Final Draft-01
From The Hong Kong WTO Ministerial Conference to the Suspension of the Negotiations. Developing Countries Re-claim the Development Content of the WTO Doha Round.
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 I. Introduction
In the debate since the onset of the Doha Development Agenda (DDA) negotiations, developing countries in the WTO have reflected at least two discernable perspectives on development.
 The first perspective, argued most strongly by some developing countries in the G20 group of developing countries such as Brazil, states that an ambitious outcome in the agriculture negotiations is the main development content of the Round for developing countries. A variant of this perspective, associated most strongly with India and Indonesia and some other members of the G33 stress the need to protect developing country food security, rural development and livelihoods, in the process of multilateral liberalization of agriculture.  Similarly, India, Brazil and South Africa and several other countries
 have argued that liberalization of industrial tariffs should not be disproportionately burdensome for developing countries and should allow for the retention of policy space for industrial development. Some of these countries led by India have also stressed the need for an ambitious outcome in the services negotiations, particularly for the movement of natural persons (mode 4) and strengthening of disciplines in mode 1 and 3 to allow for increased outsourcing of Services to developing countries, as important aspects of the development outcome of the DDA. India has stressed that development should be integrated in all areas of the negotiations. Many of these developing countries have also emphasized the need for balanced rules.

A second perspective has been held by a group of developing countries constituting the least developed and other small, weak and vulnerable economies. There is no formal or informal definition of small, weak and vulnerable economies in the WTO. However, the term has gained currency with Pascal Lamy calling for the G90 group - African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) Group, Africa Group, and Least Developed Countries (LDC) Group - to be regarded as “small, weak and vulnerable”
. In addition to most members of the ACP Group, other non-LDC countries, such as Paraguay, Sri Lanka and Bolivia, also consider themselves to be “small economies”. These countries have argued that they will not be significant beneficiaries of the Round and are likely to be the losers.
 They have also argued that whilst an ambitious outcome in the Round could provide better access for their products in global markets and reduce the distortions that obstruct their exports the major concerns they have in the trading system are related to the more fundamental development challenges of their economies. In the July 2004 General Council Decision, these development challenges were characterized as preference erosion, commodity dependence, net food importing countries dependence on food imports, rural development and food security and supply side issues.
  For, many of these latter members, the issue of Special and Differential Treatment (SDT) has remained an important aspect of the development dimension and thus these countries have played an active role in the negotiations on SDT in the Committee on Trade and Development Special Session (CTDSS).
 

The concept of special and differential treatment (SDT), which has emerged since the earliest days of the formation of the GATT, has called for the interests of developing countries to be given special consideration. This concept remains essential to ensure that there is proportionality in the commitments undertaken between developed and developing countries, reflecting their different levels of development and gains from the trading system.  We also argued, in an earlier paper,
 that SDT should not be confused with the broader development dimension of the trading system nor become a substitute for it.  SDT is only an aspect of the broader development dimension.

In the paper referred to above we have argued that the development dimension of the multilateral trading system needed to be mainstreamed. We set out four core elements that could constitute the development dimension in the context of the multilateral trading system. These four elements were described as follows: fair trade, capacity building, balanced rules and good governance.
 It was argued that a fair trading system would, remove the obstacles that developing countries experience in exporting their products to developed country markets, and create opportunities for them to advance their development. Secondly, increasing the capacity of developing countries to develop their comparative advantage to produce and export would provide developing countries with the necessary institutional, productive and export capabilities, needed by these countries to level the playing field in the trading system.  Thirdly, establishing rules that ensure that there is a fair balance between the costs and the benefits of new agreements, and that provide appropriate flexibility for developing countries to implement development policies, would contribute to the legitimacy and sustainability of the rules based system.  Fourthly, by building a transparent and inclusive system of decision-making in the WTO, members will be contributing to the capacity of developing countries to participate effectively in the decision making process.  

As the Doha negotiations progressed after the 6th WTO Ministerial Conference held in Hong Kong, in December 2005, the central fault line in the negotiations revolved around the issues related to agricultural market access, agricultural domestic support and market access for industrial tariffs (NAMA).This set of issues which are central to the Doha Round was described in the period after Hong Kong by Pascal Lamy as a “Triangle” of issues that needs to unlock the gridlock of the negotiations on agricultural and non-agricultural market access modalities. As Pascal Lamy put it the EU needs to improve its offer of Agricultural market access, the US needs to improve its offer on agricultural domestic support and the G20 needs to improve their offer on non-agricultural market access. In the TNC meeting held on the 27th of March 2006, he argued that the level of ambition established in these three legs of the triangle would establish the level of ambition for the rest of the issues in the DDA.

There is a second fault line or a secondary set of issues which are of great importance to the majority of the poorer and smaller members of the WTO, and that are a crucial component of the Doha “grand bargain”. Without a successful resolution of these issues, a Doha deal or “grand bargain” will simply not be struck. These issues relate to addressing the trade related development challenges faced by Least Developed Countries, and the so-called “small, weak and vulnerable developing countries”. The specific development issues raised by these countries include; the need to provide duty free quota free market access to LDCs, cotton, preference erosion, special flexibilities for small, weak and vulnerable economies and development aid.

There was a great deal of posturing on these so-called “development issues” before the Hong Kong Ministerial Meeting. The EU trade Commissioner Peter Mandelson, in a letter to WTO members written in October 2005, challenged Ministers to provide a development package on these issues in Hong Kong.
 There was great suspicion amongst developing countries that the EU was again trying to divert attention from the core issues of development in the Round, which related to developing country demands for developed countries to remove their trade distorting subsidies and protection of agricultural products. In addition, the US delegation was suspicious that in focussing on these development specific issues, the EU was attempting to divert attention to the US inability to deliver concrete results on the cotton issue and on the issue of duty free, quota free market access (DFQFMA) for LDCs.

As the negotiations proceeded in the period after April 2006 the position of the US on effective cuts in its domestic support began to harden and it became increasingly unwilling to improve its October 10th, 2005 offer.
 Ironically the EU began to indicate greater signs of flexibility in its willingness to improve its October 28th, 2005 offer
 on market access in the post April 2006 period. Thus, the US by the June 2006 Ministerial meeting was perceived to be the main obstacle to progress in the Doha round. The EU and US however continued to act jointly in applying pressure on developing countries to open their markets in NAMA and Services. In addition the US led the pressure on the G33 group of developing countries to reduce its demand for greater flexibilities in defending its subsistence agriculture. LDCs continued to bemoan the lack of implementation of the decisions taken in Hong Kong on DFQFMA and the concerns of the Cotton 4, the preference dependant countries, and the SVEs have yet to be fully addressed in the modalities.  

