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free trade principles. The conclusion of 
economically meaningful bilateral 
trade agreements, coupled with an ag-
gressive campaign for global trade lib-
eralization, will reestablish our credi-
bility and leadership on free trade and 
energize the American and global 
economies. America and the world will 
be better off as a result.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, a year 
ago, with the support of American agri-
culture, Congress approved legislation 
granting trade promotion authority to 
President George W. Bush. The Presi-
dent has demonstrated a strong com-
mitment to expanding the American 
economy by actively engaging in an ag-
gressive trade strategy. This strategy 
includes negotiations with Chile and 
Singapore, regional efforts with the 
Free Trade Area of the Americas, and 
the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement talks, and with the World 
Trade Organization. 

Congress has had unprecedented ac-
cess and consultation with negotiators, 
resulting in agreements without hidden 
compromises or concessions. Public 
hearings in the Senate and the House 
have enabled agricultural groups and 
others who have a stake in these nego-
tiations to make their views and inter-
ests known. 

Both the Chile and Singapore agree-
ments passed the other body last week 
by a substantial margin. It is now time 
for the Senate to approve the agree-
ments. 

The U.S./Chile agreement provides 
important new opportunities for Amer-
ica’s farmers and ranchers. Chile is a 
market of more than 15 million people 
with an open and progressive economy. 
Both the European Union and Canada 
already have free trade agreements 
with Chile. 

Our negotiators were successful in 
their efforts to eliminate duties on 
more than three-quarters of American 
agricultural products within the first 4 
years. The agreements also contain a 
safeguard provision which will help 
prevent surges in trade volumes. To 
discourage the use of nontariff bar-
riers, a sanitary and phytosanitary 
working group will ensure that stand-
ards of inspection and food are based 
on sound science. 

The U.S./Singapore agreement has 
the positive effects of freer and fairer 
trade and they make this agreement 
worthy of support as well. Singapore 
has become our 11th largest trading 
partner and provides the U.S. services 
sector with fair and immediate in-
crease in market access. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for both 
the Chile and Singapore free-trade 
agreements.

f 
(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 
∑ Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, tonight 
the Senate passed implementing legis-
lation for the Chile and Singapore Free 
Trade Agreements. These FTAs are 
comprehensive in nature and will serve 

well the interests of the United States. 
But they are not without flaws. I want 
the record to reflect my concerns and, 
more importantly, I want to make 
clear that I believe the direction the 
Bush administration is taking in the 
on-going negotiations over the Central 
American Free Trade Agreement and 
the Free Trade Agreement of the 
Americas is unacceptable. 

Chile is an excellent candidate for a 
free trade agreement. It has one of the 
fastest growing economies in the 
world. The agreement the Senate has 
passed tonight should facilitate a gen-
eral expansion of American exports, 
particularly in electronics and trans-
portation equipment industries. This 
will create good work and good jobs 
here in America. More broadly, Chile is 
the first Latin American country to 
join in a free trade agreement with the 
United States, and that will allow the 
United States to more directly support 
economic and social reform in Latin 
America and will serve as a major step-
ping stone for enhanced hemispheric 
trade and job growth here at home. 

Singapore is also an excellent can-
didate. Singapore is our 12th largest 
export market. The country provides a 
critical link between the United States 
and South East Asia and Singapore is 
the second largest Asian investor in 
the United States after Japan. Al-
though the economic effects of the 
Singapore agreement are not likely to 
be great, this FTA would add a formal 
economic link to our significant secu-
rity relationship with Singapore. It is 
an agreement that will ultimately 
build greater trade and create jobs here 
in America. 

Chile and Singapore both have laud-
able records in financial regulation and 
transparency and have demonstrated a 
commitment to fundamental worker 
protections. For example, Chile has 
adopted several international labor 
rights conventions. The United States, 
by contrast, has adopted only two. The 
performance of these two countries in 
these areas, and their status as models 
of reform in their respective regions, 
make these trade agreements desir-
able. That is not to say these nations 
are not without problems or that fur-
ther improvement is not needed. It is 
to make clear that these nations have 
made progress, are striving to improve, 
and that these agreements will only 
help them develop and enforce more 
advanced policies. And more impor-
tantly, these agreements will not put 
American workers at risk of unfair 
competition. 

But, as I have said, there are flaws 
with these agreements. Over the past 
decade, the treatment of labor and en-
vironmental issues in trade agreements 
has evolved both in emphasis and en-
forcement. NAFTA represents an early 
stage in this evolution, addressing 
labor and environmental issues in the 
context of the agreement, albeit in side 
accords. The United States-Jordan 
Free Trade Agreement was the first 
FTA to include labor provisions in the 

actual text of the agreement and to 
subject those provisions to the same 
dispute settlement procedure as all 
other elements of the agreement. 

Although the Chile and Singapore 
agreements should be the next step for-
ward in this evolution towards strong 
and effectively enforced labor and envi-
ronmental standards, they are in fact a 
step back. Unlike the United States-
Jordan FTA, the only labor provision 
subject to dispute settlement is the re-
quirement that each trading partner 
enforce its existing labor laws. 

In addition, the Bush administration, 
specifically the United States Trade 
Representative, included provisions in 
this agreement related to immigration 
policy. The result is that America will 
allow the temporary entry of more 
than 6,000 foreign professionals for em-
ployment. This is not wise economic 
policy in good times and it is only 
worse economic policy in our current 
recession. Further, it amends unrelated 
immigration law, and I believe the 
Bush administration has abused fast 
track authority in doing so. 

The final point I want to make this 
evening is, in my view, the most impor-
tant. The Bush administration has 
made clear that it plans to use the 
Chile and Singapore FTAs as models or 
templates for future trade negotia-
tions. I feel strongly that future nego-
tiations must reflect the particular 
concerns and uniqueness of each trad-
ing partner. This seems obvious, but 
those who follow trade negotiations 
have warned that the Bush administra-
tion may claim that the standards of 
the Chile and Singapore agreements 
are universally applicable and, in par-
ticular, should apply to CAFTA and 
FTAA. Let me be as direct as possible: 
If the CAFTA and FTAA agreements do 
not include labor and environmental 
protections that are far, far stronger 
than the Chile and Singapore agree-
ments I will oppose them as strenu-
ously as I can. 

The administration’s one-size-fits-all 
approach will not work. Many of the 
nations considering inclusion in 
CAFTA and FTAA have no or low 
standards to protect workers and the 
environment and enforcement is non-
existent in some areas. Worker and en-
vironmental protections in the group 
of six Central American countries par-
ticipating in CAFTA are not com-
parable to those in Singapore and 
Chile, for example. Some have not en-
acted or do not enforce basic labor 
standards that we take for granted, in-
cluding bans on child and forced labor, 
non-discrimination and the right of 
workers to associate and bargain col-
lectively. In Nicaragua and Guatemala 
employees cannot strike against poor 
working conditions, pay and benefits 
without government approval. And it is 
common for workers seeking better 
conditions to be physically intimidated 
and abused. 

In CAFTA, the Bush administration 
is running a race to the bottom. Even 
basic rights, like the right to be pro-
tected from physical violence, are cast 
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aside in the name of business profit. 
That is a policy that exploits not only 
the people of these Central American 
nations, but Americans as well. It ex-
ploits American workers who are 
forced to compete hopelessly against 
companies that abide by no rules what-
soever. 

