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by Chakravarthi Raghavan

GENEVA: WTO Director-General
Roberto Azevedo appears to have at-
tempted on 5 May to tweak the Doha
Round trade talks by dumping the “se-
quencing” framework, thus enabling
the US to avoid answering tough ques-
tions on domestic support in agricul-
ture for concluding the negotiations
and ensuring a successful WTO Minis-
terial Conference in Nairobi this Decem-
ber.

Since the launch of the Uruguay
Round negotiations in 1986 in Punta
del Este, and their conclusion in 1994
in Marrakesh – which entailed, among
others, placing the agriculture sector
and trade in agricultural products
within the ambit of the multilateral trad-
ing system and its disciplines – reduc-
ing agricultural trade barriers at the
border and cutting domestic support in
agriculture have been seen as two sides
of the same coin, as with GATT disci-
plines in the industrial sector.

At Marrakesh, in return for this
commitment to undertake reforms in
agricultural trade, albeit over a longer
time frame, developing countries agreed
to more obligations and commitments
in the areas of trade in industrial goods,
services and global protection for intel-
lectual property.

It was in pursuance of the
Marrakesh commitments to continue
with the reform process in agriculture
after the initial set of reforms and disci-
plines (covering reduction of domestic
support, increasing market access by
cutting tariffs, and gradual elimination
of export subsidies) that the Doha
Round was launched with agriculture
as the major focus, but also adding non-
agricultural market access (NAMA)
and further services liberalization.

These last two areas were included
so as to provide the major developed
countries, in particular the US, the EU
and Japan, with domestic political
cover: in return for undertaking further

reforms in cutting agricultural domes-
tic support and border tariffs, they
could point to trade-offs in the form of
gains in trade in NAMA and services.

Hence from the beginning, agricul-
ture was seen as the yardstick for any
concessions by developing countries in
NAMA or services, with the entire ex-
ercise carried out as a single undertak-
ing.

As a corollary, since the launch of
the Doha Round in 2001, in so far as
the agriculture sector is concerned, re-
duction of protection on the three pil-
lars of domestic support, market access
and export subsidies was viewed as
one, rather than (as has happened now)
maintaining or increasing protection
and domestic support by developed
countries through box-shifting.

These two main elements lie be-
hind the “sequencing” followed since
2001 in the talks.
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At Doha the US was fully behind
further reforms in agricultural trade, in
particular reducing barriers to trade in
Europe and Japan, by aiming at both
border controls and domestic support.
However, it began reversing course
soon after, now reaching a stage where
it is no longer willing to reduce its own
domestic support or even talk about it,
given the nature of its farm law and the
power of its farm lobby.

The suggestion of Director-General
Azevedo at the WTO General Council
on 5 May for moving away from the se-
quencing framework and focusing on
market access issues in agriculture,
NAMA and services, thus dumping
any talk of cutting domestic support in
agriculture, has raised doubts whether
all this is not a manoeuvre to enable the
US to avoid answering tough questions
on this, several trade envoys told the
South-North Development Monitor



	�������	�
����	
	������������������������ ������	

  CURRENT REPORTS      WTO

(SUNS) after the General Council meet-
ing.

Hitherto, in the “sequencing”-
based negotiations, agriculture issues,
especially  issues of  trade-distorting
domestic support, got primacy over
other  areas  of  the  Doha  Round talks
in drawing up a post-Bali work
programme.

At the General Council meeting,
Azevedo said [in his capacity as Chair
of the Trade Negotiations Committee
(TNC)] “we have to be aware of the dam-
aging consequences that any kind of de
facto sequencing may have”. He ac-
knowledged that “there are ‘gateway’
issues that we need to tackle very
quickly.”

Earlier, at the formal TNC meeting
on 27 April, while he had promoted a
“recalibration” strategy for the post-Bali
work programme, the large majority of
developing countries negatived such an
approach. They insisted that agricul-
ture is the locomotive of the Doha
Round and that the revised modalities
texts evolved over years of patient talks
should provide the basis for further
progress. (See the following article for a
report on the 27 April TNC meeting.)

In his remarks at the General Coun-
cil on 5 May, without suggesting what
new approach would replace the se-
quencing strategy, the Director-General
said the work programme must fulfil
three criteria.

First, “it must be substantive and
meaningful,” implying that it ought to
cover all areas in a balanced manner.
Second, “it must provide clear guidance
on how to conclude the [Doha Round]
negotiations”. Third, “it must be a
springboard to a successful [Ministerial
Conference in Nairobi],” he maintained.

To pave the way for accomplishing
“an overall balance” in the “substan-
tive” work programme, Azevedo is to
begin a discussion “on the horizontal
trade-offs, including the wider Room W
consultations [where all members can
take part in the proceedings].”

“And the importance of this hori-
zontal process underlines how vital it
is that we make substantive movement
in all areas to facilitate these trade-offs,”
Azevedo emphasized.

As part of the trade-offs, market ac-
cess in agriculture, industrial goods (i.e.,
NAMA), services and rules will be ex-
plored ahead of domestic support. Since
there is no clarity yet on what a major
industrialized country (the US) is ready
to do at this juncture in the domestic

support pillar of agriculture, only mar-
ket access and rules will be taken up,
said a trade envoy who took part in the
General Council meeting.

Azevedo said “development and
LDC [least developed country] issues
must continue to remain central to our
work”, while emphasizing the
operationalization of the LDC services
waiver in which some 25 members had
indicated the preferential treatment
they will provide for LDC services sec-
tors and modes of supply. So far, only
one member has followed through and
submitted a notification, the Director-
General added.

But on other LDC issues such as
duty-free and quota-free market access,
simplification of preferential rules of
origin, and cotton, there is still no clar-
ity as to whether they will be fully ad-
dressed in the work programme, said a
trade envoy from an African LDC.
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Until now, a large number of de-
veloping countries, particularly Brazil
on behalf of the G20 developing-coun-
try farm coalition, have consistently
maintained that agriculture is the en-
gine of the Doha Round negotiations.

Consequently, the developing
countries and LDCs, particularly the
Cotton-4 countries in West Africa
(Benin, Burkina Faso, Mali and Chad),
have demanded that trade-distorting
domestic support and export subsidies
and export credits need to be negotiated
along with other issues in the Doha
agriculture package as part of the se-
quencing strategy.

As part of this strategy, members
would approach market access for in-
dustrial goods, services, rules, environ-
mental goods and developmental is-
sues concerning special and differen-
tial treatment after the difficult issues
in the agriculture package, especially
the growing trade-distorting domestic
subsidies for rich farmers in industri-
alized countries, are sufficiently ad-
dressed.

Although the sequencing frame-
work was not stated in the mandate, it
was generally accepted as the frame-
work to conclude the Doha Round ne-
gotiations.

Azevedo, when he was Brazil’s
trade envoy, had aggressively pro-
moted the sequencing strategy, saying
that agriculture is the locomotive for the
Doha Round negotiations, noted a South

American trade envoy familiar with the
negotiations.

But, in his current role as the Chair
of the TNC, Azevedo informed members
at the 5 May General Council meeting
that “many delegations noted that we
have to be aware of the damaging con-
sequences that any kind of de facto se-
quencing may have.”

He said “the key potential trade-
offs between the different areas are not
clearly on the table as yet.” “This is why
I announced at the TNC that I would
increasingly look at ways to facilitate a
discussion on the horizontal trade-offs,
including though the wider Room W
process.”

The Director-General, however, did
not explain what the “damaging con-
sequences” are, which member or mem-
bers have called for abandoning the
sequencing framework, and why those
damaging consequences were not no-
ticed when the Trade Facilitation Agree-
ment was negotiated in 2013.

“For all we know, when he was
making a pitch for the Trade Facilita-
tion Agreement in 2013 and knowing
fully well that it is a market access agree-
ment, he did not get into any discus-
sion on horizontal trade-offs,” said an-
other envoy.

During the Trade Facilitation
Agreement negotiations in 2013, the
Director-General held meetings only on
the trade facilitation issue without link-
ing it to other issues in the Bali package
such as agriculture, public stockhold-
ing programmes for food security and
developmental demands, particularly
those raised by the LDCs.

“Effectively, he held separate meet-
ings on these issues without bringing
any horizontal trade-offs,” the envoy
said.
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Over the last two months, the Di-
rector-General has held consultations
with a former US chief agriculture ne-
gotiator, Joseph Glauber, to figure out
what Washington can offer in the face
of the US farm bill adopted last year.

It was found that because of the
new farm bill, which would be in place
for the next five years, the US will ex-
ceed the cap of $14.5 billion as negoti-
ated at the time of the 2008 revised draft
agriculture modalities.

Azevedo held a meeting with trade
envoys from six countries – the US, the
European Union, China, India, Brazil
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and Australia – at the Australian mis-
sion in April to discuss the difficult is-
sues in domestic support.

During the discussion, there were
reportedly sharp exchanges on the de
minimis provision for China, and Ar-
ticle 6.2 of the WTO’s Agreement on
Agriculture.

The US maintained that it would
take a commensurate commitment in
domestic support only after China
agrees to reduce its de minimis and fur-
ther tightening of Article 6.2 – a stand
that is not consistent with the previous
Doha Round mandates such as the
Doha Ministerial Declaration of 2001,
the July 2004 framework agreement, the
2005 Hong Kong Ministerial Declara-
tion and the 2008 revised draft modali-
ties, said sources in trade missions fa-
miliar with the meeting.

One trade envoy said that the Di-
rector-General has seen the writing on

the wall that he cannot address the dif-
ficult issues in domestic support at this
juncture.

According to a developing-country
negotiator, the US wants the Director-
General to remain silent on the issue of
domestic support commitments until
the Trade Promotion Authority bill is
passed in the US Congress. The nego-
tiator said any discussion on domestic
support reduction commitments at this
stage could vitiate the climate in Wash-
ington where the administration is fac-
ing hurdles in getting support from its
Democratic party members in Congress
for passing the TPA bill.

“Hence the change for moving
away from the sequencing strategy
based on agriculture first and the rest
of the Doha agenda later,” the negotia-
tor said. (SUNS8017)�������������������������

This article was written with inputs from D. Ravi
Kanth.
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by Kanaga Raja

GENEVA: A large majority of develop-
ing countries appear to have disap-
proved of the “recalibration” strategy
in the Doha Development Agenda
(DDA) negotiations, which is being pro-
moted by the WTO head Roberto
Azevedo and the industrialized coun-
tries and which will shift the existing
goalposts of the talks to the detriment
of their “development goals”.

This came out at a formal meeting
of the WTO’s Trade Negotiations Com-
mittee (TNC) on 27 April, in the
speeches and statements of developing
countries and their groupings, follow-
ing status reports by Director-General
(DG) Azevedo and the chairpersons of
the various negotiating bodies under
the TNC.

The upbeat assessment of the DG
on the state of play in the Doha Round
talks – his call to members “to focus on
the doable” and to “leave their comfort
zones ... and contribute” – seemed to

echo the stands of the United States and
Europe for “recalibration” of the DDA
to conclude the Round by the time of
the WTO’s 10th Ministerial Conference
to be held in Nairobi this December.

The DG’s assessment was also in
sharp contrast to the rather sombre view
of no progress in the agriculture talks
that was given to the TNC by the chair
of the agriculture negotiations, Ambas-
sador John Adank of New Zealand.

The DG and the chairs of the vari-
ous negotiating groups are continuing
their consultations on the task of defin-
ing a post-Bali work programme on the
remaining DDA issues, working to an
end-July deadline set by the WTO Gen-
eral Council in November 2014 for
agreeing on the work programme.

The developing countries – both the
various coordinators of developing-
country groupings as well as key indi-
vidual countries – which spoke at the
TNC insisted on the Doha Round talks

continuing to adhere to the existing
texts and mandates, and that agricul-
ture and the development dimension
must remain at the heart of the negotia-
tions.

The developing countries insisted
on the post-Bali work programme be-
ing firmly anchored in the previously
agreed mandates such as the 2001
Doha Ministerial Declaration and Work
Programme, the 2004 July Framework
agreement at the General Council, the
2005 Hong Kong Ministerial Declara-
tion and the 2008 draft revised modali-
ties texts. Trying different approaches
could not mean changing mandates,
they asserted.

China, India, Indonesia, Turkey,
Venezuela and Brazil, as well as the
coordinators of the African, Caribbean
and Pacific (ACP) Group, the African
Group, the G33 developing-country
grouping (of which Indonesia is the
coordinator), the G20 developing-coun-
try agriculture group and the least de-
veloped countries (LDCs), insisted that
the 2008 revised draft agriculture mo-
dalities text (Rev. 4 text) and the 2008
Rev. 3 draft revised modalities in non-
agricultural market access (NAMA)
must remain the basis for drawing up
the post-Bali work programme.

On their part, the various devel-
oped countries, the United States and
the European Union in particular, is-
sued a common message on the need to
“recalibrate” the level of ambition for
accomplishing doable and realistic re-
sults by the end of this year. These coun-
tries significantly made no mention of
the previous Doha ministerial man-
dates as well as the Rev. 4 text on agri-
culture and Rev. 3 text on NAMA. A
few, such as the EU, suggested new
approaches without elaborating on the
underlying framework.

In its comments at the TNC, China
issued the strongest message pointing
to attempts to mislead members by rais-
ing the bogey of “recalibration” while
undermining the previous Doha man-
dates. India said that attempts to im-
pose “differentiation” to seek higher
commitments from some developing
countries in an attempt to make
progress in the negotiations were not
“acceptable.”

In their interventions at the TNC,
the developing countries underscored
that the Rev. 4 draft agriculture text re-
mains the basis for the negotiations
and that agriculture holds the key that
will enable members to make progress
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in the other areas.
The G33, for example, wants the

hard-won gains from the Rev. 4 text,
especially Special Products (SP) and the
Special Safeguard Mechanism (SSM), to
be preserved. It also stressed on the im-
portance of public stockholding for food
security purposes.

[During his “confessional” meet-
ings, the Director-General had asked
the coordinator of the G33 (Indonesia)
why the group was demanding SP and
the SSM when the level of ambition was
sought to be lowered substantially by
adopting a simple average and mini-
mum cut tariff formula, according to a
South American member of the G33.

[(While a simple average and mini-
mum cut tariff formula have been pro-
posed in informal meetings recently by
Argentina, Paraguay and Norway,
these in fact have not been accepted by
most of the developing countries. –
SUNS)]

Referring to the calls made by some
major developed countries for a
“recalibration” of the level of ambition,
a number of developing countries at the
TNC said the negotiations must con-
tinue to adhere to the texts and the man-
dates emerging from Doha and right up
to Bali.

The African Group, for example,
said that any novel idea must be tested
against those mandates, and the
flexibilities for African countries must
be preserved. The group underscored
that the current consultations on the
work programme are not a renegotia-
tion of existing and agreed mandates.

The ACP Group underlined that
recalibration must not entail undermin-
ing the development dimension of the
Doha Round and the special and dif-
ferential treatment (S&D) and
flexibilities of ACP member states.

China said that recalibration of the
Rev. 4 and Rev. 3 texts must take into
account the mandates coming from
Doha, as well as those of 2004 (the July
Framework), Hong Kong and Bali.
While it can look at alternatives, these
mandates need to be respected, China
stressed.

India said that progress can be
made only if members seeking
“recalibration” spell it out in clear terms.
This has not been done thus far, it
added. Exploring different approaches
is surely not tantamount to inverting the
ministerial mandates and the principles
that guide the negotiating process, In-
dia further said (see below).
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Director-General Azevedo, speak-
ing in his capacity as Chair of the TNC,
drew three essential conclusions from
the reports of the chairs of the various
negotiating bodies that had been made
earlier on in the meeting, and from his
own consultations.

First, he said that a lot of good work
had been done, particularly in the three
core areas of agriculture, NAMA and
services, and that it was clear that
achieving outcomes in these areas
would be essential to the success of the
negotiations.

His second conclusion was that it
remained very clear that development
and LDC issues remained central, and
that members must continue working
to move these issues forward.

His third conclusion was that
while it was clear that “we still have a
long way to go, and that some areas are
proving very problematic,” there was
no doubt in his mind that “we are mak-
ing progress.”

In this context, he referred to the
great amount of engagement on the core
DDA issues, and the high level of par-
ticipation with ambassadors getting
involved.

As had been heard from the chairs,
members were still at odds on some
major issues and some big gaps re-
mained. Some were still repeating their
old positions or taking more time to
move to a solution-finding approach,
he said, urging members not to be dis-
couraged by it.

Referring to the horizontal discus-
sion to identify inter-sectoral trade-offs,
Azevedo underscored the need to put
more focus on identifying the trade-offs
within pillars and between them. These
trade-offs were clearly not on the table
yet, he said.

Noting that members were work-
ing to conclude a “clearly defined”
work programme on the remaining
DDA issues by July, the DG said: “We
are getting close to July now. And there-
fore we have to be realistic about just
how specific and modalities-like it can
be. That is a question which only you
can answer.”

Whatever the nature of the work
programme members get by July, clearly
it would have to fulfil certain criteria:
first, it would have to be substantive
and meaningful; second, it must give
guidance on how to conclude the nego-
tiations; and third, it must be a spring-

board towards a successful 10th Min-
isterial Conference in Nairobi in Decem-
ber.

“We have to maintain our focus on
what is doable. We have to be prepared
to leave our comfort zones. And we will
all have to contribute,” said the DG.
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The DG’s statement had been pre-
ceded by progress reports from the
chairs of the various negotiating bod-
ies under the TNC, including on agri-
culture, NAMA, services, trade and de-
velopment, TRIPS, Rules Group, trade
and environment, and the Special Ses-
sion of the Dispute Settlement Body.

The Chair of the Special Session of
the Committee on Agriculture, Ambas-
sador John Adank of New Zealand,
said that members were a long way from
where they should be, given the July
deadline (for agreeing on the post-Bali
work programme). Members were far
from convergence on some threshold
issues in key areas, and this was inhib-
iting progress in other areas, he added.
(See “Members still far from conver-
gence on key agri issues, says chair” in
this issue for the full report by the chair
at an informal meeting of the Commit-
tee on 24 April and reactions from
members.)

The Chair of the NAMA negotiat-
ing group, Ambassador Remigi
Winzap of Switzerland, said there had
been constructive engagement by mem-
bers, but it was difficult to move – as
many members had said – without vis-
ible progress in agriculture. He also re-
ported that there had not been much
progress on non-tariff barriers.

The chair encouraged members to
accelerate the exploratory phase to
evaluate possible options, saying that
this would enable members to move on
NAMA. But what was clear was that
this could happen only after members
start to see some progress in agricul-
ture, he said.

The Chair of the Special Session of
the Council for Trade in Services, Am-
bassador Gabriel Duque of Colombia,
said that there had been an open dis-
cussion on aspirations of members, i.e.,
what exactly they would like to see from
the services negotiations. Referring to a
services meeting held the previous
week, he said that members recognized
the need for reality and doability. They
understood that any outcome here
would be calibrated based on what
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happens in agriculture and NAMA.
Many delegates said that it was impor-
tant to reduce “water” in commitments
and that this should be a priority. Del-
egates highlighted the modes of sup-
ply that were important to them, with a
number of countries reiterating the im-
portance of Mode 4 (movement of natu-
ral persons).

On rules under the services pillar,
the chair reported that there were dif-
fering assessments made between do-
mestic regulation and the General
Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS).
A number of delegations said that do-
mestic regulation would form an impor-
tant part of the outcome of the post-Bali
work programme.

��������	 �����

A number of delegations spoke fol-
lowing the DG’s report, outlining key
issues of priority to them.

