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NOTES

INTRODUCTION

1. PJM 10:265-66.

2. Martis (1988) points out that sectionalism has been a feature of congressional
voting from the very beginning of the country.

3. For surveys of work by economists on the political economy of trade policy, see
Rodrik 1995; Gwande and Krishna 2003; and McClaren 2016. The widely cited Gross-
man and Helpman (1994) model of “protection for sale” focuses on the determinants of
tariff rates across industries, whereas this book focuses more on the average tariff rate,
something captured by an exogenous parameter in their model: the weight that politi-
cians put on social welfare.

4. Works on trade policy by political scientists include O’Halloran 1994; Hiscox
2002; Destler 2005; and others. For works by historians on trade policy, see Stanwood
1903; Ratner 1972; Dobson 1976; and Eckes 1995.

5. The Export-Import Bank was created in the 1930s to provide credit guarantees for
exporters, but overall its financial support for exports has been small. For a history of
the Export-Import Bank, see Becker and McClenahan 2003. Export subsidies were also
used in the 1980s to deal with surplus agricultural production.

6. There are many other aspects of trade policy that we will not be able to consider,
such as trade sanctions against particular countries and embargos on the export of
particular products for national security purposes.

7. Import quotas can also be used to limit the quantity of particular foreign goods
allowed to enter the market, but the United States did not start using them until the
19308, and then mainly for agricultural goods.

8. Irwin 1998a.

9. These measures, calculated by dividing customs revenue by the value of total
and dutiable imports, have several shortcomings, as discussed in Anderson and Neary
2005. They construct a trade-restrictiveness index that addresses many of the usual
problems. Despite these shortcomings, the average tariff is still a useful measure. Irwin
(2010) calculates a trade-restrictiveness index for US tariffs from 1867 to 1961 and shows
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that it is highly correlated with the standard average tariff measures. Furthermore, the
United States has not used many non-tariff barriers, such as import licenses, foreign
exchange restrictions, and discriminatory regulations, to restrict imports that would
make the average tariff measure misleading.

10. The distinction between revenue and protective duties is not always sharp. Rev-
enue duties do not discriminate in favor of domestic producers; they tend to be levied
on products that are not produced at home or that are subject to domestic taxes equal to
the import tariff. Protective duties discriminate in favor of domestic producers; Johnson
(1960) defines protection as “any policy that raises the price received by domestic pro-
ducers of an importable commodity above the world market price.”

11. See Corden 1974 for an introduction to the theory of commercial policy.

12. The Foraker quote is from Morgan 1965, 227, and the Reed quote is from Morgan
1969, 167.

13. By increasing the domestic price of imported goods, a tariff reduces the demand
for imports and shifts demand toward domestically produced substitutes, leading
domestic producers to increase their output. This is a description of the partial equi-
librium “imperfect substitutes” trade framework developed by Baldwin (1976). See also
Rousslang and Suomela 1988.

14. See Kim 1995 and Holmes and Stevens 2004. As Holmes and Stevens (2004,

p. 2008) note, “For industries producing nontradable goods or services like retail, there
is little [geographic| specialization, while for tradable goods like manufactures, mining
output, and agricultural products, there is a substantial amount of specialization across
regions.”

15. After the 19508, Holmes and Stevens (2004, p. 2000) report that “US manufac-
turing moved out of this northern region and into other parts of the country” and that
“certain areas of the South have become quite specialized in manufacturing, in effect
fashioning a new manufacturing belt.”

16. See Lerner 1936. However, an across-the-board tariff on imports does not reduce
all exported goods to the same degree.

17. See Bensel 1984 on sectionalism and American political development.

18. See Baldwin 1984a for this industry-based approach, as well as Grossman and
Helpman 1994, both of which are implicitly based on the specific-factors model of Jones
(1971) and Samuelson (1971).

19. The famous Stolper-Samuelson theorem focuses on the economic interests of
the underlying factors of production that produce output rather than industries them-
selves. See Rogowski 1989 and Hiscox 2002 on this theme. See Deardorff and Stern 1994
for an overview of the Stolper-Samuelson theorem.

20. If trade-policy decisions were made via public referendum, Mayer (1984) shows
how the preferences of the median voter would influence the outcome.

21. “The members of the Senate and House are the advocates and representatives
of different local interests all of which naturally seek to influence the transactions of
the government on their own behalf,” noted Senator Thomas Bayard (D-DE) (quoted in
Rothman 1966, 81).

22. This point relates to Mancur Olson’s (1965) theory of collective action.

23. For example, if representatives from Pennsylvania want to impose higher
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tariffs on steel, and representatives from South Carolina want to enact higher tariffs
on apparel, the legislators from each state could agree to support each other’s proposal.
The benefits to Pennsylvania of higher steel tariffs would far exceed any loss it would
incur from higher apparel tariffs, and a similar calculation holds for South Carolina.
See Grossman and Helpman 2005 for a theoretical analysis of the protectionist bias in
majoritarian politics.

24. See Fernandez and Rodrik 1991 on the certain losers and the uncertain winners,
and Tullock 1975 on the transitional gains trap. The imposition of a tariff may generate
short-run or transitional gains for the protected industry, but not permanent gains,
because the initial benefits eventually get capitalized into asset values or eroded due to
expanded production and the entry of new producers. At this point there is no appar-
ent benefit of the tariff for incumbent firms, but its removal would force them to incur
large capital losses—hence their strong opposition to any change.

25. Destler 1986, 3.

26. CQA 1988, 223.

27. Quoted in Binkley 1962, 222. There were some exceptions: President Woodrow
Wilson was a strong party leader who actively helped shape the 1913 tariff.

28. On this switch, see Keech and Pak 1995.

29. McGillivray (1997), Brady, Goldstein, and Kessler (2002), and Weller (2009) show
that political parties have an impact on trade-policy outcomes beyond constituent
economic interests.

30. Of the 77 Congresses from 1867 to 2019, there have been 21 unified Democratic
governments, 22 unified Republican governments, and 34 divided governments. Since
the enactment of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of 1934, divided government
has been less of a problem for trade policy, since Congress no longer considered tariff
legislation; see Karol 2000 and Sherman 2002.

31. Goldstein (1993) makes the case for the role of ideas in shaping US trade policy.

32. Remini 1997, 223.

CHAPTER I

1. Pereira and Flores de Frutos 1998.

2. See Lindert and Williamson 2016, as well as Gallman 2000 and McCusker 2000.

3. As Shammas (1982, 268) points out, “How can communities that spent a quarter
of per capita income on goods imported from outside the colony be described as practic-
ing local self-sufficiency?”

4. Shepherd and Walton 1972.

5. Ibid.

6. Shammas 1982.

7. The nominal GDP of colonial America in 1774 is estimated to have been between
$142 million (McCusker 2000, table 2) and $164 million (Lindert and Williamson 2013,
table 4). The nominal value of exports from England and Scotland to the thirteen colo-
nies was £2.953 million in 1774, or $13.1 million after translating into dollars at the par
exchange rate of $4.44 per pound (McCusker 1971).

8. Harper 1939, 35.
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9. The estimates by Thomas (1965) spawned a large literature that probed the meth-
ods and figures used. See Walton 1971 and Sawers 1992 for references.

10. Ransom 1968.

11. PT] 1:123.

12. Egnal and Ernst 1972, 30.

13. As Baack (2004) points out, land was another source of contention: the Procla-
mation of 1763 prevented the colonists from settling in or trading west of the Allegheny
Mountains.

14. Mitchell 1988, 579.

15. See Thomas 1987 and Calloway 2006.

16. Breen 2004.

17. Thomas 1975, 151.

18. US Bureau of the Census 1975, Z-227-28.

19. Olson 1992.

20. Witkowski 1989.

21. Thomas 1987, 169—70.

22. Mitchell 1988, 494.

23. See Ragsdale 1996 and Holton 1999. Southern colonies accounted for 84 percent
of the nearly £3 million in debt owed to British merchants in 1776 (Sheridan 1960, 167).

24. Thomas 1987, 246-54.

25. Labaree 1964.

26. From the Journal of the Continental Congress, available online at http://
www.loc.gov/teachers/classroommaterials/presentationsandactivities/presentations/
timeline/amrev/rebelln/rights.html (accessed July 11, 2016).

27. PJA 3:190.

28. Ibid., 4:57.

29. See Lint 1978 and Clarfield 1979.

30. Cheney 2006.

31. Article 2 of the treaty stated that the two countries “engage mutually not to
grant any particular favour to other nations, in respect of commerce and navigation,
which shall not immediately become common to the other Party, who shall enjoy the
same favour, freely, if the concession was freely made, or on allowing the same com-
pensation, if the concession was conditional.” See Malloy 1910, 1:468. Setser (1933) finds
that the conditional MFN clause was due to the French negotiators.

32. Buel 1998, 178.

33. See Ritcheson 1969; Olson 1992; Crowley 1993.

34. Bjork 1964; see also Shepherd and Walton 1976.

35. Nettles 1962, 49.

36. McCusker 2001.

37. Massachusetts produced about 125 ships a year before the revolution, but just
4 ships in 1784. Nettles 1962, 52; Marks 1973, 64.

38. Nettles 1962, 49, 51.

39. PJM 8:314-16.

40. WJA 8:383.

41.1Ibid., 313.
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Ibid., 101

1bid., 299.

PJA 17:390.

PAH 3:75-76.

Baack 200r1; see also Ferguson 1961.

PJM 6:144—45.

Ibid., 9:294-95.

In a series of articles, Zornow (1954-56) investigated the tariff laws of seven

states during the 1780s. For Rhode Island, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, and Maryland,

see Shepherd (1993).

50.
SI.
52.
53.

54.
. Davis 1977, 91-92.

S
56.

57.
58.

59.

“w

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

See McGillivray 2001 and Giesecke 1910.
Marks 1973, 82.

Ibid., 83, 68.

PT] 9:399-400.

PJM 8:333.

PTJ 8:215, 296.
Davis 1977, 92-93.
PIM 8: 407.