Consistent with my long held views 
on trade, I have made the decision to 
do what I can to force a change of 
course in the CAFTA and FTAA nego-
tiations, to ensure that those agree-
ments enshrine, within the four cor-
ners of the agreement and with equal 
standing, specific labor and environ-
mental protections that are fully en-
forced. I will accept no less. For exam-
ple, fundamental labor standards like 
the right of association, the right to 
collectively bargain, prohibitions 
against child and forced labor, prohibi-
tions against discrimination and other 
basic rights must be included. And 
these provisions must be subject to the 
same dispute settlement procedure as 
all other elements of the agreement. 

I believe that trade is good for Amer-
ica, for our working families and for 
the international community. A race 
to the bottom—trade without rules—
the sort of trade policy the Bush ad-
ministration is pursuing in CAFTA and 
FTAA is not good for America, our 
workers or the international commu-
nity, and I will oppose it.∑

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, today 
the Senate will vote on the Singapore 
and Chile free-trade agreements. Be-
cause I believe that these agreements 
will benefit New York and will lead to 
greater economic opportunities for 
New York companies, I will vote in 
support of these agreements. 

Both the Singapore and Chile free-
trade agreements promise to offer new 
opportunities for United States banks, 
insurance, securities and related serv-
ices. These sectors are a critical part of 
New York’s economy. These agree-
ments also include provisions that im-
prove intellectual property protections 
and open the telecommunications mar-
kets in both of these nations. 

I share the concerns raised by some 
of my colleagues regarding the immi-
gration provisions in these agreements. 
As my colleagues have pointed out, 
trade agreements are not the place to 
rewrite our immigration laws. I will be 
supporting Senator LEAHY’s legislation 
to deny fast-track procedures to trade 
agreements that include immigration 
provisions. As you know, I voted 
against granting Trade Promotion Au-
thority to the President and I believe 
the inclusion of these immigration pro-
visions provides an example of my con-
cerns about providing the President 
with Trade Promotion Authority. De-
spite bipartisan concerns about these 
provisions, Trade Promotion Authority 
means that we are unable to fix it. 

As for the labor provisions in each 
agreement, the Chile and Singapore 
free trade agreements include obliga-
tions for each nation to enforce their 
own domestic labor laws. I believe that 

a better model for labor provisions is 
the United States-Jordan Free Trade 
agreement which included enforceable 
provisions to uphold International 
Labor Organizations, ILO, core labor 
standards. I am concerned that we ap-
pear to be backing away from the 
United States-Jordan FTA model. The 
labor provisions in the Chile and Singa-
pore agreements should not be used as 
a model for future trade agreements. 

Despite my concerns over the immi-
gration and labor provisions, I believe 
that, in the aggregate, New York will 
benefit more from having these agree-
ments pass than if they failed. This 
vote should not be interpreted as a sig-
nal as to how I will vote on future 
trade agreements. Rather I will look at 
each agreement in its totality and 
measure the impact of each agreement 
on the New Yorkers that I am privi-
leged to represent. Because I believe 
that passage of the Singapore and Chile 
free trade agreements will lead to more 
jobs and greater economic growth in 
industries that are an important part 
of New York’s economy, I will vote in 
support of these agreements.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the bills 
before the Senate to implement the 
U.S.-Chile and U.S.-Singapore free-
trade agreements are being considered 
under fast track procedures. This 
means debate is limited and amend-
ments are not in order. Senators can 
only vote yes or no. I opposed fast 
track because we should not limit the 
ability of Congress to improve trade 
agreements which may not, as some in 
the past have not, represent the best 
interest of the American worker, 
American farmer, or U.S. industry. 

Although the U.S. International 
Trade Commission found the impact of 
a FTA with Chile and Singapore would 
be minimal on the U.S. economy, the 
U.S.-Chile and the U.S.-Singapore free-
trade agreements are widely considered 
likely to lead to more open markets. 
Singapore’s market is currently quite 
open with respect to consumer and in-
dustrial goods and imposes no tariffs 
on most of these products. Any remain-
ing tariffs will be eliminated upon 
entry into force of the agreement. 
Chile’s tariffs average 6 percent and 
they will be eliminated quickly in the 
agreement. For example, 85 percent of 
consumer and industrial goods trade 
becomes duty free immediately upon 
the entry into force of the U.S.-Chile 
FTA, with most of the remaining tar-
iffs eliminated within 4 years. 

Of particular interest to U.S. auto 
makers is Chile’s commitment to 
eliminate its domestic tax of 75 percent 
on luxury automobiles over 4 years. 
The United States also made signifi-
cant gains in opening the service sector 
market in both countries. 

These agreements do have short-
comings. For instance, they lack a re-
quirement to strive to achieve the core 
ILO labor standards that were con-
tained in the U.S.-Jordan FTA, and in-
stead only require each nation to en-
force its own laws. They also have sep-

arate dispute settlement rules that 
place arbitrary caps on the enforce-
ability of the labor and environment 
provisions of the agreement. This is in 
contrast to the U.S.-Jordan FTA which 
treated all commitments in the agree-
ment to identical dispute settlement 
mechanisms. However, the weaker 
labor and environment commitments 
and enforcement is not as great a con-
cern as might otherwise be the case be-
cause the laws of Chile and Singapore 
essentially reflect core internationally 
recognized labor rights. Such language 
would be a concern, however, if con-
tained in future agreements with coun-
tries with lesser labor and environ-
mental standards. 

Each trade agreement should be 
judged on its own merits. While the 
provisions for Chile and Singapore may 
be acceptable for Chile and Singapore, 
the language of these agreements 
would clearly not be acceptable for 
trade agreements with countries with 
weaker labor laws or environmental 
standards. The U.S.-Jordan agreement, 
with its stronger labor and environ-
ment commitments and enforcement 
provisions, is the more acceptable 
model for future agreements with 
countries with weaker standards.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, inter-
national trade has always been an im-
portant part of the American economy. 
For the past half century and more, 
the United States has been a leader in 
expanding international trade, opening 
markets around the world to our prod-
ucts. I believe that on balance the evi-
dence shows us that trade has sup-
ported economic growth here in the 
United States, and that trade has sup-
ported good jobs and good wages for 
American workers. 

On paper, the simple, textbook logic 
of trade is clear—more open markets 
around the world mean more customers 
for our workers and companies, who 
can compete with anyone in the world. 
And open markets mean more choices 
and lower prices for American con-
sumers—it makes their paychecks go 
further. 

Trade complements and reinforces 
the great strength of the American 
economy—its ability to seize opportu-
nities. 

To lead the world in research, to be 
the first to develop new products and 
processes, we depend on our ability to 
move investments and manpower 
where they can do most good. Trade is 
the international face of that process, 
that has always been the key to the 
success of the American economy. But 
in the real world, where people live, 
things are not that simple. 

Economists like to tell us how well 
markets work—other things being 
equal. But those ‘‘other things’’ are not 
always equal. Because trade, by rein-
forcing the basic process of economic 
growth and change, reinforces the shift 
of investment and jobs. So trade con-
tributes to severe disruptions, as fac-
tories shut down, people lose jobs, com-
munities decline. It may well be true 
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that the overall result is a more effi-
cient, more productive, even wealthier 
nation. 

But underneath those gains are the 
costs of economic change, costs that 
are just as real and just as much a re-
sult of trade as the benefits. The costs 
of coping with economic change are 
dumped on workers and their families, 
on the communities they live in. The 
benefits of trade often go to businesses 
and workers in other industries, in 
other parts of the country. 