Lesotho, speaking on behalf of the
African Group, underscored two points.
Firstly, substantial differences prima-
rily among members with the greatest
share of international trade remain, and
this is certainly not a surprise in light
of previous experiences.

Secondly, novel ideas on how to
move the agenda forward have not been
in short supply. Request-offer, offer-re-
quest, average cuts, simplified ap-
proach, mixture of request-offer and
average cuts, cutting the water, new
approaches to disciplining domestic
support under agriculture, recalibra-
tion of the level of ambition, matching
of contributions, and such like concepts
have emerged since members embarked
on a process to develop the work
programme as per the Bali outcome.

“Nonetheless, in figuring out solu-
tions to move our consultations for-
ward, it is worth recalling the message
that the Group has consistently con-
veyed to Members. On this occasion,
allow me to once again underline that
all the novel ideas on how to move the
agenda forward, proposed negotiating
approaches, the nature of the work
programme and the content therein and
such like efforts to make a breakthrough,
must all conform to the golden stan-
dards set by the Doha Ministerial Dec-
laration and attendant mandates. The
DDA negotiations must pass the litmus
test prescribed in these mandates,” said
Ambassador Nkopane Monyane of
Lesotho.

According to the African Group,

agriculture is an important pillar of the
negotiations for African countries and
an outcome in this area is of critical
importance. In this context, it is hard to
foresee the African Group supporting
any approach that falls short of level-
ling the playing field and eliminating
and/or significantly reducing trade-
distorting subsidies. African countries’
investments in agriculture have been
sinking in a huge black hole, simply
because these legitimate investments
cannot compete with distorting subsi-
dies derived from the current Agreement
on Agriculture regime.

“From the perspective of the Afri-
can Group, Members can no longer af-
ford the luxury of turning a blind eye to
the fact that the current architecture of
the Agreement on Agriculture cannot
be sustainable in the 21st century.”

Referring to the task of developing
a well-defined work programme, the
African Group was of the strong view
that:

� The work programme should be
comprehensive and cover all remain-
ing DDA issues as per the Bali ministe-
rial mandate. It must also respect the
existing mandates for the negotiations
including negotiation principles en-
shrined therein. Drawing from the
Group’s previous intervention, it is
worth underscoring that the current
consultations on the work programme
are not a renegotiation of existing and
agreed mandates.

� The development dimension
must cut across every subject matter
under negotiation in a way that proves
economically meaningful.

� Every novel idea must be tested
against the existing mandates and no
effort should be spared in ensuring that
the process, approaches, the substance
and principles of negotiations are ad-
hered to, to the fullest extent.

� Lastly, the flexibilities of the Afri-
can countries, in all their categories,
must be fully preserved. This is a golden
standard against which every new idea
should be assessed.
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Speaking on behalf of the ACP
Group, Barbados referred to the Group’s
elements paper of March 2015 as a con-
tribution to stimulate thinking on a
modalities-type work programme from
its perspective. The paper addresses
the areas of importance to the Group in
concluding the DDA, recognizing that

the work programme must be compre-
hensive and include all remaining
DDA areas, it said.

With only three months left to com-
plete the mandated clearly defined
work programme, it is imperative that
members begin to clearly detail not only
the contours but the specifics of the
work programme, said Barbados.

According to the ACP Group, its
member states will also seek to do their
part, bearing in mind that:

� Development must remain at the
centre of discussions. In this regard,
special and differential treatment must
be an integral part of the various pil-
lars. These are integral elements, not
negotiating points to be traded and
measured against the overall balance.

� Recalibration must not entail un-
dermining the development dimension
of the Round and the special and dif-
ferential treatment and flexibilities of
ACP member states. As such,
recalibration must not be synonymous
with requesting greater contributions or
more market access from ACP states.

� The mandate requires a clearly
defined work programme on all the re-
maining DDA elements. As such, efforts
must be intensified in all the areas, not
only the three main elements of agri-
culture, NAMA and services, but devel-
opment, LDC issues and the other ar-
eas as well.

� The WTO membership must de-
liver a clearly defined work programme
by 31 July 2015 as they have been man-
dated to, and have concrete, tangible
deliverables ahead of the 10th Ministe-
rial Conference in Nairobi as they seek
not only the development of the work
programme but the conclusion of the
Doha Development Round.

Saudi Arabia, speaking on behalf
of the Arab Group, stressed the impor-
tance of moving to a solution-based
approach as quickly as possible.

On behalf of the recently acceded
members (RAMs), Saudi Arabia said
that there is a need to focus on what is
doable. In calibrating any of these ne-
gotiations, it needs to be appreciated
that the RAMs have already made ex-
tensive commitments. There is no “wa-
ter” left in their schedules.

Indonesia, on behalf of the G33,
stressed the importance of food secu-
rity, livelihood security and rural de-
velopment. There is a need to address
the inequities of the outcome of the Uru-
guay Round. Some members have been
questioning the mandate and legiti-
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macy of the G33 proposals which would
cover hundreds of millions of small
farmers.

The G33 wants to preserve the
hard-won gains from the Rev. 4 draft
agriculture modalities text, and this
means, for example, SP and the SSM. It
also stressed the importance of public
stockholding for food security pur-
poses.

Brazil, speaking on behalf of the
G20, said that agriculture has lagged
behind for many years. It is high time
these imbalances are corrected. Agricul-
ture will set the level of ambition. There
must be balance across the three pillars
of the agriculture negotiations – market
access, domestic support and export
competition – and progress must be
made in all areas, it said.

According to the G20, the Rev. 4 text
remains the basis for the agriculture
talks. Agriculture holds the key that will
enable members to make progress else-
where. The G20 also stressed on S&D
as being key. There is a need to move
into a more solution-oriented approach.
There is a floor of ambition beyond
which the point of this exercise stops
making sense, it said.

Switzerland, speaking on behalf of
the G10, said that the group attaches
the highest importance to the multilat-
eral trading system and is strongly com-
mitted to completing the DDA negotia-
tions. At the moment, it seems clear that
the disagreement over domestic support
in agriculture is holding back progress
in other areas.

With respect to agricultural market
access, the G10 has defensive interests
and this is where the G10 countries are
most exposed. But they are prepared to
engage in different tariff-cutting ap-
proaches if their sensitivities are re-
spected. They remain strongly opposed
to tariff capping, and they would like to
see the issue of export restrictions be-
ing taken up.

On behalf of itself, Switzerland said
that the situation with respect to mov-
ing on the three pillars of agriculture is
being affected by the fact that there is
very little movement on NAMA and ser-
vices. Across the board, it seems that
members are having more defensive
than offensive interests. This makes
negotiating very difficult. Any solution
must respect S&D.

It also said that a non-outcome at
the Nairobi Ministerial Conference will
most probably kill the Round. The post-
Bali work programme is not an objec-

tive in itself but a step to concluding
the DDA. The DDA must be compre-
hensive but also doable. The post-Bali
work programme needs to respect the
sensitivities of all members but must
also be a springboard for Nairobi and
the eventual conclusion of the Round.

Mali, on behalf of the Cotton-4
countries, said that the group does not
envisage concluding any agreement
that does not involve cotton.

Nepal said that the Nairobi confer-
ence and the fate of the DDA are con-
tingent on a successful outcome for the
post-Bali work programme. The LDCs
want an outcome that can address their
interests, specifically putting the devel-
opment dimension and S&D at the heart
of the negotiations.
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Venezuela said that the develop-
ment dimension should be at the heart
of the negotiations, with agriculture at
the centre. There is a need to deliver on
agriculture, cotton, S&D and “less than
full reciprocity” in the tariff-cutting ne-
gotiations. Unfortunately, it said, mar-
ket access is becoming the key issue in
these negotiations and this only ben-
efits certain members.

Some industrial countries are try-
ing to alter S&D to suit their interests, it
said, adding that these principles in-
stead need to cater to the legitimate in-
terests of the developing countries.

Turkey said that it would like to see
a doable outcome for the post-Bali work
programme. The imbalances from the
Uruguay Round need to be addressed.
Recalibrating would not mean revisit-
ing the mandate of the DDA. Things
cannot be started from scratch, while
balance is needed across the pillars. SP
and SSM should be at the heart of any
outcome. The developing countries that
do not have AMS commitments should
be exempt from any cuts in their de mini-
mis or OTDS reductions.

The European Union said that
members talked about the need for par-
allelism, simplification and doability
early on in the work programme pro-
cess, and “we had what seemed to be a
common understanding that those
Members making far-reaching requests
on sensitive issues need to put forward
commensurate concessions of their
own. While we are seeing ambitious
requests being made, the ensuing readi-
ness to contribute with commensurate
concessions still seems to be missing.”

In the same vein, it has been clear
for a long time that similar and cali-
brated levels of ambition need to be
pursued in the individual pillars of
negotiations. In this regard, the ques-
tion of balance must continue to be at
the centre of attention. Attempting to put
together a deal in which high ambition
is pursued in certain areas in order to
compensate for the fact that nothing or
very little is done in others is not a recipe
for success; quite the contrary.

“Similarly, trying to put certain ar-
eas before others and promoting se-
quencing ideas will not help us suc-
ceed. While it is clear that agriculture is
on everyone’s mind and without it there
can be no deal, it is equally true that no
deal will be possible without the other
areas.”

The EU further said: “As difficult
as it is, we need to engage on all issues
and allow them to advance technically
while keeping at the back of our minds
that ambition will have to be adjusted
and calibrated across all pillars in or-
der to arrive at a final acceptable bal-
ance. There should be no misunder-
standing on this point: all issues, core
and non-core, need to form part of the
work programme and part of the final
deal. Anything less will simply not
work.”

While the EU is firmly opposed to
any notion of sequencing in the limited
time before members, it fully under-
stands that many members want to ad-
vance on agriculture. In this context, it
welcomed, for example, the degree of
convergence that is appearing on ex-
port competition and the need for a bal-
anced outcome across the entire pillar.

“The discussion so far has however
rightly focused on domestic support,
where we have also been clear about
our interest and readiness to have an
ambitious outcome. This cannot mean
however that while some Members
would dramatically cut their trade-dis-
torting domestic support, others would
be allowed to increase their spending
to levels never before seen. Trade-dis-
torting domestic support is a common
concern and everyone needs to contrib-
ute to addressing it.”

It noted that creative ideas have
been put on the table which merit fur-
ther exploration and eventually more
will be needed. “Nevertheless, the de-
bates of recent weeks have clearly
shown that the best we could collec-
tively hope for in this round would be
an outcome which respects current poli-
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cies, whilst seeking to limit excessive
increases in the use of trade-distorting
measures. This, together with further
flexibilities that will be needed in order
to address the public stockholding is-
sue, will have an impact on all other
areas of negotiations.”

According to the EU, the approach
on agricultural market access will have
to mirror the overall direction that is
being taken on domestic support.
Progress in this area will only be pos-
sible on the basis of a simplified ap-
proach, which, while setting a clear
benchmark in terms of tariff reductions,
will give members the necessary flex-
ibility in deciding which tariff lines to
cut. Such an approach would ensure
an appropriate level of ambition with-
out however necessitating the introduc-
tion of complicating factors, which
would be disproportionate to the over-
all approach being taken, it said.

The approach on agricultural mar-
ket access will of course have a knock-
on effect on NAMA, where averaging
would again seem the most promising
way of proceeding. It would give a
meaningful result while providing
members with flexibility in terms of
implementation.

It is the EU’s firm belief that, now
more than ever, “we all need to focus
on the realistic and the doable. We need
to be clear in our minds whether we
would prefer to get in the near future a
deal and to close the DDA with the do-
able and meaningful results which are
within our reach or hold out for some-
thing bigger which may however never
materialize.”

According to trade officials, Uru-
guay reiterated that it cannot accept a
zero outcome in agriculture.

Japan said that on the positive side,
it welcomes the increased number of
ideas and proposals being put forward
that are based upon necessary
recalibration. On the worrisome side,
there remain differences between ma-
jor members who are sticking to con-
cepts that would not move forward.

The United States said that the ef-
fort for recalibration that reality dictates,
and which most members acknowl-
edge as necessary, is proving every bit
as challenging as other modes and
mechanisms members have tried in the
past.

“Nonetheless, recalibration has
been happening. Like others, the United
States is deeply disappointed that its

original aspirations for the Round have
not been realized. We have consistently
believed that we had a real opportunity,
from 2001 forward, to bring about sig-
nificant, new liberalization that would
advance the economic development
prospects of all Members, particularly
developing Members. That opportunity,
if not completely evaporated, has cer-
tainly been extensively eroded.”

“We know that our insistence that
all major agricultural subsidizers par-
ticipate in taking on new disciplines for
trade-distorting support is difficult for
certain other Members. We know, as
well, that some other Members do not
want to hear that it cannot be accept-
able for only some Members to contrib-
ute cuts in applied tariffs while others
contribute only policy space. We know
that many Members are deeply attached
to the texts known as Rev. 3 and Rev. 4.
We find this misguided, since those
texts never found consensus. And in-
deed, the very reasons that prevented
consensus in 2008 have grown more
profound in the seven years since,
namely the changed role of emerging
economies.”

Referring to the frequent references
to the mandate that it has heard, the US
said that if finding a solution were as
simple as adhering to the mandate, “we
would have done so a decade ago. The
truth is that the mandate is ambiguous,
and we have never agreed on what it
means. We certainly have not agreed
how to operationalize the mandate as
an actual trade agreement.”

It added that some of those who cite
the mandate most seem always to skip
over the parts they don’t like, includ-
ing the guidance from the 2011 Minis-
terial Conference, when all ministers
called for “explor[ing] different negoti-
ating approaches.”

“So, we are all finding that
recalibration may not be as easy as we
would have liked, in that it doesn’t do
away with a constellation of conflict-
ing political and policy difficulties that
are simply extremely hard to reconcile
... We cannot bury our head in the sand
and wish reality away, and in April
2015, our choice is clear: either we
adapt our collective expectations sig-
nificantly and quickly, or the WTO must
begin to confront the prospect of a de-
finitive failure,” said the US.

Argentina endorsed the G20 state-
ment. It said that it is not prepared to
discuss export restrictions, particularly

when there are so many other distor-
tions in agriculture.

Uganda endorsed the G33, ACP
Group and African Group statements.
While it is true that the Rev. 4 and Rev.
3 texts have not been agreed, the new
ideas put forward have not been agreed
either. There is a mandate that has been
set, based on agreement by ministers in
Doha, as well as in 2004 (July Frame-
work), in Hong Kong (in 2005) and in
Bali (in 2013). There is a need for bal-
ance across agriculture, NAMA and
services, with the single undertaking
and the development dimension being
preserved, it said.

Korea said that it is discouraged by
the speed and quality of progress made
so far. It does not know what the post-
Bali work programme is going to look
like, let alone what the substance will
be. The deadlock on domestic support
is hampering progress in other issues
in agriculture as well as in NAMA and
services. The 31 July deadline (for agree-
ing on the post-Bali work programme)
is crucially important. Those who call
for recalibration or simplification need
to put forward proposals that are more
specific so that there can be engagement
on these questions, it said.
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China said that recalibration of the
Rev. 4 and Rev. 3 texts must take into
account the mandates coming from
Doha, as well as those of 2004 (July
Framework), Hong Kong and Bali. It
can look at alternatives but these man-
dates need to be respected. It cannot see
how success can arise when some
members are seeking more flexibilities
and requiring less flexibility of others,
or even greater commitments from oth-
ers.

On the question of domestic sup-
port, for example, China asked whether
the talk is about a collective or selective
recalibration. If it is a selective ap-
proach, this will not lead to consensus.
When talking about recalibration, there
is a need to talk about how much, where
this would take place and for whom.

On the question of RAMs, it said
that there is no more “water” to be
given. The RAMs have already made
their contribution to the outcome of the
DDA, by virtue of the commitments
made on their accession.

China further said that it will be
very hard to have a successful outcome
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without services and rules in a final
package. The Doha Round is a very
complex negotiation, more complex
than any other round, and so it bears
keeping in mind the difficulties that
many members have had, and that it
would not be realistic to expect one, two,
three or four members to make contri-
butions to save the round while the oth-
ers do nothing.

Paraguay raised the need to ad-
dress OTDS, and the Amber Box as well
as de minimis support will need to be
looked at as well. On the SSM, it said
that this is something that should only
be used selectively and there should be
a sunset clause. On public stockhold-
ing for food security purposes, it said
that the Bali decision must be respected
in its entirety, and adequate transpar-
ency and safeguards must be ensured.

Norway said there is a need to keep
the development dimension at the cen-
tre, and that agriculture will determine
the level of ambition. It is increasingly
concerned about progress in other ar-
eas apart from agriculture. While it is
defensive on agriculture, it is engaging
in the negotiations. All members will
have to revise their positions and ad-
just them to take into account the cur-
rent realities, it said.

Colombia underlined the need to
study alternatives and to see more new
proposals. The post-Bali work
programme is not the end of the line
but is just something that would help
get to the conclusion of the DDA. Co-
lombia stressed the importance of bal-
ance across the three pillars in agricul-
ture.

Pakistan said that there needs to
be balance across the three pillars. There
is a need to look at public stockholding
for food security purposes and the un-
intended consequences of these
programmes. In NAMA, not only tar-
iffs but non-tariff barriers must also be
addressed. This is crucially important
for developing countries as non-tariff
barriers are increasingly being used as
barriers to market access.
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India (represented by Ambassador
Anjali Prasad) associated itself with the
statements made by Brazil on behalf of
the G20 and Indonesia on behalf of the
G33. It said it is evident that this re-
newed phase of engagement has not
yielded concrete progress, and the con-

tours of the post-Bali work programme
still remain elusive.

First and foremost, India said, there
is a need to clear the strategic fog over
the so-called “recalibration” in the am-
bition levels. In its view, progress can
be made only if members seeking
recalibration could spell it out in clear
terms. This has not been done thus far.
Further, recalibration has to be vis-a-
vis something. What is that bench-
mark? Is there a common understand-
ing in this regard?

“Another related question is
whether we can ignore the work that
has already been undertaken by mem-
bers collectively since the Round was
launched,” India asked, referring to the
ministerial mandates and the 2008
texts. “The existing texts have a sort of
inherent balance and connectivity of
issues. If that is disturbed in the name
of ‘recalibration’, do we start with a
clean slate? If not, how will the elements
of a package be identified without the
possibility of cherry picking?”

India believed that the 2008 texts
should be the basis for future work
along with the Hong Kong Ministerial
Decisions. Exploring different ap-
proaches (a reference to the US remarks
about the 2011 Ministerial Conference)
is surely not tantamount to inverting
the ministerial mandates and the prin-
ciples that guide the negotiating pro-
cess in the WTO.

Recalling that the Doha Round is a
“development round”, India said it is
therefore crucial that in the search for
the right level of ambition in agricul-
ture and other areas under negotiation,
“we do not lose sight of the centrality of
rebalancing inequities” and of the prin-
ciple of special and differential treat-
ment for developing countries. Any dis-
cussion on “doability”, “recalibration”
or “simplification” should not result in
the dilution of the “development quo-
tient” of this Round, as enshrined in
the ministerial decisions since the Doha
Declaration.

Linked to this is the issue of higher
contributions by some developing
countries. The attempt appears to be to
make progress in the Round condi-
tional upon the contributions by these
members, which are still developing
countries and grappling with the chal-
lenges of large-scale poverty, underde-
velopment and inadequate access to the
basic necessities of life.

“Differentiation among developing

countries in this manner is unaccept-
able,” India said, adding that such ar-
guments and conditionalities under-
mine the very basis of the negotiating
function of the WTO which is premised
on certain accepted principles, which
do not allow for such differentiation.

