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Legislation to implement the Uruguay Round of trade talks of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT) is being developed on Capitol Hill and a bill will soon be presented to Congress
for an up-or-down vote. Despite its many trade-liberalizing provisions and strong backing by U.S.
businesses, the agreement has encountered heavy resistance on Capitol Hill, with opponents citing
arguments ranging from its alleged undermining of U.S. sovereignty to unhappiness over its market-
opening effects on heavily protected sectors of the economy such as textiles and agriculture. What
was once viewed as a relatively uncontroversial trade agreement now is facing considerable opposi-
tion, with many arguing for substantial revisions or outright rejection. As a result, its passage is far
from certain.

As with last year’s debate over the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the often
bitter divisions in Congress over the GATT agreement stand in sharp contrast to the broad support
for it beyond the Washington Beltway. Most prominently, the nation’s governors have expressed
their strong backing for passage of the agreement. In a recent sur-

vey conducted by The Governors’ Forum at The Heritage Founda- Top Exporters
tion, all of the 36 governors who have taken a position on the Support the GATT
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litical fortunes are linked closely to economic con-

Governors’ Views on GATT

ditions in their states especially regarding job
growth. Thus, the governors have considerable in-
centive to identify and promote policies that pro-
duce results in these key areas. As a result,
virtually all are strong advocates of free trade and
the expanded economic opportunities it provides.

Support Not Unqualified

The governors’ support for the GATT agreement
is not unqualified; several have voiced concerns in
a number of areas. Unlike the objections of many
of the agreement’s opponents in Congress, how-
ever, these reservations generally derive not from
the agreement’s removal of too much protection
from favored sectors, but from its leaving too
much in place, especially in foreign markets. For
example, Governor Pete Wilson (R-California) has
expressed disappointment that there was not
greater progress in liberalizing trade in the enter-
tainment and telecommunications industries,
among others. Governor Thomas Carper (D-Dela-
ware) believes that much more headway should
have been made in opening foreign markets to the
U.S. banking, insurance, and financial service in-
dustries. And Governor Terry Branstad (R-Iowa)
believes that the European Community was treated
far too leniently in being allowed to continue to
heavily subsidize its agricultural production and ex-

ports.
Several governors also have expressed concern
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that the interests of their states will not be repre-
sented adequately in the deliberations of the World
Trade Organization (WTO) that the GATT agree-

ment will establish to monitor compliance with the

Note: Based on a Heritage Foundation survey taken in July 1994. Approvals
include governors who are in favor of GATT with certain additional modifications.
“NR" indicates no response to the inquiry, while “Und.” means that the governor
has not yet decided his position. “NP" indicates that the governor will not have
an official position on the GATT.

agreement and to resolve trade disputes. Their concerns in this area stem less from the operations of
the WTO itself than from doubts about the commitment of the U.S. government to representing and

protecting state interests in the WTO’s deliberations. For example, Governor Cecil Andrus (D-

Idaho) fears that the WTO may prove to be a mechanism by which Washington expands its interfer-

ence into state matters. Several governors worry that their taxing authority will be constrained

further by Washington, ostensibly in compliance with WTO rulings. Governor Mario Cuomo (D-
New York) has expressed concern that the states may not be able to protect their higher standards re-

garding health, food, and safety.

None of the concerns expressed by the governors, however, is sufficient to undermine their sup-
port for passage of the overall agreement; many of these issues can be addressed by Congress in its
implementing legislation without necessitating modifications in the agreement itself. To this end,
several of the governors have provided Congress with a set of clear reccommendations to address

these concerns.
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Greater State Involvement

Given the increasing importance of international trade to their states, most governors have stated
a desire for a greater and more permanent consultative role in both the negotiation and implementa-
tion of trade agreements. They believe that only through their own participation can the interests of
their states be protected adequately. The National Governors’ Association (NGA) has outlined a
number of specific additions to the U.S. implementing legislation to protect state interests. As sum-
marized by Governor Tommy Thompson (R-Wisconsin) in his June 10 testimony to Congress, The
most important of these declares that:

State participatien in the dispute settlement process must be greatly ex-
panded. States must be involved and represented at each stage of the de-
velopment of U.S. positions in dispute settlement cases involving state
measures. States must also participate in any future committees and
working groups that are formed within the Uruguay Round to discuss
implementation of Uruguay Round principles.

A June 14 declaration by the Western Governors’ Association (WGA) supporting the GATT
agreement reiterated this call for the states’ inclusion and, lest the WTO become a vehicle for fur-
ther undermining federalism and the powers of the states, recommended that the U.S. implementing
legislation “should not permit preemption of state laws without specific federal statutory authoriza-
tion, and it should not permit private rights of action against states in any case.” This point is under-
scored with the recommendation that the U.S. “should also add a general reservation to GATT that
will protect the role of states in our federal system.”

A Partnership With Washington

Far from reflecting resistance to the GATT agreement, the modest modifications suggested by the
governors are aimed at preventing it from being used improperly to further erode their powers. Spe-
cifically, they seek to prevent Washington from acting in their name, as their experience in this area
has been an unsatisfactory one. What they are seeking is a partnership with the federal government
in the negotiation and implementation of trade agreements, one which seeks to advance the goal of
free trade.

As with last year’s NAFTA, the overwhelming support for the GATT agreement by the nation’s
governors has demonstrated once again that they remain among the staunchest advocates of free
trade in the U.S. Any Administration engaged in future trade negotiations should welcome their ac-
tive participation, not only to address more easily their concerns as they arise, but also to bring into
play a powerful political community, one certain to remain far more supportive of free trade than is
the Congress. For their part, by increasing their role in the decision-making in Washington on trade
issues, the governors also can bolster their role as defenders of state prerogatives and thereby
strengthen the federalism that underlies the American constitutional system. This combination of
free trade and federalism is one that is good not only for the individual states, but for the Republic
as a whole.

Chris Adams, Ken Mahieu, and Lori Otto contributed to the research for this study.




