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By Amy Wood1

Abstract: The deadlock of the Doha Development Round of WTO negotiations largely
signaled the removal of development2, or at least a rhetorical commitment to
development objectives,3 from the international trade agenda. This takes place amidst a
rapidly changing landscape of international trade where a ‘development deficit’ has
emerged and unfair rules of trade have contributed to growing global inequalities. Since
2000, numerous proposals for WTO reform have emerged from member states,
policymakers, academics and civil society organizations (CSOs). The global consultation
process taking place around the post-2015 Development Agenda (DA) provides a
tremendous opportunity to facilitate the advancement of alternative and reform policy
proposals for international institutions. Given this opportunity, ASAP asks how can WTO
member states best reform the multilateral trading system to pursue an agenda of
sustainable development, fair trade and enhanced capacity building? In addressing this
question, this paper seeks to explain why a development deficit is a perennial feature of
the international trade politics, and the WTO specifically. The paper maps out WTO
reform proposals in key areas that affect development and developing country
participation within the international trade regime including trade facilitation, the Dispute
Settlement Understanding (DSU), Special and Differentiated Treatment (SDT), and the
creation of policy space. After taking stock of the development deficit, the paper offers a
two-track approach with recommendations for ‘leveling the playing field’ in the WTO
that will facilitate gains for the post-2015 DA objectives. The creation of more balanced
rules of trade and alternative mechanisms of governance to deliver development is crucial
to the sustainability of the international trade regime and to the formation of a new
development discourse.
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In understanding the notion of development in the context of trade, the paper borrows from Ismail (2013)
to suggest that development led trade must be premised on balanced rules, good governance, fair trade and
capacity building. Here, the focus is primarily on balanced rules.
3
Some (see Rodrik 2008; Scott and Wilkinson 2011) suggest that development was never on the WTO’s
agenda and that the DDA represented an empty set of promises based on the ‘myth’ of a development
round.
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INTRODUCTION
Trade negotiations have not only failed to produce significant reforms for
developing countries, but the rules of the game inherently favour affluent nations. This
trend takes place amidst a rapidly changing landscape of international trade including the
decline of multilateralism, the emergence of global value chains and persistent
inequalities between the global north and south. Development has been removed from the
international trade agenda to the detriment of developing and least developed countries
(LDCs). Issues of concern for developing countries involve unfair terms of trade such as
export subsidies, reduced market access and the accessibility of the Dispute Settlement
Understanding (DSU) (Deere-Birkbeck 2011; Narlikar 2011; Wilkinson and Scott 2013).
Given the international consensus around the MDGs, particularly Goal 8 on developing
global partnerships for development, trade is key to poverty alleviation and development.
Although attempts have been made to reconcile trade and development such as
the Enhanced Integrated Framework (EIF), Aid for Trade, and Special and Differentiated
Treament (SDT), the WTO and its member states have yet to live up to their
commitments. The post-2015 discussion on the Development Agenda (DA) provides an
opportunity for global consultation and the advancement of institutional reform proposals
for more balanced and equitable global trade governance. This paper contributes to this
conversation by providing a blueprint for a more authentic development focus within the
WTO.
Part I outlines the empirical case for the WTO’s democratic deficit and its effects
on the international trade regime. Although many suggest that a development focus
within the WTO has never existed in a meaningful sense, this deficit has become more
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apparent with the failure of the Doha Development Agenda and the decline of
multilateralism4 (Wilkinson 2012). This paper does not question whether the WTO ought
to be a development institution. It takes as its starting point the idea that the WTO must
be a development institution if it is to achieve increased trade flows, economic growth
and improved welfare of all member states as its mandate suggests. Thus, the paper
maintains that development must be at the heart of the multilateral trade system. This
would contribute to international institutional coherence and more closely align the WTO
with UN goals around sustainable development. As trade reform has been
underdeveloped in the context of the post-2015 DA, this discussion is particularly timely.
Part II maps out the WTO reform proposals currently on the table in key strategic
areas for enhanced developing country participation in both legislative and litigious
routes to reform. Addressed here are reforms on trade facilitation, the Dispute Settlement
Understanding (DSU) and trade remedies, Special and Differentiated treatment (SDT),
the creation of policy space, transparency, and accountability.
Part III provides recommendations for short term, modest reform, as well as longterm, more substantive changes. First, the section will make a series of pragmatic
proposals for a reformist, development-led agenda. Explored here is the need to “deepen
the [trade] agenda” (Bouzas 2011) through an examination of proposals concerning
institutional reform including negotiations and decision-making processes, SDT,
subsidies, trade facilitation including AfT, the DSU and knowledge mobilization. These
‘status quo’ reforms are designed to be implemented within the DA timeframe of the next
fifteen years. Gleaned from this analysis is the inadequacy of current reform proposals
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The decline of multilateralism within the WTO has attracted international concern from member states.
States have turned to bilateral or plurilateral agreements in lieu of multilateral agreements. For more on this
phenomenon see for example Barton et al 2006.
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despite its breadth of treatment in the literature. The second part of this section reflects
more broadly on the WTO’s contribution to global trade governance and development,
which requires a serious re-evaluation. The proposals must be linked to a broader
discussion about the underlying social values1 on which the WTO operates. Thus reforms
must be accompanied by a “debate on [WTO] principles” (Stiglitz 2005) and the
formation of an alternative trade narrative centred on sustainable development. Given the
post-2015 DA which requires international institutional reform,5 an inquiry into the social
values which underpin the multilateral trade regime is particularly pressing. These
proposals fit outside of the status quo and are designed for a longer-term vision of the
WTO beyond the 2015-2030 timeframe of the DA. Only once serious and more
ambitious consideration is given to responding to development challenges can a more
equitable and sustainable WTO agenda be advanced.

