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NEW YORK: Intergovernmental nego-
tiations on the post-2015 development
agenda continue to be fraught with
North-South differences even as there
remains just one more official session for
the talks.

The sixth session of the United Na-
tions negotiations on the outcome docu-
ment of the post-2015 development
agenda took place on 22-25 June at the
UN headquarters in New York. Member
states started deliberations on the “zero
draft” of the document that will be pre-
sented at the Development Summit in
September for adoption by the UN Gen-
eral Assembly.

The final scheduled session of the
negotiations will be on 20-31 July.

The zero draft document is currently
called “Transforming our world by 2030”
(the title is still being negotiated) and
contains a preamble, an introduction
(declaration), and the Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals (SDGs) and Targets
(agreed by the UN Open Working Group
on SDGs in July 2014). There is also a
proposal for a follow-up and review
framework as well as three annexes: a
proposed revision for 21 targets out of
the 169, a possible Technology Facilita-
tion Mechanism and the “chapeau” that
was part of the report by the Open Work-
ing Group on SDGs.

At the June session, member states
were encouraged to provide comments
on the current draft regarding the differ-
ent parts.

The developing countries, led by the
Group of 77 and China, highlighted their
agreement with the centrality of poverty
eradication in the draft document and
the strong emphasis on ensuring that
“nobody will be left behind.” The G77
also praised the mention of the Rio Prin-
ciple 7 on “common but differentiated
responsibilities” (CBDR), policy space,
condemnation of foreign occupation and
the right to development. This was fur-
ther supported by many other develop-

ing countries and their respective group-
ings such as the Arab States, the Carib-
bean Community, the Least Developed
Countries, the African Group and the
Alliance of Small Island States.

While all the member states agree on
the centrality of poverty eradication in
the post-2015 agenda, there are still many
disagreements regarding the role of the
preamble as well as the current draft of
the declaration. The main disagreements
concern such areas as the outlining of the
principles in the declaration, particularly
CBDR, and the explicit mention of the
“right to development”. The European
Union stressed that the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights should come
before the mention of the Rio agreements
and that all the Rio principles are of equal
importance and therefore there is no
need for the singling out of the CBDR
principle. A strong statement was made
by India on the centrality of CBDR, in
which India debunked what it called six
“myths” that underpin developed coun-
tries’ rejection of this principle.

Below are the highlights of a selec-
tion of interventions by member states
on the declaration at the June talks.
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South Africa, speaking on behalf of
the Group of 77 and China, welcomed
the draft declaration and noted that it
takes into account a number of issues of
global development importance that
need attention in the context of the post-
2015 development agenda, in particular,
the important reference to poverty eradi-
cation that is an overarching priority and
a central imperative of the agenda. The
G77 emphasized the need to address
poverty as a multidimensional phenom-
enon, and therefore in accordance with
SDG 1, the declaration should state that
poverty should be eradicated “in all its
forms and dimensions.”

The Group stressed that the mention

2 North-South differences persist
over “political declaration” of post-
2015 agenda

5 Members divided over means of
implementation

8 Nairobi meet can’t end Doha
Round without “credible”
developmental outcomes

9 Canadian move for “new landing
zones” spurned

11 US, EU block permanent solution
on food security public
stockholding

12 UN body to elaborate treaty on
TNCs/human rights holds first
session

14 Despite scepticism, UN hails its
anti-poverty programme

15 Financial transaction tax could boost
development goals
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of CBDR, policy space, condemnation of
foreign occupation and the right to de-
velopment should be lauded and that the
principles of territorial integrity, national
unity and political independence of
countries should be reaffirmed in the
text.

The G77 also pointed out some ar-
eas of concern in the declaration such as
the distortion of CBDR in the context of
climate change (paragraph 27) that calls
for “historic responsibilities for all
states.” It stressed that developed coun-
tries must assume their historic respon-
sibilities and address issues of climate
change mitigation and adaptation as it
is the developed countries that have been
disproportionately contributing to cli-
mate change and attendant challenges
largely precipitated by the phenomenon.
The responsibility cannot be for “all
states” as developing countries are re-
sponsible for a relatively inconsiderable
margin of greenhouse gas emissions.
Similarly, the mention of “shared respon-
sibility” in paragraph 29 contradicts the
essence of the principle of CBDR.

The Group also noted that the issue
of migration requires recalibration as it
is reflected in the text as a negative phe-
nomenon when there are mutual benefits
for both sending and receiving states.

Rwanda, on behalf of the African
Group, stressed the importance of the
principle of CBDR in the declaration and
said that currently there is a dispropor-
tionate emphasis on human rights and
this should not overload the agenda. The
African Group also noted that the decla-
ration needs to reflect peace and secu-
rity and requested that all SDGs and tar-
gets, as well as the chapeau and the res-
ervations contained in the Open Work-
ing Group report, be included in the zero
draft.

Algeria, on behalf of the Arab States,
welcomed the declaration’s provisions
on poverty eradication and global prin-
ciples, primarily those enshrined in in-
ternational law and human rights. It also
noted that occupation is a big obstacle to
sustainable development and wanted to
stress the importance of sovereignty as
well as the right to development and the
CBDR principle. The Arab Group also
wanted to include a reference to the ad-
verse impact of violence, extremisms and
terrorism and the causes of migration.  

Algeria proposed some improve-
ments for the text that included a para-
graph about the positive impact of mi-
gration in both the sending and receiv-

ing countries.  It also pointed out that the
declaration should make a reference
to ending unilateral sanctions against
states as these violate the UN Charter.

Belize, on behalf of the Caribbean
Community (CARICOM), noted that the
declaration should capture political will,
but it requires refinement including a
balanced description of the SDGs. It also
asked for language clarity in paragraph
16 and clarity about the terminology
used in paragraphs 8 and 39.

The Maldives, on behalf of the Alli-
ance of Small Island States (AOSIS), said
that important concerns were not ad-
dressed in the text, such as water, climate
and oceans, and so it wanted added lan-
guage from Rio documents in the text.
The Maldives also pointed out that the
concept of resilience should be included
in the declaration. Furthermore, national
disasters should be recognized as con-
tributing to vulnerable situations.

It said the declaration should speak
to all goals (SDGs) in their full context;
it should not summarize or paraphrase
because this leaves out agreed language.
According to AOSIS, the declaration
does not need to include the UN Secre-
tary-General’s synthesis report.  How-
ever, the declaration needs to recognize
the special needs of countries such as the
small island developing states and
should contain the whole SDG Open
Working Group report including the
chapeau and reservations.
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Benin, on behalf of the Least Devel-
oped Countries (LDCs), proposed reaf-
firming global partnerships for develop-
ment which recognize that LDCs need
enhanced global support and appropri-
ate mechanism for achievement of
SDGs. It called for recognition of LDCs’
need for preferential treatment because
of lack of resources and technology.

In emphasizing the importance of
differential and preferential treatment
for LDCs, Benin proposed reaffirming
the need for achieving sustained eco-
nomic growth in LDCs at a minimum 7%
per annum by structural transformation
and integration into the global
economy/regional economy. It also
stressed that structural transformation is
a means of increasing development and
building resilience, and that agriculture
and food security should be made stron-
ger, with the recognition that this is vi-
tal for LDCs. It also pointed to the im-

portance of linking LDCs to global value
chains.

Benin proposed language in para-
graph 36 of the declaration on recommit-
ting to partnership with the understand-
ing of LDCs as the most vulnerable
group of countries. It also proposed lan-
guage on resilience building,
operationalizing crisis response and
mitigation to build capacity to respond
to various kinds of crisis without com-
promising development processes.

India made a statement that centred
on debunking what it called six myths
on the CBDR principle gleaned from
comments made by developed coun-
tries.  The “myths” that India highlighted
are the following:

� The principle of differentiation is
in contradiction to a universal agenda

� This principle is a historical relic
and has no contemporary relevance

� This principle is only applicable
to environmental action

� This is merely a political principle
and has little or no professional relevance

� The North-South divide in inter-
national cooperation has already van-
ished and those who invoke this prin-
ciple are flogging a dead horse

� The principle of common but dif-
ferentiated responsibilities means inac-
tion by some on a global agenda.

India stressed that the principle of
CBDR “is a call for action, it is a call for
ambition, but above all it is a call for eq-
uity, a fundamental principle that under-
pins the UN Charter and the Millennium
Declaration and a fundamental article of
faith that cannot be left behind in the
post-2015 development agenda”.

In addition, India also made two
other key points. Firstly, it said it would
be “a grave remission” not to refer to the
World Summit outcome document of
2005 in the political declaration. It said
that the document “was adopted at the
level of our heads of state and govern-
ment exactly a decade ago and is a land-
mark document”. It requested that the
document be referenced along with other
important documents and declarations.
(The 2005 outcome document was
adopted at the follow-up summit meet-
ing to the UN Millennium Summit of
2000.)

Secondly, India said, it would be
“remiss if through this declaration world
leaders do not pronounce themselves on
the urgent imperative of reform of glo-
bal governance, in particular the institu-
tions responsible for maintenance of
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peace and security”. It added that “es-
pecially since Peace is one of the five
main themes now for this document, it
is important that the important ideal of
enhancing the legitimacy and represen-
tativeness of institutions of global gov-
ernance, including that of the UN Secu-
rity Council, be unequivocally affirmed
in the declaration.”

Uganda welcomed the zero draft as
a good basis to prepare for negotiations
and stressed the importance of policy co-
herence for sustainable development as
an enabler. It said that this remains as a
target under SDG 17. The pledge for
“leaving no one behind” should come
forward by giving attention to the poor-
est countries which are already left be-
hind, said Uganda.

Looking at the UN climate change
conference that will take place in Decem-
ber in Paris, the historical responsibility
of reducing greenhouse gas emissions
lies with industrialized countries. The
responsibility of each state should be re-
flected like in Rio (referring to the 1992
Rio Summit).

