothing 
but fear, insecurity, and the loss of 
jobs. We can not leave them in the 
dust. 

0 2020 
Mr. Chairman, we cannot leave them 

in the dust. We can do better; we must 
do better. Let us reject this NAFTA. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Iowa [NUSSLE]. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the NAFTA agreement. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. KOPETSKI]. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, Mem
bers, yes, NAFTA is a trade agreement 
and Oregon and the United States will 
gain from it. But just as important is 
the fact that NAFTA is a strategy. It is 
an economic strategy to sell American
made products to American consumers 
and to a world market. This is the 
heart and basic concept of this agree
ment. 

The United States has a $6 billion 
trade surplus with Mexico. Mexico is 
not our competitor. But the United 
States has a $45 billion trade deficit 
with Japan. Japan and Asia are our 
competitors, Thirty-three percent of 
Germany's gross domestic product is 
exported while only 11 percent of 
America's GDP is exported. These are 
our competitor&-Japan and Asia, Ger
many and Europe. That is why they op
pose NAFTA. 

By NAFTA and the strategy in
volved, for the first time since the Mar
shall plan the United States is 
proactively setting forth an economic 
strategy for our businesses and work
ers to compete successfully in the glob
al economy. 

Instead of always responding, always 
playing defense, always playing catch
up to the economic challenges from 
Japan and Germany, we will set the 
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rules for the economic gain in our 
backyard. Under NAFTA, Mr. Chair
man, we, not our competitors, set the 
rules for doing business through the 
rule of origin, the domestic content 
provision. We, not our competitors, set 
the rules through the enforcement 
processes for the intellectual property 
rights provisions. We, not our competi
tors, set the rules by giving tax pref
erences to goods produced in North 
American businesses over non-North 
American-produced products sold in 
the United States. 

Under NAFT A, Mr. Chairman, we tell 
the world that we are designing the 
economic playing field in North Amer
ica. We, not our competitors. 

By this I see America returning to a 
road of prosperity and economic secu
rity. Trade-related jobs pay on the av
erage 17 percent more than nontrade
related jobs. This economic strategy 
will allow the United States to return 
to jobs that pay living wages with 
health care benefits, with a pension 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, to vote no on NAFTA 
is to accept the status quo. To vote yes 
is to embrace the strategy which al
lows us to move forward and to seek a 
better world for our people. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, today we have 
the opportunity to vote on one of the most im
portant pieces of legislation of our time-the 
North American Free Trade Agreement. The 
implications of this historic agreement extend 
far beyond a simple trade agreement. NAFT A 
would create the largest and richest market in 
the world. The passage of NAFT A would af
fect the ability of the U.S. to remain competi
tive as well as help define our role as leaders 
in the international community. NAFTA offers 
the opportunity to expand our markets, in
crease our exports, and grow our economy. 

Yet, despite all of these positive gains, there 
are still those who refuse to look toward Amer
ica's future. There are those that are content 
with letting the special interest groups define 
what is good for our Nation. Rather than be
lieving that the United States is a world leader 
and an innovator that can successfully com
pete in the global market place, the anti
NAFT A crowd believes that the United States 
should hide and retreat from international 
competition. It baffles me that some think a 
country whose economy is one-twentieth the 
size of ours is going to threaten our standard 
of living here in the United States of America. 

For those who have been concerned with 
Mexico's labor or environmental practices, or 
with their past record on human rights and de
mocracy, my response is that-engagement is 
the most effective weapon. If we want to ad
dress the problems of illegal immigration or 
drug trafficking, the answer does not lie in cut
ting our ties with Mexico and disengaging. 
Furthermore, closing the door on Mexico will 
have serious repercussions throughout North 
America. If NAFT A fails, relations with Central 
and South America could be soured, which 
translates directly into lost markets for Amer
ican goods and the lost opportunity to help 
strengthen democracy and free enterprise in 
our hemisphere. 

With the cold war over and the increasing 
globalization of our economy, it is quite evi
dent that international trade and export growth 
is the key to our future. If we reject this oppor
tunity today-the opportunity to forge closer 
ties with Mexico and engage with them-we 
will lose our ability to be leaders in North 
America and leaders throughout the world. 
Canada has already announced that if the 
U.S. Congress fails to pass NAFTA, their 
country will go ahead and negotiate a bilateral 
free trade agreement with Mexico. In addition, 
if Congress fails to pass this agreement, our 
chances of securing further trade negotiations 
that lower trade barriers, open new markets 
for U.S. goods, protect intellectual property 
rights, and set environmental and labor stand
ards, will surely be lost. The fact is, the deci
sion we make on NAFT A comes at a critical 
time for international trade. Should NAFTA fail, 
it could prevent a successful completion of the 
present multilateral trade agreement, known 
as GATT, which is scheduled to come to a 
close by mid December. Moreover, a country 
which rejects free trade with its neighbors, 
who share the same borders, is not likely to 
carry much international clout in convincing 
other nations across the ocean to drop their 
tariffs and engage in free trade. 

Unfortunately Mr. Chairman, a great deal of 
misleading information and half-truths have 
been spread on the issue of NAFT A. In an ef
fort to get the record straight, I think it is im
portant to address some of these concerns. 

Much of the NAFTA debate has centered 
around the issue of jobs. NAFT A opponents 
have claimed that this agreement will only ac
celerate the loss of manufacturing jobs in the 
United States. I believe, and leading econo
mists have professed, that NAFT A will create 
jobs, because it offers the U.S. new markets 
and opportunity to increase U.S. exports, Re
cent history sheds light on this point. In 1986, 
Mexico began to lower its trade barriers and 
as a result, United States exports to Mexico 
grew. According to the Department of Com
merce, this has added more than 400,000 new 
jobs to the American economy. NAFTA is a 
job creator. 

As we all know, structural shifts in manufac
turing employment have been occurring in this 
country for more than a decade. These 
changes have not occurred because of 
NAFT A, but stem from factors such as mod
ernization, efficiency and a more global econ
omy. NAFTA is not part of the problem. It may 
be, however, part of the solution. NAFTA will 
create the largest market in the world. By in
creasing our export opportunities, NAFT A will 
enable us to take advantage of America's eco
nomic strengths, which include high-wage and 
high-tech manufacturing. 

The low wage rate in Mexico has been cited 
as a reason that American companies will re
locate if NAFT A passes. If that is the case, 
why aren't there more American companies 
there now? And why are many which moved 
there now considering moving back to the 
U.S.? The truth is, this manufacturing exodus, 
is short-sighted and ignores many of the other 
factors of production, such as worker produc
tivity and transportation costs. Moving fac
tories down to Mexico is a costly undertaking. 
I doubt seriously that there will be a surge of 
companies that will close-up shop in America 

and relocate in Mexico, solely to take advan
tage of the cheaper labor. Again, anyone who 
runs a business knows that labor costs are 
just part of the total equation. With Mexican 
tariffs lowered, companies will not be as 
tempted to move to Mexico in the first place. 
Many companies have done so in the past in 
order to circumvent the high import duties that 
are presently in place. 

An example of how NAFT A will help expand 
U.S. exports and boost our high-tech indus
tries like computers can be seen in my district 
in Colorado. Without NAFT A, Hewlettt Packard 
in Fort Collins and Greely, CO, must pay a 
20% Mexican tariff. With NAFT A, Hewlett 
Packard can sell more computer equipment 
for the same amount of money. With NAFTA, 
Hewlett Packard in Loveland, Fort Collins, and 
Greely will hire additional engineers and pro
duction workers to meet the additional de
mand for their product. With NAFT A, NW 
Transport of Commerce City, CO, and United 
Parcel Service in Fort Collins and Greeley will 
ship this additional computer equipment to 
Mexico. Finally, with NAFT A, Hewlett Packard 
will increase their overall sales because they 
will have a 20% price advantage over their 
Pacific Rim competitors. 

As a representative of an agricultural dis
trict, I am especially sensitive to the needs of 
farmers, ranchers and those in the livestock 
industry. When Ross Perot, in his book Save 
Your Job, Save Our Country argued that 
NAFT A would be a bad deal for agricultural 
trade, I knew there were some inaccurate 
facts being circulated. The truth is, U.S. agri
culture and the American farmer are big win
ners under the NAFT A. Conservative esti
mates show that by the end of the transition 
period, NAFTA is expected to increase U.S. 
agricultural exports by $2.0 billion to $2.5 bil
lion annually. NAFT A also terminates Mexico's 
import licensing system, which has been a 
major barrier to U.S. agricultural exports to 
Mexico. With the elimination of tariffs, the Unit
ed States will have even more access to the 
growing Mexican market. 

An example of this increased agricultural 
trade can be seen at Monfort Industries, a 
processing plant in Greeley, CO. If a pound of 
hamburger sold from Monfort was valued at 
$1.40/pound, it would cost $1.68/pound in the 
Mexican retail store because of a 20-percent 
Mexican tariff. NAFT A would provide the op
portunity for the Mexican consumer to buy 20 
percent more Monfort beef for the same price. 
This increase amounts to 72 truck loads of 
beef per week as opposed to just 60 loads per 
week. NAFT A would provide the opportunity 
for additional jobs at Monfort's processing 
plant. NAFT A would provide the opportunity 
for the Spingfield, CO rancher to sell more 
fedder calves to the feedlot in Kersey, CO. 
NAFT A would provide the opportunity for the 
corn grower from Burlington, CO to sell addi
tional feed to the feedlot in Yuma, CO. NAFT A 
would provide the opportunity for the trucker to 
transport more corn and calves to the feedlot, 
fat cattle to the processing plant, and product 
in Mexico. Finally, Mexico would be able to 

. sell more beef to Mexico overall because they 
would have a 20-percent price advantage over 
beef from Argentina and Australia. 

Opponents of NAFT A have brought up the 
issue of sovereignty and have complained that 
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NAFT A's 1,200 pages of text threaten Ameri
can's sovereignty. This issue needs to be 
clarified. Most of the 1 ,200 pages in the 
NAFT A agreement are transition rules, includ
ing detailed schedules for phasing out import 
duties. The other major portion of the agree
ment deals with origin rules. These are de
signed to prevent non-NAFT A countries, espe
cially those countries in Asia, from taking ad
vantage of the benefits reserved for North 
Americans. Nothing in NAFT A or its side 
agreements requires any country to observe 
anything other than its own laws. Furthermore, 
it should be noted that if NAFT A passes, and 
if for some reason the United States wanted to 
withdraw from the obligations set up by the 
agreement, the United States has the ability to 
do so. Congress can at any time override an 
agreement or any provision of it, by simple 
legislation. The President may also do so by 
executive action. Thus, NAFT A does not 
threaten U.S. sovereignty. 

The issue of whether or not NAFT A threat
ens our health and safety standards for agri
cultural products coming into this country has 
come up for discussion. Frankly, when I first 
heard this, I was also concerned. However, I 
am now confident that NAFT A does not pose 
a threat to U.S. health and safety standards 
for agricultural goods. This point was rein
forced during a House Agriculture Committee 
hearing in which an administrator from the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture testified that: 
the NAFT A provisions will preserve our ability 
to maintain import standards and requirements 
essential for protecting the health of U.S. agri
culture. The language in this agreement clear
ly preserves our right, as well as Canada's 
and Mexico's, to maintain and implement 
measures necessary to protect the health of 
our livestock and crops as long as these re
quirements have a scientific basis. The notion 
that NAFT A would open the borders to free 
movement of commodities infested or infected 
with agricultural pests and diseases simply is 
not true. 

Another argument put forward by NAFT A 
opponents is that the agreement will make our 
highways unsafe and Mexican drivers will not 
have to meet United States minimum safety 
standards. This claim is simply wrong. Nothing 
in NAFT A would exempt Mexican or Canadian 
vehicles or drivers from United States environ
mental standards. Any safety and environ
mental standards that are presently required 
on American trucks will also be required on 
Mexican trucks. Also, these standards will be 
enforced with the same stringency applicable 
to U.S. operators. Mexican trucks will go 
through the same ports-of-entry at each 
State's border that now stop United States 
trucks. There they will be subject to the same 
weight licensing and safety requirements now 
in place for U.S. vehicles. 

Another pronouncement I have heard that 
needs to be corrected is that NAFT A is an 
agreement only for corporate America and 
large companies. This cannot be further from 
the truth. Right now, only multinational cor
porations and Fortune 500 companies can 
take advantage of the Mexican markets. They 
are the only ones that have the ability to by
pass the high Mexican tariffs and move di
rectly to their targeted market to set up shops 
and factories. However, if NAFT A passes, the 

small business person will have the oppor
tunity to take advantage of the fertile markets 
of Mexico. By lowering trade barriers, the 
small entrepreneur in America, for the first 
time, will have the chance to sell his or her 
products internationally. An example of this 
can be seen in my district, in Colorado. Wally 
and Ruth Dusenberry, owners of Speer Cush
ion in Holyoke, CO say NAFT A would provide 
the opportunity for them to sell additional trac
tor seats in Mexico because NAFT A would 
give them a 2Q-percent price advantage over 
their foreign competitors. They estimate that 
NAFT A would provide the opportunity for three 
additional manufacturing jobs in their rural 
community of 2,000 people. 

Mr. Chairman, for all of these reasons, I 
support NAFT A. It is good for the people of 
my district in Colorado and is good for the 
United States overall. To defeat this historic 
.agreement would be a serious mistake. I urge 
my colleagues to seize this important oppor
tunity and look toward American's future. I 
urge my colleagues to vote in support of 
NAFTA. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, today the 
House votes on the most significant trade deal 
of this century, the North American Free Trade 
Agreement. The long months of debate are fi
nally coming to an end and we will make a de
cision. 

I believe the correct decision is to reject the 
politics of fear and adopt NAFT A. When you 
look past the rhetoric and the distortions at the 
facts, NAFT A makes sense for America. 

I wrote an editorial published in the Novem
ber 14 edition of the Staten Island Advance 
explaining some of the ways NAFT A will cre
ate more and better jobs for Americans and 
help our country remain competitive in the 
twenty-first century. 

I commend the entire editorial to my col
leagues: 

NAFTA MEANS JOBS, SECURITY FOR THE 
FUTURE 

(By Congresswoman Susan Molinari) 
Congress is about to vote on the most im

portant trade deal of this century, the North 
American Free Trade Agreement. NAFTA is 
a defining moment for our nation, forcing us 
to choose between surrendering to the poli
tics of fear, and thereby giving up our lead
ing role in the world, or securing America's 
strength and prosperity well into the twen
ty-first century. 

Like they did before the Great Depression, 
protectionists armed with misleading statis
tics and colorful metaphors have done their 
best to keep us isolated by demonizing this 
trade pact. The plain truth, however, is that 
NAFTA will provide enormous opportunities 
to expand our economic growth, increase 
U.S. exports and create new and better jobs 
for American workers. 

Rather than destroy American jobs, 
NAFTA will create jobs, and cities that spe
cialize in financial services and information 
technology, such as New York, stand to gain 
the most. 

Consider the benefits of NAFTA for the fi
nancial services industry, the largest em
ployer in New York City and New York 
State. NAFTA will help New York consoli
date its position as the financial center for 
the Western Hemisphere by allowing, for the 
first time, U.S. banks to take deposits and 
make loans to 80 million more customers, as 
well as issue credit cards in Mexico. This 
translates directly into more American jobs. 

NAFTA will open Mexico to U.S. securities 
dealers. American investment managers 
working here will manage Mexican mutual 
funds and stockbrokers will be able to sell 
their services there . 

In addition, NAFTA phases out Mexican 
restrictions on U.S. insurance companies and 
opens up that $3.5 billion market which is 
growing immensely. Increased economic de
velopment in Mexico, which NAFTA will fos
ter, will require higher levels of commercial, 
automobile, homeowner, and life insurance. 

By opening these opportunities, in the 
short-run NAFTA will create thousands of 
new jobs in New York for financial related 
jobs such as brokers, secretaries, analysts, 
clerks, computer technicians, legal advisors, 
planners, office designers, security staff and 
back-office workers. And this is just the fi
nancial world. In the long run, NAFTA will 
make all of New York's industries stronger. 

As New York's financial services firms do 
more business, so will the companies that 
work with them such as telecommuni
cations, information services and computers. 
Staten Island's largest employer, the 
Teleport, for example will prosper greatly by 
NAFTA immediately. 

Right now, Mexico slaps a huge tax, double 
the average U.S. tax, on all of our goods that 
we ship there. NAFTA all but eliminates 
these barriers, and that means Mexicans will 
buy even more American-made goods. 

This means New York will sell more sci
entific and measuring instruments, more 
transportation equipment, more computer 
hardware and software, health services, 
chemical products, food products, tele
communications equipment and services, 
furniture , industrial machinery, and a host 
of other goods and services. In each of these 
industries, increased exports to Mexico and 
Canada mean more jobs here in the United 
States. 

Yes, in the coming months some jobs will 
be lost to Mexico, but these jobs will go 
there whether we pass NAFTA or not. Noth
ing is going to stop those jobs from leaving, 
but NAFTA will help us stop the hemorrhag
ing and bring some jobs back from Asia and 
other parts of the world. 

NAFTA's primary effect, opening Mexico 
to U.S. goods and services, will create the 
largest trading block in the world and allow 
us to compete with other international trade 
rivals such as the Europeans and the Japa
nese. 

Under NAFTA, Canada, the U.S. and Mex
ico will form a market with a combined 
economy of $6.5 trillion and 370 million peo
ple. 

Today, Staten Island and every New York 
City borough must operate on a global scale. 
To insure continued success and an adequate 
standard of living, Americans must not be 
afraid to compete in the world market. Ap
proval of NAFTA will say to our competitors 
that America is ready for the challenge and 
will give us a powerful competitive advan
tage. 
If we do not engage Mexico in this trade 

pact, others will. We can only make a dif
ference with Mexican environmental and po
litical standards if we gain enough leverage 
to make sanctions mean something. Other
wise, Mexico will simply trade with other na
tions which do not care that Mexican compa
nies are polluting our hemisphere or their 
society may not be open as we would like. 

It is true. The more you learn about 
NAFTA, if you get your information from 
those you are not trying to scare you into 
believing falsehoods, the more you under
stand how it makes sense for New York and 
for America. 
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I support NAFTA and will continue tore

ject the politics of fear. 
Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Chairman, I come before 

this body today to say no. No to sending jobs 
to Mexico, no to making the rich richer and the 
middle class and working class poor poorer, 
and to say no to the North American Free
Trade Agreement. 

The proponents of NAFT A say that the only 
jobs which will be lost to Mexico are Marginal 
Jobs. We are not talking cracker crumbs here 
folks. These scrcalled marginal jobs are an 
important part of the economy of my district, 
as well as the entire Nation. I say that these 
marginal jobs send our kids to college, they 
make car payments, house payments, pay for 
insurance and help us build a nest egg for our 
retirement. I will never, never foresake the 
middle class or the poor, so I am voting 
against the NAFTA treaty. 

All critics agree that the loss of jobs will 
occur in the short term. Well, in districts like 
the 7th District of Alabama, many of my con
stituents will not be around to reap the re
wards of the so-called long term benefits of 
this agreement. A published study pointed out 
that NAFT A's net effect by the year 2000 
would be a loss of investment in our country 
by as much as $53 billion dollars, a decline of 
over half a million U.S. jobs, with a loss in 
U.S. wage income of $320 billion. Tell me, 
who can afford those kind of losses? 

Also, many large companies have brought 
out the big guns to push NAFTA here today. 
Well if I were in their shoes and would stand 
to profit considerably from this measure, I 
would break out the big guns and fight for this 
bill also. However, I am here to fight for the lit
tle people. Today, by voting no, I will be a sol
dier for the right cause, jobs and prosperity 
now. In America, not in Mexico. 

Do not gamble with other people's lives, 
with dreams of pie in the sky. I come to warn 
you that if we pass NAFT A, we will be sorry 
ever "afta." 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, Chapter 19 of the 
NAFT A deals with dispute settlement in anti
dumping and countervailing duty cases. It is 
closely modeled after the same chapter of the 
Canada Free Trade Agreement. Because sov
ereignty questions have been raised in con
nection with this provision, I think it is impor
tant to put those concerns to rest. 

First, there is no question but that Congress 
has the power to assign the adjudication of 
antidumping and countervailing duty cases to 
binational panels. Under the Constitution, Con
gress has the authority to affect both the ap
pellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court as 
well as to create and regulate the jurisdiction 
of inferior Federal courts. Furthermore, it has 
long been recognized that Congress can as
sign these kinds of cases to a non-judicial 
forum for adjudication. That is exactly what is 
done with the dispute settlement procedure. 

Second, by including a dispute settlement 
procedure in NAFT A, we are not overriding or 
surrendering our national sovereignty. Rather, 
NAFT A utilizes the dispute settlement proce
dure as a means of determining whether the 
relevant laws of any of the three signatory 
countries violate the terms of the Agreement 
itself. If, under that procedure, a United States 
law is found to violate the terms of the 
NAFT A, that does not automatically alter that 

U.S. law. Instead, at that point, the United 
States can choose to leave that law in place. 
That would mean that penalties or tariffs could 
be imposed by the other signatories. But the 
key point is that our reaction to a negative de
cision by a binational panel on a particular 
U.S. law or regulation still would solely be 
within our own control. The same is true with 
respect to the laws and regulations of Mexico 
and the laws and regulations of Canada. 

All three signatories of NAFT A have the op
tion to refuse to alter laws that are found to be 
inconsistent with the terms of• the Agreement. 
If any of the three sovereign countries refuse 
to change such a law, then under the agree
ment the other countries can impose penalties 
or tariffs. One final point. Under the terms of 
this Agreement, any of the signatories can 
withdraw from the Agreement on 6 months no
tice. 

I have studied this matter carefully, as I did 
when the House Judiciary Committee consid
ered the United States-Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act in 1988. I was 
convinced then, as I am now, that the dispute 
settlement procedure is fully consistent with 
the Constitution of the United States. I am 
also convinced, based on the literal language 
of the NAFT A, that its terms in no way reduce 
our sovereignty. In fact, the adoption of the 
agreement itself will be an exercise of our sov
ereignty and the language of the agreement 
permits us to refuse to change any of our laws 
in the face of a negative decision by a bina
tional panel. The sovereignty arguments by 
opponents of NAFT A simply do not hold 
water. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
announce my support for the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. I still have several 
concerns about the NAFT A, but I have con
cluded that its promise outweighs its risk, and 
that passage of this agreement will be good 
for Americans, and will best promote Ameri
ca's interest in a challenging new global envi
ronment. 

For me, this conclusion has not been an 
easy one to reach, and comes only after in
tense discussion with advocates on both sides 
and careful analysis of several fundamental 
questions. These are: (1) Will the NAFTA re
sult in increased job opportunities for Amer
ican workers, especially in New York? (2) Will 
American wages and benefits remain strong 
despite increased integration with the Mexican 
economy? (3) Will the NAFT A reduce the flow 
of illegal immigration? (4) Will the benefits of 
the NAFT A result in rising living standards for 
the average Mexican worker? (5) Will the 
NAFT A expand our trilateral commitment to 
environmental protection and essential health 
standards? (6) Will our global leadership and 
trading leverage be strengthened by NAFT A's 
passage? (7) Will the NAFT A preserve the 
role of collective bargaining in our country? 
And (8) Will the NAFT A reaffirm our basic na
tional commitment to the expansion of free
dom, democracy and human rights? 

On balance, I am now satisfied that the an
swer to each of these questions is yes. And 
through legitimate concerns remain about our 
economic relationship with Mexico, it is clear 
that most things we fear-job flight, environ
mental degradation, investment diversion-are 
conditions which already exist, or policies 

which Mexico could implement unilaterally 
should the NAFT A be defeated. It is equally 
clear that most things we want-access to ex
port markets, a renewed commitment to 
democratic reforms, and rising living stand
ards-are either contained in the NAFT A, or 
will best be achieved through its passage. 

JOBS FOR AMERICANS AND NEW YORKERS 

EXPORT INDUSTRIES 

Economic models produce different fore
casts on the net job growth resulting from the 
NAFT A's implementation. But virtually all 
agree that by lowering Mexican trade bar
riers-which today are more than twice as 
high as our own-the NAFT A will increase 
U.S. exports and create jobs in related fields. 

Indeed, forecasts indicate that nearly 
200,000 jobs will be created by 1997 as a re
sult of this agreement. 

That projection makes a great deal of 
sense. Mexico's tariffs make it far more dif
ficult for U.S. manufacturers and businesses 
to service the Mexican market than vice versa. 
Mexico retains high tariffs on many imported 
goods, and its prohibits U.S. service providers 
from operating south of the border-com
pletely shutting out important industries like 
banking, insurance, construction and tele
communications. 

The NAFT A will correct this unfair and un
equal relationship, much to o·ur benefit. 

We don't have to speculate on the results of 
tariff reduction. We can look at recent history 
for evidence. Since Mexico initiated its policy 
of liberalized trade restrictions in 1986, Amer
ican exports to Mexico have increased 228 
percent to a total of $40.6 billion. And we have 
transformed a $5.7 billion trade deficit into a 
$5.4 billion trade surplus, one of the few bright 
spots in our otherwise poor trade balance. 

Mexico's consumers have demonstrated a 
remarkable appetite for American-made prod
ucts allowing their per capita consumption of 
exports to exceed that of wealthier Japan and 
Europe. Just one-quarter to one-third of the 
Mexican population has enough buying power 
right now to equal the entire Canadian market. 
And there is every reason to believe that a 
more prosperous and less protected Mexico 
would consume even more. 

In New York State, the proof is just as dra
matic. Since 1987, trade to Mexico has in
creased by over $400 million dollars, generat
ing thousands of jobs. Those jobs are support
ing families, paying taxes, and building 
dreams. They are a down-payment on the ex
port-driven potential of a future built on ex
panding markets. 

New York is especially well positioned to 
take advantage of the opportunities most ex
panded by the NAFT A in key service and 
high-tech industries. And, under the NAFT A, 
our small businesses will no longer have to 
negotiate prohibitively complicated border re
strictions on product flow. If the NAFT A is 
passed and current trend~ continue, New York 
can expect to gain 15,000 jobs by 1997. 

Some say that many of these exports are 
parts which are then assembled for re-ship
ment back to the United States, but that is just 
not the case. Most of our exports to Mexico, 
70 percent, are for Mexican consumption or 
use. 

Others say that an export stream which con
tributes to Mexico's capital infrastructure is not 
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sustainable and only seeds a future boom in 
Mexican manufacturing that will cost United 
States jobs. But again, the evidence points to 
a different conclusion. 

There is a vast unmet demand for capital 
goods in Mexic<r-a demand which will keep 
our exports strong well into the next century. 
The capital goods market includes many of 
our most competitive products, in high-wage 
industries. And it is important to remember 
that the range of capital goods included in the 
trade statistics is far broader than factory sup
plies, also including such items as refrig
erators, computers, medical equipment and 
photographic supplies. Exports like these are 
in no way going to threaten our manufacturing 
base. 

Besides, the long-term need to increase 
Mexican living standards, purchasing power, 
and prosperity is dependent upon the eventual 
expansion of Mexican industrial capacity, not 
on its continuing stagnation. 

The simple truth is this. Mexico has a vast 
market of some 90,000,000 consumers. Many 
of the American firms who want to reach those 
buyers have been forced by unequal and un
fair trade restrictions to base operations in 
Mexico. The NAFTA will eliminate these incen
tives and give exporters a powerful reason to 
keep their jobs in the United States. 

AMERICAN PRODUCTIVITY AND QUALITY 

The most effective and emotional argument 
against the NAFT A claims that it intensifies 
the direct competition between well-paid 
American workers and their poorly-paid Mexi
can counterparts. But the wage disparity which 
exists now would be reduced by an improving 
Mexican economy. 

We should also remember that a strict wage 
comparison ignores the many other factors 
which go into business decisions-productiv
ity, transportation costs, infrastructure factors 
such as telephone service, water supply and 
road conditions, and access to other crucial 
components of production. 

If this sounds counter-intuitive, consider the 
choices we make in our own lives. Buying a 
cup of coffee, eating a meal, purchasing a 
house, picking out clothing-each of these ac
tivities costs far more in the United States 
than in Mexico, yet very few Americans leave. 

If economic behavior were as simplistic as 
some suggest, it wouldn't just be jobs drifting 
away, it would be everything and everyone
Americans moving to take advantage ·of the 
lower costs throughout most of the world. Ob
viously, that is not going to happen, because 
the benefits of living in America and being an 
American cannot be distilled into a single cost 
figure. The same is true when it comes to 
doing business in America. 

American workers remain the most produc
tive, and the best value, in th.e world. That is 
a powerful magnet for investment and employ
ment which will only improve with the in
creased efficiency free trade promotes. 

It is important that we be candid and forth
right about the NAFT A. Some jobs will leave. 
But they will be a very small fraction of our 
economy, many of which would leave with or 
without the NAFT A. And those losses will be 
more than off-set by increased jobs in export
related industries, and by rising incomes re
sulting from improving efficiency and produc
tivity. 
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In terms of trade effects, NAFTA will mean 
more jobs, not less. 

INVESTMENT 

Of course, not all job shifts are captured by 
an analysis of trade patterns. Direct capital in
vestment incentives are among the NAFT A's 
central features, and a major concern of those 
who fear that additional investment in Mexico 
represents a drain on resources otherwise 
slated for the United States. 

What are these investment incentives? 
By and large they include the normal criteria 

by which decision makers in free market sys
tems evaluate the wisdom of economic activ
ity. They include intellectual property rights, 
protection against state seizure of property, 
and safeguards on brand-name usage. These 
are especially important for our computer and 
high-tech industries. 

An we should remember that these strong 
protections were included in the NAFT A at the 
suggestion and insistence of our own Amer
ican negotiators. 

Will they attract in investment capital to 
Mexico? Yes, but not necessarily at the ex
pense of the United States. Investment is not 
displaced at a one to one ratio. Indeed, much 
of the new investment will be just that-new
an addition to the global market. Much more 
of the investment will be drawn not from the 
United States, but from other low-skill, low
wage nations. 

That is a crucial point. The natural and 
unstoppable reality of economic restructuring 
involves a shift of low-skill, low-wage jobs to 
the developing world. If those jobs are to 
leave, it is far better for us that they relocate 
to Mexico than to Asia or other parts of the 
world. In Mexico they will utilize parts and 
services generated by the United States, al
lowing us to share in the economic benefits. 

In any case, Mexico could easily adopt bet
ter investment guarantees with or without the 
NAFT A. No action in the United States could 
prevent such a step, even if we were deter
mined to block it. 

Finally, let us think about where the other 
side of the investment argument leads. A fail
ure to adopt modern guarantees for investors 
would frustrate Mexico's efforts to develop a 
stable economy. That is a poor prescription for 
a nation with which we share a two thousand 
mile border, and is an unrealistic basis for any 
negotiation. 

GLOBAL COMPETITION 

· Finally, as we contemplate our proposals for 
job growth, we must not forget that our tri
lateral relationship with Canada and Mexico 
does not exist in a vacuum. The NAFT A's ef
fect on our competitive posture in a global 
market deserves the highest consideration. 

And here again, the NAFT A helps. The larg
er our marketplace, the broader our buying 
power, and the higher our productivity, the 
more world-wide investors will turn to North 
America for market access. At the same time, 
our ability to compete as producers will in
crease, buoyed by economies of scale within 
a strong and unified economic bloc. 

And by tightening the requirements on parts 
content by which goods are judged to have 
originated in North America, the NAFT A will 
actually reduce the likelihood of Mexico's 
being used as an export platform by other na
tions. 

Make no mistake. Mexico, with a GOP one
twentieth the size of America's, is not our chief 
economic competitor. The NAFTA strengthens 
our hand in the real contest with competitors 
in Europe and Asia-competitors who rep
resent a more serious threat to American jobs. 

AMERICAN WAGES 

Our economy is not just suffering from slow 
job growth. The central economic challenge of 
the last two decades has been a painful stag
nation in income levels. Indeed, since 1973, 
real, personal income has been virtually un
changed. That is why I have been extremely 
concerned about the effect the NAFT A could 
have on American wages. 

Opponents of the NAFT A are right to ques
tion employers about their plans for using the 
threat of Mexican competition as leverage for 
reducing salaries. And I must say that the re
sponses from many of our corporate execu
tives has been less reassuring than I would 
like. 

But, on balance, I believe that both the fears 
of workers and the ill-conceived plans of some 
short-sighted employers will not materialize. 
American workers, even with higher wages, 
will remain a more attractive source of labor in 
the vast majority of cases. That, coupled with 
simple limits on the capacity of the small Mexi
can economy to absorb massive business ac
tivity, will make most threats of Mexican com
petition idle ones. 

In fact, most experience with free-trade sug
gests that wages will increase as capital 
moves towards the high-skill sectors where 
America enjoys a relative advantage over 
Mexico. 

Larger economies, without artificial barriers 
to commerce, tend to be more efficient and 
cost-effective, leaving more money for invest
ment and salaries, and giving consumers 
more discretionary income. That's what hap
pened in Europe when Spain and Portugal 
joined the European Economic Community. 