“Any such attempt therefore is
bound to delay our movement towards
a work programme and eventually the
conclusion of the Round. Contributions
have to be benchmarked to levels of de-
velopment rather than some vague
sense of the world having changed.”

India said it would like an early
conclusion of the Round but not at any
cost and in any manner whatsoever.
The conclusion must deliver a mean-
ingful development outcome. It ap-
peared to India that an atmosphere is
sought to be created where if most of
what the “recalibrators” want is not
agreed to, the Round would be dead.
December 2015 is being talked about as
a de facto deadline. “We believe that
this is a hasty characterization by those
who are perhaps uncomfortable with
the development dimension involving
correction of the inequities in the inter-
national trading system, of which they
are currently the beneficiaries,” it said,
pointing out that there is still time till
the Nairobi Ministerial Conference.

“Rather than delving in doomsday
scenarios, it would be helpful if we
could engage constructively and posi-
tively in addressing the issues most cru-
cial to a successful conclusion of the
Round.”

According to India, agriculture re-
mains central to any outcome in this
Round. “It has been our consistent po-
sition along with several other devel-
oping members that the level of ambi-
tion in this Round would be determined
by agriculture. While we remain en-
gaged and are willing to redouble our
efforts to discuss all areas in an explor-
atory and ‘without prejudice’ basis,
meaningful engagement in other areas
would have to await clarity on possible
outcomes in agriculture.”

India believes that the Rev. 4 text
provides a good basis for the work in
agriculture, and that SP, SSM and a
permanent solution on public stock-
holding for food security purposes
must be part of an outcome in Nairobi.
India also has a deep interest in NAMA
and services but active engagement in
these areas would depend on the mean-
ing of recalibration and how it would
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impact the core pillar of agriculture.
India believes that members have a

unique opportunity and indeed an ob-
ligation to level the playing field in this
Round so that trade does in fact deliver
on development and poverty allevia-
tion. “We need to strive for balanced
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GENEVA: When WTO Director-Gen-
eral (DG) Roberto Azevedo speaks at
the informal meeting of the Trade Ne-
gotiations Committee convened for 27
April, the large majority of developing
countries hope he will come clean on
what he intends to do with the previ-
ous mandates on the Doha Round talks,
and whether in fact he intends to dump
them as the US wants and drastically
change the special and differential treat-
ment provisions in agriculture for de-
veloping countries in order to open their
markets to heavily subsidized US agri-
exports.

Azevedo, since February of this
year (after the meetings of some minis-
ters at Davos), has been holding con-
sultations, in particular with the US, the
EU and some other nations, purport-
edly to find a way forward to draw up
by end July a post-Bali work
programme on the Doha Development
Agenda (DDA), as decided by the WTO
General Council in November 2014.

While he has been holding meet-
ings with groups of countries, a large
number of developing countries have
come away from such meetings with the
feeling that it was mere pro forma and
that they are being kept out of the loop
while he has been seeking the views of
the US, the EU and a select few devel-
oping countries on “recalibrating” the
DDA.

In these efforts, Azevedo has been
consulting with the former US agricul-
ture negotiator Joseph Glauber on the
kind of “recalibrated” agricultural
agenda on the domestic support and
export competition pillars which the US
can live with and accept under the cur-
rent US farm legislation (and which
would thus not require any modifica-
tion of current US support/subsidy
policies).

In their various remarks and state-
ments at the WTO, at formal meetings
and small informal consultations, the
US and the EU have not only been at-
tempting to resile from their legal com-
mitments to further reforms and an end
to their subsidization of domestic agri-
culture. They have also been seeking to
get key developing countries to give up
their existing rights under the WTO
Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) and
open up their markets to subsidized
exports from the US and the EU at the
cost of poor and marginal farmers in
these developing countries.
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The DG’s consultations with a
small number of countries and the two
subsidizing “elephants” in the agricul-
tural sector (the US and the EU) have
been running in parallel to the consul-
tations being held by the chair of the
agriculture negotiations, Ambassador
John Adank of New Zealand, where
members have repeatedly made clear
the need to base further talks on the Rev.
4 agri-modalities text.

This text, evolved after several years
of negotiations under the Doha Round,
cannot be jettisoned merely because it
does not suit the interests of one coun-
try (the US), developing-country mem-
bers have been insisting.

According to various media re-
ports, the DG, in his consultations, is
proceeding on the basis of major modi-
fications to the Rev. 4 text, which he has
said, in various pronouncements last
year outside the WTO, is no longer fea-
sible.

At the 27 April meeting, the DG has
to come clean on what he intends to do
with the previous mandates on the DDA

negotiations, including the 2008 re-
vised draft modalities, as there are
growing attempts to undermine the
special and differential treatment pro-
visions of the AoA, according to devel-
oping-country trade envoys.

In a move to satisfy a “trans-Atlan-
tic trade elephant” that wants commit-
ments from developing countries in the
domestic support pillar regardless of
the special and differential treatment
provisions in the AoA that exempt cer-
tain subsidy programmes of develop-
ing countries from any reduction com-
mitments, the 2008 revised draft mo-
dalities could be torpedoed so as to en-
sure a brand-new post-Bali work
programme, developing countries fear.

If a post-Bali work programme is
cobbled together in the next three
months, then it would become the ba-
sis for concluding the DDA negotia-
tions at the 10th Ministerial Conference
of the WTO in Nairobi, Kenya, in De-
cember.

Azevedo is due at the 27 April TNC
meeting to report about his assessment
of the state of play in the negotiations
and his consultations, particularly in
agriculture.

The developing and least devel-
oped countries want to know what the
DG has been and is discussing and
pursuing behind the scenes on the is-
sue of subsidies in the domestic sup-
port pillar, a South American trade en-
voy told the South-North Development
Monitor (SUNS).

“We are not invited to the closed-
door negotiations but we are hearing
reports that various special and differ-
ential treatment flexibilities are going
to be curtailed in the post-Bali work
programme,” the envoy said.

D. Ravi Kanth adds from Geneva:
On 22 April the DG held consulta-

tions with the so-called G6 countries –
the US, the EU, China, India, Brazil and
Australia – to discuss the critical issues
in the domestic support pillar, where
one major developed country is unwill-
ing to undertake commitments com-
mensurate with its current levels of
trade-distorting subsidy programmes.
At the same time, that country wants
developing countries such as China
and India to undertake reduction com-
mitments in their subsidy programmes
aimed at benefiting their poor and mar-
ginal rural farmers.

Prior to the meeting with the six
countries, the DG also held two rounds
of consultations with former chief US
agriculture trade negotiator Joseph

outcomes keeping in mind the existing
mandate and progress already
achieved in the negotiations so far,” it
said. (SUNS8013) �������������������������������

This article was written with inputs from D. Ravi
Kanth.
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Glauber to map out commitments the
US can accept in accordance with its
latest farm bill, which was passed last
year.

For many countries, said another
trade envoy, it is not clear what has tran-
spired in the meetings that the DG has
held so far, and whether they are a
preparation to carve out commitments
on who should do what regardless of
the previous mandates.

Besides these two reported devel-
opments, the DG also held consulta-
tions with various other members dur-
ing which he would have tested differ-
ent ideas.

Therefore, he must clarify once and
for all whether the previous mandates
– the 2001 Doha Ministerial Declara-
tion, the July 2004 framework agree-
ment, the 2005 Hong Kong Ministerial
Declaration and the 2008 revised draft
modalities – are all being “recalibra-
ted”, a euphemism for undermining the
previous mandates to suit the interests
of one or two major developed coun-
tries.

[Since the 2013 Bali Ministerial
Conference, Azevedo has been voicing
outside the WTO the view that the 2008
modalities are no longer doable, and
that special treatment to developing
countries and least developed coun-
tries is only their wish and not a right.
See articles titled “Multilateralism or
global corporatism?” by Chakravarthi
Raghavan in TWE No. 571, and
“Azevedo renews his pitch for comple-
tion of TF Agreement” by Chakravarthi
Raghavan in SUNS No. 7833 (30 June
2014). – SUNS]

When Azevedo was the trade en-
voy of Brazil in 2011, he co-wrote in an
article: “The December 2008 draft mo-
dalities are the basis for negotiation and
represent the end-game in terms of land-
ing zones ambition. Any marginal ad-
justments in the level of ambition of
those texts may be assessed only in the
context of overall balance of trade-offs,
bearing in mind that agriculture is the
engine of the Round ...

“The draft modalities embody a
delicate balance achieved after 10 years
of negotiations. This equilibrium can-
not be ignored or upset, or we will need
readjustments of the entire package
with horizontal repercussions. Such
adjustments cannot entail additional
unilateral concessions from developing
countries.”

Four years after making such a pro-
found statement, Azevedo, in his new
avatar of DG, has now left no stone

unturned in giving conflicting signals
on what is being attempted in agricul-
ture because at the WTO he continues
to remain conspicuously silent on the
relevance of the Rev. 4 text for the for-
mulation of the post-Bali work
programme.

 ������	 ���	������������	 ���������

Several developing countries want
to know whether the special and differ-
ential treatment provisions in the AoA
would remain sacrosanct or are being
changed as the US wants when it says
“big subsidizers” must place their
programmes on the table for undertak-
ing reduction commitments.

The US is particularly targeting in-
put subsidies and market price support
(MPS) programmes of developing coun-
tries for procuring food grains for pub-
lic distribution programmes.

The developing countries, for ex-
ample, are currently exempted from re-
duction commitments on agricultural
input subsidies under Article 6.2 of the
AoA, which says: “In accordance with
the Mid-Term Review Agreement that
government measures of assistance,
whether direct or indirect, to encourage
agricultural and rural development are
an integral part of the development
programmes of developing countries,
investment subsidies which are gener-
ally available to agriculture in devel-
oping country Members and agricul-
tural input subsidies generally avail-
able to low-income or resource-poor
producers in developing country Mem-
bers shall be exempt from domestic sup-
port reduction commitments that would
otherwise be applicable to such mea-
sures, as shall domestic support to pro-
ducers in developing country Members
to encourage diversification from grow-
ing illicit narcotic crops.”

Therefore, when the US says input
subsidies and MPS are more trade-dis-
torting than area payments and par-
tially decoupled support, clearly it is
aimed at undermining Article 6.2.

Against this backdrop, the devel-
oping countries want to know from the
DG what is going to be the status of
Article 6.2, whether it would be trun-
cated to remove the benefits for some
developing countries or whether it
would be further watered down.

Also, the US wants China’s de mini-
mis support to be disciplined despite
the Rev. 4 text having accorded an ex-
emption to all the recently acceded
members (RAMs) from reduction com-

mitments.
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Further, there are concerns as to
whether the DG’s meetings with the G6
will prevail over the consultations held
by the chair of the agriculture negotia-
tions Adank, where a majority of devel-
oping countries and LDCs are still
maintaining their position that the Rev.
4 text should be the basis for formulat-
ing the post-Bali work programme.

A large majority of developing
countries, for  example, called for retain-
ing the Special Safeguard Mechanism
(SSM) provision in the Rev. 4 text, per-
haps with some minor changes. They
also suggested specific changes in the
Green Box and AMS to construct the
permanent solution for public stock-
holding programmes for food security.

During the chair’s consultations on
export competition on 22 April, many
members  demanded  that the Rev. 4
disciplines on export subsidies, export
credits,  food  aid  and  state trading
enterprises must form part of the post-
Bali work programme, according to
trade envoys who took part in the meet-
ing.

The US, however, maintained that
the issues in the export competition pil-
lar are complicated.

The disciplines on export credits in
the Rev. 4 text could pose problems to
the US, said a negotiator familiar with
the agriculture consultations.

Japan demanded that export re-
strictions must be included in the work
programme, while Switzerland de-
manded the inclusion of geographical
indications.

When it comes to cotton, which was
discussed on 23 April by Adank, the
US continued to insist that China and
India must reduce their support for cot-
ton programmes.

In a sharp response to the US de-
mand, China said its per capita cotton
subsidies are estimated to be around
$20 while the US’ per capita cotton sub-
sidies are around $35,000.

India charged the US with continu-
ing to provide trade-distorting subsi-
dies that are contributing to 80% of the
American cotton exports.

Besides, the US now provides a new
crop insurance policy for its cotton pro-
ducers called the stacked income pro-
tection plan (STAX) which could fur-
ther harm the interests of the four major
cotton-exporting West African coun-
tries Benin, Burkina Faso, Mali and
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Chad.
Against this backdrop, developing

countries say, the DG must set the
record straight on the previous man-
dates and whether he would allow the
negotiations to be turned upside down
just to suit the interests of one or two
major “trans-Atlantic trade elephants.”

Between the two trans-Atlantic
members, one wants minimal or zero
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by Kanaga Raja

GENEVA: The Doha Round trade talks
and efforts to reach an accord on a post-
Bali work programme are stuck on ag-
riculture issues of domestic support
and market access, with members
standing firm on their positions, the
chair of the agriculture negotiations
said on 24 April.

In his report at an informal meet-
ing of the Special Session of the WTO
Agriculture Committee, chairperson
Ambassador John Adank of New
Zealand gave a rather sombre assess-
ment of his latest round of consulta-
tions, saying that in key areas “we are,
as of yet, far from convergence on cer-
tain threshold issues.”

According to trade officials, the
chair’s consultations had focused on
key issues under the domestic support,
market access and export competition
pillars, including on the Special Safe-
guard Mechanism, de minimis and Blue
Box support, public stockholding for
food security purposes, and cotton.

The WTO Director-General has
been pushing for a roadmap for the
post-Bali work programme by the end
of July and for completion of the Doha
Round by the end of 2015 in time for
the Nairobi Ministerial Conference.

Adank told the 24 April informal
agriculture meeting that the lack of con-
vergence on certain threshold issues in
key areas of agriculture was “inhibit-
ing progress on other issues”.

“The intensive process in which we
have been engaged has still not seen
delegations move from entrenched po-
sitions or find acceptable ways around
them. Doing so is the urgent challenge
that is still ahead of us.”

According to trade officials, among
the threshold issues cited by Adank
were possible spending caps on over-
all trade-distorting domestic support
(OTDS) and the coverage and extent of
any reductions in existing limits on de
minimis support, under the domestic
support pillar; the overall approach to
be taken on tariff reductions, under the
market access pillar; the export compe-
tition pillar; and public stockholding
programmes for food security.

Participants in these talks said that
the US, the EU and other developed
countries want, with heavily subsi-
dized agriculture (though disguised in
various ways), a “calibration” in the
market access pillar and to resile from
the 2008 Rev. 4 revised draft modalities
document.

Many developing countries, the
very large majority of the WTO mem-
bership, have on the other hand de-
manded a balanced outcome based on
the Rev. 4 text.

At the 24 April meeting, differences
among members came into sharp focus
when the US reiterated its demand that
all members (meaning mainly China,
India and other large developing coun-
tries) make contributions (thus opening
their markets to the heavily subsidized
exports of US and European
agribusiness corporations).

Several other developed countries
spoke about the need for recalibration
in the market access pillar, with a more
simplified approach to reduction of tar-
iffs.

[Such an approach has been put
forward by Argentina and Paraguay.
Norway reportedly has presented an

informal paper identical to the Para-
guay one, according to some partici-
pants. Research done at the South Cen-
tre has brought out that when all ele-
ments are taken into account, the Para-
guayan proposal (as the Norwegian
one) will imply that on average devel-
oping countries will cut tariffs more
than the developed – a form of reverse
special and differential treatment, so to
say. – SUNS]

According to trade officials, Brazil
(for the G20), Indonesia (for the G33),
India, South Africa, the Philippines,
Kenya, Lesotho (for the African Group),
Barbados [for the African, Caribbean
and Pacific (ACP) Group] and the Do-
minican Republic (for the small and
vulnerable economies group) under-
lined the importance of maintaining the
2008 Rev. 4 text as the basis for con-
cluding the agriculture negotiations.
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In his statement at the informal
meeting, the chair said that since the
previous informal meeting on 20 March,
he had intensified his consultations on
key aspects of the negotiations.

Adank said, “I have to be frank
with you: my assessment today is a
sombre one. We are a long way from
where we should be given the July dead-
line. In key areas we are, as of yet, far
from convergence on certain threshold
issues. This in turn inhibits progress
on other issues. The intensive process
in which we have been engaged has
still not seen delegations move from en-
trenched positions or find acceptable
ways around them. Doing so is the ur-
gent challenge that is still ahead of us.”

Reporting on his consultations in
each of the key areas, the chair said in
domestic support it has become clear
in the consultations that the nature and
extent of disciplines on OTDS is likely
to be a key determinant of the possible
outcomes across this pillar as a whole.

This has in fact become one of the
threshold issues, he said, adding that
the core of the issue is whether numeri-
cal OTDS limits should apply to all
members, with appropriate special and
differential treatment, or whether, as in
Rev. 4, there should be an exemption
for recently acceded members (RAMs).

“This question arouses strongly
divergent views. Efforts have been
made to try to find a way to reconcile
the opposing positions, for example, by
encouraging parties to look for, or offer
up, compensatory adjustments else-

commitments in the domestic support
pillar while the other wants a simpli-
fied-average and minimum-cut reduc-
tion commitments in market access.

Azevedo’s continued silence on
these two issues only reinforces the
fears that developing and poorest coun-
tries continue to harbour at this junc-
ture about the emerging post-Bali work
programme. (SUNS8010)���������������������
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where, but so far no convergence is in
sight. There is a strong view on the part
of a large number of delegations that
efforts to resolve these issues must con-
tinue given the consequences if that
proves impossible.”

Another key issue is the treatment
of de minimis support, where the ques-
tion is over the coverage and extent of
any reductions in existing limits. This
is seen as a critical issue by many, con-
sidering increasing current, as well as
potential, use of de minimis support, said
the chair.

Adank said the point was also
made, though, that de minimis subsidies
in developing countries serve a differ-
ent purpose from those used by devel-
oped countries. Developing members
without Aggregate Measurement of
Support (AMS) or with relatively low
AMS consider de minimis an essential
tool for them in the absence of other
possibilities, while others, mostly ex-
porters, would like to see the de minimis
entitlements reduced and capped by the
OTDS, especially as they grow with the
value of production.

(Both the issues of RAMs’ contri-
butions and de minimis support are be-
ing pushed by the US, with an eye to
hitting China and India among others,
so as to secure markets for US agri-ex-
ports in these large markets. – SUNS)

Other participants have stated that
it would be hard to envisage reducing
their de minimis in the absence of
progress elsewhere in agriculture and
in NAMA. While here again there have
been efforts to find ways forward, such
as a suggestion to focus on non-prod-
uct-specific de minimis, there is no con-
vergence on the basic question.

Given these unresolved issues, dis-
cussions on other areas have not yet
gone as deep as they need to go, said
Adank, who noted that the issue of
product-specific limits is one such case.
These limits were seen as important by
many, for some more important than
the AMS, but there is little clarity so far
on what limits could be agreed and how
they would be applied.

The same is true of the AMS, which
was also considered important by
many. Some felt it should still be the
main focus of reduction, while others
saw it as relatively less important than
the OTDS or product-specific limits.
Several members stressed the impor-
tance of a tiered formula for AMS cuts.
Some others indicated the possibility of
accepting this but not with the level of
cuts envisaged in Rev. 4.

There appeared to be a widely
shared readiness to discuss what was
doable in this connection and possibly
to recalibrate as necessary, although
here again this issue appears bound up
with some of the broader threshold is-
sues – another reason why seeking
progress on those issues is so crucial.

According to the chair, the discus-
sion on the Blue Box was also rather
limited, though there was a clear diver-
gence between those delegations who
saw it as useful for the reform process
to maintain it and those who argued
for eliminating it, leaving the AMS as
the sole future base for what otherwise
would have been Blue Box payments.