1.0 DEFINING THE DEVELOPMENT DEFICIT & THE NEED FOR REFORM

To conceptualize development, the paper borrows from Sen’s (1999) theory of
Development as Freedom6 where development is measured by the amount of “substantive
freedoms of people” (33), as without freedom, people cannot make the necessary choices
to empower themselves and others. Importantly, this includes respect for local
dimensions and cooperative activities under state provision (129). Taken together these
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ASAP (2012) suggests that international institutional reform should be taken into consideration in the next
set of development goals. Multilateral institutions have shown support for open and accountable
international institutions [see the joint appeal issued by seven multilateral institutions to the UN High Level
Panel on the 2015 DA (Williams 2013)]. Kenny and Dykstra (2013) go further to suggest international
institutional reform should feature prominently in the post 2015 DA framework.
6
Sen (1999) interprets freedom by examining five instrumental forms: political freedoms, economic
facilities, social opportunities, transparency guarantees, and protective security.
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freedoms help “enhance the capacity” (10) of persons within a society and of institutions.
Of the five interrelated instrumental freedoms that Sen discusses, the focus here is on
expanding economic facilities and freedom from poor economic conditions to generate
public resources for social provisions. It is within this framework that the paper
investigates what development-led trade7 looks like in the context of the WTO. In
considering this relationship, Ismail’s (2013) understanding of development-led trade is
emphasized: trade must be premised on balanced rules, good governance, fair trade and
capacity building. Here, the focus is primarily on balanced rules, a framework unpacked
in the proceeding sections.
There is a well developed though contested relationship between trade and
development, made increasingly complex by processes of globalization (Chambers and
Sampson 2008). Not only undertaken by the WTO, trade has been integral to the United
Nations. The UN’s development agenda has a long relationship with global trade
beginning in 1945. The 1986 Declaration of the Right to Development has shaped trade
governance in a number of ways including: shaping of a holistic concept of development;
provision of support for Aid for Trade and flexibility mechanisms; and the inclusion of
issues such as debt and corporate responsibility in the UN Development Agenda (Puri
2011: 12). This role is based on the UN’s principles of “solidarity, market access,
capacity to trade and competitiveness” (Puri 2011: 12).
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“Development led trade” takes a fundamentally different view of the relationship between trade and
development than “trade led development” which has been used by the WTO to legitimize trade
liberalization. “Development led trade” sees trade as one mechanism to increase development aims rather
than to see trade as an end itself to development needs. The United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development (UNCTAD) reaffirmed this in 2002.
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According to Possel (2008), part of the right to develop8, is sustainable
development. This involves the pillars of economic development, social development,
environmental protection, and “good governance, peace and security”.9 10 Here,
development includes fundamental human rights, which are shaped by the international
trade regime (Possel 2008). This is closely related to UNCTAD’s role, which has been
moderately successful in monitoring the international trade regime and advocating an
‘integrated approach’ (Ocampo 2011; Puri 2011: 53). The UN Development Programme
(UNDP) and the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs (DESA) agenda
continues to be underpinned by the values of “equity, fair play, altruism, humanism, the
common good and making trade work for societies everywhere” (Puri 2011: 54).
Moreover, three decades of development thinking by the international community reflects
the need to redress these imbalances (UNTAD 2011).
The GATT/WTO link to development emerged in the 1958 Haberler Report,
particularly Committee III, which led to the inclusion of development-assistance
provisions in several GATT articles.11 Today the ‘Enabling Clause’ and SDT provisions
exist to safeguard developing country interests through preferential agreements. In terms
of mechanisms, AfT has been developed to facilitate trade-led development projects
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For the remainder of the paper I use the term development to include the principles of sustainable
development.
9
I do not address environmental protection in this paper. Although there have been several proposals for a
WTO subcommittee on climate change (Pauwelyn 2009) or for independent body “to subject countries’
environmental policies and needs to a review process compare to that for trade” (Meléndez-Ortiz and
Biswas 2011), there is no consensus that this is within the scope of the WTO to undertake (see Bernstein
and Hannah 2008 and 2011 for a more complete treatment of this debate).
10
On the fourth dimension see the UN System Task Team Report on the Post-2015 Development Agenda
(UN 2012b) and the Leadership Council of the Sustainable Development Research Network’s (SDSN)
report to the UN Secretary General (2013) on the SDGs, specifically Section I on the “Four Dimensions of
Sustainable Development”.
11
Particularly articles XVIII, XXXVI- XXXVIII. Also see GATT article XXIII - Nullification and
Impairment Provisions; GATT article XVIII – Government Assistance to Economic Development; and
GATT Part IV – Trade and Development. However, current provisions have become “ineffective and
obsolete” (Lee 2009).
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along with the EIF. An extant trend is the mainstreaming of trade into national
development programs (Ancharaz and Pfister 2013). The former has been implemented
through the WTO’s AfT program as well as and the EIF, UNDP and the OECD, which
guides the direction of international trade assistance.
Trade reform efforts should focus on the institutional elements under the scope of
the WTO primarily for two reasons. First, there is global recognition that trade is of great
significance to sustainable development and poverty alleviation. An international
consensus was achieved in the MDGs and particularly Goal 8: Develop[ing] a global
partnership for development, which espoused that developed countries had an obligation
to work towards a fairer international trade system.12 This marked an important
recognition of the relationship between trade and poverty alleviation where trade is
believed to contribute to poverty reduction (Hoekman 2002).13 Second, while “good
international trade rules can create an enabling environment for poverty reduction”, “bad
rules can have the opposite effect” (Oxfam 2002: 15) meaning that trade reform may be
“one of the most cost effective anti-poverty policies available” (Winters, McCulloch and
McKay 2004). Thus, as the WTO is the fount of rule making authority within the
international trade regime, reform energy should be concentrated on mechanisms and
governance within the WTO.
To debate whether the WTO is a development organization or not is not the
purpose of this paper. While this normative debate is ongoing, this paper is grounded in
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Target 8.A aims to “develop further an open, rule-based, predictable, non-discriminatory trading and
financial system” (UN 2000). Target 8.B “addresses the special needs of the least-developed countries,
specifically including tariff and quota-free access for least-developed countries’ exports” (UN 2000).
13
Although trade can facilitate incredible economic growth, evidence from recent modeling exercises and
studies in the literature has detailed how expected benefits from trade liberalization are surprisingly low
(Weisbrot, Rosnick and Baker 2004; Ackerman and Gallagher 2008; Bouët and Krasniqi 2009). Thus while
export led trade can lead to poverty reduction, it is only one mechanism available to address poverty and
development needs.
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the position that development should lay at the heart of the WTO’s mandate. While the
WTO (2006a, 2006b), is not considered a development agency, its core mandate of
setting trade rules must be development-centred if it is to contribute to a more equitable
global trade system as outlined by MDG 8. Moreover, proponents of a brand of WTO
narrowly focused as a negotiating forum have been eclipsed by empirical reality (DeereBirkbeck 2011: 121). Today, the global trading system has a duel purpose as both a
‘global public good’ by easing international exchange through a multilateral approach
and also a ‘global development good’ which “facilitates economic, social and
environmentally sustainable development for all” (Puri 2011: 48). This is in accordance
with Wilkinson (2011: 135) who suggests that by promoting “trade-led growth,” the
WTO will become a development institution. Thus the paper conceives of the WTO as an
instrument to facilitate sustainable development, one that allows countries to achieve
more balanced and mutually beneficial trade. The capacity of international institutions to
become more sustainable and development-centred, as indicated by preliminary post2015 DA reform proposals, suggests that much more is at stake than mutually beneficial
trade. Indeed, the relevance of the WTO and the future of global trade governance hangs
in the balance.
While the international community continues to support the idea of a more
equitable trade system, this has not translated into reality and developed countries have
not fulfilled obligations to redress inequalities within the international trade regime
(Hoekmam 2002; Stiglitz and Charlton 2005; Watkins and Fowler 2002; Lal Das 2005;
Petersmann 2005). Although many suggest that the WTO has never seriously had a
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development focus, the WTO has been characterized by a ‘development deficit’14 at least
since the Fourth WTO Ministerial Conference in Doha. Although the DDA was largely
paying lip service to development rhetoric, and it is believed that there was never any real
attempt by developed countries to redress trade asymmetries or development objectives,
it provided direction for the international trade community. Below, the paper conducts an
analysis of the main causes of the DDA collapse with mention of development concerns
in agricultural subsidies, loopholes and the non-implementation of SDT, as well as
developing countries’ bargaining power in negotiations and limited involvement in the
SDU. This selection of issues is not meant to be a comprehensive overview of all
development proposals but an effort to include the most relevant ones to the IRG project.
Such an examination contributes to a more substantive treatment of trade reform than has
been considered in the context of international institutional reform conversations.
As agriculture has been recognized as a key concern for developing countries
(Moore 2000; Panitchpakdi 2002; Veiga 2005), subsidies and protectionist measures
from developed countries have had particularly detrimental effects on developing
countries. Despite promises by affluent countries to reduce protectionist measures, only a
narrow margin of trade restrictions has been eliminated since 2008 (UN 2012a).
Resultantly, the protectionist measures taken to date have affected nearly 3 per cent of
global trade (UN 2012a). Barry and Øverland (2012) conclude that subsidies and tariffs
are killing the poor (Norberg 2005; Kristoff 2002). This trend speaks to the “agricultural
exceptionalism” which has characterized a system overshadowed by EU and US
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Referenced in the preamble of the Ministerial Declaration from the Fourth WTO Ministerial Conference
in Doha (2001) by the Permanent Mission of India and mentioned by Raghavan (2001) of the Third World
Network, and Muralidharan (2005) in relation to the Fourth Ministerial Conference. Hoekman (2002) has
discussed the ‘development credibility deficit’ of the WTO.
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subsidies that violate WTO trade policy and principles of international development
(Carsten 2012).15 Such inequalities also exist outside of agriculture, evidenced by losses
for developing countries around NAMA or by unfulfilled commitments by developed
countries to improve market access for LDCs (Oxfam 2002).16
Paradoxically, while the rhetoric of commitments to development and poverty
reduction has figured prominently in the international community, trade policy has been
used to maintain systems of inequality and undermine development. This is one example
of “rigged rules” (Oxfam 2002), which have created “radical inequalities” within global
trade governance (Nagel 1977; Hannah 2009). Other institutional trade ills include
loopholes and the non-implementation of SDT.17 Thus amidst a “maze of regulatory
requirements, standards and non tariff barriers”, there are important gaps that must be
closed in order to meet development objectives (Lal Das 1999). This deficit has widened
since the failures of the DDA.
This situation has been made worse by the limited bargaining power of
developing countries. Despite the one-member-one-vote principle of equality in the
WTO, a number of agreements have been made where a hierarchy has evolved;
developing countries have been constrained by inadequate resources as well as the
asymmetrical influence of developed countries on negotiation proceedings (see Jawara
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This has been most egregiously exposed in cotton farming where subsidies for developed country
producers have reduced market access for the approximately 15 million cotton farmers in West Africa
(Walker 2011; Lee 2007).
16
UNTAD estimated that under NAMA “tariff losses to developing countries could amount to USD 63.4
billion, almost four times the projected gains under the World Bank’s Assessment” (Gloeckl 2013).
17
A significant loophole has been the special provision for dispute settlement in the Agreement on Antidumping or within the Agreement on Textiles (Lal Das 1999). The non-implementation of SDT can be
evidenced in Article 66 of the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights
(TRIPS) which requires developed countries to provide incentives and technology transfer to LDCs or
Article XIX of the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) which requires flexibility and market
access developing countries (Lal Das 1999).
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and Kwa 2003 or Narlikar 2003, 2006). Through both informal and formal channels of
influence, developed countries have largely overshadowed developing country
participation in negotiations. As a result, developing countries have consistently made
significant concessions, often with little in return (Lal Das 1999). While free trade
inherently involves making concessions, developed countries have consistently been the
primary beneficiaries without extending commensurate counter-concessions to
developing countries (Lal Das 1999).
Finally, the dispute settlement process has raised important questions concerning
interpretation of agreements and their implementation. Developing countries seldom use
the DSU.18 19 These countries have been unable to access legal restitution channels
because of a lack of resources20 and the costs of accessing the system (Shaffer and
Quershi 2003).21 22 Although this issue falls outside the collapse of the DDA, it is evident
there exists a systematic bias against small and weak countries. Larger countries have
asymmetrical influence in the disputes, particularly when threatening sanctions, leading
to adverse effects for developing countries.23
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As evidence, “in fifteen years of dispute settlement under the DSU, over 400 disputes were initiated; no
African country has ever initiated a dispute; only one LDC initiated a dispute (Bangladesh) but did not
progress beyond the consultation phase; EU and US together have 41% been complainants (WTO 2009);
but 40% initiated by developing countries; US and EU have been respondents in 40% of case (Walker
2011).
19
See Shaffer and Meléndez-Ortiz (2010) case studies on developing country barriers to the DSU.
20
This is the absence of financial, legal and institutional knowledge of the trade system, particularly
concerning the DSU (Shaffer and Quershi 2003; Ochieng and Majanja 2010).
21
In a survey of 52 WTO members “(including 10 ‘low income’ and 16 ‘lower middle income’ countries)
88 per cent of all participants cited legal capacity as a principle advantage of power members in using the
DSU” (Shaffer and Meléndez-Ortiz 2010).
22
Additional barriers include fear of retaliation, complexity of the process and countermeasures, limitations
of remedies available, the infrequent use of alternative mechanisms, the lack of capacity to enforce the
rulings on the part of developing countries and the increasingly legalistic nature of the system (Meagher
2011; Shaffer and Quershi 2003).
23
See for example, the 1994 Shrimp-Turtle case.
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Taken together, the structural and institutional failures outlined in the preceding
paragraphs provide the contours for examining the current development deficit. While
these issues extend beyond the collapse of the DDA, it has been representative of the
shifts taking place across the global trade landscape. While it is beyond the scope of this
paper to assess these shifts, the “new geography of international trade” includes the rise
of the BRIC countries in the international trade regime,24 the proliferation of regional
trade agreements,25 26 and the use of global value chains27 as a new narrative for trade-led
development. While plurilateral agreements threaten to exclude developing countries,
they face mounting pressure to become more deeply integrated into the global trade
regime without adequate resources or flexibility needed to make this transition. This has
contributed to an increasingly challenging trade landscape for developing countries to
navigate.
In sum, the current international trade regime may be seen as both indefensible
and unsustainable (Oxfam 2002). The image that the WTO advances the interests of
developed countries and MNCs rather than those of developing countries, its primary
membership, has been evidenced by consistent shortfalls to development commitments
(Lee 2009a; Deere-Birckbeck 2011). Consistently, developing country interests have
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BRICs according to Narlikar (2011: 143) have given developing countries unprecedented importance in
the WTO. Although BRICs countries have contributed to increasing South-South trade and contribute to a
“more accurate reflection of global power” (Narlikar 2011: 140), development remains a key agenda issue.
25
This has meant an increase in bilateral and plurliateral agreements, particularly since the incapability to
conclude the DDA. The case for plurilaterals has been made (Draper 2010) due to the “constraining power”
of the WTO (Haydon 2008) but can have adverse effects for developing countries (see Sally 2000;
Dasgupta 2012). Additionally, RTAs go against WTO principles of single undertaking and nondiscrimination (Milberg 2013). While regional trade can benefit developing countries such as in Latin
America, plurilateral agreements have been made to the exclusion of developing and least developed
countries. For reform proposals in this area see Fabbricott (2009) and Bouzas (2011).
26
For further reading see Kurihara (2011), and Chaffour and Jean-Christophe (2011).
27
The global value chains narrative has been adopted by the WTO and international financial institutions
in the wake of global economic recovery. For a history of GVCs see Gereffi and Millberg (2013); for their
effects on corporate governance see Lazonick and Sullivan (2002) and Nolan and Zhang (2010); trade
governance see Clark (2012). For an understanding of the impact on the trade narrative see Ismail (2013).
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been marginalized and there has been “insufficient institutional attention to development
issues” (Lee 2009a: 11). As a result, the WTO is facing crisis of credibility and there is a
widespread loss of confidence in the system (Elsig and Dupoint 2002). In order for a
development mandate to knowledge transfer, and provide freedom to choose trade and
development strategies, sustainable development must be at the centre of the WTO
(Gloeckl 2012; Ghosh 2013; Ismail 2006). In short, the multilateral system must be
realigned for a ‘sustainable development-led agenda’ and a more balanced globalization
(IBON 2013). There has been an absence of adequate channels for policy dialogue and
mechanisms for substantive debate in this arena (Deere-Birkbeck 2011). With the global
consultation process for the post-2015 DA there is tremendous opportunity to facilitate
the advancement of alternative and reform policy proposals for international institutions.

