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GENEVA: When the WTO’s 10th Minis-
terial Conference (MC10) ended in
Nairobi on 19 December, WTO Director-
General Roberto Azevedo and the
Kenyan Cabinet Secretary for Foreign
Affairs were beaming that they had
pulled off a coup of sorts in a successful
conference with a declaration and deci-
sions (with the US and the EU acclaim-
ing both of them).

The Financial Times carried a report
by its World Trade Editor headlined
“Trade talks lead to ‘death of Doha and
birth of new WTO’”, while another piece
had the title “The Doha round finally
dies a merciful death”. And even some
columnists in Indian media have duti-
fully taken this as gospel and echoed it
(column by Vivek Dehejia in Mint, 21
December).

“The report of my death was an ex-
aggeration,” Mark Twain famously said
in a cable from Europe to the Associated
Press (published in the New York Journal
of 2 June 1897).

The FT, which once promoted the
Doha Work Programme (as the WTO’s
Doha Ministerial Conference of Novem-
ber 2001 characterized the programme
of multilateral trade negotiations it
launched, deciding it would be a “single
undertaking”), has for some time now
declared it to be dead and advocated its
formal closure – since it no longer suited
the US, the EU and US-British financial
interests behind the FT (and more re-
cently, Japan’s, after ownership of the
newspaper passed from the Pearson
publishing company to the Japanese
Nikkei group).

Challenging the FT view in a letter
to the paper published on 22 December,
Timothy Wise of the Global Develop-
ment and Environment Institute at Tufts
University in the US has said: “In fact,
Kenyan chair [of the Nairobi conference]
Ms. Amina Mohamed, in her post-clo-
sure press conference, went out of her
way to say quite the opposite. She was
asked if this meant that the Doha round
is over and new issues can be brought
on to the agenda. She stated quite clearly

that the language of the declaration spe-
cifically prioritized ‘outstanding Doha
issues’ and that no new issues, such as
investment and public procurement,
could be taken up unless all WTO mem-
bers agree. She presented that language
as a firewall intended to keep new issues
from supplanting the many outstanding
Doha issues – domestic support, manu-
facturing and so on.”

The Indian Commerce Minister
Nirmala Sitharaman, on her return from
Nairobi, has sought to reassure her do-
mestic constituencies, including the
more nationalistic party faithful, via so-
cial media by posting therein the letter
from the Indian Permanent Representa-
tive to the WTO Anjali Prasad to the Di-
rector-General on India’s disagreement
with parts of the Nairobi Ministerial
Declaration (NMD). Some of her own
party supporters in Twitter comments
appeared to question its utility and asked
whether it was before or after the decla-
ration had been declared adopted.

However, newspaper headlines and
social media posts aside, former trade
negotiators and long-time trade observ-
ers, in comments to this writer, suggest
that when the trade delegations and
ambassadors return to the WTO in
Geneva and begin to consider the NMD
with a view to reaching consensus, they
can still retrieve ground.

Behind all the hype (of the US and
the EU) and the doom and gloom else-
where, a careful reading of paragraphs
30, 31 and 34 of the NMD (see below) as
published on the WTO website seems to
bear out these views.

The three paragraphs suggest that
neither side has walked away from
Nairobi with success, but that they have
merely acknowledged the stalemate and
reflected the reality of their deep divides;
and both sides return to Geneva to con-
tinue their fight – whether on the single
undertaking’s negotiating agenda of the
Doha Work Programme (DWP) or the
“new issues”. Nor can any conditional
(non-MFN) plurilateral deals (as envis-
aged by the US and the EU) be incorpo-

2 Doha SU diminished, not dead, and
retrievable

5 South suffers humiliating setback at
Nairobi

6 Nairobi green signal for continued
US trade-distorting agri-exports

7 MC10 going down to the wire, US
intransigent

8 Developing countries get a jolt from
WTO

10 Civil society expresses shock at
draft agriculture text

12 Developing nations want continued
Doha talks for redressing inequities

12 WTO’s MC10 gets underway in
Nairobi

13 WTO members conclude ITA-II deal
at MC10

15 The forthcoming adjustment shock
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rated into the WTO treaty framework,
except when there is a consensus on it at
a Ministerial Conference.

True, key developing countries, par-
ticularly the major ones of Asia and Af-
rica, have returned from Nairobi empty-
handed, insofar as their efforts at recti-
fying the inequities of the Marrakesh ac-
cords, in particular on agriculture,
through decisions at Nairobi have not
borne fruit.

While WTO Director-General
Azevedo and, to some extent, Kenyan
Foreign Affairs Cabinet Secretary and
MC10 Chair Amina Mohamed have
flaunted the various “decisions” out of
Nairobi on the so-called “deliverables”,
these are not enforceable at the WTO
unless and until a protocol is adopted
incorporating all the results into the
WTO framework and accepted by all
member states.

And Brazil, which joined hands with
or was a silent supporter of the US and
the EU in the final days of the Nairobi
negotiations, against its own G-20 group,
will soon realize the wisdom of Raul
Prebisch. In 1963 and 1964, around the
time of the first session of the UN Con-
ference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD I), Prebisch repeatedly ad-
vised Brazil and other Latin American
countries not to view themselves as
stronger or superior compared to the Af-
rican and Asian countries, saying that
they needed the support of the Afro-
Asian groups and not the other way
round, since politically Africa and Asia
collectively had more clout.

It was this wisdom of Prebisch that
Brazil (under President Lula and Foreign
Minister Celso Amorim) remembered
and understood in 2003, on the eve of the
WTO’s Cancun Ministerial Conference.
At that time, the US and the EU had
joined hands to ditch the entire WTO
agriculture reform agenda (a treaty com-
mitment), accommodate each other’s
farm subsidy programmes and prevent
future competition from developing
countries’ agriculture sector. Lula,
Amorim and Brazil’s then Ambassador
to the WTO Luiz Felipe de Seixas Correa
fell back on the Prebisch advice and ap-
proached China, India and South Africa
to form the G-20 alliance with some other
developing countries, which tabled alter-
native proposals.

Recognition of the need to maintain
this alliance prevailed in Brasilia and
Itamarty (the Brazilian foreign office)
during the tenure of Amorim and his

successor Antonio Patriota. However, on
the eve of Nairobi, Brazil unilaterally
abandoned the G-20 alliance to join the
US and the EU, in trying to act against
China and India. In time it will find this
“a costly error.”
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Shorn of verbiage and self-praise of
the WTO’s achievements in its 20 years
of existence (virtually minuscule if not
nil, vis-a-vis the developing nations and
the billions of their poor and hungry),
the core of the Nairobi Ministerial Dec-
laration is in paragraphs 30, 31 and 34.
And the three paragraphs merely reflect
the existing deep divisions within the
membership, including on the DWP and
its single undertaking, where negotia-
tions are at an impasse. There is no
roadmap or agreed way forward out of
Nairobi on the impasse.

The status of the DWP (the formal
name of the agenda of the Doha Minis-
terial Declaration and the agenda of the
multilateral trade negotiations launched
in Doha, though since then it has ac-
quired other names such as the Doha
Development Agenda or the Doha De-
velopment Round) remains the same.
However, its status as a single undertak-
ing (legal concept) has been considerably
diminished, though not altogether bur-
ied for good. There is still some scope to
retrieve ground lost and uphold the
single-undertaking character. The text in
paragraph 31 of the NMD, notwithstand-
ing the disagreement on that score in the
text of paragraph 30, gives scope to
breathe some life into the single under-
taking.

Undoubtedly, there is a bit of a con-
tradiction between paragraphs 30 and 31.

However, for the fight to uphold the
single undertaking of the DWP, it is not
material that paragraph 31 mentions
“Doha issues” rather than “Doha Devel-
opment Agenda” or “Doha Round is-
sues”.

The real problem for developing
countries is that they gave up the single
most effective leverage they had in the
negotiations by conceding, at the 2013
Bali Ministerial Conference, the Trade
Facilitation Agreement (TFA) as a sepa-
rate accord, and agreed at Geneva in 2014
to a protocol for its incorporation into the
family of WTO agreements without re-
solving other issues of concern to them
or tying it into the single undertaking.

If developing countries don’t band

together now to enforce the single-under-
taking nature of the mandate of the Doha
Declaration, the developed countries will
have managed to change the basic char-
acter of the multilateral trading system
as it has been known since 1948 [when
the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT) 1947 came into being as a
provisional agreement arising out of the
Havana Charter].

It was rather strange and difficult to
explain why, in the five-nation “green
room” discussions at Nairobi on 18-19
December, India and China seemed un-
able to say “no” and to refuse to make
any concessions to the US-EU, aided by
Brazil, the Kenyan chair and the WTO
Director-General. If China, India and
South Africa at least now do not stand
together and mobilize other developing
countries, particularly in Asia and Af-
rica, against the neo-mercantilist on-
slaughts of the US and the EU, they will
have betrayed their people.

