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MEREDITH BROADBENT:  Good morning.  Welcome.  I’m Meredith Broadbent, the 

Scholl Chair in International Business here at CSIS.  On behalf of my colleague, Ernie Bower, 

senior advisor and director of the Southeast Asia Program, and John Hamre, I want to welcome 

you to the third in a series of programs we are having this year to consider the Trans-Pacific 

Partnership trade negotiations, the TPP talks.  

 

To start, I want to express our appreciation to Google, Hewlett-Packard, IBM, Pfizer, and 

Procter & Gamble, whose support has made it possible for us to bring together Chairman Camp 

with this terrific audience.  We are holding a series of events this year, some public, some 

private, to explore the key economic and strategic dimensions of the Trans-Pacific partnership 

negotiations.   

 

Before we go farther, I wanted to recognize in our audience the honored guests we’re 

lucky to have here today: Ambassador Carla Hills.  I believe – (applause) – I believe 

Ambassador Bill Brock will be joining us later.  Ambassador Cuisia from the Philippines, we’re 

very glad to have you here.  (Applause.)  And Ambassador Campbell from Nicaragua.  

(Applause.)   

 

Our moderator, Charlene Barshevsky, is well-known to you.  Her bio has been handed 

out.  She served as U.S. Trade Representative from 1997 to 2000, and President Clinton – in 

President Clinton’s administration, where prior to that she was deputy USTR from 1993 to 1996.  

Ambassador Barshevsky is a senior partner at Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr here in 

Washington.  And she will take it from here. 

 

CHARLENE BARSHEVSKY:  Thank you very much.  It’s a great pleasure and an honor 

to be here.  I feel I’m here on behalf of Carla as well as every USTR that’s come after.   

 

Congressman Camp entered the Congress in – well, when you were still congressman as 

opposed to chairman – in 1990. 

 

REPRESENTATIVE DAVE CAMP (R-MI):  Right. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Ambassador Hills was USTR then, followed by Mickey Kantor, 

me, and then the somewhat more recent list, and so on.  And every one of us – every one of us 

had an extraordinary relationship with Dave Camp.   

 

This is such a stalwart on trade, so supportive of every one of us – Carla is sitting there 

shaking her head yes – so supportive of the trade agenda and of moving the country forward on 

the basis of the internationalization of the United States economy.  And on behalf of all of us, 

thank you so much for the leadership you exhibited starting in 1990 and going forward. 

 

REP. CAMP:  Thank you. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Can I simply introduce, before I introduce the chairman a little 

more formally, Angela Ellard, who is Ways and Means chief trade counsel?  May I introduce one 

of her predecessors, Thelma Askey?  And of course you all know Meredith.  This is the Ways 



and Means triumvirate.  (Laughter.)  Somehow it’s like an antitrust violation, but I can’t quite 

pin it down.   

 

As I said, Chairman Camp entered the Congress in 1990.  He is chairman of the House 

Ways and Means Committee, of course.  Back home he represents the 4th Congressional District 

in Michigan, which spans the center of the state from Midland to Traverse City, which is up 

north.  He represents a diversity of economic activity, including agriculture, green energy and 

manufacturing.   

 

I don’t have to tell you what an energetic and productive leader of the Ways and Means 

Committee Chairman Camp has been.  He is one of the country’s most influential policymakers 

on a variety of critical areas – taxes, for example.   

 

Just last year the chairman put out a very well-received draft for domestic and 

international tax reform, on management of the public debt, on health care, on social welfare 

programs, on trade, and many other areas of the committee’s jurisdiction and of the chairman’s 

personal interest. 

 

He is, as I said, one of the few members still serving who voted for the NAFTA, and, 

indeed, for every trade agreement, even though it is very difficult to do so in his district.  The 

fact that he is coming here to talk about trade in the middle of a very busy congressional calendar 

and campaign season is an indication of his strong commitment to the trade agenda. 

 

Since Chairman Camp took the reins at Ways and Means, there is a strong sense that the 

committee has returned to its traditional role of setting the trade agenda for the United States 

with the administration.   

 

The chairman’s skill and good faith in reaching across the aisle in the House, in reaching 

across the Capitol to the Senate, and in particular forming a very productive relationship with 

Senator Baucus, chairman of the Finance Committee, and a productive working relationship with 

the president was most recently in evidence in the historic vote in Congress to implement the 

three FTAs – Korea, Colombia and Panama.  Chairman Camp and Senate Finance Chairman 

Baucus worked through difficult problems to achieve this solution.   

