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Japan’s view on the U.S. proposal of Cargo only accession to the MALIAT

  Japan objects to the MALIAT proposed by the United States, since it contains the following problems. 

  The MALIAT is not appropriate in light of various basic principles of APEC (non-legally-binding voluntary liberalization, just and fair opportunities etc.).  For this and other reasons, the MALIAT did not gain consensus of member economies in the past TPT-WGs.  Thus, it should not be encouraged that all member economies of APEC participate in the MALIAT. 

  In general, an Open Skies agreement is unrealistic where there are capacity constraints at airports.  Given that we make much of sustainability of national airlines, we cannot accept fierce competition that will be led by an Open Skies agreement. 

An Open Skies agreement aims at unfettered liberalization, without establishing preventive measures against monopoly / oligopoly.  An Open Skies agreement is even more problematic because U.S. airlines are supported by cross-subsidization from the vast domestic market, as well as the imbalance of competitive conditions which are distorted by the vested rights of U.S. airlines such as the exceptionally large slot share at the Narita airport.  If such an agreement is signed, it is easily expected that U.S. airlines will overwhelm airlines of other states in bilateral markets, which will lead to monopoly / oligopoly.  In fact, there are examples of North – Central and South American markets in which U.S. carriers and their partner carriers have gained larger share and strengthened market control after the signing of the Open Skies agreements. Therefore, an Open Skies agreement itself is problematic, because it prevents fair competition. 

  Such deficiencies of MALIAT – Open Skies also apply to the cargo-only case.  Since there are imbalances of competitive conditions among cargo operators, it is likely that rapid liberalization will lead to oligopoly, in which major airlines of some economies are dominant. 

  Besides, although the U.S. asserts that belly cargo should be included in a cargo-only option, it is dubious whether the MALIAT framework will be able to achieve harmonization between belly cargo and all cargo.  Given that an uniform agreement endows belly cargo with the same operational freedom as all cargo, the agreement will be nothing but a full Open Skies that virtually includes passenger services and will no longer be called the ‘cargo-only’ MALIAT. 

  On the other hand, under the existing bilateral framework, flexible operations of air cargo have been achieved; for example, operation to third countries and triangle operations have been actually introduced.  Thus, it is not necessary to attempt an uniform liberalization by way of a multilateral agreement.  Attempts within the existing framework would enable harmonization between belly cargo and all cargo on a case-by-case basis. 

  Therefore, in order to realize flexible operation of air cargo under fair competition, with harmonization between belly cargo and all cargo, we should move forward gradually to more competitive air cargo services under the existing bilateral framework, not the MALIAT.  

  As the eight options include air freight, each economy should make its own way along the eight options, towards more competitive air cargo services.

