


























benefits of an agreement may be small or may be in very specific
areas, the adequacy or inadequacy of these complementary
policy measures may determine not only the size but even the
direction of the effect trade liberalisation has on development.

2. Questions and comments by the
audience

The brief discussion session after the panel focused on
questions related to the limited attention placed on South-South
agreements and the role of civil society in trade policy process.
A question was raised regarding the value added by civil society
involvement in consultations or other participatory processes
—given the highly technical nature of the policy space.

On the complementary policies issues it was highlighted
that the provision of information about the new markets and the
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processes of the trade agreements to producers or sellers were
necessary and relatively inexpensive strategies to follow. Also
important is clarity and stability that may allow actors to invest
in market access as well as in the necessary institutional and
physical infrastructure for trade.

3. Conclusions and way forward

The objectives of the session were met and the panel
discussions and preparation process has helped to develop new
partnerships between it members.

In terms of key conclusions reached, it is clear that there is
a need to combine further work on the complementary agenda
with ongoing monitoring and support of current and future free
trade negotiation agreement processes. Lessons-learned from
the implementation phase should inform future agreements.




P.

Research and Construction of Capacity in
Trade Negotiations

Speakers

Ms Diana Tussie — The G-20, Latin American Trade Network (LATN)

Mr Paul Mably — The G33, International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development (ICTSD)
Ms Susan Joekes — International Development Research Centre (IDRC)

Discussant
Mr Christophe Bellman — ICTSD

Organized by
LATN and IDRC

Report written by
Mr Adriano José Timossi, Consultant and Ms Juliana Peixoto — LATN-FLACSO

Thursday 25 September 2008 — 16,30-18.30




Abstract

The session examined how capacity building and research
has had an impact on negotiations. It looked at how these two
activities influence the formation of trade coalitions, in particular
the G-20 and the G-33. How do the G-20 and the G-33 use
research to deal with both extra- and intra-coalition negotiations?
How do coalitions make use of research to influence agenda-
setting? How can research be used internally (explicitly or not) to
facilitate consensus-building within a coalition? A second part of
the panel analyzed the other side of the equation by asking how
policy-making influences the production of research,

1. Presentations by the panellists

(a) Diana Tussie, Latin American Trade Network
(LATN)

The G-20

Academics are trained to think on a priorilines, speaking truth
to power. The approach of policymakers is more fundamentally
empirical, handling each problem according to merit. Despite
these stark contrasts, negotiations show very intense chains of
fransmission from policy to research in preparation for trade
battles. There are two particular developments that mark the
participation of developing countries in the WTO in recent
years. First, the quality of proposals has improved significantly.
Secondly, much of the bargaining and construction of proposals
is done through coalitions. Coalitions have become a feature of
the new landscape. Both G-20 and G-33 have strengthened
and increased their influence since their establishment in 2003.
There are many reasons why the impact of both groupings has
grown. One of these reasons is that more realistic bargaining
positions and negotiating effectiveness are backed up by more
convincing, detailed research.

The coalition did not begin with collective research capacity
to back the proposals. Instead, particular members, namely India,
Brazil, and Argentina, took the lead on specific issues, which
were then incorporated as part of the G-20 agenda.

Research has been used to inform the submission of
proposals, such as a tiered formula on market access, limits
to a SSM, and product-specific caps. Internally, such research
has facilitated consensus, provided cohesion to the coalition,
discouraged defection and allowed the domestic legitimization of
negotiations where export interests were at stake. Paradoxically,
research projects have also been discarded when findings
were considered inconvenient to the deployment of a particular
political strategy (such as research on the costs of the SSM for
some member countries).

