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In line with the title of this SESSION, and more specifically with the title of presentation, I would like to limit my presentation by raising some pertinent issues as well as forward some suggestions. 

A. The first issue I want to raise is that who are the NSAs (in Bangladesh), what is the extent of their influence on power dynamics, and how they contribute to and what they know about WTO? While I do not intend to define Non State Actors (NSA), I think that “NSA”, in the relevant literature, is relatively poorly defined and loosely used depending on the context and settings. Non-state actors include civil society (CS) or civil society organizations (CSO) including NGOs (non-government organization), business associations (excluding for profit enterprises), parliamentarians, academia, media etc. NSAs can be international, regional, national, and sub-national. Among the national level NSAs, prominent ones, for example in Bangladesh include Chambers of Business Community (FBCCI, DCCI, MCCI, AMCham); Parliamentarians (especially members of various Standing Committees); Elected Professional bodies (e.g., Bangladesh Economic Association, Bangladesh Medical Association, Institute of Engineers, Association of Agriculturists, Lawyers Association, Association of Bankers, and Coordination Body of Professional Associations); Academia; various Non-government organizations (NGOs and CBOs numbering over 200,000 in Bangladesh including INGO, NNGO, LNGO etc); Trade unions and Associations of various Occupational groups (in formal and informal sectors); Cooperative Association; various Rights based organizations – consumers, human right, women right, environment/climate justice; various Cultural organizations; various Citizen’s committees, and so on. Theoretically, these NSAs can exert power broadly on three areas (Bas Arts, 2003): (1) decisional power in terms of policy making and political influence; (2) discursive power in terms of framing/reframing of discourses; and (3) regulatory power in terms of rule-making and setting standards.

Viewing from these three dimensions of power, for NSAs in Bangladesh, let me point three observations: (1) Some NSAs are more active than most others in serving public interest and act as efficient interlocutor and partner of government (e.g., business chambers in setting tariff; academia and think tanks in raising issue of non-tariff protectionist measures by developed economies; Bangladesh Economic Association in guiding development policy and WTO issues; Bangladesh Pharmaceutical Association in raising issue of patent of life saving drugs; Cultural organizations in preserving and patenting traditional and indigenous knowledge, etc). (2) Pro-activeness of various NSAs in their relationship with and participation in government’s policy making varies depending on the individual association’s image, acceptability, strength, and interest. (3) Most actors are not adequately represented in the relevant processes, or are represented as “token”. Therefore, the cumulative impact of these NSAs in Bangladesh is more pronounced on discursive power than on other two areas, i.e., on decisional power and regulatory power. Most NSA groups work individually without coordination with others. It is important to note that most of the national actors (of NSA) are not only ill-equipped in terms of knowledge about globalization and WTO but also are globaphobes and WTO-phobes. This ‘phobia, most likely, is attributable to three key reasons, namely (1) NSAs lack of adequate knowledge about WTO and globalization, (2) Much aggressive campaign and propaganda of the pro-phobes, and (3) rising inequality creating fertile ground for pro-phobes.  Therefore, I think, a mechanism has to be devised to facilitate ‘objective’ knowledge building of these actors about various relevant issues of their interest on WTO and globalization. I also think that the relevant Department (Cell/Section/Division) of WTO dealing with knowledge sharing, information dissemination, and learning may be entrusted with the responsibility to perform this high utility job for the NSAs.   
B. The second issue, I intend to raise is about the channels and modalities of NSA-WTO relationships. This is a contested, controversial, complex, and grey subject (Motoyo Kamiya, 2008).
Channels and modalities of WTO-NSA relationships  

In WTO-NSA relationship, the two key broad areas of interactions are related to policy setting and operational/implementation. NSAs are not fully integrated in the WTO structure and governance, and are not equal decision maker, implying absence of institutionalized modality (under policy setting role). Whether or not NSAs have formal status in WTO through officially defined criteria and procedure, and relationship with WTO is equal is less clear, implying lack of accreditation/ consultative status modality in the relationships between WTO and NSA. However, NSAs status in WTO is distinctly pronounced in terms of policy dialogue modality through issue-specific engagement (sub-modality), placation (few handpicked ‘worthy’ individuals of specific groups are placed on committees). This policy dialogue modality has the strength of “listening the voice”, and weakness of “no-promise of incorporation of voice into decision making”. Under broad area “operational/ implementation”, the cooperation agreement modality in which NSAs are seen as an integral part or work through contractual agreement is less practiced. However, partnership modality consisting operational activities such as advocacy, coordination, information, and learning is more pronounced in relationships between NSAs and WTO. Therefore, it is evident that in terms of WTO-NSA relationships, the NSAs are engaged (or are seen) in “less influencing”, “less productive” channels. This permits me to forward three suggestions, (1) Adequate measures are needed to involve and engage the NSAs in WTO towards maximizing NSAs contribution in the process, (2) More emphasis should be given towards equipping the relevant NSAs so that they can contribute as an integral part of WTO, and (3) NSAs should be knowledge-wise more equipped, and in doing that, WTO needs to think proactively. 
C. Now let me turn to some areas of criticisms regarding WTO-NSA relationships, which needs serious rethinking to make ‘WTO-NSA’ nexus work better. Without going deep into the issues, let me just point out the areas of discomfort, which are as below: 

a) Increasing confusion, misunderstanding, and misinterpretation – due mainly to the absence of clear and coherent definitions of the nature of relations in the policy setting and operational areas;
b) inconsistent and double standards in the channels of participation for business and civil society;
c) Individualized approach to NSAs; and 

d) Power and self interest including financial gain, connections, advancement, goodwill, influence or inclusion. Organization that pays the bill defines the relationship. 

D. The power of non-state actors is a contested issue ranging debates between neo-realists and trans-nationalists. Rich plurality of academic views should be welcomed. And at the same time, means and ways have to be devised to maximize NSAs contribution to WTO by creating conducive environment for NSAs through which they can enjoy more decisional, discursive, and regulatory powers. Finally, it is pertinent to conclude that WTO’s individualized approach to NSAs has reached its limit. Therefore, it might be appropriate to think about some sort of standardized and coherent self-regulating organizational umbrella modality that would enhance effectiveness and accountability. NSAs are capable of reshaping patterns and outcomes of global governance – because under the rapidly changing world with the broadening of the development agenda and inclusion of new actors “governing the governors” has become a real emerging issue!        
Abbreviations: CBO=Community Based Organization, CS=Civil Society, CSO=Civil Society Organization, DCCI= Dhaka Chamber of Commerce and Industries, FBCCI=Federation of Bangladesh Chamber of Commerce and Industries, INGO=International NGO, LNGO=Local NGO, MCCI=Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce and Industries, NGO= Non-Government Organization, NNGO=National NGO, NSA=Non-State Actors, WTO= World Trade Organization
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