Peace and security are a prerequi-
site of sustainable development and a
desired result in and of itself, said
Uganda. It also said that the ambition of
SDGs is too much with current methods
and a mechanism should be put in place
to enable the scientific and technologi-
cal community to step up for the imple-
mentation of the agenda.

Uganda further said that the zero
draft document lacks deliverables on
leaving no one behind, stressing that
means of implementation are an integral
part of the agenda and an ambitious
transformative agenda must depend on
that.

Ecuador hoped to have a negotiat-
ing method that will include negotiation
with national institutions, which was
done by the website portal. Given the 14
days of negotiations remaining for this
process, it said the zero text can be put
on the screen to visualize the comments,
and this will make the process transpar-
ent. It stressed the need to recognize the
integrality of the human person and na-
ture, paying attention to the needs of all
groups in vulnerable situations, women,
children, elderly, migrants, indigenous
peoples, etc.

Ecuador said that CBDR is covered,
but it should also be included in para-
graph 7, where mention is made of cli-
mate change. It said that migration
should not be thought of only as a nega-

tive phenomenon; it is an intersectional
international issue with social, economic
and environmental dimensions while
respecting human rights.

��
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The European Union said the decla-
ration needs more emphasis on transfor-
mative features, noting the reference to
the commitment in paragraph 3 to eradi-
cate extreme poverty and that the docu-
ment reflects the three dimensions (viz.,
economic, environmental and social) of
sustainable development.

The EU also said that the spirit of
new global partnership and universality
should be addressed and should be in-
cluded in the introduction and vision of
the document. It said the references to
promotion of gender equality, human
rights, non-discrimination, democracy
and good governance are welcomed but
need to be strengthened. It emphasized
human rights of women and girls, men-
tioning related UN conferences on this.

It said that the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights (UDHR) should be
mentioned before the Rio agreements.
CBDR should not be singled out and
should not apply as an overall opera-
tional principle of the agenda, the EU
said, adding that the agenda is under-
pinned by universality while taking into
account national capacities. The EU also
said that the document needs to recom-
mit and build more clearly on the Mil-
lennium Declaration and substantive
human rights content. It added that the
right to development is not on equal foot-
ing with the UDHR.

The EU further noted the need to
mobilize all means of implementation –
financial and non-financial. It expressed
concern on the selective use of the out-
come of the Open Working Group on
SDGs, particularly in paragraphs 23-28,
stressing the need to preserve the balance
that the working group represents. 

The United States was of the view
that there is little more important to the
success of the SDGs than a powerful po-
litical declaration – a concise, compelling
central vision that can itself serve as a
call to action. It recommended that the
beginning of this declaration define and
communicate, in practical terms, the cen-
tral purpose and key elements of the
agenda, adding that it sees the declara-
tion not as an executive summary of the
agenda but rather a vision for leaders to
agree on.

Secondly, the US said, the text and
review of trends should focus not only
on the problems and challenges faced,
but also on the enormous opportunities,
providing a more positive treatment of
the possible. It recommended a more
comprehensive treatment of the positive
momentum of the past 15 years and the
opportunities they herald for the next 15.
It said that with the “Our world today”
section of the declaration, there should
be acknowledgement of the enormous
opportunity afforded by living in a time
of unprecedented connectivity.

Thirdly, it highlighted a common
commitment to universality, partnership
and shared responsibility, with refer-
ences to some of the US’ domestic efforts
for its citizens in line with the principles
contained in the agenda. It said that “the
hallmark of a universal agenda, and of
successful development, is that effort
and implementation are tailored to na-
tional and local contexts to maximize
national relevance and to evolve as con-
ditions change.”

On CBDR, the US said “we do not
see the principle … as a proxy for this
nor applicable to this development
agenda.”

France aligned itself with the EU,
saying further that the political declara-
tion satisfactorily reflects the ambition of
the agenda. Several improvements can
be made on the balance of the SDG Open
Working Group and its integrated ap-
proach, it said, adding that universality
and cross-cutting aspects should be put
further forward. France said that the dec-
laration should stress the linkage be-
tween different goals and human rights
are an essential dimension, and should
be reflected more.

On CBDR, it did not think the prin-
ciple was taken up by the international
community, and “we should refuse am-
biguity”. It also said that the reality of
climate change should be better high-
lighted in the declaration, and gender
equality and empowerment of women
better reflected.

Germany said that complexity is dif-
ficult to communicate and part of the
success of the Millennium Development
Goals was effective communication. It
mentioned reducing to five or six goals
while avoiding silo thinking. On univer-
sality, it said the North-South divide
must be overcome, and welcomed lan-
guage on paradigm shift, adding that this
should be strengthened. Germany said
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it could not accept CBDR language in the
text.

Australia said the political declara-
tion is a credible basis to continue nego-
tiations. It said eradicating poverty and
gender equality should be strengthened,
adding that poverty eradication is the
overarching goal. Without gender equal-
ity the potential of half of the world is
not fully realized, it said.

It said it did not support elevating
one Rio principle over another, and did
not accept that CBDR extends beyond
the environmental agenda. It also did not

support inclusion in the agenda of lan-
guage on foreign occupation.

Japan said that universality does not
mean uniformity and criticized the as-
sumption that developed countries need
to shoulder responsibility, asking why
CBDR is bound by the traditional North-
South divide. It expressed its belief that
CBDR is a “contaminated idea” and sug-
gested a new concept on responsibility
sharing.��������������������������������������������������

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

COSTA RICA: The June negotiating
round on the outcome document for the
post-2015 development agenda ended
without resolution of the means-of-
implementation issue.

Means of implementation (MoI) had
been the subject of many disagreements
during the 2013-14 negotiations on the
Sustainable Development Goals in the
SDGs Open Working Group, when many
developing countries wanted to have
MoI under each specific goal while de-
veloped countries wanted to keep MoI
only under Goal 17. Now the discussions
are about how MoI should be integrated
into the post-2015 development agenda
as well as how the outcome of the Financ-
ing for Development (FfD) track should
be incorporated into the final outcome
document. The current disagreements
show a clear North-South divide.

(The Third International Conference
on Financing for Development will take
place in Addis Ababa on 13-16 July.)

In the June negotiations, the devel-
oping countries, represented by the
Group of 77 and China, emphasized the
important role that MoI have in the post-
2015 agenda and their fundamental po-
sition in ensuring that the SDGs can be
attainable. The G77 further stressed that
the MoI currently in the text should not
be replaced by the outcome of the Addis
Ababa FfD conference but that the pro-
jected Addis Accord will be a comple-
mentary input to the process.

This view was supported by many
other developing countries and their re-
spective groupings such as the Arab
States, the Least Developed Countries

and the Alliance of Small Island States.
Many other developing countries offered
their views on the different ways in
which the outcome from Addis could be
integrated, but all of them agreed that
the MoI text currently present in the zero
draft of the outcome document was not
there as a placeholder but a fundamen-
tal part of the document.

On the other hand, developed coun-
tries wanted the FfD process to be fully
integrated into the zero draft and become
the MoI pillar of the post-2015 agenda,
which will effectively replace the current
MoI language in the zero draft. The Eu-
ropean Union reiterated its position that
the Addis outcome should constitute the
overarching MoI pillar of the post-2015
agreement, and that the current MoI lan-
guage is a placeholder text until the out-
come of the FfD process is agreed upon.
For this reason they did not want to en-
gage on the zero draft at the June ses-
sion. 

With only one more scheduled
round of negotiations left on 20-31 July,
there is urgency in having a completed
outcome document by 31 July. The co-
facilitators of the process, Ambassadors
Macharia Kamau (Kenya) and David
Donoghue (Ireland), in their closing re-
marks in the June session noted that
there was not much consensus on the
zero draft, but both expressed their con-
fidence that the differences could be re-
solved and that an agreeable outcome
will be ready on 31 July.

A new version of the zero draft will
be ready in the next couple of weeks.

Below are highlights of selected

country and group statements.

�
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South Africa, on behalf of the G77
and China, said that MoI constitute an
integral part of the agenda. This agenda
will not be realizable without MoI. South
Africa welcomed the inclusion of the MoI
targets and said that the outcome of the
conference in Addis should not replace
the MoI from the report of the SDGs
Open Working Group but should be
complementary. It cautioned against pre-
empting the outcome of the conference.
The MoI should not be seen as a mere
placeholder and cannot be a reverse of
what has been achieved, particularly
Goal 17 (of the SDGs), said South Africa.
It added that the language on partner-
ships should be about the global part-
nership. (The G77 has been emphasizing
that the global partnership for develop-
ment is about state responsibility and
thus intergovernmental partnership is
primary, while developed countries ac-
tively promote public-private partner-
ships, seen by many as a dilution of state
responsibility.)

On the Technology Facilitation
Mechanism paper, the G77 said that this
should be an annex included in the text,
as it is a relevant input for the
negotiations. The Group said that the
negotiations on this mechanism took
place in the FfD negotiations and only
minor editing is needed to take the agree-
ment in Addis on this. It added that
member states should consider the es-
tablishment of the technology mecha-
nism for technology transfer for the de-
veloping world as a key element of MoI.

Algeria, on behalf of the Arab States,
noted that the MoI section is the most
important part of the post-2015
agenda. Lacking effective MoI, develop-
ing countries will not be able to achieve
the wish for development and therefore
the post-2015 agenda, it said, adding that
the Addis Accord should be complemen-
tary to the agenda and not substitute it.
It is too early to welcome the Addis out-
come because the negotiations are ongo-
ing, said Algeria, which also called on
developed countries to increase official
development assistance and fulfil their
current commitments on ODA.

