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Abstract 
 

 On August 12, 1994 the governments of Canada, Mexico, and the United States 

concluded negotiations on the most ambitious trade agreement to date: the North American Free 

Trade Agreement. Implemented on January 1, 1994, the North American Free Trade Agreement 

is a trilateral free trade deal; its chief concern to reach near elimination of tariffs (to be phased 

out gradually) on products traded among the three nations.  

The North American Free Trade Agreement was a giant step forward to liberalize trade 

policy and was touted as the most beneficial arrangement for all three nations – one that would 

create jobs, grow the economy, and provide consistent gains. Supporters claimed the gains would 

be so large as to more than compensate for the concerns raised by its opponents. However, many 

critics charge that the North American Free Trade Agreement has made losers of both North 

American workers and their environment. Over 15 years after its inception the North American 

Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) is still subject to divergent discussion. The fierce political and 

academic debates sparked by both NAFTA promoters and opponents have raged since 

negotiations for the agreement formally began in 1991. 

The purpose of this paper is to take a close look at the North American Free Trade 

Agreement and identify why such divergent views have abounded in its 15 year history. With the 

information gained from a review of NAFTA enthusiast and detractors, the secondary objective 

of this work is to move NAFTA signatories toward a more workable and beneficial agreement in 

the future, and also serve as an improved design for future global trade agreements.  
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Introduction/Statement of Relevance 
As the unavoidable force of globalization rolls through the world, many nations - such as 

Latin American and Caribbean countries - look toward striking multilateral free trade agreements 

in hopes to grow their national economies, create good jobs, and generate revenues to stop the 

trend of past decades of weak economic performances. The North American Free Trade 

Agreement is often the blueprint for which developing countries begin to negotiate these deals. 

However, NAFTA has failed to produce on many of its promises, and has arguably worked to 

damage many aspects of the interlinked North American economies. The inability of NAFTA 

member nations to correct measureable harms associated with the Agreement has allowed 

NAFTA’s successes to fall victim to its ineptitudes. If other nations were to negotiate 

multinational trade agreements based on NAFTA as it stands today, it is therefore likely that 

those nations would also shoulder similar burdens felt under the Agreement; NAFTA needs to be 

amended before more harmful mistakes are made.  

In light of our current economic situation, renegotiating the North American Free Trade 

Agreement is as pertinent as ever domestically because the plights associated with NAFTA - 

such as job displacement and environmental and social degradation - continue to haunt the 

citizens of its three nations. As it is now clear that our current global atmosphere is flirting with 

potential economic demise, any known factors contributing to job loss and wage suppression 

should be reconsidered. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the unemployment rate rose 

to 8.5% in March 2009 (data.bls.gov); this reflects the highest unemployment percentage since 

the early 1980s. In all likelihood United States unemployment figures will continue to rise, 

especially in industries vulnerable to trade liberalization such as manufacturing. By 2008, 

employment in the manufacturing industry fell by 35,000 – bringing losses over the past year to 

383,000 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2008). Of course it is irresponsible to pin all the blame for 
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job losses on international trade agreements. However, if particular safeguards established within 

multilateral trade agreements, safeguards specially targeted to reduce the harms caused by free 

trade, sectors especially sensitive to trade - such as manufacturing – would be less vulnerable to 

free trade effects. 

The debate surrounding potential NAFTA’s renegotiation was a hot topic in the 2008 

presidential race. Both Democratic candidates (Hilary Clinton and Barrack Obama) continually 

recognized that NAFTA needed to be reworked if it was to be valuable for both citizens and 

business. Republican nominee Alan Keyes wanted to ditch NAFTA and withdraw from trade 

agreements completely. NAFTA especially dominated the political conversation in Ohio where 

manufacturing job losses have devastated the economy. While the nomination of Barrack Obama 

has breathed new life into proponents for the renegotiation of NAFA, the dire economic situation 

has allowed little room for NAFTA debates.  

U.S. Senator Sherrod Brown (Ohio) and Representative Mike Michaud (Maine) have 

introduced the “Trade Reform, Accountability, Development and Employment (TRADE) Act in 

attempt to ensure President Obama fulfills his original campaign pledges concerning NAFTA. 

The TRADE Act requires a review of existing trade agreements and a renegotiation of those 

agreements based on the review. The bill is supported by a broad array of labor, consumer, 

environmental, family farm and faith groups and more than 50 House and Senate original 

cosponsors (Public Citizen Report: Global Trade Watch – The TRADE Act of 2008). Many 

elements of the TRADE Act will be incorporated within this paper’s proposals for modification 

of the North American Free Trade Agreement.  

It is important to note that this work does not advocate the abolition of the North 

American Free Trade Agreement, nor does it support to return to protectionist policies of the 
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past. Scraping NAFTA all together would constitute a giant step backward and would do little to 

curb the effects of globalization that would continue to occur with our without this agreement. 

Trade liberalization has allowed all three nations to grow economically and substantially broaden 

trade relations; however, tougher standards need to be adopted so the benefits of free trade can 

be fully harvested and felt by everyone.  

 
An Overview  

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was intended to facilitate trade 

and investment throughout North America.  Launched on January 1st, 1994, NAFTA was 

projected to be a regional free trade agreement between the U.S., Mexico, and Canada consisting 

of a set of rules—to which the members are bound—regarding trade among themselves. 

Negotiations for NAFTA formally began in Toronto on June 12, 1991. The final agreement was 

signed on December 17, 1992 by Canadian Prime Minister Brian Mulroney, Mexican President 

Carlos Salinas de Gortari, and U.S. President George H.W. Bush. The stated objectives of the 

Agreement include the elimination of trade barriers between nations, the promotion of conditions 

of fair competition in the free trade, to substantially increase investment opportunities in and 

between the territories, to provide adequate and effective protection and enforcement of 

intellectual property rights, and to establish “a framework for further trilateral, regional and 

multilateral cooperation to expand and enhance the benefits of this Agreement (Office of United 

States Trade Representative, accessed March 14, 2009).  

NAFTA resembles a version of the Canada-United State Free Trade Agreement (FTA) of 

1988. As the American government began negotiations with Mexico to create a Mexican-United 

States Free Trade Agreement, Canada wanted to join negotiations to ensure that the intended 

gains derived from FTA wouldn’t be lost. While the North American Trade Agreement mirrors 
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the trade agreement with Canada in many important respects, NAFTA is a more extensive 

agreement than the FTA. NAFTA provided for the phased elimination of tariffs and most non-

tariff barriers on regional trade between the signatories (final provisions were fully implemented 

on January 1, 2008) and extended the innovative dispute settlement procedure of the FTA.  