%������	 ��	������	 ������

The situation in market access is
quite similar to domestic support,
where there is at least one major thresh-
old issue that remains unresolved and
that is impeding progress in other ar-
eas, said the chair.

Broadly speaking, there are two
main positions: those delegations who
prefer a tiered formula approach as in
Rev. 4 and those who reject this ap-
proach, of whom many favour an alter-
native based on average cuts. Some
who do not favour Rev. 4 have yet to be
very clear about their preferred ap-
proach and this clarification is urgently
needed.

The inputs from Paraguay and Ar-
gentina in particular address the ques-
tion of the overall modalities for tariff
reduction. The Paraguay non-paper
describes a hybrid approach for agri-
culture market access, combining aver-
age cuts and additional elements, in-
cluding a request-offer stage.

Eight additional elements are seen
as needing to be addressed in order to
deliver a meaningful outcome: average
tariff reductions, minimum tariff reduc-
tions by line, tariff peaks, tariff rate quo-
tas, escalation, tariff simplification,
tropical products and implementation
periods. The contribution from Argen-
tina focuses on a request-offer process
as the main tariff reduction modality.

The chair reported that reactions to
these inputs have been mixed. Some
members considered that an average
cut approach could be interesting, each
expressing specific preferences on what
additional elements would be needed
for a balanced outcome. However, a
range of concerns was also registered,
including safeguards, the treatment of
S&D and RAMs, and consistency with

the 2004 framework and the Hong
Kong Ministerial Declaration.

Few saw a standalone request-of-
fer process as realistic. However, many
were supportive of the idea of request-
offer as a supplement to other tariff re-
duction modalities. Some had lingering
doubts about its complexity, the time it
would consume and whether it would
disadvantage smaller economies.

The question of safeguards contin-
ues to be a difficult one, Adank said,
noting that the G33 has made two sub-
missions concerning the proposed Spe-
cial Safeguard Mechanism (SSM), and
that in his consultations they reiterated
the importance they attach to it.

“The discussion was handicapped
by differing views on whether any out-
come on safeguards would need to be
calibrated against the level of ambition
in the market access pillar, or whether
it should be approached as a
standalone issue. There nonetheless
were some indications of willingness
to seek compromise.”

A few members suggested that ex-
isting safeguard provisions in the
Agreement on Agriculture could be a
good basis for discussions on an SSM.
Others underlined the importance of
eliminating the SSG (special safeguard)
for developed countries, as envisaged
in Rev. 4.

“Again there is a clear need for
members on all sides to think about
what is realistic in this area in current
circumstances,” said Adank.

On export competition, the chair
reported a general consensus that this
pillar remains a key priority of the ne-
gotiations, as reflected in the Bali Min-
isterial Declaration, and that an out-
come on this pillar should be envisaged
in parallel with the other areas in the
negotiations.

However, if many members sup-
port an immediate commitment within
the July work programme to deliver on
this pillar by the 10th Ministerial Con-
ference as a first building block in con-
structing a post-Bali work programme,
some other members flagged their op-
position to an early harvest on export
competition only.

On substance, the chair said, mem-
bers agree on the level of ambition to be
reached in the final outcome, i.e., the
parallel elimination of all forms of ex-
port subsidies and disciplines on all
export measures with equivalent effect,
which has been regularly reaffirmed
during the last 10 years.

Many members consider that the
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Rev. 4 draft modalities effectively con-
stitute an appropriate outcome in this
regard but some have expressed an in-
terest in adjusting some sections of this
text – but it remains unclear in a num-
ber of cases exactly what would be sug-
gested here.

Several participants insisted on the
importance of preserving the special
and differential treatment provisions,
in particular for LDCs and net food-
importing developing countries
(NFIDCs), and Cuba has also reintro-
duced its proposal from 2010 in rela-
tion to export credits.

As regards the timetable for phas-
ing out all forms of export subsidies,
the chair reported that most members
favour a quick, if not immediate, imple-
mentation but a couple of participants
asked for some time to adapt domesti-
cally. Different views were also ex-
pressed as regards the phasing-out
timetable for export subsidies granted
by developing countries under Article
9.4 of the Agreement on Agriculture.

Adank also noted that two specific
themes were raised under “other is-
sues”: export restrictions and prohibi-
tions, and geographical indications.

On export restrictions, he said, im-
porting members and some others
linked the issue to food security objec-
tives and argued in favour of additional
disciplines. Others argued that the “im-
port” side of agricultural trade was still
subject to heavy distortions and an out-
come was required on such issues prior
to taking up the “export” side and that
in any case the issue was already un-
der consideration in the regular Agri-
culture Committee.

A couple of members saw a link
between the negotiations on agriculture
and the issue of geographical indica-
tions. This view was strongly opposed
by others. There appeared to be agree-
ment that, in any event, the appropri-
ate forum to discuss geographical indi-
cations was in the TRIPS context.

On his consultations on the issue
of cotton, the chair underlined that cot-
ton is an important cross-cutting issue
which ministers have regularly commit-
ted to addressing ambitiously, expedi-
tiously and specifically.

The meeting saw some useful ex-
changes and discussions, including on
data. One member noted that the situa-
tion has dramatically changed in the
world cotton market and insisted on the
need to adopt a new approach in the
negotiations to ensure that all members,
both developed and developing, effec-
tively contribute to the final outcome.

Some other members noted their

support for the Rev. 4 draft modalities
as reflected in the Bali Cotton Decision
and reiterated the need to clearly differ-
entiate between developed and devel-
oping members.

Following a suggestion by the Cot-
ton-4 countries which was widely sup-
ported, the chair said that he intends to
actively pursue the discussions on cot-
ton in the coming months, in particular
at a technical level, with a view to con-
sidering possible ways forward in a
focused manner.

On the issue of public stockhold-
ing for food security purposes, which
is under a separate, dedicated track, the
chair reported that despite more active
engagement among delegations, “we
have yet to move into focused work on
solutions.”

The proponents have primarily re-
ferred to their original proposal of No-
vember 2012 and clarified that they
were seeking policy space through
amended rules, although the chair said
he saw some opening from them to re-
fer to other potential ideas that they cir-
culated prior to Bali.

The non-proponents have identi-
fied two broad concerns relating respec-
tively to the architecture of the Agree-
ment on Agriculture through any po-
tential transfer of market price support
to the Green Box, and unintended mar-
ket consequences of such public stock-
holding programmes for other mem-
bers.

“I also saw some hints in the dis-
cussions that the current interim solu-
tion adopted at Bali may also assist the
search of a permanent solution, espe-
cially by offering guidance on the issue
of safeguards.”

Adank told delegations: “I repeat
my advice firstly to keep in mind the
collective mandate, that is to find a per-
manent solution, and secondly to move
beyond the assertion of well-stated po-
sitions. It’s high time that negotiating
energies are aimed at identifying con-
crete ideas and solutions so as to meet
the timing that we all set for ourselves
to find a permanent solution. I will of
course pursue these consultations and
convene another Dedicated Session at
an appropriate time.”

In concluding his report, the chair
said that there is an urgent need to move
from repeating positions to working for
solutions.

“There have been signs that a num-
ber of delegations are trying to do this,
and I encourage them – and everyone
else – to continue. However there is no
escaping the fact that any possible
progress towards convergence is being

seriously impeded by the standoff
among some major players over the
threshold issues I have mentioned.”

They need to find ways to bridge
the gaps between them and everyone
needs to help as much as they can to
enable this, he added.
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According to trade officials, Aus-
tralia (speaking for the Cairns Group)
said that despite efforts to engage, there
was “little or no progress made in any
areas”, while Chinese Taipei said time
was “definitely not on our side.”

Canada shared the serious con-
cerns expressed by the chair, especially
on the issue of domestic support. It said
that the centrality of the issue of domes-
tic support cannot be overestimated.
Consultations have not moved mem-
bers closer to an outcome, it said, add-
ing that in fact, it is difficult to see a
clear path forward.

According to trade officials,
Canada said it was difficult for others
to find negotiating space for a deal as
long as the two largest trading mem-
bers – the United States and China –
were unable to find a “zone” for agree-
ment on some of the threshold issues,
notably domestic support. The point is
not to lay blame but to make an honest
assessment, it added.

Brazil (on behalf of the G20) said
that agriculture is the centrepiece for a
Doha Round outcome, and that the Rev.
4 text remains the basis of the negotia-
tions.

On behalf of itself, Brazil said that
domestic support has a strong
distortive effect on trade in agricultural
products which is practically indistin-
guishable from export subsidies.

Indonesia (on behalf of the G33)
reiterated the importance of its propos-
als on Special Products (SP), SSM and
on food security, saying that these are
critical outcomes for the negotiations.

According to Indonesia, the
group’s proposal on public stockhold-
ing for food security purposes is a le-
gitimate basis for discussions on a per-
manent solution. It expressed regret
that during the consultations, some
members still questioned the mandate
for these negotiations.

It is important to preserve the hard-
won gains under the Rev. 4 text, Indo-
nesia added.
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According to trade officials, the US
said that it agreed with the chair’s som-
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bre assessment. The US is ready to con-
tribute to an outcome but it is not realis-
tic to ask it and a few select members to
make real contributions and carry the
load of the Round alone.

According to the US, real outcomes
are needed on market access in ex-
change for cuts in domestic support,
and emerging markets have to carry
their weight in the negotiations com-
mensurate with their bigger role in the
world economy.

According to trade officials, the US
said that in order to find a way forward,
solutions must be simple and fair. It will
also require a recalibration of expecta-
tions.

The US said it was “deeply disap-
pointed” that its original aspirations for
the Doha Round have not been realized
but that this “can’t be wished away”
and that there was a need to adapt col-
lective expectations or face the failure
of Doha.

On the other hand, Brazil said there
was a limit to this adjusting of ambi-
tions and that the whole exercise
“ceases to make sense” below this limit,
while Argentina said it was concerned
that the adjustment process downward
on market access “seems to be leading
us to a zero result or cosmetic improve-
ments” rather than reducing barriers to
farm trade.

According to trade officials, India
underlined that the alternative propos-
als tabled by some members have not
received much support. It had rejected
these proposals as the basis for future
negotiations.

Since time is short, the best way for-
ward for a modalities-like work
programme is to concentrate on the Rev.
4 text as the basis, said India.

Referring to talk about recalibration
(of ambition), India said that the
recalibration of one member appears to
be raising the ambitions of others. It
warned against any attempts to dilute
the special and differential treatment
principles which are central to any out-
come.

India said it supports the idea of
an early harvest on LDC issues and
cotton. The SSM proposal is critical to
rebalancing elements of existing in-
equalities. Hence, it sees the SSM and
SP proposals as critical outcomes for
the Nairobi Ministerial Conference.

On public stockholding for food
security purposes, India said that the
G33 proposal is the only credible pro-
posal on the table so far. An outcome
on this is critical for the Nairobi confer-
ence.

The EU said that it was “clear the
discussions haven’t moved so far” on
domestic support, adding that some
developed-country members had “no
appetite for an ambitious outcome” in
this area. The best members can hope
for is a round that respects current poli-
cies, provides adequate policy space
and seeks to avoid excessive increases
in support.

According to the EU, the approach
on market access must mirror the direc-
tion on domestic support. There should
be a much simpler approach. Most
promising is the average tariff cut ap-
proach, and the Paraguay paper pro-
vides a useful start.

On export competition, the EU said
that the work done so far provides a
good basis.

On public stockholding for food
security purposes, it said that a solu-
tion that pushes these programmes into
the Green Box will not fly with many
members including the EU. Looking at
the text that members already have, the
EU said that the interim peace clause
agreed to at Bali could be used as a ba-
sis, with some improvements being
made to make it more user-friendly and
avoid spillover effects.

According to trade officials, China
said that it still firmly believes that the
Rev. 4 text is the only reasonable and

practical basis for pushing forward the
negotiations towards a successful con-
clusion.

Referring to suggestions by some
on lowering the ambition of the nego-
tiations, China believed that there
should be a proportionate and parallel
adjustment if that is the case. It rejected
any recalibration that gives more to
members in areas which it believes are
undoable for others.

Any requirement that China do
more beyond what is in the Rev.4 text is
unacceptable. It is also not in line with
the mandate agreed to for these nego-
tiations for China to accept a cap on
OTDS. No government would make any
such decision on capping without
knowing what its future needs are, it
added.

According to trade officials,
Lesotho (on behalf of the African
Group) said it continues to recognize
Rev.4 as the basis for the negotiations.
Food security is a critical issue for most
African countries, it added.

Barbados (on behalf of the ACP
Group) underscored the importance of
Rev. 4 as the basis for concluding the
agriculture negotiations. The group is
not convinced that the alternatives (that
have been proposed) are superior and
address the concerns of all members.
(SUNS8011)����������������������������������������

������������	������	���#������� ���
������	"
2������
�����&���!�����������!������������� ��������������������� �
�
��	�������"�����&���!�������������� ������������!�"���������
������
��
������������ ������������������ �������������*

by D. Ravi Kanth

GENEVA: Major developed countries
on 17 April gave short shrift to a pro-
posal from the G33 developing-coun-
try coalition that offered credible op-
tions for creating “policy space” in the
proposed permanent solution for pub-
lic stockholding programmes for food
security purposes in the developing
countries, several trade envoys said.

The United States, the European
Union, Canada, Australia and Norway
along with Pakistan, Paraguay, Thai-
land and Colombia adopted stonewall-
ing tactics by avoiding addressing the
elements proposed by the G33 in its
proposal.

The chair of the Doha Round agri-
culture negotiations, Ambassador John
Adank of New Zealand, had convened

a meeting of select trade envoys on 17
April to discuss various issues concern-
ing the disciplines to be included in the
mandated permanent solution for pub-
lic stockholding programmes for food
security by the end of this year.

Members who were present at the
meeting included the US, the EU,
Canada, Australia, Norway, New
Zealand, China, India, Indonesia, Bra-
zil, the Philippines, Barbados (repre-
senting the African, Caribbean and Pa-
cific coalition), Lesotho (on behalf of
African countries), Pakistan, Paraguay,
Thailand and Colombia.

Ahead of the meeting, the chair had
posed several questions to the partici-
pants. These include “what forms can
members envisage for a permanent so-
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lution” in terms of new rules that
would increase “policy space” to a de-
fined degree subject to various condi-
tions.

Adank sought to know “whether
the permanent solution [should] be
more like a permanent mechanism that
would respond to a particular situation
that might emerge in an individual de-
veloping country”.

The chair also asked how to ad-
dress the “unintended consequences”
that would arise from the G33 proposal
which was submitted last year. Adank
wanted to know “what kind of alterna-
tive approaches to treatment within the
Green Box could be considered”.

Lastly, the chair asked “what are
the kinds of safeguards that members
would see as important for any perma-
nent solution” and “whether the safe-
guards in the interim solution/peace
clause assist in this regard and if so,
how might they be utilized for the per-
manent solution.”

�
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In response to the chair’s questions,
Indonesia, which coordinates the G33
coalition which counts India, China,
the Philippines, Kenya, Zimbabwe,
Venezuela, Bolivia and Cuba among its
members, made a detailed statement.

Indonesian Ambassador Iman
Pambagyo rejected the US’ proposal “on
the proposed Elements for Discussion
on Public Stockholding for Food Secu-
rity”, pointing out that the proposal
goes beyond finding a permanent solu-
tion on public stockholding for food
security purposes as mandated by trade
ministers at the WTO’s 9th Ministerial
Conference in Bali, Indonesia, in Decem-
ber 2013.

The Bali mandate, which was fur-
ther modified last year after India and
the US had reached an understanding,
calls on WTO members to negotiate “a
permanent solution on the issues of
public stockholding for food security
purposes” by 31 December 2015.

The US proposal now calls for a
review of “the efficacy and trade effects
of the existing public stockholding
programmes for food security policies.”
The US wants “to review the existing
WTO rules and policies adopted by
Members and how these policies are
constrained by those rules,” and finally
“to establish best practices for capacity
building to implement the agreed best

practices.”
Indonesia said the G33 “would

like to make it clear that we tabled the
proposal not because we have limited
capacities to adopt best practices in this
area but, rather, because we need some
policy space to effectively support low-
income or resource-poor farmers, to
fight hunger and rural poverty.”

“What we are seeking are specific
inputs or suggestions on how the
Group [G33] could help [in] address-
ing some concerns and objections by
some Members to the Group’s pro-
posal,” but not extraneous comments,
the Indonesian ambassador said.

The G33 proposal offered three al-
ternatives for constructing the perma-
nent solution. First, adding a new para-
graph to the government services
programmes in the Green Box disci-
plines of the WTO’s Agreement on Ag-
riculture on public stockholding
programmes for food security.

Second, the G33 suggested modi-
fying the existing rules to ensure that
the acquisition of food stocks by devel-
oping countries to support low-income,
resource-poor producers is not required
to be calculated under the Aggregate
Measurement of Support (AMS) in the
Amber Box measures.

And third, it called for modifying
and amending the rules to calculate
subsidies based on the so-called exter-
nal reference period 1986-88.

“General comments or utter rejec-
tions certainly will not help us to arrive
at a permanent solution as mandated
by our Ministers,” Indonesia told its
counterparts from the developed world.

The G33, said Indonesia, wants
“amended rules which will allow us
some policy space to acquire stocks from
low-income or resource-poor producers,
and to fight hunger and rural poverty.”

“We are not talking about a perma-
nent mechanism to respond to a par-
ticular situation that might emerge in a
developing country,” Indonesia told the
chair, while dismissing the criticism
from Canada that public stockholding
programmes for food security will lead
to import substitution.

“Any agriculture policy which is
aimed at increasing efficiency in domes-
tic production, even if they are under-
taken within the minimally trade-dis-
torting scheme, will always create im-
port substitution effects,” Indonesia
said, according to participants famil-
iar with the discussion.

As regards the repeated criticism
from the EU and other developed coun-
tries that market price support cannot
be transferred to the Green Box, Indo-
nesia reminded them that the elements
proposed in the G33 proposal “are al-
ready contained in Annex 2 [of the
Agreement on Agriculture] that con-
cerns The Basis for Exemption from The
Reduction Commitments (the Green
Box).”

Indonesia said the G33 wants the
discussions on finding a permanent
solution to be undertaken indepen-
dently of discussions on the domestic
support pillar of the Agreement on Ag-
riculture.

(���	�������

After the detailed statement from
Indonesia, the US maintained that the
task before members is to open markets
and ensure food security for all, said a
participant familiar with the meeting.

Despite two-and-a-half years of in-
tense negotiations on the need for a per-
manent solution for public stockhold-
ing programmes for food security, the
US claimed that it is lacking an under-
standing of the nature of the problem.

The US said it wants to know how
the current Agreement on Agriculture
does not provide policy space.

(The Doha Round was launched
primarily to address the anomalies in
the Agreement on Agriculture, which
was based on the specific understand-
ings between the US and the EU in the
Blair House Agreement of November
1992.)

Pakistan, which has vociferously
supported the US in the discussion on
public stockholding programmes dur-
ing the last two-and-a-half years, said
members must not promote stockhold-
ing programmes as such schemes
would distort trade. Any further policy
space as demanded by the G33 will re-
duce “policy space of WTO,” it argued.
The US proposal is a good starting
point, Pakistan emphasized.

The EU said the US proposal to
study public stockholding programmes
ensures the profound need to under-
stand the issue.

The EU is a major user of the Green
Box and Blue Box measures that are
found to be trade-distorting.

