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Canada – Talking Points 
CTS-SS July 1, 2005  

This intervention is based on a paper that we have prepared that highlights Canada’s 
objectives in the negotiations and identifies the main criteria that Canada will use to measure 
progress in the negotiations.  It provides our assessment of how effectively our objectives are 
being met.  It also provides some thoughts on the way forward.  This will be available at the 
back of the room after my intervention.  

Unfortunately, our bottom line assessment is that Canada does not yet see sufficient progress 
in services negotiations.  This can be demonstrated both in quantitative and qualitative terms.  
Going forward we need to increase our collective commitment to a successful outcome, and 
we need to augment our methods of work on the basis of a work plan that should be 
developed.  We believe that this can be accomplished within the negotiating framework we 
currently have.  

Canada’s participation in the market access negotiations is guided by two overall 
objectives…to increase both the quantity and quality of services liberalization.  

With respect to quantity, we see the current WTO services negotiations are an opportunity to 
address two broad gaps in the coverage of GATS commitments.     

The first gap is the divergence with respect to market access commitments across WTO 
Members as a result of the Uruguay Round services negotiations.  A review of the 
information on the World Trade Organization (WTO) website provides a glimpse of this 
range.  Canada is reported as having taken 104 sectoral commitments.  Developed countries 
as a whole have taken roughly similar numbers of commitments (over 100).  Developing 
countries are reported as having taken on average less than 40 and Least Developed Countries 
an average of less than 20.    

The second gap, and probably the more significant one, is the one between GATS offers and 
the current state of market openness in Members’ economies.  Developments since the 
Uruguay Round have seen many WTO members participate in two economic phenomena i)  
significant unilateral regulatory reform and liberalization and ii) development of  bilateral and 
regional FTAs, many of which contain service liberalization commitments.   This has created 
a situation where WTO services commitments significantly lag behind the current regulatory 
and trade frameworks in many Members.     

While there will always be some divergence between Members given the flexibility, the 
commitment to “progressive liberalization” and the development “friendly” focus of the 
GATS, Canada is expecting more commitments, particularly from key emerging markets.  As 
a starting point in this regard, Canada is expecting other Members to come forward with as 
many commitments as possible at the level of current regulatory openness.  

In addition to increasing the number of commitments in key sectors Canada is also seeking an 
improvement in the quality of commitments.    

The quality of services commitments is a subject on which it is difficult to generalize.  
Services sectors are unique.  They differ, for example, in terms of the nature of the firms 
which participate in the sector, the regulatory environment that applies, and the nature of the 



barriers that they confront in international markets.  We have described Canada’s specific 
objectives at a sectoral level in our Room Document…I won’t go into them in detail but they 
include sectors such as financial services, telecommunications services, transportation 
services, computer and related services, environmental services, professional services, energy 
services.  The nature of the commitments we are seeking have been identified in our Requests 
and have been identified to Members in the course of bilateral meetings we have been having.  
We have also identified, in a number of other contributions that we have sponsored, co-
sponsored or supported, increasing precision with respect to what quality outcomes would 
consist of in these sectors of interest.   As we move forward, Canada will be seeking ways to 
broaden the consensus in these sectoral areas, moving from common understandings among 
groups of like-minded Members to more formal negotiating work in whatever groups might 
be required. Whether on a bilateral basis in ongoing request-offer discussions, on a plurilateral 
basis among demandeurs and key markets or multilaterally in CTS-SS or other fora, (Services 
negotiating modalities are explicitly flexibility in this regard) this work needs to be given 
higher profile.  In whatever form it takes, this effort will be informed by the “informational 
tools” currently proposed by the CTS Chairman and Secretariat.  

Canada also has objectives in a modal context.  We would note that modal issues have tended 
be expressed in ways that suggests a simple polarization of interest.  In our view this is a 
faulty approach.    

For example, Mode 4 has tended to be seen as a developing Member interest where 
commitments are required only from developed Members.  This has allowed many members 
to avoid the reality that Mode 4 access, particularly to developing Member markets  where the 
current level of commitments are of poor quality,  is also important to developed countries.  
Mode 4 has been identified as one of Canada’s principal requests in this round.  We began 
this negotiation with good Mode 4 commitments; we added significantly to them during the 
two offers we have put on the table.  We have not yet seen the same level of commitment or 
engagement from other countries, particularly the so-called demandeurs, on this issue.  Our 
paper outlines the criteria we are seeking.  