 

Chairman Camp has strengthened the position of the United States and the world.  He has 

captured job-creating benefits for the country.  And he has ensured that the U.S. has followed 

through on commitments made to three critical allies.  And of course, perhaps most important for 

the long term, his action and his leadership shows that the United States is once again speaking 

with a unified voice on trade. 

 

He also, with Chairman Baucus, made it very clear that leadership is important when one 

considers the effects of trade on the domestic economy, particularly for those workers who may 

be impacted by trade.  And so, leading, together with Senator Baucus, Chairman Camp also 

pushed through TAA reform, which was vitally needed and very, very difficult to do. 

 



I think it’s reasonable to us to expect that the chairman’s personal leadership, his status as 

chairman of Ways and Means, the relationship he has built across the Capitol with Senator 

Baucus, will ensure that we will have a robust trade agenda moving forward and moving the 

country forward. 

 

And with that, it’s my very great honor to introduce to you Chairman Dave Camp.  

(Applause.)   

 

REP. CAMP:  Wonderful.  Thank you very much.  Well, thank you very much, Charlene.  

That was wonderful.  I think I maybe need to start out here every week to kind of get my energy 

going here.  (Laughter.)  But thank you for that kind introduction. 

 

And let me just say that your tenure at USTR was marked by really admirable 

bipartisanship.  And we were talking before just how hard she worked and Carla Hills worked 

and how often they were on the Hill, trying to bring people together to advance a trade agenda.   

 

And I’ve always said the best people become U.S. trade reps.  And I think you look 

through history; the folks who have become trade reps are really high-quality, intelligent sort of 

can-do people that can really advance an agenda forward.  So, you know, I think the groundwork 

that Carla and Charlene and others have laid have really brought us the accomplishments we’re 

seeing today – and Susan Schwab and others. 

 

I want to thank all of you for being here and CSIS for hosting me this morning.  I really 

also want to thank Meredith Broadbent.  And I’m really glad you acknowledged Thelma as well 

as Angela, because we have a great team at Ways and Means on trade issues and they have really 

done tremendous work over the years to make sure that this agenda continues to stay alive.   

 

Obviously, CSIS has been a leader in promoting bipartisan solutions, focusing on 

economic growth through the expansion of U.S. trade opportunities.  And that’s a goal we both 

share.  And the passage of the trade agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea, I 

think that was the clearest signal that Congress would continue to have bipartisan support for a 

vibrant trade agenda. 

 

Last summer and fall I think represented some of the most significant developments in 

trade policy in 15 years.  The overwhelming consensus and support that we had in the Congress 

for passage of the trade agreements made a very clear statement: America is back.  America is 

back in the game.  And this year I think we have to make it clear.  And although I don’t get to 

watch it very much, as Randy Jackson says on “American Idol,” we’re in it to win it.  (Laughter.)   

 

And ushering these trade agreements through Congress has been one of my proudest 

legislative accomplishments.  And as the South Korean agreement has now gone into full effect 

and Colombia will be fully implemented in mid-May, the U.S. will soon be able to realize the 

positive benefits and effects that trade agreements bring to our employers, our businesses and our 

economy. 

 



But we can’t rest on our laurels and we can’t wait another 15 years to take action, but 

international trade has been a cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy for the past 60 years, and its 

importance is stronger now than ever. 

 

A robust trade agenda will secure the U.S. as a global economic leader.  It will ensure 

that our economic future goes hand in hand with creating good-paying jobs here in the United 

States.  And with nearly 13 million Americans out of work, we have to fully ensure the job-

creating potential of international trade.   

 

But, you know, I and fellow Republicans can’t do this alone, and it will take true 

bipartisanship from across the aisle and from the administration.  We need a partnership to move 

this forward.  And it’s more than just talking about trade.  We need concrete action.  We need 

concrete action – (clears throat) – excuse me – from the White House and from the 

administration.   

 

The Ways and Means Committee will do its part to continue to build on the bipartisan 

success that we’ve had and we’ve laid out for American workers.  And beyond our trade 

agreements, we also secured a win this year for U.S. job creators in passing legislation that gives 

American businesses the tools they need to fight the distorting influences of unfair subsidies 

from nonmarket economies, like China.   

 

And just recently the committee launched the Miscellaneous Tariff Bill, and a process we 

need – we want to try to complete by December to avoid a tax increase when over 600 provisions 

expire.  And the Senate is undertaking a process as well, and MTBs have long been a bipartisan 

effort to help both American manufacturers and consumers obtain the lowest-cost products that 

aren’t made in the United States. 

 

And the process used to assemble this legislation is a model in transparency and 

accountability, and in my view I think more bills should go through Congress and look at this 

process.  These are broadly available benefits, and they’re a clear way to promote job growth and 

– job creation and economic growth. 