However, it categorically ruled out
that the permanent solution for public
stockholding programmes “cannot be
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by D. Ravi Kanth

GENEVA: A large majority of develop-
ing and least-developed countries at
the World Trade Organization (WTO)
have demanded that Annex C of the
Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration
must remain the basis for drawing up
the post-Bali work programme on ser-
vices, according to trade envoys famil-
iar with the non-attributable summary
issued by the chair of the Doha Round
services negotiations on 27 April.

The chair, Ambassador Gabriel
Duque of Colombia, issued a five-page
restricted non-attributable summary
setting out the positions held by mem-
bers in which the views of the develop-
ing countries differ from those held by
the developed countries, said an Afri-
can trade envoy who preferred not to
be identified.

The chair’s summary will come up
for discussion on 5 May at an informal

open-ended meeting.

���������	���
�����
��

In his summary issued to members
on 27 April, Duque said most members
acknowledged that the services nego-
tiations formed an “essential” part of
the Doha Development Agenda (DDA)
negotiations.

[The architecture of the WTO’s Gen-
eral Agreement on Trade in Services
(GATS) envisages, in terms of its Article
XIX, the “progressive liberalization” of
the services trade, with members engag-
ing in a round of services negotiations
every five years (Art. XIX:1) starting
from the date of the WTO’s entry into
force, with guidelines to be established
by the WTO Council for Trade in Ser-
vices for each round of negotiations
both overall and sectorally (Art. XIX:3),

and with an overall guidance set in Art.
XIX:2. Such a round was agreed upon
and launched in 2000, but this was
rolled into the Doha Round launched
in November 2001. The 2005 Hong
Kong Ministerial Declaration and man-
date, in Annex C, set further parameters
for voluntary services liberalization,
but ensuring fidelity with the basic
GATS architecture.

[During the preparatory process for
the 1999 Seattle Ministerial Conference
of the WTO and subsequently, and at
the time of the launch of the Doha
Round, the EU, the US and other devel-
oped countries said they had to under-
take some painful cuts in their agricul-
tural support programmes and needed
some political cover to enable them to
point to likely concessions they would
get in services, and hence the earlier
launched services negotiations should
be rolled into the Doha Round talks.
Believing in such promises, the devel-
oping countries agreed. However, the
commitments on agriculture are not
only sought to be resiled from through
arguments about changes in trade, but
the services liberalization is sought to
be delinked to get more concessions
from the developing world while jetti-
soning the Doha Round mandates. The
current arguments in the services talks
also appear to be attempts of the US and
the EU to repudiate all this earlier his-
tory and narrative, while attempting a
parallel exercise of an arguably illegal
attempt to negotiate and insert into the
WTO a conditional non-MFN
plurilateral services accord, the so-
called Trade in Services Agreement
(TiSA). – SUNS]

According to the chair, given the
growing share and importance of ser-
vices in global trade, one country main-
tained that services are the “engine” of
economic growth while another mem-
ber spoke of the critical importance of
services to its economy.

Most members pressed for a “real-
istic, doable, and balanced” outcome in
the services negotiations, while some
countries called for an “ambitious”
outcome. A few others wanted “good,
credible, and meaningful results” in the
services negotiations, according to the
chair.

As regards the way forward for the
services negotiations in the post-Bali
work programme, most members called
for “calibrated” movement with those
in agriculture and market access for
industrial goods (NAMA), while farm-

found in the Green Box.”
“We can talk of Green Box or the

entire [Agreement on Agriculture] but
this will not lead to a permanent solu-
tion,” the EU warned.

Canada said the G33 proposal
poses difficulties both “on the front and
the back end” because on the front end
it leads to increased purchases to sat-
isfy the hunger of the producers while
the distribution on the back end will
lead to “export surges and import sub-
stitution.”

Australia said it is concerned about
“the integrity of Green Box and exports
from public stocks”. While claiming
that it is committed to a permanent so-
lution, Australia said the G33 proposal
is seeking “more policy space for trade-
distorting support.”  The distorting
support should  not undermine inter-
national markets, according to Austra-
lia.

Norway, while acknowledging the
need for the permanent solution, main-
tained that the Green Box is difficult.

Thailand, Paraguay and Colombia
pressed for strong safeguards and pre-
dictability because of unintended con-
sequences.

In sharp response to concerted criti-
cisms from major industrialized coun-
tries and their allies in the South, India
maintained that small and resource-
poor farmers are unable to play their
role due to an imperfect market. Conse-
quently, those farmers in the develop-
ing world need support from the front
end. As regards the back end, India said
the Public Distribution System is feed-
ing 800 million people. Public stock-
holding and market price support are
crucial for the continuation of agricul-
ture on which resource-poor farmers
depend for their survival, India said.

Brazil said it would support do-
mestic policies for food security.

In a nutshell, the intransigent po-
sitions adopted by the developed coun-
tries are a clear signal that the G33 and
its members can forget a permanent so-
lution with credible disciplines by the
end of this year.

“There is no way that the US will
allow any change in the [Agreement on
Agriculture], which helps Washington
to continue with its trade-distorting
farm support programmes,” said a
former trade envoy from an industrial-
ized country. (SUNS8007)�������������������
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producing countries of South America
insisted that the level of ambition in
agriculture must decide the outcome in
services.

The chair said “one delegation took
the view that the services negotiations
were a complementary pillar of the
DDA” while some other members sug-
gested that services should not be
“delinked from other pillars and there-
fore, should not lag behind.”

A few delegations, according to the
chair, “cautioned that the negotiations
on services could not await the outcome
of post-Bali work in agriculture and
NAMA, since services negotiations
were particularly lengthy and needed
an early start.”

Many members, especially the de-
veloping countries, demanded that
Annex C of the Hong Kong Ministerial
Declaration should guide the objectives
of the post-Bali work programme, while
one delegation said the Hong Kong
Ministerial Declaration provided “for
bilateral and plurilateral market access
negotiations, text-based negotiations on
domestic regulation, focused discus-
sion on the GATS rules.”

Some members, the chair said,
pressed for “other milestones in the [ser-
vices] negotiations” such as the exist-
ing initial offers and revised offers, the
plurilateral requests, and the 2008
signalling conference to guide the ob-
jectives of the work programme.

However, the US and Australia did
not want the previous milestones to be
the starting point for setting the ambi-
tion in the work programme as “those
milestones did not reflect subsequent
changes in the patterns of trade and
further autonomous liberalization,”
said a trade envoy from Asia.

India and countries of the African,
Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) Group
said that “it was important that the
work programme fully express the de-
velopment dimension of the negotia-
tion.”

Both India and ACP members em-
phasized the “importance of flexibilities
granted to developing country members
in the GATS itself, such as in Article
XIX:2 as well as in the existing negoti-
ating mandates such as Annex C.”

Many industrialized countries ac-
knowledged the importance of market
access in any services outcome while
Japan stated unambiguously that mar-
ket access was central to the services
outcome, “given the very low or sym-
bolic level of commitments that had

been agreed in the Uruguay Round.”
But one member said that it is not

going to make any further movements
to its DDA offer, according to the chair’s
summary.

Norway proposed a minimum
binding of sectors in existing GATS
commitments at the level applied do-
mestically or in the regional trade agree-
ments (RTAs), followed by a request-
offer process for sectors currently out-
side the schedule with a view to achiev-
ing the binding at the applied level, said
a developing-country trade envoy.

%��
�����	�
���

For many members, said Duque,
Annex C in the Hong Kong Ministerial
Declaration was an important guide for
determining the market access contents
of the post-Bali work programme while
some members spoke of the previous
milestones such as revised offers,
plurilateral requests, and indications
from the signalling conference.

However, some developed coun-
tries said that “binding of a significant
portion of ‘water’ in the GATS commit-
ments was a realistic and doable out-
come.” Singapore and Australia under-
scored the need to take into account
“RTAs and autonomous liberalization
to assess how much ‘water’ could be
bound,” implying the removal of the
gap between current bound and au-
tonomous commitments, according to
negotiators familiar with the informal
open-ended meetings.

India, Barbados on behalf of small
and vulnerable economies (SVEs) and
ACP countries, and Malaysia among
others said “with respect to develop-
ing countries, the market access part of
the work programme needed to fully
express the development dimension of
the negotiations.”

For SVE and ACP members, said
Barbados, “flexibilities granted to de-
veloping countries members in GATS
Articles IV and XIX:2, Annex C of the
Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration,
and the negotiating guidelines” must
be preserved intact.

The recently acceded members
(RAMs), led by Chinese Taipei, said
they had undertaken GATS commit-
ments that in many cases were similar
or greater than those of developed-coun-
try members. Therefore, other countries
should also make commitments at simi-
lar levels, the RAMs argued.

The LDCs demanded that the Bali

ministerial declaration on services –
which includes a waiver, granting of
preferences, full and effective imple-
mentation of LDC modalities and An-
nex C of the Hong Kong Ministerial
Declaration – must be fully imple-
mented.

Mexico suggested the submission
of revised offers by the end of Septem-
ber, after members undertake intensive
negotiations in order to submit final
offers by December 2015.

The following countries demanded
specific market access in specified sec-
tors, according to several negotiators
familiar with the services negotiations:

� Australia: Financial, IT (telecom,
computer and related), professional,
construction and related engineering,
freight, transport and logistics, environ-
ment, private education, mining and
energy-related services; in all these re-
ducing restrictions on cross-border
supply, foreign equity caps, use of busi-
ness names, joint venture requirements;

� Canada: Environmental ser-
vices;

� Hong Kong-China: New and im-
proved commitments in the following
indispensable sectors: maritime, logis-
tics and related, telecom, financial, com-
puter and related services, as well as
work on non-sectoral, cross-cutting is-
sues such as the elimination or substan-
tial reduction (or at least clarification
of scope) of MFN exemptions; full mar-
ket access and national treatment in
cross-border supply, especially profes-
sional services, research and develop-
ment and distribution services as set out
in the plurilateral request on cross-bor-
der supply; removal of horizontal limi-
tations in Mode 3, especially foreign
equity limitations; improvement of of-
fers in above areas as outlined in col-
lective requests;

� Japan: Computer and related,
telecom, distribution, financial, mari-
time and other services;

� India: Liberalization of Mode 4,
sectors of export interest to developing
countries, binding of market access and
national treatment in all modes of sup-
ply in favour of developing countries;

� New Zealand: Considerable im-
portance of Mode 1, need to update
schedules for services now technically
feasible, particular interest in Mode 3,
private education, environmental, air
services, maritime, logistics, computer
and related services, postal and courier,
retail trade and distribution, business
and professional services;
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� Norway: Locking in of market
access and national treatment in
telecom, maritime and energy services,
insurance, maritime transport services
and energy-related services, and rein-
tegrating the maritime sector through
the application of MFN;

� Chinese Taipei: Computer, mari-
time, logistics, telecom, construction,
engineering, audiovisual, environment,
distribution and tourism;

� Switzerland: Improved market
access and national treatment commit-
ments in areas covered by the
plurilateral requests, with the highest
priority in computer and related ser-
vices, telecom, distribution, construc-
tion, and energy services.

Many industrialized-country mem-
bers also called for ambitious results in
domestic regulation and said it should
be part of the services element of a post-
Bali work programme. A majority of
delegations expressed an interest in
domestic regulation disciplines that
ensured that negotiated market access
outcomes are not undermined, the chair
maintained.

The US, Canada and Brazil warned
that “deep horizontally applicable dis-
ciplines, including on a necessity test,
would not be feasible in the context of a

post-Bali work programme with over-
all reduced ambition,” said a services
negotiator who took part in the chair’s
informal meetings.

Turkey said a successful conclu-
sion of the domestic regulation element
of the post-Bali work programme
should encourage members to develop
disciplines on administrative measures
regarding visas and temporary work
permits that heavily impede in particu-
lar developing-country service suppli-
ers’ ability to provide services.

India, members of the ACP Group
and Uganda underscored the need for
“special and differential treatment pro-
visions that linked the obligation to
implement regulatory disciplines to the
acquisition of capacity through the pro-
vision of adequate assistance and sup-
port for capacity building, as well as
self-selection of transition periods.”

Except for Singapore, all other
members of the Association of South
East Asian Nations (ASEAN) called for
the inclusion of emergency safeguards
in the post-Bali work programme.

“One delegation noted that an out-
come on emergency safeguards could
provide a balancing element in the ser-
vices negotiations,” according to the
summary. (SUNS8014)�����������������������
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by Kanaga Raja

GENEVA: A United Nations rights ex-
pert has expressed deep concern over
the general lack of awareness of the
adverse effects that existing bilateral
and multilateral free trade and invest-
ment agreements, or those under nego-
tiation, have on the enjoyment of hu-
man rights, particularly in the devel-
oping countries.

The UN Independent Expert on the
promotion of a democratic and equi-
table international order, Alfred de
Zayas, who is from the United States,
said that he is concerned about “the
secrecy surrounding negotiations for
trade treaties, which have excluded key
stakeholder groups from the process,
including labour unions, environmen-

tal protection groups, food-safety move-
ments and health professionals.”

In a press release issued on 23 April,
the rights expert emphasized that pro-
active disclosure by governments, genu-
ine consultation and public participa-
tion in decision-making are indispens-
able to make these agreements demo-
cratically legitimate.

De Zayas warned that “fast-track-
ing” adoption of such treaties has a
detrimental impact on the promotion of
a democratic and equitable world or-
der.

“It is tantamount to disenfranchis-
ing the public and constitutes a viola-
tion to accepted human rights law,
which stipulates that every citizen shall

have the right and the opportunity to
take part in the conduct of public af-
fairs,” he said.

The expert underlined that there is
a general lack of awareness concern-
ing the adverse effects that existing bi-
lateral and multilateral free trade and
investment agreements already have on
the enjoyment of human rights, includ-
ing the right to health, the right to edu-
cation and the right to live in a safe,
clean, healthy and sustainable environ-
ment.
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The UN expert called for human
rights impact assessments to be ur-
gently undertaken, given the numerous
treaties currently under consideration
and the potential risk they represent for
the enjoyment of human rights.

“I am especially worried about the
impact that investor-state arbitrations
[also known as investor-state dispute
settlement – ISDS] have already had
and foreseeably will have on human
rights, in particular the provision which
allows investors to challenge domestic
legislation and administrative deci-
sions if these can potentially reduce
their profits,” he said.

The rights expert pointed out that
such investor-state tribunals are made
up of arbitrators, mostly corporate law-
yers, whose independence has been put
into question on grounds of conflict of
interest, and whose decisions are not
subject to appeal or to other forms of
accountability.

De Zayas also pointed out that the
apparent lack of independence, trans-
parency and accountability of ISDS tri-
bunals entails a violation (prima facie)
of the fundamental principle of legality
laid down in international human
rights law, including Article 14 of the
International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights (ICCPR), which re-
quires that suits at law be adjudicated
by independent tribunals.

It has been argued that ISDS tilts
the playing field away from democratic
accountability, favouring “big busi-
ness” over the rights and interests of
labourers and consumers, he said.

The rights expert further under-
lined that the establishment of parallel
systems of dispute settlement and their
exemption from scrutiny and appeal
are incompatible with the principles of
constitutionality and the rule of law,
and as such are harmful to the moral
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welfare of society (“contra bonos mo-
res”).

“Because all States are bound by
the United Nations Charter, all bilat-
eral and international treaties must con-
form with the Charter and its principles
of equal rights and self-determination
of peoples, respect for human rights
and fundamental freedoms, sovereign
equality of States, the prohibition of the
threat of and the use of force and of in-
tervention in matters which are essen-
tially within the domestic jurisdiction
of States.”

According to the rights expert, Ar-
ticle 103 of the UN Charter clearly
stipulates that provisions of free trade
and investment agreements as well as
decisions of ISDS arbitrators must con-
form with the Charter and must not lead
to a violation, erosion of or retrogres-
sion in human rights protection or com-
promise state sovereignty and the
state’s fundamental obligation to en-
sure the human rights and well-being
of all persons living under its jurisdic-
tion.

(Article 103 states that “in the event
of conflict between the obligations of the
Members of the United Nations under
the present Charter and their obliga-
tions under any other international
agreement, their obligations under the
present Charter shall prevail.”)

“Agreements or arbitral decisions
that violate international human rights
law are null and void as incompatible
with Article 103 of the UN Charter and
contrary to international ordre public,”
de Zayas said. (SUNS8010)���������������
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by Ranja Sengupta

NEW YORK: In a joint meeting of the
intergovernmental negotiations on the
preparatory processes of the third In-
ternational Conference on Financing for
Development (FfD) and the post-2015
development agenda, member states
were particularly divided over how to
deal with the outcomes from the two
processes.

The meeting took place on 21-24
April at the UN headquarters in New
York.

The developing countries, led by
the Group of 77 and China, stressed the
need for the outcome of the FfD confer-
ence – to be held in July in Addis Ababa
– to be linked to, but as complementary
to and independent of, the goal and tar-
gets on means of implementation (MOI)
in the post-2015 development agenda.
[The 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) meant to be incorporated into
the post-2015 agenda include the
standalone Goal 17 on MOI.] This was
further supported by several groupings
such as the least developed countries
(LDCs), the Alliance of Small Island
States (AOSIS), the Caribbean Commu-
nity (CARICOM), the African Group
and the Pacific Small Island Develop-
ing States (PSIDS).

On their part, the general view of
developed countries was to import the
FfD outcome document in toto into the
post-2015 agenda as the goal on MOI.

The MOI discussions, especially in
the context of the FfD process, have per-
haps been one of the most contentious
in the ongoing UN General Assembly
talks on the post-2015 agenda, which
is to be adopted at a UN summit this
September.

The developing countries have also
argued that the FfD document does not
address non-financial MOI, which is
critical for the post-2015 agenda. The
discussion on technology is also weak
in the FfD document, they stress. After
repeated requests from developing

countries, the April MOI session in-
cluded a one-day discussion on a tech-
nology facilitation mechanism (TFM),
an issue that has seen bitter battles and
deep divisions in the past (see follow-
ing article). The monitoring and review
mechanisms for these two processes,
whether separate or joint, were also an
area of contention.

In sum, the developing countries
expressed concern that fully overlap-
ping the two outcomes (FfD and MOI of
the post-2015 agenda) as per the devel-
oped countries’ recommendation will
dilute the ambition level of the MOI of
the post-2015 agenda. At the same time
it will render the FfD process as noth-
ing more than the 15-year framework
of the post-2015 agenda when in fact
the process has not only a longer but
also a different, though overlapping,
mandate.  

������
�	���	
����������'

The 21-24 April session was led by
the co-facilitators, Ambassadors David
Donoghue of Ireland and Macharia
Kamau of Kenya, who were joined by
the co-facilitators of the FfD process,
Ambassadors George Talbot of Guyana
and Geir Pedersen of Norway. The
week’s discussions had been preceded
by the 13-17 April second drafting ses-
sion in the run-up to the FfD conference.

At the beginning of the 21-24 April
session, the four co-facilitators ad-
dressed the member states. Donoghue
talked about the ambition of the post-
2015 agenda and the notion of “uni-
versality with differentiation”, given
the different country contexts that un-
derpin the post-2015 agenda. He also
suggested that the Addis Ababa FfD
conference should build on the ambi-
tion of the SDG targets and the post-
2015 agenda. He highlighted the need
for an enabling policy environment,
new institutions, new commitments,

global partnerships as well as review
and monitoring, which will all be
needed to implement this new frame-
work and to drive it forward.

Kamau highlighted how he felt
ambition and universality represented
itself in the world today. It is about end-
ing poverty and inequality and promot-
ing shared prosperity, he said. Draw-
ing attention to the tragic deaths of 900
migrants while crossing the Mediterra-
nean, as covered in that day’s news,
Kamau reminded everyone of the real
issues that the UN membership is seek-
ing to address: inequality and poverty,
and terrorism. The task, he said, is put-
ting together a post-2015 agenda that
seeks to address these issues, and also
finding the means of implementation
for it. He recognized the FfD and MOI
challenge that has to be overcome be-
fore September.