Developing countries have argued
 that the EU has made insignificant offers to open its markets in the agriculture negotiations, and the US offer on domestic support will not result in an effective cut in their trade distorting domestic support, whilst the demands being made on developing countries to open their markets in agriculture and NAMA will require enormous adjustments in the industrial sectors of developing countries and could threaten the livelihoods of subsistence farmers in developing countries. Developing countries have pointed to the contradiction in the EU and US positions as they have both, together with other developed countries proposed a co-efficient for developed countries in the NAMA negotiations that will require them to make no real adjustment in their industrial sectors. Developing countries have stated that they are prepared to contribute to market opening in the Round in proportion to their capabilities and in line with the mandate.
 However they have argued that the main objective of the Round remains that of reducing market access barriers in developed countries in order to create export opportunities for the products of developing countries. Developing counties
 whilst holding different views and interests on specific issues maintained their unity in Hong Kong and at the June 2006 TNC and insisted that the DDA must address the development needs and concerns of developing countries and called for the development content of the round to be thus reclaimed.

By July 2006, there was yet another attempt to provide momentum to the negotiations at the G8 Summit held in St Petersburg. At the urging of the G8 Leaders and a Group of 6
 developing country leaders who were invited to a discussion with the G8 leaders, the G6
 Ministerial level negotiators held meetings in Geneva. However, by the end of July, the G6 Ministers had failed to make any real progress on the core issue of Agriculture. Pascal Lamy called for a suspension of the Doha negotiations until such time as there was renewed political will to solve the impasse with new negotiating positions by the major players. This paper attempts to provide an overview of the negotiating process and outcomes in the period since the Hong Kong Ministerial Meeting until the suspension of the Doha Round at the end of July 2006. The paper will also assess the development outcomes of the negotiations at each stage of the process, from both of the perspectives on development provided above.
This paper will begin by setting set out the process from the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference) towards the missed April deadline for modalities in Agriculture and NAMA (section II). The paper will then discuss the events leading up to the June TNC (section III). The G8 Summit in July and the G6 Ministerial Meetings are discussed until the suspension of the Doha Round at the July TNC Meeting (section IV). In the conclusion (section V) the paper will make some concluding remarks on the role of developing countries in the Round thus far. 

II. From Hong Kong to the missed April 2006 Deadline. 
This section discusses the progress of the negotiations on the main substantive issues at stake in this period identified in Pascal’s “Triangle” and proceeds to provide an assessment of the reasons for the April 2006 missed deadline from a development perspective.

The Davos Ministerial Meeting in January 
In the period after the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference the EU was in a belligerent mood. In a speech made to business leaders in Berlin on the 23rd of January, Mandelson declared that the EU offered real cuts in its agriculture offer whilst others (referring to the US offer on domestic support) only offered “paper cuts”. His threat to the emerging developing countries was that if they came to the round “empty handed” they would go back the “same way”. Mandelson called for “intense, concentrated bilateral contacts” between key trading partners to explore how to raise “the level of confidence” to bring about a final agreement.

A month after the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference, on the 28th of January 2006, Ministers of Trade that met on the margins of the Davos World Economic Forum decided to call a truce.  Bob Portman called for the adoption of the principle that we need to move together, or “in concert”, as the Minister of Trade of Malaysia proposed. Celso Amorim stressed that there was no deadlock in the negotiations and that he agreed that we all “need to move together”. The need for a better atmosphere in the negotiations thus led all the main players to agree that they will not insist that the EU should move first and to agree that all the parties should move together.
 The Ministers also agreed on a work plan for the year.
 The first crucial deadline that the Ministers in Hong Kong agreed on was that modalities on Agriculture and NAMA, should be concluded by the 30th April 2006. On Services, the Ministers agreed that plurilateral requests should be submitted by the 28th of February, and the second round of revised offers were to be submitted by the 31st of July. Ministers agreed that the deadline for the conclusion of the Round was the end of 2006. This work plan was agreed by the WTO General Council Meeting that met on the 7th and 8th of February 2006.

The main players in the WTO Doha negotiations, the EU, the US, Brazil and India (the G4) had earlier extended this forum to include Australia (the Five Interested Parties – FIPs), now added Japan to the Group to become the G6 (US, EU, Japan, Australia, Brazil and India). The G6
 decided that the process of negotiations on modalities would be facilitated by simulations on market access in Agriculture and NAMA. For the purpose of the simulations exercise this Group was broadened to include Norway, Canada, Malaysia and Egypt and then Kenya and China (S12). They thus tasked the US to undertake this exercise on their behalf for Agriculture and the Canadians to do the same for NAMA. The results of these simulations beginning with the above 12 countries fuelled the discussions and debate within the G6 countries and then within the broader membership of the WTO. The Chairs of the Agriculture and NAMA negotiating groups decided to hold their meetings in the form of intense Agriculture and NAMA “weeks” that ran in parallel. 
The March G6 Ministerial Meeting in London

However, the period before April 2006 was dominated by the meetings of the G6. Senior officials meetings of the group took place in Paris (25th and 26th February) and in London (7th and 9th March). This process culminated in the Ministerial Meeting of the G6 that was held in London on the 10th and 11th of March. The Ministerial Meeting of the G6 was attended by Ministers of the EU, US, India, Brazil, Australia and Japan. The meeting focussed on all the main issues of the DDA, including Agriculture, NAMA, Services, Rules and Development issues. Reports of the meetings indicate that both the EU and the US hardened their positions and reflected very little flexibility. We summarize the positions they took below:

EU

The EU, represented by both Commissioners Peter Mandelson and Marianne Fisher Boel, argued that it had already made substantial movement in reforming and opening the EU market through the recent CAP reforms. On market access in particular the EU re-stated, in line with its October 28th,  2005 proposal, that it could not move any further from its stated position of 39 percent average linear cut with the need for 8 percent of its tariffs to be designated as “sensitive” in addition to  further flexibilities needed for about 70 percent of its tariff lines. The US
, Canada
 and the Cairns Group
 had separately analysed this proposal, in the weeks after the 28th of October, and found that it will not provide any significant new market access and the 8 percent sensitive tariff lines called for by the EU could block all the current products of export interest to developing countries in the EU market. The EU continued to call on the US to increase its commitments on Domestic Support beyond the US offer made on the 10th of October (of a 60 percent cut of its Amber Box trade distorting support). 

US

The US argued that it had made a significant offer on its trade distorting Domestic Support (on October 10th) and that there was still nothing on the table to warrant it keeping that offer on the table. The USTR, Bob Portman, and the Secretary of Agriculture, Mike Johanns, stated that they had consulted all the major commodity groups and all the chairs of the relevant committees in the US Congress before coming to the London Meeting. These groups stated that the US should take its October 10th offer off the table if the EU and the major developing countries did not make significant offers on Market Access. The US pushed up its market access ambitions on Agriculture beyond the G20 position. They stated that the US also wanted the EU to harmonize its domestic support spending with the US from the current 3.4 (EU) to 1 (US) to a more harmonized 2 to 1. On the Blue Box, the US displayed some flexibility to reduce its spending to 2.5 percent of the value of production, but was not willing to accept product specific caps. 

