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US: LICH TLCHNTLOGY

ENTHSEOURD

There are two rain tendencies in US high technology policy. They are appa-
rently contradictory: the Americans seek liberalisation of trade and in-
vestment while at the same time they adopt an increasingly restrictive
attitude towards the transfer of (high) technology.

Liberalisation '

United States position

The United States continue to press for special sttention at the interna-
tional level to the removal of obstacles to freer trade in high technology
goods and services, such as problems of market access, technical standards,
subsidies, government spcnsored R & D programmes, procurer~nt pclicies.
There is still no agreed definition of high technology, tut for the US it
would normally include at least telecommunications eguiprent, computers,
robotics, data processing precision instruments, semi-conductors, coriputer
parts or software. The United States want the new GATT round of trade neco-
tiations to include inter alia an agreement on liberalization of trade and
investrient in high technology. But nwre liberal trade has also to go '.and
in hand with more effective interraticnal cocperation in the enforcerent of
intellectual property rights (e.g. to combat counterfeiting).

The LS seek to rmaximise their own economic advantage by the removal of cer-
tain lkarriers to US exports of higch technology c¢cods in arezss where they
are competitive or dominant, and by tightening their grip on USintelloectual
property which in 1923 yielded a €4.7 billion surplus to the talarce of
perywents in licensing fees.

Curmrunity pesition

The vital importance of high technology in the perspective of strengthenirg
Turcpean competitiveness, in particular vis 3 vis the US and Japan, .s re-
flected in Cowunity policy (e.g. ESPRIT, BRITE and proposed rhCE program-
wes). The subject was discussed at the European Sumnit on 29/30 !arch.
Ccmmunity reaction to US initiatives on possible negotiations in the GATT
on tkis sector has however been cavtious. The Council Declaraticn on the
*ow GATT round (19.3.85) threrafore dees not refer to hich technnloomv: it
states only "Other possible new items sihould be exanined on thedr serjits”,

Tor the Cormrunity there is little evidence that trade in hich technology
4oods is subject to unique obstaecles needing special trade policy treat-
nente There is also suvspicion that the US may se2k to expose and chtallence
naticnal policies, including the nature and extent of governrment assistance
in the sector and in R & D expenditure. The US could, for exurple rejyerd
publicly firanced P & D as a subsidy and liable to countervailing Joty. It
is also esgential to counter any US osrgument that Figh tech policies in

Turn~e ocnstitute oxavples of induvstrial targeting, by roefciorce to the
wassive ($60 bn in fiscal year 1926) fedcrally funded R & D prograrme in
the UuS. Suepicion of US motives in GATT is porhaps confirmed by the

current petition by a US firm alleging unfair subsicdisaticn cf ERriane
gatellite JIsunching 'service. (In addition Turopean jarticipation in the
manned space station could be threatened by differences over technelogy
tran-fer.) ‘

The Crournanity has however heen prepared to discuss hich technology with the
U5 hileterally. Estallishment of an #0/US High Technology Verking froup was
3gf$ed';€-¥ﬁé—1993 TC/US Ministerial aeeting in Frassels ~nd confivined in
Decernber 1984, High-tech cooperation with the US also taives a rore tangille
form, involving participation of Furopean subsidiaries of US firus in the
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restrictions on transfer of technology

The US considers that the acquisition of acvanced technology from the
United States can enhance Eastern Bloc military capabilities so as to pose
a threat to US national security. But, the key issve is not whether trade
to the Soviet Union and its allies should be tightly controlled: it
already is. "he issue is primarily about tighter cortrols on trade with
non-Corrmunist countries from which technology of US origin might leak to
the Soviets.

& number of lists of goods subject to controls are currently used.

A cormodity control list has been established by the 2Zmericarn Department of
Cormerce based on the Export Administration Act; the Munitions Lists has
l,ecen established on the basis of the Arms Ixport Control Act which is
ranaged by the Department of State; in acddition the Departrment of Deferce
l,as set up a "Military Critical Technologies List" (!iCTL). The NCTL covers
a very wide range of dual-purpose technologies i.e. capable of military and
civilian use.

On the basis of its laws the Urited States is anxious to control re-exports
or expurts ol products from outside the United States centaining rzerican
conponents and technology. This can put ZIuropean =ceoromic interests at
risk. The Urengoy pipeline affair was a clacsic illustration razisirg in
addition the sessitive problem of extraterritorial applicatiocn of Rmcrican
law. The Lefence Department has recently been civen asuthority to review
licence aj;licetions for exports of goods and technolegy to certain
non=Ccirmunist ccuntries. So far none of the ten Corrunity Member States is
included.

The Illilitary Critical Technologies List reflects the judgement that it is
not suificient to restrict the exports of goods but also the flow of tech-
nclogy and techrological infonration,

This explains +why participation in research progranmes, attendance at
serinars and cissemination of research results are being more restricted
tran in the past. In many cages these restrictions are not based on any
l25al instrunent but on restrictions imposed by DOD whern funding research
ir=luding researchk in universities. Rlthough growing research expenditure
by POD which will be around €80 bkillion in fiscal year 1296 reflects the
increased resources which are being put into defence Ly the United States,
sbout 129 of tris arcunt is for fundamental research for which DOD &lso
-ries to restrict access to foreigners.

if such restrictions proliferate, there is a risk of ccnsideratle impact on
Turcepcan technolcgical development and industrial comp=titiveness kut also
the risk that Turscpean science will be discouraged frowm cooperating with
;merican institutes to the detriment of both sides.

.

The Cuoiwission is collecting information on the scope arnd inpact of
restricticns but corparies and rezearch institutes 2s well as l‘exter States
are reluctant to rrovide infcrmation. Wie have suogested trilateral

A

Jizcussions with the United States.

CC! CLUGICN

The US 1is attexpting to treat technology, including conjonents, and
renufacturing eguiprent, 2s a raticnal resource. The justificatioen is
ostensikly on military/strategic grounds. But we kxnew that there is
growing concern in the US over econc-ic issues, including interraticnal
coqpetitiveness znd there is at least some risk that controls will lLe
¢xploited for r:asons of economic self interest, suchk, for exarple
zs maintaining and improving the US market share in high-tech predicts.
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