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Part 1: The Transatlantic Trade Relationship
Seen from the U.S.’s Perspective
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United States - Main Trading Partners in the EUUnited States - Main Trading Partners in the EU
In % of overall U.S. trade, 2016, Merchandise Trade

Source: WITS Database
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“My Administration has launched a new era in American 
trade policy, driven by a determination to use the leverage 

available to us as the world’s largest economy to open foreign 
markets and fairer treatment for American workers. One of 
the major pillars supporting my trade policy is the pursuit of 

better trade deals.”
Trump Trade Promotion Extension Request, March 20, 2018

‘Buy American, Hire American, America First’
Donald Trump, at Grand Rapids, Mi, Dec. 9, 2016 

Trump’s Transactional ApproachTrump’s Transactional Approach
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US 2016 EU 2016

Total number of tariff lines 10.516 9.414

Non-ad valorem tariffs (as % of all tariff lines) 10,9 10,7

Non-ad valorem with no AVEs (as % of all tariff lines) 0,0 3,0

Lines subject to tariff quotas (as % of all tariff lines) 1,9 4,7

Duty free tariff lines (as % of all tariff lines) 36,8 25,1

Average rate of the non-zero tariff lines (in %) 7,6 8,6

Simple average tariff (in %) 4,8 6,4

International peak tariffs (≥15%)(as % of all tariff lines) 5,1 8,8

Nuisance tariffs (0%<x≤2%)(as % of all tariff lines) 7,8 7,8
Source: WTO Trade Policy Review, United States 2016; European Union 2017

Trade Protection and OpennessTrade Protection and Openness
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Tariff DistributionTariff Distribution
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The Bilateral Transatlantic Trade RelationshipThe Bilateral Transatlantic Trade Relationship

1995

1990 Transatlantic Declaration

New Transatlantic Agenda

1998 Transatlantic Economic Partnership

2007 Transatlantic Economic Council

2002 Positive Economic Agenda

2013 Start of the TTIP Negotiations

MAI

CETA

2016 Freezing of the TTIP Negotiations
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The Bilateral Transatlantic Trade RelationshipThe Bilateral Transatlantic Trade Relationship
The Hot Issues
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The Bilateral Transatlantic Trade RelationshipThe Bilateral Transatlantic Trade Relationship
The Hot Issues
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The Bilateral Transatlantic Trade RelationshipThe Bilateral Transatlantic Trade Relationship
The Hot Issues

Joint U.S.-EU Statement, Washington DC, July 25, 2018
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The Bilateral Transatlantic Trade RelationshipThe Bilateral Transatlantic Trade Relationship
The Hot Issues

Inside U.S. Trade, Oct. 8, 2018



Part 2: Congress and the Presidency
Two U.S. Players on Trade
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Presidency

House
of

Representatives
Senate

Delegated Trade Negotiating AuthorityDelegated Trade Negotiating Authority

External
Partner(s)

Trade 
Agreement

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.+/_

Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015Bill Clinton:
• Between 1994 and 2001
George W. Bush:
• Between 2001 and 2002
• Between 2007 and 2009
Barrack Obama:
• Between 2009 and 2015

No TPA



Faculteit Sociale Wetenschappen

Presidency

House
of

Representatives
Senate

Delegated Trade Negotiating AuthorityDelegated Trade Negotiating Authority

External
Partner(s)

1.

Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015

Principal Trade Negotiating Objectives

• the reciprocal elimination of tariff and non-tariff barriers on trade in goods
• the reduction or elimination of barriers – including regulatory ones – on trade in services, 

including with regard to national treatment and the establishment or operations of 
service suppliers

• the reduction or elimination of “artificial or trade-distorting barriers” to foreign 
investment

• , the adequate and effective protection of intellectual property rights to a level that 
reflects the standards of protection “similar to that found in the United States”

• , the adequate and effective protection of intellectual property rights to a level that 
reflects the standards of protection “similar to that found in the United States”

• the assurance that parties to such an agreement adopt and maintain measures 
implementing internationally recognized core labor standards, and do not fail to enforce 
their own environmental or labor laws
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Presidency

House
of

Representatives
Senate

Delegated Trade Negotiating AuthorityDelegated Trade Negotiating Authority

External
Partner(s)

2.

Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015

90 days notification about the intention to engage into a 
negotiation:
• The nature of the intended agreement
• The objectives that the agreement would meet
• The domestic laws that would be affected
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Presidency

House
of

Representatives
Senate

Delegated Trade Negotiating AuthorityDelegated Trade Negotiating Authority

External
Partner(s)

3.

Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015

House Advisory Group on Negotiations
Senate Advisory Group on Negotiations
Member access to documents
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Presidency

House
of

Representatives
Senate

Delegated Trade Negotiating AuthorityDelegated Trade Negotiating Authority

External
Partner(s)

Trade 
Agreement

4.

Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015

180 days: report about the trade remedy law effects
and about the contribution to the general and principal negotiating objectives

Possibility for Congressional disapproval
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5.+/_

Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015

• 45+15 days
• Filibuster-proof

• USITC Report
• Public availability of the text
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Legislator from district i’s utility, given 
protection levels in districts 1->n including 
his/her own

Weight attached to the benefits of 
district-specific protection in i

=effect of one-unit change in 
protection for the utility of firms in 

district i

Price-related costs for the consumers in 
district i as a consequence of district-
specific protection in i

Weight attached to the price-related costs 
for the consumers in district i as a 
consequence of district-specific protection 
in all other districts combined
(negative cross-district externalities)

Ui

Ui

Pi
(Pi ≥ 0)

Ui

βi

Pi
(Pi ≥ 0)

Pi
(Pi ≥ 0)

Delegated Trade Negotiating AuthorityDelegated Trade Negotiating Authority

Based on: KONO, D.Y. (2009), “Market Structure, Electoral Institutions, and Trade Policy”, in: International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 59, n° 4, pp. 885-9
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Executive’s utility, given protection levels in 
districts 1->n including district i

The executive takes into account the effect of protection in each district on all 
other districts. The individual legislator neglects these effects and focuses only on 

the impact on its own district.

= Internalization of all cross-district externalities

Delegated Trade Negotiating AuthorityDelegated Trade Negotiating Authority

Based on: KONO, D.Y. (2009), “Market Structure, Electoral Institutions, and Trade Policy”, in: International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 59, n° 4, pp. 885-9
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Delegated Trade Negotiating AuthorityDelegated Trade Negotiating Authority
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Maximization of Ui through pi, given βi
௜

௜

Maximization of Ui through pi, given βi and γ
௜

௜

𝑈௜
, → 𝛽௜ − 2𝑝௜ = 0

௜
௜

𝑈௉
, → 𝛽௜ − 2𝑝௜ − 2 𝛾 𝑛 − 1 𝑝௜ = 0

→ 𝛽௜ − 2𝑝௜ − 2𝑝௜ 𝛾 𝑛 − 1 = 0

→ 𝛽௜ = 2𝑝௜ + 2𝑝௜ 𝛾(𝑛 − 1)

→ 𝛽௜ = 2𝑝௜ 1 + 𝛾(𝑛 − 1)

௜
௜

→ 𝛽௜ = 2𝑝௜

Given logrolling

Based on: KONO, D.Y. (2009), “Market Structure, Electoral Institutions, and Trade Policy”, in: International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 59, n° 4, pp. 885-9



Part 3: The Elections of 2016 and 2018
Two Struggles for Power
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The 2018 Congressional Elections versus those of 2016The 2018 Congressional Elections versus those of 2016

Sources:
2018: https://data.floridatoday.com/election-results/area/bibb-county-al/ (raw data)
2016: https://uselectionatlas.org/ (Leip’s Election Atlas data)
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Delegated Trade Negotiating AuthorityDelegated Trade Negotiating Authority

Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015
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The Wall Street Journal, 
March 9, 2018

The 2018 Congressional Elections and TradeThe 2018 Congressional Elections and Trade
What is the Direction of the Causality ?
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The Bilateral Transatlantic Trade RelationshipThe Bilateral Transatlantic Trade Relationship
The Hot Issues
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Trump and his PartyTrump and his Party

Source: The Wall Street Journal, March 8, 2018