EU and US unite against developing countries.
At the same Ministerial Meeting the US was reported to have criticised the G33 positions on SP and SSM in the Agriculture negotiations, and joined the EU in criticizing the paragraph 8 flexibilities called for by the NAMA 11, in the NAMA negotiations. The EU and US made no concessions on these issues, questioning the need for these flexibilities. In the discussion on NAMA, the EU, US, Japan and Australia argued that they were looking for real and effective market access in NAMA and this would mean that they would evaluate the cuts from any formula on the applied rates of developing countries, such as India and Brazil.

In the negotiations on modalities in Agriculture and NAMA the chairs were grappling with about 33 and 16 major issues respectively. By the TNC meeting of the 28th of March both the chairs reported that they had made some progress at a technical level but had made no progress on the crucial question of numbers in the formulas for cuts in agricultural domestic support and market access for agriculture and NAMA. Thus, the DG, Pascal Lamy, called for the deadline of end April for Modalities in Agriculture and NAMA not to be missed and stated that he would be calling on Ministers to participate in the negotiations at the end of April to face a “moment of truth”! He stated that the triangle of issues (discussed below) would need to be unlocked so as to provide the momentum for progress on the rest of the issues in the Round.

The April Deadline

At the beginning of April, Pascal Lamy was determined to ensure that we did not miss the April deadline again, at least without considerable effort. He suggested that negotiating the deal on Modalities, will require movement on all three angles of the “Triangle” viz, Agricultural Market Access, Agricultural Domestic Support and Industrial Market Access (NAMA). However by the third week of April there was insufficient progress and movement on each of these sides of the triangle.

In the WTO, Pascal Lamy called an informal TNC meeting on the 21st of April and stated that he did not think it wise to hold the proposed Ministerial Meeting at the end of April.
 He called for the process to shift to Geneva as the Ministerial meetings of the G4 and G6 had not proved useful. He called for the negotiations to be text based and, with an intensive bottom-up process, to continue in Geneva.  This would be co-ordinated by the Chairs of the Agriculture and NAMA negotiating Groups. He appealed to members to desist from a blame game and to ensure that negotiations on modalities were concluded well before the end of July. Thus, the April deadline was missed and the moment of truth that Pascal was hoping for at the end of April had been allowed to be postponed once again. 

Assessment
Pascal Lamy had no choice but to postpone a Ministerial meeting which had no chance of succeeding and to allow the end of April deadline for Modalities in Agriculture and NAMA to be missed once again. What were the reasons for the 30th April missed deadline? There are four main reasons that are offered here to explain this failure to advance the Doha Round once again.
First, the main reason for the missed deadline was the lack of sufficient movement on the table to allow for the wide gaps that still remained in the positions of members in Hong Kong to now be closed in Geneva. Both the EU and the US had not moved in substance from their October the 28th (on Market Access) and October 10 proposals (on Domestic Support). The US began to indicate that it was willing to move a bit further on its Domestic Support offer provided the EU had first improved its offer on Market Access. The EU had insisted that it had moved far enough in its October 28th offer and that it was now the turn of the US and the “advanced developing countries” to move on Industrial Market Access. Thus it is clear that the main reason for another missed deadline was the lack of movement and brinkmanship on the part of the EU and US to advance the negotiations 

Second, the US made a major change in the leadership of the USTR, indicating the reduced priority of the Doha Round for the Bush Administration. On the 18th of April, the White House announced that the USTR, Bob Portman was to be replaced by his deputy, Susan Schwab. There was wide disappointment about this move even from the Chair of the Republican Finance Committee in the Senate, Chuck Grassley, who stated that this was bad news for the Doha Round.
 

Third, the EC Commissioner Peter Mandelson, who was recovering from the isolation of the EU in the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference, and still under pressure to produce a new proposal to improve its offer of Agricultural Market Access, adopted a defensive posture and hit out at this critics rather than reaching out towards them. In a speech made in Finland on the 21st of April, Peter Mandelson argued that “the US has yet to cut a single dollar or dime from its escalating farm spending”.
 He called on the US to become more realistic in its demands for more market access in Agriculture and accused the US of “pushing the EU to lower its tariffs to force the poor countries to follow suit to create more market access for American products”.
  Interestingly, the EU was accusing the US of actually using the EU as a benchmark to target the developing country markets. The EU itself seemed at that point to have entrenched its position in its October 28th 2005 position on Agriculture. Peter Balas, making a speech to the European Parliament stated that “as things stand, the member states will not brook any further flexibility without movement from our partners”.
 
Fourth, the political climate in the EU and the US
 had begun to move against economic liberalism and market opening in the period after the Hong Kong Ministerial Meeting. In the EU there seemed to be a re-emergence of what Peter Mandelson called “economic nationalism” in Europe. After the so-called “bra wars” with China, the EU began to discuss the filing of an Anti-Dumping action against China on Leather Footwear.
 There was an intense internal debate against further opening of the internal EU market to greater services trade. This climate led France to launch another attempt (since its first before Hong Kong) to build a coalition of 13 EU member states to oppose any new offer by Mandelson in the DDA. The US too has been fighting a rearguard action against Chinese imports and has created a new office to monitor and take action against Chinese “unfair trade practices”. The increasingly assertive congressional democrats on trade called for a new Super 301 law that will be used to act against unfair trade practices by US trading partners. The Dubai Ports saga illustrated, both the increasing protectionism and insularity of the US congress, and the weakness of the US Administration and President Bush. Republican Congressional Representatives voted against the Dubai deal in spite of Bush’s threat to veto any such action.
 The US Congressional elections, scheduled for November 2006, had already begun to influence US politics in a protectionist direction. 
The missed deadline was a major setback for the developing countries and the development content of the Round. Pascal Lamy was partly right that progress on the main issues in the Triangle were a necessary condition for the issues of concern to the smaller developing countries to be addressed. However, for many of these countries – such as the West African cotton producers - that were concerned with issues which were central to the resolution of the Triangle, their frustration at the lack of progress was compounded by the fact that they were not participants in the main arena of the negotiations (ie, the G6). For the other countries, such as the LDCs they felt that the opportunity to press their case with the main players was missed due to their lack of participation in this arena and the missed deadline of April further delayed the opportunity for them to engage with the main players.