Wages in our export related industries are 
fully twelve percent higher than the national 
average. And if we make a real investment in 
education and training, we can expand our 
global advantage and attract even more of the 
good jobs on which a strengthening economy 
is based. 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION 

The tide of illegal immigration from Mexico 
is among our most pressing national concerns. 
It is a major strain on our health care, social 
services, schools, law enforcement and, of 
course, the taxpayers who in all too many in
stances pick up the costs. Last year, those 
costs amounted to over $10 billion. · 

The pool of illegal workers also serves to re
duce wages for U.S. citizens by introducing di
rect on-site competition from individuals unpre
pared to assert their rights because of their 
status. A curb on illegal immigration will di
rectly benefit lower-wage workers who might 
not themselves feel the positive effects of the 
NAFT A's other provisions, and who may fear 
that their jobs are in jeopardy. 

While I strongly favor increased border sur
veillance and control, I know that there are not 
enough police in the world to seal off our bor
ders. So long as economic opportunity re
mains bleak in Mexico and appears bright in 
the United States, there is no enforcement 
method up to the task of keeping illegal immi
grants out. 
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The only long-term solution is a policy of 

creating job opportunity in Mexico, thereby 
lessening the incentive for an illegal to flee 
across the border. No other policy or proposal 
will do as much to achieve that end as the 
NAFTA. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
There are a host of issues which at first 

glance do not seem to have any direct con- · 
nection to trade policy but which are, in fact, 
intimately related. Chief among them is envi
ronmental protection, and that has been a crit
ical concern of mine. 

My constituer:tts, many of whom live along 
the shore of the Long Island Sound, know how 
closely our own quality of life is shaped by the 
cleanliness of our surroundings. I would never 
approve of an agreement which undermines 
America's environmental standards, or which 
imperils environmental conditions elsewhere. 

I believe that the NAFT A and its supple
mentary agreements do just the opposite, cre
ating momentum toward a real, long-term 
change in Mexico's environmental behavior, 
and introducing a precedent-setting approach 
to international environmental enforcement. 

While most major environmental groups 
support the NAFT A, I can understand the wor
ries of those which don't. After all, it is true 
that Mexico's environmental standards and en
forcement are not up to our own. But we must 
ask-how best can this situation be remedied? 
I have concluded that no policy will do more 
for the Mexican environment than one which 
strengthens their economy. 

The fact is, poor nations have neither the 
economic nor political resources to focus on 
environmental preservation. We should not ex
pect men and women desperate for food, 
clothing and shelter to respond to even the 
most persuasive environmental arguments, 
and I believe that reliance on suggestion alone 
will do little to improve the Mexican environ
·ment. 

Studies suggest that when national income 
rises, quality of life concerns become more 
central for citizens and, in turn, for govern
ment. Indeed, as its economy improves, Mex
ico has begun, in some measure, to grapple 
with its environmental crisis. With the imple
mentation of the NAFT A and its side agree
ments, many believe this process will acceler
ate. 

In any case, the NAFT A's environmental 
provisions and side agreements represent 
progress. Not only does the NAFT A provide 
funds for the clean up of the environmentally 
devastated Mexican border region, but it also, 
for the first time, establishes a framework 
whereby sanctions can be imposed on nations 
which fail to enforce their existing environ
mental regulations. 

That provision is essential, because the 
problem in Mexico has been not so much the 
letter of their environmental law, but its execu
tion. 

To be frank, I had hoped that the penalties 
in the supplementary agreements would be 
even more stringent, and that the disciplinary 
process would be less cumbersome. But I rec
ognize the revolutionary nature of this frame
work, and hope it will set a standard for the fu
ture. 

Moreover, I am assured that our own rel
atively high environmental and health stand-

ards will not be undermined by provisions of NAFT A's passage or defeat will also bear di
the NAFTA. As someone who is extremely rectly on our foreign policy, and on our ability 
concerned about the environmental causes of to exercise world leadership. 
diseases like breast cancer, this has been Democracy and the expansion of free mar
among my highest priorities, and one to which kets go hand in hand. Everywhere, from Rus-
1 will give great attention. sia to China to Eastern Europe to Africa to 

The NAFTA provides for oversight of so- Latin America, we are asking developing 
called · unnecessary regulations suspected of countries to forgo government controls in favor 
restricting trade. But this process, based on of free market reforms and open trading ar
provision~ in the GATT, simply allows for chal- rangements. 
lenges-it by no means ensures their success. In Mexico, President Salinas has embraced 

Our overall experience with the GATT has our challenge, reversing a long history of anti
shown that American environmental restric- American rhetoric and policy, and moving 
tions can withstand the scrutiny permitted by away from statist economics. These develop
the NAFT A. We will also, of course, retain the ments are among the most hopeful and signifi
right to enforce our environmental codes at cant in our long, .and often troubled, relation
the border. ship with Mexico. President Salinas has 

I share fears that increased produce imports staked much of his prestige, and that of his 
from Mexico may expand the pool of fruits and new course, on reciprocal trade liberalization. 
vegetables treated with high levels of pes- Therefore, a defeat for the NAFT A would be 
ticides. But, inadequate enforcement of envi- a stunning setback, both for Mexico's reforms, 
ronmental and health codes is a broad con- and for America's moral authority in a chang
cern applicable to products of any nature and ing world. 
from any source. The NAFT A highlights our It would also undermine our ability to take 
problems with inspection and oversight, but strong positions in the ongoing GATT talks, 
hardly creates them. We have to address this which even NAFT A opponents agree are as-
challenge with or without the NAFT A. sential to world economic growth and job ere-

MEXICAN uviNG sTANDARDs ation, and in our bilateral negotiations with 
A key assumption underlying the NAFT A is other nations, including some which have seri

that Mexican workers will benefit from its pas- . ous trade imbalances with us. 
sage. We have not only a humanitarian inter- Tomorrow, our President will meet with 
est in such a development, but an economic leaders from throughout the Pacific rim to dis
one as well. Higher incomes will enable the cuss future trade arrangements and other as
average Mexican worker to consume our prod- pects of our relationship. His ability to pursue 
ucts at an increasing rate, and will reduce the U.S. objectives in those talks will be impacted 
wage differential between our two countries. by our decision. We must decide either to 
This is critical to the maintenance of our com- strengthen him with a victory on the NAFT A, 
petitive advantage as Mexican productivity in- or to undermine his credibility with its defeat. 
creases. The future we hope to achieve is not built 

Frankly, 1 am very disappointed that neither on scattered, isolated incidents, but instead on 
the NAFT A nor its side agreements include a progression, each step guided and directed 
specific requirements tying productivity growth by the last. Our common vision of a new world 
to wage increases, and giving substance to which encourages human aspirations will not 
the rights of workers to organize and bargain be achieved through idle pronouncements or 
collectively. I had worked for these provisions empty suggestions, but by tough action aimed 
and urged their adoption by all parties. And 1 at progress. 
believe both of these steps would have en- The NAFT A is our next major step in that 
sured that Mexican workers enjoy the process. 
NAFT A's benefits, going a long way toward AMERICAN LABOR 
satisfying domestic concerns about the agree- What has made this decision most difficult 
ment. for me are the concerns of my good friends in 

Still, I am persuaded that, even without organized labor. I respect their views because 
these guarantees, Mexican workers will be no people fight harder for the interests of 
among the beneficiaries of an open trade working men and women. 
process. Certainly, they have great reason to be sus-

Since Mexico began to open its markets picious of this agreement and of government 
and reform its economy, wages have risen promises in general. The last decade has not 
with productivity, suggesting that future devel- been a kind one to American workers, union
opments will follow the same line. And Presi- ized or not-and too often the promise of 
dent Salinas has made a public commitment shared prosperity has turned out to be a pain
to adjusting minimum wages in Mexico ac- ful mirage. I cannot deny the emotional power 
cording to future productivity gains. or the sincerity of their arguments, but my best 

I will be closely monitoring developments in judgment has guided me to the decision I an
Mexico's labor market, and will insist that the . nounce today. 
administration hold the Mexican authorities ac- I know that we disagree on this, but I also 
countable for continued progress. trust that they have confidence in my judg-

Ciearly, Mexico has a long way to go before ment, and in my sincere desire to do what is 
it meets the wage and labor standards that we right for all Americans, including those in orga
consider basic. But without the NAFT A, their nized labor. 
desperate situation will continue to threaten I intend to continue working closely with our 
American jobs. With the NAFT A, both Mexican unions in the many areas where we share 
and American workers can look forward to a concerns: labor standards, worker rights, 
better and fairer future. health care, infrastructure investment, and 

AMERICA'S GLOBAL LEADERSHIP education, among others. 
While economics are rightly the focus of The most immediate goal for which we 

most of this debate, the effects of the should work together is an increase in the 
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commitment to the retraining of workers dis
placed by continuing changes in our economy. 

That is essential, because although the 
NAFT A will produce overall economic benefits, 
for some the costs will be high. Why? Theo
retical models that substitute a lost job oppor
tunity for another job in another sector simply 
do not account for the reality of geographic 
displacement or mismatched skills. 

Therefore, the NAFT A must be a part of a 
comprehensive strategy to open opportunities 
for American workers, restore sense of 
progress, and renew confidence in future per
sonal success. Together, we have a fun
damental obligation to broaden the NAFT A de
bate and to share its benefits with those most 
directly affected by restructuring. Not to stop 
the train of progress, but to help everyone find 
a seat. That is an obligation I am determined 
to see honored. 

Indeed, I believe that the NAFT A will actu
ally expand opportunities for union organiza
tion. Those industries which benefit from ex
port opportunities are more heavily unionized 
than those projected to be hurt under the 
NAFT A, and have a union membership nearly 
twice the private sector average. Growing ex
ports will strengthen the hand of organized 
labor in the American workplace. 

LOOKING FORWARD 

In my judgment, our debate is not about this 
NAFT A versus another NAFT A. It is about this 
NAFT A versus no NAFT A. There may not be 
another chance for this Congress, for this 
President, perhaps for this generation. 

The central fact of our relationship with 
Mexic~th its promise and its peril-is this: 
No opportunity can be seized and no problem 
corrected without direct engagement aimed at 
lifting Mexican living standards, opening its in
stitutions, and stabilizing its economy. 

Until this happens, we will not stem the flow 
of illegal immigration, we will not prevent envi
ronmental abuses, we will not stop the flight of 
jobs, we will not achieve improved protection 
for human rights, and we will not enjoy the 
fruits of expanded trade and job opportunities. 

And if the NAFT A fails, we can expect a 
sharp and painful return to the anti-American
ism which has characterized so much of Mexi
co's history, risking potentially serious instabil
ity on our southern border. 

There is a final · point I would like to make. 
There are many things this Congress will do 
that will have a great deal more impact on our 
job market, the dignity of work, and our stand
ard of living than the NAFTA. And yet, none 
arouse the passion of this debate. Why is it 
that so many invest so much in this decision? 

I believe it has less to do with numbers and 
projections than with a crisis of confidence in 
our ability and character-a fundamental 
struggle over the American spirit, and over a 
vision of America's role in a new world. 

This debate comes at an unfortunate time, 
when self-confidence is very low. We have 
just experienced a painful recession. And eco
nomic shifts make Americans, regardless of 
economic status, feel insecure and uncertain 
about the future. 

And the world is · transforming before our 
eyes. The march of science, the growth of 
markets, developments in communications, 
even the expansion of democracy which we all 
applaud, change borders more and more into 
imaginary constructs of fading significance. 

Many feel as though America is under 
siege, and are tempted to build higher walls in 
her defense. And many who fear that we are 
incapable of competing openly are prepared to 
forgo opportunities in order to preserve the 
status quo. 

This defeatism is all the more ironic given 
America's strengths and record of success in 
the markets of the future. We are good at in
novative, cutting edge technologies-comput
ers, communications, biotechnology-that will 
shape the outcome of global competition in 
the next century. 

We are the most productive people on 
Earth, and we are ready to compete and win. 

The NAFT A represents an activist America, 
engaged in a partnership not just with Mexico 
but with all peoples of good will. It is the log
ical conclusion of the Alliance for Progress 
begun by John Kennedy, of the containment 
doctrine outlined by Harry Truman, of the 
commitment to peace and international law 
sought by Woodrow Wilson, and of the time
less principles laid out by Thomas Jefferson. 

Today, we must embrace the hopes of a 
new American century, animated by the same 
spirit of optimism and achievement. We must 
reaffirm the character which guided this great
est of nations through every crisis and every 
challenge. 

Let us make this decision with hope, with 
confidence, and with courage. 

I will vote "yes." 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to support the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. This decision was made after con
siderable thought and discussion with the sup
porters and opponents of NAFT A. I believe 
that the passage of the North American Free
Trade Agreement is in the best interest of our 
country. This agreement will help maintain and 
create jobs for American workers and the 
labor and environmental protections in the 
side agreements will promote sustainable 
long-term economic growth for the United 
States. This North American Free-Trade 
Agreement is the first trade agreement in his
tory to include provisions for resolving worker 
displacement/dislocation and border pollution 
issues. For this reason, I support the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement that is before 
us today for a vote. 

I am convinced that maintaining jobs and 
strengthening competitiveness is the reason 
why passage of NAFT A is so vital to both 
California and our country. We must open up 
new markets if we are to effectively compete 
with Asia and Europe. 

I know this is difficult because of the mul
titude of social and economic changes Califor
nia has experienced over the last decade. Yet, 
with the proper vision and leadership, Califor
nia can effectively transform its economy and 
prepare itself for the 21st century. 

California, because of its geographic loca
tion bordering Mexico has most to gain with 
NAFTA. Today, California is the second larg
est exporter to Mexico amongst our States. 
Mexico ranks third among California export 
markets, taking nearly 1 0 percent of Califor
nia's total exports. In real numbers this trans
lates into $6.6 billion of the State's total ex
ports to Mexico in 1992 alone. For the people 
in my district this means jobs. For the State of 
California this translates into 9,600 jobs in the 

first 2 years after the passage of NAFT A. 
These statistics along with my discussions 
with the working men and women of my dis
trict and their employers have convinced me 
that by further reducing trade barriers with our 
bordering countries, NAFT A will provide addi
tional export-related growth which will translate 
into job gains for the people of my district, my 
State and this Nation. 

Clearly, some of these changes have and 
will continue to be difficult to accept. These 
changes are not however unique to California. 
Across this country and around the world, 
change is becoming a fact of life. We can fa
cilitate change by creating competing and ex
panding export market opportunities. NAFT A 
will help us reach this goal while protecting 
those workers who are at the greatest risk of 
dislocation, by cleaning up our borders from 
environmental degradation and by creating 
better and higher paying jobs for American 
workers. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, on November 
4, President Clinton formally transmitted the 
NAFT A implementing legislation to Congress 
(H.R. 3450; S. 1627). Prior to that, the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation ne
gotiated with the Office of the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative, the Departments of State, Treas
ury and Transportation, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency as well as with other rel
evant congressional committees on those mat
ters of interest to the committee. The purpose 
of these remarks is to describe for legislative 
history the final resolution of those issues. 

FAST-TRACK 

The original working draft included a provi
sion that mandated that any legislative 
changes to the NAFT A in the 30-month period 
following enactment would be considered 
under fast-track procedures. Under those pro
cedures, the President proposes to Congress 
the legislation which he believes is necessary 
and Congress then has a time certain to either 
approve or disapprove the legislation without 
amendment. 

The committee's concern had centered on 
the fact that NAFT A provides for a harmoni
zation process which would consider ways in 
which commerce among the three countries 
could be enhanced by harmonizing commer
cial regulations and the like. The specific con
cern was that this process might lead to pro
posals to ease truck safety laws in the United 
States. The committee argued that where 
such easing would require changes in U.S. 
statutes (e.g., truck weights), those changes 
should be considered by Congress through 
the normal legislative process and not by fast
track. Thus, the committee recommended de
letion of the fast-track requirement. 

The legislation as submitted by the Presi
dent contains no fast-track requirement. 

RELATIONSHIP TO U.S. LAWS 

Since the NAFT A, its side agreements and 
the implementing legislation address a wide 
range of issues, the committee was concerned 
that the interpretation and construction of U.S. 
laws in general, and environmental and motor 
carrier laws in particular, could be affected in 
some way. Therefore, the committee rec
ommended language to ensure that U.S. laws 
prevail by stating that no provision of the 
agreement, nor the application of any such 
provision to any person or circumstance, 
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which is inconsistent with any law of the Unit
ed States, shall have effect. The Committee 
also recommended language making it clear 
that nothing in the implementing legislation 
shall be construed to amend or modify any 
law of the United States, including any envi
ronmental or motor carrier law, unless specifi
cally provided for in the legislation. 

The legislation as submitted by the Presi
dent contains both recommendations [sees. 
1 02(a) {1) and {2)]. The Statement of Adminis
trative Action [SAA] lists environmental stat
utes that are not amended or modified by the 
bill. The list includes those environmental laws 
under the jurisdiction of the committee. 

LAND TRANSPORTATION STANDARDS SUBCOMMITIEE 

Not only was the committee concerned 
about the possibility of recommendations to 
ease truck safety through proposed changes 
in statutes, but also through proposed 
changes in U.S. regulations. 

The NAFT A would establish a Land Trans
portation Standards Subcommittee to "make 
compatible the safety and operating standards 
of the NAFT A countries to the greatest extent 
practicable" over a 6-year period. United 
States safety standards must be met by truck 
and bus companies from Mexico when they 
are operating in the United States and, con
versely, United States truck and bus compa
nies must meet Mexican safety standards 
when operating in Mexico. No standard may 
be imposed by any of the countries solely for 
the purpose of providing a barrier to the provi
sions of NAFT A. 

As mentioned above, with the deletion of 
the "fast-track" requirement, any changes to 
safety and operating standards codified in law 
can only be made legislatively by the Con
gress. However, changes to safety or operat
ing standards required by issuance of adminis
trative regulation at the discretion of the Sec
retary, and not by law, could potentially be 
changed through the harmonization process. 

The committee's concern was that the har
monization process might result in rec
ommendations to reduce other truck safety 
and related regulations not embodied in stat
ute. Thus, the committee recommended lan
guage that provided that if the Land Transpor
tation Standards Subcommittee makes a rec
ommended change in regulation, the Sec
retary of Transportation shall transmit notifica
tion of such recommendation to Congress. It 
provided further that if DOT issues a regula
tion implementing a recommendation by the 
Subcommittee, DOT shall transmit notification 
of such issuance to Congress and such regu
lation shall only take effect after the 90th day 
following the date of such notification. Lastly, 
the language provided for congressional and 
state observers to attend subcommittee meet
ings. 

The legislation as submitted by the Presi
dent largely accepts the committee rec
ommendation. It provides that if the Secretary 
of Transportation issues or amends any regu
lation implementing a recommendation of the 
Land Transportation Standards Subcommittee, 
the regulation or amendment shall take effect 
no sooner than 90 days after it is issued [sec. 
352]. 

The SAA states further that the Department 
of Transportation will consult with interested 
persons in the private sector, relevant con-

gressional committees and, where they have 
sole or concurrent jurisdiction over the matter, 
state governments, at all stages of the work of 
the Land Transportation Standards Sub
committee in considering common motor car
rier safety rules or other common standards 
for bus and truck operations. DOT will also 
promptly notify the pertinent congressional 
committees of any recommendation that the 
subcommittee adopts on these subjects. In ad
dition, DOT will provide notice to those com
mittees of any proposed or final DOT regula
tions implementing such a recommendation. 

On the specific issue of state observers, 
section 1 02{b) of the proposed legislation also 
provides that the administration will involve the 
states to the greatest extent possible in the 
development of U.S. positions with respect to 
issues subject to state jurisdiction that are ad
dressed by the various committees and work
ing groups established by the NAFTA. The ad
ministration will seek advice from the States 
and take such advice into account in formulat
ing U.S. positions in the work of such bodies, 
including by permitting State representatives 
to assist in relevant federal agency prepara
tions for such work. Where the administration 
determines that it is feasible and appropriate, 
it will invite State representatives to attend as 
observers at meetings held by such bodies. 
Secretary of Transportation Peiia has further 
assured the committee that, even though the 
implementation legislation does not provide a 
statutory right for observers from the congres
sional committees of jurisdiction, such observ
ers would be welcome at any time. 

BORDER ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

The implementing legislation also includes a 
border environmental proposal: to establish a 
Border Environment Cooperation Commission 
[BECC] to provide technical and financial plan
ning assistance to public and private organiza
tions in the border region for infrastructure 
projects that enhance the environment; to es
tablish a North American Development Bank 
[NADB] to supplement existing funds, such as 
EPA funds, and to provide new funding from 
the World Bank and the Inter-American Devel
opment Bank, in the overall scheme to finance 
environmental cleanups; and to establish a 
Community Adjustment and Investment Pro
gram [CAIP], under which the President would 
be authorized to receive from the NADB 1 0 
percent of its initial paid-in capital and to make 
those funds available for community adjust
ment and investment loans or guarantees. 

As far as the committee was concerned, the 
border environmental proposal at the outset 
ra1sed a number of questions, notwithstanding 
the fact that there are serious pollution needs 
in the border area. For example, there is a le
gitimate question about whether specific au
thorization of grants for the border generally or 
for specific border communities should be de
cided in NAFT A implementing legislation via 
fast-track or in the reauthorization of the Clean 
Water Act via the normal legislative process. 
There is also a question about whether extra 
funds, or funding on more advantageous 
terms, should go to one part of the country but 
not to other parts. And there is a legitimate 
question about whether these particular funds 
should be authorized when funding for the rest 
of the country has been reduced over the past 
decade and when the Congress has no assur-

ance as to what funding levels will be in future 
years. 

With these concerns in mind, and recogniz
ing that the three countries reached agree
ment on a border environmental component, 
the committee did make specific recommenda
tions. 

On funding levels, the administration's origi
nal funding proposal for the BECC and CAIP 
was for an open-ended ("such sums") author
ization. The committee insisted on specific dol
lar amounts (without recommending a number) 
and the administration agreed to authorize the 
BECC at $5 million annually [sec. 533], and 
the Office of Ombudsman to carry out the 
CAIP at $25,000 annually [sec. 543]. On fund
ing for the NADB, the original administration 
proposal did not specify how much of the $1.5 
billion authorized to cover the U.S. share of 
the total capitalization would be authorized for 
paid-in versus callable capital. The committee 
requested that they do so and the final version 
specifies that $225 million of the $1.5 billion is 
authorized for paid-in capital [sec. 541]. 

On the issue of the 10% for the CAIP, the 
committee recommended up to 1 0 percent in 
order to give the President flexibility in funding 
decisions for this program and in order to not 
"lock in" funding for this program at the ex
pense of the other two {i.e., BECC and 
NADB). The administration rejected this and 
authorized a straight 1 0 percent [sec. 543]. 

The administration also initially con
templated a "such sums" general financial as
sistance program whereby EPA would be au
thorized to provide financial assistance to the 
BECC and federal, state and local entities for 
planning, design and construction of environ
mental enhancement facilities. This proposal 
provided no specifics regarding which of the 
EPA programs would be affected. Nor was 
there any specific information about what 
would be done or accomplished by this pro
posal. The wastewater program for the 
Colonies and other communities along the 
United States-Mexican border and the 
wastewater program for the Tijuana River in 
San Diego were presumably the most likely 
candidates. At the present, the Tijuana River 
project is authorized, but there is no specific 
authorization for grants at the Colonies or 
other border area locations. 

The question was whether the administra
tion would attempt to specify projects and dol
lar amounts of specific authorizations in the 
NAFT A implementing legislation, or defer that 
decision until the Clean Water Act reauthoriza
tion. The administration decided to do the lat
ter, and deleted this provision entirely. 

A particularly important issue raised by the 
committee on funding for the border environ
mental program was the affect that this might 
have on funding of other EPA programs. With 
budget caps and limited federal resources, the 
committee's fear was that funding for the bor
der environmental program would come at the 
expense of other, already under-funded EPA 
programs (Clean Water, Superfund, etc.). The 
committee sought and received clarification 
that none of the funds authorized to carry out 
the Border Environmental Program included in 
the implementing legislation would be from 
funds appropriated to EPA. The committee did 
not recommend where the funds should or 
would come from, but simply that they not 
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come from EPA's budget. It is the committee's 
understanding that these programs will not be 
funded from EPA and will be funded through 
Function 150 (international affairs). 

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Chairman, 
after months of debate the Congress will vote 
on the North American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFT A] between the United States, Mexico, 
and Canada today. I rise to express my strong 
opposition to this proposed NAFT A and to say 
that I look forward to supporting a new NAFTA 
negotiated by the Clinton administration with a 
greater sensitivity to concerns about the ef
fects on working people and the environment. 

I believe that this NAFT A is fundamentally 
flawed because it fails to adequately protect 
our Nation's hard fought labor, safety, health, 
and environmental Jaws and standards, and 
the interests of both American and Mexican 
workers. I strongly feel that the Clinton admin
istration needs to immediately return to the ne
gotiating table and get a better deal to ensure 
that the quality of life in all three countries is 
elevated, not reduced to the lowest common
denominator standards. 

After reviewing the NAFT A agreement's 
2,000 pages it appears that the agreement's 
protection for intellectual property, patents, 
and trademarks and the lowering of trade bar
riers would benefit many U.S. businesses. Un
fortunately, I am extremely dismayed by the 
lack of any similar protections for American 
workers, Mexican workers, or the environment. 

The United States has never entered into 
free-trade negotiations with another country 
whose economic and social conditions are so 
different from our own as are Mexico's. The 
working conditions in Mexico are abysmal. 
Mexico's highest wage earners in the manu
facturing sector average $1.80 per hour-one
seventh of that paid to United States workers. 
Mexican wages for manufacturing plant work
ers are below those in Hong Kong, Korea, 
Singapore and other developing nations. In 
fact, at the Maquiladora plants along the Unit
ed States-Mexican border the average worker 
earns 68 cents per hour. At this wage rate, it 
takes the average worker 6.8 hours to be able 
to purchase a frying pan and 1.6 hours to be 
able buy a chicken to cook in that pan. People 
making that little cannot afford to purchase im
ported goods from the United States. 

Mexico's low wage levels, combined with its 
lack of enforcement of laws granting fun
damental workers' rights, including reasonable 
hours of work and decent working conditions, 
clearly make it advantageous for some United 
States companies to locate assembly plants in 
Mexico to hire cheap labor. Together with 
Mexico's horrible environmental enforcement 
protection record, American workers and busi
nesses will find it impossible to compete fairly 
with their Mexican counterparts under this 
NAFT A. I am extremely concerned that 
NAFT A would encourage American firms to 
find a low-wage solution to the problem of 
global competitiveness. Mexico's comparative 
advantage could be reduced to simply cheap 
labor, turning Mexico's economy into one large 
export platform. 

The NAFT A agreement as written provides 
little assurance of environmental restoration of 
the border, proposes less than half the money 
needed for cleanup efforts, and ignores major 
ongoing pollution problems. Air pollution, water 

pollution, and toxic waste do not pay attention 
to borders. We already have very serious 
problems and no assurances that things will 
get better. 

Under NAFT A, our environmental laws can 
be challenged. Our Jaws regarding pesticides 
on food can be challenged because "nec
essary protection" has been defined as that 
which is least restrictive of trade. U.S. laws 
protecting wildlife such as whales and dol
phins would not be honored under this 
NAFT A. The Wild Bird Conservation Act, 
which I supported actively in the Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries Committee, could be chal
lenged under this agreement. 

We have heard that most environmental or
ganizations support NAFT A. Not so. Those 
opposed to NAFTA include the Sierra Club, 
Friends of the Earth, Clean Water Action, 
American Humane Society, Citizens for a Bet
ter Environment, to name a few of the 300 en
vironmental groups that do oppose this 
NAFTA. 

NAFT A supporters argue that United States 
companies are already locating assembly 
plants in Mexico to hire cheap labor and avoid 
worker protection and environmental laws. 
They claim that NAFT A will allow the United 
States to assert its strong influence from the 
"inside" in the areas of labor and environment 
to help quickly elevate Mexican standards. 

We must not settle for a second rate deal 
with vague promises to fix the deal in the fu
ture. Mexico is eager for this agreement and 
is not going to go away if we say "no" to the 
first version and insist on needed changes. 
We have a new President who only partially 
participated in the negotiating of NAFT A and 
we have a new government in Canada, two 
good reasons to go back to the drawing 
board. Importantly, a better NAFTA will make 
sure that working conditions and wages are 
improved for Mexican workers so that they are 
able to buy more of our Nation's goods. 

Further, by setting aside this NAFTA and 
working on a better agreement I believe we 
will actually strengthen President Clinton's ne
gotiating position with Mexico and other na
tions. The best trade agreements we ever 
achieved with Canada and Japan were 
reached while Congress was developing and 
passing the Fair Trade Act of 1988. Having 
the President and Congress involved in a 
"good cop-bad cop" type of arrangement with 
our trading partners is the best formula for 
getting them to open markets to our products 
and for taking our trade negotiators seriously. 

However, NAFT A is not just an economic 
issue. NAFT A is a moral issue and a human 
rights issue. A new NAFT A will better dem
onstrate that we will not share in the exploi
tation of workers. This factor is critically impor
tant because NAFTA is to be the basis of fur
ther agreements in the Western Hemisphere 
with our Latin American neighbors. We must 
send a signal to these other developing coun
tries that free trade must not become a barrier 
to achieving social, environmental, and eco
nomic justice. 

In today's increasingly integrated global 
marketplace, the success of our nation's busi
nesses is often tied to their ability to compete 

· abroad. Our workers have consistently dem
onstrated that when they are allowed to com
pete with our global competitors on a level 

playing field, their output and productivity lev
els are clearly superior. While Mexico's gross 
domestic product [GOP] at $317 billion is only 
5 percent of the United States $5,950 billion 
GOP, Mexico is America's third largest trading 
partner, with an economy comparable to the 
size of Los Angeles. It is clear that a better 
NAFT A makes sense and could ultimately 
benefit the people of all three countries. 

Unfortunately, this NAFTA creates bitterness 
and tension, and undermines efforts to bring 
our nations together as a unified economic 
force. It is imperative that a better agreement 
be negotiated that will create a cohesive and 
mutually supportive trading block that can 
compete with the European Community and 
the Pacific Rim. 

Many of my Long Island constituents and I 
want better protection for the environment, 
better wages and working conditions for work
ers in Mexico, and protection of American 
workers, not a lowering of wages and a loss 
of jobs here. I am voting against this NAFT A, 
and I respectfully urge President Clinton to go 
back to the negotiation table and get a better 
deal for our people. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the North American Free-Trade Agreement 
and urge its passage this evening in the 
House. 

Jobs, crime and adverse impact of illegal 
immigration-from Mexico-are the top con
cerns of my district in California. I strongly be
lieve that the NAFTA combined with commit
ments I personally received from President 
Clinton on a new prisoner exchange agree
ment with Mexico will help create more jobs at 
home while reducing crime and illegal immi
gration. It is a win-win package. 

After thoroughly analyzing the cases pre
sented by NAFT A opponents and supporters 
and weighing the costs against the benefits of 
this free-trade agreement, I have concluded 
that there are greater benefits than losses and 
that, in the long run, NAFTA will significantly 
boost economic growth and prosperity here in 
the United States. While no trade agreement 
is ever perfect, this is all in all a good deal for 
America. 

The most troubling cost to me is my con
cern about short-term job loss and readjust
ment. That is why the commitment I received 
from President Clinton for a new prisoner ex
change agreement is so important. Currently, 
there are 16,000 illegal immigrants in Califor
nia prisons costing the American taxpayer 
over $450 million annually. By requiring con
victed illegal immigrants to serve their terms in 
Mexican jails, we free up resources that can 
be used to invest in new American jobs and 
other services in California thereby offsetting 
the impact of short-term job losses. 

As an added bonus, this prisoner-exchange 
agreement should reduce crime by illegal im
migrants. I think they will think twice about 
breaking the law in the United States if they 
know they will be serving their time in Mexican 
jails. 

NAFT A offers many. economic and other 
benefits to the United States. Unfortunately, 
many of the facts about NAFT A have been 
lost in the inaccurate and misleading rhetoric 
circulating around the country. This is an his
toric opportunity we should not Jet pass by. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in supporting 
NAFTA. 
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Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 

of the North American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFT A]. NAFT A is a complex issue. It is an 
emotional issue. Many intelligent and rea
soned arguments are being made on both 
sides of the debate. In arriving at my decision 
to support NAFT A, I have taken great strides 
to review and understand all the information 
and arguments being presented. And, after 
careful consideration of the facts, it is my be
lief that NAFT A is good for America. 

Today, we are at trade disadvantage with 
Mexico. Half of Mexico's goods already enter 
the United States tariff-free and the rest face 
a low average tariff of 3.5 percent. Mexico, on 
the other hand, imposes tariffs of 1 0 to 20 per
cent on most United States imports, bans 
some products altogether and does not protect 
high-tech American goods from copyright and 
patent violations. In addition, the environ
mental compliance burden on American busi
ness is much greater than on Mexican busi
ness. In short, businesses operating in Mexico 
operate at a distinct advantage over their 
American-based counterparts. 

Today, without NAFTA, component assem
bly plants are already operating in Mexico and 
many American jobs and factories have al
ready moved south of the border. We need to 
recognize that these jobs have been lost 
under the existing framework, not under 
NAFT A. We need to stop this job flight to 
Mexico and get something in return. NAFT A 
wail achieve this goal by eliminating Mexico's 
high tariffs and increasing access to the Mexi
can market for American products produced in 
America. 