At the same time, Mode 3 has been seen as simply a developed Member interest.   It is true 
that Mode 3 is important for developed Member service economies.  However, it is equally 
true that Mode 3 access is important for developing Member service suppliers, including 
between developing country markets.  Canada has noted in the past the UNCTAD findings 
with respect to liberalization trends in Mode 3.  Even a cursory review of offers currently on 
the table suggests that this liberalization has not been fully reflected in new commitments 
from this negotiation.  Reducing the gap between GATS commitments and domestic realities 
is an important way of locking-in and reinforcing progress that Members have made 
domestically.  

Finally, in the area of Mode 1, Members have begun to recognize the increasing importance 
of this area of services trade.  We have participated with great interest in the recent Mode 1 
Symposium.  Recognizing the increased “tradeability” of services given developments in the 
information and telecommunications fields, Canada has made a number of requests in the area 
of Mode 1.  Although work on whether and how to proceed in a concerted way on Mode 1 is 
still at an early stage, we look forward to exploring this area.    

Mr. Chairman, successful negotiations must be a two way street.   Canada has come forward, 
on time, with one market access “request” and with two market access “offers”.  We believe 



that we have responded to requests for market access from a wide variety of the WTO 
membership including developing countries.  We have not seen a similar level of engagement 
from some of our trading partners.   Members have generally not responded to our requests 
for additional market access.  We have provided a review of this lack of response in our 
Room Document.  I will not speak to this directly…it is both too lengthy and too depressing.  
Suffice it to say that Canada is expecting much more to be on the table before this negotiation 
is over.  

We need to find ways to advance our market access negotiations with more.  Based on 
discussions we have had with other Members, we believe many others share this perspective.  

Canada would propose several ideas as you consider your report.  

 

We need to proceed with services negotiations independent of what is going on in 
other negotiating areas.  We have worked on the basis of “conditional trust” before 
and we should be able to it again.  We all need to be putting our most ambitious offers 
on the table so that there can be an honest assessment made.  Negotiating linkages 
should be our last consideration, not our first.    

 

We need new approaches to the negotiation.  We are not suggesting new modalities.  
We have modalities for services negotiations that are suitably flexible enough to 
accommodate our work.  The request-offer process must remain the basis of our work.  
However, we need to recognize that this process has not produced significant results.  
Where progress on building consensus has occurred, it has taken place outside the 
formal CTS-SS process, in smaller plurilateral groups.  While the experience in these 
informal groups is uneven, in some cases they have been able to come forward with 
detailed proposals. This has tended to focus our work in sectors such as financial 
services, Mode 4 and more recently Mode 1. While the bilateral approach is still valid, 
we are increasingly seeing the development of what amount to plurilateral requests 
(benchmarks for some) in the form of the various statements and proposals from 
sectoral and modal proponents.  Our negotiating process needs to find a way to make 
these proposals more precise and to facilitate a real engagement between demandeurs 
and other Members.   

 

The current organization of work (which calls for only one full Services Cluster before 
Hong Kong) is not sufficient to ensure that our negotiations will be at a comparable 
level of specificity to other negotiating areas at that time.  Canada is of view that we 
need a clear work plan that provides additional opportunities to build on the work of 
informal groups. We would call on the Chair to consider taking several steps:  

i) to challenge Members involved in informal groups to build on their various 
statements in CTS-SS and to develop specific negotiating proposals with 
which to engage other Members 

ii) to urge Members involved in informal groups to keep meeting between clusters 
and to open up their deliberations to the entire membership so that real 
engagement can begin on these negotiating proposals 

iii) to urge them to involve WTO Secretariat officials in informal discussions as 
resource persons 

iv) to convene a series of informal meetings (beginning in September) focusing on 
particular sectors or modes.  This would be with a view to allowing the Chair 



to maintain an overview of the developments in sectoral and modal 
deliberations.   

This intervention has focused on market access.  However, just as we need to advance this 
element on the basis of a invigorated work plan, so to do we need to advance work on rules.  
We share the views of other members that we need to establish a work plan that will allow us 
to narrow the focus in WPDR and Rules areas on what can realistically be achieved, both at 
Hong Kong and in the negotiations.  Canada, like some other Members, sees real potential in 
work on regulatory transparency.  But we must narrow the focus if we are going to be able to 
know with some certainty the other rules areas where we need to engage domestic 
stakeholders in the consultations that negotiating results will require.   

    


