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R. K. MORRIS

Global Business Dialogue



MR. MORRIS:  This really is the beginning.  We had a wonderful day yesterday in this conference. As some of you know, this colloquium, which is the twelfth Global Business Dialogue colloquium, on trade and investment issues, is part of a larger conference on the WTO.



And, that conference and these colloquiums have had different audience levels and so forth, but to those of you who have come this morning, I want to say that from my perspective that this morning’s session, this morning’s colloquium, is, in some respects, the real beginning of the Global Business Dialogue, because it’s what we are about, which is to bring voices that are not always heard in Washington, global business voices, voices of the global business community, to a Washington audience which, of course, includes people from around the world, Canada, New Zealand and Japan, because Washington, like so many capitals, is a crossroads.



I don’t think there are too many people here who are also a part of the conference, but as you know, we will go from here to the NAM, which is within this same building complex.  It’s in the office complex at 1531 Pennsylvania, which is what we’re in, sort of.  And, it’s on the sixth floor.  If you don’t know how to get there, I’ll do this again in the back of the room.  Just wait and we’ll all go together.  There are not that many of us.



Okay.  What we’re doing to do this morning is simply ask four very distinguished business leaders from four different countries to tell us, to give us, their perspective on the WTO.  The papers are a little bit spotty; some are more complete in this regard than others.  All of these organizations have wonderful web sites.  But, while they’re all stapled together, each of them is represented in some fashion there.



I was going to start off, to lead off, by asking Ambassador Koji Watanabe of the Keidanren, which is the Japan Federation of Economic Organizations and one of the leading business organizations in Japan, to give us his perspective on business and the WTO.



Ambassador Watanabe, who is a senior advisor to the Keidanren, had a distinguished career as a diplomat, a senior Ministry of Foreign Affairs official, ambassador to various foreign places including Russia, and he’s been very engaged and very, very helpful on all WTO issues.  I met him in Seattle and I know he’s been a strong advocate of effective business engagement in the process and, frankly, I think, for the process.



But, let me not anticipate his remarks but ask him to give them.  Mr. Ambassador?

AMBASSADOR KOJI WATANABE

Keidanren



AMBASSADOR WATANABE:  Thank you, Judge.  It’s a pleasure to be here to share Keidanren’s view with you this morning.



I was more or less expecting that my batting order would be third or fourth, but when I was, just now, told to go ahead and be the first batter I reminded myself that – do you know the guy called Ichiro, who is the first batter for the Seattle Mariners?  And his batting rate is very, very high.  And, I was wondering whether I could fulfill the same type of performance as he does.



I think Keidanren supports the launching of a new round of the WTO in Qatar, and I think there are four reasons for that.  One is the changing circumstances, particularly globalization, promoted by the IT revolution.



When the Uruguay Round was concluded, six years ago, very few anticipated this type of IT revolution which prompted this globalization.  So, trading systems’ rules and the degree of liberalization has to catch up with that globalization.  Further liberalization and strengthening a rule-based multilateral trading system is necessary.



The second is, as you know, there is what one might call a proliferation of bilateral trade agreements and regional trade arrangements.  Even Japan, which is the staunchest multilateral system supporter, has decided to conclude what is called an “economic partnership agreement” with Singapore, which is, in a sense, a deviation from the 100 percent global approach of Japanese trade policies.



But, that type of proliferation of bilateral arrangements and regional arrangements might end up with some type of segmentation of the trading systems, and that indicates the necessity to strengthen the WTO multilateral trading systems.



Third, as you know, the Uruguay Round left the BIA.  The agriculture and services negotiations should continue.  And, so far, although the negotiations have been going on, very few countries have come up with the degree of enthusiasm expected, and unless and until we expand the scope of negotiations in the form of a comprehensive trade negotiation like the Uruguay Round, I think the yield of that, even the BIA negotiations, would be very limited.



The fourth is the kind of subject we discussed yesterday, what is called the “bicycle theory.”  And, unless we keep negotiating liberalizations and strengthening the rule-based trading system, protectionism might pop up.  Unless we pedal forward toward a better multilateral trade system, we may fall victim of protectionism.



So, these are, in my mind, four reasons why we support the new launching of the comprehensive trade negotiations.



What is our view on the agenda items to be negotiated?  I think there are four sets of issues.  One is improvement of market access, particularly reducing tariffs on manufacturing products.  And, we discussed yesterday the possibility of eliminating the tariff on industrial products, just in case the possible outcome of proliferation of bilateral free trade agreements is the case that Japan is facing.



Mexico, as you know, is a member of NAFTA, and Mexico has concluded recently a free trade agreement with the European Union.  And Japan finds itself as virtually the only country who is going to suffer the relatively high industrial tariff, because Mexico is going to lower, eliminate, the industrial tariff for the European countries and Canada and the United States.



Japan has a very substantial stake of investment in Mexico in the form of the automobile industry and electronics.  They are pushing the Japanese government to conclude a free trade agreement with Mexico.  Why not eliminate the industrial tariff instead of the free trade agreement?



A second set of issues would be improving and strengthening the rules and disciplines of the current trading system.  Naturally, anti-dumping is the issue on which I shall be talking later.  And dispute settlement.



And, we believe one of the most important achievements of the Uruguay Round was the establishment of a binding dispute settlement mechanism, which has worked, on the whole, satisfactorily.



But, I think there is room for improvement, like increasing transparency and what not.  So, improving and strengthening the rules and discipline is a second set of issues.



A third set of issues is rulemaking for new areas.  In addition to strengthening the rules, we have to have new rules to cover areas like investment, competition policies, trade facilitation, and trade  and environment.



And, together with investment, Keidanren attaches the greatest importance to establishing new rules, a set of rules, for investment.  This is the result of a survey conducted by the Keidanren among its member companies.



An overwhelming majority of the companies wanted to have anti-dumping issues and investment issues to be raised in the negotiation.



Fourth would be integration of developing countries in the multilateral trade system.  It’s a fact that many developing countries – my Indian friend would elaborate on that – many developing countries are not happy about the results of the Uruguay Round negotiations.



The balance of benefits accruing to developing countries, in their view, is lopsided, lopsided in favor of the developed countries.  And, there is some truth in this, and extra efforts should be made and special consideration paid to the interests of developing countries in the coming negotiations.



What Keidanren wishes to envisage is what you might call a win-win approach in the negotiations, responding to the interests and concern of the greatest possible number of WTO members.  And, therefore, the agenda should be a balanced one so that what we call a win-win approach could be realized.



At this stage, no subject of interest or concern for any nation should be disregarded beforehand.  A more substantive achievement can be obtained by expanding the scope of give and take, the scope of tradeoffs, and that is, I think, the piece of wisdom we should bear in mind.



Japan’s interest, like many other countries, on anti-dumping issues is well known.  And, the Japanese steel industry and other industries have been suffering from the anti-dumping cases recently by the United States.