It has been found that research did not contribute to first
mover initiatives or grand agenda setting visions. Research
served to provide an elaborate critique of Northern proposals in
order to suggest alternative approaches. Because the proposals
introduced by the G-20 arose as a response to the proposals of
the EU and the U.S., research that contributed to the substance
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of the negotiations was anchored in policy from the outset and
subject to political constraints: once governments committed
to the alliance, research was commissioned on a step by step
basis following the needs and opportunities of the agenda.
Governments remained at the helm and research was produced
on demand. It was rarely arm’s length.

However, even within this framework, research plays an
important role in the shape of the proposals that were put
forward, first by individual governments and subsequently by
the coalition. Research might not matter much in the initial
agenda-setting phase, but the nitty-gritty of negotiations would
be impossible without it. The G-20 has managed to produce a
series of small operational papers that may appear to routinely
follow precedent, but they tap into a variety of in-country sources
and are used politically at strategic points of the negotiations.

(b) Paul Mably, International Centre for Trade and
Sustainable Development (ICTSD)

The G-33

Paul Mably’s presentation looked at 2 distinct policy change
moments or episodes:

1. The building of a consensus among G-33 member
countries on the meaning of, and their positions on Special
Products (SPs) and the Special Safeguard Mechanism
(SSM) in the negotiations on market access under the
Agreement on Agriculture.

2. The generation of consensus at the WTO to put SPs
and the SSM on the WTO negotiation agenda.

The G-33 has not built the infrastructure to do its own
research as a coalition. It relies on research produced both by
key member countries and by outside entities. The main sources
of research are India, Philippines, Indonesia, China, Jamaica and
Turkey. Outside sources of research include the FAO, the South
Centre and a handful of NGOs. Principal among these NGOs has
been the ICTSD.

In reference to the knowledge building process used by
ICTSD and G-33 representatives, it is important to note that
several G-33 countries started working with ICTSD in the
summer of 2004 during of the time the July Framework. In
September 2004 consultations between ICTSD and G-33
negotiators resulted in the decision to realize multi-stakeholders
consultations at country level which should include a broader
national strategy for agricultural development and poverty
alleviation. Indicators would be developed in order to identify
the intended beneficiaries of SPs and SSM flexibilities and the
potential impacts of further liberalization of selected products.

(G-33 negotiators  designed  six countries where  the
conceptual framework could be field tested. Local researchers
where selected following suggestions by G-33 officials. National
government and local researchers worked with ICTSD in order
to apply the research methodology developed. There has been a




dialogue with all stakeholders involved. The outcome was that
potential special products that members of the G-33 might put
forward were identified.

The methodology put officials and national researchers in
closer contact, and also helped capacity building for research.
The gathering of officials, researchers and civil society also
contributed to improving the quality of research skills and their
conceptual and data analysis abilities in the area of trade policy.
The new capacities resulted, for example, to one of the local
researchers joining his national delegation as a negotiator.

Research has helped the coalition make broad
development concepts accessible and practical for trade
negotiators to use. The country studies showed that ICTSD
played a key role in filling the gap in research capacity that
existed among the G-33 countries and at the level of coalition.
This wealth of documentation contributed to higher credibility
of policy makers.

(c) Susan Joekes, International Development
Research Centre (IDRC)

Policy Influence in Trade Research

IDRC supports research on the assumption is that research
activity is a public good. Most of the projects supported by
IDRC result from direct exchanges between the Centre and
developing-country institutions. IDRC's support for regional
networks is an example.

There are many modalities of research used in the process
of making trade policy. In the case of frade negotiations,
research can be used to promote interaction with domestic
demands. Ms Joekes sees trade researchers as “service
providers”, and as such, argues that research as public
good should be transparent and independent. On the issue
of demand-driven ftrade research, Ms Joekes mentioned that
‘data” research needs, specifically in negotiations, are met by
“cloistered” experts: in-house units, policy researchers, and
consultants contractually bound to confidentiality.