III. April to end June – Another failed attempt to conclude Modalities.
This section sets out the main trends in the movements of the main players on the substantive issues of the Agriculture and NAMA negotiations from the period of the missed deadline for the conclusion of modalities at the end of April until the end of June 2006 TNC meeting. The paper then proceeds to provide an assessment of the main trends that emerged from the negotiations during this period.
The Meeting of Trade Ministers, held on the margins of the OECD Ministerial Meeting, in Paris on the 23rd and 24th of May 2006 was not the occasion for a significant WTO negotiation by Trade Ministers present. At the TNC meeting of the 30th of May, the DG, Pascal Lamy, argued that several Ministers at the OECD Ministerial Meeting in Paris had called for clarity about the process and a firm deadline for the conclusion of the negotiations on modalities. He stated that in his view Ministers should be invited to Geneva at the end of June to help conclude the negotiation.
 This would be a July 2004 or “Hong Kong type” (green room) Ministerial Meeting. Thus he envisaged a three phased process: firstly, the drafting of texts by the chairs of Agriculture and NAMA by the 19th of June; secondly, consultation on these texts (with possible green rooms) and; thirdly, Ministerial engagement at the end of June. He suggested that the dates of the Ministerial meeting be over four days, on the 29th, 30th of June and 1st and 2nd of July. 
Phase One – Chairs Consultations

The WTO Secretariat distributed a comprehensive set of simulations on Agricultural Market Access
 and Domestic Support
 undertaken for several countries and a more comprehensive set of simulations on non-agricultural market access
 during the period end of March to end of June, to facilitate the negotiations.
 The Chairs of Agriculture and NAMA continued with the process of consultations in the period after April. 
The Chair of Agriculture, Ambassador Crawford Falconer, produced several reference papers that summarized the status of the negotiations with his commentary on these issues, during the months of May and June. The reference papers covered all the major topics in the Agriculture negotiations including: Export Subsidies (Export Credits, State Trading Enterprises and Food Aid); Domestic Support (Amber Box, de minimis, Blue Box and Green Box: Market Access); the Market Access Formula (Sensitive Products and their Treatment, Special and Differential Treatment, including Special Products and the Special Safeguard Mechanism); and Cotton.

The Chair of NAMA began a process of recording the convergences that emerged in the consultations with the use of a Framework that included three columns, the first for the mandate on each issue, the second for convergences that emerged or were likely to emerge, and the third, for his own commentary on these issues. The Chair of the NAMA negotiations divided the work programme into the so-called “core issues”; Formula, Flexibilities and Unbound; and the “second storey” issues; Small and Vulnerable Economies, Paragraph 6 countries (with less than 35 percent binding), sectorals, implementation period, LDCs, Recently Acceded Members, Non Tariff Barriers, Capacity Building and Aid for Trade, Preference Erosion, and Environmental Goods. 

The Chairs presented the first drafts of their reports/texts on modalities on the 22nd of June
 with the NAMA chair revising his text on the 26th of June.
  Pascal Lamy, the DG, began a process of consultations on these texts on the 26th of June with informal meetings of Ambassadors and informal meetings of the TNC.

Phase Two – the Chairs Texts

The Text on Agriculture produced by the Chair, Crawford Falconer, followed the same structure of his earlier reference papers; market access, domestic support and export competition and other issues. The Chair simply reflected member’s views, setting out the divergences in about 740 brackets! The G20 produced detailed commentary on the text and was of the view that the Chairs text was a fair representation of the position of members.

Agriculture
Notwithstanding the numerous reference papers produced by the chair to facilitate progress, there was little movement in the position of members. The state of play of the negotiations in Agriculture in the month of June, reflected in the chairs text, can be summarized as follows: 
On Export Competition: Whilst the EU had agreed to eliminate substantially all Export Subsidies by 2010 it was still only willing to eliminate all by 2013. WTO members still needed to establish which products fell into which period and a timeframe for this. Secondly,  the negotiations on the three parallel issues of Food Aid, State Trading Enterprises and Export Credits needed to be finalized. 

On Domestic Support: The EU was prepared to cut substantially its Amber, de minimis and Blue Box support with further disciplines on the Blue Box. The US remained under increasing pressure to cut its applied levels of trade distorting domestic support. In addition, there was a need to establish disciplines in the blue box to avoid concentration, particularly as the US still intended to spend several billion dollars here. Several WTO members were keen to ensure that there was a review of Green Box support.

On Market Access: The question was whether the EU can move close to the G20 position. On the issue of sensitive products, and their treatment, it had become difficult to arrive at substantial results. The issue of SP and SSM also needed to be included in the modalities, and the views of the US on the one hand and the G33 group of developing countries on the other end still remained far apart.  

NAMA

The Chair of the NAMA negotiations had a more difficult task as he did not set out to draft a text on modalities. Instead he retained the basic structure of his earlier framework, with 3 columns, setting out the mandate in the first column, the degree of convergence in the second, and his own commentary in the third column. The NAMA 11 criticized the structure as the second column suggested convergence in many instances when this was not agreed. In addition, the commentary of the chair in the third column did not take into account the views of all the members on several issues. The chair then revised his text and placed in italics the contested text in the second column. 

UNICE, the Chamber of Business in Europe, called for “real cuts for real cuts” i.e., they believed that emerging markets have large tariff overhangs and would not be making deep cuts in applied rates. In their position paper
, UNICE expressed disappointment in paragraph 24 of the Hong Kong Declaration, that called for a comparable level of ambition in Agriculture and NAMA. Instead the paper called for an ambitious tariff cutting formula “which cuts substantially into applied industrial tariffs without exception” with the highest tariffs “at the end of the staging period not to exceed 15 percent”. Furthermore, the paper called for two coefficients, one for developed, and one for developing, “with no more than a 5 point difference between them”.

It was thus not surprising that a group of developed countries led by New Zealand (and including the US, Switzerland, Canada, Hong Kong and later joined by Taiwan), submitted a proposal on the 8th of June to an informal consultation called by the Chair and then again on the 9th of June to an open-ended informal meeting of the NAMA negotiating group. New Zealand presented the paper on behalf of the Group (“Friends of Ambition in NAMA”). The NZ et al proposal 
on the NAMA Formula four elements: 1) It adopts a Simple Swiss formula, 2) it proposes two coefficients, 3) it links the coefficients in a 5 point spread, and 4) it makes the offer conditional on such a spread.

In the informal open-ended meeting South Africa, speaking on behalf of the NAMA 11
 argued that this proposal moved the negotiations backwards and was conceptually flawed, as it ignored the vast differences in industrial and tariff structures between industrialized and developing countries, and it remains insensitive to the socio-economic adjustment costs, including employment losses, from the impact of drastic tariff reductions. In addition the statement pointed out that the NZ proposal “reverses the principle of Less Than Full Reciprocity (LTFR), and will result in an unfair, imbalanced, anti-development outcome, that is against the mandate”.
The NAMA 11 went on to make a comprehensive set of proposals,
 on all the issues the Chair had challenged delegations to propose text on, including on the Formula, Unbound Tariffs and Flexibilities. Here the NAMA 11 argued that their participation in the negotiations is predicated on the following key points of principle: firstly, the commitment of the mandate to take into account the development dimension; secondly, the commitment to the principle of Less than Full Reciprocity; thirdly, the comparability of the level of ambition with Agriculture; fourthly, a fair markup for unbound tariffs; fifthly, reduction commitments from bound rates; sixthly, the need for policy space for development needs to be respected; and seventhly, appropriate flexibilities are provided to enable adjustment.
The NAMA 11 proposal went on to make textual proposals on the technical prerequisites for the NAMA modalities such as reduction commitments (from bound rates); implementation period (at least 10 years); product coverage (a common list); credit for autonomous liberalization; and binding in ad valorem terms. In addition, the proposal covered the issues related to paragraph 6 countries (with bindings below 35 percent); Small and Vulnerable Economies (SVEs); LDCs;  Recently Acceded Members (RAMs); NTBs; sectorals; preference erosion; and environmental goods.