Davis 1977, 85.
PIM 8:344.

Ibid., 334-35.
Marks 1973, 68.
PJM 8:502.

1bid., 9:96.

LJM 4:251.

PJM 10:29.

On voting patterns at the convention, see McGuire 2003, Heckelman and

Dougherty 2007, and Pope and Treier 2015.

68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73

74.
75

76.

77

78.
79-

Farrand 1911, 3:126, 327.

Ibid., 2:441.

See Finkelman 1987; Goldstone 2005; and Baack, McGuire, and Van Cott 2009.
Farrand 1911, 2:374.

PJM 8:340.

Farrand 1911, 2:360, 306.

Ibid.

1bid., 371.

1bid., 374-75.

1bid., 450, 453.

Ibid., 449-450.
Ibid., 449. Maryland’s Luther Martin, who opposed the constitution, also con-

firmed this vote trade, stating that “the eastern States, notwithstanding their aversion

to slavery, were very willing to indulge the southern States, at least with a temporary

liberty
gratify

to prosecute the slave trade, provided the southern States would in their turn
them, by laying no restriction on navigation acts; and after a very little time the
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committee, by a very great majority, agreed on a report by which the general govern-
ment was to be prohibited from preventing the importation of slaves for a limited time,
and the restrictive clause relative to navigation acts was to be omitted.” Ibid., 3:210.

80. McClendon 1931.

81. PAH 4:340.

CHAPTER 2

1. As McCoy (1980, 86-87) explains, “Many republicans eagerly embraced an eigh-
teenth century ideology of free trade, whose leading spokesmen included Montesquieu,
Hume, Adam Smith, and the French physiocrats. According to these writers, foreign as
well as domestic commerce should be freed from all restraints so that it might flourish
and, in the process, humanize men by refining their manners and morals. . . . Given
their hostility to Britain and the mercantilist model, it is not surprising that many
Americans in the early years of independence embraced this outlook and tied it directly
to the spirit of their revolution.”

2. PBF 35:83.

3. PTJ 8:332; Jefferson 1955 [1785], 176.

4. PBF 39:344.

5. As Thomas Jefferson advised a correspondent in 1790, “In political economy, I
think Smith’s Wealth of Nations is the best book extant” (PT] 16:449). Cowin (1999) and
Fleischhacker (2002) examine the influence of Adam Smith on the founding fathers.

6. PJM 12:71. Fisher Ames (1854, 1:49), one of the leading Federalists of the period,
noted, “One of his [Madison’s| first speeches in regard to protecting commerce, was
taken out of Smith’s ‘Wealth of Nations.” The principles of the book are excellent, but
the application of them to America requires caution. I am satisfied, and could state
some reasons to evince, that commerce and manufactures merit legislative interference
in this country much more than would be proper in England.”

7. PAH 3:76.

8. For more on Smith and trade policy, see Irwin 1996b.

9. PT] 27:527.

10. Ibid., 8:633.

11. PJM 8:333-334.

12. WTJ 3:269.

13. “Were I to indulge my own theory, I should wish them [Americans] to practice
neither commerce nor navigation, but to stand with respect to Europe precisely on the
footing of China. We should thus avoid wars, and all our citizens would be husband-
men.” Jefferson recognized that “this is theory only, and a theory which the servants of
America are not at liberty to follow” (PTJ 8:633).

14. PGW-CS 3:299-300.

15. PT] 8:633.

16. Bordewich 2016.

17. PJM 12:64-65.

18. AC, 4/9/1798, 114.
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PJM 12:69-70.

PJM 20:70-71.

1bid., 71-72.

Ibid., 72-73.

See Edling and Kaplanoff 2004. Peskin (2003, 91) notes that the federal tariff

rates were roughly double those of New York, but were generally lower than those im-

posed by Pennsylvania and Massachusetts.

24.
25.
26.

27.

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37-
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
. See Clarfield (1975).

4

“«

46.
47.

Balinky 1958, 57.

Brown 1993, 238-39.
Edling and Kaplanoff 2004.
Riley 1978.

PAH 7:232.

Irwin 2003.

Richardson 1903, 1:65.

On the Report, see Cooke 1975; Nelson 1979; and Irwin 2004.
PAH 10:262-63.

Thid., 266.

1bid., 3:75.

Ibid., 10:266.

Ibid., 10:68.

Ibid., 299.

Ibid., 301.

PIM 14:195.

PAH 10:302-04.

PTJ] 23:172-73.

Ibid., 24:187.

Ibid., 214, 353.

See Elkins and McKitrick 1993, 277.

PAH 11:139.
AC, 1/27/1792, 349—51. This portion of the debate is clearly misplaced as it refers

to events that occurred after January; it almost surely took place in late April.

48.
49.

Stanwood 1903, 1:102; [rwin 2004.
Elkins and McKitrick (1993, 261) argue that it would be “misleading to connect

Hamilton too closely with the protective-tariff theorists of the early nineteenth cen-

tury, much as they may have looked to him for inspiration. His ends were more com-

plex than theirs, and went well beyond simple protection. (Indeed, a nineteenth-century
Hamilton would in all likelihood have been a free trader: he did not think it well that

any interest should become too settled and comfortable.)”

50.
SI.
52.
53.

PAH 3:78-79.

Ibid., 4:477.

Ibid., 10:301.

See also Shankman (2003). This is not to say that protectionist pressures were

strong, because the number of manufacturers was very small, and many of them had
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divided interests. For example, Peskin (2003, 109) points out that iron producers and
iron users (nail and horseshoe producers) were deeply divided: the former wanted high
duties, and the latter wanted low duties on imported iron.

54. PAH 11, 141.

55. AC, 5/4/1789, 238.

56. WT] 8:405. See Peterson (1965) on Jefferson’s trade-policy views and McCoy
(1974) and McCoy (1980) for an overview of the economic views of the Republicans.

57. AC, 5/4/1789, 256.

58. PGW PS 3:323-24.

59. PAH 5:488-89.

60. Ibid., 7:426.

61. Ibid., 424.

62. PT] 20:236, 353—54.

63. Goldin and Lewis (1980) conclude that the favorable improvement in terms
of trade translated into an increase in the growth rate of per capita income of about a
quarter of a percentage point, from about 1.07 percent to 1.32 percent a year. By their
calculations, American national income would have been about 3 percent lower had
there been no American trade boom as a result of the European conflict.

64. Even though some ships and cargoes were confiscated, there were relatively few
direct losses from the European war. As Nettles (1962, 324) points out, “The political
and diplomatic quarrels of the time may give the impression that losses to American
shippers all but ruined their business and drove their vessels from the sea. Actually,
they prospered as never before. Ships that completed voyages greatly outnumbered those
that fell prey to belligerents.”

65. AC, 5/6/1806, 557.

66. Adams 1980.

67. See PT] 27:567-78.

68. 1bid., 574.

69. Ibid., s60.

70. Ibid., 561-63

71. Ibid., 562.

72.1In 1792, Hamilton drafted a reply to Jefferson’s impending report, which began
by noting, “The commercial system of Great Britain makes no discriminations to the
prejudice of the UStates as compared with other foreign powers” and “There is there-
fore no ground for a complaint on the part of the UStates that the system of G Britain is
particularly injurious or unfriendly to them” (PAH 13:412).

73.Ibid., 16:271-72.

74. AC, 1/13/1794, 196, 203, 202. According to Jefferson, “I am at no loss to ascribe
Smith’s speech to its true father. Every tittle of it is Hamilton’s except the introduc-
tion. There is scarcely anything there which I have not heard from him in our various
private tho’ official discussions. The very turn of arguments is the same . . . the style is
Hamilton’s. The sophistry is too fine, too ingenious even to have been comprehended
by Smith, much less devised by him” (PT] 28:49).

75. PAH 16:275.

76. Mitchell 1988, 494.
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PAH 16:274-76.

PTJ 27:560.

See Bemis 1923; Combs 1970; and Estes 2006.
WGW 35:233, 235.

Nettles 1962, 325.
Richardson 1903, 1:322.
Lambert 2005.

Davis and Engerman 2006.
Hickey 1987.

WTJ 5:64.

Latimer 2007, 20.

PJM SSS 16:322. On Jefferson’s commercial policy, see Peterson 1965; Spivak

1979; and Ben-Atar 1993.

89.
90.

WTJ 5:265.
Richardson 1903, 1:433.

707

91. On the embargo, see Jennings 1921; Sears 1927; Spivak 1979; Frankel 1982; and

Irwin 2

oosb.

92. British figures for the calendar year show the “official value” of British exports

to the United States fell from £7.9 million in 1807 to £4.0 million in 1808, a decline of

49 percent, while the official value of British imports from the United States fell from

£2.8 million in 1807 to £0.8 million in 1808, a decline of 71 percent (Mitchell 1988, 499).

93.
94.
95.
96.
97-
98.
99.

Irwin 2005b.
Bailey 1980, 126.
Wolford 1942.
Fry 2002, 34.
Sears 1921.
Irwin 20114a.
WTJ 5:271.

100. Gallatin 1879, 1:389.

I0I.

Mannix 1979.

102. WT] 9:202.

103. Ibid., 237.

104. Ibid., 239, 245; WT] 12:56.

105.

Frankel 1982.

106. ASP FR 1:256.

107. WT] 9:237.

108. See Mannix 1979 and Stuart 1982.
109. Stagg 1983, 24; Spivak 1979, 153.
110. AC, 11/28/1808, 538, 541.

III.

WTJ 9:244.

112. AC, 1/31/1809, 1249.

113.

Ketcham 1971, 465.

114. PT] RS 2:537.

115.

116.

Ibid., 533-34.

In 1825, Jefferson recalled that John Quincy Adams had told him about talk
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in New England about secession because of the embargo: “However reluctant I was

to abandon the measure (a measure which persevered in a little longer, we had subse-
quent and satisfactory assurance would have effected its object completely), from that
moment, and influenced by that information, I saw the necessity of abandoning it, and
instead of effecting our purpose by this peaceable weapon, we must fight it out, or break
the Union. I then recommended to yield to the necessity of a repeal of the Embargo,

and to endeavor to supply its place by the best substitute, in which they could procure a
general concurrence” (WTJ 7:424-26).