Regarding liberalization of trade and investments, NAFTA established free trade requirements 

on all investments for the North American region.   

NAFTA was created to promote free trade between and within the North American 

countries. Free trade works as a regional arrangement between nations in which governments 

eliminate all tariffs on goods imported from other members. For the arrangement to be 

beneficial, these governments retain independent tariffs on goods imported from non-members 

states – providing a subsidized economic advantage for partnering nations. Naturally, goods that 

carry export tariffs raise the price of said goods for foreign buyers. The motivation behind 

NAFTA was to eliminate such costs between the United States, Canada, and Mexico to allow for 

freer circulation of services and goods in hope to support increased economic growth of all 

member nations.  

The North American Free Trade Agreement was - and remains to be - the most ambitious 

multilateral trade agreement to date. Proponents of the Agreement boasted very specific 

promises such as the creation of over 170,000 new jobs in the United States by 1995 (Serra & 

Espinosa, 1993). American workers were told that NAFTA would create large numbers of new 

and good jobs due to the increased exports to the other member nations. In Mexico, workers 

were told that they would witness increases in the amount and quality of employment and 

earnings. Workers in Canada were promised an increase in economic growth, income, 

employment and a national rise in living standards. Now, over fifteen years after its initiation, 
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has NAFTA ultimately delivered or disappointed?  The following sections will evaluate the 

dueling considerations of NAFTA. Recognizing the strengths and weaknesses of the Agreement 

will lead us towards the path of renegotiation, and will build the support to create a more viable 

trade agreement.  

 
NAFTA: What Have You Done For Me Lately? 
  
Innovative Negotiation 

The North American Free Trade Agreement was a truly historic event. As Yale Professor 

from the Center for Trade Policy and Law Gustavo Vega Cánovas writes, it signified the first 

“reciprocal free trade treaty among two industrialized countries and a developing one.” (A need 

for a NAFTA PLUS, 2007) NAFTA partnered two stable western economies with a developing 

nation and was based on principles of equality and full reciprocity in spite of vast asymmetries. 

NAFTA also broke new ground with its intentions.  

To support the expansion and growth of the economies of the United States, Canada, and 

Mexico, NAFTA was set to provide for the phased elimination of tariffs over 10 years, with the 

exception of a few import sensitive products (agriculture) – which will have a 15 years transition 

period between the U.S. and Mexico (Wolters, 402).  NAFTA also attempted provided relative 

transparency. For example, the accord incorporated Mexican antidumping law into existing FTA 

rules, allowing governments to investigate whether a foreign firm is selling its products in 

international markets at a price that below its cost of production (Oatley, 2007). 

Dispute Resolutions: Chapters 11, 19, & 20 

 Another innovative plan NAFTA brought to bilateral trade was the removal of most 

performance requirements on investments. According to Carter, Trimble, and Weiner: “The 

investment obligations of the NAFTA (and related dispute settlement provisions) accord national 
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treatment to NAFTA investors, remove most performance requirements on investment in the 

region, and open up new investment opportunities in key Mexican sectors such as petrochemical 

and financial services.” (Thomas, “Labor Rights and Social Justice for Migrant Workers – 

Prospects and Priorities for the 21st Century”, 2008) 

NAFTA advocates argue that the elimination of performance requirements and the 

numerous mechanisms for dispute resolution are among the most important aspects of the 

Agreement. Dispute resolution mechanisms were “state of the art” protections, built upon the 

successful procedure for dispute resolution that had existed under the United States-Canada Free 

Trade Agreement (Carter, Trimble, & Weiner, 405).  Generally, the three aspects of the dispute 

mechanism are in Chapters 11, 19 and 20. These chapters create an array of new corporate 

investment rights and protections that were unprecedented in scope and power (Global Trade 

Watch).  Chapter 11 is an investment agreement, its principle aim is to ensure a secure, certain, 

and predictable environment for investment; Chapter 19 focuses on the means of antidumping 

and countervailing duty law, and Chapter 20 focuses on disputes that do not fall within the 

previous chapter.   

The “benefits” of dispute settlement procedures in international business agreements are 

that the majority of parties opt to negotiate with one another or to have their dispute settled via 

arbitration; the parties agree to be bound to the arbitrator’s final decision. While supporters of the 

dispute mechanisms claim they are the only insurance that free trade is upheld, in effect, they 

allow corporations to sue the national government of a NAFTA country; this matter will be 

reviewed in a subsequent section.  
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Labor and Environmental Side Agreements 

Separately, the three NAFTA countries negotiated and entered into two supplemental side 

agreements: the North American Agreement of Environmental Cooperation and the North 

American Agreement on Labor Cooperation. Theses agreements were intended to enhance and 

encourage protection of the environment and to improve and enforce labor standards within the 

regions. “The side agreements provide mechanisms that allow citizens and governments an 

opportunity to raise questions regarding failure to effectively enforce environmental or labor 

always of any of the three countries” (North American Free Trade Agreement, U.S. Experience 

With Environment, Labor, and Investment Dispute Settlement Cases: Report to the Chairman, 

Subcommittee on Trade, Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives, 2001). 

NAFTA’s inclusion of two supplemental cooperation agreements addressing labor and the 

environment was certainly an applaudable endeavor, but - as data will show – the agreements 

were not properly equipped to enforce any measures. 

Tangible Results  

The North American Free Trade Agreement did what it was supposed to. It eliminated 

trade and investment barriers in North America, increased commerce with Canada and Mexico, 

and built a stronger foundation for productivity, growth, and innovation. NAFTA created the 

second largest free trade area in the world, with almost 400 million people and a third of world 

gross domestic product (around US$8 trillion); it is fair to conclude that NAFTA has increased 

trade and investment flows. 

NAFTA’s greatest success has been in exports. United States exports to NAFTA partners 

have grown 20% faster than to the rest of the world, and NAFTA is the largest export market for 

forty-three states; manufacturing exports reached an all-time high in 2007, while manufacturing 
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output rose more from 1993-2006 than it had between 1980 and 1993 (Boskin, “Should NAFTA 

be revisited…” 2008). U.S. merchandise exports to NAFTA partners grew more rapidly at 157% 

than exports to the rest of the world (108%); United States’ overall exports to Canada and 

Mexico accounted for 35% of total U.S. exports; and Canada and Mexico are America’s first and 

second largest export markets, respectively. 