Benin, on behalf of the Least Devel-
oped Countries (LDC), agreed on a new
deal in the area of FfD. The Addis out-
come will be an important complement
of Goal 17. Goal 17 does not contain a
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package of MoI that can transform the
agenda. Benin noted that it has partici-
pated in the FfD process and hoped that
a document will be produced that will
lead the implementation of the SDGs. A
critical review on FfD will be needed and
if there is a substantial mismatch with
the Addis document, then there will be
a need to come back to Goal 17 to make
it ambitious. The international commu-
nity needs to go beyond the approach of
reiterating unmet commitments. There
need to be actions and genuine partner-
ship for LDCs.

Benin outlined several key points for
the LDCs as follows:

1. A global consensus on specific
measures and 0.25% of gross national
income (GNI) as ODA to LDCs to be
used in a catalytic way for national re-
source mobilization; ensure aid for trade,
cancellation of debt and a debt morato-
rium; duty-free, quota-free market access
for LDCs in accordance with the Bali
package for LDCs; 1% of ODA for a tech-
nology bank established in accordance
with the Istanbul Programme of Action.

2. Specific initiatives and mecha-
nism to build LDC capacity for develop-
ment; investment in infrastructure for
LDCs and the operationalization of a
technology bank for LDCs by 2017 and
crisis mitigation and resilience building
for LDCs; tailormade and targeted sup-
port for LDCs; enhancing participation
of LDCs in norm-setting bodies; eradi-
cation of poverty and achieving prosper-
ity in LDCs as a public good.

The Maldives, on behalf of the Alli-
ance of Small Island States (AOSIS),
stressed maintaining MoI as an integral
part of the agenda. It welcomed the in-
clusion of Goal 17 in its entirety in the
zero draft. It further said that it recog-
nized the linkages between the post-2015
and FfD processes but that these are
separate in scope, and the FfD process
will complement but not supplement the
post-2015 track.

China observed that MoI are an im-
portant part of the post-2015 agenda and
whether this agenda will be ambitious
enough depends on the MoI part. The
MoI, as outlined in the SDGs, are part of
the report and therefore not a place-
holder, it said. Relations between FfD
and post-2015 MoI goals and targets are
the basis of the post-2015 agenda and the
FfD outcome will be complementary and
a contribution to the agenda, China also
said.

In the text there is no language that
speaks to the global partnership and this
should be based on Millennium Devel-

opment Goal 8 with North-South coop-
eration as the basis and South-South co-
operation as complementary, China
added further. It also said the follow-up
and review of MoI is equally important
so language on this is needed to make
sure that this will also be delivered.

China also spoke about the impor-
tance of the CBDR principle in the
agenda. It underlined the need to reaf-
firm this principle that has been agreed
on by many processes and said that it
should not be something for debate any-
more.

����������	����

Brazil emphasized that the MoI are
an integral part of the SDGs and a re-
quirement for their achievement. It said
the Addis Accord complements Goal 17
and the MoI specific targets, providing
the policy framework for the goal and
the targets contained in the SDGs Open
Working Group’s proposal. Brazil also
said the Addis Accord should be inte-
grated into the post-2015 agenda in its
entirety as an addendum to Goal 17 and
the MoI specific targets.

It further said that the global part-
nership constitutes a cross-cutting aspect
of the post-2015 agenda, and Goal 17 and
the MoI specific targets will be moni-
tored on the basis of global indicative
indicators to be developed by the Inter-
Agency Expert Group on SDGs. Brazil
recalled that the mandate of the High-
Level Political Forum (HLPF), as estab-
lished in the Rio+20 summit and UN
General Assembly Resolution 67/290,
includes monitoring the MoI of the new
agenda.

The FfD outcome document is sup-
posed to articulate a narrative and set out
a global policy framework to achieve the
SDGs, it said, adding that the follow-up
and review section of the post-2015
agenda should clearly reflect the integra-
tion of the follow-up and review of FfD
into the overall arrangement under the
HLPF.

Brazil stressed that the global part-
nership underpins the endeavour; while
the Addis outcome may provide the
framework, it does not exhaust all the
tools and mechanisms to implement,
monitor and review the revitalized part-
nership.

It noted that the current FfD draft
has a number of shortfalls and limita-
tions, pointing to the question of the
upgrade of the tax committee to an in-
tergovernmental body as a case in point.
It also said that arrangements for FfD

follow-up and review still seem insuffi-
cient to meet the needs of the post-2015
agenda. The Technology Facilitation
Mechanism, on the other hand, is a posi-
tive development, said Brazil.

On the CBDR principle, it said that
this has been one of the foundations of
the international sustainable develop-
ment agenda since 1992; the principle
will also be key in the discussions for the
post-2015 development agenda, as indi-
cated in the outcome document of the
Special Event on the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals and the proposal of the
Open Working Group on SDGs. Devel-
oped countries still question the valid-
ity of the principle on the basis that it
does not reflect the changes of the last
20 years – an argument, said Brazil, that
is not applied in other UN fora such as
the Security Council, to say nothing of
the international financial institutions
such as the IMF and the World Bank.

It stressed that CBDR will still pro-
vide the conceptual basis for the global
partnership for sustainable development
beyond 2015, balancing needs and re-
sponsibilities according to historical re-
sponsibilities and respective capabilities
of developed and developing countries.
Brazil said the principle embodies the
premise that justice should be a compul-
sory part of the international sustainable
development agenda.

Differentiation serves the purpose of
“substantive equality” at the interna-
tional level, questioning the formal ar-
gument of equality between different
state parties in international agreements,
it said further. Many international agree-
ments, including trade-related ones,
embody differentiation in their provi-
sions even though the principle of CBDR
is not spelled out. In many cases, accord-
ing to Brazil, differentiation is used to
address special needs of “countries
prone to natural disasters” (as in the UN
Framework Convention on Climate
Change), or “African country parties, in
light of the particular situation prevail-
ing in that region” (UN Convention to
Combat Desertification). In other cases,
such as in the multilateral trading sys-
tem, differentiation takes the shape of the
principle of “less than full reciprocity”
and, more broadly, the provisions on
“special and differential treatment” for
developing countries contained in prac-
tically all the agreements of the World
Trade Organization. 

Brazil then provided a reference to
the legal definition of equality: treating
differently those that are differently situ-
ated or in different circumstances, and
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treating equally those that are similarly
situated or that are in like circumstances.

India welcomed the placement of
the MoI targets of SDGs including Goal
17 in the MoI section and emphasized
that these targets belong in the current
document and not merely as a place-
holder. The targets will form the core of
this section going forward, it said, add-
ing that it expects the FfD outcome to
supplement and add to these targets.

India said that the draft FfD outcome
document speaks of “interlinkages” be-
tween the MoI and the FfD outcome,
which is a helpful way to frame this re-
lationship, rather than saying that one is
the pillar of another or will replace it.

It also said this section will eventu-
ally be comprised of the SDG MoI tar-
gets together with the FfD outcome, and
also the decision on the Technology Fa-
cilitation Mechanism.

India expressed flexibility regarding
how to integrate the FfD outcome into
the post-2015 outcome document. It said
that integrating the full Addis outcome
may make this document overly cumber-
some, while renegotiating the FfD out-
come into a “lite version” would also be
difficult. “We could therefore simply re-
fer to the Addis Ababa outcome in the
form of a single paragraph, which also
speaks to its interlinkages with the SDG
MoI component,” India said, adding that
the full Addis document can then be an-
nexed to the post-2015 outcome docu-
ment. This would also preserve its
interlinked but independent status as a
document agreed to by ministers, ac-
cording to India.

Cuba said the Addis conference is
one of the MoI, and therefore it cannot
substitute but only complement, adding
that the current FfD document is not
enough for all the targets in the agenda.

(Other MoI for sustainable develop-
ment include technology transfer to, and
capacity building of, developing coun-
tries.)

Cuba also said it is clear that the MoI
need to be proportionate to the ambition
and commitments that countries, par-
ticularly developing countries, are un-
dertaking. There has to be a balance be-
tween the commitments and the MoI to
achieve them, it said, adding that FfD
and Goal 17 as in the draft are not enough
to satisfy this criterion. With a few ex-
ceptions, the majority of the MoI are a
political declaration of good intentions
but today they have not become a real-
ity, stressed Cuba, which underscored
the need to consider the lessons of the
Millennium Development Goals. To

think that developing countries will be
able to achieve 17 goals and 168 indica-
tors (in the SDGs) is a utopian dream
without the resources to pursue this.

Pakistan said that this is a highly
ambitious and transformative agenda,
and an ambitious FfD outcome will be
very important, stressing that both pro-
cesses are important but separate and the
FfD outcome cannot replace current MoI
but only complement it. The new frame-
work will transform the new global part-
nership and not only ODA, said Paki-
stan.

It also said that climate financing is
being counted as ODA and the UN
Framework Convention on Climate
Change says that it needs to be new and
additional. Pakistan also noted the im-
portance of maintaining CBDR as an
important principle.

��	�����
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The European Union said its posi-
tion is that the Addis outcome should
constitute the overarching MoI pillar of
the post-2015 agreement. In this context
the zero draft language is really a place-
holder text, as clearly indicated in a foot-
note, it said, adding that it did not in-
tend to engage on the text at this stage.

The EU emphasized that in order to
secure a high level of ambition, the best
possible outcome in Addis should be
secured and then fully integrated into the
post-2015 agenda. This is the best way
to ensure that the agenda is effectively
supported and implemented across the
board without unnecessary duplication
or inconsistency, it said. The EU further
noted that integration is a precondition
for maximum effectiveness, efficiency
and impact.

It argued that “Addis is fully capable
of being the MoI pillar” for the post-2015
agenda, and that “Monterrey and Doha
[the two FfD conferences prior to Addis]
have left us an excellent legacy. We need
to build on their comprehensive ap-
proach by recognizing changes under-
way in the world.” The EU also said that
Addis, framed in terms of a balanced
approach to the three pillars of sustain-
able development with financial and
non-financial means of implementation,
and with a multistakeholder approach,
is broad enough to support the effective
implementation of the post-2015 agenda.

