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Abstract 

This thesis asks the question of whether the WTO and the Doha Development Agenda remain relevant in 

delivering development gains through trade to LDCs. Free trade policies imposed by the WTO are shown 

not to be beneficial to LDCs who do not trade symmetrically with developed countries. Trade theory 

focussed on industrial policy and emulation strategies is argued to be more in the interest of LDCs, while 

maintaining a focus on global value chains, in order to commence catching up to developed countries 

through production of higher value products. The application of Coxian critical theory argues that the 

current context and historical evolution of the WTO show the tendency of the organization to support 

the hegemony in maintaining the status quo world order. With the increased challenge to the hegemony 

by the emerging economies, LDC development issues are being side-lined in larger political struggles in 

the negotiations. MC9 is analysed through both a trade theoretical and a Coxian lens, in order to argue 

that the DDA has not yet produced agreements with substantial benefits to LDCs and that the likelihood 

of such agreements coming from the DDA remains uninspiring. The broader reform needed for a change 

in perspective on trade and development is argued to be absent in the DDA. Due to a continuous focus 

on free market / free trade policies and the larger power political struggle, the thesis finds, that the WTO 

and the DDA have failed to deliver the promise made in the Doha declaration and their relevance for 

LDCs is not as great as was once thought.  



 
 

Table of Contents 
Table of Contents ................................................................................................................................................... 2 

List of Abbreviations .............................................................................................................................................. 5 

1.0 Introduction ...................................................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Research Question ....................................................................................................................................... 3 

1.2 Structure of the thesis .................................................................................................................................. 4 

2.0 Philosophy of Science and Coxian Critical Theory ..................................................................................... 6 

2.1 Critical Realism ............................................................................................................................................. 6 

2.1.1 Retroduction .......................................................................................................................................... 8 

2.1.2 Material and Ideational Factors .......................................................................................................... 9 

2.2 Research Method .......................................................................................................................................... 9 

2.2.1 Sources and Data ................................................................................................................................ 10 

2.3 Coxian Critical Theory .............................................................................................................................. 11 

2.3.1 Historicism ........................................................................................................................................... 13 

2.3.2 Power .................................................................................................................................................... 13 

2.3.3 Change .................................................................................................................................................. 14 

2.3.4 Hegemony, Historical Blocs & Counter-Hegemony ..................................................................... 15 

2.3.5 International Systems ......................................................................................................................... 16 

2.3.6 Limitations and Critique .................................................................................................................... 17 

2.3.7 Making the Theoretical Framework Operational ........................................................................... 17 

3.0 Trade Theory – Theoretical Arguments ..................................................................................................... 18 

3.1 Liberal Trade Theory ................................................................................................................................. 18 

3.1.1 Theory of Comparative Advantage .................................................................................................. 19 

3.1.2 Heckscher – Ohlin Theorem ............................................................................................................ 21 

3.1.3 Unanswered Questions for Developing Countries ........................................................................ 22 

3.2 Trade, Industrial Policy and Development ............................................................................................ 23 

3.2.1 Industrial Trade Policy ....................................................................................................................... 23 

3.2.2 The Developmental State .................................................................................................................. 27 

3.2.3 Sovereignty and Policy Space ............................................................................................................ 28 

3.3 Global Value Chains and New Trade Policy.......................................................................................... 29 

4.0 From the GATT to MC9, Trade Governance in a Historical Context .................................................. 32 

4.1 The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (1947 – 1994) ............................................................. 32 



 
 

4.1.1 Reciprocity ........................................................................................................................................... 34 

4.1.2 Most Favoured Nation ....................................................................................................................... 34 

4.1.3 National Treatment ............................................................................................................................ 35 

4.2 The World Trade Organization (Uruguay round, 1994) ...................................................................... 35 

4.3 The Doha Development Agenda ............................................................................................................ 36 

4.3.1 The Doha Ministerial 2001 ................................................................................................................ 37 

4.3.2 The Cancún Ministerial 2003 ............................................................................................................ 38 

4.3.3 The Hong Kong Ministerial 2005 .................................................................................................... 39 

4.3.4 From Hong Kong to Bali (2005 – 2013) ......................................................................................... 40 

4.3.5 The Bali Ministerial 2013 ................................................................................................................... 40 

5.0 The Changing Context of the Doha Negotiations .................................................................................... 41 

5.1 The Empirics of Global Trade ................................................................................................................. 42 

5.2 Challenges to the Hegemony in the MTS ............................................................................................... 45 

5.2.1 Increasing role of the CIBs ............................................................................................................... 45 

5.2.2 Responses from the Developed Bloc .............................................................................................. 47 

5.3 Dynamics outside the WTO ..................................................................................................................... 49 

5.3.1 LDCs and PTAs .................................................................................................................................. 51 

5.3.2. Regional Integration and PTAs ....................................................................................................... 52 

5.4 LDCs as Victims of a Changed Context? ............................................................................................... 54 

6.0 The Development Content of MC9 ............................................................................................................ 56 

6.1 Trade Facilitation ....................................................................................................................................... 57 

6.2 Agriculture ................................................................................................................................................... 59 

6.3 LDC-Package .............................................................................................................................................. 61 

6.3.1 DFQF ................................................................................................................................................... 62 

6.3.2 Rules of Origin .................................................................................................................................... 62 

6.3.3 Operationalization of the Services Waiver ...................................................................................... 63 

6.3.4 Monitoring Mechanism ...................................................................................................................... 64 

6.3.5 Cotton ................................................................................................................................................... 64 

6.4 MC9 vis á vis The Broader DDA ............................................................................................................ 64 

6.4.1 Outcomes for LDCs vis á vis non-LDCs........................................................................................ 65 

6.4.2 Uncertain Future for LDCs in the DDA ........................................................................................ 67 

7.0 Failure to Deliver the Development Promise ............................................................................................ 68 

7.1 Hegemony and the Counter ..................................................................................................................... 68 



 
 

7.1.1 Liberal Hegemony in Trade Politics ................................................................................................. 69 

7.1.2 A Persistent Challenge ....................................................................................................................... 71 

7.2 Contradictions: Gaps between Ideas and Experience .......................................................................... 73 

7.3 Kicking Away Ladders? ............................................................................................................................. 75 

7.3.1 Ahistorical Trade Theory and LDCs Today ................................................................................... 76 

7.4 LDCs in WTO and the Post Bali Agenda .............................................................................................. 77 

8.0 Conclusion ....................................................................................................................................................... 79 

References .............................................................................................................................................................. 81 

Appendix ................................................................................................................................................................ 92 

A.Interview Guide, Consent Form and Short Discussion of Method ..................................................... 92 

A.1 Interview Guide ......................................................................................................................................... 92 

A.2 Consent Form ............................................................................................................................................ 95 

B.Made in the World (I-phone Example)  .................................................................................................... 97 

C.World Trade Statistics .................................................................................................................................. 98 

D.WTO Coalitions ......................................................................................................................................... 101 

E.LDC Definition........................................................................................................................................... 107 

 



 
 

 

List of Abbreviations  

A4T  Aid for Trade 

AB  Appellate Body 

AGOA African Growth 
and Opportunities 
Act 

BRICS Brazil, Russia, India 

& China 

BWIs Bretton Woods 

Institutions (WB & 

IMF) 

CIBs China, India & 
Brazil 

CCT Coxian Critical 
Theory 

CTD Committee for 
Trade and 
Development 

C4 Cotton-4 Countries 

DDA Doha 
Development 
Agenda 

DFQF Duty-Free Quota-

Free 

DSU Dispute Settlement 
Understanding 

EAC East African 
Community 

EBA Everything But 
Arms 

ERP Effective Rate of 
Protection 

FTA Free Trade     
Agreement 

GATT General Agreement 
on Tariffs and 
Trade 

GVC  Global Value Chain 

ICTSD International 
Centre for Trade 
and Sustainable 
Development 

IMF International 
Monetary Fund 

LDC Least-Developed 
Country 

MC9 Ninth Ministerial 
Conference of the 
WTO 

MM Monitoring 
Mechanism 

PTA Preferential Trade 
Agreement 

RTA Regional Trade 
Agreement 

SADC Southern African 
Development 
Community 

SDT Special and 
Differential 
Treatment 

TF  Trade Facilitation 

UNCTAD United Nations 
Conference on 
Trade and 
Development 



 
 

WB  World Bank 

WTO World Trade 
Organization 



 

1 | P a g e  
 

1.0 Introduction 

Trade has long been recognized as a key element of economic development and international trade has 

been considered an import source of wealth throughout much of history. From ancient trade routes 

between civilizations to modern creations such as the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 

(GATT), World Trade Organization (WTO), Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) and United Nations 

Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), trade has been touted as an import tool on the 

path of economic development. When we talk of trade, we talk of the exchange of goods or “The action 

of buying or selling goods and services” (Oxford Dictionary). International trade is thus the buying or selling 

of goods and services across national borders.  

In modern times (post WWII), multilateral organizations such as the GATT and the WTO, have been 

created in order to deal with international trade governance in a coherent and rule-based manner. The 

underlying considerations of predictability and fairness are often raised as the main reasons for the 

creation of a rule-based multilateral trading system. The backbone and underlying foundation of 

international trade and hence also the spirit of the GATT and the WTO, has been trade liberalization.  

The majority of its lifespan, the GATT dealt with tariff reduction and other trade liberalization 

commitments. Negotiations were mainly between developed countries, as many developing countries 

only became independent during the later years of the GATT and thereafter did not carry a large say in 

negotiations (Agah 2013). Not until the creation of the WTO in 1994 and the establishment of the 

Doha round in 2001, did development enter as a specific focus of the multilateral trade negotiations. 

The demand by developing members of the WTO resulted in the creation of the Doha Development 

Agenda (DDA), which was initiated in Doha in 2001. 

“International trade can play a major role in the promotion of economic development and the alleviation of poverty. We 

recognize the need for all our peoples to benefit from the increased opportunities and welfare gains that the multilateral 

trading system generates. The majority of WTO members are developing countries. We seek to place their needs and 

interests at the heart of the Work Programme adopted in this Declaration. … we shall continue to make positive efforts 

designed to ensure that developing countries, and especially the least-developed among them, secure a share in the growth of 

world trade commensurate with the needs of their economic development”  (WTO, Doha Declaration, Para.2, 2001) 

Thus was development placed at the centre of the Doha round, which at the time of writing, has lasted 

12 years. The lacking consensus in the Doha round has resulted in the agreement on a mini-package at 

the latest Ministerial Conference (MC9), which was held in Bali in December 2013. With no decisions 

in the major multilateral trade negotiations being made for more than 12 years, the WTO members 

decided to attempt to reach agreement with regards to the more conceivable elements of the DDA, 

which were assembled in a so-called Bali-package. The agreement at MC9 thus stands as the only 
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agreement on a multilateral trade package since the Doha round began and since the creation of the 

WTO. One of the main drivers behind the Bali-package was arguably the objective of improving global 

trade governance, but also re-establishing confidence and trust in the negotiating branch of the WTO.  

Interestingly, the underlying premise of the negotiations in the Doha round remains the same; that of 

trade liberalization. As mentioned, the WTO was created in order to create, amplify and uphold 

international trade rules to secure predictability and fairness for traders. Underlying the rule-based 

system of trade governance lays the liberal view of free trade, which is seen to bring universal benefits 

to all participants.  The free trade regime of the WTO is explicit in ministerial statements and general 

council meetings, alongside the developmental focus that was created with the Doha round (WTO, 

Marrakesh Agreement 1994). Having signed the agreements, the concepts touted as essential for trade 

and development in the WTO carry significant influence on developing countries’ development plans, 

which are closely linked to their trade policy. We currently have the first multilateral trade negotiation 

round with an explicit focus on the needs of developing countries, but without accompanying changes 

in the paradigms of how trade can be beneficial to development. Further, the lack of agreement on the 

difficult issues in negotiations would attest to the apparent lack of consensus of what a development 

focus in trade policy actually constitutes.  

Alongside the commitments that developing countries make in the WTO, the other Bretton Woods 

Institutions (BWIs), the World Bank (WB) and International Monetary Fund (IMF) provide loans and 

aid to numerous developing countries (especially least developing countries (LDCs1)), which are given 

on conditions of specific policy reforms as recommended by the institutions. Many claim that the neo-

liberal ideology and methodology of development, which dominated national development plans in the 

1980s and 1990s, known as the Washington Consensus (WC), is dead. Scholars such as Joseph Stiglitz 

contend, that the WC has become more social-liberal, and that there now is a consensus that the 

previously considered necessary factors for development, are neither necessary nor sufficient. However, 

this thesis would contend that it seems that at least the WTO, remains very committed to a free trade / 

free market approach to development. The WTO continues to play a central role in the trinity of 

macro-economic stability, liberalization and privatization (other main actors being the WB and the 

IMF) in developing countries (Chang & Grabel 2003 - 2004). While the thesis acknowledges the key 

role played by the other BWIs in the commitments and hence development of developing countries,  

the limited remit of a master thesis forces the focus of this paper to remain on the WTO and the DDA.  

Having spent six months working with the Danish Mission to the UN and WTO in Geneva on trade 

and development issues (2013), this thesis is very much inspired by perceived contradictions within the 

WTO as well as the often (propagated by developed members of the WTO) unquestioned commitment 

                                                           
1
 LDCs are defined by the UN as the countries with the lowest level of socioeconomic development (see appendix E)  
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to liberal trading regimes. In that light, the relative lack of development gains delivered to LDCs 

through the WTO, begs to question, whether the DDA can summon the development gains that were 

stated in 2001.  

1.1 Research Question 

It is clear, that the stated intention of the development aspect of the DDA is to better integrate the 

developing, with emphasis on the least-developing, countries into the multilateral trading system (MTS) 

(WTO 2011). With a focus on the LDCs, this thesis will attempt to critically question the means by 

which this endeavour is currently being undertaken by the WTO and its members. In doing so, the 

thesis will call into question the WTO’s capability to deliver development to LDCs through the DDA. 

The following research question has been outlined to succeed in this endeavour: 

  

 

 

In attempting to analyse social issues such as the topic of this thesis, the potential benefit is to reach a 

vantage point, from where a ‘most’ informed guess can be made. As such the thesis will not attempt to 

create simple explanations but will accept that the world we analyse is highly complex and contains a 

myriad of interdependent actors, structures and unlabelled entities. The ambition is to identify the few 

factors, amongst the many, that matter most. In order to do so, the analysis will put the research 

question into its historical context. Rather than accepting that economic modelling and mainstream 

science points to the universal benefits for all participants (not withstanding that most models disagree 

on the extent of said benefits), this thesis attempts to critically review the history of trade and 

development (practical and theoretical) in order to draw conclusions on the development content of 

the DDA for LDCs, as it is currently being negotiated.  

In asking the above research question, three working/sub questions are considered in order to stream-

line the thesis and divide the sectors of analysis.  

1. Can freer trade deliver development gains? 

If the premise of the WTO is free trade, an attempt to theoretically analyse if free trade can deliver 

development gains, is the first step in gaining an understanding of the complexities within the DDA. 

This sub question will be answered by drawing on classical trade theory, industrial policies of 

development and newer trade theory based on global value chains (GVCs). Answering the question will 

entail adopting a framework of trade theory that is conducive to development in LDCs.  

Is the WTO still relevant in delivering development gains to the LDCs, through the DDA? 
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2. Under what conditions can the WTO deliver in that framework? 

Drawing on the theoretical discussions of trade and the established framework, the circumstances for 

effective operationalization of the development objectives by the WTO must be assessed. An analysis 

of the broader picture of the member states and the geopolitical context is needed to understand the 

intricacies in a member-led organisation. In clarifying this sub question, a historical analysis of the 

GATT/WTO evolution will be helpful in shedding light on the actual developments of the multilateral 

trading system. 

3. Is the DDA the right tool for the required change? 

Considering that broader political conditions may be hindering the stated objectives of the DDA, there 

is a need to consider whether the DDA is the right tool for delivering development through trade to 

the LDCs. In doing so, the agreement reached at MC9 will be brought in to question as a focus point 

for the rest of the Doha deliverables. The DDA will thus be assessed through the only agreement 

reached thus far in the round, in order to see if the current direction of negotiations resembles the path 

laid out in the previous sections as beneficial to development. This will also allow an assessment of 

whether broader reforms as to what the WTO promotes as being development friendly to LDCs, is 

imaginable in the foreseeable future.  

1.2 Structure of the thesis 

Before commencing the analysis of the RQ and sub-questions, the philosophy of science of the thesis 

will be introduced and discussed (part 2). The philosophy of science assumptions taken will be those of 

critical realism. Critical realism is adept at identifying underlying causes of complex issues and events, 

such as the DDA, while accounting for both agency and structure, as these are seen as interdependent. 

Critical Realism also seeks explanatory factors in both material and ideational factors, which I believe is 

essential in the given topic. Having introduced the underlying assumptions, a theoretical framework will 

be introduced with a specific focus on Robert W. Cox, and the so-called Coxian Critical Theory (CCT). 

CCT is informed by a method of historicism that asserts unity between subject and object, which is 

essential in explaining change through historical understanding and analysis of the shared ideas of 

institutions and practices. CCT also attempts to explain power relations between different groups, as 

the international hierarchy is deemed essential to understanding events such as the DDA. Part 2 of the 

thesis will also present the interviews conducted as part of the subsection discussing research and data.   

Part 3 will attempt to shed light on the theoretical and practical discussions of whether free trade is 

conducive to development (sub-question number 1). The foundations of free trade (David Ricardo & 

Adam Smith) along with newer versions of free trade theory (Heckscher-Ohlin model) will be discussed 

in order to ascertain where the critique of free trade stems from. The counter argument will then be 
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portrayed in its origins (Fredrich List & Alexander Hamilton) along with more recent theories of 

industrialization, policy space and the developmental state. New trade policy and global value chains 

will then be introduced in an attempt to reflect where the current debates stand. The section will 

highlight the importance of innovation-based rent-seeking and emulation in industrial policy conducive 

to economic development. This section will argue that a trade theory framework conducive to 

development in LDCs, must be based on industrial policies of emulation and innovation-based rent-

seeking, where free trade can only play a beneficial role when trade becomes symmetrical, i.e. occurs 

between countries of the same economic development.  

Part 4 of the thesis will explain the historical evolution of the GATT / WTO in order to create the 

foundations for the analysis of the current negotiation round and the issues related to developing 

countries and LDCs. Context will be given to the previous negotiations building up to the DDA in an 

attempt to achieve a solid understanding of how the current situation has come about. The origins of 

GATT 1947 and the transformation to GATT 1994 / WTO are essential in understanding where the 

current negotiating elements come from. The agreement at MC9 will also be introduced here to serve 

as a focus point for the broader DDA.  

Part 5 of the thesis will attempt to establish, which contextual conditions are necessary for the WTO to 

deliver development in light of the previous sections on trade theory and the evolution of the WTO. 

The changing geopolitical context around the DDA will be analysed in greater detail in order to discern, 

which underlying factors play important roles in negotiation positions. This will include a look at the 

challenge being mounted in the WTO to the large developed members, who historically have been 

highly dominant in negotiations. The hegemony of developed countries and the current world order 

will thus be assessed through the rise of the emerging economies, which have since the beginning of 

the Doha round, voiced louder opinions and shown clear stances in negotiations. The increasing 

importance of the emerging economies will be taken into consideration along with the growing number 

of trade agreements outside the WTO. The section will conclude by attempting to account for, whether 

the LDCs are being marginalized in trade negotiations, where the formerly clear power structures are 

becoming more blurred. The section will also include a broad overview of trade statistics in order to 

paint a clearer picture of the context within which the WTO makes decisions. 

The 6th part of the thesis will ask whether the DDA is the right tool for broader reforms, based on what 

has been established thus far in relation to discussions of trade theory, policy space and the changing 

geopolitical landscape. The section will undertake a detailed analysis of the development content of the 

DDA by looking more closely at some of the specific deliverables from MC9, which was recently 

concluded as the first agreement in Doha history. The section will only manage to discuss the most 

substantial of agreements made in the areas of agriculture, development and trade facilitation. 
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Lastly, the thesis will return to the overarching RQ in part 7 and attempt to answer whether the DDA 

is relevant for delivering development gains to the LDCs, as stipulated in the Doha Declaration. Taking 

the previous sections into account, this section will critically assess whether the WTO in a broader 

sense has constructed a negotiating round conducive to, or obstructing, development gains in LDCs. 

The section will draw on Ha-Joon Chang’s work of “kicking away the ladder”, in order to bring in a 

historical perspective on trade policies. The aim is to question the origins of the wealth of developed 

economies through their trade policy and highlight the usefulness of bridging critical theory and trade 

theory. The final analysis will represent an attempt to blend the Coxian concepts such as hegemony, 

counter challenges and contradictions, as well as the trade theory discussions on GVCs, emulation and 

rent-seeking.  

2.0 Philosophy of Science and Coxian Critical Theory 

When conducting research, individuals will engage, interpret and conclude according to a certain 

philosophy regarding what constitutes science, whether this is done explicitly or implicitly. In general 

terms, philosophy of science, refers to the discussion of stand points on the existence of the world and 

whether an individual can make objective and informed conclusions about this world. This section aims 

to explain the philosophy of science applied in the thesis in order to shed light on the underlying 

assumptions that lead to the particular type of analysis applied.  

In attempting to uncover how a certain international event has affected and will affect specific policy 

areas at national level, the aim of the thesis is to describe, comprehend and explain underlying 

mechanisms of the chosen event. In this endeavour, an appropriate approach must be willing to 

interact with both material and ideational factors, which influence actions as well as structures. In 

relation to this thesis, material and ideational factors must be considered in order to explain and 

comprehend actions and structures, which influence the way global trade governance is conducted. 

Furthermore, consideration must be given to an approach, which maintains that the chosen objects of 

the study are not isolated but exist in a broader context, which impacts the actions available and taken. 

Dealing with institutions such as the WTO would also invite applying method, which recognizes that 

structures and actors are interdependent and thus influence each other’s behaviour and existence.  

2.1 Critical Realism 

The approach adopted in this thesis is founded in the ontology and epistemology of critical realism. 

The choice of critical realism stems from its ability of conducting wide and flexible analyses in enabling 

a detailed look into discussions of agency and structure. When discussing complex issues with large 

varieties of actors and structures, it is important to consider both ideational and material factors, which 
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critical realism permits. In contrast to positivism, critical realism allows for the introduction of 

mechanisms and conditions in identifying causations, which I deem vital to the analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Critical realism operates with the assumption that a real world exists independent of our observation of 

it. The ontology thus states that the world is, behaves, creates, affects and changes, independent of our 

knowledge of it (Sayer 2000). The “realism” aspect refers to the assumptions that one should create 

science on the basis of observable facts and patterns in the real world by using the right tools. Where 

critical realism differs from positivism is in the epistemological acknowledgement, that our 

interpretation and understanding of the real world is affected by our subjective perception (Benton & 

Craib 2011). According to critical realism, we are thus prevented from simply observing facts and 

events and drawing true conclusions about their nature. Critical realism draws on the somewhat 

constructivist view, that once observed, the very nature of the events or entities themselves, must be 

reflected upon, if fallible conclusions are to be avoided. However, according to Easton (2010), the 

difference is, that the critical realist does not claim that the world is entirely built up by meaning (as 

would the constructivist), but that the world exists, but is in turn interpreted subjectively by observers. 

Social science thus differs from natural science, in that there will always exist a hermeneutic twist 

ushering researchers to dig deeper than appearances in order to comprehend the nature of the object of 

study.    

In order to gain a solid understanding of why critical realists cannot in a positivist fashion, quantify and 

measure things and make inferences regarding the manner in which the world works, one must 

acknowledge that critical realists see the world as differentiated and consisting of open and closed 

Figure 2.1: Causation in Critical Realism. 

(Sayer 2000) 
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systems (Benton & craib 2011). Closed systems contain mechanisms existing in isolation or in an easily 

controlled environment, the prime example being a laboratory. Contrarily, open systems contain 

various different and interdependent factors, where mechanisms interact with one another in reciprocal 

and contingent ways in an evolving process. Herein lays the main distance-taking from the positivist 

approach to science. Having defined the social world as an open system, researchers must admit that 

inference and predictions conducted in a positivist manner will be false due to the lack of predictability 

and the uniqueness of every occurring event. As critical realists, we thus shift our aim to attempting to 

explain the admittedly temporary regularities in order to identify structures, power relations and entities. 

These findings can in turn be used to make informed decisions and solutions applicable in the real 

world. Causations can hence be explained through identifying the most relevant entities, power 

relationships and structures of a given event. Having identified the causations, researchers may stand a 

chance of uncovering the important mechanisms, which are then used to construct claims about the 

powers of objects and structures (Sayer 2000).  

2.1.1 Retroduction 

The epistemology of critical realism is tightly linked to the type of reasoning applied in research. The 

key epistemological process of critical realists is commonly recognized to be retroduction, which 

represents an attempt to combine the two research or reasoning processes known as induction and 

deduction (Sæther 1998). 

According to Easton (2010), retroduction works by asking what the case must be, for given phenomena 

to be possible. In answering this, a suitable theory is chosen and accompanying research is done with 

regards to the event in question. Through the use of theory, data and critical reasoning, one can thus 

establish the reasons underlying the occurrence of the event, which enables the understanding of the 

Deduction Induction Retroduction 

Theory 

Empirical 
Generalizations 

Empirics 

Figure 2.2: Retroduction (Sæther 1998) 
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mechanisms leading to the occurrence. The strongest explanation can be found by repeating this 

process and moving towards the core of the issue.  

Also referred to as abduction, retroduction is suited to find theoretical patterns or underlying structures 

that may help conceptualize the empirical (deductive) patterns observed. Retroduction is based on 

known or assumed rules of relation and observations that contain at least one of the bases or predictors 

of the rules in question.  Another base of the rule of relation in question is then generalized to this 

specific observation due to coincidence of the other underlying reasons in both the observation and the 

rule.  

Figure 2.2 shows the first part of the retroduction arrow as dotted to indicate that retroduction must 

start from the transition of empirics to theoretical patterns (Sæther 1998).  

In applying retroduction, the focus is the dynamics between the deductive and inductive reasoning.  It 

is hence less important whether a starting point is taken in the inductive or deductive process.  

2.1.2 Material and Ideational Factors 

According to critical realism, factors of both material and ideational nature must be considered in the 

analysis. Material factors such as resources and actors certainly influence structures and power 

relationships, which is also recognized by the positivist tradition. Contrarily, positivism can be accused 

of neglecting ideational factors such as philosophies, rules and practices, which according to critical 

realism, are equally important in seeking explanations (Easton 2010). The balance between material and 

ideational explanatory factors is a difficult one to tread, as leaning too far to either side of the 

explanation may disturb findings.  

In relating the above methodological discussions to the topic of the paper; when the focus of the WTO 

turned towards development, (and the subsequent lack of progress on the issue), understanding the 

complexities underlying the change requires an analysis of the many interdependent structures and 

actors involved in the process. Material factors such as the amount of trade each country conducts, 

along with sheer economic size and political weight, play a central role in the changes and negotiations 

on trade and development. However, these do not crowd out the ideational factors, such as the belief 

in trade liberalization and liberal economics in general. What critical realism does not prescribe, are 

which structures and actors to include in the analysis. Nor is the specific method of research with 

regards to data collection and sources prescribed in the critical realist approach. The following sections 

attempt to address these issues.  

2.2 Research Method 

Critical realism does not stipulate, which research method has the best fit with its ontological and 

epistemological assumptions. However, it does stipulate that the research method must be adapted to 
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the object and the aim of the study. Hence depending on what the researchers wish to explain, different 

methods of research may be applied.  

In discussing the choice of research method, one can distinguish between two main types; extensive 

and intensive research (Sayer 1992). Extensive research methods are usually linked to quantitative 

analysis and large data samples. This type of research will typically try to identify patterns and 

similarities but will largely understate, if not ignore, factors such as shared understandings and 

discourses. The aim of such research is usually to create generalizations concerning specific 

populations, which as the term “generalization” suggests, does not uncover the entire truth. The 

intensive method aims at attaining a deeper understanding and highlights the meaning of the objects of 

study through qualitative analysis. In contrast to the extensive research method, the intensive method 

rarely produces generalizable results but instead asks deeper questions to gain understanding of 

underlying relations and structures. While not discarding the usefulness of extensive analysis as this 

thesis will indeed build upon large statistical samples concerning trade volumes and the dispersion 

thereof, the intensive method is better suited for critical realism, as it proposes fewer objects of study 

with a deeper analysis (Sayer 2000).  

2.2.1 Sources and Data 

My intensive research method will be founded in three different types of data; interviews, first-hand 

literature and academic literature.  

While working with the Danish Mission to the UN/WTO in Geneva, I conducted six interviews with 

different delegates, officials and experts working with trade and development issues at the WTO and 

related organizations. All the interviews lasted approx. 45 – 60 minutes and were conducted on the 

basis of signed interview consent forms (Appendix A). While some of the interviewees requested 

anonymity in the thesis, the following information can be shared about them. 

 Ambassador Steffen Smidt – Danish Ambassador to the UN/WTO with four years of experi-

ence that particular positions and chair of the sub-committee on least developing countries at 

MC9.  

 Anthony Taubman – Director of the Intellectual Property Division of the WTO with approx. 

five years of experience in that particular position.  

 Taufiqur Rahman – Counsellor for development issues at the WTO with specific focus on 

LDC-issues with approx. ten years of experience in that particular position.  

 Trade and development official from one of the larger developed country missions to the 

WTO.  
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 Trade and development official from one of the LDC country missions to the WTO. 

 Senior economist at ICTSD (International Center for Trade and Sustainable Development) 

 Sofie H. Flensborg, Manager of Strategic Partnerships at ICTSD 

Drawing on the knowledge of practitioners and experts on the ground in Geneva will allow for a richer 

description of the development issues in question in the negotiations in the WTO. Conducting 

interviews with officials and experts who represent a decent spread of viewpoints also adds to the 

legitimacy and width of the analysis. More importantly, the interviews have the potential to reveal 

elements that would not elsewhere have been considered. The interviews will largely serve as the 

background against which, I chose which elements to look at in answering and defining the 

problematique laid out in the introduction. A complete interview guide, as it was used in the interviews, 

along with a brief discussion of how to conduct interviews (Kvale 1996) can be found in appendix A. 

The interviews are available in full length audio format in appendix A.   

Alongside the interviews, the thesis will be based on a significant amount of first-hand literature 

including official WTO documents, policies and strategy papers from relevant institutions, states and 

organizations. Looking closer at the actual WTO agreements, government policies and other 

institutional strategy papers will allow for an evaluation of changing goals and strategies as expressed by 

the policy-makers themselves.  

A vast amount of literature exists on the WTO and trade and development issues. While admittedly 

being unable to examine all of it, the thesis will build on the newer books and articles as the negotiation 

round in question started in 2001. However, older texts on the GATT and early days of the WTO will 

also be considered. Both critical and non-critical texts will be used in providing insight into the content 

and possibilities of the DDA and the WTO in general. Theoretical literature on trade and economics in 

general will be used both from original authors and latter interpretations.  

