4y

Dx, Y

types of service.  Senondly, there was the 1111116110-1 of 2 experiinents] tens-horder prograomne
aimed at developing new .,er'--'me" and tezting the viabllity of new pricing svetems. Access 1o
Miratel Alrport by designated carders operading from all but seven U.S. airports was to be
mnrestrcted and say awnber of the desienated carviers conld offer these servicez. Fares wers not
controlled unless both countries objected. As a balance, the U.S. airport of San Jose was
subzequently designated as an experimental 1. 8. airport with similar rules applying#®.

Subsequent discussions between the U.S A and Cansda 10 fmthr:r hiberalize trans-bonder
servives have failed to achieve sny conzensns. Indeed, while fres Haﬂe in aviation services was
one area inciuded in the U.5./Canadian Free Trade &greement reached as the Shamrock Summit
Declaration in March 1985, inability G reach final agreement hes meant its exclusion fiom the
-suhsequent—»’rreaty.:——--lc*s?hﬂe»'A‘uat.‘l-pm‘ti&s-~suulrutted-‘-p1'-3p-:isa]s which would have considembiv
Liberalize the market, they differed in philosophy. The Canadian 'Concept Paper' favoured &
common market approach covering both conntres while that of the 17.8. was concermed simply
with deregulation of trans-border traffic and adjusting the rights of Canadian airlines gperating
services 10 the U. 5. 10 correct for their structurel disadvantages. Clesrly the passenger wouid
hese henefited from either scheme but the airlines or both sides of the bonder fearsd for their

position - U.8. carriers for example argning that other countries may demand cahotage rights if

i Cmmm anime., were granted then as wider the Canadian proposals.

The retum of a Conservative administration 1o power in late 1984 ensured the continuation of the
movement Hwands greater liberalization?. In the following wear, Mesdawm & Afose was
published setting ouat the Zeneral philosophy behind the government's 4 wansport policy®®. Tie
U

oy was 10 be based on, "the principles of grester reliance on competition and market forces, a
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government interference and regulation, snd the crestion of a regnlatory process that
is open and accessible”. While covering all modez of transport, the document had particular

The propossis contained in the pobicy swiement advocawd alinost compier demgwation of
Canadian aviation ¢ &the U.8.A. Subsequent pressure from the airlines and other interested

pardes, led W & s0imewhat Mo restictve piece of legislaton subseqns Bty belng drawn Op in
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For 3 more genew] mview see, TD. Huver, ‘Tramsper mmilation sud privativstion & Canads’, paper
presemted fo the Chmeb-ild Cvfbgmm op Freeiwns and Dewrelinn fo S asd G
[Sleneagles) 1987