 

We also held a hearing last month to explore the new negotiations the United States 

should consider, such as an international services agreement, a trade facilitation agreement, an 

updated international technology agreement, and a bilateral agreement with the European Union. 

 

And, now, that takes us to a big issue I know you are all concerned about: our economic 

relationship with China.  And we can’t ignore that China is our second-largest trading partner 

overall and our third-largest export market.  That offers the United States multiple opportunities.  

And while China presents the potential of 1.4 billion customers for our exports, it purposely 

impedes market access for U.S. goods and services and blatantly steals the intellectual property 

of American businesses. 

 

China’s currency misalignment continues to be a serious problem and one that attracts 

significant political attention, and the disagreement is not over whether China – is not over 

whether China’s currency is misaligned, but how do we most effectively address this 



misalignment?  And earlier this year the Senate Finance Chairman, Max Baucus, and I wrote to 

the administration to encourage it to press the Chinese on the currency issue at the WTO. 

 

Well, there have been some encouraging signs as China seeks to rebalance its economy 

away from export-led growth and undertakes a limited – limited financial sector reforms.  China 

must do more.  And the administration should continue to aggressively press China to allow 

market forces to determine China’s currency, and should seize opportunities in multilateral 

forums such as the WTO, IMF and G-20 to expand and intensify pressure on China. 

 

Now, the strategic and economic dialogue with China beginning shortly provides an 

opportunity, and my Ways and Means colleagues and I are sending the administration a detailed 

letter this week outlining goals for that meeting.  And, in addition, we should pursue a bilateral 

investment treaty with China.  And I’m glad the administration has finally launched its model 

BIT.   

 

I hope that move has ended the administration’s self-imposed paralysis in negotiating 

such agreements, although I am concerned that the greatly expanded labor and environment 

provisions will set us back and undermine our objectives: improving the investment climate for 

U.S. stakeholders.   

 

And the fact is that, despite benefiting significantly from globalization and a more 

integrated global economy, China remains stubbornly closed to U.S. companies, farmers, 

ranchers and workers.  The litany of China’s trade distorting policies is deeply troubling and 

cannot be allowed to stand.   

 

Plain and simple, we cannot allow China to continue its unacceptable trade practices, and 

I have concerns that countries such as India, Brazil and Argentina are emulating some of China’s 

poor trade practices.  We need better engagement with these countries to prevent them from 

going down this slippery slope.  

 

And, more broadly, there are very bright prospects for our trade relations to build off the 

strong momentum that we have had thus far, and I strongly support the Trans-Pacific Partnership 

negotiations, which will allow U.S. goods and services to more easily reach consumers across 

the Asia-Pacific.   

 

And while I am committed to TPP, I remain concerned about the administration’s 

approach to labor and environment issues.  Its insistence on reopening such issues after much 

hard-fought bipartisan consensus is unnecessary and counterproductive. 

 

But, clearly, we must conclude the TPP negotiations as soon as possible this year.  

Establishing a greater presence in Asian markets and creating a counterbalance to China is vital 

to our economic success.  A successful TPP will deepen our economic relations in this fast-

growing part of the world and allow us to connect our Asian and Latin American trading 

partners.  Our vision is that TPP will combine the success of past trade agreements with new 

approaches to meet the challenges to trade and investment in the 21st century. 

 



And one measure of the success of the TPP already is the considerable interest by several 

countries in joining.  In my view, we should consider such expressions of interest as a positive 

development, giving us an opportunity we wouldn’t otherwise have to solve some long-

outstanding problems.  And I support new entrants as long as they don’t slow down the 

negotiations or reduce their ambition.  In addition, we must be able to constructively address 

existing barriers imposed by these countries. 

 

For all the administration’s hard work on TPP, we have seen little outward effort with 

regard to Russia.  Our ongoing relationship with Russia is a complex one, but to obtain the 

benefits of the concessions Russia has made to join the WTO, we must grant Russia Permanent 

Normal Trade Relations.   

 

Now, the economic benefits of doing so are clear: greater opportunities for U.S. 

businesses, farmers and ranchers to sell American goods and services to Russia.  In granting 

PNTR, we wouldn’t give up anything – not a single U.S. tariff – but we would obtain a powerful 

new enforcement tool and important rights, while bringing our two countries closer on multiple 

fronts.   

 

And while I share the view of many members that Russia poses significant problems on 

foreign policy and human rights issues, holding up PNTR because of non-trade concerns does 

not increase our leverage to address them.   

 

As you well know, Russia continues to have its skeptics on Capitol Hill, and whispering 

presidents inadvertently heard around the world have not made our task any easier.  As such, I 

call on the administration to intensify its efforts with regard to Russia and make its best case for 

why Congress should act this year on PNTR.  It is time for the White House to get out front on 

this issue.   