In relation to MC9 and the most current issues in the DDA, I will unfortunately only be able to make 

use of publicly available information as well as information that I personally obtained through open 

WTO meetings. I will thus not be able to make use of documents or meeting minutes from closed or 

confidential sources that I had access to during my time at the Danish Mission.  

2.3 Coxian Critical Theory 

As previously mentioned, while critical realism serves as a guideline for our analysis, it does not 

pinpoint the focus. In order to determine which entities to focus the analysis on, one needs to choose 

which theory to apply. Due to the limited remit of the thesis, this section will not discuss the alternative 

approaches and theories that were discarded but will instead focus on the chosen. An brief outline of 
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the limitations and valid critiques of the chosen theory can be found in section 2.3.6.While the thesis 

will not be applying CCT in its entirety; it will attempt to apply key concepts of the theory in order to 

capture the important elements of the topic in question. 

Various different theories exist under the “critical” label in IPE studies. Much of the critical thought in 

IPE can be traced back to the Frankfurt school (Max Horkheimer, Theodor Adorno, Herbert Marcuse 

and Friedrich Pollock among others), which is commonly said to have been focused on neo-Marxist 

interdisciplinary social theory (Held 1980).  The critical theory of Robert W. Cox (Coxian Critical 

Theory – CCT) has much in common with the Frankfurt school, but is also associated with the more 

historical works of H.E. Carr, George Sorel and R.G. Collingwood. According to Leysens, CCT was 

also significantly inspired by Giambattista Vico, Antonio Gramsci and Ibn Khaldun (Leysens 2008).  

CCT offers a framework aimed at the understanding of social change. In doing so, it incorporates 

dynamic interaction and mutual influence between three layers of analysis; social forces, forms of state 

and world orders. Importantly, CCT works with the assumption that ideas and the material world are 

connected, which thus means that theories are linked to both context and subject. CCT is thus a 

“reflexive” approach to theory, which is confirmed by Robert W. Cox himself:  

“Theory is always for someone for some purpose. All theories have perspective. Perspectives derive from a position in time 

and space, specifically social and political time and space… There is, accordingly, no such thing as theory in itself, divorced 

from a standpoint in time and space.” (Cox 1981).  

According to Cox, two types of theory exist: problem-solving theory and critical theory (a similar 

distinction was made by Horkheimer (1937)). Whereas problem-solving theory accepts the world as it is 

found with its prevailing social and power relationships, critical theory stands apart from the prevailing 

world order in asking how this order came to be (Cox 1981). Hence when applying CCT to trade and 

development issues in the WTO, we are attempting to ask how the current situation came about and 

which power relations and structures created the foundations for its occurrence. In clarifying these 

issues, we should be able to gain a clearer understanding of the larger picture and thus be able to 

answer the RQ.   

The thesis aims at discovering what lies beneath the development content of the DDA, which is 

contingent on the long-term changes in international trade and development policy. The theory chosen 

must thus allow for an analysis, which looks beyond the obvious patterns and regularities and focuses 

on a broad range of less obvious underlying factors. The historicist-dialectical approach of CCT allows 

the analyst to discover the nature and development of the powers and structures that convince and 

coerce actors to abide by certain rules, philosophies and ideals (Leysens 2008). It is thus a suitable 

toolbox to critically assess why and how the WTO and the DDA have come about in their current 
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form, as well as whether there truly exists a developmental agenda beneficial to the LDCs in the DDA. 

The following subsections will attempt to introduce the key concepts within CCT as they will be 

applied in the subsequent analysis. 

2.3.1 Historicism 

CCT is informed by a method of historicism, which asserts that there is a unity of subject and object 

(Leysens 2008). As will be elaborated below, the assumption of unity between subject and object lays 

the foundation for the framework’s understanding of change. History in this sense is perceived as the 

arena of change through the changing nature of the human mind and the institutions, which are 

collectively created. Historicism is thus used in CCT as an approach in which institutions are viewed as 

“collective responses to a collectively perceived problematic that produce certain practices” (Cox 1986). The historicism 

of CCT is both similar and different from historical materialism. In the sense that individuals respond 

to their material environment, the two approaches are the same. Where they differ is that CCT’s 

historical method asserts that there is a link between the materialist world and the ideational world. The 

essence for the researcher thus becomes to search for the connections between the two (Cox 1986). 

Historicism in CCT is focused on reflecting the dynamics of the different manifestations between the 

human mind and institutions and thus attempts to avoid the assumption that a form of thought derived 

from a specific historical phase is universally valid. According to Cox, explanation is the purpose of 

historicism as a method, which in turn requires that researchers assemble individual motivations and 

social structures to be connected by explanatory hypotheses (Cox 1986). CCT stresses that the concepts 

of state, power and production cannot be applied in an ahistorical manner. These concepts are 

historically determined, which encourages this particular thesis to undertake a historical analysis of 

events leading up to our topic of analysis (Cox 1987).  

2.3.2 Power 

The notion of power plays a central role in CCT. While identifying three different perspectives of 

power (state power, economic power and social power), the theory’s first choice is that of social power 

(Cox and Jacobsen 1977). Social power accounts for state power and non-state power in building a 

model of power, which originates in society, and is based on which social groups or classes have 

control of production. Since production is very much globalised, the concept of social power is 

extended to the use of control over production between social groups in different states. Social power 

can thus emanate from state or non-state actors such as MNCs. Importantly, this conceptualization of 

power as social power, means that power relations in IPE exist within international production 

relations (Leysens 2008). Social power is thus the main determinant of the status quo world order:  

“…order refers, in the first instance, to the distribution and mechanism of power” (Cox 1976).  
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In short, the power in social relations of production creates certain social forces, which become the 

basis for the power structures in the institutions and the world in general. These structures and 

institutions are thus created with certain dominating interests and become beneficial to specific social 

groups (Cox 1987). In relation to this thesis, Cox’s notion of power will be used to dissect the hierarchy 

of power relations between members of the WTO. As such I will not be applying Coxian notions of 

power to classes within societies or transnational classes, such as is done by Gill and others (Gill 1989). 

Hence while it is acknowledged that transnational classes and non-state actors such as MNCs, play large 

parts in the agenda-setting within states that is then transposed in the WTO, this thesis will remain 

focused on the product of these internal power struggles, which is the hierarchies of power between 

states. Specifically, Cox describes three elements in focus when analysing power relationships; 1. ideas, 

intersubjective meanings and collective images of world order, 2. Material capabilities and 3. 

Institutions, which act as a tool in stabilizing the status quo by reflecting the two previous elements. 

Importantly, material capabilities are essential to the power structures but the act of stabilizing also 

requires intellectual leadership which Vivien Schmidt defines as “institutionalized structures of meaning that 

channel political thought and action in certain directions” (Schmidt 2008).  

2.3.3 Change 

Change in societies and world orders are based on what Cox terms “Contradictions”. These occur 

when antagonisms appear within societies and may come about when there is an increasing gap 

between the prevalent idea of society and the actual real conditions experienced by its inhabitants. 

When the gaps between perceived ideas of society and actual experience become wide enough, change 

or conflict becomes more likely. In order to spark change, the potential challengers must undergo a 

change of consciousness and adopt a contrasting image of society. Material change in this definition; 

must be understood in terms of intersubjective understanding or a unity between subject and object; 

between the human mind and institutions and practices (Cox 1976). 

Since power is crucial to the world order, change requires a focus on contradictions within states or 

systems and on the distribution of power between social forces. Furthermore, when attempting to 

analyse times of change, Cox argues that researchers must zoom out to the global context of power 

relations to focus on the possibilities for change and the role of international organisations in 

perpetuating or transforming power relations (Cox and Jacobsen 1977). Notably Cox is particularly 

pessimistic about the likelihood of change coming from international organizations themselves 

(Leysens 2008).  

Inspired by Gramsci (and often also labelled neo-Gramscian), CCT states that an explanation of change 

requires a consideration of the nature of hegemony at the global level. Institutional change cannot be 

correctly accounted for without analysing the likelihood of hegemonic change at the global level. Such 
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change may occur when the current hegemony is challenged by sub-ordinate groups who pose a 

counter-hegemonic challenge to the prevalent ideology (Leysens 2008).  

2.3.4 Hegemony, Historical Blocs & Counter-Hegemony 

The notion of hegemony in CCT is strongly inspired by Antonio Gramsci. In the CCT framework, 

hegemony is not only applied to institutions but to the concepts of power and change. Applying 

Gramsci’s concept of hegemony to the global arena is a stretching of the original intent as Gramsci did 

not directly analyse international relations (Cox 1983). Hegemony is possible when there is historical 

similarity between ideologies, material forces and institutions, which constitute an alignment of interests 

of different fractions of social groups (classes) (Gill & Law 1989). Importantly, hegemony is broadly 

conceptualized to include supportive institutions as well as the government apparatus (Leysens 2008). 

Hegemony is established, when certain social groups are able to form “historical blocs”, which Gramsci 

defines as: “not only a unison of economic and political aims, but also intellectual and moral unity…” (Gramsci 

1971).  Crucial to the notion of hegemony is that it is never unintended and is established through a 

planned struggle, which aims to form the specific alliance labelled a historical bloc. Cox argues that 

historical blocs require two things; a dominant class and a state that “maintains cohesion and identity within 

the bloc through the propagation of a common culture” (Cox 1983).  

Stretching hegemony to the global level means looking at the specific fit (arrangement) between 

material capabilities, ideas and institutions that point towards the absence or presence of hegemony 

(Cox 1981). CCT posits that hegemony is broader than material power capabilities of a single dominant 

state and does thus not equate hegemony with coercive dominance by one state. Hegemony also 

depends on the fit between material power and the collective image of the global order, as well as the 

institutions existing within the particular order (Cox 1981 & 1987). Global hegemony commonly stems 

from powerful states where a dominant social group has succeeded in establishing national hegemony. 

Importantly, hegemony exists not only within national boarders but involves transnational social forces, 

which are linked via their relations to the dominant mode of global production (MNCs) (Cox 1983 & 

Leysens 2008). This thesis will mostly be engaging with the inter-state aspects of hegemony and hence 

not dwelling on the discussions of dominant classes within states nor the transnational social forces 

such as MNCs, while these are acknowledged to play significant roles.  

Hegemony in developing and least-developing countries (peripheral states) is usually not as well 

consolidated as in developed economies. Developing countries are more likely to reflect the dynamics 

associated with passive revolution, which is defined as the absence of hegemony – a “stalemate” 

condition.  

Hegemonic change is induced when the subordinate groups of the global economy gain increased 

material powers and engage in a counter-hegemonic challenge. This challenge is “a coherent and persistent 
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articulation of…demands that challenge the legitimacy of the prevailing consensus” (Cox and Jacobsen 1977). The 

current hegemony will react to such a challenge by attempting to satisfy certain demands of the 

subordinate group without giving effect to radical changes in the structure of the international system. 

This will eventually lead to compromise obtained through negotiations (in the absence of revolution) 

(Leysens 2008). Applying the notions of hegemony, counter-hegemony and historical blocs to the 

WTO and DDA negotiations may give useful insights to the elements in play in the current stalemate in 

negotiations as well as their origin and intent. Hegemony will be applied as a concept in order to 

explain how liberal trade views have remained at the heart of the WTO even in modern times where a 

development focus has emerged in the negotiations. As such the notion of hegemony will be used in 

relation to different trading blocs and not to classes within societies.  

2.3.5 International Systems 

According to most critical theory, states are seen as both actors and arenas for interests, which has 

implications for our understanding of the international system. The world is seen as consisting of social 

forces and interactions between states, where the latter are at the cross section between transnational 

and domestic compositions of social forces in specific states (Cox 1983). In understanding the 

international system or “World Order” (Cox’s preferred term) we must analyse how hegemony has 

been perpetuated in the system and consider the forms of social forces and states in existence, which 

may bring about a transformation. In doing so, Cox suggests two evolutionary trends; the 

internationalisation of the state and the internationalisation of production.  Interestingly, Cox argues 

that the pax Americana world order was linked to the internationalisation of the state through the 

normative aspect promoted through the need of an open international trade system, while maintaining 

the right and ability to protect populations from negative effects thereof (Cox 1981). In order to 

facilitate trade, a monetary order was established in order to secure fully convertible exchange rates and 

stability through linking the dollar to gold. These norms and ideas were in turn applied and monitored 

by the international institutions such as the IMF, WB and GATT. The World order is further 

characterized by more informal coordination of policies among the major economies through forums 

such as the G7 and OECD (Cox 1981). Internationalisation of production is then seen to have 

followed the above process and refers to the making and selling of various components of specific 

products in different geographical locations – global production for global markets (Leysens 2008). The 

key factor of global production is technology and the ability to sustain technological innovations. The 

internationalisation of production gives rise to what Cox terms the “transnational managerial class”, 

whose ideology is propagated in both institutions as well as MNCs. This specific social group tends to 

favour economic liberalism (to varying extents) as this is seen to be the ideology, which best maintains 

the status quo (Leysens 2008). This thesis aims to use the Coxian notion of hegemony maintaining the 

status quo through economic liberalism, but will refrain from specifically analysing the transnational 
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managerial class. While accepting the existence of a transnational managerial class, which carries evident 

effects on trade policy propagated by states in the WTO, this notion will somewhat be placed in the 

background as this thesis will attempt to remain within inter-state debates and inter-state notions of 

hegemony and international systems.   

It is worth mentioning that Cox gave an increasingly important role to finance capital in the planning 

and directing of global production. Finance has an important role as it is able to politically influence 

states to follow certain macroeconomic policies that determine what is produced and for which markets 

(Cox 1992).  

2.3.6 Limitations and Critique 

CCT has been chosen as an approach in this thesis since it allows a researcher to focus on long-term 

policy shifts and their underlying reasons and nature. Equal weight is given to ideational and material 

factors and the approach remains explicitly open (yet critical) towards the occurrence of events and 

their importance. One stream of critique of CCT is aimed towards the eclecticism of the framework. 

According to Saad-Filho and Ayers (Saad-Filho & Ayers 2008) the conceptual coherence and the ability 

to incorporate new material consistently are severely compromised by the large degree of “put and 

take” from various disciplines in CCT. In other words, what they deem is missing in CCT is a 

methodologically structured and systemic account of the nature of capitalist accumulation and its 

disposition to change. In this light, CCT is deemed to “backslide into the truism that everything is related to 

everything else” (Saad-Filho & Ayers 2008) and thus diminish its own value and applicability. Further 

critique is based on the lack of properties and powers inscribed in the Coxian definition of structures 

(Joseph 2008). One example is the lacking acknowledgement that capital possesses its own logic. 

According to Joseph, the interaction of such a logic of capital (and other structures with their own 

properties) with human agency, is something that CCT completely misses. The result is that CCT tends 

to miss the mark when fitting together subjective, objective and institutional aspects of social relations 

of production (Joseph 2008). On the topic of hegemony, some structuralist accounts deem that CCT 

and other critical theories fail to acknowledge that hegemony helps realize the deeper social need for 

social cohesion between various combinations of social structures, generative mechanisms and social 

practices.  Further critique is voiced from two separate camps, each of which, propose that CCT is 

overly focused on either the material or ideational explanatory factors (Burnham 1991 & Leysens 2008).  

2.3.7 Making the Theoretical Framework Operational 

In summary, the mechanics of CCT are: acceptance of unity between subject and object as means of 

understanding change, global hegemony (consensus or coercion) with the possibility of counter-

hegemonic challenges, the concept of historical structures where social action occurs consisting of 

ideas, institutions and material capabilities. The underlying assumptions can be summarized as a focus 
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on change, a non-deterministic approach to interaction between agents and structures, a reflexive view 

of theory, importance of historical contextualization, equal importance to material and ideational 

factors and the relevance of the collective understanding developed in response to the material 

environment.  

The theory described above should enable me to establish the structures of the entities in question, the 

relations between them and the powers each holds. From there, conclusions should be made about the 

mechanisms underlying the current situation as well as causations leading up to the event in question. 

This will entail an analysis starting at the global level and narrowing down to the specific policy and 

event (DDA / MC9), where after the global level once again will be used as a frame for conclusions. A 

vantage point will be taken in the theoretical underpinnings of the current international trade regime, 

which will be discussed in order to establish which factors are vital to a framework where trade can be 

conducive to development. In order to place this theoretical discussion in context, a historical analysis 

of the WTO and the DDA will be undertaken to identify the central events leading to the current 

system. Taking the historical and trade theoretical analysis into account, the changing context of the 

DDA will then be assessed in keeping with the critical method of focussing on structures and agents. 

Having established the broader (and changed) context of the DDA the thesis will narrow down to the 

actual elements most recently negotiated at MC9. Finally, we will zoom back out to the global level in 

order to give a comprehensive answer to the question of the relevance of the DDA (and the WTO 

itself) for the LDCs.  

3.0 Trade Theory – Theoretical Arguments 

This section aims to describe the second theoretical vein in the thesis; the political economy of trade 

theory. The purpose of the following theoretical discussion is to outline and emphasize the theoretical 

background that underlines many of the positions taken by WTO members in negotiations. The 

following will include a brief description and discussion of classical and modern liberal trade theory, 

namely the theory of comparative advantage and the Heckscher-Ohlin theorem (H-O), but will mainly 

focus on the more ‘interventionist’ theories that emphasize the state, industrialization and policy space. 

This includes a discussion of the more recent view known as “New Trade Policy”, which is based on 

the changing nature of international trade and global value chains (GVCs). In its totality, this section 

aims to answer one of the sub-questions posed in the introduction: Can freer trade deliver development 

gains? 

3.1 Liberal Trade Theory 

With free trade and free markets being the omnipresent mantra in the WTO declarations, albeit with 

decreasing zest in newer discussions, it is safe to state that theories of free trade are formally engraved 
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in the workings of the WTO (the actual extent of trade liberalization introduced by the WTO merits it’s 

own discussion). With regards to non-tariff-measures (NTMs), the WTO has a somewhat mixed track 

record of liberalization. The case for free trade can be simplified as follows: relative to the current state 

of limited trade, free trade will leave short term losers, but beneficiaries will gain much more than lost 

by the losers and the net basis will therefore be that each nation will gain overall. In other words, free 

trade enhances the size of the pie (Krugman & Obstfeld 2008). This argument will be further explained 

through two prominent free trade theories below; comparative advantage theory and the Heckscher-

Ohlin model. 

3.1.1 Theory of Comparative Advantage 

The origins of free trade theories are commonly traced back to Adam Smith, who first mentioned the 

notion of comparative advantage: “if a foreign country can supply us with a commodity cheaper than we ourselves 

can make it, better buy it of them with some part of the produce of our industry, employed in a new way in which we have 

some advantage” (Smith 1776). Formal theorizing of the argument made by Smith was done by David 

Ricardo (Ricardo 1817), who introduced the law of comparative advantage through an example 

involving England, Portugal, textiles and wine. The main argument of the theory is that countries gain 

by specializing in production where they have a comparative advantage. The national produce may then 

in turn be used to trade for foreign goods, which are comparatively more difficult to produce locally. 

According to Krugman (Krugman 2009) much of world trade today is characterized by comparative 

advantage, one example being China’s dominant role in the export of labour-intensive manufacturing, 

which reflects low and abundant labour and relatively high manufacturing competence (Krugman 

2009).  If trade works in the beneficial manner described by the theory of comparative advantage, any 

trade limiting policies are thus merely costly obstacles to mutual benefits. Importantly, the theory of 

comparative advantages states that the paramount concern is not how much gold is in a countries 

chests, but how cheap their citizens can purchase products, in other words, consumers are put before 

national economic concerns (Krugman 2009). With this in mind, international economics tells us that 

trade distorting policies such as import tariffs and subsidies create less than optimal outcomes for 

societies. To exemplify, figure 3.1 shows the net effects of an import tariff.  

In short, the import tariff increases prices from Pworld to Ptariff, which in turn causes an increase in 

national production from QS1 to QS2 and a comparative decrease in consumption from QC1 to QC2 now 

that the product is more expensive. From a societal stand point, consumers are net losers since the 

consumer surplus shrinks (green triangle). Contrary, producers are beneficiaries of the tariff as we see 

their surplus (yellow triangle) increase as a direct consequence (and most likely the intention) of the 

tariff. Lastly, the blue area indicates the tax revenue collected by the state through the tariff. 
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As the figure shows, the net welfare effects of a tariff consist of the two areas labelled “societal loss” 

and the rectangle labelled 

“terms of trade gains”. 

However, terms of trade gains 

are only realistic if the tariff 

imposing country carries 

enough weight in international 

trade to affect market prices, 

as this gain arises from the 

tariff lowering foreign export 

prices (P*). Most developing 

countries and especially LDCs, 

will be relatively small markets, 

where a terms of trade gain 

from a tariff is unrealistic as 

foreign prices will remain 

unaffected. In other words, 

LDCs are largely price takers. 

With this effect out of the 

equation, the cost of a tariff 

will “unambiguously exceed its 

benefits” (Krugman & Obstfeld 2008). While other measures such as export subsidies and import quotas 

have different intricacies, the net effect on welfare remains the same – the producer gains are offset by 

a larger loss to consumers (or government spending and worsened terms of trade in the case of export 

subsidies).  

Another factor that must be kept in mind with regards to tariffs is that a tariff of a certain size can offer 

substantially larger protection. The Effective Rate of Protection2 (ERP) is a term for the actual measure 

of how much protection a tariff or other trade policy provides domestic producers. It represents the 

change in value that firms in an industry add to the production process when trade policy changes. The 

ERP often differs from the nominal tariff rate because such tariffs affect sectors other than the 

protected sector, causing indirect effects on  

the prices and value added for the protected sector. In other words, ERP is used to estimate the 

protection actually afforded to domestic producers at each stage of production and hence how much 

extra they can charge, whilst remaining competitive with imported goods. They key point is that EPR 

                                                           
2
 ERP = (VAd / VAint) – 1 where: VAd = Domestic Value Added, VAint = International Value Added. 



 

21 | P a g e  
 

reveals the adverse effects of tariffs, which escalate from low rates on raw materials to high rates on 

intermediate products and higher rates on final products, which most countries’ tariff schedules do. 

Suppose that cars sell in the international market for $8000 and they are produced at a $6000 cost. 

Value added from this production process is thus $2000 (8000 – 6000). If a 25% tariff on imported cars 

is put in place, domestic firms will be able to charge $10.000 instead of the previous $8000. Car 

production will thus occur domestically if the value added is at least $4000 (10.000 – 6000). The ERP is 

thus the change in value added : (4000 – 2000) / 2000 = 100%. The protection offered thus 

significantly exceeds the 25% tariff put in place initially.  

3.1.2 Heckscher – Ohlin Theorem 

Building on the theory of comparative advantages, Bertil Ohlin and Eli Heckscher theorised predictions 

of the patterns of production and trade on the basis of the factor endowments of the countries in 

question. The notion applied is that the profitability of goods is affected by the input of costs used in 

production. In this sense, the relative factor endowment (land, labour and capital) of a given country, 

will determine what it produces as locally abundant factors are cheaper than locally scarce factors. 

Hence according to the H-O model, production will be based on cheaper and locally abundant inputs 

(Krugman & Obstfeld 2008). An important development from the original theory of comparative 

advantage is that it only focussed on differences in labour productivity. 

Important assumptions in the theory (usually modelled in cases of two countries and two products) 

include that both countries have identical production technology, factors are mobile within countries 

and immobile between countries, commodity prices are the same everywhere and internal competition 

is perfect (Krugman & Obstfeld 2008).  The most crucial of assumptions is the immobility of factors 

between countries, which is why trade occurs; instead of moving factors of production, the goods 

produced are moved. The H-O theorem is useful to explain much of the trade occurring today as the 

prediction that capital-abundant countries export capital-intensive goods and labour-abundant 

countries export labour-intensive goods, holds true to many current trade patterns.  

Essential to free trade theories is the focus on frictions of trade. Tariffs are an obvious friction on 

trade, as well as other trade policy instruments such as export restraints, quotas or the like. However, 

transport costs also represent potentially significant friction on trade in terms of what it actually costs 

producers to transport goods to the final markets. This factor is often taken for granted or treated as 

consistent in free trade theories.  

The above has been a simplified rendition of liberal trade theory as this is not the main theoretical 

focus of the thesis. The inclusion of liberal trade theory is needed to point to main issues of the 

research question as such theories remain very present in discussions of trade policy. However, both 
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theories mentioned above have limitations that question the primacy of the free trade agenda within the 

WTO (and other places), especially when the discussion turns on trade and development.  

3.1.3 Unanswered Questions for Developing Countries 

From a developing country perspective, the liberal theories of free trade may have useful explanatory 

power in explaining certain trade flows, but their usefulness is questionable when asking how 

developing countries should increase their trade and presence in the MTS. Firstly, the liberal theories 

tend to paint a picture that free trade increases trade overall and thus benefits all countries. Yet the 

theories above rarely attempt to give detailed accounts of who gains what, which is of substantial 

interest to developing countries. In other words, who gets which bits of the larger pie that free trade 

theories promise?  Further, the 1980’s saw some developing economies undertake substantial 

liberalization in accordance with especially loan terms from the IMF and conditionalities from the WB 

and other aid organizations, which was proven to cause substantial de-industrialization instead of a rise 

in investment in manufactures (Shaffeaddin 2005). Liberalizing national trade carries the side effect of 

discarding various policy tools, which have been used by the vast majority of developed economies in 

their own development, which seems a costly price, especially when many of the developing countries 

in question (especially LDCs) currently have little, if anything, to export. Lastly, in the 

acknowledgement, that factors of production are much more mobile than H-O theory assumes, the 

realisation follows, that the developed countries are the ones that control this mobility because they 

own the vast majority of the capital and thus set the rules for labour mobility. This poses further 

obstacles for developing countries who are thus to a large extent, not masters of their own destiny in 

classical trade theory. Another practical argument from developing countries is that tariffs are an 

important source of government income. Taxes are less feasible in developing countries and tariffs thus 

make up a considerable amount of the government budget. In the short and the medium term, 

developing country and LDC governments will be highly challenged to find alternative sources of 

income (Kowalski 2005). 

In relation to the focus on frictions to trade, transport costs in developing countries are largely left out 

of the equation. The reality is that transport costs in some developing countries exceed those of not 

just developed countries, but of international transport costs until arrival at a developing country port. 

Transporting a 20-tonne container from Japan to Mombasa is quoted at $1200, but continuing the trip 

from Mombasa to Kigali adds another $6500 to the freight quote (Teravaninthorn & Raballand 2009). 

Free trade theories do not address the transport costs internally or between developing countries and 

LDCs, while there is no doubt that these act as significant frictions on trade. High transport costs such 

as these sometimes make it uncompetitive to produce some products locally, even when the products 

of the competition are imported from developed countries overseas. A prime example is that West-

African countries currently import most of their poultry from the EU instead of producing locally 
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because transport costs internally are insurmountable (Titze et al. 2007). The situations is hence 

currently that subsidized EU poultry and much lower transport costs completely eliminate chances for 

local production to become competitive. 

In order to shed light on possible answers to these issues, a more nuanced view of trade and 

development is needed. The focus shifts from comparative advantages and factor endowments to 

industrial policies, technology and innovation and the more qualitative characteristics of trade policy. 

3.2 Trade, Industrial Policy and Development 

Another face of the multifaceted topic that is trade theory is that of industrial policy, which is often 

dated back to Alexander Hamilton, who is said to have invented the infant industry argument (Baldwin 

1969). Economic nationalism as connected to Friedrich List is often recalled as the foundation for 

modern ‘interventionist’ theories of trade and economic development and it is in these authors, that the 

following description takes a vantage point. In attempting to clarify the doubts raised above, a theory of 

trade and development needs to focus on industrialisation and the dynamics of capitalism; the idea of 

catching up, getting ahead and falling behind, which entails an inclusion of the qualitative characteristics 

such as innovation, diversity (heterogeneity), increasing returns and synergies (Reinert 2009). These 

factors in turn, require state interaction in the market (the extent of which is a debate in itself) in order 

to foster the optimal environment in which trade can be beneficial to development. As the following 

paragraphs will show, this may not always be in line with the commitments asked of developing 

countries and LDCs in the WTO.  

3.2.1 Industrial Trade Policy 

Industrial policy is a broad definition that usually includes innovation policies, industrial support 

measures, trade policies and competition regulation. This thesis has a central emphasis on trade policy 

and as such the following may be skewed towards the trade aspects of industrial policy, whilst not 

neglecting the importance of the other sectors as these are all seen as interconnected.   

Alexander Hamilton first articulated the infant industry argument in his report on manufactures of 

1791, after having studied how the US should commence to build its industry in the presence of 

cheaper and better British exports. 

“Hence the undertakers of a new manufacture have to contend not only with the natural disadvantages of a new 

undertaking, but with the gratuities and remunerations which other governments bestow. To be enabled to contend with 

success, it is evident, that the interference and aid of their own government are indispensable” (Hamilton 1791).  

The idea that national industries needed protection in order to become internationally competitive was 

thus born out of the US shortly after independence. In 1841, Friedrich List took the notion a step 

further and published a 435-page text called “The National System of Political Economy”, where he 
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underwent a historical study of trade and industrial policy in all major Western economies in order to 

conclude, that free trade is beneficial among countries at similar levels of industrial development 

(Chang 2003). However, in order to gain a position in the international system at the top of the 

development ladder, List found that certain protective policies needed to be used, such as various 

forms of industry protection: 

“They perceived that their newly established native manufactures could never hope to succeed in free competition with old 

and long-established manufactures of foreigners…Hence they sought, by a system of restrictions, privileges, and 

encouragements, to transplant on to their native soil the wealth, the talents, and the spirit of enterprise of foreigners” (List 

1841).  

Modern industrial policy, along with the view that free trade does not necessarily benefit all participants 

when these are at varying stages of economic development, is to a large extent founded on the ideas of 

List and Hamilton, who both undertook their respective analyses of their contemporary system to base 

their conclusions on facts (Shafaeddin 2000). Hamilton’s and List’s view on trade and economic 

development stood in direct contrast to Smith’s, who specifically warned the US against protecting their 

industry, with the argument that protection would merely “obstruct instead of promote the progress of their 

country towards real wealth and greatness” (Smith 1776). Smith advanced the argument that Ricardo would 

later pick up; the US should continue to rely on agriculture. History shows us that the US listened to 

List and not Smith and thus became an ardent practitioner of protectionism and eventually the world’s 

industrial leader (Chang 2003).  

In relation to modern day discussions in the WTO, it is important to acknowledge, that discussions are 

still held in the light of trade liberalization being a win-win situation. However, since developing 

members have gained a larger say and evidence is growing that trade liberalization is far from problem-

free, discussions have also tilted more towards the when, how and extent of trade protection.  

Whereas Ricardian theories of free trade would focus on labour factors between countries and thus 

advise labour abundant countries to focus on producing labour intensive products, industrial theory 

focusses on how developing countries may structure trade policy in order to capture higher returns on 

products, which again is an element that both Ricardian and the H-O model leave out of the equation.  

