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Basic Background

“For many years – I’d say it’s probably about 10, since Tiananmen Square – the AFL-CIO has mounted a campaign against annual renewal of what used to be called Most Favored Nation, is now called normal trade relations with China. … Basically, every year the AFL-CIO has, up until this year, taken a position against annual normal trade relation but hasn’t mounted a major campaign.  What we’ve done … is to write a letter to Congress and to testify before Congress if asked.  So to lay out our position and make sure people understand where we stand, but not lobby the issue hard.”
[In response to probe says that these letters go out to every member of Congress.  “Generally, it’s to all members of Congress.  Usually we would do House and Senate, even though the battles have always been in the House.”]  “There’s probably been some lobby visits, but it hasn’t been a concerted effort until this year because our sense was the permanent vote was a lot more important, irrevocable, and would have longer ramifications.
“So this year the decision was made pretty early on – I guess maybe last December or so [1999] – that we were going to mount a major battle against permanent normal trade relations.  And that decision is generally made by our executive council, by our leadership – our elected leader – with the officers of AFL-CIO – and there’s either a formal or informal process of talking to the major unions and this was discussed at our various executive council meetings.  Those happen quarterly.

“I think that the fullest discussion probably happened in February at our New Orleans executive council meeting where we launched what we called a Campaign for Global Fairness. The Campaign for Global Fairness was our trying to position ourselves after Seattle, looking ahead to the broad globalization issues and trying to take a long multi-year, multi-level, multi-issue approach, as opposed to leaping from one legislative battle to another.  And China was clearly the first major battle in the Campaign for Global Fairness, but it has other planks, too.  The four pieces are education, international solidarity, corporate accountability and then the workers’ rights and human rights, which was the PNTR.  
Prior Activity on the Issue 

See above.
Advocacy Activities Undertaken
“So that decision was made that it would be a major legislative battle and from that point we mobilized first the legislative staff, both at the AFL-CIO and at our affiliated trade unions.  And then we also have what we call field mobilization.  We have a whole department here called field mobilization and that is our local operation.  The way we’re set up, we have headquarters, the national level, we have state federations of labor that also have elected leaders, and we have central labor councils which are local.  Like for a large city or for a couple small cities put together.  And those are our activists in the field.  So when we’re going to launch a major campaign, we would notify them, we give them talking points and campaign materials, and sense of the legislative timing and strategy and also our field staff would know which members of Congress are being targeted –  targeted in the sense identified as undecided but potentially on our side. 

“We would make a special point to see if they could generate some visits, letters, phone calls to that member’s district.  So certainly anybody who was in one of those districts that was identified as really important would have additional materials and more sense of urgency. …”

“Then there was a decision to use paid media, some TV and radio ads in some of those key districts.  I think we put up two rounds of television ads – one in February and one in April.  Generally, I think those are time for the recesses, so when the member is home, they might see it, and also that when the calls come flooding into their office – we hope they come flooding in –  then they would hear more about it. … We also a certain amount of stuff like in Roll Call.  
“We certainly produced a lot of substantive material.  That’s actually my job because I’m in the policy department.  So we turned out all sorts of facts sheets and talking points and one- and two-pagers.  A lot of one- and two-pagers on various issues that might be important to a particular member of Congress, whether it was human rights or national security or even agriculture or religious freedom.  So we had a whole bunch of material and then we had some general materials that pretty much went to everybody.  So we did a lot.  It’s not a short answer.  The paid media, the lobbying efforts, that was sort of ongoing.  And it was two levels.  It was back in the district, and also here in Washington.  The trade task force that I mentioned, where you have affiliate trade union lobbyists, are all based here in Washington.  So they have long-term relationships with members of Congress, where they represent their union.  But the local relationships, in many cases, are more important because those are the people who get these people elected.  They’re the ones who are responsible for doing phone banks and get out the vote and turn-out, and they have long relationships with most o these people, especially the Democrats.  As you can imagine, our priority list was a lot more detailed and accurate on the Democratic side than on the Republican side, and the Republican side we often had to rely on second- and third-hand information about how various members stood.  But the Democratic side, these are most of the people with whom we have long-term relationships, and it’s in their interest to let us know, even if they weren’t public about it, they would let us know “I’m with you, I’m against you, but I’m not going public for a while.”  Actually, more people would tell us they were with us, but quietly, than would tell us the other way.  I guess there’s no percentage to them in telling us they were going to vote wrong and then not announcing it.”
“The other major event we did was our Lobby Day, on April 12, where we coordinated around 10,000 workers who came here to Washington for a rally and then all hit the halls of Congress the same day.  So it was the largest single-day lobbying event we had ever coordinated.  And we’ve had big lobby efforts on other issues, but we’d never done a mass lobbying.  So that was one other event that we brought together.  It was on the steps of the Capitol, and we had a lot of human rights activists from China, as well as members of Congress, and various others.”