2.0 REFORM

The need for WTO reform has been evidenced by numerous proposals since 2000
by civil society and state members. While there is consensus that the WTO is broken,
there is no consensus on how to fix it or to what end (Drache and Froese 2007). As a
result of the diversity of interests involved, proposals have been orthogonal in scope and
approach.
WTO reform has been a catchall for proposals ranging from its scope, to decisionmaking processes, and implementation of mechanisms (Oxfam 2002); and from efforts to
encompass an “ethical dimension” (Barry and Øverland 2012), to increasing efficiency,
and ease of negotiations (Lawrence 2008). Although there have been a number of works
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on WTO reform, few comprehensive works have taken a development focus with the
exception of Deere-Birkbeck (2011) and Sampson and Chambers (2008). However, given
the rapidly shifting landscape of trade and development and the 2015 DA, it is necessary
to reexamine the notion of development-led trade. The importance of the relationship
between the WTO, development, and the crisis of multilateralism to the post-2015 MDG
process cannot be overstated. Given that MDG 8 outlined the consensus of the
international community for a more equitable global trade system, namely the WTO, and
given the increasing recognition of the failures of the DDA and the need for
development-centred trade, the conversation around institutional reform fits squarely with
the Post-2015 DA.
Reform proposals in the past have been located in specific areas by experts (i.e.
Abu-Ghazaleh 2013). There is, however, a need for holistic proposals that affect all areas
of trade. Thus, the paper contributes to this conversation by assessing traditional policy
recommendations that include both short term pragmatic approaches on underdeveloped
areas such as knowledge dissemination, and longer-term reforms that require attitudinal
and normative shifts and a substantial rethinking of the WTO’s role in international
development and trade governance.

2.1 NEGOTIATIONS AND DECISION-MAKING

Developing countries as the majority of the world’s population should have a
larger role in determining the rules of the systems that govern them. The ‘one country one
vote’ procedure, although done by consensus, is difficult to achieve given that there are
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153 member-states. Some argue that consensus does not exist in a meaningful sense;
rather it has been “manufactured” (Aslam 1999). Because of the strong link between
“market size and political weight” there is a need to allow smaller and poor countries a
greater voice in negotiations; as a result many proposals for voting have focused on
critical mass approaches. 28 However, most member states do not support an alternative
voting processes (Van den Bossche 2006).
There are mechanisms available to help facilitate this consensus, beginning with
representation. Small and developing countries are underrepresented at the Secretariat at
the senior, technical and managerial levels. Of the 552 staff positions, only 94 staff are
from developing countries, contributing to the absence of developing country needs on
the trade agenda (Narlikar 2002). Increasing the geographical and social diversity of the
staff can mitigate this situation. This is not simply an affirmative action type response;
rather, it seeks to increase the intellectual scope and engender attitudinal change within
the Secretariat. Other proposals focus on the efficiency of consensus building through an
executive, consultative or advisory board (Schott and Watal 2000; Blackhurst and
Hartridge 2004). This could help facilitate a more rigorous and knowledgeable presence
on the part of developing countries (Narlikar 2002: 175). While this would certainly
increase efficiency, it is unclear whether the results would be more fair29 for developing
countries.
The Sutherland Report found that “new levels of political engagement and highlevels of consultative machinery” would provide direction in negotiation processes
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For proposals and analysis on critical mass approaches see Wolfe (2007); Warwick Commission; WTO
(2007); Elsig (2010); Gallagher and Stoler (2009); Hoekman (2011). Other proposals have included the
requirement of a super majority (Narlikar 2011).
29
In asking questions of fairness in terms of developing country participation in the WTO see Dunloff
(2003), Gathii (2003) or Narlikar (2006).
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(Denters 2005). The report prescribed a structure that suggested having infrequent
meetings with high-level senior officials. However, this might further exclude countries
that do not have the capacity to be represented and thus must be accompanied by a fund
to guarantee access. Others such as Deere-Birkbeck (2011) advance that more effective
and strategic use of the WTO Ministerial Conferences to push the envelope on
institutional reform as it has agenda setting capacities that engages all member states.
While increasing political leadership is important, participation alone does not close the
deficit gap; rather, it should be utilized in tandem with other governance mechanisms to
forward development concerns, particularly for small and least developed countries.

2.2 POLICY SPACE

As trade liberalization has constrained policy space, debates on whether and how
policy space should be increased have been contentiously discussed. While Hoekman
(2004), Van Den Bossche (2006) and Lawrence (2006), suggest policy space should be
expanded to level the playing field for developing countries, Stiglitz (2005) cautions that
increasing policy scope could lead to weakened bargaining power. Given these
considerations, policy space should be interpreted cautiously (Stiglitz 2005).
One mechanism used to increase policy space, SDT, is associated most closely
with increasing developing country access to markets, and its flexibility has been
elemental for developing countries concerning reciprocity and the implementation of
agreements (Hoekman 2004). SDT provisions have been consistently among UNCTAD’s
recommendations to the WTO (Trade and Development Report 1981-2011). Since 2011
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there have been 88 proposals to the WTO from developing and least developed countries
on making the rules more effective although not all of them have been worked through
(Walker 2011; WTO 2003).
It has been recognized that a “one size fits all” does not work for developing
countries (MacDonald 2011). SDT provisions must be examined on a case-by-case basis
and using a country specific approach they must recognize the heterogeneity of
developing countries. Most proposals centre on ways to increase SDT such as in the
manufacturing sector, particularly around the manufacturing of generic drugs (Gallagher
and Wise 2009). Another popular area is agriculture in allowing “selective tariffs and
quotas” to regulate local food imports (Barker 2007; Khor 2000). This is consistent with
proposals that grant the exclusion of “special products” (local staple foods) from tariffs
cuts as a result of commodities markets that have become highly concentrated (Gallagher
and Wise 2009).
Since the inception of GATT, SDT has changed fundamentally yet it remains both
conceptually and empirically important.30 However there are challenges with SDT and
how to operationalize it.31 In sum, a more substantive sector-by-sector discussion must
take place about the role of SDT in achieving development gains.
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For a complete list of SDT measures within the WTO, see “Implementation of Special and Differentiated
Treatment Provisions in WTO Agreements and Decisions” (WT0 2000).
31
There is extensive the debate around SDT provision as a means of increasing developing country
development objectives. See for example Michalopoulos (2008) suggests reducing the scope of SDT on the
grounds that there is no consensus whether greater freedom in trade rules leads to poverty alleviation while
Suppermanium (2008), Collier (2007) and Melendez-Ortiz and Biswas (2011) justify SDT because it helps
developing countries access global markets. Ismail (2013) suggests there has been a disproportionate
emphasis on SDT in negotiations which has detracted from other areas of focus for developing countries.
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2.3 SUBSIDIES

In addressing the problem of subsidies, there are several steps that can be
implemented to create fairer terms of trade. The first concerns how subsidies are
categorized. Meléndez-Ortiz, Bellmann and Hepburn (2009) suggest that to ensure
coherence with sustainable development goals, the green box approach to classifying
subsidies must be reformed by shifting away from the amber, blue and green
classification system. According to the green box classifications, these subsidies “causes
only minimal trade distortion”, however this has been empirically disproven (MeléndezOrtiz, Bellmann and Hepburn 2009). This approach raises larger questions regarding the
purpose of subsidies as a temporary tool or permanent corrective function. As argued
here, the entire categorization process should undergo a thorough review to re-identify
the role and effect of subsides on global trade and development.
Second, subsidy-use must be monitored by creating reporting systems and
improving existing “methods of notification” (Thöne and Dobroschke 2008). For
example, the Global Subsidy Initiative from the International Institute for Sustainable
Development (IISD) does precisely this. This has led Meléndez-Ortiz and Biswas (2011)
to suggest that we need a WTO initiative on energy subsidies by turning the Permanent
Group of Experts into on Energy Subsidies and Sustainable Development. Other
governance mechanism proposals such as the one proposed by Petersmann (2008)
suggest using the Trade Policy Review Mechanism (TPRM) for ‘deliberative democracy’
and to modify the existing mechanism by making it independent so that it might receive
feedback from UNEP and ILO (Sampson and Chambers 2008; Wolfe 2008). There are
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also proposals for new mechanisms altogether: Lee (2009b) suggests the creation of a
new body within the WTO, “the Council for Trade and Development”, to monitor trade
and development issues. This body would establish a “coherent set of rules in the form of
a separate agreement within the WTO disciplines” to address trade and development
issues to monitoring regulatory developments and effectively establish a development
agenda (Lee 2009a, 2009b, 2011).
Third, agriculture reform proposals consistently suggest the elimination of direct
export subsidies and dumping along with the extension of special treatment for LDCs
(Barker 2007). However, treatment of subsidies must be expanded beyond the agriculture
sector. The WTO Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures (SCM) should
be able to suspend concessions and obligations to the non-compliant member (Sarooshi
2003; Bernal 2011). Here, addressing the enforcement mechanisms and how they can be
supported is integral to preventing developing countries from making concessions beyond
their respective capacities.