In doing so, the first step is to recognize that evidence shows (and List argued) that free trade is 

beneficial to both parties, when trade is symmetrical, meaning it takes place between nations of equal 

development. However, in focussing the analysis on developing countries, we are inherently focussed 

on asymmetrical trade, which is not necessarily beneficial to the non-industrialized trading partner (Cimoli 

et al. 2009).  In order to benefit from trade, developing countries must thus attempt to put in place a 

policy framework that helps upgrade their production systems and industrial capabilities, which 
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historically has been done through a process of emulation focussing on innovation, increasing returns 

and a hierarchical economic system. 

Emulation is defined as “the endeavour to equal or surpass others in any achievement or quality” 

(Oxford Dictionary).  In this thesis it is used in that sense to describe the process when countries 

attempt economic / developmental catch-up 

outside the prescriptions of orthodox liberal 

theory.  

Equating development with an imitative 

practice and the attempt to ‘close the gap’ is 

not unproblematic. According to Girwan, it 

poses a significant issue to the extent that it 

is the imitative pattern which supports the 

existing mechanisms of dependence on 

developed countries (Girwan 1973). 

Historically, todays developed economies 

have all been through stages where 

emulation was used as a strategy to reach a 

level of development from where freer trade 

would be prosperous for economic 

development (Reinert 2009).  

The basis for industrial policy is an 

understanding of economies as hierarchies 

where it is possible to upgrade production 

from low-quality activities to high-quality 

activities. Acknowledging this hierarchy 

allows us to speak of specialization and the 

qualitative differences between economic 

activities (picking cotton vs. assembling 

microchips), where innovation plays an essential role in producing wealth (Reinert 2009). 

This brings us to the realisation that instead of capital in itself, it is innovation that drives wealth 

creation. Essentially, according to Reinert, low-quality activities may be characterized by perfect 

competition, while high-quality activities are characterised by dynamic imperfect competition as barriers 

to entry and exit become significantly higher in oligopolistic production systems (Reinert 2009).   

Figure 3.2: Quality index of Production 

Source: Reinert 2009 
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Innovation or technological change is in turn intertwined with increasing returns, which is another 

essential element in industrial policy that is not accounted for, or purposely abstained from, in classical 

liberal trade theories. The context of dynamic imperfect competition is created through the minimum 

efficient size of high technology operations and the ensuing societal balance that is achieved is a 

balance of powers (big business, big labour, big government). In the acknowledgement that perfect 

competition is an unattainable proposition, successful industrial policy, or so-called ‘good’ export 

activities must be based on the fact that rent-seeking in oligopolistic competition is the essence of 

modern capitalism (Reinert 2009). Innovation-based rent seeking and emulation becomes the vital 

components of growth in the oligopoly that is global production. The emulative stage of development 

can bring countries to the economic stages where technological progress is concentrated and thus 

reduce the asymmetry in knowledge and technology between rich and poor countries – catching up. 

Only after arriving at this stage of development, will it be beneficial for catching-up countries to 

attempt symmetrical specialization according to comparative advantages. Trade policies must thus allow 

for the construction of national capabilities to take part in global production through emulation of 

successful policies with a view to engaging in so-called “good” rent-seeking, which is the fundamental 

growth process of modern global capitalism (Reinert 2009).   

Considering current political debates related to trade policies and foreign aid through the BWIs and aid 

organizations, Chang points out that many of the policies prescribed to developing countries, actively 

prevent them from engaging meaningfully in emulation. Industrial policies as maintained by the 

developed nations through their own development are effectively removed from the potential paths of 

development for developing countries. This is done through loan conditionalities, trade agreements and 

a persistent commitment to liberal theories (Chang 2002). This process is what Chang labels “kicking 

away the ladder” (Chang 2002), the term originates form List, and will discussed later in the thesis.  

This view of industrial policy conducive to economic development does not exclude that policies at 

later stages of economic development will move more towards symmetrical specialization within the 

free trade / free market paradigms according to theories of comparative advantages. The essence here 

is that developing states should emulate industrial policies from developed states first in order to reach 

a level of development, where it is possible to draw gains from free trade through comparative 

advantages. This process of emulation has historically included certain degrees of protection for 

national industries and it is therefore problematic that developed countries have been attempting to 

reduce such protection in developing countries and LDCs. In order for a state to realize industrial 

policy conducive to development it must be active in formulating and implementing policies, and 

cannot, as advanced by free trade/ free market theories, leave development to the market. This view of 

an active state in forming policies has been historically analysed in the literature which created the term; 

the developmental state.  
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3.2.2 The Developmental State 

In short, the concept of the developmental state covers the historical examples of states that 

experienced substantial economic growth through strong government involvement and the process 

described above as emulation.  One of the key examples is South Korea, which started promoting 

strong public policies in the 1960s with the primary goal of fostering development of national 

technological capabilities, including protective trade measures (Woo-Cummings 1999). The East Asian 

tiger economies (South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore and Hong Kong) serve as strong recent examples 

that protective trade policy can act as key to industrial success. According to Maio, most industrial 

successes in Latin America and East Asia have included active government involvement:  “it is difficult to 

identify instances of export successes in Latin America and in East Asia (outside raw materials) which did not involve 

government support…” (Di Maio 2009). The developmental state is thus the practice of the belief that 

active state involvement in the protection or incentivising of specific industries can create the 

temporary ‘vacuum environment’, which is crucial for small industries to grow and is normally only 

enjoyed by industry leaders (Dosi 1988).   

Interestingly, the orthodox account (promoted by the WB and IMF amongst others) suggests that the 

impressive performances of the East Asian tigers was mainly due to new rules favouring free export 

and imports and free markets in general, where after the economies took off (De Maio 2009). However, 

if one analyses the implemented policies, it is clear that the causal relationship between export and 

investments was contrary to the orthodox belief. With South Korea and Taiwan as leading examples 

(Hong Kong and Singapore are somewhat unique cases due to their geographical sizes and 

specialization within the financial industries), one can see that exports were a consequence of an 

investment boom led by the state in an effort to implement wide industrial policies to overcome 

coordination failures and induce further private investment in strategic industries (Rodrik 1995). When 

comparing the impressive results in East Asia with the mixed results achieved in Latin America, one of 

the main findings has been that the Latin American model lacked the combination of incentives with 

discipline that was evident in East Asia (Amsden 2001). In other words, East Asian economies 

accompanied investments and protective trade measures with substantial government control and the 

use of export performance as a means of selection and monitoring for both state institutions and 

private firms (Woo-Cummings 1999). The developmental state literature and the historical analyses 

within it, further suggests that current developing countries need industrial policies for economic take-

off and long-term growth, including in trade policy. However, active state involvement in trade policy 

and the use of industrial tools such as selective subsidies, tariffs, local content requirements and 

quantitative restrictions are strongly curtailed by the WTO agreements. This reduction of ‘policy space’ 

available to developing countries in comparison to what was available when the currently developed 
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economies were developing is important to our understanding of the relevance of the WTO for the 

development of the poorest economies. 

A complimentary view related to the developmental state and well worth noting, is the more recent 

notion of compressed development and the adaptive state. Taking a vantage point in the accelerated 

and uneven pace of development occurring in the currently emerging economies (or late developers), 

compressed development argues that the characteristics of the process of development are constantly 

changing, notably becoming faster and occurring along different lines. Where the currently emerging 

economies started their development in the so-called industrial era, we have now moved to global 

production systems, which prompt countries to find ways to participate, add value and specialize 

(Whittaker et al. 2010). This requires an adaptive state, which similar to the developmental state shows 

initiative and professionalism, but acts according to the changed environment of global production and 

global value chains (elaborated below).  

3.2.3 Sovereignty and Policy Space 

Policy space is a concept that describes what tools sovereign states have available to them in designing 

the manner in which their development will be orchestrated. In other words, when the literature talks 

of shrinking policy space, this means that international agreements between countries tend to limit the 

policy space available to national states in binding them according to certain rules and processes 

(Gallagher & Kumar 2007). The concern of shrinking policy space is not inherently a developing 

country issue as we also see many of the EU member states being increasingly concerned as more 

policies are moved from a national to an EU level, effectively shrinking the national policy space.  

For developing countries and LDCs, the vital importance of the DDA negotiations lies in the long-

term implications of proposed cuts and binding in industrial tariffs for innovation, productivity and 

capital accumulation, as these are key to narrowing the income gap to developed countries and thus to 

catching up (Akyuz 2009). In these essential considerations lies the notion of not being bound and 

locked into the prevailing international division of labour, which the currently developed economies 

have moved to the top of. Agreements in the WTO such as those made on subsidies, services and 

investment (TRIMS) and intellectual property (TRIPS) are strong examples of emptying out the 

toolbox available for developing countries, which in turn increases the risk for further irreversible 

commitments for deep cuts in industrial tariffs (Akyuz 2005).  

Albeit being a member-led organization, the rules and practices of the WTO reflect the status quo in 

developed economies as these represent ‘best practice’. Hence the burden of adjustment falls on the 

developing countries as these are the members that will have to change current practices to reflect 

those of the developed.  
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Exemplifying the shrinking policy space can be done through a focus on tariff rules in the WTO: The 

WTO arguably aims to ultimately bind all tariffs, which would lead to a substantial reduction in the 

scope of using trade policy for industrialization in the developing countries that currently have far from 

full binding coverage of their tariffs. Secondly, regardless of initial positions, members are expected to 

lower tariffs over time in successive negotiation rounds according to a line-by-line principal, meaning 

tariff cuts on all product categories (with certain exceptions). Thirdly, the objective of narrowing tariff 

dispersion across members further pressures developing countries who entered the negotiations with a 

higher average applied tariff than the developed countries. Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, 

industrial tariffs are also subject to the objective of narrowing tariff dispersion. Cuts and bindings in 

industrial tariffs would severely hamper developing countries’ abilities to support and differentiate 

industrial sectors (infant industry support) and thus effectively work against their moving up in the 

international division of labour (Akyuz 2009).  

The obvious paradox of the situation in which LDCs and developing countries find themselves, is that 

achieving economic development by emulation of industrial policies becomes less and less feasible as 

organizations such as the WTO continue to create agreements that limit the possibilities of such 

actions. According to Brown, normative influences from donor organisations such as requirements for 

the adherence to good governance and human rights further affect how internal authority in recipient 

states is exercised (Brown 2013). This in turn contributes to the on-going dismantling of sovereignty in 

the countries in question and further weakens the basis from which developing countries can negotiate 

and bargain in the WTO. With increasing South-South trade and larger involvement by the emerging 

economies (Brazil, India and China especially) in the LDCs (especially African LDCs), the traditional 

aid and trade partners are being challenged also on normative grounds, by states that adhere less to the 

orthodox liberal view of economic development and state-authority (Rampa et al. 2012).  

Modern theories of trade have attempted to incorporate the changing nature of international trade in 

the recognition that much trade takes place not between countries, but between firms. This view can be 

seen as adhering to many of the basic principles of liberal free trade theories, while maintaining a much 

more nuanced view of how countries can make best use of trade through GVCs.  

3.3 Global Value Chains and New Trade Policy 

New Trade Policy (note that some term this “New” New Trade Policy, as Krugman previously labelled 

trade theory with an industry focus New Trade Policy) takes a vantage point in two essential facts about 

world trade: 1. Current policy is based on trade statistics that overlooks where value is added to 

products sold, which is vital in order to see, which countries draw which benefits. 2. World trade no 

longer occurs between countries, but between and within MNCs who trade intermediate products used 

to assemble final products for markets (Cattaneo et al. 2013). This leads to a framework, which 
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focusses on the individual firm as the centre of analysis, supported by facts such as 80% of trade 

involves MNCs (UNCTAD 2013). Attesting to the primacy of this view was the fourth global review of 

the WTO’s Aid for Trade (A4T) programme in 2013, which was titled “Connecting to Global Value 

Chains” and focussed on the opportunities of developing countries and LDCs for doing so. Lamy’s 

speech at the end of the event summed up the main message for developing countries: 

“We must upgrade the exports from developing countries. Ensuring that developing counties can continue to expand their 

participation in value chains and use this as an enabler of adding value to goods and services.” (Lamy 2013) 

According to the OECD, WTO and others, the globalization of production has revealed that gross 

trade statistics may paint a misleading picture. Measuring gross trade flows does not give clear 

indications of where value is added and also counts the same products crossing the same borders 

several times, which is the situation of production today. Focussing policies on the fact that products 

are “made in the world” (the Iphone example, see appendix B) and on trade in value-added, has the 

possibility to challenge the classical views on global imbalances, market access and trade disputes, 

impacts of macro-economic shocks as well as the effect trade has on employment, the environment and 

competitiveness (WTO & OECD 2012). 

Closely related is the second fact of trade occurring more between and within firms than between 

countries. The value-added focus on trade brings the theories of GVCs to their right in the sense that 

upgrading production no longer requires a country to have capabilities within all aspects of production 

as trade today occurs more in tasks than finished products. The patterns of specialization (related to the 

industrial policy argument above) apparent today, show that countries specialize within certain steps of 

the value chains, which is supposedly a simpler task than creating beginning-to-end production systems 

(Cattaneo 2013). This global ‘unbundling’ of production thus changes our view on how developing 

countries can be better integrated into the MTS as the strategy to do so can be based on a specific part 

of a value chain. 

Fundamentally, GVC theory changes our view of a country’s competitiveness, which comes to consist 

of three main factors: the capacity to join GVCs, the capacity to remain part of GVCs and the capacity 

to capture more value (or move up) in GVCs. An important insight of the theory is that GVCs, to a 

large extent, occur regionally, why countries without sufficient capacities of their own, should seek 

regional integration (UNIDO 2010). One inherent aspect of GVC theory is the loss of certain steps of 

production in focussing on a new stage of the GVC. In other words, if Bangladesh wants to focus on 

sowing textiles, they must liberalize imports of the raw materials needed and other process that occur 

previous to sowing. If the sowing process is built on highly protected sectors and processes (harvesting 

cotton, preparing materials for sowing, etc.) it will remain uncompetitive and liberalizing is thus the 

only way to in fact tap into the sowing part of the textile supply chain in a competitive manner. Such a 
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decision will thus effectively terminate the previously protected industries and likely cause job losses 

that are only potentially recovered in the long run. This is also an example of where the ERP becomes 

highly significant in determining the actual effects of the tariffs in place on the imports needed for the 

stage of input in the GVC that has been chosen.  Further, a necessity for developing countries to access 

GVCs is market access in processed products. The developed markets must for example not merely 

allow the free import of coco beans but of coco butter or ready-made chocolate. As mentioned earlier, 

typical tariff schemes raise the ERP along with the degree of processing before the product enters the 

domestic market.  

New trade policy thus focusses on the individual firms and draws inspiration from dynamic models of 

firm entry, innovation, growth and exit. Differences in characteristics of firms are included within and 

across industries as these are expected to help identify sources of productivity and hence how value is 

captured in GVCs (Wolfe et al. 2011). Increasing participation in GVCs through trade policy should 

accordingly focus on economic infrastructure, facilitation of trade flows, building productive capacities 

and trade-related adjustment. This view on trade theory is built on many of the same principles as 

classical theory in the sense that trade liberalization is still seen as the way forward in enabling countries 

to better tap into the production chains.  

This section of the thesis has attempted to highlight the arguments of free trade and industrial policy 

while focusing on their relevance for the developing members of the WTO. As we can see from the 

paragraphs above and growing evidence, free trade is not the problem solver for developing countries 

that it was once (and partly still is) expected to be. Drawing on historical analyses and economic 

theories of industrial policy, there is strong evidence that economic development in developing 

countries needs to be spurred through active government involvement in trade policy in order to create 

a system that benefits, supports and protects local industry until these are competitive and free trade 

(and comparative advantage theories) become advantageous. The incorporation of GVCs in trade 

theories means that trade liberalization and an economy’s policies towards it become even more multi-

faceted. I argue that while GVC theory suggests that the nimbleness of national trade policy is essential 

for adapting to global production and value chains, the theory does not answer the question of where 

production capabilities come from. Emulation and innovation-based rent-seeking continue to offer 

explanations to the accumulation of capabilities regardless of whether trade now is occurring in tasks 

and not end products.  

Referring back to the sub-question posed in the beginning, of whether free trade can deliver 

development gains, this section argues that free trade cannot single-handedly deliver development gains 

to developing countries and LDCs. Trade liberalization has been shown to not necessarily be the best 

way forward for developing countries, yet with the acknowledgement that trade should not be 
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excessively hindered. The answer to the sub-question is thus not a simple one, but depends on the 

developing countries contexts, state apparatuses and production capabilities. Emulation of industrial 

policies based on the rent-seeking inherent to imperfect conditions, such as those prevalent in global 

production, require ample policy space in national decision making. Production capabilities must be 

present for countries to attempt to capture value in GVCs and I argue that while trade policy must be 

flexible, it must first and foremost be consistent with a given country’s stage of development in 

allowing for the industrial policies described above. In other words, for LDCs, free trade is markedly 

less important as a trade policy mantra, than industrial policies of emulation and rent-seeking through 

innovation, which constitute economic development in modern capitalism.  

From a discussion of trade theory, the thesis now turns to a historical walk-through of the multilateral 

trading system, which is deemed necessary (in line with the focus on historicism in critical theory) for 

our understanding of the system today. 

4.0 From the GATT to MC9, Trade Governance in a Historical Context 

The WTO in its current form provides member states with three different functions; negotiations, 

information/research and dispute settlement (litigation). The focus of the thesis is on the negotiating 

arm of the WTO, as this is the main function in question in the DDA. Not neglecting the relevance of 

the two other areas, which will also be touched upon during the thesis, this historical overview focuses 

on the negotiating forum of the GATT and the WTO and its use by its members since 1947. The 

chapter will attempt to describe: 1. The relative success of the negotiating forum of the GATT, where 

developing countries were arguably side-lined during much of the process. 2. The transition to the 

WTO, 3. The establishment of the Doha round and the following ministerial conferences, which 

highlight the main contentious issues within the DDA.  

4.1 The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (1947 – 1994) 

The current WTO agreements and negotiations can be traced back to the creation of the GATT in 

1947. Shortly after WWII, 233 sovereign states negotiated and signed the GATT with the declared 

overarching goal to ensure post-war stability and avoid a similar wave of protectionism like the one 

experienced in the wake of the great depression (Bown 2009). The 1947 GATT became the first 

template for a rules based system to regulate international trade between the contracting parties 

(members) with a focus on commitments to tariff reductions. The initial negotiations in the GATT 

were dominated by the larger developed economies as these typically were the members with principal 

supplying interests and hence market access demands. Interests were thus focused on reducing barriers 

                                                           
3
 The 23 states who signed the treaty were: Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Burma (Myanmar), Canada, Ceylon (Sri Lanka), Chile, 

Cuba, Czechoslovakia (Czech Republic and Slovakia), France, India, Lebanon, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Pakistan, South Africa, Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe), Syria, United Kingdom and the Unites States. 
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and gaining access to markets of primacy to national exports. As developing countries were either not 

yet independent or neither principal suppliers nor importers, significant market access demands were 

not asked of them or by them. Since little was asked of the developing countries, little was also given in 

the sense that liberalization of goods relevant to the developing world was undertaken in a very limited 

fashion (Das 2003).  

From 1964 (The Kennedy Round), GATT participants started using formulaic approaches to further 

tariff reductions. The tariff reduction formulas aim to reduce average tariffs and the dispersion of 

tariffs within a country, which is related to the difference between the average tariff and the highest 

(tariff peaks). However, in applying the formulas, countries were allowed to grant exemptions for 

certain “sensitive products”, which often ended up being the very products that the formula was 

originally aimed towards (Bown 2009). This resulted in a lasting pattern of protection similar to the 

reciprocity-based, give and take approach. Examples of industries that were thus protected through-out 

the life of the GATT are agriculture and textiles (coincidental with the export capacity of developing 

countries growing in these sectors). Agriculture was requested to be exempt from GATT enforcement 

by the US, a proposal that was backed by the European Economic Community, who subsequently 

undertook massive government intervention in agricultural markets by establishing the Common 

Agricultural Policy (CAP) (Wichern 2004).  

Figure 4.1: GATT Negotiation Rounds 

Source: WTO Secretariat 
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Importantly, the initial GATT negotiations established the rules and principles upon which the 

multilateral trading system should be founded. Essential to our understanding of the trading system are 

the principles of reciprocity, most-favoured nation treatment and national treatment. These key 

principles will be discussed in the following three subsections. It should be noted that the GATT also 

established the forum for the dispute resolution system (litigation) in case of members breaching the 

agreements.  

4.1.1 Reciprocity 

While there is nothing written in the GATT articles about reciprocity, negotiation rounds were 

commonly undertaken on a reciprocal basis between countries with a supplying export interest in each 

other’s markets. The reciprocal element becomes particularly important in the cases where member 

states seek to raise tariffs over previously agreed limits (bound rates). In doing so permission is given to 

affected member states to renegotiate reciprocal market access in another area of their interest, in order 

to keep the previously established balance (Bown 2009). Further, case law has emerged from WTO 

dispute settlement, where the right to retaliate in full reciprocity is given to a country who has been 

deemed adversely affected by “illegal” trade distorting measures. This would indicate that reciprocity is 

quite an essential principle in dispute settlement.  

4.1.2 Most Favoured Nation 

Integral to the GATT is the principle of most-favoured-nation (MFN), which disallows discrimination 

by importers across different foreign export sources. In other words, a member-state must extend its 

“best deal on offer” to all other members. In effect, this means that if one GATT contracting party 

offers to lower tariffs or increase market access by other means for the exports of one country, it must 

offer the same measures to all other contracting parties on a non-discriminatory MFN basis.  (Tomz et 

al. 2007). The MFN principle is one of the main advantages derived from WTO membership as all 

members will be granted (and will grant) the most beneficial terms of trade currently available. As such, 

GATT membership ensures that a country is granted the “best” treatment available. The MFN 

principle thus describes one of the main factors driving developing countries to join the GATT/WTO 

and establishes the theoretical benefit of membership (Subramanian & Wei 2007). However, it is 

important to note that members are allowed to disregard the MFN principle in certain cases. These 

include when countries enter into preferential trade agreements (PTAs) with selected partners, where 

the only requirement is that such trade must cover “substantially all trade” (Tomz et al. 2007). The 

GATT/WTO actively encourages members to offer treatment superior to that of MFN to developing 

countries and LDCs through generalized schemes of preferences (GSPs) or in specific bilateral 

agreements through the “enabling clause”. The enabling clause is a clause in the GATT and WTO 

agreement, which enables members to afford lower-than-MFN tariff rates to developing countries and 

LDCs, which in turn does not have to be afforded to other developed countries (GATT 1979).  
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4.1.3 National Treatment 

Still along the lines of non-discrimination, the national treatment principle is the third fundamental 

principle in the GATT/WTO trade negotiations. National treatment is based on the non-

discrimination of foreign goods, once the existing tariffs have been paid. That is to say, once a foreign 

good has entered (and paid the price of entering) the national market, it must be treated as a national 

good. Practically this means that once foreign goods enter the national market, they cannot be subject 

to further taxes or regulatory barriers that are not applied to domestic goods. This principle prevents 

policymakers from falling back on domestic barriers to trade once market access has been given 

(Garhart & Baron 2003). National treatment is often the central element in WTO dispute settlement, 

which evidences the broad and powerful coverage the principle theoretically offers.   

4.2 The World Trade Organization (Uruguay round, 1994) 

The WTO was created as an inter-governmental organization in 1994 with the conclusion of the 

Uruguay round. Along with the creation of the WTO came a more effective system for enforcement of 

rights and obligations, where members would no longer be able to stall or ignore the decided processes. 

Dispute settlement was given fixed stages for the process and a more automatic approval mechanism 

was introduced with regards to the findings of the settlement panel and Appellate Body (AB) reports 

(Hudec 1999). Perhaps more importantly, the coverage of the WTO was expanded to cover areas 

beyond the international trade in goods, such as services, investment and intellectual property rights 

(VanGrasstek 2013).  

Including trade in services, investment and intellectual property under the auspices of the WTO was 

not introduced in the negotiations by developing countries. These new areas of trade policy entered 

negotiations in the Uruguay round at the behest of the developed countries, whose industries exerted 

substantial pressure for the liberalization of services and investment and the regulation of intellectual 

property rights.  The final package of the Uruguay round thus created the agreements on Trade-Related 

Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) and 

Trade-Related Investment Measures (TRIMS) (Das 2004).   

Apart from the introduction of the above mentioned areas in the WTO framework, the Uruguay round 

also changed the rules with regards to how countries adopt agreements. The round introduced the form 

of adopting agreements known as the single undertaking, which in effect meant that members could no 

longer take the á la carte approach and accept only certain agreements. The single undertaking 

effectively means that no agreements will be concluded in isolation and members thus have to accept 

all the agreements under negotiation. The single undertaking is often highlighted as an important 

reason to the lack of progress in multilateral trade negotiations in the past decade, as these have 
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effectively been turned into “all or nothing” packages, with the exception of the recent agreement of a 

partial trade-package at MC9 (Wolfe 2004).  

The first formal proposal for institutional change in the GATT was presented by the EC in 1990 and 

advocated the “establishment of the Multilateral Trade Organization (MTO)”. The EC argued that the 

establishment of the organization “would not alter the substantive rights and obligations of contracting parties or 

signatories under the existing multilateral trade agreements…” but would “provide the institutional and organizational 

framework to ensure that questions of administration and implementation of the different agreements can be dealt with in 

an effective manner” (VanGrasstek 2013). The institutional considerations were originally seen as less 

important than the actual trade-package of the round and many members (including the US) argued 

that the focus had to be kept on the substantive elements of negotiations. Eventually however, the US 

made use of the institutional proposals to leverage bargaining power in the substantive negotiations, by 

reminding members that it would be difficult for Congress to accept the institutional package, unless it 

was wrapped in such positive substantive terms, which could make it hard to resist (VanGrasstek 2013). 

With the US eventually seeing the benefits of the institutional changes, the WTO was created in 1994. 

Focussing on development, the creation of the WTO was expected to generate substantial gains for 

developing countries as the developed countries were set to grant increased market access in important 

areas such as textiles and agriculture. However, many of these gains never materialized as OECD 

countries continued to heavily subsidize agriculture (although subsidy categories were decreased) and 

import quotas on import textile products remained persistent (Khor 2008). Notably, the developing 

countries agreed to substantial concessions on their part, amounting to the following effects: 1. 

Liberalizing industrial, service and agricultural sectors. 2. Disallowing the provision of subsidies for 

local industries and of investment measures such as local content requirements. 3. The TRIPS 

agreement arguably hinders local absorption of modern technologies and retains high prices on 

essential medicines (Khor 2008). The perceived imbalance of the Uruguay round and hence also of the 

WTO, led to a development focus in the following round – the Doha Development Agenda.  

4.3 The Doha Development Agenda 

The Doha round was officially launched at the Doha Ministerial Conference in November 2001 in the 

wake of two highly unsuccessful ministerial conferences in Singapore (1996) and Seattle (1999). The 

most important features of the Doha round agreed upon at the ministerial in 2001 can be divided into 

agriculture, developed interests and developing interests. With regards to categorizing the main split in 

the elements of negotiation as developing and developed interests, the reality is less clear on this 

division. For the purpose of explaining historical events however, the divide is useful in assessing how 

the future debates came about.  
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4.3.1 The Doha Ministerial 2001 

Agriculture was one of, if not the, highest-profile issue for the Doha round. The agreement settled at 

the Doha Ministerial showed the willingness of ministers to adopt a declaration that would put off 

many difficult decisions for a later day, which is perhaps the key reason for the current lack of progress 

(VanGrasstek 2013). Substantively, agriculture was essential for developing countries and was 

considered an area where the Uruguay round had been highly imbalanced. The EC was the last group 

of countries to accept the Doha draft, as their initial stance had been to object to the phase-out of 

export subsidies, which were seen as highly important to European agriculture. As will be explained 

later however, the actual results of the phase-out promise have been minimal for various reasons. 

Importantly, the text on agricultural committed countries to phasing out export subsidies, reduce 

domestic support and integrate special and differential treatment in all elements of negotiation.  

“We commit ourselves to comprehensive negotiations aimed at: substantial improvements in market access; reductions of, 

with a view to phasing out, all forms of export subsidies; and substantial reductions in trade distorting domestic supports. 

We agree that special and differential treatment for developing countries shall be an integral part of all elements of 

negotiations…so as to be operationally effective and to enable developing countries to effectively take account of their 

development needs…” (WTO, Doha Declaration para.13, 2001) 

The interests promoted by developed countries during and up to the Doha ministerial can be grouped 

in the so-called Singapore issues, labour and the environment. The Singapore issues consist of 4 

separate elements, which were first tabled at the Singapore ministerial in 1996: trade facilitation, 

government procurement, competition policy and investment. Some of these issues have been better 

received (and pushed) by WTO members than others. Developing countries remain very opposed to 

including labour issues in the agreements in a meaningful way, while the environmental issues have 

been somewhat better established with the Committee on Trade and Environment. Competition policy 

has enjoyed limited progress as many developing countries see this as a national discussion, while 

investment and government procurement remain very evident in the work of the WTO, each area 

being discussed in its respective committee, but not included in the core negotiations of the DDA for 

MC9. Trade facilitation is one of the main elements in the MC9-package (will be discussed in detail in 

chapter six) and has been a key issue of interest to the EU and the US to a lesser extent (De Bièvre 

2006).  

Developing countries entered the Doha Ministerial with a very clear stance on the TRIPS agreement 

and access to medicine. Offensive interests to the agreement were shown across the board by 

developing members and eventually led to the US accepting the agreement on TRIPS and public health. 

Another specific issue, which became mainstreamed shortly after Doha (2004) was the cotton issue as 

raised by the C4 countries (Mali, Chad, Burkina Faso and Benin). The group of C4 claimed that cotton 
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subsidies, especially in the US had been causing significant harm to their cotton producers and hence 

the livelihood of thousands of people and the development of their countries. This issue is still being 

discussed today, with the US showing little willingness to discuss reductions in subsidies (Van Grasstek 

2013).   

The Doha Ministerial revealed that developing countries were often divided in their offensive interests 

as could be seen in their differing stances on the Cotonou preferential market access arrangement. The 

Cotonou agreement afforded preferential access to the EC market to former colonies in the ACP 

(Africa, Caribbean and Pacific) group of countries, which meant that advantages were given to imports 

such as banana and canned tuna from Dominica and Mauritius (examples), and not to the similar 

products from Honduras or Thailand (Hurt 2010). The situation showcased a trend that still continues 

today, where developing countries struggle to find common positions, which are often needed to 

challenge the stronger developed interests. Importantly, the Ministerial Conference produced 

documents that established the mandate for negotiations on implementation issues and on SDT for 

developing countries (referring back to the quote from paragraph 13 above).  

The DDA was thus launched with quite high ambitions for the development aspect of the negotiations, 

based on the recognition that multilateral trade negotiations should aim at integrating the world’s poor 

in the trading system. Even the proposals by the developed countries it seemed, were of interest to the 

developing countries, the prime example being trade facilitation. However, the following Ministerial 

Conferences would soon reveal that fundamental disagreements on the nature and policy of the WTO 

persisted.  