If the WTO and the multilateral trad-
ing system are allowed to take on the
new “shape” that the US, the EU and
their media shills are now pushing, the
major players will only pick up issues of
interest to them one by one from now
onwards.

If and when that happens, the legiti-
macy of the WTO, which it sought to es-
tablish at its 2nd Ministerial Conference
in Geneva in 1998 by claiming lineage
from Havana, will also be at an end
(“Birthday party that hosts didn’t plan”,
in Chakravarthi Raghavan, 2014, The
Third World in the Third Millennium CE,
Vol. 2, pp. 183-187). And one more nail
will have been hammered into the cof-
fin of the postwar order, an order whose
principal pillars in the UN Charter the
US and the EU have been so busy dis-
mantling (in their regime change inter-
ventions around the world).

A collapse of the multilateral trad-
ing system would hit the US and the EU
too. For, in this 21st century, no trade and
investment rights can be enforced any-
where through exercise of military
power or gunboat diplomacy, unlike in
the 18th and 19th centuries, but only
through international accords – negoti-
ated, concluded and implemented in
good faith. At the WTO, this last has been
lacking on the part of the US, the EU and
the WTO secretariat acting to promote
their interests rather than the interests of
the membership as a whole.

Developing countries thus have to
ensure that no consensus gets developed
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at the WTO on new issues – through tak-
ing up such issues for study or on the
agenda of the WTO General Council, or
through negotiations being allowed to
begin at the WTO – until the successful
conclusion of the DWP agenda. They
also have to resist the temptation to get
their issues addressed by paying a fur-
ther price for them through new issues.
Developing nations have since
Marrakesh paid enough to the US, the
EU and their coattail allies, whether in
developed or developing nations.

They have to use their leverage in
the various processes at the WTO in
Geneva, including budget processes, to
call the secretariat to order and ensure it
does not continue with its partiality and
advocacy role on behalf of the US.

As stated earlier, the only conclusion
from paragraphs 30, 31 and 34 of the
NMD is that the single undertaking is
diminished, but not dead, though China,
India and others have a strong fight on
their hands in Geneva.

At Nairobi, Kenya’s Foreign Affairs
Cabinet Secretary Mohamed hyped up
the benefits of the TFA and more trade,
and repeatedly appealed to all those na-
tions which have not yet done so, to
ratify the TFA protocol. However,
Kenya’s leading newspaper, The Daily
Nation, in an article on the Nairobi out-
come, said the TFA “would allow Africa
and other developing nations to access
markets in Europe and the United States.
On paper, this would be a boost to the
developing world, but, in reality, it is not.
Most exports from Africa are largely ag-
ricultural and raw. They hardly fetch
good prices on the international market.
At any rate, agricultural subsidies in the
West mean products from Africa have
little chance to compete in those markets.
Not surprisingly, the West has resisted
attempts to eliminate subsidies because
they give their farmers a competitive
advantage.”

As  noted  earlier, the  developing
nations have given away the leverage
they had on the TFA and, as China said
before Nairobi at  Geneva, enabled the
US and the EU “to pocket the TFA” and
walk away. However, they can withhold
depositing instruments of ratification/
acceptance of the  TFA to prevent its
coming into force until they secure their
own demands and  include all the results
(including the decisions on the Nairobi

                          (continued on page 14)
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by D. Ravi Kanth

NAIROBI/NEW DELHI: India, China,
Indonesia, South Africa and other devel-
oping countries suffered a humiliating
setback at the WTO’s 10th ministerial
meeting in Nairobi.

The setback came after they nearly
surrendered their negotiating space to
the United States, the European Union
and other developed countries to start
the process of bringing new approaches
that could eventually lead to “gradua-
tion”, several ministers and trade offi-
cials told the South-North Development
Monitor (SUNS).

The US, the EU and Brazil were ably
assisted by the WTO Director-General
Roberto Azevedo and Kenya’s Cabinet
Secretary for Foreign Affairs Amina
Mohamed to bring about this result and
effectively close the Doha Development
Agenda (DDA) negotiations on African
soil.

The Nairobi Ministerial Declaration
provided unambiguous language for the
trans-Atlantic trade elephants to pursue
their new issues.

[The final paragraph (paragraph 34)
of the declaration though seemed to
leave a small chink for developing coun-
tries to impede “negotiations” on the
new issues. The paragraph says: “While
we concur that officials should prioritize
work where results have not yet been
achieved, some wish to identify and dis-
cuss other issues for negotiation; others
do not. Any decision to launch negotiations
multilaterally on such issues would need to
be agreed by all Members.” (Emphasis
added) – SUNS]

The US, the EU and Brazil managed
to secure a substantive agreement on ag-
ricultural export competition without
having to pay for the balancing issues
covering a permanent solution for pub-
lic stockholding programmes for food
security, the special safeguard mecha-
nism (SSM) for facing unforeseen surges
in imports of agricultural products sup-
plied by heavily subsidizing countries,
and, more crucially, the reaffirmation to
continue the DDA negotiations.

India and China failed to stop the

aggressive push by the US and the EU,
who were silently supported by Brazil,
at a closed-door marathon meeting that
ended on early 19 December.

The two major developing countries
yielded ground on one issue after an-
other in the so-called Nairobi
“deliverables” on agriculture that in-
cluded the outcomes on export compe-
tition, SSM and public stockholding
programmes for food security.

Finally, the two representatives of
the developing world at the high table
conceded their negotiating ground by
agreeing to vague and ambiguous lan-
guage that merely said work on the out-
standing “Doha” issues will continue,
instead of saying clearly the remaining
DDA issues.

The Nairobi Ministerial Declaration
(NMD) has created an ugly situation
where there will be protracted battles on
whether there is a mandate to pursue the
DDA negotiations at all or to commence
work on the outstanding issues with new
approaches and new issues.
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The Indian trade minister Nirmala
Sitharaman cut a sorry figure at the final
concluding plenary meeting when she
said, “I’m absolutely disappointed that
the ministerial declaration doesn’t men-
tion the Doha Round.”

She went on to say that some of the
amendments mentioned by her were not
contained in the final results. “I was sur-
prised that a few amendments that we
have given have not gone through. I very
clearly had mentioned that under cotton
we shall not accept that date. 2017 is com-
pletely unacceptable to me.”

“What is the use in making such a
statement when India is not able to
firmly stand up to pressure from the US
and seek changes in the final Nairobi
Ministerial Declaration?” asked an Afri-
can delegate present at the meeting.

India and China, though resisting
the belligerent moves by the dominant
powers, finally agreed to language on ag-

riculture and the post-Nairobi work
programme in which the WTO Director-
General and his secretariat played a cru-
cial role, said another African minister.

Despite holding marathon meetings
with the US, the EU and Brazil, the two
major developing countries were unable
to secure credible language, if not con-
crete outcomes, on the SSM and public
stockholding programmes while agree-
ing to a substantive agreement on export
competition.

More disturbingly, they let the trans-
Atlantic trading partners have their say
on the future negotiating function of the
WTO by ensuring the entry of new ap-
proaches that could eventually terminate
the existing DDA negotiating architec-
ture based on special and differential
treatment (SDT) and “less than full reci-
procity” (LTFR)-based tariff and subsidy
reduction commitments in agriculture
and tariff reduction commitments in in-
dustrial goods, an African trade minis-
ter lamented.

From now on, the two major devel-
oping countries will have to wage a grim
battle for stopping “graduation” – which
could result in losing their SDT
flexibilities and LTFR-based trade com-
mitments.

At the concluding press conference
in Nairobi, EU Trade Commissioner
Cecilia Malmstrom suggested that Brus-
sels strongly believes in “differentiation”
– suggesting that China and India can-
not be treated like other developing
countries despite some problems of un-
derdevelopment in certain areas.

While the Indian minister seemed
disturbed with the outcome she negoti-
ated, the US Trade Representative
(USTR) Michael Froman celebrated the
final Nairobi outcome. Froman pointedly
captured the shift that he along with the
EU, WTO Director-General Azevedo and
the conference chairperson Mohamed
had brought about at Nairobi.

“As WTO members start work next
year, they will be freed to consider new
approaches to pressing unresolved is-
sues and begin evaluating new issues for
the organization to consider,” he said in
a statement issued by the USTR’s office.

Froman’s message reflects a victory
for the US which has, since 2008, pushed
for a change in the negotiating ap-
proaches. His deputy, Ambassador
Michael Punke, gets the credit for deci-
sively changing the entire negotiating
framework by resorting to constant di-
versionary tactics to shift the focus from
the central farm subsidy issues in the
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DDA negotiations, according to several
trade envoys.
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The crucial paragraphs in the NMD
that gave the US and the EU a decisive
victory are paragraphs 30, 31 and 34.