The EU said a single, robust moni-
toring, accountability and review frame-
work would lead to much stronger
implementation and follow-up for both
post-Addis and post-2015, leading to

better outcomes for all.
Japan stated that MoI and the glo-

bal partnership in the zero draft is a
placeholder right now and member
states should wait for the FfD outcome,
adding that FfD supports the implemen-
tation of the post-2015 agenda.  It said
that it is important to endorse the out-
come document of FfD in its entirety in
this section of the post-2015 outcome
document, suggesting a simple chapeau
for this endorsement. It added that the
FfD outcome should not be reopened in
the post-2015 agenda.

Japan said there should be para-
graphs for the Technology Facilitation
Mechanism, and also proposed deleting
the MoI section in the SDGs to avoid
duplication with FfD.

The United Kingdom restated its
view that the section on MoI is a place-
holder and that the Addis outcome plus
the MoI agreed in the SDGs Open Work-
ing Group together constitute the MoI for
the post-2015 development agenda. It
recalled that “the rationale put forward
for holding the Addis conference … prior
to the SDG summit in the first place was
to agree on a finance and policy package
to support delivery of the SDGs … there-
fore … the outcome from Addis should
be incorporated into Section 3 [on MoI]”.

The UK noted that the text currently
in Section 3 includes the Open Working
Group’s MoI targets, including goal-by-
goal MoI. It could see how this gives the
MoI greater visibility and could there-
fore result in greater prominence and
traction, and invited the co-facilitators to
“presentationally … consider how to
avoid duplication across the sections in
the final version of the document.”

Joining other developed countries in
promoting a wider notion of MoI, the UK
said that “to be truly transformational,
they must cover financial and non-finan-
cial policies and actions at domestic and
international levels by all stakeholders,
including public and private, govern-
ment and non-governmental actors.”

 (Developing countries and many
civil society groups are concerned that a
broad approach to MoI would dilute or
even negate the long-established MoI
commitments of developed countries to
provide finance, technology and capac-
ity building to achieve sustainable devel-
opment.)

The Netherlands observed that it is
necessary that a strong package of MoI
actions come out of the Addis track, to
strengthen and build on the MoI that

                          (continued on page 10 )
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by D. Ravi Kanth

GENEVA: Kenya’s Foreign Minister
Amina Mohamed said here on 1 July that
the Doha Development Agenda (DDA)
negotiations cannot be concluded with-
out “credible” developmental outcomes
at the WTO’s 10th Ministerial Conference
in Nairobi later in the year, several trade
envoys told the South-North Development
Monitor (SUNS).

During a closed-door luncheon
meeting of select trade envoys of devel-
oped and developing countries hosted
by Japan on 1 July, Mohamed delivered
the strongest message yet to the United
States trade envoy Ambassador Michael
Punke and other major developed coun-
tries that the Round will not be con-
cluded unless there are credible out-
comes for the developing and least-de-
veloped countries as promised in the
Doha negotiations over the last 14 years.

In response to Punke’s pessimistic
assessment that the Doha Round must
be concluded at any cost at the 10th Min-
isterial Conference because of its failure
to make progress, the Kenyan minister
said pointedly that “people like Punke
have lost the hope but this is war and
we have not lost it,” a South American
trade envoy present at the meeting told
SUNS.

Mohamed said African countries
will blame Kenya for hosting the minis-
terial meeting in Nairobi if all their de-
velopmental demands are swept under
the carpet in order to conclude the
Round.

She said the situation was much
more negative before the Hong Kong
Ministerial Conference in 2005 but she
had turned it around as the then chair of
the WTO General Council.

Trade envoys from the US, the Eu-
ropean Union, China, India, Brazil, South
Africa, Indonesia, Canada, Colombia,
Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Switzer-
land and Jamaica were among those
present at the meeting.

The chair of the agriculture negotia-

tions under the Doha Round, Ambassa-
dor John Adank of New Zealand, the
chair of the industrial goods or non-ag-
ricultural market access (NAMA) nego-
tiations, Ambassador Remigi Winzap of
Switzerland, the chair of the services
negotiations, Ambassador Gabriel
Duque of Colombia, and the chair of the
rules negotiations, Ambassador Wayne
McCook of Jamaica, gave their respec-
tive assessments of the state of play in
the negotiations.

Adank admitted that there is no
progress yet in the agriculture negotia-
tions due to the continued standoff on
the new approaches for market access ne-
gotiations based on the average formula
framework.

The chair of the NAMA negotiations
said members still remained divided on
the new approaches, adding that with-
out progress in the agriculture negotia-
tions it is difficult to bring convergence
in the market access for industrial goods,
according to participants present at the
meeting.

 ����	�

The Kenyan minister also held ear-
lier in the day one-on-one meetings with
the representatives from India, Indone-
sia, Brazil and China, among others.

Trade envoys of these countries con-
veyed to Mohamed that they are facing
hurdles to attaining convergence because
of the US which is blocking progress in
agriculture by refusing to negotiate on
domestic support based on the Doha
Round mandates, including the 2008 re-
vised draft agriculture modalities, said
a trade official familiar with the meet-
ings.

Mohamed was apprised in graphic
detail of how all the previous Doha
Round mandates – the 2001 Doha Min-
isterial Declaration, the 2004 July Frame-
work, the 2005 Hong Kong Ministerial
Declaration and the 2008 revised draft

modalities – are being set aside to sat-
isfy the US demands to conclude the
Round by hook or by crook.

“One trade envoy during the meet-
ing with Minister Mohamed made a per-
suasive case on how the negotiations are
being stalled through disruptive tactics
by a major industrialized country,” an
African official told SUNS.

After the one-on-one meetings,
Mohamed took part in the luncheon
meeting, during which the US Ambas-
sador Punke called for concluding the
Round because of lack of progress over
the last 14 years. The US envoy sug-
gested that the Round must be con-
cluded on a low level of ambition based
on what is doable and “recalibration”.
He said there is no appetite among mem-
bers to continue with the negotiations,
in line with a statement that he had de-
livered at a ministerial meeting in Paris
in June.

In contrast to the American envoy’s
pessimistic assessment, South Africa’s
trade envoy Ambassador Xavier Carim
said it is possible to work out a credible
developmental package if all members
chose to adopt common standards across
all areas of the DDA.

He suggested, for example, that
“recalibration” and lowering the level of
ambition must be symmetrical in all ar-
eas, and not by raising the level of ambi-
tion in one area and lowering it in an-
other. He argued that there cannot be
cherry-picking by some members who
are keen to conclude the Doha Round,
according to participants present at the
meeting.

After listening to the chairs and
members such as South Africa, the US
and Norway, the Kenyan minister told
the participants that they will be blamed
for not working “constructively” and
“positively” towards credible outcomes
with which all members can be comfort-
able.

She said that African countries will
not accept the closure of the Doha Round
at Nairobi without realizing the “devel-
opmental” outcomes for which they
have waited all these years.

Mohamed, who is to chair the 10th
Ministerial Conference, said that there is
still time to work out a “package” in the
coming months based on “constructive”
and “positive” engagement. She said that
when she was the chair of the General
Council in 2005 before the Hong Kong
ministerial meeting, she had worked
round the clock to bring progress despite
an utterly negative environment.
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There is room to turn around if one
or two major countries adopt construc-
tive positions for achieving results at
Nairobi, she said, according to a South
American trade envoy.

Mohamed also suggested the need
to host an informal ministerial meeting
of select countries sometime in October
to finalize the “developmental”
deliverables at the Nairobi meeting.

��������������

Meanwhile, in a separate develop-
ment, several developing countries on 26
June challenged the chair of the Doha
Round agriculture negotiations to prove
how the average formula framework will
tackle specific and non-ad valorem tariffs
and zero tariffs in several industrialized
countries.

During a specially convened techni-
cal session by the chair and the WTO
secretariat to explain how the variations
of the average formula framework will
work, agriculture officials of India, Ar-
gentina, Korea, Pakistan and the EU
raised several issues.

Several countries pressed for clarity
as to how specific, mixed and compound
tariffs in various countries’ agriculture
tariff schedules which are not converted
into ad valorem equivalents can be sub-
jected to either a cut of the overall tariff
average or applying an average cut of
tariff lines.

Since a 2005 informal ministerial
meeting in Paris, attempts to convert
special and compound agriculture tariffs
into ad valorem duties have been stalled
by major developed countries. Conse-
quently, the agriculture tariff schedules
of many developed countries include
tariffs in specific and compound duties.

Given the large presence of non-ad
valorem duties which are not expressed
in percentage terms in various members’
agriculture schedules, there is no clarity
yet as to how they can be accommodated
in the so-called average approaches, said
a participant familiar with the meeting.

India and Argentina asked the chair
and WTO secretariat to explain how the
non-ad valorem tariffs are being treated
in the average formula framework. But
neither Adank nor the secretariat pro-
vided a credible answer on how this is-
sue would be treated, the participant
said.

The chair had suggested three ap-
proaches to replace the 2008 revised draft
modalities that called for a tiered-for-
mula approach with specific flexibilities
for the industrialized and developing

countries. The three approaches mooted
were: (i) a modified version of the 2008
revised draft modalities with different
cuts and possibly different bands, (ii)
applying a cut of the overall tariff aver-
age, and (iii) applying an average cut of
tariff lines.

Korea asked the chair to indicate the
proponents of these three approaches.
China maintained that members must
adhere to the 2008 revised draft modali-
ties. Pakistan asked the chair how the in-
quota tariffs will be addressed in the
average formula framework.