Since 1986, when Mexican President 
Carolos Salinas began implementing eco
nomic reforms by opening its borders to great
er trade and investment, Mexico has quickly 
become the fastest growing market for United 
States goods. United States exports to Mexico 
tripled from 1986 to 1992 and the United 
States trade balanced shifted from a deficit of 
$5.4 billion in 1986 to a surplus of $5.7 billion 
in 1992. NAFT A will further promote this posi- · 
tive trend. That means thousands of jobs here 
at home. 

Many have stated that NAFT A will harm the 
environment. To the contrary, NAFTA rep
resents an historic breakthrough on the treat
ment of the environment in international trade. 
Without NAFT A, nothing will change. Pollution 
will continue along the border and the United 
States will have little if any leverage to gain 
improvements in Mexico's environmental con
dition. Under NAFT A, however, we can use 
trade sanctions as an enforcement mechanism 
when Mexico does not enforce its own envi
ronmental standards. 

Additionally, concrete steps have already 
been taken by the United States and Mexico 
to clean up the United States-Mexican border 
as well as to improve Mexico's overall environ
mental record. In September, Mexico signed a 
$4 billion environmental agreement with the 
World Bank to help enforce Mexico's environ
mental laws and improve environmental condi
tions along the United States-Mexico border. 
As a first step, $700 million will be dedicated 
immediately to clean up the border. Addition
ally, this initiative will improve Mexico's water 
supply, solid waste management, toxic waste 
control, natural resource management, and 
biodiversity protection. 

Because of the environmental provisions 
contained in · NAFT A, six national environ
mental organizations have endorsed NAFT A. 
They are the National Wildlife Federation; the 
World Wildlife Fund; the Audubon Society; the 
Environmental Defense Fund; the Natural Re
sources Defense Council; and Conservation 
International. I share these groups' view that 
we will protect the environment more with 
NAFT A than without it. Moreover, it is esti
mated that the market for environmental prod
ucts and services in Mexico--an area where 
the United States is a clear leader-will 
amount to $1.5 billion by 1994. This market 
alone, which will be created in part by NAFT A, 
will provide thousands of jobs for U.S. workers 
in one of the core industries of the 21st cen
tury. 

None of these activities would be happening 
today if it were not for the pressure United 
States negotiators were able to bring to bear 
on Mexico under the context of NAFT A. Per
haps even more importantly, these activities 
will probably not be implemented unless 
NAFT A is now passed by Congress. 

Another key area where NAFT A will have 
positive benefits for the Unites States and for 
California, in particular, is immigration. Today, 
200,000 to 300,000 Mexicans immigrate to the 
United States annually. Another 1.5 to 2 mil
lion come to the United States as temporary 
workers. Under NAFT A, as the Mexican econ
omy grows, the job base will expand, wages 
will increase and many Mexicans will find 
gainful employment at home. This prospect 
can only help stem the tide of immigration that 
strains California's public assistance programs 
and general revenues. NAFT A will be the best 
self-help program we can offer the Mexican 
people. According to a recent study, NAFTA 
will substantially reduce Mexican immigration 
to the United States over the next 15 to 20 
years. We have to lay the groundwork now if 
we are going to realize a long-term reduction 
in immigration. 

Mr. Chairman, the most compelling argu
ment for NAFT A is that it will create jobs for 
Americans. Much of the opposition to NAFT A 
stems not from the agreement itself, but from 
the pain created by our stagnant economy. 
NAFT A did not create these problems, but it 
can help solve them. Nineteen out of the 20 
most comprehensive economic studies predict 
that NAFT A, by increasing exports, will boost 
employment and wages in the United States. 
The U.S. Department of Commerce estimates 
that NAFT A will create 200,000 net jobs for 
American workers. This is a bottom line that 
we should all support. 

Clearly, as with any trade agreement, some 
U.S. industries and some U.S. workers may 
be hurt by NAFT A. But, appropriate steps are 
being taken to address this impact. For exam
ple, under the NAFTA agreement, U.S. tariffs 
for vulnerable industries will be phased out 
over longer periods of time--5, 1 0, or 15 
years. In addition, the United States will be 
able to restore tariffs to pre-NAFT A levels if a 
particular industry is unduly harmed. Further, 
an early-warning monitoring system is being 
established to track import surges. For Amer
ican workers, NAFT A itself will help ensure 
that the income gap between United States 
and Mexican workers is closed. Without 
NAFT A, Mexico will continue to put downward 

pressure on wages in some United States in
dustries. Most importantly, the Clinton admin
istration is preparing a comprehensive pro
gram to provide income support and retraining 
for any dislocated workers. 

In closing, for citizens from my home State, 
it is important to remember that California is 
the most successful trading State in the coun
try and thus has much at stake in NAFT A. 
Over 1 million Californians derive their jobs 
from international trade, which is the only sec
tor of the State economy that has continued to 
expand during California's general economic 
downturn. Canada and Mexico are California's 
second and third largest trading partners, to
taling $13.9 billion in exports and supporting 
over 300,000 jobs. Since 1987, California ex
ports to Mexico have increased 190 percent, 
twice the rate of California's exports to the rest 
of the world during the same period-95 per
cent. 

Mr. Chairman, it is no wonder that the Japa
nese oppose NAFT A. They know that NAFT A 
gives the United States and California an ad
vantage in world trade. Japan would jump at 
the opportunity to sign their own agreement 
with Mexico like they are doing with other 
Asian countries right now. In fact, Japan has 
already begun negotiations with Chile and 
other South American countries. It is time we 
beat them to the punch. NAFT A will create the 
largest trading bloc in the world, enable us to 
compete more effectively with the European 
Community and Japan, and help restore 
America's competitive edge in the international 
marketplace. 

Defeating NAFT A will not make us more 
competitive; will not create jobs; will not con
trol immigration; nor will it clean up the envi
ronment. It will simply maintain the status quo. 
With NAFT A, however, we have an oppor
tunity to begin the process of making long
term improvements in each of these areas. 
We have an opportunity to create a net gain 
of 200,000 jobs for American workers. And, 
we have an opportunity to reassert our role as 
a world leader in the international market
place. 

Clearly, there are many differing opinions on 
the impact of NAFTA. However, I believe that 
the net effect of NAFT A will be beneficial to 
California and to the United States. I believe 
it will result in more jobs, not fewer. I believe 
that NAFT A will help improve the standard of 
living for all Americans as well as all Mexi
cans. It is for all these reasons that I support 
this important trade agreement. I urge my col
leagues to join with me in supporting this his
toric agreement. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, 
my decision to vote "no" on NAFT A is based 
on four major concerns: one, my concern for 
job loss in my State and across the Nation; 
two, my longstanding opposition to new taxes; 
three, my years of work on behalf of world
wide human rights; and four, my support for 
policies which protect our natural and global 
environment. 

While the statistics and prognostications re
garding the effect of NAFT A on job losses and 
job creation have varied widely, there is ac
ceptance of the projection that nationwide the 
labor market will churn, and in the immediate 
term, there will be job loss. Beyond this, an 
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October 1993 report written by the Joint Eco- ture and due process abuses in a criminal 
nomic Committee finds that there could be po- justice system laced with corruption; * * * 
tentially significant gross job dislocations of harassment, intimidation and even violence; 

* * *and impunity for those who violate fun-
500,000 or more over a period of 5 to 10 damental human rights. 
years, as well as downward pressure on U.S . . 
wages • • • . Some credible estimates of the As the leader of human rights around the 
downward wage impact predict a loss of $348 globe, the United States is now inadvertently 
in average full-time compensation for a manu- putting our stamp of approval on this behavior 
facturing worker. by agreeing to NAFT A without requiring or 

Mr. Chairman, when these numbers are pro- even seeking human rights reforms on behalf 
jected onto the job market in my State of New of the Mexican people. 
Jersey, NAFT A will have numerous detrimen- I agree with those who suggest that it is not 
tal effects. In his Labor Day 1993 speech, too late for the United States to bring human 
New Jersey State AFL -CJO President, rights issues to the NAFT A debate, and en
Charles Marciante, stated that: courage and bolster positive actions by the 

NAFTA will further erode our dwindling Mexican Government. In fact, along with many 
manufacturing base with &nticipated job of my colleagues, I recently signed a letter to 
losses in excess of 190,000 here in New Jersey Mexican President Salinas regarding a num
alone. Projections have been made that the ber of human rights cases which have been of 
workers in New Jersey will lose 6 percent of particular concern. The Mexican Ambassador 
this State's jobs if the flawed agreement is responded in a timely fashion. I hope, Mr. 
enacted * * * . The trade act's complete dis- Chairman, that this is a sign of better things to 
regard for enforcement of environmental come rather than a temporary adjustment dur
standards, the total lack of health and safety 
work standards and the refusal by the Mexi- ing our NAFTA deliberations. 
can government to allow workers * * * to I had hoped that the negotiation of the envi
bargain and organize are sure signs that 'fair ronmental side accord would have established 
trade' is not part of NAFTA and should not an appropriate and effective enforcement 
be part of our immediate future. mechanism whereby necessary environmental 

As if to add insult to injury NAFT A will not protections would be assured. Even the lnsti
only eliminate jobs, but will also result in new tute for International Economics which is sup
or higher taxes. The White House concedes portive of NAFT A identified two areas which 
that implementing NAFT A will cost the United are not sufficiently protected. Existing environ
States-and that is us, taxpayer-billions. A mental laws need to be reviewed and, as writ
November 9 Joint Economic Committee study ten, the side agreement on environment fails 
on the cost of NAFT A estimates this price tag to encourage the upward harmonization of en
at $20.1 billion over 1 0 years while other esti- vi ron mental standards and enforcement. In 
mates have placed the cost as high as $50 fact, Mr. Chairman, there are some who argue 
billion, asserted by the United Auto Workers. that the mandate to harmonize standards 
The administration has already proposed new among the countries will weaken U.S. environ
taxes on travel and shipping to close the gap mental standards, as well as labor standards. 
but the matter remains unresolved. As we Mr. Chairman, I cannot support the NAFT A 
know, the Clinton budget proposal is predi- as it has been negotiated but I am hopeful 
cated on new taxes, the Clinton health care that a different, tariff-free agreement can be 
proposal is predicated on new taxes, and- crafted which will open new markets but also 
you guessed it-all signs point to the reality provide the protections needed for American 
that Clinton's NAFT A agreement will be workers, make human rights an integral part of 
achieved through new taxes. I don't believe U.S. trade policy, and bolster efforts to protect 
the American people can take another hit. and preserve our fragile environment. Only 

Mr. Chairman, many people don't realize then, will I be able to lend my full support for 
how many new and varied costs are involved such a trade agreement. 
in NAFT A. For example, as part of the deal, Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, as I have read 
Americans are being asked to pay an esti- the North American Free-Trade Agreement 
mated price tag of $21 billion for border envi- and listened to the arguments on both sides, 
ronmental problems. Although proponents of I was left with one overriding question. What 
NAFTA argue that it is ~job gainer, NAFTA happens if we do not pass NAFTA? 
will cost $5 billion in new spending on dis- Earlier this year, I expressed grave reserva
placed workers. Add to this the fact that the tions over the NAFT A, as it was originally 
Secretary of Commerce has estimated that it drafted. As the former chairman of the Con
will cost $15 billion for the rebuilding of roads, gressional Textile Caucus and a strong advo
bridges and other infrastructures along the cate of the textile industry, I have been rather 
border of the United States and Mexico. leery of trading pacts which I feel might imperil 

One issue which has been sidelined American industries and workers. 
throughout the NAFT A debate is the protection After considerable reflection on the most im
of human rights. In testimony before the For- portant vote of my career, I have concluded 
eign Affairs Subcommittee on International Se- that the defeat of NAFTA will not save jobs, it 
curity, International Organizations and Human will not prevent any American company from 
Rights, Human Rights Watch testified that: relocating to Mexico, nor will it solve our trade 

[r)egrettably. human rights issues were deficit. 
simply not on the trade table in NAFTA dis- Tennessee textile workers are just one 
cussion between our government and Mexico. group who stand to benefit from an open 
(For example, in the supplemental agree- Mexican market of 90 million consumers. Tex
ment on labor, the issues of freedom of asso- h 33 
elation, assembly, and collective bargaining tile and apparel exports ave grown at a 
for unionists and worker association are sim- percent annual rate since 1987. In 1992, Ten
ply not addressed.) Absent from the discus- nessee's exports to Mexico totaled nearly 
sion of NAFTA have been such issues as tor- $414 million, making Mexico the State's sec-

ond most important foreign market. Under 
NAFTA, Tennessee's textile exports to Mexico 
will be able to grow faster. And most impor
tantly, strict rules of origin ensure that Mexico 
will not be used as an import platform for 
Asian textiles and fabrics. President Clinton 
has personally assured representatives with 
textiles constituencies that the administration 
will increase the Customs budget by $15 mil
lion in order to enforce trade laws on textiles 
and apparel. The administration also pledged 
to negotiate a 15-year phaseout on textile 
quotas in the final talks of the Uruguay round 
of the GATT. 

In coming to a decision, I also considered 
the serious consequences the defeat of 
NAFTA will have for U.S. national interests. 
The Cold War is over and America cannot re
main an economic superpower if it turns down 
the opportunity to develop the largest common 
market in the world. The United States will be 
left with no effective response to the regional 
trade strategies Europe and Japan are suc
cessfully employing to bolster their competi
tiveness. U.S. workers will be competing with 
one arm tied behind their back. 

Rejection of NAFT A could delay or lead to 
the collapse of the Uruguay round of GATT 
trade talks. The United States has the most to 
gain from the GATT agreement, but our main 
trading partners may refuse to offer politically 
difficult concessions if there is any doubt of 
congressional approval. Collapse of the round 
could spark a new round of world protection
ism-and a worldwide recession that would 
place millions of U.S. jobs at risk. 

A defeat of NAFT A will send disturbing mes
sages to Mexico and other Latin American 
countries which have made political and eco
nomic reforms in recent years. Mexico's Presi
dent Salinas has taken important steps toward 
creating a free-market economy over the past 
5 years, including a significant reduction in tar
iffs. The United States has benefited from this 
through skyrocketing exports and the creation 
of hundreds of thousands of new jobs. Mexico 
may react to a rejection by closing its markets 
and seeking investment and trade with or 
competitors in Europe and Asia. 

United States-Mexican relations could be
come tense, reducing cooperation on issues 
that Americans are deeply concerned-illegal 
immigration, illegal drug trade, labor rights and 
the environment. The United States cannot 
address these concerns by itself. 

And if NAFTA fails, U.S. international lead
ership will be in doubt, because we have just 
signaled to the world that America is not con
fident of its ability to compete with a neighbor
ing economy only one twentieth its own size. 

Is Congress ready to repudiate 50 years of 
market-expanding efforts under every Amer
ican President since Franklin D. Roosevelt? Is 
Congress prepared to face the former Com
munist nations which will have lost their prime 
advocate for opening export markets to their 
products? Is Congress ready to weaken the 
Presidency at a time when political and eco
nomic tensions are so high across the globe? 

I don't believe Congress wants to abdicate 
its responsibility for global leadership and I 
therefore urge my colleagues to support 
NAFTA. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, in recent 
weeks, there has been much discussion and 
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debate on the merits of the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. I have spent a great 
deal of time talking with constituents, labor 
unions, environmental groups, high-technology 
companies, as well as the President and 
members of this administration-hearing com
pelling arguments both for and against the 
agreement. My decision to support NAFT A is 
a result of this discussion . and debate. I did 
not make any request of the President in re
turn for my vote, and my decision was based 
solely on the fact that I firmly believe that pas
sage of NAFT A is the best investment strategy 
for the United States. 

The vote on NAFT A was the most difficult 
decision I have had to make during my tenure 
in Congress. I recognize that there will be sec
tors of our economy, and communities in our 
country, that may in the short term be nega
tively affected by passage of NAFT A. On the 
other hand, companies in the high-technology 
industry stand to benefit from NAFT A, and 
communities such as Silicon Valley are likely 
to see job gains. 

I have listened carefully to the arguments of 
organized labor. I have been a friend of labor 
for my entire public life, and I have always 
tried to make sure that the jobs and the secu
rity of working men and women in this country · 
are protected. So when the argument is made 
to me that any piece of legislation before Con
gress will cause job loss, I stand up and take 
notice. 

I have also been bothered by the fact that 
certain workers and industries have been 
under-represented on this issue, such as my 
friends in the cut flower business. Those in
dustries are already struggling to compete 
against lower priced foreign products. It must 
be a top priority of the administration and the 
Congress to work with those industries to 
adapt to our global economy. 

However, we cannot escape the fact that we 
are in an increasingly global economy. With or 
without NAFT A, the job dislocation that many 
people are experiencing today will continue. 
The solid jobs with long-term stability that we 
must create to employ those workers are de
pendent, more than anything else, on expand
ing access to overseas markets of U.S. prod
ucts. I fear that to defeat NAFT A would cripple 

·our ability to create those jobs. We must look 
to the future, not to how we have competed in 
the past. 

NAFT A confronts our Nation with a fun
damental question-What is the best invest
ment strategy for our future? As the market for 
U.S. products is becoming increasingly global, 
we must be sure to establish and protect our 
ability to compete everywhere. Passage of 
NAFT A will create the largest common market 
in the world, with 360 million customers and 
$6.4 trillion in annual production. 

Passage of this agreement will have other 
international implications as well. It will help to 
improve the Mexican economy and will give 
support to political reforms that have taken 
place there in recent years. In addition, pas
sage of NAFT A will allow the United States to 
maintain a stronger bargaining position in the 
ongoing GATT negotiations. 

NAFT A is also the greenest trade agree
ment ever negotiated. For the first time, a 
trade agreement has recognized the legitimate 
environmental concerns associated with trade. 

This is not an environmentally perfect agree
ment, but NAFT A provides us with a dramati
cally improved framework for addressing the 
environmental problems our world faces today. 

Finally, while I believe there is little doubt 
that NAFT A will result in a net benefit for the 
United States, Mexico, and Canada, there is a 
provision in the agreement that allows any 
country to opt-out with 6 months notice. If this 
agreement turns out to be a bad deal for our 
country, I will support withdrawal from the 
treaty. 

In the final analysis, passage or defeat of 
NAFT A will be a defining moment for U.S. 
world leadership. Either we shrink from our 
worldwide responsibility or we seize the oppor
tunity to lead the way toward free and open 
markets everywhere. I believe we must look 
toward the futures with vision, and take a bold 
move to secure this Nations' long-germ inter
national competitiveness. For these reasons, 
and after much deliberation, I will vote for the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, over the last 
several weeks, my staff and I have heard from 
hundreds of constituents on both sides of the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFT A]. I have had the opportunity to weigh 
all sides of the agreement. 

On the surface, NAFT A seems like a great 
idea for the United States. Many new jobs are 
expected to be created 5 to 1 0 years down 
the road because of NAFT A. Unfortunately, 
however, most observers predict that there will 
be many jobs lost in the first few years. Some 
experts estimate that as many as 550,000 
jobs will be lost over time. These expected job 
losses are a main point of contention. 

For example, my home State of New Jersey 
may lose as many as 1 0,000 jobs due to the 
impact on glass manufacturing by NAFT A in 
southern New Jersey. The fallout from such 
job losses will send a ripple throughout the 
Delaware Valley. Many other industries in 
other States will also be similarly affected. 

I am not sure if the job loss estimates are 
exact, but I am convinced that there will be 
many jobs lost. Moreover, in the light of our 
present economic situation, I do not believe 
that we can sustain a further drop in employ
ment. 

I am also wary about NAFT A's effect on 
current U.S. environmental laws and national 
sovereignty. I worry that our high environ
mental standards will be compromised. 
NAFT A's environmental commissions will be
come de facto judge and jury over all U.S en
vironmental rules. NAFT A also has a number 
of provisions for dispute resolution panels 
which will establish a bureaucracy with author
ity over all subnational governments. State 
and local laws will be subject to the interpreta
tion of this supranational rule. Trinational tribu
nals with the effect of law over U.S. citizens 
are not an acceptable provision to any free
trade policy. 

Therefore, tonight I will cast my vote against 
the North American Free-Trade Agreement. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I have cast 
close to 2,500 votes since coming to Con
gress 5 years ago, and many have been on 
very tough issues. But for me personally, this 
has been the most difficult. 

Putting all national personalities aside, I 
know that in my district, there are many good, 

kind, and intelligent people on both sides of 
this issue. I know, too, that there are very 
good arguments both for and against this 
agreement. 

While I am convinced that, in the long run, 
passage of NAFT A will result in substantial 
gains for the United States, I recognize that 
there will be short-term hits that will have to 
be absorbed. It really hurts me to think that I 
might cast a vote that could cause even one 
business to close, or even one person to lose 
his or her job. 

I am also concerned that this agreement 
contains a number of provisions that have 
nothing to do with free trade and that could 
cost us greatly and cause us problems in the 
years ahead. Ultimately, however, I feel that 
many more jobs will be created and many 
more people helped than hurt, especially in 
Tennessee, if NAFTA is approved. 

While I have personal reservations myself, I 
have never felt that I own this congressional 
seat. I have always tried as best I can to vote 
the way that the majority of people in my dis
trict want me to vote. 

In the end, the most important factor in my 
decision to support this agreement was the re
sponse of my constituents. Over the last few 
days, I have become convinced that a sub
stantial majority of the people in the Second 
Congressional District now support NAFT A. 

One last thing: I have neither asked for nor 
received anything for my vote. My vote be
longs to the people of East Tennessee and is 
not for sale to anyone, at any time, for any 
price. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Chairman, today we 
have the chance to strengthen America, rede
fine our leadership in the global economy and 
confront the empty fears of those who would 
throw up the walls of isolationism. Today we 
have the opportunity to reassert our Nation's 
greatness and proclaim to the rest of the world 
that we are the United States and we mean 
business. 

The North American Free-Trade Agreement 
is the key to our Nation's prosperity and com
petitiveness as well as hemispheric peace and 
security. NAFTA is the agreement that will 
give individual Americans both the freedom to 
sell their goods and services to a vastly ex
panded market as well as the freedom to pur
chase goods and services at more competitive 
prices. 

The crucial element of this agreement is 
that it will create the pressure for every other 
nation in this hemisphere to sign similar trade 
agreements with the United States. A defeat 
of this agreement will lead to a crisis of con
fidence in United States leadership-in Mex
ico, the hemisphere and elsewhere. NAFT A 
serves a broader interest by strengthening de
mocracy and stability throughout Latin Amer
ica and enhancing United States credibility in 
trading negotiations with the rest of the world. 

This NAFT A contains provisions to eliminate 
tariffs and trade barriers and will permit half of 
all United States goods to enter Mexico duty 
free immediately, with most remaining tariffs 
eliminated within 1 0 years. If we don't grasp 
this incredible opportunity we will have re
verted to protectionism and will have encour
aged our Asian and European competitors to 
usurp the trade advantage we now enjoy. 

It is evident to me that our competitors 
would be more than happy to help themselves 
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to the chunk of Mexican market share left be
hind by the United States in the wake of a 
failed NAFTA. Let's not be fooled. If this 
NAFT A fails, the Mexican Government is not 
going to wait around for the next NAFT A. 

I do not want U.S. support for free markets 
and democratic institutions in the world to be 
seen as empty rhetoric. If we bury our heads 
in the sand, that is exactly what will happen, 
and that is exactly what our trading adversar
ies are hoping and waiting for us to do. 

I do not look forward to having the United 
States being seen as having lost its resolve 
and ability to lead the world on trade policy. 
Make no mistake, rejecting NAFT A would be 
seen as a failure of American will and an un
mistakable turn toward protectionism. 

The signing of NAFT A will ensure: 
Mexico's continued sensitivity to the envi

ronment. Without NAFT A, the political will and 
financial resources to improve the environment 
in Mexico, and particularly along the border, 
will disappear. 

Continued American leadership in the hemi
sphere and on global economic issues. 

Continued transformation of Mexico's econ
omy with increasing opportunities for American 
business. 

Expansion of trade and economic growth in 
a continental market of 370 million consumers 
uniting the United States, Mexico, and Can
ada, a trading block from the Yukon to the Yu
catan. 

Most importantly, it means new jobs for 
Americans. 

None of us can afford to turn our backs on 
the opportunities and prospects that this pio
neering trade agreement offers. The fact is, 
that we must continue to trade globally if we 
are to maintain our strength. 

NAFT A is the necessary step to take if we 
are to bravely step forward, as we must, and 
enter the future with the resolve and deter
mination that made this Nation great. 

We have to pass the North American Free
Trade Agreement. It's the wise thing to do. It's 
the right thing to do. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of H.R. 3450, the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. While there are good and sincere 
people on both sides of this debate, C'n bal
ance I believe NAFT A will be a net benefit job 
creator and economic boost that will be good 
for the working men and women in our coun
try. It will better position our economy to com
pete in the global markets and help us open 
new markets in Mexico and the fast growing 
Latin American region. In particular, for Vir
ginia and my district I believe this will be true. 
Thousands of Virginia jobs depend upon inter
national t.rade and this trend will continue. 

I understand the concerns about the effects 
NAFT A will have on American 'workers. How
ever the agreement includes provisions for 
protecting sensitive industries, and, given the 
new opportunities for American businesses, it 
is estimated that over 200,000 new jobs will 
be created in the United States. 

However, it is unfortunate that the dizzying 
lobbying efforts on NAFT A and the lobbying 
money going into this process have obscured 
the jobs issue. Ex-White House aides and 
former trade representatives from both parties 
serve as hired guns for the Mexican Govern
ment. Mandy Grunwald, a Clinton confidant 

who regularly and unofficially works at the 
White House, reportedly has a $5 million con
tract for the pro-NAFT A media budget. Busi
ness week quotes a Democratic consultant 
who says "everyone knows" Mandy Grunwald 
is against NAFT A. Before it is even signed, 
NAFT A is providing an economic boom to 
Washington insiders and lobbyists and I find 
this distasteful. 

Further, because of the troubling precedents 
set at the White House in the budget agree
ment, some votes on this close issue are 
being bartered, bought and sold. There are 
deals for the sugar industry, deals for peanut 
producers, and a give away of a trade center 
in Texas. The side agreements also designed 
to round up votes complicate and clutter the 
case for free trade. This kind of horse trading 
has gone on before it has been particularly of
fensive this go around. 

"The White House has been giving away 
trade concessions as though they were 
candy," stated Andrea Mitchell of NBC News 
in a recent report on NAFT A. THe side agree
ments, done in large part to appease protec
tionist concerns, have largely failed to win 
over many converts. In a more perfect world 
a free-trade agreement could be confined to 
several sentences or several pages. 

But despite this sideshow, I support NAFTA 
because after all the hype and hyperbole, I 
believe the net impact will be beneficial. Com
ing from the party of Lincoln, I believe in 
President Lincoln's adage that the best way to 
build our party is to build our country. NAFT A 
will help in the effort to get our stagnant econ
omy moving again. The Clinton taxes are 
going to hit in a big way next spring. Expand
ing trade and markets offers us one of the 
best opportunities to offset the drag these 
taxes will have on the economy. 

The United States currently has only a 4 
percent average tariff rate and very few other 
restrictions on Mexican imports so we are giv
ing away very little under the terms of NAFT A. 
Removing these tariffs will, in effect, be a tax 
cut for American consumers. The Congres
sional Budget Office scores NAFT A as a $1.8 
billion net tax cut over 5 years. The barriers 
that are being removed are mostly on the 
Mexican side. Clyde Prestowitz, one of the 
country's most outspoken critics on trade pol
icy, supports NAFT A and points out that re
moval of the barriers may actually reduce in
centives for U.S. firms to move south. 

Likewise immigration problems will be re
lieved in some part as the Mexican economy 
grows and provides a growing and better job 
market. An improved Mexican economy will 
also provide a more expansive market for the 
United States to sell products and services. 
With a growing population expected to reach 
1 00 million soon it is imperative that the Mexi
can economy improve or we will see more ille
gal immigration. Even the Economic Policy In
stitute, a group strongly opposed to NAFTA, 
has admitted that NAFT A would reduce immi
gration from Mexico by between 1.4 to 1.6 mil
lion persons. The political situation will also be 
stabilized as economic opportunities grow. All 
in all both the United States and Mexico will 
both be able to improve their economies. This 
is a win-win proposition. 

Prestowitz points out that although half of 
Mexico's 80 million population does live in 

poverty, one-quarter to one-third of Mexicans 
have relatively high incomes, creating a mar
ket nearly the size of Canada's for United 
States goods. Mexico already purchases 70 
percent of its imports from the United States 
and is now the third largest market for Amer
ican goods and services. Mexico is the second 
largest computer and software market in Latin 
America with the hardware purchases of $1.5 
billion in 1992 and software purchases of $270 
million. The hardware market is expected to 
grow 20 percent a year and software 30 per
cent a year. On a per capita basis, Mexico 
purchases more United States products than 
our trade partners in the European community. 
For each $1 billion in trade with Mexico, 
17,000 American jobs are created. Wages of 
United States workers in jobs related to ex
ports to Mexico are 12 percent higher than the 
national average. Under NAFTA, Mexico will 
also allow American enterprises to provide 
banking, securities, insurance and other serv
ices in its market. 

Mexico's barriers will only be reduced for 
United States and Canadian producers and 
not for Asian or European suppliers so the 
benefits of the larger Mexican market will go 
largely to United States companies. Japanese 
companies have long benefited from having a 
lock on emerging markets in Asia. Similarly 
NAFT A will give U.S. firms a lock on a market 
of their own with which to fight back. In fact, 
many companies already in Japan may be in
duced to come to Mexico and purchase parts 
and equipment from the United States rather 
than Japan. The car industry is one example 
where lifting the tariffs will expand our econ
omy tremendously. American cars will have a 
big advantage over the Japanese under 
NAFT A and the automotive parts industry in 
this country will also be helped as more cars 
are bought and sold in North America. All in 
all, NAFT A enables us to create the most dy
namic economic trading area in the world. 

The U.S. agriculture sector and American 
farmers will be big winners under NAFT A. 
Conservative estimates show an expected in
crease of $2 to $2.5 billion in United States 
agricultural exports annually to Mexico by the 
end of the transition period in the treaty. That 
is why groups such as the American Farm Bu
reau, the National Broiler Council [poultry], Vir
ginia Agribusiness Council, apple processors, 
42 chief State agricultural officials and all nine 
former secretaries of Agriculture support 
NAFT A. As exports grow, America's agri
culture business-the best in the work-will be 
one of the big winners. The apple processing 
and poultry industries in my district are very 
likely to have more jobs for our community. 

In Virginia, exports to Mexico almost quad
rupled from 1987 to 1992 rising from $41 to 
$158 million. Virginia ranked 15th among all 
50 States in the percentage increase in ex
ports to Mexico over the past 5 years. These 
exports were diverse. They ranged from trans
portation equipment, $42 million; industrial ma
chinery and computers, $29 million; chemical 
products, $21 million; food products, $14 mil
lion; and primary metal industries, $12 million. 

American workers are the most productive 
in the world and American workers are far bet
ter paid than those of Mexico and other coun
tries because we have such a significant ad
vantage in the other factors that go into com
petitiveness such as education, infrastructure, 
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communications, and transportation. Neverthe
less, I think this agreement puts a burden on 
the American companies to keep faith with 
American workers while expanding trade. 

NAFT A is far from a perfect agreement but 
it is as far and as fast as we can go in the 
right direction right now on free trade. A more 
substantive debate would have been welcome 
but the facts, obscured though they may have 
been for most of the debate, add up in support 
of NAFT A. We should not fear free trade when 
America has the most productive economy in 
the world. We should not fear free trade when 
America is the largest exporter in the world. 
We should not fear trade with a country whose 
economy is only one-twentieth the size of 
America's. NAFT A obviously won't solve all 
our economic woes but it will move us in the 
direction of economic growth through expand
ing our export markets. It is a positive method 
of dealing with our growing international econ
omy and one that will bear fruit for American 
workers. A stronger trading block will in turn 
give the United States more leverage to open 
the markets of Japan and Europe and further 
expand trade and opportunity in our country 
and abroad. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement [NAFT A]. Over the past months, I 
have spent hundreds of hours studying the 
NAFT A and its consequences, and meeting 
with my constituents, representatives of labor 
and the environmental community. The vast 
majority of this time has been spent with peo
ple and groups who oppose NAFT A, in order 
to ensure that their concerns have been given 
every serious consideration at the highest lev
els in the debate. For months, I have carried 
to the administration the concerns of my con
stituents regarding NAFT A, particularly relating 
to its impact on American workers and on the 

· environment. I have expressed these concerns 
to administration officials at every opportunity 
and at every level, and have taken them to 
President Clinton himself. 

· Our concerns have fallen into five major cat
egories: standard of living issues, trade adjust
ment issues, environmental issues, sector
specific issues, and process issues-enforce
ment. 

In my years in the Congress, I have actively 
supported the inclusion of human rights and 
environmental concerns in our international 
trade agreements and banking relationships. 
The NAFT A is no exception. 

