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Among the many pressing realities that will confront a new U.S. administration in January 
2009—whether Republican or Democratic—will be the need to manage the challenges and 
opportunities of a rising Asia. Growing trade and investment flows across the Pacific offer 
substantial economic benefits to Americans; yet they also create significant risks in both the 
economic and political spheres. In particular, with the U.S. economy weakened by financial 
instability and high commodity prices, and Congress more inclined to constrain than embrace 
globalization, there are a number of potential flashpoints in U.S. economic relations with Asia—
from a backlash against high-profile Chinese investments to outrage over tainted children’s 
toys—that could ignite early in a new president’s term. 

The incoming administration cannot afford to assume that the relatively benign state of U.S.-
Asian economic relations in the recent past will continue. As one of its earliest priorities, the new 
team—under direct White House leadership—will need to draw up well-articulated strategies for 
managing economic relations with the major countries of Asia, especially China, Japan, and 
India. The goal should be to design practical mechanisms for policy engagement with these 
countries that maximize U.S. economic welfare, minimize political risks, and offer most support 
for broader U.S. strategic interests. 

This will not be an easy task. Fortunately, history offers useful guidance. The new administration 
will inherit an array of frameworks for discussion and negotiation with major Asian economies, 
from partially negotiated free trade agreements to a strategic economic dialogue with China. 
These forums rest on the foundation of over 30 years of economic policy engagement with Asia, 
going back to the earliest days of trade friction with Japan. 

Drawing on the experience of a bipartisan group of current and former U.S. government officials 
and other experts who, among them, have been involved in all of the major Asian economic 
policy initiatives of the past three decades, this report reviews the most important lessons learned 
from that experience. In doing so, it attempts to offer the new administration a practical “user’s 
guide” to managing U.S. economic relations with Asia, a dynamic region that looms ever larger 
in U.S. economic, political, and strategic interests. 

Challenges and Opportunities of a Rising Asia 
It has become almost a commonplace to note that there has been a fundamental shift in the center 
of gravity of global power toward the Asia-Pacific region over the past decade. Extending from 
India in the west to the United States in the east, this region now accounts for roughly half of the 
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world’s population, gross domestic product, and trade. It includes the world’s two largest 
economies, the United States and Japan, and several of the fastest-growing ones, notably China 
and India. Moreover, the Asia-Pacific region is effectively becoming an integrated economic 
zone, in which China is the key link in a region-wide production chain; the United States drives 
innovation and final demand; and a number of emerging economies increasingly serve as centers 
of production, consumption, and innovation in their own right. 

The United States’ growing economic interaction with Asia raises a plethora of policy questions 
for the U.S. government, including how to: 

 Maximize the gains from trade with Asia while addressing economic dislocations at home—
and the political pressures to which these give rise; 

 Remove barriers to U.S. exports to Asia, limit rampant intellectual property theft in the 
region, and hold Asian countries to their trade commitments; 

 Promote domestic economic reform and the rule of law in Asian countries to bolster their 
stability and prosperity; 

 Maintain an open investment climate in the United States, while addressing legitimate 
national security concerns and avoiding a domestic backlash against the perception of 
excessive foreign control of U.S. assets; and 

 Mitigate the risk of financial volatility and loss of leverage stemming from the United States’ 
dependence on Asian capital to meet its financial needs. 

The next administration will inherit all of these challenges. Indeed, managing these issues is 
likely to be even more difficult in the years ahead, as the volume and complexity of economic 
interaction with Asia grows. In particular, the pressure from Congress and domestic interest 
groups to address the United States’ large trade deficit with China and perceived unfair Chinese 
trade and currency practices may well intensify. As economic ties with India and other emerging 
Asian countries expand, similar pressure may build with regard to those countries as well. 

Yet at the same time, there is an important opportunity for the new administration to stake out 
new forms of engagement with Asia as a whole, with subregional groupings, and with individual 
trading partners, in support of broader U.S. strategic objectives in the region. These new 
approaches include free trade agreements, forums for energy cooperation, and joint work on 
nontraditional security threats such as pandemic diseases. 

The Role of Economic Diplomacy 
Active, multilayered economic diplomacy is essential to meet these challenges and opportunities. 
Encouraging large Asian economies, notably Japan and China, to base their growth more on 
domestic consumption and less on exports, as successive U.S. administrations have done since the 
1970s, can help reduce large and persistent current account imbalances across the Pacific. 
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Advancing trade and investment liberalization in Asia can bolster regional growth and benefit 
U.S. exporters and consumers. 

In addition to their direct economic benefits, effective economic policies also support broader 
U.S. national security objectives in Asia. For example, the United States has an overriding 
interest in seeing that China emerges as a stable, confident but not aggressive, and ultimately 
democratic country. To that end, since Beijing launched its opening to the world in 1979, 
successive U.S. administrations have sought to integrate China into the global rules-based system, 
to give it a greater stake in that system, and to encourage it to play by the rules—rules that, for the 
most part, were written by the United States and other Western powers. Facilitating China’s 
accession to the World Trade Organization (WTO) has been the primary vehicle for pursuing this 
strategic objective. In addition to opening China’s borders to trade, WTO accession (completed in 
December 2001) prompted or accelerated a wide range of domestic institutional reforms in China. 
By encouraging not only economic efficiency but also the rule of law in China, and by subjecting 
Beijing to global standards of economic behavior, the United States has sought—with 
considerable success—to make China a more “responsible stakeholder” in the region and the 
world.1 

The Bush administration’s attempt to negotiate a network of free trade agreements in Asia, first 
with Singapore, then Australia, and eventually South Korea, is another example of economic 
policies supporting broader foreign policy goals. These agreements can help underpin the overall 
security relationship with these key partners and (though rarely acknowledged explicitly) help 
serve as a strategic “hedge” against China’s growing influence in the region. 

Finally, an effective economic strategy can be essential to managing domestic political pressures 
of the kind mentioned above. Demonstrating to Congress that we are “doing something” about 
China’s unfair trade and currencies practices, for example, can help forestall legislatively 
mandated solutions that might tie the executive branch’s hands and harm broader U.S. interests 
with China. Although no administration would admit this, bilateral dialogues have, on occasion, 
been established for the primary purpose of conveying a perception of action rather than 
generating real results. 

There is no magic bullet for a successful economic strategy toward Asia. Efforts are needed at all 
levels of government and through various forms of engagement—bilateral, “plurilateral,” 
regional, and global. The new administration will need to deal with China, for example, through 
bilateral economic initiatives, regional arrangements such as the Asia-Pacific Economic 
Cooperation (APEC) forum, and multilateral institutions such as the WTO. Moreover, the most 
effective approach will be an integrated one in which, among other things, the administration 
shapes its Japan strategy with an eye toward China, and vice versa; considers the relationship 

                                                           
 
1 The term “responsible stakeholder” was coined by then–Deputy Secretary of State Robert Zoellick in a 
September 2005 speech to the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations. 
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among trade, currency, investment, and other economic policies; and coordinates with the 
European Union and other key nonregional actors on all of these concerns. 

History as a Guide 
The new administration will inherit a number of existing economic initiatives with the major 
countries of Asia. Decisions will have to be made early on whether to keep, scrap, or refocus 
these initiatives. The temptation will be to throw out what has gone before and launch an entirely 
new set of policy initiatives. Any new administration naturally wants to shape its own strategies 
and may feel the urge, particularly if there is a change of party, to distance itself from anything its 
predecessor has done. Yet fundamental U.S. interests in Asia rarely change from one 
administration to the next, and there are only so many reasonable policy approaches to managing 
these interests. Before scrapping old initiatives, the new administration should consider what has 
worked and what has not. 

Fortunately, there is a rich history of strategies and initiatives to draw on, stretching back over 
three decades to the days of contentious trade negotiations with Japan. An alphabet soup of 
bilateral dialogues and negotiating forums, from the MOSS talks to the SED, has been undertaken 
by administrations from both sides of the aisle.2 Some of these have been fairly successful in 
addressing the challenges of the day, others less so; but all have produced useful lessons about 
how to manage the difficult issues of U.S. government organization, diplomacy, and domestic 
politics that come with advancing U.S. interests in the Asia-Pacific region. Rather than wipe the 
slate clean, then, the new administration can and should draw on this rich history to inform its 
own decisions about managing economic relations with Asia. 

About this Report 
The purpose of this report is to draw out some of the broad lessons learned from three decades of 
economic policymaking toward Asia and to offer recommendations for managing economic 
relations with three major countries in the region—China, Japan, and India. We focus on these 
three countries because of their absolute size and/or the growth of U.S. trade and investment with 
them and because of their domestic political visibility in the United States. With the Korea-U.S. 
(KORUS) Free Trade Agreement providing a basic framework for bilateral economic relations 
with South Korea (assuming, as we do, that KORUS is eventually enacted), we decided not to 
include a separate discussion here of that important Asian partner. We also recognize the 
increasing importance of Southeast Asia and believe the new administration should focus more 
attention on designing effective economic strategies toward the countries of that region and 
toward the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) as a whole. Many of the lessons we 

                                                           
 
2 The Market-Oriented, Sector-Selective (MOSS) trade talks with Japan date back to the 1980s, while the 
U.S.-China Strategic Economic Dialogue (SED) was launched by the current administration in 2006. 
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draw from the Chinese, Japanese, and Indian experience can be applied to other Asian countries 
as well. 