If the benefits of trade really do out-
weigh their costs, we should have the 
resources as a Nation to help those on 
the losing end, the ones who are paying 
the price so that our economy can be-
come more productive. Recently, two 
important shifts have occurred in our 
trade negotiations. First, we are deal-
ing with countries that more often 
than not lack the political rights and 
the legal structure to protect their 
workers and their environment. 

Many of these countries don’t have 
our strong tradition of organized labor, 
fighting and winning protections for 
wages and working conditions. Many of 
these countries don’t have the organi-
zations or the laws to protect their en-
vironment. We didn’t, either, as we 
began to grow into the world’s strong-
est economy over a century ago. 

It took us time and a lot of struggle 
to learn those lessons. 

There are still plenty of countries 
out there who have not learned them 
yet, countries that do not provide 
those protections that can raise living 
standards, standards that they cannot 
yet afford. Low-wage competition with 
our workers, with our higher living 
standards, can force American compa-
nies to cut costs wherever they can—
and in the end, that often means cut-
ting labor. That means families with-
out breadwinners, communities with-
out jobs.

Second, on top of the fact that we are 
now doing trade deals with a lot of 
countries that don’t match up with us 
in terms of economic development, our 
trade deals now include a different, 
deeper level of integration. 

We have gone beyond lower tariffs, 
and into areas that implicate a lot 
more of our own domestic laws—on 
issues like agricultural policy, intellec-
tual property, even environmental and 
health regulations. This deeper inte-
gration in the international economy 
touches close to bone in a country like 
ours. 

We want to be sure that we remain in 
control of those important political 
issues. This does not mean that we 
should stop trying to bring the benefits 
of markets and trade to American 
workers and consumers. But it does 
mean that we have to be increasingly 
careful with every new step we take in 
trade policy. The easy work is behind 
us. 

Each step from here on has to be 
taken with a much closer look at the 
balance between risks and rewards. But 
these trade deals before us today do 

not show that kind of care. Chile and 
Singapore are good allies of ours, and I 
support more cooperation and ex-
change among our economies. They are 
not, in their living standards and level 
of development, all that different from 
us. They are not themselves the issue 
here, at least not for me. 

But the trade agreements the Bush 
administration has negotiated with 
them are a step back from progress we 
have made, as recently as just a couple 
of years ago, in the Jordan Free Trade 
Agreement. For example, the Jordan 
agreement subjects any violation of 
labor protections to ‘‘appropriate and 
commensurate’’ action. And there is no 
cap on the penalty that could be im-
posed as a result of a dispute. 

But the Chile agreement and the 
Singapore agreement provide recourse 
against a country only for a sustained 
failure to enforce its own labor and en-
vironmental laws. In the worst case, a 
country could chose to lower its labor 
and environmental protections, mak-
ing it easier to avoid a dispute or a 
penalty, because it would make its own 
standards easier and cheaper to en-
force. At the margin, that would put 
greater pressure on American firms to 
cut costs—and jobs. 

In addition, in these two agreements 
there is a cap of $15 million a year on 
penalties for failure to live up to labor 
and environmental protections. And 
those fines are simply paid by the of-
fending country to itself, supposedly to 
strengthen its commitment to the very 
standards that they have failed to live 
up to. I have some experience with 
crime and punishment, Mr. President, 
and I can’t believe that is going to 
deter much bad behavior. If $15 million 
is the maximum fine, it is an incentive 
to commit more than $15 million worth 
of violations. You can do the math. 

Again, Mr. President, it is not that 
these two nations raise a serious threat 
to American living standards. Trade 
with Chile and Singapore combined 
amounts to a fraction of 1 percent of 
our economy. Nor do I harbor any con-
cerns that these countries will fail to 
live up to their end of the deal. The 
issue before us now is whether these 
deals—the first agreements accom-
plished under fast track negotiating 
authority—set an acceptable pattern 
for future, more extensive trade agree-
ments, such as the planned Central 
American Free Trade Agreement or the 
Free Trade for the Americas. 

These trade agreements fail to treat 
labor and environmental issues as seri-
ously as commercial disputes, as our 
trade law now requires. This is the first 
test of what this administration has 
done with its fast track trade negoti-
ating authority. Now is the time to 
hold them to the letter and the spirit 
of the legislation under which we in 
Congress granted that authority to this 
administration. Yet another problem 
with these agreements lies in the 
changes in immigration law—done 
without the participation of the Judici-
ary Committee. 

Fast track for the specifics of trade 
deals is one thing; but trade deals 
should not undertake, outside of the 
legislative process, significant changes 
in immigration or any other policy. 
Thousands of new visas can be issued 
under these agreements—without any 
requirement to show specific skill 
shortages here in the U.S. Those immi-
gration provisions usurp congressional 
legislative powers, and undercut jobs 
for Americans. 

I expressed concerns about the future 
of trade negotiations when I did not 
support granting the President fast 
track negotiating authority last year. 
We need the strongest protection for 
our workers here at home, the strong-
est protection for environmental stand-
ards abroad. And we need to make sure 
that gains from more open trade are 
gains that all Americans share. In the 
last decade, up until just a few years 
ago, we had a growing economy, with 
strong job creation and wage growth. 
During that period, we accomplished a 
number of very significant trade nego-
tiations, including NAFTA, and Chi-
na’s entry into the WTO, both of which 
I supported. Today, things are very dif-
ferent. 

Since January of 2001 we are down 3.1 
million private sector jobs, and still 
counting. 

A growing national economy, with 
strong investment in new sectors, 
strong employment, and growing in-
comes, helps to protect American fami-
lies from job shifts that come from 
technological changes. So do strong 
protections for workers to organize and 
earn fair wages. And so do pensions 
that are safe, health care that is acces-
sible and affordable. And specific pro-
tections for workers directly affected 
by trade. If those things are in place, 
the benefits of trade can outweigh the 
costs. But right now, we can take none 
of those things for granted. 

Under this administration, there is a 
concerted effort to erode pension pro-
tections, the 40-hour work week, and 
other core worker protections. Our 
economy is struggling through the 
worst drought in job creation since the 
Great Depression. To maintain our liv-
ing standards, and to maintain polit-
ical support for increased trade, our 
trade policy must first be based on 
strong growth and job creation at 
home. This administration has not 
demonstrated to me that they have a 
plan for economic growth and job cre-
ation, or a commitment to protect 
workers rights. 

Without that plan, without that com-
mitment, and because of the flaws in 
the agreements themselves, I cannot 
vote for them. 

For me, Mr. President, the calcula-
tion is simple. If this administration 
can create one new job, if it can dig us 
out of the hole we are in—over 3 mil-
lion jobs lost—trade deals might make 
more sense. 

I challenge this administration to 
create just one new job—just one more 
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job than we had in January of 2001—be-
fore it brings another trade agreement 
for our approval.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
again today to reiterate my concerns 
with the Singapore and Chile Free 
Trade Agreements. Let me remind my 
colleagues that my concern with these 
agreements is not with the trade provi-
sions that they contain, but with the 
changes to our immigration laws. 

A vote in favor of these agreements 
is a vote against our un- and under-em-
ployed professional workers. A vote in 
favor of these agreements is a vote 
against congressional constitutional 
authority over immigration. 