2.4 TRADE FACILITATION AND AID FOR TRADE

Often referred to as ‘cutting red tape’ by the WTO (2012b), Trade Facilitation
(TF)32 is being “aggressively pushed by developed countries” as a mechanism to increase
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Trade Facilitation (TF) measures are aimed at “simplifying, modernising and harmonising merchandise
import, improving tax collection at the border, export and transit procedures, especially customs
requirements” by “simplifying rules, reducing the number of and standardising custom forms, and
computerization” and closing gaps in border procedures (European Commission 2013). According to Moïsé
(2013) these include transparency and predictability measures, procedural simplification and streamlining,
and coordination and cooperation between border agencies.
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efficiency33 (Dasgupta 2012). However this comes at an expense, namely the
externalization of markets costs onto developing countries. Since 2005, the OECD has
identified the need to redress challenges associated with IF concerning documentation
costs34, its highly bureaucratized nature, inefficiencies and inadequate flexibilities for
developing countries (OECD 2012).35
While the OECD (2009) suggests addressing regulatory, infrastructural,
technological and institutional costs, Lee (2004) suggests the need for alternative
governance mechanisms to more fully address the concerns associated with TF. He
proposes a Development Facilitation Tariff (DFT) that would promote infant industry and
limits “import restraints for development purposes on additional tariffs” (Lee 2004:
948).36 This would be part of an overarching ‘Agreement on Development Facilitation’
(ADF) which would “facilitate substantive, permanent SDT provisions” differentiated
according to developing country per capita income (Lee 2011b: 317). An ADF would
involve provisions on the adjustment of tariff bindings, scheduled commitments and
subsidy treatment; the suspension of anti-dumping measures, as well as the TRIMS and
TRIPS agreements; and the setting of procedures to monitor and implement commitments
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According to the WTO (2012a) inefficiencies include “red tape”, duplication of documents, “lack of
automatic data submission”, “lack of cooperation between traders and customs agencies”, and a lack of
transparency.
34
The OECD estimated that annual document costs take up to 7% of value of international trade (WTO
2012a).
35
According to the WTO (2012a) inefficiencies include “red tape”, duplication of documents, “lack of
automatic data submission”, “lack of cooperation between traders and customs agencies”, and a lack of
transparency.
36
The DFT would “allow a developing country to apply tariff rates above the schedules commitments
unilaterally when the country demonstrates a development need for such a tariff with a concrete plane for
industrial facilitation (Lee 2009: 16).
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(Lee 2009; 2011: 118). This reform is particularly timely given that TF will figure
prominently in the Bali Round of negotiations.37
Intimately linked to trade facilitation is Aid for Trade, which falls under the
umbrella of facilitation by addressing all trade or trade-related activities. Aid for Trade is
part of the broader mandate of trade related technical assistance (TRTA) popular with the
multi-donor EIF, which has become part of mainstreaming trade into domestic policy.
Born from the Coherence Mandate during the Uruguay Round, AfT is the primary means
by which the WTO purportedly delivers on its commitment to development.
While AfT can be effective and promote growth, it has not led to “the kind of
export diversification and growth in developing countries that people had hoped” (Stigliz
2012).38 According to Stiglitz (UNCTAD 2012b) AfT has ‘serious shortcomings’ in
delivering “additional, predictable and effective resources for developing countries”
including high levels of bureaucracy and a lack of donor accountability and
transparency.39 Moreover, the year 2011 was the first time that development aid
dropped.40 As the distribution of aid continues to be highly asymmetrical based on
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The objective of the negotiations is “to ease border procedures and to facilitate the movement, release
and clearance of goods” by clarifying three articles of the GATT pertaining to “the transit of goods, fees
and formalities (documentation and procedures) and the transparency of laws and regulations” (WTO
2012). According to the EU (2013), the WTO Trade Facilitation Agreement could create an international
framework for reforms.
38
Although AfT was developed because developing countries were not benefiting from trade liberalization,
the program has prescribed the same approach to amending adjustment costs of trade liberalization, that is,
more ODA. Trade related assistance is not new but indicates a renewed focus to leverage development
needs.
39
It is estimated that “the average customs transaction involves 20-30 parties, 40 documents, 200 data
elements (30 of which are repeated at least 30 times) and the re-keying of 60-70% of all data at least once”
(WTO 2013).
40
Approximately 30% or $25-30 billion of annual ODA has been for trade-related commitments (WTO
2006a). While aid commitments rose from USD 40 to 45 between 2009 and 2010 (82% more than the
2002-2005 baseline period), ODA has dropped within the last two years (WTO 2011; UN 2012). According
to the UN (2012), aid to sub-Saharan African fell by nearly 1% in 2011 and aid to landlocked developing
countries fell for the first time in a decade. However, aid to small-island developing States has increased
substantially (UN 2012).

24!
strategic interests of affluent countries rather than on the needs of developing countries,
lower aid commitments disproportionately and detrimentally affect many LDCs.
Many AfT reform proposals begin with domestic reforms and with new
commitments to “take advantage of market opportunities” (Chambers and Sampson
2008). This is an inappropriate starting point because AfT has not addressed the
“pervasive market failures in developing countries” (UNCTAD 2012b). Thus trade
assistance is needed to address both revenue lost from unbalanced trade deals and for
supporting developing country markets (UNCTAD 2012b). Here, emphasis is placed on
the former, institutional AfT reform, in order to provide greater development flexibility.
It has been acknowledged by the WTO (Lamy 2006) that AfT cannot continue to
be done in the same manner as traditional ODA, creating a need for more effective
assistance mechanisms. Effective assistance should not continue to be underpinned by the
neoliberal market logic of trade liberalization or insist on the developing country
liberalization of the investment and service sectors (Gloeckl 2012; Chimni 2011: 294).
Thus, the new model must provide the freedom to choose development pathways.
AfT must better provide in-country support and allow funding allocation for
domestic concerns that affect trade and aid flows (Luke and Bernal 2011). Second, donor
support should be given on the basis of need rather than strategic interest. Here
something akin to Stigliz’s (2012) Global Facility Fund would be of use in a more
substantive reform of the WTO. Finally, perhaps the most pressing issue of AfT has been
the “mutual accountability of donors and beneficiaries” (Deere-Birkbeck 2011: 622). In
order to ensure accountability, the WTO must empower regional economic communities
(RECs) to fund interventions to implement recommendations. For example, the AfT
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program in Mauritius used a regional FTA as a building block for integration into the
international trade regime (OECD 2012).41

2.5 THE DISPUTE SETTLEMENT UNDERSTANDING (DSU)

Considered the ‘crown jewel’ of the multilateral system, the DSU and
corresponding DSB, have been the focal point of WTO trade reform proposals (Steger
2011). This is because “a well functioning DSB should be of common interest to all
members,” given its role in maintaining trade regime stability and predictability
(Georgiev and Van der Borght 2006). Although developing countries and least developed
countries are not frequent users of the DSU,42 this is not because it is without relevance
for development. Improved participation of developing and least developed countries in
the DSU would ensure more participation and effective enforcement of obligations. If
reforms are successful, the DSU could serve as a litmus test for the WTO development
agenda.
DSU reforms have been largely off the table because they were not part of the
Doha agenda. However, the paper will explore several of the reforms that arose from the
review launched in 1996 driven by the Uruguay Round of negotiations. Although reforms
ranged from minimalist to maximalist, the reviewers facilitated a ‘middle way’ by
proposing substantive changes, but ones that did not question the fundamental tenants of
the WTO (Georgiev and Van der Borght 2006). However, these changes were never
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Lamy (2006: 1) praised the country’s response to the changing trade environment “with a new trade
strategy that is home-grown, demand-driven, outward looking, and where Aid for Trade is a catalyst — and
lubricant - for an ambitious policy of reform”.
42
Despite its importance, developed countries have launched more complaints against developing countries
(46%) the reverse (25%) (Shaffer and Quershi 2003).
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realized due to the committee’s time constraints. Examined below is the range of
proposals that were most agreed upon by developed and developing countries, and that
met developing countries’ needs while appeasing developed countries. Also included are
more recent developments in the evolving debate about DSU reform.
Much discussion around developing country participation begins with talk of
internal reforms. While internal reform to increase capacity, legal and WTO know-how
etc are integral, there are important asymmetries within the ‘rules of the game’ that must
be redressed. Developing countries must demand more technical and financial assistance
to increase domestic capacity;43 however the remainder of this section will concentrate on
institutional reforms, as they are central to producing an international trade regime with
rules that help rather than hinder development aims.
The creation of a tribunal instead of an ad hoc panel could increase timeliness,
expertise, independence, geographic diversity, and promote a stronger ‘two tier’ system
within the WTO (Steger 2011; Deere-Birkbeck 2011). This has been proposed in lieu of
the permanent Panel Body given the impasse of the DDA (Davy 2003). While a tribunal
would certainly strengthen the DSU, this must be carefully balanced with accessibility of
the system to ensure that developing countries can effectively participate.
Second, provisions for SDT measures have gained traction within DSU reform
proposals (Martin 2013).44 As well, improvements of SDT would help ensure developing
country access, both in procedural changes such as flexible deadlines and within the
panel body itself. While there is debate about the particular requirements of these
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Some suggest the best avenue is through an autonomous legal services organization (Shaffer and Quershi
2003).
44
For example, consideration of ‘Equitable Discretion’ to protect “against potential abuse of preferential
remedies” would incentivize developing countries to engage more in the DSU (Kumpf 2012).
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measures, there is a mutual understanding among developed countries that they are
necessary (Georgitev and Van der Borght 2006).
Third, several developed countries have submitted proposals to the DSB
regarding enhanced transparency of the system including suggestions to make the
Appellate Body’s proceedings public, allowing public access to party’s submissions and
the regulation of amicus curiae briefs. Developing countries have typically been
skeptical of these proposals given that private legal expert interests in developed
countries might sharpen resource asymmetries.
Linked to transparency are surveillance mechanisms. This includes bridging
information gaps both within the organization and within ongoing negotiations,45 and
externally with increased transparency for RTAs (Ghosh 2011). Another proposal has
been for the inclusion of an independent Ombudsperson at the WTO to aid in internal
transparency and to respond to members’ complaints (Pena 2011; Gottehrer and Hostina
1998). The Center for International Environment Law (CIEL) also provides
recommendations for internal and external transparency, emphasizing greater
engagement with NGOs, including their accreditation (2001). Here, consideration must
be given to imbalances in negotiating capital as the involvement of northern-based NGOs
could exacerbate the asymmetric power dynamic between developed and developing
countries.
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Particularly SPS measures which greatly affect developing countries.
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2.5. 1 COMPENSATION

