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DISCUSSION ON THE STATEMENT MADE BY MINISTER 

WTO Negotiations at its Sixth Ministerial Conference at Hong Kong 

THE MINISTER OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY (SHRI KAMAL 
NATH): Sir, the Commerce and Trade Ministers of 148 WTO member 
countries are scheduled to meet at Hong Kong from 13-18 December, 
2005 to discuss and negotiate on the Doha work programme (also called 
the Doha Development Agenda) and July Framework Agreement of 2004. 

[MR CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 

Members of the House would recall that I had made a statement in this 
House in August, 2004 after the framework agreement was negotiated. 

Somce then, there have been constant negotiations at the official as well 
as at ministerial levels India has been proactive in its participation in the 
negotiations in the WTO. India has participated in various formal and informal 
meetings not only for highlighting our developmental concerns, but also 
submitted a series of proposals on various issues. The proposals submitted 
are on issues of concern to India and also other developing countries. 

India is a member of various coalitions and groups with common interest 
in issues under negotiations. India is a member of the G-20, which has been 
at the forefront to bring about a more equitable order in agriculture. India is 
also a member of G-33, a group of 44 developing countries that focuses on 
special and differential treatment for developing countries to address their 
food security livelihood security and rural developmental needs. India has 
been closely workly with important groupings, such as Africa Group, LDCs 
an ACP (Africa, Caribean and Pacific) countries. I have attended meetings 
of the ACP Group and the G-90, to coordinate our positions in the common 
interest of development countrues. Only last week, I attended the meeting 
of the G-90 Ministers at Brussels and and a meeting of G-4 at Geneva. 

In non-agricultural market access negotiations, India has cosponsored 
a proposal with Brazil an Argantina, and also co-authored with 8 other 
developing countries, namely Argentina, Brazil, sough Africa, Pakistan, 
Namibia, Indonesia, Philippines and Venezueula, a paper that highlights 
the need for a 'development focus' in all aspects of the Doha negotiations. 

India, along with a number of developing countries including, the group 

of Mega-Diverse countries, has sought amendment in the TRIPS 
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Agreement for including "disclosure requirements" in the patents 
applications to prevent piracy of biological material, and misappropriation of 
traditional knowledge. Bio-piracy and misappropriation seriously affects the 
develpmental benefits, environmental Benefits, and the economic benefits 
of the poor and under-privieged community, who are holders of biological 
material and associated Traditional knowledge. We want that granting of 
patents on products out of the biological material and processes, based on 
Traditonal knowledge, should not over look the interests if the holders of 
such biological material and knowledge as that undermines the prospects 
of conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources and prospects 
of conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources and 
associated Traditional Knowledge as that undermines the prospects of 
conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources and assoicated 
Traditional Knowledge. Disclosure of the source and country of origin of the 
biological resources and traditional knowledge in the patent applications, 
along with prior informed consent and equitable benefit sharing, would be a 
fair and equitable way to address the shortcomings in the TRIPS 
Agreement. 

On the Singapore issues, India is a member of the core group which 
was instrumental in ensuring that the issures of investment, competition 
policy and transparency in government procurement were dropped from 
the potentially has a developmental dimension. 

In the Services negotiations, India co-chairs with US, a core group of 14 
countries which was set up to give momentum to the Service negotiations 
which are of importance to India considering that 52 per cent of India's 
GDP comes from the services sector. 

For the Doha negotiations, extensive preparatory measures have been 
undertaken to finalise India's position on various issues in the WTO-
positions that reflect both the domestic, consensus on issues and that 
which best protect our interest. The domestic preparatory process has 
included wide ranging inter-ministerial and inter- departmental discussions. 
Inter- departmental delegations have been paricipating in the actual 
negotiations at Geneva as well as at other centres. Discussions have 
been conducted with the State Government though regular information 
sharing and infomation gather meetings. Workshops and semiars have 
been held in various cities in India on the ongoing negotiations. 

For analytical back up, various academic and research institutions were 
identified early on and asked to carry out research studies. This has helped 
create Centres of excellence on specific WTO issues. The inputs from the 
studies conducts by these institutions and reports received from various 
other organisations have been used for formulating India's proposals. We 

297 



RAJYASABHA [7 December, 2005] 

have also held wide stakeholder consultations with business operatives, farmer groups, 
industry associations and civil society. These have been held together with a large 
number of organisations/NGOs working in the field on these issues. These 
meetings have been informative as well as educative. 

Finally, we have ensured that the Parliament and all parties are fully kept 
informed about these negotiations. I have met my colleagues from different potical 
parties to brief them, about the issues invloved in the negotiations. 

Coming to India's position on the issues under negotiations, the most 
important sector is agriculture. As far as India is concerned, agriculture is not 
commerce for a vast majority of Indian farmers, it is a matter of livelihood for millions 
of India and their interests are to be fully protected. Members are aware that 
agriculture is the most structurally imbalanced among all the trading sectors, 
primarily, due to the huge subsidies given to the farmers/agri business in the 
developed world. In this round, it has been agreed that all export subsidies in 
agriculture would be eliminated; only the end date is to the negotiated. India's 
priority is to obtain substantial reduction of trade and distoring subsidies and 
domestic support by the developed countries. The G-20 has put forward its 
position inter alia indicating that the overall trade distorting support is reduced 
by 83 per cent highlighting the importance of agriculture. The G-20 has also 
stated that developed countries should cut their tariff by at least 64 per cent of 
their bound rates on average, and that developing countries should not have 
to cut more than two thirds of what the developed countries do. In addition, 
appropriate provisions to safeguard food security, livelihood security and 
rural development needs would be obtained through designation of an 
appropriate number of special products and a simple special safeguard 
mechanism which would guard against import surges and price falls in agriculture 
commodities. We have also stated categorically that developing countries like 
India, which allocates almost all its domestic subsidies to subsistence and 
resource poor farmers, should not be called upon to make any reduction in their 
de minimis entitlements. 

As far as non-agricultural goods are concerned there is a broad 
consensus on the application of Swiss formula, only its structure and 
flexibilities for developing countries are yet to be finally negotiated. India has 
repeatedly stressed that as per the July framework agreement, developing 
countries would offer less than full reciprocity in reduction commitments and 
that any formula finally negotiated must respect this. Developed countries 
have yet to respond. While undertaking tariff cuts, we have also provided for 
adequate flexibilities to protect small scale 
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4.00 P.M. 

industries, infant industries and sensitive sectors. The issue of binding all non-

agricultural tariff lines is also under negotiation. 

India has a strong comparative advantage in services. It is this strength and 
global competitiveness that has guided our stance in the GATS negotiations 
at the WTO. Our core objectives in this area are liberalisation of Mode 1 (Cross 
Border Supply) and Mode 4 (Movement of Natural persons) and disciplining of 
domestic regulations, which act as barries to effective market access for service 
providers from India. 

In making our conditional offers we have not gone beyond the level of 
autonomous liberalisation in any sector, while expanding sectoral and modal 
coverage as compared to our Uruguay Round commitments. The efforts from the 
developed countries have so far been disappointing. However, the negotiations on this 
are expected to continue well into the year 2006 and final results would be 
available only at the end of 2006. 

India has been at the forefront of recognition of the principles of "access to 
medicines for all at affordable prices" and was instrumental in getting all the 
WTO members to agree to introduce certain flexibilities agreed in the August 
2003 decision are fully preserved in the eventual amendment to the TRIPS 
agreement so that the developed goals of countries which have inadequate or no 
manufacturing capacity are not undermined. 

In the negotiations on trade and environment, we want to address the 
environmental concerns in a manner that we retain appropriate national policy 
space without undermining our common global responsibilities. We also want that 
the negotiations under trade and environment bring out the environmental 
benefits, the developmental benefits and the economic benefits in a "win-win-
win" manner, rather than only an increase in market access. 

In the negotiations on WTO rules such as on anti-dumping, subsidies and 
countervailing measures including fisheries subsidies, while India is not seeking 
to straicacket disciplines to an extent that WTO Members cannot check unfair 
trade practice, India seeks strengthenig of disciplines consistent with the Doha 
mandate in order to limit the unwarranted use of these measures, particularly 
against the exports from developing countries, including India. 
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On trade facilitation, the last 'Singapore issue' still remaining on the 

Doha agenda, the negotiation's have been far less contentious. It potentially 

has a strong development dimension. So far, a large number of proposals 

have been made on issues concerning import and export procedures. 

India is actively participating in the negotiations and has submitted proposals 

for an effective cooperation mechanism between the customs 

administrations of the WTO Members. Technical assistance and capacity 

building in developing countries is another area where Ministers are focusing 

their energies. 

On developmental issues, developing countries have put forth several 

constructive proposals. These include the implementation issues which 

are of considerable significance to us. We are seeking substantive progress 

on these issues both in the run up to and at Hong Kong. It is important 

that the WTO Members agree on an S&D package for the Least Developed 

Countries as well as ensure that effective special and differential treatment 

is provided for developing countries in all areas of the negotiations. India 

is also looking to provide additional market access to the products of the 

Least Developed Countries. 

One other issue that has to be meaningfully addressed in this Round to 

make it a truly development Round is the concern regarding preference 

erosion. There are several developing countries that are dependant on a 

majority of their exports to the developed markets through systems, of 

unilateral preferential tariffs. The reduction in tariffs following from this Round 

of negotiations will adversely impact the preference margins that these 

countries now enjoy thereby constricting their exports. This issue has to 

be handled carefully without in anyway slowing down the multilateral 

liberalisation process. 

The draft ministerial text has been released in the WTO. It would be 

seen that there are wide divergence on a large number of issues, especially 

in agriculture and other goods. Our efforts would be to try and seek 

convergence on many of the outstanding issues. It is believed that full 

modalities in agriculture and other goods would not be possible in Hong 

Kong and that there may be a need for another ministerial meeting earlier 

next year to complete this stage of the negotiations. Hong Kong is, 
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therefore, a staging post to bringing about greater convergence so that full 
modalities could be achieved in 2006. India looks forward to the successful 
completion of the Doha Development Round by the end 2006. 
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�� �$:.��=
� हN+%, "+� �. >���f (� 
�ह �% "���%�.�=E §�+ �% ���% घ>
% �#% �
��+%� �ह �%	 �� "VEc��TV
 �� �
f� 
�Q)�-�,)� ��%+
, (��%T>�'> ह�
�% �%	 �%  "��� �� ��%+
, ह�
�� ".�� 
�%)�$f� ��k�+ �% .%��>� �� �:> ��%+
 F� ���%	� (^.�> 7 �
�
� �� ह� �ह
� ����
 
��#%+�� �ह �. �%A #' (��%  �
�% �' �� �.�� ���z% ,� ���+
 �� �$���
 �%  �%	N �' 
"� ��
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ह� �ह
 ह�� �ह � (��' ��S ��
# ह� �हj ह� �� �ह �� ",� �r �d .� �<��'> ह�, �r �d 
.� �� ��vC
 ह�, ��� .� �
�� ह� �ह� ह�, �ह � .��% C� .� ?�� �%	N �%  �हN 
�� �f ह� �*
 ��
 ह�, &��' ���
�	�# �
 +��� �%	N �' �
 �� ��?E� �%	 ह�, 
&��� � ��[�$ # k�
 ह� ह� �हj� �� �ह �ह�
 �
ह
 ह� � �� �. �ह �%A' �� ��� 
�r �d .� ��vC% �%  .ह#% �� �
#N �', �� �% �ह ह$�, � �% �ह �� � ��
 ह$� 
ह�, &��
 ��
 .��=
� ह$� ह�? &� .��=
� �%  �?
� .�, �. �f� (� ��vC% �� 
+ह�
S �� �%A'� .ह#� �
 � �ह �%A' �� �� ���#� �� �%  �%	 ह�, �ह
� 70 .��'> 
���+
� �r �d �' ह� F� ���� �� �%  �%	N �' 30 .��'> ���+
� �r �d �' ह� F� �� 
"��� �%	 ह�, &��%  �ह
� �% �# 4 K�	 ���+
� �r �d �' ह�� �� (� �ह �% ����-
���� 3.1 ���#�� #�+ (� �r �d .� ��,E� ह�� "� ��
 �%A' �� KV� 10 �d® �' ��
 
ह$� ह�? �%�% .
� �� ��.�>E ह�, &��' �$ Q ���z% ���% ह� F� �$ Q �%	N �
 ह
# ���
 
ह�� (��' �� (�7��%�	�
 �
 ��W ���
 +�
 ह�� �ह ��.�>E ह�, The Trade 

Liberalisation and Agriculture and Lessons from the first 10 years of the WTO by 
Dr. Devedra Sharma. (��' �ह �ह% ह� �� 1984 �% 1988 � (�7��%�	�
 � �% �# 
�8���,E� V
 �ि[� �ह ���.�>E� V
� &��%  .
� "�?	%d V
 F� ���
� �� �� 
�.�>E ���% �� ��� V�, &��% &��%  �ह
� .�7� �
 &8.
�� �ह$ �X
� �dE 1984 �% 
1988 � 3.5 .��'> �� �� �% &� ��� �X �ह
 V
� #%��� ���% ह� �dE 1997 �' �ह 
��	�� f
(�'�%� W
(�%� ह$� F� ;%7 �#��#
(�%	� �%  �
� ����, �� �� �[7E 
��� �% F� �S���f �% &��%  y.� V�. ���%, � ���
 ��
 ह$�? �ह �ह �ह% ह� 
�� "Indonesia turned into a net importer of rice". 