Japan is also interested – this is a result of the survey of the Keidanren – the substantive negotiation should be made to establish the rules for e-commerce.  And, as I said, investment is an issue also.



Finally, we recognize the importance of the role to be played by the business community, in Japan as well as in other countries.  And, international cooperation among the business communities to promote a new round would be important, probably essential, and the type of meeting we are having here is, in that sense, very opportune and to be commended.



Finally, I’d like to touch upon anti-dumping cases.  We have been thinking about this a great deal, and I was reminded of the remarks by Chairman Greenspan which were made about two years ago that you can tell that there is an anti-dumping system in the international community, but neither in the United States, nor in Japan, nor in Europe, is there any anti-dumping in domestic economic transactions.



What Greenspan said is interesting.  I quote.  He said, “While tariffs in industrial countries have come down sharply over the past half century, other barriers have become more prevalent, and administrative protection in the form of anti-dumping suits and countervailing duties is a case in point.



While these forms of protection have often been employed under the label of promoting fair trade, often they are just simple guises for inhibiting competition.  Typically, anti-dumping duties are levied when foreign average prices are below average cost of production.



But, that also describes a practice that often emerges as a wholly appropriate response to a softening in demand.  This is a rare case where prices fall below marginal costs, which would be a more relevant standard.



Anti-dumping initiatives should be reserved, in the view of many economists, for those cases where anti-competitive behavior is involved.  Contrary to popular notions about anti-dumping suits, under U.S. and WTO law, it is not required to show evidence of predatory behavior or an intention to monopolize or any other intentional efforts to drive competitors out of business.



To the extent you respect Mr. Greenspan, I think you should respect the view of Mr. Greenspan.  Thank you.



MR. MORRIS:  Thank you, Mr. Watanabe.  It’s our practice here – we have the “burning question rule.”  So, if there is one question for Ambassador Watanabe, we’ll take it.  If not, we’ll move on and ask Perrin Beatty to go next.



I would just like to note that Perrin is the President of Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters.  He is a longtime and former politician who got quite high, enjoying positions such as Minister ofNational Defence and the Canadian version of our Secretary of State.  We were at the Canadian Embassy last night and he pointed out that he had sort of been their landlord for a brief period.  And, now he’s offering just fantastic leadership to the Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters, and we’re grateful to have him here.  Perrin?

THE HON. PERRIN BEATTY

Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters



MR. BEATTY:  Thanks very much, Judge.  I’m not sure that at an event at the Press Club you should give them a headline like “Former Canadian politician got quite high.”



(Laughter.)




MR. BEATTY:  Well, Judge, as I understand the purpose of today’s discussions, your interests are primarily in two key areas relating to the upcoming WTO ministerial meeting in Qatar.



First is “Does my association, Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters, support the launch at that meeting of a new round of trade negotiations?”  And, second, “How broad does it think that those talks should be?”



The short answer to these questions is, “Yes, and as broad as possible.”  But, a bit of context is in order.  Let me start with a brief overview of who I represent.



Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters is the leading representative of industry in Canada.  The members of our association account for 75 percent of Canada’s manufacturing output, two-thirds of which is sold in foreign markets, and 90 percent of its exports.



In turn, exports accounted for 45.6 percent, almost half, of Canada’s GDP last year.



Nobody knows better than we do that international trade has been Canada’s engine of economic growth over the past decade.  As a matter of fact, at the present time, for Canadian manufactured goods, we in Canada are only our second largest market.  We ship more to the United States of our manufactured goods than we consume in our own country.  So, of all of the countries in the G-7, we are the one that is the most dependent on international trade and the one that really relies upon having rules-based trading arrangements and having open access to markets if we’re going to be able to be successful.



We give credit for this growth where it’s due, to rules-based trade agreements, in particular the Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agreement and the North American Free Trade Agreement.



Liberalized trade has already raised the standard of living in many countries and it has the promise of doing so in many others.  Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters sees a new round of WTO talks as an opportunity to create greater prosperity both in Canada and around the world.



Now, our primary interest is to ensure a fair and liberal rules-based trading environment for our members in foreign markets.  Canadian companies must be on a level playing field with their international competitors.  Everybody gains when there are clear rules governing international trade and effective means of applying those rules at an international level.



Now, Canada’s manufacturing and exporting sectors and the country as a whole have a lot at stake going into Doha.  Multilateral negotiations on trade in agriculture and services are already underway in Geneva, and CME is very supportive of them.



We are concerned that without agreement to launch a more general round of WTO talks, they might not progress very fast or very far, however.



Canada and other WTO members are currently negotiating issues to be included in those potential talks.  In our view, successful launch will depend on several things.  Among them, advancing agriculture and services, expanding the range of issues under negotiation, securing the commitment of the Bush administration in the United States and building a stronger consensus on priority issues between the U.S. and the European Union.



As well, the concerns of developing countries regarding market access, anti-dumping rules, countervail and technical barriers to trade have to be addressed.



For CME, the primary goal for Qatar is the successful launch of a new, broadly-based, round of WTO negotiations, aimed at securing greater liberalization of trade in goods, services, and investments.  The more broadly based the negotiations are, we believe, the greater the chances of securing agreements.



In particular, we see significant opportunities for further progress in telecommunications and financial services, competition policy, technical and standards-related barriers to trade, electronic commerce, international investment, transparency, and dispute resolution.



Within the context of the broad round of negotiations, there are four specific areas that CME members see as priorities.  The first is the implementation of the measures and concessions adopted in the Uruguay Round.  Finding long-term solutions to WTO implementation issues must be a priority, and we have to ensure that the arrangement is seen as something which benefits all of the member countries of the WTO.  Otherwise, we can’t succeed.  We succeed together or we fail together.



The second relates to the WTO agenda and its scope, which was effectively broadened under the Uruguay Round to include non-trade issues.  The result is that individual countries are also under increasing pressure from non-governmental organizations to use the trade system to deliver results in such areas as labor, the environment, and human rights.  We believe that the WTO risks being over-burdened and overwhelmed.



It’s imperative that its focus remains on trade issues.  The challenges these present are already costly enough in terms of energy, time, and resources.  Non-trade values issues are best regulated by other multilateral institutions, which have been designed to deal with them.



The WTO is, first and foremost, a trade-promotion agency.  It should stick to its mandate.  It can do it successfully.  And, our national governments have an obligation to have the coherent, linked, agenda to revitalize other international organizations dealing with labor issues or with civil liberties or with the environment, to ensure that we have a coherent, multilateral agenda to deal on all of these fronts.



It is not a case where you can either have trade or a healthy environment, or where you can either have trade or civil liberties, or you can either have trade or progressive labor legislation.  All of those can be achieved and I would argue that the increasing levels of prosperity, the increasing levels of inter-dependence in the world, that are created by increased international trade, will move us ahead on all of those fronts.



But, it’s important that we use the WTO for the purpose for which it was designed, if it’s going to function successfully.