Kamau also stressed that the ambi-
tion in the SDGs actually surpasses the
development financial flows today and
achieving the SDGs will mean going
from millions to billions in resource
flows. This requires a financial frame-
work working at both national and glo-
bal levels. It is doable and requires po-
litical will and technical capacity.

Kamau hoped that “we never again
have to hear about the number of goals
and targets of the SDGs”.

Talbot said the session offered the
opportunity to step back and refocus.
He suggested that the group was here
for “you and your families.” He said
that if the agenda is seen in terms of
people – “ourselves and those con-
nected to us” – all will become champi-
ons and accept the mantle of responsi-
bility to bring change.

While agreeing that this is a doable
challenge and failure is not an option,
Talbot also cautioned that the process
will not be smooth and there will be is-
sues to work out. He said members have
to build mutual understanding and
confidence and demonstrate to each
other and to the world that they are
committed to this transformative, am-
bitious, universal agenda. The FfD and
post-2015 development agenda are very
connected in that process of transfor-
mation, he said. The ambition level of
the SDGs has to be matched on the fi-
nancing track.

Talbot went on to say that the “zero
draft” of the outcome document for the
FfD conference seeks to provide a
framework building on the outcomes of
the 2012 Rio+20 sustainable develop-
ment conference, but it also seeks to
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build a platform for specific
deliverables. The deliverables are:
“what are the critical investments that
must be made; what are the critical lead
actions that we as a global community
take and support; and how will we
unfold the work on implementation”.
The fourth dimension needed here is
political will, he highlighted. Critical
investments should be made in key sec-
tors such as health, education and en-
ergy. He drew attention to technology
as a key focus area and said that sig-
nificant transitions in technology need
to be made.

Pedersen stressed on the need for
urgency as there was less time com-
pared to the Monterrey Consensus (the
outcome from the first FfD conference
in 2002). This is an enormous task but
it is doable and political will is needed
in the FfD process. “In 12 weeks we
need to find solutions like we have never
done before,” he emphasized.

*�������	 ���	 �'�������

In the first statement of the session,
the Group of 77 and China, represented
by South Africa, said that the joint meet-
ing enabled the member states to look
at possible linkages and synergies of
the FfD process and that of the post-
2015 development agenda. This was
timely in the context of the recently held
second drafting session of the FfD pro-
cess the week before.

The Group reaffirmed the holistic
scope of the Monterrey Consensus and
the Doha Declaration on Financing for
Development. (The second FfD confer-
ence, held in Doha in 2008, reviewed
the implementation of the Monterrey
Consensus.) “In this regard, the
Group’s position is to maintain the bal-
ance of the 2002 Monterrey Consensus
and the 2008 Doha Declaration as re-
flected in their structures and should
be the basis for the development of the
Addis Ababa Outcome Document,” it
said.

The G77 and China reiterated the
following key points based on their
February 2015 position paper.

First, the UN member states have
agreed that the report of the Open Work-
ing Group (OWG) on Sustainable De-
velopment Goals – which comprises the
set of 17 SDGs agreed to by the OWG
following negotiations in 2013-14 –
would be the “main basis” of the post-
2015 development agenda intergovern-
mental negotiations as it integrates the

MOI both as a standalone goal and also
within other goals. In this regard, the
G77 and China underlined the need for
stronger synergies between the post-
2015 development agenda and the FfD
conference.

The Group also appreciated the
scheduling of discussions on the tech-
nology facilitation mechanism and
looked forward to a constructive delib-
eration on specific aspects related to the
establishment of a TFM for the imple-
mentation of the SDGs.

Second, while the focus of the FfD
conference should primarily be on its
core mandate and scope, it should con-
sider specific MOI for SDGs, taking into
account and building on the MOI goal
and targets in the OWG report and
“without prejudging or precluding dis-
cussions on the MOI under the post-
2015 development agenda track”.

Third, the Group highlighted the
complementarity of, as opposed to ex-
act overlap between, the MOI under the
post-2015 agenda and the FfD process.
“The FfD process should complement
and support the elaboration of the post-
2015 agenda. As such, it should pro-
vide a set of tools that will support the
implementation of the post-2015 devel-
opment agenda. However, FfD is a sepa-
rate process and its scope goes beyond
merely financing the SDGs. In a similar
manner, the post-2015 development
agenda will draw from the means of
implementation contemplated in the
FfD outcome in light of its adequacy
and relevance towards the implemen-
tation of its goals and targets, but this
will not exhaust its means of implemen-
tation, which go beyond those elabo-
rated by the FfD outcome document.”

Fourth, the G77 and China also
called upon developed countries “to
agree and commit to a new phase of
international cooperation through a
strengthened and scaled-up global
partnership for development, which
should be the centrepiece and anchor
for both completing the unfinished
business of the MDGs [Millennium
Development Goals] and implementing
the post-2015 development agenda,
taking into account the lessons learnt
from the gaps in the implementation of
MDG8 (on global partnership for de-
velopment). The international commu-
nity should provide enhanced and ad-
equate means of implementation to de-
veloping countries, including through
quantitative time-bound financing tar-
gets besides those established for ODA

[official development assistance], debt
relief and debt restructuring, trade, tech-
nology transfer and greater participa-
tion of developing countries in global
economic governance”.

Next, the Group acknowledged the
discussion of financing for climate
change in the FfD process but said “the
FfD process must recognize UNFCCC
[UN Framework Convention on Cli-
mate Change] as the main multilateral
platform for discussions on climate fi-
nance. Climate finance must not be
double-counted as ODA and therefore
must be considered as separate from
and additional to ODA.”

Finally, the Group pointed to the
urgent need to achieve an appropriate
balance in the FfD and post-2015 pro-
cesses between the roles and the respon-
sibilities of the public and private sec-
tors. The Group expressed concern over
efforts to skew the balance heavily in
favour of the role of the private sector in
supporting development, describing
these as “unacceptable” as they effec-
tively amount to trying to privatize de-
livery on the global development
agenda. “In the context of a much-
needed strengthened and scaled-up
global partnership for development, the
private sector has a complementary role
to play in supporting the implementa-
tion of the development agenda.”

This has also been a consistent de-
mand from civil society groups world-
wide.

On follow-up and review, the G77
and China acknowledged the distinct
nature of the two tracks and reiterated
its firm view regarding the need for an
intergovernmental follow-up for the FfD
process under the auspices of the UN
General Assembly. On the other hand,
the Group recalled the central role of
the High Level Political Forum (HLPF
– the institutional follow-up of Rio+20
that replaced the UN Commission on
Sustainable Development) in the follow-
up and review of the post-2015 devel-
opment agenda, including commit-
ments emanating from the FfD confer-
ence as complementary means of imple-
mentation for the SDGs. The G77 and
China expressed their firm support for
a follow-up and review of the post-2015
development agenda “that encom-
pass[es] all the 17 Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals in a balanced and inte-
grated manner, while giving priority for
the implementation of Goal 17 and the
MOI, specific targets under the other
SDGs, as their cross-cutting nature is
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critical to the implementation of the
entire framework of goals”.

The G77 and China statement was
later endorsed by, among others, the
LDCs, CARICOM, AOSIS, as well as
several individual member states, in-
cluding Brazil, Nigeria, Costa Rica and
Lebanon, who spoke on the first day of
the session.

���

���	�
����+���
�

CARICOM, represented by Belize,
said that the post-2015 agenda and FfD
are distinct in themselves but should
be understood together as sustainable
development should be their purpose,
with the common point being the MOI.
The FfD process should ensure that it
addresses the mobilization of resources
across the three dimensions (i.e., eco-
nomic, environmental and social) of
sustainable development, keeping re-
source mobilization aligned to devel-
opment objectives and integrating the
principle of universality of the post-
2015 agenda.

The FfD outcomes should address
the vulnerabilities and challenges of
small island developing states (SIDS)
with special regard to resource mobili-
zation, CARICOM said. Appropriate
emphasis is needed on a global part-
nership, balanced with the need for
domestic resource mobilization. Cli-
mate finance requires its own MOI, ac-
cording to CARICOM, which empha-
sized the need for adequate financing
to address climate change and climate-
resilient development and the special
needs of SIDS. CARICOM asked for dis-
tinct follow-up and review mechanisms
for the two processes.

Ecuador, speaking on behalf of the
Community of Latin American and
Caribbean States (CELAC), said the
member states should commit to hav-
ing sound policies on international tax
cooperation, debt relief, capacity build-
ing and technology transfer. The MOI
are a vital cross-cutting aspect of the
post-2015 agenda requiring investment
and coordinated efforts by member
states. CELAC stressed the need for a
responsible approach in terms of part-
nerships, particularly in participation
by the private sector. There must be
transparency, monitoring and account-
ability by all actors.

CELAC stressed that innovative fi-
nancing for development is a comple-
ment to and not a substitute for financ-
ing for development. It believes in “in-

vestment in science and technology and
in building capacity with women and
men involved”. Underlining the impor-
tance of technology and infrastructure
in sustainable development, CELAC
said that technology transfer, knowl-
edge building and capacity building are
important.  Middle-income countries,
which continue to have high levels of
poverty and persistent inequality, need
economic opportunity, for which strat-
egies must be developed within this
framework.

The Maldives, speaking on behalf
of AOSIS, said that special focus must
be placed on the diversity and particu-
lar needs of SIDS in all processes. “We
recognize that challenges require a glo-
bal partnership for development, trade,
technology transfer,” the group said. 
While acknowledging that finance from
all sources is important, it underscored
the critical importance of global inter-
national financing because the private
sector, being underdeveloped in SIDS,
is unable to provide adequate financ-
ing. Access to modern technology is also
important so as to build knowledge ca-
pacity and increase the countries’ in-
volvement in international trade.
AOSIS also mentioned the particular
challenge faced by SIDS in climate
change and capabilities of data collec-
tion.

Benin, speaking on behalf of the
LDCs, underlined the need to reach
meaningful deliverables so as to
achieve meaningful results, and so the
means of implementation must work
with the ambitions of the development
agenda. The LDCs said states cannot
go to Addis Ababa just to reconfirm
commitments made years ago. In par-
ticular, the LDCs recommended: 0.25%
of ODA for LDCs, reserving 50% of aid
for trade for LDCs, a debt moratorium
for LDCs, and allocation of 0.1% of
ODA for the technology bank. In addi-
tion, they asked for specific strategies
to build the capacity of LDCs such as
investment in infrastructure, an inter-
national support centre for investment
in LDCs, institution building and re-
form.

Tonga, speaking on behalf of the
PSIDS, said that while the FfD and MOI
tracks must be considered together, they
are distinct. The FfD text should be ex-
plicit about what is being supported
and, in particular, the MOI for the tar-
gets. The group asked for special con-
siderations for SIDS and underscored
the need for a global partnership.

Zambia, on behalf of the landlocked
developing countries (LLDCs), said that
the FfD process should not limit the
post-2015 agenda but rather reinforce
MOI in the latter. A complementarity
between the two processes is critical to
the attainment of targets of LLDC states.

The FfD process, as one of the many
components, should feed into MOI and
should reflect specific needs of LLDCs.
The LLDCs need financial and techni-
cal assistance and technology facilita-
tion in order, for example, to have se-
cure transport infrastructure for reduc-
ing trade costs. The LLDCs also need to
have diverse production and build re-
silience to climate change and other
economic and social shocks. MOI
should cater to the specific needs of
LLDCs such as timely, predictable
ODA, increased aid for trade and mar-
ket access, increased foreign direct in-
vestment, increased technical assis-
tance, innovative sources of funding
and increased public-private partner-
ships.

%����������	  �,�

Brazil stressed on the need to en-
sure adequate means to implement the
SDGs, which are “balanced and indi-
visible”. It is important to note that Bra-
zil, throughout the session and in pre-
sentations made at other parallel
smaller meetings, has been highlight-
ing the indivisibility of the SDGs and
therefore the need to ensure that all
goals and targets, including the MOI,
are implemented and none left behind.
Brazil emphasized that the standalone
Goal 17 on MOI and MOI specific tar-
gets are part and parcel of the SDG
framework and must not be left behind
like Goal 8 of the MDGs.

Brazil also said that for an effective
integration of FfD and the post-2015
agenda, two elements are needed,
namely, a clear understanding of what
MOI are needed for the new agenda;
and concrete mechanisms and policies
such MOI provide. The Addis Ababa
conference is not just a pledging pro-
cess and must try for indicative pledges.

Brazil also stressed that the FfD
and post-2015 processes must comple-
ment but not compete with other
pledges in other processes. So for ex-
ample, the Green Climate Fund (GCF)
under the UNFCCC has renewed the
call for $100 billion per year by 2020,
but these pledges must not count as
ODA.
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Brazil highlighted as well the non-
financial aspects of MOI, saying that
MOI go beyond finance to cover tech-
nology development and dissemina-
tion. Brazil pointed to the need for re-
view and monitoring of both the frame-
works under the HLPF. The new
agenda includes important new as-
pects of sustainable development, such
as health and sustainable production
and consumption, it said.

�
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Nepal asked for a complementarity
between the post-2015 and FfD pro-
cesses. Increased resource requirements
will also lead to increased taxes and
increased cost of development, which
needs to be balanced by ODA and trade,
it said. Access to markets and capacity
building for market linkages and value
chains must be supported at all levels.

Nicaragua said that the FfD and
post-2015 processes should be made
complementary. It pointed out that na-
tional development strategies are cru-
cial for developing countries as they
need additional resources and an in-
ternational environment favourable to
development, and that ODA must be
marked specifically for LDCs and SIDS.
Implementing the Monterrey Consen-
sus is essential. Real changes in the fi-
nancial system, transfer of technology,
capacity building and debt issues must
be part of the post-2015 agenda. Devel-
oping countries need space to address
social infrastructure. The new frame-
work should be aligned to the needs of
developing countries and look at re-
source mobilization and take account
of shared responsibility.

The European Union pointed to the
different views shared by several devel-
oped countries. The EU said the Addis
work should be comprehensive and be
able to address the full MOI for the SDGs
and the post-2015 agenda. (This was
in stark contrast to the position taken
by the developing countries.)

The EU also agreed to the need to
move from FfD to “financing for sus-
tainable development” and said there
is a need to clarify the relationship be-
tween Addis and the post-2015 devel-
opment process, again saying that the
Addis outcome should be framed as the
comprehensive MOI for the SDGs. The
EU also expressed its support for a
single process for review and monitor-
ing of the two frameworks.

According to the EU, the Addis
outcome should include the FfD frame-

work covering all the goals and targets,
including non-financial means. It rec-
ommended that the Addis outcome be
drafted in a way in which it can easily
fit and be included in the post-2015
agenda. Another option is to agree in
Addis that a condensed version of the
outcome document be included in the
post-2015 package, the EU suggested.

The United States said the FfD pro-
cess and the post-2015 agenda have the
same purpose, which is to end poverty
and promote sustainable development.
It said that the previous week’s discus-
sion (the second FfD drafting session)
had reaffirmed the Monterrey Consen-
sus and the Doha Declaration, and also
provided an agreement on domestic
mobilization and combating illicit fi-
nance. The US argued that ODA must
focus on those most in need and under-
scored the importance of capacity build-
ing, inclusion and gender equality. It
acknowledged the widespread calls for
science, technology and data as key

enablers for development to trigger the
growth of knowledge-based economies,
and also pointed out that there are ar-
eas that need improvement.

Australia said that the Addis out-
come must build on the Monterrey
framework in order to succeed and
must have a defined outcome on how
to attain financing goals. In order to
achieve the SDG outcomes, the Addis
outcome document must have the MOI,
a simple monitoring and follow-up
mechanism, and strengthened global
partnership. Australia acknowledged
that ODA has an important role to maxi-
mize impacts catalytically. A global
partnership includes other actors,
founded on mutual respect, trust and
capitalizing on expertise. Strong coor-
dination and sequencing between the
post-2015 and FfD-Addis processes
must form the MOI outcome, it said.���

This article was written with inputs from the
Women’s Major Group at the UN.
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by Ranja Sengupta

NEW YORK: There was cautious opti-
mism for a UN-embedded technology
facilitation mechanism (TFM) at discus-
sions on means of implementation
(MOI) and a global partnership for de-
velopment during the fourth session of
the negotiations on the post-2015 de-
velopment agenda.

However, from the discussion held
on 22 April, it is likely to be a long haul
to the finish line, especially as the
United States reiterated that there “re-
mains no consensus among member
states for a [technology] facilitation
mechanism”. 

The 21-24 April meeting at the UN
headquarters in New York was held as
a joint session between the financing
for development (FfD) and post-2015
processes.

Talks on a TFM are not new to the
UN but the subject is intensely conten-
tious and has seen deep North-South
battle lines drawn in the past. Develop-
ing countries have reiterated their call
for such a mechanism time and again,
arguing that technology is key to meet-

ing development challenges in their
countries. Given the acute barriers to
access to technology in developing
countries and the proliferation of it in
the rich technologically advanced coun-
tries, the transfer of technology and, at
the minimum, technology cooperation
between these two poles were seen as a
natural solution by the developing
countries.

The outcome document of the
Rio+20 sustainable development con-
ference, adopted in 2012, also mandates
the setting up of a TFM. As a result, sev-
eral attempts were made to bring a TFM
to life under the auspices of the UN, the
last of which were the 2014 structured
dialogues co-moderated by Brazil and
Switzerland to promote the develop-
ment, transfer and dissemination of
clean and environmentally sound tech-
nologies.

However, deep suspicion in devel-
oped countries which fear they will be
asked to “dilute” intellectual property
rights (IPRs) standards has led to stiff
resistance on this issue. The big private
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sector, especially transnational corpo-
rations that own and control most of
the world’s technology, has also con-
sistently opposed such a move. They are
reaping rentier profits that stem from
their current control of technology
which creates monopoly profits.

This hard reality has forced the
talks to be limited to “technology coop-
eration” instead of the more dynamic
and useful concept of “technology
transfer” that has been the core of mul-
tilateral commitment in this area for
decades. Even then, talks have not made
much headway. Many describe this stiff
block on technology-related discus-
sions as “the wall”. 

During the UN Open Working
Group (OWG) discussions on Sustain-
able Development Goals (SDGs) in
2013-14, the issue of access to technol-
ogy was strongly raised by developing
countries. As a result, Goal 17 on MOI
of the SDGs includes a section on tech-
nology with three targets, 17.6 to 17.8.
In addition, some goal-specific targets
also talk about technology and some
respite from current IPR commitments
made under international agreements
such as the World Trade Organization
Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of
Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS).
Target 3.b, for example, offers a recom-
mitment to allow the flexibilities that
were granted by the TRIPS Agreement.
That there was a necessity to reaffirm
an already existing commitment is in-
teresting but no surprise, given the regu-
lar attack by developed countries on the
use of these flexibilities. Expectedly, any
mention of IPRs was met with total re-
sistance from the developed countries
during the OWG discussions.

Target 17.6 of the SDGs reads, “en-
hance North-South, South-South and
triangular regional and international
cooperation on and access to science,
technology and innovation, and en-
hance knowledge sharing on mutually
agreed terms, including through im-
proved coordination among existing
mechanisms, particularly at UN level,
and through a global technology facili-
tation mechanism when agreed”. This
largely forms the basis for the relaunch
or rather rethinking of a TFM that has
been proposed by the developing coun-
tries as part of the more detailed talks
on MOI under the post-2015 develop-
ment agenda.

