NAFTA and | nm gration Editori al

In this issue of THE SOCI AL CONTRACT, we concentrate on the
i nplications of the North Anerican Free Trade Agreenent (NAFTA)
for U S. population and inmm gration policy.

Let my try to state our position explicitly. W are
concerned that under NAFTA as currently franed there will be a
substantial increase in inmgration from Mexico, and that this
possibility should be forestalled by a specific side agreenent.
We have the sane type of concerns that have already led to side
agreenents on environnental and | abor natters. Several of the
articles in this issue anplify these concerns.

First, the admnistration (as we go to press) is nounting
t he argunment that NAFTA will discourage illegal immgration. IN
our lead article, Marshall Ingwerson contends instead that the
"effect of NAFTA on inmgration is neither clear nor sinple to
foresee.” W agree with Espenshade and Acevedo (p.13) that the
nost likely effect in the short run, absent controls to the
contrary, will be to increase immgration. Al so to be considered:
it is not usually the poorest of the poor who migrate, but those
who have begun clinbing the econom c | adder. So anot her pl ausi bl e
effect of NAFTA may well be to give nore Mexicans the financial
nmeans to mgrate, as David Sintox and Harold G I|iam observe in
their contributions.

Second, speaking as a farm boy who still keeps up a
menbership in the M chigan Farm Bureau, |'m concerned about how
Anerican agricultural prowess nmay dislocate mllions of Mexican
subsi stence farnmers, and where they will relocate. Perhaps
hi story has sonething to teach us on this point. Senator Myni han
tells u on page 62 how a simlar dynam c operated in Europe at
the turn of the century, when Anerican farm exports drove many
people fromtheir land. In the US., we are able to produce both
the col ored beans and the white corn that are favored in Mxi co,
and at about half the price that their farnmers can. If those that
are di sl odged end up in the United States demandi ng bilingual
education, health care, and other governnent services, on whose
| edger will the expenses appear? Probably not NAFTA's.

Third, we al so question whether the concept of a border for
I mm gration purposes can be mai ntai ned even as the border for
goods and services, information, nonetary instrunents and ot her
items is eroded. In the European Econom ¢ Conmunity (EEC),
controlling the novenent of people within the comobn externa
boundary is not even contenplated -- there is free mgration of
| abor anong the twel ve nenber-countries, and they are working
toward a comon EEC passport. This is feasible because all these
countries have roughly the sanme denographic regine: low birth
rates and stabl e popul ati ons.

In its subm ssion to the Wuguay Round of the GATT tal ks,
Mexico wote: "[t]he expansion of the service exports of
devel opi ng countries and their increased participation in world
trade in services depends on the |iberalization of cross border
novenent of personnel covering unskilled, sem -skilled and
skilled |l abor, and such effective access to markets for their



service exports can nmainly be realized through this node of
delivery." This unacceptable concept is present in NAFTA, but in
muted form (see the fourth point bel ow).

Isn't this the canel's nose under the tent? After all,
nmoving U.S. jobs to Mexico or noving Mexicans to jobs in the
US., while not equivalent, are pretty nmuch two sides of the sane
econom c coin. How long will i take before soneone points out the
irrationality of controlling mgration while all else is opening?
Elimnating the immgration stricture (weak as it is) would set
us up as the popul ati on escape valve for Mexican fecundity -- and
for everyone else in Latin Anerica who could pass through Mexi co.
None of the devel oped countries can or will tolerate nass exports
of surplus people formthe Third Wrld, as events from around the
gl obe are now show ng.

Fourth and finally, NAFTA explicitly starts nibbling away at
our immgration | aws, as detailed on page 20. Chapter Sixteen of
the agreenent covers "Tenporary Entry for Business Persons." Wat
Is "tenporary?" It is defined int he agreenent as "entry into the
territory of a Party by a busi ness person of another Party
W thout the intent to establish pernmanent residence."” That
couldn't be nuch nore open-ended! Only as to "professionals" (see
the list on page 21), are there any nuneric limts. However, in
establishing these nuneric limts "the Party shall consult with
the other Party concerned,” and shall "take into account the
demand for tenporary entry," and after "three years, shal
consult with the other Party concerned with a view to determ ning
a date after which the limt shall cease to apply.” In other
words, it is to be a demand-driven imrgration policy wthout
nunmeric limts.

We conclude fromall this that NAFTA, in its current all-or-
not hi ng/take-it-or-leave-it form should be |left. The Bush
Adm ni stration set itself up for this outcone when it insisted on
fast-track negotiations which allow for no anmendnents. NAFTA
shoul d be voted down, to be taken up again only in a debatable
and anendable formthat will better reflect the interests and the
ti me-honored political practice of the United States -- that of
full, free, and open debate anong our el ected representatives,
with the chance this offers for public input.

Persons with a special interest in trade issues and

i mm gration from Mexico nmay wish to look at Vol.Il, No.2 of THE
SOCI AL CONTRACT, entitled "Inmmgration and Free Trade Wth
Mexi co," Fall 1991. Copies are still available fromour office at
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