 
�� �
! ��c: �ह � ��	�� W
(��� �'� 

 
DR. MURLIMANOHAR JOSHI: &��%  �
� ह�, in 1999 the rice crop was 

hit by certain pests and all that. #%��� &��%  y.� �� �#��#
(�%	� �%  K���? 
#+
�% +�% F� &��%  �ह
� (^.�>E ह��% #+
, &��
 ���
 �ह ह$� ��…(������)… 
�.�% �� �#��#
(�%	� ���
, �� �% ����
� � �j, � &��
 ���
 �ह ह$� �� 
�ह ���.�>E� �% (^.�>E� ह� +
�� "� ��
 �. &��� (^.�>E� �% f��� (^.�>E� 
��
�
 �
ह% ह�� …(������)… 
 

�� �
! ��c: (�7��%�	�
 �� �
 ह�� 

%�. 
�	!� 
�#ह	 #0�: ह
�, �ह (�7��%�	�
 �� �
 ह�� �� (�7��%�	�
 �� ह� �
 
�� �ह
 ह� �� &� �
� �%	N �� �
 �� �ह
 ह� � ��)हN�% �
�  > t��%� ".�% �ह
� "#
y 
���
 F� &��� ह
# ��
 ह�� �f� �. �f#�.j� �� �%A'� "Philippines was a net 

food exporter between 1970 and 1990". #%��� �� �% &)हN�% �% ����
� ".�
S 
ह�,"it took a U-tum to become a food importer by 2000". "� �dE 2000 �' �ह �f� 
f� 7(^.�>E� ह� 

304 



[7 December, 2005] RAJYA SABHA 
 
+�
� "� �. &�% �ह
� � #% �
�
 �
ह'+%� �� &� �%	N �
 ��W �.�% �� �ह
 ह� � 
��)हN�% "���%�.�=E §�+ �%, ���
 �$ Q ���% ��v%, ��
� �' ��� �%  �$ Q ����N �
 
"��#^�� ���
 F� �% ����.�>E� �% (^.�>E� �� +�%� �. V
S#�7 �� V�z
 Q�z �' 
F� �
�� &� �
� �AJ% �%  ���% �%	 ह�, &��% ह�' ��A�
 �
�ह� �� ��� �ह �% 
f� 7 �%�����>� &� �%	N �� �:> ह� �ह� ह�� �� �.�� �ह ,� �
�
 �
ह� �+
 �� �� �% 
(� K�
� �%  �<��'> �� ��s ह��� 	$p ह$S ह�, �#��#
(�%	� 	$p ह� +S ह� �� ���% 
-�
�
 f� 7 .� �� �� ;�# ह�, �ह 12 �
 13 ;
�� �%	�# �^.��� �
 ह�� �ह �� 
A��
� ��� ह�� ह�, �ह �ह �� �हj ��j� (� �f �%A�% �� �p� ह� �� ��
 
f� 7 �
 (^.�>E ह��% �%�
, ह�
�% �ह �' ह�+
, ह�
�% �%	 �%  �ह �' ह�+
 �
 (� +��� 
�%	N �%  �ह �' ह�+
� �ह �$���
�� ��
# ह� F� ��� §�+ �% ?�� �%	 �r �d �%  *%R �' 
�
� �� �ह% ह�, �ह ���
 ,�
�ह ह�, �ह ���
 A��
� ह�� �ह � 400 ���#�� 
7
#� �� �#E7 ��� �%  "��* �% �
�
 ह�, &��%  �� ���z% �% ह�, &��% .
 �#
 
ह� �� ��
 ह� �ह
 ह�? �ह �z� ����R �
 ह�� �� �ह �
�
 �
ह
 ह� �� (�� ��.�>E �' �+% 
�ह% ह�, "As a result , before we try to understand the implications of these 

reforms on developing countries' agriculture, it is important to see what it 
means to small farmers even in Europe. In 1999,56 per cent of the all-EU 
agricultural expenditure was in the form of direct payment to the 
farmers". �f� �+% �#�� �ह% ह�, "Nearly 80 per cent of the subsidies are 

paid to only 20 per cent of farmers" . �f� �ह% ह�, "As a result, small 

farmers are becoming uncompetitive and, therefore, opting out of 
agriculture. In the UK, for instance, 17,000 farmers and farm workers left 
the laid in 2003, and currently, across the EU, one farm is lost every 
minute. ह� �� ���> �' �� A%�ह� �% �%���+
� ��
 �
 �ह
 ह�, ".�� ���� �%� 
�ह
 ह�� The richest man in the United Kingdom, the Duke of Westminster, who 

owns about 55,coo hectares of farm estates receives an average subsidy of 
Pounds 300,000 as direct payment" and in addition gets pound 350,000 a 
year for the 1200 dairy cows he owns.t�% ह� �
� �%	N �%  "���, �� �ह
� �� 
f
�E �िB�7� (� �%	N �' �
 �ह� ह�, 7%��
�E  �', ��>%� �', �ह �� ��� #�+N �� �
 �ह
 
ह�? �% �$ Q �$�% ह$� y.� �%  #�+ ह� ����%  .
� �� ह�
� ह%�>%��, ��� ह�
� ह%�>%��, 
.�
� ह�
� ह%�>%�� ह�, �% &��% #
,
ि)� ह� �ह% ह� F� ���� �z� �
R
 �' 
#
,
ि)� ह� �ह% ह�, ����� �`T> .� #
,
ि)� ह� �ह% ह� (��� ��v #' �� one 

farm every minute is being lost to them. 2000 F� 2003 �%  ��� �' (��� �िB�7� 
�� ��ह �% "�%���
 ह�
�% ��
�N �� ,� distort �� �ह
 ह� F� ��
 हP ह� �ह
 ह�, 
&��� ,� �%A 
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#'� �ह �ह
 ह� �� Between 2000-03, the paddy used to cost, on an average, 

$415 to grow and mill one tonne of white rice in the U.S.; however, that rice was 
exported around the world for just $274 per tonne, dumped on developing 
country markets at a price of 34 per cent below its cost, if �ह &��� �िB�7� F� 
���.�>E �िB�7��, (� ���
 ���
 ह�� �� �% ���% ��
 �
 �ह% ह�? ",� (� ��s 
�', ���% &��
 �
�> ,� �%A
 ह�, �हj �ह ��v �' �हj �
 �� �% ".�� �िB�7�� �� 
�� �% घ>
��+% �
 ��
 ��'+%� �ह
� � �$v% �
� ह�, �ह (��
 ���>�'> V
, (� �<��'> 
�%  "��� �� they were required to reduce some of their domestic subsidies 

under the amber box by 20 per cent. The export subsidies were to be reduced 
by 36 per cent. #%��� ह$� ��
 ह�? In 1986, the USA was providing $75 

billions to its subsidies, &��� �� ���
 
, 60 ���#�� 7
#� .� #
�
 V
, �X
�� 
94 ���#�� 7
#� �� ���
� "� �. �ह
� �% &�% घ>
��+%? 94 ���#�� 7
#� �% 
घ>
��+% �
 �� &��� 	$p �' 75 ���#�� 7
#� �% �ह% V%, �ह
� �% घ>
��+%? �%� S�� ��
 
ह�? (��
 �हj ��W �हj ह�� �.�
 ,� ,
d= ���% �$�
 ह�� �. �ह% ह� �� from a 

date subsequently, ���� �� 
��A �% &��� 7%> �%+��	�> ह��� ह�, �ह �. 
�ह% ह�� 7%> �%+��	�> �� �% ह�+�? �$���
�� �
 � �ह ह� �� �% �� �% ".�� 
t��.�>E �िB�7� F� 7���िT>� �िB�7� घ>
��+%? &��� ��S ��s �.�%  7
����'> 
�' �हj ह�� ���% 7B[��>�� �
 7
����'> ,� �%A
 ह�, &��' (� �
�% �' ��S ��s �हj ह� �� 
�% ".�� �िB�7� �� �% घ>
��+%� ��
 ह� (� �
 �%  y.� 7>'+%, #z'+% �� (��
 �%� 
S�� � ह��
 �
�ह� F� ��� �ह �% �ह घ>�
 �
�ह�? �� �% घ>
�� �%, ��N�� 
&)हN�% ��
 �� ���
 ह�� ",� ���% �%A� ह� &���, S�� �� �`�� �<��[�� .`�#��, 
�ह ��.�>E �ह� ह�, �� �z� A��
� �
 ह�� The EU Common Agricultural 

Policy, CAP, reform's initiated in 2003 with implementation beginning in 2005 have, 
for instance, ensured that the overall level of subsidisation of the US's farm products 
will not change. The amount of subsidy that a farmer received in the reference 
period 2000-02 becomes his, personal entitlement for the next ten years till 2013. 
2013� �% ".�� �िB�7� �हj घ>
��+%� 2010 �
 2011 � "�%���� �िB�7� �हj 
घ>
��+% � �
 ��� .� ह$S? �� &)हN�% .ह#% ह� �ह � �� �#�
 ह� �� ",� � ह�% 
�$ Q �हj ���
 ह� F� �f� &��%  �
� �% �%� S�� � ��'+%� ��
 �
 ह� �ह� ह�? ��
 
�
�
 �
 �ह
 ह�? t<��[�� �%  t<��'> .�, �� �हj ��v
 �� ह� ",� � ���� 
�+ह .� .ह$ ¤�% ह�� �f� �`� >%��f �%��E �%  �
�% �' ,� ���% �
�
 �� 36 .��'> &��� 
घ>
�% V%, �ह &)हN�% �हj ��� �ि[� T.�	# �%f+
7E �%��E F� .�� �#`� �%  �C�
� 
� �. ��S �7T.��> &/
 ह� �हj ��% (��#� 2005 � � �. ��S �7T.��> &/
 
ह� �हj ��%� "� �+% 
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�. �7T.��> &/
��+% (��#� �ह �� � A8� ह$�� (��% .ह#% �� �$ Q ह� �ह
 V
, 
�ह � >%�� f`� <
��>7 ह� +�
� &��%  �
�% �' ��S �7TU��> �हj ह�� �� �ह �
��
 
�
ह
 ह� � �� �% �� ��
# �. ��'+% �� �हj ��'+% F� �ह
� (� �
N .� A$#�� F� 
���� ��s ह�+� �� �
 �हj ह�+�? ��N�� ��� �हj ���
 F� (��%  y.� ���� 
�ह
� �
 �हj �� � ��ि�� p. �% �$v% A�
 #+
 ह� �� ह�
�% �%	 �� �r �d .� ह� 
�हj, ह�
�� .��� f� 7 �������>� .� ,
�� ���> ��+
� (��%  �
V-�
V ",� �.�% 
�;U� �
 ��W ���
� �� ��i� �%  ��
# ह�, �� ��� �%  ��
# ह�, �% F� �ह$ +ह�% 
��
# ह�, (��%  �
V-�
V �% ,� ह�
�� "VEc��TV
 �� ��T ���% �
#% ��
# ह�� �� 
�. �;U� .� �ह
� ��s ��'+%, �$v% .
 �हj �� (� �
� �$ Q ह� .
�+� �
 �हj ह� 
.
�+�, #%��� �� ,� �. ��s ��' � (� �
 �� ��
� �' �A' �� "+� ��� .� 
��
�?�
� (� �� #�+N �
 ह� +�
 � �ह F� A��
� �
 ह�+�� kह�$T
� �' 
ह�
�N ���z p.� �
, 	
�� �
#�� �% .�
� ह�
� ���z p.� �
 ��� �
 �
�
� 
ह�, �ह "+� &��%  ह
V �' �

 ह�, � F� A�% �� �
 .��
 ह�� ह�� 

�;U� �%  �
�% �' �.�% �z� "|Q� �
 �ह�, &��% �ह� ह�� �� �;U� �%  �
�% 
�' .$�]��
� ह��
 �
�ह�� �
 ��[�$ # ����
� ह�, #%��� �ह
� ,� �.�% �$ Q �;U� �%  
�
�% �' ��s �� ह� F� �	�#�� �
ह� �� �� ��%>� ��
�� ��.�>E �%�% �� �
 �ह� 
ह�� �� �ह �
ह� �+
 �� �ह ��.�>E T>�k7+ ��%>� �%  .
� ,� ,%�� �
�, 
�� &� .� ,� 
�� �
� �ह
� ��s ह� �
�, � �. &�% ��� �' #
��� �[���
�� �' ���
 /�� �हj ह�� 

�.�% ��
(�N �%  �
�% �' �z� k�
 �� ह�� �$v% �z� A$	� ह� �� �. �ह k�
 
c�D �� �ह% ह�, #%��� �ह k�
 �. &� ��� ,�# +� V%, �� .%>'> �
��� .
� ह� 
�ह
 V
, &� ��� ह�
�% �% ��R ,� V�z� �%� �%  �#� �ह ,�# +� V%� &��
 ��
 
.��=
� ह$� ह�, �ह �
�
� �' �
f ��A
S �% �ह
 ह�� ��
(�N �%  �
� ��� ��� �X 
�ह% ह�, &��� �. �ह��� ��'+%� ह�' F� �.�� � ���
�� ��
(�
� ��# �
� ह�, 
(��#� ह�' &�� k�
 �हj ह��, ह�' &�� .�z
 �हj ह��, #%��� �� ���� �%  
�#� �� �ह$ �� ��
(�
� K
U ���
 �:>�
�� ह� +�
 ह�, &��� �%� �% �
ह� ह�� 
� �ह
� .��% �;U� �%  �
�% �' .$�]��
� ह��
 �
�ह� F� � �% �# (� .� ���
� ह��
 
�
�ह� �ि[� �� �.�� �ह�
 �
ह� �+
 �� f� 7 k#�% �%� �%  �
�% �' �;U� �%  �
V F� 
��
(�N �%  �
V, ���N �%  �
�% �' +�,�� ��s �ह
� ह��� �
�ह�, "+� �ह ��s �ह
� ह� 
.
� �� �%�
 �ह �ह�
 ह� �� �S..�.��. t�% �हj ह��% �
�ह� �� 	�d=�
�� हN, �� 
+��� �%	N �%  y.� ��v 7
#% हN, �ह �
ह% ��
S �
 ��
# ह�, �ह �
ह% >%��
#`�� 
�
 ��
# ह�, �ह 
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�
ह% ��� �
 ��
# ह�, ��N�� >%��
#`�� �$���
 �%  ���
� �� �$� �� ह� F� &��%  
y.� �� ����.�#� ह�, �ह ".�% �. �' A��
� ��a ह�� �ह�ह
#, ���
 �ह .
� 
�� �$�%  ह�, �ह �� �$�%  ह� #%��� �;U� �
 re-negotiation �ह$ �% �
�#N �' ह��
 
�p�� ह�, ��N�� (� �/-�� �
#N �' #�+N �% �%A �#�
 ह� �� �;U� �� &� 
c��TV
�� �% ��� �ह ह�
�% �]V� ���
� �� ��� ���
 ह�� (��#� �� �ह�
 �
ह
 
ह� � �� A
� C� .� �� �S..�.��. ����� �
��-����� � �%  �
V �����? ह�, �ह t�� 
ह� �� ह�
�% f� 7 �������>� .� ���� ,� �ह �% K,
� � 7
#%, ��N�� �
��7
(�]�>� 
�%  "��� ��� K�
� �% genetic manipulation �� ह�% ह�, #
��+% ,� F� #
 ,� �ह% 
ह�, #%��� �$ Q t�� ���' ,� ह�� ह� �� ह�
�� f� 7 �������>� �� K,
�� ��� ह�, 
&��% ���% �%  �#� �;U� �%  �
�% �' �� ,� ��s ह�, � &��
 .��
 ��
� �A�
 �
�ह�, 
�ह �� ap� �.�% �ह�
 �
ह� �+
� 

 
�.�% (��' �ह �ह
 ह� �� �`�-�<��[��# �
�  > �%  �
�% �' �� �. 

submit ���% �
 �ह% ह�, &��' �.�% �� िT�� f`��E#% �� ��s �� ह�� �ह िT�� 
f`��E#
 �
�� �$���
 �%  �#� ��-�
 ह�, (� .� ,� +ह�
S �% ���
� ���
 �
�ह� �� 
�ह ह��
 �
�ह� �
 �हj ह��
 �
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 �� ������: �ह$-�ह$ ?)��
�� P� ��#�8.# ��$� 

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU (West Bengal): Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Sir. I think, 
this is for the first time that we are having a discussion, in the House, on the 
Ministerial Meeting in the run up to the conclusion of the GATT Round. Earlier, 
on both the occasions, we had discussions post facto, after the discussions 
had been held. And, I must thank the Government to have, ultimately, agreed to 
our proposal to have a discussion. But, at the same time, I have certain 
observations. And, let me start with the note of hope, with which the hon. Minister 
concludes his statement. Para 19 of the statement says, 'The draft ministerial text 
has been released in the WTO. It would be seen that there are wide divergences on 
a large of issues, especially, in agriculture and other goods. Our efforts would be to 
try and seek convergence on many of the outstanding issues. It is believed that full 
modalities in agriculture and other goods would not be possible in Hong Kong and 
that there may be a need for another ministerial meeting earlier next year to 
complete this stage of the negotiations." Now, my discomfort starts from this 
hope because though the draft text has been released just now, the response 
that we had from developing countries all over the world to the draft text really belie 
the kind of hope that has been expressed in that. If it is for gallery play to the 
international community, which is an euphemism for some of the developed 
regions, I have no problem. But sincerely, if we hope that the manner in which the 
entire draft has been structured, really there will be convergence, I have and we 
have, as a Party, our problems with that because, you see, the imbalance runs 
throughout the draft. First of all, what is the negotiating strategy of the 
developed countries? That is, to push the issues which are of concern to the 
devloped world to the background, the manner in which the Chairman's text has 
been used as a ploy to push in controversial text which does not reflect a 
consensus; yet, an impression has been created that there is a consensus. 
Divergences have not been noted, the areas of divergence have not been put in 
the Annexure; all these things are there. Some of us who have .gone through the 
draft have seen this. And the way the sections on agriculture, non-agricultural 
market access and services, which are also, incidentally, the main concern of the 
developed countires have been pushed is some thing which we also need to go 
into very specifically. I was hearing very aptly and attentively to Or. Joshi. 
Unfortunately, he has left. I think, since he has put it on record, I have to also put it 
on record. He 
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was referring to what happened during the third amendment to the Patent Act and 
the position that we have taken. Now, his misfortune Is, he is in a company which 
has not bought his ideas. And, he posed this question at that time also. I said, Sir, 
we cannot but disagree with you but the point is, you were a member of the Cabinet 
which rejected some of the amendments, which were pushed by the Left Parties when 
you were pushing the second amendment. Even in the Select Committee it went 
as 'notes of dissent.' And, ultimately, it is this Government—we have our 
differences, we have our disagreements but, at the same time—which have 
pushed some of these as official amendments which could not also find a 
place in your Select Committee Report at that point of time, but have now 
become official amendments. And, these are facts, but stilt there are areas of 
disagreement and we will, certainly, go on articulating them, i can only 
sympathise with Dr. Joshi. I quite appreciate his 'never-say-die' spirit on this. 
But, I think, that kind of a position doe's not really increase the credibility of 
the Benches which he occupies. 