Let me repeat for my colleagues the 
numerous problems with the immigra-
tion provisions in these agreements: 

Creation of entirely new categories of 
nonimmigrant visas for free trade pro-
fessionals that do not mirror the re-
quirements of our current H1–B pro-
gram; 

No requirement that H1–B dependent 
employers make attestations that they 
are seeking to recruit U.S. workers, 
and that they are not displacing U.S. 
workers; 

No limit to the number of times that 
an individual is able to renew his or 
her visa, enabling the non-immigrant 
to remain in the United States on a 
permanent rather than temporary 
basis; 

Only requires that the non-immi-
grant have knowledge that is ‘‘special-
ized’’ as opposed to the ‘‘highly special-
ized’’ knowledge demanded by the cur-
rent H–1B law; 

Requires, without a numerical limit, 
the entry of business people under cat-
egories that parallel three other cur-
rent visa categories; 

Requires the entry of their spouses 
and children so that they can join the 
foreign workers in the United States 
making the program even less of a tem-
porary visa program; 

Requires the entry of foreign workers 
on L–1 visas regardless of whether they 
are nationals of Singapore or Chile so 
long as the sponsoring corporation has 
an office in those countries; 

Requires that the United States sub-
mit disputes about whether it should 
grant certain individuals entry to an 
international tribunal, not leaving 
that decision to the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

Finally, and in my mind, most im-
portantly, for all my colleagues, these 
changes to our immigration law are ef-
fectively beyond the reach of Congress 
to oversee or alter. 

The Senate should be focusing today 
on legislation that will improve our 
education and job training services, 
not legislation that will increase the 
number of foreign workers in this 
country. We need to make a stand 
today for our professional workers and 
vote against these agreements.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the pending Free 
Trade Agreements with Singapore and 
Chile. Congress has a constitutional 

obligation to formulate U.S. trade pol-
icy and through the oversight activity 
of the Finance Committee, and the ac-
tive participation of the Congressional 
Oversight Group, this responsibility is 
being met. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to thank Chairman GRASSLEY for his 
leadership on the Finance Committee 
in ensuring that Congress is not on the 
sidelines in the trade debate, even 
under the fast-track procedures by 
which these agreements are negotiated 
and considered here on the Floor. 

It is well known that I have opposed 
trade agreements in the past. I did so 
because I never felt that those agree-
ments struck the proper balance be-
tween free and fair trade. Last year, I 
supported trade promotion authority 
for the President precisely because it 
did strike the appropriate balance, and 
because of this administration’s com-
mitment to aggressively enforce our 
trade laws so that American workers 
aren’t undermined by unfair trade. 

The two agreements before us today 
have made substantial progress to-
wards meeting those concerns and they 
come not a moment too soon, as the 
success of our economy relies more 
than ever on fair and freer trade—U.S. 
exports accounted for one-quarter of 
U.S. economic growth over the past 
decade—nearly one in six manufac-
tured products coming off the assembly 
line goes to a foreign customer and ex-
ports support 1 of every 5 manufac-
turing jobs. 

Given these facts, it is an under-
standable concern that the U.S. has 
been party to only three Free Trade 
Agreements ever, while there are more 
than 130 worldwide. Since 1995, the 
WTO has been notified of 90 such agree-
ments while the U.S. only reached one, 
the Jordan Free Trade Agreement. In 
contrast, the European Union has been 
particularly aggressive, having entered 
into 27 free trade agreements since 1990 
and they are actively negotiating an-
other 15. 

Why should these facts raise con-
cerns? Because every agreement made 
without us poses a threat to American 
jobs. Nowhere is this better exempli-
fied than in Chile which signed a free 
trade agreement with Canada, Argen-
tina and several other nations since 
1997. 

Since that time, the U.S. has lost 
one-quarter of Chile’s import market, 
while nations entering into trade 
agreements more than captured our 
lost share. According to the National 
Association of Manufacturers, this re-
sulted in the loss of more than $800 
million in U.S. exports and 100,000 job 
opportunities. 

In the three months since the EU-
Chile agreement went into effect, the 
growth rate of EU exports has ex-
panded 8.6 times as fast as U.S. exports 
to Chile. This represents a disturbing 
deterioration of the U.S. share of 
Chile’s market. These numbers rep-
resent real jobs for U.S. manufacturers 
that need new markets for their goods 

to keep employees working and dem-
onstrates the effect of the U.S. failing 
to move forward with the implementa-
tion of these market access agree-
ments. 

One industry especially affected was 
U.S. paper products, which accounted 
for 30 percent of Chile’s imports but 
has since dropped to only 11 percent 
after the trade agreements were signed. 
The market access provisions of the 
U.S.-Chile FTA provide for the elimi-
nation of tariffs on all forest products 
immediately upon implementation of 
the agreement, eliminating the 6 per-
cent import tariff on U.S. paper and 
wood products. 

Chilean forest products exports, in 
contrast, already enjoy duty-free ac-
cess to the U.S. market. Immediate 
tariff elimination will put U.S. sup-
pliers on equal footing with Chilean 
producers and with competing sup-
pliers of forest products from Canada 
and Mercosur countries, and the Euro-
pean Union. 

Before the Canadian-Chile FTA went 
into effect, U.S. paper and paperboard 
exports to Chile amounted to 156,000 
metric tons, with a value of $99 million 
and represented 30 percent of Chilean 
imports in 1997. However, U.S. exports 
were only 19,000 metric tons, with a 
value of $26 million, which represented 
just 8.3 percent of Chile’s paper and pa-
perboard imports last year. As a result 
of the tariff eliminations in this agree-
ment, the U.S. paper industry will now 
be able to regain access to the Chilean 
market. 

Chilean salmon has been a controver-
sial issue in the past, but recent steps 
taken by both the Chilean salmon in-
dustry and the Maine salmon industry 
to work jointly on promoting the value 
of farm-raised salmon has alleviated 
this concern. The Maine salmon indus-
try supports this agreement, which is 
monumental considering their past dif-
ferences with Chile. I have heard from 
the Maine Aquaculture Association and 
Maine salmon producers like Heritage 
Salmon, which support this free trade 
agreement and look forward to future 
opportunities in the Chilean market. 
These two former rival industries have 
shown a deep understanding of how to 
evolve in the era of global trade. 

Recognizing the potential effects on 
another industry in my state, USTR 
provided me with unequivocal assur-
ances about its position on the unique 
concerns of rubber footwear, and New 
Balance has indicated to me that they 
are pleased that USTR has shown suffi-
cient sensitivity to this industry in 
both the Chile and Singapore FTAs. 

The rubber footwear section of the 
agreement provides for six annual re-
ductions of 5 percent, followed by three 
of 10 percent and a final one of 40 per-
cent. This nonlinear phaseout honors 
Ambassador Zoellick’s commitment to 
me that the unique sensitivity of the 
rubber footwear industry would be re-
flected in agreements negotiated under 
Trade Promotion Authority. 
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Singapore represents Maine’s second 

largest recipient of exports with al-
most $250 million in 2002, second only 
to our neighbor to the north. Most of 
these exports are from the strong semi-
conductor industry in Maine. I have 
been told by this industry in my own 
state that they look forward to the 
closer economic ties that will be 
formed under the U.S.-Singapore FTA. 