117. “In the course of those consultations, I learned the whole policy of Mr. Jeffer-
son; and was surprised as well as grieved to find, that in the face of the clearest proofs of
the failure of his plan, he continued to hope against facts. . . . The very eagerness with
which the repeal was supported by a majority of the Republican party ought to have
taught Mr. Jefferson that it was already considered by them as a miserable and mischie-
vous failure” (Story 1851, 1:185).

118. PT] RS 2:506; WTJ 9:521; 10:354. “Despite overwhelming evidence to the
contrary,” Ben-Atar (1993, 171) argues, Jefferson “continued until the end of his public
life, to hold on to an inflated assessment of the strength of the United States and its
commerce.”

119. PAH 16:275.

120. PJM PS 2:322.

121. Latimer 2007.

122. Hickey 1981, 521.

123. Buel 2005.

124. Risjord 19671, 205.

125. Gilji 2013.

126. AC, 12/31/1811, 599—600.

127. AC, 12/9/1811, 424.

128. AC, 12/31/1811, 6OI.

129. PHC 1:842.

130. Latimer 2007, 31.

131. Perkins 1961, 326.

132. Ibid., 339.

133. As Perkins (1961, 339—40) writes, “The [British] depression of 1810, totally
unconnected with events in America, secured for the United States what Jefferson’s
Embargo had been unable to obtain.”

134. Hickey 19871, 523.

135. Dudley 2003.

136. Lebergott 1984, 124.

137. “From Thomas Jefferson to Marie-Joseph-Paul-Yves-Roch-Gilbert du Motier,
marquis de Lafayette, 24 February 1809,” Founders Online, National Archives (http://
founders.archives.gov/documents/Jefferson/99-o01-02-9871 [last update: 2015-12-30]).

138. Richardson 1903, 1:476.

139. ASP-F 2:430-31.

140. PJM PS 3:52.

141. Irwin and Davis 2003.
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142. PT] RS 5:563.
143. WTJ 4:521-23.

CHAPTER 3

1. North 1966, 242; Davis 2004.

2. Hansard’s Parliamentary Debates 33, 1099.

3. Brougham viewed this trade as a mistake rather than a deliberate attempt to
sabotage American producers, but it is easy to understand why Brougham’s comments
seemed to confirm a predatory intent on the part of British manufacturers. See Viner
1923, 42.

4. Richardson 1903, 1:553.

5. Ibid., 1:567.

6. ASP-F, 3:90.

7. Ibid.

8. PHC 2:179.

9. AC, 1/16/1816, 687.

10. AC, 4/4/1816, 1330.

11. On the South’s support for the bill, see Preyer 1959.

12. In 1832, Madison wrote that he still believed in free trade “as a theoretic rule,
and subject to exceptions only not inconsistent with the principle of it,” but that “theo-
ries are the offspring of the closet; exceptions to them, the lessons of experience.” LM
4:259.

13. US Bureau of the Census 1975, series K-554.

14. ASP-F, 2:426, 430. See also Ware 1926.

15. Jeremy 1981, 101. According to Zevin (1971, 141), “The principal motive for
introducing the power loom was a desire to regain competitive viability by cutting
costs. The stimulus which brought this desire to the fore was the traumatic pressure
which material and product price movements put on the manufacturers’ gross margins.
The result of adopting the power loom was to lower direct operating costs by a very
substantial margin.”

16. Jeremy 1981, 101.

17. Ware 1931, 75.

18. Rosenbloom (2004) argues that it is premature to dismiss an important role for
the tariff if there were external economies of scale at work in the industry.

19. Taussig (1931, 68) notes that “no strong popular movement for protection can be
traced before the crisis of 1818-19.” On the panic, see Rothbard 1962 and Dupre 2006.

20. As Peart (2013, 97) notes, “Carey played a pivotal role in this expansion, offering
advice and encouragement to allies all over the Union through an extraordinary volume
of personal correspondence.”

21. In 1802, a special committee of the Pennsylvania Senate concluded that the
underlying economic problem was “to be found chiefly in the abuses of the bank-
ing system” and their “universally bad administration. . . . The want of protection to
domestic manufacturers, although it may apply in a great degree to the operations of
manufacturing towns, yet it is not valid as relates to the great mass of people of the
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commonwealth, who can perceive in the banking institutions the immediate cause of
their embarrassments” (see Eiselen 1932, 45).

22. As Rothbard (1962, 172) observed, “While the protectionists devoted a great deal
of attention to the depression, the ‘free traders’ in opposition devoted little space to the
depression, since they could not counter with a simple remedy of their own. Free trad-
ers generally concentrated on general political economic questions, such as the benefits
of international trade and the division of labor, the danger of monopoly, the injustice of
special privilege, and the morals of factory life.”

23. Richardson 1903, 2:45.

24. Ibid., 61.

25. On tariff politics surrounding the Baldwin bill, see Peart 2013.

26. AC, 4/26/1820, 2116, 213T.

27. Kennon and Rogers 1989, 86.

28. AC, 4/26/1820, 2036.

29. Vipperman 1989, 204.

30. Setser 1937.

31. Richardson 1903, 2:192.

32. PHC 3:685, 687.

33. Ibid., 692.

34. Ibid., 688.

35. Ibid., 694.

36. Ibid., 726.

37. Ibid., 701.

38. Ibid., 704.

39. Ibid., 723-24.

40. AC, 4/2/1824, 2028.

41. AC, 4/6/1824, 2206.

42. AC, 4/1/1824, 2010.

43. AC, 4/30/1824, 649, 623.

44. AC, 4/15/1824, 3359.

45. AC, 4/30/1824, 649.

46. As Jefferson noted to a correspondent, “Congress has done nothing remarkable
except the passing of a tariff bill by squeezing majorities, very revolting to a great por-
tion of the people of the States, among whom it is believed it would not have received a
vote but of the manufacturers themselves” (WT] 10:304).

47. Paskoff 1983, 76. See also Pincus 1977, 58—61.

48. Another attendee was Friedrich List, a German newspaper editor from Reading,
Pennsylvania, who later achieved fame for writing The National System of Political
Economy in 1841, a book that defended protectionist policies and was widely seen as the
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chemicals, a holdover from the Kennedy Round. Specific agreements were also reached
regarding trade in bovine meat, dairy products, and civil aircraft.

109. Hufbauer 1983, 332.

110. Minchin 2013, 8o.

111. PPP 1978, 2:2008.

112. As Destler (1980, 202) notes, five of the eleven votes against the legislation
came from Wisconsin, whose representatives opposed concessions to cheese imports
that might harm the dairy industry.

113. The success of the bill in Congress was “an enormous tribute to the colossal
skills of Bob Strauss,” Rep. Bill Frenzel (R-MN) observed. “Without Bob we’d have had
all kinds of difficulties putting this thing together.” See Winham 198o0.

114. Millstein 1983, 123.

115. From 1970 to 1976, Krueger (1980) found that, in ten of nineteen industries
in which employment declined, import-related losses exceeded those attributable to
changes in domestic demand or productivity in only one case, leather products. Over
the period from 1967 to 1979, Grossman (1987) found that only one industry of the nine
examined experienced a large reduction in employment as a result of imports (radio and
television production).

116. US General Accounting Office 1987.

117. The industries that were denied relief included asparagus, ferrocyanide blue
pigments, honey, mushrooms, cast-iron stoves, bolts, nuts and screws, high carbon fer-
rochromium, stainless steel flatware, copper, bicycle tires or tubes, fishing tackle, and
leather apparel. When presidents declined to give escape-clause relief, Congress some-
times intervened on behalf of the domestic industry. For example, in 1976, in a Section
201 case involving non-rubber footwear, President Ford granted adjustment assistance,
but not the import relief proposed by the ITC. Congress urged reconsideration of the
case, so the footwear industry filed another petition. In 1977, the ITC again determined
that the industry was seriously injured and recommended a stringent, five-year tariff-
rate quota. This time, President Carter opted to negotiate orderly marketing arrange-
ments (OMAs) with Taiwan and South Korea.

118. In 1977, the mix of South Korea’s shoe exports to the United States was 70 per-
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cent non-rubber and 30 percent rubber. In 1978 those proportions were exactly reversed
(Mutti and Bale 1981).

119. Canto and Laffer 1983.

120. Aggarwal 1985.

121. Indeed, European countries fought over such subsidies themselves, because
the state-owned industries in France, Belgium, the United Kingdom, and Italy received
government assistance to cover their operating losses, to the detriment of private firms
in Germany and the Netherlands.

122. The TPMs covered seventy different product categories and covered 85 percent
of steel imports in 1979. See Eichengreen and van der Ven 1984.

CHAPTER I2

1. For overviews of trade-policy developments during the decade, see Destler 1991,
Richardson 1994, Destler 1995, and Krueger 1996.

2. The US economy experienced two recessions during this period, one from
January to July 1980 and another from July 1981 to November 1982, according to the
National Bureau of Economic Research. The economy was generally weak throughout
this period, although the second recession was much more severe than the first.

3. Eichengreen 1996.

4. Fukoa 1990.

5. Statistical Abstract of the United States 1988, 768.

6. Lawrence 1984, 44.

7. As Kletzer (2002, 129) puts it, “While we can be certain that exports are produced
by US workers, we cannot be certain that an industry import directly substitutes for a
domestic good.”

8. Handbook of US Labor Statistics 2001, table 2.1.

9. See Addison, Fox, and Ruhm (1995). Kletzer (1998, 455) also concludes that
“increasing foreign competition across industries accounts for a small share of job
displacement” across industries because there are “high rates of job loss for industries
with little trade.” Davis, Haltiwanger, and Schuh (1995, 48-49) concluded that there is
“mo systematic relationship between the magnitude of gross job flows and exposure to
international trade. . . . On balance, the evidence is highly unfavorable to the view that
international trade exposure systematically reduces job security.”