Figures from both the Mexican government and the World Bank show that trade 

liberalization has succeeded in stimulating both trade and investment in Mexico, and it has 

brought the country’s inflation under control. Mexico’s exports have grown at a rapid annual rate 

of 10.6% since 1985, and foreign direct investment has nearly tripled, posting a 21% annual 

growth rate (Artru, “Controlling the Environmental and Social Impacts of NAFTA…”, 2008). 

Data from the Office of United States Trade Representative from 2007 has shown that the trade 

and investment flows of all member nations have substantially increased (NAFTA Policy Brief, 

October 2007). From 1993 to 2006, trade among the NAFTA nations climbed 198%, from $297 

billion to $883 billion. Mexico’s manufacturing sector has showed significant economic growth. 

It is undeniable that under NAFTA, all member economies have grown significantly from 

1993-2003 (Serra & Espinosa, 2006). U.S. Labor Department data show real hourly 

compensation in manufacturing grew much faster after NAFTA than before NAFTA. And 

productivity has grown 50% faster since NAFTA than in the fifteen years prior to NAFTA 

(Scott, 2000). NAFTA is also our biggest energy supplier--larger than the next three suppliers 

combined. NAFTA certainly produced some big winners. For example, multinational 

corporations who built factories south of the border have been able to cut labor costs and 

increased profits (Martin, 2005). To these extents, NAFTA has been a success. However, 
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increased trade and investment has come at the hands of compromised working conditions and a 

declining environment.  

It is clear that NAFTA, in general, has been positive in regard to investment opportunities 

and economic growth; yet NAFTA has carried a plethora of unforeseen consequences as a result 

of development: low wages in Mexico, illegal immigration from Mexico into the United States, 

and environmental degradation many others. According to Thomas Oatley, more than a decade 

of monitoring NAFTA investment performance has shown that: “ the agreement has boosted 

investment and trade, just as it promised, and it has increased international competition, which 

contributed to the dramatic rise of labor productivity, particularly in Mexico and United states 

during the1990s (Oatley, 35). Another observation comes from Garry Clyde Hufbauer and 

Jeffrey J. Schott, who—in NAFTA Revised Achievements and Challenges 2, 4-5(2005), write: 

“Overall, the three economies of North America have grown significantly during the first decade 

of NAFTA.  Average annual real GDP grown over 1994-2003 was 3.6 percent for Canada, 3.3 

percent for USA, and 2.7 percent for Mexico …however the NAFTA critics have shone a 

spotlight on important problems …these problems must be tackled to redress decade’s 

environmental abuse or labor and migration problems (Abel, 2003).  Other experts in the field 

have made similar observations that NAFTA has done much for trade/investment since its 

implementation in 1994, but has largely failed to promote social goals. All three governments 

boasted that the deal would support broader communal goals: from creating jobs to cleaning up 

the environment.  Former Mexican president Carlos Salinas de Gortari even promised that 

NAFTA would give such a boost to Mexican living standards that illegal immigration to the 

United State would drop. By these indictors NAFTA is a failure (Oatley).  The upcoming pages 
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of this work will address this failure, with the objective of offering policy suggestions that will 

make NAFTA a more credible institution.   

  
   
Problems with NAFTA since its Inception 

Now that we are equipped with a basic understanding of what the North American Free 

Trade Agreement is and what it set out to accomplish, we can sort through some basic problems 

of NAFTA since its inception. As promised, the accord has in fact boosted investment and trade. 

Additionally, increased international competition may have helped fuel the dramatic rise in labor 

productivity rates during the 1990s, particularly in Mexico and the United States (Anderson, 

Cavanagh, & Landau 26). NAFTA has undoubtedly been a commercial and investment success – 

but that does not mean everyone in North America has prospered; the environment, 

communities, and workers in all three countries have suffered from the agreement’s flaws. 

NAFTA has been a significant failure for workers in all three nations. Almost fifteen years after 

the implementation of NAFTA, the reality of the accord is far from the original promises, and the 

majority of people did not benefit from the agreement: poverty remained the same or grew, 

concentrations of wealth skyrocketed, the purchasing power of minimum wages declined as did 

social spending, and immigration from Mexico reached historical highs. 

NAFTA’s intent to shift attention to other aspects not commonly associated with trade, 

including the environment  (Anderson, 1993; Johnson & Beaulieu, 1996, et al.), labor (Barndt, 

1999) and human rights (Stephen, 1998) was groundbreaking (Mitchell, 2006). However, these 

worthy intentions have not been able to translate into tangible results. In some cases, NAFTA 

produced results that were exactly the opposite of what was promised. For example, NAFTA 

promoters promised Americans that the agreement would generate large numbers of good, high 
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paying jobs. Instead, over a million jobs that would otherwise have been created were lost, and 

wages were pushed down for a large number of workers with less than a college education.  

The agricultural provisions of NAFTA have proved disastrous to Mexico's farmers. They 

have led directly to large increases in distress migration to Mexico's slums and to the United 

States. Together with reduction of food subsidies, long supply chains, and the rise of commodity 

speculation, they now jeopardize basic nutrition for many of Mexico's poor (Mitchell, 2006). 

The most damning effects of the North American Free Trade Agreement have been 

experienced in Mexico. As a former foreign minister of Mexico once remarked, NAFTA was "an 

agreement for the rich and powerful in the United States, Mexico, and Canada, an agreement 

effectively excluding ordinary people in all three societies." It should, therefore, be no surprise 

that NAFTA rules protect the interests of large corporate investors while undercutting workers' 

rights, environmental protections, and democratic accountability (Faux, “Revisiting NAFTA…”, 

2006). The beneficial figures discussed in the previous section have not been able to translate 

into profits for the Mexican population as a whole. For instance, as Mexican employment 

increased it was chiefly due to low-wage maquiladora industries, which promoters of NAFTA 

promised would nearly disappear. While official studies from the World Bank and the Mexican 

government have shown the triumphs of trade liberalization in the realms of trade and 

investment, the same sources show that economic growth has been slow in Mexico – less than 

1% per capita per year from 1985-1999, compared with 3.4% from 1960-1980.  