I have also heard from The Baker 
Company in Sanford, ME, which is a 
manufacturer of state-of-the-art bio-
logical safety and research equipment 
whose 150 employees do everything 
from research and development, engi-
neering, manufacturing and even sales 
from their headquarters in Sanford. 
The Baker Company represents just 
one of the many small manufacturers 
across America whose sales to Singa-
pore will benefit from this agreement. 
Hopefully, the 135 percent growth in 
Maine exports to Singapore last year 
alone will continue under this FTA. 

In addition, it is my hope that these 
agreements will offer new export op-
portunities for Maine agriculture. I 
have been told by Maine potato farm-
ers and the Maine Farm Bureau that 
they support these agreements. While 
they would have preferred a more ac-
celerated phase-out of some of the tar-
iffs on agriculture exports to Chile, the 
industry hopes this agreement will 
allow Maine potatoes to regain some of 
their previous market-share in Chile 
that was lost after the Chilean FTA 
was signed with Canada. 

As a result of these two agreements 
before us today, many industries stand 
to benefit, including the forest and 
paper, rubber footwear, salmon, lob-
ster, agriculture, semiconductor, preci-
sion manufacturing, and electronic in-
dustries of my home state. Therefore, I 
am optimistic that these two agree-
ments, based on this administration’s 
comprehensive approach to FTA’s, are 
sure to gain strong bipartisan support. 

Under this administration, the U.S. 
approach to trade has greatly im-
proved. However, I have several re-
maining concerns. While I am pleased 
by some of the steps taken by USTR to 
address the interests of small busi-
nesses, there is much more still to be 
done. In addition, while the improve-
ments to Trade Adjustment Assistance 
have been welcome, I still believe we 
must address the needs of communities 
that have been negatively impacted by 
trade, so that retrained workers have 
new opportunities for employment. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to address these, and other, 
concerns and to continue our efforts to 
promote a U.S. trade policy that bene-
fits all Americans.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want 
to take a few moments to comment on 
the trade legislation we are considering 
and our trade policy more generally. 

Let me start by saying that I intend 
to vote in favor of the implementing 
legislation for both the Singapore and 
Chile free-trade agreements. In both 
cases, the agreements will provide 

commercial benefits to the United 
States, removing barriers to the ex-
ports of our goods and services. Both 
Singapore and Chile have relatively ad-
vanced economies, with relatively 
strong environmental and labor protec-
tions, so the risk of American manu-
facturing jobs relocating to these coun-
tries is small. In short, Chile and 
Singapore are the sorts of partners we 
should be seeking out if we are going to 
negotiate free-trade agreements: part-
ners who are chosen because they can 
provide complementary commercial 
opportunities, not partners who are 
chosen primarily for political, not eco-
nomic, reasons. 

In particular, the Chile Free-Trade 
Agreement will provide export opportu-
nities for North Dakota agriculture. 
Ever since the idea of a Chile FTA was 
first broached more than a decade ago, 
I have insisted that any agreement 
must result in the removal of Chile’s 
price bands that have served to limit 
our wheat exports. This FTA accom-
plishes that long-held goal. In addition, 
it levels the playing field with our 
leading competitor for export sales to 
Chile. Currently, Canadian wheat ex-
ports enter Chile tariff free, but U.S. 
exports face a 6 percent tariff. This 
agreement will eliminate the tariff dis-
advantage our wheat exports currently 
face and allow us to recapture Chilean 
export sales we have lost to Canada in 
recent years. 

I would also like to comment briefly 
on the sugar provisions of the Chile 
FTA. These provisions were carefully 
crafted to ensure that Chile could not 
import sugar to meet its domestic 
needs and then export its entire domes-
tic production to the United States. In 
particular, the agreement provides 
preferential tariff access to Chilean 
sugar only if and to the extent that 
Chile is a net exporter of specified 
sugar products. All other Chilean sugar 
will be subject to MFN tariff rates. 
During the Finance Committee’s infor-
mal consideration of the implementing 
legislation, I posed a number of ques-
tions to Ambassador Zoellick to ensure 
that the Senate had a full under-
standing of how these provisions work. 

However, important as these provi-
sions are, they cannot serve as a model 
for other FTAs that the administration 
is negotiating or considering. Frankly, 
Chile is a tiny producer of sugar, and it 
is extremely unlikely that it will ever 
be a net exporter of any significance. 
But the same is not true for Australia, 
Central America, South Africa, or 
Thailand, all of which are being consid-
ered for FTAs. The Chile provisions, if 
they were included in these other 
agreements, would devastate our sugar 
industry. 

U.S. producers are highly efficient, 
and U.S. consumers enjoy some of the 
lowest prices in the developed world. 
The fact is that sugar is one of the 
most distorted commodity markets in 
the world, with subsidies, protected 
markets and all sorts of nontariff, non-
traditional barriers to free trade. Un-

less we address these issues on a global 
basis and eliminate these distortions, I 
fear that these FTAs will wipe out our 
efficient sugar industry to the benefit 
of less efficient, highly subsidized pro-
ducers in other countries. 

More generally, I am concerned that 
these FTA partners are being chosen 
primarily on the basis of political and 
foreign policy calculations rather than 
on the basis of potential economic ben-
efit to this country. In my view, that is 
a profound mistake. There has been bi-
partisan agreement in the Congress 
that the top priority for U.S. trade pol-
icy should be leveling the playing field 
in agriculture. However, the adminis-
tration’s pursuit of these bilateral 
FTAs threatens to undermine that 
goal. Australia, Central America and 
Thailand are simply not going to be 
huge markets for U.S. agricultural 
goods. But imports of sensitive prod-
ucts from these countries could have a 
devastating impact on important U.S. 
agricultural commodities. Put simply, 
there is very little upside to these 
agreements for U.S. agriculture, and a 
lot of potential downside. 

Moreover, to the extent we are in-
vesting significant resources in negoti-
ating these bilateral FTAs, we are di-
verting resources away from the WTO 
agriculture negotiations, which should 
be our primary focus. Only by address-
ing the market access barriers and in-
equities in domestic support on a 
worldwide basis can we be sure that 
U.S. agriculture will achieve the level 
playing field and access to growing 
markets that it needs to thrive in the 
21st century. 

Finally, I share the concerns of many 
of my colleagues about the disappear-
ance of U.S. manufacturing jobs and 
the hollowing out of our industrial 
base. As we look forward to trade nego-
tiations with the low-wage nations of 
Central America and Thailand, we 
must tailor the labor provisions of 
these agreements to fit local condi-
tions so that we do not allow exploita-
tive conditions that give these coun-
tries an unfair advantage over U.S. 
businesses. 

In conclusion, I support these agree-
ments. They will provide modest eco-
nomic benefits to our country. But 
they cannot and should not serve as 
one-size-fits-all models for future bilat-
eral FTAs. Future agreements must be 
constructed very carefully, taking into 
account the strengths and weaknesses 
of our various trading partners, to en-
sure that they provide commercial ben-
efits to U.S. agriculture, services, and 
manufacturing. 

I ask unanimous consent to print the 
following information in the RECORD 
from questions I submitted to Ambas-
sador Zoellick.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
AMBASSADOR ROBERT ZOELLICK RESPONSES TO 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY 
SENATOR KENT CONRAD OF NORTH DAKOTA, 
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, JULY 10, 2003
1. Chile Sugar Provisions. Ambassador 

Zoellick, as you well know, the details of 
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trade agreements are critically important. I 
want to have on the record an understanding 
of how the sugar provisions in the Chile 
agreement work, so I have a series of ques-
tions on this issue. 