Now, I come to the statement of the Minister again. He has started with the 
negotiating strategy. We feel that this whole approach of issue-based coalitions 
could have been avoided. Of course, we can coordinate, but if we give an 
impression that we are not representing the whole of the developing countries, we 
will, basically, weaken our negotiating position, and, particulary, the Government's 
explanation on the question of being part of the FIPS process where we were with 
America. And we were very elated that our negotiating position has been accepted 
by the Americans. But you can see his development also from another point of 
view that this must have been a ploy to create an impression that India is not among 
the ranks of the developing nations and, by alienating India which, of course, has 
matured, and I quite believe in the things my friend, the hon. Minister, has said 
about the preparation. Of course, India is a developing country, is much more 
qualified and much more potent in terms of preparing and representing the 
whole of the developing countries. But if we become part of that FIPS process, 
which we admit that it is not our creation, it is the creation of Americans, we 
have also to understand that politically the Americans are also interested in 
seeing that India stands divided from rest of the developing nations. So, whether 
this issue-based coalition approach is correct, or, whether we should have 
attempted to forge a wider coalition of all the developing countries, because what 
we understand in following 
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the process of negotiations and the positioning of the developed countries and the 
developing countries, the developed countries' strategy is twofold. One is to 
isolate some of the stronger developing countries which have some kind of a 
muscle in the global trade, and, at the same time, some capability of 
preparedness to represent and lead the developing nations and the other is, put 
some sops for the least devploped countries. So I think, we have to be watchful 
in terms of our negotiating tactics to really befriend the entire developing 
community rather than developing certain issue-specific coalitions with some of 
the countries. 

Now, we come to the question of agriculture about which everbody has said and 
which the statement also, very correctly, focuses as the major area of concern. 
Seventy per cent of our people are dependent on agriculture. And the 
process which we are through is already creating a great crisis in agriculture. In 
1950's, 56 per cent of our GDP was coming from agriculture, and the population 
dependent on agriculture was about 79 per cent. Today, the contribution from 
agriculture to our GDP has come down to 25 per cent, though the population 
dependent on agriculture is round about 69 per cent. So, it means that, 
comparatively, there has been an erosion of real income of people who are 
engaged in agriculture. So, as such, our agriculture is in crisis, and which is 
reflected. Everyday, we are hearing of farmers' suicides and all these things. So, in 
agriculture, which section of agriculture, which section of the population engaged 
in agriculture, whose interest will uphold in this negotiating process, that is the 
major national, political question that we have to address—whether it is 
agriculture, whether it is that community which is interested in having greater 
prospects for agricultural exports, or, is it the small and the marginal farmers, that is a 
political question on which the Government has to take a decision. I think, given 
the overall framework in which the Government is functioning, the Government's 
choice is very, very limited. The Government has to take a position in favour of the 
small and marginal farmers and the questions of food security, livelihood security 
have to be the central to our negotiating strategy in the matter of agriculture. Now, 
in agriculture, there is a mention of the Swiss formula. Now, it is also true, Sir, 
that we try to evolve some kind of an interim tactic of what you call the ABI 
formula, the Argentina, Brazil, India formula. But whether that formula also was 
adequate in really addressing our national interest is a question which is very much 
open. Because the basic problem here is, the pick rates are so diverse 
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that how do we do it. Now, here, we should be very, very clear that the tariff 
reduction should be in such a manner that there is some impact on the 
developed countries, but there is a little impact on the developing countries. Now, to 
what extent we can push the principle of disproportionality and how we can 
pose this issue in rallying the other developing countries is the heart of the 
negotiations in Hong Kong. Now, we believe that saying 'that there is an 
agreement around certain thing' may also imply foreclosing all our options. Now, it is 
true that developed countries wilt try to rally other developing countries and other 
smaller nations around their proposal, and we commit ourselves that this 
Swiss formula has become almost consensus, I think, maybe, on this issue, 
we are really tying our hands. So, there should be the principle of 
disproportionality, where developed countries reduce their tariff more as compared 
to the developing countries. This principle has to be accepted in the final outcome of 
the Doha Round. That is what we should try for. Similarly, in the developed 
countries, subsidies should go down. I was a little surprised because I don't find 
any mention of 'non-tariff barriers' in your statement. I think, it has been 
inadvertently missing. At least, that is what I hope. Because the way 'non-tariff 
barriers' have operated in neutralising some of the comparative advantages of 
the developing nations, which were agreed to in the earlier rounds, is a real 
negotiating point. Now, if we see the draft which has been released by the W.T.O., 
there is no mention of how and in what manner the non-tariff barriers will be 
reviewed and how and when, what will be the time-schedule for implemention and 
for the removal of those. I sincerely believe, I don't question or suspect the 
Government on this. But I was also a little surprised. So, this is one question 
where non-tariff barriers has to be a major bargaining counter for India and other 
developing countries to really push the developed countries on this whole question of 
tariff reduction or whatever concessions that we offered. I think, that is absolutely 
must, ...{Interruptions)... 

SHRI KAMAL NATH. I mentioned 'unfair trade practices'. 

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: I think, if you are specifying 'non-tariff barriers', that 
would have been more opt, because if you mention 'unfair trade practices', if 
dilutes the impact of the. actual process on the trade prospects of the developing 
countries. 

Then, there is this whole question of de minimus and the subsidy. Now, Sir, 
unfortunately, today, the situation is that day-in, day-out, we hear 
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lectures from friends and foes alike that there is too much of food subsidy in this 
country. But, actually, when we start trying to discuss this, we find that we cannot 
exhaust our available quota for de-minimus for providing subsidy to the really 
vulnerable sections, because of budgetary constraints. And now, since we know the 
usage of de-minimus, there is talk that yes, there could be some concessions on 
de-minimus. Now, the question is, on the one hand, we are saying that we are 
becoming a super power; we are growing by eight per cent and we .have to 
grow up to ten per cent. Then, even it we have not been able to exhause de-

minimus, because of the present financial constraints, that cannot be the logic for 
reducing de-minimus and offering that as a concession. I think, there is no 
question of offering any concession on the question of de-minimus; this is 
absolutely a no-no is so far as the negotiations lire concerned and in so far as we 
are concerned. 

Then, we come to the question of services. Now, in services also, there is a very 
dangerous line in the statement. Sir. The Minister will, please, bear With me. It is 
in the end of para 12 where he is saying. "In making our conditional efforts, we 
have not gone beyond the level of autonomous liberalisation in any of the 
sectors, while expanding sectoral and nodal coverage as co^ared to our 
Uruguay Round commitments." 

Now, Sir, I can only recall a very contemporary issue on which we had a spact 
with the Government, that is, FDI in Telecom. Now, on Telecom, at that point of 
time, we had negotiated to open up only up to 49 per cent. Now, I am not 
arguing that we should have 74 per cent. But, instead of autonomously having 
such regulatory mechanism-—that there would be violation and FDI would go 
beyound 49 per cent and then, post facto legitimising that to 74 per cent, this 74 
per cent in FDI could have been a bargaining counter td*Mr. Kamal Nath in the 
netotiations! So, this is a very, very dangerous line. 

We are bragging that we have our regulatory mechanisms and regulatory 
oversights in place. And this is one example of how Government policies are used 
to sabotage our negotiating process. That day, when we were raising the 
question of 74 per cent in FDI in Telecom, we were within 'black and blue' - 'you 
guys try to pull the country backwards.' Now, as you may see, this is one area 
where if autonomous decision-making could be synchronised with our 
negotiating process, we could have gained more. 

316 



[7 December, 2005] RAJYA SABHA 

5.00 P.M. 

We could have offered a concession. Now, I believe, therefore, that these 
questions are very, very, important. Why this linkage with autonomous position and 
the negotiating position? We have to take a position, which is good and in the 
interest of our country; a position, which is good enough for us, which is good 
enough for the entire developing countries. That should be position. This 
linkage, I think, will unnecessarily create problems and it should be avoided at 
all costs. 

Then, should we open up our social sectors like higher education and health? 
Dr. Joshi was arguing very passionately about it. Should we? I do not think so? 
Yes, in the field of knowledge, we can interact with others. We could have 
exchange programmes. But how can we open up areas like higher education or 
health in this country? Again and again, the same question remains. 

So, that is one area, which, I think, is very, very important. Then, I think, one 
claim has been made in the statement, which is also factually not correct that 
there has been consultation with all the stakeholders. The financial sector, the 
trade unions are not being consulted. 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: I had a meeting with them yesterday, 
...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Not with the financial sector unions as far as I know 
...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: I had meetings with trade unions and with the CITU. 

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Okay, I have no problem. You have not met with 
banking and insurance sector union. They are very big and independent . unions like 
LIC, GIC, etc. 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: They are part of the major trade unions. 

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: No. They are not their part. They are independent 
organisations. They are federations. Then on the TRIPs, what I would like to 
mention is that we have to raise the question of review. Whether we can succeed or 
not, it is a different question. But, then again, the question of review of TRIPs 
has to be linked with the question of implementation. What was the claim at 
that point of time when TRIPs were passed, and what is the actual effect, and 
what is the kind of trade flows that has taken 
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place? What are the kinds of benefits that have accrued to the developing 
countries? So, I think, India's negotiating position must include the demand for 
review of the TRlPs. Here, I think, it is very important that the question of health 
and the disease has been very aptly mentioned in the statement. It is: No need for 
any patient for medicines, which are used in critical diseases and shortening 
the period of patent for which it remains valid. That question has to come. This 
other question is the exclusion of patenting micro-organisms, non-biological and 
micro-biological processes. What you have suggested here can never be 
established-for example, from where the biological material has been derived; 
what is the source in the country, and how to put it on the package when it is 
being sold. These are the things, which are very, very difficult. 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: It is 'when you are applying for the patent", not 'when 
it is sold'. 

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Anyway. Rather than that, every body knows that the 
south today, because of the climatic pattern, is a rich store-house of biological 
wealth. Now, if everybody is negotiating to leverage his strength, why the developing 
countries will not say that micro-organisms, microbiological processes should be 
kept out of patenting. I don't understand it. Therefore, this is the point that I 
wanted to make. Finally, earlier this Schedule-V and Schedule-VI, which are 
very sensitive, were kept out of offer. We understand that the Government is 
thinking in terms of putting this also on offer. This will be totally contrary to the kind 
of things that we have been having in this country. 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI) in the Chair.] 

This is a negotiation which will have its impact on future generation of India-
State Governments, their powers and their rights; even Panchayats, their powers 
and their rights; our autonomous councils and our people. Therefore, we have 
the entire support with the Government and we hope that all these that we have 
said is the spirit of true patriotism that will be borne in mind by the hon. Minister 
while he is negotiating. Our biggest strength is internally we have a huge 
domestic market. So, we should not allow ourselves to be brownbeaten by 
small countries in spite of their financial strength and muscles. I think, today, the 
size of the market that we have at out command is the biggest negotiating and 
bargaining counter that we have with us. It has to be borne in mind. If the developing 
countries 
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can be rallied—they ought to be rallied and India has the potential to assume 
that role in spearheading the counter offensive--we can do well in the 
negotiations, and, we, on behalf of our Party wish the Minister well to 
successfully negotiate and protect the interests of the country, as a whole. 

Sir, I thank you for having given me the opportunity to speak on this 
issue. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Thank you, Nilotpalji. 
Now, Mr. Santosh bagrodia. 

SHRI SANTOSH BAGRODIA (RAJASTHAN): Mr. Vice Chairman, Sir I 
thank you for giving me the opporturvty to speak on this matter. Sir, the 
hon. Minister has given a very, very exhaustive statement and I congratulate 
him for his representation in the WTO, which is far excellent. His 
discussions in the WTO are focussed and are in the interest of the country; 
I congratulate him for this. Sir, particularly, I would like to inform the hon. 
Minister that whatever our hon. Joshiji has said, please don't take that to 
your heart because he had a brief from somewhere in Nagpur. His future 
depends on that brief. He has mentioned many things about you but the 
entire country is with you. You go ahead...(Interruptions) 
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SHRI SANTOSH BAGRODIA: Our best wishes are with you. You are 
doing a good job. 
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SHRI SANTOSH BAGRODIA: You are doing a good job and we have 
full-confidence that you will continue to do a good job. You have given a 
detailed and exhaustive statement that clarifies many points. But it also 
provokes for many clarifications. We do understand that the next meeting 
in Hong Kong is basically the development round for the developing 
countries. Sir, I don't want to repeat as to why WTO was established. It ws 
entirely due to the needs of the developed countries; to export their surpluses 
either industrial or agricultural produces. It has happened. It cannot be 
reversed. We have to fit in ourselves in the best possible manner 

Sir, you have mentioned about agricultural farmers, you have mentioned 
about service industries, you have also mentioned about industrial goods 
relating to large industries. But, there is a very passing reference to small 
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scale, tiny and rural industries in para 11 of your statement. So, firstly, I would 
like to take up the cause of the small and the rural industries. 