Phase Three – the G6 and the Informal Ministerial Meeting of the TNC

The Ministerial Meetings of the G6 set the pace and tone of the proceedings at the end of June TNC meetings. Ministerial Meetings of this Group were held on the 29th of June, the 30th of June and the 1st of July.  These Ministerial Meetings were preceded by an unsuccessful meeting of the G6 Senior Officials that was held on the 14th of June. 
The G6 met on several occasions at Ministerial level during the week of the end of June, in Geneva. The discussions were both on process and substance. Pascal Lamy was present at these meetings. During the first of such meetings held on the 29th of June, the discussion focussed on the three sides of the triangle. This sub-section will discuss the deliberations of the G6 on the three sides of the “Triangle” that relate to Agricultural Market Access, Agricultural Domestic Support and Non-Agricultural Market Access. 
On Market Access: Peter Mandelson stated that he was willing to move towards the G20 proposal of a 54 percent cut in the Agricultural market access negotiations. He did not specify what his new proposals on sensitive products and their treatment were. The issues of Special Products and Special Safeguard Mechanism are flexibilities that the G33 group of developing countries have called for to enable these less competitive developing countries, which have predominantly subsistence based agriculture, to protect their vulnerable sectors from subsidized imports. The G33 had called for 20 percent of tariff lines to be designated by developing countries as Special Products. The US had called for these products to be limited to 5 tariff lines per country. In addition, the G33 called for a Special Safeguard Mechanism (SSM) that would enable these countries to act against rapid increases in imports. The Ministers of Trade of Indonesia, (the chairs of the G33), and India, argued that they were not prepared to negotiate “livelihoods and subsistence”.
 They argued that these flexibilities required by the G33 were already agreed to in principle by the Hong Kong Ministerial Meeting. The US criticized the EU and Japan (including the G10 group of developed countries that are more protectionist in agriculture) for calling for too large a percentage of tariff lines (the EU has called for 8 percent and the G10 has called for 15 percent) to be designated as Sensitive Products. The US argued that these flexibilities – the so-called SSS (sensitive products, special products and special safeguard mechanism)- would block its exports and that 94 percent of its exports to these countries could be prevented from being exported if the current proposals of the EU, the G10 and the G33 were accepted.
On Domestic Support: Peter Mandelson tested the willingness of the US to move on domestic support cuts in the G6 Ministerial meeting. The US had made an offer of a 53 percent cut in overall trade distorting domestic support in its October 10th offer (a 60 percent cut in its Amber Box support). The G20 proposal had called for a 75 percent cut in the overall trade distorting support of the US. Celso Amorim indicated that current US spending on trade distorting support was in the area of $19 billion. The G20 proposal would bring current US spending down to $12.5 billion. Amorim reported that in an earlier offer, made by Bob Portman to a Ministerial Meeting with Peter Mandelson in Brazil, the US offered to move its overall trade distorting support down to $13 to $14 billion. The US offer made in October 2005, would allow the US to increase its spending by 2 to $3 billion, to almost $23 billion and above its current level of spending.
 
On the NAMA side of the “Triangle”, Minister Amorim and Kamal Nath reported to the NAMA 11 Ministerial Meeting held on the 29th of June that in the G6 Ministerial Meeting the EU, US, Japan and Australia insisted that the NAMA 11 countries undertake tariff cuts adopting a Simple Swiss formula with a coefficient of 15. They rejected this proposal. Amorim and Nath stated that they rejected this proposal as being unreasonable, too onerous and against the mandate.
 The NAMA 11 Ministerial Meeting adopted a communiqué
 that called for a 25 point difference between developed and developing countries. The NAMA 11 emphasised that its approach was based on the two main principles of Less Than Full Reciprocity, and the need for a comparable level of ambition in Agriculture and NAMA negotiations as agreed in paragraph 24 of the Hong Kong Declaration. 
About 55 Ministers had gathered in Geneva at the end of June to participate in the WTO TNC meeting to conclude the negotiations on modalities. The DG, Pascal Lamy, first invited some 33 Ministers to an informal Ministerial Meeting on the 30th of June and then began a plenary informal TNC Meeting with Ministerial participation. The Informal Meeting of Ministers met again on the 1st of July and the TNC was called that afternoon to announce the end of the process as the DG recognized that Ministers had failed to make any significant progress, with the gaps in their positions being too wide apart to be bridged in the next few days.

Assessment
There are three broad trends that can be identified in the positions of the EU and the US during the end of June 2006 TNC Ministerial Meeting. Firstly, the EU having learnt from the Hong Kong experience, where it was isolated, now shifted its stance indicating more flexibility in its defensive positions on agricultural market access. Peter Mandelson had indicated that he could move from their current offer of a 39 percent average cut to a 47 or 48 percent cut.
 He did not specify any willingness to move on sensitive products (the current EU demand was for 8 percent of tariff lines) or the extent to which they would deviate from the formula on these sensitive products. Nor did the EU indicate any movement on the treatment of these sensitive products (i.e., the formula for TRQ expansion). The EC Commissioner had to be careful as the Ministers of Agriculture of France and Finland warned him, a few days before the meeting, that “the reform of the Common Agricultural Policy, or CAP, marks the limits” of the concessions he could make.
 Peter Mandelson stated that the EU intended to be as close as possible to the G20 proposals in Agriculture in all three pillars. He stated that a move to the G20 proposal on Agricultural market access required an equivalent move to the G20 proposal in domestic support (this according to him was a move by the US to $12 billion in their overall trade distorting support). He stated that if there was a G20 minus in Domestic Support this would necessitate the EU reducing its offer proportionately in market access.