Our focus in this report is on the process of managing economic relations with Asian countries: 
how the U.S. government should organize itself; how it should approach counterpart 
governments; how it should communicate with the media, Congress, etc. We do not dwell here on 
the substantive questions that arise in those relations—for example, what should our currency 
policy toward China be; should we discuss energy policy with India; what incentives are needed 
to persuade Japan to open its agriculture market? These questions are important and worthy of 
examination elsewhere. In our experience, however, process questions often determine the 
ultimate effectiveness—or otherwise—of any economic strategy. Therefore, rather than laying 
out a substantive agenda for policy engagement with Asia, this report is intended to offer the next 
administration a practical guide to governing in this important policy area. 

Finally, we do not address here a range of international institutional issues that are the subject of 
widespread debate in policy circles at present. These include whether the existing Group of Eight 
industrialized democracies (G-8) process should be formally expanded to a “G-13” or otherwise 
reconfigured. These, too, are important questions, particularly given China and India’s growing 
weight in global affairs. But in an effort to stay focused on the overarching elements of bilateral 
U.S. economic policy management that will be of priority concern to the incoming 
administration, we have chosen to leave these interesting additional questions to others. 
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As mentioned in the introduction, the administration taking office in January 2009 will inherit a 
complex web of economic dialogues, negotiations, and problem-solving forums with the United 
States’ major Asian trading partners. A noninclusive list of these forums can be found in the 
appendixes to this report. Some of these efforts are relatively new; others are battle-worn 
survivors of an earlier era. Moreover, the ghosts of countless defunct initiatives with Japan in the 
1970s and 1980s still haunt most of the current efforts. This rich history offers a number of 
lessons that merit examination by the new administration as it grapples with developing its own 
economic strategy toward Asia. 

In this chapter, we briefly catalogue 14 key lessons learned by task force members whose 
collective experience spans every major U.S.-Asia economic policy initiative of the past 30 years. 
As mentioned earlier, our focus here is on procedural lessons rather than substantive ones; that is, 
on the “hows” of effective policymaking with Asia rather than the “whats.” The lessons are not 
listed in priority order; instead, we have grouped them in four categories representing the major 
phases involved in launching a new initiative: laying the groundwork for talks; organizing the 
U.S. government; approaching the counterpart government; and communicating with key 
stakeholders. 

If there is one overriding lesson from 30 years of experience, it is that early and continued White 
House involvement in economic initiatives with major Asian countries is critical. The 
involvement of multiple agencies in these initiatives requires the kind of coordination and 
oversight that only the White House can provide, while the intense interest of Congress 
necessitates the kind of political muscle that only the White House can bring to bear. The White 
House role is discussed further in lesson 6 below. 

Laying the Groundwork 
Examples abound of economic initiatives with Asia that were well conceived in principle but so 
hastily cobbled together in response to the political pressures of the day that they ended in failure 
or disappointment. Laying the proper groundwork is not just a matter of taking sufficient time but 
also asking the right questions, including the overall rationale for the initiative, specific 
negotiating objectives, and appropriate form, level, and frequency of interaction with foreign 
counterparts. 

 

2 
lessons
learned  
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Lesson 1: Don’t throw the baby out with the bath water. 

There is a natural desire when a new administration takes office to wipe the slate clean of policies 
pursued by its predecessor and to put forward its own initiatives—even if these are similar to 
what went before in all but name. This is no less true in the area of Asian economic policy than it 
is elsewhere. Thus, for example, the Clinton administration replaced the U.S.-Japan Structural 
Impediments Initiative (SII) and sectoral trade negotiations with the U.S.-Japan Framework for a 
New Economic Partnership (the Framework talks), which was in turn superseded by the Bush 
administration’s Economic Partnership for Growth (EPG). 

It is entirely appropriate to review, fine-tune, and even rename existing policy approaches at the 
start of an administration to ensure that they remain fresh and relevant. However, assuming that 
the ultimate policy objectives remain the same—reducing trade imbalances or improving the 
climate for foreign direct investment, for example—there is a good chance that the approaches 
pursued by prior administrations will contain some or many of the required elements for success. 
The incoming administration should take a hard look at the value and effectiveness of existing 
forums before dispensing with them and launching something “new” for its own sake. 

The Clinton administration was arguably too quick to throw out SII; indeed, recognizing the 
continued importance of structural impediments in Japan, it established at the start of its second 
term a new mechanism for discussing these issues within the Framework talks (the Enhanced 
Initiative on Deregulation and Competition Policy). Similarly, the new administration should 
review the results of the EPG before shaping a new Japan strategy. 

With regard to China, both the Clinton and George W. Bush administrations wisely decided to 
preserve the principal forum for bilateral discussion of trade issues, the Joint Commission on 
Commerce and Trade (JCCT), originally established in 1983. In the face of growing pressure 
from Congress to “do something” about Chinese trade and currency issues, mid-way through its 
first term the Bush administration considered subsuming the JCCT under an overarching bilateral 
forum, in order to ensure higher-level attention in the Chinese government to pressing bilateral 
issues (specifically, by drawing a vice premier into the talks). However, Washington eventually 
decided that elevating the JCCT to cabinet level and involving more agencies would be sufficient 
to achieve the desired objective. 

With the arrival of Henry Paulson as treasury secretary in the second term, and with 
congressional pressure unabated, the Bush administration revived the idea of an overarching 
forum to discuss longer-term issues in the relationship, establishing the Strategic Economic 
Dialogue in 2006. After a somewhat rocky start, the SED has proved to be a useful forum for 
engaging a wide range of Chinese agencies in constructive dialogue on key concerns, from 
financial market development to energy security. Although there may be scope for refining the 
approach—and streamlining the nearly 20 economic forums between the United States and 
China—the new administration should not be too hasty to reinvent the wheel, given the proven 
value of the SED as an effective forum for bilateral dialogue with China. (See the next chapter for 
more specific lessons learned and recommendations on China policy.) 
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In the case of India, informal dialogue on bilateral economic relations began in the mid-1990s 
after Delhi abandoned decades of protectionist policies. This was formalized into a U.S.-India 
Economic Dialogue at the start of the George W. Bush administration. The Economic Dialogue is 
now an active forum for discussion of most areas of the bilateral relationship, from finance to 
energy to high-technology trade. The next administration would be wise to preserve its key 
elements. (Again, see the India discussion in the next chapter.) 

Lesson 2: Define the problem. 

If a decision is made to launch a new initiative, the first step is to define “the problem”; that is, 
the underlying economic, political, or strategic challenge in U.S. economic relations with the 
target country. If the problem is a large and growing bilateral trade deficit with China, what are 
the underlying reasons for that imbalance? Is it primarily trade barriers in China, an undervalued 
currency, fundamental macroeconomic imbalances in the two countries, or something else? What 
laws, policies and practices should the U.S. government seek to discuss with Beijing? 

Agency staff should be detailed early on to research these questions, building on work done in 
previous administrations. All of this should then be robustly debated by senior policymakers. This 
groundwork should culminate in a memo or series of memos laying out the problem and the 
economic and political rationale for a new initiative that all agencies and senior policymakers 
should sign onto and internalize before the counterpart government is approached. 

The George H.W. Bush administration conducted this kind of thorough review in the first half of 
1989 prior to launching SII with Japan. Faced with large, persistent Japanese current account 
surpluses, the backdrop to a series of contentious trade disputes, the Bush Treasury Department 
identified the underlying source of the problem as a series of structural factors contributing to the 
chronic excess of Japanese domestic savings over investment. Treasury ultimately produced two 
key memos—one substantive, one procedural—describing the rationale and framework for a 
bilateral negotiation with Japan to try to reduce these structural impediments. 

By contrast, some observers have suggested that, in launching the SED with China in 2006, the 
George W. Bush administration could have spent more time considering the threshold questions, 
debating them among agencies, and laying our a clear rationale for and approach to the initiative. 
As a result, the administration struggled in the early days of the SED to manage expectations for 
the forum and to make initial progress toward the kind of long-term strategic enhancement of the 
relationship with China that Washington sought. 

Lesson 3: Identify negotiating objectives and points of leverage. 

Defining specific negotiating objectives before launching the initiative will increase the prospects 
for concrete results. Failure to do so leaves the door open for vested interests or the target country 
to shape the goals and expectations, which may then be impossible to meet. In SII and the earlier 
Yen/Dollar Talks with Japan, the first Bush and Reagan administrations established clear, 
achievable negotiating objectives in advance. Some observers, in the case of the SED with China, 
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argue that more time should have been spent considering the specific agenda before the initiative 
was presented to Beijing. 

In setting negotiating objectives, it is important to assess what the other side can and is likely to 
deliver. This should be done during the internal groundwork phase, before testing these 
assumptions on the counterpart government. When the Clinton administration launched the U.S.-
Japan Framework negotiations in 1993, it was determined to seek “measurable results” from the 
process; yet the Japanese government interpreted this as an attempt to “manage trade” and 
strongly resisted Washington’s proposals, leading to acrimony and suboptimal results. By 
contrast, despite pressure from Congress to seek an immediate, substantial increase in the value of 
the Chinese currency, the Bush administration reasonably assessed that Beijing would not be 
willing or able to deliver such a result and instead sought greater flexibility in the Chinese 
exchange-rate system. 

It is also important early in the process to assess U.S. leverage and vulnerabilities. In a post–
Uruguay Round WTO world, the U.S. government no longer has the range of tools it once had to 
win concessions from foreign counterparts--for example, the ability to launch “Section 301” trade 
actions backed by the threat of sanctions. However, beyond the force of its arguments, an 
administration can use a number of other forms of leverage, including the threat of congressional 
action; specific, WTO-compliant trade remedies (including the time-limited ones negotiated 
under China’s accession to the WTO); and referral of cases to the WTO dispute-settlement 
mechanism. Setting objectives that Washington does not have the leverage to obtain not only 
dooms the initiative but guarantees a political failure for the new administration. 