First, my general understanding is that 
this agreement gives Chile preferential ac-
cess to the US sugar market, but only if and 
to the extent that Chile has a net trade sur-
plus in sugar. Is that correct? 

More specifically, my understanding is 
that the agreement defines a net trade sur-
plus in sugar as total exports of sugar, sugar 
containing products and high fructose corn 
sweetener minus total imports of these prod-
ucts, except that Chilean imports of HFCS 
from the US don’t count. Is that correct? 

Third, my understanding is that unless 
Chile has a net trade surplus in sugar, Chile 
will not get any preferential access under 
the agreement, and not just during the 12 
year phase in, but in perpetuity. Is that cor-
rect? 

Fourth, my understanding is that if Chile 
does have a net trade surplus in sugar, the 
agreement gives Chile up to 2000 tons of duty 
free access immediately, gradually increas-
ing to up to 3258 tons in year 11 of the agree-
ment. Is that correct? 

Fifth, to the extent that Chile’s net trade 
surplus is less than the TRQ limit, my under-
standing is that Chile’s duty free access 
would be limited to the amount of its trade 
surplus in sugar. Is that correct? 

Sixth, my understanding is that the agree-
ment gradually reduces the over quota duty 
to 0 over the 12 year phase in period. Is that 
correct? 

Seventh, my understanding is that this 
preferential over quota duty rate would be 
limited by the amount of Chile’s net trade 
surplus, and any imports above this would be 
subject to the MFN rate. Is that correct? 

Finally, after the end of the 12-year transi-
tion period, my understanding is that Chile’s 
duty free access to the US would be limited 
to the amount of its net trade surplus in 
sugar. Is that correct? 

Response: With respect to trade is sugar 
and sugar-containing products (SCPs), we 
are pleased that we were able to reach agree-
ment with Chile on provisions to address our 
industry’s concern that the FTA not operate 
as a vehicle for the transshipment of sugar 
produced in third countries. Accordingly, 
each side agreed that its access to the oth-
er’s market under the agreement will be lim-
ited to the amount of its net trade surplus in 
specified products. 

Your understanding of these provisions is 
correct. To summarize: 

During the transition period, Chile’s duty-
free access for specified sugar products and 
SCPs will be limited to the lesser of the spec-
ified in-quota quantity or the amount of 
Chile’s net trade surplus. Chile’s net trade 
surplus will be based on the difference be-
tween Chile’s imports and exports of sugar. 
SCPs, and high fructose corn syrup (HFCS), 
not including imports of HFCS from the 
United States. 

During the transition period, if Chile’s net 
trade surplus exceeds the specified in-quota 
quantity, then a declining over-quota tariff 
will be applied on the amount by which the 
net trade surplus exceeds the specified in-
quotas quantity. 

After the transition period, Chile’s duty-
free access will be limited to the amount of 
its net trade surplus. 

During and after the transition period, any 
imports in excess of Chile’s net trade surplus 
would be subject to our prevailing normal 
trade relations/most-favored-nation tariff 
rate. 

Implications for Other FTAs. Ambassador 
Zoellick, I would also like to raise a concern 
I have regarding the implication of these 

sugar provisions for the other FTAs that are 
being negotiated. Frankly, Chile is a tiny 
producer of sugar, and it is extremely un-
likely that it will ever be a net exporter of 
any significance. But the same is not true of 
Australia, Central America, South Africa, or 
Thailand, all of which are being considered 
for FTAs. The Chile provisions, if they were 
included in these other agreements, would 
devastate our sugar industry. 

U.S. producers are highly efficient, and 
U.S. consumers enjoy some of the lowest 
prices in the developed world. The fact is 
that sugar is one of the most distorted com-
modity markets in the world, with subsidies, 
protected markets and all sorts of non-tariff, 
non-traditional barriers to free trade. Unless 
we address these issues on a global basis and 
eliminate these distortions, I fear that these 
FTAs will wipe out our efficient sugar indus-
try to the benefit of less efficient, highly 
subsidized producers in other countries. Can 
you assure me that you do not intend to just 
take the Chile provisions and apply them to 
these other countries but will instead look 
to some other approach that takes into ac-
count the amounts of sugar these countries 
are capable of exporting into our country? 

Response: As reflected in the outcome of 
the Chile negotiations, we are sensitive to 
our industry’s concerns. We recognize that 
each negotiating partner has a different ca-
pacity for trade in sugar, and we will con-
tinue to consult with our industry and Con-
gress as we move forward in our other nego-
tiations. We also remain strongly committed 
to addressing global distortions that affect 
sugar trade in the WTO negotiations, and we 
will continue to consult closely with Con-
gress and the sugar industry on these issues.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, as the 
world’s largest trading Nation, trade is 
key to the long-term economic growth 
of the United States. Nearly, 26 percent 
of the United States’ gross domestic 
product is directly tied to trade activ-
ity. One in three acres is planted for 
export to other nations and mare than 
four out of ten products manufactured 
in the United States are exported. 

The United States needs to foster 
strong trading relationships to create 
opportunities for domestic businesses 
and entrepreneurs. As chairman of the 
Subcommittee on International Trade, 
I heard from manufacturers, ranchers, 
and financial service companies on the 
importance of opening new markets to 
U.S. goods and services. The agree-
ments we are considering today rep-
resent two opportunities we cannot af-
ford to let pass by. 

Since 1997, exports from the United 
to Chile have fallen from 24 percent to 
just under 17 percent. Exports from 
countries with trade agreements with 
Chile have risen during the same time 
period from 25 percent to 34 percent. 
Manufacturers and farmers in the 
United States have already lost one-
third of the Chilean import market to 
countries with trade agreements with 
Chile. The National Association of 
Manufacturers estimates that the cur-
rent lack of a trade agreement with 
Chile costs exporters, $800 million per 
year in lost sales, affecting 10,000 jobs 
in the United States. We must act now 
to reverse this trend. 

Upon passage of the Chile agreement, 
more than 85 percent of consumer and 
industrial products will immediately 

become duty-free, with most remaining 
tariffs eliminated within 4 years. More 
than three-quarters of farm goods from 
the United States will enter Chile tar-
iff free within 4 years with all tariffs 
phased out within 12 years. 

The Singapore trade agreement will 
provide similar benefits to United 
States businesses. Singapore is Amer-
ica’s twelfth largest trading partner, 
with annual two-way trade of goods 
and services of more than $30 billion. 
After the agreement goes into effect, 
all exports from the United States to 
Singapore will enjoy zero tariffs. The 
agreement will also guarantee fair and 
non-discriminatory treatment and 
greater market access for United 
States firms into Singapore’s financial 
and services industry. 

Expansion of trade opportunities for 
businesses and industry in the United 
States is good for our Nation. These 
agreements create new access opportu-
nities for goods and services from the 
United States. They are good for our 
ranchers and farmers, and I support 
passage of the United States-Singa-
pore, and the United States-Chile trade 
legislation.

Mr. DURBIN. I support the Singapore 
and Chile Free Trade Agreements. I 
maintain reservations about certain 
sections of this agreement, but overall 
I believe that this Free Trade Agree-
ment succeeds in lowering tariffs on 
American goods entering Chile and 
Singapore. 

We are deciding today whether or not 
to allow American farmers, manufac-
turers, businessmen and women to 
trade their products, their ideas and 
their goods. 

Expanding trade goes hand in glove 
with disseminating and distributing 
the values of America. That is why I 
have supported many trade agree-
ments. 