10. Revenga (1992) found that a 10 percent decline in industry import prices was as-
sociated with a 2.5-4.0 percent reduction in industry employment but only a o.5-1.0 per-
cent fall in industry wages. This implies that when import prices fell 19 percent be-
tween 1980 and 1985, wages fell by about 2 percent in import-sensitive industries, while
employment fell 5-8 percent. Freeman and Katz (1991) similarly found that a 10 percent
increase in imports reduced industry employment by 5-6 percent and industry wages by
0-0.6 percent.

11. Jacobson (1978) found that the earnings of workers displaced from their jobs in
the automobile and steel industries in the early 1970s fell by more than 40 percent in
the first two years after displacement, and in the subsequent four years were still about
10 to 15 percent below the earnings of those who remained employed in the industry.
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12. See Jacobson (1978) and Bednarzik (1993). Workers displaced from non-unionized
industries with relatively low wages (for example, women'’s clothing, television receiv-
ers, toys, cotton weaving) experienced less of an initial earnings loss (about 10 percent),
and some actually earned more than they previously had; workers in cotton weaving
earned nearly 12 percent more in the four years after displacement. In most of these
cases, about half of these losses were due to the period of unemployment rather than
subsequently earning lower wages.

13. “Policymakers often ascribe the declining share of industrial employment to a
lack of manufacturing competitiveness brought on by inadequate productivity growth,”
noted Krugman and Lawrence (1994). “In fact, the shrinkage is largely the result of
higher productivity growth, at least as compared with the service sector.” Several in-
dustry studies reached similar conclusions. In the 1970s, Lawrence (1984, 54) found that
in six of nine industries where overall employment fell more than 10 percent, employ-
ment due to trade actually increased; only in footwear and apparel was the loss due to
trade greater than that due to changing domestic use. In the case of the steel industry,
Grossman (1986) found that the secular decline in employment was responsible for
five times more job losses than imports. Over the shorter period 1979-83, imports and
secular factors were equally important, but he noted that “the injury due to import
competition during this period is entirely the results of the more than 30 percent real
appreciation of the US dollar.”

14. See Revenga 1992. C. Fred Bergsten (1985, 138) was one of the leading contempo-
rary voices arguing that Reagan economic policy “has also been plagued by a funda-
mental contradiction between its trade policy and its monetary policy.”

15. Though President Jimmy Carter was from the South, he was not viewed as a
friend to the textile and apparel industry after vetoing a bill that would have exempted
it from tariff cuts in the Tokyo Round. In a September 1980 letter to Sen. Strom Thur-
mond (R-SC), Reagan noted that the textile and apparel industry provided 2.3 million
jobs and pledged that “the Multifiber Arrangement “needs to be strengthened by relat-
ing import growth from all sources to domestic market growth. I shall work to achieve
that goal” (Oversight of US Trade Policy: Joint Hearings, Before the Subcommittee
on International Trade, Committee on Finance, and Subcommaittee on International
Finance and Monetary Policy, Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,
97th Cong,, pt. 1, 19 (1981).

16. As Reagan stated in the 1983 State of the Union message, “As the leader of the
West and as a country that has become great and rich because of economic freedom,
America must be an unrelenting advocate of free trade. As some nations are tempted
to turn to protectionism, our strategy cannot be to follow them, but to lead the way
toward freer trade” (PPP 1983, 1:108).

17. Oversight of US Trade Policy: Joint Hearings, 19.

18. For example, in the mid-1970s, Reagan gave a talk at the Hoover Institution at
Stanford University in which he criticized foreign dumping of goods in the US market.
When an economist who replied that consumers benefited from the low prices of
dumped goods, Reagan countered that it also increased unemployment and led to plant
closures. When another economist suggested that the economy would eventually adjust
to this setback, Reagan got a puzzled look and said, “That may very well be. But in the
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meantime what will happen to the American worker? How will he and his family get
along?” See Hook 1987, 598-99.

19. For an inside account, see Niskanen 1988.

20. Hufbauer, Berliner, and Elliott 1986, 21.

21. This section draws on Krueger 1996, which provides industry case studies of
trade policy.

22. Destler 1980, 196-97.

23. As Reagan (1990, 253-54) wrote in his memoirs, “As I listened to the debate,

I wondered if there might be a way in which we could maintain the integrity of our
position in favor of free trade while at the same time doing something to help Detroit
and ease the plight of its thousands of laid-off assembly workers.” According to Reagan,
when he asked if anyone had suggestions about how to strike a balance between the two
positions, Vice President George H. W. Bush chipped in, “We're all for free enterprise,
but would any of us find fault if Japan announced without any request from us that
they were going to voluntarily reduce their export of autos to America?” Stockman
(1986, 157) blamed presidential adviser Edwin Meese for planting this idea, saying that
Meese was “quietly pounding square pegs into round holes, convincing himself and

the president that all we had to do to maintain our free trade position was to convince
the Japanese ‘voluntarily’ to restrict their own exports. Under the Meese formulation,
our hands would be clean; the Japanese would do the dirty work themselves.” See also
Dryden 1995, 267-75.

24. See McClenahan 1991. For a general analysis of VERs, see Jones 1994.

25. For differing assessments of the steel industry, see Crandall 1981 and Howell
et al. 1988. See also Moore 1996.

26. As Destler (1991, 262) notes, “US steelmakers jointly delivered to the Commerce
Department, on a single day, 494 boxes containing 3 million pages of documentation,
for 132 countervailing duty and antidumping petitions.”

27. PPP 1984, 2:1312.

28. Between 1966 and 2001, domestic shoe production fell from 639 million pairs
to 129 million, and full-time employment fell from 233,400 to 28,900, almost entirely
due to plant closures, even as consumption was rising. Import penetration rose from
13 percent of domestic consumption in 1966 to almost 97 percent in 2001 (Freeman and
Kleiner 2005).

29. Minchin 2013, 99.

30. Before House vote, Jenkins implored the House that “we have to have some
action to save basic industry in the United States.” Opponents such as Sam Gibbons
(D-FL) responded that “no nation has ever risen its standard of living by restricting its
imports” (Minchin 2013, 116).

31. PPP 1988, 2:1486.

32. The MFA-IV was scheduled to be in effect for five years until 1991, although it
was later extended to 1995. The MFA had grown from covering the exports of eighteen
countries in 1977 to forty-one countries by 1991, mainly small, developing countries.

33. Gardner 1996.

34. CQA 1986, 187.

35. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 2014.
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36. Graham 1983, 130.

37. See Krueger 1990b and Marks and Maskus 1993.

38. Maskus 1989, 96.

39. See Finger, Hall, and Nelson 1982. A former staff economist at the ITC, John
Suomela (1993), provides an insider perspective on some cases.

40. US General Accounting Office 1987. Hollings is quoted in CR, 11/13/1985,
S15315.

41. Irwin 2005a, Baldwin 1998, Congressional Budget Office 1994.

42. Congressional Budget Office 1994, 50.

43. Economists and lawyers frequently criticized the Commerce Department for
using questionable methods that seemed designed to guarantee a finding of dumping
and to inflate the calculated dumping margin. See, for example, Boltuck and Litan 1991
and Finger 1993.

44. Congressional Budget Office 1994, 58.

45. Ibid., 50.

46. The figures come from US International Trade Commission 1995, 3-1 and Con-
gressional Budget Office 2001, 41.

47. Gallaway, Blonigen, and Flynn 1999.

48. These economists were employed by the Federal Trade Commission, the
International Trade Commission, and the Congressional Budget Office. For example,
see Morkre and Tarr 1980 and Tarr and Morkre 1984, as well as Rousslang and Suomela
1988.

49. The United States also could have captured the quota rent by auctioning off the
quota rights to sell in the US market. For such a proposal, see Bergsten et al. 1987.

so. This estimate is similar to $12.3 billion in 1986 by Trela and Whalley (1990).
Hufbauer and Elliott (1994, 15) found the welfare cost of the MFA was $3 billion in 1984
and $8.6 billion in 1990, using a partial equilibrium model. Another partial equilib-
rium estimate by Cline (1990, 191) came to $8.1 billion, due largely to differences in the
estimated quota premium. De Melo and Tarr (1992, 105-106) explain the differences in
these figures, which hinge on better estimates of the quota-induced premium.

51. In 1987, the restraints on foreign textile and apparel exports had the same effect
on the volume of imports as an additional tariff of 22 percent on textiles and 28 percent
on apparel, on top of the existing 10 percent tariff on textiles and 18 percent on apparel
(US International Trade Commission 1989).

52. De Melo and Tarr (1992, 89-90) calculated that the MFA protection allowed
247,000 more workers to remain employed in the industry than otherwise, or 12 percent
of industry employment. Cline (1990, 193-94) concluded that the MFA saved 234,000
textile and apparel jobs, almost all of them in apparel. The US International Trade Com-
mission (1989) estimated that eliminating trade barriers would reduce employment in
the textile and apparel industry by 233,000-291,000 jobs, or roughly 15 percent.

53. Cline (1990, 95) found that “even in their worst period (1982-86) [import’s] nega-
tive contribution to textile employment change was only about one-sixth as large as
the negative contribution from productivity growth.” In the case of textiles, McKenzie
and Smith (1987) found that technological change was the major source of job loss, not
imports.
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54. To keep 224,700 jobs in textiles and apparel, Cline (1990, 192) calculated that the
annual consumer cost per job saved was $134,686 per textile worker and $81,973 per ap-
parel worker. “Considering that average wages in textiles and apparel are in the range of
$12,000 annually,” he concluded, “consumers pay nearly seven times as much to sustain
apparel jobs through protection as it would cost them to provide permanent vacations at
full salary to the workers involved, and for textile jobs the multiple is even higher.”