Now, the third issue is one of transparency.  We hope that a new round will achieve greater transparency within the WTO and improved communication among its members and between the WTO and the public.  This would help the public better appreciate the benefits of liberalized trade in the international trading system.



The WTO could also benefit from the views of the global public.  We’d like to see the entire WTO system become more open.  There’s no reason why, while remaining focused on trade and investment, it should not demonstrate the same degree of transparency expected from domestic organizations.  It doesn’t make sense to me that we would live with a degree of secretiveness within the WTO that we would never accept in domestic tribunals in our own countries.  Why, when it comes to international trade, would we set standards that are any different from those that we would expect from domestic tribunals in our own nations?



Now, Canada has taken the lead with initiatives to make its own WTO involvement more transparent, while limiting special interest groups to a non-binding, advisory role.



The fourth and the final issue is the dispute settlement system, which our members hope will be improved during a new round of talks.  Our concern is that the system is getting bogged down by the growing number of cases that is being reheard by the appellate body.  This effectively causes delay and uncertainty as well as additional costs for everyone involved.



Additionally, the dispute resolution system should be adequately funded and alternate forms of dispute resolution encouraged.



In conclusion, it’s the view of Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters that in the lead-up to Qatar business must develop proposals to make the WTO more transparent and to revitalize other multilateral institutions designed to deal with legitimate environmental and human rights issues.



While it doesn’t make sense to use a trade agency to regulate environmental and human rights abuses, we need to ensure that the international community has other tools to deal effectively with these important issues.



The specter of the Seattle failure has been hovering around the prospect of the Qatar ministerial like Banquo’s ghost.  However, having attended the third Summit of the Americas, in Quebec City, I’m optimistic that international trade ministers will finally be able to lay it to rest in November.



The summit in Quebec City provided badly-needed new energy and restored momentum to liberalized trade.  The 34 leaders who went to Quebec defined goals that were ambitious, to be sure, but balanced and achievable.  And, as a result, they succeeded in advancing their agenda for a more integrated hemisphere.



Anti-globalization protesters have succeeded in taking much of the so-called “credit” for the derailment of the Seattle meeting.  But, the failure resulted primarily from a lack of preparation on the part of the participating countries and within the WTO itself.



Not only were there serious organizational problems, but governments came to the meeting without an agenda that was focused enough to be achievable.  The ministers brought neither the vision nor the political will to bridge their differences.



There are signs that the process is much better organized this time around and, if the WTO members approach Qatar with an open mind, an open agenda, and a willingness to be flexible, there is every chance for success.  Thanks, Judge.



MR. MORRIS:  Thank you, Perrin.  Again, if there is a burning question, we’ll take it.  Otherwise, we’ll keep them for general Q & A.  Okay, we’ll move on.



Our next speaker is the chief economist at the Confederation of Indian Industry.  And, I’d like to note that CII was the first business organization outside of the United States to join the Global Business Dialogue.

DR. OMKAR GOSWAMI

Confederation of Indian Industry



Omkar, Mr. Goswami, Dr. Goswami, is a real expert on all these issues.  He’s taught in virtually every major university you can think of.  And, I’m not going to go through his CV here except to say that I’m very happy that he’s with us.  Omkar?



DR. GOSWAMI:  I have a “Sundance Kid” problem.  Just like he couldn’t shoot unless he moved, I can’t speak unless I stand.  So, it’s a bit difficult.



(Laughter.)



DR. GOSWAMI:  Let me first start by introducing the organization that I represent and then go on to what we think India’s position should be at Qatar.



The Confederation of Indian Industry, CII, is, without doubt, India’s largest industry association.  It only has corporate members and we have almost 4,000 companies that are members.



The membership accounts for about, almost, 90 percent of India’s market cap, just a tad under 90 percent.  We have all kinds of members.  I mean, multinationals, domestic companies, SMEs, government companies.  As you know, there are sizable government companies still in India.  Manufacturing.  All manner of services.



At present, we have 26 offices in India and 10 abroad, including one in Washington, D.C.  And we, actually, do speak for industry and do so in a very strong and effective manner, not dissimilar from Keidanren in Japan, and we are partners.  Keidanren and CII are partners.



Let me start with the perception that many countries have of India’s position at this point, in WTO.  And, the word that I hear very often is that India is, quote, “recalcitrant,” unquote.  I hear this all the time.



Let’s try and understand what this recalcitrance means and then lay out the agenda.  India went into Seattle with an extreme degree of preparation.  Let me tell you what it was, because we were very much a part of the preparatory process.



For 18 months, the government and business worked together, literally every week, looking at one issue after the other and preparing, and indeed India was one of the very few government delegations where members of business were actually on negotiating teams.



I mean, to give you an example, I was a government delegate at Seattle and participating in green room negotiations.  Not too many countries had business being a part of the official delegation.



What we actually, then, found was what happened.  And I’m not talking of what happened on the streets.  That we’ve seen a lot in India; that doesn’t bother us.



What happened, actually, is, as Perrin said and as Ambassador Watanabe said, a complete lack of preparation and a complete jeopardization of the talks by a couple of countries, of which the United States was not insignificant.



There was an acute disappointment.  We went into Seattle as a country that wanted to start a new round and came out with an acute disappointment about several things.  The way the WTO Secretariat ran, the inefficiency of the Secretariat, the kind of grandstanding that the United States did, and really “playing to the gallery” and doing last-minute brinkmanship, the complete lack of preparation in Geneva.



As you would know, when we walked into Seattle, we had an October text to work on.  The October text was 26 pages long, A4, single space, with 112 square brackets.  Now, you can’t expect 112 square brackets to be unsquared in four days.  It’s just not possible.



It was not prepared.  It was, in many ways – the EU and the U.S. weren’t talking.  Everyone was grandstanding, particularly the United States.  And, in some sense, we came back to India feeling that we were had.  It was a waste of time and a waste of money, and a large amount of money.



So, the reaction in India has been a kind of a backlash.  And, let me tell you what it means.



The attitude now in India is “Let the `big boys’ first work out their differences.”  We were proactive before Seattle.  We found that we walked into Seattle and others hadn’t worked out their differences, that they were trying to come up with agenda where they were pre-determining outcomes rather than creating flexibility.  So, “Let the `big boys’ work out their differences first.  Let them come up with a common position and then we will react.”



This is the official Indian position:  “There is no reason for us, at this point, to be proactive, before we get a signal of where the U.S. and the EU are going to be, before we get a signal whether the Congress is going to give the USTR and the administration fast track, and before we get a signal about what are the items that are going to go up broadly in consonance between these two groups as a negotiating agenda, and that there is no need for us to be in the front row of school, in the classroom, trying to be very over-eager.  We may as well react rather than being excessively eager about things.”  That’s the official position.