Paragraph 30, for example, reads:
“We recognize that many Members re-
affirm the Doha Development Agenda,
and the Declarations and Decisions
adopted at Doha and at the Ministerial
Conferences held since then, and reaf-
firm their full commitment to conclude
the DDA on that basis [language pro-
posed by China, India, South Africa, Ec-
uador, Venezuela and the African Group
of countries]. Other Members [the US,
the EU, Japan and a handful of other
countries] do not reaffirm the Doha man-
dates, as they believe new approaches
are necessary to achieve meaningful out-
comes in multilateral negotiations. Mem-
bers have different views on how to ad-
dress the negotiations. We acknowledge
the strong legal structure of this Organi-
zation.”

In the face of the divide between the
two sides, paragraph 31 says ambigu-
ously and vaguely: “Nevertheless there
remains a strong commitment of all
Members to advance negotiations on the
remaining Doha issues. This includes
advancing work in all three pillars of
agriculture, namely domestic support,
market access and export competition, as
well as non-agriculture market access,
services, development, TRIPS and rules.
Work on all the Ministerial Decisions
adopted in Part II of this Declaration will
remain an important element of our fu-
ture agenda.”

Effectively, by saying “Doha issues”
and not the DDA issues, the NMD has
created an ugly situation for the WTO
members who will now spend their time
interpreting the Nairobi mandate. They
will know the debilitating/destructive
effects of the NMD when they resume
work in Geneva to pursue the remain-
ing “Doha” issues, according to a capi-
tal-based trade official who asked not to
be quoted.

The Nairobi meeting had been ex-
tended by one more day beyond the
originally scheduled closing date of 18
December to enable the US, the EU,
China, India and Brazil to reach an agree-
ment on export competition that includes
the elimination of farm export subsidies
and diluted disciplines on export cred-

its. It also includes best-endeavour out-
comes on food aid and new disciplines
on state trading enterprises. The meet-
ing among the five also witnessed sev-
eral stalemates on the night of 18 Decem-
ber, a source said.

The deal was ultimately reached
only after India and China conceded
ground on the language pushed by the
US, the EU and Brazil, said several par-
ticipants familiar with the meeting.

The agriculture package mentions
the special safeguard mechanism for
developing countries with a reference to
the Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration
but not the DDA negotiations. Both the
SSM and the permanent solution for
public stockholding programmes for
food security do not have a definite
timeframe. The cotton outcome for the

four West African countries contains
immediate elimination of export subsi-
dies, enhanced market access and mod-
est commitments to reduce trade-distort-
ing domestic subsidies.

The package of issues for the least-
developed countries (LDCs) includes
non-binding rules for preferential rules
of origin and implementation of prefer-
ential treatment in favour of LDC ser-
vices and services suppliers in services
trade.

In short, the Nairobi ministerial
meeting opened “the road to a new era
for the WTO,” as claimed by USTR
Froman. The future for the developing
countries at the WTO remains utterly
bleak as they failed to assert their priori-
ties when push came to shove in Nairobi.
(SUNS8161)���������������������������������������������
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by D. Ravi Kanth

NAIROBI/NEW DELHI: The Nairobi
“deliverable” on export competition pro-
vided a major victory for the United
States, which secured the green signal to
continue with its current trade-distort-
ing agri-export programmes with export
credits and food aid.

The US, Brazil and the EU also en-
sured that India did not get the language
it proposed on the accelerated work
programme for the special safeguard
mechanism (SSM) and permanent solu-
tion for public stockholding programmes
for food security.

The so-called G-5 meeting at Nairobi
involving the US, the EU, China, India
and Brazil witnessed several battles on
outcomes concerning export competi-
tion, the SSM and public stockholding
programmes for food security.

“Our work to secure a global [ac-
cord] on export subsidies will help level
the playing field for American farmers
and ranchers,” the US Trade Represen-
tative Ambassador Michael Froman
claimed after the meeting. “The WTO’s
actions in this area will put an end to
some of the most trade distorting subsi-
dies in existence and demonstrates [sic]
what is possible when the multilateral
trading system comes to solve a prob-

lem,” he said, suggesting that members
should pursue new “multilateralism”.

The language on export subsidies
says “developed members shall imme-
diately eliminate their remaining sched-
uled export subsidy entitlements as of
the date of adoption of this Decision” but
with several caveats, including that it
“shall not cover processed products,
dairy products, and swine meat of a de-
veloped member” until 2020.

Switzerland, Canada and Norway
have four years to continue with export
subsidies for processed products and
dairy products even though they sought
seven years, said a source familiar with
the G-5 meeting.

India did not secure what it wanted
on export subsidies but managed to re-
tain Article 9.4 of the Agreement on Ag-
riculture. The developing countries will
have to end their export subsidies by
2023 as compared to 2028 in the
facilitator’s first draft issued on 17 De-
cember.

But in a footnote on export subsidies
in the final decision, India is forced to
agree to eliminating “its export subsidies
by the end of 2022 for products or groups
of products for which it has notified ex-
port subsidies in one of its three latest
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export subsidy notifications examined
by the Committee on Agriculture before
the date of adoption of this Decision.”

On export credits, the US managed
to secure maximum repayment period of
18 months with a standstill provision for
the existing programmes. The 2005 Hong
Kong Ministerial Declaration and the
2008 revised draft agriculture modalities
text had suggested a repayment period
of only 180 days or six months.

The US also secured flexible disci-
plines on self-financing in the terms and
conditions for export credits. The devel-
oping countries are offered four years,
by 2020, to phase out their current repay-
ment terms for export credits and sub-
sequently continue with a maximum re-
payment period of 18 months.

The agreement on food aid is spe-
cifically beneficial for the US as it con-
tains only limited disciplines without
covering the monetization of non-emer-
gency food aid, said an official familiar
with the meeting.

The EU, which had sought stronger
binding disciplines on food aid in accor-
dance with the 2008 revised draft modali-
ties, agreed to the outcome without

much opposition, a European official
said.

The disciplines on agricultural ex-
porting state trading enterprises contain
best-endeavour provisions “to ensure
that the use of export monopoly powers
by agricultural exporting state trading
enterprises is exercised in a manner that
minimizes trade distorting effects and
does not result in displacing or imped-
ing the exports of another Member.”

On the special safeguard mechanism
and the public stockholding
programmes for food security, India
managed to get an accelerated work
programme with indefinite timeframe.
Though India, China and Turkey asked
for concluding the decisions on these two
issues by end-2017, there is no timeframe
in the final decision issued at the Nairobi
ministerial meeting.

The decision on the SSM mentions
the Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration
but not the 2008 revised draft modalities
of the Doha negotiations. The US effec-
tively ensured that there is no mention
of DDA decisions on the SSM, said a
source familiar with the meeting.
(SUNS8161)��������������������������������������������
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by D. Ravi Kanth

NAIROBI (18 DEC): The WTO’s 10th
Ministerial Conference, scheduled to end
today, is going down to the wire because
of the intransigent positions adopted by
the United States.

The US is refusing to allow any men-
tion of the Doha negotiations in the pro-
posed Nairobi deliverables as well as the
reaffirmation for continuing with the
Doha Development Agenda (DDA)
trade negotiations in the final ministe-
rial declaration, several people familiar
with the development told the South-
North Development Monitor (SUNS).

A marathon “green room” meeting
of five members – the US, the EU, China,
India and Brazil – is trying to arrive at
compromise language on the special
safeguard mechanism (SSM) for devel-

oping countries, the work programme
for finalizing the permanent solution for
public stockholding programmes for
food security, and the four elements of
agricultural export competition – elimi-
nation of export subsidies, and disci-
plines on export credits, international
food aid and state trading enterprises.

According to people familiar with
the meeting, the differences are not abat-
ing on account of “my way or the high-
way” positions adopted by the US,
which is insisting on having specific lan-
guage on the three issues.

The facilitator for the agriculture
deliverables, Joshua Setipa, the trade
minister of Lesotho, was supposed to is-
sue a revised second draft on 18 Decem-
ber morning and hold a meeting by

noon. But, so far, the text has not been
circulated due to continued fierce differ-
ences among the five countries, said a
person who asked not to be quoted.
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The differences on export competi-
tion are primarily between the US and
China over export credits. China has
questioned the underlying rationale of
the proposed disciplines on export cred-
its, particularly the repayment period
and self-financing provisions.

In line with the US proposals, the
facilitator has proposed maximum re-
payment period of 18 months as covered
under the US’ GSM-102 export financ-
ing programme. Further, the facilitator
has shelved the window of four years for
refinancing. The language on self-financ-
ing which says it has to cover losses in
the long term is what is already in the
Agreement on Subsidies and
Countervailing Measures.

In effect, the proposed language on
refinancing merely reiterates the current
rules, according to an agriculture nego-
tiator who asked not to be quoted.

Under the 2008 revised draft modali-
ties or Rev.4, export financing
programmes even by private entities are
not allowed. The draft by the facilitator
has deleted this requirement, thereby
allowing US financial institutions, banks
or private insurance companies to re-
main undisciplined, the negotiator said.

China has suggested that the Hong
Kong Ministerial Declaration and the
Rev.4 disciplines are not followed so as
to allow one member to continue its ex-
port subsidization through its export
credit programmes, according to the ne-
gotiator.