4.3.2 The Cancún Ministerial 2003 

More so than the previous Ministerial Conferences, the Cancún Ministerial Conference showcased the 

clear lines between developing and developed interests on the three main issues that prevented any 

meaningful conclusions during the conference. The three areas at hand had been introduced in Doha 

two years earlier: agriculture, cotton and the Singapore issues.  

In short, the three pillars of agricultural trade could not be agreed upon although the EU and the US 

attempted to narrow their own differences on a topic they knew to be make-or-break for the 

negotiations. Developing countries voiced wide protests on the subject, some saying the reforms were 

too modest, and others saying the reforms went too far. The joint EU-US proposal provoked 

developing countries to the extent that it managed to spur the creation of a coherent group of 

developing agricultural interests, known as the G20 (led by Brazil). The main critique of the proposal 

was that the two main subsidizing economies in the WTO were now collaborating to maintain the 

status quo (Narlikar & Wilkinson 2004). In contrast to the G20, many ACP countries were concerned 
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that EU-US reforms would be too far reaching and erode the margins of preference afforded to them 

via preferential trade agreements.  

For several of the countries concerned about eroding preferences in the agricultural sector in the EU 

and US, cotton was a high-profile issue. The very inclusion of the issue on the agenda was a victory for 

these countries, whose populations are highly dependent on cotton production. The issue was not 

included at Doha and only became part of negotiations when the Burkinabé president, Blaise 

Compaoré, personally addressed the trade negotiation committee (TNC) in Geneva with the issue. At 

Cancún however, the only answer the US could give to the C4, was that they should diversify their 

production away from and cotton and towards textiles (Narlikar & Wilkinson 2004).  

The Singapore issues made very limited progress during Cancún even with the EU pushing hard as the 

principal demandeurs. In the closing stages, the EU went as far as to propose to drop three of the four 

issues, if negotiations would commence immediately on the least controversial of them – trade 

facilitation. The proposal should perhaps have been made earlier, as the late stage in which it came had 

seen stances harden to a point, where negotiations were no longer possible. The three issues would 

eventually be dropped in the negotiation package that was agreed upon in 2004 (De Bièvre 2006).  

While Cancún was regarded as a failure in reaching agreements, many also saw the conference as an 

example of the developing countries standing their ground in the face of developed interests. The end 

product was the 2004 July framework, which included the issues mentioned above.  

4.3.3 The Hong Kong Ministerial 2005 

Hopes were that the July framework could be transformed into an actual deal at the Hong Kong 

Ministerial Conference in 2005, which would put the DDA back on track. These hopes were not 

realized at Hong Kong, but certain significant steps and changes occurred. The Aid for Trade (A4T) 

initiative to finance improvements in developing countries’ trade capacities was launched and until 

today remains a substantial achievement of the WTO. Duty Free and Quota Free (DFQF) market 

access for LDCs to developed markets was included as an element of the conference, but the US 

remained, and still is, sceptical of supplying DFQF to all LDCs. The reality has thus been that the US 

still fails to provide DFQF on 97% as agreed at Hong Kong. An essential point here is that the 

remaining 3 % of tariff lines still protected in developed economies tend to cover all the lines of 

significant interest to LDCs, a prime example being textiles form Bangladesh (Berisha-Krasniqi et al. 

2008). In agriculture, the EU committed to the elimination of export subsidies and the US expressed 

willingness to consider accelerated implementation of cotton subsidy phase-outs. However, both of 

these concessions were made contingent on reaching an overall agricultural deal and have thus not been 

implemented yet. 
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4.3.4 From Hong Kong to Bali (2005 – 2013) 

In 2006 and in the wake of the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference, Director General (DG) Pascal 

Lamy officially recommended that negotiations on the DDA be suspended to enable the necessary 

reflection needed by participants (VanGrasstek 2013). Members of the WTO thus agreed, for the first 

time, to not hold the Ministerial Conference that would normally be scheduled in 2007 (biennial). 

However, an extraordinary meeting of ministers was held in 2008, termed a mini-ministerial, with mini 

referring not to the size of topics at stake, but the fact that it was held outside the usual official format 

of a Ministerial Conference. Early optimism was recorded in the mini-ministerial with regards to both 

agricultural issues and Non-Agricultural Market Access (NAMA). The optimism was short lived mainly 

due to defensive agricultural interests by India and the US. Paradoxically, both countries entered 

negotiations regarding cutting agricultural tariffs with large differences between their applied tariffs and 

their bound rates, meaning that both countries had significant space in their tariff schemes for 

negotiation. The explanation for the lack of flexibility by the two countries partly lies in the fact that the 

deal did not grant a lot to US offensive interests and India’s defensive interests are very firmly rooted in 

concerns of rural poverty, which is directly contingent on agricultural subsidies. The mini-ministerial 

also attested to the lack of primacy of the development as a cornerstone of the development agenda 

was not being upheld; developing countries were still asked to make substantial tariff cuts by developed 

countries. Ultimately, negotiations failed in the so-called green room setting, which is used as the “last 

stand” of multilateral negotiations and often criticized on grounds of lacking transparency and 

democracy, as the green-room setting selectively involves a small amount of members who are 

explicitly involved in the discussions, which affect the whole membership (Wolfe 2009).  

4.3.5 The Bali Ministerial 2013 

The two Ministerial Conferences held between the mini-ministerial in 2008 and the Bali ministerial, 

were largely considered house-keeping conferences as very few significant negotiations were 

undertaken. However, members agreed for MC9 to be focused on a mini-package of the DDA, thus 

singling out certain elements for negotiations in hopes that a smaller negotiation package would allow 

for consensus. The negotiations thus for the first time broke with the notion of a “single undertaking” 

in deciding that in order to deliver something, the all-or-nothing approach had to be left behind. The 

agreements constituting the Bali package were focussed around three pillars: trade facilitation, 

agriculture and development (WTO (MC9) 2013). The negotiations of the so-called “low hanging 

fruits” proved troublesome but the first agreement in Doha and WTO history was settled with 

agreement on the MC9 package. The main conclusions included a wide reaching agreement on trade 

facilitation (TF), which focuses on breaking down and coordinating customs cooperation across 

borders in order to simplify rules, remove red tape and hence facilitate trade. On agriculture, there was 

a recommitment of the promise made in Hong Kong in 2005 by the developing countries to remove all 
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export subsidies (G-20 proposal) and a creation of an interim mechanism allowing for developing 

countries to breach their WTO commitments in relation to domestic support in order to secure food 

security through public stock-holding (G-33 proposal). The development package included proposals 

by the LDC group on cotton, duty-free and quota-free market access (DFQF), rules of origin and the 

creation of a monitoring mechanism to secure and enhance special and differential treatment (SDT) in 

WTO agreements. The agreement on the development package was mostly reaffirming previous 

commitments and very few binding commitments were made (WTO (MC9) 2013). The MC9 package 

will be taken through a more detailed analysis in chapter six. 

5.0 The Changing Context of the Doha Negotiations 

The following section aims to analyse the geopolitical context around the WTO in order to assess, 

which conditions promote and hinder agreement in favour of LDCs as discussed in the previous trade 

theoretical section. The analysis will build on the historical walk-through and focus on the changing 

geopolitical situation of the years since 2001 in order to see whether a substantial reconfiguration of 

interests has taken place in international trade policy negotiations. This in turn can give us an indication 

of what kind of context would enable delivery of development gains through the WTO. In other 

words, the section aims to answer the sub-question posed in the introduction: considering trade 

theoretical arguments, under what conditions can the WTO deliver development? In order to answer 

the sub-question, the section will first give a short description of the empirics of global trade as means 

of understanding the size, direction and trends of the most relevant trade flows. 

“One thing is that at a general level, the world of trade moves fast and it can’t wait for the negotiations to give 

opportunities…” (Rahman, Taufiqur, WTO Development Counsellor, 2013, interview).  

Attesting to the phrase above, whilst negotiations of the DDA have been on-going for more than 12 

years, the involved actors and the setting in which they act has changed substantially. While the words 

written in the Doha declaration remain much the same as in 2001, the geopolitical landscape has 

changed quite significantly since the declaration was signed. This changing context in which the Doha 

negotiations are held means that national standpoints, coalitions and alliances have also changed. This 

section aims to analyse these changes in building on the previous sections and their attempt to give us 

an understanding of how the WTO remains relevant in delivering development outcomes for the 

poorest members. In analysing the changed context of negotiations, several of the interviews conducted 

argued that the increased importance of the emerging economies is an important factor in 

understanding the Doha negotiations (Appendix A). This section thus starts with a brief description of 

updated trade statistics in order to lay out the facts, which the analysis will be based on. From here it 

aims to look into the rise of the emerging economies and corresponding erosion of the previously 
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existing hegemony in trade negotiations. Coxian Critical Theory (CCT) will be used to discern whether 

one can argue that a counter-hegemonic challenge is present in the rise of the emerging economies by 

looking at what constitutes such a challenge. Following, the section will analyse the effects for LDCs of 

the increasing trade policy activity outside the WTO, with a focus on the increasing number of trade 

agreements being concluded outside the multilateral system. The increasing number of agreements 

made outside the WTO will also be analysed through a CCT lens in order to discern whether this is an 

effect of the WTO failing to serve the interests of the members. Lastly, the section will attempt to 

reflect upon, whether the reconfiguration of trade interests has caused LDCs to be marginalized in a 

negotiation round that was to a large extent created in their name.  

5.1 The Empirics of Global Trade 

In order to properly understand the changing context of trade politics, this section will attempt to shed 

some light on the empirics of global trade with a focus on the developing countries. World trade in 

goods and services grew most impressively during the 2000s. World trade surged by 2.5 times in the 

seven years that followed the recession in 2001. The average annual growth rate for 2000 – 2008 

reached 12.2% (Escaith & Tamenu 2013).The decrease in world trade in the wake of the financial crisis 

is painfully evident in figure 5.1.  

Since the early days of the WTO, the developing economies have gained a larger share of world trade.  

Developing countries followed the tide in the 2000s and increased their amount of merchandise 

exports from 31% to 41% and service exports from 25% to 31% from 2000 to 2010 (fig. 5.2).  

Figure 5.1: World Trade in Goods and Services, 1980 – 2012.  
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However, apart from China (13.9 % of world trade) becoming the world’s second largest trader, the 

main traders remain the same as they have been since the inception of the WTO; the EU (14.7%), US 

(10.5%) and Japan (5.4%). A closer look shows that the ten largest traders (including sovereign EU 

states) account for approximately 50% of world trade (WTO 2013, for further detail see Appendix C).  

When looking closer at the share of trade held by developing countries, we see that a large part of these 

figures is made up by the BRIC countries and the quickly growing Asian economies. LDCs continue to 

have a very small albeit increasing share of world trade (UNCTAD 2013). As the fig. 5.3 shows, in 2012 

LDCs were responsible for approx. 1% of global trade, whereas the larger and faster growing BRICS 

account for 17.4% (UNCTAD 2013). 

 

According to UNCTAD, the declining consumption in the developed countries carries significant 

consequences for developing country exports as these are the main destinations for their products, 

notwithstanding the increase in south-south trade (UNCTAD 2013). As figure 5.4 shows, South-South 

trade is gaining increasing importance, which the WTO needs to acknowledge in focusing negotiations 

not only on market-access issues for developing countries in developed country markets. It is important 

to note however, that Asia claims over 80% of all South-South trade, whereas the share of African 

South-South trade only amounted to 6% in 2010 (UNCTAD 2012). 

 

 

Figure 5.2: Developing economies’ share of World Trade (percentage) 

Source:  WTO Stat Talk, issue 6, 2011 
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Exports from developing countries are concentrated in food products, petroleum, apparel and iron and 

steel and in 2010 54% of developing country exports were designated for developed markets. Further, 

fuels make up approximately half of African exports to the developed countries (UNCTAD 2012).  

Thus while the global trade scene has been altered over the past two decades, we still see that for many 

LDCs, their share of global trade continues to be minimal (not neglecting the substantial increase 

Figure 5.3: LDC share in World Trade, 1980 - 2012  

Figure 5.4: Geographical Distribution of World Trade, 1980 – 2012  
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during the 2000s), the developed countries remain the primary markets and fuels and raw materials 

remain the primary products (see appendix C for further details).  

5.2 Challenges to the Hegemony in the MTS 

One defining change in world politics since 2001 has been the steady rise of several large emerging 

economies, notably the BRICs. While outcomes in prior negotiation rounds were largely decided by the 

few large developed trading blocs that accounted for the vast majority of world trade, the situation is 

no longer as simple. The impressive growth of some larger emerging economies in recent years has 

created a situation, where world trade has become more widely distributed in the global system. The 

BRIC countries account for a large part of this reallocation and this section will in particular focus on 

China, India and Brazil (CIB countries4), who have had a large impact on the Doha negotiations. The 

policy reactions by especially the US and the EU, but also other like-minded countries, will also be 

considered.  

5.2.1 Increasing role of the CIBs 

“When the Doha round was initiated, the DDA agenda did at least on paper try to focus on the development prospect in 

this round, as a distinction from what had happened in prior GATT rounds so to speak. As things developed, we were of 

course ending up in a situation that looked like any other of the rounds, where it is the bigger players, and the bigger 

players fight on balancing out their interests up against each other, that had been the predominant issue, in particular 

because one of the set of bigger players are the emerging economies; it is difficult both for themselves or for the industrial 

countries to agree exactly how they should be situated in the classical GATT framework where everything was decided by 

the United States, Europe and Japan” (Steffen Schmidt, Danish Permanent Representative to the WTO and 

chair of the sub-committee on Least Developing Countries, interview 2013)  

China, Brazil and India are becoming more assertive in negotiations in the WTO, which is a direct 

result of their economic weight, which has grown to sizes that mean their interests can no longer be 

side lined (Montalbano & Nenci 2012). Notably, all three CIBs are becoming more integrated in the 

global economy in a manner that is substantially different from how orthodox liberal theories of trade 

and economic growth would prescribe. While the significant differences between the strategies 

employed by the three countries must be recognized, they have in common that their national 

development strategies, were and remain more state-led and interventionist than liberal trade theory 

prescribes. The rise of these countries thus constitutes a standing challenge to what has hitherto been 

the theoretical norm of development according to the classical liberal paradigm (Harris 2005). The 

WTO negotiations hence not only have to contend with a larger number of important players, but also 

                                                           
4
 The reason to leave out Russia of the analysis is both due to their very recent membership (2012) of the WTO and the 

limited remit of the thesis, which naturally encourages limitations.  
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with somewhat contradicting theories and methods of national development, which all play important 

roles in determining negotiation standpoints.  

The current Doha negotiations on agriculture are a good example of the more active roles of these 

countries in the WTO in their respective attempts to assume leadership roles. The MC9 agricultural 

proposals known as the G-33 proposal on stockpiling and the G-20 proposal on TRQ (tariff rate 

quota) administration and export promotion have been pushed explicitly by India and Brazil 

respectively, and have forced members such as the EU and the US, to take a stance on issues they 

would rather have let be (Third World Economics 2013). In short, the G-33 proposal argues that 

developing countries will need to exceed their bound rates for domestic support in securing food 

security. Especially India has stressed that they do not wish to break WTO rules, but that maintaining 

food security will involve breaching bound rates of domestic support, why either bound rates should be 

raised or the support used should be classified as less trade distorting. The G-20 proposal stresses that 

export subsidies have not yet been phased out by the developed countries even though the Hong Kong 

decision mandated the phase out with a dead line in 2013. The second part of the G-20 proposal 

involves more transparency and information regarding TRQs for the sake of increasing simplicity in 

trading (these proposals will be looked at in more depth later). Discussions such as those on export 

subsidies (G-20 proposal) and what constitutes trade distorting agricultural support were thus tolerated 

for a negotiation round, even though these are commonly seen as the most sensitive areas for the large 

developing countries. Another prominent example of emerging economy engagement in the WTO is 

the newly elected Director General, Ricardo Azevedo from Brazil, who ran a campaign against amongst 

others Tim Groser from New Zealand and Herminio Blanco from Mexico. These examples serve to 

highlight that the traditional hegemony of developed countries in international trade politics is being 

challenged in the WTO negotiations, to an extent that has not been seen before. The large developed 

countries have for the first time been forced into accepting developing country proposals that do not fit 

with their understandings or material interests in global trade policy.  

In general, the CIB countries attempt to negotiate for maximum flexibility for developing countries, 

which is a group accounting for two thirds of the WTO members, ranging from the emerging 

economies themselves to LDCs. While the differences between these countries and their market access 

needs differ substantially, the negotiating tactics have been largely founded on what they can all agree 

on – market-opening obligations in developed markets. The challenge to the current hegemony is thus 

based on very general and broad common goals for developing countries. Emerging economies are 

however, quick to remind the WTO that they still are developing economies, and even though many of 

them are overtaking some developed economies in terms of market size, GDP and export capacities, 

their GDP per capita and hence living standards of their populations remain far poorer than those of 

developed countries (Schwab 2011). As such emerging economies argue that their responsibilities of 
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opening markets and providing SDT for less developed countries are not as great as those of the 

developed economies. In relating to the focus of this thesis, it must be acknowledged that while the 

emerging economies often argue that they support the LDCs need for integration in the MTS, their 

interests are often not aligned with those of the LDCs. While it is acknowledged that a complete 

analysis of the development gains in the WTO and the DDA should include the poor populations in 

emerging economies as these populations constitute the majority of the poor populations in the world, 

the scope of this thesis prevents me from explicitly handling this issue. The limited remit forces a focus 

on the populations in LDCs as multilateral trade negotiations are carried out between sovereign states 

and not subpopulations.   

The increased role of the CIBs exhibits clear indications that the power structures in the WTO have 

changed. A counter-hegemonic challenge is “a coherent and persistent articulation of…demands that challenge the 

legitimacy of the prevailing consensus” (Cox and Jacobsen 1977), which is arguably what we see when for 

example India and Brazil manage to champion issues to the WTO General Council, on which the EU 

US and others have long had adamant defensive stances. To what extent this challenge will manifest 

itself is hard to tell, but according to CCT, it will be met by a strategy of compromise in order for the 

developed bloc to maintain hegemony in the world order and not give rise to substantial changes. In 

order to truthfully constitute a challenge, a presence of both material factors and non-material factors 

must be present. The increased share of trade with emerging economies is a fact, while their adherence 

to different kinds of trade policy can also be argued to be present. The development paths of countries 

such as Brazil and India have been substantially different and their trade regimes today thus also differ 

from the large developed economies. The challenge hence also exists on the ideological level. Using 

Cox’s view of international organizations as means of perpetuating a hegemonic system by a historical 

bloc, this thesis argues that the large emerging economies are indeed challenging the existing hegemony 

in the trade arena and in the WTO.  

5.2.2 Responses from the Developed Bloc 

The general argument by the developed countries towards the shifting economic landscape has been 

that with increased power comes increased responsibility (Schwab 2011). In this sense, the developed 

members of the WTO have taken a stand that concessions and market-access commitments must not 

only come from them, but to a growing extent from the emerging economies, many of which have an 

equal trade capacity (Schwab 2011). A scenario is thus arising where the general approach of providing 

more lenient treatment for developing countries, or so-called S&D treatment, is being eroded because 

the current largest players feel that the emerging economies must be equally responsible for promoting 

the desired development in the DDA.  
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“What we have seen is that many developing countries have made significant steps forward in growing trade and 

integrating in the trading system and have become much stronger players. China has joined the WTO…so the context has 

changed and unfortunately we have not concluded the agenda that we set ourselves to do in 2000, it is one of the sources of 

the problems we are having” (Trade and development official from one of the larger developed country 

missions, Interview, 2013).  

Manifestations of the power struggle can be seen in the negotiating package for MC9, where the EU 

and the US have put most emphasis on the area of trade facilitation, which is presented as fairly 

unproblematic and universally beneficial. An agreement on trade facilitation has been the essential 

focus for the EU especially, who have been the main demandeurs (Zanamwe 2005). Contrarily, the EU 

and the US have been the main voices against the agricultural proposals put forth by the G-20 and G-

33 as mentioned above. By looking beyond the MC9 package, we see that many of the offensive 

interests of the large developed countries have been pushed outside the early harvest possibilities 

agreed at MC9. These include agreements on services, investment and government procurement, along 

with NAMA issues, some of which are being negotiated plurilaterally, i.e. outside the WTO. The MC9 

package was thus arguably principled by the inclusion of the “easier” items. The essence here is that the 

term “easy” may only be put on negotiation areas, where the large developed economies and emerging 

economies do not have fundamental conflicting interests. In Coxian terms, we are seeing an attempt by 

the developed countries to promote a compromise acceptable to the emerging economies (compromise 

in the absence of revolution). The intent is that the compromise serves to satisfy the growing demands 

of the counter-hegemony and hence upholds the general characteristics of the world order. 

Is the WTO more challenged today than when the Doha negotiations began? It would seem so. One 

main reason being, as emphasized by Ambassador Schmidt in the quote above, that the MTS has yet to 

figure out how the emerging economies fit into the system as we move towards a more even (relatively) 

distribution of power.  

With the rise of the emerging economies and their adherence to a different trade regime than the 

developed economies, it has been more widely recognized that liberalizing trade is not as problem-free 

as assumed just a few decades ago (Cimoli et al. 2009). Hence as we talk of new power dynamics on the 

material side, in adhering to CCT, the ideational challenge must also be acknowledged. The liberal trade 

and development paradigm is challenged as the emerging economies represent different success stories 

with different trade policies compared to what has thus far been seen as “good” trade policy.  The US 

and the EU and other (self) proclaimed promoters of free trade have been faced with not only a 

material challenge to their position in the trading system, but also a challenge to their overarching 

theoretical paradigm. In recognizing the importance of industrial policy and emulation in order to 

access GVCs, the WTO has been forced to grant attention to supply side constraints in developing 
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countries, which may lead to a discussion of legitimate protectionism (although it will not be labelled 

with that term), that would not have been had in previous times. When the WTO starts to actively 

engage in discussions of legitimate safeguards and other protectionist measures (including tariffs) as 

well as the supply capacities of developing states being an important issue (recalling the focus of the 

fourth global review of A4T of access to GVCs), it forces the developed economies to acknowledge 

that trade liberalization as an overarching paradigm was not the development catalyst it was made out 

to be. The intellectual debate and ideological challenge is also important in relation to the BWIs who 

play important roles in financing development and also trade related capacity building and technical 

assistance. This of course does not argue against two facts: 1. Free trade and the progress made in the 

WTO has brought about significant gains, for some countries, 2. The actual extent of free and liberal 

trade regimes employed by the developed countries is a discussion of its own. Hegemony is according 

to Cox not only constituted through material factors but also through shared ideology and both factors 

seem to be challenged to a significant extent during the Doha negotiations. The above analysis would 

point to a double edged challenge on both the material power relations of the developed economies as 

well as an intellectual challenge to the liberal trade paradigm, which has failed to deliver results during 

the last couple of decades and is now being further challenged by the rise of the emerging economies, 

who have not developed in full accordance with the free trade / free market view.  

Apart from the power struggle defined above, the stand-still in negotiations in the WTO has spurred 

agreements outside of its purview, which may be argued to have increased the challenges the 

organisation faces.  

5.3 Dynamics outside the WTO 

While the Doha negotiations have been on-going for the past 12 years, a significant number of trade 

agreements and regional partnerships have been created. Trade deals outside the WTO can be 

categorized as free trade agreements (FTAs), regional trade agreements (RTAs) or preferential trade 

agreements (PTAs).  Where FTAs and RTAs are reciprocal trade agreements between two or more 

partners, PTAs are typically unilateral and exist between a developed nation and a developing nation or 

groups of nations. PTAs are usually used as a means to favour developing nations for market access in 

a specific country; examples are the EU EBA initiative (Everything But Arms) and the US AGOA 

(African Growth Opportunity Act).  

Notably, FTAs, PTAs and RTAs are allowed by the WTO provisions, but some of these agreements do 

not share the principle of non-discrimination as certain agreements share a common tariff to non-

members (ex. EU and Mercosur). Since the beginning of the Doha negotiations the number of PTAs 

and FTAs/RTAs has grown at an accelerated rate, lending support to the notion that countries have 
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begun to look elsewhere for trade deals with the current lack of results in multilateral negotiations. 

Currently there are over 300 PTAs and over 500 FTAs/RTAs in existence (Hartmann 2013).  

The tendency to create broad agreements with numerous partners has also seen an invigoration in more 

recent times. Where NAFTA and CAFTA showed the way, the development of the EC followed and 

now several large agreements are being negotiated such as the TPP (Trans-Pacific Partnership). Along 

with this come the increasing agreements between the significant actors in world trade such as the EU-

US TTIP (Trans-atlantic Trade and Investment Partnership) and the EU-Japan FTA. Such negotiations 

and agreements have led previous WTO DG Pascal Lamy, to voice his concern that the agreements 

may be weakening the regulatory authority of the WTO, which in turn threatens its ability to govern 

free trade: “One of the key challenges currently facing the WTO Members is how to ensure that the trade opening 

conferred by preferential agreements synergizes with the multilateral trading system” (Lamy 2010). On another 

occasion, the DG stated that as a result of the convergence of regional agreements, he identified a trend 

of “increased fragmentation of trade relations, with countries belonging to multiple, sometimes overlapping PTAs” 

(Lamy 2011). It is generally accepted that LDCs are better off within a multilateral trading system, 

where their voices can be joined and there is less chance of strong-arming by larger countries. From a 

trade theory point of view, there is also a need for coherence and mainstreaming of rules, which can 

only be done through a multilateral process as the increasing basket of RTAs, FTAs and PTAs adds to 

the confusion and thus undermines the very goal of simplicity and predictability that the WTO is based 

on. It would seem that the political power struggle taking place between emerging and developed 
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economies (the hegemony and the counter) in the WTO is pushing negotiation efforts elsewhere in an 

acknowledgment of the size of the problems faced in multilateral negotiations.    

Interestingly, a recent study performed by Horn, Mavroidis, and Sapir shows that PTAs with the EU 

and US are expanding beyond the legally enforcing provisions in the WTO agreements (Horn et al. 

2010). We are thus increasingly seeing WTO members, and especially the developed economies engage 

in agreements of significance to the trading system, some of which aim to have deeper commitments 

than the current WTO agreements. In other words, the current MTS does not seem to be sufficient for 

the developed economies and others who increasingly sign trade agreements that are further reaching 

than the existing WTO provisions. This evolution prompts us to remember that the underscoring goal 

of development present in the Doha negotiations (at least on paper) is not present in agreements 

outside the WTO.  

In Coxian terms, the growing expansion and deepening of international trade cooperation outside the 

WTO is important because it shows the consequences of the WTO neither delivering for the 

hegemony nor the counter movement. When the WTO fails to effectively govern international trade 

politics, it does so because the interests of the members are difficult to unite. This fact in itself is an 

important observation in relation to the shifting power structures, when keeping in mind that CCT 

would argue that the WTO was to a large extent created by the dominant powers in order to promote 

their interests in a legitimate manner. The first observation in Coxian terms is thus, that the WTO has 

begun to fail in its original purpose of perpetuating the status quo. The lack of agreements in turn 

causes both the established hegemony and the counter-hegemony to look beyond the WTO to push for 

the agreements that each find most beneficial. In relation to LDCs, while the WTO may not have been 

serving their interests efficiently, having to undertake negotiations outside the multilateral arena may 

prove even worse as this most likely prevents them from taking united action and thus shrinks their 

already limited negotiation capabilities.  

5.3.1 LDCs and PTAs 

The increasing proliferation of PTAs has certain consequences for the LDC group and their negotiating 

capacity in the Doha negotiations. Further, the regional integration occurring in some parts of the 

world that certain LDCs pertain to plays a large role in their market access. The LDC group in the 

WTO has increasingly been able to affect decisions when the unity of the group is intact. One example 

was the TRIPS extension decision granted to LDCs in July 2013 (WTO, TRIPS, 2013).  

“If they[the LDC group] are united they can do something good…” (Rahman, Taufiqur, WTO Development 

Counsellor, Interview 2013) 
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However, where LDCs can agree on issues such as S&D provisions, technical assistance, exemption 

from rules and tariff bindings, market access has become increasingly problematic. Reasons behind the 

difficulties of achieving unity with regards to market access issues are largely derived from existing 

preferences in PTA agreements with the major economies. Where the EU has granted close to 100% 

duty-free and quota-free (DFQF – zero tariffs and zero quotas) access through the “Everything But 

Arms” scheme, the US remains more choosy in giving DFQF access to only certain LDCs. This in turn 

creates a landscape where some LDCs have free access to the US market while others have not, the 

prime example being the difference between Bangladesh and Lesotho, who both export textiles and 

apparel but do not share the same access to the US market. Importantly, schemes such as AGOA and 

EBA mean that LDCs (AGOA only grants access to some LDCs) enjoy lower tariffs than non-LDCs, 

which creates a rift in the interests of ‘developing countries’ as a group when it comes to negotiating 

further tariff reductions, which would hence benefit non-LDCs proportionally more.  

“Income-wise they might be the same, but they [the LDCs] are no longer a homogenous group as far as trade interests are 

concerned…someone’s defensive agenda has become another one’s offensive agenda…” (Rahman, Taufiqur, WTO 

Development Counsellor, Interview 2013) 

Whereas Lesotho is granted DFQF access to the US under the AGOA scheme, Bangladeshi textile and 

apparel exports remain subject to substantial tariffs. An increase in the DFQF access for LDCs as a 

group (as mandated by the Hong Kong Decision 2005) thus erodes the existing preference and 

ultimately causes substantial harm to the garment industry in Lesotho, which is not as competitive as 

the one in Bangladesh (ICTSD 2013). The obstruction of negotiating powers of the LDC group is in a 

CCT lens, arguably an intended effect of the institutional power of the WTO, which according to 

critical theory exists to perpetuate the existing hegemony. PTAs can be seen as an extension of this 

institutional power aimed at satisfying certain demands from states in the periphery without requiring 

systemic changes. The existing PTAs thus act as an obstacle to LDC unity and ultimately their power in 

negotiations. Ironically, such agreements are established through the ‘enabling clause’ in the WTO 

framework, which permits for agreements without the MFN principle being applicable to other 

countries than those in the agreement. The ‘enabling clause’ was intended to create the possibility for 

special and differential treatment through market access agreements to LDCs and is now effectively 

blocking their united pursuit of beneficial long term solutions.  