Also important to assess in the pre-negotiation phase is what the counterpart government is likely 
to ask of the U.S. government and how much scope there is to accommodate those requests. In 
many cases, the scope is limited by law, politics, or practice, which in turn hampers U.S. leverage 
in seeking changes in the other country. For example, Asian governments have long sought 
improvements to U.S. insurance regulations to facilitate access for their insurers, but since these 
rules are set at the state level, Washington has little say in the matter. Similarly, the U.S. 
government is not in a position to force the Federal Reserve to approve Chinese bank applications 
in the United States, as Beijing has asked it to do. 

Lesson 4: Align policy proposals with objectives and interests 
in the target country. 

U.S. proposals for policy change in another country should be framed in terms that align with 
broader national objectives in that country. For example, Washington can (and does) point out to 
Beijing that strengthened patent, copyright, and trademark enforcement will protect China’s own 
burgeoning intellectual property. The key is to persuade the other side that U.S. proposals are as 
much in its interest as in ours, if not more so. A corollary is that proposals for specific legal, 
regulatory, or policy changes should, wherever possible, be based on homegrown policy ideas in 
the target country itself. As a starting point, it is useful to review the counterpart government’s 



10 | crafting u.s. economic strategy toward asia 

“white papers,” ministerial statements, and other policy pronouncements to find points of 
common ground with U.S. objectives. 

In preparing for the SII talks, the first Bush administration scoured Japanese academic papers, 
think-tank reports, press stories, and other sources in search of specific policy proposals that 
mirrored U.S. ideas. There had been extensive debate in Japan, for example, about reforming the 
Large-Scale Retail Store Law to allow for larger, more import-friendly stores in Japan; the 
administration used Japanese arguments to bolster its call for reform of Japan’s fragmented 
distribution system. 

Lesson 5: Match the means to the ends. 

If the U.S. objective is to seek short-term change to foreign trade barriers or regulatory practices, 
a time-limited negotiation may be the ideal form for a new initiative; open-ended dialogue may 
be more appropriate when the goal is to discuss longer-term structural issues. Mismatching the 
time horizon of the objective and the form of engagement—negotiation versus dialogue—can be 
a recipe for disappointment: long-term issues may not be amenable to change in a time-limited 
negotiation, whereas dialogue alone may not create the focus and leverage needed to resolve 
politically pressing issues. 

SII and the SED arguably suffered in one way or the other from this mismatch of means and ends. 
It was unrealistic to expect Japan to remove most of the structural barriers cited by Washington in 
the mere one year initially allotted for the SII negotiations; the result was, for the most part, a 
series of vague commitments that Tokyo had little trouble evading over time. The SED initially 
suffered from the opposite problem: the goals were to promote discussion and cooperation on 
important long-term issues such as energy security and innovation at a time when the United 
States and China were (and still are) struggling to adjust to their new power relationship. Given 
the political pressure of the day to “do something” about China’s trade and currency practices, the 
forum quickly became a lightning rod for all the charged elements of the bilateral economic 
relationship and created expectations of short-term “deliverables” at each SED meeting. In 
hindsight, it might have been better to make a clearer distinction at the outset between the 
elevated JCCT as the principal forum for bilateral dispute resolution and the SED as a quieter 
dialogue on longer-term issues (a division of labor that has emerged in practice over time). 

At the same time, deadlines are useful, if only to prevent a negotiation from lasting the life of the 
administration. An integral part of the preparation process should be deciding on a realistic 
deadline and, if necessary, conceiving an action-forcing event to enforce it. 

Of course, all of this assumes that an administration’s goal is to accomplish something 
substantive in policy terms. As mentioned in the introduction, sometimes the unstated goal of an 
economic initiative is first and foremost to manage domestic political pressures. In other words, 
the initiative becomes an end in itself, allowing the administration to demonstrate to Congress 
and other domestic constituencies that it is “doing something.” Even in this case, however, it is 
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important to set up mechanisms that match means to stated ends and to try to achieve at least 
limited substantive progress; otherwise the political pressures may not be containable indefinitely. 

Organizing the U.S. Government 
Establishing appropriate structures and processes in the U.S. government is one of the most 
challenging but arguably most important elements of a successful policy initiative. There is no 
single formula for which agencies to include, at what levels, who to put in charge, or how often to 
meet. Two essential elements are clear: first, these organizational issues should be resolved early 
on, before the negotiations begin; and second, the White House itself should drive the early 
decisions and remain engaged throughout as monitor and “enforcer.” Absent these, the result is 
likely to be interagency turf wars, delays, and costly implementation errors. 

Lesson 6: Involve the White House throughout as driver, coordinator, 
and enforcer. 

The most successful international economic policy initiatives enjoy strong, ongoing White House 
engagement and support. White House components such as the National Security Council (NSC), 
National Economic Council (NEC), or vice president’s office generally do not have the resources 
or technical expertise to lead an initiative in an operational sense, but their proximity to the 
president gives them unique authority to act as overseer and coordinator of agency-run initiatives. 

There are several models for White House engagement in these initiatives. The NSC can act as 
coordinator through its role as chair of the Principals and Deputies Committees; this has generally 
been the approach taken by the Bush administration. The NEC essentially assumed this role in the 
Clinton administration, and that body remains the official chair of the U.S.-India Economic 
Dialogue. The vice president himself may assume a leadership role, as Al Gore did in the Clinton 
administration when he established a high-level dialogue with China’s then-Premier Zhu Rongji 
(and similar forums with other world leaders). In other cases, the president may appoint a special 
envoy to lead a negotiation or dialogue with another country or region; Mack McLarty played this 
role vis-à-vis Latin America in the later Clinton administration. Or the president may explicitly 
delegate authority to a cabinet officer, as Ronald Reagan did with Treasury Secretary Donald 
Regan to manage the Yen/Dollar Talks with Japan in the early 1980s. 

Regardless of the specific model chosen, the key element is ongoing, high-level White House 
attention to the initiative, including regular meetings with the involved agencies and periodic 
reiteration at the cabinet level of the importance of the initiative to the president personally. 

Lesson 7: Delineate agency roles, leadership, and coordination. 

A common stumbling block for multiagency initiatives is poorly delineated roles and 
responsibilities. Economic policymaking in the U.S. government is diffused among a plethora of 
executive agencies and departments, including Treasury, Commerce, Office of the U.S. Trade 
Representative (USTR), Agriculture, Justice, State, and increasingly, Homeland Security. There 
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is no recipe for determining how inclusive to be in a new policy initiative; it depends on the 
issues covered, individual competencies, even personalities. The decision is relatively easy if the 
agenda is narrow: No one questioned the Treasury’s leadership in the Yen/Dollar Talks, or 
Commerce’s in the U.S.-India High-Tech Dialogue. However, if the initiative is designed to 
address a wide range of trade or structural issues, the difficult decision may be which agencies to 
exclude. In the case of SII, six agencies (Treasury, State, USTR, Commerce, Justice, and the 
Council of Economic Advisers) participated, with the first three considered “core” agencies 
whose deep and continuous engagement was essential. The JCCT was originally led by 
Commerce and expanded to include other agencies as needed; eventually the USTR became 
formal cochair of the elevated JCCT, and the secretary of agriculture became a regular 
participant. An even wider array of agencies is involved in the SED. 

One agency should be assigned the role of secretariat, responsible for keeping the paper flow 
moving, scheduling meetings, and serving as principal point of contact with the counterpart 
government. Generally the secretariat will not be housed at the White House because of 
manpower constraints. In SII and the SED, Treasury assumed the secretariat role; in the India 
Economic Dialogue, State performs that function. 

As for the substantive agenda, individual agencies should be clearly assigned the lead on specific 
issues to leverage their particular expertise and avoid wasteful turf battles. The lead agencies 
should be granted broad authority to pursue their objectives. The White House and secretariat 
need to monitor what each agency is doing and incorporate that into broader strategy, but 
imposing a centralized top-down decisionmaking process that funnels too much authority through 
the hands of too few will result in paralyzing gridlock. 

Once a multiagency initiative begins, there is the delicate question of who chairs the U.S. 
government delegation. A creative innovation was developed during the SII talks with Japan, in 
which the chair rotated from meeting to meeting among the three “core” agencies (Treasury, 
State, and USTR). This kept these agencies happy (for the most part) and gave them a sense of 
ownership in the process, ensuring their continued engagement. 

As for level of participation, again there is no magic formula. Naturally the more political 
attention the administration wants to draw to the initiative, the higher the level of policymakers it 
will involve. Most major initiatives are led at the top by under secretaries or assistant secretaries 
(e.g., SII, the JCCT prior to 2003, and the U.S.-India Economic Dialogue), usually with parallel 
working groups at the deputy assistant secretary (DAS) and/or director level. Some of these (e.g., 
the JCCT and Yen/Dollar) have involved occasional cabinet-level participation. Of course, given 
their broad portfolios and competing policy priorities, regular operational engagement by more 
senior officials, particularly at the assistant secretary level and above, is likely to occur only in the 
most politically significant initiatives. Empowering staff-level committees at the director and 
DAS level to make appropriate decisions will help ensure that continuing progress is made and 
that assistant and under secretary attention is focused on substantive and strategic decisions 



charles w. freeman iii and matthew goodman | 13   

requisite to that level. Involving career officials in this way will also tap their expertise and 
experience and help ensure their support for the initiative. 

When multiple executive agencies with overlapping mandates are involved in an initiative, 
interagency coordination is essential. With White House backing and involvement, the secretariat 
should establish a series of processes—staff- and senior-level committees, a schedule of regular 
meetings, clearance procedures, etc.—at the outset and ensure that they are adhered to throughout 
the lifetime of the initiative. 

