.

national trade in coods anc services embodvinc cemsconentss

protected under intellectual propertv lecislaticn, tke U.S.

would still be dissatisfied about what it views as the
of adeguate protection of intellectusl protectior uncer
Canzdizn law. It should be noted that a similar grgumsnt
could be mzde with recerd to U.S. attitudes towarc the
intellectuzl property protection provided by a trcad rence
of other countries, both developed and developing.

Given the above, the question arises as to why thse
U.S. would wish to raise intellectual property in necotiz-

tions intended to deal with trade in goods and services, &s

M

opposeé to specialized intellectual property fora. Tk
reason for this is related largely to U.S. dissatisfection
with these other fora and the associated need to find new

avenuecs for encourasging other countries to provide strcncge

intellectual property protection. Discussions to revise t=

Paris Convention heve reached an impasse after nearly two
decades of negotiztions, with the LOC's influence being 2

major factor. Furthermore, the Paris Conventicn provices =
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dispute settlement mechanism. Through the tyirnc cI in

lectual property to necotiations such as the potentiel

Canada/U.S. trade liberelization discusszions cor th
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round of the GATT, the U.S. can use their tracde in

full advantage.