China and India also raised sharp
concerns on the proposed disciplines for
agriculture monopoly state trading en-
terprises based on best-endeavour pro-
visions.

The special and differential treat-
ment flexibilities accorded to the devel-
oping countries in the 2008 revised draft
modalities are not provided in the
facilitator’s draft. Worse still, said the
negotiator, the facilitator’s draft provi-
sions on international food aid are based
on best-endeavour provisions as pro-
posed by the US in its proposal submit-
ted a couple of months ago.

Besides the continued differences on
export competition, China, India and
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Turkey with a few other countries have
tabled two proposals on the special safe-
guard mechanism and public stockhold-
ing programmes for food security.

The two proposals, though substan-
tially watered down as compared to the
work done during the Doha trade nego-
tiations, proposed an accelerated work
programme to arrive at decisions by the
next (11th) Ministerial Conference in
2017.

The draft proposal submitted by the
three countries on the SSM called for an
accelerated programme. It says:

“1. The developing country Mem-
bers shall have the right to have recourse
to a Special Safeguard Mechanism based
on import quantity and price triggers.

“2. The Members shall intensify ef-
forts to achieve rapid progress on work
on a Special Safeguard Mechanism based
on import quantity and price triggers for
developing Members taking note of the
work done so far, and the proposals by
Members in this regard.

“3. The negotiations on this subject
shall be held in the Committee on Agri-
culture in Special Session, in dedicated
sessions and in an accelerated time-
frame, distinct from the agriculture ne-
gotiations under the Doha Development
Agenda. Members shall engage con-
structively to negotiate in order to ensure
adoption of the Special Safeguard
Mechanism by the eleventh Ministerial
Conference.

“4. The General Council shall regu-
larly review progress.”

On public stockholding program-
mes for food security, the draft proposal
says:

“Members reaffirm that the mecha-
nism as set out in the Bali Ministerial
Decision on Public Stockholding for
Food Security Purposes, and the General
Council Decision of 27 November 2014,
shall remain in force until a permanent
solution on the issue of public stockhold-
ing for food security purposes is agreed
and adopted.

“1. The negotiations on a permanent
solution on the issue of public stockhold-
ing for food security purposes shall con-
tinue to be pursued as a priority in the
Committee on Agriculture in Special Ses-
sion, in dedicated sessions and in an ac-
celerated time-frame distinct from the
agriculture negotiations under the Doha
Development Agenda, so as to agree and
adopt the permanent solution on Public
Stockholding for Food Security Pur-
poses, by the Eleventh Ministerial Con-
ference.

“2. The General Council shall regu-
larly review progress of these dedicated
sessions.”

The United States vehemently op-
posed the proposal on the SSM because
it mentions the Doha Development
Agenda negotiations. The US along with
Australia and Brazil have also rejected
any language for the SSM work
programme since no market access ne-
gotiations are being proposed in the
deliverables, said a South American
trade official.

Effectively, the US is blocking any
mention of the Doha ministerial deci-
sions in any of the deliverables in agri-
culture, said a developing-country en-
voy.
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Meanwhile, the chair of the Nairobi
meeting, Amina Mohamed, Kenya’s
Cabinet Secretary for Foreign Affairs,
held meetings with the trade ministers
of the five countries on the most conten-
tious issues in Part III of the draft minis-
terial declaration.

Mohamed has suggested language
to the effect that since the two sides re-
mained divided on the continuation of
the Doha negotiations, negotiations will
be continued without mentioning Doha
at all.

The Indian trade minister Nirmala
Sitharaman insisted that without having
clear language that includes Doha in the
work programme, India cannot accept
the draft, said a person familiar with the
meeting.

Further, the chair’s proposal to in-
clude new issues also resulted in a sharp
divide among the developing countries
on the one side and the major developed
countries on the other. The developed
countries want the inclusion of new is-
sues in the final declaration.

In sum, the Nairobi meeting is on the
verge of either setting new rules to suit
the trade initiatives of the developed
countries or collapsing like the infamous
Cancun Ministerial Conference. So far,
there is no agreement among the five
countries but a compromise cannot be
ruled out, according to a trade envoy.
(SUNS8160)�������������������������������������������
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NAIROBI (17 DEC): Developing coun-
tries with hundreds of millions of poor
farmers received a jolt at the WTO Min-
isterial Conference here on 17 December
when draft texts on agriculture issued in
the morning ruled out any outcomes on
the special safeguard mechanism (SSM)
and a permanent solution for public
stockholding programmes for food secu-
rity.

The draft texts issued by the facili-
tator Joshua Setipa, the trade minister of
Lesotho, nevertheless have delivered
favourable outcomes for the United
States in the export competition pillar,
several trade ministers and negotiators
told the South-North Development Moni-
tor (SUNS).

“I conveyed my objections line by
line in the four draft ministerial decisions
on special safeguard mechanism, public
stockholding programmes for food secu-
rity, export competition pillar, and cot-
ton to the facilitator Setipa and the chair
of the Doha agriculture negotiations

Ambassador Vangelis Vitalis during a
meeting in the morning,” India’s trade
minister Nirmala Sitharaman told SUNS.

She said the G-33 proposals on the
SSM and public stockholding pro-
grammes were not reflected, nor did the
text on the export competition pillar con-
taining disciplines on export subsidies,
export credits, food aid and state trad-
ing enterprises live up to the existing
ministerial decisions. She said the lan-
guage on export credits and state trad-
ing enterprises was imbalanced in sev-
eral aspects.

The draft texts on export subsidies,
export credits, food aid and state trad-
ing enterprises in the export competition
pillar as well as on the SSM don’t even
mention the Doha Development Agenda
(DDA) trade negotiations.

The draft ministerial decision on the
special safeguard mechanism for devel-
oping countries – which was covered in
the July 2004 framework agreement, the
2005 Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration
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and more exhaustively in the 2008 re-
vised draft modalities – is now simply
referred to as “special safeguard mecha-
nism for developing members – Minis-
terial Decision of December 2015.”

Effectively, the umbilical link with
the DDA and the Doha mandate seems
to have been broken once and for all, as
demanded by the US in the run-up to the
Nairobi ministerial meeting.

The draft Nairobi ministerial deci-
sion on the SSM says “work on a Special
Safeguard Mechanism for developing
Members shall be pursued taking ac-
count of proposals by Members and in
the broader context of agricultural mar-
ket access.”

The draft decision therefore requires
the developing countries to negotiate all
over again because of the delinking with
the Doha trade negotiations on the SSM.
Though it says “in the broader context
of agricultural market access [negotia-
tions]”, the draft text implies restarting
market access negotiations all over again.
Therefore, the existing decisions on sev-
eral elements in the market access pillar
such as tariff cuts, tariff rate quotas, sen-
sitive products and special products
seem nullified, according to an Asian
farm trade negotiator.

Significantly, the 2005 Hong Kong
Ministerial Decision and the 2008 revised
draft modalities did not mention any link
between the SSM outcome and other re-
sults in the market access pillar.

The 2005 Hong Kong Ministerial
Declaration, for example, says “develop-
ing country Members will also have the
right to have recourse to a Special Safe-
guard Mechanism based on import
quantity and price triggers, with precise
arrangements to be further defined.”

The 2008 revised draft modalities
text says “the SSM shall have no a priori
product limitations as to its availability,
i.e. it can be invoked for all tariff lines in
principle. A price-based and a volume-
based SSM shall be available. In no cir-
cumstances may any product be, how-
ever, subject to the simultaneous appli-
cation of price- and volume-based safe-
guards. Nor shall there be application of
either of these measures if an SSG, a
measure under GATT Article XIX, or a
measure under the Agreement on Safe-
guards is in place.”

On public stockholding for food se-
curity purposes, the draft Nairobi min-
isterial decision says “members confirm
that the interim mechanism as set out in
the Bali Ministerial Decision on Public

Stockholding for Food Security Pur-
poses, and the General Council Decision
of 28 November 2014, shall remain in
force until a permanent solution on the
issue of public stockholding for food se-
curity purposes is agreed and adopted.”

Further, it says that “the negotia-
tions on a permanent solution on the is-
sue of public stockholding for food se-
curity purposes shall continue to be pur-
sued as a priority in the Committee on
Agriculture in Special Session in dedi-
cated sessions and in an accelerated time-
frame.”

One major implication stemming
from the proposed language in the draft
decision is that developing countries will
have to live with the interim solution
forever as it has omitted not only the
Nairobi deadline but also the Bali min-
isterial decision of December 2013.

A second major implication is that
there is no timeframe for the permanent
solution for public stockholding
programmes for food security.

While the Bali decision on the in-
terim solution suggested the 11th Min-
isterial Conference or 2017 as the dead-
line for public stockholding programmes
for food security, the November 2014
General Council decision had clearly
stipulated end-2015.