Successful coordination is critical not merely for internal organizational purposes but because 
foreign governments can and do exploit inconsistencies and interagency rivalries that inevitably 
surface when that coordination is lacking. Furthermore, the resulting mixed messages often 
confuse counterpart governments, who struggle to discern exactly what U.S. priorities are. 

Lesson 8: Determine the appropriate role for the private sector. 

Numerous standing mechanisms exist for private-sector input into policy deliberations by the 
U.S. government, including industry advisory councils. Many of these are pro forma, and in 
practice the most powerful input comes through ad hoc interaction between individual companies 
or trade groups and government agencies. This is fine and will continue regardless, but there may 
be merit in trying to establish more systematic channels for private-sector input that support a 
specific forum in an actionable way. In addition to tapping into the private sector’s technical 
expertise, this kind of input can create political buy-in from important interests and leverage for 
the U.S. government in the negotiations themselves. 

Several attempts have been made over the years to involve private-sector groups more 
methodically in major policy initiatives; some have been more successful than others. High-level 
groups have had the most difficulty, whether due to CEO-level impatience with an inevitably 
slow process or simply the chronic difficulties of scheduling. The U.S.-Japan Government–
Private Sector Commission (“Biz-Gov”), established at the start of the George W. Bush 
administration, brought together seven business leaders from each side to meet with the two 
governments annually and develop their own joint recommendations for policy action. The effort 
started well but petered out as the U.S. side failed to sustain CEO-level interest, due to the lack of 
visible accomplishment after the first report to leaders. By contrast, the CEO Forum, established 
as an adjunct to the U.S.-India Economic Dialogue, has been more sustained and is widely hailed 
as a successful innovation in enhancing bilateral relations. (See India discussion below.) 

Private-sector involvement at the working, or technical, level has generally been valuable as long 
as its inherent limitations are understood by both industry and the government. Any trade 
initiative that makes progress eventually sinks into the weeds, and timely, informed expert 
comment on how particular outcomes would affect concerned companies can be very valuable. 
As mentioned above, there is an existing structure of advisory committees that is adequate to the 
task. Those committees that have been useful are those where the private-sector members 
understand their role and confine themselves to providing expert technical advice rather than 
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trying to change policy, and where the government participants actively solicit input and then 
listen to it. Most actions in the trade area inevitably have unexpected secondary or tertiary 
consequences. A good advisory committee structure can identify likely ripple effects and help the 
administration determine how to deal with them. 

One mistake incoming administrations occasionally make is to replace seasoned advisers with 
new people from the private sector whose main credentials are political rather than substantive. 
At this level, that is always a mistake, both because it produces uninformed advice and because 
the transition, always a low priority in an incoming administration, delays the receipt of any 
advice. 

Approaching the Counterpart Government 
Only after all the groundwork has been laid within the U.S. government should the target 
government be approached about a proposed economic initiative. Even then, the approach should 
be handled with care to ensure that expectations are appropriately aligned and the conditions for 
success established. 

Lesson 9: Identify the appropriate centers/levels of decisionmaking. 

Just as economic policymaking is not centralized in the U.S. government, when it comes to many 
of the key economic issues between the United States and major Asian countries, there is often 
not a single locus of decisionmaking authority on the other side. Issues such as finance, product 
and food safety, and intellectual property rights enforcement fall under the jurisdiction of multiple 
agencies and regulators in many Asian governments. Interagency coordination in countries like 
China and Japan is typically weak and informal, often complicating and slowing down 
decisionmaking. Economic policy initiatives are one way to get the right agencies to the table and 
force them to coordinate to some degree. 

It is often assumed that the higher the level of engagement the better and more effective a 
dialogue will be. To be sure, moving higher up the protocol list can increase leverage and produce 
greater political buy-in on the other side. This was the logic behind the elevated JCCT and the 
SED. As a general matter, Asian governments are highly conscious of rank and will match the 
level and portfolio of U.S. government officials title by title—even if this means bringing in 
someone who knows little about the subject at hand. Thus, it is important to choose U.S. 
representatives thoughtfully. 

In other ways, elevating the dialogue can complicate progress. The more senior the engagement, 
the more difficult it can be to hold quiet discussions conducive to sensitive negotiations. Also, 
roadblocks encountered at lower levels leave room for elevation to successively higher levels and, 
with that, opportunities to adjust strategy. And of course the scope for active engagement 
decreases as seniority increases: Cabinet secretaries generally cannot make quarterly trips to one 
country. 
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Some objectives can be achieved at lower levels without elevation. Ideally an engagement 
strategy with a given counterpart country creates multiple layers of engagement that allow for 
timely and logical elevation of issues through a full range of decisionmakers as it becomes 
necessary. 

Another problem is ensuring appropriate agency buy-in in the target government. Following 
China’s WTO accession, Washington discovered that some Chinese officials in other ministries 
regarded the accession agreement as something negotiated by the Trade Ministry and therefore 
not something they had any responsibility to implement, even though their portfolios (agriculture, 
intellectual property) clearly gave them a role. 

Lesson 10: Set clear expectations with counterparts 
in advance—and in private. 

Before formally proposing a new initiative to another government, Washington should quietly 
approach the other capital to explore the latter’s receptivity and set appropriate expectations. 
Setting expectations is a two-way street. If we expect a counterpart to take an initiative seriously, 
our goals must be clearly stated, the other side’s goals must be understood, and the pros and cons 
of likely outcomes must be carefully weighed. The freedom to back away from a proposed 
initiative is itself leverage and a useful barometer with which to gauge a counterpart’s interest and 
commitment. 

The preliminary discussions should be held in private to allow the other side to clarify its red 
lines before the negotiations begin and to ensure that external expectations are not unduly raised. 

This was done well in the case of SII: the two sides held four to five months of preliminary talks 
in early 1989 almost entirely in secret, culminating in a three-paragraph announcement launching 
the initiative at the first leaders’ summit in June. By contrast, the extensive negotiations that 
preceded announcement of the U.S.-Japan Framework Talks in 1993 were largely conducted via 
the media, becoming highly acrimonious as a result. 

In the case of the SED, Treasury did limited preparatory work before proposing the initiative to 
Beijing in the summer of 2006. Decisions on structure and specific agency involvement were not 
made until after the SED was launched. When the perception spread in Beijing that the SED from 
the U.S. vantage point was more about trade concessions than long-term structural issues, it 
became difficult to secure the meaningful participation of relevant Chinese ministries. 
Negotiating an SED structure prior to launch might not have guaranteed more progress than was 
achieved, but it would likely have elicited signals that would have helped inform the objectives-
vetting and expectations-setting process. 

Lesson 11: Offer a “two-way street” where appropriate. 

Washington’s rationale for entering into a new policy initiative will of course be primarily driven 
by U.S. economic, political, or strategic considerations. However, the target government will 
inevitably have its own issues, and there may be some advantage in offering to let the other side 
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to raise its concerns about the U.S. market, whether import barriers, the financial regulatory 
regime, or visa requirements. This can create leverage for both sides. In many cases, given the 
general openness of the U.S. market, we may not be giving much away. For example, the first 
Bush administration set up SII as a two-way street, though in reality the concerns raised by Tokyo 
about the structure of the U.S. economy were for the most part trivial compared with 
Washington’s requests for change in Japan. The Japanese were comfortable with this arrangement 
provided they could tell their domestic audiences that they had “equal time” on the formal 
agenda. 

Communicating with Key Stakeholders 
The most successful international economic initiatives have involved effective communication, 
with both domestic constituencies and key stakeholders in the target country. By contrast, poor 
communication has marred even the most well-conceived initiatives. 

Lesson 12: Set appropriate expectations with Congress, consult 
regularly, and establish rules of engagement for agencies. 

There is inevitably a divide between branches of the government over consultation. Congress 
expects the administration to appear saying, “We don’t know what to do; tell us what to do.” 
Administrations, in contrast, view consultation as two hours’ advance notice on the press release. 
The correct approach is somewhere in the middle. Particularly in the trade area, where Congress, 
thanks to the Constitution, views itself as retaining basic authority to regulate interstate and 
foreign commerce, inadequate consultation can doom an administration initiative. In addition to 
public levers like hearings and investigations, members of Congress and staff have close relations 
with the media and are masters at both the leak and the well-timed critical blast. Second-guessing 
is second nature. Sensitive negotiations quickly become even more complicated when there is an 
overlay of congressional grumbling or several letters making extensive demands for progress that 
arrive two days before a key meeting. 

The key to success is to consult early and often. An integral part of planning an initiative should 
be identifying key legislators—meaning senior members of committees of jurisdiction plus others 
who have already identified themselves as leaders on the issue—and developing a plan for regular 
consultations at both the member and staff levels. While private meetings with the relevant 
chairman and ranking member are necessary, an administration should attempt to make the 
consultation process bipartisan and collective rather than individual. Attempting to have separate 
meetings for each side of the aisle or a long series of individual meetings invariably leads to 
reports of mixed messages and rumors of commitments made to one side but not the other. People 
often hear what they want to hear, and if they all hear it at the same time from the same person, 
the odds improve that everyone will have the same interpretation. In addition, if there are 
competing interpretations of what was said, the administration can always find someone in the 
group to clarify in a way favorable to it. 
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It is also helpful to maintain continuity in the consultation process by sending the same people 
regularly. Members of Congress like to know who is in charge and want a direct pipeline to that 
person. Different briefers from different agencies send a mixed message about leadership and 
management. If an initiative involves multiple agencies, as most do, meetings with all of them 
can work well so long as there is a clear leader and a clear channel for communicating back 
afterward. 