Let me now go on to what we expect in business.  Of course there’s going to be a new round.  It would be ridiculous to believe that – I mean, we would have to – the global community would have to be very stupid not to launch a round after Seattle.  Of course there will be a round!  And, I think people have learned the lessons from Seattle.



We would expect this round to be a market-access round.  What do we mean by “a market access round?”



We mean that a large number of goods which are sold by developing countries, of which India is one, should have greater market access so that, on balance, developing countries get a somewhat better share of global trade than what they have between Marrakech and today.



What that means, therefore, and it follows logically, is that a market-access round must, first and foremost, look at implementation issues.  I think there is overwhelming evidence at this point that between 1995 and today, while world trade has expanded, A, it hasn’t expanded as much as the proponents of the Uruguay Round believed it would and, B, that the distribution of the gains has not been anywhere near as good for the developing countries as the proponents expected.



And, one of the major reasons for this – of course there are many reasons!  One of them is that many developing countries haven’t, internally, reformed fast enough.  All right?  No one can take that away.



But, a significant reason for this is because of what is called “implementation issues.”  One, anti-dumping.  It is very important to look at the anti-dumping provisions and very important to see how these are being used.



Just to give you an example, steel, textiles.  Japan, India and Mexico – and Brazil – have been hit by a series of anti-dumping measures on steel.  On textiles.  Now, if you look at the kind of goods and services, particularly goods, that developing countries export, you will actually find that most of them are getting hit by anti-dumping and by countervailing duty provisions  Now, if you look at the kind of goods and services, particularly goods, that developing countries export, you will actually find that most of them are getting hit by anti-dumping and by countervailing duty provisions.



In addition to that you have tit for tat – not tit for tat, but one after the other – anti-dumping processes.  You initiate one, can’t establish it, let the case drop, and within three months of that case being dropped another one is initiated.



What it does is it doesn’t prove dumping but it creates enough insecurity in the minds of the importers and the suppliers in the importing country to change their supply chain, and that is contrary to market access.



So, the first thing we would want is implementation.  Issues to be looked at.  Anti-dumping, countervailing duties, and dispute settlement mechanisms.



The second is definitely, no question about it, industrial tariffs.  After all, industrial tariffs are, in some sense, the raison d’etre of the WTO and the GATT.



But, in doing that, while we recognize that every country has to reduce tariffs, and India and the Finance Minister of India has, more often than not, very frequently, said, including in his last budget, that in a three to four-year period he wants to bring the tariffs down – and Indian tariffs are high, there’s no question about it – to bring the tariffs down to the ASEAN level in an accelerated way, in three to four years.  And, we will do that, as a part of our internal reform and as a part of the negotiations with the WTO, in the new round.



However, we would also like tariff peaks to be looked at.  Let’s take the case of the United States.  The average tariff is about three percent, or a little bit below that.  But, precisely the kind of goods that India exports to the United States have peak tariffs.  Textiles, leather.  And, we would like to see some progress of the developed countries in reducing those peak tariffs, because that’s also a market access issue.



As far as trade facilitation is concerned, we in industry would be only too happy to have trade facilitation which, in simple language, means that customs procedures be made far more transparent, far better, far more efficient, so that if I’m exporting something or importing something I shouldn’t be held up in customs.  It makes good business sense.



The present form, the present text on government procurement, which has been put up in the WTO, neither CII nor business has any problems with it, because all that that text asks for is absolutely transparent laws about government procuring things, and that transparency is excellent for business.



Prior to Seattle, we had already virtually signed the deal on e-commerce.  That’s pretty much in line with what the U.S. wants.  And that’s, for all intents and purposes, a done deal.  So is ITA too.  It’s pretty much a done deal.



As far as agriculture is concerned, funnily enough, India has no problems.  A, our levels of subsidy, aggregate measure of support in agriculture, is actually negative.  The way in which you measure it.  So, we have so much water on agriculture subsidy compared to the EU, for instance, that we actually are much closer to the Cairns Group in asking for more aggressive liberalization of agriculture.



We have no problems with services because trade in services, the way in which the framework is, is a country offers and the other countries respond to that offer, and it would work fine.



I don’t think we have problems with TRIPS and TRIMS.  Where do we have problems?  Let me state four issues on which we have problems, two of which we are willing to negotiate and two of which are non-negotiable.



We have problems because we don’t understand what this phrase “competition policy” means.



India has its anti-trust laws.  India has its competition laws.  In fact, we are soon going to enact yet another competition law.



But, you know, if you look at a continuum of countries – and there are 138 member countries, right? – with some countries with a per capita income as high as $65,000 and others with a per capita income as low as $220, who are all members of WTO, what is this competition policy that we are going to have which will pertain to all of them, in various stages of industrial and economic development, from the very poor to the very rich, which will make sense, except being in the lowest common denominator of banality?



We would like to know what is this competition policy that will make sense to a country which has a per capita income of $210 and a country which has a per capita income of $65,000.  And, if we can get some sense of what that means and that being more than “motherhood and apple pie,” then we will talk.



As far as investment is concerned, I think we won’t go around waving a flag that we demand it, but the form in which it is now we have no problems with.  The latest paragraph that the EU has come out with, we have no problems with, which is, basically, every country – to put it in very simple terms – every country retains its sovereign status to determine which sectors will be open to foreign investment and to what extent, but once that is done every company, irrespective of the origins of the company, will have national treatment.



We have that, in India.  So, as far as we are concerned, if that is put as part of the discipline, we have no problems.  But, we are not going to go around “waving the flag” that we need it.  But, if that’s the one that is going to go up in Qatar, that’s fine.



There are two things which in no way – and I’ll end with that – I think we’re willing – I won’t say “No way” – given that there are many references to the environment in the GATT and in the articles, we are willing to discuss the environment.  But, we are not willing to discuss the environment in a way in which it can even, by the minutest possibility, be construed as a non-trade barrier.



The environment is important to all of us, but the environment, as a non-trade barrier, is only important to a few.  And, we are not going to let the rich few use the magic of that word, “environment,” to ensure non-trade barriers for the poor many.



And, the other thing which is simply non-negotiable is labor.  Labor is not an issue for the WTO.  The WTO is not and must not be construed to be the mother of all multilateral organizations.  It is a governmental organization to look at trade issues.  It is not a governmental organization to look at labor issues.  Those issues are to be dealt with by the appropriate organization, which is the ILO.



And, as long as it is kept that way, we are fine.  Any attempt to bring that into the trade situation we oppose, because each such attempt, any which way you state it, is nothing other than opening the wedge for developed country protectionism through non-tariff barriers.



You may say today that we will not do sanctions, but you open that wedge and it will be used by developed countries in order to prevent and put in non-tariff barriers for trade from developing countries.



My final comment, ladies and gentlemen, is “What do we expect out of Qatar?”  First, for God’s sake, let’s not go in with 120 square brackets.  Let’s have a draft declaration in Geneva which is about six to seven pages, drafted simply, which does not predetermine the outcomes of negotiations, which is a commitment to a round and a commitment to negotiate, but doesn’t predetermine the outcomes, which is broad, which is flexible, and gives comfort to all that it’s balanced.