55. Feenstra (1988) estimates that the VER was only binding in 1983 and 1984, and
increased the price of a Japanese automobile by 17 percent, putting the welfare cost
of the VER as $2.3 billion in 1984-85. Dinopoulos and Kreinin (1988) added that the
VER shifted US demand to European cars and resulted in an additional welfare loss of
$3.4 billion, due to the increased price of cars imported from Europe.

56. Thus, Collard-Wexler and De Loecker (2015) conclude that the main reason
for the rapid productivity growth and the associated decline in employment was not a
decline in steel consumption or the growth of imports but the displacement of the older
technology used by vertically integrated producers by the more efficient mini-mills.

57. As Baldwin (1985b, 109) wrote, “Import-restricting measures frequently turn
out to be an ineffective form of government regulation that does not bring the employ-
ment and equity benefits which the protected industries and the general public expect.”
“They result in a much smaller reduction in imports and a much smaller increase in
domestic output and employment than anticipated and, what is more, in equity terms
they often do not help the most deserving groups in a society.”

58. The company’s management conceded that Harley’s production process was far
behind the cutting-edge Japanese manufacturing practices at the time the Section 201
petition was filed, as Reid (1990) notes. See Kitano and Ohashi 2009, and Irwin 2015.

59. See Kahn 1999.

60. Feyrer, Sacerdote, and Stern 2007. In particular, each steel or auto job lost in
a county led to a net decrease in population of 1.8 persons. Although some Rust Belt
counties recovered quickly in terms of unemployment and per capita income, other
local attributes (crime rates, public libraries, and restaurants) did not improve over
time and may have worsened. One silver lining of the decline of manufacturing in the
Rust Belt was the improved environmental quality, especially the significant drop in
airborne particulate matter (Kahn 1999).

61. As Trubowitz (1998, 219) notes, “In contrast to the 1930s, when much of the
industrial Northeast had a stake in freer trade, by the 1980s the northern core was
strongly protectionist, much as it had been in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. By contrast, the West, the bedrock of trade protectionism of the 1930s, had
become the most free-trade-oriented region, surpassing the South, which on balance
stood somewhere between the protectionist Northeast and the free-trade West.”

62. See Lande and VanGrasstek 1986.

63. President Reagan, who was from California, rejected out of hand a proposal
pushed by his adviser Edwin Meese (also from California) to protect the wine industry
from foreign competition (Stuart Auerbach, “Reagan Rejects Meese’s Plea to Back Bill
Aiding Wineries,” WP 2/17/1984, A2).

64. Caroline Herron and Michael Wright, “A Race for Import Curbs,” NYT,
9/22/1985, A4.
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65. Destler and Henning 1989, 104-5.

66. Destler (1986, 84) reports that, of the 634 bills, “99 were directly and seriously
protectionist, and 77 more were potentially so, in that they would make quasi-judicial
trade relief easier to obtain.”

67. Destler (1991, 279) notes that the resolution was clearly aimed at the Reagan ad-
ministration, not Japan. As he reports, when asked why the Senate was so anti-Japan, a
Senate aide replied, “You don’t understand. The target isn’t the Japanese; it’s the White
House!”

68. Destler 1995, 272.

69. CR 10/4/1988, H9497.

70. See Graham 1992. Most economists rejected the idea of having an industrial
policy. Charles Schultze (1983, 4), former chairman of President Carter’s Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, wrote that “reality does not square with any of the four
premises on which the advocates of industrial policy rest their case. America is not
de-industrializing. Japan does not owe its industrial success to its industrial policy.
Government is not able to devise a ‘winning’ industrial structure. Finally, it is not pos-
sible in the American political system to pick and choose among individual firms and
regions in the substantive, efficiency-driven way envisaged by advocates of industrial
policy.”

71. Shoch 2001, 97.

72. CQA 1985, 254.

73. Steven V. Roberts, “The President’s Hard Sell on Free Trade,” NYT,

9/29/1985, A1.

74. For assessments of US trade policy with Japan, see Porges 1991, Schoppa 1997,
and Kunkel 2003.

75. Zinsmeister 1993.

76. Lincoln 1990, 16.

77. See Krugman 1991 for the debate among economists about the distinctiveness of
Japan'’s trade pattern.

78. CQ 1984, 157.

79. The United States also objected to remaining import quotas on beef, citrus,
tobacco, and leather, and these became the subjects of bilateral negotiations. In 1986
another round of MOSS talks was initiated for transportation machinery (auto parts):
these talks broke new ground by focusing on keiretsu and other private business prac-
tices, and on US firms’ sales to Japanese-owned firms, even in the United States.

80. Greaney 2001I.

81. See Prestowitz 1988 for a discussion of these battles from the perspective of a
Commerce Department trade negotiator.

82. “The disparity between the strong dollar and weak foreign currencies gave
foreign competitors a big advantage over companies in the United States,” Baker (2006,
427) wrote in his memoirs. “This contributed to our growing trade deficit and sparked
demands for high tariffs, import quotas, and other protectionist measures.”

83. Volcker later wrote that “the exchange rate of the dollar had plainly become
so high as to be deeply troublesome, whether or not the administration wanted to
recognize it. Surely, it did not look sustainable either on economic or political grounds.”
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Baker and his deputy Richard Darman “did not need to be Ph.D. economists to relate
that [protectionist| pressure to the strength of the dollar” (Volcker and Gyohten 1992,
228-29, 241).

84. Destler and Henning 1989; Bergsten and Green 2016.

85. PPP 1985 2:1127-28.

86. The use of Section 301 was controversial; critics called it “aggressive unilateral-
ism.” See Bhagwati and Patrick 1990.

87. This section follows Irwin 1996a.

88. Prestowitz 1988 provides a vivid description of this episode and a fascinating
discussion of the difficulties faced by US negotiators with Japan.

89. The text of the letter is published in Irwin 1996a.

90. Odell and Matzinger-Tchakerian 1993.

91. Bayard and Elliott 1994, 14.

92. Stuart Auerbach, “Baker Calls US Late in Attacking Trade Gap,” WP, 9/15/1987.

93. CQA 1986, 344.

94. PPP 1986:1, 689.

95. CQA 1986, 343.

96. CQA 1987, 640.

97. On the 1988 legislation, see Schwab 1994 and Grinols 1989. See Nollen and
Quinn 1994 on voting patterns in Congress over the various elements of the bill.

98. Laird and Yates 1990, 312. See also Nogués, Olechowski, and Winters 1986.

99. Low 1993, 76.

100. Aho and Bayard 1982 is another pessimistic piece from the period.

101. The Dunkel quotes are from Wolff 1983, 363 and Croome 1995, 11.

102. The declaration also called for countries “to make determined efforts to ensure
that trade policies and measures are consistent with GATT principles and rules and to
resist protectionist pressures in the formation and implementation of national trade
policy and in proposing legislation; and also to refrain from taking or maintaining any
measures inconsistent with GATT and to make determined efforts to avoid measures
which would limit or distort international trade” (NYT 11/30/1982, D25).

103. For example, the 1982 report on the trade agreements program stated that
“the United States remains committed to the multilateral system of the GATT as the
primary vehicle for the realization of its own interests and those of other trading na-
tions.” The 1986 report reiterated that “the United States remains committed to GATT
and the multilateral negotiating process,” but added that “multilateral negotiations are
not an end in themselves” and that “America has decided to pursue trade liberalization
opportunities wherever and whenever they exist, whether in a multilateral, plurilateral
or bilateral context” (Richardson 1994, 641).

104. PPP 1985, 2:1129.

105. Israel’s goal in concluding the agreement was to solidify its ties with the
United States and secure its export access to the US market; even though 9o percent of
Israeli goods exported to the United States entered duty-free, this access was contingent
on Congress’s approval of the GSP and other programs. With a free-trade agreement,
Israel could extend and guarantee this access.

106. For this reason, all previous discussions of a bilateral trade agreement (in 1854,
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1911, and 1947) had been initiated by Canada. The 1854 agreement was only in effect un-
til 1866, when it was abrogated by the United States. In 1911, an agreement was reached
and was approved by the Senate, only to be rejected by Canada’s Parliament after the
speaker of the House said that it would lead the way to the annexation of Canada.

107. As the chief of staff of the Canadian prime minister, and later Canadian am-
bassador to the United States, Derek Burney (2005, 109) put it, “We now realized fully
the extent to which the priority for free trade was vastly different in the two capitals.
Free trade had become an all-consuming issue in Canada, debated intensely, heatedly,
and in highly partisan fashion nationally, provincially, and even municipally. In Wash-
ington it barely raised a ripple. The biggest problem we had was trying to get the US
administration to recognize the political priority of the issue for the Canadian govern-
ment and to treat it accordingly.”

108. For a detailed discussion of the negotiation from the Canadian perspective, see
Hart 1994, Ritchie 1997, and Burney 2005.

109. Murphy basically ran an interagency process in which the Commerce Depart-
ment and others would nitpick about particular details of the agreement. As Prime
Minister Mulroney (2007, 566) put it in his memoirs, “Peter Murphy was an able enough
negotiator but, without a political champion above him in the administration, he con-
centrated on ‘irritants’ identified by officials from various US agencies or key congress-
men, and gave the lowest common denominator replies to Canadian overtures.”

110. Gotlieb 2006, 486.

111. Canadian officials were unimpressed by the haphazard US negotiating process,
but praised Baker. In his diary, Ambassador Gotlieb (2006, 490-91) wrote, “The Yankees
behaved abominably. Assholes on the Hill . . . pressured the administration, and the
administration lost its way. It showed no sense of history. Baker is the only man of
larger spirit.” Gotlieb feared that his country had wasted two years planning for the
negotiations. “The Americans showed themselves to be shallow-minded and leaderless,
the Canadian ministers to be divided and erratic.”

112. As Baker said, “I had to break a lot of china. I had to override [USTR] Clayton
[Yeutter|. He was against it. I had to call a half-dozen senators and various congressmen.
[ know I'm in deep trouble proposing this. I've taken a big risk for Canada” (Gotlieb
2006, 491). As an example of his decisive leadership, when a Justice Department memo
suddenly appeared and stated that the dispute-settlement mechanism would be uncon-
stitutional, Baker replied “This is nonsense. Get me the attorney general” and worked
it out. The memo turned out to have been hatched by Commerce Department officials
who did not want their trade-remedy rulings reviewed by an independent panel (Gotlieb
2006, 492).