The administration will also have to juggle the problem of staff versus member consultation. 
Particularly in the Senate, staff often takes over the consultation function. The administration will 
need to accommodate that in order to avoid making enemies it does not need, while at the same 
time maintaining direct contact with members and insisting on their accountability for any actions 
Congress takes (or does not take). 

Lesson 13: Develop a strategy for outreach to media and allies 
in the target country. 

Building support within the target country for U.S. objectives is crucial to success. Working with 
that country’s media in advance of bilateral meetings can be helpful in explaining U.S. positions 
and specific proposals. In SII, the U.S. government held pre-meeting background briefings with 
the Japanese media before each negotiating session. Also, a single person was designated to brief 
the media during the meetings themselves. This built continuity with the local media. All of this 
played an important role in shaping a generally positive response in Japan to U.S. proposals. 

Identifying trade associations, think tanks, academics, and even elements within the bureaucracy 
in the target country who broadly share U.S. objectives can also be beneficial. U.S. officials 
traveling to foreign capitals should take time from their official schedule to have informal 
outreach meetings with these groups. 

Lesson 14: Save the tough language for private sessions with 
counterparts. 

As a general rule, governments do not like to be lectured publicly about their policy failings by 
other governments. Nowhere is this more true than in Asia. In most cases, such public pressure is 
likely to be counterproductive. A certain amount of rhetoric is inevitable to appease domestic 
constituencies. In general, however, senior U.S. policymakers should strive to be calm and 
analytical in public, conveying U.S. arguments for policy change in the target country in a way 
that will persuade potential allies in that country and elsewhere (e.g., other governments with 
similar concerns). Behind closed doors, much tougher talk is appropriate—and will be that much 
more powerful if combined with a more restrained approach in public. At the same time, using 
Congress as the tough-talking “bad guy” can sometimes have utility in convincing the target 
country that failure to engage with the administration could lead to even worse consequences. In 
some situations, however, the reverse could be true. Again, an effective consultation process can 
sort this out—encouraging tough statements when they would be helpful and discouraging them 
when they would not. 
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China 
China’s meteoric economic rise from a 0.5 percent share of global GDP in 1978 to somewhere 
between 7 and 10 percent today (depending on the methodology used) suggests equal parts 
opportunity and challenge for the United States. On the one hand, China is our fastest-growing 
export market and one that continues to present untapped potential. And as recent market events 
have revealed, Chinese savings play a critical role in underwriting the United States’ excess 
consumption and ensuring the stability of our financial system. On the other hand, China’s large 
and growing trade and current account surpluses, and the concentration in Chinese hands of 
trillions of dollars of U.S. debt, have serious political and economic ramifications, as does 
China’s embrace of worrisome commercial policies that may limit future U.S. access to its 
market. 

Abetting China’s economic development has been a key plank of U.S. policy since President 
Nixon began the thaw in U.S.-China relations with his trip to the People’s Republic in 1972. 
Successive administrations of both political parties have pursued a policy of encouraging trade 
and investment with China in order to develop equities for Beijing in the U.S.-led global 
economic and political order. The goals of this engagement strategy are both to deter China from 
disrupting that order and to encourage China to align its governance norms with those of other 
participants as a means to maximize the benefits of its own participation. Successive 
administrations have thus pressed Congress to convey “most-favored nation” or “normal trade 
relations” status on China, actively pursued China’s membership in the WTO, and drawn China 
closer into international bodies from the Inter-American Development Bank to the Institute of 
Electrical and Electronics Engineers. 

Nevertheless, trade relations with China have hardly been without controversy during the past 30 
years. Concerns over China’s policies toward Taiwan, human rights abuses, treatment of ethnic 
groups, prison labor conditions, and repression of religious freedoms have dogged the 
relationship and placed long-term U.S. priorities in the shadow of near-term moral dilemmas. 
Congress has, nearly since the first bilateral U.S.-China trade agreement was implemented in 
1979, sought to use the benefits to China of open markets with the United States as leverage in 
pressing for other, frequently unrelated goals. 

By the dawn of the twenty-first century, however, the U.S.-China trade relationship was itself 
suitably irritating to the U.S. political establishment that the fundamental question regarding 
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economic relations with China became not whether it posed a moral quandary to U.S. 
policymakers, but whether it was fundamentally fair to American workers, farmers, ranchers, and 
manufacturers. The bilateral trade deficit with China exploded past $100 billion in 2003, hit $200 
billion two years later, and is likely to approach $300 billion by the end of 2008. From some 
perspectives, securing China’s stake in the global order looks considerably more costly than it is 
worth. As the bilateral deficit has grown, political anxiety in the United States has grown as well. 

U.S. economic diplomacy with China has evolved with the times. Early economic exchanges 
between the two governments were tentative and optimistic efforts to develop commerce between 
the two countries. Later efforts have, from the U.S. perspective, emphasized the role of such 
exchanges to secure increasing benefits for U.S. firms and reduce political anxiety about the trade 
relationship. The rise of China has clearly been more successful than many envisioned when the 
engagement policy was first conceived. 

The next administration will face important early decisions in determining how best to engage 
China in a manner that permits substantive consultation on important strategic issues yet also 
addresses economic and trade irritants that fuel popular and political angst. In the face of what 
will be broad and intense domestic pressure to “fix” problems with China, some will advocate the 
domestic political benefits of demonstrated action even if the strategic and tactical details of that 
action are left for later. Experience suggests that this temptation is shortsighted and can create a 
dynamic in which the action generates low returns on significant policy resources and time; it 
also raises the political stakes of failure in ways that are not easily manageable. 
The existing bilateral economic relationship is broad, deep, and underpinned by regular 
interaction at all levels of government and across virtually all cabinet agencies. The Chinese place 
a high priority on maintaining stable relations with the United States and have demonstrated a 
general willingness to engage on a wide range of issues at very senior levels. Expansive 
institutional linkages between our two governments already exist and serve as a sound foundation 
from which to move forward. There are two principal overarching forums for economic 
engagement: the Strategic Economic Dialogue (SED) and the Joint Commission on Commerce 
and Trade (JCCT).1 

We believe that the SED and the JCCT have proven to be effective mechanisms for bilateral 
dialogue with China and recommend that they be continued by the next administration. Despite 
early start-up problems with the SED, the two initiatives have helped over time to establish habits 
of engagement between Washington and Beijing on strategic as well as short-term issues. They 
have also forced interagency coordination on both sides, cut through stovepipes on the Chinese 
side, and ensured that logjams in Beijing could be overcome via vice premier involvement. The 
new administration would be wise to preserve the core elements of the two initiatives, even if 
aspects of the format or agenda are perceived to need refinement. 

                                                           
 
1 See appendix A for a more complete list of bilateral initiatives with China. 
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At a more basic level, the new administration will face a number of threshold decisions regarding 
economic relations with China, including: 

Defining Scope. The impact of the U.S.-China economic relationship now extends well 
beyond its bilateral confines. A mechanism to resolve bilateral tensions and sustain political 
support for constructive engagement may be an important consideration, but the new 
administration must also look to include regional and global economic issues. The 
administration will have to determine whether and how to expand the scope of its economic 
dialogues while considering the impact on noneconomic initiatives, including, for example, 
the State Department’s deputy secretary–level Senior Dialogue. 

Selecting and Prioritizing Objectives. 

 Fixing short-term trade irritants: The JCCT process exists to manage tensions over 
unilateral economic policy moves that have an impact on trade. Yet many prominent 
bilateral trade concerns are embedded in economic policies, such as China’s indigenous 
innovation policy, that are central to the Chinese central government’s vision and are 
therefore difficult to overturn or confront. A vehicle like the JCCT that is focused on 
short-term deliverables (with political salience) and increasing coordination/cooperation 
on trade-related issues such as intellectual property protection, standards, and other 
nontariff barriers can provide a critical means to manage political fallout from the trade 
relationship and make progress on issues of concern to the business community, a critical 
ally in the political process. 

 Strengthening the global trading system: Beijing played a largely absentee role in the 
Doha Development Agenda until the 11th hour, when it confounded U.S. analysts by 
throwing its political weight behind the uncompromising positions of developing 
countries such as India (against its economic interests, most independent observers would 
agree). Reengaging China and key Chinese business constituencies that support increased 
liberalization should be a key goal for the new U.S. administration. 

 Global issues: The next administration will almost certainly face key issues with China 
related to climate change, pandemic disease, energy and food security, and financial 
stability. A foundation exists from the SED’s Environment/Energy Framework signed at 
SED IV in June 2008 to begin to address the environmental issues in a cooperative 
manner. At some point, increased engagement on structural, multilateral climate change 
issues will be a political and substantive necessity. Utilizing the existing framework may 
be the appropriate jumping-off point. 

 Supporting China’s economic reform: China’s domestic challenges are more daunting 
than most U.S. policymakers will admit. China faces significant imbalances in regional 
and rural/urban development, social equities, environmental protection, and others. 
Supporting Beijing’s efforts to tackle these challenges can be a “win-win” situation, as 
Chinese officials are now fond of saying. What is good for Chinese growth, economic 
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equality, and environmental sustainability is generally good for the United States. 
Supporting the growth of China’s middle class also supports the prospects for future 
political reform in China. 

Determining Level. A priority for any incoming administration in examining how to 
organize itself for a dialogue with China is to determine who should meet whom. The two 
countries do not match up well, given the different hierarchical arrangements. The level of 
U.S. leadership will determine who the United States can request from the Chinese side. 
Chinese cabinet-secretary equivalents are significantly weaker than their U.S. counterparts—
their involvement is necessary but their ability to change policy is limited. Engagement must 
at a minimum be led at the Chinese vice premier level, but depending on our objectives we 
may desire a higher level or multiple vice premiers. In the event personalities are compatible 
with the task, the new administration might consider the availability of the vice president, a 
prospect that would effectively bump leadership on the Chinese side up to the premier level, 
allowing the building of sub-initiatives with relevant vice premiers. 