NAFT A will increase United States exports 
to Mexico if it raises the standard of living and 
purchasing power of Mexican workers. With 
such an increase, the wage gap will be less
ened and there will be less incentive for Amer
ican companies to move to Mexico. The inter
nationally recognized human rights of freedom 
of association and the right to organize and 
bargain collectively are necessary to improve 
Mexican worker's lives and to close the wage 
gap. I have had extensive discussions with the 
Administration about the need for leverage to 
improve workers' rights in Mexico. These dis
cussions have centered mainly on the possible 
use of the Section 301 trade mechanism to 
provide such leverage. 

The President has assured me, in writing, 
that NAFT A does not diminish the right of the 
United States to take action under section 301 

if Mexico's actions or policies deny internation- with heightened sensitivity and attention. The 
ally recognized workers' rights, such as free- concerns of the maritime industry, in particu
dom of association and the right to strike, and lar, transcend the NAFT A debate and require 
burden or restrict United Stated commerce. serious national action. 
The President has also assured me that he And finally, on process and enforcement is
will not hesitate to use his authority under sec- sues, the administration argues that ensuring 
tion 301 with respect to Mexico or any other effective enforcement of national standards is 
country, where called for in those provisions. at the heart of NAFTA's dispute settlement 
In addition, the implementing legislation before mechanism. In addition, the side agreements 
us today contains language declaring that . create an obligation to enforce effectively labor 
nothing contained in the NAFT A shall "limit and environmental laws and a mechanism 
any authority conferred under any law of the through which an independent evaluation and 
United States, including section 301 of the report on the effectiveness of national enforce
Trade Act of 197 4. * * *" ment of national laws in the environmental and 

Worker adjustment assistance for displaced labor areas can occur. Recognizing that the 
American workers is a serious issue. The re- outcome of disputes on these issues may be 
ality of today's world is that businesses and of significant interest to many people outside 
jobs are already leaving our country for other of government, the U.S. Trade Representative 
countries, primarily countries in Asia. I believe has committed to providing opportunity for 
that we must embark, and in fact, should al- public notice and input into dispute settlement 
ready have embarked, on a major program for proceedings involving the United States under 
worker retraining and economic growth. This NAFTA. 
program must be implemented regardless of I firmly believe that any measure which im
whether NAFT A passes or fails. I support the proves life in Mexico will improve life in Call
administration's worker retraining program for fornia. The border we share is a lifeline, link
workers dislocated by NAFT A. I believe, how- ing us on a daily basis. · 
ever, that it is only a beginning. We must California will be one of the leading bene
reach out to all of the workers who have been ficiaries of increased trade through NAFT A. 
dislocated by more than a decade of eco- Canada, one NAFTA partner, ranks second 
nomic policies that disregarded their plight. among California's export markets. Mexico 

I am pleased that the administration has ranks third. California's exports to Canada, to
agreed to the establishment of a binational tailing $7 billion in 1992, more than doubled 
North American Development Bank, proposed over the past five years, during which the Unit
by Representative TORRES, to help in commu- ed States-Canada Free Trade Agreement was 
nities where workers may be dislocated be- implemented. In that same 5 years, Our 
cause of NAFT A. State's merchandise exports to Mexico almost 

I understand the wish of some in the envi- tripled, rising to $6.6 billion. In 1992, 89,600 
ron mental community that NAFT A and the en- jobs in California were supported by exports to 
vironmental side agreement would have gone Mexico and over 45 percent of those jobs 
further in protecting the environment. It does, were created in the past 5 years. More trade 
however, provide a framework through which with Mexico and Canada can only result in an 
to begin addressing environmental degrada- increased demand in Mexico for California
lion throughout Mexico, including in the border made goods. This translates directly into Call-
region. fornia jobs. 
· California has some of the Nation's strong- My decision is based ultimately on my belief 
est environmental protection and food-safety that the economic status quo is completely un
laws in the Nation and concern has been acceptable and that we must move forward, 
raised that these laws would be pre-empted as a nation, into the future. Regional trading 
by NAFT A. Every time I have discussed this blocs are the trend of the future, as the devel
issue with administration representatives, in- opment of the European Community illus
cluding EPA Administrator Browner, I have trates. It is our economic advantage to partici
been told in no uncertain terms that no such pate in a North American trade bloc, eventu
pre-emption will take place. NAFT A preserves ally to be expanded to the entire Western 
the right of states to pass stringent health and Hemisphere. I am convinced that in order to 
safety laws. compete globally, we need a NAFT A, and that 

There are those who argue that we should NAFT A must be passed at this time. 
renegotiate this agreement. Such renegoti- I believe that this NAFT A means jobs for my 
ations could take years and frankly, I do not district and for California. It will create jobs for 
believe that we have years left in which to American workers. It will clean up the environ
solve the pressing environmental problems. ment on the border. And, it has my support. 
My colleague Representative RON COLEMAN, I have the greatest respect for my friends in 
who represents the border region in Texas, organized labor and commend them on their 
has in his district schools where all of the chil- valuable contribution to this important national 
dren are infected with hepatitis. The breast debate. If the NAFT A passes, I look forward to 
cancer rates in places in his district run to one working with them on its implementation and 
out of every three women, compared to a 1- enforcement. 
in-9 ratio nationwide. These people simply Mr. GOODLATIE. Mr. Chairman, I come 
cannot afford to wait the years which a re- before you tonight to make two points clear. 
negotiation could take. The first is my support for the North American 

Among the sector-specific issues important Free-Trade Agreement [NAFT A]. I have the 
to California which I have raised with the ad- privilege of representing the people of the 
ministration are the concerns of those in the sixth district of Virginia which leads the Old 
maritime industry, the surface transportation Dominion in exports with its high quality, com
industry, and the wine industry. The adminis- petitively priced manufactured goods and agri
tration has agreed to approach these concerns cultural commodities. For months I studied this 
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agreement and met with hundreds of constitu
ents across my district. I am convinced that 
NAFTA means jobs and increased trade for 
my region and will strengthen our Nation's 
ability to compete worldwide. My decision was 
based on a careful review of the issues and 
the merits of the agreement. This brings me to 
my second point which is my continuing dis
pleasure with the backroom, wheel-and-deal, 
politics-as-usual approach that many reports 
indicate is being taken to get this agreement 
passed. I urge Members to base their votes 
on the merits of the agreement and to reject 
the laundry list of special deals that are appar
ently being offered. Take a stand to maintain 
the integrity of this body and protect the wal
lets of our Nation's taxpayers. Pass NAFT A on 
its merits, and reject the tradition of pork-bar
rel politics as usual. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, today this House 
faces a clear choice, America can seize the 
opportunity to make the reality of world eco
nomic cooperation and competition work to 
promote economic growth here and abroad. 
The alternative is to pursue a siren's song of 
isolationism and protectionism that promises 
sanctuary from the realities of the cruel world 
but in fact will deliver economic stagnation. 

Most opponents of the agreement concur 
that we need to squarely face world economic 
competition, but that this NAFT A is not the 
right one. They believe that by rejecting this 
agreement we can expeditiously renegotiate 
an agreement with Mexico that will better ad
dress their concerns. I believe that the oppo
site is far more likely. 

This is the same tactic that those who op
posed arms control agreements with the Sovi
ets in the 1970's and 1980's pursued. They 
argued that by rejecting agreements, we could 
easily convince the Soviets to make additional, 
one-sided concessions. Of course this did not 
take place, and we still have not ratified a 
strategic arms control agreement since 1972. 
In its place we had to rely on informal agree
ments to follow guidelines of unratified treaties 
and seemingly unending negotiations for the 
perfect agreement. Frankly, we were very 
lucky that the entire enterprise did not fall 
apart as a result, and given the instability in 
the former U.S.S.R. we will have to continue 
to be lucky. 

I have to conclude that this time we will not 
be so lucky. I have to conclude that rejection 
of the agreement will set back mutual co
operation, will provide no incentive for Mexico 
to deal with these issues, and will provoke a 
new round of attempts to entice American 
firms to relocate in Mexico, while maintaining 
or increasing current barriers to United States 
exports. On the other hand, I think the side 
agreements on labor and the environment, 
while not all we might want, provide a forum 
to promote progress in these areas that would 
not otherwise exist. 

No trade agreement can be expected to 
deal with all the troubling issues of 
transitioning to global economic competition. 
With or without NAFT A companies can still 
choose to relocate to Mexico although it is in
teresting to note recent decisions by 
Raytheon, GM, and many small firms who did 
relocate to come back to the United States. 
Low-wage competition from other areas of 
Latin American and Asia will continue to chal-

lenge our economy. And our competitors, es
pecially the Japanese, are still going to try to 
secure agreements around the world that will 
benefit themselves, at our expense. 

But while the direct substance of the NAFT A 
is small in the overall economic scheme, its 
symbolism with respect to the course this Na
tion takes in future trade policy has become 
immense as this debate has unfolded. 

The United States has just prevailed in the 
third major war of this century with the end of 
the cold war. After each of these triumphs we 
faced a fundamental decision on whether we 
would remain active in world affairs or crawl 
into a false cocoon of isolationism. After the 
First World War we decided to return to nor
malcy in a nostalgic effort to turn back the 
clock. We rejected entry into the League of 
Nations and instituted a protectionist economic 
policy. After a short boom, the result was the 
Great Depression and the rise of fascism. 

After the Second World War there was 
strong sentiment to focus on the homefront 
and shun world responsibility. But with strong 
leadership from Harry Truman, the Marshall 
plan and the Truman Doctrine were approved, 
leading the way for economic revival and the 
triumph of democracy. 

We now face a similar crossroads. It is 
naive to think that by denying world realities 
we can somehow return to a nostalgic past. 
The simple fact of the matter is we can and 
must compete in the real world. There is no 
going back. 

We have critically important trade issues to 
resolve involving GATT where we are trying to 
end foreign subsidies that undercut inter
national sale of American products ranging 
from agriculture to aircraft. The leaders of the 
Pacific rim will soon meet in Seattle for the an
nual APEC conference to discuss the future of 
the massive Asian trade. Our leadership and 
leverage in these negotiations will be dramati
cally undercut by defeat of the NAFT A. 

A letter I received from a small business
man in Seattle sums up the positive attitude 
we need to win in the world market of the 21st 
century. He states: 

Those who believe that NAFTA will result 
in a flood of low cost manufacturing jobs 
from the US are sadly behind the times. 
Those jobs left years ago. * * * America is 
first in agriculture, technologically ad
vanced manufacturing (Boeing, Wey
erhauser, Intel and others are good exam
ples), value added production, and service 
oriented businesses. 

In an age of instant communications, the 
world is and will continue to move toward 
open trade and a global economy-with or 
without the U.S. To move backward to an 
era of isolationism and protectionism would 
be folly. 

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I support fair 
trade. Free trade results in more jobs and 
greater wealth in the trading nations. We live 
in a global environment and our policies must 
reflect that reality. If we do not keep pace with 
the natural progression of the global market
place, we will be left behind. But in our efforts 
to increase trade, we must first establish a 
strong, shared foundation of economic, envi
ronmental agricultural, and industrial stand
ards, rights and obligations. 

A North American trade agreement is in our 
best interest. However, this North American 

Free-Trade Agreement [NAFT A] has too many 
potential problems, too many unanswered 
questions, and too many unaddressed subject 
areas to merit my support at this time. NAFT A 
does not establish a solid foundation for the 
economic partnership that is being built for this 
continent. 

My decision not to support NAFT A was dif
ficult. The agriculture community is split over 
the agreement. For example, NAFT A support
ers point to studies that claim that if it imple
mented there will be a $0.06 a bushel in
crease in the price of corn over 15 years. 
Given today's terrible price of corn and our 
weather-ravaged agricultural economy in the 
Second District, any increase would be wel
come. However, on many days the market 
price of corn at Minnesota elevators fluctuates 
by more than $.06 per bushel. 

Moreover, we should not need NAFT A to in
crease the price of corn. Many observe that 
increasing the United States Department of 
Agriculture [USDA] loan rate for corn would 
have an immediate impact. Furthermore, the 
15 year projections fail to adjust for other im
portant factors including: 

The substantial decrease in Mexico's buying 
power due to anticipated devaluation of the 
Mexican peso. 

The likely effects on sales to Mexico and on 
the market price if Brazil, Argentina, Chile and 
other Western Hemisphere countries join 
NAFT A as is hoped. 

The opportunity for increased production in 
this country if land that is currently out of pro
duction, or planted to other crops that do not 
fare well under NAFT A, is planted to corn. 

NAFT A proponents project similar benefits 
for soybeans and pork, but there is the same 
uncertainty. The point is not that we should ig
nore the possibility for improvement over 15 
years; certainly export opportunities for all 
crops should be recognized. However, for 
most farmers who lose money on each bushel 
they produce and who have not seen price im
provement after 15 years of much publicized 
trade expansion initiatives, the hope for im
proved prices for NAFTA is illusive. In any 
event, there is a strong prospect that trade 
with Mexico in agricultural products will con
tinue to grow without NAFT A and I certainly 
support both the continuation of such trade 
and implementation of an improved NAFT A 
agreement. I expect such an improved agree
ment could be in place without substantial 
delay. 

The risks are also sobering. Would an ex
panded NAFT A that includes other countries 
such as Brazil or Argentina actually lower 
prices? Can Mexico become a platform for 
processing or blending products from other 
countries--such as New Zealand-and ship
ping them to the United States? With cheaper 
labor costs and NAFT A-based investment in
centives, would Mexico develop its own live
stock processing capacity over the 15 years 
and dilute much of the anticipated United 
States agriculture gains? Will dislocations in 
our economy offset the benefits those of us in 
Minnesota agriculture hope to realize? We 
must be realistic about the risks and not let 
hopes blind us to the problems with NAFT A 
and today's trade opportunities. 
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United States agricultural producers are effi

cient, but they are also subject to an ever-in
creasing amount of regulations and restric
tions, such as those involving chemical use 
and expected ones on tillage procedures. This 
affects the cost of operation. Agricultural pro
ducers in Mexico and other countries are not 
subject to the same restrictions. This consider
ation takes on added importance when it is 
recognized that the NAFT A that is approved 
will be the prototype of agreements with coun
tries that compete with more Minnesotan prod
ucts. A level playing field is only fair and 
should be assured in a comprehensive trade 
agreement. 

The bottom line is that we simply do not 
know what the effect will be in terms of in
creased exports and improved prices. We do 
know that while NAFT A may provide some 
benefits to agriculture, it does so at the ex
pense of other sectors of the United States 
agricultural community and at the expense of 
1 to 3 million Mexican farmers who are ex
pected to leave their land as a result of 
changes occurring in Mexico as a part of 
NAFTA. 

Most immigration experts expect NAFT A to 
stimulate migratory flows to Mexican urban 
areas and to the United States to displaced 
Mexican peasants and laid-off Mexican farm 
workers take advantage of large wage dif
ferences. In fact, a recent survey of Mexicans 
found 45.8 percent of those interviewed be
lieved NAFT A would make it easier for Mexi
cans to get jobs in the United States. 

Another fundamental concern is NAFT A's 
impact on workers in both Mexico and the 
United States. Mexican workers are producing 
considerably more and earning considerably 
less than they did at the beginning of the 
1980's. The 1990 census, moreover, revealed 
that 63.2 percent of the population made no 
more than twice the minimum wage of $200 
per month while the prices of goods ap
proached those in the United States. To a 
large extent, wages are low because the Mexi
can Government, which sets wage rates 
through an agency called El Pacta, has delib
erately kept them low, even for highly produc
tive Mexican workers in modern new manufac
turing plants. This interferes with the market 
and frustrates the level playing field. It does 
not constitute an acceptable foundation for an 
economic partnership. 

A question United States firms are increas
ingly likely to ask is why pay $17.50 an hour 
in Detroit when well trained, productive Mexi
can auto workers are available for $2.38? The 
obvious danger is a strong downward pres
sure on U.S. wages, harming an already hard
hit middle class. According to a 1992 Wall 
Street Journal poll, one quarter of almost 500 
corporate executives polled admitted that they 
are either "very likely" or "somewhat likely" to 
use NAFTA as a bargaining chip to hold down 
wages. And 40 percent indicated they might 
move at least some of their production to Mex
ico within the next several years. 

Wages are only part of the picture. Our job 
safety and worker programs have been con
structed over several decades. Presently we 
are considering a national health care pro
gram. If Minnesota loses businesses to South 
Dakota because of disparities between work
ers compensation and tax policies, the prob-

lems facing communities in the United States 
trying to compete with Mexico for jobs can be 
readily understood. 

The Mexican Government's policy of low 
wages has further adverse impacts on the 
United States. It limits the development of a 
larger Mexican middle class that can afford to 
purchase goods produced in the United 
States. It also tempts Mexican workers to look 
to the United States as the place to move for 
improved economic opportunity. · 

This policy's impact on jobs and wages in 
rural America is especially important. We 
know NAFT A will result in both job loss and 
job creation. The dispute is about how much 
of each and whether the jobs created will off
set the job losses. Most studies indicate low
wage, low-skill manufacturing jobs are likely to 
be lost, and that the jobs created by NAFT A 
are likely to be high wage, high skill and in 
urban areas. This scenario does not bode well 
for rural areas, which have a higher percent
age of low-wage, low-skill jobs. 

Rural America may well carry the principal 
burden of adjustment under NAFT A. For dec
ades, manufacturing plants have located in 
rural areas to take advantage of less unioniza
tion, lower wages, and other enticements. For 
many rural towns, a single plant provides a 
majority of jobs. Plant closures in these cases 
can destroy entire rural communities. Even 
downsizing causes substantial dislocation. 
Under NAFT A there are no safeguards or ade
quate remedies to protect our communities 
from such devastation. For farm families at 
risk of losing their farms and for those young 
people in rural areas that are looking for work 
in a tight job market these considerations are 
critical. 

The cost of implementing NAFT A also con
cerns me. First we have our workers. The ad
ministration's plan for dealing with dislocated 
workers generally has been strongly criticized 
by the Labor Department's own inspector gen
eral. There is no plan in place to deal with the 
special needs of rural America where job 
growth is less apt to occur. It will be expensive 
to deal with this dislocation. 

Second, there is Mexico. This NAFT A pre
supposes that market forces alone will bring 
together economies and societies as different 
as the three countries. But the European ex
perience should teach us that bringing to
gether advanced and developing economies is 
an expensive proposition. Tremendous invest
ment has been made by the European Eco
nomic Community in Greece, Spain, Portugal, 
and Ireland. Estimates indicate that their com
mitment exceeds that made by the United 
States under the Marshall plan. 

A third type of investment is environmental 
clean-up. Treasury Secretary Bentsen has es
timated the cost of environmental clean-up 
alone along the United States-Mexican border 
at $8 billion over the next decade. Others put 
it at $21 billion. 

Fourth, there is lost tariff revenue. Over 5 
years it is estimated at $3 billion. 

Given our tremendous deficit, this cost con
sideration must be faced. Total cost estimates 
vary from $20 billion to $40 billion. The admin
istration originally stated that the costs of im
plementation would be offset by growth. How
ever, we are beginning to see that there will 
be immediate costs with little assurance of 

budget offsets. Trade Representative Kantor 
has said that raising taxes is "the best option 
we can find in a series of bad options." Al
ready Texas officials have come hat in hand 
seeking $10 billion in Federal aid to finance 
the NAFT A commitments and for cleaning up 
environmental problems in the border area. 
This is the time to decide: do we raise taxes, 
cut other expenditures, or add to the deficit? 

Furthermore, the fundamental difference be
tween Mexico and the United States and Can
ada is the absence of a regulatory framework 
and laws that characterize developed market 
economies. Without that structure and ability 
to assure consumer, environmental, and em
ployee protection, as well as due process, 
NAFT A enforcement is inadequate. Balanced 
economic development will not occur in Mex
ico unless a series of deep changes are car
ried out in social policy and structure-and un
less the costs of economic development and 
integration are forthrightly reorganized. 

For a good example of this, we again need 
only to look a the European Economic Com
munity. The considerations that it weighed, the 
conditions it imposed, the commitments that it 
made, and the pace -at which it proceeded in 
bringing Ireland, Greece, Spain, and Portugal 
into its membership is instructive. The fact that 
Turkey and African countries are not yet EEC 
members is sobering. 

NAFT A will be the foundation of our rela
tionship with Mexico and the rest of Latin and 
Central America. We need to make sure that 
this foundation is solid. Proponents of this 
NAFT A tend to label all opposition to it as pro
tectionism. I am not a protectionist. We live in 
an interconnected world and we need to have 
rules to guide us as we enter the 21st century. 
Trade agreements are rules that we need in 
order to progress as a country and as a world. 
But we can and must do better than this set 
of rules. 

To this end, I support legislation that will in
trinsically link enforceable environmental, 
worker protection, agriculture, safety, and 
other standards to any future NAFT A. By es
tablishing a social charter of shared standards, 
rights and obligations, this legislation will en
sure that any future NAFT A sets a string foun
dation for our relationship with our trading 
partners. 

I am hopeful that the Clinton administration 
can and will expand NAFT A so that it is in
deed a firm foundation for trade with Mexico 
and other western hemisphere nations. I look 
forward to an agreement or changes in this 
agreement or limits on its adoption that will 
enable me to support it. 

I expect that trade with Mexico will continue 
to grow, NAFTA or no NAFTA. For many 
NAFT A has erroneously become the symbol 
of increasing trade with Mexico and the fight 
for its passage has diverted us from the real 
issue of needing an adequate agreement. I 
have great respect for the Mexican people and 
President Salinas. If Congress does not ap
prove this NAFT A, it should not be taken as 
any type of United States criticism or rejection 
of the Mexican people or their President. In
deed many Mexican groups are urging Con
gress to vote down this agreement. 

This is not a matter of letting the best be the 
enemy of the good. Rather it is a matter of 
making sure an inadequate agreement does 
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not become a foundation for an economic 
partnership. It is much harder to repair or 
complete the foundation after the structure is 
built. Changes are easier to make now be
cause they allow us to build a more solid and 
promising future. If it takes extra time to nego
tiate these changes, such a modest delay is 
not significant in such a long-term relationship. 
We all hope that in the meantime our trade 
with Mexico will continue to thrive, that rela
tions between our countries will remain strong, 
and that all three countries will be better 
served by a prudent delay in completing the 
foundation work. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, the vote on the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement is one 
of the most important I have had to cast since 
coming to Congress. The outcome of this vote 
will set the direction for United States trade for 
years to come. 
· That is why I have taken the time to give 

the citizens of the 12th District every oppor
tunity to express their opinions to me and 
have carefully evaluated their concerns about 
NAFTA. 

The question for me has always been 
whether NAFT A is in the best interest of the 
United States, New Jersey, and the 12th Dis
trict. I believe it is. 

Free trade has served this Nation well and 
protectionism has hurt consumers, workers, 
and often the very industries that have been 
protected from the need to produce the best 
products at the best prices. 

NAFT A will create the world's largest single 
marketplace, allowing us to compete more ef
fectively with European and Asian trading 
blocs and making possible further expansion 
of our markets throughout the hemisphere. 

I am convinced that NAFT A will result in a 
net increase in U.S. jobs and savings to U.S. 
consumers of billions of dollars in taxes on the 
imports they buy. 

Many of the opponents of the agreement 
say they support the idea of entering into a 
free-trade agreement with Mexico but do not 
support this NAFT A. I believe that if this 
NAFTA is killed, there will be no NAFTA of 
any kind for many years to come. Even under 
the most favorable of circumstances, Mexico 
and Canada would never agree to the unprec
edented additional concessions demanded by 
NAFT A opponents. It is far less likely that a 
lame-duck Mexican administration and the 
new Liberal Party Government in Canada 
would be willing or able to agree to a better 
deal for the United States if Congress rejects 
out of hand the product of years of good faith 
bargaining. In my view, the choice is either 
this NAFTA or no NAFTA. Clearly, this NAFTA 
is better than the status quo. 

Because Mexican tariffs on United States 
goods are more than twice as high as our own 
tariffs on Mexican imports, United States pro
ducers and workers will benefit far more than 
their Mexican competitors. 

New Jersey is in a unique position to take 
advantage of this agreement. As a major port 
of entry, the State stands to gain by the sub
stantial increase in traffic among the three par
ties to NAFT A. New Jersey's financial service 
enterprises, our chemical manufacturers, our 
pharmaceutical and biotechnology industries, 
and our telecommunications companies will be 
among the major beneficiaries of NAFT A. 

I have carefully examined the question of 
whether NAFTA would result in American jobs 
going to Mexico. The sad fact is that unskilled 
American jobs have been going to Mexico and 
other low-wage countries for years without 
NAFT A. Others have been lost to automation 
and downsizing. Blocking NAFT A will not stop 
this trend. Approving NAFT A will not acceler
ate this trend appreciably. Fortunately, the 
cost of labor is only one factor in the decision 
where to locate a facility. The quality and pro
ductivity of our work force, the proximity to the 
marketplace, and the reliability of our infra
structure will continue to compensate for wage 
differentials. 

Whether or not NAFT A is approved, Amer
ican workers will have to be the best trained 
and most highly skilled in the world if we are 
to retain our manufacturing base and avail 
ourselves of the opportunities provided by the 
global marketplace. We must improve the 
quality of our education, job training, and re
training so we can continue to reap the bene
fits of free trade in the future and allow our 
workers to compete on the basis of higher 
productivity rather than lower wages. 

On balance NAFT A will be good for our en
vironment and Mexico's. NAFT A is the first 
trade agreement to specify that environmental 
protections will not be considered a barrier to 
trade. This will protect our strict environmental 
laws from being subverted by the agreement. 
That is why key environmental groups such as 
the National Audubon Society and the Na
tional Wildlife Federation support NAFT A. 
These groups hope that this provision will be
come a cornerstone of U.S. trade policy and 
be included in future negotiations under the 
General Agreement on Tariff and Trade. 

NAFT A's opponents argue that we should 
not enter into the agreement because the 
Mexican Government has no regard for the 
environment. In fact, Mexico has enacted 
some of the toughest environmental laws in 
the world, but has not enforced them. NAFT A 
would require Mexico to do so. Rejecting 
NAFT A would eliminate virtually any leverage 
we might have over Mexico's environmental 
practices. 

I do not discount the potential costs of 
NAFT A, but I believe the benefits will be much 
greater. If we reject NAFT A, we will regret it 
years from now as a colossal missed oppor
tunity. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
as a supporter of free trade throughout the 
world. I rise today in support of free trade with 
Mexico. I also rise as an opponent to this 
North American Free-Trade Agreement. There 
is no disputing that with the right agreement, 
expanded trade with our neighbors can be 
good for all three nations, and we as Members 
of Congress must be committed to making this 
happen. • 

We need a free-trade agreement that will re
duce the trend of job losses and declining 
wages in this country. There is great danger, 
however, that the NAFT A we are debating 
today will only accentuate that trend. For this 
reason, Mr. Chairman, I am voting against this 
NAFT A, with the confidence that as long as 
we remain committed to free trade we can ne
gotiate a better agreement. 

The reason that jobs and wages are threat
ened by this agreement lies in the repressive 

and undemocratic treatment of workers by the 
Mexican Government-treatment that does not 
allow workers to bargain for fair salaries. With
out addressing this problem, a free-trade 
agreement with Mexico would force American 
workers into unfair competition against work
ers who have artificially low wages. The party 
of President Carlos Salinas has controlled all 
levels of Mexican Government for over 60 
years, and has historically deprived workers of 
their right to organize. When the working peo
ple of Mexico try to bargain for fair wage lev
els, they are harassed, beaten, jailed, and 
sometimes tortured and killed for their efforts. 
Because of these repressive policies, workers 
in Mexico do not earn the wages they de
serve. 

Mr. Chairman, this may, sound like a human 
rights problem which has nothing to do with 
free trade, but it is an economic issue as well. 
Because Mexican workers do not have the 
right to organize, the average manufacturing 
wage in Mexico is about $2 per hour. In the 
United States, on the other hand, the average 
wage is almost $14. Although there will always 
be a wage disparity between two counties en
tering into a free-trade agreement, this dispar
ity is artificially large, and it will force American 
workers and their families into unfair competi
tion. 

When countries enter into a free-trade 
agreement, there is a tendency for the wage 
levels in those countries to move down to the 
lowest common denominator. If workers in the 
high wage country do not take a pay cut, they 
face the danger of losing their jobs altogether 
to the cheaper labor of the low wage country. 
This happened with the United States-Canada 
Free-Trade Agreement, which has resulted in 
Canada's loss of 300,000 manufacturing jobs 
since 1989. Mr. Chairman, the wage disparity 
between Canada and the United States is 
nothing compared to the gap between our 
country and Mexico. I cannot ask working fam
ilies of the United States to enter into this un
fair competition. I cannot ask them to make a 
choice between losing their jobs or taking a 
massive pay cut. Free trade is desirable, but 
because of the way Mexican workers are 
treated, this agreement is unfair. 

Proponents of this NAFT A hold to the theory 
that passage of the agreement will change 
Mexico's undemocratic practices. Why, then, 
is it only a theory? Why is it not in writing? 
The side agreements negotiated this summer 
say nothing about the Mexican worker's right 
to organize, and we cannot gamble away the 
livelihood of hard working Americans and their 
families by betting on a theory. 

A similar theory is used to dismiss Mexico's 
historic failure to enforce environmental regu
lations. Proponents tell us that if this NAFT A 
is passed, we will see a profound improve
ment in Mexico's treatment of its environment. 
But there is no disputing that Mexico's lax en
vironmental regulations have provided tempta
tion for some United States businesses to re
locate to Mexico where they can profit cheap
ly, leaving Americans without work. Instead of 
signing an agreement with Mexico and then 
hoping in good faith that change occurs, 
NAFT A should contain a binding agreement 
prior to approval. 

After all, it took the European Common Mar
ket 1 0 years to allow Greece and Portugal to 
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enter, precisely to ensure that their labor and 
environmental practices would not hurt the 
agreement. They did this for a reason, and we 
should learn from it. 

Another argument we hear from proponents 
of this NAFT A is that if Congress fails to ap
prove the agreement, trade relations between 
our country and Mexico will be damaged be
yond repair, and there will be no chance to 
negotiate another NAFTA. To answer this, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to remind my col
leagues that the Mexican Government ap
proached us with the proposal of a free-trade 
agreement in the first place, and Mexico still 
has much to gain by renegotiating, if this 
NAFT A is defeated. Good ideas do not die, 
Mr. Chairman. Free trade with Mexico is a 
good idea, and I am confident that we can get 
it right. 

A free-trade agreement with Mexico will 
cause some American workers to be dis
placed, but this NAFT A would force workers in 
the United States into unfair competition with 
the artificially low wages in Mexico, causing 
displacement that is unnecessary, I have intro
duced a bill, the Displaced Worker Retraining 
Act of 1993, which would provide a com
prehensive retraining program for workers who 
are laid off because of Federal policy deci
sions such as NAFT A. I introduced this bill be
cause the programs we now have are ineffec
tive in getting displaced workers back into the 
labor force. I can assure you that if our 
present worker retraining programs were not 
so flaw~f a comprehensive worker retrain
ing program were already in place-many of 
us who are concerned about the impact this 
NAFT A will have on the working people of this 
country would be more willing to support it. 
But right now, Mr. Chairman, there is no such 
program. Where are the programs to help 
.these workers train for a new job? Where are 
the funds to help hard-hit communities get 
back on their feet? If we insist on this NAFT A, 
where is the safety net to help the families 
who are losers in the NAFT A equation? Right 
now there are no answers to these ques
tions-another reason to take a step back, re
negotiate, and fix the problems associated 
with this particular free-trade agreement. 

The debate on NAFT A has been emotion
ally charged and has centered around person
alities. I certainly do not agree with many of 
the arguments that some NAFT A opponents 
have made, nor do I align myself with them. 
In making my decision to vote against this 
trade agreement, I have made every effort to 
sift through the rhetoric to answer the ques
tion: Is this NAFT A good for the majority of the 
American people, or is it worth our while to fix 
the flaws in this agreement and make a better 
one? I believe, Mr. Chairman, that a defeat of 
this NAFT A will not send our country into a 
downward economic spiral, and it is worth the 
wait to fix the problems associated with this 
agreement. 

So, Mr. Chairman, although I cannot support 
this NAFT A because I do not believe it will 
benefit the majority of the American people, I 
strongly urge my colleagues not to recede into 
isolationism or protectionism. As Members of 
Congress, it is our job to ensure that this does 
not happen. I urge my colleagues to make the 
commitment now to improve America's eco
nomic future by actively supporting a free-

trade agreement with Mexico which accounts 
for the interests of workers and the environ
ment-an agreement that will truly benefit ev
eryone in the United States of America. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, as the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFT A] currently stands, I plan to vote 
against it for a variety of reasons. 

I believe free trade is an important and on
going project. In 1991, I supported extending 
to the President fast-track authority to nego
tiate trade agreements because I recognize 
the importance of exports in sustaining eco
nomic growth for the United States. Since 
many Latin and South American countries are 
interested in having this free-trade agreement 
extended to them, the Congress must have 
high standards for this NAFT A, since it will be 
used as the basis for all future agreements in 
the Americas. 