Traditionally, the value of research for public policy
increases as academic citations decrease, even when the
foundations of the research lie in consultation and socially
validated knowledge. Ms Joekes raised the point that the use
of “blue sky” critical thinking can also be instrumental when
a strategic policy shift has to be acceptable to international
market sentiments. Given the lack of certification standards for
gconomic research outputs, outputs from those researchers
working from blue sky thinking are given credit for their
attachment to a certain “cause”.

There is a need to break down secrecy and confidentiality
in trade research. This would be a positive change, allowing
collaborative approaches and a reduction of replication. The
speaker concluded by reaffirming that there is a need to
ensure that research outputs are placed in the public domain.

Independent research can make important contributions to
broadening horizons and eliminating blind spots.

(d) Christophe Bellmann, Discussant, International
Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development
(ICTSD)

The starting point of ICTSD research was not to promote a
single interest but rather to bring an issue into the discussion.
There was a concern on how to integrate concerns and
how to reach consensus in negotiations. Research was not
commissioned by convergence of interest and was not an
academic exercise. Rather, intensive discussions were held
on how to make the research undertaken attractive for trade
negotiators and to help them do their homework to support
research as argument, and as “independent assessment”.,

The coalition was a useful instrument for members not only
to gain bargaining power but also to preclude sanctions. The
ICTSD methodology aimed to bring negotiators in touch with
reality. ICTSD played a role of facilitator or “Devil's Advocate”.
The methodology developed by ICTSD has been replicated by
ECOWAS- Economic Community of West African States for
the EPA negotiations.

2. Questions and comments by the
audience

Adriana Verdier, ICTSD- Business research through in-
house think tanks has played a key role in the development
of G-20 positions supporting Brazilian leadership of the group.
Did knowledge production support leadership even if the
research in this case was not collective and rather represented
the interests of one specific sector? Ms Tussie pointed
out that power is important and it cannot be neglected.
Research has made a difference in the formation of G-20.
The Brazilian think-tank Icone has played a key role, along
with other institutions in Argentina and India. Consultants from
the Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Foreign Affairs also
made important contributions to the in-country process.

Adriano J. Timossi, Independent Consultant, Development
Cooperation - There is currently a changing situation in
policy making processes in which NGOs have more power
and influence than traditional academic research does. In
this context, Mr Timossi asked how research can be made
more influential. According to Ms Tussie, think tanks produce
specialized papers while NGOs have media power. Academics
suffer from the so-called “publish or perish” syndrome.
Academics need to take up the role of public intellectuals,
showing blind spots and broadening the horizons of public
policies. Ms Joekes complemented by saying that with very
few exceptions NGOs do not produce effective knowledge as
such, but instead play a useful role as intermediary. Papers are
produced for dissemination and have a particular influence.
The media has played an important role in making NGO
research resonate.
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3. Conclusions and way forward

The G-20 and the G-33 show that lobby power together
with persuasive research drives results, in both the national and
international arena. Research still remains an important asset
for these two blocks. National capacity in research also benefits
from the demands generated by each group by becoming
more specialized, more connected and by breaking barriers as
exemplified by the regional and inter-regional approximation of
research centers and think thanks.

Trade research is becoming less independent, increasingly
moved by business interests. The appearance of this new “brand
research”is changing traditional patterns of research use in policy
making processes. There is a risk that as research becomes
more dependent, it may benefit only some groupings of powerful
lobbies.  Thus, government negotiators have a key role to play
in limiting their influence while benefiting from research ion
specific issues. There is a need for balance in research sources
in the process of trade negotiation that aims at extended social
benefit,
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Itisimportantto rescue the academic as a “public intellectual”,
with a role in opening debate. This should be preserved but also
strengthened, particularly in regional and inter-regional research
networks in developing countries, in order to broaden the policy
processes.