 

And I will do the same.  This morning I will let you be the first to know the committee 

will hold a hearing on granting Russia PNTR in June.  I hope the administration uses the month 

of May to wisely build confidence and provide leadership on the economic and non-economic 

issues we have with Russia.    

 

We have other challenges as well that we will consider this year.  We must address our 

sanctions policy with respect to Burma.  The sanctions expire this summer and we should 

carefully consider what would be the most constructive path at this point.  We also will consider 

must-do legislation concerning the expiration of a key provision in our Africa preference 

program; non-controversial fixes, if you will, to the CAFTA textile provisions; PNTR for 

Moldova; and a long-overdue customs authorization bill. 

 

And I have laid out a lot of challenges.  Each of these areas, though, represents an 

opportunity for this Congress and this White House to work together.  More importantly, they 

represent an opportunity for American employers and workers at a time when our economy 

needs every bit of help it can get.  I look forward to working with each of you to advance all of 

these initiatives.  

 



Thank you very much for having me here.  Thank you.  (Applause.)   

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman.  It’s easy to see why people 

view you as such a leader in this area. 

 

The chairman has kindly agreed to take questions.  And so, when you ask them, if you 

would identify yourself and your affiliation, and please keep a question a question rather than a 

statement.  That would be good. 

 

Yes, ma’am, back there. 

 

Q:  Good morning.  Thank you so much.  I’m Scotty Greenwood with the Canadian-

American Business Council.  I appreciate both of your leadership, Ambassador and Mr. 

Chairman. 

 

My question to you, sir, if you would, is for everything that you said about China, our 

second-largest trading partner, perhaps the opposite is true for Canada, our first-largest trading 

partner, which is a democracy and shares our values and openness to trade. 

 

What I’m curious about is I know that Canada is seeking some sort of standard 

exemptions from things like Buy America, realizing that it helps U.S. businesses to be able to 

source from wherever they want.  And while it would be great to have no protectionism at all, if 

we could start with our integrated North American supply chain, that perhaps that would be a 

foothold to get rid of other protectionist policies.  I wonder if you could comment on that.  

Thanks. 

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, I’m from Michigan.  I can see Canada from my backyard.  

(Laughter, applause.)  Obviously Canada is our most important neighbor and trade partner, and 

we have an integrated supply chain.  And, as I said – (off mic).  Oh, I’m sorry.  I should know 

how to turn on a microphone with all the committee hearings I’ve been on. 

 

But Canada is such an important ally, neighbor and friend.  And, being from Michigan, I 

certainly have an understanding of the integrated supply chain.  You don’t have to look very far 

to see that.  And so I think that we have to look at – as your question suggests, we have to look at 

how we address those issues. 

 

I think 10 or 15 years ago, the supply chain wasn’t that integrated, and I think that really 

– I’ve had opportunities to visit Canada and meet with leaders there.  Obviously many have 

come and met with me in my office as well.  I have a very real understanding of the complexity 

and the interrelationship of issues.  It’s just not as simple as saying “buy America” anymore, 

particularly with regard to Canada. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Thank you.   

 

Can we just pause for one moment to recognize former USTR, Bill Brock, who came in, 

who’s at the back of the room?  (Applause.)   



 

Yes, Ambassador, please. 

 

Q:  I’m Jose Cuisia, Philippine ambassador to the U.S.   

 

Mr. Camp, thank you for your very comprehensive presentation.  I must admit that I 

don’t fully understand the congressional process, and this is why I seek your clarification.   

 

When there is a proposed bill in Congress, I understand when the Congressional Budget 

Office scores the bill they look only at the potential loss of revenues.  They don’t look at what 

exports it might create and the revenues from exports.  So I understand it’s a static bill, or a static 

formula.   

 

And so, if the U.S. wishes to promote, say, exports, shouldn’t they really look at both 

sides, because you look at the potential loss of revenues but you don’t consider the revenues 

from exports, the jobs that are created and so on.  So, I was wondering if you could clarify that.  

Thank you. 

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, thanks, Ambassador.  You know, don’t feel badly that you don’t 

understand the congressional process.  We don’t either.  (Laughter.)   

 

But, you know, obviously we have our difficulties with CBO.  I mean, built in and baked 

in to CBO is – you know, they assume spending is going to go up.  They don’t assume there will 

be tax cuts.  They don’t assume – and I sort of try to explain to people, this reminds me of my 

high school physics class where first you assume there’s no gravity.  We know that there’s 

dynamism and economic growth in our economy when we make these policy changes.   