I have concerns about the unequal reduc
tion in tariffs in this agreement. An Inter
national Trade Commission study reported 
that 64 percent of Mexican products will come 
into the United States duty free while only 49 
percent of United States products will go into 
Mexico duty free in the first year after NAFT A 
is implemented. Tariffs should be reduced at a 
more equal level. Another specific example 
which troubles me is that all barriers on ex
porting used vehicles to Mexico will not be re
moved until January 1, 201 ~a whole quarter 
century after enactment of NAFT A. This 25-
year phase-out could hurt exports by the Unit
ed States auto parts industries. 

In any trade agreement, there are winners 
and losers. My concern is that the Dayton 
area, which I have the honor or representing, 
would be a net loser. The Dayton area has a 
large concentration of automobile related man
ufacturing plants. With the lower wages in 
Mexico, I believe many companies will be 
tempted to focus their new investment in Mex
i~o and build new plants south of the border 
instead of in the United States. This belief was 
reinforced by a recent Wall Street Journal sur
vey of 462 companies in which more than half 
stated they would increase their investment 
and production of goods in Mexico under 
NAFTA. 

In the past, many promises have been 
made to the people .in Dayton, OH, which 
were later broken. For example, a major com
puter company was taken over and promises 
were made that there would not be any major 
changes in the company's structure for 5 
years. Two years later, these promises are 
being broken. NAFT A is another promise. I am 
not convinced it will benefit the Dayton area 
and the thousands of people who are strug
gling to keep their jobs and make ends meet. 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
express my strong opposition to the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

I have concluded that this agreement is not 
in the best interest of workers in New York 
City or the rest of the country. The working 
people in my district have already seen thou
sands of good manufacturing jobs leave New 
York City. Their fears about NAFTA are genu
ine and are justified. Even NAFT A supporters 
concede that we will lose many labor-intensive 
jobs in the short term. I cannot encourage the 
escalation of this trend by voting for NAFT A. 
I cannot, in good conscience, support a trade 

agreement which threatens the very livelihood 
of those I represent. 

Implementing NAFT A will reinforce artificially 
low wages in Mexico which will, in the long 
run, result in a loss of income for Americans. 
Indeed, even those fortunate enough to keep 
their jobs will likely see a reduction in their 
wage levels. No amount of rhetoric about hav
ing confidence in United States workers' ability 
to compete can change the fact that Mexican 
wages will put United States workers at a bru
tal disadvantage. 

Mr. Chairman, my constituents live in one of 
the most expensive metropolitan areas in the 
world. Lower wages will make it increasingly 
difficult for residents of Queens and the Bronx 
to provide for their families and maintain a de
cent standard of living. In today's uncertain 
economy, we need job growth and security for 
New York and the United States, not a high
risk gamble on our future under NAFT A. 

NAFT A will accelerate the already inex
orable flow of jobs to developing countries, as 
multinational corporations search the globe for 
cheaper labor markets. Americans will con
tinue to see the flight of manufacturing jobs 
and depressed wages, while maquiladora 
workers south of the border will witness their 
below-subsistence levels remain and living 
conditions worsen. 

Mr. Chairman, the Joint Economic Commit
tee has estimated the potential costs of imple
menting NAFT A could reach $20.1 billion over 
the next decade. Loss of tariff revenues, envi
ronmental and infrastructure gaps, worker re
training programs, and transitional adjustments 
make up the majority of these costs. In these 
times of fiscal restraint and deficit reduction, I 
am concerned Congress will be forced to 
cover these expenses by cutting back on other 
important domestic programs such as edu
cation and health care. Putting this country 
first is not protectionism. 

NAFT A levels workers, not tariffs, Mr. Chair
man. I urge its resounding defeat. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. After considering the provisions of 
NAFT A, I think its passage is in the long-term 
best interests of our country. 

Lifting tariffs on goods going to Mexico will 
open up that market for more exports and that 
will mean more jobs for our people here in the 
United States. 

The Agreement will also be a plus for Mis
sissippi and Mississippi products. Mexico is 
our seventh largest trading partner today, 
even with tariffs that range from 1 0 percent to 
25 percent on goods produced in my home 
State. Doing away with those tariffs will help 
Mississippi industries that produce electronic 
equipment, lumber, and wood products, fur
niture, and will boost all segments of the agri
cultural economy that is so important to our 
State. 

Mississippi manufacturers have told me that 
orders for goods going to Mexico doubled a 
few years ago when Mexico took steps on its 
own to lower tariffs from 40 percent to around 
15 and 20 percent on some items. That busi
ness activity is likely to greatly increase when 
the tariffs are completely wiped out. 

I know some people have concerns about 
the possible loss of jobs if NAFT A is ap
proved. But I want to point out that if we de
feat NAFT A, all the dangers that threaten jobs 
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in some sectors of our economy will still be in 
place, including high tariffs, low wages, and 
lax enforcement of labor and environmental 
laws. 

Killing NAFT A will not eliminate that threat 
of job loss, but it will deny us the opportunity 
to level the trading field and give our manufac
turers the chance to compete on a more equal 
footing in the growing Mexican market. 

I urge support for the agreement. 
Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to take this opportunity to outline the rea
sons for my decision to vote against NAFT A. 

I have voted against the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement [NAFTA], but only after 
a serious and intensive review of its pros and 
cons, and after educating myself as fully as 
possible on the issues and discussing them 
with hundreds of constituents across the Third 
Congressional District of North Carolina. This 
has been a difficult decision to make. When 
JESSE HELMS and Jesse Jackson are against 
NAFT A and Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton 
are for it, one realizes the complexity and un
certainty of the issue. 

Though I believe the good and bad of 
NAFT A have been exaggerated by the respec
tive sides, I am convinced that NAFT A will in 
the long-term create more jobs across the 
county that it will eliminate. It will even create 
jobs in certain industries and certain commu
nities in the third district. However, after care
ful analysis and long discussions with people 
of the third district, I believe that long-term 
growth in eastern North Carolina resulting 
from NAFT A is highly unlikely. Therefore, I be
lieve that in eastern North Carolina we will 
have a net reduction in jobs as a result of this 
agreement. 

For many years eastern North Carolina has 
been short-changed by State and national 
business and governmental leadership, and as 
a result lacks the infrastructure and highly 
skilled work force which will be necessary to 
attract the new jobs NAFT A will create. 

Much of the Third Congressional District of 
North Carolina is not served by four-lane 
roads, regular rail service, or natural gas. 
Though our educators and parents have strug
gled mightily to educate our children, the edu
cational resources · available in the Piedmont 
are not available in the east. Our tax base will 
not support the kind of educational improve
ments that have taken place in the rest of the 
State and the State has not equalized that 
funding shortfall with State appropriated dol
lars. We are in this situation through no fault 
of our own: some of our poorest counties have 
taxed themselves at rates almost double what 
Piedmont counties are paying in property tax. 
The high-technology, high-wage industry 
which will result from NAFT A will locate on 
interstate or interstate-type roads, on sites 
served by rail and natural gas, and where 
there is a ready supply of highly trained work
ers. Because of the neglect of our region in 
the past, we are simply not in a position now 
to take advantage of any positive impact of 
NAFT A; it will take years to make up for the 
infrastructure· short-fall and to give our able 
and highly motivated work force the skills they 
need to perform the tasks of high-technology, 
high-wage manufacturing. 

In addition to the economic hit eastern North 
Carolina will take from NAFT A, we are still 

reeling from the proposed 75 cents per pack 
tax increase on tobacco to pay the full cost of 
health care reform for the rest of the country. 
If this tax should be enacted by Congress and 
signed by the President, as consumption falls, 
tobacco quotas will drop, and the long-run re
sult may be that tobacco will no longer be a 
significant economic factor in eastern North 
Carolina. The east simply cannot be called 
upon to take these twin blows at the same 
time. 

There are other issues which surround 
NAFTA which contribute to my decision. 
Though tobacco and grain may receive a 
slight boost from NAFT A, vegetable products, 
which are possible alternatives in the east for 
tobacco as it declines, are hit hard by NAFTA. 
Since they are labor intensive and since Mex
ico can double- or triple-crop produce, they 
will eliminate produce as a significant crop in 
the east except for local, fresh distribution. 
Likewise, peanuts, already important in our re
gion, are hit hard by NAFT A and the flood of 
Mexican peanuts which may follow. 

I have alluded to the loss of jobs in the east. 
This job loss will occur in the low-wage, low
skilled industry that hires thousands of work
ers across the east. Much of this is in the ap
parel industry which is already abandoning the 
east at an alarming rate. We have just learned 
that an apparel industry in Mount Olive--in my 
home county-will be leaving soon for the 
cheaper wages of Central America. 

The Joint Economic Committee on Con
gress says the administration has underesti
mated the cost of NAFT A by more than $700 
million. Since Congress is now working on a 
pay-as-you-go basis, any reduction in reve
nues or increases in spending must be offset 
by additional cuts in other programs or by new 
revenues. Thus, NAFTA will almost certainly 
require additional taxes for implementation, 
something neither I nor my constituents have 
any stomach for. 

If workers are to be displaced by NAFT A, 
there certainly is an obligation of the country 
which agrees to this displacement to retrain 
those unemployed persons. Surprising as it 
may be; President Bush proposed $335 million 
for worker retraining, but President Clinton has 
only proposed $90 million. That is a drop in 
the bucket compared to what will be needed. 
In my opinion, eastern North Carolina could 
use the full allotment and still not adequately 
retrain the workers who will lose their jobs. 
Furthermore, nothing has been proposed to 
help communities devastated by closed indus
tries to develop their infrastructure to attract 
the NAFT A generated jobs. 

Early in the debate, I indicated that unless 
side agreements were agreed to with regard 
to environmental protection and worker protec
tion that puts Mexico on par with this country, 
that I could not support NAFT A. Those side 
agreements which were entered into improved 
the situation in these two regards, but they 
simply are inadequate. Mexico points with 
pride to legislation ori the books there that on 
its face looks very good with regard to both 
aspects. However, nothing, absolutely nothing, 
is done to enforce either environmental protec
tion or worker protection. The side agreements 
are incredibly weak in seeing to it that Mexico 
lives up to its laws. 

Since businesses in this country and in 
Mexico will be competing head-to-head in the 

production of identical products being offered 
at identical prices, Mexican products produced 
at significantly lower cost because of their 
wage scale will have a distinct advantage in 
that competition. U.S. industries will have to 
keep their wages low to compete. This will 
have the eftect of suppressing wage increases 
in this country, and will thus result in lower 
wages and a lower standard of living in this 
country. 

I share the concern of many that Mexico 
has had one party rule for many years and 
that that party structure has become corrupt 
and undemocratic. We will be dealing with a 
government that engages in significant human 
rights abuses as well as financial corruption at 
unacceptable levels. The proponents of 
NAFT A say that we should pass it to encour
age greater democratization and better human 
rights in that country. I say that we should de
mand real evidence of progress in those two 
areas before we become their full partner in 
trade. 

Though support for NAFT A picked up dra
matically in the 2 weeks prior to the vote, the 
majority of constituent communications to my 
office were opposed to its passage. Constitu
ent interest in an issue is always an important 
factor though not determining in my final deci
sion. Unless every constituent could be asked 
their opinion, I never can know what the real 
majority thinks. Communication is often stimu
lated by interest groups or emotional appeals 
that skew the results and mask the thinking of 
the silent majority. 

For these and other reasons, I decided to 
vote against NAFT A. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement [NAFT A]. 

NAFT A is about opening markets and re
ducing barriers to trade. Free trade benefits 
the most resourceful, efficient, and productive 
workers: American workers. 

Opponents of NAFT A cite their concerns 
about factories relocating to Mexico, worker 
and human rights and environmental prob
lems. These problems already exist and have 
existed for many years, before NAFT A was 
negotiated. Rejecting NAFT A will not remedy 
these problems. Instead, the status quo is 
maintained and these problems continue. 

There is little to stop United States compa
nies from moving to Mexico now. The primary 
reason for relocating to Mexico is to gain ac
cess to the Mexican market. However, under 
NAFT A, tariff reductions will occur and the pri
mary obstacle of United States goods reach
ing the Mexican market will be eliminated. 
NAFT A will allow United States companies ac
cess to the Mexican market without having to 
more there. 

Mexico is Iowa's third largest export market, 
supporting 3,123 Iowa jobs in 1992. Since 
Mexico began to lower its tariff rates in 1987, 
Iowa's merchandise exports to Mexico have 
more than tripled, from $66 million to $200 
million. NAFT A is expected to result in a net 
gain of 870 jobs in Iowa; good, export-related 
jobs which pay better than non-export related 
jobs. 

Trade is not a zero sum game with a set 
number of jobs in the world. A job gain in one 
country does not mean a job loss in another. 
Trade is a positive sum game with no limit to 
the number of jobs that can be created. 
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The only way to remain competitive is to 
compete. The world is a global marketplace, 
and the United States must continue in its role 
as the world economic leader. Trade protec
tionism only hurts those nations that employ it. 
The effects are higher consumer prices, lim
ited consumer choice and reciprocal trade 
treatment by other nations. In our own history, 
this policy contributed to and prolonged the 
Great Depression. 

The United States cannot remain an eco
nomic superpower by enacting protectionism 
policies for the benefit of a few inefficient, yet 
powerful, special interests. Instead of trying to 
preserve the past, we must prepare ourselves 
to meet the challenges of the future. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, 
history has shown that the free-trade agree
ments with Israel and Canada helped all coun
tries involved. 

While protectionism in the past has resulted 
in depression. In 1930 Congressmen Smoot 
and Hawley authored a protectionist tariff bill 
which many historians believe deepened the 
Great Depression. We must learn from history, 
and history shows that protectionism does not 
work. 

With few exceptions, long-term jobs have 
been created when risks were taken. Simply 
stated, greater access to new markets means 
more sales. It is very clear to me that more 
sales means more jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, when the opponents of 
NAFT A claim that · corporations are going to 
move to Mexico and bring American jobs with 
them, they are ignoring the facts. It is not in 
corporate America's best interest to have high 
unemployment in the United States. Unem
ployed people cannot purchase their products. 

It's very simple: Who is going to purchase 
more goods: an American earning $40,000 or 
a Mexican earning $6,000 a year? American 
companies are far more dependent on United 
States consumers than those in Mexico. Mexi
can consumption of United States goods will 
certainly provide a nice bonus for American 
firms, but these companies know that they will 
be in serious trouble without United States de
mand for their goods and services. 

For corporations to derive the maximum 
benefit from NAFT A, they need to increase 
consumer purchases by Mexicans. More im
portantly, U.S. companies must maintain if not 
increase the purchasing power of Americans. 
This would yield the highest profits for Amer
ican corporations. Ladies and gentlemen, this 
means jobs for the United States. 

My home State of Connecticut has pros
pered tremendously since Mexico liberalized 
its trade laws in the mideighties. Since 1987 
Connecticut exports to Mexico have increased 
143 percent to $280 million annually. This has 
created over 5,000 new jobs in the nutmeg 
State alone. Connecticut stands to gain many 
more jobs if Congress passes this historic 
agreement. Connecticut exports 78 percent of 
all goods manufactured in the State. Accord
ingly, I believe that opening up the Mexican 
market to United States products will mean 
jobs for Connecticut and jobs for all Ameri
cans. 

If NAFT A is defeated, American companies 
will still be able to move jobs to Mexico, and 
America will gain nothing for it. Environmental 
standards will not improve because Mexico's 

economy cannot sustain itself to enforce its 
regulations. And, our immigration problems 
with Mexico will get worse not better. 

NAFT A will create a $6.5 trillion market of 
360 million consumers. This agreement will 
establish the largest free trade block !n the 
world. Mexico is currently the United States' 
third most important trading partner, as ap
proximately 7 percent of all United States ex
ports are destined for Mexico. Most impor
tantly, the United States enjoys a $5.4 billion 
trade surplus with our southern neighbor. 

The NAFT A agreement is a positive step to
ward creating a free-trade zone from the 
Yukon to the Yucatan. It creates the worlds 
largest free market and will allow us to com
pete more effectively with the Japanese and 
the emerging European Economic Community 
as we move toward the global economy of the 
21st century. Labor Secretary Robert Reich 
summed the benefits of free trade very well 
when he stated: "World trade is not a zero
sum gain in which a finite number of jobs are 
parceled out among the workers of the world. 
Trade is a positive sum gain in which there is 
not a natural limit to the number of jobs that 
can be created." 

Finally, Americans are can-do people, we 
are not can't-do people, and we can make 
NAFT A work for America. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Members will record their presence 
by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic de
vice, and the following Members re
corded their presence: 
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The CHAffiMAN. Four hundred twen
ty Members have answered to their 
names, a quorum is present, and the 
Committee will resume its business. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

I rise in strong opposition to NAFTA, H.R. 
3450, the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment Implementation Act. 

I do so after having spent literally hundreds 
of hours reading NAFT A and the side agree
ments which were proposed to strengthen it, 
reviewing thousands of other pages of docu
mentation, and discussing it at length with 
both supporters and opponents of the pact. 

Before I explain the reasons for my decision 
to oppose NAFT A, I would like to comment 
briefly on the lobbying effort which has taken 
place these past few months, to try to influ
ence public opinion on this subject. 

Contrary to much of what we have been 
told, this is not a choice between free-trade 
and protectionism. It is not a once-in-a-lifetime 
decision between change or status quo. And it 
is certainly unfair to suggest that we cannot 
renegotiate this treaty if it fails. The White 
House has already been doing that for months 
and continues to do so to this day. 

The efforts by both the proponents and op
ponents of NAFT A to couch this debate in 
these terms has grossly oversimplified the 
matter, confused, and in many cases alarmed, 
the American public, and has done a great 
disservice to our Nation. 

I also find it highly objectionable that the 
White House has engaged in a horse trading 
effort of monumental proportions these past 
few days, pitting one industry against another, 
in an effort to round up enough votes to pass 
this legislation. 

The White House should not be picking win
ners and losers in order to generate votes for 
NAFT A. We should be passing a trade agree
ment because it's in our national interest to do 
so, and not simply because the citrus industry, 
the peanut growers, the grain farmers and a 
favored few others have been taken care of, 
while the concerns of many other basic indus
tries in our country have been ignored. 

That's the wrong way to approach an issue 
which has such tremendous, long-range impli
cations for the workers and economy of our 
Nation and our neighbors in the North Amer
ican hemisphere. It is only going to create 
many more problems down the road which 
could have been avoided if the administration 
had stayed focused on the national interest, 
and not resorted to a conquer, confuse and di
vided strategy.· 

Having said that, it is beyond dispute that 
there is a long-term need for a North Amer
ican hemispheric trade agreement. I realize 
that many of the problems we currently facing 
along our border, and in Mexico as well as in 

Central and South America are the direct re
sult of our failure to address our regional eco
nomic interests for far too long. Nevertheless, 
this agreement does not provide the appro
priate framework for addressing these prob
lems. It falls far short. 

I believe that the fundamental goal of a 
good trade agreement must be to create eco
nomic growth and opportunity, and to raise the 
living standard in all countries involved in the 
pact, not lower them. Unfortunately, the 
NAFT A we consider today fails to achieve this 
goal, for its does not provide adequate protec
tions to American industry of American jobs. 
Instead, I truly believe that it will lower our 
economic standards, without doing anything to 
bring up those of our trading partners to the 
South. 

I commend the President for his efforts to 
improve this agreement by establishing the 
side agreements. Unfortunately, I believe that 
these side accords fall short and do little to re
pair the serious deficiencies in the original text 
of the agreement which was passed on from 
the previous administration. Regrettably, this 
NAFT A is the wrong agreement at the right 
time. 

Nevertheless, I remain committed to estab
lishing a free-trade agreement which will fur
ther the United States' political, economic, and 
social goals. 

Our trading practices with Mexico can and 
should be vastly improved. I believe that this 
NAFTA, however, will lock in the status quo 
and, in some instances, make it even worse. 

We all know that in Mexico, Government 
rules and procedures set both minimum 
wages and maximum wage increases for the 
majority of hourly workers in their manufactur
ing industries at a level which is 1hth of that 
which is earned tin the United States. Their 
strategy is to keep wages low to combat infla
tion and to attract investment by companies 
seeking cheap labor and little regulation in an 
effort to minimize operating costs. 

Unfortunately, this NAFTA along with the 
labor supplemental accord, contains little that 
will change these policies over time. There is 
no assurance that workers rights will be prop
erly enforced. Instead, the ruling party's over
whelming power to control economic life in 
Mexico will persist. 

I believe that democracy and a free and 
open bargaining system must be the bedrock 
of the trade agreement and not one of the ten
uous, hoped for, consequences of the agree
ment-once adopted. Yet this agreement 
lacks any mechanism or commitments to as
sure that these reforms will take place. As a 
result, wages in Mexico will continue to be de
liberately held down by an alliance between 
government controlled labor unions and gov
ernment influenced business associations that 
collaborate to set wages. 

One of the bitter ironies of this NAFT A is 
that, by decreasing tariffs, Mexican exposure 
to United States exports should rise. However, 
at the same time this NAFT A locks in the low 
wages for Mexican workers, making it very dif
ficult for Mexican labor to afford Mexican or 
United States products. Such a result is clear
ly detrimental to the United States since a fun
damental goal of the trade agreement is to 
help Mexican workers improve their standard 
of living, thereby becoming better consumers 

of our goods. It is unfair to Mexican workers 
for they deserve more. 

This NAFT A also does little to ensure that 
the efficiency of production for Mexican farm
ers will increase in the years ahead. As it be
comes increasingly difficult to earn a living 
through farming, workers will be compelled to 
relocate to the growing industrial areas located 
along the border region. And as the supply of 
Mexican labor at the border exceeds the de
mand, more will cross that border in search of 
a better life. 

I also believe that this NAFT A will be very 
detrimental to the American work force. Al
though we may be unable to pinpoint the 
exact figure, it is inevitable that, as a result of 
this agreement hundreds of thousands of 
American workers will lose their jobs. 

The southern New Jersey region, alone 
could lose well over 1 0,000 jobs in the glass, 
plastics, food processing, and textile indus
tries. The glass industry, which is a key em
ployer in the southern New Jersey region, 
would be particularly vulnerable if this pact is 
approved. The pressure to relocate to an area 
of cheaper labor, a relatively cheap and reli
able source of energy, and lower overhead 
costs will increase on this industry. 

The clothing manufacturers in southern New 
Jersey have already lost most of their markets 
to cheaper imports. This pact puts at serious 
risk what is left of this industry. Hundreds of 
hard-working employees, who may not be 
trained for any other type of employment, will 
end up on the unemployment line or welfare. 

The impact of such lost employment is very 
real and devastating to these American fami
lies. I am afraid that for those families the 
promise of establishing, in the long term, re
training programs for dislocated workers will 
not suffice. For, in the near term, such pro
grams will neither pay a bill nor put food on 
the table. Moreover, the funding for these pro
grams has not _yet been identified. 

Throughout this debate the American work
er, who stands to lose his livelihood, is at 
odds with many American industries which 
stand to gain a great deal from moving oper
ations across the border in order to take ad
vantage of the cheap labor and minimal envi
ronmental, health and safety standards. 

Yet the impact felt by American workers will 
come, not only from lost employment, but also 
from the downward pressure on wages and 
benefits in the U.S. This is inevitable as key 
industries that remain in the United States 
struggle to compete with those that made the · 
business decision to relocate to Mexico, in 
order to take advantage of the low overhead 
costs and new protections afforded by this 
agreement. 

We are just beginning the process of eco
nomic recovery from a debilitating recession, 
and two decades in which we've seen a de
crease in real income. I find the propect of a 
downward pressure on wages and benefits in 
the United States disheartening as well as un
acceptable. 

With respect to the environment, I firmly be
lieve that liberalized trade must not come at 
the expense of a healthy global environment. 
Unfortunately, the environmental side agree
ments to this NAFT A do little to ensure that 
Mexico will bring its environmental enforce
ment up to a relative par with ours, nor does 
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it provide the right of the U.S. Government to 
secure the compliance of such laws through 
trade measures. 

Instead, this agreement could very well ex
pose U.S. food safety laws, State and local 
laws which exceed international standards, 
and laws regulating the import of products pro
duced in ways that damage the environment, 
subject to challenge as an impediment to 
trade. 

I do not believe that the formal mechanisms 
which are established by the side agreement 
for consultation and resolution of disputes im
prove the enforcement of environmental laws. 

And while they may apply to the non-en
forcement of laws against companies engaged 
in the production of goods and services be
tween the NAFT A countries, this oversight 
process does not seem to cover the non-en
forcement of environmental laws with respect 
to foreign direct investment. Nor does this side 
accord provide for sanctions against those 
who violate these laws. 

In terms of the boarder clean-up effort, a 
sound and comprehensive plan must be an 
essential aspect of any trade agreement with 
Mexico. Unfortunately, this agreement, along 
with the environmental side accord falls short, 
once again. 

Moreover, the financing mechanism under 
the agreement does not secure the requisite 
funding for any such environmental clean up 
initiative. As a result, funding for this most im
portant effort will be competing with our other, 
equally serious, domestic priorities. U.S. tax
payers should not have to pay for these costs 
which will run into the billions of dollars. 

Clearly, it is essential that we enter into a 
North American Hemispheric Trade Agree
ment that will address the basic overall inter
ests of America and Mexico, for this will set 
the tone for our negotiations with our other 
trading partners. Unfortunately, the agreement 
we are now considering is deficient for its puts 
mostly profit above policy. It will lock in the in
stitutional status quo in Mexico and expose 
many of our basic industries to unfair trading 
practices for years to come. 

That is not the future I want for our children 
and grandchildren, nor is it the future that our 
trading partners to the south deserve. For 
these reasons I, regrettably, cannot support 
this agreement. I will vote nay to send it back 
for renegotiation and resubmission to the Con
gress. Thank you. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, tonight, 
this House of Representatives will have 
a chance to earn its name. 

We alone were founded to be the 
voice of the people. 

Never in my memory have I seen so 
many forces arrayed against those of 
us who oppose the agreement. 

Pundits have derided us. 
Editorial boards have railed against 

us. 
The Fortune 500 has opened its cor

porate coffers to campaign against us. 
The Government of Mexico has spent 

$30 million to lobby us. 
All because we have dared to stand 

up and say this N AFTA is a bad deal. 
It will cost jobs. 
It will drive down our standard of liv

ing. 

It will lock in place a Mexican sys
tem that exploits its own people and 
denies them the most basic political 
and economic rights. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not alone to
night. 

The working people who stand 
against this treaty don't have degrees 
from Harvard. 

They don't study economic models. 
And most of them have never heard 

of Adam Smith. 
But they know when the deck is 

stacked against them. 
They know it is not fair to ask Amer

ican workers to compete against Mexi
can workers who earn $1 an hour. 

That is not fair trade. That is not 
free trade. 

We stand here tonight with the peo
ple who can't cut deals when they are 
a few dollars short. 

To them, NAFTA isn't some eco
nomic theory. 

It's real life. 
When jobs are lost, these are the peo

ple who have to sell their homes, pull 
their kids out of school, and look for 
new work. 

Those of us who take these concerns 
seriously have been called 
fearmongers, afraid to take risks, with 
no vision of the future. 

That is an insult to the working fam
ilies of this country. 

These are the people who show their 
faith in this country every day. 

They take risks every day that peo
ple who make their fortunes in the 
stock market would never understand. 

They know we live in a global econ
omy. 

They know we need new markets. 
They know we need free trade with 

Mexico. 
But they also know that the work of 

America is still done by people who 
pack a lunch, punch a clock, and pour 
their heart and soul into every pay
check. 

And we cannot afford to leave them 
behind. 

Tonight, we are their voices. And we 
must stand with them. 

We stand tonight with autoworkers 
in the Midwest, who can compete with 
any worker in the world, but ask: How 
can we compete if we don't have jobs? 

We stand with the aerospace workers 
in California, who have seen jobs leave 
for Tijuana, and demand to know: why 
will we pay higher taxes to send our 
jobs to Mexico? 

We stand tonight with church lead
ers, who have documented torture, cor
ruption, and human rights abuses in 
Mexico, and ask us tonight: why does 
this treaty do nothing to stop that? 

We stand with the workers in the 
maquiladoras, who hoped that when 
American companies moved to Mexico, 
they would have the opportunity to lift 
their families out of poverty, but in
stead find themselves mired in a river 
of toxins and when they try to raise 

their voices in protest, their own Gov
ernment silences them. 

We are their voices tonight. 
We are not alone. 
For standing with us in this Chamber 

tonight are all the Americans who 
came before us, who had the courage to 
fight against the odds and against the 
powers that be for a better future and 
a better life. 

The men and women who struggled in 
sweatshops for a dime a day, who one 
day found the strength to stand up and 
say enough. 

The farmers who faced drought and 
depression and foreclosure, who could 
have thrown it all away but found the 
courage to say never. 

The farmworkers who saw children 
struggling 12 hours a day to work our 
harvests of plenty, who had the cour
age to stand up and say no more. 

The men and women who crossed the 
bridge at Selma, who stood firm in the 
face of dogs, and hoses, and night
sticks. And when they were told that 
this was not the time to fight for jus
tice responded we shall not be moved. 

Those are the people who stand with 
us tonight. 

Their voices echo throughout this 
Chamber. 

We must not turn our backs on all 
they fought for. 

We must not turn our backs on all 
that was earned through the toil and 
the tears and the courage of our par
ents and grandparents. 

We must move forward. 
This vote is about more than money 

and markets. 
It is about more than tariffs and free 

trade. 
It is about basic values. 
It is about who we are. 
And what we stand for as a people. 
It's about the dignity of work. 
It's about respect for human rights. 
It's about democracy. 
Mr. Chairman, if we don't stand up 

for working people in this country, who 
is going to? 

If we don't insist that Mexico let its 
people earn a decent wage, who will? 

If we don't stand up for democracy 
and human rights in our trade agree
ments, then what does this country 
stand for? 

We didn't fight the cold war just so 
we could exploit new markets. 

We did it for something larger than 
ourselves. 

We did it to advance the cause of 
freedom. 

And that's what this vote is all 
about. 

We have come too far and sacrificed 
too much in this country to turn the 
clock back now. 

This NAFTA is not the best we can 
do. 

We can do better. 
I urge my colleagues; 
Vote for the Future. 
Vote for our jobs. 
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Vote for human rights and democ

racy. 
Say no to this NAFTA. 

0 2050 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, Teddy 
Roosevelt said that we have an obliga
tion to support our President when he 
is right, and a responsibility to oppose 
him when he is wrong. Tonight Repub
licans will provide an overwhelming 
vote the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement, because Bill Clinton is 
right on this issue. On November 11, 
1979, Ronald Reagan announced his 
candidacy for President of the United 
States. In it he envisioned a North 
American accord, one that would unite 
Canada, the United States, and Mexico. 
He did so because he believed strongly 
in free markets, in expanding oppor
tunity for individuals, in reducing 
taxes, and creating greater political 
pluralism. 

Tonight we are going to have an op
portunity to do that here, to finally 
bring that vision to reality. As we look 
at this struggle that has gone ahead, 
many people have been involved in it. 
Clearly, President Reagan envisioned 
it. This agreement was put together by 
President Bush and many people who 
worked hard there, and President Clin
ton supports it. This is the kind of bi
partisan support that the American 
people want, and we can do it again on 
other issues. 

We have a great opportunity for the 
future, and I happen to believe that 
when the ideals of free markets and ex
panded opportunities are before us, we 
can support it. Vote "yes" on the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
three minutes to the distinguished gen
tlemen from Texas [Mr. BONILLA]. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, as a 
freshman, I was elected to this Con
gress because the people wanted some
one who would work in a bipartisan 
manner to do what is right for Amer
ica. 

Today we-and freshmen in particu
lar-must take a stand for the future of 
our country and do what is right. 

We must take a stand for economic 
growth and opportunity. When we 
enter new markets-such as the ones 
NAFTA will give us-we win. 

This is a nation of competitors-and 
winners. When Americans compete, 
they win. And this freshman came to 
Washington to make sure America re
mains a winner. 

Mr. Chairman, NAFTA is simple. It 
removes tariffs between the United 
States, Canada and Mexico and allows 
goods to travel freely and be sold in 
what would be the world's largest open 
market-a market with more than 360 
million potential buyers. 

It makes perfect business sense. Yet, 
surprisingly, there is opposition. 

I represent a district that covers 
more than 600 miles of the United 
States-Mexican border, from Laredo to 
El Paso, and contains a large percent
age of American Hispanics who know 
about trade with Mexico. 

My constituents have witnessed first
hand how free trade has benefited the 
United States. 

They understand that companies 
from every part of the United States 
have been trying to penetrate the 
Mexican market for years. 

They have witnessed the mile-long 
line of tractor trailers-with license 
plates from almost every State-wait
ing to take their American-made goods 
to Mexico. It is an amazing sight. 

In fact, the increase in exports to 
Mexico is so impressive that I recently 
hosted some of my undecided col
leagues in Laredo, TX, so they could 
see for themselves what liberalized 
trade policies with Mexico have accom
plished. Each of may colleagues who 
witnessed for themselves the effects of 
free trade has announced they will vote 
for the NAFTA. I wish every one of my 
colleagues who are opposed or unde
cided on NAFTA could have this oppor
tunity. 