One of the largest concerns around the DSU and legal restitution is that trade
remedies do not go far enough to redress violations of trade policy, which is linked to the
issue of compensation (Georgiev and Van der Borght 2006). First, there must be more
stringent enforcement when a developed country does not pay damages. If a “developed
country cannot comply with its market access commitments to developing countries”
they should pay financial compensation as development assistance; this is congruent with
developed country commitments to aid flows (Shaffer and Quershi 2003). Some
policymakers suggest financial compensation or a remedy of monetary fines.46 More
radical proposals include those for retroactivity where compensation would extent over
the entire period of the dispute rather than beginning from the expiration of the set period
(Georgiev and Van der Borght 2006). However, there are several challenges around the
implementation of compensation (see Gloeckl 2012).47 Transferable retaliatory rights
have also been proposed which addresses some of the concerns associated with
compensatory measures (Bagwell et al 2006).48
Strengthening the DSU could have adverse affects in terms of accessibility for
developing countries to the litigate process. We must begin with understanding how we
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Although this might incentivize developed countries to ‘buy themselves’ out of compliance expanding
WTO remedies to include the retrospective payment of damages would help ensure compliance and
incentivize developed countries not to drag out negotiations with developed countries (Deere-Birkbeck
2011). This could be accompanied by a “fee shifting rule” to increase acceptance by large powers
(Risenburg 2011).
47
Challenges to compensation include: increased bureaucracy; the use of complicated calculations; its
inconsistency with WTO principles (ie cross retaliation); the inability of some member states to apply
enhanced market access measures obtained as compensation; national industry losses and regime
corruption; thevoluntary nature of compensation (Deerbirk 2012).
48
For example, the proposed transfer of the right to retaliate is an enhancement of the current retaliation
remedy. Likewise, collective retaliation is a means of making the present retaliation remedy more effective.
See Bagwell et al (2006) for a more complete treatment of this measure.
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can make the DSU more accessible for developing countries. Here, balance with soft
law49 instruments is required (Hoekman 2004). Others have suggested a ‘learning
approach’ that considers both legal and economic implications to increase cooperation
(Sabel and Reddy 2002; Hoekman 2004). This has been a consideration in the
Secretariat’s provision of trade policy courses in Geneva.

2.5.2 ATTITUDINAL CHANGE

Perhaps the largest shift is attitudinal, a theme that has been underdeveloped in
the literature. Rather than starting with enforcement of trade commitments, we must
recognize why developing countries are not bringing cases and work to enhance their
capacity to do so. Developing countries have internalized the idea that they are not able to
litigate effectively which is compacted by institutional and socio-economic barriers to
their participation in the DSU (Trommer 2013).50 Similarly, Martin (2013: 129) identifies
an “unhealthy attitude towards developing country concerns and interests” that has
contributed to the ‘undoing’ of attempts to increase the DSU’s regulatory scope.51 This
can only change with attitudinal adjustment within the international trade regime.
Increasing legal knowledge and information flows, providing aid to legal teams, and
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I.e. supplementing or clarifying ‘hard rules’ or to fill in gaps between existing rules (see Footer 2008).
For example, in negotiations, developing countries are consistently told that they must be more
competitive, must use the DSU, must better use the mechanisms available to capitalize from the system,
and that their increased integration in the international trade regime will lead to greater gains trade
liberalization. However, this promise has not translated into empirical reality and the negotiating
atmosphere for many LDCs has been orthogonal to prospects for equal exchange.
51
This conclusion was driven from comments in the Special Session of the Dispute Settlement Body,
Report by the Chairman, Ambassador Peter Balas to the Trade Negotiations Committee, WTO in June
2003.
50
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having in country on the group law clinics can also contribute to this shift -- proposals
explored in the next section.

2.6 KNOWLEDGE MOBILIZATION

According to Wilkinson (2013) the trade system is crippled by a “knowledge
deficit”.52 He suggests that the key to improving the world trade system is to better
disseminate knowledge. “Information asymmetries” are particularly prevalent in the
services due to their intangibility (Hoekman, Mattoo, and Sapir 2007; Chauffour and
Maur 2011).
Knowledge must first be understood as a political construct (Foucault 1969). This
requires addressing the political elements of research production and places it within a
“broader process to redistribute and share power and global resources in a way that is
socially just” (Scott 2013). It asks how power hierarchies constitute power and
knowledge in the global trade regime and how it can be re-concpetualized (Rodriguez
2003). The works of praxists such as Apffel-Marglin (1996) are particularly relevant
because they advance a holistic vision, one that replaces unitary knowledge transfers with
discourse and mutual learning. This can redress inequalities in “informational
capabilities” which can transform unjust power relations (Giger 2010). Moreover, this
will ensure that relevant knowledge to the poor is identified and made accessible (Scott
2013).
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See also Mbekeani, K., Stewart, T., and Thang, N. (2003).
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Knowledge mobilization is an integral part of building trade capacity.
Traditionally trade capacity has been narrowly focused on technology such as initiatives
through the Institute for Training and Technical Cooperation (ITTC) (Lee 2009).
According to the WTO (2013), the ITTC has bolstered delivery of WTO technical
assistance programs in 2012 by increasing interactions with beneficiaries in all involved
regions. However, in the past, knowledge mobilization has meant sending ‘experts’ to
developing and least developed countries to evangelize the benefits of trade
liberalization. This has been strengthened by Geneva based trade policy courses (TPCs),
regional trade policy courses (RTPCs), and an e-learning program that covers all areas of
the WTO’s work. However, this has not been sufficient in producing in-country
knowledge; rather, difficulties navigating the intellectual property rights regime have
inhibited developed countries. Trade knowledge and technology have largely been
retained in the global north in part because technology diffusion has been hindered by the
TRIPS agreement.53 Although aided by the Internet, the dissemination of information
remains limited (see MDGs Target 8: F). Moreover, the knowledge available is narrowly
focused around the trade liberalization agenda. In order to have a more engaged and
diverse knowledge base, alternative trade knowledge production must be encouraged. In
examining knowledge relevant to the trade regime, we must treat legal, political, social
and economic dimensions (Wilkinson 2013). Thus the WTO must consider a broader
agenda in essential areas concerning trade and financial mechanisms such as debt relief,
technical advice, training, research and participation in negotiations (Laurent 2011).
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Intellectual property rights rules must ensure developing country access to affordable technologies,
medicines and agricultural products (Watkins and Fowler 2002). For TRIPS reform see Barker (2007) or
Deere-Birckbeck (2008).
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Rather than imposing expert trade knowledge from the global north, the
international community can open channels for knowledge and technology dissemination
and transfer. What kind of models can we use to disseminate and mobilize knowledge
more widely? This type of knowledge must extend beyond traditional ‘non-mobile’ forms
of dissemination (Fenwick 2008; SSHRC 2008). This can be done by engaging more
stakeholders in the process and increasing research accessibility (Deere-Birckbeck 2011;
SSHRC 2008). Having more North-South dialogue with knowledge mobilization
through new channels outside of traditional academia can also help achieve this reality.
For example, the work done by the Access to Knowledge (A2K) movement with its
annual conference,54 hosted by the Intellectual Society Project at Yale Law School, is
instrumental in developing such a framework and mobilizing the necessary actors around
A2K issues.
Second, we must increase ‘in-house’, or in-country trade capacity of knowledge
production from emerging powers and local regional communities. This has been helpful
in the case of southern-based NGOs and the existence of resources necessary for incountry trade analysis. This can produce critical opinions and alternative discourses that
is at odds with “the old guard” of traditional liberalization views and is essential in the
promotion of alternative voices to inform development-led trade (Scott and Wilkinson
2012: 16).
The question of how to retain knowledge within unstable or rapidly changing
regimes remains a preeminent one (Scott and Wilkinson 2012). Institutionalizing
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
54

A2K is about “designing intellectual property laws, telecommunications policies and technical
archictures that encourage broader participation in cultural, civil, and educational affairs; expand
innovation, development, and social progress across the globe” (Yale Law School 2010). The Information
Society Project at Yale Law School has hosted four conferences to date contributing to A2K goals that
affect international bodies from the WIPO to the UN.
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knowledge transfer and the dissemination of ‘trade knowledge’ is not without its
challenges. However, this task can be carried out by “the new cadre of ambassador
intellectuals” -- a collection of “serving and past permanent representatives to the WTO
who are actively engaged in public commentary on trade issues” that have helped
produce alternative opinions and knowledge (Scott and Wilkinson 2012).55 By
contributing to the production of a “Southern-focused” commentary on trade, ambassador
intellectuals have been instrumental in “opening up greater space for the role of
industrialisation policies in national policy formulation and remedial measures,”
particularly for LDCs (Scott and Wilkinson 2012). Intergovernmental organizations
(IGOs) and NGOs have also been instrumental in this process, including the South
Centre, International Centre for Trade and Development (ICTSD), and the Third World
Network. As well, grassroots NGOs such as le Centre Africain pour le Commerce
l'Intégration et le Développment (ENDA CACID) has been actively educating African
pubic officials on international trade.56 This reduces the danger of dependency on external
knowledge.