5.3.2. Regional Integration and PTAs 

The Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) being negotiated between the EU and groupings of 

developing countries are of particular importance to LDCs and their opportunities for regional 

integration. Recalling that the current debates revolve around GVCs and specialisation as means of 

integrating beneficially into the trading system, it is widely recognized that LDCs stand to gain from 
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regional integration of markets (single markets and customs unions). The simple reasoning is that 

specialisation is easier with larger economies and as such LDCs on their own may face insurmountable 

obstacles (Borrmann et al. 2007). Specialisation leads to lower unit costs and higher productivity, which 

translates into more competitiveness. Importantly, implicit in this argument is that the regional 

integration needs to occur before countries open their boarders to international trade so the 

competitiveness is achieved before competition from abroad is allowed entry. The process is similar to 

what the EC and hence the EU has followed with the creation of a single market in relation to China, 

Japan, US, etc. However, the categorization of countries by the EU in the EPAs, poses a problem to 

regionalism in many cases. According to Buzdugan, the EU has asymmetrical bargaining power in 

relation to the EPA with SADC (South African Development Cooperation), which it uses to encourage 

a particular neoliberal form of regionalism (Buzdugan 2013). While LDCs are benefitting from the 

EBA scheme with the EU, some of the regional groupings who negotiate EPAs with the EU, consist of 

both LDCs and developing countries; examples being SADC and the EAC (East African Community). 

SADC is subject to three different agreements because it consists, among others, of South Africa (who 

has the least access to the EU market), Namibia (who is subject to the Cotonou-terms) and 

Mozambique (an LDC).  This segmentation means that the terms of trade the EU is willing to deliver 

to these groupings are less beneficial than the status quo for LDCs who are thus hesitant to give away 

their current DFQF status for regional integration projects (Bormann et al. 2007). We thus see 

situations involving the LDCs paying the price of better access to the EU for richer developing 

countries (E.g. Tanzania who has the EBA scheme enters an EPA through the EAC, from which 

Kenya can gain better market access). Gramsci’s notion of hegemony clarifies that the EU 

institutionalizes EPAs as an attempt to attain compromise without affecting the more important 

structures of the world order. The EPAs can be argued to be deliberately designed to aid the LDCs, 

who on their own pose no threat to the EU’s position in international trade, while actively working 

against regional integration, which could potentially pose such a threat.   

“Whenever the question of market access comes (preferential market access), rules of origin becomes an integral part of it.” 

(Trade and development official from an LDC mission, Interview 2013)  

With the EPAs and market access in general come agreements on rules of origin, which in the EPAs 

need to be increasingly strict as the EU is not interested in South African wine being exported with 

Mozambican labels and thus gaining free access to the EU. Rules of origin are the developed countries’ 

method of making sure that products granted DFQF access; indeed originate in the countries where 

such access has been granted. Any DFQF access is thus subject to certain rules about how much of the 

value added work and raw materials involved in production can stem from outside the country to 

which the access has been granted. The side effect here is that trade is thus encumbered between the 

countries in the regional groupings because the EU and others who enact like agreements, have very 
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stringent requirements in relation to rules of origin (CUTS 2011). The EPAs and their selective trade 

liberalization thus divide the regional trade arrangements and act as an obstacle to regional integration 

in cases where this is seen as one of the most significant means of development in terms of competing 

long term in the global market. GVC theory and the notion that trade is taking place in tasks as 

opposed to products becomes highly relevant when discussion the maximum level of foreign input in 

LDC products in order to maintain DFQF access. Having strict rules on foreign inputs does not 

facilitate access to GVCs by LDCs, who at least to begin with, will be importing significantly in order to 

tap into GVCs.  

The two examples above highlight situations in which LDCs are dependent on the individual treatment 

afforded to them by the developed economies, who account for the majority of their exports. Situations 

such as these are contingent on the policies promoted both within and outside the WTO by countries 

like the EU and the US. In Coxian terms, the above is an example of an existing hegemony in acting 

through compromise to re-establish its legitimacy. As we see however, accepting such compromise 

comes with a price for the LDCs, which may be more detrimental to their development in the long run. 

5.4 LDCs as Victims of a Changed Context? 

As this section has argued thus far, the development intent of the Doha round has been facing 

increasing challenges from within and from without the WTO with the passage of the last 12 years. The 

changed context has brought about new power structures, changed positions and a broad 

reconfiguration of interests in the MTS in general. Drawing from the analysis above, it would seem that 

many of these changes in the context of the DDA have taken the development of LDCs as hostage in 

the sense that the original intent of development gains to a large extent has been side lined.  

In answering the sub-question set out in the introduction, of how the WTO can deliver development 

through trade as set out in the previous section, this section has tried to look at the current contextual 

framework, which seems to inhibit such delivery. The rise to prominence of emerging economies has 

caused the focus to shift from development to more fundamental market access and domestic support 

discussions between the developed and the emerging economies, who are the strongest members of the 

WTO and hence dictate the agenda, despite the one-country-one-vote system. The priorities of the 

DDA negotiations have thus changed, in a manner unfavourable to the LDCs as the main discussions 

no longer revolve around the delivery of explicit development gains to LDCs. A more complex power 

structure has warranted a more complex negotiation process. Applying CCT to the context has shown 

that the changed priorities of the DDA negotiations stem from an increased challenge mounted to the 

prevalent hegemony in international trade politics. The challenge mounted is both material and 

ideological and is played out in the WTO as the institution governing international trade. The material 

challenge lies in the increased economic importance of the emerging economies, while the ideological 
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challenge lies in their rise to prominence not having been linked to the liberal trade policies that are 

commonly promoted by the developed bloc. LDC issues have thus been caught in the cross-fire to the 

extent that their priorities have been downplayed along with the increasing hegemonic challenge.  

Further, the proliferation of RTAs, FTAs and PTAs has complicated matters as these agreements are 

subject to higher degrees of power imbalances than those made on a multilateral basis. LDCs can affect 

negotiations when they manage to stay united, a notion that is hard to maintain when agreements are 

made outside of the multilateral context. The PTAs especially have caused an internal split in the LDC 

group in the WTO as certain preferences are afforded to some LDCs and not others. While this may be 

beneficial to some LDCs, their fear of preference erosion prevents the group from focussing on the 

long-term development gains. As the WTO has failed to deliver meaningful results in the last decade 

for the dominant members, both the developed bloc and the emerging economies have sought results 

outside the WTO effectively undermining the multilateral system, which is commonly seen as the most 

favourable context for negotiations in an LDC perspective. Lastly, regional integration between LDCs 

and developing countries is further being inhibited by trade agreements outside the WTO such as the 

EPAs. Aggregated, these factors mean that the delivery of development gains through the WTO, in 

accordance with the trade theory section above, is not an easy feat in the current geopolitical context, 

which arguably has moved against the favour of development prospects.  

“the real problem I have now is that, I’m not quite sure that I hear and see the same feeling among the players, even if 

there are some who claim it, that we  at MC9 at least have to do something for the LDCs. Time will show…” (Steffen 

Schmidt, Danish Permanent Representative to the WTO and chair of the sub-committee on Least 

Developing Countries, 2013, interview) 

The recent conclusions from MC9 (laid out in chapter four and analysed in chapter six) show that 

Ambassador Schmidt’s worries were not without reason and that the changing context has indeed been 

difficult for the WTO to handle in order to conclude on the development aspects. The immediate 

response managed by the WTO has been to produce a package of “low hanging fruits”, which was 

agreed upon at MC9. This package however, illustrates how the developed economies have managed to 

almost solemnly negotiate a package, which holds no defensive interests of theirs. While the following 

section will show how the counter hegemonic challenge has managed to get a few elements through the 

agreement, it remains an agreement that to a large extent is designed by and for the developed 

countries. Specific for LDCs, most of the elements in the LDC-package for MC9 were watered down 

to restatements of the Hong Kong decision from 2005 and as the following section will explain, those 

that were not carry very little consequence for development in LDCs. The WTO has thus, as far as 

LDCs are concerned, to a significant extent been paralyzed by the larger hegemonic power struggles, 

why no concrete development results have been managed. It seems that broader reforms of the DDA 
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and the WTO would be necessary to overcome the obstacles laid out in this section and regain the 

focus and willingness to deliver for LDCs. 

The following section will aim to address the MC9 agreement as an example of the broader DDA in 

order to see: 1. Whether the agreement supports the trade and development framework discussed in 

the trade theory section and 2. How the agreement plays into the notion of broader reform in a post-

MC9 agenda.  

6.0 The Development Content of MC9 

“…rather than having become a development agenda discussion, it [the DDA] has developed into a more classical tit-for-

tat negotiation between the big players, and the LDCs in particular have felt to some extent that they have been the 

victims of this process and deceived a bit from what was originally the intention on paper at least.” (Steffen Schmidt, 

Danish Permanent Representative to the WTO and chair of the sub-committee on Least Developing 

Countries, interview 2013)  

In order to draw lines from the previous analyses to the current status of discussions in the WTO, this 

section aims to look at the agreements reached at MC9 and use these to see what development 

potential the DDA holds for the LDCs in the future. In light of the three previous sections 

highlighting: 1. The importance of emulative policies and technology upgrading in industrial policy, 2. 

The historical evolution of the WTO and the many biases in previous trade rounds and 3. The 

geopolitical shift that has resulted in less focus on the important development issues: it seems that the 

DDA needs to ensure broader reforms in the WTO if development in LDCs is truly a core issue of the 

MTS. While the struggle to agree on the MC9 package showcases that broad reforms accommodating 

the development needs for LDCs seem somewhat distant at this point, the alternative for the LDCs, of 

leaving the WTO also stands as a somewhat unrealistic alternative. A discussion on where LDCs would 

stand if the group decided to leave the WTO, while indeed interesting is not within the scope of this 

paper, which does not however, exclude that the option exists. Drawing on the quote above and the 

previous sections, the following section poses the sub-question: Is the DDA the right tool for the 

broader reforms? 

What follows is an analysis of the development potential in the most recent agreements, including an 

attempt to look a short distance into the future. While the Doha round encompasses many topics, the 

only results delivered by today came from a much smaller package, recently agreed upon at MC9. The 

so-called “early harvest” elements of the Doha deal were negotiated at MC9, which meant straying 

from the notion of a “single undertaking” for the first time since the WTO’s inception. Some of the 

agreements from MC9 will be analysed as a litmus test for what can be expected from future 

negotiations. The following issues have been chosen as focus points in the next section: trade 
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facilitation, agriculture and the LDC-package for MC9. These three areas constitute the main 

deliverables from the ministerial and will serve as a focus point for the broader DDA.   

6.1 Trade Facilitation 

Trade facilitation (TF) was brought into the Doha negotiations by the EU as one of the Singapore 

issues at the Singapore conference in 1996 and the recent conclusion of the Bali-package at MC9 

included an agreement on TF (WTO (MC9), 2013f). The overarching purpose of the TF agreement is 

to coordinate and upgrade national custom administrations so the process of trading becomes easier for 

traders. Trade facilitation in the agreement has thus taken a narrow focus on the term, which includes 

aspects such as publication of customs information, notifications, advance rulings, documentation 

requirements and international standards. According to the WTO, TF is aimed at reducing red tape, 

increasing transparency and cooperation and available information (WTO, 2013c). Importantly, what is 

not included in the definition are the infrastructural aspects of facilitating trade, such as better roads, 

larger ports, better electricity grids, etc.   

The TF agreement from MC9 consists of two sections. Section one outlines the general terms and 

obligations with regard to setting out how trade can be facilitated through various reforms in national 

customs and administrative procedures. Section two sets out the special and differential treatment 

(SDT) provisions for both developing country members and LDC members. This section sets 

timeframes for implementation depending on the country’s ability and explains that donors agree to 

facilitate the provision of assistance and support for capacity building to both developing countries and 

LDCs (WTO (MC9), 2013f.). Importantly, three categories of reforms exist; A, B and C. Category A 

should be implemented upon entry into force of the agreement, category B should be implemented 

following entry into force and a transitional period, while category C should do the same as B, but will 

also require aid from donor countries or international organizations.  

The OECD predicts that comprehensive implementation of all the measures in the TF agreement can 

reduce trade costs by 10 % in advanced economies, 14.5 % in low income countries, 15.5 % in lower 

middle income countries and up to 13.2 % in upper middle income countries (Moïsé & Sorescu 2013). 

Keeping in mind that OECD also estimates that a 1 % decrease in global trade costs increases global 

income by more than US$40 billion, the trade facilitation agreement seems to hold substantial potential 

(Moïsé et al. 2011). The World Bank estimates the largest potential gains from TF to be those, which 

would arise from infrastructure improvements, especially in information technology (Wilson et. al 

2005), an area that is not part of the TF agreement from MC9. GVC theory suggests that the key 

consideration in trade policy must be one of agility and being nimble as the capacity to adjust to value 

chains is essential for capturing and maintaining export value. In this consideration lies the notion that 

imports are necessary for exports as the goal no longer is to construct front-to-back national industries 
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but instead to build the national capacity to compete in tasks in certain levels of a given value chain. 

Facilitating trade (exports and imports) is in this sense a positive factor for development as it 

contributes to the nimbleness of trading and thus smoothens out the paths to connecting to GVCs.  

However, as the reforms required by the agreement bear significant costs, LDCs are concerned with 

their ability to meet the agreement. Thus for LDCs, the TF agreement does not only represent long-

term gains from implementing reforms, but substantial costs in undertaking these.  

“Many LDCs also are not convinced about the benefits they might derive from the trade facilitation agreement, they see, 

probably because the whole thing is being driven by the developed countries, they see it with suspicion, because whatever the 

developed countries are pushing, must be something that is in their favour, and to a large extent, this is correct.” (ICTSD, 

Senior Development Economist, Interview 2013).  

For the LDCs, the immediate importance of the TF agreement lies in the willingness of donors to 

supply the funding needed to implement the reforms so they are not cornered in the WTO when they 

cannot implement within given timeframes. The language in section two of the agreement states 

“Assistance and support for capacity building should be provided to help developing and least-developed country members 

implement the provisions of this agreement…” (WTO, (MC9) 2013f). Hence no binding agreements for aid to 

implement have been made, but an indicative agreement stating that the aid to implement in LDCs 

should be given.  

Further, models calculating gains of potential TF scenarios (Wilson et. al. 2005) break trade down into 

export and import. Notably, LDCs who currently do not have significant exports due to supply-side 

constraints, will mostly witness a rise in imports as a result of trade facilitation measures: “Most of the 

gains would happen from import facilitation and the export facilitation component itself will deliver very little…exports on 

the other hand, because they are determined by other factors, mainly supply-side related factors, the impact will be smaller 

and if there is any impact, it will happen in the longer term”. (ICTSD Senior Development Economist, 

Interview 2013). The immediate effect of TF implementation for many LDCs, is thus an aggravation of 

the trade balance deficit. Seen in Reinert’s view on trade theory; emulation and technological upgrading, 

trade facilitation may be problematic in that the immediate effect is, as described above, to increase 

imports in LDC. This surge will further burden economic systems and infant industries, which are not 

yet internationally competitive and thus not ready to take on the challenge of increased trade. Contrary 

to the nimbleness priority of GVC theory, industrial policy theory suggests that a trade policy 

conducive to development should focus on protecting the industries, which the state wishes to develop. 

In this view, the TF agreement becomes a further expansion and aid for the WTO members who 

currently are on top of the export chains to maintain their positions and not a tool for integrating 

LDCs is in the MTS. Industrial policy theory and the focus on rent-seeking in oligopolistic competition 

would however, point to the fact that the broader definition of TF, which includes infrastructure 
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investments would bring gains to LDCs, as infrastructure is directly linked to productive capacity and 

hence export capacity, which is necessary for engaging with GVCs. 

In the long term, in a global economy characterized by GVCs, imports are necessary for exports. If the 

TF measures thus allow LDCs to reduce costs of imports, this could in turn increase export 

competitiveness in the long term (Spence & Karingi 2011), but does neither diminish the importance of 

creating capabilities to engage with GVCs nor explain where such capabilities derive from. While the 

TF agreement thus may bring gains to LDCs in the long-run through cost reductions of trade it relies 

on supply-side constraints to be overcome in doing so. The agreement tackles only the “soft” 

(administration efficiency) aspects of TF and neglects to deal with the “hard” (physical infrastructure) 

aspects (Portugal-Perez & Wilson 2010). According to industrial policy, the investments needed for 

LDCs to be able to emulate and capture high-end production for export purposes are essential for 

promoting development. Increasing the hard aspects of TF would aid in this endeavour as it would 

both attract new FDI but also in itself help productive capacities through investments in transport, 

electricity, etc. While GVC theory would highlight the positive factor in allowing for the needed 

imports to eventually produce exports, it can still be argued that allowing for more imports will not in 

itself produce export products. As investments in the “hard” aspects of TF are not present in the 

agreement, smooth custom operations will have to produce internationally competitive products out of 

thin air as this is the extent of the agreement. Without investments in “hard” aspects of TF, we may 

well continue on the current path where transport costs (which act as a friction to trade the same way 

tariffs do) are insurmountable within LDCs. This means that TF may well contribute to developed 

products having an easier time reaching the growing middle classes in LDCs, who live in large cities 

with good transport connections internationally and hence further marginalize local producers or 

neighbouring LDC producers, who will continue to face transport costs that effectively render them 

uncompetitive. In this sense, there might also occur substantial impacts on settlement patterns and 

migration according to where transport costs are the lowest (OECD 2007). Further, the degree of 

specificity in section two leaves much to be decided as to where exactly the funding will come from. 

LDCs still have legitimate concerns that funding will be taken from existing aid budgets or other 

existing funding. Lastly, the TF agreement stands as the most substantial of the MC9 deliverables, and 

thus also the main delivery so far of the Doha agenda – and it was one tabled and driven by the 

developed countries.  

6.2 Agriculture 

The agriculture pillar of MC9 was represented by a proposal on tariff rate quotas (TRQs), general 

services, export competition and public stockpiling. The furthest reaching and most controversial of 

these was the G-33 proposal on public stockholding for food security and it is in this agreement that 

we take a vantage point. While not neglecting the importance of the other agreements reached at MC9 
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on agriculture, none stand as substantial departures from what was agreed upon before MC9, which in 

itself tells a tale.   

The G-33 proposal was headed by India and had the goal of expanding the scope under WTO rules for 

developing countries to subsidise food purchases from low-income, resource-poor producers through 

government stockpiling and domestic food aid (WTO, CoA-SS 2012). The proposal argued that the 

current method of calculating trade-distorting domestic support (Amber Box/AMS(Aggregate Measure 

of Support)) places several developing countries in danger of exceeding their permitted limits, which in 

most cases amount to 10 % of production (so-called de minimis level). Amber box support, which is a 

categorization given to the most trade-distorting domestic support measures, is not calculated by the 

actual government spending, but through using external reference prices (usually from 1986 – 1988) to 

see how much higher a government’s current administered prices are. Rising commodity prices and 

inflation have caused substantial rises in administered prices since 1986/1988 and hence forced up the 

amber box support calculations for developing countries struggling to stay within their limits (Matthews 

2013). In this context, the G-33 countries argued that they did not have the required policy space to 

ensure food security.  

The agreement reached at MC9 did not find a long-term solution. Members agreed on an inter-rim 

mechanism that would allow for countries to breach their WTO commitments in relation to food 

security purposes and public stockpiling under certain conditions, while committing themselves to 

finding a lasting solution within the next four years (WTO (MC9), 2013h). The inter-rim mechanism 

involves a “due restraint” clause, which ensures developing countries against legal action as long as they 

notify the WTO according to the agreement of their intentions to breach the commitments. Many 

developed members (and some developing members) argued that changing the amber box 

requirements would allow for a practice of providing unlimited sums of trade-distorting farm support, 

which potentially undermines producers in other countries. The systemic impact of changing 

substantial rules outside wider negotiations and the potential trade-distorting consequences have also 

been highlighted (Mathews 2013). One must remember however; while the WTO rules allow countries 

who historically provided substantial levels of trade-distorting farm support to continue the practice 

subject to a maximum level, others (largely developing countries) can only provide support up to the de 

minimis level (ICTSD 2013a). The agriculture agreement from MC9 speaks strongly to the analysis of 

hegemony in international trade policy. While the most substantial agreement yet from the Doha round 

(indeed from the WTO) was pushed by the existing hegemony (mostly by the EU), the agriculture 

agreement serves as the first example of the hegemony giving way on substantial issues, albeit only as 

an interim measure. The lack of ability of the EU, US, Japan and other developed economies heavily 

reliant on protected agricultural sectors, to prevent the G-33 proposal from reaching an agreement, is 

highly relevant in the power structure of international trade politics. This agreement exhibits the 
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characteristics of what Cox (and Gramsci) describes when hegemony reacts to a challenge by accepting 

certain demands in an attempt to not give way to more systemic changes. 

The proponents argue that effects on agricultural trade of the original proposal would be minimal 

because purchases will be made from low-income, resource-poor producers that primarily produce for 

their own consumption and sale in local rural markets. However, other members contend that 

interventions of this kind would bring some degree of price distortion, which may be felt 

internationally. The extent of this potential effect is largely dependent on the scale of the intervention 

and the methods undertaken. Possible effects could include a reduction in exports of food staples of a 

net exporting country since the price subsidy provided incentivises sales to government procurement 

programmes. Contrarily, it is also imaginable that inflows of imported staple foods would be reduced if 

government food distribution covers increasing shares of the product entering markets (ICTSD 2013a).  

Most LDCs will struggle to make use of the interim mechanism as high degrees of organization and 

skills are required in the responsible institutions as well as due to the possibility of incurring large fiscal 

costs – especially if prices paid to farmers must be at market price. Hence while the agreement on 

stockpiling is not an explicit LDC issue, the agreement might affect them in a number of ways, 

depending on how countries choose to make use of it. The proposal serves as a concrete example of 

where emerging interests run counter to LDC interests. Indian domestic support for stockpiling may 

adversely affect market prices causing impacts on net food importing LDCs. Relevant to this particular 

thesis, is the fact that the first agreement out of Doha, brought an agreement (albeit small) on 

agriculture, which was clearly not in the favour of the developed countries. While the concrete effects 

may or may not be relevant for LDCs, it exhibits an attempt to tackle the conceptual questions around 

the design of WTO rules on farm trade, which are of utmost relevance to LDCs. Previous attempts at 

reforming green box criteria (least trade-distorting domestic support) failed as developed countries 

successfully resisted measures that would have limited their own ability to use support programmes 

(ICTSD 2013). The G-20 proposal on export competition was resisted to such an extent by the 

developed economies, that MC9 only managed to produce a re-statement on the elimination of export 

subsidies (which should have been completed by 2013) (WTO (MC9), 2013j). The agreement on public 

stockholding from MC9 thus constitutes the first proposal put forth by developing countries in WTO 

history that the developed economies could not resist in its entirety.  It also stands as a proposal that 

marks the differences between LDCs and non-LDC developing countries in that it was pushed almost 

purely by developing countries and most LDCs lack the resources to make use of the provision. 

6.3 LDC-Package 

The LDC package agreed upon at MC9 involved four different sub-areas: duty-free and quota-free 

(DFQF) market access, rules of origin, operationalization of the services waiver and the monitoring 
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mechanism (MM) for special and differential treatment (SDT). Cotton was included as a stand-alone 

agreement but will in this context be included in the LDC issues. While the LDCs had succeeded as a 

group in agreeing on and formulating ambitious proposals on all of the above subjects, none of the 

original proposals were adopted at MC9. As will be explained below, the extent of delivery on LDC 

specific issues at MC9 was mixed at best. The counter-hegemonic challenge mounted by especially the 

emerging economies did arguably not manage to shift the focus to an extent that would also have been 

beneficial to LDCs. It seems the challenge was mitigated by more dominant interests in the agriculture 

area as well as the desire to reach an agreement to ensure the continuing operation of the negotiating 

branch of the WTO.  

6.3.1 DFQF 

The agreement reached at MC9 in relation to DFQF reaffirms the commitment made in Hong Kong in 

2005 that all developed countries should seek to implement DFQF market access for 97 % of all LDC 

exports. It further states that developing countries in positions to do so should also pursue the 97 % 

threshold. MC9 thus did not bring much new to the LDCs on this issue as the agreement remains 

without binding commitments (WTO (MC9), 2013n). As noted previously, DFQF access is already 

given by some developed economies, including the EU, through their EBA scheme.  

While seldom explicit, the DFQF discussions refer to the fact that the USA does not meet the 97 % 

threshold for DFQF market access for LDC exports.  Recalling the earlier discussion in this thesis, the 

97 % threshold also allows for effective protection against all valuable LDC exports as these are 

generally concentrated within very few tariff lines. As figure 6.1 shows, the DFQF access accorded to 

LDCs is being significantly eroded and preferential access to developed markets for LDC seems almost 

equal to that of developing countries in general.  In close connection with meaningful DFQF are 

simple and transparent rules of origin.  

6.3.2 Rules of Origin 

As mentioned previously, products from LDCs given DFQF access are subject to rules of origin so 

that countries granting DFQF can be sure the products indeed originate in LDCs. Rules of origin differ 

between countries as these are nationally determined. LDCs thus face a different set of rules when 

exporting to different markets. The LDC group submitted a detailed proposal on how rules of origin 

may be simplified. Notably, LDCs requested a threshold of 75 % in relation to how much DFQF 

products may consist of foreign input. In other words, LDCs argued that they need to be able to export 

products, which contain up to 75 % foreign inputs, with DFQF access (WTO (MC9) 2013l). In a GVC 

lens, rules of origin constitute a vital part of the framework that is to allow LDCs to tap into global 

value chains. If rules of origin do not allow for enough flexibility with regards to LDC market access, 

connecting to GVCs becomes problematic. With the objective being to capture larger value in the 
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GVCs and thus move up the technological ladder of production chains, LDCs will increasingly need to 

use imported inputs for their exports. The threshold should thus not be set according to what the EU, 

USA and others deem “fair”, but what is actually needed for the LDCs to set up production facilities 

and tap into the available value chains. If the rules of origin do not allow for this, one could question 

the relevance of DFQF in its totality. MC9 produced an agreement, which stipulates how WTO 

members can simplify their rules of origin to benefit LDCs, however, the agreement contains no 

binding commitments on implementation nor on the desired 75 % threshold of foreign input in 

products (WTO (MC9) 2013l). Taken together, the DFQF and rules of origin agreements reached at 

MC9, have thus not markedly changed the situation for LDCs.  

6.3.3 Operationalization of the Services Waiver 

The agreement to grant the possibility for WTO members to grant preferential treatment to service 

exports from LDCs was adopted at the eight ministerial conference in 2011 (WTO(MC8), 2011). The 

so-called services waiver acts as an enabling clause that allows members of the WTO to grant 

preferential access to LDC services, without having to follow the usual principles of MFN and non-

discrimination. The waiver was however never operationalized, why LDCs proposed a work program 

for achieving said operationalization for Bali. The agreement has enacted a commencement of the 

operationalization, under the Council for Trade in Services, where LDCs will first identify areas of 

potential benefit, where after developed countries will declare how preferential access can be given. The 

Figure 6.1: Share of imports from LDCs and developing countries entering duty-free in 

developed markets 
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actual operationalization thus remains somewhat elusive in the sense that no details have been set out 

for members (WTO (MC9) 2013m). It remains to be seen, which LDCs will be active in the 

formulation of areas where preferential treatment would be beneficial and which developed economies 

will respond to such proposals.   

6.3.4 Monitoring Mechanism 

The monitoring mechanism (MM) for SDT is meant to enhance and ensure SDT in the general work 

and agreements of the WTO. The MM was originally proposed by the African group in 2002 but 

negotiation on the mandate and reach of the mechanism proved a struggle until the MC9 agreement. 

Ministers at MC9 agreed that a MM should be established to secure and enforce the SDT provisions in 

all WTO rules with a view to making recommendations on how to improve SDT provisions and 

implementation thereof to the relevant bodies (WTO, CTD, 2013). As SDT mainly benefits LDCs and 

acts as a general measure to ensure that LDCs only commit to rules to surmountable extents, the MM is 

a positive outcome of MC9. However, the original intention from developing countries was that such a 

mechanism should be granted wider authority in securing SDT in provisions. The current agreement 

stipulates that the MM may only recommend changes, which can never change members’ obligations 

and must be interpreted by the relevant committees or councils (WTO(MC9) 2013o).  

6.3.5 Cotton 

The LDCs and particularly the C4 countries have since 2004 attempted to stress the need for a solution 

on the problematic cotton situation where USA cotton subsidies affect world prices to the dismay of 

west-African cotton producers (Sneyd 2011). The Hong Kong 2005 declaration declared that the 

cotton issue would be addressed “ambitiously, expeditiously and specifically” within the agriculture 

negotiations, which the Ministers at MC9 reaffirmed with no further action (WTO(MC9)2013k). As 

such, the cotton issue was far from settled at MC9 even though it remains the single most substantial 

issue for four of the poorest members of the WTO.  

6.4 MC9 vis á vis The Broader DDA 

MC9 represents a sub-set of the original issues encompassed in the DDA in 2001. The only possibility 

WTO members saw for a result of the negotiations started in 2001 was to choose a concise number of 

issues in an attempt to avoid a repeat of the previous negotiating failures. Yet even this smaller sub-set 

of issues proved difficult to deliver on and negotiations went into overtime at MC9 before any results 

were concluded (Business Standard 2013). The Bali Ministerial Declaration was a success in the sense 

that it showed the capacity of the WTO to deliver, which was sorely needed after lacking results since 

its inception. Yet in relation to delivering the development gains set out in the DDA, do the results 

from MC9 show any promise as to what may be expected from the DDA? Is the DDA the right tool 

for broader reforms as this thesis has thus far recognized are necessary? 
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6.4.1 Outcomes for LDCs vis á vis non-LDCs 

Judging by the mixed development gains delivered at MC9, the DDA will arguably 1. Need a 

substantial reconsideration of how to deliver the development promised in 2001, if this indeed remains 

the primary goal and 2.Face an upward struggle in attempting to decide on more far reaching reforms, 

which may be necessary to achieve the development agenda. While MC9 may still be framed as the 

most positive event since the beginning of the WTO and it may be said that the LDCs did not as such 

leave empty handed, they left very close to empty handed in relation to the proposals that they 

themselves brought to the negotiations. Further, the MC9 agreement paints a picture where all groups 

of countries (developed, developing & LDCs) tabled proposals and a clear hierarchy showed in terms 

of which proposals were adopted and which were not. While the G-33 proposal serves as an example 

that the defensive interests of the hegemony can be breached by a consistent counter challenge, the 

clear tendency was for the offensive interests of the hegemony (TF) to have clear priority, especially 

over the peripheral issues of the LDCs, despite the fact that LDC issues are central to the DDA. 

The agreement on TF is a relevant step forward for the LDCs as well as global trade in its entirety. In a 

world increasingly characterized by GVCs and where specialization is needed, the long-run effects of 

shrinking trade costs will benefit LDC export competitiveness but it is not a solution in itself. Imports 

are needed to export but correct industrial policies are needed to guide the investments in the direction 

that will allow specialization. While GVC theory would argue that the agreement on TF will increase 

the nimbleness of trade policy, which in turn will facilitate integration into value chains by enabling 

freer imports and exports, I would argue that this does not paint a complete picture of the trade and 

development policies needed for LDCs. While it is acknowledged that long-term integration into GVCs 

is contingent on imports in order to increase technological upgrading, GVC theory and TF does not 

answer questions as to where the capabilities to produce come from, nor does it negate the relevance of 

emulation and technological upgrading through “good” rent-seeking (innovation and emulation). 