The two outcomes on the SSM and
public stockholding programmes for
food security seem like a slap in the face
for the 47 members of the G-33 develop-
ing-country farm coalition which had
consistently tabled proposals despite an
aggressive form of stonewalling and di-
versionary tactics, according to several
members.

At a meeting of G-33 trade ministers
on 17 December, there was a heightened
sense of frustration and resentment
about the proposed language on the SSM
and public stockholding programmes for
food security. Reactions to the draft texts
ranged from criticism of the imbalance
to downright rejection, according to a
source who was present at the meeting.
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In sharp contrast to the draft deci-
sions on the SSM and public stockhold-
ing programmes for food security, the
kid-glove treatment offered to the four
elements in the export competition pil-
lar – elimination of export subsidies, ex-
port credits, food aid and state trading
enterprises – has raised serious ethical
issues about the manner in which texts

are written in global trade negotiations
to please industrialized countries, par-
ticularly the US, according to trade min-
isters.

Even in the export competition pil-
lar, references to the Doha ministerial
decisions as well as the 2008 revised draft
modalities are almost avoided. Mention
is made of the Marrakesh agreement and
the Bali ministerial decision but not the
DDA negotiations.

The draft decision on export subsi-
dies says in paragraphs 7 to 12:

“Developed Members shall elimi-
nate their remaining scheduled export
subsidy entitlements by the end of 2020.

“This shall be effected on the basis
of:

� budgetary outlay commitments
being reduced by 50 percent by the end
of 2017 in equal annual instalments from
the date of adoption of this Decision,
with the remaining budgetary outlay
commitments being reduced to zero in
equal annual instalments so that all
forms of export subsidies are eliminated
by the end of 2020;

� quantity commitment levels be-
ing applied as a standstill from the com-
mencement until the end of the imple-
mentation period at the actual average
of quantity levels in the 2003-05 base
period. Furthermore, throughout the
implementation period, there shall be no
export subsidies applied either to new
markets or to new products.

“Developing Members shall elimi-
nate their export subsidy entitlements by
reducing to zero their scheduled export
subsidy budgetary outlay and quantity
commitment levels in equal annual
instalments by the end of 2023.

“Developing Members shall benefit
from the provisions of Article 9.4 of the
Agreement on Agriculture until the end
of 2028, i.e. five years after the end-date
for elimination of all forms of export sub-
sidies. Least developed countries and net
food importing developing countries
listed in G/AG/5/Rev.10 shall benefit
from the provisions of Article 9.4 of the
Agreement on Agriculture until the end
of 2030.

“Members agree not to apply export
subsidies in a manner that circumvents
the requirement to reduce and eliminate
all export subsidies.

“Members shall ensure that any ex-
port subsidies have at most minimal
trade distorting effects and do not dis-
place or impede the exports of another
Member. To that effect, Members using
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export subsidies shall give due consid-
eration to the effects of any such export
subsidies on other Members, and shall
consult, upon request, with any other
Member having a substantial interest as
an exporter with respect to any matter
related to the export subsidies in ques-
tion. The Member applying such export
subsidies shall provide, upon request,
such a Member with necessary informa-
tion.”

Here again the Hong Kong Ministe-
rial Declaration required the elimination
of export subsidies by 2006 while the
2008 Rev.4 revised draft modalities text
proposed their elimination by the end of
2013.

In short, the elimination period for
developed countries is five years as com-
pared to four in the Rev.4 text. It has to
be seen whether Switzerland will accept
five years because Berne has demanded
a minimum seven years.

The developing countries can con-
tinue with their export subsidies until
2028 under the provisions of Article 9.4
of the Agreement on Agriculture. Per-
haps this is the only place where the de-
veloping countries can claim to have suc-
ceeded as Article 9.4 is retained despite
massive opposition from the US, Austra-
lia and other developed countries.

The draft ministerial decision on
export credits seems to have accommo-
dated almost all concerns of the US in
terms of both repayment period and re-
financing.

The draft text provides a repayment
period of 18 months as against 20 months
in the US farm bill. The 2005 Hong Kong
Ministerial Declaration proposed 180
days, which is also the case with the 2008
revised draft modalities.

There is considerable rewriting of
the disciplines in export credits on self-
financing. The 2008 draft modalities sug-
gested the following language on self-fi-
nancing: “Export credit guarantee, insur-
ance and reinsurance programmes, and
other risk cover programmes included
within sub-paragraphs 1(b), (c) and (d)
above shall be self-financing. Where pre-
mium rates charged under a programme
are inadequate to cover the operating
costs and losses of that programme over
a previous 4-year rolling period, this
shall, in and of itself, be sufficient to de-
termine that the programme is not self-
financing. In addition, and irrespective
of whether these programmes conform
with the requirements set out in the pre-
ceding sentence, this does not exempt
them from complying with any other
provision of this Agreement or the other

covered Agreements, including by ref-
erence to the more generally formulated
long-term operating costs and losses of
a programme, not limited to the histori-
cal rolling period referred to in the pre-
vious sentence, under item (j) of the Il-
lustrative List. Where these programmes
are found to constitute export subsidies
within the meaning of item (j) of the Il-
lustrative List, they shall also be deemed
to be not self-financing under this Agree-
ment.”

The Nairobi draft has omitted the
language of the Rev.4 text by removing
export credit guarantee, insurance and
reinsurance programmes and other risk
cover programmes. It merely says: “Ex-
port financing support under this Agree-
ment shall be self-financing and cover
the long-term operating costs and losses
of a programme in the sense of item (j)
of the Illustrative List of Annex I of the
Agreement on Subsidies and
Countervailing Measures. Premium
and/or interest rates shall be charged for
all forms of export financing support
defined in paragraphs 13 and 14, and
shall be risk-based.”

For developing countries, there is a
phase-out period for export credits of
four years along with the same repay-
ment terms.

The draft text also substantially al-
tered the language on international food
aid by ensuring that it would be a best-
endeavour agreement in line with what
the US demanded.

The 2008 draft modalities text says:

“There shall be no monetization for food
aid inside the Safe Box, except for least-
developed countries where there is a
demonstrable need to do so for the sole
purpose of transport and delivery. Such
monetization shall be carried out solely
within the territory of the recipient least-
developed country such that commercial
displacement is avoided or, if not fea-
sible, at least minimized.”

The proposed disciplines on state
trading enterprises cover all members
but not developed and developing coun-
tries as in the 2008 draft modalities.
China is being targeted.

The proposed disciplines say:
“Members shall ensure that agricultural
exporting state trading enterprises do
not operate in a manner that circumvents
any other disciplines contained in this
Decision.

“Members shall strive to ensure that
the use of export monopoly powers by
agricultural exporting state trading en-
terprises is exercised in a manner that
minimizes trade distorting effects and
does not result in displacing or imped-
ing the exports of another Member.”

In short, the trade ministers from
developing countries face an extraordi-
nary moment of crisis when they attend
the informal agriculture open-ended
meeting on 17 December evening. They
can either stand up for their concerns on
the SSM and public stockholding
programmes or surrender their food sov-
ereignty forever, according to a South
American trade minister. (SUNS8159)��
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by Ranja Sengupta

NAIROBI (17 DEC): Civil society repre-
sentatives present at the WTO Ministe-
rial Conference have expressed deep
shock and disappointment over a draft
text on agriculture released in the early
hours of the morning here on 17 Decem-
ber.

The text was circulated by the min-
isterial facilitator on agriculture
(Lesotho) together with the Chair of the
Committee on Agriculture in Special Ses-
sion (Ambassador Vangelis Vitalis of
New Zealand).

Civil society representatives present
at the conference expressed deep shock
and disappointment over the text, which
most felt has yielded nothing on the de-
mands of developing countries.

Timothy Wise of Tufts University in
the US said, “The draft text on agricul-
ture is a serious disappointment. It of-
fers no progress on key deliverables de-
manded by developing countries – pub-
lic stockholding and special safeguard
for import surges – fails to even mention
new disciplines on domestic subsidies,
and in its one deliverable on export com-
petition, the small progress on export
subsidies is diluted by weak language on
export credits and food aid, the two main
instruments used by the US government
to promote its exports. This text utterly
fails to advance the development
agenda.”

Deborah James, on behalf of Our
World Is Not for Sale (OWINFS), a glo-
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bal network of NGOs and social move-
ments, said “the agriculture text shows
that all civil society concerns voiced over
the years and specific  concerns ex-
pressed by developing countries in the
lead up to this Ministerial have been ig-
nored”.

Yash Tandon, President of the
Southern and Eastern African Trade, In-
formation and Negotiations Institute
(SEATINI) in Uganda, said “the draft text
of agriculture is certainly not one of the
desirable ‘deliverables’ from MC10".

!�����
�
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The section on public stockholding
has nothing on the permanent solution
except to say “negotiations ... shall con-
tinue to be pursued as a priority in the
Committee on Agriculture in Special Ses-
sion, in dedicated sessions and in an ac-
celerated time-frame”.

