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The views expressed herein are those of Chairman Janet D. Steiger
and do not necessarily reflect those of the Commission or any
other Commissioner.

I am pleased to be back in Mexico and to have the chance to
discuss with you the important matters on today's agenda.

Before

proceeding, I should make my usual disclaimer that the views I
express are my own, and do not necessarily reflect those of the
Commission or any other commissioner.
At the time of my last visit, NAFTA was a mere possibility
and not the reality it has become.

The "North American market"

now has a real world significance that transcends its growing
importance in the antitrust analysis of geographic markets.

The

economic ties that bind us have been evidenced recently by the
proposed responses of Mexico's NAFTA partners to the economic
dislocations of recent weeks.

Competition law is the topic

today, but we should not lose sight of the broader context.
Whether the issue is antitrust or currency fluctuations, we are
all on this continent together.
I would like to take this opportunity to congratulate
Fernando Sanchez Ugarte on his appointment as President of the
Mexican Federal Competition Commission.

I look forward to

working together and I am sure that our collaboration will be as
productive as our previous relationship with Santiago Levy, who
in his new position as Under Secretary of the Treasury will not
work so directly on competition law enforcement issues but, I am
sure, will continue to champion the cause of free trade.
I also want to congratulate everyone associated with the
Federal Competition Commission.

It has achieved a great deal,

and its work has been particularly important and difficult as the

government transforms itself from the major player in the
to the major guarantor of the competitive prc;;ess.
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In the "new
I

continental order" created by NAFTA, competition issues in Mexicol
will increasingly be our issues as well.
~c,
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I know the United

is eager to work with Mexico's

F~C

in confronting

our common challenges.
The FCC's first Annual Report is a useful reminder of how
much our agencies have in common.

For example, the report

describes the goal of the Federal Law of Economic Competition as
o

o

I

being to ensure that firms "produce more effl.cl.ently, offer lowerj

!

prices and higher quality, or introduce new and improved goods
and services. " 1

That certainly sounds familiar.

And at a more

practical level, the report says that of all the areas in which
the FCC worked, "the area of mergers was the most active. " 2
also sounds familiar; boy, does that ever sound familiar!

That
We may \

already be "harmonized" enough for our annual report writers to
be sharing computer discs.
The term "harmonization," which is part of the title
supplied for my remarks, has different meanings in different
circles.

To some it has the narrow but far-reaching meaning of a

world antitrust code enforced by an authority with global
jurisdiction.

Without in any way impugning the vision of the

Comision Federal de Competencia, Annual Rep't 93-4, at 9.
2

Id. at 11.
2

Munich Group3 or others with similar ideas, I have on other
occasions expressed skepticism about the timeliness of such
proposals.•

But I am an ardent advocate of harmonization, which

I view in broader, more practical terms.
As a process, harmonization is present reality.

When the

OECD issues Recommendations or conducts seminars for dynamic nonmember economies; when Mexican antitrust law is the subject of
conferences like this; when the

u.s.,

Canada, Germany and others

send staff to Central and Eastern Europe; 5 when lawyers and
economists from around the qlobe spend internships in Washington;
when countries sign antitrust agreements6 and hold consultations
3 International Antitrust Code Working Group, "Draft
International Antitrust Code as a GATT-MTO-Plurilateral Trade
Agreement," Munich, 1993.

Janet D. Steiger, "Perspectives on u.s. International
Antitrust Enforcement," Fordham Corporate Law Institute, October,
1993.
4

5

The FTC and DOJ havP sent missions to Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hunqary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania,
and Slovakia.
6

The 19C6 Recommendation of the OECD Council Concerning cooperation between Members and Countries on Restrictive Business
Practices Affecting International Trade, OECD Doc. C(86) 44
(1986), reprinted in IA Hawk, United States, Common Market and
International Antitrust: A Comparative Guide (2nd ed. supp.
1990), Appendix 35. The antitrust agreements to which the u.s.
is a party are (1) Agreement between the Commission of the
European Communities and the Government of the United States of
America regarding the application of their competition laws,
Sept. 23, 1991, Art. I.1., reprinted in 61 Antitrust & Trade Reg.
Rpt. (BNA), 382-5 (Sept. 26, 1991), and 4 Trade Reg. Rpt. (CCH) !
13,504; (2) Agreement between the Government of the United States
of ADerica and the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany
Relating to Mutual Cooperation Regarding Restrictive Business
Practices, June 23, 1976, reprinted in 4 Trade Reg. Rep. (CCH) !
13,501; (3) Agreement between the Government of the United States
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