Regarding the role of research, there is a need for more
transparent formats. Academic research risks losing influence
in face of the appearance of new types of more accessible
knowledge with direct bearing on the policy making process.
Traditional research, while maintaining a “wealth of knowledge”,
has to improve develop a better understanding of the policy
Process.
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AB Appellate Body
226 ACP African, Caribbean and Pacific Group

AD Anti-Dumping

AEB Anti-Export Bias

AT Aid for Trade

AG Attorney General

AGOA African Growth and Opportunity Act

AITIC Agency for International Trade Information and Cooperation
ALBA Bolivarian Alternative for the People of Our Americas
ARIMA Autoregressive Integrated Moving Average

ART Antiretroviral

ASCM Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures
ATC Agreement on Textiles & Clothing

BIS Bank for International Settlements

BoP Balance of Payments

CAFTA Canadian Agri-Food Trade Alliance

CAN Comunidad Andina

CAP Common Agricultural Policy

CBD Convention on Biological Diversity

CBI Caribbean Basin Initiative

CCMTS Climate-Change Mitigation Technologies

CDM Clean Development Mechanism

CEEV Comité Européen des Entreprises de Vin

CENIT Research Centre for Economic Change

CGIAR Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research
CIEL Center for International Environmental Law

CIES Consorcio de Investigacion Economica y Social

CIPPEC Centro de implementacion de politicas publicas para la equidad y el crecimiento
CIS Central Asia and Caucasus

COCERAL  Comité du Commerce des céréales, aliments du bétail, oléagineux, huile d'olive, huiles et graisses et agrofour-
nitures

COP15 Climate Change Convention in Copenhagen in 2009

CTE SS Committee on Trade and Environment, Special Session
CTEI Centre for Trade and Economic Integration

CU Customs Union

CUTS Consumer Unity & Trust Society

CVDs Countervailing Duties

DDA Doha Development Agenda

DFQF Duty-Free Quota-Free

DSB Dispute Settlement Body

DSM Dispute Settlement Mechanism

DSS Dispute Settlement System

DSU Dispute Settlement Understanding

EBA Everything But Arms

ECIPE European Centre for International Political Economy
ECOWAS Economic Community of West African States

EGS Environmental Goods and Services

EIF Enhanced Integrated Framework
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EP European Parliament

ERD External Relations Division

ESF European Services Forum

ETS Emission trading scheme

EU European Union

FAO United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization

FDI Foreign Direct Investment

FES Friedrich Ebert Stiftung

FIATA Federation Internationale des Associations de Transitaires et Assimilés

FLASCO Fellow Latin America Social Sciences Faculty

FoEE Friends of the Earth Europe

FSC Forest Stewardship Council

FTA Free Trade Area

FTAA Free Trade Area of the Americas

G-20 Since 21 November 2006, 23 members: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, China, Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt, Guate-
mala, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, South Africa, Tanzania, Thailand,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Zimbabwe

G-33 Since 27 November 2006 understood to comprise 46 countries: Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Belize, Be-
nin, Bolivia, Botswana, China, Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Grenada,
Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Jamaica, Kenya, Rep. Korea, Madagascar, Mauritius,
Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, St Kitts and Nevis, St Lucia,
St Vincent and the Grenadines, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Tanzania, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Uganda,
Venezuela, Zambia, Zimbabwe

G-4 EU, US, India and Brazil

G-7 EU, US, India, Brazil, Japan, China, Australia

G-8 Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia, United Kingdom, United States of America. The European Union
is always represented by the President of the European Commission

GATS General Agreement on Trade in Services

GATT General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade

GBD Global Business Dialogue

GDAE Global Development and Environment Institute

GDP Gross Domestic Product

GEA Global Express Association

GEG Global Economic Governance

GFMD Global Forum on Migration and Development

GFMS Gold Fields Mineral Services

GHG Greenhouse Gases

Gls Geographical Indications

GMG Global Migration Group

GSI Global Subsidies Initiative

GSP Generalised System of Preferences

HACCP Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points

HEID Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies

HLD High Level Dialogue

HSI Humane Society International

IATP Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy

IBRD International Bank for Reconstruction and Development

ICC International Chamber of Commerce

ICS International Chamber of Shipping
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ICT Information and Communication Technologies
ICTSD International Gentre for Trade and Sustainable Development
IDRC International Development Research Centre