India showed that the average for-
mula framework would deliver an un-
balanced outcome where developing
countries would undertake higher com-

mitments without flexibilities than the
industrialized countries which maintain
several barriers to agricultural market
access.

The EU sought to know how the
average formula framework would work
for countries that have a large propor-
tion of zero tariffs.

The chair and secretariat were un-
able to provide any convincing answers
during the meeting, according to a par-
ticipant.

In short, it is proving difficult for the
chair and the WTO secretariat to con-
vince members to replace the 2008 draft
modalities with average tariff cuts in the
market access pillar, a South American
trade official said. (SUNS8055)�������������
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by D. Ravi Kanth

GENEVA: Major developing countries –
China, India, Brazil and South Africa –
unambiguously rejected on 3 July a pro-
posal from Canada to set “new landing
zones” in the Doha Round agriculture
package without adhering to the exist-
ing mandates that have been negotiated
since 2001, trade envoys told the South-
North Development Monitor (SUNS).

In an attempt to frame elements for
the post-Bali work programme by the
end of July, Canada has circulated a
“matrix” proposal which broadly sug-
gested a plan for the so-called “gateway”
issues in the Doha Round agriculture
package.

At a meeting hosted by Canada on
3 July, trade envoys from the United
States, the European Union, Norway,
Switzerland, Australia, New Zealand,
China, India, Brazil, South Africa, Co-
lombia and Mexico took part in discus-
sions on the elements in the Canadian
proposal.

The proposal has listed individual
elements as well as the 2008 Rev. 4 re-
vised draft modalities in a detailed ma-
trix framework. In agriculture, for ex-
ample, it says that “consensus on Rev. 4
as an overall package [is] not possible”
on the three pillars of the agriculture
negotiations, i.e., domestic support, mar-
ket access and export competition.

This is misleading and factually in-

correct, as a large majority of WTO mem-
bers have repeatedly demanded that the
Rev. 4 text must remain the basis for con-
cluding the negotiations in all the three
pillars of agriculture, several developing-
country officials told SUNS.

In the domestic support pillar, ac-
cording to the Canadian proposal, the
“level of ambition foreseen in Rev. 4 is
no longer doable for some members.”

Until now, only one member – the
US – is not able to accept Rev. 4 because
of the country’s current farm bill which
was enacted last year. The US farm
programmes go well beyond the pro-
posed draft commitments in Rev. 4 and
the US cannot agree to overall trade-dis-
torting domestic support within the
$14.5 billion limit under that text.

On public stockholding for food se-
curity in the developing countries,
Canada has suggested three points. They
include: (i) “G33 insists that discussion
be based on November 2012 proposal,”
(ii) “other members reject the concept of
including market price support in the
green-box regardless of stated policy
objectives,” and (iii) “members also con-
cerned with possible trade-distorting
‘spillover effects’ (including export and
import substitution).”

All the three elements on public
stockholding programmes in the Cana-
dian proposal are based on statements
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that have been made by the US, the EU,
Canada, Australia, Pakistan and Thai-
land, among others.

The Canadian paper does not reflect
the views expressed by an overwhelm-
ing majority of developing and least-de-
veloped countries seeking a permanent
solution based on the three alternatives
the G33 developing-country grouping
had proposed, including Green Box con-
sideration for market-based support for
public distribution schemes.

As regards the market access pillar
of the agriculture negotiations, the Ca-
nadian proposal claims that “new ideas
and proposals are generally seen as low-
ering ambition relative to Rev. 4 tiered
formula”, and “some members favour
recalibrated and simplified approaches
to reducing tariffs, while other members
remain resistant to departures from Rev.
4.”

Further, it maintains that “there are
sharp divergences among members over
the degree to which safeguards and
flexibilities are linked to overall ambition
[and] G33 rejects [the] linkage.”

Canada’s proposals on market ac-
cess seem factually incorrect as a large
majority of developing and the poorest
countries demanded that the Rev. 4
tiered formula with flexibilities must re-
main as the basis for the post-Bali work
programme.

On export competition, the Cana-
dian proposal has maintained that this
pillar is “generally seen as most doable
and stabilized ... Requires outcomes in
other pillars to be politically viable.”

Even on export competition, Canada
is incorrect because several countries
pressed for clear disciplines on export
competition and food aid in line with the
2008 revised draft modalities.

In short, without mentioning the
2004 July Framework and the 2005 Hong
Kong Ministerial Declaration, Canada is
preparing the ground for imposing new
landing zones that are not based on any
of the previous mandates, several trade
envoys maintained.

!"��#�	$	�����


At the meeting, Canada proposed
that a major gateway issue in the post-
Bali work programme is the removal of
the exemption for the Recently Acceded
Members (RAMs) such as China from
undertaking any reduction commit-
ments in the domestic support pillar.

Canada also sought to know what
needs to be done with the 2008 revised
draft modalities, and how to proceed on
setting new landing zones on overall
trade-distorting domestic support.

Ottawa’s proposal received support
from the trade envoys of major industri-
alized countries, who want to give short
shrift to the existing Doha Round man-
dates like the 2004 July Framework, the
2005 Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration
and the unsettled 2008 revised draft
modalities.

In sharp response, major developing
countries told Canada that they will not
enter into any discussion based on the
matrix proposal because it violates the
previous mandates. China pointedly
asked Canada whether it prepared the
matrix proposal for its junior officials,
said participants familiar with the meet-
ing.

The RAMs like China, for example,
are exempted from undertaking reduc-
tion commitments in the existing man-
dates. “For us the entire domestic sup-
port pillar and all the unresolved issues
in that pillar are a gateway issue,” said a
trade envoy from a developing country.

“Unless there is complete clarity on
the domestic support pillar, including
the issue of Aggregate Measurement of
Support (AMS) in which major industri-
alized countries are required to substan-
tially reduce their current entitlement,
there is no way we can move forward,”
the envoy argued.

A trade envoy from a major devel-
oping country at the meeting asked the
US whether it is going to reduce its AMS,
which is supposed to be brought down
to $14.5 billion as part of the agriculture
negotiations.

Commenting on the 2008 revised
draft modalities, the four major devel-
oping countries said categorically that
Rev. 4 must remain the basis for conclud-
ing the negotiations at the 10th WTO
Ministerial Conference in Nairobi,
Kenya, later in the year.

As regards the landing zones for the
overall trade-distorting domestic sup-
port, the EU suggested that it should be
decided by the Nairobi ministerial meet-
ing.

The developing countries also flatly
turned down a move to fix a deadline
for submitting initial offers because of
lack of resolution of all major outstand-
ing issues in the Doha Round agriculture
package.

“There is no prospect for a post-Bali
programme with precise modalities,” a
developed-country trade envoy main-
tained. “Countries must stop adopting
tactical positions and avoid cherry-pick-
ing,” the envoy argued.

Another developed-country envoy
suggested that the “recalibration” pack-
age remains uneven, due to which it is
failing to get support. So far, only a few

industrialized countries are willing to
support “recalibration” while a majority
of developing and least-developed coun-
tries have expressed their opposition, the
envoy argued.

In a separate development, several
trade envoys of the African countries
maintained on 3 July that all issues in the
Doha Development Agenda are open for
the Nairobi meeting.

Rwanda, Uganda, Tanzania and
Egypt, among others, said they will not
tolerate attempts to remove all major is-
sues in the Doha agriculture and devel-
opmental dossiers to appease some ma-
jor industrialized countries, an African
trade official told SUNS.

In a nutshell, Canada has now taken
the leadership role in cobbling together
a dubious work programme with ele-
ments that do not correctly reflect the
views expressed by a large majority of
members during the last six months.
Canada’s proposals signal the ugly and
undemocratic method to kill the Doha
Round negotiations without addressing
the core issues for which the Round was
launched in 2001. (SUNS8057)��������������

were agreed in the SDGs Open Working
Group. It also provided a few comments
on Section III of the zero draft on moni-
toring and accountability and review.

On accountability, it said the “what”
is progress on the development out-
comes that have been defined through
goals and targets, and the “how”, the
means, financial and non-financial re-
sources and policy actions enabling such
progress. The monitoring and account-
ability framework is where the “what”
and the “how” come together, with the
goals and targets providing a benchmark
in terms of outcomes for the inputs
needed. It referred to some existing
monitoring mechanisms in the UN and
the Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development (OECD), and
highlighted that the OECD Guidelines
on Multinational Enterprises for private
sector accountability “could helpfully be
linked to the SDGs”.

The United States spoke on mobiliz-
ing and galvanizing action for resources
with a focus on domestic resource mo-
bilization, referring to the private sector,
civil society and academia, among oth-
ers. It noted that the current chapters are
placeholders and that it was premature
to come to a conclusion of the Addis con-
ference and therefore it looked forward
to the discussion on MoI after the Addis
conference.����������������������������������������������

                        (continued from page 7)
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by D. Ravi Kanth

GENEVA: Major developed countries,
particularly the United States and the
European Union, have vehemently op-
posed a proposal from the G33 coalition
for a permanent solution on public stock-
holding programmes for food security in
the developing countries, several trade
envoys told the South-North Development
Monitor (SUNS).

The US and the EU blocked a G33
proposal that calls for “transferring”
market price support for public stock-
holding programmes for food security in
developing countries into the “Green
Box” under the WTO’s Agreement on
Agriculture (AoA), several trade envoys
told SUNS.

Programmes included for coverage
in the Green Box are exempted from re-
duction commitments and thereby re-
main beyond any legal challenge at the
WTO.

%&&��������

During a meeting of select trade en-
voys convened by the chair of the Doha
Round agriculture negotiations Ambas-
sador John Adank of New Zealand on
25 June, Indonesia, on behalf of the G33
developing-country coalition, proposed
transferring market price support for the
public stockholding programmes for
food security to the Green Box and said
this will not change the structure of the
AoA.

