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Abstract
This session explored whether the present impasse in the Doha negotiations can be broken by focusing on the original development objectives of the Doha Round and to suggest ways of moving ahead. Many developing countries are working to preserve the multilateral mandate to ensure that any future WTO outcome promotes a 21st-century vision of development. At the same time, other countries have maintained a push for further liberalization: through mechanisms of the proposed plurilateral agreement on services; the proposed expansion of the Information Technology Agreement (ITA); and negotiations on environmental goods and trade facilitation. However, this could result in a two-tiered system that would not only threaten the universality of the multilateral framework, but would also seriously jeopardize the ability of developing countries to utilize trade for their future development.
1. Presentations by the panellists
(a) Mr Martin Khor, Executive Director, South Centre
Mr Khor moderated the session by providing a summary of the negotiations from the Uruguay Round to the current Doha Round. He noted that the tension between members wanting more liberalization and coverage of the scope of the WTO and other members wanting more development-oriented rules had existed since the WTO was established. He noted that when the Doha Development Agenda (DDA) was launched in 2001, implementation and special and differential (S&D) issues were given the most prominence in terms of the sequencing, which were to be finished first, before going into the in-built issue of agriculture and then trade-related aspect of intellectual property rights (TRIPS). Developing countries, which had to pay a heavy price in the Uruguay Round to bring agriculture – which had been left out of the trading system for many decades – back into the system, had again to pay a price at Doha for making the disciplines on agriculture more effective. Today, there is still no solution to agriculture, where the subsidies remain and have even increased.
He noted that we were now faced with a trading system in which there was strong debate over the potential changes in the rules – including whether there should be reform to make it development-oriented, or whether they should be changed in order to have more market access and new trade flows. Mr Khor asked whether they were the unfinished development issues of the past or were they the new issues that some members had tried to push but failed, but still continued to do so.

(b) H.E. Mr Jayant Dasgupta, Ambassador and Permanent Representative of India to the WTO

Ambassador Dasgupta noted that trade facilitation is being pushed very aggressively and relentlessly by the developed countries. The arguments which are put forward are that they are good for the developing countries, but perhaps, the implicit message is that “you do not know what is good for you”. He said the attempt is to balance trade facilitation off against the least developed country (LDC) accession, the 28 agreement-specific proposals of Cancun, and the S&D monitoring mechanism.

He pointed out that a World Bank study on trade facilitation, which is often quoted out of context and in a very partial manner, states that there will be US$ 377 billion of additional trade gained. However, the majority of these projected gains comes from export facilitation. Since developed countries will easily be able to adhere to new standards, it is the developing countries that need to improve their infrastructure for export growth – but the finance for this will not be forthcoming. Trade facilitation will basically result in import facilitation, which the World Bank study concludes will account for just US$ 33 billion of the overall purported gains. This is next to nothing given global trade volume of US$ 14.5 trillion today.

Regarding the proposed International Services Agreement (ISA), Ambassador Dasgupta believed that if that kind of agreement was signed, it would mean a very high level of liberalization. Then there would be an effort to transpose that high level of ambition to the WTO, and the developing countries and the rest of the membership would be strongly pressured to accept it.

Pointing to agriculture and non-agricultural market access (NAMA), he explained that under NAMA, there were two agreements in the offing: the ITA-2, in which a very ambitious list of 357 tariff lines has been drawn up and it will include any conceivable device which has an electronic chip; and a very recent agreement among the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) members on environmental goods. He pointed out that these two lists combined – which would reduce the tariffs on a long list of industrial goods to nearly zero – represent the developed countries’ demands for sectoral goods participation in NAMA.

On global value chains (GVCs), he remarked that they had existed since the dawn of civilization. The whole issue is how do we move up the GVC, and how do we provide more employment, more growth and better benefits to our own people. That is a question which the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) has addressed at great length over the past ten years. However, nobody is paying heed to that because the new mantra is “GCVs are the latest thing”, as if they had appeared out of nowhere.
He predicted that the strategy of some states would be to reach agreement on trade facilitation, some kind of environmental goods list, an ITA-2 and the ISA at the next WTO Ministerial Conference, in Bali, in December 2013 – leaving much of the developing country agenda, and particularly agriculture, out of the round. 

(c) H.E. Ms Angelica Navarro, Ambassador and Permanent Representative of the Plurinational State of Bolivia to the WTO

Ambassador Navarro believed that we had started this century with a mirage, the idea of development and re-balancing the trade system, at the centre of the WTO. Finally, there was to be a new negotiating round for which developing countries were not necessarily prepared but were promised a series of illusions. More than ten years later, she said we had realized that those chimerical promises were nothing more than a means to ensure greater opening of our markets. In other words, markets were the idea, and we were to accept multinational corporations and companies from the world’s most powerful countries.