Those negotiations have been con-
tinuing for two years now in Special Ses-
sions of the Committee on Agriculture,
but any discussion on the two proposals
submitted by the G-33 have been blocked
by the developed countries.

There is nothing for developing
countries on the special safeguard
mechanism (SSM) either. The draft text
simply says “work on a Special Safe-
guard Mechanism for developing Mem-
bers shall be pursued taking account of
proposals by Members and in the
broader context of agricultural market
access”.

The text stands stoic in refusing to
grant any immediate safeguard mecha-
nism to developing countries against
import surges, which has been a
longstanding demand of developing
countries.

The G-33 had in fact watered down
its proposals before the Ministerial Con-
ference and had proposed the special
safeguard (SSG) – which is already used
by 39 members mainly consisting of de-
veloped countries – but with special and
differential treatment, especially in the
form of using the last three years’ aver-
age prices instead of 1986-88 prices. But
even that has not been conceded in this
text.

Moreover, by linking the safeguard
instrument specifically to market access
talks, the text refuses to recognize the de-
veloping-country argument that, even in
the absence of progress on market access,
such a safeguard is justified because of

the high trade-distorting subsidies pro-
vided by the developed countries to their
farming sectors.

“It is clear from the new text on ag-
riculture that developing countries are
getting nowhere in these negotiations. In
particular, there is no forward move-
ment on a permanent solution for food
security proposal for public stockhold-
ing even after two years of negotiations
since the Bali Ministerial. The special
safeguard for agriculture has also not
seen any progress even after several step-
downs in G-33 proposals. The develop-
ing countries should reject this proposal
in no uncertain terms,” said Biraj Patnaik
from the Right to Food Campaign India.

�"�	#��	��������
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Export competition is claimed as the
pillar that has something to offer, com-
prising export subsidies, export credits,
state trading enterprises and food aid.

Export competition discussions
have been going on for some time and
after the Hong Kong Ministerial Confer-
ence there was an agreement to eliminate
export subsidies by 2013.

Since then 2020 has been discussed
as the target year for elimination of ex-
port subsidies and 2023 being the year
for developing exporting countries. The
current text proposes the elimination of
export subsidies of developed countries
by 2020 and those of developing coun-
tries by 2023.

While it is important to get this com-
mitment, the declining share of export
subsidies makes this far from the “big
deliverable” the developed countries
have made it out to be.

The other components of export
competition have been more complex
and problematic, with the US wielding
substantial  influence  over  the  talks.
Export credit discussions in particular
have already witnessed huge blocks by
the US.

Timothy Wise argues, “It is inexcus-
able that the US government is using the
current negotiations to legitimize its cur-
rent levels of export credits, which are
large and extremely trade-distorting.
Over the last six years they have
amounted to several billion dollars, with
$1.25 billion going to African countries.
This is equivalent to an export subsidy
of $100 million, a large distortion that
favours US exports over African domes-
tic products and over the exports of other

countries.”
There are several concessions to the

US in the text. For example, the current
draft text allows the US to give credit for
18 months instead of the six months al-
lowed in the Rev.4 text.

A civil society expert also argued
that there was a carve-out based on spe-
cial and differential treatment (SDT) for
developing countries for export subsi-
dies related to marketing and transport
in Article 9.4 in the Agreement on Agri-
culture. But according to the text released
today, this carve-out will be terminated
in 2028 or 2030, which reflects again a
pushback on SDT in this Ministerial Con-
ference.

Sophia Murphy of the Institute for
Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP)
said: “The draft agriculture text puts the
US in its favourite position: win-win.
There is no reform in the draft proposed
language on export credits. By allowing
an exception to time limits for not just
the poorest countries but also any net
food importing developing country
(which includes Egypt and Kenya) the
loophole covers all major recipients of
export credits. WTO members have no
interest in making concessions for what
is already common practice. The pro-
posed text gives the US what it wants
from the EU on export subsidies, which
the US hardly uses and which it has long
wanted to eliminate. And it has made no
commitment to reform its own export
support, which remains all but un-
touched in the draft text now before the
governments.”

The civil society representatives here
have expressed deep concern on the food
aid segment, where the text remains
weak. This is one area where develop-
ing countries and civil society in general
had wanted binding disciplines as re-
sidual food aid is creating distortions in
domestic food markets across the world,
undercutting farmers’ prices and in-
comes.

The current text only has best-en-
deavour provisions, still allows moneti-
zation and is weak on local procurement.

IATP’s Murphy said: “The draft text
on food aid is a disgrace. It’s a big step
back from the reforms included in the
draft WTO texts seven years ago (Rev.4)
and is less than most of the US develop-
ment community are asking for. In a let-
ter sent to [US Trade Representative
Michael] Froman last week (http://
www.iatp.org/documents/letter-to-the-
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ustr-on-global-food-security), NGOs
called on the US to end the monetization
of food aid, in recognition of both its
trade-distorting effects and because it
undermines markets for the rural econo-
mies the aid is intended to support. The
US position demonstrates how little the
government wants to see a successful
outcome to the Ministerial.”

Prerna Bomzan, speaking on behalf
of LDC Watch, a civil society organiza-
tion that works for 53 least-developed
countries (LDCs), said: “The Chair’s text
on food aid is very weak and even re-
gressive since it does not contain a ‘safe
box’ i.e. distinction between emergency
and non-emergency food aid, as man-
dated in the 2005 Hong Kong Ministe-

rial Declaration. It legalizes dumping by
labelling food exports as food aid. This
is a key concern for us since Sub-Saharan
Africa, home to the majority 34 LDCs,
accounts for around 60-65% of food aid
flows and hence, it is imperative that we
anchor stronger disciplines on food aid
in Nairobi.”

“African farmers will be under-
mined if the draft agriculture text stands
during the WTO negotiations today. If
the final text does not distinguish emer-
gency aid from food aid more broadly it
will create an enabling environment for
dumping cheap food into local markets,
undermining local farmers,” said Marie
Clarke, Executive Director of ActionAid
USA. (SUNS8159)����������������������������������
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by D. Ravi Kanth

NAIROBI (16 DEC): Several developing
countries on 16  December reiterated
their stand for continuing the Doha De-
velopment Agenda (DDA) negotiations
to address the longstanding inequities in
the global trading system, particularly in
the most heavily distorted agriculture
trade dominated by subsidizing coun-
tries.

Developing-country ministers
stated this position at the plenary meet-
ing of the Nairobi Ministerial Conference
on 16 December.

Trade ministers of India, China,
South Africa, Uganda, Lesotho, Rwanda
and Venezuela, among others, delivered
a strong message against attempts to hi-
jack the DDA negotiations without re-
solving the core issues of the Doha man-
date, and to commence work on new is-
sues.

The ministers also called for an in-
clusive process to finalize outcomes at
the Nairobi meeting instead of pursuing
“confessional” meetings to decide the
deliverables.

India’s trade minister Nirmala
Sitharaman said “the DDA may have run
into obstacles but it is in our collective
interest to continue work in all pillars,
keeping its development dimension in-
tact.”

“We are of the firm view that this
Ministerial must clearly reaffirm the
Doha Development Agenda and all Min-

isterial Declarations and Decisions taken
since 2001 when we launched the Doha
Round,” said Sitharaman. “These are all
important – let us not waste time nego-
tiating which of these we should reaffirm
and welcome.”

The Indian minister said the minis-
terial meeting in Nairobi must safeguard
the legitimate interests of poor farmers
and the food security of hundreds of
millions in developing countries. “We
cannot continue with the rhetoric of a de-
velopment agenda without even a rea-
sonable attempt to address issues which

are of primary concern to developing
countries,” she said.

The Indian minister argued that “for
decades, a handful of farm lobbies of
some countries have shaped the dis-
course and determined the destiny of
millions of subsistence farmers of the
developing countries.”

Sitharaman expressed sharp concern
that “the reduction in the massive sub-
sidization of the farm sector in developed
countries which was the clear-cut man-
date of the DDA is now not even a sub-
ject matter of discussion today, leave
aside serious negotiations.”

“It is regrettable that longstanding
issues of interest to a large number of
developing countries are being put aside
for the future and new issues of recent
vintage are being taken up with unusual
enthusiasm,” she said.

She pointed to the remarks of the
Kenyan president that at a time when the
meeting is being held in Africa, “Africa’s
farmers simply cannot compete against
heavily subsidized farmers in developed
countries.”

The Indian minister said the situa-
tion is the same in all developing coun-
tries. India, she said, would “resist the
temptation of overloading the WTO
agenda at this stage with ‘new issues’,
when we are still grappling with the
completion of work in the DDA.”

Many other developing countries
who spoke at the plenary also came out
strongly in support of continuing the
DDA negotiations until they accomplish
the mandated goals of the DDA.
(SUNS8158)������������������������������������������
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by Kanaga Raja

GENEVA (16 DEC): The WTO’s 10th
Ministerial Conference (MC10) got un-
derway in Nairobi on 15 December with
welcoming speeches by Kenyan Presi-
dent Uhuru Kenyatta, WTO Director-
General Roberto Azevedo and the Chair
of MC10, Kenyan Cabinet Secretary for
Foreign Affairs Amina Mohamed.