But, for that to happen, Mr. Zoellick and Mr. Lamie will have to talk first.  Thank you very much.



MR. MORRIS:  Thank you, Omkar.  Thanks a lot.  Okay, we’ll take one question and then we’re going to move on.  Tony?



QUESTION:  You mentioned, in passing, that you have no problems with it.  Does that suggest that CII supports full and complete implementation of the current TRIPS agreement and in the context of what some people call “implementation,” would CII advocate to its government that TRIPS be amended by this new round negotiations?



MR. GOSWAMI:  Yes, good question.  As you know, from January 1, 2005, we are going fully into product patents, in totality.  Right now, we have the EMR, but we are going to transit fully into product patents.



I think CII’s position is, very clearly, that it is in the interest of Indian industry and it’s in the interest of Indian industry being global, to actively participate in TRIPS and look at it in a very proactive and positive way in the new round.



And, increasingly, there’s a view of large sections of industry and, increasingly, it’s a view of a government which recognizes very well that India, contrary to being in the days of the eighties when India did well doing reverse engineering and copycat, right now it’s very much in India’s interest to be an active negotiator in TRIPS, because the amount of intellectual property rights that India needs to protect is enormous.



And I would share this with you, that this is a domain which requires a great deal of legal expertise.  WTO is not about trade; it’s about trade laws.  And TRIPS is not about intellectual property but about intellectual property laws, and that is an expertise that we don’t have enough and we need to develop.



MR. MORRIS:  I know there are other questions, but please hold them and we will get to them all after the next presentation.  And, I’m very, very pleased, now, to introduce Bill Reinsch, whom many of you know, the new President of th National Foreign Trade Council, former Undersecretary of Commerce for Export Administration, and our concluding speaker.  Bill?

THE HON. WILLIAM REINSCH

National Foreign Trade Coucil



MR. REINSCH:  Thank you, Judge.  I can’t resist saying that Dr. Goswami just actually uttered, I think, a frightening thought, the suggestion that India needs more lawyers, which I’m not sure is either in their interest or the greater interest of the public, speaking as someone in a country that probably has too many.  But, if that’s what you want, we’d be happy to help out.



(Laughter.)



MR. REINSCH:  What I’ve learned from today’s comments, in contrast to the non-public panel yesterday, is that it’s a lot easier to go first than it is to go last.  But, I will do my best without trying to be repetitive.



I think a number of the business representatives here have reflected a willingness to put most, if not all, things on the table.  I think, again, Dr. Goswami was the only one to utter “the N word,” “non-negotiable,” which is not a word that is in the NFTC’s vocabulary, in any event, nor does it seem to be in the vocabulary of my other two colleagues.



I think we would recognize that there are a number of things that are going to fall off the table along the way and probably ought to, but I don’t think that the American business community, generally, would suggest that there are certain things that simply ought to be off the table from the beginning.



There are, I think, differences among us in emphasis and nuance, those things we choose to list first and those things we choose not to mention, but to acknowledge if it comes up.  And, when I go down our list, which I will do in a few minutes, I think you’ll see some of those differences.



The other difference may well be – and this is sort of untested – we can see and you all can see, certainly be talking to government reps – I’m not, any longer, a representative of the U.S. government – I have a feeling that this is an area where my colleagues’ positions may be somewhat closer to their government than the American business community’s position is close to its government right now.  And, that remains to be seen, and probably the best way to determine that is to ask U.S. government representatives.



But, let me elaborate on that a bit.  From the standpoint of theory – I spent a good bit of time yesterday talking about that and I don’t think I’ll spend as much this morning – I’m not particularly an advocate of the bicycle theory.  I don’t think that, if you stop negotiating, the bicycle falls over and the system collapses.



What we’ve learned in the last 15 years is that if you stop negotiating multilateral rounds what happens is the bicycle changes direction and goes off in a different way, and it mostly focuses on regional agreements.  Momentum continues; it’s just different momentum.



And, I think the trade community needs to ask itself which momentum is appropriate.  Does one supplement the other or does it, in fact, become an obstacle to the other?



But, there seems to have been, throughout this period, substantial momentum for more trade and more open trade, one way or the other, and I think we will continue to get there one way or the other, and I don’t think the discussion is about progress or not; the discussion is about what kind of progress.



Likewise, I think there’s been some conversation in some countries, and here too, about what I called yesterday “the digestion theory,” that the Uruguay Round was a big thing and that we need time to assimilate it, countries need time to implement it, a lot of changes were required, not all of which have gone smoothly, and that before we launch a full, broad, round with a whole bunch of new things, we ought to put our primary focus on continuing to adjust the old things.



That means a built-in agenda, among other things, and that’s probably a good idea.  But, the fact is that I think the momentum behind a new round is going to come from the new things that are on the table there and not the old things.



Although, clearly, from the United States’ perspective, both the business community’s and the government’s, since a lot of the old things are market access things, particularly in agriculture, completing that process and enhancing market access is something that’s very important, and there’s no question about that.



I do think that, as I understand it – I wasn’t there but I’ve seen some articles – that Commissioner Lamie made a relevant point about this when he was here, I guess two weeks ago, to speak at the Economic Strategy Institute, when he also pointed out that the problem of a narrow agenda as opposed to a broad one is that it makes tradeoffs in negotiations more difficult, and particularly if you are focused strictly on market access.  You are asking countries to do things that are politically difficult, things that they may already have agreed to do.  But, that doesn’t mean that they’re not politically difficult.  And, you’re not giving them anything else that they can win on; you’re just asking them to make hard concessions.



One of the advantages of a bigger tent, if you will, and not just more people but more issues, is that it gives governments more maneuvering room to make the hard decisions that they need to make.  So, I think, in the end, that’s where we’re going to end up, with a “big tent” and a larger round, recognizing that not everything is going to make it to the end of the negotiation.



Now, it seems to me, in a general sense, what we’re really talking about, and I think that the previous speakers alluded to this indirectly, and I’ll be a little bit more explicit, is how you manage globalization or how you integrate globalization into a framework of nation states that have rules and laws.



I won’t give my usual dissertation about globalization.  I think we all know what it’s doing.  The main thing it’s doing is relating everything to everything else and allowing us to move much more quickly and that, among other things, reduces our time to think, which is not an insignificant factor when governments have to develop policies.



We have more data and we have more information than we ever had before.  We’re bombarded with it.  And, we have to make up our minds much more quickly than we ever have before.  And that’s not necessarily a good track to be going down.  But, really, it’s an inevitable one.  It’s not a choice, as President Clinton said, it’s not an option; it’s a reality of the 21st century.



