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 “What WTO for the 21st century?”
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Plenary Session
Keynote address by Antony Burgmans, Chairman Unilever
Director-General Lamy, Prime Minister Mosisili, Mr Ted Turner, Delegates from around the world. 
Let me start by saying that the theme of this week’s Symposium, “What WTO for the 21st century”, is a very necessary question in light of the present impossibility to complete the “Doha Development Round”. 
I would also venture that if such a Round cannot be completed on reasonable terms, it raises a further necessary question, about whether indeed there would be a viable WTO for the 21st century. 

Let me briefly explain my perspective on this topic
My perspective is a business perspective, and a sustainable development perspective. Unilever is a global company based and operating in many countries around the world … we work with many thousands of small farmers and suppliers to manufacture and distribute food and household products … and in doing so, to advance sustainable agriculture, sustainable water use, rural entrepreneurship and poverty reduction. This is part of our every day business reality. 

We are also a member company of the World Business Council on Sustainable Development … a coalition of 190 international companies from more than 30 countries and 20 sectors with a shared commitment to sustainable development through economic growth, ecological balance and social progress. 
As regards the WTO, Unilever and the WBCSD are long-term advocates of the multilateral trade system and a successful Doha Development Round:
· The WTO should contribute to sustainable development by ensuring predictable rules, lower costs of inputs from liberalisation, and opening up trade opportunities on fair terms.

· For our part, international business is a key engine for growth and job creation, a vital partner for building sustainable practices, and an important advocate for good policy outcomes. 
· We view open trade and sustainable development as an integrated approach that should be mutually reinforcing – not an “either/ or” proposition. 
I want to say a few more words on this point - the WTO Doha Round as one of the drivers of sustainable development
The purpose of a Development focused Trade Round should be to correct imbalances in rules and commitments that create barriers to countries for sharing in the development benefits of trade. For the past 30 years or more, these barriers have concentrated in textiles and agriculture. 

The last Round started to do something about this but did not go far enough. The Doha Round needs to continue the journey, especially in agriculture, as well as manufacturing and services; and to provide a supportive framework for investment in better trade facilitation systems (customs and transport, etc). 

If this can be done, the Doha Round would help unlock economic opportunity for millions of people. This should be a shared goal to which everybody contributes.  As the first Trade Round to explicitly put Development into its mission, it is not surprising that it has been difficult.  The WTO is a young organisation and everyone is on a learning curve about how to secure the development dividend from trade negotiations …

But I think the clear lesson of the past few years is, that to succeed, the Development Round needs action by all parties not just a few:
Clearly the US, EU, Japan and some others need to give more on agriculture liberalisation, especially to reduce the subsidies and tariffs that contribute to unsustainable production at home and poverty abroad. 
But developing countries have a major responsibility for the success or failure of a Development Round as well. 

In less than a decade - by 2015 - there will be 750 million more people mainly in developing countries, which will increase the challenges of competitiveness, environmental stress, and social progress. Developing countries will need foreign investment and trade in new technologies as part of the answer. This is the often neglected import side of the trade and development equation. 

Also, more than 50 percent of developing countries’ trade is already South-South; and the Doha Round should create opportunity for Lesotho and Costa Rica to export more to China, India and Brazil, not just for developing countries as a whole to export more to the US and EU.
So it is hard not to think that the leading developing countries are short-changing their own and other developing countries’ development with a strategy of making minimal offers and expecting only the US and EU to do more. 

Therefore to make this Development Round succeed, real leadership is needed by all the major players in the world economy, including the developing countries which have built world-leading industries in agriculture, manufacturing and services through trade and investment. Waiting until the next Round to “give something back” will be too late. 

Some other things are needed as well – because trade liberalisation via the Doha Round is not enough to deliver the development dividend from trade. 
We also need more investment into the other international organisations that work on sustainable development.  We need more progress with good governance and policy-making at home.  And we need the practical partnerships on the ground that create the capacity to translate a new trade agreement made here in Geneva into sustainable growth and jobs at home. 
So, against this background – “What WTO for the 21st century?” 
I hope I have made clear our preference for a WTO that contributes to sustainable development by ensuring the WTO rules provide open trade opportunities for all, rather than protecting established beneficiaries behind barriers – whether that is in agriculture, manufacturing or services, and whether it is in developed or developed country markets. 
We would like to see the global trade policy community take greater account of the wider global risk outlook and pressures on sustainable development, and to see the contribution that trade policy can make in more urgent terms. It is no longer good enough – if it ever was – to take a decade to negotiate global trade deals with multiple periods of inaction. 