According to a news item posted on
the WTO’s website, in his welcome
speech to the conference, President
Kenyatta noted that 2015 has been a year
“in which we displayed unparalleled
cooperation in agreeing on a number of
approaches to some of the most press-

ing problems facing humanity.”
He said the adoption in September

of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable De-
velopment and the conclusion in Paris
on 12 December  of  an historic agree-
ment to address climate change have
demonstrated a spirit of achievement
which should inspire negotiators in
Nairobi.

“My earnest encouragement to all
negotiating teams represented here to-
day is to seize this moment, reach for a
mutually beneficial compromise, and
allow yourselves no result except suc-
cess,” Kenyatta said.
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Kenyatta stressed the importance of
the WTO and trade for Africa in promot-
ing economic growth and development.
“A global trade system that allows us to
seize opportunities is a fundamental part
of our drive to solve challenges such as
poverty, insecurity and environmental
destruction,” he said.

The news item cited WTO Director-
General Azevedo as urging WTO mem-
bers to make every effort to secure agree-
ments that will benefit the organization’s
members, and least-developed countries
(LDCs) in particular.

“We have seen the power of the
world acting as one,” Azevedo said in
reference to the climate agreement
reached in Paris. “We should be inspired
by that breakthrough here in Nairobi. We
should be inspired to lift our sights – to
reach further – to aim higher and use
trade for the common good.”

Azevedo further said that Kenya’s
commitment to the Nairobi conference
“has been total” and “mirrors their com-
mitment to trade itself as a force for
growth and development. Kenya has set
the stage”.

“Now it is time for us to deliver,”
the DG underlined.

Kenyatta and Azevedo were joined
at the opening ceremony by President
Ellen Johnson Sirleaf of Liberia, whose
country will formally conclude negotia-
tions on accession to the WTO on 16 De-
cember, and Kenya’s Cabinet Secretary
for Foreign Affairs and International
Trade and Chair of the Conference,
Amina Mohamed.

Mohamed said the world needs a
message that the WTO can deliver and
remains relevant. The centrality of the
WTO to international trade relations
“cannot be substituted”, she said.

She urged delegations to compro-
mise in order to secure a successful
Nairobi deal, noting that apart from a
weak global economy, WTO members
are faced with a risk of economic frag-
mentation through preferential trade
agreements which, while useful comple-
ments, cannot replace the multilateral
trading system.
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Meanwhile, in some remarks at an
opening press conference at MC10 on 15
December (also posted on the WTO
website), Mohamed said that 2015 has

been a momentous year for multilateral
engagement.

“The recent success in Paris to agree
a global deal to reduce carbon emissions
and address climate change must pro-
vide the WTO membership with inspi-
ration to end 2015 on a high note,” she
said, adding that MC10 offers an oppor-
tunity for the WTO membership to re-
flect on how to further strengthen and
preserve a system that has served us so
ably.

She believed that Nairobi “offers a
unique  opportunity  that we must
seize”, and as Chair of the Conference,
she strongly urged all members to fur-
ther reflect upon their positions and
show flexibility for a positive outcome
here.

“Being the first WTO Ministerial
Conference on the African continent, the
Nairobi Ministerial Conference must be
a success, for Africa, for development,
for all members and for the global
economy.”

She also believed that the WTO is at
a crossroads. “Over the coming days, this
gathering of Trade Ministers has a deci-
sion we need to collectively make. We
face a clear choice. Whether we will re-
invigorate the negotiating function of the
organization and work to progress with
issues of interest to all Members or have
the stasis which has plagued the Doha
negotiations for the past 15 years be-
comes further entrenched.”

Either way, the character of the or-
ganization will be fundamentally
changed after this Ministerial Confer-
ence, she maintained.

“We must recognize that the struc-
ture of global production is being trans-
formed – a single finished product often
results from manufacturing and assem-
bly in multiple countries and with many
associated services. Each step in the pro-
cess adds value to the end product. Glo-
bal value chains have therefore created
enormous trade opportunities for both
developed and developing countries and
have become a powerful driver of pro-
ductivity growth, job creation, and im-
proved living standards.”

This is not to say that the core issues
which have been under negotiation as
part of the Doha Round are not impor-
tant, she said: agriculture, non-agricul-
tural market access (NAMA), develop-
ment, rules and services etc. “They re-
main important and they will continue
to be. Indeed, agriculture plays a funda-
mental role in many of the world’s
economies and we must do all we can to
ensure that these issues are addressed.
But the world isn’t waiting for our orga-
nization.”

“It  is  my  sincere  hope  that all
WTO members will be able to come to-
gether and map a way forward for this
organization  which plays such an im-
portant role in the global economy.”
(SUNS8158)��������������������������������������������������������
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by Kanaga Raja

GENEVA: The participants negotiating
the expansion of trade in information
technology (IT) products agreed at the
Nairobi Ministerial Conference on the
timetable for implementing an agree-
ment that would eliminate tariffs on
some 201 IT products valued at some
$1.3 trillion per year, the WTO said on
16 December.

According to a news item on the
WTO website, the breakthrough came
following months of intensive negotia-
tions among the participants.

The agreement is an expansion of
the 1996 Information Technology Agree-
ment (ITA) which involved 82 members.

The negotiations were conducted
among 53 WTO members, including
both developed and developing coun-
tries, which account for approximately
90% of world trade in these products.

According to the news item, all 162
WTO members will however benefit
from the agreement, as they will all en-
joy duty-free access to the markets of the
members eliminating tariffs on these
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products.
As a result of these negotiations,

approximately 65% of tariff lines will be
fully eliminated by 1 July 2016.

According to an accompanying
briefing note put out by the WTO secre-
tariat, under the new WTO agreement,
import duties will be eliminated on 201
high-tech products whose annual trade
is estimated at $1.3 trillion, accounting
for approximately 10% of world trade in
goods.

The list of 201 products was origi-
nally agreed by the ITA participants in
July 2015. They include: new generation
multi-component integrated circuits
(MCOs), touch screens, GPS navigation
equipment, portable interactive elec-
tronic education devices, video game
consoles and medical equipment, such
as magnetic resonance imaging products
and ultra-sonic scanning apparatus.

Under the agreed package, import
tariffs for most of the 201 IT products will
be eliminated either immediately or pro-
gressively over three years.

The WTO secretariat estimates that
more than 65.3% of tariff lines, account-
ing for 88% of imports, will be immedi-
ately eliminated by 1 July 2016, when
most participants will implement the
first tariff cut.

By 2019, these figures will reach
88.8% of the tariff lines and 95.4% of im-
ports, thereby showing the profound
impact that the ITA expansion will have
on trade in these products, said the brief-
ing note.

According to the briefing note, for a
very limited number of sensitive prod-
ucts, tariffs will be progressively elimi-
nated over a period of five years, and
seven years for the most exceptional
cases.

It noted that some of the products
covered by the ITA expansion have rela-
tively high import duties in certain key
markets. For instance, tariffs on certain
parts of telephone handsets are 8.5%;
video game consoles and DVD record-
ers 14%; compact disc players 30%; and
video cameras 35%.

“I am delighted to mark this break-
through here today at the Ministerial
Conference,” said WTO Director-Gen-
eral Roberto Azevedo.

“This is a very significant achieve-
ment. Annual trade in these 201 prod-
ucts is valued at $1.3 trillion per year, and
accounts for approximately 10% of total
global trade. Eliminating tariffs on trade

of this magnitude will have a huge im-
pact. It will support lower prices – in-
cluding in many other sectors that use
IT products as inputs – it will create jobs
and it will help to boost GDP growth
around the world.”

According to the WTO news item,

the agreement also contains a commit-
ment to work to tackle non-tariff barri-
ers in the IT sector, and to keep the list
of products covered under review to
determine whether further expansion
may be needed to reflect future techno-
logical developments. (SUNS8159)��������

“deliverables”) into a single protocol in-
corporating the outcomes of the DWP,
and ensure that the two protocols are
accepted by a sufficient number of mem-
bers to bring them both into force.

It is a difficult task, like trying to
catch an elephant by its tail, but not im-
possible.
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The NMD stipulates in its operative
paragraphs 30-34:

“30. We recognize that many Mem-
bers reaffirm the Doha Development
Agenda, and the Declarations and Deci-
sions adopted at Doha and at the Minis-
terial Conferences held since then, and
reaffirm their full commitment to con-
clude the DDA on that basis. Other
Members do not reaffirm the Doha man-
dates, as they believe new approaches
are necessary to achieve meaningful out-
comes in multilateral negotiations. Mem-
bers have different views on how to ad-
dress the negotiations. We acknowledge
the strong legal structure of this Organi-
zation.

