TNC Meeting on July 23rd 2008
Statement of Shri Kamal Nath, Minister of Commerce & Industry, India
Mr. Chairman,

I am happy to be back in Geneva and hope to go up the Mont Blanc.  I hope the intensive negotiations among Ministers in the next few days will enable us to make significant progress so that we can complete the Round by the end of the year.  

The trust vote yesterday in India’s Parliament emphasised the importance of addressing divergences through dialogue and debate. Through such debates, Indian democracy emerges stronger.  My Government now has a renewed mandate to deliver on development issues to the people of India.  I trust the decisions that we arrive at in the WTO in the next few days will enable me to deliver on that mandate.
The major issues which we need to resolve are well known.  We are meeting in the rather grim context of a number of crises in various parts of the world, of which the global food crisis is perhaps the most serious.  The WTO can help in addressing this issue by making serious progress in agricultural reforms in developed countries. A very substantial outcome in reducing trade distorting support will incentivise agriculture in developing countries and reduce the investment deficit in developing country agriculture. This is the major benchmark which will define whether we achieve a successful outcome in this meeting.  In addition, we also need to tackle market access barriers in developed countries due to high tariffs and other restrictions.  Issues such as tariff simplification, tariff capping etc. need priority attention.  
I have been told of the offer made by the US yesterday on domestic support.  I hope it is only their opening gambit and not their bottom-line because US$15 billion really makes no impact on current applied levels in the United States.  In addition, we have the issue of disciplines on which we need an ambitious outcome.  On top of this, if conditions like the Peace Clause are attached, it becomes hugely problematic.  But, nevertheless, I am looking forward to a discussion today in the Green Room to see where this matter is going.  At this stage, I would only say that without an ambitious outcome on domestic support, it would be very difficult to get traction on other issues.  
As far as developing country agriculture is concerned, the challenges are well known.  Most of Indian agriculture is subsistence level agriculture.  For us, agriculture involves the livelihoods of the poorest farmers who number in the hundreds of millions.  We cannot have a development Round without an outcome which provides full comfort to livelihood and food security concerns in developing countries.  There has been some progress in discussions on SPs and SSM but important gaps still remain.  The poor of the world will not forgive us if we compromise on these concerns.  These concerns are too vital to be the subject of trade-offs.  A successful outcome will require a full addressal of these concerns.  

We are not at all happy about the SSM proposal.  All manner of objections are being raised to our right to safeguard livelihood concerns of hundreds of millions.  Are we expected to standby, see a surge in imports and do nothing?  Do we give developed countries the unfettered right to continue subsidizing & then dumping those subsidies on us jeopardizing lives of billions?  The position of developed counties is utterly self-righteous: they have enjoyed their SSG (and want to continue it) but our SSM must be subject to all sorts of shackles and restraints.  This self-righteousness will not do.  If it means no deal, so be it.
Regarding NAMA, I am astonished at the position that some developed countries have been taking.  I have heard it said ad nauseum that emerging economies like India have been holding back on providing market access in NAMA.  Nothing could be farther from the truth.  For the last several years, we have been consistently reducing our tariffs and today, our applied tariffs, especially on products exported by developed countries, are near developed country levels.  Our imports increase by more than 30% every year.  Last year, US exports into India expanded by 75%.  Where is the question of India holding back?  As far as the extent of binding our autonomous liberalisation is concerned, it depends on the balance that we achieve on the negotiations across the various areas, including in terms of para 24.  I am obviously not here to hand around freebies without getting something in return.  Let me also say that those who accuse us of not moving on market access, have not moved an inch since the Uruguay Round in reducing high tariffs or tariff peaks on exports of developing countries.  
On the issue of Coefficients, we need a serious discussion on how we can fulfill the mandate for LTFR in reduction commitments.  The contribution that developed countries are being asked to make is too low to fulfill this part of the mandate.  

We have been asked to agree to a new anti-concentration provision.  This is a new development and I am not quite sure why this issue is being raised at this time.  We negotiated this provision intensively in July 2004 and as far as I am concerned, that was the end of the matter.  There is really not much scope for more concessions by developing countries on this issue.  
Similarly, we do not see the logic of linking Sectorals with coefficients and flexibilities.  Sectorals are a totally different issue as it has been clearly agreed that these will be taken up after the NAMA modalities are finalised.  Moreover, it has been also agreed that participation in Sectorals will be voluntary.  Linking these issues will further complicate our task of finalizing modalities.  
Regarding Services, India’s position is crystal clear.  We have been quite liberal in making new commitments in our earlier offers.  We have now informed our trading partners that we are willing to do significantly more.  But, obviously, this depends on whether they are willing to reciprocate on the limited demands that we have.  As far as the Signalling Conference is concerned, I have said it a number of times that I expect it to be a serious negotiating forum and not a cocktail party.  We are here to do serious business.  We expect our trading partners to come to the Conference with the same intent.  

The Rules issues are important pending business.  I believe the Chair has recently acknowledged what everyone has known for a long time – that his proposals are deeply unbalanced.  The issues involved are of very deep systemic concern to many countries including India.  Anti-dumping rules have to be strengthened to provide sound under-pinnings for market access provisions.  The issue of S&D in Fisheries Subsidies is of very serious concern for us.  We are not discussing trade and commerce here.  We are talking about livelihoods of millions of poor fishermen in India.  We cannot accept disciplines which threaten these livelihoods or circumscribe our right to assist such fishermen.  We had asked for a revised text before the Ministerial Meeting.  We were not alone in this.  This call has not been heeded.  This issue has to be discussed in the Ministerial Meeting leading to a clear decision as an integral part of the outcome.
Recent developments on the TRIPS issues have vindicated our position.  More than one hundred members have joined together to demand a Ministerial decision for negotiations under the Single Undertaking based on key parameters.  This issue could have been handled with greater understanding earlier.  In any case, when more than two-thirds of the members have joined in a common cause, the WTO cannot remain in denial.  Ministers will need to come to a clear conclusion on this issue in the next few days.  I hope the new process you have announced today under the Chairmanship of Minister of State of Norway, will lead us to the decision.
While our primary task in the next few days is to conclude modalities in Agriculture and NAMA, we must not forget that this is a development Round and that developing countries, especially the smaller ones, expect a down payment on the issues of the greatest concern to them.  These include DFQF for LDCs, preference erosion, special provisions for small and vulnerable economies etc.  In our deliberations, such issues deserve priority attention. 
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