The question, I think, for the negotiators, or for the people that want to launch the round, is to what extent we are talking about differences that can be harmonized with a rules-based system and to what extent we are talking about differences that are so deeply engrained in society that it’s hard to bridge that gap.



Globalization means change.  There’s no question about that.  The normal response to change is resistance or deflection, to try to put the consequences of change onto somebody else’s shoulders.  That’s common in all walks of life.



In the trade world, we usually call that protectionism.  You try to save yourself from paying costs and try to make the other guy pay the costs of changes that occur in the marketplace.  And, we try to deal with that in a fairly traditional manner, through negotiations.



Sometimes, though, when you start talking about judicial systems, anti-trust, competition policy, the level of government regulation which, after all, is really the extent to which governments are willing to simply leave their people alone and let them do what they want, cultural, intellectual property issues, we get to – we may be getting to points where common ground is elusive, because we are talking about things that are more fundamental than trade.



Globalization, in fact, pushes us toward uniformity and harmonization in all those areas.  And, it is not illogical to argue that the WTO is an appropriate instrument of that harmonization.  Some people argue that, I think, out of a desire that that be so.  Other people argue it out of a lack of alternative organizations.



Either way, it’s an argument that has been made and is going to continue to be made, I think, by the people who want to see more of a rules-based, globalized, world.



My suspicion is that that is going to be a difficult mountain to climb, at least in a short period of time, simply because we are changing patterns of behavior here and laws that are, in some cases, generations old.  And, it’s hard to do that via an international negotiation, particularly one which is ostensibly focused on trade and economics.



So, I think the parties have a lot of challenges ahead of them to try to cast this thing in a way that is going to lead to some kind of success.



I certainly agree that probably the critical element is for the EU and the United States, both of which, in their own way, have a long history of trying to make everybody else do things our way, get together and decide amongst themselves on how the two of them want to proceed.  I think that was clearly a problem at Seattle.  It’s been a problem before Seattle.  It’s been a problem since Seattle.  And, as long as it’s a problem, I think that the discussions are going to move rather slowly.



I think that our government understands that.  I think the EU understands that too, and will be taking steps to try to bridge that gap.  Whether they succeed remains to be seen.



I think, from the standpoint of the NFTC, I would join my colleagues in suggesting that one way to proceed, and it’s probably the safest way in the beginning, is simply to put everything on the table, and let the negotiators do what they do well, which is negotiate, recognizing that some things will be thrown over the side as part of that process, and also recognizing that in some cases that will happen, for the reason that Dr. Goswami provided, that other instituations may be more appropriate venues for solving different kinds of problems.



We would not favor saying that in the beginning and simply ruling things off an agenda based on the assumption that that is so.  But, I think that we would be perfectly willing to accept the idea that the negotiators might come to that conclusion as they attempt to grapple with some of these issues.  In fact, they probably will come to that conclusion.



They are faced, at the same time, and the ILO is a good example, with the question that while the institution exists, while the standards exist, while the membership exists, is it clear that the procedures and the framework within the institution exist to do what it is that a lot of countries in the world want done?  And, the answer to that may be no, in which case your choice is “Do you think more seriously about the WTO?” or “Do you think more seriously about going back to the ILO, for example – it’s not the only one – and beefing it up, and make some changes there?”



Either way, I think issues like labor and the environment are not going to be forgotten.  They may fall off, eventually, the WTO table, but they’re not going to go away, and the countries are going to have to deal with them in one venue or another.  So, it seems to me that leaving them on the table, in the short run, is probably useful because it helps sort those things out and helps decide what the appropriate venue is, and in doing so, it accelerates the process.



From the Council’s point of view – and we have our paper in your brochure, if you got a brochure on the way in, so I will just run down it quickly without going into detail, and if anybody has questions they can talk to me afterwards or talk to Mary Irace, who’s in the audience, who had a lot to do with the paper.



Certainly, we favor completing the built-in agenda.  A key element for us is the proposal that we have made on the elimination of industrial tariffs, and I was pleased to see that several of my colleagues here endorsed that, and I hope that we can get everybody to go forward with it.  I think it’s one of the core issues for the WTO.



There are a number of existing agreements that need to be either preserved and saved from weakening, like the sanitary and phytosanitary agreement, or strengthened, like the technical barriers to trade agreement.



We are also concerned about the agreement on subsidies and countervailing measures, our concern arising from the pending WTO case on the FSC, the Foreign Sales Corporation, which the panel is due to – well, let’s put it this way:  It’s reported it’s due to be leaked by the end of the week.  We will see what happens.



But, our concern is that the effect of the subsidies agreement may be to create a built-in bias in favor of European tax systems, which disadvantage everybody else, not just us.



We hope that the panel is going to adopt a more even-handed approach in the pending case than it did in the last case, but if it does not, I think one of the things that we’re going to be pursuing is to try to find a way to address that issue within the context of the agreement on subsidies and countervailing measures.



It’s also important, as some other people have said, to make sure that the WTO is prepared for the new century.  That means, of course, greater transparency.  It means improved dispute settlement, including permitting the filing of amicus briefs and releasing appropriate documents to the public.  It means shortening the dispute settlement process, and it means looking into establishing a permanent roster of panelists, in light of the growing level of dispute settlement activity, and in light of the fact, simply, that I think professionals make better judgments than amateurs in things like this.



And, as the panel process becomes more regular and more “judicial,” if you will, I think that making sure that panelists have the appropriate level of expertise and experience is going to become very important.



Our experience with this process, and the United States has a lot of experience with the process, both as a plaintiff and as a respondent, suggests that the system works fairly well where traditional trade issues are involved or well-established doctrines are involved.



When the WTO, however, is asked to interpret unclear or untested provisions or when it moves into complex areas like tax, where there isn’t an on-going process to clarify rules, we have found decisions that I think are questionable and, arguably, overreach the boundaries of what the WTO ought to be doing.  So, I think we need to take a second look at that.



We would also advocate a much more diligent oversight over regional trade agreements.  The WTO has rules for regional trade agreements.  There are over 130 of them, bilateral or regional.



We are not against regional trade agreements.  We simply want to make sure they’re not stumbling blocks, that they’re building blocks, and that suggests a need for some discipline and some WTO oversight and review, rather than simply rubber stamping these things as they come down the road.



There are also new issues.  E-commerce is an important one, certainly, for Americans and our proposal spells out some specifics.  And, I think that we would also favor some further discussion of some things that my colleagues have suggested, like investment and competition policy, labor and the environment, recognizing, however, that those are, for many parts of the American polity, particularly the Congress, difficult issues.



”Competition policy” is a code word in the United States for certain kinds of changes in U.S. trade law, particularly anti-dumping law.  I give Ambassador Watanabe credit for not using the code.  It’s simply hitting us straight in the face with the issue, which is fine.