 

So it’s very helpful when we have outside groups, also, evaluate these matters, but those 

are the rules.  And as I said to, you know, people, why is a touchdown six points?  I mean, that’s 

the rule.  And so we do have to work within the Joint Committee on taxation, we have to work 

within CBO’s numbers, but it does cause us difficulties at times and doesn’t always fully reflect 

what the policy we’re trying to do, or what we’re trying to achieve. 

 

So I get that.  And the real difficult with those is when you get the preliminary score and 

it goes one way and then the bill gets rolled out and you get a final score and it goes another way.  

That’s the real problem, and that happens much too frequently. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Yes, in the front row? 

 

Q:  Thank you.  My name is Matt Schewel.  I’m from Inside U.S. Trade.  Thank you for 

the opportunity.   

 

Chairman Camp, in your remarks you seem to – you said that linking noneconomic – in 

the context of Russia PNTR you said linking noneconomic issues to, you know, the removal of 

Russia from Jackson-Vanik doesn’t give us any additional leverage.   

 



I was just wondering if you could clarify more specifically, does that mean that you don’t 

support moving human rights legislation, such as the Magnitsky Bill along with Russia PNTR?  

Do you just not think that that should be in the actual Jackson-Vanik legislation, or would you 

support moving that separately but kind of in tandem with the Jackson-Vanik legislation? 

 

And then, on another question on economic issues, Ranking Member Levin has said he’s 

exploring the possibility of putting in the Jackson-Vanik bill some sort of legislation to deal with 

outstanding concerns on IPR sanitary and phytosanitary measures and auto issues in Russia, 

which I know that you all collectively have flagged.  And I was wondering if you support that 

type of language in the Jackson-Vanik bill.  Thanks. 

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, thanks, Matt.   

 

I certainly agree with Mr. Levin on his concerns with how Russia has behaved in these 

areas.  And we’re engaged with USTR on these issues, and I hope to see some real progress 

where we need to see that.  But, you know, I think our ability to address these issues will be 

much stronger once Russia is in the WTO, and then we’ll have access to dispute settlement 

procedures that we don’t have access to now. 

 

But, again, I think – and, really, to answer both parts of your question, I don’t think we 

want to remove a condition and replace it with another condition.  And, you know, we just have 

to remember that PNTR cannot contain conditions, but I’m going to leave open the question of 

whether something goes in tandem or along with.   

 

But I think the real issue is, is this a part of PNTR?  And I don’t think we can do it – that 

we obviously can’t do that, but, again, I agree with much of his comment but we really are 

engaging very strongly with USTR on this portion of the negotiation, and I think that will be 

where we see some progress. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Yes? 

 

Q:  Hi, I’m Richard Katz.  I’m from Japan’s weekly Toyo Keizai magazine.  If my 

memory is correct, I don’t think the word “Japan” passed your lips during your talk – (laughter) 

–  

 

REP. CAMP:  No. 

 

Q:  – so I’d like to see if we can rectify that. 

 

You’re from Michigan, and the auto companies are very much against Japan’s admission 

to TPP.  So, the question is political pressures in Congress.  One, because there is no fast track, if 

the auto companies and the unions remain firmly opposed to Japan’s entry, can a TPP bill with 

Japan in it that doesn’t address their concerns – can that pass the Congress?   

 

And can you give an example of – concrete example of the kind of thing that Japan 

would have to do to make it acceptable, for example, the Koreans did a thing about inspections.  



So, can you give an example of the kind of things that Japan could do to make it more – (more 

peaceful ?) 

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, as I said in, sort of, the prepared part of the remarks, I welcome 

other countries who want to join TPP, and I think the three most obvious ones that have 

expressed interest are Japan, Canada and Mexico.  And we shouldn’t do anything to prevent that 

or stop that.  

 

There needs to be, obviously, a different approach in Japan.  And I’m not going to go 

through a laundry list of things, but clearly market access has been an issue, insurance, other 

areas – they’re well known – and I think they need to demonstrate clearly there.   

 

But I will say this:  I think their participation in this gives us an opportunity to address 

some of these things with Japan.  And I think that is one of the benefits of engaging on trade, is it 

gives an opportunity to address some of these issues.  But we have some – you know, obviously 

they will have to demonstrate their willingness to commit to these areas, and I think – I mean, 

that sort of fits with what I said in the main discussion. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Yes, sir. 

 

Q:  Thank you, Chairman.  Thank you for the opportunity.  I’m Joseph Chang, a visiting 

scholar at George Washington University.  I have a question about the Trans-Pacific Partnership.  