According to the Global Policy Network Study by Mexican labor economist, Carlos Sala, 

a 50% growth in Mexican productivity didn’t prevent an 11% slide in Mexican’s real 

manufacturing wages between 1994 and 2001.  The U.S. government reports that, even in 

minimal dollar-value terms, Mexican manufacturing wages were no higher in 2000 than in 
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NAFTA’s first year and were considerably lower than in 1981 (prior to Mexico’s sweeping free 

market reform).  Additionally, the surge in exports has been far outstripped by rising imports – 

creating a serious deficit. Job creation in the country has fallen far short of the demand from new 

entrants into the labor force. Even the manufacturing sector, one of the few sectors to show 

significant economic growth, has seen a net loss in jobs since NAFTA took effect. Wages have 

declined nationally, and inequality has worsened. Mexico’s Gini coefficient (the standard 

international measure of inequality) has risen from .43 to .48 since 1984, putting Mexico among 

the most unequal nations in the hemisphere.  

Why has increased trade investment failed to reduce poverty or raise wage?  To answer 

this question John Cavanagh (director of the Institute for Policy Studies) and Sarah Anderson 

(director of the global economy project at the Institute for Political Studies) argue that NAFTA 

gives more power to employers to suppress workers who fight for their fair share of benefits. 

Chapter 11 of the North American Free Trade Agreement provides for signatories’ governments 

ability to privately enforce their own decisions outside of a nation’s domestic court system 

(Public Citizen: Global Trade Watch). Through the use of this privilege, NAFTA countries have 

a considerable amount of freedom in establishing foreign companies and trade relations without 

restriction. Ralph Nader, an original opponent of NAFTA, argues that this freedom has allowed 

many companies to drag down United States and Canada’s health, safety and environmental 

standards, enabling corporations to play the nations off one another (Campbell, 2006). Canada 

and the U.S. have been enabled to take advantage of Mexico’s lagging environmental standards; 

this is evident in by the ecological disaster that can be seen at the United States-Mexico border - 

where corporations dump toxic waste, contaminate the water and pollute the air with little 

inhibition.  



 15

NAFTA has also come under attack due to its track record of broken promises for family 

farmers and ranchers. While farmers were promised they could export their way to lasting 

economic success, consumers were promised lower food prices. The promised benefits never 

materialized: farm income has declined, and consumer prices have risen (Public Citizen). Since 

NAFTA, the U.S. trade surplus in agricultural products, which once was the flagship of United 

States exports, has declined significantly, and that trend is most profound with NAFTA partners 

Canada and Mexico (Robertson, 2005). U.S. exports to Canada and Mexico have in fact grown 

but, imports to the United States from those countries have grown much faster. Before NAFTA 

(between 1991 and 1994), the U.S. agricultural trade surplus with Mexico and Canada increased 

by $203 million (VanderMeer, 230). However, since NAFTA, the surplus fell by $1.498 billion. 

Remarkably, the NAFTA agricultural product trade surplus has declined more rapidly than the 

U.S. worldwide trade surplus in agricultural products, falling 70.7% from $1.6 billion in 1993 to 

$456 million in 2000 (Robertson, 2005). 

The North American Free Trade Agreement has generated the most criticism over the 

agreement’s failure to (1) enforce environmental protections, (2) stem the tide of migration, and 

(3) protect workers and labor rights.  

Environment 

While some argue that free trade will raise incomes in developing countries, thus 

encouraging governments to protect the environment, others argue that free trade simply 

provides an incentive for heavily-polluting firms to move to developing countries with lax 

environmental regulations (Gallagher, Free Trade and the Environment: Mexico, NAFTA, and 

Beyond, 2004). As multiple studies have shown, environmental challenges rank among the most 

difficult subjects an expanded North American market must face (Davidson & Mitchell, 2002; 
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Oliver, 2005; Schatan, 2000). Environmental problems related to increased trade have 

“intensified and expanded” since NAFTA’s inception (Mitchell, 2006, p. 298). North American 

institutions have had difficulty dealing with border pollution, hazardous waste production and 

processing, transport of dangerous goods, and other pressing environmental issues related to 

increased trade activity (Davidson & Mitchell, 2002). Surmounting evidence has shown that the 

environmental policy structures and processes established under NAFTA to control these 

dangerous effects have not been up to the challenge.  

Trade and environment are often competing arenas of pursuit, however NAFTA has been 

hailed as the first international trade agreement to include environmental provisions (Abel, 

“NAFTA’s North American Agreement for Environmental Cooperation: A Civil Society 

Perspective”, 2003). The key principles of the environmental side agreement (Figure 1) are 

aimed to protect, conserve, and improve the environment through increased cooperation and 

transparency among the three governments and greater public participation (GAO Report: 

NAFTA U.S. Experience with Environment, Labor, and Investment Dispute Settlement Cases, 

2001).  

 
 

 
Environmental Side Agreement: Key Principles: 

 
• Protect, conserve, and improve the environment 

• Provide citizens and nongovernmental organizations an opportunity to raise 

questions regarding a Party’s enforcement of environmental laws 

• Provide governments an opportunity to raise questions regarding a Party’s 

enforcement of environmental laws 

o Government-to-government process includes provisions for fines and trade 

sanctions 

Figure 1 - U.S. General Accounting Office, 2001 
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These provisions were included in a supplemental agreement, creating the North 

American Agreement for Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC) in 1994; the Commission for 

Environmental Cooperation (CEC) was created under NAAEC to implement the accord’s 

principles; the North American Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC) was granted 

an annual budget of only $9 million to be shared among all three countries. The centerpiece of 

the NAAEC includes a process in which citizens (Citizen Submissions on Enforcement Matters) 

and/or nongovernmental institutions can file reports in regard to the failure of any NAFTA 

member country to effectively enforce its environmental laws.  

NAAEC was assumed largely as a concession to American activists who were concerned 

about the environmental impacts of NAFTA. Activists feared Mexico would become a North 

American pollution haven because its environmental standards were perceived to be lower and/or 

less strenuously enforced. There was also a concern that all parties might weaken their 

environmental standards, to prevent capital flight, to attract new investment or to reduce costs for 

exporters. Activists wanted guarantees that the NAFTA signatories would not weaken their 

environmental laws and regulations.  