Trade envoys from the US, the EU,
China, India, Indonesia, Australia, Nor-
way, the Philippines and Brazil were
among those who took part in the meet-
ing.

Indonesia, which is the coordinator
for the 46-member developing-country
coalition, argued that the public stock-
holding programmes for food security
are already contained in the Green Box.

The Green Box programmes were
constructed by the US and the EU in the
Uruguay Round agreement to exempt
such programmes from any reduction
commitments.

In Annex 2 of the AoA, public stock-
holding programmes for food security

are covered in paragraph 3: “Expendi-
tures (or revenue foregone) in relation
to the accumulation and holding of
stocks of products which form an inte-
gral part of a food security programme
identified in national legislation.” How-
ever, this provision in the Green Box on
public stockholding programmes for
food security is further subjected to cal-
culation of Aggregate Measurement of
Support (AMS) in the Amber Box in
terms of footnote 5 of Annex 2.

Indonesia said the existing ambigu-
ity can be addressed without any change
in the structure of the Green Box by in-
cluding market price support for public
stockholding programmes.

A solution can be designed without
changing the structure of the AoA while
addressing the legitimate objectives of
the G33 proposal, Indonesia persua-
sively argued, according to participants
familiar with the meeting.

The G33 expressed sharp concern
over diversionary tactics adopted by
some members who refuse to engage on
the basis of its proposal.

Indonesia challenged the claims
made by some countries such as Austra-
lia and Pakistan that there would be un-
intended consequences on trade and
food security of other countries. The G33
also challenged a claim made by the de-
veloped countries that it would have a
“systemic” impact of market price sup-
port in the Green Box.

Indonesia said these two claims are
unscientific and without evidence, said
a trade official who was present at the
meeting.

The most productive way to find a
permanent solution on public stockhold-
ing programmes is to have other mem-
bers come up with a “clear, text-based
counter-proposal on how the stated con-
cerns might be addressed ... Simply gen-
eral comments or utter rejections will not
help”, Indonesia said.

In response to Indonesia’s state-
ment, the US expressed disappointment
that the G33 is seeking a permanent so-
lution by transferring market price sup-
port into the Green Box.

The US, the EU and Australia
claimed that the edifice for the Green Box
was constructed over many years. The
developed countries repeatedly spoke
about the “integrity” of the Green Box
and how it would be compromised and
affected because of transferring market
price support for public stockholding
programmes.

The EU flatly rejected the call for any
Green Box exemption for public stock-
holding programmes for food security.

Australia maintained that such a
treatment under the Green Box for pub-
lic stockholding programmes would
have far-reaching consequences on the
global trade for farm products, a concern
that was also shared by Pakistan.

In sharp response, India ridiculed
the claim that the edifice and the integ-
rity of the Green Box will be affected be-
cause of market price support for public
stockholding programmes for food secu-
rity. India challenged the hyperbolic
claims about the sanctity of the Green
Box measures.

India maintained that the public
stockholding programmes are very
much covered in the Green Box of the
AoA negotiated during the Uruguay
Round of trade negotiations. After in-
cluding the programmes in the Green
Box, India asked, why are the same
programmes subjected to reduction com-
mitments under the AMS?

India said if the sanctity of the Green
Box is undermined, then it is time to re-
view all the Green Box support
programmes of every country. It said
that there cannot be double standards
involving one set of norms for some
programmes and another set for devel-
oping countries.

%�		
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In his article “Why WTO needs a
Hypocrisy Clause”, Timothy Wise, an
academic at the Global Development and
Environment Institute at Tufts Univer-
sity in the US, has argued that “the
WTO’s ‘Green Box’, which is meant to
hold non-trade-distorting subsidies, is
now home to about $120 billion of the
$130 billion in nutrition programmes and
farm supports.”

Several other studies have also con-
clusively proved that several of the
schemes now included in the Green Box
are trade-distorting and affect global
trade.

                           (continued on page 16)
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by Kanaga Raja

GENEVA: The open-ended intergovern-
mental working group in charge of
elaborating an international legally bind-
ing instrument on transnational corpo-
rations (TNCs) and other business enter-
prises with respect to human rights con-
vened its first session here in July.

The inaugural session (6-10 July)
appointed Ambassador Maria Fernanda
Espinosa of Ecuador as the Chairperson-
Rapporteur of the working group.

The session opened with a video
message from the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights, Zeid
Ra’ad Al Hussein.

It also heard from keynote speaker
Victoria Tauli-Corpuz, the UN Special
Rapporteur on the rights of indigenous
peoples, who told the delegates that an
international legally binding instrument
on business and human rights could con-
tribute to redressing gaps and imbal-
ances in the international legal order that
undermine human rights, and could
help victims of corporate human rights
abuse access remedy (see below).

In a resolution (26/9) adopted at its
26th session on 26 June 2014, the UN
Human Rights Council had decided to
establish “an open-ended intergovern-
mental working group on transnational
corporations and other business enter-
prises with respect to human rights;
whose mandate shall be to elaborate an
international legally binding instrument
to regulate, in international human rights
law, the activities of transnational cor-
porations and other business enter-
prises.”

It also decided that the first two ses-
sions of the open-ended intergovern-
mental working group shall be dedicated
“to conducting constructive delibera-
tions on the content, scope, nature and
form of the future international instru-
ment, in this regard.”

The Council further decided that the
Chairperson-Rapporteur of the working

group “should prepare elements for the
draft legally binding instrument for sub-
stantive negotiations at the commence-
ment of the third session of the working
group on the subject, taking into consid-
eration the discussions held at its first
two sessions.”

The working group was to hold a
series of panel discussions on related is-
sues as well as several side events dur-
ing its week-long first session.
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According to a Concept Note pro-
posed under the responsibility of the
designated Chairperson-Rapporteur,
resolution 26/9 stresses that the obliga-
tion and primary responsibility to pro-
mote and protect human rights and fun-
damental freedoms lies with the state,
and that states must protect against hu-
man rights abuse within their territory
and/or jurisdiction by third parties, in-
cluding TNCs.

It noted that while the obligation of
states to regulate business activities
within their territorial jurisdiction is
clear, on the other hand, states’ obliga-
tions regarding corporate conduct acting
abroad remain unclear.

“Member states’ discussions during
the process of preparation of the resolu-
tion underlined that there are gaps in the
international legal framework related to
the duty to protect human rights in re-
spect of business activities, and that re-
lated instruments are concentrated in
soft law.”

Furthermore, said the Concept Note,
the international legal system reflects an
asymmetry between rights and obliga-
tions of TNCs. While TNCs are granted
rights through hard law instruments,
such as bilateral investment treaties and
investment rules in free trade agree-
ments, and have access to a system of
investor-state dispute settlement, there

are no hard law instruments that address
the obligations of corporations to respect
human rights.

Noting that the role of TNCs has
exponentially expanded over the last few
decades and that value chains are shaped
by TNCs that account for around 80% of
global trade, the Note said it is clear that
the role of corporations has evolved in a
way that transcends national laws. Yet,
TNCs still lack international legal re-
sponsibility commensurate with their
role and influence in international and
domestic affairs.

While it is important to strengthen
national legal frameworks and mecha-
nisms for access to remedy in cases of
human rights violations, there is an in-
creasing need for international coopera-
tion between states to ensure that victims
of corporate human rights abuse have
access to remedy, it said.

(��������� ��������	��������	�

In her opening remarks at the first
session, Tauli-Corpuz, the UN Special
Rapporteur on the rights of indigenous
peoples, noted that indigenous peoples
have been at the forefront of discussions
regarding the human rights abuses com-
mitted by corporations since the 1970s.

For decades, indigenous peoples
have been victims of corporate activities
in or near their traditional territories,
which have depleted and polluted their
traditional territories without their con-
sent, putting many peoples on the verge
of cultural or physical extinction.

“Today, little has changed in rela-
tion to this situation,” she said, pointing
out that indigenous peoples and other
local communities continue to suffer dis-
proportionately the negative impact of
corporate activities, while community
leaders and activists suffer a true escala-
tion of violence at the hands of govern-
ment forces and private security compa-
nies.

“Many of the displacements of in-
digenous peoples from their ancestral
territories and the extrajudicial killings
of indigenous activists usually happen
in communities where there are ongoing
struggles against corporations.”

The Special Rapporteur recalled her
predecessor, Professor James Anaya,
concluding that extractive and other
large-scale corporate activities constitute
today “one of the most important sources
of abuse of the rights of indigenous
peoples in virtually all parts of the
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world.”
The Human Rights Council’s reso-

lution 26/9 establishing the working
group represents a significant develop-
ment, said Tauli-Corpuz.

The UN responded to calls from
around the world, including the persis-
tent appeals of indigenous peoples, to
strengthen the architecture of interna-
tional human rights law in order to adapt
further to the challenges posed by cor-
porate-related human rights abuses.

“While the global economic trends
are increasingly characterized by domi-
nance of corporations, their role extends
beyond the capacities of any one national
system to effectively regulate their op-
erations. The issues at stake are global,
and so should be the response.”

Too often those whose human rights
are affected by the operations of busi-
nesses – for too long considered the ex-
ternalities of business activity – are left
without any real access to effective rem-
edies, and often states themselves are
without the requisite tools to hold cor-
porations to account where needed.

According to the Special Rappor-
teur, this is a matter which concerns her
the most because the weakness of states,
corporations and the UN in providing
effective remedies creates desperation
and hopelessness, which provide a fer-
tile ground for the operations of crimi-
nal transnational syndicates.

“An international legally binding
instrument on business and human
rights could contribute to redressing
gaps and imbalances in the international
legal order that undermine human
rights, and could help victims of corpo-
rate human rights abuse access remedy.”