We have not, the Council has not, favored keeping that off the table.  But, I also can’t help but note that over 60 senators wrote the President telling him to keep it off the table.  Whether he will or not remains to be seen, but it does suggest that that’s going to be a difficult negotiation, and I wouldn’t want anybody here to have any illusions that some of these issues can be easily resolved simply because groups like ours say they all ought to be on the table.



There will be substantial resistance to a number of them.  But, that’s part of the negotiation process.  That’s what’s going to make it interesting.



Thank you, Judge.

GENERAL Q & A



MR. MORRIS:  Thank you, Bill.  Okay.  I know there were some questions before.  I hope you still have them.  Ma’am?



QUESTION:  This is for Ambassador Watanabe, please.  You mentioned that – (inaudible) – new rules for – (inaudible) – comment?



MR. MORRIS:  She asked if you could expand on your statement about investment, against a background of the banking crisis in Japan.



AMBASSADOR WATANABE:  I am very slow and find it difficult to see the linkage between the difficulty the Japanese banking system is facing and the Japanese Keidanren’s wish to have rules to establish on investment, in the context of WTO negotiations.



I think there is not much difference on the linkage.  But, if the American businessmen, for example, wish to invest in Japan, they may wish to have much more sound rules prevailing in Japanese banking regulation.  Would that be a proper subject to be raised in WTO negotiations?  I’m thinking aloud.



What Keidanren and the Japanese government wish to see is that investment, foreign direct investment, is getting as much importance as trade flows.  That is the case for Japan also.



And, in the case of Japanese foreign direct investment to North America or Europe, I think there are rules established domestically.



But, in the case of foreign direct investment from Japan or, for that matter, from North America or from Europe, to, for example, ASEAN countries, Southeast Asia, the rules are not established.  So, there is a problem of transparency, problem of uncertainties, and problem of discrimination.



So, it could serve not only for the investors but, in our view, for those recipient countries to have some multilateral rules to govern investment, for the developed countries and the developing countries, to govern investment, all for the benefit of all the countries concerned, like rules on trade.  Thank you.



MR. MORRIS:  Hellen Freeman?




QUESTION:  My question is for Dr. Goswami.  I think most of us who followed the Seattle discussions were very concerned that – (inaudible) – in consultation with the Indian government – (inaudible) – and I’m wondering, A, about those discussions and, also, given that India is a leader of the developing countries, what – (inaudible) –



DR. GOSWAMI:  Let me try and go through this very quickly.  Actually, Ambassador Esserman  didn’t come in that late.  I mean, before Seattle.  Indeed, I should share with you that up to September, early October, barring the implementation issues, where she was giving us much more comfort than what she started, we had pretty much cut the deal on virtually everything.



It really was around early October when, much to her – personally, I’m not sure she particularly liked the idea – but, since the administration had decided, when labor and environment got looped in, that’s when the problem started, because the mandate became that much tougher and the flexibility became that much less for her.



Yes, you are right, Commissioner Lamie has gone to India once.  His deputy, Herve Zhuagent (?), comes there pretty frequently.



The EU has been very progressive and, actually, the EU has been trying to tell India to take a much more active position and has been giving much more comfort, actually, in terms of its willingness to put implementation issues on the table.



Our real concern, right now, is we don’t know what the U.S. position is.  There is no deputy USTR looking after Asia and India.  The U.S. negotiating mandates have not been made clear.



It is very important for us to know this because, after all, the U.S. is our largest trade partner, and the signal that we are getting is perhaps in the next few weeks or, at most a month, we will get clear signals about what the U.S. position is.



But, right now, we have huge clarity from the EU, through Commissioner Lamy as well as from Herve, but no positions whatsoever from the USTR.  So, until that comes, it’s very difficult for us to respond.



And, we’re not talking of positions that go to Geneva, but the “body language” of talking.



QUESTION:  In terms of you relations with other developing countries?



DR. GOSWAMI:  They’re pretty good.  I think the one in which – let me put it this way:  There will be some who will drop out and there will be some who will be coming in.  And really, as of now, I think one thing that we saw in Seattle we will see even more in Qatar, is that relationships will be bound in terms of items of interest.



The days of G-77, G-15, they’re all very fine, but all these things really don’t work in negotiations.  So, on some things you will probably find Malaysia and India in line.  In another thing you –



In fact, the amazing thing is how strongly India and Pakistan, which have other problems, actually ally.  I mean, in Seattle, Monit Akhram (?), who was a representative for Pakistan, and India would just naturally ally on many issues.



So, the alliances are not going to be defined over the omnibus of things.  It will be defined on issues.



MR. MORRIS:  Ambassador Watanabe?



AMBASSADOR WATANABE:  I asked for the floor because I have to leave shortly.  I would like to express my thanks to Judge and everybody here.



Let me tell you my impression, attending this conference, that I think the mood, even in the United States and the views of the participants are such that I am going back to Japan more optimistic – or less pessimistic – about the prospect for launching.



DR. GOSWAMI:  Absolutely.



AMBASSADOR WATANABE:  Including India



DR. GOSWAMI;  Absolutely.



AMBASSADOR WATANABE:  Secondly, I think I was somewhat encouraged that there is probably a general consensus that an open agenda system or non-restrictive agenda system would be preferable, rather than a narrow, restricted, way of agenda setting.  And, that is a positive element.



And, thirdly, I have to mention that for Japan, like our Canadian friends and American friends are interested in, Japan’s most difficult problem would be agriculture, and we have to do something about it but some of us might think that rice is a question, but rice is, like the Canadian case, a culture case for Japan.  Thank you.



MR. MORRIS:  Thank you, Mr. Ambassador.  I understood that you have to make a plane and they don’t wait.  They may make you wait but they don’t wait.



(Laughter.)



MR. MORRIS:  We’ll take just two more questions.  Ma’am?



QUESTION:  I have one observation and one question. (Inaudible.)



MR. GOSWAMI:  I’ll take the labor one.  I completely agree with you on the labor issue, that over time, in all countries, labor – in the politics of countries, among the citizens of the country, labor issues, as indeed environment issues, will be important.  And, it will happen faster rather than later.



But, let me explain where and what the payoff of the opposition is.  If you looked at pre-Seattle, the kind of positions that the EU, for instance, took, or the position that the United States took on labor, and now you look at the kind of positions that they are taking, there is heaven and hell difference.



That change in position did not take place for any other reason but a large number of developing countries opposing it tooth and nail.  I think if we hadn’t opposed it then and we weren’t firm – and many of us were credible of walking out if that original stuff went, you wouldn’t have the present position, the present paragraph that EU has given to Geneva on labor, which is far, far more gentle, far more acceptable.



There are little kinks.  They need to be ironed out.  And, again, those kinks will be ironed out by concerted opposition and changes in the drafting.  So, I agree with you that it will come.



QUESTION:  I want to point out that I’ve never represented labor.  I’ve only represented corporations.



MR. GOSWAMI:  No, no, absolutely.  I couldn’t agree with you more.  But, I’m just making negotiating a realpolitik thing.