Instead, I argue that the effect of TF that should be focused on is 1. The immediate import surges that 

LDCs (most of which have a poor import-to-export ratio already) will experience, 2. The lack of “hard” 

TF issues that have the potential to contribute to economic growth by improving physical 

infrastructure and 3. The inherent ideological aspect of a TF agreement, which continues down a 

liberalization path, which legitimizes neoclassical economics and Ricardian trade theory. Further, it will 

be crucial for LDCs that the costs of TF reforms are not borne by themselves or by existing aid 

budgets. As such, the TF agreement may in the long-run be beneficial to LDCs, but it will not solve 

supply-side constraints and it is important to note that the agreement will be beneficial to the 

developed countries as well (and less problematically so), which is arguably why it was agreed upon.  

The agreement on stockpiling for food security does not have clear positive effects for LDCs. The 

interim mechanism may eventually become useful for some LDCs, but the long-term solution to the 
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issue that is to be settled within the next four years will be of more importance. This agreement does 

however constitute one of the more substantial agreements on an issue brought to negotiations by a 

developing country, which as we know is second to none in the DDA. The agreement thus exemplifies 

the growing challenge mounted by the emerging economies.  

The issues tabled by the LDCs themselves passed and failed to varying extents with a general lack of 

ambition being the general characteristic of the final agreements. While some issues were taken forward 

(services waiver, rules of origin), none were pushed to binding agreements with meaningful 

commitments from the broad membership. In this sense, judging from what we have seen thus far 

from the capability to deliver from the DDA, much is yet to be done. In general terms, the outcomes 

from MC9 for LDCs vis-á-vis non-LDCs is a complex picture. The TF agreement is estimated to bring 

down trade costs across the board, most significantly in developing countries, but the cost side is still 

unclear and the relative increase of imports vs. exports in countries with low import-to-exports ratios 

are significant factors in assessing the benefits of the agreement between LDCs and non-LDCs. The 

outcome on agriculture exhibits a clear gain for countries like India, who will now be allowed to exceed 

their WTO bound rates in securing food security for their poor rural populations. Many LDCs do not 

have the resources to implement such public stock-piling programmes and will thus be more interested 

in seeing the effect of such stockholding programmes on world market prices of agricultural products 

(both net-exporters and net-importers of agricultural products). Perhaps more importantly for LDCs, 

the G-33 proposal managed to breach a discussion that has hitherto been off limits. Agricultural 

support has been one of the most biased remnants from the Uruguay round and attempts to 

commence this discussion have failed until the agreement on the interim mechanism at MC9. The 

decisions on the G-20 proposals on TRQ administration and export competition have very small 

effects for LDCs, if any, but stand as principle decisions reminding the developed economies of the 

promise made in Hong Kong to phase out export subsidies. The agreement to create a monitoring 

mechanism to enhance and operationalize SDT is an important step in increasing the degree of 

development in future negotiations. The agreement however, did not produce a mechanism with the 

administrative powers first suggested by especially the LDCs and the African group. The actual benefits 

to LDCs of the mechanism depend very much on the actions of the individual committees who can 

choose to adopt recommendations made by the mechanism or not. Nonetheless, the increased focus 

on SDT is a positive step forward for LDCs. It can be argued that LDCs are the group of WTO 

members who gained the least, all things considered, from MC9. This weighting of agreements is of 

course contingent on much specificity that is yet to be decided (payment of TF reform, final solution 

on stockpiling, etc.). I would argue that the picture cannot be painted simplistically and carries 

numerous nuances in relation to what the post-MC9 agenda will entail. 
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6.4.2 Uncertain Future for LDCs in the DDA  

It is equally important to look at what MC9 did not deliver, which one can logically suppose is what will 

be dealt with in a post-Bali DDA scenario. Conceptual discussions on agricultural support were not 

undertaken in depth and the developed economies seemed overwhelmingly reluctant even to allow for 

the interim mechanisms in the G-33 proposal, which is but a very small interference with the status 

quo. While the A4T work programme was declared at MC9 (as a result of the fourth global review) 

supply side constraints and their relation to policy space and WTO rules were not discussed outside the 

A4T framework. Three of the five LDC issues were market access issues and the negotiations showed 

that the status quo on these issues may have come to stay. The cotton issue stands a prime example of 

a situation where the world’s poorest population have called for and proposed solutions to an issue that 

is yet to be addressed meaningfully by the large developed economies in the WTO (USA).  

It would seem that while MC9 has brought the only tangible results thus far, these results show us that 

the DDA may not be the correct means of bringing development gains to the LDCs through the WTO. 

Alternatives that can be envisioned exist in two main categories, within or without the WTO. Within 

the WTO, the post-MC9 agenda will determine the framework for the coming years work and hence 

also the focus on development and extent of discussions. Seeing as MC9 was a negotiation of the so-

called “low hanging fruits” and yet still became a battle hard fought, it seems improbable that digging 

deeper into the development related topics will be any easier for the WTO members. The 

characteristics of international trade policy beneficial to LDCs as proposed in this thesis run counter to 

many views held by the developed economies and will thus require substantial reconsideration of future 

agreements. The DDA however, seems to exhibit a clear tendency of being determined by strong 

defensive interests of the hegemony. If this is the case, a deeper and more meaningful negotiation on 

development, which involves discussions of these defensive interests, seems highly unlikely to come 

about, let alone produce meaningful results. Alternatives outside the WTO a hard to imagine as LDCs 

will not be prone to leave the WTO or undertake meaningful negotiations outside the WTO, where 

their unity and hence negotiation power is weakened. Development gains through trade can be pursued 

outside the WTO, but LDCs fight an even steeper uphill struggle in attempting to secure market-access, 

aid for supply-side constraints and policy space for interventionist measures on their own.  

The four-pronged analysis in the previous sections has attempted to explain what the challenges to 

LDC friendly trade policies in the WTO are by looking at trade theory, WTO history, geopolitics and 

the actual negotiations. The trade theory discussion showed that while the world is increasingly 

characterized by trade in tasks and GVCs, emulation and rent-seeking through innovation remains 

inherent to modern capitalism and the WTO provisions should allow for such strategies in developing 

countries before meaningful access to GVCs can be obtained. The historical analysis informed us that 

the WTO was an intergovernmental institution created by large developed economies with the aim to 
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promote free trade and uphold the current world order in trade politics. The discussion on the 

geopolitical context revealed that the larger power struggles between developed and emerging 

economies are to a large extent marginalizing LDC interests. It also showed that while the challenge 

from the emerging economies is growing, we are still seeing a hegemony dominated by developed 

economies. The analysis of the MC9 agreement as a litmus test on the broader DDA revealed few and 

mixed development results for LDCs. These four analyses will help the following section in the attempt 

to zoom out and deepen the theoretical framework set out in the theory section in order to draw 

broader lines across the painting that this thesis has thus far created of the DDA and development for 

LDCs.  

7.0 Failure to Deliver the Development Promise  

Analysing the nature and development of the powers and structures that convince and coerce actors to 

abide by certain rules, philosophies and ideals has been the main aim of this thesis, with a focus on the 

WTO and the DDA. The following section attempts to combine the previous analyses and answer the 

RQ: Is the WTO still relevant in delivering development gains to LDCs, through the DDA?  

The final section of this thesis intends to draw on the previous analyses of trade theory, WTO history, 

the geopolitical context and concrete development proposals in the DDA in order to give an answer to 

the RQ. In doing so, the discussion will bring in both key elements from Coxian critical theory as well 

as from the discussion of industrial policy, development and global value chains. While attempting not 

to repeat the previous analyses, some elements will reoccur in order to draw conclusions with a now 

broadened perspective, on the capacity of the DDA and the WTO to deliver to results for LDCs. The 

following discussion will also seek to bring in the historical perspective on development strategy in the 

work of Chang, in order to strengthen the bridge between trade theory and critical political economy 

analysis. The notion of “kicking away ladders” will be discussed in relation to the free market / free 

trade paradigms prevalent in the WTO and the more interventionist policies prescribed by industrial 

policy focused on emulation and innovation-based rent-seeking. 

7.1 Hegemony and the Counter 

Hegemony exists on a basis of power structures, the distribution of which creates the basis for the 

creation of world orders.  Power stems from material and non-material sources as well as institutions, 

which are intended to propagate the status quo. Having analysed the hegemony aspects of international 

trade politics, the following will attempt to deepen and nuance the discussion in assessing the 

hegemony and the counter challenge in more detail. The hope is to achieve a fuller and deeper 

understanding of hegemony in the MTS, along with the implications this has for the delivery of 
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development results to LDCs in the WTO through the DDA, which I argue is contingent on the extent 

to which, the WTO supports industrial policy.  

7.1.1 Liberal Hegemony in Trade Politics 

As depicted by the previous analyses, previous WTO decision making was to a large extent based on 

the consent of three major members: USA, EU and Japan. The obvious reason for this is the massive 

part of world trade that these three members account for. The perhaps less obvious reasons are 1. The 

shared understanding between the developed economies based (especially the USA and the EU) on 

collective images of world order, as well as underlying ideas of beneficial trade theory and 2. The 

international institution governing world trade (WTO) was largely created on a basis of, and in order to 

institutionalize, these shared ideas and principles.  

I argue that Cox’s understanding of hegemony at the global level helps understand why the WTO, 

through the DDA has failed to deliver tangible and meaningful development to LDCs, despite this 

being an explicit aim of the on-going trade negotiation round. Recalling that hegemony is characterized 

by a unison of economic and political aims as well as intellectual and moral unity, I argue that 

hegemony is present in the WTO, dominated by the developed economies who, despite entering 

different coalitions and having mutually exclusive views on certain aspect of trade policy, remain united 

around the most important issue of maintaining the status quo world order in relation to trade politics 

and the WTO. Maintaining the status quo world order in trade politics, does not negate that the 

developed economies move the trade agenda forward, but argues that they do so in manner, where 

their relative position in the world is maintained. While the EU, USA and Japan are decisively different 

countries in many aspects and also hold unique trade regimes, they form a bloc of developed interests 

(along with other developed economies such as Canada and Australia) when analysed from a critical 

perspective, which argues that the trade agreements, policies and politics pushed by these members in 

the WTO, contribute to maintaining their relative positions in the world order. Coxian critical analysis 

defines order as hierarchies and distributions of power, which is what this analysis builds on.   

Liberal trade policies are commonly understood to have underpinned the overwhelming share of world 

trade held by the developed trading bloc and hence explains why these WTO members take an ardent 

stand on the promotion of free trade. This common historical interpretation, along with certain 

branches of academia, lays the foundations for the propagation of free trade and free market theories 

through institutions of political and academic nature, thus further enforcing the collective images of 

which trade policies are best suited to promote development and growth. Such policies are often spread 

to less powerful countries through means of coercion, manifested through large involvements in 

politics through aid programs, loan conditionalities or direct political involvement in other sovereign 

states. I argue that the WTO was founded on the principles heralded by the developed economies and a 
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frame of reference was hence established that further underpinned the way forward as dictated by the 

same players. The WTO thus serves a role of promoting trade liberalization through multilateral 

agreements, which are often (if not consistently) against development interests in LDCs, at the behest 

of the developed economies (albeit decreasingly so). As a member-led organization, the WTO affects 

and is affected by the changing dynamics of the membership, which has lately seen a power shift 

towards the less liberally oriented emerging economies.  

Like most other arguments, the one just put forth requires certain nuances. The hegemony of 

developed economies in the WTO is not forged in concrete and often experiences significant fault lines 

in relation to trade negotiations. Even within the EU there is a significant variance of political aims and 

intellectual understandings, which often comes to the fore in internal EU deliberations when common 

positions are being found. A prime example is the difference between the Nordic countries’ approach 

to international trade and development as compared to the Southern European countries’ views. The 

relative material powers of the EU countries are also strong determinants of which EU stances are 

promoted by which EU members. Placing the EU, USA and Japan (along with Canada, Australia and 

others) in a supposedly consistent formation is thus not unproblematic. There are significant divergent 

interests, which are often revealed in the WTO through coalitions, dispute settlement and trade policy 

reviews. The relative fragmentation of the developed bloc in the MTS must thus be acknowledged. 

However, I would continue to argue that they share significant aims and views in relation to 

maintaining their relative positions in comparison with the rest of the world, i.e. the current world 

order, in which they find themselves at the top.  

The limited progress of the DDA and recently concluded MC9 package exhibit the interesting 

characteristic that the developed economies have hardly given up any ground on their defensive 

interests, despite declarations of intent towards delivering development gains for the poorer members 

of the WTO. The collective image of the benefits of trade liberalization remain formally steadfast in 

their presence in WTO decisions and remain in formal foreign strategies with regards to development 

aid, country-loans and general foreign policy of the developed economies. However, the latter part of 

this section will question whether this adherence to free trade principles can be deemed true in a 

historical perspective.  

While little has been delivered in form of concrete agreements and provisions for the benefits of LDCs, 

certain initiatives have enjoyed support during the DDA. Some beneficial policies were implemented in 

their favour, such as 97 % DFQF market access (which the USA still does not live up to). However, the 

DFQF initiative and others like it do not incur any substantial costs on the major members granting the 

market access, as the vast majority of LDCs pose no threat to the established trade interests of 

developed WTO members. As mentioned earlier, DFQF access remains contingent on both rules of 
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origin and the 97 % threshold, which allows effective discrimination against the last 3 %, which easily 

encompass all significant exports from any given LDC.  

One can reasonably ask why the developed economies would agree to the creation of a development 

round, if the intentions to deliver are absent. The analyses above would argue that an existing 

hegemony attempts to react to challenges by satisfying certain demands in order to avoid radical 

changes to the structure of the international system. I argue that this is one of the reasons the DDA 

came into existence. The developed economies sought a compromise in light of the previous blatantly 

uneven trade rounds and demands by developing countries, which meant establishing a development 

focussed trade round. While the formulating of the DDA may be seen as a first step in the direction of 

development through international trade for LDCs, I argue that the DDA has been more directed 

towards a diplomatic struggle between larger countries and hence not necessarily acting as it was 

formulated on paper in relation to integrating the poorest countries in the MTS.  

7.1.2 A Persistent Challenge 

A number of emerging economies started playing significant roles in the WTO in the wake of the 

Uruguay round, which was largely perceived to have favoured the developed members. The increasing 

share of world trade held by the large emerging economies with a focus on China, India and Brazil (not 

undermining the importance of others such as Russia, Mexico, Thailand, etc.), meant that their voices 

were amplified in the WTO negotiations. Whilst acknowledging that the system is 1-country-1-vote, 

hard politics still play a decisive role in deciding, which coalitions support which proposals. While the 

material resources of these countries carry significant influence in mounting the counter-hegemonic 

challenge, their shared images world order and view of the role trade policy plays in development is 

equally important.  

The emerging economies hold a more recent recollection of employing non-liberal trade policies in 

ensuring their exports, technology upgrades and share of value chains. Further, the emerging 

economies are not as bound by liberal trade policies as their reliance on aid budgets and massive loans 

from the BWIs are limited compared with countries in the LDC group. The potential to challenge the 

existing paradigm of liberal trade policies thus exists within the emerging economies, which is what 

becomes evident from WTO negotiations, where these countries have attempted to start negotiations 

on previously taken for granted subjects such as what constitutes domestic support (green box vs. 

amber box support). The emerging economies are also consistently ranked as having more closed trade 

regimes than for example the US or EU countries (ICC 2013). One reason being that national politics 

in emerging economies deem higher degrees of protection necessary for development – thus 

fundamentally challenging the intellectual and ideological standpoint of the prevalent hegemony.   
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With a power relationship increasingly moving in favour of the emerging economies (while the 

hegemony of developed economies arguably remains dominant), the WTO’s function also changes, 

which may explain the 12 years of impasse and the humble agreement reached at MC9. From an 

organization largely dominated by a few ardent promoters of free trade, to a forum of intense debates 

over which trade policies carry the largest development benefits for the world’s poor, the underlying 

premises of the WTO have changed substantially. I argue that the nature of the change in the WTO is 

largely due to the mounting of a substantial challenge to the prevalent hegemony.  

This challenge however, much like the hegemony, cannot be presented in simplistic fashion as it 

constitutes a wide range of different emerging economies that often cross swords in WTO negotiations, 

committee deliberations and dispute settlement. While India ardently pushed the G-33 proposal on 

public stockholding at MC9, Brazil chose to champion the G-20 proposal on export subsidies and the 

two countries also had quite different stances on the TF agreement. China’s economic importance is as 

much a worry for the other emerging economies as for the developed and the limited remit of this 

thesis has prevented a discussion of other important actors such as Russia, South Africa, Thailand, 

Mexico and others. In other words, the counter-hegemonic challenge is nuanced and often acts without 

unity in the WTO. While the relative fragmentation of the challenge is acknowledged, the challenge is 

no less important as the actions of each of these countries collectively present a significant obstacle for 

the hitherto largely unopposed interests of developed economies. Importantly, emerging economies do 

not always share LDC interests, countries like India and Brazil often have substantially different, and 

occasionally mutually exclusive goals,  compared with countries such as Mozambique and Nepal. 

The changed situation in international trade politics may not have been beneficial to LDCs in the short 

run, whether or not we find ourselves in the middle of a development round. Where developed 

economies were more likely to focus on LDC issues before, the rise of the emerging economies has 

warranted a reaction in the WTO from the developed economies, which has shifted focus from the 

development in LDCs. With the substantial challenge to the hegemony in international trade politics, 

the cornerstone issues of the WTO have come more to the forefront than previously, hence removing 

the explicit negotiating focus on development for LDCs. These core issues (tariffs, domestic supports, 

subsidies, etc.) will inherently be areas where agreement is highly evasive as they constitute fundamental 

premises for the different blocs’ collective understandings of trade policy. The result until now (2001 – 

2014) has been that core LDC issues of market-access and supply-side constraints have been side lined 

in agreements such as the one reached at MC9. In the short-run, as we saw in relation to MC9, this 

meant a lot of time spent on deciding very few substantive provisions beneficial to LDCs. This 

realisation is furthered by the fact that the emerging economies, while often labelling themselves as 

champions of development, often lack shared interests with the LDCs. However, the long-run 

prospects of the challenge must also be considered. While not attempting to predict the future, the 
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challenge to the liberal trade policy view may bring important effects to LDCs in the long run, through 

for example fewer liberalization requirements bundled with foreign aid and loans from the BWIs. 

Focussing on GVCs, technological upgrading and specialization outside the paradigm of free trade 

could bring important new insights into how the poorest countries can be integrated in the MTS. In the 

long-run the systemic challenge presented by emerging economies may drive trade and development 

discussions more towards a base in industrial policy and how such policies can be promoted through 

the WTO. 

7.2 Contradictions: Gaps between Ideas and Experience 

According to Coxian critical theory, change in world orders appears through contradictions, which are 

antagonisms within societies brought about by the increasing gap between the prevalent idea of 

progress and actual conditions experienced by the inhabitants. This thesis argues that antagonisms 

appeared in the WTO in the wake of the Uruguay round and were amplified in the wait for Doha to 

carry results, as the prevalent idea of the deliverables of a development agenda was not implemented 

and hence not experienced by the countries expecting the outcome. This gap between ideas and 

experience constitutes the contradiction that has led to a challenge of the hegemony of developed 

economies in international trade politics.  This thesis argues that the gap could be bridged, and 

development for LDCs better delivered, through a renewed focus on how the WTO can support 

national industrial policy based on emulation and innovation-based rent-seeking. The framework of 

simply liberalizing trade can no longer be said to constitute what is necessary to integrate the poorest 

economies in the MTS. While GVC theory contends that liberalizing trade is beneficial as tapping into 

value chains requires a nimble trade policy framework than can adapt to the specific value chain in 

question, it does not address the issues of technological capabilities or the lack of production capacity. I 

argue that emulation and industrial policy based on rent-seeking through innovation can answer these 

questions, in order for the premises to be established, upon which GVC theory can be introduced to 

look specifically at what is needed to capture value in global production. Rent seeking through 

innovation and emulation are based on the observations that moving into high-value production 

requires certain scales of operation in the absence of perfect competition. Competition in international 

trade is a relentless game of oligopolistic innovation and emulation and not of perfect competition 

conditions as liberal trade policies would assume. Integrating LDCs in trade and hence GVCs thus 

requires that they achieve a certain scale of operations, which I argue, is a losing battle if they are 

pushed towards liberalizing trade.  

While the share of trade of LDCs has risen since the inception of the DDA, the development 

deliverables of the round have yet to be seen. This creates a contradiction in the WTO as the current 

trade policies in LDCs, as prescribed largely by developed economies and international institutions, 

have failed to deliver the expected benefits. As globalized production in itself does not present a natural 
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recipe for catch-up for developing countries, the realization becomes that more interdependent 

economies are likely to require increasingly sophisticated policies and interventions measures (Cimolo 

et. al 2009). The urgency to govern the effects of globalized production through trade policies seems 

evident in light of persisting supply-side constraints in LDCs preventing them from meaningful 

integration in world trade. However, the political and ideological context is changed to an extent that 

has entailed the real or perceived disempowerment (erosion of policy space) of many national and 

perhaps even supranational actors. The shrinking of policy space in LDCs contributes to the 

contradiction by further binding LDCs to certain policy tools and agreements, which have yet to create 

the desired outcomes, thus widening the gap between the expected and the experienced outcomes. 

“as the orgy of market fanaticism is wearing out…” (Cimoli et al. 2009) industrial policy and technological 

upgrading seems to be getting renewed attention in discussing development in general and hence also 

development in relation to trade. While this thesis would argue that no standard recipe exists for 

driving successful industrialization in the globalized productive system, it would remain adamant in 

pointing towards the importance of the WTO promoting the LDCs right and space to create a 

consistent political economy with incentive structures that allow for the ‘positive’ (innovation-based) 

rent-seeking and emulation of beneficial practices observed in other late developers. In other words, 

the WTO should look at how trade agreements can encourage and not prohibit the creation of 

industrial policies that aim at technological upgrading through emulation and innovation based rent-

seeking. The WTO must recognize that global trade is characterized by imperfect competition and 

hence necessitates production and operations of a certain scale in order to be competitive and share the 

benefits of multilateral trade. In acknowledging the diminishing relevance of free trade and inherent 

rent-seeking and imperfect nature of global production, the increasing importance of sophisticated 

policy interventions may become evident and LDCs may find themselves in a more development 

friendly environment in the WTO.  

The contradictions in international trade politics thus stem from the lack of acknowledgement of the 

basic ingredients in successful industrialization policy, which international trade policy must 

compliment and not obstruct. According to the trade theory analysis of this thesis, these include but are 

not restricted to: 1. Emulation as the process of purposeful imitation of technological and productivity 

front runners regardless of the immediately evident comparative advantages. 2. Rent-seeking through 

innovation as a result of oligopolistic competition, which in turn precipitates 3. The necessity of 

protecting industries until they have the necessary capacity to enter GVCs. In other words, the 

international trade system needs to promote managed trade instead of free trade in order to minimize the 

gaps between ideas (the promised development of Doha) and experience (lack of development 

delivered by Doha). This conclusion does not neglect that GVCs and trading in tasks are what 

characterize the current global production system, but it recognizes that certain capabilities are 
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necessary for LDCs to begin strategizing about how to tap into GVCs and I argue that an international 

agenda of managed trade would deliver such capabilities more successfully.  

An important factor left out of the analysis due to the limited remit of the thesis is the intellectual 

property right (IPR) regime. A quick overview of the TRIPS (Trade Related Intellectual Property 

Rights) provisions in the WTO would lead to the belief that tight IPR regimes promote development, 

which according to industrial policy literature is not the case, while the contrary can indeed be argued 

(Cimoli et al. 2009). TRIPS is a prime example of the previous argument regarding the lack of perfect 

competition as a feasible proposition. Trade in patented medicines (indeed all patented goods) is a form 

of legalized rent-seeking, institutionalized by developed economies, which by its very nature is contrary 

to a free market / free trade view.  

A historical perspective on the trade policies applied by developed economies reveals that free market / 

free trade policies have been all but absent in national development until certain countries found 

themselves at an advantage compared to their competition. According to List, the nations at the top of 

the development ladder show a tendency to purposefully dismantle the tools, which helped them 

achieve their level of development. In other words, they kick away the ladders they used to climb to 

higher stages of economic development.  

7.3 Kicking Away Ladders? 

The adherence to free trade by the developed economies in international trade politics is commonly 

legitimized by historical practices. The commonly told narrative is that free markets and free trade were 

essential to the rise of the United Kingdom, continental European states and the USA amongst others. 

The free trade narrative is thus a lesson learnt through the development of the major liberal economies, 

which is why it is upheld as the means to achieve the same levels of development. However, a historical 

analysis of economic development and policy-making would argue that the developed liberal economies 

of today were actively interventionist and to a very large extent less open than the LDCs of today 

during their own development. Chang highlights the fact that the common understanding of liberal 

trade policies as beneficial to development is particularly ahistorical (Chang 2003). Chang’s work also 

points to the fact that the presence of liberal trade policies only came about once the developed 

economies had attained higher levels of economic development than their counter-parts.  The UK and 

the USA are commonly referred to as ardent defenders of free trade, while Chang argues that both 

these economies (at different times of history) used highly interventionist and protectionist trade 

policies to protect national industries until their productive capacities surpassed that of their rivals 

(Chang 2003). Where the UK first commenced liberalization of trade, in a very state-controlled manner, 

once it had become the world’s industrial powerhouse, the US did much the same in the wake of the 

Second World War, where it stood unmatched in productive capacity (Chang 2003).  The key take-away 
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from Chang’s literature is that the very countries who stand as the promoters of free trade, did not 

employ such policies in their own economic development, until they were at a position where it was 

beneficial to them, in other words, when they were on top of the ladder. In asking if the developed 

economies are actively kicking away the ladders, which led to their own development, he engages with 

both critical theory and trade theory in a manner resembling the method attempted in this thesis.  

7.3.1 Ahistorical Trade Theory and LDCs Today 

The trade regimes described above are remarkably similar to those employed by Japan, Korea and 

Taiwan in the post-war period, who are also countries often cited for their successful economic 

development. As the evidence above shows however, such success was not derived from the adherence 

to free trade that is preached today.  

While it is acknowledged that our present global economy is significantly different from the UK, US or 

emerging economy experience, it is still noteworthy that these countries employed the exact policies 

and tools that are currently frowned upon, made “illegal” in the WTO and made impossible through 

loan conditionalities and good governance compliance in foreign aid. It is necessary to acknowledge 

however, that the primary mode of engagement with the world economy today is through GVCs, 

which interact in a way that production and trade has not previously done. Countries such as LDCs 

attempting industrialization in modern times have examples of late developers and hence know what to 

emulate and what to avoid. Short-cuts however, require the organizing power of institutions, which are 

limited in LDCs, but still at a higher level than the developed economies when they were at comparable 

GDPs (Chang 2003). Further, later developers lack capital so it is rational to concentrate and direct the 

limited capital to areas, which proved essential to previous industrializers. Importantly, it can be argued 

that previously separate stages of development have been compressed in the sense that while they still 

occur, they do so simultaneously instead of in a previously given sequence (Whittaker et al. 2010). This 

notion of “compressed development” argues that development paths of today will be significantly 

different from previous developers. However, I argue that the lessons of history are not made irrelevant 

by changing contexts as emulation as a strategy is no less relevant today than 200 years ago. The 

significant factor today is that emulation must be increasingly selective as to the successful policies that 

LDCs would focus on when capital is limited and policy space is shrinking. While industrial policy 

today means equipping a country to engage in the trade in tasks that characterizes global production, 

GVC theory does not answer the question of where capabilities come from. In reiteration of the earlier 

analysis, I argue that capabilities and the surmounting of supply-side constraints comes from emulation 

and rent-seeking innovation, which is largely conditioned by the lack of prefect competition in global 

production. While trade policy in LDCs in 2013 need not be the same as it was in the UK in the 18th 

century, it needs to encompass and support the factors just mentioned and the WTO and DDA must 
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thus be supportive of such policies if delivery of development gains to LDCs is still the priority in the 

post-MC9 agenda. 

7.4 LDCs in WTO and the Post Bali Agenda 

This last section of thesis has attempted to deepen the analysis of hegemony, power and change in 

international trade politics, with a focus on the capability of the WTO and the DDA to deliver 

development gains to LDCs. In doing so it has nuanced the notions of the hegemony led by developed 

members of the WTO, the challenge mounted by the emerging economies, and the lacking support of 

current trade agreements for industrial policies conducive to development in LDCs.  It has also shown 

that the free trade history of many developed economies is inherently ahistorical, which is significant as 

this narrative is commonly used to legitimize and explain the imposition of liberal trade policies 

through the WTO and the BWIs. While the context and properties of global trade and production of 

today resembles that of no other time, the historical lessons remain important in that they focus our 

attention to the fact that trade and industrialization policies must suit the given country’s level of 

development.  

The LDCs seem caught in a double sided paradox: their interests are being side-lined as discussion 

wages between the hegemony and the challengers and the premises of trade and development are 

derived from a stubborn adherence to liberal trade policy, which does not support industrial policies 

and capacity building if these go against free trade/free market views. In other words, the WTO and 

international trade politics is a scene where the development interests of the poorest members are taken 

hostage in a larger game of international power politics and the outcomes that are produced in relation 

to trade and development are partially founded on ahistorical economic development theories, which 

may not in truth be in the interests of the LDCs. Further, the developed members continue to 

influence negotiations and push towards a liberal trade policy path, which I argue is not beneficial in 

fulfilling the objective of delivering development goals to the LDCs. I argue that the agreement reached 

at MC9, the only agreement in the DDA, has shown that despite the recent focus on GVCs,  free 

market and free trade policies continue to exhibit strong influence over trade negotiations, with the 

most visible result being a decisive lack of development outcomes for LDCs. The agreements need to 

create the foundations for managed trade, allowing for LDCs to build production capacity in order to 

conduct industrial policy based on rent-seeking in innovation and emulation of beneficial policies from 

late developers.  

In sticking with critical theory, this thesis has attempted to identify underlying structures and 

mechanisms in painting the most complete picture of development in multilateral trade negotiations 

within limits of its merits. While there exists much critical work in relation to trade policy, the novelty 

of this particular thesis lies in its inclusion of the most recent WTO agreement as well as the attempt to 
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bridge the literature of critical theory and trade theory / industrial policy. This has admittedly prevented 

an achievement of problem solving conclusions, but has contrarily permitted a true attempt at 

identifying the underlying factors that give rise to the situation as it is today. 

The post-Bali agenda will most likely aim at wrapping up the Doha round so a clean slate can be made 

in order to begin a new round. With respect to the LDCs, the post-Bali agenda should focus on how 

supply-side constraints are preventing meaningful integration into GVCs. I argue that this should 

involve larger discussions of existing WTO provisions to allow for more active use of tools such as 

infant industry protection, which I argue remains important in industrial policy directed at innovation-

based rent seeking and emulation. Further, agreements must consider that beneficial trade policy is 

suited to a country’s current stage of development. The current agreements in international trade 

politics have not removed traditional barriers for LDCs but have either created new ones or removed 

the possibility of using key instruments to tackle them.  The post Bali agenda must correct this with the 

acknowledgment that trade policies best promote economic growth when they are implemented in a 

manner consistent with the level of development in the given country and allow for responses to the 

imperfect competition that characterizes global production. This acknowledgment only gains further 

importance in relation to LDCs who already face an uphill struggle in the global economy.  