Those who want to stop NAFTA offer 
nothing in its place. They cannot tell 
use how killing this agreement will 
create a single American job, increase 
American exports, or keep America the 
world's economic leader. Yet I know 
many of my constituents are concerned 
about what NAFTA will do to America. 
I want them to know that their con
cerns are not ignored. But for the sake 
of future generations of Americans, we 
cannot surrender to the politics of fear. 
I support NAFTA because, like my con
stituents, I want what is best for our 
Nation. 

I must admit, when I was elected last 
year I never imagined having the op
portunity to vote on an issue that 
would so greatly define our country's 
future-a vote on a trade agreement 
that will create the largest trading 
bloc in the world. An economic power
house-with the United States leading 
the way. 

Mr. Chairman, we all are entrusted 
with making the decisions that are 
crucial to the future of our districts 
and our country. We know that we 
must make the decisions that we be
lieve are best for the future of the peo
ple we represent. The North American 
Free-Trade Agreement is the doorway 
to a prosperous future for the United 
States. It is for this reason-the future 
of the United States of America-that I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
NAFTA. If we retreat from opportunity 
now, we will have no place to turn in 
the future. And there will be no victory 
in that. 

0 2100 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank my friend, the gentleman from 
Texas, for yielding the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise on this historic occa
sion to express my support for the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement [NAFT A] and 
the new opportunities it will create for 2.5 mil
lion Oregonians. 

As a longtime supporter of free trade, I am 
pleased the President and the administration 
finally decided to pull out all of the stops to 
ensure its passage. My home State, Oregon, 
is already reaping the benefits of free trade 
with Canada and developing Mexican markets. 
Since 1987, when Mexico began to liberalize 
its trade policy, Oregon exports to Mexico · 
have multiplied by 452 percent. When you 
take the agricultural sector by itself, the bread 
and butter industry in my district, our exports 
to Mexico have increased by a whopping 
1,123 percent. Exports of transportation equip
ment have jumped a smashing 15,308 per
cent. Lumber and wood products exports have 
grown by 1 ,458 percent. Not bad considering 
Mexico's import tariffs remain an average of 
2.5 times greater than our own. 

So the potential benefit of NAFT A to my 
constituents is clear. But I do not support 
NAFT A just because it will be good for Or
egon. Or for Mexico. I support the trade 
agreement because it is in the interest of all 
Americans, especially those who produce agri
cultural products. For years, U.S. agriculture 
policy has been assaulted for subsidizing our 
farmers at the taxpayers' expense. Since more 
than one-third of America's agriculture produc
tion, including 60 percent of Oregon's produc
tion, is exported, export opportunities are es
sential in order to maintain higher prices for 
our products. Without accessible foreign mar
kets, our farmers are less profitable, govern
ment deficiency payments skyrocket, and the 
taxpayer foots the bill. 

The world economy is globalizing as inter
national trade flourishes. We cannot hang on 
to the economies of the past, even if special 
interests argue out of the fear of the unknown 
that we should. If we fail to rise above the pol
itics of fear and pass NAFT A, we will send a 
grim message to the European Community 
and the Far East-the United States isn't real
ly interested in free trade; move on without us. 

NAFT A is a test of whether Americans are 
ready to face the 21st century with hope or 
with fear. The issue is not Mexico or Mexican 
wages. The issue is whether the United States 
is a global economic power and willing to act 
like one. Americans are the most efficient, pro
ductive workers in the world and we have ev
erything to gain by creating the world's largest 
free market under NAFT A. Now is hardly the 
time to cower in fear of a Mexican economy 
that is 1f2s the size of ours. 

I am excited about the benefits NAFT A will 
create for agriculture and the American econ
omy, and I hope the rest of my colleagues 
look beyond the political threats and come to 
grips with the necessity for us to move into the 
future and pass NAFT A tonight. 
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Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DoR
NAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, no late 
dinner for me tonight. My wife is 
against NAFTA. But I have the vote. I 
rise in support of NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement. This 
historic pact is essential to the future of our 
Nation. 

As you know, the NAFTA debate has been 
a bitter one. The anit-NAFTA forces have 
pulled out all the stops in their drive to defeat 
this agreement. Their cries against NAFT A 
have been characterized by untruths and dis
tortions. The rhetoric is peppered with insinu
ations and political threats for NAFT A support
ers. 

The anit-NAFT A forces have convinced 
some people in my district that passage of the 
agreement will mean nothing less than the 
end of our United States. Of course, they have 
used seductive, yet fallacious, arguments to 
make their case. But fear-mongering no longer 
sells and in the end I an confident that this 
historic pact will pass. 

Today is the moment of truth, Mr. Chairman. 
It is the day this body will decide on the 
course of our Nation's trade policy. Will we 
pass NAFT A and choose to lead our hemi
sphere in free trade? Or will we cave in to the 
politics of fear and abdicate our leadership 
role, turning our backs on global trade liberal
ization? The opportunity is ours to lose. 

The NAFT A debate has been called a 
choice between Populism and sound econom
ics. That is an insult to Populism. It is more 
nativism than Populism that drives many 
NAFT A opponents. The second half of that is 
correct. There are sound reasons to vote for 
NAFT A. Mexico presents itself as a great, po
tential, and growing market for United States 
goods. Last year alone, the United States was 
the source of some 70 percent of Mexico's 
total imports, and the market for 76 percent of 
its exports. 

This is a lucrative opportunity for U.S. busi
nesses, and not only business with a ~ig "B"; 
small businesses stand to gain the most under 
NAFT A, as firms with fewer than 1 00 employ
ees tend to be the most vulnerable to high tar
iffs. NAFT A represents a chance for these 
companies to move into a new and growing 
market. 

How good will it be? Well, hyperbole has 
been the norm in the battle over NAFT A, but 
it is clear that some areas of the nation will 
prosper directly from freer trade with Mexico. 
My home state of California stands to gain 
heavily, especially the Orange County area I 
represent here in Congress. According to a re
cent study by Cal State Fullerton, Orange 
County will be the beneficiary of a true boom. 
The study concludes that 1 0,000 new jobs 
would be created in Orange County by 1999. 

Where will the gains come? Medical device 
manufacturing for one, which will be welcome 
news for an industry that is sure to suffer 
under Bill Clinton's coming health care disas
ter. A tariff of 16 percent will be eliminated in 
this industry. Machine parts, electronics and 
computers are also well-positioned to benefit 
from NAFT A. Overall, Orange County's $227 

million annual trade surplus with Mexico is es- it would have little affect on the U.S. labor 
timated to increase five-fold by the end of the market, which fluctuates by an average 
decade under NAFT A. 200,000 workers every month. The Economist 

But it is important not to overstate the eco- estimates that for Mexico to take away 2 mil
nomic benefits of NAFTA. Rather than being lion American jobs, which is a ridiculous esti
immediate and point-specific, NAFTA's effects mate, it would have to generate a bilateral 
will be largely evolutionary and cumulative. trade surplus of $100 billion, equal to a third 
But the real benefits to U.S. businesses are of its current GDP. In short, an impossible turn 
the intangibles. A simple economic proposition of events. 
is that if you lower the price of something, NAFT A opponents work with some really in
people will buy more of it. Thus, in this case, . credible assumptions, and ignore the obvious. 
if Mexico lowers tariffs, which are in essence They assume that moving and training costs 
taxes, on American goods then you make it for U.S. firms are zero. And they ignore the 
easier for the Mexican people to buy more fact that United States workers are eight times 
American products. more productive than their Mexican counter-

Moreover, long-term plans could be made parts. Gone from their figuring of Mexican 
by CEO's in the secure expectation of the wages are consideratjons of the burdens 
continued integration of the economies of placed on Mexican businesses by a Socialist 
Canada, Mexico, and the United States. And economy since the 1930's. Subsidized food, 
what is most important, business relations be- medicine, housing, and the traditional month's
tween the three nations are codified, and pay Christmas bonuses are never mentioned. 
thereby placed beyond the reach of capricious This of course, significantly raises the level of 
Government action, something we cannot say Mexican wages. In fact, fringe benefits ac
even for our own country. count for 62 percent of base pay in Mexico, 

NAFT A opponents, in their specious reason- versus 8 percent in the United States. These 
ing, have attempted to portray the agreement wages have also been rising with productivity 
as a big political risk for the United States. But over the last decade. · 
although it would be disingenuous to ignore What has been the experience of United 
the implicit risks, it is fair to say that it is really States firms manufacturing in Mexico? As was 
Mexico who is taking the leap of faith. Ameri- recently reported in THE WALL STREET JOUR
cans, who as a nation believe they know more NAL, many American companies are finding 
about other countries than they actually do, Mexican workers aren't so cheap after all. As 
have a skewed vision of our neighbor to the the report stated: 
south. It's poor, it's dirty, it's uneducated, it's Wages in Mexico aren't nearly as low as 
corrupt. But these elitist views ignore the tran- many people believe, and low Mexican pro
sition Mexican President Carlos Salinas de ductivity often erases much of the wage ad
Gortari has led his nation through in the late vantage anyway. Moreover, a host of prob-
1980's. Gone are the days of "Yanqui, go lems, ranging from congested roads to cor-

rupt judges, run up operating costs. And few 
home!" But if we turn our backs on our neigh- companies base plant locations on a simple 
bars when they are making the effort to re- calculation of wage differentials; for most 
form, then we could quickly return to the days u.s. manufacturers, the cost of labor is less 
when the United States and Mexico viewed important than such factors as the skills of 
each other with distrust. the work force, the quality of transpor-

The history of our two nations is character- tation, and the access to technology. 
ized by often hostile relations with periods of These are all areas where the United States 
cooperation. We are now entering such a pe- worker is light years ahead of his Mexican 
riod, which makes the timing of the agreement counterpart, which makes me wonder why 
so critical. In past decades, Mexico has been Ross Perot, who is a friend of mine but with 
targeted by Soviet and even Nazi influence as whom I strongly disagree on this issue, thinks 
a platform for anti-American propaganda and that U.S. workers can't compete? And how 
intelligence gathering. But today, with the help would he explain the decision by Mercedes 
of President Salinas, Mexico is making a con- Benz and BMW to build their North American 
scious, collective choice to shed decades of plants in the United States instead of Mexico? 
socialist control and embrace market capital- What about the Maquiladora system we 
ism. The Mexican people are now convinced have heard so much about? Well, to date only 
that free trade will help their economy grow. about 96,000 jobs have gone to Mexico in the 
They are emulating the American experience. last decade under the Maquiladora system. 
This is a true Cold War victory. The lower tariffs under NAFTA will, however, 

And make no mistake, the risks for Mexico take away the comparative benefits of that 
are considerable. Under NAFT A, Mexican system. It will be gone in 5 years. 
companies will face competition from bigger, To be sure, some American companies may 
better-financed, and technologically more so- seek to improve their competitive standing by 
phisticated U.S. firms with better-educated, relocating to Mexico to couple high technology 
more productive employees. American indus- with cheaper labor. But there is nothing to pre
tries complaining about losing out to Mexican vent American companies from moving to 
competition absolutely pale in comparison to Mexico right now. You know I have heard sev
what Mexico will experience. Yet opponents eral of my colleagues complain that big United 
persist. The politics of fear intensify their States companies they have asked have re
doomsday predictions. Nevertheless, a recent fused to sign a pledge not to move manufac
article in the respected publication, The Econ- turing facilities to Mexico if NAFT A passes. Of 
omist puts the threat in perspective. course, these same companies would never 

Taking the most dir~and disputed-num- sign such a pledge on the assumption that 
ber for U.S. job loss due to NAFTA, 490,000, NAFTA would not pass. 
The Economist points out that as big as the I would suspect that if anything, because of 
number may sound in absolute terms, if true, the side agreements, which are supposed to 
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result in tougher Mexican environmental and 
labor laws, there will be less incentive for 
companies to leave the United States with 
NAFTA. Also, lower tariffs on the Mexican side 
make moving to Mexico unnecessary. And be
sides, if an American firm is determined to 
move to take advantage of cheap labor, it will 
move to Asia if not Mexico. The difference is 
that if a company moves to Mexico, statistics 
show it will buy 50 percent of its inputs from 
the United States. If it goes to Asia, it will buy 
only 13 percent from America. 

The fact is, NAFT A is a trend in world trade 
relations that we cannot afford to miss. 
NAFT A is ground-breaking. Never before will 
industrialized and . developing countries have 
opened their markets so completely to one an
other. But NAFT A is also the next logical step 
for the United States and its two neighbors. 
And the trend promises to become a predict
able flow as the decade progresses. South 
American nations are lining up behind Chile in 
particular to sign on to NAFT A at a later date. 
A candidate for President in El· Salvador just 
this morning told colleagues that NAFT A will 
be good for everyone in the Americas. 

But it's not just the rest of the Americas that 
wants to get in on the act. Australia's foreign 
minister, Senator Gareth Evans, recently stat
ed that his country is interested in joining the 
trade pact, even if GA TI negotiations were to 
fail. 

GATT, of course, is another matter of con
cern. The NAFT A accord represents a consist
ent progression toward the goals of GATI. But 
defeat of NAFT A would have a chilling effect 
on the world economy. The President, for 
once, got it right. NAFT A has become a sym
bol of where we want to go in the world. 
NAFT A will be an "economic wedge" which 
will help bring free-market principles to the 
rest of the hemisphere. And the United States 
will be the point of that wedge. I am tired of 
our country being perceived as trailing in trade 
relations to nations such as Japan and Ger
many. NAFT A represents a real opportunity to 
turn this around. 

Finally, a word about our Nation's sov
ereignty. Concern over sovereignty is pre
mised on a fundamental misunderstanding of 
NAFT A. First, it is important to realize that no 
treaty or agreement can ever bind the United 
States if it decides to withdraw at a later date. 
This happens all the time, and I will prove this 
point later. 

But more importantly, under NAFTA, our 
sovereignty is protected. The environmental 
side agreement explicitly recognizes "the right 
of each Party to establish its own levels of do
mestic environmental protection and environ
mental development policies and priorities, 
and to adopt or modify accordingly its environ
mental laws and regulations." A similar rec
ognition exists for labor. It's true that Trade 
Representative Mickey Kantor has fudged this 
truth in past comments, but a recent letter to 
the ranking minority member of the House 
Ways and Means Committee, BILL ARCHER, af
firms the language of the agreement. And con
servatives should be comforted by the assess
ment of Judge Robert Bark of the American 
Enterprise Institute that indeed, the side 
agreements "are hardly a threat to our na
tional sovereignty." In fact, he points out that 
the defeat of NAFTA would decrease U.S. 

credibility and influence in trade, and for this 
reason, our sovereignty would certainly count 
for less. 

The side agreements are admittedly a bone 
thrown to U.S. labor unions and environ
mentalists, which exposes labor's all-out offen
sive against NAFT A as being a philosophical 
attack on free trade. Nevertheless, Judge 
Bark's assessment recognizes that neither 
Mexico nor Canada would be necessarily trou
bled by unilateral abrogation of either of the 
side agreements. Indeed, it is Mexico which 
would be most likely to do so, anyway. 

But I will admit that the side agreements ne
gotiated by Bill Clinton have made the NAFT A 
accord negotiated by President Bush less 
good. They create useless layers of bureauc
racy and will cost us money. President Bush 
never envisioned including them in the original 
agreement, and they have scared away an im
portant block of fee-traders. I would prefer 
NAFT A without them. 

This is why upon passage of NAFT A, I in
tend to introduce legislation to withdraw the 
United States from both the Agreement on En
vironmental Cooperation and the Agreement 
on Labor Cooperation. I would encourage any 
of my colleagues who are basing their vote on 
the existence of these agreements to support 
NAFT A as an important trade agreement, and 
then support my legislation as a reform for the 
further improvement of that agreement. 

So, Mr. Chairman, let me encourage my col
leagues to look past the politics and stand in 
favor of world trade liberalization with the Unit
ed States as the leader. I ask my colleagues 
to have a little faith in American competitive
ness, and ignore the fretful · alarms being 
sounded by NAFT A's detractors. The sky will 
not fall, but walls will, if we seize upon this 
historic opportunity and assume our leadership 
role as a Pacific power. Leadership does pre
sume certain risks, but we cannot be afraid to 
act. Of leaders, our great president Teddy 
Roosevelt said, "His place shall never be with 
those cold and timid souls who know neither 
victory nor defeat." I urge my colleagues to 
take these words to heart, vote for NAFT A, 
and open a new chapter in American pre
eminence in world affairs. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing let me emphasize in 
simple bullet sentences why NAFT A is good 
for California. 

NAFT A will be an honest-to-goodness 
"boom" for the California economy. Here, Mr. 
Speaker, are some of the supporting numbers: 

California's population is roughly the size of 
Canada's, with an economy three times that of 
Mexico's. 

Mexico is California's fastest growing mar
ket, taking nearly 1 0 percent of the state's ex
ports in manufactured goods. This share ac
counts for 16 percent of all United States 
manufactured products sent to Mexico. 

In 1992, total State exports to Mexico 
weighed in at nearly $6.6 billion. This makes 
Mexico the State's third most important foreign 
market. 

In 1992, California exports to Canada to
taled $7 billion. 

California is the Nation's leading exporter of 
electrical equipment and industrial machinery, 
which are two of the State's largest export 
products to Mexico. California firms account 
for 27 percent of all electrical equipment and 

20 percent of all industrial machinery and in
struments that the United States exports. 

After electronics, electrical equipment and 
supplies, and industrial machinery, top export 
items include medical equipment, processed 
food and consumer goods. Increased sales 
will likely come for manufacturers of comput
ers and office automation equipment, tele
communications equipment, aircraft and parts, 
and various types of technical instruments. 

Electricity is four times cheaper in California 
than in Mexico, so as a manufacturing input 
cost, electricity remains an economically com
petitive factor for the State. 

California's export volume in textiles and ap
parel to Mexico has grown 24 percent 
compounded annually since 1987. This comes 
to about a 489-percent increase, representing 
$209 million in increased sales. This put sales 
for 1992 at $252 million. 

Other industries that will likely benefit under 
NAFTA are computer software, rubber and 
plastic, oil and gas field machinery, and trans
portation equipment. 

California farmers are 25 times more pro
ductive than Mexican farmers. 

The lifting of import licenses-called non
tariff barriers-will allow many aspects of Cali
fornia agriculture to compete in Mexico at long 
last. 

There will be an expected boost of $1 0 mil
lion to $15 million annually for agriculture 
alone. In 1990, California agricultural exports 
to Mexico were valued at near $92 million. 

The dairy industry will be one of the most 
positively affected sectors, as Mexico's popu
lation and income growth are projected to out
pace its dairy production for years. 

California is the seventh largest cattle pro
ducing State. National beef revenues are ex
pected to triple, anywhere from $200 million to 
$400 million higher than without NAFT A. 

California grapes, almonds, and hay will fi
nally be able to compete in Mexico on equal 
footing. _ 

Service exports like insurance, trucking and 
accounting, all usually related to agriculture 
exports, will likely grow considerably under 
NAFTA. 

Some 184,500 California jobs are reliant 
upon manufactured exports to Mexico and 
Canada. 

The productivity of California workers is 5 to 
10 times higher than those in Mexico. 

The California Office of Planning and Re
search estimates NAFT A will result in a net in
crease of 40,000 jobs statewide. 

An estimated 61,000 new jobs in California's 
manufactured export industry have been cre
ated as a result of the relaxing of trade bar
riers in 1987 between Canada, Mexico, and 
the United States. 

California, as one of four States bordering 
Mexico, stands to gain the most from a strong
er Mexican economy which will be better able 
to employ more of its citizens, and thereby 
discourage the level of illegal immigration we 
see today. California ls currently the destina
tion of half of all Mexican migration to the 
United States. 

NAFTA'S IMPACT ON ORANGE COUNTY 

For Orange County in particular, NAFTA is 
even better news. It will create 1 0,000 new 
jobs here by 1999, fully one-quarter of all jobs 
created in California. 
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The current $227 million annual trade sur

plus Orange County has with Mexico will in
crease five-fold by the end of the decade. 
Next year alone, Orange County exports to 
Mexico will double to about $563 million. 

Primary gainers for Orange County will be 
manufacturers of rubber and plastic goods, 
machinery, scientific and medical instruments, 
computers, and electronic components. 

There will be some job losses in Orange 
County, but for every one job lost, eight will be 
created. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
made a suggestion to the gentleman 
from California that his wife take his 
place. But since we cannot do that, Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 8 minutes to another 
very valuable Member of the House 
from California [Mr. DUNCAN HUNTER], 
chairman of the Anti-NAFTA Task 
Force. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to take this opportunity to thank my 
great friend, JERRY SOLOMON, for the 
valiant effort that he has led on our 
side of the aisle, and all of the great 
work that he has done. And I want to 
thank all of my friends, because I have 
had a mini-debate on the Republican 
side with just about every Member on 
this issue long before the vote oc
curred. I respect, I value and I treasure 
those who are going with us. I respect 
greatly those who have decided to go 
the other way. 

I am impressed with all of the work 
that this House has done over this 
issue. There has been a lot of agoniz
ing, a lot of agonizing, and I respect 
that. 

In the end, Mr. Chairman, this agree
ment is a business deal. It is a business 
deal in which we make Mexico invest
ment-friendly, and that is not all bad. 
But it is clear that that is what we do, 
and that is the reason that 44 percent 
of CEO's, chief executive officers of 
companies that do $1 billion plus in 
sales a year, 55 percent of those CEO's 
surveyed just yesterday said they were 
very likely or somewhat likely under 
NAFTA to move their production to 
Mexico. 

It is because we are making Mexico 
investment-friendly. And let me tell 
Members what we have done to do that. 

You know, a couple of years ago the 
Big Three undertook an experiment. 
We have heard a lot of statements on 
the floor and in recent months by the 
pro-NAFTA forces to the effect that 
Mexican workers are not very produc
tive and there is nothing to fear. But 
we undertook an experiment, and the 
experiment by the Big Three was can 
Mexican workers, if they are well 
equipped, well trained and have good 
middle-level management, can they be 
as productive and make as high quality 
a product as American workers. And 
my friends, the answer came back a re
sounding yes. 

If you look at the Ford plant at 
Hermosillo where they turn out 160,000 
Fords a year, all to send back to Amer-

ican buyers, you will see that they 
have won a very prestigious J.D. Pow
ers award for being the fifth-ranking 
auto plant out of 46 in North America 
for quality, for high productivity, beat
ing out five Japanese plants, I might 
add, at that time, 96 percent of Amer
ican machine yield, and all, my friends, 
for $2.38 an hours. 

From my district in San Diego I have 
seen that same experiment take place 
in many, many companies that have 
gone on the other side of the border. So 
we can expect that production is going 
to move. We should not be naive. 

And my friends, for those colleagues 
of mine, my dear colleagues who have 
stood up and said production is not 
going to go, we will not move jobs, I re
spect you a lot as fellow Members of 
Congress, but you are not CEO's. The 
CEOs say they are inclined to go. It 
makes common sense on their balance 
sheet. 

So what do we get back for this mov
ing production that so many people 
have talked about, because it will hap
pen? Do we get back increased buying 
power from Mexican citizens that will 
actually buy a lot of our products and 
outbalance this movement of industry 
south? 

The answer, my friends, is no. And 
that comes from pro-NAFTA econo
mists who say because the labor pool in 
Mexico is so big, and because the PRI 
has such dominance, the only increase 
you are going to see in wages in Mexico 
over the next 5 years are going to be 
due to reevaluation of the peso. 

So what does that mean? It means 
that the people who work at the Sony 
plant in Tijuana, just south of my dis
trict, can work the entire year, never 
buy a meal for their family, never pay 
a- cent in rent, and they cannot in 1 
year buy a single television set that 
they make. This is not a deal about in
creased buying power of the Mexican 
people. 

And let me say to President Clinton, 
who has run and put out many, many 
releases, made many statements about 
the $40 billion in exports, that those 
are phony exports. It is very clear that 
one-third of those exports are U-turn 
exports. Those are the components 
that come from American manufactur
ers that go south to Tijuana, to Juarez, 
to other places. They are joined to
gether in Mexico and U-turned back to 
the United States. And President Clin
ton calls that exports to Mexico. We 
know that he counts exports to Mexico 
When Briggs & Stratton leaves Amer
ica and goes south to Juarez and takes 
a flatbed truck with $2 million worth of 
equipment across the Mexican border, 
and President Clinton will call that a 
job-creating export to Mexico. 

When you strip it down and you strip 
away the phony exports, we do not 
have a trade surplus with Mexico. We 
have got a job surplus, and we have got 
a dollar surplus. 

Now we need to help Mexico, my col
leagues, I agree with that. But do you 
know what Mexico needs to be pros
perous? Mexico is not undergoing the 
problems that they have and thousands 
of people are not coming across the 
border because of tariffs between the 
United States and Mexico. They need a 
good dose of political freedom. 

A businessman in Mexico needs to be 
able to buy or not buy, hire or not hire 
without having to get the permission 
of the PRI. And working people in Mex
ico need to have the right to organize. 
They need to have the right to choose 
employers. They need to have the right 
not to be broken up by Federal officials 
when they came together for bargain
ing. 

0 2110 
Mexico needs a good dose of political 

freedom, and that is something we will 
be happy to export to them. 

Now, let me just talk to my Repub
lican colleagues with whom I have had 
many small debates over the last sev
eral months on this subject. And I 
know where you are going to vote, and 
I respect that. I respect the analysis 
and the agonizing decision that many 
of you have made. 

Let me just say something about our 
party. Two architects of our party, 
Abraham Lincoln and Theodore Roo
sevelt, were not for free trade, because 
they wanted to build our party around 
the workingman. Theodore Roosevelt 
ushered our party into this 20th cen
tury. Theodore Roosevelt was not an 
isolationist. He projected American 
military power around the world. He 
built the blue-water navy. He built the 
Panama Canal to drive it through. He 
presided over the greatest industrial 
surge in our history. 

My Republican colleagues, he also 
built a majority in the House of Rep
resentatives, because he had working 
people on his side. He built our party 
around working people, and in his mes
sage, his platform message to Henry 
Cabot Lodge in 1904, he said our tariffs 
have to reflect the difference in wages 
between America's workingman and 
his foreign counterpart, because the 
standard of living of America's work
ingman should be the centerpiece of 
the Republican Party. 

Teddy Roosevelt's workingman has 
done a lot since that day. He carried us 
through two world wars in which he 
saved the globe for democracy. That 
workingman brought down the Berlin 
Wall with his sweat, with his blood, 
small conflicts around the world. Re
cently he won the war in the gulf. He 
fed starving people in Somalia. 

Did you know that the average work
er in this country who carries a lunch 
bucket pays $1,000 bucks a year out of 
his paycheck in withholding just for 
national security? You cannot do that 
at $2.38 an hour. That is the American 
worker that we built the Republican 
Party around. 
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Well, we are not treating the Amer

ican worker as well as we did in Teddy 
Roosevelt's day. In fact, we are retreat
ing from the American worker. 

NAFTA is not a glorious, honorable 
program. It is not innovative, creative, 
or courageous. It is a retreat. It is are
treat of American industry away from 
all the problems that we have caused in 
overregulation, heaVY taxes, this con
templated massive burden that Presi
dent Clinton is going to put on small 
business, the contributions that will 
drive many of them bankrupt, that is 
what American business is retreating 
from. 

Well the American workingman de
serves better, and I ask you to vote no 
on NAFTA. Let us vote no on NAFTA 
so that the average wage earner in this 
country, when he sits at the dinner 
table with his family after a day's 
work at his job, can say of the House of 
Representatives, the United States 
Congress, "It works for us." 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
in politics, as in life, that you can 
never go wrong when you fight for 
what you believe in, and, DAVID 
BONIOR, I salute you and all those peo
ple who fought with you for your pas
sionate defense of the people who suf
fered during the last two decades and 
beyond. You have my admiration and 
by respect. 

Both parties, sitting here tonight 
have to take away from what I believe 
is a very momentous debate a new 
dedication to solve the problems of the 
very people that have been described. 
We owe it to them to leave this Con
gress with a national health care plan 
and a plan for training and reemploy
ment in place. Let us dedicate our
selves to doing that tonight. 

Many of us who have reached a dif
ferent conclusion about where to go 
and how to proceed. We have a similar 
vision, but I believe that many of us 
are convinced that we can provide jobs · 
for Americans and Mexicans by seizing 
opportunities to create new jobs and 
economic growth. Broader and freer 
markets will create new opportunities 
for all American workers and for those 
throughout this hemisphere. 

But I think it is very important that 
we point out that those of us who are 
voting differently are doing so out of 
conviction, a similar kind of convic
tion, that I think we have heard ex
pressed articulately on this floor to
night. 

This has been a significant debate, 
reminiscent perhaps of the League of 
Nations debate or the fight over the 
Truman Doctrine. 

None of us are owned by labor, none 
of us are coerced by business, and none 
of us are afraid of Ross Perot. We are 
the humble servants of the people who 
send us here, and we are struggling at 

this very moment to do what is right 
for the American people. 

None of us has a corner on the truth, 
and all of us know the complexity of 
the world economy that we are part of. 

I think this House is a grand place. I 
am proud to be a Member of it, and the 
passion that flows in this debate only 
underscores for me how deeply com
mitted people all across this room are 
to fulfill the oath of office that they 
took a year ago. 

I am absolutely convinced that, while 
none of us are absolutely certain of the 
result of our actions tonight, we are 
serving the American people in a time
honored tradition, and I think we 
ought to uphold and extol this institu
tion, because it is still doing its job for 
the American people. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this is truly a water
shed moment in our economic history. 

This debate is more than just about 
trade with Canada and Mexico. It is 
about the importance of our economy 
and the importance of American work
ers and consumers alike. However, 
much more important is the signifi
cance of N AFTA as a symbol of our 
country's leadership in world affairs 
and the confidence that the American 
people have in their ability to compete 
and to win. 

As the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER] said, Ronald Reagan un
derstood this, and it was his dream for 
a North American trade partnership 
that is before us tonight. 

What we seem to learn from history 
is that we never seem to learn from 
history. I hope that will not be the case 
tonight, because since the industrial 
revolution, countries that have reduced 
their trade barriers have brought about 
a major increase in the standard of liv
ing of their people. Countries that have 
raised their trade barriers have suf-' 
fered a decline in the standard of living 
of their people. I do not want that for 
America. 

In spite of the many misstatements 
about NAFTA, the American people in
stinctively understand the case for eco
nomic growth, new and better-paying 
jobs, and, in particular, this agree
ment. 

It contains no new taxes. In fact, its 
elimination of tariffs provides almost 
$2 billion of tax cuts for all Americans. 
America will prosper under NAFTA. 

The United States can only win 
under an agreement where Mexico 
gives up its highly restrictive trade 
barriers and accepts the trade dis
ciplines that we have had to follow for 
years. 

How can we lose when we give up so 
little? Half of Mexican goods come into 
the United States today duty-free. The 
average tariff that we impose on their 
imports is only 4 percent. On autos it is 
only 2¥.! percent, while their tariffs, on 
average, are 10 percent with other 

highly restrictive measures against 
buying our goods and services. 
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all over the world for a reason: We are 
a competitive, compassionate, think
ing and doing country. 

NAFTA is nothing but another oppor
tunity to help us do what we do best. 
Above all, NAFTA creates jobs for 
American workers, higher-paying ex
port jobs. NAFTA really is the ulti
mate win-win situation. Mexico will 
modernize its economy by buying ma
chinery, products, and equipment from 
the United States, creating better jobs 
for its own workers. Its consumers will 
then spend their new-found wealth on 
everything from autos and refrig
erators to diapers made in the U.S.A., 
creating better-paying jobs for Ameri
cans. 

Will firms move to Mexico because of 
cheap labor? They can do it today, and 
often they do because current Mexican 
trade barriers keep out American 
goods. 

NAFTA will improve the situation 
for the shipment of products made in 
this country and not in Mexico. 

Say "yes" to American jobs, say 
"yes" to NAFTA. Does NAFTA infringe 
upon our sovereignty? No. In spite of 
what some have said, there is nothing 
in this agreement that supersedes our 
Constitution or our right to make our 
own laws. 

Vote "yes" on NAFTA. NAFTA se
cures our sovereignty. Passing NAFTA 
supports the democratic and economic 
reformers in this hemisphere. 

Say "yes" to democracy, "yes" to 
open markets, "yes" to U.S. jobs, 
"yes" to NAFTA. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, we 
only have one speaker to sum up for 
this side, and we would reserve our 
time. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard so frequently 
on this debate that we must not miss this his
toric opportunity. So true, Mr. Speaker, but I 
fear it is an opportunity revised. This NAFTA 
could have been an historic document had 
some attention and some determination been 
exercised to protect the rights of working peo
ple and to protect the environment in our own 
country, both of which will be threatened by 
the terms of this agreement. 

Ah, what might have been Mr. Speaker. I 
voted for the original GA n agreement almost 
50 years ago. I believe in free trade-but I 
also believe in fair trade. 

Even under GA n our environmental laws 
are attacked. In this week's press is an article 
which describes Venezuela as filing a protest 
against our anti-smog laws which require 
clean air standards of gasoline. 