Structure. Management of economic issues with China should be structured among U.S. 
government agencies to promote coordination, allow for creativity/initiative, and breed 
accountability and flexibility to absorb new issues as they arise. The ideal structure might be 
to locate a coordinating body within the Executive Office of the President, such as at the NSC 
or NEC, but day-to-day management should reside with the cabinet agencies. 

Finally, U.S. policymakers should have no illusions that China is disposed to address U.S. 
economic considerations simply because they have been raised at lofty political heights. The key 
lesson for any incoming administration is that China has politics, too. Chinese interlocutors have 
limited political capital, even at the highest of levels, to respond to U.S. demands. In some cases, 
brinkmanship is the only way to achieve meaningful progress on tough issues. Under any 
circumstances, U.S. negotiators need to carefully prioritize issues for their Chinese counterparts 
and expect no more than a handful of “fixes” for the problems that have been raised. Part of any 
successful dialogue is the process of demonstrating the value of such dialogues after they have 
been convened. A process that draws constituents from business, Congress, and elsewhere to 
create buy-in along the way is almost as critical, if not more, than the process of negotiating the 
results for which buy-in is sought. 

Japan 
For over 60 years, the United States and Japan have been locked in a political, military, and 
commercial embrace that has made a vital contribution to the stability and prosperity of both 
countries and the entire Asia-Pacific region. While rarely in the headlines these days, economic 
ties with Japan still matter enormously to the United States, not only because of their large dollar 
value—nearly $300 billion of annual two-way trade in good and services and direct investment—
but also because they underpin an alliance that is the cornerstone of U.S. engagement in the 
region. 
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The relative calm in U.S.-Japan economic relations today reflects both the successes and failures 
of nearly three decades of effort by Washington and Tokyo to cope with high-profile trade and 
investment disputes. While the two governments have generally succeeded in containing bilateral 
frictions and protecting the overall relationship, they have yet to create a truly level playing field 
for most economic transactions. With time, key constituencies in the United States—notably the 
business community—have grown frustrated with the limited prospects for further gains in Japan, 
and these constituencies have shifted their attention to China and other countries perceived as 
likely to produce greater returns on time, energy, and capital invested. As a result, opportunities 
to deepen integration and cooperation between the world’s two largest economies have largely 
been missed. 

During the period of high-profile trade frictions, Washington and Tokyo established a series of 
forums for bilateral dialogue to manage their commercial disputes and avoid any serious erosion 
of their broader relationship. In the early 1980s, the two governments set up the U.S.-Japan Trade 
Committee to defuse tensions in sectors ranging from automobiles and construction to 
semiconductors and supercomputers. In the ensuing two decades, they hammered out a long list 
of trade agreements and arrangements, including “voluntary restraints” on Japanese auto exports, 
the Market-Oriented, Sector-Selective (MOSS) trade talks, and the broad-ranging Structural 
Impediments Initiative (SII). More recently, the two governments have pursued a number of 
deregulation, investment-promotion, and trade-facilitation initiatives.2 

On taking office, successive administrations have tended to reinvent both the overarching 
strategies for addressing bilateral issues with Japan and the policy machinery needed to support 
them. They have generally failed to build on previous successes and to take advantage of the 
confidence they generated in both countries. The cumulative results of these initiatives—
measured by the extent to which they have leveled the playing field or deepened integration of the 
two economies—have been limited at best. 

Today, the rise of China and India, unsettled financial markets, diminished political support for 
trade, concerns over energy security and climate change, and international terrorism all test the 
resilience of the U.S.-Japan relationship and highlight the benefits of enhanced integration and 
cooperation between the world’s two largest economies. 

We believe that the incoming U.S. administration should seriously consider establishing a new 
framework for deeper economic integration with Japan—including the possibility of a bilateral 
economic partnership agreement (EPA), free trade agreement (FTA), or even a European-style 
single market covering most areas of economic activity between the two countries. Beyond the 
economic efficiencies of more frictionless trade and investment flows, a U.S.-Japan FTA or 
similar arrangement could leverage the benefits of existing and prospective bilateral FTAs linking 
the United States to Australia, Singapore, South Korea, Thailand, and Malaysia. Such a pattern of 
agreements would more firmly anchor U.S. interests in the region and provide a better balance 
                                                           
 
2 See appendix B for a more complete list of bilateral initiatives with Japan. 



charles w. freeman iii and matthew goodman | 23   

economically and politically to the growing weight of China and India. A U.S.-Japan arrangement 
could also become a model for a more comprehensive region-wide trade agreement that could 
eventually supersede the existing “spaghetti bowl” of bilateral deals. 

Current political reality on both sides—including the lack of enthusiasm for trade agreements in 
the U.S. Congress and the inability of the Japanese government to take on entrenched 
constituencies, notably the agricultural lobby—will make it difficult in practice for a new 
administration to launch comprehensive trade negotiations with Japan in the near term. However, 
at their first meeting (likely in the spring of 2009), the new U.S. president and the Japanese prime 
minister could set out deeper economic integration as a longer-term goal, while instructing their 
officials to lay the groundwork by seeking agreements in key service sectors such as finance, 
construction, and telecommunications, and/or by moving toward regulatory convergence in areas 
such as drug and medical-device approvals and investor protection. 

Meanwhile, the incoming administration should retain a high-level forum to manage bilateral 
economic issues with Japan, a role currently played by the annual Subcabinet Economic 
Dialogue. Such a forum could be used to seek enhanced cooperation from Japan on a range of 
economic-related issues, including energy security, climate change, regional health, and African 
development. Both Japan and the United States have unique experience and expertise in these 
areas that could productively be brought to bear more fully through enhanced joint efforts. In 
addition to the intrinsic benefits, this kind of cooperation would help strengthen the 
underpinnings of the U.S.-Japan alliance, give Japan more confidence as a regional and global 
player, and win Japan new respect and interest in Washington. 

Whatever new strategy it adopts, the new administration should draw on the procedural lessons 
spelled out in the previous section, all of which reflect the experience of three decades of U.S.-
Japan economic dialogue. One additional lesson with particular relevance to Japan today bears 
highlighting here. That is the value of engaging with Japan’s political parties, including both the 
long-ruling Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) and the leading opposition party, the Democratic 
Party of Japan (DPJ). U.S. government outreach to political parties in Japan on economic issues 
has traditionally been limited and largely focused on the LDP. But with the seismic shifts 
currently underway in Japanese politics, and between politicians and bureaucrats, it is no longer 
possible to advance a U.S. agenda without the support of all major parties. The new 
administration should have a well-articulated strategy for reaching out to parties across the 
political spectrum in Japan. 

India 
Relations between the United States and India have improved markedly since the turn of the 
millennium. After decades of mutual suspicion and neglect, the world’s two largest democracies 
have taken significant steps since 2000 toward building a new strategic partnership. The Bush 
administration, building on initial efforts at the end of the Clinton administration, has made better 
relations with India a central strategic goal of its Asia policy. Political and military links are 
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growing. A historic civilian nuclear deal reached between the Bush administration and the 
Congress-led coalition of Manmohan Singh is a sign of how far the relationship has come in the 
mere decade since India’s nuclear weapons test in 1998. 

Economic ties between the United States and India, including trade in goods and services and 
investment flows in both directions, have expanded steadily since India began to open its 
economy in 1991, but from a very low base.3 The roughly $40 billion in two-way trade in 2007, 
though several times higher than a decade earlier, remains far below comparable figures between 
the United States and China or Japan. 

A number of factors on both sides continue to impede commercial interaction. In the United 
States, export controls still inhibit trade in high-technology goods and services; Indian banks face 
restrictions on branching; and visa regulations hinder the ability of Indian citizens to work in the 
United States. In India, tariffs on industrial goods have steadily declined but still remain high 
compared to other emerging nations; investment caps and other nontariff barriers shield the 
country’s service sector; and infrastructure bottlenecks and excessive bureaucracy further hinder 
inward foreign investment. 

Washington and New Delhi have been working for over a decade to address these issues and 
encourage more robust economic interaction. Official economic dialogue between the two 
countries began in the mid-1990s, after New Delhi’s decision to abandon decades of socialist and 
protectionist policies. That exchange was mainly informal, and was driven by two energetic U.S. 
ambassadors to India, Frank Wisner and Richard Celeste, who were convinced that India was at 
last ready for a starring role on the world economic stage. 

Results of the dialogue, however, were modest and short-lived. India’s decision to test nuclear 
weapons in 1998 set back relations dramatically. The two bureaucracies also responded 
unenthusiastically when asked to turn economic policy talk into action. Perhaps they saw the 
dialogue as inorganic because it was imposed on them, top down, by political leaders. 

As part of its new strategic outreach to New Delhi, the Bush administration invested the U.S.-
India Economic Dialogue with new prestige. The National Economic Council took a leading role 
in carrying out official contacts with senior Indian policymakers, while the State Department 
assumed the role of secretariat, driving and coordinating the overall process. Cabinet secretaries 
were directed to get personally involved in planning for meetings with the Indian side. And the 
Dialogue was greatly broadened, with establishment of a Financial and Economic Forum, a Trade 
Policy Forum, and Commercial and Energy Dialogues, as well as working groups on high-
technology trade, information and communications technology, and agriculture. 