“The lobbying was very extensive.  But that was the main focus of it.  We certainly tried to do a good job towards the end when we had narrowed down the undecideds to a list of maybe 15 or 20 on the Democratic side where there was a lot of research done on what individual members were worried about, what they were thinking about, what they were interested about, so trying to make sure they met with the right kinds of people.  For example, if we saw that one of them was really interested in human rights, we might make sure that one of our dissidents who was making very eloquent arguments about why getting PNTR to China would be bad for human rights and make sure that that meeting would happen.  So that kind of thing was happening towards the end.  But other than that, I think you got the basic outlines of the campaign.”
· Letter writing to House (and perhaps Senate) by headquarters
· Direct contacts in Congress, especially in House

· Paid media (TV and radio ads in key districts, Roll Call ads)
· Free media

· District-level contacts (phone, in-person, letters) by union members who are constituents of that member of Congress

· Lobby day with grasstops and others

Future Advocacy Activities Planned

They pretty much consider this a lost cause after the loss in the House, but will go ahead and make some office visits and other contacts in the Senate.
Key Congressional Contact(s)/Champions

David Bonoir, the House whip.
Targets of Direct Lobbying

 [How did you determine who was worth repeated contacts?]

“It’s a complicated process.  The very first cut through that would be look at past voting records and to see how people voted on NAFTA, on Fast Track, and on the annual renewals of China’s most favored nation.  So certainly people who had voted against most favored nation every year for the last three years and against NAFTA and against Fast Track would be considered likely on our side.  That’s sort of the first cut, where you get a very broad list.  Then you go about visiting those people systematically, and when anybody was visited by any member – we have a sort of a trade task force.  Those are the trade lobbyists from the different unions who work hard on trade issues.  They would send back a report to us which we would then update.  If there had been member contact versus staff contact [that is, a contact of a member of Congress vs. congressional staff] – we were pretty careful...on our lists, we usually rely only on member contact – then it’s not enough for a staff person to say, “Oh, I think he’s going to oppose it.”  That we want to hear it from the member him or herself.  And then you add to it also whatever conversations we might have with various members of Congress, particularly Dave Bonoir’s office, the Democratic whip, that he might have various reports that we could update.  So it’s sort of a constant process of refining that list and changing it.”

[note that this quote is describing both the targets of direct lobbying and of grassroots lobbying]

Targets of Grassroots Lobbying

[Would you expect that virtually in every district they would be hearing from one of your people?]

“Absolutely, yeah.  Yeah, wrong or right.  If they’re right, they should hear, “Thank you, really appreciate your support,” and if they’re wrong, even if they’ve totally made up their mind and they’re not still in play, they would probably hear about it, depending also whether it was somebody that was considered friendly to labor on some issues.  There’s different levels of relationship.