3.0 REFORM ANALYSIS: THE SHORT TERM

The question of how to improve the functioning of the WTO in the short term has
been met with no shortage of proposals from non-state and state actors, the majority of
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These include for example: “Faizel Ismail [from] (South Africa), Ujal Singh Bhatia (India), Sun Zhenyu
(China) and Debapriya Bhattacharya (Bangladesh), […] Celso Amorim (Brazil) and Love Mtesa (Zambia)”
(Scott and Wilkinson 2012).
56
ENDA CACID aims to promote social programs, innovation, and critical reflection. It envisions West
African economic integration through an equitable and inclusive trade system based off of the interests of
its members. See http://www.endacacid.org/fr/ for more.
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which could theoretically be implemented in the near future with the right degree of
political will. The proposals presented on negotiations and representation address
obstacles to developing country participation in agenda-setting, deliberation, and
decision-making processes by modifying existing mechanisms and practices, building on
existing rules, and creating spaces within institutions to address future challenges (DeereBirkbeck 2011: 14). However, participation is not the only means with which to achieve
development aims. Other core reforms include subsidies treatment and “committing to
ceiling bindings for tariffs,” SDT provisions, increasing developmental assistance and
mobilizing funding for aggregate aid redistribution or making the DSU a “development
test” for some issues (Hoekman, Michalopoulos and Winters, 2004; Hoekman 2004,
2007).
Although the likelihood of mobilizing this type of political will and cooperation is
low, the proposals treated here do not question the fundamental premise on which the
world trade system is based. Thus for the best interests of ‘development’ as defined by
Sen and Ismail, developing countries must work on capacity building and regional
integration through local trade and South-South Cooperation (SSC).57 Increasing
cooperation among developing and least developed countries is key to the creation of a
system that is designed not solely to increase market access or “minimizing negative
terms of trade” but also to aid in delivering on development objectives (Hoekman 2004).
It would do little harm to the WTO if developing and least developed countries first
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South-South cooperation (SSC) is a blanket term used to describe trade between countries in the global
south. Bilateral regional cooperative agreements (ie ASEAN) and economic unions in developing countries
have contributed to stronger networks of regional “open regionalism” institutions (Ocampo 2011). This will
benefit developing countries if agreements are based on mutual benefit. However, SSC has been
romanticized in the literature as a silver bullet to developing country trade liberalization. Although SSC
often facilitates more equal bargaining power this is not always the case such as in trade agreements
between the BRICs and LCDs (Vaes and Huyse 2013).
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strengthened their domestic markets through increased regional interactions before
deeper global integration. To assist in this process, emphasis should be placed on
knowledge and enhancing local capacity. As recommended here, in order to
institutionalize knowledge mobilization, the debate must ask whose knowledge is being
produced and for what purpose.
For developed countries, their contribution to a more development friendly WTO
should be to provide more flexibility for developing countries to strengthen regional
economies and to access global markets. Here, increasing both positive and negative
policy space is required.58 Additionally, greater tolerance for the rate and methods for
development is necessary. Second, developed countries must also help enhance the
institutional capacity of developing countries to trade internationally through mechanisms
such as AfT. Third, greater adherence to their commitments to developing counties (ie
subsidy reduction, SDT implementation, technology transfer etc) is required.
Finally, perhaps the current system needs a ‘cooling off period’ in order for the
“dust to settle” as was done after the Potsdam Ministerial meetings (Khor 2007). If
Wilkinson (2013) is correct, the WTO will inevitably realize the need to focus on
development. However, reform fatigue is evidenced in the literature and in reality; now
member-states must carefully reflect on the future of the organization. Given the limited
projected gains for developing countries within the current DDA round59 there must be
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Here a distinction between positive and negative rule making must be made where positive rule making
involves regulatory functions and negative rule making refers to carving out policy space for other
institutions to address particular issues in order to increase institutional coherence (see Bernstein and
Hannah 2012 for an overview).
59

According to Gallagher and Wise (2009) and using the World Banks modeling projections global gains
from the DDA are around 96 billion with 16 billion for developing countries (or 0.16% of their collective
GDP which is “less than a penny per day per person” for developing country citizens).
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careful thought to the direction of the WTO through a process whereby all members have
full participation (Khor 2000).
Given the reality of Doha and the unraveling of multilateralism, some suggest that
it is unrealistic for the “WTO to be efficient in ‘making’ new rules” (Wolfe 2008). The
short-term proposals above fall within the status quo and would effectively ‘tweak the
margins’ of the WTO. However, given the ongoing challenges facing the multilateral
trade system, a fundamental rethinking of the values that underpin the regime is required
and consideration of status quo altering proposals should be given. A new set of rules
must emerge through the adoption of developmentally friendly trade practices and careful
reflection on the normative framework, which supports the current system.
In the final section below, some longer-term changes are proposed. These
proposals are compatible with the short-term proposals but require a more radical
rethinking of the role of the WTO in international trade governance.

3.1 REFORM ANALYSIS: THE LONG-TERM

There have been a plethora of reform proposals ranging in scope and degree of
reform sought. Radical institutional reforms were those that introduced new procedures
such as ending the single undertaking or implementing critical mass methodologies
(Lawrence 2006). Others addressed regional trade agreements (RTAs) either by
measuring the prospects for multiplying plurilaterals (Bouzas 2011), proposing a
moratorium on North-South preferential trade agreements (Gallagher and Wise 2009) or
encouraging regional trade communities (Deere-Birckbeck 2011). Proposals for a fair
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trade system as part of the growing international fair trade movement (Charlton and
Stiglitz 2005)60, have also emerged although there has been little engagement between the
World Fair Trade Organisation (WFTO) and the WTO (IFAT 2003). Others still, such as
Wilkinson (2013) suggest a wholesale overhaul that likens the WTO to a model of
national-state department of trade and industry.
The type of reforms suggested here revolve more around refocusing the WTO
including: the creation of a set of social values to underpin the WTO, an enhanced role
for civil society, the attitudinal change of member states, commitments to flexibility and
development objectives, and broader international organization (IO) institutional reform.
This fits squarely within the post-2015 DA discussion because it provides a vision for the
WTO beyond the next set of MDGs.
Although the multilateral trade system needs the WTO as its centre to develop
and enforce trade rules, it must look radically different if it is to serve the needs of all
member states. First, little has been done to increase its development scope because of the
WTO’s design which inherently prevents it from benefiting developing or least
developed countries (Wilkinson 2006). Thus the moderate proposals for reform are
unlikely to encourage “a cooperative approach for deeper integration” (Buzas 2011).
Second, given the myriad of proposals, the international community has exhausted the
traditional reform proposals (Wilkinson 2011). This increases the need for a new
development discourse. Many developing countries and development institutions have
been dissatisfied with the current range of proposals. Some suggest that the WTO needs
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
60

Previously known as IFAT, the WFTO is comprised of 450 alternative trade organizations (ATOs) such
as La Siembra, Oxfam Trading and Equal Exchange from 75 countries. ATOs are based on equal exchange
between producers and consumers, defined in the on 10 principles of fair trade involving issues concerning
working conditions, wages, child labour and the environment (see WFTO 2011).
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‘radical’ reforms (Alqadhafi 2007; Dunkley 2000; Ezeani 2010). Many of these types of
proposals, offering pathways for far-reaching change within the WTO have been
discredited due to their lack of pragmatism. However, there is merit to a type of thinking
and reflection that challenges conventional trade practices; this is precisely what the
WTO needs more of – those who are able to think outside of the neoliberal paradigm and
offer innovative solutions.
The development deficit is a perennial feature of the multilateral trading system
not because developing countries have not realized full participation in negotiations, but
because of a systematic attempt by developed countries to act without regard for
development aims. Thus in order for a more balanced system, there needs to be an
understanding of the “core set of embedded power relationships” which drives the WTO,
and a fundamental rethinking of the social values that underpin the multilateral system
(Wilkinson 2013).
In order to create a new trade narrative premised on a new set of social values, the
WTO first needs to provide space for alternative discourse brought forth by global civil
society and grassroots actors. Knowledge experts outside the status quo can bring
alternative trade knowledge forward (see Scott and Wilkinson 2012). Civil society
organizations (CSOs)61 should also engage this issue. Proposals for third party
consultation have been popular as mechanisms for increasing policy space and for
producing alternative trade discourses because of their ability to influence both member
states and international institutions in normative and empirical rule creation. CSOs are an
important voice in this conversation and can provide a nuanced appraisal of the trade
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
61

CSOs are defined here as the ‘third sector’ of global governance, distinctive from government and
industry (Florini 2000).
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system (Vaues and Huyse 2013: 8).62 Coupled with an increase in knowledge
dissemination, these new ways of thinking about the relationship between trade and
development must be respected by the international community and have the potential to
birth a more substantive development agenda for the WTO. This is in line with the 2005
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness in promoting openness and innovation when
approaching questions of development (Cylke 2012).
Second, attitudinal change must be accompanied by increased political will.
Institutionalization of knowledge mobilization will lack significance unless it is
internalized by all members and represents an attitudinal change to facilitate a shift in the
balance of power. Here the support of major powers is required to ensure that reform
efforts are sustained. We must focus on incentivizing developed countries to commit to
development objectives through connecting the WTO to a larger set of social values. This
can also be done in practice by connecting trade more closely to different in-country
industries.63
Third, developed countries must provide flexibility in negotiations and
concessions but also in the types of trade knowledge that are advanced. All reform
proposals should be designed to recognize social, economic and political differences
within and between political institutions and countries (Ismail 2013). By maintaining
policy space and flexibility, the international trade regime can mitigate against the effects
of unbalance trade rules (Ismail 2013). This approach draws from Sen (1999) who
suggests that a system of ethics rooted in social justice principles is required for
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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Greater involvement of CSOs is not without its challenges. For example, there are dangers that civil
society could be co-opted by strong powers. See Scholte (1998) or Alqadhafi (2007) for a more complete
treatment of this issue.
63
See Wilkinson forthcoming 2013/2014 for a more complete treatment of this reform proposal.
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coherence between government regulation and market mechanisms (Ismail 2013). While
increasing policy space and flexibility will not necessarily lead to a reconsideration of the
social values underpinning the regime, it will facilitate a more open and inclusive trade
regime that can contribute to development objectives.
Finally, reforms must be accompanied by structural change in international
institution governance architecture. Although international trade cannot be addressed
without examining the international monetary and financial systems, it is beyond the
scope of this paper to explore. One proposal with development truly at the centre would
be Stiglitz’s Trade Facility Fund (TFF) at UNCTAD. This would bring forth “The Right
to Trade” within the DSU and developing countries could bring action against a
developed country if certain conditions were met.64 Administered by UNCTAD, the TFF
would set requirements to provide more effective and genuine trade assistance to
developing countries (UNCTAD 2012b).65 It would also assist third party developing
countries that are “negatively impacted as a result of changes to advanced countries' trade
policies”, and support countries in the DSU process (UNCTAD 2012b). This could serve
as a framework for the WTO and fits within the Coherence Mandate. Here, the Integrated
Framework (IF) could be an opportunity for inter-institutional cooperation and reform
(IISD 2003).
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The three conditions that must be met are: “a specific group of poor people within a developing country
can be identified as being significantly and directly affected by a specific trade or trade-related policy of
an advanced country; the effect of the policy acts to materially impede the economic development of those
poor people; and the impediment operates by restricting the ability of the people to trade, or gain the
benefits of trade” (UNCTAD 2012b).
65
According to Stiglitz (UNCTAD 2012b), the Facility would be “supported by a funding commitment of
0.05% of GDP of advanced industrial countries, which would comprise just 7% of the total commitment (of
0.7% of GDP) to developing countries. There would be an additional commitment of a small percentage of
the value of the advanced countries' exports to least developed countries”.
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In short, the new development discourse must seek to: better understand the
relationship between liberalization, aid and development; emphasize local cooperation
and knowledge sharing; promote productive capacity building; and has respect for
alternative discourses on trade and development.
Ultimately, this paper envisions a WTO that is inclusive and responsive to the
needs of developing and least developed countries, and centred on principles of
sustainable development. In this manner the WTO could serve as a model for other IGOs.
However, in order to see the trading system as a ‘development public good’ (Puri 2011:
61) and one that enables a development agenda, we need a larger conversation about the
role of the multilateral trade system within a broader set of social values. This is
consistent with the post-2015 development agenda and the global consultation process
unfolding on how to facilitate more authentic global partnerships for development.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