Perhaps the most innovative addition to the Economic Dialogue was the creation of a CEO Forum 
in 2005. Business associations in the two countries had taken part informally in official meetings 
previously, but personally involving top corporate leaders in India and the United States 

                                                           
 
3 See appendix C for a more complete list of bilateral initiatives with India. 
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conferred real-world business perspectives on the Dialogue. The CEO Forum made public its 
recommendations about which policies needed to be reviewed in both countries, but its real value 
was in the private lobbying that CEOs could do with political leaders in the executive and 
legislative branches in both capitals. In India, as in the United States, if one wants to bring about 
change in governmental policy, it is best to have local, well-connected allies as one’s advocates. 

The experience of more than a decade of high-level economic dialogue with India has provided a 
number of useful lessons for the next U.S. administration. 

The first is that high-level dialogue can be effective in driving the bureaucracies in both countries 
to implement reforms supportive of greater economic interaction. Both governments have 
removed barriers to further investment and trade at least partly as a result of the bilateral 
dialogues of the past decade. 

In our view, the new administration would be wise to retain the Economic Dialogue as an 
overarching framework for managing bilateral economic relations with India. The Dialogue’s 
basic structure, with the White House involved at a leadership level, one agency serving as 
secretariat, and agency-led forums on functional priorities in the relationship, has generally 
proved workable and effective. 

The most important single factor in the success of such a dialogue is the personal support and 
sponsorship of the U.S. president and the Indian prime minister. Senior bureaucrats can be 
directed to conduct the dialogue’s day-to-day work, but the two leaders should make it plain that 
they are interested in results. Indeed, it may be time for a new injection of top-level commitment 
to economic dialogue, which has lost some momentum in recent years. In this regard, the political 
calendar in both countries may conspire to offer an early opportunity for such top-level 
engagement: Unless a snap election is called earlier, the next Indian general election must take 
place prior to the spring of 2009, providing the new U.S. president an opportunity to meet with 
the newly elected Indian prime minister in his first year (perhaps in the late summer or early fall, 
on the margins of the UN General Assembly meeting in September). Among other items on the 
two leaders’ agenda should be defining their vision for bilateral economic dialogue in the years 
ahead. 

Meanwhile, prior efforts at economic dialogue with India have taught that continued private-
sector engagement is critical. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the Business Roundtable, as 
well as India’s two leading business associations—the Confederation of Indian Industry (CII) and 
the Federation of Indian Chambers of Commerce and Industry (FICCI)—can justifiably claim 
substantial credit for any successes the bilateral official dialogue has had so far. And, as 
mentioned previously, the CEO Forum was decisive in forcing action in both countries. Both 
countries also have think tanks and nongovernmental organizations that can be enlisted as allies 
in pushing for policy changes. 

Another lesson is that horse trading may be more effective than carrots and sticks with India. An 
independent nation for over 60 years, and a colony for over 150 years before that, India is 
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exceedingly sensitive to threats or sticks brandished by developed nations, especially the United 
States. A U.S. negotiating tactic that relies on sticks will surely fail with India; carrots are only 
slightly more useful. Since at least 1996, for example, Washington has pushed for successive 
Indian governments to liberalize the country’s financial sector more quickly, promising that much 
higher levels of foreign investment and greater liquidity and sophistication in the financial system 
would be the result. The Indians do not doubt the benefits that would accrue from opening their 
financial sector at a faster pace, but for various domestic reasons, they have been unable or 
unwilling to do so. Swapping concession for concession might be a more effective way to achieve 
progress on U.S. objectives in this and other priority areas. 

Finally, patience and realism are in order when engaging in economic discussions with India. It 
takes time, often many years, to change policies in large, diverse democracies. No bilateral 
economic dialogue between the United States and India can have a short-term perspective. The 
more important the policy, the longer it will take to bring about change. 
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Strategic Economic Dialogue (2006–present) 

President George W. Bush and President Hu Jintao established the Strategic Economic Dialogue 
(SED) in 2006 as a forum at the highest official levels to examine long-term strategic economic 
challenges and opportunities, as well as serve as a coordinating body for other dialogues. The 
intent of the SED is to discuss long-term strategic challenges, rather than seeking immediate 
solutions to the issues of the day. The stated goal of the SED was to ensure that the benefits of the 
growing U.S.-China economic relationship are fairly shared by citizens of both countries. 

The SED has been chaired on the U.S. side since its inception by Treasury Secretary Henry 
Paulson, with other members of the president’s cabinet taking part. Additional U.S. agencies and 
departments active in the SED include Commerce, Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, State, 
Health and Human Services, Environmental Protection, Energy, and others. 

Vice Premier Wu Yi and then–Vice Premier Wang Qishang have led Chinese participation in the 
SED. A large and high-ranking interministerial working group, including support from Ministries 
of Foreign Affairs, Finance (as secretariat), Commerce, Agriculture, Health, and Information 
Industries, the various financial regulators, the National Development and Reform Commission, 
the People’s Bank of China, and others, as well as by the deputy secretary general of the state 
council, have been active in the SED since its inception. 

Although a number of existing forums were reoriented to report up through the SED under the 
leadership of Secretary Paulson and his Chinese counterparts, a number of other forums have 
been established under the SED, which include to date:  

 The U.S.-China Investment Forum: The Investment Forum is a platform allowing the United 
States to focus on practical investor concerns with the Chinese, such as the process of 
investment reviews, potential investment barriers in China, and encouraging increased job-
creating Chinese investment in the United States. 

 The U.S.-China Ten-Year Energy and Environment Cooperation Framework: 

  Clean, Efficient, and Secure Electricity Production and Transmission Task Force 

  Clean Water Task Force 

  Clean Air Task Force 
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  Clean and Efficient Transportation Task Force 

  Conservation of Forest and Wetland Ecosystems Task Force 

Joint Commission on Commerce and Trade (1983–present) 

The Joint Commission on Commerce and Trade (JCCT) is a consultative mechanism between the 
U.S. and Chinese governments that provides a forum to resolve trade concerns and promote 
bilateral commercial opportunities. Until 2003, the JCCT was an annual event chaired on the U.S. 
side by the Commerce Department and on the Chinese side by the Ministry of Commerce (or its 
antecedents). In 2003, President George W. Bush and Premier Wen Jiabao elevated the JCCT to 
become a “problem-solving” dialogue on trade and economic matters, which is chaired on the 
U.S. side by the secretary of commerce and the U.S. trade representative and which currently 
meets semiannually. It includes the following working groups and dialogues: 

 Agriculture/Sanitary and Phytosanitary Working Group 

 Aviation Subgroup 

 Commercial Law Working Group 

 Construction Dialogue 

 Environmental Technologies Working Group 

 Export Controls Dialogue 

 High Technology Working Group 

 Information Industry Working Group 

 Insurance Dialogue 

 Intellectual Property Rights Working Group 

 Pharmaceuticals and Medical Devices Subgroup 

 Statistics Working Group 

 Steel Dialogue 

 Structural Issues Working Group 

 Telecommunications Dialogue 

 Textile Consultative Group 

 Trade Remedies Working Group 

 Travel and Tourism Working Group 
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Joint Economic Committee (1983–present) 

The first comprehensive framework for bilateral economic dialogue established after 
normalization of U.S.-China relations in 1979, the Joint Economic Committee (JEC) met 
annually until October 2005 (it was largely subsumed into the SED beginning in 2006) to discuss 
ways to improve bilateral economic relations. It was chaired by the U.S. Treasury Department 
and Chinese Ministry of Finance. The Committee provided an opportunity for dialogue between 
the two countries on key issues including: 

 Economic policy 

 Investor protection 

 Capital formation 

 Combating terrorist financing and money laundering 

Economic Development and Reform Dialogue (2003–present) 

The Economic Development and Reform Dialogue, established in 2003 and chaired by the U.S. 
State Department and China’s National Development and Reform Commission, seeks to move 
China toward a more market-oriented and rules-based economic system, with discussions 
focusing on long-term structural reform challenges. Topics have included: 

 Energy 

 Agriculture 

 Macroeconomic policy 

 Investment 

 Telecommunications 

Subcabinet Dialogues 

Senior Dialogue (2005–present) 

The Senior Dialogue, held by the U.S. State Department (chaired at the deputy secretary level) 
and China’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs (chaired at the state councilor level), discusses global 
trends, the evolution of the U.S.-China relationship and important bilateral issues. 

U.S.-China Joint Commission Meeting on Science and 
Technology (1979–present) 

The U.S.–China Joint Commission Meeting on Science and Technology (JCST) advances 
cooperation in a diverse range of fields, including energy, agriculture, health, technology, and 
many more. 
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Sino-U.S. Joint Coordination Panel Meeting on Living Marine Resources 
Cooperation (1994–present) 

The purpose of the meeting is to establish an efficient working mechanism and further intensify 
the broad cooperation and exchanges in the fields of marine and fishery science between the two 
countries through the identification and implementation of cooperative projects. 

U.S.-China Joint Liaison Group for Law Enforcement (1997–present) 

The group consists of the U.S. Department of Justice and China’s Ministry of Justice and includes 
an Intellectual Property Criminal Enforcement Working Group. 

U.S.-China Oil and Gas Industry Forum (1998–present) 

The forum, established between the U.S. Departments of Commerce and Energy and the National 
Development and Reform Commission, facilitates opportunities for government and industry 
leaders from both countries to discuss respective needs in the oil and gas sector. 

U.S.-China Cooperation Program in Science Policy, Research, and 
Education (1999–present) 

The program, conducted by the U.S. National Science Foundation and China’s National Natural 
Science Foundation, holds a series of science policy events and forums as a basis for expanded 
bilateral and multilateral science policy cooperation. 