Secondly, the US was increasingly isolated in its negotiating posture at the end of June TNC meeting. The USTR was constrained by an increasingly protectionist US Congress, facing an election in November 2006. In the weeks before the end of June WTO TNC meeting US farm groups
 and 57 US Senators wrote a letter to President Bush urging him to direct his team of negotiators to reject demands for cuts in US domestic support payments.
 Susan Schwab, the new USTR, made reference to this political attitude of the US Congress which sent her to Geneva with the injunction “don’t bother bringing back plan B”. In her speech to the OECD in Paris, she stated that the US had moved in its October 10th proposal. It was now looking to the EU and the developing countries to move in Agriculture and industrial market access. Thus the end of June TNC Meeting in Geneva, saw a shift in the focus of the WTO members from the EUs recalcitrance and inability to make further improvements in market access to the US reluctance and lack of political will to make cuts in its trade distorting domestic support.
The US insisted that they wanted a market access offer from the EU and other developed countries, on Agriculture that went beyond (north of) the G20 proposal of 54 percent. In the first Session of the TNC, the new USTR presented the US position. She stated that the US believed that the core contribution of the round to development would be in new trade flows. She stated that the US was looking for substantial results in all three areas of the triangle. The level of ambition in this round should be far in excess of the Uruguay Round. Susan Schwab stated that the US offer made on the 10th of October was a bold and unambiguous move, requiring major reforms in US agriculture. In sharp contrast she argued that “the situation in Agriculture Market Access is ambiguous, and one can’t tell what will be the result due to the flexibilities required by the three SSSs (sensitive products, special products and special safeguard mechanism)”. 
Thirdly, the EU and the US remained united in their common front against the so called “advanced developing countries” to open their markets in NAMA. Peter Mandelson called for the outcome of the negotiations to produce “effective cuts and real trade flows”. In NAMA he stated that the EU required “real cuts that cut through the water and cut flesh”. He stated that this could be done with a Swiss 15 formula for developing countries. On NAMA, the USTR stated that developing countries need to cut applied rates to free markets. This position of the EU and the US on “new trade flows” is assessed further in the section below. 
For the second group of developing countries which had interests and concerns that were not considered to be part of the “triangle” this was a frustrating period. They were not participants of the G6 and had little influence on the negotiations on the central issues of the “triangle”. In addition they felt marginalized from the process as the Ministers of the G6 and the DG, Pascal Lamy agreed that the discussions at the June Ministerial meeting would focus on the main issues in the “triangle”. Approximately 55 Ministers attended the June WTO TNC in Geneva and participated in the process. Those Ministers from the LDCs, Africa Group and ACP that wanted to advance the particular interests and concerns of their constituencies were frustrated. Whilst there is some truth to the argument that WTO members first needed to establish the level of ambition on the so called core issues in the triangle before being able to address issues such as preference erosion and how to proportionately reduce the burden of commitment of Small and Vulnerable Economies, this argument did not apply to the plight of the West African cotton producers whose concerns were central to the modalities on agricultural domestic support cuts and disciplines. The LDCs too wanted to advance their interests and engage with the major players, particularly the US, on how to effectively advance the implementation of the Hong Kong decision on duty free quota free market access for LDCs. 
IV. July 2006 – the G8 Summit in St Petersburg and the Suspension of the Doha Negotiations
There was a high expectation that the G8 will deliver on the political leadership required to unlock the current impasse in the negotiations and address what Pascal Lamy declared to be a crises in the Doha Round at the end of June WTO TNC meeting. This section will briefly discuss the outcome of the G8 St Petersburg Summit and the subsequent G6 Ministerial meeting held in Geneva at the end of July. Finally, the decision to suspend the Doha negotiations at the TNC meeting held at the end of July is discussed briefly. An assessment of these events is then provided from the perspective of both groups of developing countries referred to above.  
The ST Petersburg G8 discussions on the WTO
The leaders of the G8 discussed the WTO negotiations on Saturday, the 15th of July. The leaders endorsed a prepared Communiqué which was circulated to the meeting held between the G8 and the outreach Group of Developing country leaders that included Brazil, India, China, South Africa, Mexico and the Republic of Congo.

The G8 meeting agreed on the Communiqué, with the leaders present agreeing that there was a crisis looming that needed to be averted and they pledged to conclude the round successfully by the end of 2006. To emphasise their sense of urgency they called on Pascal Lamy, the DG to continue with his consultations, “with the aim of facilitating agreement on negotiating modalities on agriculture and industrial tariffs within a month”. The statement did contain a controversial point though when it stated that “the round should deliver real cuts in tariffs, effective cuts in subsidies and real new trade flows”. “Real new trade flows” refers to the NAMA negotiations and the obligations of developing countries in the main. In the next session between the G8 and the leaders of the outreach Group, Brazil reported to the G20 Meeting that all the leaders present expressed a sense of urgency and all (except Chirac) agreed to indicate greater flexibility in their positions and agreed to instruct their negotiators to reflect this in their negotiating positions. The leaders did not discuss any of the substantive issues in the negotiations but urged the G6 Ministers to meet urgently.

As a result of the G8 discussions, the Ministers of the G6 (except Australia that was not present) met in Geneva on Monday evening, the 17th of July. They agreed to attempt to translate the indications of flexibility of their leaders into negotiating positions, after consulting with their constituencies. They also agreed to a programme of further meetings, on the 23rd and 24th  of July and again on the 28th and 29th of July.

The G6 Ministerial Meeting in July 
The G6 Ministerial Meeting, chaired by Pascal Lamy, held on the 23rd and 24th of July (Sunday and Monday) in Geneva, met for 14 hours, but failed to make progress on the substance of the negotiations. The meeting was held after Leaders at the G8 Summit, held in St Petersburg, shared their sense of urgency about the crises faced by the WTO and urged their trade negotiators to show more flexibility in their negotiating positions. Ministers from India (Kamal Nath), Brazil (Celso Amorim), Australia (Mark Vaile), the US (Susan Schwab and Mike Johanns), the EU (Peter Mandelson and Marianne Fisher Boel) and Japan (Toshihiro Nikai and Shoici Nakagawa) participated in the G6 and all attended the Informal TNC meeting on Monday afternoon.

Pascal Lamy convened an urgent TNC meeting on Monday Afternoon to report back to the membership. At the Informal TNC, Pascal stated his view that the only course now was to suspend the negotiations across the Round, providing everybody timeout to review positions. The deadlines for the other issues in the Round would now need to be revised. He stated that he was not setting any new deadline for the resumption of the negotiations. He believed that we could only advance once new negotiating positions emerged. He re-stated his commitment to continue to help to obtain political movement in the negotiations. However, members had the major responsibility on how to achieve further movement, he stated. 
The Ministers from the G6 made statements in the TNC. Kamal Nath stated that the G33 and the G20 represented 90 percent of the world farmers yet the EU and the US captured 50 percent of world trade in agriculture with only 2 to 5 percent of their population employed in the agriculture sector. This was only possible due to huge subsidies in the developed world. Peter Mandelson, stated that the US was not willing to accept and acknowledge the flexibility being shown by others. The process was supposed to be about building up a series of combined moves, he stated. He stated that the US had shown no flexibility in its position and thus was responsible for the suspension of the meeting. 

Celso Amorim called this one of the saddest moments of the Round. In a speech charged with emotion he stated that much progress had been made and that the differences now were not about concepts but about numbers. He stated that the main issues blocking the Round were in Agriculture. Brazil did not have to show any flexibility in the G6 meeting as the discussion did not get to NAMA. However, he expressed the view that whilst he personally may not come to the next Ministerial meeting, as Brazil would have a Presidential election in October, he felt that there was still hope for the Round.  Susan Schwab, stated that the US consulted on their offer on Domestic Support before coming to the G6 meeting. She stated that it was not possible for the US to move without an ambitious market access offer. 

A number of statements were made by delegations lamenting the possible loss of 5 years of hard work. Some developing country delegations from the African Group, ACP  and LDC Group urged the developed countries to fulfil their commitments made in Doha on the development dimension of the Round. 

Assessment 
There was every indication in the political posture of the US negotiators that the US would not be able to improve its Domestic Support offer made on the 10th of October. Susan Schwab did consult with US Congressional leaders and Farm Commodity Groups again, after President Bush assured other G8 and Developing Country leaders in St Petersburg that he would urge his negotiators to display greater flexibility.