113. As Gibbon put it, “I can’t say there’s great enthusiasm” for the agreement. Rep.
John LaFalce (D-NY) confessed that “members of Congress are rather indifferent to the
US-Canada relationship” (CQA 1987, 662).

114. Singleton 1990.

115. CQA 1990, 144.

116. Congressional Budget Office 1991.

117. PPP 1990 2:1364—65.
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118. Hufbauer and Elliott 1994, 15.

119. Noland (1997) concluded that that USTR was “chasing phantoms” because it
used Section 301 to focus on countries with large trade surpluses rather than those with
clearly identifiable unfair trade practices.

120. The SSI focused on deeply embedded policies and practices and sought changes
to Japan’s distribution system, public works spending, land reform, exclusionary kei-
retsu business practices, and anti-monopoly policy enforcement.

121. See Kunkel 2003 and Lincoln 1999.

122. Kunkel 2003, 167.

123. Kunkel (2003, 173) points out that “Japanese officials were wary of any
terminology—indicators, benchmarks, standards, yardsticks, targets—which could be
interpreted as a government commitment enforceable under US trade law.” The policy
instrument was even given a name, a “voluntary import expansion” (or VIE), the coun-

terpart to the voluntary export restraint. See Bhagwati 1987 and Irwin 1994.

CHAPTER I3

1. PPP 1985, 2:1129.

2. PPP 1988 1:88. During the 1980 election campaign, Reagan floated the idea of a
North American pact between the United States, Canada, and Mexico to promote trade
and investment between them.

3. Mexico had slowly begun to open up its tightly controlled economy with unilat-
eral trade reforms in the early 1980s and the decision to join the GATT in 1986. Jaime
Serra Puche noted that Mexico had the advantage of exporting under the Generalized
System of Preferences (GSP), but such exports were capped. For example, the coun-
try could export up to 100,000 microphones to the United States under GSP, but if
it exported one more than that it would lose the preferences on all the microphones
exported. See Boskin 2014, 20.

4. According to Jaime Serra Puche, the Mexican Secretary of Commerce: “At the
end of one evening, very late at night, Salinas came to my room [in Davos| and said, ‘We
have to do something. We are not on the map for foreign direct investment. Why don’t
we start thinking about this idea of trade with the US?’ See ibid., 19—20.

5. The fact that many high-level Bush administration officials came from Texas
helped the Mexicans get attention from the administration (Mayer 1998, 41). For studies
on the origins of NAFTA and its negotiation, see Mayer 1998 and Cameron and Tomlin
2000. For a Mexican perspective on the negotiations, see Van Bertrab 1997.

6. Having recently fought a difficult general election campaign over the issue of
free trade with the United States, Prime Minister Brian Mulroney and his aides at first
thought that Canada had free-trade fatigue and should not participate. While many Ca-
nadian officials were reluctant to join, they soon recognized that they had little choice
but to participate to protect their interests in the US market.

7. They viewed NAFTA as a massive expansion of the maquiladora program, which
allowed American manufacturers to locate assembly operations in Mexico, send com-
ponents into Mexico for assembly duty-free, and then reexport the final goods to the
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United States also without paying a tariff because of the offshore assembly provision in
the US tariff code. Although the Mexican maquiladora program had been operational
since 1965, Mexican exports under the program only began to grow rapidly in 1980s.

8. Preeg 1995, 129.

9. Ironically, the sponsors of the anti-fast-track resolutions were more interested in
blocking the prospective GATT agreement than in blocking NAFTA; Rep. Byron Dor-
gan (D-ND), because of the reduction in agricultural subsidies; and Sen. Ernest Hollings
(D-SC), because of the elimination of the Multifiber Arrangement.

10. As Mayer (1998, 69-70) points out, “In the case of NAFTA, however, free trade
threatened few economic sectors. Farmers of certain agricultural products, most
notably citrus fruit, sugar cane and sugar beets, and warm weather vegetables such as
tomatoes, and manufacturers in currently protected labor-intensive sectors such as ap-
parel, brooms, and glass were rightly concerned about increased competition. Compared
to the collection of industries who stood to gain from free trade, however—banks and
other financial institutions, the big three automakers, corporate agriculture, virtually
the whole of American big business—these potential losers did not look like much
of a political threat. Where necessary, too, the blow could be softened with promises
to negotiate longer transition periods or other measures to deal with special circum-
stances. The significant opposition, therefore, came not from the traditional source—
protectionist producers—but rather from a new coalition of labor unions, environmen-
talists, and grassroots groups.” See also Aaronson 1996.

11. Shikher 2012.

12. As Mayer (1998, 142—43) reports, “When informed of the US concession, Ford
CEO Harold ‘Red’ Poling was furious. He called [chief US negotiator] Jules Katz in a
rage. Poling thought they had agreed on 65 percent. Trying to calm him down, Katz
reminded him, ‘We’re talking about a 2.5 percent difference on a 2.5 percent tariff.”

13. Cameron and Tomlin (2000, 40—-41) note the irony that Mexico, which wanted
NAFTA in order to encourage foreign investment, was reluctant to open its market to
foreign investment, whereas the United States, which was worried about an outflow of
investment to Mexico, was pressing for Mexico to open its market for such investment.

14. Mayer 1998, 229.

15. In 1991, when some Democratic supporters questioned the political wisdom of
his support of freer trade and open markets, Clinton replied, “If you guys want me to
run as an isolationist or a protectionist, you need another candidate. I'm not going to do
it” (WS], 11/2/1993).

16. See Grayson 1995, 121-22. The endorsement did not come easily. As Harris
(2005, 95) put it, “Intellectually, Clinton, an adherent of free trade, supported it enthu-
siastically. Politically, it was agony for him. . . . A year earlier, the problem of what
candidate Clinton should say about NAFTA had briefly paralyzed the campaign. He had
backed the agreement, but slathered his support with a thick mayonnaise of qualifica-
tions that rendered his commitment almost meaningless.”

17. PPP 1993, 1:209ff.

18. Ibid., 210.

19. In negotiating the side agreements, however, the administration could not push
too hard. Not only did Canada and Mexico resist making strong commitments on labor



NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTEEN 765

and the environment, but effective side agreements might cost some Republican votes,
even if it won some Democratic votes. Business groups and Republicans warned that
their support for NAFTA might weaken if the side agreements were too stringent and
created new regulatory burdens. With Democrats divided at best, Republican votes were
essential to passing NAFTA. Thus, the Clinton administration had a difficult balanc-
ing act: If the side agreements were too weak, they might not mollify opponents or win
the support of marginal Democrats; if they were too strong, some Republican support
might be lost.

20. Mayer 1998, 179, 224.

21. Ibid., 144—45.

22. Grayson 1995, 180.

23. Mayer 1998, 253.

24. Grayson 1995, 177.

25. Minchin 2013, 195.

26. Orden 1996.

27. Mayer 1998, 220-21.

28. NYT, 9/17/1993.

29. See Mayer 1998, 341-42.

30. The Clinton administration tried to win Gephardt’s support, but he never quite
indicated what specific provisions the agreement would have to have to win his support
(Mayer 1998, 201).

31. In private conversations at the time, Clinton described NAFTA as “good policy
and bad politics.” The president believed that the opposition to NAFTA was “beyond
rational” since the agreement promised to open up Mexico’s market for US goods more
than the United States would open up its market for Mexican goods (Branch 2009, 49-50).

32. PPP 1993, 2:1489.

33. While the president was diplomatic in his remarks, former President Carter
ripped into Ross Perot, saying, “Unfortunately, in our country now, we have a dema-
gogue who has unlimited financial resources and who is extremely careless with the
truth who is preying on the fears and the uncertainties of the American public” (NYT,
9/15/1993).

34. Michael Duffy and Laurence I. Barrett, “Secrets of Success,” Time,

11/29/1993, 26.

35. Engel and Jackson 1998.

36. Grayson 1995, 211. A Gallup poll taken before the debate showed that 34 percent
of respondents supported NAFTA and 38 percent opposed it. A poll of the same respon-
dents taken after they had watched the debate showed that now §7 percent supported it,
and 36 percent opposed it (Gallup 1994, 194-97).

37. Mayer 1998, 315.

38. See Box-Steffensmeier, Arnold, and Zorn 1997.

39. Clinton told Kantor to “open the candy store” to get the votes from Florida,
which included relaxing some environment rules for agriculture. In conversations with
Branch (2009, 83-84), “the president described how his negotiators averted disaster
in Florida, where twenty-one of twenty-three Democrats were against NAFTA until
changes placated citrus growers.



766 NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTEEN

40. Mayer 1998, 317.

41. CR 11/17/1993, 29936.

42.1bid., 29947.

43. Branch 2009, 83. In his memoirs, Clinton (2004, 557) recalled, “Our whole team
had won a great economic and political victory for America, but . . . it came at a high
price, dividing our party in Congress and infuriating many of our strongest supporters
in the labor movement.”

44. The president of International Union of Electronic Workers remarked that
Clinton “screwed us, and we won't forget it” (Susan B. Garland and Richard S. Dunham,
“Sweet Victory,” Business Week, 11/24/1993, 34).

45. Branch 2009, 60. According to Al From, the chairman of the Democratic Lead-
ership Council, “Three-quarters of the Democratic caucus believe Clinton is right,
but they are afraid to vote yes” (NYT, 11/17/1993). Rep. Jim Kolbe (R-AZ) said that “if
people were voting their conscience, this thing would pass handily. . . . Privately, most
members recognized NAFTA’s virtues.” As Mickey Kantor recalled, the president asked
the undecided representatives, “‘If you could vote secretly, how would you vote?” Well,
everyone said, ‘Of course, we’d be for it.” He said, ‘Doesn’t that tell you something?””
(Boskin 2014, 26).