Venezuela wants to sell dirty air gasoline in 
the United States but is banned from doing so 
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by our laws. These laws say Venezuela is a 
burden on free trade as referred by GATT. Of 
course, that clause will be fought and rejected 
I trust. 

This is an example of the kind of threats 
which NAFT A offers to the environmental pro
tections we have so long fought to obtain. I 
fear that rather than our bringing Mexico up to 
our standards, this agreement may very well 
result in bringing our standards lower. 

We need strong protections which this 
NAFT A does not contain for both the environ
ment working conditions and wage levels. 

I shall vote against this NAFT A. 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. SLAT
TERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, many years ago, as a stu
dent at the Netherlands School of International 
Business and Economics, I had the oppor
tunity to learn about the benefits of free and 
fair trade. I understand that a North American 
Free-Trade Agreement [NAFT A] would be 
beneficial to Kansas, the United States, Can
ada, and Mexico. The issue before us now is 
not whether we need a trade agreement with 
our North American neighbors-we do--but 
whether the agreement currently before Con
gress is the best agreement we can get. 

After months of study, I have concluded that 
NAFT A, as it is currently written, is not the 
right agreement for Kansas or the United 
States. We can and must negotiate a better 
deal, not only for the sake of Kansas workers 
who are threatened by this agreement, but 
also for the sake of Mexican workers who 
have been victimized by their government's 
labor policies. 

Thoughtful opponents of NAFT A are con
cerned about the agreement's effect on state 
sovereignty, and U.S. food safety and environ
mental laws. While I share some of those con
cerns, my primary objection to the agreement 
is that it does not address the need for labor 
law reform in Mexico. Unless such reform is 
required as a part of NAFT A, Mexican workers 
will not earn the wages they will need to buy 
U.S. made products. 

NAFTA'S FATAL FLAW 

Simply put, no trade agreement with Mexico 
will significantly benefit the United States un
less it requires the Mexican Government to 
allow the wages of Mexican workers to in
crease with their productivity. Because the 
Mexican economy is only a fraction the size of 
ours-5 percent of the United States gross do
mestic product-the only way to expand sub
stantially the Mexican market for our products 
is to increase the purchasing power of Mexi
can consumers. This cannot happen unless 
the Mexican Government abandons its historic 
policy of holding down wages. Today real 
wages in Mexico are lower than they were in 
1980. 

Because the current agreement does not 
adequately address this fundamental issue it 
is fatally flawed. 

NAFTA CAN AND MUST BE RENEGOTIATED 

Historically the Mexican Government simply 
has not respected the basic rights of working 
men and women. Incredible as it may sound, 
workers must ask permission from a govern-

ment commission to strike. Last year, 6,000 
strike request were filed. Less than 2 percent 
of the requests were granted. 

Throughout recent history the handful of rich 
and powerful families who control Mexico's 
government have kept the wages of workers 
artificially low to combat inflation and to attract 
foreign investment from multinational cor
porate conglomerates seeking low wage labor 
as a way to cut costs. 

If Mexican wages are not allowed to in
crease freely with productivity under NAFT A, it 
will not only sabotage the agreement, it will 
also create a downward pressure on United 
States wages. The combination of increased 
productivity, artificially low wages, and en
hanced investment security will give United 
States companies additional incentives to relo
cate manufacturing operations in Mexico. And 
it will put pressure on U.S. workers to agree 
to wage concessions in order to keep their 
jobs. 

Mexican President Salinas has reportedly 
promised to allow the average Mexican indus
trial wage of $4.20 a day to start rising with in
flation and productivity. But there is nothing in 
the agreement, or the side agreements, that 
requires him to follow through on this promise. 
As President Reagan would say, we should 
"trust, but verify." There is no mechanism in 
the current agreement to do that. 

We must insist that the agreement be re
negotiated to require the Mexican Government 
to reform its labor practices. If we ratify the 
current agreement, we would be placing our 
seal of approval on the status quo and the 
Mexican Government will be under no obliga
tion to make the necessary reforms. 

This conclusion is verified by the Economic 
Policy Institute, which in a recent report said: 
"The idea that somehow we might influence 
democratic reforms after we have rewarded 
this authoritarian regime with permanent eco
nomic benefits flies in the face of everything 
we know about human nature and politics." 

At the very least, NAFT A should contain a 
formal review mechanism which would require 
that each nation reapprove the agreement 
after a set period-perhaps 3 years. This kind 
of provisional approval would provide the 
Mexican Government with an opportunity to 
demonstrate that it is willing to honor its prom
ise to let wages rise with productivity, and 
allow Congress to verify that progress is being 
made. 

I do not believe that our choice is either this 
NAFT A or no NAFT A. I have been involved in 
too many business and legislative negotiations 
to be pressured into accepting a bad deal. 
The United States must not act out of fear. 
We must negotiate from a position of strength 
and be patient. 

The renegotiations I have called for could 
take place in the coming weeks, or after the 
Mexican elections next summer. 

A trade agreement is in the best interests of 
Kansas, the United States, Canada, and Mex
ico. All three nations understand that simple 
fact. So in spite of the rhetoric on both sides 
of the border, I believe that all three nations 
will be motivated to continue the negotiations 
until a fair agreement is reached. 

NAFTA AND KANSAS 

Much has been made about the potential 
benefits of NAFTA to Kansas agriculture. Too 

much. In an attempt to build support for the 
agreement, proponents have overstated the 
potential benefits. For example, a USDA study 
indicated that NAFT A would increase reve
nues to the U.S. wheat industry by about $30 
million over the 1 0 year transitional period. 

If true, this would increase Kansas wheat 
exports by approximately $5.4 million over the 
same period. While that is a considerable 
sum, it represents only one-half of 1 percent 
of the State's total annual wheat sales. 

Make no mistake about it, I am interested in 
anything that increases Kansas' agricultural 
exports. I understand that trade with Mexico is 
important to Kansas. But I am confident that 
Kansas agricultural exports to Mexico will con
tinue to increase with or without this NAFT A. 
I strongly believe the renegotiated NAFT A that 
I am advocating would be more beneficial to 
Kansas farmers and workers than the one 
which is now before us. 

THE COSTS OF NAFT A 

In addition to an estimated $3 billion in lost 
tariff revenue, NAFT A will cost billions of dol
lars to implement. It is estimated that nec
essary infrastructure improvements and envi
ronmental cleanup pr9jects in the border area, 
coupled with a program to retrain displaced 
American workers could cost as much as $40 
billion. Right now, there is no plan in place to 
pay these costs. In fact, many proponents of 
NAFT A simply want to add these costs to the 
deficit. That must not be allowed to happen. 

A BETTER NAFTA 

I voted last year to give President Bush 
"fast track" authority to negotiate NAFT A. I did 
so because I was committed to achieving a 
workable agreement. I remain committed to 
that goal. 

I believe that the President can and will ne
gotiate a trade deal with Mexico and Canada 
that will be better for American farmers, work
ers, and businesses. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
WATI']. . 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to NAFTA. 

Making a decision on NAFT A has been a 
wrenching experience. Because NAFT A has 
been such a hotly debated proposal and an 
issue on which I had so little experience, I 
thought I owed it to my constituents to con
sider every available piece of information and 
every opinion and to allow those for and 
against NAFT A to attempt to make a compel
ling case without feeling that I had already 
closed my mind to their arguments. 

Because I was undecided, I heard from 
thousands of constituents and representatives 
of interest groups about every conceivable as
pect of NAFT A. I read hundreds of letters, po
sition papers, and studies and attended every 
hearing I could on the subject. I met with 
those who had strong opinions, asked the 
hard questions, played "devil's advocate," de
bated my staff, questioned my colleagues, and 
probably made life miserable for myself and 
those around me. In the process I learned a 
lot about constituents on both sides of the 
issue and I learned more and more about the 
merits and shortcomings of this NAFT A. 

One important thing I learned about my con
stituents was that while many of them had 
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strong opinions about NAFT A, and sometimes 
personal or business interest they perceived 
NAFT A would help or hurt, they were con
fident that I would make up my mind only after 
carefully balancing the competing interest and 
after thoroughly evaluating all the important ar
guments for and against passage. While that 
imposed a greater responsibility on me, it was 
also extremely comforting. 

On November 17 I no longer had the luxury 
of being undecided. As a Member of Congress 
I was called upon to vote on NAFT A. I voted 
against it. Here are the main reasons why. 

NAFT A will result in a loss of low wage 
jobs. Even supporters of NAFT A conceded 
that NAFT A would result in the loss of low 
wage, labor-intensive jobs. They argued that 
the loss of low wage jobs would be more than 
offset by an increase in the number of high 
tech jobs. This projected increase in high tech 
jobs, however, provide little consolation to the 
employees in the 12th district who hold low 
wage jobs (about one in three wage earners). 
These employees are not currently trained to 
do the high tech jobs expected to be created 
under NAFT A. Yet all my efforts to have an 
aggressive retraining program included as part 
of NAFT A or considered at the same time as 
NAFT A, efforts which I pursued with the ad
ministration over several months, were unsuc
cessful. Without the promise of retraining, I 
simply could not justify this NAFT A to the em
ployees in my district for whom low wage jobs 
are clearly better than no wage jobs. 

NAFTA could result in lower wages for U.S. 
workers. The daily wage of a Mexican em
ployee is roughly equal to the hourly wage of 
a U.S. employee and Mexico has an abundant 
supply of workers. When polled, one in four 
U.S. business executives admitted that they 
would use Mexico's low wages as a threat to 
keep U.S. wages down. This could mean that 
U.S. workers might have to face the unfair 
choice between keeping their jobs or accept
ing lower wages, fewer benefits or worse 
working conditions. 

NAFT A will encourage some U.S. compa
nies to move to Mexico. All the business own
ers who discussed NAFT A with me verbally 
assured me that they would never consider 
moving their businesses to Mexico. However, 
when I suggested that they back up that 
verbal assurance by agreeing in writing to pay 
U.S. minimum wages, meet U.S. labor stand
ards and comply with U.S. environmental 
standards if they did move to Mexico, not one 
of them agreed to take me up on the offer. 
Without that written commitment, I found it im
possible to believe that some businesses 
would not be tempted to relocate to Mexico. 

Devaluation of the Mexico peso could re
duce or eliminate the U.S. trade surplus. Evi
dence presented at hearings regarding NAFT A 
confirmed that the peso is currently over
valued. This makes U.S. exports artificially 
cheaper and allows Mexicans to buy more 
U.S. goods. I expect the peso to be devalued 
after passage of NAFT A. If this occurs, the dif
ference between Mexican wages and U.S. 
wages will be even more dramatic than it is 
now and the ability of Mexicans to purchase 
U.S. goods will be substantially reduced. 

After a thorough analysis, I concluded that 
this NAFT A shortchanges both U.S. workers 
and businesses by taking the wrong approach 
to the agreement. 

Workers in all three countries would have 
benefitted by requiring in the agreement that 
work and wage standards be improved in 
Mexico. This would have addressed the legiti
mate fears of U.S. workers, and it would have 
resulted in U.S. businesses exporting substan
tially more than under this NAFT A by assuring 
that the people of Mexico could really afford to 
buy our products. This is exactly the way the 
Europeans approached the development of 
their Common Market. 

Workers and businesses would also have 
benefitted by including a mechanism to sta
bilize the Mexican currency. Again, this was 
the approach of the European Common Mar
ket. Any agreement which fails to address 
concerns about the value of the peso runs the 
risk of jeopardizing the ability of Mexicans to 
purchase products made in the U.S., reinforc
ing Mexican workers as second class employ
ees, increasing the attractiveness ·:>f Mexico 
as a relocation site for U.S. plants and in
creasing the insecurity of U.S. workers. 

Businesses and workers would have bene
fitted if a comprehensive worker retraining pro
gram had been included in the agreement. Ex
panding businesses would have been guaran
teed a plentiful supply of skilled workers and 
workers would have been guaranteed the op
portunity to learn the skills needed to fill the 
high tech jobs to be created. 

Perhaps the most devastating consequence 
of shortchanging workers and businesses is 
the precedent we have set. If, as economists 
have indicated, passage of NAFT A sets the 
stage for trade agreements in Chile, Ven
ezuela and the rest of our hemisphere, we 
may well have done our country a disservice 
which far exceeds the immediate impact of 
this NAFT A by allowing this agreement to be
come the model. 

My constituents, both those who supported 
and those who opposed this NAFT A, can be 
assured that the analysis represents my very 
best evaluation. In light of the passage of this 
NAFT A, more than anything else, I hope that 
the concerns I have expressed turn out to be 
dead wrong. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, success has many fa
thers and to give proper credit, NAFTA 
is the product of the visions of Presi
dents Bush and Clinton. It is not per
fect, but it is clearly the right step, the 
right time in the post-cold war history. 

Like the New Hampshire primary and 
the budget agreement, President Clin
ton's tenacity and leadership have 
brought NAFTA back from the dead. 
He deserves the major accolades today. 

NAFTA is going to become reality 
because of a true bipartisan spirit of 
cooperation. NAFTA has shown that 
bipartisanship can work if properly 
nurtured. 

Mr. Chairman, I salute the Repub
licans for their commitment. I salute 
the opponents of NAFTA for the depth 
of their sinceri ty and their convictions 
in fighting for their constituents, 
many of whom have lost their jobs. 

For those NAFTA opponents in my 
party, we must start healing our 
wounds starting tomorrow, regardless 
of the outcome of this vote. As we cast 
our vote tonight, let us ask these ques
tions: Can we afford to turn inward as 
a Nation at a time when the world 
cries out for our leadership in the new 
battlegrounds of trade and economic 
competition? Are we willing to surren
der markets in Mexico and Latin 
America to Japan and Western Europe 
and turn our backs on our friends in 
our own hemisphere? Are we willing to 
gamble on a status quo without 
NAFTA to improve the problems of il
legal immigration, labor, and environ
mental protection? 

With NAFTA we have a fighting 
chance to address these problems. 

Mr. Chairman, around this country, 
across Latin America, Asia, and Eu
rope, the eyes of the world are upon 
this chamber. The easy vote is "no." 
The tough vote, but the right vote for 
this country and the world community, 
is "yes." 

Let us tonight make the right choice. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER}. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe each of us is con
cerned with taking a course of action that will 
further economic growth for the United States. 
But we have two very different views of Ameri
ca's future being put forward today. One is 
confident and open. The other is insecure and 
closed. Both views are accurate in describing 
what most of us feel is going on around us, 
but it is the first view that I believe must pre
vail. 

We nave a responsibility to our constituents, 
to all Americans to choose the path that will 
enable us to prosper in an increasingly com
petitive world. We cannot withdraw from that 
world and we must not let others determine 
our economic future. 

Since the passage of legislation providing 
for the consideration of the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement, our country has been 
involved in an intense but nevertheless 
healthy debate about the merits of that agree
ment and what it means for the future. This is 
Democracy. 

My decision to support NAFT A is one which 
I consi9ered very carefully. There are serious 
concerns on both sides of the debate as we 
have heard throughout today by our col
leagues. As with any important issue affecting 
the future of our country, the decision has not 
been an easy one. 

I recognize that many of my closest friends 
and strongest political supporters have ex
pressed fears that the adoption of · NAFT A 
would lead to a loss of jobs for many hard
working Americans. They believe that a free 
trade agreement is desirable and ultimately 
important to our economic future, but that this 
agreement is flawed. I recognize those fears 
are genuine and deeply felt. They are not a 
mere debating point, they are the concerns of 
every hard-working American. 

In making my decision to support NAFT A, I 
have carefully considered the views of my 
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constituents, labor, business, environmental- sources of opportunity and security for 
ists, human rights activists and those of the American workers. 
President and his administration on the eco- However, the Global economy is re
nomic opportunities and risks that NAFTA pre- ality that we cannot make go away, a 
sents. reality that a defeat of NAFTA will not 

I an convinced the United States stands to change. The daily shifts we are experi-
gain with the passage of NAFTA. encing as a nation regarding job losses 

Mexico is already our third largest trading and creation will go on and must be 
partner. In fact, Mexico and Canada, together dealt with as they occur. Regardless of 
account for one-fourth of all United States what happens to NAFTA, our respon
trade. With a population of more than 80 mil- sibility is to work to ensure the overall 
lion, Mexico buys 70 percent of its imports growth of our economy, a rising stand
from the United States. Since Mexico began ard of living for our people and in
lowering its trade barriers in 1986, American creased employment opportunities. 
exports have more than tripled, creating hun- I view my support for NAFTA as a 
dreds of thousands of American jobs. vote of confidence in America's future 

The fact is that exports are our largest job in a world in which no nation can close 
creator and are likely to remain the key to its doors and expect to prosper or grow 
America's continued economic growth. The and in which no nation can be expected 
United States cannot ignore the importance of to open its doors without demanding 
the Mexican market for American goods. that such a move be reciprocated. 

NAFTA will create the world's largest free I have concluded that, if NAFTA 
trade zone with over 370 million customers passes: 
and $6.4 trillion in annual production. As Mexi- First, the people of the United States 
co's tariff walls come down, which we must re- stand to gain; 
member are generally two to three times high- Second, America's credibility as a 
er than those of the United States, exports will negotiator, as a world leader, and as a 
increase and jobs will be created. In the long trading partner will be enhanced; 
run, NAFT A will enable Mexico's rising popu- Third, American businesses and 
lation to become a fast-growing market for workers will profit from a market not 
U.S. goods and will provide the economic in- just in Mexico but eventually through
centives for its citizens to choose to remain in out Latin America; 
Mexico. Fourth, American competitiveness 

I understand that all of these statis- will be strengthened vis-a-vis Japan 
. and the European common market; and 

tics must be put m the proper con- Fifth, and we will send a positive 
text-the fact is that Mexico's eco-
nomic importance and thus its impact message that the United States is com-

mitted to working together to develop 
has been exaggerated by both sides-its strong economic and political ties with 
size is only about 5 percent of the U.S. our closest neighbors. 
Second, trade barriers between the Ultimately, I think NAFTA is about 
United States and Mexico are already more than tariffs and trade, It is about 
relative~y low: What are we. doin~ here America's capacity for leadership, its 
today w.Ith this agreement IS ba~ICally ability to compete in the new global 
~on~ludmg a process of trade liberal- · economic order, and its willingness to 
Iza~IOn that began almost a d~c~de ago. support the growth of economic reform 
~rd, U.S. employment statistics rou- and political freedoms abroad. 
tmely fluctuate u~ and ~own by 200,000 If we defeat NAFTA today, we will: 
on a ?Don~hly basis. This needs to .be First, squander a unique opportunity 
kept m mmd when we look at the fig- to forge a new economic and political 
ures put forward b~ both ~pponents and partnership with the reformers 
pr~ponent~ o~ prOJected J~b l~sses and throughout Latii~ America, a partner
gams. This m no way dismisses the ship based on respect and shared oppor
jobs issu?, I a;m me~ely setti~g forward tunity; 
the reahty m which the Issues are Second, appease the forces of nation-
being framed. alism and anti-Americanism in the 

Clearly, the labor community feels Western Hemisphere; 
passionately about this issue. During Third, betray America's tradition of 
the past 12 years the Federal Govern- championing open markets, and; 
ment has essentially ignored the dev- Fourth, tell our allies with whom we 
astating impact of global competition are negotiating GATT that the United 
on America's workers and commu- States only supports free trade when it 
nities. can insulate itself from the forces of 

Therefore, it is essential that we re- international economic competition; 
main vigilant in examining and re- To defeat NAFTA is to believe that 
spending to the job effects of any trade American businesses and workers can 
agreement. We must have retraining not compete and to encourage those 
programs available. And with respect waiting on the sidelines, Japan and Eu
to NAFTA, we must be prepared to in- rope, to take our place; and to run 
voke those provisions of the Agreement from challenge and opportunity, when 
that provide for remedies if there we know we can triumph and prosper. 
should be extraordinary impacts on In 1962 our 35th President, John F. 
particular sectors or by the agreement Kennedy, was promoting passage of the 
as a whole. We must put forward an Trade Expansion Act, and stated that 
economic strategy that both expands protectionism reflects "A national 
trade opportunities and offers new lack of confidence and growth.'' 

I believe that Americans fully under
stand that we live in a world in which 
doors can not be shut to isolate us 
from the vagaries of competition. I 
also believe that Americans are willing 
to keep those doors open as long as our 
neighbors do not shut theirs. Finally, I 
believe that Americans support poli
cies that widen opportunities for Amer
ican workers and businesses as long as 
we are prepared to assist those who 
may get hurt in the process. 

For months the people of America 
and its representatives have struggled 
with the challenge of NAFTA. Is it 
good or is it bad? Will it create jobs or 
take jobs? Will it help to expand our 
economy or will it shrink it? 

As of yesterday, America was evenly 
divided. This division is in the context 
of the loss of American manufacturing 
jobs and market share to foreign com
petitors. And, in the context of the 
conflict, between fear and hope; pes
simism and confidence. 

Today the House must decide and 
that decision will involve risk. I have 
concluded that it is a risk worth tak
ing. And, I believe that America, can 
and will meet the challenge posed by 
open competition. 

Change is never easy and rarely with
out risk. And, there is very often the 
fear of failure. America's greatness has 
never been rooted in fear; but, rather it 
has been based on the willingness of 
Americans to adapt, to compete, and to 
prevail. 

As we make this decision, let me 
urge my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle who will vote for NAFTA, that we 
pledge not to forget nor forsake those 
who are presently being visited by the 
pain of change in this global economy. 

I believe support of this N AFT A is in 
the best interest of America's eco
nomic future; cf the political, social, 
and economic vitality and vibrance of 
this Hemisphere; and of the political 
and economic relations of America 
with the rest of the world. 

John Kennedy in his inaugural ad
dress asked: "Can we forge against 
these enemies (of tyranny, poverty, 
disease, and war itself) a grand and 
global alliance, north and south, east 
and west, that can assure a more fruit-
ful life for all mankind?" · 

And then he asked his fellow Ameri
cans, "Will you join in that historic ef
fort?'' 

Such a historic opportunity is now 
ours. 

President Clinton has responded with 
courage and vision: "Yes." 

Today, we in this House, in our time, 
must also answer, "Yes." 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MATSUI]. 

Mr. MATSUI. I thank the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I, as Mr. FAZIO, would 
like to reach out to the opponents of 
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the NAFTA, particularly the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], 
the leader of the effort, and commend 
him for the work that he has done and 
the passion he has shown for those he 
represents, and certainly the fact that 
in our caucus-if I might just say-he 
has never brought this up to try to em
barrass or harm the proponents. He 
never brought it up in any of the whip 
meetings. For that I think those of us 
who support the NAFTA really appre
ciate all of his efforts. 

And certainly to my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle, many of us 
as we began the process of NAFT A, just 
as you felt about us, had trepidations 
about whether each of us could trust 
each other. 

0 2130 
I have to tell you that those of us 

who support the NAFT A, Democrats 
and Republicans, feel that we have 
reached a new beginning with each 
other. 

I have to tell you that those of us on 
this side of the aisle have the utmost 
respect for those of you and we look 
forward to working with you in the fu
ture. 

What the NAFTA is all about is a 
trade agreement. It reduces tariffs on 
both sides of the border. For every $4 of 
U.S. tariffs, there are $10 worth of 
Mexican tariffs. 

It protects intellectual properties of 
the United States and it also provides 
trade and services, banking, insurance 
and other services that are so preva
lent nowadays in the free world. This 
will produce jobs in the United States, 
not a lot of jobs in the United States, 
because trade is not a zero sum game. 
If a job is created in Mexico, that does 
not mean a job is lost in Detroit or 
California. That means you create a 
middle class in Mexico which creates a 
market for more United States exports. 
That is why this is beneficial. 

But the opponents have said that the 
Mexican Government is corrupt, that 
they do not treat their workers right. 

Yes, they have problems, they indeed 
have problems; but since 1987, as all of 
you know, they have a new leader, 
President Salinas. He has privatized 80 
percent of the nationalized businesses 
in Mexico by trying to make it more 
like a free market economy. Since he 
has taken office, wages for the average 
worker in America have gone up 40 per
cent. 

Jamie Sierra, who is one of the lead
ers of Mexico, says, "Congressman 
MATSUI, why it is that your people 
don't understand that we are trying to 
be a democracy like you, that we are 
trying to move to a free market system 
and treat our people well? It is going to 
take time, but help us, help us do it." 

But more importantly than the issue 
of trade is the issue of America's role 
in the world since the cold war has 
ended. 

There have been a few defining mo
ments in America. For example, one 
would look at the Louisiana Purchase, 
or the purchase of Alaska. I have to 
tell you that there was a lot of con
troversy when those events occurred, 
even though they appeared to be small 
events, but the Louisiana Purchase 
opened up the West and Alaska, as you 
know, is a natural resource to all 
Americans. 

I have to tell you that this is a defin
ing moment as well, because this is 
going to determine whether this coun
try after the fall of the Berlin Wall is 
willing to reach out and protect the 
concept of trade so that we lift all 
boats in this world, the poor, the rich, 
and all people of this hemisphere. That 
is what is at stake in this debate, and 
that is why the passage of NAFTA is so 
important. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, in a few minutes, each 
of us will confront a personal moment 
of truth. I will enthusiastically vote in 
favor of the NAFTA legislation. I am 
confident that NAFTA is both good for 
the United States and good for the 
Americas. 

We disagree among ourselves about 
the impact of NAFTA. But there is 
broad agreement on some basic issues. 
These areas of agreement argue strong
ly for approval. 

First, there is virtual unanimity 
among economists that this agreement 
will help our economy grow faster. The 
lesson of history is that expanding 
markets benefit everyone involved
producers and consumers, exporters 
and importers, richer and poorer na
tions. 

Second, there is equally broad agree
ment that America is losing low-tech 
factory jobs and will continue to do so 
whether this agreement is accepted or 
not. There is not reason to believe that 
accepting this agreement will acceler
ate that change. In fact, there is some 
reason to believe that NAFTA will 
moderate it. 

Our challenge now lies not in trying 
to turn back the clock, but in gaining 
control of our future. Those who labor 
to preserve the past run a risk of sabo
taging our future. 

NAFTA will give us easy access to 
millions of middle-class Mexicans who 
crave goods marked "Made in the 
USA" and thus create jobs here. 

My third point is that while trade 
has been used as a component of our 
foreign policy, it would be foolhardy 
and frustrating to trade only with na
tions that are American clones. Critics 
point to Mexican environmental and 
labor standards, both of which are 
lower than ours. But we continue to 
trade with many nations that have 
worse records in both areas. And we 
should. In this case, the fact is that 
NAFTA will have a positive impact on 
Mexican standards. 

Those who say we should renegotiate 
to achieve an agreement that will 
make Mexico meet our standards set 
an unattainable standard. Politics is 
not about perfection. It is about incre
mental progress. And this agreement 
includes substantial progress on both 
the labor and environmental standards 
questions. 

Ultimately, however, this debate is 
about hopes and fears. Those of us who 
support the pact are confident that 
Americans can compete with anyone 
anywhere and prevail. Those who op
pose it tend to fear that we cannot 
compete and should focus on holding 
on to what we have got. Their message 
is a sad one because what they are ulti
mately saying is that America's best 
days are behind us. 

A vote against NAFTA is nothing 
less than a vote for economic surren
der, a statement that America cannot 
compete and lacks the courage to try. 

A vote for NAFTA is a vote for the 
future and a show of confidence in 
American competitiveness. 

I urge my colleagues to put aside 
their fears. Vote for a brighter future 
by approving this important legisla
tion. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve we will be next-to-last in the 
pecking order. We would reserve the 
balance of our time at this time. 

The CHAffiMAN. It is the under
standing of the Chair that there are 
four speakers left and the gentleman is 
in the order in which we have been ro
tating. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Would the Chair cite 
the order? I just want to make sure we 
have a pro and a con, and a pro and a 
con. 

The CHAffiMAN. It is the under
standing of the Chair that there are 
four speakers left, that we are going in 
the order in which we have been rotat
ing. There will be "nay," "yea," "nay," 
"yea." 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the Chair. 
That is the order that I wanted, and 
that is certainly satisfactory. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman may 
proceed. The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 7 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of our time. 

I call attention of the body that in 
my 15 years in this Chamber this is 
only the second time where we have 
gone into an extended debate for some 
12 or 13 hours, when tempers did not 
flare, when the debate was conducted 
in a civil manner, and certainly I think 
the en tire House is to be commended 
for that, and I congratulate all the 
Members on all sides. Certainly it 
shows that reasonable men and women 
can be civil to each other, and just to 
prove it, the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH] is sitting right here 
next to me. 

Mr. Speaker, when the debate started 
over 13 hours ago, I spoke about the un
fairness of this treaty and the lack of a 
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level playing field that placed Amer
ican business and industry, and the 
American worker, at a severe disadvan
tage in competing with their counter
parts in Mexico. 

And I called attention to a number of 
egregious flaws to the NAFTA agree
ment, that cause long time free traders 
like me to oppose this treaty. 

First, NAFTA violates the U.S. Con
stitution, articles 1, 2, and 3, as well as 
the fifth amendment. 

Second, it threatens the sovereignty 
of our Nation by creating huge new 
international bureaucracies and tribu
nals, like the North American Trade 
Commission, the North American De
velopment Bank, and the Border Envi
ronmental Cooperation Commission, 
and God knows what else. 

And these unelected, unaccountable 
tribunals and bureaucrats, are empow
ered to usurp the legitimate and con
stitutional authority of the U.S. Con
gress. 

They are empowered to abrogate 
States Rights, and even override our 
own State and Federal court system. 

And the American taxpayer will once 
again be called on to: First pay for the 
establishment of another International 
Bank, and more foreign aid that the 
American taxpayer does not want to 
pay for. 

Second the taxpayer will have to pay 
for $2¥2 billion in lost revenues caused 
by reduced tariffs. 

And third-and even worse-the tax
payers are going to have to shell out 
what the newspapers report at about 50 
billion dollars to pay for the special ex
ceptions (or considerations) that Presi
dent Clinton had to enter into to guar
antee passage of the treaty. 

But Members of this House, the most 
egregious flaw in this unfair treaty is 
the trust we are placing in the Mexican 
Government. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, the Mexican 
Government continues to be one of the 
most undemocratic, politically corrupt 
governments in our part of the world. 

Mexico is, let's face it, a one-party 
dictatorship, run by a political party 
that has magically won every election 
since 1929 (64 years in power) * * * and 
we all know how that happens. 

Members, the Mexican Government 
can and does violate its own laws. It 
routinely fails to enforce its own labor 
and environmental regulations. 

Thus, while American business and 
industry will have to meet our already 
high labor and environmental stand
ards, Mexican firms will not, and even 
if they did enact them into their law, 
they wouldn't enforce them, because 
they refuse to do it Right Now! 

Therefore this agreement amounts to 
little more than a handshake, and this 
Mexican Government cannot be trusted 
to make good on just a handshake. 

Members of this Congress, the way to 
deal with a nation like Mexico is bilat
erally, without the interference of 

some third, higher force, accountable 
to no one, especially not the American 
people. 

Members of Congress, bilaterally, we 
could demand that the Mexican Gov
ernment write these agreements into 
their commercial code and enforce 
them before we sign the treaty. 

That's the kind of treaty we should 
be voting on today. 

That's the kind of treaty that would 
create the level playing field, that 
would make free trade, fair trade. 

It's the kind of treaty that would 
take away the risk of losing hundreds 
of thousands of jobs. 

Mr. Speaker and Members, I rep
resent the Hudson Valley of New York 
State, 157 small towns, most of them 
200-year-old mill towns, along the Hud
son River. 

It's the old Rust Belt that used to 
have a thriving textile industry, mak
ing gloves, shirts, carpets, paper and 
electrical capacitors. Mr. Speaker and 
Members, most of those industries are 
gone. They moved South-or to China 
or Korea and yes to Mexico, and our 
young people went with them. The few 
that are left employ mostly older 
workers, and, Mr. Speaker, these peo
ple are worried. They are afraid they 
are going to lose their jobs. 

I sat in my office until midnight last 
night taking calls from those worried 
people. For example, one typical call 
came from a 55-year-old man. (I know 
him) I see him at football games, hock
ey games. He's a man who dropped out 
of high school to join the military. 
Four years later he came home, got 
married, had children, coached little 
league, worked with scouts, was a vol
unteer fireman, and is an exemplary 
citizen in his community. That 55-year
old man called me last night and I'll 
never forget that call. He said to me, 
JERRY, I'm scared, I'm scared to death, 
I'm scared to death I'm going to lose 
my job. I still have kids in high school 
and college, and I'll never find another 
job, and with his throat choked up, he 
said, JERRY, please please don't do any
thing that will make me lose my job. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I don't know 
whether NAFTA will cause him to lose 
his job, but it might, there is a risk, 
and if he did, I'd never be able to look 
that man in the face. I'd be embar
rassed and humiliated. And that's why 
I will not vote for this treaty in its 
present form. But if the treaty is de
feated, I will do anything in my power 
to work with Democrats, and Repub
licans, and the President, to enact an
other Free Trade Agreement, one that 
is fair and level for American business 
and industry, and fair for American 
workers. 

