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Director‑General Lamy


So, a few words of introduction. This week of stocktaking is now nearly behind us. I believe it's been a healthy occasion for our members to take a step back, see where they are, and try and chart the next steps. 

The outcome?.  We are not where we wanted to be.  Yes, we've made some limited progress since 2008 but obviously not enough to enter into the final game, which will take some time.


The good news is that we have clarity on where gaps remain.  They have been clearly identified in the Chair's reports which were presented to the Trade Negotiations Committee on Monday.


The less good news is that the picture is more mixed regarding the size of the gaps that remain.  Now, of course, there are areas where the size of these gaps are clear, well identified in the Chair reports, but there are also areas where the gaps are unclear, for instance, non-agricultural market access or fisheries.  And of course this makes the task of bridging these remaining unclear gaps complex.


Now, what's also clear is that not a single delegation has suggested that we drop the ball.  No delegation has suggested that we take any sort of a time out from the negotiation.  I think the reason behind this is that the horrors of the last 18 months on the global economic scene have driven home how important the multilateral rules‑based system is and how much this system has helped them to weather the crisis.  They understand that they have a system which has worked as a bulwark against protectionism and that it is worth improving it.


And the figures, we will go back to that in a moment, but the figures are a clear demonstration of that.  After this minus 12 percent in volume which we had for 2009, our economies are forecasting a world trade growth for 2010 of +9.5 per cent, with developing countries' trade growing 11 per cent, and industrialized countries' trade growing by 7.5 per cent.  So this means that, trade wise, there is light at the end of the tunnel.  And it is certainly a good forecast, good news for the world economy.


Back to the stocktaking.  Throughout this whole week of consultations I have detected a growing interest in finding new approaches to these negotiations.  No one has suggested a sort of miracle recipe for resolving now all the differences that remain.  No one said that there was a quick fix.


Does this mean that everything will continue as it has?  I don't think so.  An important element has been the desire by Members to start weaving all the strands of the Round together in a global package that everybody can sell at home. And rather than looking separately in each and every individual tree, there seems to be a desire to look at the entire forest.  And this means linking all areas through the various approaches into some horizontal manner, again through a variety of processes, which I coined this morning a sort of "cocktail approach", vertical negotiating groups, vertical and horizontal with small groups of Members, horizontal, vertical and diagonal with a stronger multilateral TNC‑based focus.


So the name of the game is closing the remaining gaps now in a manner that allows a global package to emerge.  It will take a bit of time.  But I think, even if I'm lucid about this situation, I am by no means discouraged by what I've heard during the week, from the first session of the TNC which we've had this morning, Members' commitment remains firm, and if the commitment of Members remains firm, I remain resolute.


That's for the introduction, we now go to question and answers, as announced by Keith.

Mr Keith Rockwell

Questions?


Jamil, please.

Jamil CHADE

Mr Lamy, as I remember well in the Ministerial, we were told – to be honest, I don't remember by whom – but by several Ministers and delegations – that this week would be a week that we would know if 2010 is possible or not.  I know this was not a deadline that was made up here in the WTO, it came from the G‑20.  But, basically, in your introduction now, you didn't mention 2010.  And no one else – at least outside the room – mentioned 2010.  Should we consider that this is out?
Director‑General Lamy

This 2010 date was initially set out by the G‑20, by APEC leaders, backed, as you rightly say, Jamil, during the Ministerial Conference, by Ministers.  So the technical reality is that, given what is on the table, it's technically feasible.  But it wasn't a technical orientation, it was a political orientation, so whether or not this political orientation remains, not for me to say.  I did not declare this political orientation, leaders did it.  So the answer to your question lies with leaders, not with me.

Question

Mr Lamy, do you expect any more movement from the American side, given that the Americans have passed their healthcare now and, when you look back over the last six months or so, what are the main reasons we are stuck in the situation in which we are now?
Director‑General Lamy

I've had, during these consultations, repeated questions about this.  Are the US engaged?

Of course, I did discuss with the US. As some of you may know, I was in Washington two weeks ago, where I discussed this with the Administration, with Congress.  And my sense is that the US are engaged.


Now, of course, what they say is that what is for the moment on the table on market access is not enough for them.  So they are trying to obtain more from key trading partners.


I don't think wanting to obtain more is "not engaging", as long, of course, as you remain ready for trade‑offs.

Dan PRUZIN 

Yes, Mr Lamy.  If I may follow up on that question.  You said, in regard to the US position, you don't think that they are not engaging as long as they are ready for trade‑offs, but do you see any sign – did you during your visit to Washington – that they are ready to offer trade‑offs in order to get an agreement?  And I am wondering, in general it seems to be the strategy of the WTO now to plod on, as it has before, given the lack of progress that has been made. Could you explain to us how a process which has failed in the past is going to succeed in the future?

Director‑General Lamy

Well, I think your follow‑up question is for the US;  it's not for me.  There is a limit within which I can interpret members' positions.  But again, my sense is that they are engaging.


Now, on the second part of your question.  What I heard this morning, and during the week, was not exactly more of the same.  What I heard is that, process‑wise, we need to move to something which is more diverse than just having senior officials one week a month here.  Some members clearly need space to consult among themselves.  I've started a number of these discussions this week with some Members.  Second, they clearly realize that addressing things bit by bit, this vertical way, which, in some area still needs to be done in order to bring the necessary clarity on options on the table, is not enough to go to the final end‑game.