Global asymmetries in international economic structures, particularly the WTO
have made difficult to advance the global development agenda. Global rules of trade have
undermined developing countries in trade negotiations, inhibited their capacity to
participate in the international trade regime and have contributed to increasingly
asymmetric relationships within WTO. In order to address the shifts taking place and the
new geography of international trade, international institutions must place development at
the forefront of negotiations and policy making. Given high demand for reform from both
state and non-state actors, it is time to put development at the centre of the global trade
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regime. There is no shortage of proposals on development-led trade for the WTO,
whether it is a “step by step approach to targeted trade reforms,” (Ismail 2009) an
incremental process of evolution, or deeper reforms with greater civil society
involvement (Chimni 2011; Deere-Birkbeck 2011). This paper has provided a modest
view of the institution and a detailed roadmap for a more authentic development focus
within the WTO. Examined here are responses to global trade governance challenges and
proposals to re-centre the WTO around development in areas of governance, mechanisms
and capacity building. Any successful set of proposals must address the interrelated
elements of the trade regime. Many traditional reform proposals have been exhausted and
time is needed to carefully reflect on the social values, which underpin the WTO and
global trade governance. In the post-2015 DA, inequalities in global trade must be
addressed and trade reform is compatible with this objective. Perhaps most importantly,
developed countries have opportunity to make good on a reenergized goal on forming
global partnerships for development. Perspectives from developing countries are crucial
to the development of global trade rules, and their contribution to these discussions is
paramount. Thus addressing these structural inequalities through institutional trade
reform must be undertaken to promote a more equitable and responsive international
trade regime. In sum, the creation of more balanced rules of trade and alternative
mechanisms of governance is crucial to the sustainability of the international trade regime
and the formation of a new breed of global development governance.

43!
References
(2007) “The Politics of WTO Reform: Debating EU and US Roles Towards Sustainable
Development: Bridging Core Norms and Policy options” European Studies
Centre, University of Oxford.
http://www.sant.ox.ac.uk/esc/docs/Politics%20of%20WTO%20Reform_Summar
y%20of%20Research%20Agenda.pdf!
(2013) “e-discussion on Development-led Globalization” The World We Want !
http://www.worldwewant2015.org/node/303552.
Abu-Ghazaleh, Talal (2013) “WTO at the Crossroads: A Report on the Imperative of a
WTO Reform Agenda” WTO
http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/dg_e/dft_panel_e/report_talal_abu_janv13_
e.pdf.
Ackerman, Frank and Gallagher, Kevin (2008) “The Shrinking Gains from Global Trade
Liberalization in Computable General Equilibrium Models: A Critical
Assessment” International Journal of Political Economy.
http://www.ase.tufts.edu/gdae/Pubs/rp/IJPEShrinkingGains.pdf.
ACLW (2012) “The ACWL provides advice, support and training to developing and
least- developed countries” Advisory Centre on WTO Law
http://www.acwl.ch/e/about/about_us.html. !
Alqadhafi, Saif Al-Islam (2007) “Reforming the WTO: Toward More Democratic”
Gaddafi Foundation for Development Governance and Decision-Making.
http://www.wto.org/english/forums_e/ngo_e/posp67_gaddafi_found_e.pdf.
Anania, Giovanni et al (ed) (2004) Agricultural Policy Reform and the WTO: Where are
We Heading? UK: Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd.
Anchara, Vinaye Pfister, Anne-Katrin (2013) “Trade as a compass for LDCs
structural transformation”. ICTSD. May 15.
http://ictsd.org/i/competitiveness/163653/.
Antoine Bouët and Valdete Berisha Krasniqi (2009) “Is Trade Pessimism Justified?
Opening the ‘Black Box’ of Trade Modeling” IISD
http://www.iisd.org/gsi/sites/default/files/trade_pessimism_justified.pdf.!
Apffel-Marglin, Frédérique and Marglin, Stephen (eds) (1996) Decolonizing Knowledge:
From Development to Dialogue. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
ASAP (2012) “Institutional Reform Goals” Academics Stand Against Poverty (ASAP)
http://academicsstand.org/projects/institutional-reform-goals/.
Aslam, Abid (1999) “WTO’s Invisible Government Needs Democratic Overhaul”
Third World Network http://www.twnside.org.sg/title/overhaul-cn.htm.
Bagwell, K., Mavroidis, P., and Staiger, R. (2006) “The Case for Auctioneering
Countermeasures in the WTO” Stanford University.
http://www.stanford.edu/~kbagwell/Bagwell_Web/Auction.BMS.0706.paper.pdf.
Balas, Peter (2003) “Special Session of the Dispute Settlement Body, Report by the
Chairman, Ambassador Peter Balas to the Trade Negotiations Committee”, WTO,
June.
Baldwin, Richard and Low, Patrick (eds) (2008) “Multilateralizing Regionalism:
Challenges for the Global Trade System” The WTO and Cambridge University
Press

44!
http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/multila_region_e.pdf.
Barker, D. (2007) “The Rise and Predictable Fall of Globalized Industrial Agriculture”.
San Francisco, April. International Forum on Globalization
http://ifg.org/pdf/IFG-10_Key_WTO_Reforms.pdf.
Barry, and Christian and Øverland, Gerhard (2012) “Are Trade Subsidies and Tariffs
Killing the Global Poor? ”Social Research (79): 4, 865-896.
Barton, J., Goldstein, J., Josling, T., and Steinberg, R. (2006) The Evolution
of the Trade Regime: Politics, Law, and the Economics of the GATT and the
WTO. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Bello, Walden (2000) “Why Reform of the WTO is the Wrong Agenda” Philippine
Journal of Third World Studies. 15(1)
http://journals.upd.edu.ph/index.php/kasarinlan/article/viewArticle/1426.
Bernal, Richard (2011) “Involving the participation of small developing countries in the
governance of the multilateral trading system” In Making Global Trade
Governance Work for Development, ed. Carolyn Deere-Birkbeck, 301-327.
London: Cambridge University Press.
Bernstein, Steven and Hannah, Erin (2008) “Non-State Global Standard Setting and the
WTO: Legitimacy and the Need for Regulatory Space,” Journal of International
Economic Law, 11(3): 575-608.
-- (2012) “The WTO and Institutional (In)Coherence in Global Economic Governance”
in The Oxford Handbook on The World Trade Organization, Narlikar, A.,
Daunton, M., and Stern, R., (eds) UK: Oxford University Press.
Bhagwati, Jagdish. (1993) "Regionalism and Multilateralism: An Overview," in New
Dimensions in Regional Integration. Jaime de Melo and Arvind Panagariya (eds).
pp. 22-51. http://ctrc.sice.oas.org/trc/Articles/Regionalism/dm_ch2.pdf
-- (1998) A Stream of Windows: Unsettling Reflections on Trade,
Immigration, and Democracy. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Bhupinder, Chimni (2004) “The WTO, Democracy and Development” In Making
Global Trade Governance Work for Development, ed. Carolyn Deere-Birkbeck.
London: Cambridge University Press.
Biswas, T. and Meléndez-Ortiz, R. (2011) “Trade Governance and Sustainable
Development” In Making Global Trade Governance Work for Development, ed.
Carolyn Deere-Birkbeck. London: Cambridge University Press.
Blackhurst, R. and Hartridge, D. (2004). 'Improving the Capacity of WTO Institutions to
Fulfil their Mandate', Journal of International Economic Law 7(3): 705–16.
Bouzas, Robert (2011) “Towards ‘plurliateral plus’ agreements” in “Trade and
Development Symposium in Perspectives on the Multilateral Trading System, A
Collection of Short Essays”. ICTSD December.
http://ictsd.org/downloads/2012/02/roberto-bouzas-towards-plurilateral- plusagreements.pdf.
-- (2012) “What Kind of Institutional Reform is the WTO Ripe for?”
in “The Future and the WTO: Confronting the Challenges, a Collection of Short
Essays” ed by Meléndez-Ortiz, R., Bellmann, C., and Mendoza, R. ICTSD.
http://www.isn.ethz.ch/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a39328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=152812.