The United States-Singapore and 
United States-Chile Free Trade Agree-
ments, FTA, include strong and com-
prehensive commitments by Singapore 
and Chile to open their goods, agricul-
tural and services markets to U.S. pro-
ducers. The agreements include com-
mitments that will increase regulatory 
transparency and act to the benefit of 
U.S. workers, investors, intellectual 
property holders, business and con-
sumers. 

These agreements have one of the 
highest levels of intellectual property 
rights protections that we have ever 
had in any trade agreement with any 
other nation. We are concerned about 
the rights of those who create music, 
entertainment, software, and tech-
nology products, and we are concerned 
about manufacturers’ patents. 

I am particularly pleased about the 
benefits this agreement provides with 
respect to agriculture. The Chile Free 
Trade Agreement will eliminate tariffs 
on 85 percent of the U.S. exports to 
Chile immediately. Under the United 
States-Chile Free Trade Agreement, 
American workers, consumers, busi-
nesses, and farmers will enjoy pref-
erential access to a small but fast-
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growing economy, enabling trade with 
no tariffs and under streamlined cus-
toms procedures. 

This is good news for my home state 
of Illinois as over 75 percent of U.S. 
farm goods, including pork, beef, 
wheat, soybeans, feed grains, and pota-
toes will enter Chile duty-free within 4 
years. Other duties on U.S. agriculture 
products will be phased out over 12 
years.

In addition, an agreement was 
worked out with Singapore and U.S. 
trade negotiators on allowing chewing 
gum into the country. This is bene-
ficial for Illinois because the govern-
ment will only allow two brands of 
gum, both produced by Wrigley. 

While some of the provisions in these 
FTAs could serve as a model for other 
agreements, a number of provisions 
clearly cannot be, nor should they be. I 
believe that each country or countries 
with whom we negotiate are unique; 
and while the provisions contained in 
the Chile and Singapore FTAs work for 
Chile and Singapore, they may not be 
appropriate for FTAs with other coun-
tries, where there may exist very dif-
ferent circumstances. 

I have concerns that the administra-
tion may use some of the provisions 
contained in the agreements as models 
for other FTAs, such as the Central 
America Free Trade Agreement, 
CAFTA, where the conditions may 
make it inappropriate to do so. Specifi-
cally, with regard to the labor and en-
vironmental provisions, there are sepa-
rate dispute settlement rules that 
place arbitrary caps on the enforce-
ment of those provisions. Moreover, 
these agreements contain an ‘‘enforce 
your own laws’’ standard for dealing 
with labor and environmental disputes. 
Many of us support Chile and Singa-
pore Free Trade Agreements not only 
because they have decent labor laws, 
but because they have the ability and 
willingness to enforce them. 

Concerns about labor and environ-
mental standards, however, should re-
ceive careful scrutiny on a case-by-case 
basis as different circumstances and 
situations warrant. Use of the ‘‘enforce 
your own law’’ standard is invalid as a 
precedent—indeed is a contradiction to 
the purpose of promoting enforceable 
core labor standards—when a country’s 
laws clearly do not reflect inter-
national standards and when there is a 
history, not only of non-enforcement, 
but of a hostile environment towards 
the rights of workers to organize and 
bargain collectively. Using a standard 
in totally different circumstances will 
lead to totally different results. 

My vote for the Chile and Singapore 
FTA’s should not be interpreted as sup-
port for using these agreements as a 
model for future trade negotiations. I 
will evaluate all future trade agree-
ments on their merits and their appli-
cability to each country to ensure that 
core international labor rights and en-
vironmental standards are addressed in 
a meaningful manner. Expanded trade 
is important to this country and the 

world; but it will be beneficial to a 
broad range of persons in our nation 
and in other nations only if these trade 
agreements are carefully shaped to in-
clude basic standards, including the re-
quirement that nations compete on the 
basis of core rights for their workers, 
not by suppression of these basic 
rights. 

I support the promotion of free trade, 
but I join my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle in expressing concern that 
the Administration is mandating im-
migration policy that is the purview of 
Congress. This should never happen 
again. The United States Trade Rep-
resentative, USTR, should not be cre-
ating new immigration strategies. 
While I support the free trade agree-
ments with Chile and Singapore, I want 
to convey to USTR that I will look 
long and hard at any free trade agree-
ments that include similar immigra-
tion provisions in the future.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will 
vote in favor of the Free Trade Agree-
ments with Chile and Singapore be-
cause the benefits of the intellectual 
property and anti-piracy provisions in 
these agreements outweigh the valid 
concerns that have been raised about 
the inclusion of immigration provi-
sions. 

At the outset, let me begin by ex-
pressing my disappointment that the 
administration short-circuited the 
proper consideration process for these 
implementing bills through its decision 
to transmit them to Congress 2 days 
before the Judiciary Committee’s 
scheduled debate, and before respond-
ing to written questions from this com-
mittee’s members. To be fair, the ad-
ministration did eventually respond to 
these questions. Of course, as the re-
sponses themselves pointed out, ‘‘the 
implementing bill cannot be modified 
after its introduction.’’ 

The administration apparently views 
the Judiciary Committee simply as an 
obstacle to be overcome as quickly as 
possible, and not as a source for pos-
sible improvements to its legislative 
proposals. As a result of the adminis-
tration’s undue haste—and the Judici-
ary Committee’s failure to begin con-
sideration of these measures early 
enough to guarantee that it could have 
meaningful input—we were deprived of 
the opportunity to propose changes in 
the implementing legislation. Instead, 
we were required to conduct an up-or-
down vote on final passage of these im-
plementing bills only 2 days after their 
introduction. 

I share the concerns expressed by 
Senators FEINSTEIN, LINDSEY GRAHAM, 
and SESSIONS that the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative should not be in the busi-
ness of amending domestic immigra-
tion laws, as these treaties do. The de-
cision to include immigration provi-
sions was not only unauthorized by 
Congress but also unnecessary to 
achieve the administration’s stated 
goals. Congress has already created the 
H–1B program, which allows foreign 
workers with specialized skills to work 

in the United States. That program 
was established after a lengthy process 
of public hearings, debate, and negotia-
tion. If the administration feels that 
program needs to be changed, or a new 
visa category created, it should have 
sought to do so through the ordinary 
legislative process. 

This matter is of particular concern 
because these agreements are widely 
viewed as the template for future trade 
agreements, many of which are being 
negotiated as we speak. I hope that the 
administration has gotten the message 
from members on both sides of the 
aisle and both chambers that Congress 
does not intend to delegate its power 
over our immigration system to the ex-
ecutive branch. I for one believe that 
we should do more than express our 
concerns and hope that they are heed-
ed. As a result, I have introduced the 
Congressional Responsibility for Immi-
gration Act, a bill to prevent the use of 
fast-track procedures for trade agree-
ments that include immigration provi-
sions. 

On the whole, however, I support 
these agreements because they recog-
nize that intellectual property, and our 
response to international piracy in par-
ticular, is an integral part of any trade 
structure. The United States is the 
world’s leading creator and exporter of 
intellectual property. That means we 
are also the world’s leading target for 
piracy of copyrighted works. New tech-
nology has made piracy cheap and 
easy, and everything from music to 
films to books is susceptible to this 
kind of theft. At the same time, the ad-
vent of new technologies means that 
international distribution of copy-
righted works is increasingly viable, 
and necessary, if the U.S. intellectual 
property industry is to continue to 
thrive. 