I think what was important in Seattle was for the EU and for the U.S. to understand that there were more than 70 countries who “saw red” and were willing to act in reasonable degree of unison to change what was there, and so the position became much more sensible.



So, I’m not saying that it’s not going to be on the table.  I’m saying that when we say it’s non-negotiable, it’s a strong position that we take to dilute the thing in a way to ensure that the developing countries don’t get this.  The outcome of this is not non-trade barriers.



MR. BEATTY:  I’d like to take a shot at that.



MR. MORRIS:  Sure.  And, we’ll take one more question after that.  But, first, there’s Perrin.



MR. BEATTY:  I certainly agree with you that the rules of the game have changed.  And, I think one of the problems, often, when businesspeople get together, is that they talk strictly in business terms and they lose focus on the social context and the political context in which they’re operating.



Too often, when we make our case, we make the case in terms of the benefits for business.  Too often, when we make our case, we talk in terms of statistics, of percentage growth in GDP and so on, rather than talking about very human issues that affect people where they live.



At the end of the day, I see liberalized trade as something which is a very powerful moral instrument to advance a whole range of human goals that we have, to advance prosperity, to allow the sharing of it, to begin to close some of the tremendous gap, the inequalities, that exist between rich and poor peoples.



I do know, from my study of history, that as people become more prosperous, they turn their attention to issues like the environment.  As they become more prosperous, they turn their attention to civil liberties issues and conditions of work.



I do know that countries which are today not democratic and want to participate in the world trading system have to look at installing the rule of law if they want to attract people to invest in their country.  And, those benefits will be enjoyed by their own citizens as well as by foreign investors and others.



I do know that, as President Bush said when he was Candidate Bush, on the subject of China’s accession to the WTO, that it’s in those areas where China is in greatest contact with the rest of the world where it’s most free, and that where China begins to turn back in on itself and turn away from the rest of the world, that’s where it becomes most repressive.



I think, increasingly, governments have to accept the fact that we are engaging in a debate that’s about much more than simple trade figures, what volumes we’re moving across borders.  And, I think that we have to put the debate in terms that ordinary citizens can understand and they begin to appreciate the benefits that exist for all of us.



I think we also have to understand the dynamics of the politics.  I was in Seattle.  I was in Quebec City.  I have spent 21 years in elected office and held several cabinet posts in Canada, and I know as well the temptation that there is if groups can take hostage a particular area where it’s successful- and the international trading system is successful - the WTO has been an enormous success.  And, so you get some groups attempting to advance unrelated agendas by taking hostage the international trading system and saying “We will not allow any progress to be made in bringing down barriers to trade until you meet the following demands that we list out here.”



And, I think what I’m saying is: yes, I recognize that already in our trading system there are issues that are already linked under the WTO to trade.  The question is how far you go.  At what point do you contaminate it to a point that it’s impossible for the system to function properly?  Trade has never been entirely de-linked from these other issues.



I was chairman of the Commonwealth Committee on Sanctions on South Africa at the time that we lifted them, and Canada was one of the primary promoters of trade sanctions against the old apartheid regime in South Africa.  There was a linkage between trade and human rights, clearly.



But, the issue, for me, is “Do we, as a matter of ordinary business of the WTO, attempt to pile onto it all sorts of issues that it was never designed to resolve, or do we allow it to be effective in those areas where it does have an expertise and where it does have a mandate?”



Then, beyond that, “Do I, as a citizen, want to entrust to a trade organization the responsibility for adjudicating my civil liberties, or my environment, or my labor standards?”  In my view, there are other agencies that have both the mandate and the expertise to a much greater extent than the WTO has, and I would prefer to use those agencies.



And, I think Bill made the point, and I’d just state it somewhat differently:  “If the ILO is broke, fix it.”



Don’t say “We’re going to turn our back, then, on the ILO and other multilateral institutions and pile the stuff on the WTO,” or else we risk destroying the one institution that’s working at the present time.



QUESTION:  (Inaudible.)



MR. BEATTY:  An example of where trade has been used to advance other agendas is, of course, in Quebec City, where the 34 leaders of the hemisphere wrote in a democracy clause, said that “If you want to participate in the FTAA, you’re going to have to have minimal democratic standards,” and the net effect of that – how effective the clause is going to be remains to be seen.  It needs to be defined.



But, the net effect is we’re saying that to get the benefits of international trade, and people want in, then governments have to ensure that other standards apply.



The issue is how much you pile on there, and the issue is how detailed you get and how much you divert the responsibility from other multilateral institutions designed specifically to deal with these areas and try to pile it on top of the trade system.



MR. MORRIS:  I shouldn’t jump in but I’m going to, and I know Bill has to make a comment and we are out of time in one second, but if I may suggest in that list you [the questioner in the audience] put in something which blew up everything else, and that was the wage rate.



I can think of places where 35 cents an hour is not necessarily that bad.  I know I have visited places in China where people were working under perfectly humane conditions, in fact probably the best conditions in the society in which they’re operating, but that was the wage rate.



QUESTION:  (Inaudible.)



MR. MORRIS:  All I’m saying is that it does open this other door.  But, I didn’t mean to inject, and Bill has a comment and I apologize for…



MR. REINSCH:  Actually, mine was completely different.  I interpreted your last initial comment to raise a different subject, which is a very interesting question, namely “Is the institution physically capable of reaching agreement or is it too cumbersome?”



Historically, these agreements have tended to be the product of the big countries getting together and making a deal and letting the Indians or the Egyptians or a couple others into the room and they speak for everybody else, and they were able to speak for everybody else because nobody else had enough people there to actually stand up and speak for themselves and everyone tended to go along with it.



And, there would be one or two things that the developing countries would raise as absolutely essential, and there would be some accommodation and that would be the end of the negotiation.



Seattle was an example of a chronic problem which you see in the American system too, which is that everybody wants to be a leader and nobody wants to be a follower.  And, if you have an institutional mechanism that is not designed to deal with that, you have an enormous practical problem of coming to closure.



And, if you look at the U.N., they don’t have a system in which anybody can block progress.  The EU, as an institution, is wrestling with exactly the same problem, which is “How do you create a system in which parties can be adequately represented and their voices can be heard, their interests can be dealt with, but `at the end of the day,’ is capable of making a decision in which somebody wins and somebody loses?”



The WTO doesn’t really have that capability, institutionally.  And that, “at the end of the day,” even with all the best will in the world, may get in the way of coming to closure.



MR. MORRIS:  Okay, this is the last one, because they’re going to kick us out of the room.



MR. BHAUMIK:  Two points.  In Singapore – (inaudible) – 



MR. MORRIS:  I’m not going to delve into that.  We’ll put that as a good outstanding question.  I just want to ask you, all of you, to help me now thank our remaining speakers, Perrin Beatty, Omkar Goswami, and Bill Reinsch, and thank you all for coming.



(Applause.)

END OF SESSION
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