Coalition Partners: Names/Participants

“Now, you ask about the coalitions.  It was very important to us on this effort.  [shows ad placed in Roll Call] Naturally, that’s what this ad emphasizes, because if you read it, you’ll see it’s basically all quotes from other organizations like the Veterans of Foreign Wars, or the U.S. Catholic Conference, Friends of the Earth, and so on that had come out against it.  We worked very closely with the environmental groups, particularly Sierra Club and Friends of the Earth, and also with some of the religious groups, especially the U.S. Catholic Conference - we have a good relationship with them because President Sweeney’s very active in the Catholic Church.  I guess I would say for the most part it was an informal coalition that we would keep each other appraised of what our efforts were.  Certainly it was useful to us to circulate materials of other groups, like, for example, the U.S. Business and Industry Council.  It’s a small business group that tends to be Republican-oriented, but their materials were very useful too because they were putting out materials that said that this deal was not in the interest of most small businesses.  It was a multi-national, corporate driven deal that was all about moving production to China and not about creating jobs at home, so it was helpful for us to have a business voice echoing the argument we were making.  Groups like the Veterans of Foreign War, the American Legion, we have no relationship with whatsoever, but, again, we quoted them.”

“Most of them, we probably did [just have an informal relationship with].  We might have called them at some point and let them know what we were doing.  There might have been some meetings - we call them allies meeting, early on, where we call people up.  Especially some of the human rights and religious groups and the environmental groups.  I guess that would be our natural coalition partners, as opposed to some of the right wing groups.  Like the Family Research Council.  That’s a group with whom we have deep disagreements on a lot of other issues.  That wasn’t a group with whom we had any sit-down meetings.  … The issues that they raised in the China context were good issues about religious freedom, and those were issues with which we agree on them.  So it wasn’t even that they were raising something in the China context that we thought was illegitimate.  They were raising issues that were reasonable.  But as an organization, they’re anti-abortion, anti-women, anti-whatever – it’s not an organization with whom we have any long-term work.  And the same thing with USBIC.  Because I’ve been here now doing this work for 9 years, I know most of these people because we see each other either...  There were some joint press conferences that brought what they call the odd bed-fellows or, whatever.”
Other Participants in the Issue Debate

See above.