 

It’s very clear that the United States’ intention is to use the TPP as a strategic vehicle to 

shape China’s dominance in regional integration in East Asia, which has pushed China to pursue 

ASEAN process and accelerate its trilateral FTA free trade agreement with Korea and Japan. 

 

Do you think this will cause competition between U.S. and China to be the leader of the 

regional economic equation, or will more cooperation than competition on both sides will seek 

the balance between cooperation and competition?  And do you think China will join the Trans-

Pacific Partnership automatically if more economies sign up for TPP?  Thank you. 

 

REP. CAMP:  You know, gee, I don’t know.  I’m not sure I know what the Chinese are 

going to do.  But I just think, clearly, I want to work closely with USTR on any country that 

wants to join the TPP, but I don’t think we can slow down TPP to do that.  And, as I said, I think 

joining TPP gives us an opportunity to address some of the bilateral issues we have with 

individual countries. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Yes? 

 

Q:  Thank you, Charlene.  Thank you, Congressman Camp.  Bernard Gordon, University 

of New Hampshire.  I’d like to stay with the Japan issue for a few more moments. 

 

The most recent news is that the prime minister is having enormous difficulties in 

probably following through with his own inclinations.  The likelihood is that – I think the 



likelihood is that nothing will be done on the Japan side this year.  My basic question is, is it 

worthwhile for the TPP to continue to be pressed if there is no Japan participation?   

 

And on a more domestic issue, in the Senate there has been a good bit of attention to the 

problems within – reflecting problems in the American community about transparency and 

openness in the TPP process.  Ambassador Kirk has said that’s all we can do; we can’t open up 

the negotiating text.  Is there any likelihood that the TPP process will, itself, founder in 

connection with these objections within the American community? 

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, again, I just – you know, I don’t want to prejudge any of that, but 

we’re working very closely with USTR on those countries that want to join TPP, and, again, I 

think we don’t want to slow down the process.  I think it’s an opportunity for us as a nation to 

address bilateral issues, particularly with Japan.   

 

And if I don’t mention – I did mention, obviously, autos, agriculture – I didn’t mention 

agriculture, but beef is obviously one of those issues that I should have mentioned – medical 

device pricing and others.  But we’re going to need to address those. 

 

But, again, I think that there is a very robust consultation process that USTR is engaged 

in, both with the Congress and with stakeholders, and we need to continue to identify those 

issues and move forward.  I think it’s – I think we need to continue to move forward, whether 

every country that seeks to join TPP does or doesn’t.  We need to move that ahead.  I don’t think 

we can wait on that. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  I’ll take just several more questions.  From this side of the room, 

yes?  Yeah. 

 

Q:  Well, thank you, Congressman.  I’m Isabel Albornoz from the Embassy of Ecuador, 

and –  

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  I think it’s not on.  No?   

 

REP. CAMP:  Oh, there you go. 

 

Q:  OK, sorry.  Can you hear me? 

 

REP. CAMP:  Yes, now we can. 

 

Q:  OK.  Thank you so much.  My question is, what do you see regarding trade with 

developing countries?  GSP is going to expire I think next year, in June next year.  What do you 

think on trade agenda regarding U.S. trade with developing countries?   

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, I would fold that into – what we’re trying to continue to get back to 

is an active trade agenda, as I said, and a bipartisan trade agenda.  And I think we’ve been able to 

do that.  There’s been strong bipartisanship in those areas, and I expect that to continue.   

 



So I believe there are broader issues.  Obviously, Doha has not moved as any of us would 

like to have seen it move, but perhaps with some of the issues we’re addressing domestically – 

we will be renewing a farm bill – we may be able to make some progress in some of those areas.   

 

But I think that will continue to be bipartisan.  I think we’ll continue to have that.  And I 

think it’s more encouraging now than it was a year-and-a-half ago because we are engaging on 

several fronts in the trade area as a country that we weren’t before. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  How about all the way in the back there, next to the wall?  Yeah. 

 

Q:  Hi, Doug Palmer with Reuters.   

 

You mentioned that the Burma sanctions were expiring this summer, and Congress needs 

to carefully consider what to do about that.  I just wondered what your own thoughts are.  Do 

you think that they should just be allowed to expire, or should Congress somehow, I don’t know, 

pass some sort of legislation that continues to keep pressure on Burma but indicates that if 

there’s further progress, the sanctions could eventually all be lifted? 

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, I don’t think we should simply let them expire.  We haven’t really – 

this is on the agenda, on the radar.  We need to address it.  We haven’t, as a committee, fully 

engaged on that issue yet, but it is something we need to do before the end of the year. 

 

Q:  Brian Wingfield with Bloomberg News. 