Joint Committee on Cooperation in Agriculture (2003–present) 

The Joint Committee guides future collaboration between the U.S. Department of Agriculture and 
the Chinese Ministry of Agriculture and oversees existing agricultural working groups such as the 
U.S.-China High-Level Working Group on Biotechnology and the Plant and Animal Health and 
Food Safety Working Group. 

U.S.-China Aviation Cooperation Program (2004–Present) 

The U.S. China Aviation Cooperation Program (ACP), conducted by the U.S. Trade and 
Development Agency and the General Administration of Civil Aviation of China, connects U.S. 
and Chinese governments and aviation industries to promote technical, policy, and commercial 
cooperation. 

U.S.-China Energy Policy Dialogue (2004–present) 

The U.S.-China Energy Policy Dialogue (EPD) was established by the U.S. Department of 
Energy and the National Development and Reform Commission to facilitate policy-level bilateral 
exchanges of views on energy security and economic issues, as well as energy technology 
options. 



charles w. freeman iii and matthew goodman | 31   

Joint Committee on Environmental Cooperation (2005–present) 

The Joint Committee on Environmental Cooperation (JCEC), established between the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and China’s State Environmental Protection Agency (now the 
Ministry of Environmental Protection), is meant to strengthen collaboration and identify new 
areas of cooperation between the two agencies. 

Health Care Forum (2005–present) 

The Health Care Forum (HCF), held between the U.S. Departments of Commerce and Health and 
Human Services, seeks to enhance cooperation in the area of health care policy and recently 
brought together a broad array of relevant government agencies and private enterprises from both 
countries on the topic of sustainable financing for health care. 

U.S.-China Standards and Conformity Assessment 
Cooperation Program (2006–present) 

The U.S.-China Standards and Conformity Assessment Cooperation Program (SCACP) is a 
public/private–sector initiative designed to expand cooperative technical efforts in standards, 
sponsored by the U.S. Trade and Development Agency. 
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The following is a list of the major bilateral dialogues launched by successive U.S. 
administrations over the past three decades to manage the economic relationship with Japan. 
Under these dialogues, well over 100 specific agreements have been negotiated. 

Economic Partnership for Growth (2001–present) 

The Economic Partnership for Growth (EPG) was launched by President George W. Bush and 
Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi at their first meeting in 2001. The objective of the EPG is to 
promote sustainable growth in both countries as well as the world by addressing such issues as 
sound macroeconomic policies, structural and regulatory reform, financial and corporate 
restructuring, foreign direct investment, and open markets and to provide a structure for 
cooperation and engagement on bilateral, regional, and global economic and trade issues. The 
EPG includes the following forums: 

 U.S.-Japan Subcabinet Economic Dialogue 

 Private-Sector/Government Commission 

 Regulatory Reform and Competition Policy Initiative; under this initiative there are four 
sectoral working groups and a cross-sectoral working group. 

 Four sectoral working groups: 

  Telecommunications 

  Information Technologies 

  Energy 

  Medical Devices/Pharmaceuticals 

Cross-sectoral working group: To address topics having widespread impact on the economy, 
including competition policy, transparency, legal reform, commercial code issues, 
distribution, customs clearance procedures, business facilitation, and other cross-sectoral 
issues not directly addressed in the sectoral working groups— 

  Financial Dialogue 

  Investment Initiative 

  Trade Forum 
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U.S.-Japan Enhanced Initiative on Deregulation and 
Competition Policy (1997–2001) 

The objective of the U.S.-Japan Enhanced Initiative (EI), which addressed both sectoral and 
structural issues, was to conduct a serious exchange of views and to undertake measures, as called 
for in the U.S.-Japan Framework (see below), to “address reform of relevant government laws, 
regulations, and guidance which have the effect of substantially impeding market access for 
competitive goods and services” in order to enhance consumers’ interests and to increase 
efficiency and promote economic activity. The EI consisted of a high-level coordinating group 
and the following five expert-level groups: 

 Telecommunications 

 Housing 

 Medical Devices/Pharmaceuticals 

 Financial Services 

 Deregulation and Competition (structural issues, including competition policy and 
distribution and issues related to transparency and government practices) 

Japan-U.S. Framework for a New Economic Partnership (1993–2001) 

Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawa and President Bill Clinton established Japan-U.S. Framework 
for a New Economic Partnership (the Framework) at their first meeting in 1993 as a new 
overarching forum for bilateral economic dialogue. The talks were conducted in accordance with 
the following basic principles: 

 Two-way dialogue between both countries; 

 Sharing of benefits with other countries on a most-favored nation (MFN) basis equally; 

 Scope of the negotiations to be limited to items that governments are able to deal with and 
that are within government reach; 

 Disputes to be resolved in accordance with international rules such as the WTO agreement; 

 Refrain from application of unilateral measures (such as sanctions under Section 301 of the 
U.S. Trade Act of 1974); and 

 Managed-trade approaches such as setting numerical targets to be avoided. 

The main sectoral “baskets” under the Framework were: 

 Semiconductors 

 Autos and auto parts 

 Insurance 

 Financial services 
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 Government procurement of telecommunications and medical technology 

U.S.-Japan Structural Impediments Initiatives (1989–1993) 

The U.S.-Japan Structural Impediments Initiatives (SII) was established in 1989 by President 
George H.W. Bush and Prime Minister Sosuke Uno. The initiative was designed to remove 
structural barriers to current account adjustments in both countries. Six U.S. government agencies 
participated in the talks at the subcabinet level: Treasury, State, USTR, Commerce, Justice, and 
the Council of Economic Advisers. The SII discussions were divided into six topic areas: 

 Savings and investment balances 

 Land use policy 

 Distribution system 

 Exclusionary business practices 

 Keiretsu relationships 

 Pricing mechanisms 

The SII was initially established as a one-year series of consultations leading to a joint report in 
June 1990. It was extended for two additional years. 

Market-Oriented, Sector-Selective Talks (1985–present) 

The Market-Oriented, Sector-Selective (MOSS) talks, launched by the Reagan administration in 
1985 and chaired by the Commerce Department, represented the first multisector negotiating 
framework with Japan. The objective was for both sides to identify and for Japan to unilaterally 
remove barriers to imports in key sectors of export competitiveness to the United States. The talks 
originally covered five areas: 

 Telecommunications 

 Medical equipment and pharmaceuticals 

 Forestry products 

 Electronics 

A fifth sector, transportation machinery (auto parts), was added in 1986. While other sectors 
dropped out of the process over time, medical equipment and pharmaceuticals MOSS talks 
continue to this day. 

U.S.-Japan Trade Committee (1981–1993) 

The U.S.-Japan Trade Committee was established at the beginning of the Reagan administration 
as a vehicle for managing bilateral trade issues. As other bilateral forums were established, the 
USTR-chaired Trade Committee evolved into an early-warning mechanism to resolve potential 
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trade disputes before they hit the headlines. The forum was eventually folded into the Framework 
talks by the Clinton administration. 

Working Group on Yen/Dollar Exchange Rate Issues (1983–1984) 

The Working Group on Yen/Dollar Exchange Rate Issues (Yen/Dollar Talks) was established by 
the U.S. Treasury Department and Japanese Ministry of Finance in 1983. The stated objective 
was to promote the Japanese yen as an international currency by liberalizing capital controls and 
financial markets in Japan, thereby deepening the market for yen instruments. After six months of 
intensive negotiations at the subcabinet level, Treasury Secretary Donald Regan and Finance 
Minister Noboru Takeshita signed the Yen/Dollar Agreement in April 1984. 
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U.S.-India Economic Dialogue (2000–present) 

The U.S.-India Economic Dialogue (ED) was inaugurated in March 2000 after President Bill 
Clinton’s five-day visit to India, the first by a U.S. president to India in two decades. The ED 
originally comprised three pillars: 

 Financial and Economic Forum 

 Commercial Dialogue 

 Working Group on Trade 

In July 2005, President George W. Bush and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh agreed to 
revitalize the U.S.-India ED, giving a major boost to bilateral economic engagement in a wide 
range of areas. The ED was realigned that year to create a separate Energy Dialogue. The ED 
now has four tracks: 

 Trade Policy Forum (a cabinet-level dialogue launched in July of 2005, replacing the Trade 
Policy Working Group) 

 Financial and Economic Forum (led by Indian Ministry of Finance and the U.S. Treasury) 

 Commercial Dialogue (led by the International Trade Administration of the U.S. Department 
of Commerce and India’s Ministry of Commerce and Industry) 

 Environment Dialogue 

Also, three new initiatives were launched: 

 Information and Communications Technology Working Group (ICTWG) 

 CEO Forum 

 U.S.-India Agriculture Knowledge Initiative (AKI) 

Finally, the High-Technology Cooperation Group (HTCG) was reenergized. 

CEO Forum (2005–present) 

The CEO Forum is an advisory group composed of top U.S. and Indian CEOs meant to harness 
the private sector in providing guidance on how to deepen the bilateral economic relationship. 
This initiative’s objective is to help expand trade and investment links between the two countries. 
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U.S.-India High-Technology Cooperation Group (2002–present) 

The U.S.-India High-Technology Cooperation Group (HTCG) was formed in November 2002 to 
provide a standing framework for discussing high-technology issues of mutual interest. The 
HTCG is cochaired by the U.S. under secretary of commerce for industry and security and the 
Indian foreign secretary and has two primary and interrelated substantive components: 

 Strategic trade, which seeks to expand trade with India in controlled items while enhancing 
the security of such trade; and 

 Trade development, which focuses on cooperative steps that the United States and India can 
take to create the appropriate economic, legal, and structural environments that are necessary 
for successful high-technology trade. 
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