Joshiji was mentioning about duty cuts. Sir, if you remember what these 
Governments have done from 1998 to 2004, it is there Government which has 
reduced the industrial tariffs from 35 per cent to nearly 14 per cent. I do not 
know under what circumstances they did it, how was it considered advantageous 
to the local industries, local workers. But they did it. And, now they are trying to 
give us sermons that it should not be done. I would like to understand from the 
hon. Minister that even now why cannot we increase the import tariffs for 
industrial goods at the highest level available under WTO rules. And, if so, what is 
your opinion, by when you want to do it? Are you going to ...{Interruption)... It is 
not possible. You must realise that there is large sickness, very large number 
of industrial units have gone sick after this reduction in the import duties. And, 
this affects the small and tiny industries equally. That means, more 
unemployment, which is hurting the interests of the country very badly. You are 
well aware that already our small and rural industries are facing a number of 
domestic constraints, particularly, lack of infrastructure and complexity of 
domestic taxation, whereas 40 per cent of production depends on this sector and 
39 per cent depend on this section. I hope, you will take all necessary steps to 
ensure that livelihood of small and vulnerable amongst us is not further 
jeopardised. Hon. Textiles Minister is sitting here. You know, Sir, how 
important the textile industry is; what important role it plays for exports from our 
country. I believe, 29 per cent of exports of our country ate only from the textile 
sector. But, because of these WTO regulations, because of import duties, 
which are at much higher levels, export of the textile industry is also affected. 
I am sure our hon. Minister will consider this aspect while discussing with 
the WTO authorities. 

Sir, coming to agriculture, we all know that 200 million farming 
communities are still living with minimum nutrition. This is the most 
important and vulnerable community. Any small pressure on the 
resources or livelihood will create doubts about their survival itself. We do 
appreciate your assurance which you have given many times that interests 
of the Indian farmers will always be protected while negotiating with WTO. We 
all know that over 60 per cent of farmers are still owning less than one 
hectare of land and their average daily earning is less than two dollars. 
Most of you do not know, Sir, that I started my own 
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life as a farmer. Way back in 1960,1 started my career in tea plantation in 
Assam. I spent many months and years there and I know how much even an 
organised sector like tea plantation depends on the natural rainfall and also 
on sunshine. But, if we think of the ordinary farmer, his plight is mind-boggling. 
A large part of cultivated area in our country is rain-fed, allowing limited crops to 
be grown only in dry lands. You have to take very special care whenever 
the Indian negotiating team discusses this issue. You have mentioned in 
your statement that the instruments of special products and the special 
safeguard mechanism have been agreed in the Framework Agreement of 
August 2004. It is important to ensure that this instrument provides effective 
protection to these rural people. I have following questions for this sector. What 
are the steps taken by India to pursue the goals in the WTO negotiations of 
eliminating the trade distortions and surplus production resulting from the 
huge amounts of subsidies provided by some major developed countries to their 
farmers? Will the proposals by the main subsidises secure real cuts in the 
currently applied levels of support provided by them to their farming sector? 
Which are the countries that are standing by India on making trade in 
agriculture fair and equitable? India has only tariff to safeguard their 
farming community against import of subsidised products from 
developed countries. 

I would like to remind Joshiji who is not here that it was their Govemment which 
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survive because of them. It was because of them that so much sugar was 
imported that the entire country's sugar market went into glut. Till now, we are 
facing the same situation, and they are taking about the interest of the country. 
They brought the rates of sugar import to zero. Can anyone explain this? Why did 
that Government do it? Sir, the developed countries, particularly E.U. countries, are 
raising the issue of phytosanitary and other sanitary issues. They are putting 
non-tariff barriers to import farm products from India; they are putting very 
stringent standards. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, you were present in the last meeting when friends 
came from, I guess, the U.K. and some other countries, and we discussed this 
issue. You were also present, Sir. But let me tell you that none of these 
developed countries has any sympathy for developing 
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countries, particularly India. I had the privilege of joining a meeting in. Sir, I 
thought we had half-an-hour. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): I just want to remind my 
presence here as well. You don't have half-an-hour. I understand the hon. 
Minister is coming at 5.30 p.m. from the Lok Sabha. 

SHRI SANTOSH BAGRODIA: Sir, it has been converted into a 
discussion for two and a half hours or something. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): I am just going by what I 
have been told. So, I will appreciate if you could kindly conclude. 

SHRI SANTOSH BAGRODIA: I doubt whether I can do it that fast. But give me 
some more time. The first speaker has taken about forty minutes. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): We have five more 
speakers. Please, carry on. 

SHRI SANTOSH BAGRODIA: Anyway, I will try to complete fast. Let us not 
waste time on this. Sir, what I was trying to say was about these developed 
countries. I was in Singapore for the WTO discussions of Commonwealth 
Countries. They have absolutely no generosity. Countries like Australia, the U.K., 
or any other European Countries. They simply mentioned, 'You bother about 
yourself. We are going to follow this system." We have to understand whether we 
need them more or they need us more. I strongly believe that they need us more 
than we need them. They are aiming at the vast markets of our country. 

I quickly come to the service sector, Sir. We have increased, your 
statement has mentioned, it to 51 billion dollars from 24 billion dollars. This is 
entirely due to the entrepreneurial abilities of the Indian community, and, of course, 
the policies of the present Government. We have hardworking, English-
speaking, and educated population; we have a great advantage in services 
because of our large educated and trained population. Therefore, our core objectives 
rightly are liberalisation of Mode 1 (Cross Border Supply) and Mode 4 (Movement 
of Natural Persons). 

Sir, when I talk about natural persons, I remember, there was a time when 
an ordinary thing like Indian cooks were freely allowed to go to any European 
country on the recommendation of the Indian restaurants there. Even that has been 
stopped. I don't know why. Indian food requires a great 
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expertise. It is not like European or American food which is frozen, and just 
warmed up and taken. This is made fresh with the expertise in love and 
affection. 

I request the hon. Minister to take up this case very strongly so that 
whenever we go there, we can have good food. 

Similarly, Sir, the movement of goods is desired freely by these people. If they 
desire the movement of goods freely, why should they not allow the movement of 
people freely? What has been your approach to address these problems more 
effectively? I know the success is very limited. Rather, I should say, there is no 
success so far. I am just trying to skip many of the points because the Vice-
Chairman is telling me to stop it. Sir, when we talk about non-tariff barriers, 
another barrier they put in is child labour in the carpet industry. I think, all of us 
know that in the most developed countries, children coming from the middle-
class families, even higher middle class families and lower middle class families, 
they start working at the age of 12. They all do part time work at the age of 12 
to support them partially, and if they can start doing work at this early age, where 
is the scope for asking that child labour is such a big problem in our country? How 
can they question what is happening in our country? Recently, I think, the 
court has said that marriageable age for women can be 15 years, and for 
men, can be 18 years or something like that. That means our children are growing 
very fast, they are maturing faster, and if these children are not employed in 
various sectors, including carpet industry, what will happen. They will become 
vegabonds, they will become criminals Are these developed countries going to save 
us from this kind of criminals who will be available all over the country? We have 
to think from these angles; we have to explain these angles to these developed 
countries in our discussons. 

Sir, the last point I want to mention is that the developed countries are trying 
to create division among the developing countries, and least developed 
countries, by giving concessions to the LDCs. While India must support the 
issue of LDCs on principle, at the same time, it must take a lead in 
maintaining the unity of the developing countries, and if this unity is maintained, 
no power on the earth can stop us from achieving our goal, and our goal is not 
for India alone. Our goal is for the entire humanity all over the world; our goal is 
for every citizen in every developing 
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country, whether it is in Africa, whether it is in Asia or whether it is in some 
parts of Europe or the U.S.A., this will be the goal in respect of which India 
has to take a lead. If India wants to become a super power, we must dare to take 
this lead, and must dare to take this decision. I am sure, under the leadership of 
our variable Minister, we will be able to take this lead. I am sure, under the able 
leadership of our Prime Minister, we can achieve this goal. I wish best of luck, 
and I congratulate the hon. Minister once more. Here, I would like to mention 
what Shri Nilotpal Basu has mentioned that this is the first time when the 
Minister is discussing these issues before going to the meeting. I want to draw 
the attention of Dr. Murli Manohar Joshi, who is not present in the House, to one 
thing. They have gone many times for such meetings. Have they ever 
discussed these issues in the Parliament before going to such meetings? 
Now, he wants to put constraints. These double standards are not going to 
work. Whatever has to be done at the international level, this Government is 
capable, this Minister is capable of doing that, and they will do that in the best 
interests of the country. With these words, I thank you, Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
Sir. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Thank you, Bagrodiaji, Shri 
Arjun Kumar Sengupta. I believe this is his maiden speech. 

SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA(West Bengal): Thank you, Mr. Vice-
Chairman. Unfortunately or fortunately, this is not my maiden speech. I had 
spoken once before when I was raising the issue of...(Interruptions)... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): But, maybe, when I am in 
the Chair, it is maiden! 

SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA (West Bengal): But, in any case, this is a 
very major issue, and I am very glad that I got the opportunity to speak on this 
subject. The importance of this subject is not reflected by the attendance here. 
I am afraid, the Minister is also not here. But it is very true that this is, 
probably, the first time we have had a chance to discuss the issues relating 
to this debate on WTO before the debate takes place at Hongkong. 
Fortunately, for us, we have been represented on this forum by previous 
Ministers who were very able. I can see Mr. Jaitley sitting over here. He had a 
Wonderful innings in negotiating the Indian case in the WTO last time; he should 
be congratulated. And today, we have got Mr. Kamal Nath who has given a gist 
of the lines that he is 
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going to follow. And appearing from that, it is really going to be very 
helpful. 

Sir, I want to point out two things first. We first realise that no Government going to 
have a negotiation like this can commit itself fully; it can only take into amount 
certain general principles because, as it happens, the Government will have 
to form coalitions, will have to negotiate with other countries, and what would be 
the final positions will not necessarily be the position which is absolutely the first 
best for India. 1 am mentioning this because I am fully aware of Joshiji's point 
that certain privileges the Americans have, which we don't have. The Americans 
set the parameters of the game; we don't. But we have to deal with that together 
with others. In other words, coalition formation is the basis of these negotiations. 
My friend, Mr. Nilotpal Basu, pointed out that we should try to form coalitions will 
all parties across the board. That is also not feasible because there are a lot of 
differences among the countries. We have to form issue specific, and that is exactly 
what Mr. Kamal Nath is doing; 'exact groups for exact issues', and that is the 
right approach to follow in these kinds of negotiations. So, we should be 
realistic; we should not expect that something will happen, which will 
immediately change the whole international trade framework. We have to 
move step by step on the assumption that we all accept that the WTO is a good 
thing; we should try to make the maximum use of that. 

Having said that, I want to refer to one comment of Shri Kamal Nath, which I 
saw not in this paper, but in one of his website's presentations where he 
assured that "I shall accept a Lakshman rekha. I can do many things; I can get 
into many agreements, but I shall not cross that Lakshman rekha." It is that 
Lakshman rekha which we can discuss in the Parliament that beyond this, 
he cannot go. And as regards that Lakshman rekha, if Mr. Kamal Nath was 
there, I would have reminded him that he is now representing a Government 
which is not a Government which believes in trade liberalisation for the sake of 
trade liberalisation. It believes in trade liberalisation to have this clear aim; any 
liberalisation has a clear aim whether it affects aam janata, the poor and the 
people of our country. I am mentioning this because the first test he will face 
in agriculture. Now, let me put to you and, through you, to the Minister—I hope 
somebody will take note of this—that in agriculture our interest is not so much 
in exports. 
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Brazil has a much better interest in exports. We do have some interest in that 
and in several items we can have, probably, over a period of time. But our 
problem, our interest, is how to protect us and how to protect our from a surge of 
imports. Now, we are not against imports. When the negotiations start, whether 
the Americans and EU come to an agreement on subsidies or not—they, 
probably, will have to finally arrive at some kind of an understanding—but they 
will demand opening up of our markets. How far are you prepared to open up our 
markets? And that is the test because, in many of our agricultural products, 
the people who are concerned are vey poor agriculturists, and if they are 
affected by that, it will have a major impact on the so-called aam janata and we 
can't allow to do that. 

Let me give you a very simple example, wheat. If it is Punjab wheat, it is 
perfectly competitive in the world. But if it is in Karnataka, price is much higher. If 
you freely allow import of wheat, Karnataka will import from outside and the Punjab 
wheat-growers will have no market. It is the situation which we have to face if we 
don't have a complete level playing field, when there are no high transport cosits 
and no other transaction costs. Whenever we are opening up our markets—I am 
pointing this thing out because I should not be misunderstood that I am against 
imports—we must realise what is the effect of that on the cultivators who are 
the major backbone of our country. There are several other similar areas. So, 
the first request that I make, through you, Sir, 'to the Minister is to list the 
commodities where, if we open up, their effect will be enormous on the cultivators 
and the people. I have not seen any such a list. I don't know that will be the 
effect of opening up the different; agricultural commodities and on the poor 
people or the cultivators and how much they will suffer. This is the first study that 
you will have to make and then decide on the basis of that, how much you can 
open. 

The second point, and this is a point which, again, I would like the Minister 
to take note of, is that the trade policy is not an isolated policy in international 
economics. Trade policy is an element of overall economic policy. The moment 
you agree to open up certain areas in agriculture, which you may have to 
because of international pressure and because of the compulsions of coalition, 
you must be able to give the country an alternative programme to help the 
cultivators, to help the people, who are being affected. In other words, any kind of 
trade opening must be associated 
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with a policy programme to help the people who are being affected by this. I am 
putting it to Mr. Kamal Nath because he has not, probably, done this exercise. He 
will go there. But he must keep in mind that this is the demand that will be put 
on him. Whatever negotiations he may make, he must be able to protect the 
people of the country. 

Let me come very quickly to one more subject, the services. Now, I am afraid, 
too much is being made of M-1 and M-4. Some numbers have been given, 200 
billion dollars, etc. Some Boston company has made this estimate. I doubt it 
very much. I can challenge this thing, if it is produced there. The number appears 
to be too fussy and I can challenge it. But let me forget it how. What does it imply? 
In the case of foreigners using our places, it is in their interest. The Americans 
and the Europeans are interested in making use of our talents. There are some 
problems within those countries. There are political problems and some of their 
people will lose jobs. But ultimately capitalism thrives. I must take it for certain 
that they would see to it, in some form or the other, that they make use of our 
people, which is cheap. 

Now, if they do that, and if you consider that to be a great victory of ours, 
then, I would say, "Do not think so; it is the nature of their position." 

Similarly, on the question of people going abroad, it is very well that our 
young people should be allowed to go abroad. But the number mentioned is 
69,000. Okay; 69,000 becomes 6,90,000 in five years, which means that 
6,90,000 Indians will go abroad, will become rich and will, probably, send 30 per 
cent of their income back to India. Ours is a country of thousand millon 
population, and this figure is nothing. I am not saying that I am against it. But, 
please don't think that services mean only these two things. There are much 
more important services than that. The services are now growing in our 
country at 7-8 per cent. The world is looking at the Indian market of services. 
They want to enter the service market; be it, the insurances banking or health, 
whatever services that you are talking about, the world is keen to enter there, 
and you must have a negotiating hand there. You must be able to say that you 
can come provided you do something to help our poor. We cannot put any export 
obligation on them now. That is out. We cannot even say that they must have so many 
crores of actual output to be used. But, you can still put a number of conditions; like, 
they have to 10 per cent of their capital only to help, teach, design, provide training to 
our people, our retailers, who are the 
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poor competitors exporting these products. What I am saying is that in the 
services trade, we have an opening; we have not made any kind of a binding 
obligation which has made it difficult for us now to have export obligations on 
other things. You must keep it in mind and should be able to treat the services 
properly. 