Ubiquitous Argument(s) and Evidence

“Our major argument was that China was maybe not ready for permanent normal trade relations.  Not ready for a full WTO relationship with the United States because of China’s egregiously bad record on human rights and workers’ rights and also egregiously bad record on non-compliance with past trade agreements.  We’ve signed maybe four trade agreements with China over the last decade – four major trade agreements with China.  And China’s violated all four of them – according, not to us [AFL-CIO], but according to the U.S. trade rep’s office, according to the State Department – and they were on prison labor, on textiles, on market opening, and on intellectual property rights.  
“It’s hard to talk about this without being technical because the point about PNTR is that this was essentially about defining the bilateral trade relationship between the United States and China and which set of rules would govern the bilateral relationship.  We know that Congress doesn’t vote on whether China enters the WTO or not.  We’re voting on something else, which is whether the United States is ready to extend full WTO privileges to China.  … If Congress turned down PNTR, then the United States would invoke non-application vis a vis China.  That means that the United States signals to the WTO we are not going to enter into a full WTO relationship with China at this time.  This is our right under WTO rules.  This is not breaking WTO rules.  And it’s something we’ve done with several other countries in the past, mostly Eastern European countries.  Right now, Kyrgyzstan is in the WTO but doesn’t have PNTR.  When Romania and Mongolia joined the WTO, they didn’t have PNTR; they’ve since been granted it.  When the U.S. invokes non-application, that means that our trade relationship with China does not fall under WTO rules.  We can essentially continue to have a bilateral relationship which is governed by our bilateral agreement.  Our argument was that this is the best of all worlds, actually, for us, because we would still have the ability to use unilateral trade sanctions against China on important issues like workers’ rights and human rights, and we could use our own trade laws, whether it’s Section 301 or other laws that have workers’ rights in them to pressure China to improve its workers’ rights and human rights policies.  
“On the other hand, if Congress granted PNTR and China became a full member of the WTO, we would then be bound by WTO rules.  And that would mean –  WTO rules –  as you probably know, have no minimum standards on workers’ rights or human rights and that was what we were in Seattle arguing about many months ago.  That would mean we couldn’t use our own trade laws in that way and that we would lose all economic leverage over China on these very central issues.  And there’s two reasons we think those issues are central with China.  One, China’s record is so bad.  A lot of countries violate some workers’ rights here and there.  The United States violates workers’ rights at times and we fight about that and we argue about that all the time, but China doesn’t allow any independent trade unions to organize.  There’s not a single independent trade union.  There’s government-controlled, Communist Party-controlled union – the All China Federation of trade unions – but it’s illegal in China to stand up on a street corner and say, “I believe in independent trade unions.”  And people go to jail for long periods of time and forced labor camps for advocating for unpaid wages for workers.  They go to jail for reporting to foreign journalists about demonstrations that workers have taken part in.  They get fired, often, for protesting bad working conditions.  So there is no voice for workers, either at the work place or in the government.  So that’s the one point.  
“The second point is that the trade relationship between China and the United States is very important to both countries.  We ran a 70 billion dollar trade deficit last year.  The imbalance between our imports and exports was around more than 6 to 1.  This is the most imbalanced trade relationship we have with any major country.  American companies are moving production to China in huge quantities and taking advantage of workers who don’t have any human rights protected at the work place.  So it’s not like a side issue.  It’s a central issue, both for the way the Chinese government has chosen to develop its economy, to industrialize on the backs of workers, and it’s a central issue in terms of the economic impact on the United States on having to compete with a country where workers are jailed for trying to stand up for themselves or form a union.  And we also believed that it has resonance beyond the China-U.S. trade relationship because China’s coming into the WTO with full WTO privileges will also affect the way other developing countries compete to attract foreign investment or to get a piece of the U.S. market, that countries like Korea, Malaysia, Thailand, Africa, Latin America are going to find themselves in much more direct competition with China for a piece of the U.S. market or to attract foreign investment.  And since they see that China is being successful with a very repressive, violent strategy with respect to workers’ rights, I think many of them, unfortunately, will feel that they have no choice but to compete on the low road.  …  So a lot of this was about signals.”
“The signal to the Chinese government of granting PNTR is that everything is fine in the status quo, that the violent repression of workers’ rights and human rights is fine and will be rewarded with permanent access to the U.S. market.  That China’s hostility against its neighbors is fine and will be rewarded.  That China’s violation of nuclear proliferation treaties is fine.  That all of those behaviors are totally acceptable so long as U.S. companies are making money in China.  And that it takes things which ought to be high priority – workers’ rights, human rights, and trade compliance, to some extent – and puts them down at the bottom.  Short-term corporate interests are at the top of the list, and workers’ rights and human rights are at the bottom.  It’s hard to talk about it without talking about the technicalities because our belief is that the United States turns down PNTR and then still basically has the same trade access to China.  That because of our past bilateral agreements, China and the United States are essentially committed to giving each other most favored nation treatment.  
“So we had argued very strongly that U.S. and U.S. companies would continue to benefit from any concessions that China made to any other WTO member, whether they’re tariff concessions or other market opening measures, or even investment measures or service sector measures we would be entitled to.  So we didn’t believe that we sacrificed very much.  The only thing we do sacrifice is the ability to use WTO dispute settlement mechanisms.  We couldn’t take a case to the WTO if we felt that China was in violation, but we could use our own bilateral mechanisms.  When you have a 70 billion dollar trade deficit with a country, you have to think that that ought to give you economic leverage if you use it effectively.  Now we haven’t used it effectively in the past because the business community basically has never been willing to confront the Chinese government because they just believe that if they play nice and stay quiet and don’t irritate the Chinese government, they’ll get the kind of access and cushy deals, the monopoly deals, that will allow them to make money, and then they’d be right about that.  But that doesn’t make it part of the national interests.”
Secondary Argument(s) and Evidence

See above.  There are many arguments. 
Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence

“We tended to see the Republicans as more interested in national security and religious freedom and the Democrats more interested in workers’ rights, and there were some interested in human rights on both sides of the aisle.  People like Frank Wolf – he’s a Republican from Virginia –  very interested in human rights.  Every member of Congress clearly had competing economic interests within their district.  Whether it was agriculture or high-tech versus industrial manufacturing sectors.  Especially textile and apparel, which was clearly being hit harder.  So there was always competing economic interests.  But in this particular case there was a lot of tailoring of the arguments to particular members.  The basic economic arguments and the technical arguments we made with everybody, I would say.”