46. See, for example, Kahane 1996; Holian, Krebs, and Walsh 1997; Uslaner 1998;
and Baldwin and Magee 2000.

47. See Burtless et al. 1998, 57.

48. See Romalis 2007. Caliendo and Parro (2015) found that NAFTA increased intra-
bloc trade by 118 percent for Mexico, 41 percent for the United States, and 11 percent for
Canada. They also found that the agreement increased real wages in the United States
and Mexico with an overall welfare increase of 1.3 percent in Mexico and 0.08 percent
in the United States. In general, Shikher (2012) reports that the economic models used
to predict the impact of NAFTA significantly understated the impact on trade but were
more accurate in suggesting modest impacts on income and employment.

49. PPP 1993, 2:2180.

so. For histories of the Uruguay Round, see Croome 1995, Preeg 1995, Paemen and
Bensch 1995, and VanGrasstek 2013.

51. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 2014.

52. Croome 1995, 138.

53. Sell 2003.

54. The United States pushed particularly hard in the TRIPs negotiations. Ac-
cording to the top European negotiator, “If the Americans showed themselves to be
insensitive to Europe’s wishes [on intellectual property], when it came to the concerns
of the Third World, they were downright dismissive. . . . Whether born of insensitivity
or a simple lack of awareness, the Americans’ highly uncooperative attitude did not pre-
vent their delegation from moving heaven and earth” to establish a stronger system of
intellectual property rights for pharmaceutical, entertainment, and software producers
(Paemen and Bensch 1995, 167).

55. The GATT reported that 236 export-restraint agreements in effect in 1989 were
operating outside GATT disciplines (Low 1993, 76). Of these, the United States was
involved in sixty-seven and the EEC in one hundred twenty-seven.



NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTEEN 767

56. See Destler 2005, 161, 217.

57. Croome 1995, 144.

58. See Bhagwati 1993, 25. For the debate over Section 301, see Bhagwati and Patrick
1990. As VanGrasstek (2013, 52) points out, “It would be difficult to exaggerate the
priority that other participants in the Uruguay Round placed on ending the practice by
which Washington defined and enforced it rights” through Section 301 and retaliation
rather than through the GATT. “The [European] Community had from the first pushed
strongly in the dispute settlement negotiations for a clear prohibition on unilateral ac-
tion on matters covered by multilateral rules.”

59. See Jackson 1990, 94. Jackson came to be called the “father of the WTO” (Van-
Grasstek 2013, 57-68).

60. Croome 1995, 273.

61. Preeg 1995, 114.

62.1bid., 118.

63. In particular, France was adamantly opposed to any subsidy reduction. For
a vivid description of Europe’s isolation on the issue, see Paemen and Bensch 1995,
182-189.

64. A year later, Arthur Dunkel, the director-general of the GATT, circulated what
became known as the “Dunkel draft” of an agreement that clarified the state of the
negotiations by taking stock of all the progress that had been made and splitting the
difference on agricultural subsidies. This was a bold move for a director-general to
take, since he had no authority to act as a mediator between the government negotia-
tors themselves, but it was later viewed as an important step in moving the round
forward.

65. PPP 1992-93, 1:77.

66. The chief European negotiator stated that “had it not been for the tenacity of
the Americans, the negotiations never would have taken place” (Paemen and Bensch
1995, 91).

67. Senator Ernest “Fritz” Hollings (D-SC) opposed the Uruguay Round agreement
because the abolition of the MFA threatened textile jobs in his state. Holding up the bill
in committee, Hollings forced the scheduling of a rare lame-duck session of Congress to
vote on the package before fast-track authority expired. Ironically, by forcing the vote to
be held after the election, he may have enabled it to receive more congressional support
than otherwise.

68. Democrats did not fear retribution by labor unions, as they did when consid-
ering NAFTA, if they voted for the Uruguay Round. Meanwhile, some Republicans
objected to the creation of the WTO, fearing that it would compromise America’s sov-
ereignty and put WTO panels in the position of judging domestic laws and trade-policy
decisions.

69. On the tariff concessions, see Finger, Ingco, and Reincke 1996. The OECD spon-
sored research in which the market-access provisions of the Uruguay Round agreement
were projected to add $184 billion in static welfare gains, or about o.5 percent to 1.0 per-
cent of world GDP. (This came from a general equilibrium model that did not include
dynamic gains or imperfect competition, both of which would increase the calculated
benefits.)



768 NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTEEN

70. MacDonald and Vollrath 2005. The United States was also obligated to reduce
the average tariff on clothing from 17.2 percent in 1994 to 15.2 percent in 2004.

71. The sharp price decline was evidence of quality downgrading (Harrigan and
Barrows 2009). As we saw in chapter 12, just as export quotas led to quality upgrad-
ing (exporters would sell the highest-priced, highest-quality goods if the quantity they
could sell was limited), the newly unconstrained exporters were now selling cheaper,
lower-quality goods.

72.Ingco 1996.

73. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 2014.

74. See US General Accounting Office 2001.

75. Labor unions were still smarting from their NAFTA defeat and followed
through on their threat to punish pro-NAFTA Democrats by withholding campaign
contributions (Engel and Jackson 1998).

76. PPP 1997, 1:115.

77.1In 1974, 1979, 1984, and 1988, fast track had been embedded within a larger trade
bill that had many provisions that Congress supported. In 1991, when fast track was
voted on as a stand-alone measure, it encountered stiff resistance. This was the case in
1997 as well.

78. Quoted in Devereaux, Lawrence, Watkins 2006, 227. See also Schneitz and Nie-
man 1999, and Bardwell 2000.

79. CQA 1998, 23-9.

80. As Han and Brady (2007, 506) note, “The recent period of polarization mirrors
patterns of polarization that have prevailed throughout most of Congressional history.
In fact, the truly unusual historical period is the bipartisan era immediately following
the Second World War.” The rise in partisanship was not due to redistricting, according
to DeVault (2013), because “changes in party affiliation have a much greater impact on
voting behavior than changes in district characteristics.”

81. Conley (1999) finds that constituency pressures (measures of labor strength)
were driving opposition to Clinton’s bid for fast track in 1997.

82. CR 9/25/1998, H22154; CR 9/25/1998, H8797.

83. Turnover among Democrats also contributed to the increased opposition to
trade agreements. Older Democrats who came of age during the Cold War era were more
sympathetic to a liberal trade policy, whereas younger Democrats hewed more closely
to their constituents’ views.

84. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2015. Online at http://www.bls.gov/news.release/
union2.nr0.htm.

85. Rep. Dennis Kucinich (D-OH) complained that the executive branch cared more
about the barriers faced by Chiquita Brands International (an US-headquartered com-
pany operating in Central America) in selling bananas in the European Union (EU) than
American steel firms: “Bananas did not build America. Steel did. Such a trade policy [of
neglecting steel] is, in a word, bananas.” CQA 1999, 23-20.

86. Steel’s failure did not mean that there was no room for creative congressional
assistance. In 2000, Senator Robert Byrd (D-WV) inserted into a bill (that was com-
pletely unrelated to trade) a requirement that the revenues generated by antidumping



NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTEEN 769

and countervailing duties be distributed to the petitioning firms rather than the US
Treasury. Over the next few years, more than $1 billion of tariff revenue worth was paid
to domestic steel producers and other recipients of antidumping and countervailing
duties under the Byrd amendment. The European Union and other countries denounced
the policy, which they argued constituted an unjustifiable subsidy in violation of WTO
rules. In 2002, a WTO panel sided with the complainants, and soon other countries
were permitted to retaliate against the United States unless the payments were termi-
nated. The George W. Bush administration finally persuaded Congress to repeal the
Byrd amendment in 2005.

87. NYT 12/3/1999, 1.

88. In December 1994, at the Summit of the Americas in Miami, the United States
and thirty three other countries in the Western Hemisphere committed to complete
negotiations on the Free Trade Areas of the Americas by 2005. However, several Latin
American countries, notably Argentina and Brazil, were suspicious of the project. By
2003, the prospect of an FTAA had disappeared.

89. World Trade Organization, International Trade Statistics, various years.

90. Every year from 1990 to 2001, the House voted on legislation to revoke China’s
temporary MFN status, and these votes succeeded in 1990, 1991 and 1992. The Senate
did not concur.

91. Hufbauer and Rosen 2000.

92. Jackson and Engel 2003.

93. Like NAFTA, many representatives wanted PN'TR to pass but did not want to
vote for it if they knew it would pass. USTR Barshefsky said that “the vast majority of
members know this is absolutely the right thing for us to do,” but added that “doesn’t
necessarily mean . . . they will vote affirmatively” (CQA 2000, 20-s5).

94. The agriculture lobby was nearly as important in increasing votes for PNTR as
labor contributions were in taking votes away (Gilbert and Oladi 2012).

95. The US General Accounting Office (1994, 3) found that US firms “cited uncer-
tainty surrounding the annual renewal of China’s most-favored-nation trade status as
the single most important issue affecting US trade relations with China.” Handley and
Limao (2015) find that the elimination of this uncertainty explains nearly a quarter of
the import growth during this period.

96. Over the three years 2001-3, manufacturing production fell but then recovered,
whereas employment failed to rebound at all. Pierce and Schott (2016) found that im-
ports from China grew more rapidly in goods where the threat of higher tariffs (if China
had not been granted continued market access) was higher, and employment losses were
also larger in those industries. See also Acemoglu et al. 2016.

97. Autor, Dorn, and Hanson (2016). Other studies blamed the trade deficit with
China for even larger job losses, but they rely on suspect methodologies. According to
the Economic Policy Institute, the trade deficit with China was responsible for the loss
of 3.2 million US jobs from 2001 to 2014 (Scott and Kimball 2014). However, using the
dollar value of imports from China to calculate the effect on employment overstates its
impact on the US labor market. The Chinese content in the consumer electronics ex-
ports tends to be relatively small (it imports the components and exports the assembled



770 NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTEEN

goods). The EPI study assumes that if the United States did not import these goods from
China, they would be produced in the United States, thereby creating jobs, rather than
imported from other developing countries.