Sir, one final point. I have many other points, but I don't want to take much 
time. This one pertains to NAM manufacturers. There is no tariff problem so far. 
It is entirely a problem of not-tariff barrier. I am afraid I don't see that awareness. I 
think, Shri Nilotpal Basu also mentioned it. Now, how exactly are you 
approaching the non-tariff barriers? That must be the most important area of our 
negotiations with the West. We are willing to open up because India's industrial 
tariff rates are still quite high; it should be brought down. It has already come down 
in the last two years; it should be brought down further. But this should be used as a 
chip to get something very clear from the other party in terms of access to their 
manufacturing areas in the context of the complete change of these non-tariff 
barriers. 

Sir, I just wanted to make these three points. You have to keep these three 
points. You have to keep these three points in mind when you go for the 
negotiations. 

Thank you very much. 

SHRI ARUN JAITLEY (Gujarat): Sir, my distinguished colleague, Dr. 
Joshi, has already very elaborately placed the concens which my party has, and 
which indeed this country has, in relation to the on-going negotiations on the eve of the 
Hong Kong Ministerial Conference of the WTO. There are a few points which I wish 
to add to what Dr. Joshi has already said. The latest draft agreement proposed 
to be adopted, which is still at the draft stage dated 1st December, 05, has been 
made public, and I have had an opportunity to examine that draft and also discuss .it 
with the hon. Minister. Needless to say, as the Minister himself indicated, in the 
course of his statement, in the absence of any specific agreement so far, the draft 
does not indicate a very high level of ambition for settlement in the talks at Hong 
Kong itselt and, Hong Kong, therefore, is likely to be more a ware station on a way to 
an ultimate negotiation, which is going to be held. And, as the Minister himself 
has indicated, that may be some time next year because a lot of specificities are 
not likely to come about at Hong Kong itself. 
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Why is it that the last one or two Ministerial are increasingly witnessing 
situations which are unable to produce an agreed draft with specificities? The 
concern across parties that has been expressed is that the WTO, even a 
decade ago, was increasingly an organisation which was driven by the concerns 
of the United States and the European Union. When the United States and the 
European Union laid down the agenda and drove that agenda in the WTO, most 
countries, including the LDCs normally fell in line with what these two economic 
powers had stated. 

There are two-three changes which have since then taken place in the 
situation. These changes have some reflection also on the stand which India 
has taken. India has increasingly, even when in a situation of isolation, shown a lot of 
grit and determination to stand by its stand. This was shown and demonstrated 
by India at Doha itself. Therefore, we acquired a situation for the first time in the 
WTO where the Indian stand could not be ignored. The second important change 
which has taken place is that India, along with Brazil, South Africa, Argentina and 
China, was amongst the foremost nations which started forming alliances and 
coalitions particularly in the contest of the agricultural negotiations. And G-20, 
which was a coalition - which is primarily led by these five large developing 
countries -of a large number of developing countries, also brought about a 
significant change in the balance of the WTO negotiations. The original balance which 
was predominantly US-and-EU-driven, got somewhat checked with the 
formation of the G-20, and G-20 had an important voice as far as the 
agricultural negotiations were concerned. And it is really this phenomena of G-20, 
which is today laying down increasingly the agenda for negotiations. When I say this, 
this is demonstrated by the fact that the agenda originally used to be in favour of 
market access being given to the subsidising nations. When we speak in terms of 
developed nations and developing nations. I think a more correct use of 
phraseology in the context of agricultural negotiations also could be that the 
world today is divided amongst two categories of countries, those who 
subsidise agriculture and those who are not able to subsidise agriculture. 
Those who subsidise agriculture obviously wanted the core area of negotiation 
be given as the market access to subsidise the agriculture. And as Mr. Nilotpal 
very rightly said that India's deminimis can go up to ten per cent but today we 
are able, because of our own economic constraints, to only utilise about two to 
three per cent of it. Even if we increased it five times, we would still be in 
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the area of the permitted subsidy to our farmers. But it is due to our own 
economic constraints that we are not able to do it. 

Therefore, the shift in the agenda took place and that shift in agenda has 
been accompanied by a very strong and political argument, the argument 
being that the subsidising nations have distorted the agricultural market the world 
over; they have distorted it by subsidising agriculture in a big way, to the extent of 
almost 400 billion dollars a year, more than a billion dollar per day; and, 
therefore, when the United States and the European Union subsidise their 
agriculture in various ways, the effect is that their farmer has an incentive to 
produce more; he is subsidised by the State; his product is cheaper; for exporting 
it, he gets a further subsidy. Therefore, the State starts subsidising his 
agricultural production. As against this, when he has to compete with the non-
subsidised agriculture in the world, their prices do not match and, therefore, even 
if we have a surplus agriculture, it keeps rotting in the godowns of the Food 
Corporation of India, it does not find a world market at those prices and, 
effectively, the competition, therefore, is not even between the developed and 
the developing countries, it is not even only amongst the subsidising countries and 
the non-subsidising countries, but really our farmer, whom we are not able to 
subsidise, has then to compete with the Treasury Secretary of the United 
States or the Finance Minister of any of the developed economies or the 
subsidising economies who is able to subsidise his agriculture. Now, it is this 
distortion which has actually led to global proverty in the case of agriculture 
also. And, I think, one of the important developments in the history of the WTO 
has been that rather than the United States and the European Union merely 
dicate the agenda of greater market access for their subsidised agriculture, I have 
been following the statements which the hon. Minister has been making in 
the last few days, as a spokesman both for India and the G-20 we have been 
able to alter the global agenda and link these two factors, as far as agriculture is 
concerned. There is no question of opening out, and opening out to 
subsidised agriculture, the effect of which will be, today we are protecting 
ourselves with the shield that we cannot subsidise our farmers, and we will not 
allow a subsidised agriculture to come and drive our farmer to a state of 
destitution. The other being that such a situation can arise, if at all; only at the 
state when the world market is even, that these trade distorting subsidies have 
been removed globally. Now, what is the position, 
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as far as this situation is concerned? And, it is here that I wish to sound a slight 
note of caution, as far as the hon, Minister is concerned. Globally, subsidies have 
been divided into various categories by the developed 

« countries itself. The most obvious case of a trade-distorting subsidy is 
export subsidy, i.e., you subsidise your farmer in case he is able to export 
more. So, if he is able to go and crush the non-subsidised products 

I in developing countries, or, poor countries, you pay your farmer in order 
to send his products increasingly into other countries of the world. Now, there has 
been no debate, at all, on this issue because only one view is possible that this 
is the most trade-distroting character of a subsidy. Now, in the Doha Round, we 
had already agreed, and the Doha Declaration categorically said, "Reduction leading 
to eventual elimination of the export subsidy itself. Therefore, in the course of the 
Doha Round, the faster we achieve the elimination of export subsidy, the better 
it is, and that would be in compliance with the agreed spirit of the Doha 
Development Round. But, today, we are in the situation that even the last 
agreement, that is, the Geneva Agreement which we had on agriculture on 
31st of July, 2004, it indicates that the United States and the Eurpoean Union 
are still bargaining and haggling over the date into which these eliminations are to 
be made. For instance, I have already separately discussed it with the hon. 
Minister, the elimination of this even in the drafting of the language, because this 
was an agreed text and this is where I wish to sound a note of caution, that the 
kind of reduction in some of these subsidies, I think, will have to be hastened out. 
Therefore, when export subsidies date is to be bargained, there is no 
additional cost that we have to put. I say additional cost because there is a 
basic distinction between the WTO as an organisation and various other 
multilateral institutions, like the United Nations and other institutions, 
whereas other institutions will always take care of the political weight and the 
moral case of the argument, the WTO does not recognise any such argument. 
It is an economic market; it is bazaar, wherefor, whatever you give, you 
have to levy a price; and whatever you get from others, you have to pay a 
price for it. Therefore, in case, today, we are asked for eventual elimination of 
export 

v
 subsidies, the Doha Declaration itself included a price when we agreed 

on TRIPs and various other things, which was inbuilt into the Declaration. 
Therefore, no additional cost had to be but upon the world for elimination of 
those subsidies. 
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Sir, the second area of concern which I have is, that the other domestic support 
which is split up into various categrories. Let me take an obvious case of a trade-
distorting category, or, as we call it, these are divided into three areas, they call it, 
the Green Box, the Blue Box and the Amber Box. Now, what has been happening 
in the course of these negotiations is that as a substitute to eventual reduction of 
the total amount, the jugglery of changing boxes goes on. What is the amount 
that the United States is today giving to its farmer? After this Agreement, will that 
amount actually, start coming down and be eliminated, or, in the jugglery of 
changing colour of those boxes, the amount will remain the same? 

For instance, the amber box is like you pay our farmer in order to grow more. 
So, he has an incentive to grow more; since it is subsidised agriculture, it will 
travel all across the world, and therefore gives competition to the non-subsidised 
agriculture, enter various markets, and even if it does not enter markets for 
instance, in India, so far, we have been substantially successful in preventing 
its entry into the Indian market; but then, our surplus keeps lying dumped in our 
own market because it has no place in the global market; it cannot compete with 
this. Therefore, our prices get depressed because the U.S. and the E.U. give 
subsidies to their farmers. 

For instance, the first category, obviously the trade distorting subsidy, is, you 
pay your farmer in order to grow more. The second category is the blue box. In the 
blue box category, you pay your farmer not to grow, to keep his land vacant. In 
any case, it leads to his own enrichment. The green box itself is ostensibly for 
environment protection, protection of cattle, animals, etc. Eventually, will this amount 
go down which is given to this or will it not go down? And, if it does not go 
down, I am referring only on agiculture and I intend to speak only on 
agriculture because that is the foremost concern, core of these negotiations. 
And that is the primary concern that we have in India today because in other areas 
the negotiations do not seem to be moving at a faster pace. 

The agreements which we have been reaching on the eve of Hong Kong, some of 
them have some disturbing trends inbuilt into them. For instance, let us take the 
blue box itself. The blue box is trade distorting. But in the Geneva Agreement 
of 2004, it starts the blue box paragraph by a sentence,"Members recognise 
the role of blue box in promoting agricultural 
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reforms."Then it says, The above criterion for blue box entry alongwith 
addditional criteria will be negotiated." So, more additions can be brought into 
the blue box itself. 

If more entries are to be brought into, if more categories are to be brought 
into the blue box, that leads to an 'expanded' blue box. Therefore, even if you say 
that today the blue box has a hundred, and by expanding it, I will add forty and 
make it hundred and forty, and then reduce hundred and forty by 20 per cent, there 
is no effective reduction which takes place, the amount of money going into the 
pocket of the American farmer or the British farmer itself increases. Therefore, 
there is a great need to make sure that in these agreements that we have, we 
are able to substantially cut down the actual amount. 

The green box for instance, in the entire negotiations as of today, and that is a 
great danger which we must be cautions of in Hong Kong itself, the last agreed 
paragraph says, "Green box criteria will be reviewed and clarified with a view of 
ensuring that green box measures have no or at most minimal trade distorting 
effects on production. So, green box is almost being treated as non-trade-
distorting. Therefore, even if the green box subsidies are agreed to be 
increased they will not be added to the sum total of what is to be reduced. I am 
referring to it, Sir, because though it sounds slightly technical, the real danger 
lies that effectively if green box is outside the reduction commitments, if blue box is 
capable of expansion, then in the rest, even if there is an overall reduction, the 
amount of money going into the right pocket of the farmer will be reduced and the 
amount of money going into the left pocket of the farmer will be increased, 
and thereafter the effective reduction may not take place. 

The second danger, Sir, which is an important area and I just wish to caution 
the hon. Minister about, is, that whatever be our commitments in the matter of 
reducing our tariff, they have to be taken with utmost seriousness. In India, 
where more than 600 million people are dependent on agriculture for livelihood, 
the situation with regard to agriculture would be that there are hundreds of 
tariff lines as far as agriculture is concerned. Even if there is a flow into 
India because of reduced tariffs, let us say half a dozen tariff lines, the impact 
of this is going to be on millions of farmers. 

For example, today, just to give the data, I rechecked with the hon. 
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Minister two days ago when I had a chance to meet him, and I am sure he 
is conscious of this factor when I mentioned it to him, and I do appreciate 
the concern he had when this was discussed with him, that we have 695 
tariff lines in agriculture.  

If we look at the big picture, our tariffs, which are permissible tariffs or the 
bound rates, come to an average of 114 per cent. Our applied rate is only about 
35 per cent. Now the G-20 has given a proposal that in case tariffs are reduced by 
developed countries,-we will reduce up to two-third of that tariff which effectively 
means that we will reduce 36 per cent of our tariff. So, if on a larger average we 
take it that out of 114, we reduce by it by 36 per cent, it appears that on 
arithmetical total our markets will, still remain protected! But within those 695 
lines, there are several tariff lines where the breathing space or the headspace 
that we have between the applied tariffs and the bound tariff is very small and 
those will fall below the red mark. Now the moment those fall below the red market 
and you have a dozen such tariff lines where inflow to foreign agriculture comes in, 
then there is going to be chaos in several areas where it happens. If we have a 
pact with Sri Lanka—Free Trading Pact—and Indonesian black pepper enters 
Kerala through the Sri Lankan Free Trade Agreement,—just one black pepper 
that is one of the 695 commodities can create a serious problem in one State, 
rubber can create a problem in another State. These are all areas where, therefore, 
we have to very carefully weigh. Therefore, my suggestion to the hon. Minister 
has been, which I offer him through this House, that under no circumstances 
must we delink tariff reduction from subsidy reduction. 

The two are main pillars on which the agriculture negotiations rest 
and the two, therefore, must have to be linked together... One defect 
which I found in July 2004 Agreement which I had pointed to the hon. 
Minister and I had a comment on it in the media also that we agreed on 
a certain level of subsidy reduction and left the tariff reduction to be  
negotiated later. The moment we do that, we lose our handle as far as first is 
concerned. But, the two are interlinking and in the two in a country like India, as 
Mr. Sengupta very rightly mentioned, and even our friends in G-20 like Brazil, we 
have slightly different interests. Today we are both together in the matter of an 
aggressive approach against subsidy. But our approach on tariff reduction may 
be different because Brazil has an aggressive interest on tariff reduction and 
market access, we still have a 
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defensive interest as far as market access in concerned. Therefore, 
we have to watch our own interests in agriculture and in case in the case 
of agriculture there is no significant and substantial reduction in subsidies, 
the matter of tariff reduction will have to be linked with it and should not 
be allowed to make any headway. I must say that I have had repeated 
discussion with the hon. Minister and I have gone through some of the 
statements he has been making, he will, therefore, have to pursue the 
trust of some of the statements he has been making. And this July 2004 
Agreement, I think, in certain points, was not best strategy. We will also 
have to use Hong Kong as an opportunity to try and somehow to get out 
of it, in case the West, particularly the European Union and the United 
States are not in a position to make a substantial reduction in subsidy 
itself. Sir, we hope in the course of this discussion and the discussion 
the hon. Minister is having, he is aware, he is aware of the broad 
consensus of national sentiments and views on this issue. We wish him 
all the best in trying to protect our interests, particularly the economic 
interests of the country in Hong Kong. Thank you. 

