Completing the Doha round: Who needs to do what to ensure success?
OXFAM is a confederation of NGOs working in more than 100 countries on development projects and humanitarian assistance. We launched in 2002 our make trade fair campaign to  denounce rigged rules and double standards that prevent developing countries from using trade to exit poverty. We delivered our petition—seven signatures-- last week to the director General of the WTO. We believe that 2005 is going to be a key year in our fight with the upcoming HKL ministerial conference.

Lets’ first define what success would be: a good agreement –which might take a few more years to negotiate --or being resigned to a “quick fix” to fit domestic political constraints of the United States. This is obviously a difficult question to answer. Obviously they are those who want an agreement at any cost and those, many of them NGOs, who argue that if you keep pedalling without paying attention to where you are going, you might crash into a wall. This would hardly be an exciting prospect. OXFAM still believes that a meaningful agreement in Hong Kong that would stay true to the spirit of the Doha mandate is possible and deliver a true development agenda, i.e. that for once developing countries would receive more than what they have to give. However, prospects are getting darker rather than brighter as seen by the last episode in the AVE dispute.
Why?
· deadlines are looming: to prevent all issues to be backloaded to Hong Kong, a first meaningful approximation has to happen in July (not at any cost). Due to delaying tactics by the EU and genuine difficulties linked with a market access formula in agriculture and NAMA, the Geneva process is already extremely late. 
· WTO politics are still based on pure mercantilism and use of raw power: “blood on the floor” which diverges from SDT.

· rich countries are still reluctant to accept the new power and clout of developing countries, as their behaviour in NAMA negotiations suggest (old quad model still ruling).

What needs to happen?

1) Commitment for an ambitious agreement that stays true to the mandate signed by all WTO members in Doha four years ago. Forgotten issues include for instance RTAs/WTO relationship.
2) A fully transparent process which favours open discussions with the full membership and a first approximation that is politically realistic i.e. that is the result of consultations with all key members and groupings rather than being chair driven and that satisfies the key concerns of the majority of the membership, i.e. developing countries-contrary to the first Cancun declaration--. An approximation that would ignore these political realities would be doomed to fail.

3) Greater external transparency, including a meaningful dialogue with civil society --especially during the upcoming General Council in July--. 
4) Genuine progress in agriculture: 
a. Renewed respect for existing rules by implementing cotton and sugar panel findings expeditiously by the US and the EU
b. Agreement on elimination of trade distorting support on cotton by July by the US and the EU 

c. Rapid elimination of export subsidies and other similar instruments (US needs to move on food aid, and EU needs to accept an early date for elimination)

d. No revamped blue box, clarification of green box and overall and product specific caps on all trade distorting subsidies that would lead to effective and substantial cuts so that dumping can be effectively curbed.

e. A market access formula that tackles tariff peaks and escalation into the north and recognizes the need for flexibility of developing countries (principle on food security, flexible formula, SP, SSM), that limits scope of sensitive products and resolves AVE dispute objectively. The US+developed Cairns members should tone down their unreasonable market access demands
5) Change of paradigm in NAMA negotiations: current proposals based on the old Derbez text are deeply flawed. What we need is to restart on a new basis that respects the mandate of less than full reciprocity on market access commitments, with the following elements: should contain the following elements: 

· Flexibility must be given to developing countries in terms of which tariff lines they bind and at what levels, along with which tariffs they cut and by how much. No line that developing countries bind in this round should be subject to cuts. 

· If a formula is agreed, it must allow developing countries to exempt key sectors from tariff reductions or even to raise tariffs on the grounds of economic development policies, environmental concerns, rural development, or poverty reduction.

· The agreement must radically improve developing country access to rich country markets by eliminating tariff peaks and escalation. Imposition of a cap on tariffs set by industrialised countries should be considered. 

· Measures must be agreed to prevent protectionist abuse of anti-dumping actions and product standards, and overly demanding rules of origin.

· LDCs should be exempt from all tariff commitments, including binding. They should be granted duty- and quota-free access to rich-country markets, bound at the WTO.

· Initiatives to eliminate or harmonise tariffs in whole economic sectors should be rejected.

· Assessments: Studies should be carried out to assess the impact of possible future liberalisation commitments on the environment and on the livelihoods of people living in poverty, especially for environmentally sensitive sectors such as fisheries and forestry. 

· Preference erosion must be dealt with by WTO members, particularly those who created the preference system, who should at a minimum provide bilateral assistance to preference-dependent countries, commensurate with the impact of preference erosion resulting from implementation of the current round. This should be a binding commitment.
· Developing countries to negotiate among themselves to create a counterbalancing force to the quad, but also to define more clearly the bottom line of a critical mass of developing countries. India, Brazil need to take into account interest of poorer developing countries.
5) Poorer developing countries according to UN statistics used by professor Stiglitz lost during the Uruguay round. They are now facing again a lose-lose situation with preference erosion. This cannot happen again. A clearly set of defined gains for poorer developing country members of the WTO: a) no obligation or pressure to make market access commitments in ag, NAMA and services b) cotton (mentioned above) b) preference erosion- developed, developing countries and donors to work together on a solution which includes additional transition period, additional market access and financing, contrary to the Harbinson solution which will resolve nothing. G20 needs to continue reaching out to preference-dependent countries, EU/US special responsibility to deepen preferences, address problems with utilisation and show the cash. c) duty-free, quota-free market access for LDCs with fair rules of origin—US, Japan
6) Clear roadmap for tackling issues outside of July framework—issues outside of the July framework cannot be left for 2006 or at last minute—implementation for instance. There needs to be a roadmap agreed by all members by July on how to deal with these issues
7) Closure on discussions on the issue of differentiation. This is another Singapore issues where rich countries refuse to listen to developing countries. Developed countries need to stop pushing for graduation of developing countries. They need instead to provide enhanced SDT for all developing countries and provide additional flexibility/favourable treatment to those facing particular difficulties, rather than try and create artificial categories that allow them to exclude meaningful market s and competitors from the developing country category. 
8) A plan for a permanent solution on TRIPs: current failure to reach an agreement over how to turn the current solution into a permanent amendment sounds like cynical game of “ground hog day”. AU proposal needs to be approved by the WTO especially the EU, US and Switzerland.
9) Developing countries need to work on their unity, preparing common positions, enhance their technical capacity and consult with their own civil society and industries to defend meaningful positions grounded in their own country realities and development needs. They also need to advance on GSTP negotiations to explore meaningful ways to enhance south-south trade.

I strongly believe that if all of the above is not happening, there won’t be –and there shouldn’t be--an agreement in Hong Kong. Civil society is watching and mobilising. If governments don’t want a rerun of Cancun, they must quickly deliver the goods. If the WTO wants to survive in the long run, it cannot fail this present challenge. Thank you!