In direct reference to the RQ, the immediate observation to be derived from this thesis is that the 

WTO and DDA are not as relevant for development in LDCs, as they were made out to be in 2001. 

The capability of the WTO to deliver meaningful outcomes for LDCs is contingent on two main 

factors according to my argument: 1. The extent of the political struggle between the hegemony 

(developed economies) and the counter challenge (emerging economies) in the post-MC9 agenda and 2. 

The willingness of the WTO (and the dominant players in the member-led organization) to 

acknowledge that the integration of LDCs into the MTS is contingent on trade agreements, which 

acknowledge the need for managed trade policy. This way LDCs will be able to follow an industrial 

strategy of emulation with a focus on rent-seeking through innovation, which may lead to (other factors 

outside the scope of this thesis play important roles as well) national production capacities allowing that 

in turn allow for value capture in GVCs. The ability of the WTO to support such industrial policy is 

thus contingent on the first point above in the sense that the powerful members of the WTO will 

determine the extent of the reform that I argue is needed. If such reform does not come, the WTO will 

no longer be very relevant for delivering further development to LDCs, notwithstanding the benefits 

already derived from membership.  
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8.0 Conclusion 

This thesis has attempted to clarify the extent to which the WTO remains capable of delivering 

development to LDCs through the DDA. With a vantage point in a critical realist approach, I have 

attempted to apply Coxian critical theory and industrial policy theory in order to determine whether the 

WTO and the DDA remain relevant in promoting development for LDCs. In answering the RQ: “Is 

the WTO still relevant in delivering development gains to LDCs, through the DDA?” I set out 

three sub-questions in order to frame the analysis. The answers to these sub-questions and the RQ will 

be summed up in the following.  

1. Can freer trade deliver development gains? 

The extent to which free trade can deliver development gains depends on the development of the 

country in question and its trading partners. While this thesis has not contended that free trade cannot 

deliver economic growth, I argue that free trade is not the problem-free catalyst of economic growth 

for LDCs, it was thought to be. For countries facing significant supply-side constraints, such as LDCs, 

free trade as an underlying goal of trade policy, cannot successfully build the capacity and capabilities 

needed to integrate in global value chains. The acknowledgment that global trade is characterized by 

highly imperfect conditions leads me to contend that industrial policy focused on emulation and inno-

vation-based rent-seeking is better suited to overcome the current lack of productive capabilities in 

LDCs. This builds on the thesis’ definition of development as catching up and rent-seeking being the 

inherent method of growth in highly imperfect competition, where participation in global markets re-

quires certain scales of operations. That being said, the focus on facilitating trade and the importance of 

a nimble trade policy framework argued by GVC theory is not deemed irrelevant, it is merely seen as a 

focus that should be adopted after LDCs have implemented industrial policies and successfully over-

come productivity constraints and lacking capabilities. If the benefits from global trade governance are 

to befall LDCs, the focus must shift from discussing degrees of trade liberalization to facilitating indus-

trial policy based on emulation and innovation-based rent-seeking. 

2. Under what conditions can the WTO deliver in that framework? 

In order for the WTO to undertake negotiations with a focus on industrial policy and the development 

space needed to implement it successfully, the context in which the WTO operates needs to allow for a 

substantial shift in negotiations. I argue that the extent, to which the WTO could undertake a redefined 

focus on development in negotiations, highly depends on the prevalent world order and the established 

view on how trade policy is conducive to development. The thesis revealed that the prevalent hegemo-

ny is currently subject to a stronger counter challenge than in the early days of the WTO and the DDA, 

which has translated into a static negotiation situation, or classical tit-for-tat negotiation, where the de-

velopment focus of LDCs has largely been side-lined. The political power struggle in trade politics be-



 

80 | P a g e  
 

tween developed and emerging economies is not conducive to a change in focus from free trade policy 

to industrial policy, as free trade discussions are inclined to dominate negotiations between the larger 

players. Coxian critical theory informs us that the prevalent hegemony of the liberal developed bloc will 

face challenges by seeking compromise that does not affect the systemic grounds upon which the he-

gemony is built. The current geopolitical context thus shines through in WTO negotiations as we see 

the developed economies attempt to stand fast on their defensive rights, while accommodating the least 

drastic (from the status quo) demands from the emerging economies. I argue that this situation prohib-

its a redefined focus on the development in LDCs, which is necessary to deliver in the framework es-

tablished in the first sub-question.   

3. Is the DDA the right tool for the required change? 

Is the DDA capable of overcoming the geopolitical influence and redefining the development focus in 

an industrial policy framework? This thesis used the MC9 agreement as a case-in-point as the 

agreement shows the only example of an agreement being reached in the DDA, albeit being done so 

without the notion of a single-undertaking (all or nothing). MC9 confirmed the previous analyses in the 

thesis in terms of the applied critical theory showing us that the lack of development gains for LDCs 

stem from a larger political power struggle between the hegemony and counter challenge. One of the 

many nuances within this conclusion was that the trade facilitation agreement was largely seen as 

beneficial to LDCs through a GVC lens promoting the nimbleness and facilitative nature as paramount 

to trade policy in developing countries. MC9 thus stands as an agreement, which lacks the focus on 

industrial policy and development space emphasized in the first sub-question, while confirming the 

prohibitive nature of the context surrounding the DDA laid out in sub-question two. In conclusion, I 

argue that the DDA does not present a possibility to overcome the geopolitical challenges preventing 

the redefining of the development focus in the Doha round towards one more conducive of the 

industrial policy presented in sub-question 1.  

This conclusion does not rule-out the relevance for LDCs of being WTO members, which arguably 

carries other advantages. It does however lead my argument that the WTO does not seem to be able to 

deliver the Doha development promise through the established DDA. The relevance of the WTO and 

the DDA are thus concluded to be substantially reduced as to delivering development gains for LDCs. 

The continued focus on free trade is not beneficial for LDCs and a refocussing of negotiations on how 

industrial policies of emulation and innovation based rent-seeking can be facilitated through global 

trade governance in LDCs, is being hampered by the larger geopolitical struggles of developed and 

emerging economies. While being centre to the message and vision of Doha, the LDCs seem to once 

again have taken a position in the periphery of the world trade negotiations, where power struggles and 

stubborn ideological concepts prevent a true effort to help the poorest populations in the world. 



 

81 | P a g e  
 

References 

Agah, F. Yonov. 2013. Africa and the Promise of the Doha Round. Trade, Poverty, Development. Getting 
Beyond the WTO’s Doha Deadlock. Ed. Wilkinson, R & Scott, J. Routledge 2013. 

Amsden, H. Alice. 2001. The Rise of “The Rest”: Challenges to the West from Late-Industrializing 
Economies. Oxford University Press.  

Akyuz, Y., Milberg, W. and Wade, R. 2006. Great Controversies: Developing Countries and the 
Collapse of the Doha Round: A Forum. Challenge, 49 (6), pp. 6--19. 

Akyuz, Y. 2005. WTO Negotiations on Industrial Tariffs: What is at Stake for Developing Countries? 
Economic and Political Weekly. 40:46, pp. 4827 – 4836.  

Anderson, K., Martin, W. and Van Der Mensbrugghe, D. 2006. Would multilateral trade reform benefit 
Sub-Saharan Africans?. Journal of African Economies, 15 (4), pp. 626--670. 

Ayers, A. 2008. Gramsci, political economy, and international relations theory. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Baldwin, E. Robert. 1969. The Case against Infant-Industry Tariff Protection. Journal of Political Economy. 
77:3, pp. 295 – 305.  

Bernstein, S. and Hannah, E. 2008. Non-state global standard setting and the WTO: legitimacy and the 
need for regulatory space. Journal of International Economic Law, 11 (3), pp. 575--608. 

Bilal, S., Lombaerde, P. and Tussie, D. 2011. Asymmetric trade negotiations. Farnham, Surrey, England: 
Ashgate. 

Bilal, S. Rampa, F. and Sidiropoulos, E. 2012. Leveraging South-South cooperation for Africa’s 
development. South African Journal of International Affairs. 19:2, pp. 247 – 269.  

Bogliaccini, A. Juan. 2013. Trade Liberalization, Deindustrialization, and Inequality. Evidence from 
Middle-Income Latin Amerian Countries. Latin American Research Review. 48:2, pp. 79 – 105. 

Borrmann, Axel. Busse, Matthias and De La Rocha, Manuel. 2007. Consequences of Economic 
Partnership Agreements between East and Southern African Countries and the EU for inter- and 
intra-regional integration. International Economic Journal. 21:2, pp. 233 – 253.  

Bowles, P. 2008. International trade and neoliberal globalism. London: Routledge. 

Bown, P. Chad. 2010. China’s WTO Entry: Antidumping, Safeguards and Dispute Settlement. China’s 
Growing Role in World Trade. Edited by Robert, C.F and Shang-Jin, Wei. University of Chicago 
Press. 

Broude, T., Busch, M. and Porges, A. 2011. The politics of international economic law. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Brown, William. 2013 Sovereignty Matters: Africa, Donors, and the Aid Relationship. African Affairs. 
112/447, pp. 262 – 282.  

Burnham, Peter. 1999. The politics of economic management in the 1990s. New Political Economy, 4:1, 
pp. 37 – 54. 2007.  

Business Standard. 2013. WTO Bali talks extend, Sharma cancels India return. Business Standard webpage, 
Wednesday, December 11, 2013. (http://www.business-standard.com/article/economy-policy/wto-

http://www.business-standard.com/article/economy-policy/wto-bali-talks-extends-sharma-cancels-india-return-113120600290_1.html


 

82 | P a g e  
 

bali-talks-extends-sharma-cancels-india-return-113120600290_1.html)  

Busch, M. and Reinhardt, E. 2003. Developing countries and general agreement on tariffs and 
trade/world trade organization dispute settlement. Journal of World Trade, 37 (4), pp. 719--736. 

Buzdugan, R. Stephen. 2013. Regionalism from without: External involvement of the EU in 
regionalism in Southern Africa. Review of International Political Economy, 20:4, pp. 917 – 946.  

Bøås, M. and Mcneill, D. 2004. Global institutions and development. London: Routledge. 

Bøås, M. and Mcneill, D. 2003. Multilateral institutions. London: Pluto Press. 

Cattaneo, O.; Gereffi G.;Miroudot, S. and Taglioni, D. 2013. Joining, Upgrading and Being 
Competitive in Global Value Chains. Policy Research Working Paper 6406. The World Bank. 
International Trade Department. 

Chang, H. 2002. Kicking away the ladder. London: Anthem. 

Chang, H. & Grabel, I. 2004-2005. Reclaiming Development from the Washington Consensus. Journal 
of Post Keynesian Economics, 27:2, Winter 2004 – 2005. Pp. 273 – 291. 

Chang, S. 2007. WTO for trade and development post-Doha. Journal of International Economic Law, 10 (3), 
pp. 553--570. 

Cho, S. 2004. A bridge too far: the fall of the fifth WTO ministerial conference in Canc'un and the 
future of trade constitution. Journal of International Economic Law, 7 (2), pp. 219--244. 

Cimoli, M., Dosi, G. and Stiglitz, J. 2009. Industrial policy and development. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Cottier, T. 2006. From progressive liberalization to progressive regulation in WTO law. Journal of 
International Economic Law, 9 (4), pp. 779--821. 

Cottier, T. and Elsig, M. 2011. Governing the World Trade Organization. New York: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Cox, R. 1987. Production, power, and world order. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Cox, R. 1997. The new realism. Tokyo: United Nations University Press. 

Cox, R. 2007. 'The International'in Evolution. Millennium-Journal of International Studies, 35 (3), pp. 513--
527. 

Cox, R. 1986. Social forces, states and world orders. Neorealism and its Critics, 207. 

Cox, R. 2004. SOCIAL FORCES, STATES AND WORLD ORDERS. Global Governance: Critical 
Concepts in Political Science, 1 p. 11. 

Cox, R. 1993. Gramsci, hegemony and international relations: an essay in method. Cambridge Studies in 
International Relations, 26 pp. 49--49. 

Cox, R. 2004. Beyond empire and terror: Critical reflections on the political economy of world order. 
New Political Economy, 9 (3), pp. 307--323. 

Cox, R. and Hettne, B. 1995. International political economy. Halifax, N.S.: Fernwood Pub.. 

http://www.business-standard.com/article/economy-policy/wto-bali-talks-extends-sharma-cancels-india-return-113120600290_1.html


 

83 | P a g e  
 

Cox, R. and Schechter, M. 2003. The political economy of a plural world. London: Routledge. 

Cruickshank, J. 2003. Critical Realism. London: Routledge. 

CUTS International. 2011. EPAs Rules of Origin and EAC: A Position worth US$ 1 Trillion. CUTS 
Action Alert, no.1. Geneva.  

Czempiel, E. and Rosenau, J. 1989. Global changes and theoretical challenges. Lexington, Mass.: Lexington 
Books. 

Das, B. 2003. The WTO and the multilateral trading system. London: Zed Books. 

Das, B. 2003. WTO. London: Zed Books. 

Das, B. 2007. The current negotiations in the WTO. London: Zed Books. 

Davey, W. 2005. The WTO dispute settlement system: the first ten years. Journal of International Economic 
Law, 8 (1), pp. 17--50. 

Davidson, A. 2008. The uses and abuses of Gramsci. Thesis eleven, 95 (1), pp. 68--94. 

De Bi`Evre, D. 2006. The EU regulatory trade agenda and the quest for WTO enforcement. Journal of 
European Public Policy, 13 (6), pp. 851--866. 

Deere-Birkbeck, C. 2011. Making global trade governance work for development. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Deere-Birkbeck, C. and Melendez-Ortiz, R. 2009. Rebuilding Global Trade: Proposals For a Fairer, 
More Sustainable Future. REBUILDING GLOBAL TRADE: PROPOSALS FOR A FAIRER, 
MORE SUSTAINABLE FUTURE-SHORT ESSAYS ON TRADE AND GLOBAL 
ECONOMIC GOVERNANCE, Carolyn Deere Birkbeck, Ricardo Mel'endez-Ortiz, eds., Oxford. 

Di Maio, Michele. 2009. Industrial Policies in Developing Countries: History and Perspectives. Industrial 
Policy and Development. Ed. Cimoli, M; Dosi, G; Stiglitz, J. 2009.Oxford. 

Dosi, Giovanni. 1988. Sources, Procedures, and Microeconomic Effects of Innovation. Journal of 
Economic Literature. Vol. XXVI, pp. 1120 – 1171.  

Doyle, M. 1983. Kant, liberal legacies, and foreign affairs. Philosophy & Public Affairs, 12 (3), pp. 205--
235. 

Draper, P. 2012. The Shifting Geography of Global Value Chains: Implications for Developing 
Countries, Trade Policy, and the G20. 

Easton, B. 2007. Globalisation and the wealth of nations. Auckland, N.Z.: Auckland University Press. 

Easton, G. 2010. Critical realism in case study research. Industrial Marketing Management, 39 (1), pp. 118--
128. 

Elgstöm, Ole and Pilegaard, Jess. 2008. Imposed Coherence: Negotiating Economic Partnership 
Agreements. Journal of European Integration. 30:3, pp. 363 – 380.  

Escaith, H. & Tamenu, B. 2013. Least-Developed Countries’ Trade During the “Super-Cycle” and the 
Great Trade Collapse: Patterns and Stylized Facts. World Trade Organization, Economic Research and 
Statistics Division, Staff Working Paper ERSD – 2013 -12. 



 

84 | P a g e  
 

Evans, P. 1995. Embedded autonomy. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Evans, P., Rueschemeyer, D. and Skocpol, T. 1985. Bringing the state back in. Cambridge 
[Cambridgeshire]: Cambridge University Press. 

Evenett, S. and Hoekman, B. 2006. Economic Development and Multilateral Trade Cooperation. Washington, 
DC: World Bank. 

Finger, J. 2007. Implementation and imbalance: dealing with hangover from the Uruguay Round. 
Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 23 (3), pp. 440--460. 

GATT. 1979. Treatment of Developing Countries. Differential and More Favourable Treatment, 
Reciprocity and Fuller Participation of Developing Countries. GATT Decision of 28 November 1979 
(L/4903). (http://www.wto.org/english/docs_e/legal_e/enabling1979_e.htm) 

Gallgher, P, K. and Kumar, N. 2007. Relevance of ‘Policy Space’ for Development: Implications for 
Multilateral Trade Negotiations. Research and Information System for Developing Countries. RIS-DP # 
120.  

Gill, S. 1990. American hegemony and the Trilateral Commission. Cambridge [England]: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Gill, S. and Law, D. 1988. The global political economy. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Gill, S. and Law, D. 1989. Global hegemony and the structural power of capital. International Studies 
Quarterly, pp. 475--499. 

Gill, S. and Mittelman, J. 1997. Innovation and transformation in international studies. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Girvan, Norman and Girvan, Cherita. 1973. The Development of Dependency Economics in the 
Caribbean and Latin America: Review and Comparison. Social and Economic Studies. 22:1, pp. 1 – 
33.  

Gramsci, A., Hoare, Q. and Nowell-Smith, G. 1972. Selections from the prison notebooks of Antonio Gramsci. 
New York: International Publishers. 

Grynberg, R. 2006. WTO at the margins. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Hamilton, Alexander. 1791. Report on Manufactures. www. Constitution.org.  

Hamilton, Clive. 1989. The Irrelevance of Economic Liberalization in the Third World. World 
Development. 17:10, pp. 1523 – 1530.  

Hanson, G. 2010. Export Dependence in Developing Countries. UC San Diego and NBER. 

Haque, I. 2001. Doha Development Agenda: Recapturing the Momentum of Multilateralism and 
Developing Countries. Am. U. Int'l L. Rev., 17 p. 1097. 

Harris, Jerry. 2005. Emerging Third World Powers: China, India and Brazil. Race & Class, 46:7, pp. 7 – 
27.  

Head, J. 2008. Losing the global development war. Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers. 

 

http://www.wto.org/english/docs_e/legal_e/enabling1979_e.htm


 

85 | P a g e  
 

Held, David. 1980. Introduction to Critical Theory: Horkheimer to Habermas. Blackwell Publishers 
Ltd. 

Hertel, T. and Ivanic, M. 2006. Making the Doha Development Agenda More Poverty-friendly: The 
Role of South--South Trade. Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, 28 (3), pp. 354--361. 

Hertel, T. and Winters, L. 2006. Poverty and the WTO. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave 
Macmillan. 

Hoekman, B. 2005. Operationalizing the concept of policy space in the WTO: Beyond special and 
differential treatment. Journal of International Economic Law, 8 (2), pp. 405--424. 

Hoekman, B. 2005. Making the WTO More Supportive of Development. Financial Globalization, A 
compilation of articles from Finance & Development. IMF, April 2007, pp. 76 – 81.  

Hurrel, Andrew. and Narlikar, Amrita. 2006. A New Politics of Confrontation? Brazil and India in 
Multilateral Trade Negotiations. Global Society. 20:4, pp. 415 – 433.  

Hurt, S. 2003. Co-operation and coercion? The Cotonou Agreement between the European Union and 
ACP states and the end of the Lom'e Convention. Third World Quarterly, 24 (1), pp. 161--176. 

Ianchovichina, E., Mattoo, A. and Olarreaga, M. 2001. Unrestricted Market Access for Sub-Saharan 
Africa: How Much Is It Worth and Who Pays?. Journal of African Economies, 10 (4), pp. 410--432. 

ICC. 2013. Open Markets Index. ICC Research Foundation, 2013.  

ITCSD. 2013a. G-33 Proposal: Early Agreement on Elements of the Draft Doha Accord to Address 
Food Security. ITCSD Information Note, September 2013. ITCSD / FAO. 
(http://ictsd.org/downloads/2013/10/g33-proposal-early-agreement-on-elements-of-the-draft-
doha-accord-to-address-food-security.pdf) 

ITCSD. 2013b. Duty-free, quota-free market access: What’s in it for African LDCs? Birdges, Africa 
Review, 2:3. (http://ictsd.org/i/competitiveness/169459/) 

Ismail, F. 2005. A development perspective on the WTO July 2004 general council decision. Journal of 
International Economic Law, 8 (2), pp. 377--404. 

Jean, S., Laborde, D. and Martin, W. 2010. Formulas and flexibility in trade negotiations: Sensitive 
agricultural products in the World Trade Organization's Doha agenda. The World Bank Economic 
Review, 24 (3), pp. 500--519. 

Jenickova, M and Kovacovska, Lenka. 2010. Crucial Problems of International Relations through the 
Eyes of Young Scholars. University of Economics, Prague, Faculty of International Relations, Research Plan. 
International Conference of Young Scholars.  

Karmakar, Suparna. 2013. Life After Bali: Renewing the World Trade Negotiating Agenda. Bruegel Policy 
Contribution. Issue 2013/17, December 2013.  

Kennedy, M. 2011. Two Single Undertakings—Can the WTO Implement the Results of a Round?. 
Journal of International Economic Law, 14 (1), pp. 77--120. 

Khumalo, Nkululeko and Mulleta, Fanto. 2010. Economic Partnership Agreements: African – EU 
negotiations continue. South African Journal of International Affairs. 17:2, pp. 209 – 220. 

Kowalski, Przemyslaw. 2005. Impact of Changes in Tariffs on Developing Countries’ Government 

http://ictsd.org/downloads/2013/10/g33-proposal-early-agreement-on-elements-of-the-draft-doha-accord-to-address-food-security.pdf
http://ictsd.org/downloads/2013/10/g33-proposal-early-agreement-on-elements-of-the-draft-doha-accord-to-address-food-security.pdf
http://ictsd.org/i/competitiveness/169459/


 

86 | P a g e  
 

Revenue. OECD Trade Policy Working Paper Series. No. 28.  

Krugman, R. Paul and Obstfeld, Maurice. 2008. International Economics. Theory & Policy. Pearson 
International Edition, 8th edition. Pgs. 712.  

Laborde, D. 2010. Looking for a meaningful duty free quota free market access initiative in the Doha 
Development Agenda. International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development (ICTSD). 

Lamy, Pascal. 2010. Speech during the 20th anniversary celebration of Costa Rica’s participation in the 
multilateral trading system. WTO News: Speeches – DG Pascal Lamy. Lamy warns of Spill-over Effects of 
the Failure of Doha. March 18th, 2010. 
(http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/sppl_e/sppl150_e.htm) 

Lamy, Pascal. 2011. Foreword by the WTO Director-General. World Trade Report 2011, The WTO and 
preferential trade agreements: From co-existence to coherence. WTO 2011.  

Le Goff, M. and Singh, R. 2013. Can Trade Reduce Poverty in Africa? Economic Premise, Poverty Reduction 
and Economic Management Network (PREM). The World Bank. April 2013, number 114.  

Leysens, A. 2008. The critical theory of Robert W. Cox. Basingstoke [England]: Palgrave Macmillan. 

List, Friedrich. 1841. The National System of Political Economy. Longmans, Green and Co. New 
York, Bombay and Calcutta 1909. Translated by Samspon S. Lloyd.  

Martin, W. and Messerlin, P. 2007. Why is it so difficult? Trade liberalization under the Doha Agenda. 
Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 23 (3), pp. 347--366. 

Matthews, A. 2005. The road from Doha to Hong Kong in the WTO agricultural negotiations: a 
developing country perspective. European Review of Agricultural Economics, 32 (4), pp. 561--574. 

Matthews, A. 2013. Doha Negotiations on Agriculture and Future of the WTO Multilateral Trade 
System. EAAE Seminar, Challenges for the Global Agricultural Trade Regime after Doha.  

Matthews, D. 2004. WTO Decision on Implementation of paragraph 6 of the DOHA Declaration on 
the TRIPs agreement and Public Health: a solution to the access to essential medicines problem?. 
Journal of International Economic Law, 7 (1), pp. 73--107. 

Melendez-Ortiz, R. 2012. The future and the WTO. Geneva: International Centre for Trade and 
Sustainable Development (ICTSD). 

Melitz, J., Marc. 2005. When and how should infant industries be protected? Journal of International 
Economics, No. 66, pp. 177 – 196. 

Mohan, G. and Power, M. 2009. Africa, China and the ‘new’ economic geography of development. 
Singapore Journal of Tropical Geography, 30:1, pp. 24 – 28. 

Moïsé, Evdokia. 2013. The Costs and Challenges of Implementing Trade Facilitation Measures. OECD 
Trade Policy Papers, No. 157, OECD Publishing. 

Moïsé, Evdokia & Sorescu, Silvia. 2013. Trade Facilitation Indicators: The Potential Impact of Trade 
Facilitation on Developing Countries’ Trade. OECD Trade Policy Papers, No. 144, OECD 
Publishing.   

Moïsé, E.; Orliac, T; Minor, P. 2011. Trade Facilitation Indicators: The Impact on Trade Costs. OECD 
Trade Policy Papers, No. 118, OECD Publishing.  

http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/sppl_e/sppl150_e.htm


 

87 | P a g e  
 

Moolakkattu, J. 2009. Robert W. Cox and critical theory of international relations. International Studies, 
46 (4), pp. 439--456. 

Montalbano, Pierluigi and Nenci, Silvia. 2012. The Trade Specialization of China, India, Brazil, and 
South Africa: A Threat to Whom? The International Trade Journal, 26:5, pp. 363 – 384.  

Murphy, C. and Tooze, R. 1991. The New international political economy. Boulder: Lynne Rienner 
Publishers. 

Narlikar, A. and Wilkinson, R. 2004. Collapse at the WTO: a Cancun post-mortem. Third World 
Quarterly, 25 (3), pp. 447--460. 

Narlikar, A. 2011. Is India A Responsible Great Power? Third World Quarterly, 32:9, pp. 1607 – 1621.  

Ngangjoh-Hodu, Y. and Matambalya, F. 2010. Trade relations between the EU and Africa. London: 
Routledge. 

Nottage, H. and Sebastian, T. 2006. Giving legal effect to the results of WTO trade negotiations: An 
analysis of the methods of changing WTO law. Journal of International Economic Law, 9 (4), pp. 989--
1016. 

O'brien, R. and Williams, M. 2004. Global political economy. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: 
Palgrave Macmillan. 

Ochieng, C. 2007. The EU--ACP Economic Partnership Agreements and the ‘development question’: 
constraints and opportunities posed by Article XXIV and special and differential treatment 
provisions of the WTO. Journal of International Economic Law, 10 (2), pp. 363--395. 

Odell, J. 2005. Chairing a WTO negotiation. Journal of international economic law, 8 (2), pp. 425--448. 

OECD. 2013. Interconnected Economies. Paris: OECD Publishing. 

OECD, WTO. 2012. Joint OECD-WTO Note. OECD Publishing.  

OECD. 2007. Policy Coherence for Development 2007. Migration and Developing Countries. OECD 
Publishing.  

Overbeek, H. and Apeldoorn, B. 2012. Neoliberalism in crisis. Houndsmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire 
[England]: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Page, S., Cal`I, M. and Te Velde, D. 2008. Development Package at the WTO. What Do Developing 
Countries Want from the Doha Round. 

Pavoni, R. 2010. Mutual Supportiveness as a Principle of Interpretation and Law-Making: A Watershed 
for the ‘WTO-and-Competing-Regimes’ Debate?. European Journal of International Law, 21 (3), pp. 
649--679. 

Petersmann, Ernst-Ulrich. 2005. Addressing Institutional Challenges to the WTO in the New 
Millennium: A Longer-Term Perspective. Journal of International Economic Law, 8:3, pp. 647 – 665.  

Reinert, Erik S. 2009. Emulation vs. Comparative Advantage. Industrial Policy and Development. Ed. 
Cimoli, M; Dosi, G; Stiglitz, J. 2009. Oxford.  

Rodrik, Dani. 2005. Handbook of Economic Growth. Growth Strategies. Elsevier B.V. Edited by 
Aghion, Philippe and Durlauf, N. Steven. Pp. 968 – 1010. 



 

88 | P a g e  
 

Roll. 2010. Redesigning the Negotiation Process at the WTO. Journal of International Economic Law, 13 (1), 
pp. 65--110. 

Ruggie, J. 1982. International regimes, transactions, and change: embedded liberalism in the postwar 
economic order. International organization, 36 (02), pp. 379--415. 

Sally, R. 1999. Developing country trade policy reform and the WTO. Cato J., 19 p. 403. 

Sampson, G. 2005. The WTO and sustainable development. Tokyo: United Nations University. 

Sayer, R. 2000. Realism and social science. London: Sage. 

Scheipers, Sibylle and Sicurelli, Daniela. 2008. Empowering Africa: Normative Power in EU-Africa 
relations. Journal of European Public Policy, 15:4, pp. 607 – 623.  

Schmidt, Vivien. 2008. Discursive Institutionalism: The explanatory power of ideas and discourse. 
Annual Review of Political Science. Vol. 11, pp. 303 – 326.  

Schwab, C. Susan. 2011. After Doha. Why The Negotiations Are Doomed and What We Should Do 
About it. Foreign Affairs. 90:3, pp. 103 – 117.  

Scott, J and Wilkinson, R. 2011. China and the WTO. Indiana University Research Center for Chinese Politics 
and Business. Working Paper #5.  

Scott, J. and Wilkinson, R. 2012. Changing of the guard: expert knowledge and ‘common sense’in the 
Doha Development Agenda. 

Serra, N. and Stiglitz, J. 2008. The Washington Consensus reconsidered. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Shafaeddin, Mehdi. 2000. What Did Frederick List Actually Say? Some Clarifications on the Infant 
Industry Argument. UNCTAD Discussion Paper, No. 149.  

Shafaeddin, Mehdi. 2005. Trade Liberalization and Economic Reform in Developing Countries: 
Structural Change or De-Industrialization? UNCTAD Discussion Paper, No. 179. 

Shafaeddin, Mehdi. 2010. Trade Liberalization, Industrialization and Development: Experience of 
recent decades. Institute des recheches économiques, April 2010.  

Sneyd, A. 2011. Governing cotton. Houndmills, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Spence,M.D.; Karingi,S.N. 2011. Impact of Trade Facilitation Mechanisms on Export Competitiveness 
in Africa. African Trade Policy Centre, Economic Commission for Africa. ATPC, No.85. Pp.62  

Steger, D. 2007. The culture of the WTO: Why it needs to change. Journal of International Economic Law, 
10 (3), pp. 483--495. 

Stern, R. 2009. Globalization and international trade policies. Hackensack, NJ: World Scientific. 

Stevens, Christopher. 2008. Economic Partnership Agreements: What Can We Learn? New Political 
Economy. 13:2, pp. 211 – 223.  

Stiglitz, J. 1999. More instruments and broader goals: moving toward the post-Washington consensus. 
Revista de Economia Pol'itica, 19 (1), pp. 94--120. 