SHRI R. SARATH KUMAR (Tamil Nadu): Thank you, Mr. Vice-Chairman. 
Sir, many speakers before me have made their views clear to the hon 
Minister who will be leaving tomorrow. I do not know how far we are going 
to get our points through to the Minister. His statement itself very clearly 
states that depth in which he has gone through the entire problems of 
products and the subsidies, which are involved. Though there are a lot of 
areas to be discussed, I would confine to agriculture, which is not only a 
great concern to our party but the entire country. Sir, agriculture is a way 
of life in our country and it will continue, to remain the mainstay of socio-
economic development of our country. 

Seventy per cent of our population, about 710 million people in India 
are dependent on agriculture, for their livelihood. Here, I would like to 
state that the farmers' income is rising at the rate of 1.5 per cent but the 
expenditure is increasing at the rate of four per cent. The total short-term 
credit requirement for agriculture in the country is approximately 23.5 
billion dollars. But, the financial institutions are able to provide only 12 to 
14 per cent of this requirement. There is a very vast shortfall. So the 
farmers are forced to go to private bankers or private financers. Sir, the 
average debt of an Indian farmer household is Rs. 12,585. Even if the 
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farmer clears his loan in a year he is left with a shortfall and the question of 
survival becomes a very big question in his life. Sir, in the last few years, over 
4000 Indian farmers have committed suicide due to the vicious circle of debt. Your 
may wonder why I am going into these sorts of details. I know the constraint of 
time. But our main concern is agriculture. The farmers' issue is a very major 
issue as far as ministerial conference is concerned. Sir, India and many 
developing countries joined the WTO with the hope of reducing the hardships 
of our farmers by expanding trade with developing countries. The agreement on 
agriculture, is primarily based on the understanding that the market disparities in 
the agricultural sector would be removed by (a) disciplining of export 
subsidies; (b) reduction of domestic support; and (c) provision of free market 
access. Mr. Jaitley has elaborately shown the disparities of the subsidies in the 
developed countries and the subsidies in the developing countries. Sir, it is widely 
accepted that the developed countries have not implemented the agreement in 
its true spirit. This poses a great challenge to the developing countries like 
India. The developed countries have adopted the high tariff route to block 
agricultural exports from the developing countries. Tariffs remain very high in 
case of cereals, sugar and dairy products. While the average tariffs of the 
developed countries on non-agricultural items range below five per cent, tariff on 
agricultural products vary from eleven per cent to twenty three per cent. There 
was a period, when there was a restriction on quantity of agricultural products 
in the country. Now, having withdrawn the quantity of restrictions, it has reduced 
the tariff on commodities which has opened the Indian markets. Cheaper imports 
of skimmed milk, milk powder, edible oils, sugar, tea, arecanut, apples, coconut 
and a host of other items have flooded the Indian market. This has resulted in the 
fall in domestic prices of commodities and the burden has fallen on the small 
and marginal farmers. The developed countries have protected their huge 
subsidies on agriculture and dumped their cheaper commodities in countries 
like India. Here I would like to give some statistics for the Minister to make .'a 
note of it. A published report states that since the inception of WTO, there is a 
steep fall in the prices of agricultural commodities in the world markets. The 
international prices of 18 major export commodities have fallen by 25 per cent, in 
real terms, between 1980 and 2000. The decline has been steep in the case of 
cotton, which is 47 per cent, coffee, which is 64 per cent, rice which is 61 per 
cent, cocoa which is 71 per cent and sugar which is 77 per cent. 
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International cotton price per Pound came down from 128 US Cents in 1981 
to 38.7 US Cents per Pound in 2002. Similarly, rice prices came down 
from 565 US Dollars per tonne in 1981 to 160.8 US Dollars per tonne in 
2002 and sugar prices came down from 18.11 US Cents per Pound in 
1981 to 5.68 US Cents per Pound in 2002. The major cause of this can be 
attributed to the lower prices of the commodity exports by developed 
countries. The OECD data shows that in the 25 OECD countries, the 
total support estimate, a measure of domestic support, rose from US Dollars 
275.6 billion to US Dollars 326 billion in 1999 while US has given a fresh 
subsidy of US Dollars 190 billion in 2002 under the US Farm Bill, 2002. In 
another Report, the 2003 US figures show that agricultural exports from the 
US were sold at a much below the cost of production. This is where the 
problem arises. The subsidy given in the USA, helps the farmers to export 
their products more efficiently than from our country. Sir, wheat was 
exported at an average price of 28 per cent. It was below the cost of 
production. Cotton was exported at an average price of 47 per cent. It was 
also below the cost of production. Rice was exported at an average price of 
26 per cent. It was also below the cost of production. So, on the whole, it is 
evident that the developed countries do not want to make any concessions 
on their reduction commitments on domestic support and export subsidies, 
but on the contrary, would like the developing countries to open their markets 
for them. Hence, the apprehensions and doubts of the Indian farming 
community on the WTO Agreement on Agriculture need to be seriously and 
urgently addressed. The fear in the minds of the farmers in our country has 
to be totally eradicated. They should feel secure. 

Sir, another Report—UN Human Development Report 2005—say that the 
developed countries' support to agricultural production now stands at a staggering 
US $ 350 billion which is approximately US $ 1 billion a day... (Time-bell)... Sir, 
you should give me more time. Earlier speakers have been given almost half-
an-hour to forty-five minutes. I will make it very brief. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): We unfortunately, do 
not have much time and the hon. Minister has to reply. 

SHRI R. SARATH KUMAR: I will not waste your valuable time. I 
understand that the hon. Minister has to go tomorrow. The real beneficiaries of 
these subsidies given by the USA are not small and poor farmers but 
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large corporate agri-business outfits, big farmers and landowners. It is 
reported that only 20 per cent of US $ 1 billion per day goes to poor 
farmers of USA and the remaining goes to others. I feel, I would recommend, 
through you, to the hon. Minister that he should demand for outright 
scrapping of the 80 per cent of the subsidies given to large farmers. Hence, 
India should necessarily insist that, besides reducing agricultural subsidies, 
they should be classified under two categories: one which benefits small  
farmers, and the remaining which goes to agri-business companies and the 
farmers/land owners. 

Before I conclude, after hearing all the observations made by ail the hon. 
Members here, I would like to emphasise and would like to tell the hon. Minister 
that India should take a tough stand like that of my mentor and our former 
Minister of Commerce, Shri Murasoli Maranji, in the Doha meet, with special 
safeguard mechanisms before coming to any decisions in the forthcoming 
Ministerial conference at Hong Kong, keeping in mind the interests and the plight 
of the 700 million people of this country whose lives depend on agriculture. 

All the best to the hon. Minister for this Conference. Thank you. 

SHRI MANOJ BHATTACHARYA(West Bengal): Sir, I am very grateful to the 
earlier speakers who have spoken at length on this very important subject and try 
to strengthen the hands of the hon. Minister of Commerce and Industry. And, 
Sir, I have the privilege of having interacting with him, in person. We have 
had several rounds of discussions across the board and I know his mental 
make up how to defend the interests of the nation. I am sure, to the best of his 

ability he will, certainly, try to do that. I am under no illusion. I must confess 
it to you that I don't have any illusions, that with the passage of time, within 
these ten and odd years i.e., from 1st January, 1995, to this day, there has 
been some amendments to the agenda of the WTO. Primarily, the agenda of 
the WTO has been, to my understanding, to promote the interests of the 
advanced/developed countries, particularly the USA and the three EU 
countries. However, you may say, with the passage of time, after the Doha 
round, after the Seattle and the Cancun failure we have been able to push our 
agenda. That is, perhaps, an illusion that we have not been able to. In fact, to 
my understanding, the WTO is a corollary of the Washington consensus. 
The only difference is in Washington 
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consensus the major decisions have to be taken by majority vote of 85 per cent 
where 17 per cent of the entire 100 per cent vote held by the USA. It holds 17 per 
cent of the vote and the advanced developed countries hold 49 per cent of 
the vote. Whereas there is some difference in the WTO. The decisions will be 
taken by consensus. So, every country has a chance to speak for itself. So, Sir, I 
was just going through a very interesting Report of the ILO, not doctored by us. It 
was the Report of the ILO. It says like this. 

'The Washington Consensus, one of the important dispensations, is to 
move the subsidy from labour to capital, and taxes from capital to labour". 
That is one of the very interesting subsidy mechanisms, which is being 
advocated in the Washington Consensus. Another very important thin is that there 
will be no policy, the policies are to be dismantled. This is also one of the 
dispensations. So is true in the WTO also, where subsidy has to move from 
the developing or under developed countries to the developed countries by some 
jugglery or the other - this green box says, amber box says, blue box says. 
Therefore, insofar as agriculture is concerned to my understanding—I am sure 
that you will also agree with me that in our country agriculture is not a corporate-
driven industry. It is not profit-making, corporate- driven, where 
multinationals 'huge capitals have been deployed. Here, in our country, very 
fortunately, or, unfortunately, the agriculture is a livelihood. It is a question of 
lives and deaths of millions and millions of people. Therefore, while we are going 
to participate in the Hong Kong Round of Discussions, the Agreeement on 
Agriculture has to be very critically viewed. With these consideration, while I wish 
the hon. Minister 'all the best', the best' is in the failure of the Hong Kong Round of 
Discussions. Because, once the Hong Kong Round of Discussions succeeds, it 
will be irreversible. Something will come as irreversible on us. {Interruptions) 

please do not interrup. Therefore, personally, I wish let there be a grand failure 
of the Hong Kong Round of Discussions, as it had failed in Cancun, as it had 
failed in Seattle, as it had failed—virtually it had failed—in Doha. But it has been 
renamed as a Development Round. Therefore, so far as agriculture is concerned, 
there are many factors. My friend, Nitotpal Basu, has referred to non-tariff barrier. And, 
there are many distorting practices, many juggleries. And it is very difficult to cope up 
with these juggleries. India's position is quite unique. In fact, the Minister, in a private 
conversation, he accepted that India's position is quite unique. 
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India cannot be clubbed with.... In all the matters, G-20 cannot have one 

agreement. Or, G-5 also cannot have one agreement in all the matters. But, I 

am to request the hon. Minister to be very careful, so far as the Five Interesting 

Parties (FIPs) is concerned. Because, by participating in the FIPs, perhaps, our 

integrity, our credibility is being doubted by the developing countries, other developing 

countries, the least developed countries. I was going through these papers, it is 

very interesting that this Living Stone Agreement or Living Stone Policy, that 

has been envisaged by the least developed countries, or, the most backward 

countries. They are trying to push forward something what would also not be in our 

interest. So, we will have to exercise extreme caution. I am sorry, sometime I 

have to accept that the WTO has not served any purpose for the developing 

countries, for the huge population of almost 300 million. Almost 300 crores of people 

are languishing. And, Sir, it is a fact, which almost all the Members have 

pointed out, that after the WTO mechanism has come into being the prices of 

agricultural commodities have fallen below the envisaged level in almost all the 

developing countries. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Conclude please. 

SHRI MANOJ BHATTACHARYA: Yes, I am going to finish. I know that I will be 
under pressure. Please bear with me for sometime. This is a very important 
subject. This is for the first time that we are discussing this matter pre facto, 

usually we discuss it post facto. I must thank the hon. Minister that he has, 
at least, agreed to facilitate this discussion, whereby his position will be 
further strengthened. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Conclude please. 

SHRI MANOJ BHATTACHARYA: Sir, kindly give me some more time. I have 

been waiting for a long time. Please give me some more time. 

Sir, I was talking about agriculture. In agriculture, non-tariff barriers have to 

be very seriously looked into. These non-tariff barriers will become terribly trade-

distorting in the days to come. And, the developed countries are not only 

subsidising more in the name of jugglery of green box, amber box, blue box at the 

same time, they are also using this non-tariff barriers very frequently to obstruct our 

exports... and, we shall not gain anything. This is number one. 
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Secondly, Sir, insofar as Mode-1 and Mode-4 are concerned, the hon. 
Minister has told that we shall get some advantage in Mode-4. What 
has happened in Mode-4? I would like to give you one instance, Sir. In H-1B 
Visa, the United States of America has not increased the number of visas. 
It is same; 65,000 or 69,000. The only thing is, they have added some 
categories. Some category of people, some category of professionals can 
go to America by enjoying this H-1 B visa. What is that category? Sir, you 
will be astonished to know that this category is, fashion models. Only 
they can go to America, and this category will be allowed to have H-1 B 
visa. This is to be noted that we are not getting anything. The professionals 
will go out and remain there. What professionals do they require? They 
will require professionlas like fashion designers and fashion models and 
for them they will be accommodating this H-1 B visa. We have to be very 
careful, we are not going to gain much out of it. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Shri Manoj 
Bhattacharya, please conclude. 

SHRI MANOJ BHATTACHARYA: In this Mode-4, we are not going to 
gain much. So, I will say that in this NAMA, that is, Non Agriculture Market 
Access, we shall have to be very careful because it will lead to 
deindustrialisation. I am afraid, that in this NAMA, once we open our 
markets to the big multinational corporations we shall be indulging in further 
deindustrialisation. There is every possibility of that. As such our situation 
is very peculiar insofar as industrialisation is concerned. And, if we go for 
opening up the markets further, we shall be simply destabilising our 
industrial situation, whatever is there. Whatever advantages the small scale 
enterprises and medium scale enterprises are having today, those will 
also be destroyed. Therefore, in NAMA also, we shall have to exercise 
extreme caution because the commodities which we are producing will 
not be exported and the same commodities will be coming at cheaper rate 
to our country. I am not going to comment on dumping and anti-dumping 
etc. because you are not going to allow me. And, Sir, at the same time, I 
must say one or two words about TRIPS. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Thank you, Mr. 
Bhattacharya...(Interruptions)...We don't have much time. The hon. 
Minister has to reply also ...(Interruptions)...Mr. Bhattacharya, you must 
conclude in one minute, please...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI MANOJ BHATTACHARYA: Sir, I just want to make one point. 
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Sir, I am concluding. Insofar as TRIPS is concerned, we must go for review because 
when we were discussing the third amendment of the Patent Act, we were 
given to understand that this issue has to be fought internationally. Now, 
when international fight is there, when we are able to stage our fight internationally, 
we have got to remember this, because, Sir, for your kind information, the hon. 
Minister is, certainly, aware that so far as the human genes are concerned, 20 
per cent of human genes have already been patented by America and it has 
been patented by one -University; one very big multinational corporation. So, the 
bio-technological research that we are envisaging for, we are dreaming that we shall 
have a huge bio-technology research, but the basic material for bio-technology 
will not be available to us as far as genes are concerned. They are simply 
patented by American organisations. Therefore, the existence of WTO has 
widened the divide between the Northern hemisphere and the Southern hemisphere. 
However it may be said that the world is flat, the world is not flat, Sir, the world is 
wide open. We shall have to concentrate on this. We shall have to take this 
WTO negotiations in this light. I wish the hon. Minister all the best. I am sure, he 
will be able to effect a complete deadlock in the Hong Kong Round Ministerial 
discussions. Thank you very much, Sir. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Thank you, Mr. 
Bhattacharya. Now, Shri Ravula Chandra Sekar Reddy. 

SHRI RAVULACHANDRA SEKAR REDDY (Andhra Pradesh): Thank you, Sir. 
Finally, I have been called. Sir, I have a few apprehensions and a few suggestions 
to make on the statement made by the hon. Minister on the eve of the Hong Kong 
meeting scheduled to be held on 13-18 of this month. 