 

Overnight, Indonesia said that it was going to restrict U.S. beef imports in response to the 

mad cow find.  And South Korea said the same thing, or a similar thing, two days ago.  I’m 

wondering if you can provide your general reaction and also your concerns about how this might 

affect particularly U.S.-Korea trade relations in the wake of the FTA.  Thanks. 

 

REP. CAMP:  Yeah, I haven’t seen that news report.  I just came straight here.  I didn’t 

get, really, an opportunity to look at much news this morning.  Obviously, I want to really 

evaluate that.  But I will say at least with Korea and other countries, that’s why we have an 

agreement.  There is a dispute resolution process.  There’s a way to address these issues as they 

come up. 

 

I think having a framework, that’s one of the key positives about actually engaging in 

trade agreements around the world, is there is a way to address these.  But I’ll have to go back 

and look at that report, but obviously it’s troubling if that’s the case. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Yes? 

 

Q:  Good morning.  My name is Carolina (sp) from the Embassy of the Dominican 

Republic.   

 

I was wondering how – or what your thoughts are about – there are some textile 

provisions that are being negotiated with Vietnam and some others countries for the TPP, and I 



was wondering what you thought about how it affects other trade agreements, like the DR-

CAFTA and those countries, and the provisions that have already been negotiated with those 

countries.  How does it make it more competitive, less competitive?  How does that affect the 

new provisions being negotiated for the TPP? 

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, as I said, we’re trying to engage, obviously, with the administration, 

USTR and the stakeholders on these issues, and I do think TPP does provide some opportunities 

to update some of our policies.  Again, I don’t think that’s been completely concluded, so I don’t 

want to necessarily comment directly on that point. 

 

But, in general, I think that’s the approach we want to take on that, and obviously try to 

have an approach that works as well for our industries as well.  But we don’t want to just lock in 

to a model and not have opportunities to improve on them, and I think TPP allows us that 

chance. 

 

Q:  Jennifer Mulvaney with Hewlett-Packard.  Thank you, Chairman Camp. 

 

Shifting gears a bit to high-tech, there is a great – there is a great spread in the Economist 

this week that talks about innovation, and sort of the changing developments of innovation 

versus manufacturing, and how economies are still so focused on creating domestic 

manufacturing in order to create jobs.  That’s understandable. 

 

But, as the Economist can do well, it also poses the thought that perhaps governments are 

spending too much time supporting existing manufacturing, existing industries where they’re not 

thinking so far down the road in supporting innovation, and that’s certainly a tough balance and 

we’re seeing a lot of growing protectionism around the world.  And I know you’ve met with a lot 

of theses leaders.   

 

I’m just curious as to how you’re handling that when you meet with ambassadors in other 

countries to kind of persuade them to be forward-thinking and not so much on the current 

economic situation, I suppose.  Thanks. 

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, I wouldn’t necessarily divorce the two.  You know, Michigan, which 

is a high manufacturing state, uses the research and development tax credit more than any other 

state.  I mean, if you go to any manufacturing process, they’re constantly innovating, they’re 

constantly changing. 

 

So, one of the things that’s made this country great economically and strong society is the 

fact that we do innovate as a nation in many ways, but clearly in the business sense it’s a critical 

part of our ability to have strong economic growth.  So, having that ability to continue – and that 

really hits more at an undue regulatory burden, outdated tax policy, and other areas that are really 

impacting our ability to do that.   

 

Clearly – obviously, I think that repatriation is important to do from a tax standpoint 

because we want that – those dollars to come back and be invested here as well and have some of 



that innovation occur in the U.S.  So, that’s why I think it’s so important that we don’t just do a 

year or two on that, we have a change in policy.   

 

And, clearly, we need to change our international tax laws as well because other countries 

have, I mean, both in terms of just the rate as well as the model.  We need to move to a territorial 

tax system, which will allow us to compete.  And if we can compete, I think our ability to 

innovate will be stronger. 

 

And that is a big part of what I’m trying to do in terms of fundamental and 

comprehensive tax reform, and the reason I think it should be more than just the corporate side is 

more than half of business activity now is done in pass-through entities.  And if you look at the 

dramatic change in the way businesses are organized in the U.S., they’re organized and file as 

individuals.   

 

That’s why much of this debate on, you know, what rich people pay doesn’t take into 

account how many of those are actually representing small businesses.  They’re not all salaries.  

Not everybody who files is filing a salary.  And that’s a very big, you know, learning point we’re 

trying to get across in terms of this debate.   

 

But when you think about the tremendous innovation in the U.S. over the last 50 years 

and around the world, we want to be leaders in that.  And so we need the kinds of policies, 

whether it’s trade, tax – we need to make – regulations – we need to make sure that we have a 

framework that will allow that kind of growth and innovation, because that is so much a part of 

getting that advantage.  And having that edge in the innovative way is what growth is going to be 

about. 