In the next decade, both developed and developing countries face key tests for sustainable development – from ageing populations and labour shortages versus booming youth populations and job shortages, to stresses arising from rising competition for water, energy and other commodities.  I am member of the Board of the World Resources Institute and reports that were published earlier this year show that most of our eco-systems are already degrading. 

If you add to this protectionist trade policies and unsustainable agricultural policies, we greatly diminish the ability to manage these other pressures. 

It is also an illusion to think that we can move beyond Rounds yet and liberalise trade through regional or bilateral trade agreements.  If agriculture trade reform cannot be done at the WTO it will not be done anywhere, and it needs to be done. 
Remember too, that if the Doha Round cannot be revived and completed in the next year, it adds to the risk of systemic break down into competing bilateral/regional trade agreements that ignore the poorest countries while adding to the complexity and transaction costs of trade between the others. This too, is a recipe for unsustainable development. 
So the Doha Round must be revived quickly as part of the international sustainable development strategy. That means better offers are a necessary step by many countries, not lowering of ambitions or waiting until the other guys move. Push each other by stepping forward, not by holding back. And maintain the base package/ early harvest elements that are already agreed, such as eliminating export subsidies by 2013 at the latest. 
At the same time that we - in international business - are advocates for this effort at the global level, we are also committed to help at a practical level. This is important to build the case that trade promotes development. 

At Unilever, we are involved in a number of initiatives to promote the climate for sustainable business and a trading system that is efficient, accountable and socially inclusive. Let me give two examples:
1. To gain a better understanding of the links between international business and poverty reduction, we undertook a joint research project with Oxfam to examine the ‘poverty impact’ impact of our operations in Indonesia. The project produced a lot of new knowledge and learning for both sides. Among the findings were … 

· that the full-time equivalent of around 300,000 people make their livelihoods from Unilever Indonesia’s value chain, around a third in the supply chain and more than half in the distribution and retail chains. 
· That the total value generated by the Unilever Indonesia value chain is at least US$ 633 million, of this Unilever earns around $212 million and the remaining $421 million is earned by the other actors in the chain. 

· The study showed the importance - if value chains are to work for poor people - of other social institutions and resources to be in place, such as credit and saving schemes, and diversification of income streams. 
· We certainly gained a lot of insight into how to improve our overall contribution to poverty reduction.  And other companies are looking on how they can do this in their own sectors.
· Oxfam acknowledged that “Unilever Indonesia’s business decisions reflect the embedded nature of its operations, favouring a long term approach to optimising the opportunities for business success and an emphasis on the development of skills and industry within the wider Indonesian economy.” 

My second example relates to improving trade flows within Africa
Over and above our existing operational commitments on the continent (40,000 employees, manufacturing in 18 African countries), we have signed up to the Investment Climate Facility for Africa which currently has some $100 million in funding from the World Bank, national donors and corporate sponsors. 
Working with the Business Action for Africa group, we are developing programmes that aim to make both a practical and a strategic difference. Customs reform is a key example. We have identified private sector recommendations for what needs doing and we are holding pilot workshops across East Africa to create a co-operative platform with Customs authorities. The net result should be measurable in terms of quicker clearance times, reduced transaction costs and corruption, leading to improved public receipts. 
This should not only improve the practicalities of trade in the immediate sub-region but also create political goodwill towards trade as a force for good in the developing world, with business seen as an involved stakeholder and not simply a distant actor.
In conclusion

The biggest contribution the WTO can make to sustainable development is to complete the Doha Round on terms, and within a timeframe, that enables open global trade on fair terms – especially in agriculture, as well as manufacturing, services and by supporting investment in trade facilitation. 

Doing this is the acid test for the present generation of trade negotiators and political leaders – whether they can move beyond narrow mercantilism of the past Rounds and play a role in solving the big challenges of our time
This would indeed be a WTO fit for the 21st century – one that delivers rule-making and liberalisation results that give more countries a chance to earn their way in the world, that works more effectively with other international organisations, and that encourages business and NGOs in practical partnerships to make trade work for the poor.
Unilever and other WBCSD members are committed partners with a real-world perspective on growth and development for this very important cause. 
Thank you very much