As to why this is so, she replied that it was because some had an attitude which meant that they wanted development to be development in name only – and that meant “lip service” was paid to development now and again, but no more was done. As to the main issues for the twenty-first century, she said that it was clear from the point of view of her country – first of all, development, secondly, development, and thirdly, development.

In the twenty-first century, she said, we cannot have a development round based on free trade exclusively. It must promote trade that contributes to balance among countries and regions and Mother Nature. Trade agreements must not impose conditions that have adverse effects on human rights and the environment, and they must not bring an end to the values of our societies.
(d) H.E. Mr Faizel Ismail, Ambassador and Permanent Representative of South Africa to the WTO
Ambassador Ismael focused on the issue of GVCs. He noted that many proponents of GVCs argue that the most efficient way to improve a country’s chances of gaining from globalization was to reduce barriers and to participate in these GVCs. They hope this argument will have the effect of gaining support for liberalization and improving the possibilities for the round itself, and for the impasse to be broken. However, he thought the argument flawed, and that it did not offer a way out of the current crisis.

On the way forward, he believed there was need to begin a different dialogue. One of the key principles to base the system on is fair trade, equal opportunities and levelling the playing field. The second principle should be about capacity-building. Many countries do not have the capacity to produce and export, and they need to be assisted. The rules should be fair and allow everyone to act in ways that promote their development. It should not close off opportunities for development and policy space. It should be inclusive and allow for the participation of countries.

He noted that some of the major players in this system were today taking the plurilateral route – the so-called variable geometry route. These are going to marginalize more many of the developing countries, and particularly the smaller countries, from the system because the whole idea is based on starting with a few countries and then imposing the will of the few on the rest. Ambassador Ismael stressed that this was not a correct principle for multilateralism. 
He concluded by stating we need a discourse, a new dialogue among developing countries, between developing and developed countries, between non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and governments, academics and intellectuals, about how we would want to rebuild this multilateral system which was constructed. On a final note, he posed the question: How do we construct this in a way which serves the interests of all?
(e) Mr Andrew Cornford, Special Adviser, Observatoire de la Finance
Mr Cornford addressed General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) rules on financial services, noting that since negotiation in the 1990s, the international banking landscape had undergone far-reaching changes. He explained that the bail-outs of large banks in the United States and some European countries – arguably the largest programme of sectoral support by governments in modern history – had implications for policy towards the granting by countries of market access to foreign banks that have benefited directly or indirectly from such support. However, within negotiations in the WTO, there seems to be little understanding of the need for fundamental rethinking of the financial services rules.

He remarked that in June 2012, Ecuador submitted a proposal that the WTO should monitor and review developments related to the global financial crisis towards ensuring that WTO members had policy tools available to prevent intensification of the crisis. He pointed to discussions about the appropriate policy response to the large capital inflows experienced by some emerging-market countries since the outbreak of the financial crisis. He pointed out that it was much more widely accepted that prudential measures and capital controls are closely related substitutes for the purpose of avoiding macroeconomic instability.

Mr Cornford also highlighted some possible ways forward, noting that the NGO Public Citizen had proposed a revision to the Prudential Defence Measure of the Annex on Financial Services that would place the burden of proof in cases involving this measure explicitly on the challenger. Another possible way forward, he suggested, would be simply to hope that negotiations on banking services would fade. Although such hope is unwarranted, given that certain countries seem quite determined to push financial liberalization in the plurilateral services negotiations. One possibility might be to suspend negotiations on financial services indefinitely. However, such a suspension might leave in place what are now inappropriate commitments undertaken during the Uruguay Round negotiations, and thus they would still need to be addressed.
(f) Ms Deborah James, Director of International Programs, CEPR; OWINFS
Referring to the WTO Panel on Defining the Future of Trade, convened by Director-General Pascal Lamy, Ms James that back in the 1980s, when negotiations to launch the Uruguay Round were at an impasse, then Director-General Arthur Dunkel employed a very similar tactic by convening a panel to write a report which ultimately led to the launch and conclusion of the Uruguay Round. She argued that the developed-country language at the Group of 20, APEC and other summits was part of an effort to move this “new trade narrative” about the GVCs forward. She called the need for trade facilitation and the plurilateral services agreement as the “lubricant” for those GVCs. Ms James expected a panel report from the WTO Secretariat in April 2013, which would be used to narrow the debate about what is possible, and thus civil society organizations had opposed the panel since its inception.

She pointed out that global civil society organizations also opposed the new guidelines for LDC accession, because they were very abstract with regards to the policy space flexibility for LDCs, while being too stringent in their demands on LDCs for liberalization. 

In conclusion, she said that the OWINFS asserts that the global trade framework must provide countries sufficient policy space to pursue a positive agenda for development and job-creation, and that trade rules must facilitate, rather than hinder, global efforts to ensure true food security, sustainable development, access to affordable health care and medicines, and global financial stability.
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