 

And, obviously, we want the economic growth so that we don’t have these long, drawn-

out unemployment rates that are unsustainable.  And when you look at, you know, the 

Department of Labor measures things a certain way, and one method that they use shows that we 

have unemployment under 9 percent as a nation.  But if you look at the fact – and they measure 

this, and have for decades – those who are underemployed or those who have left the job market, 

our national unemployment rate is over 14 percent. 

 

So we do have a challenge here, and that’s why I think it is so important that we lead on 

the issue of comprehensive and fundamental tax reform, we lead on the issue of trade, because – 

and not just sort of sit back and have a model that doesn’t work anymore.  And other countries 

are moving rapidly in these areas.  Whether it’s trade, tax, they are moving very, very quickly 

and we have to keep pace with that. 

 

And so, that’s why I’ve tried to have all of these hearings.  We’ve had 19 so far on tax 

reform.  We’re going to have many more.  The issues are going to be there.  And obviously with 

us, the uncertainty of the end of year is very critical, and obviously I’m trying to work on that 

now.  This isn’t really a tax forum, but it does impact the ability of our companies to compete 

and our employers to compete around the world. 

 



But we can’t just sit and wait for the lame duck.  We have to have at least some idea of 

the direction we want to go because there’s too much on the table at the end of the year to just 

sort of wait and see where things – see who wins and see what the landscape is.  So, I think it’s 

just very important to continue to push that.   

 

A lot of people come to me and say, how do we get something done?  I say, well, you’ve 

got to do the work and you’ve got to position yourself, so that’s what we’re trying to do as a 

committee.  And obviously Senator Baucus and I are working very closely together on many 

issues.  We’re going to have the – I think we’re going to have more joint hearings.  Until we had 

a joint hearing on tax policy, it was the first joint hearing between House and Senate Ways and 

Means and Finance in 70 years.   

 

I think we do need to find ways to do some of these things together, because obviously, 

with the Democrat Senate and Republican House we’re going to have to cooperate on these 

things.  But I’m very pleased to at least have somebody who’s willing to engage on these issues 

on the Senate side, as Senator Baucus is as well.  So we’ve got a lot – we’ve got a lot of work to 

do. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  Yes, sir? 

 

Q:  Hi.  Eric Lachica from the Philippine American Chamber of Commerce in 

Washington, D.C.   

 

Mr. Chairman, would you consider the win-win bill, the U.S. textile bill that would, you 

know, lead to about almost half a billion dollars of textile exports to the Philippines, the Save our 

Industries Act?   

 

It’s going to create also 3,000 jobs here in the United States.  I know it’s pending right 

now with a strong bipartisan support.  In fact, Chairman, Ron Wyden in the Senate side just 

recently publicly endorsed the bill.   

 

REP. CAMP:  Yes, I am aware of the bill.  I’m obviously very aware of the problem, and 

I know that some members from the Philippines government have been wanting to come in for a 

meeting on that, and I look forward to working with them and other folks who are involved in 

that in trying to find a resolution there. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  And last question, please.  Yes, right in the middle.  Yes.  That 

was a metaphor.  (Laughter.)   

 

Q:  Thank you.  Robin Twyman; I’m from the British Embassy.  It’s a pleasure to see 

you, Chairman.  You included a long list of things in your trade agenda.  Good luck.  But I was 

delighted to hear amongst them the suggestion of a bilateral trade agreement between the EU and 

the U.S.   

 

And that’s something that’s very important to my prime minister, not surprisingly given 

that just last year that was a trade between EU and U.S. for a trillion dollars, double that between 



U.S. and China.  In your view, how comprehensive might a trade deal between EU and U.S. be, 

and what might – assuming one is decided to be launched – a timeline be?  Thank you. 

 

REP. CAMP:  Well, if you don’t have a list, you don’t get anything done.  So I’m a big 

list-maker because that helps.  But I’m hopeful that it can be extensive, but that obviously will 

depend on negotiations and the willingness of parties to come together.  But at least I think there 

is opportunity there.   

 

You know, the administration is now signaling they’re willing to move in this area.  I 

think that’s an important development.  We want to continue to encourage that.  And I am 

hopeful that we can do something significant there.  Thanks. 

 

MS. BARSHEVSKY:  I think we all owe Chairman Camp a great debt of gratitude this 

morning for spending so much time with us.  (Applause.)   

 

REP. CAMP:  Thank you.  Well, if I work half as hard as you do, I’ll be successful.  

(Laughter.)   

 

(END) 

 

 