Sir, my first apprehension is, we have not prepared the nation for the whole 
process of WTO and its consequences. Sir, as I am hearing the speeches 
from both the sides, it is not a blame game again. We are really concerned 
about the country and, more particularly, the farming community. Sir, the 
statement of the hon. Minister, basically, concentrates of three aspects. 
One is agriculture, the other is access to medicines at affordable prices to all, 
and the third one is services. Sir, coming to the agriculture, it has now become 
the most non-remunerative, and the farmers are committing suicides in various 
parts of our country. Sir, in the backdrop of our farming community being in real 
distress, the hon. Minister is going to participate in the deliberations at Hong 
Kong. 
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Sir, I would like to mention about the level-playing field. Our farmers are not in a 
position to compete with the farmers of developed countries. Our agriculture is, 
basically concentrated more in the rural areas and more than 90 per cent of the 
farming community is illiterate. Sir, our investments in agriculture are very high, 
whereas our yields are very, very low. The subsidies extended by the 
Governments, both at the State level and at the Central level are very meagre, 
whereas the developed countries are extending more subsidies to their farmers. 
For this reason, I am saying that it is not a level-playing field. Sir, as I 
understand, the deliberations which are dominated by the developed countries 
are detrimental to the interest of our farming community. Sir, the Quantitative 
and Qualitative Restrictions should not harm our faming community. The hon. 
Minister mentioned about the food security, livelihood security and rural 
development needs. These should be addressed carefully. Sir, you have assured 
that agriculture is not commence for vast majority of Indian farmers. It is a 
means of livelihood for millions of Indian farmers and their interests are to be 
fully protected. Sir, on the other hand, you are saying the efforts from the 
developed countries have so far been disappointing. The arrangements and 
agreements in pursuance of WTO should not harm the future of Indian farming 
community. Sir, as far as the medicines for all at affordable prices are concerned, 
most of the people who are living in rural areas are not having access to medical 
facilities. In the urban areas, now we are going in for speciality hospitals, 
super-speciality hospitals, and corporate hospitals, whereas 90 per cent of our 
population in the rural areas is still dependent on primary health centres of the 
Government. Sir, the people who are really engaged in pharmaceutical 
trade are selling their products at an exorbitant prices. Now and then we will be 
hearing that China rice has flooded the markets, China silk has come into Indian 
markets, and our farmers are not in a position to compete with them. So I would 
like to caution the hon. Minister to keep all the apprehensions in mind while 
negotiating at the table. He should stick to the statement made in this august 
House wherein he has boldly mentioned certain facts, which I appreciate. But, at 
the same, time, I would like to caution him that on the aspect of basmati rice, 
we are facing problem now. He did not mention about this in his statement. We 
have a Basmati Development Fund, in which there are about Rs. 1000 
crores, if my remembrance goes well, earmarked for this purpose. Please fake 
care of all these aspects while negotiating in Hong Kong. 
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Our best wishes are with you. Come out successfully. G-33, G-90, G-4 and G-
20, all these things are there, but a common man in rural India is having high 
hopes on the hon. Minister and on the Government. In the light of his 
commitment, through this statement, we hope he will be successful. My 
best wishes are with him. Thank you. 

SHRI SHARAD ANANTRAO JOSHI (Maharashtra): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I 
am sorry that I was not present at the time the hon. Minister made his statement, 
because alongwith you, in another parliamentarians' were forum, we were 

speaking exactly on the subject of Ministerial Conference at Hong Kong of the 
WTO. However, I have carefully gone through the statement made by the hon. 
Minister, and what I am going to say is in the nature of wishing the Minister, on 
behalf of all the farmers of India, bon voyage firstly, and bon courage and lot of 
steel to your nerves' because you are going to face a very trying time. The first 
thing is, the picture is not as simple as it has been made out to be in the 
discussions here. During the days in Hong Kong, from early morning to late 
night, you are going to meet different groups. Groups of 20 is some sort of a 
comfort, but there are going to be group of 40, 90, 44 all numbers, the 
whole digital soup. And, it is not a question of putting forward the interests of 
Indian farmers and hoping that they will accept your position in sympathy and 
kindness. As Arun Jaitley said, the W.T.O. is; a big and tough bazaar. You get 

nothing, no free launches and nothing is given without getting something in 
exchange. Therefore, far more is involved by way of tactics, than by simple logic or 
the economics of the things. I would give you an advice that in the past months 
and particularly, in the last week or so, you have, probably, been loaded with 
data, figures, proposals counter proposals and amendments, and as 
Vivekananda said: 'just when the examination comes very close by, keep 
aside all the text books and start thinking what is it exactly that yaw want to 
achieve' and that would be the best way of preparing yourself for Hong Kong, 
hon. Minister, Sir. 

I would like to put the problem at the Hong Kong in a particular situation, a 

historical situation. Because, there Eire people who advised you to get out of the 

W.T.O., particularly, the Agreement on Agriculture, and this is a subject on which 

there is a very curio us convergence of all the rainbow colours, the reds and 

saffrons and the greens, all kinds of colours. Even the Gandhians have 

joined them to accuse W.T.O. for all kinds of 
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inequities and injustice. The Marrakesh Agreement was signed in 1995— it came 
into effect in 1995—and a lot of people say that Indian farmers have been put in a 
much worse condition after 1995 than they were ever before, and even the number 
of farmers' suicides is quoted in support of that. Now, I would say that this is 
far from the. truth. There were, of course, others. At the other extreme, there 
is nobody who is going to tell you, or, who is going to advocate that whatever is 
decided at Hong Kong, you should accept and stick to the W.T.O. because we 
have been an old member of the GATT and, because it, in our interest, we can't 
leave the W.T.O. therefore, stick to that. I think, it is important to remember 
that the whole world is going through various waves of protectionism and 
liberalism. We had firstly an epoch on mercantilism which was replaced by the 
laissez fake economics which was, later on, replaced, under Hitler, by Dr. 
Schacht's 'Beggar buy neighbour policies in trade', which resulted in the 
Second World War, and when the World War was over and the fathers of the 
United Nations came together at Los Angeles, they decided that openness of 
trade is very important prevention for world peace and, therefore, even though no 
kind of an agreement was reached on the trade pattern after the World War, 
the GATT was created as a sort of a torum, as a sort of a Trade for having 
negotiations which finally came to the Uruguay Round. I would not go into those 
details, and then we had the Marrakesh Agreement, the Doha Round, and we 
have now the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference. 

The agriculture since it was introduced was always a subject of serious disputes 
and even at Hong Kong, as you have said in your own statement, Mr. Minister, 
agriculture is going to be the major bone of contention. 

What happens in case of the intellectual Property Rights? What happens-in the 
case of several other issues is something that can be corrected. But the very 
survival of WTO depends on what progress we achieve in respect of the 
conditionalities that were accepted in the Marrakesh Agreement about the 
access conditions, about export subsidies and the domestic support. 

Now, the Indian farmers were very happy about the fact that we joined WTO, 
for the simple reason that in India we were in a very peculiar situation. Mr. 
Arun Jaitely has said just now that the world is divided between two sorts of 
countries—countries that subsidise and countries 
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that don't subsidise. India happens to be an almost unique case where the 
farmers have suffered under negative subsidies, or negative AMS for long, long 
years. This is a country where the dumping was done, not by foreign 
competitions, but by our own Governments. We purchased wheat at a higher 
price, brought it to India and sold it at lower prices. We ourselves banned 
the export of agriculture commodities. For example," we banned the export of 
onions, when the farmers could have got a better price. All the inequities that 
the WTO is supposed to cure, were imposed in India by its own national 
Government and the farmers thought that WTO. would provide a great relief from 
the inequities of agricultural policy in India. 

Now, if one does not realise that Indian farmers have suffered from the 
negative subsidies, then they would not realise what the whole WTO is 
about and why is it that we support WTO at all. I have it on the authority of the 
Commerce Minister himself that we continue to be, unlike what Mr. Jaitley 
said, under a regime of negative subsidies even today. I had it in the Commerce 
Consultative Committee from the Minister himself. 

Now, what are we going to do? What kind of strategies would be 
adopted? I am going to be very short and simple, Mr. Vice-Chairman. Firstly, 
are you really expecting that the Hong Kong Ministerial would not be the 
conclusive round and that ther would be actually antoher round sometime in 
the next year? Then, your strategy, Mr. Minister, would be quite different. 
Then, you have ample scope for making threatening noises and taking 
postures. But, if you think that much more than that would actually happen at 
Hong Kong, then the lie that you have to take would be briefly this. 

The Indian farmers do not expect any kind of subsidies from the 
Government. Indian farmers have suffered under negative subsidies for a long 
time and they are happy about WTO, for the simple reason that they think that 
it is the only instrument which can bring down the level of subsidies in the 
United States, in Europe, Japan and other rich countries. That is why, we 
are with the WTO. If the subsidies have not actually been reduced, then we 
should not lose hope, Mr. Minister, for the simple reason that if we did not 
have WTO, if we did not have the Marrakesh Agreement, then we will have 
Super 301 and Special 301 
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under which the Americans could dictate their terms and impose their 
conditionalities on us. At least, thanks to the WTO, we have some kind of an 
instrument by which we galvanize the world opinion in order to make the 
Americans, the Japanese and the Europeans bring down their subsidies. 

The important thing is that there is a very strong lobby. Now, there are, in fact, 
three lobbies working in the rich countries, which is very important to remember. 
There is a consumers' lobby, which also gets taxed because of the subsidies to 
agriculture, in America, in Europe and in Japan. There is a tax payers' lobby, 
which is unhappy about the taxes collected from them are used for agricultural 
subsidies. Much more than that, there is a real tiller farmers's lobby in the USA and 
in Europe. Most of these subsidies go to the corporate farmers and not to the 
ordinary farmers, who, even in America, are in as bad a condition as the Indian 
farmers are. So, these lobbies are working for you. This very morning, Mr. 
Minister, you must have read that the sugar subsidies are to be slashed by the 
European countries and cotton subsidies are also to be slashed by the United 
States, not voluntarily, but because of pressure, and because of the suits that was 
filed by Brazil. 

Now, what is important is not so much what you agree upon there. What 
is more important is what do we do to reverse the iniquitous agricultural 
policies in India. That is a work, which you will have to do after you come back. 
You have not given the details. 

But the problem lies not with the WTO conditionality, but with the fact that we 
have handled our own agriculture. So, I wish you a good journey; I wish you a lot of 
courage and I wish you good luck. Thank you, very much 

SHRI JAIRAM RAMESH (Andhra Pradesh). I just want to make a 
suggestion that all the people who are going to create problems for the Minister 
when he comes back after the Hong Kong Ministerial meeting, I request him to 
take all of them to Hong Kong. I would request him to take Dr. Murli Manohar 
Joshi; I would request him to take Shri Nilotpal Basu, my friend, Shri Manoj 
Bhattacharya to Hong Kong. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): He will need a chartered flight. 

SHRI JAIRAM RAMESH: He should take all of them to Hong Kong so 
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that when he comes back and we have a discussion on the subject on the 20th, 
we will have a more informed debate. 

PROF. P.J. KURIAN: I recommend this.... (Interruptions)... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): We will take Mr. Pany 
also there .... (Interruptions). 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: Mr. Vice-Chairman, I would like to thank the hon. 
Members for their suggestions, for the caution and the inputs — wide — 
ranging inputs and wide-ranging suggestions — which have been given 
before the Hong Kong Ministerial meeting which was supposed to lead to 
full modalities. But as I have said in my text, the convergence on most of the 
issues to day is far away. Sir, I am happy that we have been able to discuss a 
subject which, I think, is the most crucial for India, not only the most crucial 
for India but also the most crucial for the developing countries, and which at 
the same time, is the most structually flawed in world trade, and that is 
agriculture. There is no doubt today that the structural flaw in agriculture trade 
arises from a completely unlevel-paying field. Today when we talk of the WTO, 
the WTO is not merely about free trade, it is about fair trade and fair trade 
means a level-playing field. But in the case of agriculture, is it anywhere near 
fair; is it anywhere near level-playing field with the developed countries—as 
all the hon. Members have said—with subsidies of one billion dollars a day? 
If any developed country or any single person expects that one billion 
dollar a day is going to compete with three hundred million people with less 
than one dollar a day in India, then that is the biggest absurdity. Sir, 
agriculture flaws arise from domestic support and the export subsidies given 
by the developed countries and their ability to do so. It is not that we do not 
want to give subsidy to our farmers. We are limited by our budgetary 
constraints. Six hundred and fifty million people in this country are dependent on 
subsistence farming with land-holding patterns of one hectare or one-and-a-
half hectares. Agriculture in India is not commerce, as we always say that. 
And can it ever be commerce if our agriculture pattern has to be this? On the 
other hand, we find that in the United States 47 per cent of the US price of cotton 
is subsidy. As Sharad Joshiji was saying that there are different kinds of 
farmers, they are not farmers, they are corporations masquerading as 
farmers. So, we have discussed agriculture here and 
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our concerns in agriculture. Our concerns are common. After all, we all 
represent people in some form or the other. That is what brought us here. 
And no one is oblivious to the fact that the Indian farmer is the most 
disadvantaged in the world today. So, of course, we have to ensure that the export 
subsidies, which are there in the frame work Agreement of July, have to be 
eliminated. What we are negotiating is the date. We have to have specificity in 
the date. There cannot be any agreement. There cannot be any agreement 
that will be an open-ended agreement for export subsidies. The domestic 
support given by the developed countries, the Doha mandate is for 
substantial reduction. We must see this substantial reduction. If there is no 
substantial reduction, there cannot be any agreement. We are not concerned 
with the completion of this round; we are concerned with the content of this 
round. This is the Doha Development Round. It is not that it is called the 
Doha Development Round because no other word was found, it is not that is is 
called the Doha development Round because it was an accident. It is very, 
very deliberate and unless the content of this round is development, the 
completion has no meaning. And, I have stated it very categorically. I have 
stated it categorically in various meetings. When they say there is no 
convergence, there is nothing wrong that there is no convergence because 
India has taken a view of opposition. It is very easy to have a convergence; it is 
very easy to agree. It is very difficult to disagree. So, Sir, we have also to look 
at it. When Dr. Joshi was talking about the Marrakesh Agreement, he said that 
the Marrakesh Agreement was not discussed. Sir, also we need to look at 
certain facts. What has happened in the last ten years? We cannot runaway 
from these facts. These facts are there. It was a policy of the then 
Government, followed by subsequent Governments. I am not going into the right 
or wrong of it. May be, Mr. Joshi feels that it was wrong, may be some feel 
that it was right, and, may be my friends feel that it was absolutely wrong but 
there are certain facts that cannot be put under the table. What are those 
facts? What were our merchandise exports in 1995, and, what are they 
today? I am not giving these figures just to mislead the House. What was our 
share of trade? What were the figures of agricultural exports in 1995? What 
are the figures of agricultural exports today? What were the figures in the 
services exports in 1995. I have got them all here. So, just by our ? sweep of 
the brush, we cannot form an opinion. Our merchandise exports in 1995 
were 30 
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million. This year, we hope to hit 92 billion. That is what our exports are 
going to be. Sir, our world share is going up. In 1995, what it was and, now, 
what is it this year. Similarly, our exports in agriculture were 6.3 billion dollars, 
and, in 2004, it was 67.3 billion dollars. 