Stiglitz, J. 2002. Globalization and its discontents. New York: W.W. Norton. 



 

89 | P a g e  
 

Stiglitz, J. and Charlton, A. 2005. Fair trade for all. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Storey, Andy. 2007. Normative Power Europe? Economic Partnership Agreements and Africa. Journal 
of Contemporary African Studies. 24:3, 331 – 346. 

Subramanian, A. and Wei, S. 2007. The WTO promotes trade, strongly but unevenly. Journal of 
International Economics, 72 (1), pp. 151--175. 

Succar, Patricia. 1987. The Need for Industrial Policy in LDC’s – A Re-Statement of the Infant 
Industry Argument. International Economic Review. 28:2, pp. 521 – 534.  

Sutherland, Peter. 2005. The Doha Development Agenda: Political Challenges to the World Trading 
System--A Cosmopolitan Perspective. Journal of International Economic Law, 8 (2), pp. 363--375. 

Taylor, Ian. 2009. ‘The South Will Rise Again’? New Alliances and Global Governance: The India-
Brazil-South Africa Dialogue Forum. Politikon: South African Journal of Political Studies, 36:1, pp. 45 – 
58.  

Teravaninthorn, Supee & Raballand, Gaël. 2009. Transport Prices and Costs in Africa. A Review of 
International Corridors. Directions in Development – Infrastructure. World Bank.  

Third World Economics. 2013. Agri Chair Reports on Consultations on G33, G20 Proposals. Third 
World Economics, Issue No. 550, pp. 1 – 15. 
(http://www.twnside.org.sg/title2/twe/2013/550/4.htm) 

Thomas, C. and Trachtman, J. 2009. Developing countries in the WTO legal system. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

Titze, Petra; Rode, Julia; Mari Francisco & Lange, Rainer. 2007. No more Chicken, please. How a 
strong grassroots movement in Cameroon is successfully resisting damaging chicken imports from 
Europe, which are ruining small farmers all over West Africa. Church Development Service, ACDIC, 
ICCO & APRODEV.  

Tomz, M., Goldstein, J. and Rivers, D. 2007. Do we really know that the WTO increases trade? 
Comment. The American Economic Review, 97 (5), pp. 2005--2018. 

Tsheola, Johannes. 2010. Global “openness” and trade regionalism of the New Partnership for Africa’s 
Development. South African Geographical Journal. 92:1, pp. 45 – 62.  

UNCTAD. 2012. Trade and Development Report. UN Publishing. 

UNCTAD. 2013. Trade and Development Report. UN Publishing.  

UNIDO. 2010. Mapping Global Value Chains: Intermediate Goods Trade and Structural Change in the 
World Economy. Working paper 05/2010. Vienna.  

Vangrasstek, C. n.d. The history and future of the World Trade Organization. 

Vos, R. 2006. Who gains from free trade?. London: Routledge. 

Wade, R. 2003. What strategies are viable for developing countries today?. London: Crisis States Programme. 

Whittaker, D. ; Zhu, T. ; Sturgeon T. ; Tsai, M. and Okita, T. 2010. Compressed Development. Studies 
in Comparative International Development. 45:4, pp. 439 – 467.  

http://www.twnside.org.sg/title2/twe/2013/550/4.htm


 

90 | P a g e  
 

White, Lyal. 2013. Emerging Powers in Africa: Is Brazil any Different? African Journal of International 
Affairs, 20:1, pp. 117 – 136.  

Wilkinson, R. 2012. Of Butchery and Bicycles: The WTO and the ‘Death’of the Doha Development 
Agenda. The Political Quarterly, 83 (2), pp. 395--401. 

Wilkinson, R. and Scott, J. 2013. Trade, poverty, development. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. 

Wilson, J., Mann, C. and Otsuki, T. 2005. Assessing the benefits of trade facilitation: a global 
perspective. The World Economy, 28 (6), pp. 841--871. 

Williamson, G, Jeffrey. 2003. Was it Stolper-Samuelson, Infant Industry or Something Else? World 
Trade Tariffs 1789 – 1938. NBER Working Paper, No. 9656. Harvard University, Cambridge.  

Wolfe, R. 2010. Sprinting during a Marathon: Why the WTO ministerial failed in July 2008. Journal of 
World Trade, 44 (1), pp. 81--126. 

Wolfe, R. 2009. The WTO Single Undertaking as Negotiating Technique and Constitutive Metaphor. 
Journal of International Economic Law, 12 (4), pp. 835--858. 

Woo-Cumings, M. 1999. The developmental state. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press. 

WTO, (MC8). 2011. Preferential Treatment to Services and Service Suppliers of Least-Developed 
Countries. WT/L/847, Ministerial Decision of 17 December 2011.  

WTO. 2013a. The Future of Trade: The Challenges of Convergence. Report of the Panel on Defining the 
Future of Trade convened by WTO Director-General Pascal Lamy. WTO Publishing.  

WTO. 2013b. World Trade Report. WTO Publishing.  

WTO. 2013c. Trade Facilitation. Information Centre – Webpage. 
(http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/brief_tradefa_e.htm) 

WTO. 2012. World Trade Report. WTO Publishing. 

WTO, CoA-SS. 2012. G-33 Proposal on Some Elements of TN/AG/W/4/Rev.4 for Early Agreement 
to Address Food Security Issues. JOB/AG/22, Committee on Agriculture, Special Session, 13th 
November 2012.  

WTO, TRIPS. 2013. Extension of the Transition Period under Article 66.1 for Least Developing 
Country Members. Decision of the Council for TRIPS of 11 June 2013.  

WTO (MC9), 2013. Bali Ministerial Declaration. Revised Draft. WT/MIN(13)/DEC/W/1/Rev.1. 
(https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/decw1r1.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013a. TRIPS Non-violation and Situation Complains, Draft Ministerial Decision. 
WT/MIN(13)/W/2. (https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W2.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013b. Work Programme on Electronic Commerce, Draft Ministerial Decision. 
WT/MIN(13)/W/3. (https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W3.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013c. Work Programme on Small Economies. Draft Ministerial Decision. 
WT/MIN/(13)/W/4. (https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W4.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013d. Aid for Trade, Draft Ministerial Decision. WT/MIN(13)/W/5. 

http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/brief_tradefa_e.htm
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/decw1r1.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W2.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W3.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W4.pdf


 

91 | P a g e  
 

(https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W5.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013e. Trade and Transfer of Technology, Draft Ministerial Decisions. 
WT/MIN(13)/W/6. (https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W6.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013f. Agreement on Trade Facilitation, Draft Ministerial Decision. WT/MIN(13)/W/8. 
(https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w8_0.pdf).  

WTO (MC9), 2013g. General Services, Draft Ministerial Decision. WT/MIN(13)/W/9. 
(https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w9_2.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013h. Public Stockholding for Food Security Purposes, Draft Ministerial Decision. 
WT/MIN(13)/W/10. (https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w10_1.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013i. Understanding on Tariff Rate Quota Administration Provisions of Agricultural 
Products, as Defined in Article 2 of the Agreement on Agriculture, Draft Ministerial Decisions. 
WT/MIN(13)/W/11. (https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w11_1.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013j. Export Competition, Draft Ministerial Declaration. WT/MIN(13)/W/12. 
(https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w12_1.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013k. Cotton, Draft Ministerial Decision. WT/MIN(13)/W/13. 
(https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w13_0.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013l. Preferential Rules of Origin for Least-Developed Countries, Draft Ministerial 
Decision. WT/MIN(13)/W/14. (https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w14.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013m. Operationalization of the Waiver Concerning Preferential Treatment to Services 
and Service Suppliers of Least-Developed Countries, Draft Ministerial Decision. 
WT/MIN(13)/W/15. (https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w15.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013n. Duty-Free and Quota-Free Market Access for Least-Developed Countries, Draft 
Ministerial Decision. WT/MIN(13)/W/16. 
(https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w16.pdf) 

WTO (MC9), 2013o. Monitoring Mechanism on Special and Differential Treatment, Daft Ministerial 
Decision. WT/MIN(13)/W/17. (https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w17.pdf)  

WTO, CTD. 2013. Special and Differential Treatment Provisions in WTO Agreements and Decisions. 
WT/COMTD/W/196. Committee on Trade and Development, note by the secretariat.  

Zanamwe, Gainmore. 2005. Trade Facilitation and the WTO: A Critical Analysis of Proposals on Trade 
Facilitation and Their Implications for African Countries. Trade Law Centre, working paper, No. 5 / 
2005.  

https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W5.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/W6.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w8_0.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w9_2.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w10_1.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w11_1.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w12_1.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w13_0.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w14.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w15.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w16.pdf
https://mc9.wto.org/system/files/documents/w17.pdf


 

92 | P a g e  
 

 

Appendix 

A. Interview Guide, Consent Form and Short Discussion of Method 

The interviews are found with the attached CD in their full length and original recording. The 

interviews were conducted during July 2013 in Geneva, while I held the position as intern at the Danish 

Mission to the UN / WTO on trade and development issues. The structure chosen was that of semi-

structured interviews in order to allow for new ideas to be brought up during the interviews in the 

acknowledgment that when talking with experts, the topic should not be limited by my knowledge of it 

(Kvale 1996). The topic was thought about well in advance as the interview guide below displays, but 

interviewees were given the time to focus on specific elements of their choosing in answering the 

questions. In accordance with the interview guide, the interviewees were briefed in the beginning of the 

interview as to the aims and overall objectives of the thesis as well as the interviews. The guide was 

followed to various extents depending on the individual interviewee’s willingness to go down different 

paths in assessing the topic in question. The interviews were used in the thesis to various extents, while 

they have in common that they all contributed to my understanding of the topic and the dynamics I 

chose to focus my further research on.  

A.1 Interview Guide 

Introduction 

Thank you very much for wanting to participate in this interview.  

- My background 

 CBS, IBP, 10th Semester, intern at the Danish mission on Trade and Develop-

ment, grown up in developing countries. 

- About the thesis: 

 The purpose of the study is to examine relevance of the WTO / DDA in de-

livering development gains to the poorest economies (LDCs). 

This study involves a political economy analysis of the old and current negotiations 

in the DDA and their theoretical underpinnings, in order to assess whether the 

WTO / DDA still remain relevant to delivering development gains to LDCs.  

 

- Objective of the interview: 
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 The main objective of the semi-structured interview is to delimit the scope of the 

analysis to the preparatory elements of the 9th Ministerial Conference at Bali – i.e. 

using the current negotiations on issues tabled for MC9 as a focus point vis á vis 

the original DDA.  It is the intention to get a view into the politics of the negotia-

tions, which will serve as a background for the subsequent analysis. The intention is 

to interview a broad series of stakeholders in the DDA.  

 

- Time: approx. 30 - 45 min 

- Consent form: Recorded on audio, but anonymity can be requested as per the consent form.  

- Contact me for further questions.  

- You can at any time back out – information given will be deleted. 

- Can I return with further questions per e-mail? 

- Any questions before we start? Please don’t hesitate to ask during the interview either.  

Introductory questions:  

I will start off with a few introductory questions.  

- Can I have your full position and title please? 

- How long have you held this position? 

- How long have you been engaged with trade and development issues (WTO)? 

Main questions: 

 To date, how have the negotiations on the Doha Development Agenda helped de-

liver development gains to the poorest economies through the WTO? 

 

 How has the DDA (or the context) changed since the launch in 2001? 
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 Has a reconfiguration of interests taken place since the launch of the DDA? If so, 

what are the consequences? 

 

 How is the DDA capable of delivering tangible development gains to the LDCs? 

Based on what? Not full reciprocity in trade deals / liberalization gains / policy 

space? 

 

 How can LDCs maximize potential gains in negotiations? 

 

 What development outcomes do you foresee at MC9? 

 

 Which of the issues currently tabled for MC9 do you see as delivering the largest 

gains for LDCs? Developing countries in general? 

 

 Why has an agreement escaped so far? 

 

 Is the DDA still relevant for LDCs as a means of obtaining development gains or 

does it need to be reconfigured all together? 

Ending the interview 

Thank you for helping me understand the relevance of the WTO / DDA in relation to developmental 

gains for the LDCs. If you try to look back at the interview, what would be the three main take-aways? 

Ranking of these issues? 

Lastly, if you were to direct my interviews elsewhere, where would you send me? 

Anything you would like to add or any questions? 
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A.2 Consent Form 

Interview Consent Form 
Development in the WTO / DDA 

Daniel Flentø 
Department of Business and Politics 
Copenhagen Business School 

 
I am Masters Student of International Business and Politics at Copenhagen Business School. As part of my thesis 

I am conducting interviews under the supervision of Prof. Stefano Ponte. This is a formal request for your partici-

pation in the thesis through a semi-structured interview. The purpose of the study is to examine the rele-

vance of the WTO / DDA in delivering development gains to the least developed members of the WTO 

(LDCs). 

 

This study involves a political economy analysis of the old and current negotiations in the DDA and their theo-

retical underpinnings, in order to assess whether the WTO / DDA still remain relevant to delivering develop-

ment gains to LDCs. The main objective of the semi-structured interviews is to delimit the scope of the analysis 

to the preparatory elements of the 9th Ministerial Conference at Bali – i.e. using the current negotiations on issues 

tabled for MC9 as a focus point vis á vis the original DDA.  It is the intention to get a view into the politics of 

the negotiations, which will serve as a background for the subsequent analysis. The intention is to interview a 

broad series of stakeholders in the DDA.  

 

All information obtained in this study will be kept strictly confidential and anonymous unless permission is given by the interviewee to 

the interviewer for a specific context. 

 

The results of this study will be presented collectively and no individual participants will be identified without 

their permissions. The thesis is expected to be delivered in December 2013.   

 

Acknowledgement of Study, Consent, and Agreement to be Recorded: 

 

I have been informed of and understand the purpose and procedures of this study and the purpose and proce-

dures of this interview. 

 

I understand that I am free to withdraw my consent and discontinue my participation in this interview or study at 

anytime. I understand that I can choose to answer only the questions that I wish to answer. 

 

I understand that the interview will be digitally recorded and then transcribed.  

 

I understand that the thesis will be publicly available through the library at Copenhagen Business School and may 

be used for future research. 

 

Permission to Quote: 
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I may wish to quote your words directly in the thesis. With regards to being quoted, please check yes or no for 

each of the following statements: 

 

I agree that researchers may publish documents that contain information and quotations given by me under the 

following conditions: 

  Yes      No I agree to be quoted directly (my name is used in relation to specific quotes). 

  Yes      No I agree to be quoted directly if my name is not published (I remain anonymous). 

  Yes      No I wish to receive a copy of the thesis once it is finished.  

Email: 

 

 

 

By signing this consent form, you are indicating that you fully understand the above information and 

agree to participate in this study.  

 

Participant's signature ___________________________________________  

 

Date: _____________________________________________  

 

Researcher's signature: __________________________________________  

 

Date: _____________________________________________  

 

If you have any questions about this study or the interview material, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

Daniel Flentø – danfle@um.dk / Daniel.flento@gmail.co - +41 (0) 76 229 2258 / +45 6087 8218 

 

 

 

              

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:danfle@um.dk
mailto:Daniel.flento@gmail.co
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B. Made in the World (I-phone Example)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure: B.1. Iphone Example – A Product of Global Trade 
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C. World Trade Statistics  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: WTO Trade Report 2012  

Figure: C.1 World Merchandise Exports by region and selected economy 

 

http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/groups_e.pdf
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 Source: UNCTAD 2012, South-South Trade Monitor  

Figure: C.3 South-South Export: Weight of Regions 

Figure: C.2 Share of Major Exporters in World Merchandise Trade ( %) 
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Figure: C.4. Share of Developed Countries in World Exports ( % )  
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D. WTO Coalitions 

 

 

 

 

 

Group Description Countries 

ACP 

 

African, Caribbean and Pacific 

countries with preferences in the 

EU 

Issues: Agricultural preferences 

Nature: Geographical 

Website:http://www.acpsec.org 

WTO members (60): Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 

Barbados, Belize, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, 

Côte d’Ivoire, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African 

Republic, Chad, Congo, Cuba, Democratic Republic of the 

Congo, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Fiji, 

Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 

Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, Kenya, Lesotho, Madagascar, 

Source: http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/groups_e.pdf  

Figure: D.1. WTO Groups - Overview  

Figure: D.2. WTO Groups – Description & Countries 

 

http://www.acpsec.org/
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/groups_e.pdf


 

102 | P a g e  
 

Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mozambique, 

Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Rwanda, 

Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the 

Grenadines, Samoa, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Solomon 

Islands, South Africa, Suriname, Swaziland, Tanzania, 

Togo, Tonga, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, Vanuatu, 

Zambia, Zimbabwe 

WTO observers (8): Bahamas, Comoros, Equatorial 

Guinea, Ethiopia, Liberia, Sao Tomé and Principe, 

Seychelles, Sudan 

Not WTO members or observers (11): Cook Islands, 

Eritrea, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Federated 

States of, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Somalia, Timor-Leste, 

Tuvalu 

African 

group 

 

African members of the WTO 

Issues: General 

Nature: Regional 

WTO members (42): Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina 

Faso, Burundi, Côte d’Ivoire, Cameroon, Cape Verde, 

Central African Republic, Chad, Congo, Democratic 

Republic of the Congo, Djibouti, Egypt, Gabon, Gambia, 

Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Lesotho, 

Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, 

Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, 

Sierra Leone, South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, Togo, 

Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe 

Asian 

developing 

members 

 

Asian developing WTO members. 

Announced in document 

WT/GC/COM/6 of 27 March 

2012 

Issues: General 

Nature: Regional 

Documents: WT/GC/COM/6 

WTO members (31): Bahrain, Kingdom of, Bangladesh, 

Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, China, Chinese Taipei, 

Hong Kong, China, India, Indonesia, Jordan, Korea, 

Republic of, Kuwait, the State of, Kyrgyz Republic, Lao 

People’s Democratic Republic, Macao, China, Malaysia, 

Maldives, Mongolia, Myanmar, Nepal, Oman, Pakistan, 

Philippines, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Kingdom of, Singapore, 

Sri Lanka, Thailand, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, Viet 

Nam 

APEC 

 

Asia-Pacific Economic 

Cooperation forum 

Issues: General 

Nature: Regional 

Website: http://www.apec.org 

WTO members (21): Australia, Brunei Darussalam, 

Canada, Chile, China, Chinese Taipei, Hong Kong, China, 

Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Republic of, Malaysia, Mexico, 

New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, 

Russian Federation, Singapore, Thailand, United States, 

Viet Nam 

ASEAN 

 

Association of Southeast Asian 

Nations 

Issues: General 

Nature: Regional 

Website: http://www.asean.org 

WTO members (10): Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, 

Indonesia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia, 

Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Viet Nam 

EU European Union WTO members (29): Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, 

http://docsonline.wto.org/imrd/directdoc.asp?DDFDocuments/t/wt/gc/com-6.doc
http://www.apec.org/
http://www.asean.org/
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 Issues: General 

Nature: Customs union 

Website: http://ec.europa.eu 

Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, European 

Union (formerly EC), Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 

Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, 

Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovak 

Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom 

Mercosur 

 

Common Market of the Southern 

Cone, a customs union (Mercosul 

in Portuguese) 

Issues: General 

Nature: Customs union 

Website:http://www.mercosur.int 

WTO members (4): Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay 

G-90 

 

African Group + ACP + least-

developed countries 

Issues: General 

WTO members (68): Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 

Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Botswana, Burkina 

Faso, Burundi, Côte d’Ivoire, Cambodia, Cameroon, Cape 

Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo, Cuba, 

Democratic Republic of the Congo, Djibouti, Dominica, 

Dominican Republic, Egypt, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, 

Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, 

Kenya, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lesotho, 

Madagascar, Malawi, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, 

Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, Niger, 

Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Rwanda, Saint Kitts and 

Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, 

Samoa, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, South 

Africa, Suriname, Swaziland, Tanzania, Togo, Trinidad and 

Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Vanuatu, Zambia, Zimbabwe 

WTO observers (11): Afghanistan, Bahamas, Bhutan, 

Comoros, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Liberia, Sao Tomé 

and Principe, Seychelles, Sudan, Yemen 

Not WTO members or observers (12): Cook Islands, 

Eritrea, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Federated 

States of, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Somalia, South Sudan, 

Timor-Leste, Tuvalu 

Least-

developed 

countries 

(LDCs) 

 

Least developed countries: the 

world’s poorest countries. The 

WTO uses the UN list 

http://www.un.org/special-

rep/ohrlls/ldc/list.htm 

Issues: General 

Website:http://www.un.org/speci

al-rep/ohrlls/ldc/list.htm 

WTO members (34): Angola, Bangladesh, Benin, Burkina 

Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Central African Republic, Chad, 

Democratic Republic of the Congo, Djibouti, Gambia, 

Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Lao People’s Democratic 

Republic, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, 

Mozambique, Myanmar, Nepal, Niger, Rwanda, Samoa, 

Senegal, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, Tanzania, Togo, 

Uganda, Vanuatu, Zambia 

WTO observers (9): Afghanistan, Bhutan, Comoros, 

Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Liberia, Sao Tomé and 

Principe, Sudan, Yemen 

Not WTO members or observers (6): Eritrea, Kiribati, 

http://ec.europa.eu/
http://www.mercosur.int/
http://www.un.org/special-rep/ohrlls/ldc/list.htm
http://www.un.org/special-rep/ohrlls/ldc/list.htm
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Somalia, South Sudan, Timor-Leste, Tuvalu 

Small, 

vulnerable 

economies 

(SVEs) — 

agriculture 

 

This list is based on sponsors of 

proposals. See also: list in Annex I 

of the 10 July 2008 revised draft 

agriculture modalities, and 

footnote 9 (paragraph 65) and 

paragraph 151. 

Issues: Agriculture 

WTO members (15): Barbados, Bolivia, Plurinational 

State of, Cuba, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Fiji, 

Guatemala, Honduras, Maldives, Mauritius, Mongolia, 

Nicaragua, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Trinidad and 

Tobago 

Small, 

vulnerable 

economies 

(SVEs) — 

NAMA 

 

This list is based on sponsors of 

proposals. See also: definition in 

paragraph 13 of the 10 July 2008 

revised draft NAMA modalities 

Issues: NAMA 

WTO members (20): Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, 

Bolivia, Plurinational State of, Dominica, Dominican 

Republic, El Salvador, Fiji, Grenada, Guatemala, 

Honduras, Jamaica, Maldives, Mongolia, Nicaragua, Papua 

New Guinea, Paraguay, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Trinidad and Tobago 

Small, 

vulnerable 

economies 

(SVEs) — 

rules 

 

Sponsors of 

TN/RL/W/226/Rev.5 

Issues: Rules (fisheries subsidies) 

Documents: TN/RL/W/226/Re

v.5 

WTO members (15): Barbados, Cuba, Dominica, 

Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Fiji, Honduras, Jamaica, 

Maldives, Mauritius, Nicaragua, Papua New Guinea, Saint 

Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Tonga 

Recent new 

members 

(RAMs) 

 

Recently acceded members 

(RAMs), ie, countries that 

negotiated and joined the WTO 

after 1995, seeking lesser 

commitments in the negotiations 

because of the liberalization they 

have undertaken as part of their 

membership agreements. Excludes 

least-developed countries because 

they will make no new 

commitments, and EU members 

Issues: General 

WTO members (18): Albania, Armenia, Cape Verde, 

China, Chinese Taipei, Ecuador, Former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia, Georgia, Jordan, Kyrgyz Republic, 

Moldova, Republic of, Mongolia, Oman, Panama, Saudi 

Arabia, Kingdom of, Tonga, Ukraine, Viet Nam 

Low-

income 

economies 

in transition 

 

Seeking to secure the same 

treatment as least-developed 

countries. (Georgia formally 

withdrew, but in the agriculture 

draft the full list is: Albania, 

Armenia, Georgia, Kyrgyz Rep, 

Moldova) 

Issues: Agriculture 

WTO members (3): Armenia, Kyrgyz Republic, Moldova, 

Republic of 

Cairns 

group 

Coalition of agricultural exporting 

nations lobbying for agricultural 

trade liberalization. 

WTO members (19): Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, 

Plurinational State of, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, 

Costa Rica, Guatemala, Indonesia, Malaysia, New Zealand, 
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 Issues: Agriculture 

Website:http://www.cairnsgroup.

org 

Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, South Africa, 

Thailand, Uruguay 

Tropical 

products 

 

Coalition of developing countries 

seeking greater market access for 

tropical products 

Issues: Agriculture 

WTO members (8): Bolivia, Plurinational State of, 

Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Guatemala, Nicaragua, 

Panama, Peru 

G-10 

 

Coalition of countries lobbying for 

agriculture to be treated as diverse 

and special because of non-trade 

concerns (not to be confused with 

the Group of Ten Central Bankers) 

Issues: Agriculture 

WTO members (9): Chinese Taipei, Iceland, Israel, Japan, 

Korea, Republic of, Liechtenstein, Mauritius, Norway, 

Switzerland 

G-20 

 

Coalition of developing countries 

pressing for ambitious reforms of 

agriculture in developed countries 

with some flexibility for developing 

countries (not to be confused with 

the G-20 group of finance 

ministers and central bank 

governors, and its recent summit 

meetings) 

Issues: Agriculture 

Website: http://www.g-

20.mre.gov.br 

WTO members (23): Argentina, Bolivia, Plurinational 

State of, Brazil, Chile, China, Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt, 

Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, 

Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, South Africa, Tanzania, 

Thailand, Uruguay, Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of, 

Zimbabwe 

G-33 

 

Also called “Friends of Special 

Products” in agriculture. Coalition 

of developing countries pressing 

for flexibility for developing 

countries to undertake limited 

market opening in agriculture 

Issues: Agriculture 

WTO members (46): Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, 

Belize, Benin, Bolivia, Plurinational State of, Botswana, 

Côte d’Ivoire, China, Congo, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican 

Republic, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, 

Honduras, India, Indonesia, Jamaica, Kenya, Korea, 

Republic of, Madagascar, Mauritius, Mongolia, 

Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, 

Philippines, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint 

Vincent and the Grenadines, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Suriname, 

Tanzania, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Uganda, 

Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of, Zambia, Zimbabwe 

Cotton-4 

 

West African coalition seeking cuts 

in cotton subsidies and tariffs 

Issues: Agriculture (Cotton) 

WTO members (4): Benin, Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali 

NAMA-11 

 

Coalition of developing countries 

seeking flexibilities to limit market 

opening in industrial goods trade 

WTO members (10): Argentina, Brazil, Egypt, India, 

Indonesia, Namibia, Philippines, South Africa, Tunisia, 

Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 

http://www.cairnsgroup.org/
http://www.cairnsgroup.org/
http://www.g-20.mre.gov.br/
http://www.g-20.mre.gov.br/
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Issues: NAMA 

Paragraph 6 

countries 

 

Group of countries with less than 

35% of non-agricultural products 

covered by legally bound tariff 

ceilings. They have agreed to 

increase their binding coverage 

substantially, but want to exempt 

some products. (In paragraph 6 of 

the first version of the NAMA 

text, later paragraph 8.) 

Issues: NAMA 

WTO members (12): Côte d’Ivoire, Cameroon, Congo, 

Cuba, Ghana, Kenya, Macao, China, Mauritius, Nigeria, Sri 

Lanka, Suriname, Zimbabwe 

Friends of 

Ambition 

(NAMA) 

 

Seeking to maximize tariff 

reductions and achieve real market 

access in NAMA. (Some nuanced 

differences in positions.) 

Issues: NAMA 

WTO members (35): Australia, Austria, Belgium, 

Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, 

Estonia, European Union (formerly EC), Finland, France, 

Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovak Republic, 

Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, 

United States 

Friends of 

A-D 

Negotiation

s (FANs) 

 

Coalition seeking more disciplines 

on the use of anti-dumping 

measures 

Issues: Rules (anti-dumping) 

WTO members (15): Brazil, Chile, Chinese Taipei, 

Colombia, Costa Rica, Hong Kong, China, Israel, Japan, 

Korea, Republic of, Mexico, Norway, Singapore, 

Switzerland, Thailand, Turkey 

Friends of 

Fish (FoFs) 

 

Informal coalition seeking to 

significantly reduce fisheries 

subsidies. From time to time other 

WTO members also identify 

themselves as “Friends of Fish” 

Issues: Rules (fisheries subsidies) 

WTO members (11): Argentina, Australia, Chile, 

Colombia, Ecuador, Iceland, New Zealand, Norway, 

Pakistan, Peru, United States 

“W52” 

sponsors 

 

Sponsors of TN/C/W/52, a 

proposal for “modalities” in 

negotiations on geographical 

indications (the multilateral register 

for wines and spirits, and 

extending the higher level of 

protection beyond wines and 

spirits) and “disclosure” (patent 

applicants to disclose the origin of 

genetic resources and traditional 

knowledge used in the inventions). 

The list includes as groups: the 

EU, ACP and African Group. * 

Dominican Rep. is in the ACP and 

WTO members (109): Albania, Angola, Antigua and 

Barbuda, Austria, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Benin, 

Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Côte 

d’Ivoire, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, 

Chad, China, Colombia, Congo, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, 

Czech Republic, Democratic Republic of the Congo, 

Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, 

Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia, European Union (formerly EC), 

Fiji, Finland, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 

France, Gabon, Gambia, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, 

Greece, Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, 

Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, 

Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia, Lesotho, Liechtenstein, 

Lithuania, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Malta, 
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South Africa is in the African 

Group, but they are sponsors of 

TN/IP/W/10/Rev.2 on 

geographical indications 

Issues: Intellectual property 

(TRIPS) 

Documents: TN/C/W/52 

Mauritania, Mauritius, Moldova, Republic of, Morocco, 

Mozambique, Namibia, Netherlands, Niger, Nigeria, 

Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Poland, Portugal, 

Romania, Rwanda, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint 

Vincent and the Grenadines, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Slovak 

Republic, Slovenia, Solomon Islands, South Africa, Spain, 

Sri Lanka, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Switzerland, 

Tanzania, Thailand, Togo, Tonga, Trinidad and Tobago, 

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Kingdom, Zambia, 

Zimbabwe 

Joint 

proposal (in 

intellectual 

property) 

 

Sponsors of TN/IP/W/10/Rev.4 

proposing a database that is 

entirely voluntary 

Issues: TRIPS GI register 

Website:http://www.wto.org/trip

s#issues 

Documents: TN/IP/W/10/Rev.4 

WTO members (20): Argentina, Australia, Canada, Chile, 

Chinese Taipei, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 

El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Israel, Japan, Korea, 

Republic of, Mexico, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Paraguay, 

South Africa, United States 

 

 

 

E. LDC Definition 

The UN defines LDCs as low-income countries suffering from the most severe structural impediments 

to sustainable development. The characterization builds on criteria within gross national income per 

capita, human assets index, economic vulnerability index and population size. The explicit reference to 

sustainable development acknowledges that the concern is development broadly defined and thus 

incorporates economic, social and environmental. More information can be obtained from the UN: 

http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml and through the 

Handbook on the Least Developed Country Category.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: 

http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/negotiating_groups_e.htmhttp://www.wto.org/english/trat

op_e/dda_e/negotiating_groups_e.htm 
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