However, the US lobbies still required too high a price (“exchange rate” as WTO negotiators say) from their trading partners for an improvement in their domestic support offer made on the 10th of October 2005. The 10th of October offer was widely criticised for having no effect on current US domestic spending. Observers estimated that it would allow the US to raise its current levels of trade distorting support by at least 2 to 3 billion dollars a year.

The current US Farm Act which was extended in 2002 and increased US expenditure after the US had just made a commitment to cut their trade distorting subsidies in the Doha Round in November 2001, has to be extended or amended early next year. The US farm lobbies fear that any commitments made now in the Doha Round would have the effect of amending the Farm Act to include these new commitments. The US farm lobbies thus have a great interest to ensure that the Doha Round does not make progress at this stage, at least until the Farm Act is safely extended with their current levels of support being retained.

The US mid-term Congressional elections in November are clearly of major significance for the Doha Round. A large number of these seats are in Agricultural states and nobody wants to risk losing the election and funding for their campaigns by upsetting the major commodity groups and lobbies. President Bush may be personally committed to the Doha Round (as Republicans are stated to be generally in favour of free trade), but his capacity to intervene is limited by his lack of popular support (his ratings are at an all time low). It is clear that he chose not to use his influence to change the US negotiators positions after the commitment he made at the G8 for reasons that are discussed further below. 

In the period before and after Hong Kong, the EU had developed a defensive posture, hitting out at its critics and raising the bar for the advanced developing countries in NAMA and Services to justify its own lack of movement. In response to the US critics who felt that the EU market access offer was unsatisfactory, the EU responded by saying that the US had not cut a “dime or dollar” from its domestic support spending since the Doha Round began. In addition the EU stated that it “will not brook any further flexibility without movement from our partners”
 and insisted that the so called “advanced developing countries such as India, Brazil, South Africa, Indonesia, Egypt etc, indicate their willingness to accept severe tariff cuts in NAMA and significant new commitments in the Services negotiations before they were able to make any improvement in their market access offer. 
Mandelson however, did begin to make some movements in bilateral meetings with Brazil and in the G6 Meetings with an offer to move closer to the G20 proposal on the average tariff cuts in Agriculture. The EU however, did not provide any real clarity on the issue of their flexibilities on the number and the treatment of the sensitive products. Here the US is clearly correct in criticizing the EU offer for this “loophole” that would reduce the value of a marginal increase in its average tariff cut. Peter Mandelson is clearly working within some real political constraints within the EU. The EU member states are finely balanced with the French having organized all the protectionists’ states in a group of 13 or 14. These states have warned Mandelson on numerous occasions that any offers he makes has to remain within the limits of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reform. 
There has been some dispute within the member states about what this means. The June 2003 CAP reforms agreed in Luxembourg, did not specify the market access cuts that the EU could make as part of the reforms, so the actual level of cut is open to dispute.
 Here Mandelson has the support of the rest of the EU states about the margin of manoeuvre he has to move further than the October 2005 EU proposal. But as Chirac again reminded the Commission at the G8 Summit, the protectionist members of the EU believe that the EU October the 28th offer is already at the limit of the EU CAP reforms. The ability of the EU to improve its offer significantly will thus depend on the changing political dynamics within Europe in the coming months.  
The suspension of the negotiations is probably a welcome relief for most members from the endless rounds of Ministerial Meetings that have been going round in circles on the substantive issues, repeating positions, without any prospect of movement from the major players. However, WTO members need to reflect on the alternatives to the current impasse and dangers of losing the enormous amount of work already done for almost 5 years. There is a great deal of technical work that has been done, and the architecture of agreements on issues across the negotiations have been built. 

Developing countries will need to reflect on what they have to lose. At the launch of Doha Developing Countries succeeded in negotiating a mandate that has the promise of delivering a development outcome. They did this through a high level of participation in the negotiations. Since Doha developing countries have formed powerful coalitions in the G20, G33, NAMA 11, LDC Group, Small Economies, Africa Group and ACP Groups. They have stuck together notwithstanding their divergent interests was observed in Hong Kong and now again at the June Ministerial Meeting (in the G110).

The effect of this organization and solidarity has been seen in the Texts negotiated thus far. Developing countries stopped an unfair text being thrust upon them in Cancun. In July 2004 the Framework Agreement maintained the development aspects in all the agreements and whilst much progress was not made in Hong Kong, the agreements did advance developing country positions (Export Subsidies, Special Products) and in other areas developing countries were able to avoid imbalanced deals (Services). 

The current impasse is thus also a reflection of the balance of forces in the WTO. Developing countries are a force to be reckoned with. They can negotiate. They are technically competent. They are organized. Whilst they are and have been many threats of an unfair deal being imposed on developing countries, this threat should not cause them to pursue their legitimate claims to a fair and balanced outcome in the Doha Round. They should insist that the promise that the Doha Round will be a development round (the first after 8 GATT rounds where the dominant interests were that of developed countries and developing countries played a subordinate role) must be fulfilled. Thus developing countries should continue to demand the renewal of political will by developed countries to resuscitate the Doha negotiations and conclude it on the bases of the promise made in the Doha mandate.

In essence the main reason for the current impasse in the Doha Negotiations is the lack of sufficient political support in the US and EU to make the significant reforms in Agriculture. Whilst Agriculture occupies a relatively insignificant part of output and employment in the EU and US (about 2 to 4 percent), the political power of the lobbies representing this sector is disproportionate to their economic significance. In the US the lobbies that seek greater market access (representing the major agribusiness groups) are finely balanced with the lobbies that are resistant to any real cuts in trade distorting subsidies (the major commodity groups such the sugar and cotton lobbies). Thus US negotiators appear to only be able to offer increased cuts in domestic support in exchange for increased market access in agriculture. The US thus requires a high ambition in market access from the round to enable it to balance its rent-seeking lobbies. The level of ambition that the US seeks from the EU however, is well beyond the capacity of the EU to deliver (a 67 percent average cut). Developing countries on the other hand were able to negotiate their market access differences (between the more competitive and the more subsistence based agriculture economies) within the G20 and emerge with a compromise proposal which the EU has been able to move towards (the G20 proposal calls for a 54 percent cut). The US demand is way beyond this “middle ground” proposal of the G20. The EU on the other hand has been able to make a significant offer to reduce its trade distorting subsidies in it October 28th offer (a 70 percent cut in overall trade distorting support) due to the CAP reforms agreed in Luxembourg , in June 2003. Although this offer still falls short of the G20 proposal (80 percent cut in overall trade distorting support) it is widely recognized that this offer will require the EU to make a significant cut in its applied levels of trade distorting support. 
Thus the EU and the US seem to have a total misfit in their agricultural structures and reform processes. The US has not initiated any new reforms since the Doha Round. In fact the 2002 Farm Bill increased US support. The US is unable to currently initiate reform due to the resistance of the US Commodity Groups who are demanding increased market access as a trade off for any domestic support cuts. In the period before Cancun, the US and EU held intensive bilateral negotiations to try and find a balanced outcome between them that dealt with this realty.
 The EU could not meet the US demands for market access and the US could not make real cuts in its trade distorting domestic support without significant new market access. So the outcome of the bilateral engagement between the EU and the US was an accommodation of each others concerns, resulting in the EU-US Joint Text, that was rejected by the G20 group of developing countries for largely retaining the status quo and not fulfilling the Doha mandates requirement to make substantial cuts in trade distorting domestic support and provide substantial market access in agriculture. Thus the way forward this time cannot repeat the deal between the US and the EU as it will be unacceptable to developing countries. 
The US also has also demanded that the G33 group of developing countries such as India and Indonesia, also make more significant offers in agricultural market access that will reduce the flexibilities that they have requested for Special Products and the Special Safeguard Mechanism they require. The US, EU and other developed countries too have demanded more significant offers in cuts of their industrial tariffs in the NAMA negotiations. Making such demands before the US has made acceptable offers to cut its trade distorting subsidies that cause significant damage to the rural and subsistence agricultural economies of developing countries is premature. In addition, the demands for ambitious tariff cuts by developing countries in NAMA before developed countries themselves set a proportionate level of ambition in agriculture will not be acceptable to developing countries that have highly politicized constituencies that are demanding a fair and proportionate deal that will not undermine their industrial development. Developing countries too have an interest in agricultural market access and the G20 have offered to negotiate an internal compromise at the appropriate time to find a balance between the interests of the competitive exporters and the subsistence economies amongst its members. In NAMA too developing countries in the NAMA 11 are committed to making a contribution to market opening for all WTO members including developing countries and could build a compromise that is more acceptable to all developing countries, including the small, vulnerable economies, once the level of ambition in agriculture had been established.
V. Conclusion