As a result, Canada and Mexico regarded the NAAEC as a thorn in their side that they 

had to live with in order for the United States to sign NAFTA – therefore, it has never had 

complete support. Unfortunately, what the activist got was a commitment by the parties to 

enforce the laws already on their books. The Citizen Submission on Enforcement Matters 

(CSEM) mechanism is intended to remedy the deficit in public participation and transparency in 

trade and economic integration. The CSEM allows individuals and NGOs to bring complaints of 

persistent failure to enforce national legislation to the Commission for Environmental 

Cooperation for investigation. To the extent the CSEM has any power, it is through sunshine 
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enforcement, by exposing the actions of national governments. As NAAEC was created as a side 

agreement and not incorporated directly within NAFTA provisions, the great strides made by the 

CEC are tempered by its lack of power as an “equal player within the NAFTA structure” (Abel, 

2003). The CEC Council’s authority is therefore derived from the NAAEC and not from 

NAFTA’s main text. Consequently, the environmental ministers lack the same authority to 

influence policy that the trade representatives enjoy. When officials in any NAFTA country 

attempts to tackle environmental problems through regulation, they face the threat of expensive 

lawsuits, thanks to NAFTA’s rules allowing foreign investors to sue governments directly over 

any act that might diminish the value of their investment. The CEC received 55 submissions 

from June 1995 to May 2006 (Ross, “Environmental Actions of Citizens”, 2006). To date, not 

one of these submissions has resulted in a ruling against a corporation.  

Once again, the negative effects of trade liberalization between the three countries were 

felt the most in Mexico. At most, Mexico receives only one-third of the $9 million allocated to 

the CEC (Gallagher, 2004). Statistics from Mexico’s National Institute for Statistics, Geography, 

and Information Systems (INEGI) document how environmental degradation has overwhelmed 

any benefits from trade-led economic growth (Abel, 2003). According to INEGI, national levels 

of soil erosion, municipal solid waste, and urban air and water pollution all worsened from 1985 

to 1999. Rural soil erosion grew by 89%, municipal solid waste by 108%, water pollution by 

29%, and urban air pollution by 97%.  

INEGI studies approximate the financial cost of this environmental degradation at 10% of 

GDP from 1998 to 1999 – an average of $36 billion of damage each year. Clearly, destruction 

crushes the value of economic growth, which has been just 2.5% annually ($14 billion per year). 
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The North American Agreement for Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC) was regarded 

optimistically as a golden format of environmental protections incorporated with trade 

liberalization and a starting point for all future trade agreements. While clear improvements have 

been made under the NAAEC, overall NAFTA has not fulfilled its promise of a sustainable 

development model that balances environmental and economic considerations. Despite 

NAFTA’s preamble promoting sustainable development and strengthening environmental laws 

and regulations, the environment has been rendered an afterthought subordinate to commerce 

and job creation (in which has also largely failed). The NAAEC and CEC have had numerous 

successes since its inception but without full commitment on behalf of all three member nations 

and its incorporation within NAFTA’s main text, the efforts the Commission for Environmental 

Cooperation are left floundering. 

 
Migration 
 The concept of “globalization” often conjures imaginings solely of increased levels of 

translational trade and investment; however, it is important to realize that increased labor 

migration is also a central component of an integrated world economy (Thomas, “Labor Rights 

Air pollution in Mexico City is the 
most well-known of Mexico’s 
environmental problems. Cutbacks 
in the government environmental 
programs and trade-led growth 
have intensified soil erosion, air 
and water contamination, and solid 
waste disposal.  
Kevin Gallagher – Free Trade and the Environment: 

Mexico, NAFTA, and Beyond 
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and Social Justice for Migrant Workers: Prospects and Priorities for the 21st Century”, 2008). 

Current estimates by the International Organization for Migration (IOM) and the International 

Labor Organization (ILO) approximate that there are more than 200 million international 

migrants in the world today, comprising 3% of the global population (World Migration 2008: 

Managing Labour Mobility in the Evolving Global Economy). In the United States, over 21, 000, 

000 workers are foreign or foreign-born – constituting approximately 15% of the total labor 

force. Moreover, estimates suggest that there are approximately 12 million undocumented 

immigrants currently in the United States (Thomas, 2008). The IOM has identified South to 

North migration as the fastest growing migration path.  

In its current state within the North American Free Trade Agreement, migration isn’t 

being regulated effectively. Migrants are largely punished and chastised for “stealing” jobs or 

depleting wages for the workers native to the countries they flock to. Our contemporary 

management (or lack thereof) of immigration hurts both sides; it isn’t beneficial to immigrants 

often forced to take jobs below their skill level for nearly unlivable pay, and it certainly isn’t 

good for displaced workers who are left to complete with individuals willing to work for next to 

nothing. However, penalizing and rebuking migrants is not going to alleviate the problem. If 

history has shown us anything, it is that you cannot prevent the movement of people; if a person 

or community seeks out different lands over concerns of life and/or security, they will move and 

keep moving until they are settled and their needs satisfied. Migration is now an essential, 

inevitable and potentially beneficial component of the economic and social life of every country 

and region. The question is no longer whether to have migration, but rather how to manage 

migration effectively so as to enhance its positive and reduce its negative impacts. The bottom 
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line is that the United States has a problem; one which will continue until a solution is found that 

will be viable to both sides of the dispute.  

United States Attorney General Janet Reno said in 1993: “If NAFTA passes, my job 

guarding the boarder will be easier. If NAFTA fails, my job stopping the flow of illegal 

immigrant will become even more difficult.” The continued willingness of hundreds of 

thousands of Mexican citizens to risk their lives crossing the border each and every year is in 

itself a testimony to the failure of NAFTA to deliver on its promises to reduce immigration. 

Mexican President Carlos Salinas similarly asserted that “We want NAFTA because we want to 

export goods, not people.” (Munoz, "Francisco Labastida. Mexico's Mystery: A Patrician and 

His Party Lobby for the Poor, 2000”) At least half of President Salinas’ statement held true, 

Mexico’s exports have exploded under NAFTA, quintupling to $292 billion last year, but 

Mexico is still exporting people too, almost half a million each year, seeking opportunities in the 

United States that they do not have at home.  

Francisco Labastida, the presidential candidate of Mexico's governing party, the PRI, said 

in a January 30, 2000 interview that if elected, he would like a new, expanded Bracero program 

so that Mexican workers can be employed legally in the US: "We could enhance NAFTA to 

include, perhaps, an agreement on temporary workers." 