Please vote "no" on this unfair trea
ty. 
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Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the balance of my time to the distin-

guished Republican leader of the 
House, the gentleman from illinois 
[Mr. MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, may I at 
the very outset join in the com
pliments to the House on our decorum 
throughout this debate, and, in wrap
ping up the debate for our side in the 
affirmative, Mr. Chairman, I am not 
going to deal with the substantive is
sues for they have been pretty well 
covered. But I would like to address, if 
I might, first my own side over here. 

Mr. Chairman, we Republicans have 
always, during my tenure here in the 
House, believed in free trade strongly, 
breaking down tariff barriers and cre
ating the kind of environment our 
businesses and industries need to be 
competitive in a global economy. 
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You were reminded earlier, by I 

think both the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIER] and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], that it was 
President Reagan who, early in the 
days of his administration, called for 
breaking down the barriers to trade 
throughout the hemisphere. Then we 
enacted the Canadian Free-Trade 
Agreement, and now our efforts are 
turned to the South, to open up Mex
ico, and eventually Central America 
and South America. 

A vote for NAFTA is in the great tra
dition of our party. It is a tradition 
that taps into the very wellspring of 
American hope and confidence. So let 
it be said on this crucial vote tonight 
that we Republicans did not sacrifice 
the jobs of tomorrow to the fears of 
today. 

Make no mistake about it: this is 
also a battle for our principles, our val
ues, and our vision. The more votes I 
see up there on the board from our side 
tonight, the better. It ought to be 131 
or 132 or more, and it will make me 
that much more proud. 

Now let me make my last pitch 
maybe to those of you on both sides 
who may yet be undecided or have that 
uneasy feeling about your voting for 
NAFTA. I know the pressures you are 
under. I have been there any number of 
times over my years. It is tough. And 
when your political friends, your good 
friends, are telling you to vote no, 
when you have a strong inclination on 
the merits to vote yes, let me offer one 
reason you might vote that way. 

There is a great legacy of faith in 
America's future, going back to the 
very foundations of our Republic. This 
vote on NAFTA is a referendum on 
that faith in America's future. Does 
that faith still endure? Does it still in
spire? 

When President Clinton leaves this 
weekend to a most important inter
national meeting in Seattle, the lead
ers of other nations will be asking 
those questions in a very pointed way. 
The President, in my mind, certainly 
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does not deserve to be rebuffed by the 
Congress on the eve of this meeting. 

So let us not be victimized by the 
bully boys, the spokesmen of the poli
tics of fear, the economics of anxiety, 
and the philosophy of despair. 

I know that our colleagues who are 
opposed to NAFTA on both sides of the 
aisle base their opposition on principle. 
But think of the three most famous 
nonelected opponents of NAFTA: Ross 
Perot, Pat Buchanan, and Ralph Nader; 
the Groucho, Chico, and Harpo of 
NAFTA opposition. 

I thought maybe it was an appro
priate time to lighten it up a bit. 
· But, seriously, they and others like 
them want to define our time as the 
Age of Anxiety, in which our own re
sponse to the challenges of global com
petition is to retreat, whine, and whim
per. 

This Nation did not come this far to 
stay hunkered down in fear and trem
bling, behind walls that do not protect 
us, but merely isolate us. And with all 
due respect to my dear friend who 
made reference to the patron saints of 
our party, Abraham Lincoln and Theo
dore Roosevelt, those were different 
times. The world has changed. These 
are the problems we are faced with 
today. We do not live in that world. 
The relationship of the United States 
with the rest of the world is changing 
daily, and we have got to meet that 
change. That is what it is all about. 

Finally, in political chaos like this, 
when the old landmarks are lost in a 
fog of rhetoric, we cannot look to oth
ers, but we have to look into our own 
hearts and our minds and do what our 
conscience tells us is best for our coun
try. 

So, again let me just simply say, do 
not sacrifice the jobs of tomorrow to 
the fears of today. A vote for NAFTA 
represents the best traditions of our 
past and the best hope for our future. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of our time to the distin
guished majority leader, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], the dis
tinguished majority leader, is recog
nized for 8 minutes. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, this 
debate represents a proud moment for 
the House of Representatives. Tonight 
the American family is coming to
gether to make a very difficult and a 
very hard decision. As with the debate 
on the Persian Gulf war a few years 
ago, we have tonight a divided country 
on a very difficult issue. And now, like 
then, we have been listening to the 
American people, we have been debat
ing the facts of this agreement, we 
have been wrestling with our con
sciences, and tonight we stand in the 
shoes of the American people. 

We have largely accepted that each 
other's motives are good. I submit that 
everyone who disagrees with me to-

night shares my desire for a better 
America. I submit to · that. We simply 
disagree tonight on how best to get 
there. 

It has been especially difficult for 
many of us on this side who are in dis
agreement tonight with our President. 
He worked hard, in my view, to fix an 
agreement that he was handed by 
President Bush. I worked hard with 
him to try to get it right. And at the 
end of the day, unhappily, I came to 
the conclusion that it was not right. 
But I respect his conclusion that it 
was, and I respect the fight that he has 
put up for his position. 

In May of 1991, in the fast track de
bate on this floor on NAFTA, I said 
this: 
if you think the right kind of treaty can be 
strong enough to create new American jobs 
and tough enough to protect the American 
environment, the Mexican environment, 
American workers and Mexican workers, if 
you think trade can mean more jobs and bet
ter wages, then I urge you to let this nego
tiation go forward. I said vote yes. 

All we are saying is give trade a 
chance. We gave this treaty and this 
negotiation every chance. But my un
happy conclusion tonight is that this 
agreement that is before us is deficient 
and flawed. In short, it is not a suffi
cient force for progress. 

First, it does not leave us with con
fidence that Mexican worker wages 
will go up with productivity. All of you 
know the facts. You know that Mexi
co's command economy has artificially 
kept wages down. You know that the 
average Mexican worker makes 68 per
cent tonight of what he or she made in 
1980. You know that in 1980 the Mexi
can worker made 22 percent of the av
erage American worker's wage, but to
night he only earns 15 percent of the 
average American worker's wage. You 
say well, what difference does it make? 
People say are you saying we cannot 
trade with countries that have a lower 
standard of living? 

That is not what I am saying. But 
what I am saying is that we cannot and 
we must not expose our workers and 
our corporations to unfair competition; 
to a wage system where the govern
ment sets the wages and artificially 
holds them down. We must not do that. 

At the end of the negotiations, I 
asked our negotiators to ask the Mexi
can negotiators to put the entire Mexi
can labor law into the enforcement 
process. 
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And on the last day they agreed to 

child labor and safety, but they would 
not agree, they adamantly refused to 
put in the industrial relations part the 
right to organize, the right to assem
ble, the right to collectively bargain, 
and the right to strike. We must not 
approve a treaty that does not put all 
of the labor law into the enforcement 
process. 

Members may say, well, why is that 
so important? Why do we care so much 
about that? 

Let me tell them why I do. If this 
agreement is to work for us, for Mex
ico, for Canada, Mexican worker wages 
must come up. The reason they must 
come up is that if they do, there will 
no longer be such an inducement for 
our corporations to go there to get the 
benefits of labor. 

Members say, well, they can now. I 
agree with that. But further with that, 
if we let it go on, there will be contin
ued downward pressure on our workers' 
wages and on our negotiations. 

And finally, and most importantly, 
the promise of NAFTA, the potential of 
NAFTA is that we will have a market 
in which to sell our products. Henry 
Ford had it right. If we do not pay the 
workers a decent wage, they cannot 
buy the cars that they are making. We 
have got to get Mexican wages to go 
up. 

This agreement tells Mexico that 
change is not necessary. It ratifies a 
system that is in place. But when we 
negotiated this agreement, our busi
ness people rightly went to our nego
tiators and said, "We must have pro
tection of our investment. We must 
have protection of our intellectual 
property." And they were right to ask 
for that. 

But when we went and said, we must 
also have protection for the rights of 
their workers and ours, there was not 
an answer of assent. 

We must not approve a treaty that 
only protects the rights of business but 
does not protect the rights of workers. 

The second major defect has to do 
with money. All of us know the prob
lems that have been created at the bor
der, and many of them are our fault. 
We set up a maquiladora program 30 
years ago, and millions of workers were 
drawn to that border to work. Never 
was the right infrastructure put in 
place to support all of those people. 
The sewer systems, the water systems, 
and the road systems that should have 
been there have never been there. 

I submit to my colleagues tonight 
that this treaty is insufficient on pro
viding the moneys that will be needed 
over 20 and 30 years to put those very 
needed things in place. I do not want to 
go to that border 5 and 10 years from 
now and find conditions are worse and 
not better. And when will we finally 
stop lying to ourselves and creating 
myths and illusions. If we want to 
build this, we have to pay for it. This 
treaty does not pay for it. It does not 
make it happen. 

And one moment. I said, 21/2 years 
ago, let us have a cross-border trans
action fee. Why did I say that? Not be
cause it is popular, but because the 
money has got to come from some
where. And I believe it should come 
from the people who are most benefit
ing from the trade between the coun
tries. Let us have a fee that pays for 
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the things that we believe are impor
tant to do. 

Now, let me say that many say that 
we are at a fork in the road. The pro
ponents say that we will go down the 
right road or the wrong road. I agree 
that we are at a fork in the road, but 
I think the right road is to follow the 
kind of agreement that leads to the 
new world of commerce and trade that 
we are in. The issue is no longer wheth
er to trade. It is how to trade. It is, 
what are the rules of engagement? 

The old issue between protectionism 
and free trade is over. It is history. The 
argument over the rules of fair trade 
and how to get our workers and busi
nesses on a level playing field is the de
bate of the present and the future. 

Our goal must be over time to 
achieve compatibility, compatibility 
between all countries that are trading, 
just as we have compatibility between 
all of the States of the United States. 

This debate started before the cold 
war ended and before the wall fell in 
Berlin. And in most of the cold war pe
riod, our standard of living was rising, 
and we were locked in a battle with 
communism. We did not care too much 
about trade treaties. We never had a 
debate on this floor that I can remem
ber about a trade treaty like this, be
cause we just assumed economic 
growth. And we always put trade trea
ties to be subservient to defense or for
eign policy. It just was not that impor
tant. 

My colleagues, this NAFTA tonight 
is the last of the old world trade trea
ties. Americans now realize that our 
standard of living has been declining 
for over 15 years. They realize that our 
most important national goal must be 
a rising standard of living. 

Proponents of this NAFTA represent 
the past, represent the status quo and · 
fear of real change, and they must un
derstand that this country's greatness 
was not built on cheap labor. 

I ask Members tonight to remember 
for whom they stand tonight, on whose 
behalf do we ask for this fairness. 

Over many days in the last 3 years I 
have stood in villages in Mexico, and I 
have had Mexican workers come up to 
me and say, "Will you, Mr. Congress
man, insist on a NAFTA that fights for 
fair wages for our hard, productive 
work? Mr. Congressman, will you insist 
on a NAFTA that really provides 
money for sewer systems and water 
systems and roads so that we can raise 
our families in dignity and security 
and safety?" 

And I have met countless U.S. work
ers who have said, "Mr. Congressman, 
will you insist on a NAFTA that gets 
me on a level playing field and that 
will have real funding for training pro
grams, if perchance I lose my job?" 

I have not met one person who 
shrinks from the competition of fair 
trade. Our workers are not afraid. 
Mexican workers are not afraid. But I 

have met lots of people who have very 
high expectations of us. They expect us 
to be a force for genuine progress. They 
expect us to be a force for a NAFTA 
that will increase wages in all three 
countries. This NAFTA does not meet 
those expectations. We can and we 
must do better. 

As you vote tonight, as you put your 
card into the machine, put yourself in 
the shoes of the people that you rep
resent. Think of them. Think of their 
dreams. Think of their families. 

Think of Anita Mingus, who worked 
for Zenith in Springfield, MO, who 
along with her coworkers froze their 
wages over 8 years so they could keep 
their jobs, who in 1989, they cut their 
wages by 8 percent so that she was 
making $7 an hour to keep their jobs, 
who then saw their plant go from 4,000 
jobs to 1,000 jobs, to 100 jobs tonight, as 
they do the work to finally close the 
plant that has gone to Mexico. 

Think of Anita Mingus, who believes 
her coworker husband died of a heart 
attack because of the stress of losing 
his job. 

I talked to her on the phone this 
evening. She said she is going to school 
to be a printer. She is supporting her
self and her 13-year-old son with a part
time minimum wage job. She said she 
is not afraid and she is not bitter. She 
knows we have got to compete, and she 
is optimistic about her future. 
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But she said, "I am a survivor, Mr. 

GEPHARDT. The Lord always takes care 
of me." And then she said, "But to
night, Mr. GEPHARDT, I am counting on 
you." When you vote tonight, think of 
Anita Mingus and the millions like her 
who count on us and only have us to 
count on. She believes we can renego
tiate this agreement and she believes 
we can get a better agreement. Say 
"no" to this NAFTA, say "yes" to 
Anita Mingus and millions like her. 
Let us live up to her expectations. Say 
"yes" tonight to a better NAFTA. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield the balance of our time to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FOLEY], the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, this has 
been a long debate, not only a long de
bate today, but a long debate over re
cent weeks and months. It has been a 
difficult debate, difficult in so many 
ways for so many of us. We find our 
parties divided, not one against the 
other, but internally divided. Our lead
ership is divided, our Members divided, 
and we find ourselves, in disagreement 
not only with our colleagues, but with 
so many associates and friends outside 
of this Chamber with whom we have 
had so many years of association and 
respectful cooperation. That has been 
difficult. 

It has been an emotional debate, to 
some degree, because it is a debate 

about consequence, consequence for 
our future, consequence for our con
stituents. We are the House of Rep
resentatives. We have that solemn 
duty, that tremendous opportunity, to 
represent 600,000 or so of our fellow 
citizens. 

I stand here tonight, as all of us have 
stood here, as a Representative of my 
constituents. I have had to ask the 
question, as each of us has had to ask, 
is this a good agreement, not only for 
our country, for our States and re
gions, but is it a good agreement for 
our constituents, those we have that 
high responsibility and opportunity to 
represent. 

For myself, I have given the answer; 
it is. This is not a perfect agreement. 
We do not pass perfect laws. One can 
always ask for something better. One 
can always find defects and defi
ciencies. One can always hope for a 
more perfect instrument, but his is, for 
this moment, an opportunity to expand 
our trade, to reach out beyond our bor
ders, to continue our leadership, to 
seize the future, and to do so on behalf, 
first of all, of our constituents and our 
citizens, but with the knowledge that 
it will be to. the benefit of those neigh
bors, north and south, on both sides of 
the border. 

Can anyone believe that the condi
tions on the border will be better if we 
reject NAFTA, that opportunities in 
Mexico will be greater if we reject 
NAFTA, our standard of living lower if 
we reject NAFTA? I believe that the 
standard of living of our neighbors in 
Mexico will rise because of NAFTA, 

· and that will be good for the standard 
of living of Americans, it will be good 
for American opportunities; it will 
mean a brighter future for our citizens. 

I think, despite our interest in our 
neighbors, we must probably decide 
this issue selfishly: Is it good for Amer
ica or not? If it is not, we should reject 
it; but I believe passionately, it is good 
for our country, and good for our fu
ture. 

But I understand, I appreciate, the. 
attitudes of others. It has been espe
cially difficult to have such divisions 
among two of my fellow leaders, for 
whom I have the greatest respect, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT] and the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR). 

They represent, as the Members have 
heard tonight, an intense feeling oppo
site from mine, not in our goals, our 
hopes, our visions, but in our beliefs of 
how our country achieves those goals 
that we all share. 

Each one of us, in a few minutes, will 
have to cast a vote. This is the place 
where a decision must be made on this 
issue. More than in the other body, this 
is the critical place for a decision to
night. Almost 200 years ago, in this 
building, a British visitor asked Alex
ander Hamilton, as he watched a par
ticularly fractious and difficult debate, 
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what was going on on the Floor. Alex
ander Hamil ton answered, "Sir, there 
the people govern. To govern is to 
choose." Now, we must make our 
choice, but, whether we make our 
choice for the NAFTA agreement, as I 
hope and believe we will and should, or 
against it, let us take from this Cham
ber, in addition to the decision that we 
make for our fellow citizens and for the 
American people, a respect for each 
other, the dignity that each one of us 
should give to all, on all sides of this 
question. Let us say that each has 
acted for what he or she believed to be 
the good, if not the best, for our fellow 
citizens, and for the future of our Na
tion. 

Let not this debate or our decision 
rend the fabric of our democracy. Let 
it strengthen us as we face the chal
lenges of the future. 

I go now to the chair to put this 
question to the House, and I do so with 
a prayer that it will be the right deci
sion for our people, and the right deci
sion for this great institution. 

The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 
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Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker having resumed the 
chair, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that committee, having had under con
sideration the bill (H.R. 3450) to imple
ment the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement, pursuant to House Resolu
tion 311, he reported the bill back to 
the House. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 
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The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ay-es ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SOLOMAN. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 234, noes 200, 
not voting 0, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 

[Roll No. 575] 
AYES--234 

Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 

Brown (CA) 
Bryant 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 

Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Cox 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Flake 
Foley 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Harger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Burton 

Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Buffington 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meehan 
Meek 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller(FL) 
Min eta 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Ortiz 

NOES--200 
Byrne 
Canady 
Carr 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Collins (GA) 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Coll1ns (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Danner 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Edwards (CA) 

Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensen brenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Spratt 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Upton 
Valentine 
Walker 
Whitten 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Engel 
Evans 
Everett 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 

Hughes 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Johnson (SD) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Maloney 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Martinez 
McCloskey 
McHale 
McHugh 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Murphy 

Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Payne (NJ) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Slattery 

0 2236 
So the bill was passed. 

Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Swett 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Torricell1 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young(AK) 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAffiMAN 
OF COMMITTEE ON HOUSE AD
MINISTRATION 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following communication from the 
chairman of the Committee on House 
Administration: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, November 16, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
U.S. Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to inform you, 
pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
House, that an employee of the Committee 
on House Administration has been served 
with a subpoena issued by the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel, I will make the determinations required 
by the Rule. 

With my very best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

CHARLIE ROSE, 
Chairman. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, November 16,1993. 

Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
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House I have been served with a subpoena is
sued by the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel of the House, I have determined that 
compliance with the subpoena is not incon
sistent with the privileges and precedents of 
the House. 

With great respect, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

DONNALD K. ANDERSON, Clerk, 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3425, DEPARTMENT OF ENVI
RONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 
Mr. BEILENSON, from the Commit-

tee on Rules, submitted a privileged re
port (Rept. No. 103-372) on the resolu
tion (H. Res. 312) providing for consid
eration of the bill (H.R. 3425) to redes
ignate the Environmental Protection 
Agency as the Department of Environ
mental Protection, and for other pur
poses, which has referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 796, FREEDOM OF ACCESS 
TO CLINIC ENTRANCES ACT OF . 
1993 
Mr. BEILENSON, from the Commit

tee on Rules, submitted a privileged re
port (Rept. No. 103-373) on the resolu
tion (H. Res. 313) providing for consid
eration of the bill (H.R. 796) to assure 
freedom of access to clinic entrances, 
which was referred to the House Cal
endar and ordered to be printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3351, ALLOWING GRANTS 
FOR DEVELOPING ALTERNATIVE 
METHODS OF PUNISHMENT FOR 
YOUNG OFFENDERS 
Mr. BEILENSON, from the Commit

tee on Rules, submitted a privileged re
port (Rept. No. 103-374) on the resolu
tion (H. Res. 314) providing for consid
eration of the bill (H.R. 3351) to amend 
the Ominibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 to allow grants for 
the purpose of developing alternative 
methods of punishment for young of
fenders to traditional forms of incar
ceration and probation, which was re
ferred to the House Calendar and or
dered to be printed. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Member (at the re
quest of Mr. BACHUS of Alabama) tore
vise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. TORKILDSEN, for 5 minutes, on 
November 18, 19, and 20. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. MFUME) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. HINCHEY, for 30 minutes, on No
vember 18. 

Mr. VENTO, for 60 minutes, on Novem
ber 20. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. BACHUS of Alabama) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
Mr. Cox. 
Mr. ALLARD. 
Mr. BLILEY in two instances. 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. 
Ms. MOLINARI. 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. MFUME) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. RANGEL. 
Mr. FAZIO. 
Mr. BACCHUS of Florida. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. HAMILTON, in two instances. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. SANDERS. · 
Mr. SHARP. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Mr. YATES. 
Mr. ToWNs, in seven instances. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
Mr. DURBIN. 
Mr. ENGEL. 
Mr. RAHALL. 
Mr. KLECZKA. 
Mr. COYNE. 
Mr. PICKLE. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. SAWYER. 
Mr. DIXON. 
Mr. NADLER. 
Mr. KILDEE. 
Mr. STUDDS. 

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT 
RESOLUTION 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab- the Senate of the following title: 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CLINGER (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL) for November 18 and the bal
ance of the session on account of a de
tached retina. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-

S.J. Res. 129. Joint resolution to authorize 
the placement of a memorial cairn in Arling
ton National Cemetery, Arlington, Virginia, 
to honor the 270 victims of the terrorist 
bombing of Pan Am Flight 103. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 10 o'clock and 44 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, November 18, 1993, 
at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

2164. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting his re
quest for emergency supplemental appropria
tions of $25 million in budget authority for 
the Department of Agriculture to be used for 
watershed protection systems damaged by 
flooding along the Mississippi River and its 
tributaries, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1107 (H. 
Doc. No. 103-170); to the Committee on Ap
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

2165. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-142, "South Africa Sanc
tions Temporary Repeal Act of 1993," pursu
ant to D.C. Code, section l-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

2166. A letter from the Director, Adminis
trative Office of the United States Courts, 
transmitting the financial operation of the 
Judicial Officers' Retirement Fund, pursuant 
to Public Law 100-659, section 8 (102 Stat. 
3920); to the Committee on Government Op
erations. 

2167. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget transmitting the fi
nancial management status report and gov
ernment-wide 5-year financial management 
plan, pursuant to Public Law 101-576, section 
301(a) (104 Stat. 2849); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

2168. A letter from the Clerk, U.S. House of 
Representatives, transmitting the quarterly 
report of receipts and expenditures of appro
priations and other funds for the period of 
July 1, 1993, through September 30, 1993, pur
suant to 2 U.S.C. 104a (H. Doc. No. 103-169); to 
the Committee on House Administration and 
ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means, H.R. 3225. A bill to support the 
transition to nonracial democracy in South 
Africa (Rept. 103-296, Pt. 4). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. STUDDS: Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. H.R. 58. A bill to author
ize the Secretary of Transportation to con
vey vessels in the National' Defense Reserve 
Fleet to certain nonprofit organizations; 
with an amendment (Rept. 103-370). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. STARK: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H.R. 51. A bill to provide for the 
admission of the State of New Columbia into 
the Union; with an amendment (Rept. 103-
371). Referred to the Committee on the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 312. Resolution providing 
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for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 3425) to 
redesignate the Environmental Protection 
Agency as the Department of Environmental 
Protection, and for other purposes (Rept. 
103-372). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 313. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 796) to 
assure freedom of access to clinic entrances 
(Rept. 103-373). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. GORDON: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 314. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3351) to amend 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 to allow grants for the purpose of 
developing alternative methods of punish
ment for young offenders to traditional 
forms of incarceration and probation (Rept. 
103-374). Referred to the House Calendar. 

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. GEJDENSON: Committee on House 
Administration. H.R. 3. A bill to amend the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to 
provide for a voluntary system of spending 
limits and benefits for congressional election 
campaigns, and for other purposes, with an 
amendment; referred to the Committee on 
Judiciary for a peri-:>d ending not later than 
November 19, 1993, for consideration of such 
provisions of the bill and amendment as fall 
within the jurisdiction of that committee 
pursuant to clause 1(1), rule X (Rept. 103-375, 
Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. COBLE: 
H.R. 3522. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1996, the duty on certain machinery; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for 
herself, Ms. BYRNE, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mrs. LLOYD, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs. MEY
ERS of Kansas, Ms. MOLINARI, Mrs. 
KENNELLY, Mr. MCCRERY, and Mrs. 
CLAYTON): 

H.R. 3523. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to allow homemakers to 
get a full IRA deduction; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself, Mr. WATT, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. WASHINGTON, 
Mr. MFUME, Ms. BROWN of Florida, 
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
THOMPSON, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, 
Mr. REYNOLDS, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. 
SCOTT, Mr. CLYBURN, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Illinois, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. 
TOWNS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr. PAYNE of 
New Jersey, Miss COLLINS of Michi
gan, Mr. OWENS, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. 
HASTINGS, Mrs. MEEK, Mr. STOKES, 
Mr. WYNN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. JEFFERSON, and Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut): 

H.R. 3524. A bill to amend the Federal De
posit Insurance Act to permit the continued 
insurance of deposits in minority- and 
women-owned banks by the Bank Deposit Fi-
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nancial Assistance Program; to the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. KLEIN (for himself, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. FAZIO, Mrs. SCHROEDER, 
Mr. KLINK, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jer
sey, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey, and Mr. NADLER): 

H.R. 3525. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to punish certain types of brib
ery in Federal elections; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. LOWEY (for herself, Mr. ABER
CROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. AN
DREWS of Maine, Mr. BACCHUS of Flor
ida, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Ms. BYRNE, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. CLAY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, Mr. DIXON, Mr. DORNAN, 
Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. FA
WELL, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. GoSS, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
HYDE, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. JOHNSTON of 
Florida, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. LANTOS, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. MANTON, Mr. MATSUI, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MILLER of Cali
fornia, Mrs. MINK, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. NADLER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey, Ms. PELOSI, 
Mr. PORTER, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. ROSE, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. TRAFI
CANT, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. WHEAT, and Mr. YATES): 

H.R. 3526. A bill to end the use of steel jaw 
. leghold traps on animals in the United 

States; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
SYNAR): 

H .R. 3527. A bill to make unlawful the 
transfer or possession of assault weapons; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. McKINNEY (for herself, Mr. 
BLACKWELL, Ms. WATERS, Mr. TuCK
ER, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
RUSH, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Miss 
COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey, Mrs. MEEK, Mr. 
HASTINGS, Mr. WATT, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. DELLUMS, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. OWENS, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, 
Mr. HILLIARD, and Mr. CLYBURN): 

H. Con. Res. 182. Concurrent resolution 
concerning United States interdiction of 
Haitian vessels and individuals; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

Mr. ELUTE introduced a bill (H.R. 3528) for 
the relief of Rauof A. Khalil; which was re
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 173: Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
H.R. 345: Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 392: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 401: Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 408: Mr. GIBBONS. 
H.R. 455: Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 515: Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs. ROUKEMA, 

Mr. MAZZOLI, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. LEHMAN. 
H.R. 563: Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R. 657: Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 746: Mr. CARR, Mr. PETERSON of Flor

ida, Mr. GoRDON, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. MOAK
LEY, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, 
Mr. VALENTINE, and Mr. ANDREWS of New 
Jersey. 

H.R. 773: Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 
H.R. 786: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 840: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. 
H.R. 1026: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 1031: Mr. PARKER, Mr. HUGHES, and 

Mr. MARTINEZ. 
H.R. 1055: Mr. CRAMER and Mr. MONTGOM-

ERY. 
H.R. 1123: Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 1126: Ms. DUNN and Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 1127: Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 1128: Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 1129: Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 1130: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 1209: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 1237: Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 

ACKERMAN, and Mr. REED. 
H.R. 1296: Mr. MYERS of Indiana and Mr. DE 

LUGO. 
H.R. 1300: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 1319: Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 1349: Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. MILLER of 

Florida, Mr. KLUG, Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. 
HOEKSTRA. 

H.R. 1428: Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 1523: Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 1524: Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 1525: Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 1552: Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 1563: Mr. MACHTLEY. 
H.R. 1583: Mr. MENENDEZ. 
H.R. 1600: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. 

ROEMER, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
H.R. 1620: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R.1765: Ms. LAMBERT. 
H.R. 1767: Ms. LAMBERT. 
H.R.1768: Ms. LAMBERT. 
H.R. 1909: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 2031: Mr. ROSE. 
H.R. 2038: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 2039: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H .R. 2132: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 2253: Mr. MCCRERY. 
H.R. 2350: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
H.R. 2417: Mr. SWETT and Mrs. BENTLEY. 
H.R. 2433: Mr. DELAY. 
H.R. 2434: Mrs. VUCANOVICH and Mr. HOB

SON. 
H.R. 2641: Mr. ROSE. 
H.R. 2745: Mr. MCDADE, Mr. COYNE, Mr. 

MURPHY, and Mr. GEKAS. 
H.R. 2786: Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. HALL of Ohio, 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. STENHOLM, and Mr. 
SAXTON. 

H.R. 2813: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 2834: Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 2856: Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 

UPTON, Mr. WELDON, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. 
WATT, and Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 2872: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. PORTMAN, and 
Ms. DUNN. 

H.R. 2898: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 2925: Ms. LAMBERT. 
H.R. 2929: Mr. MINGE, Mr. PARKER, and Mr. 

SKEEN. 
0 

H.R. 3005: Ms. DUNN. 
H.R. 3075: Mr. CLAY, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. 

DEUTSCH, Mr. FISH, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. 
SABO, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. TORRES, and Mr. 
VENTO. 

H.R. 3076: Mr. ENGEL. 
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H.R. 3088: Mr. ALLARD and Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 3098: Mr. BATEMAN and Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 3109: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. 
H.R. 3121: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 3136: Mr. SCHUMER and Mr. WATT. 
H.R. 3158: Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 3222: Mr. REGULA. 
H.R. 3236: Mr. FAWELL, Mr. BARRETT of 

Wisconsin, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. MINGE, and Mr. 
SANDERS. 

H.R. 3301: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 3328: Mr. ANDREWS of Texas, Mr. COM

BEST, Mr. GILMAN, and Ms. LAMBERT. 
H.R. 3365: Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, Mr. 

COLEMAN, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. MCHALE. 
H.R. 3372: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, 

Mr. KASICH, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DIXON, Ms. BYRNE, 
Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
Mr. RUSH, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Mr. THORNTON, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. STUMP, Mr. NEAL of Massachu
setts, and Mr. WILSON. 

H.R. 3386: Mr. POSHARD, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. KASICH, Mr. EVERETT, 
and Mr. BEREUTER. 

H.R. 3421: Ms. DUNN. 
H.R. 3424: Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. 

CASTLE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. WALSH, Ms. LAMBERT, Mr. FROST, 
and Mr. SWETT. 

H.J. Res. 28: Ms. SHEPHERD. 
H.J. Res. 90: Mr. HUTTO, Mr. MINETA, and 

Mr. RAVENEL. 
H.J. Res. 117: Mr. BILBRAY. 

H.J. Res. 139: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. VISCLOSKY, 
Mr. WOLF, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. OLVER, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FOGLI
ETTA, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. CON
YERS, Mr. TORKILDSEN, and Mr. CASTLE. 

H.J. Res. 145: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
UPTON,Mr.OXLEY,Mr.HANCOCK,Mr.BARTON 
of Texas, Mr. HERGER of California, and Mr. 
WELDON. 

H.J. Res.158: Mr. HUNTER. 
H.J. Res. 159: Mr. SMITH of Oregon, and Ms. 

EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.J. Res. 165: Mr. WOLF, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 

REED, Mr. BACHUS of Alabama, and Mr. SAW
YER. 

H.J. Res. 175: Mr. ANDREws of New Jersey, 
Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, Mr. BURTON of Indi
ana, Mr. GENE · GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
LAUGHLIN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. OBEY, Mr. 
PAXON, and Mr. SOLOMON. 

H.J. Res. 216: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.J. Res. 224: Mr. CLAY. 
H.J. Res. 241: Mr. FINGERHUT. 
H.J. Res. 247: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. 

FILNER, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 
H.J. Res. 257: Mr. OXLEY, Mr. VALENTINE, 

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEVY, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
MCCRERY, Mr. HEFLEY, and Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H.J. Res. 272: Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. DARDEN, 
Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. DICKS, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 

MYERS of Indiana, Mr. CARR, Ms. LOWEY, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. YATES, Mr. THORNTON, Mr. MOL
LOHAN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. KLINK, Mr. BROWDER, 
Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. 
BROOKS, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. SHARP, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. HAYES, Mr. OBER
STAR, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. TORRJ;CELLI, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mr. STENHOLM, and Mr. GENE GREEN 
of Texas. 

H.J. Res. 282: Mr. EWING, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 
LEVY, and Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. 

H. Con. Res. 107: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska 
and Mr. FLAKE. 

H. Con. Res. 110: Mr. BOEHLERT and Mr. 
SCHIFF. 

H. Con. Res. 124: Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. JOHN
SON of South Dakota, and Mr. WILLIAMS. 

H. Con. Res. 127: Mr. MCDADE, Mr. CoYNE, 
Mr. MURPHY, and Mr. GEKAS. 

H. Con. Res. 138: Ms. MARGOLIES-
MEZVINSKY, Mr. MANTON, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 
COOPER, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. LEVY, Mr. 
ENGEL, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. LOWEY, Mr. COP
PERSMITH, and Mr. NADLER. 

H. Con. Res. 141: Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. KASICH, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. CALVERT, and Mr. TALENT. 

H. Res. 117: Mr. JACOBS. 
H. Res. 234: Mr. TALENT, Ms. SHEPHERD, Mr. 

LANCASTER, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. 
FORD of Michigan, and Mr. HOBSON. 
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