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Main Conclusions of the Conference 
So far, available evidence suggests that most countries, particularly the largest, are resisting protectionist pressures. Nonetheless, several worrisome practices (so-called “murky” protectionism) and trends were highlighted, including: 
 De facto discriminatory implementation of otherwise neutral (de jure) stimulus packages (the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) in some states of the US; 
 A sharp rise of antidumping, countervailing duty and safeguard actions since the last quarter of 2008, mostly involving developing countries; 
 A variety of non-tariff and tariff measures that, while numerous, do yet appear to have a significant aggregate trade impacts. 

The limited use of trade policy to date is apparently owing to several factors: 
 The reliance on expansionary monetary and fiscal policies by major OECD countries (in contrast to the 1930’s when these instruments were not available due to the gold standard and balanced-budget orthodoxy); 
 The globalization of production, which has given many companies and countries a strong stake in maintaining an open trade regime, as closure would break up the global value chain model. The cost of this would far exceed the benefit of protecting a specific industry or activity; 
 The WTO, the EU, and the web of regional trade agreements and bilateral investment treaties, have deterred countries from openly violating the national treatment disciplines. 
 Non-WTO countries, such as Russia and Algeria, and countries that are less integrated into value chains for manufactured goods, have adopted the most obviously discriminatory and protectionist measures, helping to explain the relatively frequent use of antidumping by countries such as Argentina and India. 

The crisis has raised the costs of inaction on the Doha round, and increased the urgency of its rapid conclusion. This would constrain the ability of governments to increase tariffs or subsidies for specific sectors in the future, and help countries resist pressures for protection when they begin to unwind their current expansionary policies. Concluding Doha is also a precondition for addressing weaknesses in the global trade and financial architecture that the crisis has revealed: 
 The WTO notification and review mechanisms have been neglected, including in critical areas such as service sector policies. Monitoring efforts are to be encouraged but remain unsatisfactory – they need to be supplemented with analysis of the effects of policies. 
 Several disciplines/areas where protectionist pressures are emerging are not or inadequately regulated by the WTO and/or other international bodies, including the enforcement of competition policy, discriminatory public procurement, “green protectionism”, and financial nationalism. 

The crisis calls for increased vigilance over the next months: 
 Only a small portion of the stimulus package money has been spent so far, and implementation may produce further discrimination; 
 Recovery may be slow, and in any case, it will take several quarters of renewed to growth to reignite robust new job creation, so pressures on governments to adopt protectionist measures may increase in coming months; 
 Many governments now have little margin for maneuver in the fiscal and monetary policy, and in the event that the recession persists, they could turn to industrial policies as stop-gap resort; 
 A significant increase in the use of trade- distorting policy by a major country, or a critical mass of smaller countries, could produce a domino effect, not unlike that witnessed for auto subsidies or diary export subsidies. 

While most government interventions are temporary, the effects of “buy American” and other provisions could prove enduring. While still in the turmoil of the crisis, it is necessary to start working on the design of exit strategies to phase-out “temporary” measures and avoid hampering the prospects and pace of recovery.