Labastida said that only faster job growth will reduce illegal immigration: "The real 

solution will come when Mexico's economy grows at a faster pace and creates more jobs with 

better wages in Mexico... If the economy grows at a six percent annual rate, and we can create 

1.25 million jobs a year, and these jobs pay about five points above inflation, then we could see a 

significant reduction in the immigration of Mexicans to the U.S. That would benefit not only the 
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U.S., but Mexico, because, right now, we are losing our greatest asset, the Mexican people." 

(Migration News, “Mexico: NAFTA, Corn” Feb. 2000 Vol. 6, Number 4). 

Labor 
During the course of discussions that established NAFTA rules and regulations, there was 

one thing that was left out: labor. As in the case of the environment, a labor side agreement was 

also created – but not incorporated within the text of the North American Free Trade Agreement. 

This was no oversight. Reminiscent of the Constitution’s Framers failure to respond to the 

question of slavery, labor was absent from the finalities of the North American Free Trade 

Agreement. Luis Ernesto Derbez Bautista, Mexican Secretary of Foreign Relations, feels that: “It 

[labor] was left out because it was considered at the time very difficult to deal with that as a 

specific issue of the trade agreement between Mexico and the United States” (Rethinking Global 

Migration, 2006). The failure to effectively manage the labor issue has created boundless 

problems for NAFTA signatories and provided fuel for the fire for NAFTA opponents.  

As initially conceived and negotiated, NAFTA included no provisions for labor rights. As 

discussed previously, its singular motivation was the elimination of restrictions on trade and 

investment. The result in effect, was that NAFTA made it easier for companies to shift 

production to Mexico (a low-wage country with lax environmental regulations), while further 

compounding the problem of migration. Cornell University Professor Kate Bronfenbrenner has 

documented how U.S. employers increasingly threaten to move their factories to Mexico and 

other low-wage countries in order to fight unions and restrain wages. Professor Bronfenbrenner 

describes this as “whipsaw bargaining” and holds this practice responsible for the meager level 

of U.S. real wage growth in the late 1990s – despite near- record low unemployment (1997). 

The labor side agreement established the North American Commission for Labor 

Cooperation (NACLC) to implement that accord’s principles and includes a process whereby 
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citizens, groups, or governments can raise questions of labor law enforcement I all three member 

countries (U.S. GTO Report: NAFTA – U.S. Experience with Environment, Labor, and 

Investment Dispute Settlement Cases, 2001). The goals of the labor side agreement (Figure 2) 

are to improve working conditions and living standards in each country, encourage the exchange 

of information regarding pertinent legal issues, foster transparency in administration of labor 

laws, and pursue cooperative labor-related activities among the three countries.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The North American Commission for Labor Cooperation has experienced mixed 

fortunes. Analogous to the supplemental agreement developed for environmental concerns, the 

labor side agreement is largely powerless and has proved incapable of holding governments or 

corporations accountable for worker rights violations. The NAALC lacks the type of stringent 

sanctions for workers' rights violations that cover intellectual property infractions. The Labor 

Agreement does not establish new standards for workers - it relies on member nations to enforce 

their own labor and employment laws. Alleged violations can only reach the NAALC’s 

Labor Side Agreement: Key Principles: 
 

• Improve working and living standards through compliance with, and effective enforcement of, 11 labor principles  

o Eleven labor principles fall into three categories: 

 Group I – union-related activities 

 Group II – workers’ rights 

 Group III – child labor and workplace saftey 

• Provide citizens and nongovernmental organizations an opportunity address questions regarding enforcement of labor 

laws 

o Includes provisions for fines and trade sanctions that only apply to violations of Group III labor principles 

Figure 2 - U.S. General Accounting Office, 2001 
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cooperative dispute resolution procedures if they all within one or more of the three categories 

(union-related activities, worker’s rights, or child labor/workplace safety); even if an alleged 

violation is found to constitute a cooperative dispute resolution - it still may take years to 

negotiate. All other alleged violations are outside the scope of arbitration and enforceable 

remedies. The arbitral board cannot be invoked, for example, for infringements against workers' 

rights to free association, to collective bargaining, to be free from discriminatory work 

environments, or to strike. Instead, non-enforceable reports and recommendations may result.  

More than 30 complaints of suspected violations have been filed, but not a single case has 

received little more than a bit of media attention and public exposure of the problem. Labor 

groups argue that the agreement lacks protection for individual rights, and that it provides the 

least protection for the most fundamental labor rights (Karesh, The North American Agreement 

on Labor Cooperation and Labor Provisions of U.S. Free Trade Agreements, 2004). Conversely, 

the business community contents that the agreement is overly intrusive and can disrupt the ability 

to conduct business, asserting that the agreement should not permit sanctions for labor violations 

and that only cooperative mechanisms should be used to advance workplace standards.   

Without an institutionalized plan for labor – and the migration that was produced on its 

behalf - NAFTA stands as an unfinished product. For the accord’s benefits to be fully felt, 

further stipulations must be included to remedy the harms that it has created. This section will 

preview the most striking problems that have evolved through NAFTA’s failure to address the 

labor and migration issue.  

Negative Effects of the Lack of Migration and Labor Provisions 

In the absence of labor provisions (and the ineffectiveness of the labor accord that 

accompanied NAFTA) abundant troubles mounted for the worker. Our discussion will begin 
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with the United States. The United States was operating at near full employment through most of 

the 1990s, it would seem as if (with NAFTA as an addition to the workings of our economy) 

wages would have increased and workers would have had more job security. However, worker’s 

earnings did not increase and employees did not enjoy increased job security. Job security is now 

lacking due to the increased fear stemming from employers' enhanced opportunity to move to 

other countries, namely Mexico and China, to exploit cheap labor – costing hundreds of 

thousands of American jobs (Public Citizen).  

When NAFTA discussions first began, The United States Trade Representative (USTR) 

conceded that some U.S. workers would be displaced as a result of the agreement, but it 

estimated that between 600,000 and one million new jobs would be created by exports to 

Mexico. The country (and our thousands of unemployed) is still waiting to receive these jobs. 