These agreements go a long way to 
harmonize the intellectual property 
laws of Singapore and Chile with those 
of the United States. They make IP 
systems in each country more trans-
parent, uniform and predictable. This 
is a significant benefit to U.S. indus-
tries that depend on transparency and 
predictability in order to be able to 
protect their rights in these countries. 
The agreements also call on the coun-
tries to recognize and uphold the rights 
of authors to control the electronic dis-
semination of their works, and to pro-
tect the encryption technology that 
safeguards such electronic dissemina-
tion. This too is important, because 
more and more intellectual property is 
being distributed electronically. If in-
tellectual property holders cannot se-
curely distribute their works in elec-
tronic form, a major source of revenue 
is lost, and American creativity is 
hampered. 

Intellectual property is increasingly 
an international business, one that 
needs an international approach to 
many of its problems. Despite my con-
cerns about the immigration provisions 
in these agreements, I will support 
their passage because they improve 
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international cooperation on intellec-
tual property issues.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, today 
the Senate takes up legislation to im-
plement important free trade agree-
ments with Chile and Singapore. 
Through the tireless efforts of Presi-
dent Bush’s forward-looking Trade 
Representative Robert Zoellick, the 
U.S. has signed trade pacts that will 
strengthen relations with two of our 
best friends worldwide: Chile and 
Singapore. Congress ought to do our 
part so the people of all three nations 
can realize the benefits of these agree-
ments. I commend President Bush and 
Ambassador Zoellick their hard work 
in negotiating these agreements, and 
for upholding the principle that eco-
nomic engagement worldwide works for 
the betterment of all the world’s peo-
ple. 

Like most of our friends and neigh-
bors throughout the world, the United 
States faces serious economic chal-
lenges, particularly as we strive to 
work our way out of a period of reces-
sion and growing budget deficits. One 
means, and certainly not the only one, 
of strengthening our own economy 
while lifting others around the world, 
is to lower trade barriers and open 
markets. The promotion of free trade 
has characterized economic relations 
among the nations of the world during 
recent years. Our competitors in Eu-
rope, Asia and Latin America have 
sealed deals on about one hundred and 
thirty preferential trade compacts, 
some within our own hemisphere. 

Yet the U.S. is party to only three of 
these agreements—NAFTA and respec-
tive free trade agreements with Israel 
and Jordan. I was astounded to learn 
that the European Union now exports 
more to South America than the 
United States. Congress would do the 
American people an injustice if we al-
lowed the U.S. to continue to be left 
behind as the force of free trade go on 
benefiting others around the world. 

Free trade, rather than imposing 
U.S. values and robbing peoples of their 
culture, creates new economic opportu-
nities and helps raise the standard of 
living for millions of people. Our expe-
rience with NAFTA, for example, 
shows how profoundly this agreement 
has boosted exports and created jobs. 
Indeed, U.S. merchandise exports to 
Mexico were up almost 170 percent in 
NAFTA’s first eight years, well above 
the overall U.S. increase. For Mexico, 
the news is also positive, as the 
NAFTA-related export boom was re-
sponsible for more than half the 3.5 
million jobs created there since 1995. 

Free trade is also a successful pov-
erty reduction tool. Consider this: 
since 1987, 140 million people in the 
trade-dependent economies of East 
Asia have been removed from he ranks 
of abject poverty. On the other hand, 
economically isolated South Asia and 
much of Africa experienced an increase 
in poverty during the 1990s. 

But the economic potential of re-
gional and bilateral free trade agree-

ments tell only part of the story. It is 
my view that strengthening economic 
bonds between the U.S. and developing 
nations will concurrently strengthen 
and encourage the forces of political 
reform as well. 

The experience of Mexico is illus-
trative. Most observers give at least 
some credit to NAFTA for encouraging 
Mexico’s political maturity, which saw 
the peaceful replacement of a political 
party that had a 70-year lock on that 
nation’s presidency. Future free trade 
initiatives in Asia, Latin America and 
the Middle East could encourage the 
kind of dramatic political gains that, 
in recent decades, have transformed 
many of the world’s nations from au-
thoritarian regimes into functioning 
democracies. 

Trade in goods and services between 
Chile and the U.S. is growing and today 
amounts to more than $8 billion. Under 
this FTA with Chile, more than 85 per-
cent of bilateral trade in consumer and 
industrial products becomes tariff-free 
immediately, with most remaining tar-
iffs eliminated within four years. En-
actment of this agreement will im-
prove an already strong U.S. relation-
ship with a nation that has overcome a 
legacy of political division. Chile’s 
military coup and resulting dictator-
ship in the 1970s and 1980s has today 
been replaced by a functioning, out-
ward-looking democracy. And it is not 
surprising that Chile’s commitment to 
free trade has taken place concurrently 
with its political reconciliation and 
growth. 

The Singapore free trade agreement 
is the first U.S. FTA with an Asian na-
tion and could spur future similar ini-
tiatives in that important region of the 
world. It will strengthen an already 
strong economic relationship with 
America’s 12th largest trading partner 
by guaranteeing zero tariffs imme-
diately on all U.S. goods entering 
Singapore. The $40 billion in two-way 
trade in goods and services between the 
U.S. and Singapore will surely increase 
through this FTA. 

And both of these agreements do far 
more than simply encourage additional 
free trade. Like our free trade agree-
ment with Jordan, these agreements 
with Chile and Singapore include 
strong provisions related to labor and 
the environment. Under them, all three 
countries agree to: One, support Inter-
national Labor Organization (ILO) core 
labor standards and internationally 
recognized worker’s rights and, two, ef-
fectively enforce their own labor laws 
in the trade-related matters. Penalties 
for violations are $15 million annually, 
with failure to pay leading potentially 
to suspension of benefits. 

These agreements also do not forget 
the need to ensure protection of the en-
vironment. Under them, parties are to 
ensure that their domestic environ-
mental laws provide for high levels of 
environmental protection and are ef-
fectively enforced. Parties must also 
strive to continue to improve their en-
vironmental laws. Finally, the agree-

ments make clear that it is inappro-
priate to weaken or reduce domestic 
environmental protections in order to 
encourage trade or investment. These 
environmental provisions are not just 
words: they are obligations enforced 
through each agreement’s dispute set-
tlement procedures. 

Approval of these two FTAs today is 
an important early step in imple-
menting a bold free-trade agenda. 
Other such agreements with a great 
many other nations are either being 
negotiated or are under consideration. 
I am hopeful that today’s strong vote 
in Congress will encourage increased 
U.S. economic engagement and bring 
about additional market-opening, job-
creating free trade agreements. I urge 
all of my colleagues to support this 
much needed legislation.

f 

UNITED STATES-SINGAPORE FREE 
TRADE AGREEMENT IMPLEMEN-
TATION ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port H.R. 2739. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 2739) to implement the United 

States-Singapore Free Trade Agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the next votes 
in the sequence be limited to 10-minute 
votes; further, that it be in order to 
ask for the yeas and nays on passage of 
the next two bills with one show of 
hands. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. FRIST. I now ask for the yeas 

and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond? 
The yeas and nays are ordered on 

both measures. 
Under the previous order, all time is 

yielded back. The clerk will read the 
bill for the third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Shall the bill pass. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY) 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 66, 
nays 32, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 318 Leg.] 

YEAS—66 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 

Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 

Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carper 
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