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: What was our share of trade in 1947 just 
after we became independent? What was the share in 1990 and what is the 
share today? 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: Dr. Sahib, we are talking..(/ntem/ptfons) 

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: You are talking of 10 years; our share has 
gone down. And, even now you are trying to say that you will reach one per cent 
or more than one per cent. What are you saying? 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: You started with the Marrakesh Agreement, so I also 
started with the Marrakesh Agreement. Did you not start with the Marrakesh 
Agreement? 

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: Yes, I did. 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: So, I am also giving you the figures after the 
Marrakesh Agreement. If you had started from 1947, I would have 
...(Interruptions)... I am not saying you are wrong. 

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: You said what were the exports at the time of 
Marrakesh Agreement. I say, what were your exports in 1948, and, what was your 
share of trade after independence. How did it come to that just before the 
Marrakesh Agreement? It is because it was going down, and, it is still going 
down. You are talking in billions, talk in percentages. 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: Sir, as I said, since you started your debate with the 
Marrakesh Agreement, I also started with the Marrakesh Agreement. 
(Interruptions) Let me finish. I have got your point. If you had started off from 
1947, we have to look at it in that context. 

But, anyway, since your point was that the Marrakesh Agreement was such a 

wrong step. This is what happened. We need to look at the facts. "It could have 
been better", may be your point. I am not getting into that. But we are getting into 
an issue that this is what the figures show. 

What happened in the services exports? In 1995, our services exports were 

6.76 billion and what is the figure in 2004. It is almost 40 billion, more 
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than six times. This is also a fact. So, we have to look at these facts also when 
we are going to negotiate. We cannot put these facts under the table when 
we are negotiating. 

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 

So, looking at these facts, what do we have to ensure? That is what I want to 
tell my friends here. What do we have to look at? What do we have to see? What 
is our objective? 

Our objective is to see that in agriculture, the subsidised exports do not 
displace our farmers, do not cause distress to our farmers, because this subsidy 
leads to an artificiality of prices. So, on one side, we are offensively hit by the 
subsidy given by the developed countries; on the other side, our farmers have 
to compete with an artificial price, if they want to export, because, there is an 
artificiality of prices which is there. It is not that the Indian farmers cannot 
compete with the US farmers. But, the Indian farmer has to compete then with 
the US Government. He is not competing with the US farmers. So, the 
subsidy of one billion dollars a day is given by the developed countries which has 
really caused the greatest distortion in trade and a distortion in trade which 
affects most of all, most of all, the poorest of the poor countries. This is the 
great challenge we have before us in this round, that to what extent, this great 
structural flow which we have in agriculture, we will be able to correct. That 
is the biggest challenge. Undoubtedly, we had the July Framework. Dr. Joshi 
said that this is not strong enough. I beg to differ with you Dr. Saheb, because, 
for the first time, we brought in this concept of special products, which are 
contingent, which are related to livelihood security. We brought in the special 
safeguard mechanisms. These are all contained in the July Framework. And, I 
can only assure you—you said, "Don't get pressurised"—that we are not goint 
to get pressurised, I am not going to get pressurised. If we had to be pressurised, 
there would not be such wide convergence up till now. That is why there is 
such a wide convergence. Everybody has said we must make Hong Kong a 
success. And, I have very clearly said that I am concerned with the content 
of it, not the completion of it. I want to see the content. If the content does 
not give India a market access, my farmers a market access, we are looking 
for market access, do not we export our basmati 
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rice; do not we export our marine products; do we not our spices, do we not 
export so many things? How do this six billion, seven billion dollars of exports 
come. We still want market access. But I cannot compete when the prices 
are artificial. At the same time, I want to protect the onslaught of the inequity 
of the agriculture products, the total inequity. They are not talking of trade 
flows; they are talking of subsidy flows. That is what we are going to oppose 
and see that structurally agriculture in international trade is correct. So far as 
ware goods are concerned, of course, we are concerned. We want greater 
access. Today, whan we say that we are going to export 92 or 95 billion 
dollars or close to 100 billion dollars, this represents what—the incremental 
economic activity in this country. I have got a study done by the RIS that 
between 2004 and 2005, the merchandise exports we had, what 
employment did it generate—a 20 per cent increase. It generated 10 lakh 
additional jobs and goods which are exported are not absorbed in the Indian 
economy. So, it is an incremental economic activity. So, for us, we need 
market access also. On the other hand, if we are globally competitive, we are 
not afraid. Why should we undermine our people? Why should we 
undermine our industry? Today, when we are large exporters, we have got 
great strength and services, Mr. Basu mentioned that we have given away in 
services. Let me assure him that it is not that we are looking for visas alone; the 
H-1B visa is not the alone issue. Today what is the future in IT-enabled 
services? A lot of business is being lost becauase we cannot take contracts 
which have maintenance because it is a short-term, one month, two months, if 
they got to go for maintenance. They got to go for after-sale-service. 
...(Interruptions). Let me finish please. So, what we need to be is aggressive in 
services. What is the economic architecture of the future? The economic 
architecture of the future is what we are going to see and the economic 
architecture of the future is going to be with the young population in India versus 
an aging population in Europe, an aging population in Japan, an aging 
population in United States and in China also. They will be needing us. 
(Interruptions). 

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: The United States is the youngest out of them. 

That is the ....(Interruptions) We are. Out of those countries, which he has 
mentioned, namely, Europe, Japan and the United States, the United States is not 
bothered about ageing; their total number is less. 
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SHRI KAMAL NATH: Dr. Joshi, I draw your attention to a very interesting 
study. I will tell you from where I have got this. You could perhaps have a 
look at it. It is the McKinsey Study on Ageing Population. They have done 
it country-wise and studied the global economic impact of the young 
population. This is what they have done. The fact of the matter is that we 
have to look at greater market access in services. Of course, there is a 
negotiating point that you have told me and I want to correct you that we 
have not offered 74 per cent in the Telecom Sector; we have only offered 
49 per cent. I said in some areas we offered bound rate. Anyway, I just 
want to clarify it. 

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: That point is meaningless. You have already 

liberalised up to 74 per cent. That is the point that I have been making. 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: But I am not binding it. ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: If you are getting that option domestically, that 
could become a real bargaining count, which you have eroded. 

SHRI KAMAL NATH: No. It still is, because I have not agreed to bind. 
And as long as I have not agreed to bind it, it is not a legal commitment. 
Today, in my offers, of course, if I am going to ask them, they will ask me 
what I am going to give them. I want to assure you all that what we are 
going to give is going to generate more economic activity; we are not 
going to give which is going to displace our people; we are going to give 
which suits our economy, which suits our growth, which generates 
employment, creates economic activity. That is the objective which we 
have. There are various concerns, which have been talked of like taking 
out the Agreement on Agriculture from the WTO. We are living in a real 
world I can go and say this. Does it hold water? There are 148 counties, 
what happens if no country stands behind us on these issues? There is 
a concern today as to what coalitions we have built. There was a concern 
expressed as to why we are members of the FIPS. We are not members 
of the FIPS. I represent the G-20; India represents the G-20 in the FIPS. 
G-20 is a very powerful voice. Mr. Arun Jaitley was saying so. And it 
started when he was the Minister and I give him full credit for it. He 
started it in Cancun when he was the Minister. We strengthened it. It 
has just started then. In G-33, India is a very major player. I myself 
chaired the meeting of G-33. In G-90, when India speaks, India does not 
speak alone for itself; it speaks for all the developing countries. India 
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speaks for the LDCs; India speaks for the vulnerable economies. And that is 
what makes India's voice the loudest. That is what we will continue to do and that 
is what we will do in Hong Kong, because people are looking at India, which 
has the largest number of the poor people in the world. There may be small 
countries in the world, which has poor people, but, of course, our numbers are 
much larger. So, people are looking at India and, please, have no concern on 
this. I hosted the G-20 meeting here: I invited the LDC coordinator. I myself 
participated in the G-90 meeting. I myself participated in the ACP (Africa, 
Caribbean and Pacific) meeting. That is right. That is what you subjected me too. 
But the fact is this that India today is recognised as raising the voice and we will 
continue to raise the voice of all the developing countries and that will hold us in 
good stead. 

There were some very specific points made about the de minimis cut. The de 
minimis cut is the amount given by the Government; the subsidy. I don't want to 
sound technical, is really what is permitted, It is not related to trade; it is related to 

rural development; it is related to poverty. Today, we are 
consuming very little of our de minimis, and let me be very clear 

that there can be agreement. I am not even willing to accept a demand to reduce 
our de minimis. Forget about reducing it. There is no question of reducing our 
demand of de minimis. Dr. Sahab, you will understand it because you 
understand the subject well. 

There is no question of our reducing the de minimus, in any way. Similar 
is the case with the special and different treatment. There can be no compromise 
in respect of the special and differential treatment. The special and differential 
treatement is all permeating, and less than full reciprocity principle will be 
maintained. There can be no compromise on that. There is no divergence 
between what everybody in the House is saying, and what we have been 
saying. Certainly, I may differ with some of my friends who said, bring on QRs. 
Now, QRs is in the WTO legal framework. It can only be brought in with 
regards to the the balance of payments position. I may say that our balance of 
payments position is hot bad today, is not a negative position. I cannot just 
start talking pf QRs. But I want to assure you one thing. What do we mean by a 
special safeguards mechanism? The special safeguards mechanism is a kind of 
Qr. We brought that in. So, there are a large number of safeguards which will save 
us from any kind of onslaughts, and we are going to stand by this; 
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we are going to be firm on this. There is no question of our slipping on this. 

An issue was raised that we are giving an impression that we are largely 
with the developed countries. Please be sure that we are engaging everybody; 
India is a country which is going to engage everybody. But when it comes to 
standing by, we are going to stand with the developed countries; we will stand 
with the least-developed countries. But that does not stop us from engaging 
ourselves with the other countries because, they understand our position. We 
have communicated to them last week in Geneva at the G-4 meeting. I told the 
United States of America, I told the European Union that I want to start with 
the least-development countries; I want to start the discussion with what are we 
going to do far them. What are we going to do with those where there is a 
preference erosion? What are we going to do with the 'unerable economies? 
One-and-a-half days were spent in discussino that because, these countries 
also depend on India, and immediately, they are in touch with me on the 
telephone; they are in touch with me for the last on month very 
consistently. So, we are not, in any way, giving a wring signal. I think, the 
singnal of India is correct, and in the next 10 days, you will be able to see that. 
Then, there is an issue of TRIPs, CBDT and public health. India is country which 
has pushed the hardest for biodiversity and bio-piracy. Certainly, we will see to 
it that it is not pushed aside. On the issue of TRIPs an public health, of 
course, we are going to stand by our African friends we are arriving at a tent 
we will only accept a text which our African friends are going at a text. What 
our African friends will accept, we will only accept. That is what we are going to 
do because, in the end, it is a question of reaching the medicines to them, it is 
a question of compulsory licensing for those countries. It is not just a question 
over which we are going to gloss over which do not even concern us. Sir, Shri 
Manoj Bhattacharya said that he hopes that the round will not fail. He need 
not give us an advice. I take advice, and it is well taken. But he must 
understand that obviously, it will fail if they think that they can pressurise 
India; obviously it will fail if we do not get an access into the market; obviously, 
this round will fail if they hope that their subsidised agricultural products are 
going to flood the Indian markets; obviously, this round will fail if they are 
going to think that they will displace the poor farmers of this country, and if that is 
the way it goes on, of course, it will fail. I have no hesitation in saying that 
because, it is very important. 
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Today, the state of the Indian economy plays a very important role in the state of 
the global economy. Let us not forget this. This is a fact of life today. The role 
of the Indian economy in the global economy is very large, and I think, it is 
important for the developed countries to recognise it, and the developed 
countries are recognising this fact that if the state of the global economy is to 
be kept healthy, the Indian economy must also remain healthy. This is a great 
change which has taken place all these years. Sir, I am thankful to Mr. Reddy. 
He raised the issue of GIs and basmati rice. I presume he was saying that. 
Yes, Gl is another issue. We are finding countries, which are saying that 
basmati rice and Darjeeling tea are produced in Vietnam, or, basmati rice is 
produced in some other country. We are taking up the issue to see that 
the geographical indications are respected, and we have a satisfactory 
agreement in GIs. 

Sir, Joshiji, with all his knowledge on WTO and his incisive comments, has 
made a very different analysis. He has made a very different analysis because he 
is saying that one problem lies in here and the next problem lies in there. 
Maybe, he is true. But I want to assure him only that 'yes',—he said, "the 
challenge is there." and he also said, "I should keep all the figures away and 
do what I think is right." —I will do half of that. I will do both the things; I will 
do what I think is right, and will continue to look at the figures also. I want 
to also mention that our colleague, Shri Sharad Anantrao Joshi, has made a 
very good analysis of how the agricultural prices have changed, how the 
agricultural prices have seen a change which has taken place. This is a fact. 
My friend from Kerala in the other House was mentioning about pepper, 
caradamom and vanilla; these are not grown in the United States. Tea, coffee, 
these are also not grown in the United States and the European Union. We are 
seeing that other developing countries have become big producers. Today, the 
tea prices are going down. We are having growth in production in Kenya, in 
Vietnam, in Sri Lanka. If you are seeing cardamom, we are seeing Gautemala. 
We are seeing pepper in Vietnam. We are competing with the United States 
and the European Union, with the developed countries in this. If we 
really look at this Agreement as an Agreement which has got to be 
shaped in terms of the new economic architecture of the future because 
there is a complete paradigm shift from the Uruguay Round, we are not 
the same country which we were at the Uruguay Round. We are, today, 
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economically much more strong. Today, our foreign exchange reserves 
are there. We have to see how we have to utilise this. Today, it is our 
engagement in the global economy of 300 billion dollars, which is making 
the world look at India. I want to, in conclusion, only assure our farmers, 
through every Member in this House, that our Government is a Government 
which stands by the 650 million farmers of the country, that our 
Government is a Government which stands by the youth who are looking, 
as a young nation, for employment opportunities, and that any agreement 
we enter into, if at all, will be an agreement which will only enhance and 
enlarge the economic activities to create employment, which will enhance 
and enlarge the position, the economic position, of the farmers because 
that is our biggest challenge. The biggest challenge is our agricultural 
farmers. The biggest challenge is our youth. It is these two challenges 
we keep in mind, and with these two challenges, with all your good 
wishes, I will go to Hong Kong. Thank you, Sir. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Statement to be made by Mr. 
Vaghela.  
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STATEMENT BY MINISTER 

Status of implementation of recommendations contained in the 
Sixth Report of Parliamentary Standing Committee on Labour 

THE MINISTER OF TEXTILES (SHRI SHANKERSINH VAGHELA): Sir, 
I beg to lay a Statement on the Table of the House regarding the status of 
implementation of the recommendations contained in the Sixth Report of 
the Parliamentary Standing Committee on Labour on Demands for Grants 
(2005-2006) of the Ministry of Textiles. 

Sir, I also lay herewith the status report in respect of these 
recommendations on the Table of the House. 

�� .�������: ��R� ��, �ह T>%>�'> �. #% �� ������ The House is 
adjourned till 11.00 a.m. on Thursday, the 8th December, 2005. 

The House then adjourned at five minutes past seven of the clock till 
eleven of the clock on Thursday, the 8th December, 2005. 
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