The rights expert acknowledged that
some progress has been achieved in the
area of human rights and business in re-
cent years. Notably, the adoption by the
Human Rights Council in 2011 of the UN
Guiding Principles on Business and Hu-
man Rights marked a significant step
forward, particularly by clarifying many
elements of the state’s duty to protect
human rights from business-related hu-
man rights violations, and acknowledg-
ing also that businesses themselves have
responsibilities to respect human rights.

Tauli-Corpuz underlined that the
search for a new international legal in-
strument and the implementation of the
Guiding Principles should not be seen
as contradictory, but rather complemen-
tary objectives.

She said that the mandate estab-
lished by resolution 26/9 is highly rel-

evant and necessary.
Corporations are key actors in shap-

ing and influencing economic as well as
political, social and cultural issues, ac-
tivities and frameworks all over the
world, including production and con-
sumption patterns and livelihoods of
communities. While global economic
trends are increasingly characterized by
the dominance of corporations, their role
extends beyond the capacities of any one
national system to effectively regulate
their operations.

As foreign investors, corporations
are benefiting from an international pro-
tection regime that is consolidated
through rules under bilateral investment
treaties and/or free trade agreements
and other regional arrangements. This
system is enabled through an investor-
state dispute settlement mechanism and
far-reaching rules for recognition and
enforcement of arbitral awards.

According to the Special Rappor-
teur, reform of the international invest-
ment protection regime, including the
substance of the treaties and the inves-
tor-state dispute settlement mechanism,
is emerging as an issue of concern for
both developing and developed coun-
tries.

“What we see more and more is that
foreign investors and transnational cor-
porations are provided with very strong
rights and extremely strong enforcement
mechanisms. On the other hand, global
and national rules dealing with the re-
sponsibilities of corporations and other
forms of businesses are characterized by
the form of soft law.” They fall short of
legally binding instruments that allow
for achieving balance in the rights and
responsibilities of these actors.

The rights expert said: “We face a
context where corporations still lack in-
ternational legal responsibility commen-
surate with their role and influence in
international and domestic affairs. At the
same time, there are gaps in the interna-
tional legal framework in regard to the
duty to protect human rights and access
to remedy.”

An international legally binding in-
strument would significantly help in es-
tablishing the much-needed balance in
the international system of rights and
obligations with regard to corporations
and host governments, she added.

)	���������
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Resolution 26/9 goes one step fur-
ther along the pathway towards

strengthening the system of human
rights law, and this opportunity for the
working group must be seized upon to
address two urgent global realities – the
first being access to remedies, and the
second relating to the need to uphold the
primacy of human rights in the context
of business activities.

At the present time, said the rights
expert, the ability of communities and
people affected by corporate human
rights violations to access remedies is
very weak and such remedies do not
even cut across all jurisdictions. At the
same time, in many cases corporate hu-
man rights violations touch upon the
interests of more than one country’s ju-
risdiction.

“In this sense, for the Intergovern-
mental Working Group to make real ad-
vances in providing access to effective
remedies, the future legal instrument
must clarify the extraterritorial obliga-
tions of states to ensure access to effec-
tive remedies within all states that are
connected to the corporations in ques-
tion.”

Fortunately, the Maastricht Prin-
ciples on Extraterritorial Obligations of
States in the Area of Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights go a long way to
clarifying the application of law in this
context, and will provide a powerful re-
source for the working group to call
upon for guidance.

Tauli-Corpuz said that a second key
opportunity for the working group con-
cerns the possibility for a new interna-
tional instrument, within the context of
business activities, to reinforce the fun-
damental principle of international law
which recognizes the primacy of human
rights above all other systems of law.

As recognized by the UN Commit-
tee on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights in its 1998 statement on global-
ization, “the realms of trade, finance and
investment are in no way exempt from
these general [human rights] principles”.

The global reality for many commu-
nities, as well as states from all parts of
the world, is that corporations today
have the ability under international trade
and investment law to sue states when
the latter pass laws that aim to improve
human rights and environmental protec-
tions.

In this context, said the rights expert,
the international community is failing to
realize the guarantees of the interna-
tional human rights regime.

The work of the working group can
also benefit corporations by producing
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a level playing field for investment
across all states. In this sense, the work-
ing group has the opportunity to develop
standards for all states that codify within
international law the regulatory ad-
vances being made within some jurisdic-
tions on a piecemeal basis. “Providing
this type of regulatory clarity and cer-
tainty, within international human rights
law, provides a uniform approach which
will benefit all corporations.”

This advance would also undermine
the practice of some corporations to seek
out investment jurisdictions with weak
regulatory environments, thereby creat-
ing negative incentives for other corpo-
rations to do likewise, resulting in what
some refer to as the race to the bottom.

“Similarly, for states, this advance
in international law would also under-
mine the ability of their counterpart
states weakening their regulations, at the
same time exposing their populations to
human rights violations, in the process
of attracting investment.”

The Special Rapporteur underlined
that any discussion on an international
legal instrument regulating the respon-
sibility of corporate actors in relation to
human rights should not divert attention
from the important responsibilities that
pertain to states in fulfilling their obli-
gation to protect their own citizens
against corporate activities.

Unfortunately, more often than ever,
states are silent witnesses or victims of
corporate abuse, but they are all also, ei-
ther by action or by omission, respon-
sible to a certain extent in these abuses.
The line that separates corporate inter-
est from state policy is sometimes
blurred.

The rights expert said that an inter-
national legally binding instrument
would go some way towards establish-
ing balance in the international system
of rights and obligations with regard to
corporations and host governments. It
would benefit states in their human
rights obligations in relation to corporate
activities.

Businesses that already respect hu-
man rights and are engaged in best-prac-
tice development would also benefit and
have a clear interest in supporting and
helping develop this instrument, she
added.

In this connection, the Special Rap-
porteur expressed hope that the discus-
sions in the working group will also con-
tribute to making concrete progress in
this regard.

She reminded the delegates that “we
should not lose sight of the ultimate ob-
jective of this exercise, which should not
be other than strengthening the protec-
tion of human rights against abuses com-

mitted in the context of corporate activi-
ties. For indigenous peoples, as well as
for many other human communities of
this world, the issues at stake are just too
high.” (SUNS8058)����������������������������������
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by Thalif Deen

NEW YORK: The United Nations, which
launched one of its most ambitious anti-
poverty development programmes back
in 2000, has hailed it as a riveting suc-
cess story – despite shortcomings.

Launching the final report of the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
at a meeting in the Norwegian capital of
Oslo on 6 July, UN Secretary-General
Ban Ki-moon said “following profound
and consistent gains, we now know that
extreme poverty can be eradicated
within one more generation.”

The MDGs, which are targeted to
end this December, “have greatly con-
tributed to this progress, and have taught
us how governments, business and civil
society can work together to achieve
transformational breakthroughs,” he
said.

The UN claims it has cut poverty by
half. “The world met that goal – and we
should be very proud of that achieve-
ment,” he added.

But the target for the complete eradi-
cation of poverty from the developing
world has been set for 2030 under a pro-
posed post-2015 development agenda,
including a new set of Sustainable De-
velopment Goals (SDGs), to be launched
at a summit meeting of world leaders in
September.

Goal-setting can lift millions of
people out of poverty, empower women
and girls, improve health and well-be-
ing, and provide vast new opportunities
for better lives, according to the Millen-
nium Development Goals Report 2015 re-
leased on 6 July.

“Only two short decades ago, nearly
half of the developing world lived in
extreme poverty. The number of people
now living in extreme poverty has de-
clined by more than half, falling from 1.9
billion in 1990 to 836 million in 2015,”
the study said.

*	������

But civil society organizations
(CSOs) were sceptical about the claims.

Jens Martens, Executive Director of
Global Policy Forum (New York/Bonn),
told Inter Press Service (IPS) rather
bluntly: “The MDGs are not a success
story.”

They reduced the development dis-
course to a small number of quantitative
goals and targets and did not touch the
structural framework conditions of de-
velopment, he said.

Pointing out some of the shortcom-
ings, he said the goal on income poverty
has been weak and the threshold of $1.25
per day completely inadequate. Some-
one with a per capita income of $1.26 is
still poor.

“And focusing only on income pov-
erty is not at all sufficient. Governments
have to deal with the problems of pov-
erty and inequality in all their dimen-
sions.”

Furthermore, said Martens, the
MDGs did not take into account that the
consumption and production patterns of
the people in the Global North, with their
impact on climate change and
biodiversity, have grave consequences
for the survival and living conditions of
the people in the Global South.

Therefore, it is good news that the
new SDGs reflect a much broader devel-
opment approach, are universal and
multi-dimensional, and contain not only
goals for the poor but also goals for the
rich, he noted.

Ben Phillips, International Cam-
paigns and Policy Director at ActionAid,
told IPS world leaders cannot fulfil their
pledge to end poverty unless they tackle
the crisis of the widening gap in wealth
and power between the richest and the
rest.
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by Nora Happel

NEW YORK: Ever since the Monterrey
Consensus on Financing for Develop-
ment in March 2002 called for new and
innovative strategies to complement tra-
ditional official development assistance
(ODA), various financial instruments
have been discussed.

They include a solidarity levy on air-
plane tickets, debt swaps, measures to
combat tax havens and capital flight –
and the financial transaction tax (FTT).

With the finance ministers of 11 Eu-
ropean countries, Austria, Belgium, Es-
tonia, France, Germany, Greece, Italy,
Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia and Spain,
continuing negotiations on the modali-
ties of a future FTT, proponents say it is
an opportune moment to look at the con-
troversial tax and its potential as an in-
novative finance mechanism.

Most current discussions on FTTs,
including plans on the European Union
FTT, involve a small tax on the exchange
of financial instruments, such as securi-
ties, bonds, shares and derivatives. It
would apply to transactions on the
wholesale market and not apply to the
retail market.

The FTT has two main functions. It
is designed to stabilize financial markets
by curbing high-frequency trading and
speculation, as well as serve as a tool to
raise important amounts of revenue,
which could be spent, at least in part, on
development purposes.