“31. Nevertheless, there remains a
strong commitment of all Members to
advance negotiations on the remaining
Doha issues. This includes advancing
work in all three pillars of agriculture,
namely domestic support, market access
and export competition, as well as non-
agriculture market access, services, de-
velopment, TRIPS and rules. Work on all
the Ministerial Decisions adopted in Part
II of this Declaration will remain an im-
portant element of our future agenda.

“32. This work shall maintain devel-
opment at its centre and we reaffirm that
provisions for special and differential
treatment shall remain integral. Mem-
bers shall also continue to give priority
to the concerns and interests of least de-
veloped countries. Many Members want
to carry out the work on the basis of the
Doha structure, while some want to ex-
plore new architectures.

“33. Mindful of this situation and

given our common resolve to have this
meeting in Nairobi, our first Ministerial
Conference in Africa, play a pivotal role
in efforts to preserve and further
strengthen the negotiating function of
the WTO, we therefore agree that offi-
cials should work to find ways to ad-
vance negotiations and request the Di-
rector-General to report regularly to the
General Council on these efforts.

“34. While we concur that officials
should prioritize work where results
have not yet been achieved, some wish
to identify and discuss other issues for
negotiation; others do not. Any decision
to launch negotiations multilaterally on
such issues would need to be agreed by
all Members.”

Paragraphs 30 and 31 are in effect
contradictory. Paragraph 30 merely
records the differences of positions and
views on the Doha Development Agenda
and its reaffirmation. Paragraph 31 notes
that despite the differences, members are
committed to “advance negotiations on
the remaining Doha issues”.

As pointed out earlier, whether the
remaining issues are referred to in terms
of the Doha Work Programme, Doha
Development Agenda, Doha Develop-
ment Round or only as “Doha issues”
remains irrelevant. The single undertak-
ing can end only if and when the out-
comes of all the negotiations and deci-
sions since 2001 are incorporated into a
protocol for ratification and acceptance
by members and the protocol is accepted
by all, before any of the decisions be-
comes enforceable under the WTO.

In sum, as a result of the Nairobi
Ministerial Declaration, the multilateral
trade negotiating agenda of the Doha
Work Programme as a single undertak-
ing remains somewhat diminished, but
not dead. China, India, South Africa and
other developing nations can still re-
trieve it and prevent any new issues from
being brought onto the agenda for study
or discussion, by withholding consensus
in the General Council, and can block
negotiations, which under paragraph 34
of the NMD need the agreement of all
members. (SUNS8162)�����������������������������

                        (continued from page 4)
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by Isabel Ortiz

GENEVA: Analysis of the latest Interna-
tional Monetary Fund (IMF) expenditure
projections for 187 countries between
2005 and 2020 reveals that there have
been two distinct phases of government
spending patterns since the onset of the
global economic crisis.

During the first phase (2008-09)
many countries introduced fiscal stimu-
lus and expanded public spending as a
countercyclical measure to cushion the
impacts of  the global crisis on their
populations. Overall, 137 countries (or
73% of the world) ramped up expendi-
ture, with the average annual expansion
amounting to 3.3% of gross domestic
product (GDP). About 50 high- and
middle-income countries announced fis-
cal stimulus packages totalling $2.4 tril-
lion, of which approximately a quarter
was invested in social protection mea-
sures.

The second period of crisis (2010
onwards) is marked by fiscal adjustment.
In 2010, premature budget cuts became
widespread, despite the ongoing and
urgent need of vulnerable populations
for public support.

This phase is characterized by two
major contractionary shocks, the first oc-
curring in 2010-11 and the second ex-
pected to hit in 2016 and continue at least
until 2020.

According to IMF projections, 2016
marks the beginning of a second major
period of expenditure contraction glo-
bally. Overall, budget reductions are ex-
pected to impact 132 countries in 2016
in terms of GDP and hover around this
level until 2020. The developing world
will be the most severely affected. Over-
all, 81 developing countries, on average,
are projected to cut public spending dur-
ing the forthcoming shock versus 45
high-income countries. Expenditure con-
traction is expected to impact more than
two-thirds of all countries annually, af-
fecting more than six billion persons or
nearly 80% of the global population by
2020.

A review of recent IMF reports in-
dicates that governments are weighing
various adjustment measures, as sum-
marized below.

Eliminating or reducing subsidies:
Overall, 132 governments in 97 develop-
ing and 35 high-income countries are
reducing subsidies, predominantly on
fuel but also on electricity, food and ag-
riculture. The Middle East and North
and Sub-Saharan Africa are the regions
being hardest hit.

Wage bill cuts/caps: As recurrent
expenditures like salaries of teachers,
health workers and local civil servants
tend to be the largest component of na-
tional budgets, an estimated 130 govern-
ments in 96 developing and 34 high-in-
come countries are considering contain-
ing the wage bill, often as a part of civil
service reforms.

Rationalizing and further targeting
social safety nets: Overall, 107 govern-
ments in 68 developing and 39 high-in-
come countries are considering rational-
izing their spending on welfare, often by
revising eligibility criteria and targeting
to the poorest, reducing social protection
coverage. IMF country reports generally
associate targeting with poverty reduc-
tion, as a way to reconcile poverty reduc-
tion with austerity; however, targeting
risks excluding large segments of vulner-
able and low-income households. Rather
than targeting and scaling down to
achieve cost savings over the short term,
there is a strong case for scaling up so-
cial protection for all.

Reforming old-age pensions: Ap-
proximately 105 governments in 60 de-
veloping and 45 high-income countries
are discussing changes to their pension
systems, such as through raising contri-
bution rates, increasing eligibility peri-
ods, prolonging the retirement age, low-
ering benefits, sometimes structural re-
forms of contributory social security pen-
sions. As a result, future pensioners are
expected to receive lower benefits.

Labour market flexibilization is be-

ing discussed by 89 governments in 49
developing and 40 high-income coun-
tries. Reforms include revising the mini-
mum wage, limiting salary adjustments
to cost-of-living benchmarks, decentral-
izing collective bargaining, and easing
firing and compensation arrangements
at the enterprise level. Labour market
reforms are supposedly aimed at increas-
ing competitiveness and supporting
businesses during recessions. However,
available evidence suggests that labour
market flexibilization will not generate
decent jobs. On the contrary, in a con-
text of economic contraction, this ap-
proach is likely to generate labour mar-
ket “precarization,” depress domestic
incomes/demand and ultimately hinder
recovery efforts.

Reforming health systems: 56 gov-
ernments in 34 developing and 22 high-
income countries are discussing reforms
to their healthcare systems, generally
through increasing fees and co-payments
as well as by introducing cost-saving
measures in public health centres.

Increasing consumption taxes on
goods and services: Some 138 govern-
ments in 93 developing and 45 high-in-
come countries are considering options
to boost revenue by raising value-added
tax (VAT) or sales tax rates or removing
exemptions. However, increasing the
cost of basic goods and services can
erode the already limited incomes of
vulnerable households and stifle eco-
nomic activity. Alternatively, progres-
sive tax approaches should be consid-
ered, such as taxes on income, inherit-
ance, property and corporations, includ-
ing the financial sector.

Privatization of public assets and
services: According to IMF reports, this
revenue generation approach is being
pondered by 55 governments in 40 de-
veloping and 15 high-income countries.
Sales proceeds produce short-term gains,
but also long-term losses given the lack
of future revenues; additionally,
privatization risks include layoffs, tariff
increases, and unaffordable and low-
quality goods and public services.

Projections using the UN Global
Policy Model indicate that the spending
cuts will negatively affect GDP and em-
ployment in all regions. Global GDP is
estimated to be 5.5% lower by 2020, re-
sulting in the loss of millions of jobs.

In difficult times, it is imperative that
countries aggressively explore all pos-
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sible alternatives to promote national
socio-economic development with jobs
and social protection. There are many
options, available in virtually all coun-
tries:

� reallocating public expenditures;
� increasing tax revenues;
� expanding social security cover-

age and contributory revenues;
� lobbying for aid and transfers;
� eliminating illicit financial flows;
� using fiscal and foreign exchange

reserves;
� borrowing or restructuring exist-

ing debt;
� adopting a more accommodative

macroeconomic framework.
The projected fiscal contraction tra-

jectory is questionable in terms of tim-
ing, scope and magnitude. Policymakers
should be encouraged to recognize the
high human and developmental costs of
poorly designed adjustment strategies
and to consider alternative policies that
support a recovery for all. It does not
need to be a decade of adjustment;
policymakers have a variety of options
to expand fiscal space at their disposal,
which should be examined in open, na-
tional dialogue. (IPS)�����������������������������

Isabel Ortiz is the director of the Social Protec-
tion Department at the International Labour Or-
ganization (ILO). This article is based on the work-
ing paper “The Decade of Adjustment: A Review
of Austerity Trends 2010-2020 in 187 Countries”
by Isabel Ortiz, Matthew Cummins, Jeronim
Capaldo and Kalaivani Karunanethy, and its
policy brief, published by the ILO Social Protec-
tion Department, the Initiative for Policy Dialogue
at Columbia University and the South Centre.
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