The Doha Round cannot be left to die. It has to be resuscitated as it holds the only hope for a viable and legitimate multilateral trading system. The fundamental issues of Agricultural Reform in the major developed countries, and disciplines in the WTO that lock these reforms, and make developed countries accountable for any violation of these rules, can only be obtained in a successful Doha Round. More balanced and fair global trade rules in anti-dumping and countervailing actions and Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) can also only be negotiated in the WTO. The alternative to a successful Doha Round will be an intensification of bilateral and regional trade agreements by the developed countries with their major trading partners. This will create greater trade and investment diversion towards the dominant players and a complex trading regime. 

There is no doubt that if the Doha Round is suspended for a long period there will be a spurt of disputes filed on a range of issues, especially on agricultural commodities like rice, fruit and vegetable, butter, and corn, after the successful actions already taken against the US and the EU in cotton and sugar respectively. The acrimony between the EU and the US could unleash the forces of protectionism that we began to witness early this year in the US (Dubai Ports case) and the EU (Cases against Chinese Footwear, Mittal Steel). This could become a dangerous trend feeding on the current US unilateralist approach to other areas of multilateralism. These trends could have a dampening effect on global growth and development.

Developing countries reclaim the development Content of the Doha Round 
The major developing countries represented in the G20 and the “NAMA 11” have displayed a firm resolve to maintain the high level of ambition of the Round and defend the development content of the Doha Round thus far. They have called for more open and undistorted trade and have signalled their willingness to make a contribution in this regard provided this is proportionate to their level of development and the contribution of the developed countries.
  In this and subsequent statements
 they have committed themselves to also making a contribution towards addressing the development challenges of the Least Developed Countries and the small, weak and vulnerable countries.
 Their leadership in advancing these objectives and engaging effectively with developed and other developing countries to build the consensus needed for the round to succeed will be crucial in the year ahead.

There was renewed optimism that developing countries will be able to manage and resolve their differences whilst keeping the pressure on developed countries to deliver on the development content of the round in Hong Kong when the major developing country groupings including the G20, the G33, the ACP, the LDCs, the African Group and the Small Economies met at Ministerial level. This meeting was called “historic” by Minister Amorim as it was the first such meeting of Ministers in the WTO and was referred to as the “G110” (G90+G20). These groups agreed that agriculture is central to the round and to development and were united in calling for export subsidies to be eliminated by 2010. They all agreed to address the specific development challenges facing developing countries in the Doha Round.
 Again at the end of June, Geneva, TNC meeting the G20 coordinated a Ministerial Meeting of all the co-ordinators of the different developing groupings (as it did in Hong Kong) including the G20, the G-33, the ACP Group, the LDCs, the African Group, the Small, Vulnerable Economies (SVEs), the NAMA-11, the Cotton-4 and CARICOM.
The Ministers endorsed a Declaration
 that reaffirmed the group’s commitment to a successful development round and called on the developed countries to provide leadership. The Declaration emphasised that the most substantial results must be achieved in areas where the greatest distortions lie, in particular on trade distorting subsidies in agriculture that displaces developing country products and threatens the livelihoods of hundreds of millions of poor farmers”. The Declaration went on to say that “market access will be an important component of a successful Round, but market opening in the developing countries must take into account their  social and economic realities”. Whilst the issues that were discussed in the formal part of the Ministerial Meetings in June focussed on the triangle, thus excluding the issues of concern to the majority of developing countries, the major developing country coalitions were able to bring these issues together with those included in the so-called triangle and make these issues the common concern of all developing countries. Attempts by the EU to thus buy off the smaller developing countries with a focus on the “development package” were not to succeed.
Deputy Minister Rob Davies of South Africa, speaking on behalf of the NAMA 11 stated that developing countries need to reclaim the essence of the mandate of Doha which was that the needs and interests of the developing countries should be prioritized. South Africa argued that this priority was being subordinated by the needs and interests of the developed countries. This was being done in three ways. Firstly, cuts in trade distorting subsidies were being held hostage by lobbies in the developed countries. Secondly, unrealistic and inordinate demands were being placed on developing countries that will require severe adjustments. Thirdly, there was a marginalization of the issues related to the LDCs. He stated that developing countries were prepared to negotiate and that the ball was now in the court of the developed countries. Having succeeded in Doha to launch a Round that has made commitments to advance the interests of developing countries, and has thus been called a “development round”, developing countries have remained united and once again reclaimed the development content of the Doha round.  
The suspension of the Doha Round, and the almost certain extension of the round beyond 2006, means that the prospects for the development outcomes of the round to be realized have been postponed once again. For the major developing countries that could take advantage of new market openings and undistorted world markets, in Agriculture, NAMA and Services, this opportunity to further their development and growth has been missed. For the second group of developing countries too this opportunity to build on their comparative advantage and export their way out of poverty will be further delayed. This group includes the LDCs, whose demand for duty free quota free market access is unlikely to be fully met outside the context of a successful round, and the cotton producers of West Africa, where the livelihoods  of over 10 million small cotton farmers have been made more vulnerable due to trade distorting subsidies by developed countries. Developing countries have every reason to continue the campaign to re-launch the Doha Round on the bases of the mandate agreed in Doha and for the fulfilment of the promises made by world leaders at several Global Summits to ensure that the Doha Round does not only fulfil the mercantilist aspirations of developed countries but places the interests and concerns of the developing countries at the centre for the first time. Thus, developing countries must continue to campaign for the re-launch of the Doha Development Agenda.
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