The Washington, D.C.- based Economic Policy Institute (EPI), in a follow-up report authored by 

Jeff Faux and Thea Lee, estimated NAFTA has already cost the country at least half a million 

jobs (The Effect of NAFTA on American Works Revisited, 2000). Most of those lost jobs were 

high-wage positions in manufacturing industries. The loss of these jobs is just the most visible tip 

of NAFTA's impact on the U.S. economy. In fact, NAFTA has also contributed to rising income 

inequality, suppressed real wages for production workers, weakened workers' collective 

bargaining powers and ability to organize unions, and reduced fringe benefits (VanderMeer 

1997). 

The ineptness of NAFTA in answering questions concerning labor have failed to protect 

workers and, resulting in major job losses in various industries (Jackson, 2002). Specifically, 

NAFTA has negatively impacted labor union organizing drives – and in turn ethnic minorities, 

and women in the United States. Union organizing drives is of particular concern to minorities 
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and women because these individuals have a disproportionately higher number of jobs in the 

industries that are most affected by NAFTA. Additionally, these groups have a history of 

discrimination in the workplace, and therefore would have a greater need for the protections 

union membership is intended to provide. Collective bargaining emphasizes equal pay and fair 

treatment in the workplace, two things that are essential for women and minorities (Jackson, 

320). 

Workers have suffered from several industries: those in industries already moving to 

Mexico - such as automobiles and auto parts, consumer electronics and apparel - who are subject 

to both job and wage losses, workers employed at small- and medium-sized businesses that 

cannot relocate and become unable to compete with corporations in Mexico, and workers in 

small service businesses like restaurants have undergone hardships as large plants move out of 

their neighborhoods. Finally, growers of products previously protected by high tariffs, such as 

winter fruits and vegetables; cotton and peanuts, suffered when the tariffs were removed by 

NAFTA (Faux, Lee 2000). 

And Americans aren’t the only ones losing jobs. Outside of our borders, Canadian and 

Mexican workers have been hurt by NAFTA too. Canada has lost at least 461,000 manufacturing 

jobs from the months leading up to the agreement and now (Pew Research Center: Canadian 

Business Sector Survey 2007). For Mexico, with too few jobs created by NAFTA for new 

entrants and those displaced, and because many employers prefer young women in their first 

jobs, many rural Mexicans moved to the United States. Once in the U.S., they are forced to work 

for unbelievably low pay – and in turn further leading to loss of American jobs. Driven by the 

need for labor, migration abounds creating further problems for the countries involved. While 

NAFTA succeeded in increasing trade and foreign investment, that success has not translated 
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into dynamic economic growth, job creation, or improvements in the standards of living of most 

Mexicans. 

Clearly, NAFTA Signatories’ failure to manage the question of labor and migration 

before NAFTA was launched in 1994 has led to the depletion of the accord’s value; it has also 

generated (as shown by the previous examples) numerous problems for each respective country. 

As history has always been our greatest teacher, the 15 year record of the NAFTA experience – 

both positive and negative aspects – can be utilized to work towards an improved North 

American Free Trade Agreement. The following are proposals to renegotiate NAFTA. These 

proposals aim to conquer the unintended ills created by NAFTA that have plagued the economy, 

the worker, and the environment. If the North American Free Trade Agreement is renegotiated 

and a number of these proposals are implemented - the successes of the Agreement will finally 

be able to be enjoyed by all.  

 
Proposals 
 The fact that the North American Free Trade Agreement needs major repair should not 

come as a surprise. As this work has recognized, NAFTA was the most complex trade agreement 

in its day. We have learned a lot since NAFTA’s inception over 15 years ago. For NAFTA 

signatories not to build from the lessons NAFTA’s history has provided would be a true 

oversight and a failure for all North American citizens. The United States, Canada, and Mexico 

need to return to the drawing board to create and agree upon (1) continent-wide enforceable 

mechanisms to ensure social and environmental standards, (2) the creation of a displaced worker 

program that would provide training and help assist  displaced employees find employment, (3) 

an agreement for long-term financial aid for Mexico’s infrastructure, (4) the abolishment of 

dispute mechanism that solely reinforce the power of the firm/corporation or to establish strict 
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and specific terms for their use, (5) looking into developing a shared labor market to regulate the 

high levels of migration.  

The first step in reforming the North American Free Trade Agreement is to make 

completely sure North American workers also benefit from the fruits of free trade. In order to do 

this, a continent-wide binding document needs to be instituted within the main language of the 

treaty (Wilburst, 2009). Side agreements with nonexistent enforcement mechanisms will not do. 

NAFTA’s labor side agreement has largely failed to bring about needed legal and institutional 

reforms, much less justice in the individual cases presented to the National Administrative 

Offices. The agreement must be renegotiated to incorporate labor rights into the accord, thus 

ensuring that these rights can be fully realized. International Labor Organization core labor 

rights, as well as acceptable conditions of work related to wages, hours and occupational safety 

and health, must be fully respected and enforced in each country. Migrant workers, regardless of 

their immigration status, must have the same workers rights and conditions as those enjoyed by 

the citizens of the receiving country. 

Citizens under NAFTA would also benefit from the creation of federal programs in each 

respective nation designed to help workers displaced by NAFTA (and other trade liberalization 

agreements) find new employment opportunities while providing job training to ensure the 

viability within the changing economy. These worker displacement programs will signal to 

North American citizens that while increased trade revenues and economic prosperity are a large 

part of the North American agenda, the well being and livelihood of its citizens is a parallel 

concern.  

In order to properly live up to their promises to protect and promote the vitality of the 

environment, the signatories of the North American Free Trade Agreement need to put in place 
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the institutional mechanisms that can monitor environmental impacts and prevent unacceptable 

levels of environmental destruction (Wilburst, 2009). The environmental side agreement that 

created the North American Agreement for Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC) and the 

Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC) need to be rewriting into NAFTA’s main 

text. Nothing in the agreement should prevent any party from taking actions necessary to protect 

the environment, including the establishment of import and export restrictions to prevent the 

irrational overuse of natural resources and the use of subsidies to prevent adverse environmental 

effects. The agreement should explicitly recognize the priority of Multilateral Environmental 

Agreements signed by each country (for example, the Kyoto Protocol) and guarantee their 

fulfillment. As Kevin Gallagher warns in his environmental assessment of NAFTA: “Without 

environmental regulations, and the willingness and capacity to enforce them, trade-led growth 

will lead to increases in environmental degradation (NACEC and Environmental Quality: 

Assessing the Mexican Experience). Economic integration must be couple with strong 

environmental regulations and enforcement or pollution will only continue to worsen.  