IFAP International Federation of Agricultural Producers
IFC International Finance Corporation

IGTN International Gender and Trade Network

IISD International Institute for Sustainable Development
ILO International Labour Organization

IMF International Monetary Fund

IMO International Maritime Organization

I0M International Organization for Migration

P Intellectual Property

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

IPRs Intellectual Property Rights

IRENE Institut de recherches économiques

IRIS International Research Institute of Stavanger

IRU International Road Transport Union

ISFP Initiative on Soaring Food Prices

ITC International Trade Centre

ITCB International Textiles & Clothing Bureau

ITUC International Trade Union Confederation

JITAP Joint Integrated Technical Assistance Programme
LATN Latin American Trade Network

LDCs Least-developed Countries

LLP Limited Liability Partnership

MAPA Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food Supply
MBMs Market-Based Mechanisms

MDG Millenium Development Goals

MEAs Multilateral Environmental Agreements
MERCOSUR  Southern Common Market

MFN Most Favoured Nation

MNE Multinational Enterprise

MPEDA Marine Products Export Development Authority
MSF Meédecins Sans Frontieres

MTS Multilateral Trading System

NAFTA North American Free Trade Agreement

NAMA Non-Agricultural Market Access

NAPA National Adaptation Programmes of Action

NCCR National Centre of Competence in Research
NCTO National Council of Textile Organization

NGO Non-Governmental Organization

NTBs Non-Tariff Barriers

NTMs Non-Tariff Measures

ODA Official Development Assistance

oDl Overseas Development Institute

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
OHCHR Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights

WTO Public Forum “Trading into the future”




OIE World Organization for Animal Health

PPMs Process and Production Methods

PS Private Standards

PSE Product Support Estimates

PTAs Preferential Trade Agreements

PV Photovoltaic

Qms Quality Management System

QR Quantitative Restriction

R&D Research and Development

RIISPOA Regulamento de Inspecdo Industrial e Sanitaria de Produtos de Origem Animal
RIS Research and Information System for Developing Countries
RMG Readymade Garment

RSPCA Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
RSPO Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Ol

RTA Regional Trade Agreement

RTRS Round Table on Responsible Soy

S&DT Special and Differential Treatment

SADC South African Development Community

SMART Sustainable Markets and Responsible Trade Program
SME Small and Medium Size Enterprise

SP Special Products

SPS Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures

SSM Special Safeguard Mechanism

TBT Technical Barriers to Trade

TCP Tratado de Comercio de los Pueblos/ Treaty of Commerce for the People
TDP Trade Development and Poverty

TPRM Trade Policy Review Mechanism

TRIPS Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights
TRTA Trade Related Technical Assistance

TUCP Trade Union Congress of the Philippines

UN United Nations

UNCTAD United Nations Conference for Trade and Development
UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNECE United Nations Economic Commission for Europe
UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
UNIDO United Nations Industrial Development Organization

USA United States of America

USTR US Trade Representative

WB World Bank

WCOo Warld Customs Organisation

WIPO World Intellectual Property Organization

WSPA World Society for the Protection of Animals
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WTO Public Forum 2008

This year’s edition of the WTO Public Forum offers an overview of the debates at the 2008 Forum, whose title was
“Trading into the Future”. The Forum provided a unique opportunity for governments, representatives of non-
governmental organizations, parliamentarians, academics, members of the business community, journalists,
lawyers and students to discuss how the trading system may best reflect the future needs and aspirations of the
international community. The sessions held during the Forum triggered a frank and open debate on the multilateral
trading system’s six decades as well as on the challenges and opportunities facing the WTO and all those involved
in international trade. The Forum also sought to identify practical and effective ways forward for the multilateral
trading system. A chapter is devoted to each of the sessions held during the two-day programme.
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