The current discussions on TFM
are also informed by Target 17.7, which
aims to “promote development, trans-

fer, dissemination and diffusion of en-
vironmentally sound technologies to
developing countries on favourable
terms, including on concessional and
preferential terms, as mutually agreed”.
Limiting this to environmentally sound
technologies is not accidental. This is
largely taken to be the Rio+20 mandate
though it is actually never explicitly
laid out in the document. Though the
Rio process since 1992 is on sustain-
able development with its three pillars
(economic, social and environmental),
developed countries continue to limit
the commitments to the environment
pillar, and even then in a selective man-
ner.

Discussions also spanned Target
17.8, which seeks to “fully
operationalize the Technology Bank
and STI (Science, Technology and In-
novation) capacity building mecha-
nism for LDCs [least developed coun-
tries] by 2017, and enhance the use of
enabling technologies in particular ICT
[information and communication tech-
nology]”.

It is to be noted that the FfD pro-
cess, which is running parallel and the
outcome of which will be linked to the
MOI provisions of the post-2015
agenda, focuses more on financial
rather than non-financial MOI and
does not, in particular, offer a TFM
which is mandated by the Rio+20 docu-
ment. So developing countries are seek-
ing to address this in the post-2015
agenda, particularly since developed
countries appear to be pressing for the
post-2015 MOI to be narrowed down to
the FfD outcome.

The day-long discussion on 22
April clearly established the critical role
of technology in fulfilling the commit-
ments made under the SDGs and the
post-2015 agenda framework; at least
this much was agreed by all. As co-fa-
cilitator Ambassador Macharia Kamau
(Kenya) suggested, informal discus-
sions could take place leading up to
July on the TFM, an idea which was
supported strongly by Brazil, India and
Egypt at the end of the day. Kamau also
suggested that while there is by now a
clear idea of its functions, the form of
the TFM will also need a lot of discus-
sion.

The promise, though currently lim-
ited to just the willingness on the part
of member states to discuss a TFM, is
still a plus. However, it is clear that this
is just the beginning of a long process
spanning a set of complex issues and

that a lot of political will is needed to
reach a consensus on not only the func-
tions but also the form of such a TFM. It
was clear that the critical issue of IPRs
was most likely to be left out as most
member states chose to steer clear of
IPRs in the day’s discussion.
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The technology discussion was
kicked off by Ambassador Guilherme
de Aguiar Patriota of Brazil and Am-
bassador Paul Seger of Switzerland,
who presented the summary of the Gen-
eral Assembly structured dialogues,
which they had co-moderated, on the
possible arrangements for a TFM and
the contours of a possible framework.
The key recommendations were: to de-
velop an online platform to undertake
a thorough mapping of existing tech-
nology facilitation mechanisms, frame-
work and processes; to improve coor-
dination within the UN system; and to
perform analysis of needs and gaps in
addressing them.

In an important statement Patriota
stressed that not only environmentally
sound technologies but also those cov-
ering all three pillars of sustainable
development, namely socially and eco-
nomically useful technologies, must be
covered by the mechanism.

The role of the private sector, which
has been a large focus of technology
facilitation discussions so far, on the
assumption that they produce most of
the technologies, was also questioned.
Liberia asked how a country like itself
which the private sector is averse to
entering, considering it risky, will have
access to technology and whether it
could be funded by official development
assistance (ODA). Guatemala asked: if
technologies were protected by IPRs,
could important beneficial technologies
be identified as “public goods” and a
new kind of IPRs worked out for these?

In response, Seger suggested differ-
ent ways to incentivize the private sec-
tor, for example with monetary incen-
tives for industrialization, philan-
thropic interests or providing govern-
ment insurance for basic services and
so on. His view was that “taking away
their IPRs and expropriating them does
not work”.

Patriota reiterated that technology
is a crucial issue for SDGs. That is why
they suggested (based on the structured
dialogues) the mapping and system-
wide treatment. He went on to strongly
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debunk the myth of the private sector
creating all technology and bearing its
cost. He said that some technology is
driven by governments and often in-
volves huge investments. It is not only
the final technology that is important
but the entire process and environment
of its creation. States spend immense
resources in producing the brains, ca-
pacity and technical skills that go into
the production of technology, accord-
ing to Patriota. At the end, this is ap-
propriated by the private sector to make
technology a commercial product.

On IPRs, Patriota said that the in-
tellectual property regime is central, but
he chose not to discuss it for it will go
nowhere in view of the controversial
debates, the strong opposition to dis-
cussing it here and its very technical
nature. He suggested incremental steps
and discussing monitoring and map-
ping. IPR discussions also tend to dis-
courage the private sector as they will
immediately refrain from becoming en-
gaged but they have to be involved in
this discussion, including
transnational corporations that do phi-
lanthropy and work on technology.

Patriota also pointed out that some
technologies are free from IPRs and are
no longer proprietary, and there is a lot
that can be done on those technologies
in the public domain. He stressed that
technologies need to be considered ho-
listically and it will not be useful to dis-
tinguish simple technologies from so-
phisticated ones. The UN can pull all
these elements together to find a path-
way towards an outcome in September
(when the post-2015 development
agenda is due to be adopted at a UN
summit), he concluded.

Ambassador George Talbot
(Guyana), the co-facilitator for the FfD
process, pointed to the need for a break-
through. “We need a psychology of so-
lutions instead of barriers,” he said.

Iran stressed the need for simple
technology and that countries could
build a structure and facilitate the trans-
fer of technology to developing
countries. India pointed to technologies
that are in the public domain but will
not be developed by the big private sec-
tor as there is no profit, and said that
this can be solved with cooperation. It
asked how the “psychology of solu-
tions” can be created if there is no de-
bate on what can be done. Rwanda
asked specifically about access to tech-
nology in rural areas.

Patriota said that technology is not
just a North-South issue but a have/

have-not technology divide. He ex-
pressed doubts about making certain
technologies global public goods but
could think of technologies close to a
global public good with different solu-
tions that could be considered.

Seger suggested doing away with
the public-private divide and using
globalization’s positive impacts, for
example, to produce vaccines as de-
scribed by India. The UN should be cre-
ating awareness about the need for tech-
nology transfer.

Kamau, co-facilitator of the post-
2015 agenda process, summed up the
discussion. What was clear is that a
solution needs to be found at the UN
for mapping and systems-wide analy-
sis and to provide a platform to ex-
change needs, solutions and views on
how to move forward in practical ways.
He also said that the public-private de-
bate is tricky as it only sees the tailend
and fails to appreciate how the capa-
bility to invent was developed. A lot of
technology transfer is embedded in
business and corporate relationships,
which is problematic but also presents
opportunities. He suggested tackling
the IPR regime and finding technolo-
gies that are public goods, in order to
create access. He discussed global
partnership(s) compared to a single
partnership between governments and
suggested finding the global
partnership(s) for technology and per-
haps having bi-annual forums for dis-
cussing this issue.
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The Group of 77 and China, repre-
sented by South Africa, reiterated that
“the call to establish a technology fa-
cilitation mechanism is one of the most
important decisions that emanated out
of Rio+20”. The Group said that the
briefing from the co-moderators and the
report of the structured dialogues
clearly show that “we do not need an-
other round of discussions on whether
a technology facilitation mechanism is
needed or not. What is urgently needed,
as was mandated by Rio+20, is the
bringing into reality of a global mecha-
nism whose core function will be the
development, transfer and dissemina-
tion of technologies for the implemen-
tation of the SDGs”.

 The Group asked for the TFM for
the post-2015 agenda to be set up un-
der the UN with agreement on the scope
of its mandate, its functions and insti-

tutional arrangement. “We are not here
to consider broader systemic or regula-
tory issues related to technology, sci-
ence and innovation, which belongs to
the preparatory process for the Third
Conference for Financing for Develop-
ment” but “encompasses the breadth
and depth of the 17 sustainable devel-
opment goals, as technologies are cru-
cial for the implementation of each and
every SDG”.

The G77 and China was open to
considering proposals aimed at en-
hancing the role of science and innova-
tion in the context of a global facilita-
tion mechanism. “The Group believes
that a technology facilitation mecha-
nism should provide an effective plat-
form for concrete action by the member
states and the UN system, with the en-
gagement of other stakeholders, in con-
tributing to the development, transfer
and dissemination of technologies for
the implementation of the SDGs”.

The G77 and China supported the
recommendations made by the co-mod-
erators of the structured dialogues ear-
lier as initial functions of the mecha-
nism. The Group also praised the work
of the Inter-agency Working Group for
a Global Technology Facilitation Plat-
form and said that it “should assist not
only in supporting the initiative of the
Secretary-General to establish an online
global platform, but also to improve
coordination within the UN system on
technologies for the implementation of
the SDGs”.

Highlighting the essential and
transformative role of technology in
bringing about sustainable develop-
ment, the Group requested “the co-fa-
cilitators to include provisions for the
establishment of a technology facilita-
tion mechanism in the zero draft for the
post-2015 development agenda. Such
provisions should include the mandate,
core functions and the institutional ar-
rangement for the establishment of such
mechanism”.

Liberia, on behalf of the African
Group, said that achieving sustainable
growth in Africa will require access to
technology. The Group called for an
innovation fund during the early stages
of the technology mechanism with fo-
cus on capacity building in the areas of
education, and science and technology.
The Group also highlighted the impor-
tance of environmentally sound tech-
nologies and supported the idea of an
online technology platform so as to sup-
port knowledge transfer and technical
assistance. It further called for a tech-
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nology bank to support LDCs by 2017
(as per Target 17.8). The Group encour-
aged North-South, South-South and tri-
angular cooperation and knowledge
sharing and recognized capacity build-
ing as a development need. It also un-
derlined the critical need to reinforce
national efforts in African countries in
key areas.

The Maldives, speaking on behalf
of the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS), said that the Rio+20 outcome
document and the OWG report have
already outlined the importance of tech-
nology for sustainable development.
“The discussion, as called for by the
Chair of the G77 and China, must move
from a discussion of what to a discus-
sion on how,” the statement empha-
sized. AOSIS highlighted the key areas
where modern clean technology invest-
ments and the necessary know-how
would enable further development and
progress for small island developing
states (SIDS), for example, in increased
use of ICT, affordable, reliable, sustain-
able and modern energy technology and
ocean technology. The statement also
stressed the importance of capacity and
institution building.

Belize, representing the Caribbean
Community (CARICOM), described
how the Caribbean countries have in-
vested in technology so as to support
the implementation of the Millennium
Development Goals and to overcome
constraints of poverty and gender in-
equality. For highly indebted member
countries of CARICOM, technological
innovation is key but investment is dif-
ficult. CARICOM has engaged with the
UN to address technology as important
to climate-sensitive development, but
the region is constrained by trade, in-
tellectual property rights, and limited
capacity locally to manage and use tech-
nology, unsuitability and non-adapt-
ability of technology to local conditions,
and failure to recognize cultural and
national contexts. Technology must
therefore be on better terms and must
be relevant and in line with national
development priorities, CARICOM
stressed. A concerted global effort is
needed to assist countries at the na-
tional level and an online global plat-
form in its current form is inadequate
in dealing with the needs of CARICOM.
The platform must include UN and re-
gional coordinating mechanisms.

Tonga, speaking on behalf of the
Pacific Small Island Developing States
(PSIDS), expressed openness to a TFM

“as it is a key means to a number of key
goals and targets of the SDGs”. The
PSIDS support commitments to support
the access of SIDS to environmentally
sound technology, it said.

Benin, speaking on behalf of the
LDCs, said that LDCs are most disad-
vantaged in terms of transfer and gen-
eration of technology. The rudimentary
technology that is used in the LDCs
cannot address the challenges of the
LDCs nor meet the SDGs. The group
asked for a dedicated mechanism to fos-
ter their access to modern technologies
and stressed the role of South-South
cooperation, as a complementary path
to North-South cooperation, in helping
to develop a science technology bank
dedicated to LDCs. The LDCs have set
a target of 0.1% of ODA for a technol-
ogy bank, the statement added.

Ecuador, on behalf of the Commu-
nity of Latin American and Caribbean
States (CELAC), said that “the United
Nations system should do more in the
field of technology development, trans-
fer and dissemination, as mandated by
the Rio+20 outcome document”. It reit-
erated that “the establishment of a tech-
nology facilitation mechanism is one of
the unfulfilled mandates of Rio+20, and
must be addressed without delay”. Sup-
porting the view expressed by Patriota,
CELAC said “technology facilitation
should support the implementation of
all 17 sustainable development goals
and targets, not only those related to
the environmental dimension of sus-
tainable development”.

Recalling “that the Rio+20 confer-
ence and its follow-up processes have
already identified the main functions
for a technology facilitation mecha-
nism, providing a concrete basis for our
deliberation in the context of the post-
2015 development agenda”, CELAC
suggested a move from “dogmatic de-
bates toward more constructive and
pragmatic consideration of proposals
for a technology facilitation mecha-
nism, building upon the recommenda-
tions contained in the report of the
structured dialogues, taking into ac-
count the specific recommendations on
technology of the Synthesis Report of
the Secretary General as well as other
relevant inputs”.

India said that the TFM is not just a
goal of developing countries. It stressed
that there is no need to revisit mapping
as several UN agencies were already
pursuing this. India suggested the need
to focus on what the TFM will do and

its core functions; the arrangements for
oversight and administration; how
work will be organized at national and
international levels; and how to gather
expertise including from the private
sector. India also said that technology
transfer should not be taboo because of
IPR concerns and asked that more time
be allocated for this issue.

�
�������

While the developing countries’
statements stressed the need for tech-
nology, the developed countries seemed
keen to establish that they are commit-
ted to the issue of technology by dot-
ting their statements with examples of
how they have already worked to de-
velop and disseminate technology to
meet a host of the world’s critical de-
velopment needs. Some of them argued
that several examples of TFM are al-
ready functioning under the UN sys-
tem.

The European Union said it is con-
vinced of the importance of the issues
of science and technology and innova-
tion to development and to the imple-
mentation of the SDGs (Goal 9) and that
a broad approach is in line with the
Rio+20 outcome. The EU emphasized
the link between technology transfer
and the role of the private sector. Col-
laborative platforms are also critical to
the MOI framework, it said, adding that
it is ready to engage with the three rec-
ommendations of the Secretary-General
on the functions of a technology trans-
fer mechanism: the mapping of exist-
ing frameworks through the online plat-
form; improved UN cooperation on
technology transfer; and the need to
promote capacity building.

The United Kingdom cited ex-
amples of helping to develop technol-
ogy for development needs such as anti-
malarial drugs for young children, vac-
cines to prevent tuberculosis etc. The
UK spends 3% of its development as-
sistance budget on research and its cen-
trally funded research is now open and
free to access online, it said, adding that
the UK is the largest donor to the $5.5
billion multilateral Clean Technology
Fund. It said that “the most valuable
contribution from government is to pro-
vide a conducive environment for in-
vestment, innovation, technology de-
velopment and technology sharing”. It
also argued that “developing and shar-
ing technology is not just a North-South
issue – increasingly, upper middle in-
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come countries are major technology
innovators”. Therefore “all countries
should be looking to increase their bi-
lateral, regional and multilateral coop-
eration on science and technology to
help implement the SDGs”.

France attempted to provide a clear
framework for the TFM, acknowledg-
ing the need to recognize the impor-
tance of the issue and to develop ca-
pacity and confidence on it. It suggested
taking note of options on the table such
as mapping and online platform;
incentivization at local level; capacity
building and bolstering IPR which cre-
ates a good climate for innovation, ac-
cess to which is not an issue since many
are already available as licences not
submitted yet; and finally, how to en-
sure technology to LDCs as states are
not the only actors. France advocated
multi-stakeholder partnerships involv-
ing foundations, companies, universi-
ties, local groups and the state. Discus-
sions should fit into a political frame-
work and fit into budget, consistent
with international mechanisms in the
field. It reiterated that IPRs should not
be called into question and that the
scope for public-private partnerships
can include innovations from local
communities.

The United States said “last year
we launched the US Global Develop-
ment Lab specifically to scale up our
efforts and investments in this area.
Based on that experience, we see STI as
deeply connected to other MOI, and
prefer to have it addressed alongside
them rather than separated out for spe-
cial treatment. We thus do hope and
expect that it will be addressed in a co-
ordinated and cohesive manner within
the FfD process”.

While the US acknowledged that
the workshops and dialogues recon-
firmed the importance of technology to
solutions for sustainable development
and generated ideas about possible
next steps, it went on to say “as the PGA
[President of the General Assembly] re-
port noted, there remains no consensus
among member states for a facilitation
mechanism, and indeed, the PGA re-
port was not a consensus document”.

The US added, “We still have work
to do as we determine further options.
We agree with many … that there is
great diversity among developing coun-
tries in terms of their interests, needs,
capacity, and even basic legal struc-
tures. And to add to the complexity, just
as the needs of developing countries are

not homogenous, neither is ‘technol-
ogy’ … We are committed to continu-
ing to explore how to enhance those
government-owned and managed
programmes and support the goals we

are defining through the FfD and post-
2015 processes, building on consider-
able experience and precedent from
work of this kind undertaken previ-
ously”. ��������������������������������������������
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It is not surprising that the political
battles have already become fierce in the
concurrent negotiations for the third
International Conference on Financing
for Development (FfD3) and the post-
2015 development agenda with its Sus-
tainable Development Goals (SDGs). At
stake is who will shape the agenda –
and how much real impact it will have.

What is the direction of the “trans-
formation” that is now so frequently
discussed in both talks? Are we headed
towards a world of multi-stakeholder
partnerships and the increasing
outsourcing of public functions to pri-
vate control, where those in positions
of privilege can maintain their entitle-
ments, at least until we fully breach
planetary boundaries?

Or towards a world where we make
decisions based foremost on the wel-
fare of the majority of people and the
planet? Where we embrace the distinc-
tion between primary duty bearers (gov-
ernments) and rights holders (all
people without exception), and where
we recognize that some actors have
more capacities and therefore respon-
sibilities than others? And where pat-
terns of consumption and production
are rebalanced so that development
reaches everyone and respects plan-
etary boundaries, now and over the
longer term?

One interesting indication of the
potential power of the post-2015
agenda is that actors like the multilat-
eral development banks (MDBs) are
fighting hard to position themselves at
the centre. Is that about keeping on top
of the trillions that they recently esti-
mated would be required to achieve the
agenda? Or, digging a little deeper,
about fears of eventual irrelevance,
since the agenda’s sustainable devel-
opment narrative – if taken seriously –
diverges so thoroughly from the one
pushed by the MDBs for many years? If
sustainable, inclusive development is

what we mean when we talk about a
transformative agenda, who should re-
ally be implementing it?
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The FfD3 preparatory session in
mid-April talked about transformation,
but that was not very apparent in early
political moves. Rich countries regu-
larly affirmed the importance of chan-
nelling more official development as-
sistance (ODA) to the least developed
countries (LDCs), despite a declining
trend in some regions in recent years.
Were they motivated by the principle of
tackling exclusion, or by a hard politi-
cal calculation that this would split off
a major chunk of the G77 developing-
country bloc? And who could really
blame the LDCs for responding in kind
with a steady stream of specific de-
mands, since their challenges are so
stark on so many fronts and their op-
tions so few?