While proponents of NAFTA felt the joining of two highly industrialized western worlds 

(The United States and Canada) with a newly emerging economy with a tradition of highly 

locally oriented and protected markets (Mexico) would have worked to rapidly increase the 

development the economy of the latter, and providing a wide open new market in which they 

could hastily distribute goods. However, these individuals missed a crucial step. NAFTA 

negotiators should have heeded the lessons of the European Union and first established a means 

to channel highly needed resources and social protocol into the poorer nation in order to level the 

economic playing field. Though Mexico enjoyed rapid development, the nation lagged far behind 

its counterparts and was incompatible with the progress. Under NAFTA, the three countries 
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continue to employ this backward model. Before more harm is created, Canada Mexico and the 

United States need to develop a framework in which funds are provided to improve Mexico’s 

infrastructure as to fit more easily with the other North American economies. This will 

undoubtedly be a costly and unpopular program but unfortunately, Mexico’s inability to prosper 

from the agreement will need to be corrected or it will likely continue to get worse. For future 

NAFTA-like agreements, a starting point should be careful review of any new trade 

liberalization agreements and the creation of a concrete framework to guide the formulation of 

trade policies that are fair--especially when dealing with countries with stark economic 

asymmetries in comparison to the United States--and that take into account both the social and 

political consequences of deepening integration. 

Labor and human rights problems will continue to swell under NAFTA if the harmful 

prefrontal investment clauses are not eradicated. NAFTA contains the strongest international 

protections for investment in any multinational agreement. Currently, NAFTA allows investors 

to obtain compensation for their “losses” through special international commercial arbitration 

bodies. Therefore, corporations can seek binding dispute resolutions outside of the country’s 

native court system – allowing them to escape due process. These hearings are closed to the 

public and there is no appeal process. This system has effectively allowed companies to punish 

other nations for impeding their establishment in anyway. The ability of foreign investors to sue 

trading partners over environmental regulations must also be eliminated. Currently, through 

NAFTA’s lack of performance requirement and dispute settlement mechanisms, foreign 

investors have special rights to sue governments through arbitration panels that meet in secret. 

An international tribunal should be created to review foreign investor complaints; with disputes 

handled by courts in which citizens affected by the decisions should be able to participate in the 
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procedures. Investment agreements under the renegotiated NAFTA must balance the interest of 

investors from government action and public policy through transparency, accountability, and 

legitimacy.  

  
North American Single Labor Market? 

The proposals mentioned above could be fused into one single fixed institution in which 

all issues could than be regulated through this measure. Although NAFTA’s economic 

integrations appear to work well, problems concerning workers wages, poverty, and the free 

movement of citizens between the labor markets of the member states remain unsolved. NAFTA 

could be dramatically improved by the creation of a fixed institution such as single labor market. 

To protect labor rights in a meaningful way would require changing the whole orientation of the 

agreement rather than just including a labor clause. Subsequent chapters will outline the structure 

of this proposed labor market, using the framework of the European Union labor market model, 

regulations for the American Model and prospects about its future will also follow.  

There are three primary concerns to determine whether or not a public policy should be 

adopted: reconciling “ends” with “ways and means”, assessing political support, and determining 

the proper time to initiate a given policy (Rose, 91).  To ignore the aforementioned process and 

to assume that a proposed policy, which represents a “best-practice,” should/will be adopted 

without political contest is naïve (Rose, 91).  The following will address the three 

aforementioned policy concerns to evaluate whether or not a single labor market may be adopted 

among the NAFTA Signatories.  

The creation of a North American Single Market that would allow workers to integrate 

immigrants via the labor market has several advantages. First, it gives migrants what they most 

migrated for: jobs at higher wages. Second, it enlists employers as advocates for migrants and 
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migration and reduces anti-immigrant feelings arising from welfare usage. Lastly, it would set 

standards of coordination between markets in health, safety, and environmental standards. 

Coordination among Canada, Mexico, and the United States in pursuit of the same goal could 

effectively confront the migration problem and yield benefits for each nation involved.  

Ostensibly, some may feel that there would be clear disadvantages in using the labor 

market as the major integration instrument. For instance, although immigrants have jobs, they are 

often at low wages. The federal minimum wage, as of July 24, 2007, is $5.85 (U.S. Department 

of Labor) or roughly $12,100 even for a full-time worker. As a result, many immigrant families 

are working poor, usually this means they lack health insurance and other benefits, and may 

retard mobility for their U.S. children.  

In addition, there are limited opportunities for learning English in many entry-level jobs 

filled by immigrants. In agriculture and construction, supervisors adapt to the labor force and 

speak Spanish, which allows for the development of a multi-tiered society with limited 

interactions. Large numbers of immigrants may send wrong signals to employers and industries, 

as they engage in short-term hiring and layoffs rather than making long-term investment 

strategies to be globally competitive.  

These are genuine concerns of using the labor market as an instrument for integration. 

However, these are only disadvantages if the labor market was used (as it is to some degree now) 

without the establishment of a fixed institution. Through the creation and establishment of a 

North American Single Market, strict standards (to be enforced by the partnering nations) could 

be set – addressing a “universal” North American minimum wage, implementation of health and 

safety standards, and the development of training programs.  
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Closing Thoughts 

It is widely accepted that the goal of economic integration should be to raise living 

standards; as this reflection has shown, the North American Free Trade Agreement has yet to 

fulfill that promise. Our 15 year history with NAFTA has shown that trade is beneficial only 

when it is accompanied by fair policies that foster economic, social, and human development. 

The North American Free Trade Agreement must be renegotiated to improve economic, 

environmental, social, and public health conditions. The United States is finally taking the 

necessary steps toward amending the NAFTA pact. Currently, the Trade Reform, Accountability, 

Development, and Employment (TRADE) Act introduced on June 4, 2008, provides a refreshing 

path forward on trade and sets key priorities and principles that have been absent for far too long 

(Wilburst, 2009).  

Whatever shape the “new NAFTA” may assume is yet to be seen. However, the 

communities of North America are beginning to understand many of the shortcomings of the 

original NAFTA accord; for most, when it comes to the North American Free Trade Agreement, 

it is time for a trade in. A new draft for free trade must be developed and applied to NAFTA. 

When the North American Free Trade Agreement is renegotiated, the accord will be one that will 

be more efficient, more effective, and even more equitable; the underlying motivation for free 

trade should be fair trade.  
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