98. Field and Graham 1997.

99. Charles, Hurst, and Notowidigdo 2016.

100. Lawrence 2014, 86.

101. Hicks and Devaraj 2015, table 4.

102. See Lawrence Katz’s comments in Krugman 2008.

103. “After 2000, the share of imports from non-OPEC developing countries con-
tinued to grow rapidly, while the share of imports from developing countries actually
declined. . . . Yet this was a period of slow wage growth for almost all workers, with
very little additional inequality” (Lawrence 2008, 31, 34).

104. For an analysis of China’s current account surplus during this period, see Yang
(2012).

105. See Goldstein and Lardy 2008. As Michael Mussa (2008, 281), a former chief
economist at the IMF, pointed out, “Beyond any reasonable doubt, the renminbi’s
exchange rate has become substantially undervalued and is being kept in this posi-
tion by Chinese policies that powerfully resist, and are intended to resist, significant
appreciation.”

106. US Department of Treasury 2016. The IMF Articles of Agreement obligate
members to “avoid manipulating exchange rates or the international monetary system
in order to prevent effective balance of payments adjustment or to gain unfair advan-
tage over other members.” Although it was responsible for exchange-rate surveillance
of its members, the IMF did not call attention to China’s policy. In 2006, the IMF said
the renminbi was “undervalued” but did not say it was manipulated. Mussa (2008, 281)
called the IMF’s inaction “gross misfeasance, malfeasance, and nonfeasance.”

107. The import shock had no effect on the reelection rates of incumbents, who
strategically adjusted their votes on trade bills but did not change their voting on other
bills (Feigenbaum and Hall 2015).

108. When the MFA expired in 2005, the Bush administration agreed on a memo-
randum of understanding between the United States and China establishing twenty-one
quotas covering thirty-four categories of US imports of textiles and apparel products.
These temporary quotas failed to slow the rapid growth in apparel imports from China
and expired in 2009.

109. Koopman, Wang, and Wei 2012.

110. Bown and McCulloch 2009.

111. The Congressional Budget Office (2008, 9) found that “roughly one-third of the
increase in the share of imports from China in US markets from 1998 through 2005
was offset by reduced growth and, in some cases, declines in the shares of imports from
other countries,” an offset that was even higher prior to 1998.

112. In signing the Trade Act of 2002, for example, Bush argued that “Free trade is
also a proven strategy for building global prosperity and adding to the momentum of
political freedom. . . . And greater freedom for commerce across the borders eventually
leads to greater freedom for citizens within the borders” (PPP 2002, 1356).

113. Eun-Kyung Kim, “Candidates Stump in Key Swing States,” Associated Press,



NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTEEN 771

10/28/2000. The origin of this promise is purported to be campaign adviser Karl Rove’s
calculation that a pledge to help the steel industry might tip West Virginia’s electoral
votes to the Republicans. In fact, Rove may have been right: Bush won West Virginia—
the first time a Republican had done so since 1984 and only the fourth time in eighteen
elections since 1932—and he would have lost the election without it.

114. Prior to a key meeting, Treasury Secretary Paul O’Neil and Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan urged Vice President Cheney to reject steel tariffs on
the grounds “that the largely bipartisan consensus on free trade was one of the great
victories of the last decade; that the President would confuse many constituencies by
flouting that consensus”; and that the action might violate WTO rules. Drawing on his
experience as the CEO of Alcoa, O’Neill proposed an international agreement to reduce
excess capacity in the world steel market, to essentially form a global steel cartel to
manage production (Suskind 2004, 216). Presidential adviser Karl Rove thought that
steel protection might help swing Pennsylvania and Michigan to the Republican side
in the 2002 midterm elections. In February 2002, at a meeting in the White House situ-
ation room, the economic and diplomatic policy principals of the Bush administration
met to make a final decision about the ITC ruling. According to Suskind, Cheney and
US Trade Representative Robert Zoellick favored imposing the safeguard action, while
most other participants were skeptical but not strongly opposed. Zoellick believed that
relief would help secure the passage of fast track in the Senate, which had yet to vote on
the measure.

115. See Hufbauer and Goodrich 2003, Bown 2013, and Finger 2012.

116. Read 2005.

117. See Zoellick (2000). The term “competitive liberalization” was first used by
Bergsten (1996) to describe the process of trade liberalization in Asia during the early
1990s. See Evenett and Meier 2008.

118. Nomination of Robert Zoellick: Hearings Before the Committee on Finance,
US Senate, 107th Cong. 13 (2001).

119. Blustein 2009.

120. Zoellick portrayed trade liberalization as a patriotic imperative, suggesting
that opposition to TPA was coming from “protectionists” or members of Congress
who were “held back for other rather narrow interests, reasons, some of them related
to the understandable politics of where they get their money.” This remark rankled
Charles B. Rangel (D-NY), the ranking Democrat on the Ways and Means Committee,
who promptly delayed consideration of the fast-track bill and demanded a “public apol-
ogy.” “There’s no question that Zoellick crossed the line,” added Rep. Robert T. Matsui
(D-CA), a supporter of open trade. “I was very disappointed” (CQA 2001).

121. Two key Republicans—]Jim DeMint of South Carolina and Robin Hayes of
North Carolina—were persuaded to vote in favor with promises to prevent the trade
preferences given to African, Caribbean, and Andean countries from harming textile
dyeing and finishing producers in their districts. Hayes came from a textile family and
owned a hosiery mill in North Carolina, but was put under enormous pressure not to
vote against TPA. He voted in favor and broke down in tears on the House floor after
casting the vote (Foer 2002).

122. DeVault 2010b.



772 NOTES TO CHAPTER THIRTEEN

123. The Senate later approved TPA in the context of a vote on Andean trade prefer-
ences in May 2002, and negotiating authority finally cleared Congress in July 2002.

124. Shapiro 2006, 29.

125. On the travails of the Doha Round, see Blustein 2009. Many developing coun-
tries expected non-reciprocal market access to be granted to them, believing they were
owed such treatment by developed countries as a result of the Uruguay Round and the
promises made at Doha. Of course, developed countries continued to insist on reciproc-
ity, in which both sides had to make concessions to each other.

126. See Minchin 2013, 305.

127. As the International Trade Commission (2004) pointed out, the CAFTA econo-
mies were just 2 percent of the size of the American economy, imports from CAFTA
countries were $16.8 million—about 8o percent of which already entered duty-free
under the GSP—at a time when total US imports were $1.263 billion. The ITC expected
that the value of US imports would increase by 0.07 percent (mainly in textiles and
apparel and sugar) after the full phase-in of the tariff elimination, but the additional
imports would largely displace those coming from other suppliers, so net imports would
be only slightly higher. Aside from sugar, there would be hardly any discernible impact
on domestic producers. The ITC also estimated that the elimination of trade barriers in
the CAFTA countries would increase US exports by 0.16 percent.

128. CQA 2005, 17—4.

129. For example, Robin Hayes (R-NC), whose district had lost thousands of jobs in
textiles and apparel, had announced his opposition before the vote. “I am flat-out, com-
pletely, horizontally opposed to CAFTA,” Hayes stated. “It’s not in the best interests
of the core constituency I represent,” he said. “Every time I drive through Kannapolis
and I see those empty plants, I know there is no way I could vote for CAFTA.” But under
pressure from House Speaker Dennis Hastert (R-IL), who promised measures to restrict
imports of clothing from China, Hayes was persuaded to switch his vote just before
midnight. “I was minding my own business” in the House cloakroom, Hayes recalled.
“All of a sudden, the speaker came around and said, ‘We have to have your vote. In
return for your vote, we will do whatever is necessary to help the people in the 8th
District.”” Hayes barely won reelection in 2006 (NYT, 7/29/2005).

130. DeVault (2010a) finds that campaign contributions did not play a big role in
congressional voting patterns on CAFTA. Furthermore, Guisinger (2009) finds that
there was little electoral punishment of incumbents because of the low salience of the
issue among constituents.

131. Magee (2010) later calculated that neither TPA in 2001 nor CAFTA-DR in 2005
would have been approved by Congress under a Democratic president, because more
Republican votes would have been lost than Democratic votes gained.

132. The House vote was 224-195, with Democrats voting 218-10 in favor, and
Republicans voting 185-6 against.

133. PPP 2008, 497-98.

134. Peter Engardio, “Refighting NAFTA,” Business Week, 3/31/2008, 58.

135. Just 2 percent (0.2 percentage points) of the decline was due to increased protec-
tionism (Kee, Neagu, and Nicita 2013; Henn and McDonald 2014). Although temporary



NOTES TO THE CONCLUSION 773

trade barriers (antidumping and countervailing duties) did increase during the crisis,
they were invoked far less than anyone expected (Bown and Crowley 2014).

136. Monitoring by the WTO and USTR showed no major increase in trade restric-
tions during the crisis, although some analysts pointed to the spread of murky protec-
tionism, such as discriminatory government procurement rules and health and safety
regulations that burdened foreign firms to the advantage of domestic firms.

137. See Hufbauer and Lowry 2012 for an analysis of the case.

138. Barack Obama, 2015 State of the Union address, online at the American
Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=108031 (accessed
September 14, 2016).

139. “Inaugural Address: Trump’s Full Speech.” Online at CNN Politics, http://
www.cnn.com/2017/01/20/politics/trump-inaugural-address/

140. William Mauldin and Siobhan Hughes, “Congress Tests Trump Officials on
Trade,” WS] 2/17/2017.

141. “In US, Record-High 72% See Foreign Trade as Opportunity.” Online at
the Gallup website, http://www.gallup.com/poll/204044/record-high-foreign-trade
-opportunity.aspx?

CONCLUSION

1. These quotations and many others like them come from Pastor (1983), who refers
to it as the “cry and sigh” syndrome.
2. PPP 1993, 2:2198.

3. See Diir 2010.