Some of the BRICS (Brazil, Russia,
India, China, South Africa) countries
have systematically pushed a progres-
sive take on both FfD3 and post-2015.
But they have other fields of play like
the G20. Less clear is what all of this
might mean for the many smaller and
mid-size middle-income developing
countries, which regularly call atten-
tion to their set of issues but are looking
at a future that will probably be
squeezed by a falling ODA share on one
hand and, on another, by limited trac-
tion on many issues, from trade to il-
licit financial flows to debt burdens,
critical to continued development –
much less a version that is sustainable
and inclusive.  One civil society advo-
cate pointed out that unless you believe
the “fairy tale” of the 0.7% ODA com-
mitment – promised for so many years
and never met – there is very little so far
for developing countries in the FfD3
zero draft outcome document.
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Meanwhile, behind the scenes,
some rich countries were hard at work
curbing challenges to political and eco-
nomic configurations that mostly ben-
efit them. Their activities are taking
place partly through the FfD3 and post-
2015 negotiations, but also through
proxies such as the international finan-
cial institutions (IFIs). In some develop-
ing countries, finance ministries, hav-
ing heard from IFI counterparts, are re-
portedly questioning foreign ministries
on issues like whether or not the post-
2015 agenda has too many goals, and
why the whole enterprise can’t be boiled
down to a streamlined emphasis on
poverty eradication and shared pros-
perity.

This may miss the point made by a
civil society advocate at the FfD3 civil
society hearings that unless develop-
ment models change significantly to
start with people and the planet instead
of profits, prosperity will continue to
drive poverty. At a joint session on FfD3
and post-2015, one of the post-2015 co-
facilitators expressed astonishment that
the G20 recently committed to 1,000
structural reform actions in two years.
He suggested that in comparison, 17
goals and 169 targets (under the SDGs)
over 15 years seemed quite doable, and
if not, something is “clearly wrong.” He
hoped not to hear about the number of
goals and targets again.

.�
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Following the April FfD3 talks, the
zero draft of the outcome document is
now under review. It is revealing to look
at who features most prominently in it
so far, and to wonder if this foretells
what’s ahead.

Who is singled out in its second
section, on mobilizing the means to
implement the post-2015 agenda?
While governments are presumably
there in the background as the archi-
tects of the agreement, and the “invit-
ers” for others to “join us,” the first spe-
cifically mentioned actors are global
funds, philanthropists, foundations
and the private sector. These are fol-
lowed by a reference to national and
multilateral development banks. And
then the business sector appears again
as a critical driver of sustainable devel-
opment. Governments (along with
households and businesses, again) only
appear in the second-to-last paragraph,
in a reference to changing behaviours
to achieve sustainable consumption
and production patterns.

In the following section on domes-
tic public finance, actors highlighted
include the Extractive Industries Trans-
parency Initiative (linking back to the
World Bank), the Global Forum on
Transparency and Exchange of Infor-
mation for Tax Purposes (OECD), the
OECD proper, the G20, the IMF, the
World Bank, the Financial Stability
Board (G20), and the Open Government
Partnership (around 65 countries).
Among references to the United Na-
tions system, the most universal and
democratic of all multilateral organiza-
tions, several are in conjunction with
the World Bank and IMF.

The international public finance
section features the Leading Group on
Innovative Financing for Development
(involving the OECD and MDBs,
among others), multiple references to
the MDBs and IFIs, and the World
Bank’s Multilateral Investment Guar-
antee Agency. It devotes several para-
graphs to the so-called vertical or
single-issue funds, several of which
link back to the World Bank or to pri-
vate philanthropies such as the Gates
Foundation, as well as a few tied to the
UN or regional bodies.

And who weighs in on systemic
issues? The IMF, the World Bank, the
Financial Stability Board and the Basel
Committee on Banking Supervision,
with a nod to the ILO conventions for
migrant workers, and to “UN forums”
for international sustainable develop-
ment commitments.

��0	�������	1	 �
�	 ���������/

The dominance of the multilateral
development banks in the FfD3 zero
draft is not surprising – at least from
the perspective of the current power
configuration, if not so much from the
perspectives of global democracy and
sustainable, inclusive development.

To position themselves in the FfD3
and post-2015 processes, the World
Bank, all the big regional development
banks and the IMF have come together
on a joint statement on post-2015 fi-
nancing for development. It sets for-
ward the idea that financing the new
agenda requires a shift from billions to
trillions of dollars. The exercise sug-
gests a couple of dimensions that may
be a divergence from the past. Are the
banks and their backers realizing that
the bill has come due and needs to
gradually be sold to electorates – as in,
we really have come to a crisis point

that really is going to cost a lot to fix?
And/or: are the IFIs circling the wag-
ons, as it were, because they feel their
dominant position is at risk?

In the past, for example, the World
Bank viewed its regional counterparts
as somewhat distant cousins, easily
overlooked outside Washington. But
now on the horizon are recent moves
by China and other big developing
countries – and some rich countries as
well – to create new multilateral devel-
opment banks. This follows ongoing
discontent with the old banks’ undemo-
cratic governance structures, plus
policy advice that in many cases would
not be taken seriously without the
money that comes with it. After years of
advising market competition, are the
traditional lenders finally worried
about facing it themselves?

It seems the adjustment may take
some time. The World Bank, at an April
session with delegates to both the FfD3
and post-2015 processes, went on at
length about how it is trying to be more
responsive to country concerns, while
also emphasizing that the MDBs have
doubled investment to the private sec-
tor – which is not the primary concern
in many countries. It also clearly out-
lined how the banks would be report-
ing on contributions to FfD3 and post-
2015 through their individual gover-
nance structures, and not through any
combined forum at the UN, even though
those provide an equal voice for gov-
ernments and offer a greater chance of
ensuring all policies and resources are
fully consistent with the SDGs.

Further, much of the IMF and
World Bank emphasis is on the money
side of financing. What about how the
“trillions” will be spent? Priorities of
the IFIs, outlined in a recent press re-
lease, include strengthening domestic
financial markets and deepening finan-
cial inclusion – but with no reference to
sustainability.
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If governments endorsed the FfD3
zero draft tomorrow, proponents of the
vertical funds would be pleased, given
substantial space devoted to these on
issues such as environment, health,
education and food security. The funds
were originally conceived as opportu-
nities to fill funding gaps and devote
focused attention to major issues. Yet
they have led to a profusion of institu-
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tions and funding streams. In some
cases, they operate on top of existing
bodies, as when UN development agen-
cies are used essentially to execute
projects – and that in itself is in addi-
tion to whatever may already exist in a
given country. If sustainable develop-
ment is about integrating all dimen-
sions of development, recognizing how
interdependent they are, single-issue
funds go in the opposite direction.

There are questions about how ac-
countable they are to countries, since
many draw from private finance, do not
operate under a multilateral gover-
nance framework and are not bound by
international norms. There have been
consistent country reports of misalign-
ment with national priorities. Poor
countries, in particular, feel pressured
to take the funds, even for programmes
that may not be most relevant to them.

Health has been an area where the
single-issue funds have claimed many
achievements. And yet a telling moment
came at the FfD3 civil society hearings
in mid-April when an advocate from
West Africa described Ebola as a fail-
ure of the global economic system. His
point was that poor West African coun-
tries cannot establish the comprehen-
sive health systems they need because
they do not have the capacities or op-
portunities to develop fully functioning
economies that provide sufficient re-
sources for healthcare. Delivering a lot
of vaccines or building some hospitals
or mobilizing people around a certain
disease – as some vertical funds do –
only fills some gaps for a while. It falls
far short of upholding the right to
health, which depends on access for
everyone, at any given point in time, to
all treatments, all medicines, all medi-
cal skills and facilities, and so on.

Calls in some quarters for assign-
ing a vertical fund to each of the Sus-
tainable Development Goals suggest an
odd direction – universality via frag-
mentation?

(
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The private sector is so dominant
in the FfD3 zero draft that some gov-
ernment representatives have referred
to FfD3 being “outsourced” to busi-
nesses. What drives that emphasis? Is
it about rich countries, in the wake of
the global economic crisis, wanting to
reduce expectations from their public
purses? Is it about large businesses con-
trolling governments, through electoral
finance and lobbying, and hoping to tilt
regulatory arrangements ever more in
their favour? Is it the old assumption,
unproven by consistent evidence, that
compared to the public sector, business

is more effective, efficient, innovative,
responsive (as long as there is money
to be made), etc.?

The section on private business
and finance “acknowledges the role of
private business activity, investment
and innovation as major drivers of in-
creased productivity, job creation, and
economic growth, which provide
people with the opportunity to over-
come poverty and inequality.” Today’s
unprecedented levels of private busi-
ness activity, however, have run paral-
lel to widening inequality around the
world and the destruction of environ-
mental resources.

The current business model is not
built on the principles of sustainability
and inclusion. It mostly does not oper-
ate within a social contract grounded
in human rights. The zero draft’s refer-
ences to social and environmental re-
sponsibility principles and to busi-
nesses assuming costs for externalities
such as pollution will only go so far –
likely not as far as the SDGs. For many
businesses, the rewards of ignoring
principles outside those related to profit,
even in the face of regulation, are still
very great.

Large businesses in particular are
quite skilful in presenting a public im-
age of progress that often fails to trans-
late very far into actual practice, as has
been obvious from the UN’s Global
Compact, “welcomed” by the zero draft.
And then there is the draft’s reference
to working with international account-
ing standard-setting bodies to devise
sustainable development accounting
principles. This almost certainly refers
to the International Accounting Stan-
dards Board, which is based in the US
state of Delaware, a well-known corpo-
rate “secrecy” jurisdiction. Among
other measures geared heavily to busi-
ness interests, the board has rejected
country-by-country reporting by
transnational corporations, despite the
obvious contributions this would make
to fighting corruption and tax evasion.

Every section of the zero draft has
at least one mention (often many) to
engagement with the private sector:
from unlocking the transformative po-
tential of business, to upping private
investment in agriculture, to encourag-
ing new platforms for private infrastruc-
ture investment, to catalyzing private
investment with ODA, to increasing
private climate finance, to involving
businesses in FfD3 follow-up and moni-
toring.

This level of “partnership” verges
in the direction of giving states and
businesses some level of equivalency in
the quest for sustainable, inclusive de-
velopment. Yet states remain the pri-

mary duty bearers – they are respon-
sible for the rights of their citizens, and
they will be the ones signing off on both
FfD3 and post-2015, not to mention the
numerous intergovernmental agree-
ments that have come before them. In-
stead of talking about the private sector
as a partner at this stage, maybe the real
issue is determining what specific steps
are required to align every aspect of
business and financial sector opera-
tions, from the choice to locate a manu-
facturing plant to a stock trade, with
achieving the SDGs.

�	���	�
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Transformative, ambitious, univer-
sal – these notions, which began in
post-2015, have started to filter into
FfD3, setting a much higher bar than
might otherwise be there. Now the chal-
lenge is to take them seriously enough
to make them mean something.

Also raising the bar at the FfD3
April negotiations was a representative
from the Office of the UN High Com-
missioner for Human Rights, who at
session after session reminded del-
egates that the process must be
grounded in universal principles that
transcend narrow interests, national or
otherwise. If we talk about an enabling
environment for business, what about
an enabling environment for states to
uphold people rights? For people to
claim those rights?

Another positive development was
how delegates at the April joint session
on FfD3 and post-2015 hung on to the
idea of a technology facilitation mecha-
nism by a thread, in the face of strong
opposition by at least one powerful
country. Interest in the mechanism came
from all regions. After years of little
progress in this area, it’s a baby step
but still movement forward.

Finally, among the IFIs, IMF posi-
tions suggest a new level of rethinking
and nuance. Given past history, it is
almost astonishing to hear the IMF re-
fer to post-2015 as a central institu-
tional priority, as its representative did
at the joint session. And then to discuss
how financial markets are key to devel-
opment, but so is regulation. Or that
foreign capital is not a panacea and
needs to be well used. Or that we should
no longer take for granted that it is
“natural” for markets to move up and
down at will. Or that international tax
cooperation is key so that developing
countries get what they are entitled to.
Now of course the issue is to act consis-
tently in line with these ideas – to be a
genuine partner committed foremost to
sustainable, inclusive development that
reaches the entire world.
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Even before the political debate
around FfD3 began gathering steam, the
MDBs had come together around a com-
mon agenda that goes something like
this: the needs for financing are huge
(trillions), the public sector will never
have enough to meet these needs, there-
fore, we have to tap all available re-
sources (private). The mantra has be-
come: public, private, domestic and in-
ternational.

Yet the notion that the public sec-
tor simply doesn’t have enough money
may deserve more scrutiny. Is this
about reality or anti-government rheto-
ric? First, it may apply mostly to those
countries struggling with severe under-
development or structural constraints.
For other states, particularly the richer
ones, the public sector could have a lot
more funding through progressive taxa-
tion, tax cooperation and curbs on il-
licit financial flows – plus, for many
developing countries, enhanced domes-
tic capacities to manage economies in
line with sustainable and inclusive de-
velopment. Tax dodging costs the Eu-
ropean Union alone around €1 trillion
a year – a potentially big contribution
to the IFI estimate for post-2015 costs.
And then there is how existing funds
are spent – in 2013, the defence budget
of the 10 highest-ranked spenders glo-
bally reached $1.1 trillion.

Second, the public sector in some
countries already has a history of com-
ing up with large sums when it has to.
Within weeks of the 2008 financial cri-
sis, the United States had committed
$700 billion to bail out troubled com-
panies. China injected $600 billion in
fiscal stimulus and called on banks to
boost their lending rates, to the point
where by 2009 it faced pressures from
inflation.

Globally, state-owned financial in-
stitutions account for 25% of total bank-
ing assets; they include development
banks mandated to provide services
otherwise not commercially available.
Nearly 40% of these banks have been
established in the last two decades –
despite pervasive advocacy for
neoliberalism – and as of the end of
2009, they had $2 trillion in assets. The
China Development Bank and Brazil
Development Bank both have assets
greater than the World Bank Group.

Asia and the Pacific as a region has
over $7 trillion in foreign exchange re-
serves, and around $3 trillion in sover-
eign wealth funds, with some questions
over why a greater portion of these have
not been channelled more systemati-
cally towards development. One an-

swer: They serve as a buffer against the
vicissitudes of an under-regulated, cri-
sis-prone global economy.
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“Enabling environment” used to
mean the international environment
enabling poorer countries to develop
their domestic  economies through
trade, debt relief and so on. That is how
the phrase is first applied in the FfD3
zero draft. But then it moves on to new
uses, most of which apply to the do-
mestic realm. Such as an enabling en-
vironment for infrastructure invest-
ment. For private investment. For fiscal
policy. For tax collection. Given the
interconnectedness of the global
economy, on highly unfair terms for
many countries, how enabling can the
domestic environment be without an

equally – or more than equally, through
the lens of common but differentiated
responsibility – enabling international
environment?

What does it mean to have an en-
abling environment for fiscal policy if
countries are weighed down by debts,
forced to offer tax breaks to
transnational corporations, and cor-
nered into low-value commodity ex-
ports? Does private investment really
need to be enabled? Unless that means
enabled, by regulation, to contribute to
sustainable, inclusive development…�

The above first appeared as a Global Policy
Watch briefing (No. 5, 29 April 2015) and is
reproduced here under a Creative Commons li-
cence. Global Policy Watch is a joint initiative of
Social Watch and Global Policy Forum estab-
lished to promote transparency and accountabil-
ity in the post-2015 and financing for develop-
ment processes.
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by Valentina Ieri

NEW YORK: It’s called the urban sur-
vival gap – fuelled by the growing in-
equality between rich and poor in both
developing and developed countries –
and it literally determines whether mil-
lions of infants will live or die before
their fifth birthday.

Save the Children’s annual report
on the State of the World’s Mothers 2015
ranks 179 countries and concludes that
“for babies born in the big city, it’s the
survival of the richest.”

Speaking from the launch at UN
headquarters, Carolyn Miles, president
and CEO of Save the Children, said that
for the first time in history, more fami-
lies are moving into cities to give their
children a better life. But this shift from
a rural to an urban society has increased
disparities within cities.

“Our report reveals a devastating
child survival divide between the haves
and have-nots, telling a tale of two cit-
ies among urban communities around
the world, including the United States,”
Miles added.

The document estimates that 54%
of the world’s population live in urban
areas, and by 2050 the concentration of
people in cities will increase to 66%,
especially in Asia and Africa.

The World Health Organization
(WHO) says that nearly a billion people
live in urban slums, shantytowns, on
sidewalks, under bridges and along
railroad tracks.

While women living in cities may
have easier access to primary
healthcare, including hospitals, many
governments have been unable to keep
up with this rapid urban growth.

One-third of all urban residents –
over 860 million people – live in slums
where they face lack of clean water and
sanitation, alongside rampant malnu-
trition.

Miles said that despite the progress
made on reducing urban under-five
mortality around the world, the sur-
vival divide between rich and poor chil-
dren in cities is growing even faster than
that of poor children in rural areas.

In most of the developing nations
surveyed, children living at the bottom
20% of the socioeconomic ladder are
twice as likely to die as children in the
richest 20%, and in some cities, the dis-
parity is much higher.

Robert Clay, vice president of health
and nutrition at Save the Children, ex-
plained that the urban poor are more
transient, as they tend to have unsteady
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jobs and living situations. In rural ar-
eas, many people at least have land and
food, and a stronger support system
within the community. “In urban areas
this doesn’t exist. Urban cities are over-
crowded by many ethnic groups living
side by side so it’s a bit harder to bond,
communicate and build trust. It’s the
hidden population that is more prob-
lematic to reach,” Clay told Inter Press
Service (IPS).

He said lack of data makes it harder
for charities like Save the Children, or
national and municipal governments,
to access these marginalized commu-
nities.

The 10 developing countries with
the largest child survival divide are
Bangladesh, Cambodia, Ghana, Kenya,
India, Madagascar, Nigeria, Peru,
Rwanda and Vietnam.

Among the 10 worst wealthy capi-
tal cities for child survival, out of the 25
studied, Washington DC (US) was
number one, followed by Vienna (Aus-
tria), Bern (Switzerland), Warsaw (Po-
land) and Athens (Greece).

By looking at the mother’s index
rankings of 2015, based on five criteria
– maternal health, children’s well-be-
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ing, educational status, economic sta-
tus and women’s political status – Save
the Children says that conditions for
mothers and their children in the 10
bottom-ranked countries – all but two
of them in West and Central Africa –
are dramatic, as  nations  struggle to
provide the basic  infrastructure  for the
health and wellness of their citizens.

“On average, in these countries one
woman out of 30 dies from pregnancy-
related causes, and one child out of
eight dies before his or her fifth birth-
day,” Miles said.

Globally, under-five mortality rates
have declined, from 90 to 46 deaths per
1,000 live births. However, these num-
bers, says the organization, mask the
fact that child survival is strictly linked
to family wealth, and miss addressing
the conditions of poverty and un-
healthy life of slums.
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Positively, the report has also un-
covered some successful solutions
found by governments to reduce mater-
nal and infant mortality, and close the
inequality gap between rich and poor

children in their own countries.
The most successful countries are

Ethiopia (Addis Ababa), Egypt (Cairo),
Guatemala (Guatemala City), Uganda
(Kampala), the Philippines (Manila)
and Cambodia (Phnom Penh).

“Ethiopia, which recently had ac-
celerated economic growth, managed to
develop effective targeting policies, and
provided accessible preventive and
curative health care for poor mothers
and children,” Clay said.

“[Ethiopia] should be a blueprint
for other countries, which should bring
access to communities in slums so that
local people are not left behind,” he
underlined, adding that hiring urban
outreach workers who can go into the
communities, speak the language of the
people living there and understand
their conditions and needs is vital.

Save the Children is calling on na-
tional governments worldwide to find
new policies and plans to invest in uni-
versal maternal and infant healthcare,
develop cross-sectoral urban plans, and
reduce urban disadvantages, and to
increase the focus on the Sustainable
Development Goals in the post-2015
development agenda, concluded Miles.
(IPS) �����������������������������������������������
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