“I think the point was simply that China was behaving badly in terms of a lot of national security issues, whether it was selling missiles illegally to Pakistan, or threatening Taiwan, or trading nuclear technology, and that granting PNTR was not going to magically solve this problem.  In fact, if anything, it would be the opposite.  Again, it’s about the message and the signal because it was a message that we were going to ignore the national security problems in favor of commercial agreement.  So it was kind of a broad argument, I guess, and then also the fact that there were so many of these veterans’ groups that were very opposed to the PNTR.  We thought they were sort of a weird group of people, but there was some Republican appointed commission that had Jean Kirkpatrick and a bunch of surprising people.  So we shouldn’t give PNTR right now, until China promises not to threaten Taiwan anymore and not to behave badly in a number of areas.  There were a lot of people who saw this as an important piece of economic leverage and they just wanted to use it for different ends.”  

Nature of the Opposition

“It’s kind of a narrow vote.  It’s a narrow technical vote.  It’s not a vote that we designed, that we think was an ideal place to make the arguments we want to make.  It was a vote that was imposed upon us, thrust upon us by the President and the timing was bad, from our point of view.  It wasn’t a battle we would choose to have in an election year if we were choosing times to have battles, which we never do.”  
Media were not supportive:  “So it’s the [opposition] argument that we felt we had effectively refuted, but our argument was essentially ignored by most of the press.  I think members of Congress found it [the opposition argument] engaging anyway.”  
Ubiquitous Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition 

“The main argument they had was that China’s joining the WTO and –  the only question for us is whether we’d get the same benefits everybody else gets.  … The main thing was that U.S. companies would be shut out of the benefits that other WTO members would get, especially Europe and Japan.”
Secondary Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition

None mentioned.
Targeted Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition (and Targets)

None mentioned.
Described as a Partisan Issue

No.
Venue(s) of Activity

Primarily the House and Senate.
Action Pending or Taken by Relevant Decision Makers

House had voted in favor of PNTR at the time of the interview; the votes in the Senate was still  pending but not in question (it would go in favor). 
Policy Objective(s) and Support for/Opposition to the Status Quo

Policy objective is support of the status quo in the sense that the U.S. currently did not have permanent normalized trade relations with China.  There had been year-by-year approvals of normal trade relations in each of the past 10 years, however. 
Advocate’s Experience: Tenure in Current Job/Previous Experience

“I’ve been here for three years and for 6 years before that at the Economic Policy Institute.  I was doing trade policy there as well.”

Reliance on Research: In-House/External 
The AFL-CIO produces many briefing papers for both policymakers and the public, but for the most part this isn’t policy research as we might think of it.  They do work to make publicly available data accessible (CEO salaries, for instance).  Many different people do this and there is one person on the lobbying staff whose job title is “Economic Research.”
Number of Individuals Involved in Advocacy 
She didn’t have an exact count because their office is so big, but 53 lobbyists were listed in the 1996 Washington Reps.
Units in Organization Involved in Public Affairs/Policy
“Legislative” and “Field Mobilization” are the major divisions.  

“We have a whole department here called field mobilization and that is our local operation.  The way we’re set up, we have headquarters, the national level, we have state federations of labor that also have elected leaders, and we have central labor councils which are local.  Like for a large city or for a couple small cities put together.  And those are our activists in the field.”

There are also the affiliated unions, and sometimes they have their own offices in DC.  AFL-CIO’s Washington offices are divided into sub-offices: broadcast division, building and construction trades, food and allied service trades, industrial unions, maritime trades, professional employees, public employees, retired workers, and transportation trades. Most are in the same headquarters building, but the Maritime Committee and the transportation trades department have separate offices.  

Advocate’s Outstanding Skills/Assets
None mentioned.
Type of Membership: None, Institutions, Individuals, Both
 Individuals.
Membership Size 

Not asked during interview
Organizational Age
Not asked during interview
Miscellaneous