However, there are ongoing debates
on the efficiency of an FTT and its po-
tentially damaging effects on the finan-
cial sector.

Opponents claim that an EU FTT
would cause share-trading to emigrate,
as happened to Sweden when it imposed
a unilateral FTT about 30 years ago. Such
fears have prevented countries with im-
portant financial sectors and asset man-
agement industries like the United King-
dom and Luxembourg from consenting
to an EU-wide FTT, resulting in the mul-
tilateral initiative of the 11 “willing” EU
countries instead.

The London-based Institute of Eco-
nomic Affairs argues in a 2011 report that
the revenue an FTT raises is minimal due
to falls in revenue from other taxes. Also,
price volatility will increase as financial
markets get smaller and decreasing in-
come for companies will ultimately
translate in higher prices and lower
wages for workers in the whole country.

As reported by the Guardian, Mat-
thew Fell, director for competitive mar-
kets at the Confederation of British In-
dustries (CBI), said: “The UK govern-
ment is right to reject a FTT as damag-
ing for jobs and growth.”

“It is disappointing that eurozone
economies are pursuing the FTT, whose
costs ultimately fall on consumers and
businesses, and will be a drag on the
eurozone recovery.”

Ending poverty by 2030 cannot and
should not be only an arithmetic exer-
cise on the basis of very low dollar pov-
erty lines which will not guarantee a life
of dignity for all, he said. “If people go
to bed hungry, don’t have access to wa-
ter and sanitation, to education or health
coverage, the income threshold is not the
end of poverty,” Phillips said.

Even to get beyond the very low
poverty lines they have, however,
growth will not be enough if it is not
more evenly shared, he said.

“The world can overcome poverty
and ensure dignity for all if political lead-
ers find the courage to challenge inequal-
ity by boosting jobs, increasing mini-
mum wages, providing universal pub-
lic services, stopping tax dodging and
tackling climate change.”

Governments need to stand up to
corporate interests who are now so pow-
erful that they are not only the sole ben-
eficiaries of global rigged rules but the
co-authors of them, he argued.

“It’s clear that governments will
only take on the power of money if they
are challenged by the power of the
people.”

Still, the good news is that the move-
ment to tackle inequality and confront
plutocracy is growing, declared Phillips.

Martens told IPS lessons from the
MDGs show that development goals are
only useful if they are linked to clear
commitments by governments to pro-
vide the necessary means of implemen-
tation.

That’s why the Addis Ababa Con-
ference on Financing for Development
(FfD), scheduled to take place in Ethio-
pia on 13-16 July, is of utmost impor-
tance.

To avoid the complete failure of this
conference, he said, all governments
have to accept that they have common
but differentiated responsibilities to pro-
vide the necessary means to implement
the SDGs; and they have to strengthen
the UN substantially in international tax
cooperation by establishing an intergov-
ernmental tax body within the UN.

+
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Meanwhile, the Millennium Develop-
ment Goals Report 2015 found that the 15-
year effort to achieve the eight
aspirational goals set out in the Millen-
nium Declaration in 2000 was largely
successful across the globe, while ac-
knowledging shortfalls that remain.

The data and analysis presented in

the report show that, with targeted in-
terventions, sound strategies, adequate
resources and political will, even the
poorest can make progress.

Highlighting some of the shortcom-
ings, the report said that although sig-
nificant gains have been made for many
of the MDG targets worldwide, progress
has been uneven across regions and
countries, leaving significant gaps.

Conflicts remain the biggest threat
to human development, with fragile and
conflict-affected countries typically ex-
periencing the highest poverty rates.

Gender inequality persists in spite
of more representation of women in par-
liament and more girls going to school.

Women continue to face discrimination
in access to work, economic assets and
participation in private and public deci-
sion-making, according to the report.

Despite enormous progress driven
by the MDGs, about 800 million people
still live in extreme poverty and suffer
from hunger.

Children from the poorest 20% of
households  are  more than twice as
likely to be stunted as those from the
wealthiest 20% and are also four times
as likely to be  out of  school. In coun-
tries affected by conflict, the proportion
of out-of-school children increased from
30% in 1999 to 36% in 2012, the report
said. (IPS)����������������������������������������������
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  CURRENT REPORTS     Development financing

Proponents of the FTT, such as the
Robin Hood Tax campaign and Stamp
Out Poverty, do not consider these ar-
guments valid.

They point to the fact that FTTs have
already been successfully implemented
in many countries and that an EU FTT
would increase growth in Europe by 0.2-
0.4%, according to the European
Commission’s most recent impact assess-
ment.

Tackling climate change, ending
poverty and malnutrition, enhancing
social and economic development in a
sustainable manner – the ambitious post-
2015 development framework, which
will be adopted this year in September
at the UN – requires considerable finan-
cial resources.

Those in favour of an FTT also ac-
knowledge its potential as an innovative
finance mechanism and confirm that
chances to implement the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) will increase
markedly if a sufficiently significant part
of the money raised by means of the tax
is spent on humanitarian purposes, cli-
mate change and development.

David Hillman, spokesperson for
the United Kingdom’s Robin Hood Tax
campaign, told Inter Press Service (IPS):
“One of the great benefits of the finan-
cial transaction tax is that it’s a proven
revenue raiser. Many FTTs already exist
around the world today that collectively
raise at least $30 billion a year.”

“International targets to tackle pov-
erty and climate change were knocked
badly off course by the reckless actions
of the finance industry. It is only right
the sector makes a fair contribution for
the damage it caused. Because financial
markets have grown so large, the FTT is
capable of raising the levels of finance
needed to tackle these issues.”

,"���
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Dorothea Schafer, research director
in the field of financial markets at the
German Institute for Economic Research
(DIW Berlin), also considers the FTT an
effective innovative finance tool.

Commenting on the EU FTT, she
told IPS: “Key benefits of the FTT are the
considerable revenue it can generate and
its steering effect, i.e., the fact that it re-
duces the profitability of high-frequency
trading, stimulates long-term orientation
and thus helps to build a sustainable fi-
nancial system.”

“I consider the FTT a win-win in-
strument: if the steering effect does not

occur because trade with financial instru-
ments remains lucrative, at least a decent
amount of income will be raised. How-
ever, if the steering effect occurs, and
trade with financial instruments, espe-
cially derivatives, decreases, this will
contribute to the stability of the finan-
cial system.”

“Provided that the FTT encompasses
all financial instruments, it can generate
a considerable revenue, even if the tax
rates end up being lower than those pro-
vided for in the EU Commission draft.”

The proposal by the European Com-
mission currently requires the 11 partici-
pating member states to set tax rates to
levels not lower than 0.1% on conven-
tional transactions and 0.01% on deriva-
tives in view of the notional value.

According to Bloomberg Business,
the 11 EU member states continue quar-
relling over the details of a future EU
FTT, especially over which trades to tax,

In Brazil’s cotton dispute against the
US, the WTO Appellate Body has
pointed to the possible adverse effect of
the US’ Green Box measures.

The US and the EU, which specially
constructed the Green Box in the AoA
with specific carve-outs for their agricul-
tural support during the Uruguay
Round, have systematically moved their
subsidy programmes to the Green Box
because of their current exemptions.

In the Doha Round negotiations, the
G20 farm coalition led by Brazil, India,
China and South Africa have under-
scored the need to review the Green Box
measures.

In the draft negotiating text sent to
the failed Cancun Ministerial Confer-
ence, the chair of the WTO General
Council had proposed on 23 August
2003, in bullet point 1.5, that “Green Box
criteria remain under negotiation.”

The July 2004 Framework agreement
and the 2005 Hong Kong Ministerial
Declaration mandated the review of
Green Box measures.

The review of the Green Box also fig-
ured during several closed-door meet-
ings between the chair and select trade
envoys in which the EU and Canada
fiercely opposed the proposal for exam-
ining Green Box programmes.

Against this backdrop, the opposi-
tion from the US, the EU and Australia

the amount of revenue the tax should
raise and modes of tax collection.

Another important point of debate
is what the money raised should be spent
on. In the past, both German Chancellor
Angela Merkel and French President
Francois Hollande have recognized the
need to spend at least a part of the rev-
enue on climate change and develop-
ment objectives.

It remains to be seen if the potential
of the FTT as an innovative finance
mechanism will be taken advantage of
to a greater extent in the future. Decisions
regarding what share of the tax will be
spent on development are made on the
national level and depend on political
will.

However, this year’s discussions on
financing for development and the adop-
tion of the SDGs at the UN might allow
for a fruitful climate as a basis for fur-
ther-reaching political decisions. (IPS)�

to including the market price support for
public stockholding programmes is not
only disingenuous but smacks of “hy-
pocrisy” and “double standards”.

In one go, it proves that the trans-
Atlantic trade partners are willing to
avail themselves of all Green Box
schemes to cover up their hundreds of
billions in market-incentive programmes
for their farmers but will not allow the
public stockholding programmes to be
exempted from reduction commitments
in the Green Box.

Effectively, the two countries are
sending a message that they are not will-
ing to allow Green Box coverage of pub-
lic stockholding programmes meant to
address livelihood and food security
needs of hundreds of millions of poor
people in the developing world.

The US has, however, audaciously
suggested that the G33 will block an
agreement at the 10th Ministerial Con-
ference in Nairobi, Kenya, later in the
year even if there is an agreement on all
other issues of the Doha Round package,
said a trade envoy.

If the developed countries are deter-
mined to close the Doha Round without
conceding minimal gains for the devel-
oping and the poorest countries, said a
trade envoy from South America, then
the developing countries must follow
what Brazil’s former trade minister Celso
Amorim had advised when he said, “No
deal is better than a bad and flawed
agreement.” (SUNS8051)�������������������������
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