They don't want to go to the final end‑game, with just a series of options that appear at the last minute.  They want to see what the whole package looks like.  Hence this call for a horizontal approach.  We had a bit of that in the past.  We had much more of that this week.  They want to see whether the sort of final trade‑offs are good for them.  They know that they will have to bring back a package home.  They know that they have to make sure that this package is adopted by whichever process they have to do that at home.  So they want to see the global picture.  And that is something that wasn't there before.

Jonathan LYNN

Director‑General, you just gave us a forecast of a very strong rebound in trade this year, which seems to be happening despite the slow progress in the Doha Round.  Does it really matter whether there's a deal for the health of world trade?
Director‑General Lamy

I think what these figures show is that having a system matters.  That's pretty clear;  and I heard a lot of that again this week.  Now, is this system the right one?  Probably room for improvement because the system we are administering, the one that has coped with this crisis, has a motorization that dates from 1995.  So we have a system the engines of which were conceived, elaborated, decided in 1995.  And we are in 2010, and that's fifteen years ago.  An engine dating from fifteen years ago in an economy that has moved as quickly and as globally as it has, needs revision.  And we need this new motorization because there remain obstacles to trade.  The fact that the system has weathered the crisis doesn't mean that there do not remain things which need to be addressed, whether on peak tariff, which is a big problem for developing countries, whether on trade facilitation, whether on agricultural subsidies, and the rest.  So the fact that the system works does not change the fact that we have to improve it so that the benefits it has delivered – and it has clearly delivered benefits – are increased with the provision of the rules.  And that is something which, again, we've heard a lot during the week, including this morning.
Question

Mr Lamy, during the last Ministerial meeting in Geneva you tuned in with Ministers in their very adamant judgement that if, by end of March, the broad political agreements for the Doha deal were not on the table, ready, in order to go afterwards into technical details and working it up, end of 2010 would not be met.  Now you just briefed us that the broad agreements were not there and still you said technically, with what is on the table, it's possible by the end of the year.  How should we interpret that?

Director‑General Lamy

No.  What I'm saying is that given what's on the table, technically, technically, there is no insurmountable obstacle.  But, as we all know, this 2010 date was not a technical date it was a political date.  The question that was raised is, what is your view about that?  And my view about that is that this is a question for political leaders and not for me.  I give you my expertise, my technical diagnosis.  Up to them to draw the consequences of this in political terms.

Izumi AOKI

Thank you.


It's the follow-up to your answer.  So political leaders set the 2010 target.  Until now we've not seen much political movement.  So what is your message to political leaders?

Thank you.

Director‑General Lamy

My message and, you know, I will be discussing that with them in various occasions, either through meetings which we have in Uruguay, in Japan, the APEC meeting, the OECD, the G‑20 Toronto, my message will be that we have two categories of issues that remain an obstacle:  one, where gaps have been numbered, we have options on the table, those are ready;  second, areas where the gaps are not there, not yet, in a shape that allows for this political arbitration.  So the two things we have to do are, firstly, to work on this, and that's a rhythm which is largely in the hands of the members, and then we have to move, across the board, on the various options which will be identified.  So that's my message to them.  Up to them to decide whether or when they want to do that.

John LIU

Mr Lamy, do you think that global trade will still face risks in 2010 despite the bright picture we are seeing now?  And, for example, do you think that there may be a risk of a trade war or currency war between the United States and China?


Thank you.

Director‑General Lamy

On the first part of your question, there is always a risk with forecasts.  But Patrick will qualify this forecast, which is, of course, linked to the forecast of the world economy and demand and supply elsewhere.  So this is linked to what we for the moment have, and we know that the situation is not 100 per cent stable.


Again, where we look very precisely, in terms of the world trading system, is at the risk of protectionism.  And, as I said previously, the risk will remain there even if for the moment it has been, let's say, reasonably constrained given the violence of the shock of the downturn, as long as the unemployment situation will not improve, this risk will remain.

It hasn't materialized in a significant way yet, but it remains.


On your second question which, if I understand well, is currency‑related.  I will repeat what you've often heard from me, which is that it's not for the WTO DG to pass judgement on currencies.  That's the role of the IMF.  So the right mailbox address is DSK, Washington, not PL, Geneva.


Now if you want to understand the full picture please read Article 15 of the GATT WTO Agreement, which sets the WTO picture on this thing.  And if, once you have read that – I am sure most of you have read that carefully in recent times – if once you've read this, the question is, but how do you interpret this language, my answer will be, as usual, not for me to interpret this language.

Ravi KANTH

Thanks.


I just want to come back to a series of answers that he had given, mainly on what is technically feasible at this point in time, which is all in the known domain, and what is politically not feasible.  Basically the message that comes out is that he, the Director‑General, is technically successful, but it is the politicians who have killed this Doha Round.  I mean, if this is the message, I don't know whether it sends the right signal.  Because in the past we had people like Peter Sutherland who were able to politically bang the heads and get a deal done.  Or we had people like Arthur Dunkel who had quietly worked technically and brought a deal closer.  Is there some lesson that we can learn from these predecessors that you had.

Director‑General Lamy

I haven't heard anybody, anybody but you just now, saying that the issue was whether or not to kill the Round.  Not a single delegation in this whole week of consultations and during this morning's TNC.

Ravi KANTH

I haven't said kill the Round, I'm sorry.

Director‑General Lamy

So, if I may, we are all individually entitled to have nightmares, and this is a question for a personal, individual decision, having these nightmares which are an individual feature shared by others, is something different.


So this is not the issue.
__________