45!
Bronckers, M., and van den Broek, N. (2005) “Financial Compensation in the WTO:
Improving the Remedies of WTO Dispute Settlement” Journal of International
Economic Law. 8(1): 101-126.
http://jiel.oxfordjournals.org/content/8/1/101.full.pdf+html.
CIEL (2001) “Open Letter on Institutional Reforms in the WTO” Center for
International Environment Law
http://ciel.org/Publications/Reform.pdf.
Chaffour, J., Jean-Christophe, M. (eds) (2011) Preferential Trade Agreement policies for
Development: A Handbook. Washington: The World Bank
http://elibrary.worldbank.org.proxy2.lib.uwo.ca/content/book/9780821386439.
Chimni, Bhupinder (2011) “The WTO, Democracy and Development” in Making Global
Trade Governance Work for Development: Perspectives and Priorities from
Developing Countries. UK: Cambridge University Press.
Clark, Helen (2012) “Remarks to the WCO capacity building committee.” UNDP. 28
September.
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/presscenter/speeches/2010/09/28/hele
n-clark-remarks-at-the-world-customs-organization-capacity-building-committeemeeting.html.
Collier, Paul (2007) The Bottom Billion: Why the Poorest Countries are Failing and
What Can Be Done About It. UK: Oxford University Press.
Coulibaly, Souleymane (2009) “Evaluating the Trade Effect of Developing Regional
Trade Agreements: A Semi-Parametric Approach,” Journal of Economic
Integration, Vol. 24, No. 4, pp. 709-743.
Cylke, Owen (2012) “Africa and the need for a new development discourse” Devex April
9. https://www.devex.com/en/news/africa-and-the-need-for-a-new-developmentdiscourse/77942.
Dasgupta, Jayant (2012) “Current issues in the WTO negotiations: a development view.”
Southviews 39. 6 November.
http://www.southcentre.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=18
71%3Acurrent-issues-in-the-wto-negotiations-a-development-view-6-november2012&catid=150%3Asouthviews&Itemid=358&lang=en. Accessed 23 November
2012.
Daugdjerg, Carsten (2012) “Reforming the Common Agricultural Policy in the Shadow
of the WTO” DIIS Policy Brief
http://www.diis.dk/graphics/Publications/Policybriefs2012/PB-Reforming-theCAP_web.pdf.
Deere-Birkbeck, Carolyn (2008) “The Implementation Game: The TRIPS Agreements
and the Global Politics of the Intellectual Property Reform in Developing
Countries” Oxford: Oxford University Press
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Papers.cfm?abstract_id=1405224.
-- (2011) Making Global Trade Governance Work for Development: Perspectives and
Priorities from Developing Countries. UK: Cambridge University Press.
Deere-Birkbeck, C., and Monagle, C (2009). Strengthening Multilateralism: A Mapping
of Proposals on WTO Reform and Global Trade Governance, Geneva/Oxford:
ICTSD and the Global Economic Governance Program

46!
Denters, Erik (2005) “The Sutherland Report”. Leiden Journal of International Law, 18,
pp 887-899. doi:10.1017/S0922156505003043.
Drache, Daniel and Froese, Marc (2007) “An Empirical Analysis of Why the WTO is
Broken and Cannot Be Fixed – Yet” Europstudia- Transatlantic Journal for
European Studies (3):1 http://www.cceae.umontreal.ca/IMG/pdf/Drache-Froese%20Why_the_WTO_is_broken_and_cannot_be_fixed.pdf.
Draper, P. (2010). “Whither the Multilateral Trading System? A Case for Plurilaterals”
IDEAS Centre Information Note, Geneva. IDEAS Centre.
Dunkley, G. (2000) The Free Trade Venture London: Routledge.
Dunloff (2006) “Is the World Trade Organization Fair to Developing Countries?”
Proceedings of the Annual Meeting (American Society of International Law) Vol
97 pp153-7.
http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/25659846?uid=3738016&uid=2&uid=4&s
id=21102419836457.
ENDA CACID (2012) “Vision et missions centre african pour le commerce, l’integration
et le development” ENDA CACID http://www.endacacid.org/fr/
Elsig and Dupoint (2012) “Persistent deadlock in multilateral trade negotiations: the case
of Doha” in The Oxford Handbook on The World Trade Organization. edited by
Narlikar, A., Daunton, M., and Stern, R., UK: Oxford University Press.
EU (2013) “EU stands ready to support developing countries realize the benefits of a
WTO Trade Facilitation Agreement”. March 8. Europa Press Release
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-13-211_en.htm.
European Commission (2013) “EU stands ready to support developing countries realize
the benefits of a WTO Trade Facilitation Agreement” Brussels March 8.
European Commission.
Ezeani, Elimma (2010) The WTO and Its Development Obligations. London: Wimbledon
Publishing Company.
Fabbricotti, Alberta (2009) “Multilateralizing Regionalism and the Future Architecture
of International Trade Law as a System of Law” ASIL Proceedings
http://www.scienzegiuridiche.uniroma1.it/sites/default/files/ricercatori/fabbricotti/
multilateralizing-regionalism.pdf.
Fenwick, T. (2008). “Considering ‘Knowledge Mobilization’ in Educational Research:
What knowledge, what mobilities, what responsibilities?” Educational Insights,
12(2).
http://www.ccfi.educ.ubc.ca/publication/insights/v12n02/articles/fenwick/index.ht
ml.
Florini, Ann (ed) (2000) Third Force, The Rise of Transnational Civil Society. Japan
Centre for International Exchange and the Carnegie Endowment for international
Peace, Washington D.C.
Footer, Mary (2008) “The Role of ‘Soft’ Law Norms in Reconciling the Antimonies of
WTO Law”. Society of International Economic Law (SIEL) Inaugural Conference
Paper http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1159929.
Foucault, Michel (1969) The Archaeology of Knowledge. London: Routledge.
Gallagher, Kevin and Wise, Timothy (2009) “Trading our way out of the financial crisis:
the need for WTO reform” the GEC blog from the Global Economic Governance
Programme at the University of Oxford. March 17.

47!
http://www.globaleconomicgovernance.org/blog/2009/03/trading-our-way-out-ofthe-financial-crisis-the-need-for-wto-reform/.
Gallagher, P., and Stoler, A. (2009) “G20 Surveillance of Harmful Trade Measures” in
Baldwin, R., and Evenett, S. (eds.), The Collapse of Global Trade, Murky
Protectionism, and the Crisis: Recommendations for the G20. London: Centre for
Economic Policy Research.
Gathii, James (2003) “Fairness as Fidelity to Making the WTO Fully Responsive to all its
Members” American Society of International Law. Vol 97, 157-67.
http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/25659847?uid=3738016&uid=2&uid=4&s
id=21102420788477.
Gereffi, G., and Milberg, W. (2013) “Industrial Policy When GVCs Matter” New School
for Social Research. Presentation.
http://unctad.org/meetings/en/Presentation/Milberg%20UNCTAD%20April%201
7%202013.pdf.
Germain, R., & Kenny, M. (eds) (2012). Idea of Global Civil Society. Routledge.
Ghosh, Arunbha (2011) “Strengthening WTO Surveillance: Making Transparency Work
for Developing Countries” In Making Global Trade Governance Work for
Development, ed. Carolyn Deere-Birkbeck. London: Cambridge University Press.
-- (2013) “Development Led Globalization” e-discussion, World We Want
http://www.worldwewant2015.org/node/273173/list?type_1%5B0%5D=blog
-- (2013) “Inequality is the biggest threat to the world and needs to be tackled now” 20
February. The Guardian, UK.
Global Value Chains (2006) “Concepts and Tools” Global Value Chains Initiative
http://www.globalvaluechains.org/concepts.html.
Gloeckl, Nicolas (2011) “Rethinking Aid for Trade Governance” in The Oxford
Handbook on The World Trade Organization, Narlikar, A., Daunton, M., and
Stern, R., (eds) UK: Oxford University Press.
-- (2012) “Reforming Aid for Trade towards Development” IBON International May
http://www.iboninternational.org/resources/pages/EDM/141/438.
Georgiev, Dencho and Kim Van der Borght (eds) (2006) Reform and Development of the
World Trade Organization Dispute Settlement System. Cameron May Ltd.
Cambridge 448p.!
Gottehrer, D., and Hostina, M. (1998) Essential Characteristics of a Classical
Ombudsman
http://www.usombudsman.org/documents/PDF/References/Essential.pdf.
Hallaert, J., Cepeda, R., and Kang, G. (2013) “Succeeding with Trade Reforms- The Role
of Aid for Trade” OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) and Trade
Committee http://www.oecd.org/dac/aft/SucceedingwithTradeReforms.pdf.
Hannah, Erin (2009) “Embedded NGOs and the Doha Development Round:
Assessing the Role of NGOs in the EC’s TRIPS and Access to Medicines
Negotiations” Prepared for the Canadian Political Science Association Annual
Conference, Ottawa, May. http://www.cpsa-acsp.ca/papers-2009/Hannah.pdf.
Harbinson, S (2009) “The Doha Round: ‘Death-Defying Agenda’ or ‘Don’t Do it
Again?” European Centre for International Political Economy (ECIPE), Working
Paper 10.

48!
Harald, Hohmann (2008) Agreeing and Implementing the Doha Round of the WTO.
Oxford: Cambridge University Press.
Herbert, Sian (2012) “Reassessing aid to middle-income countries: the implications of the
Eurpoean Commission’s policy of differentiation for developing countries” ODI
Working Papers Issue 349.
http://www.odi.org.uk/publications/6658-aid-middle-income-countries-europeancommission-differentiation.
Hoekman, Bernard (2002) “Economic Development and the WTO After Doha” World
Bank and CEPR
http://elibrary.worldbank.org/docserver/download/2851.pdf?expires=1369119830
&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=F7C8E354CF4D4DA12DEB9DA078E93E
AC.
-- (2004) “Operationalizing the Concept of Policy Space in the WTO:
Beyond Special and Differential Treatment” Presented at the Third Annual
Conference on Preparing the Doha Development Round – WTO Negotiators
Meet the Academics, European University Institute, July 2-3.
http://www.ycsg.yale.edu/focus/gta/operationalizing.pdf.
IBON (2013) “IBON International Responses to the Consultation on Development Led
Globalization” IBON in The Campaign for People’s Goals for Sustainable
Development. March 7 http://peoplesgoals.org/ibon-international- responses-tothe-consultation-on-development-led-globalization/.
ICTSD (2009) “Private Sector Participation in Aid For Trade: Breaking Barriers to
Private Sector Growth” http://ictsd.org/i/news/tni/47672/.
-- (2010) “Brazil, US Strike ‘Framework’ Deal in Cotton Dispute” ICTSD, June 23.
http://ictsd.org/i/news/bridgesweekly/78816/.
-- (2013) “How can LDCs harness trade for structural transformation?” Bridges Africa.
May 16, http://ictsd.org/i/trade-and-sustainable-developmentagenda/163973/.
IISD (2003) “New Views of Trade and Sustainable Development: Using Sen’s
Conception of Development to Re-examine the Debates” Trade Knowledge
Network, IISD
http://www.iisd.org/tkn/pdf/tkn_new_views_trade_sd.pdf.
-- (2012) “Global Subsidy Initiative” (IISD) International Institute for Sustainable
Development
http://www.iisd.org/gsi/about-gsi/.
IFAT (2003) “Towards a Fairer World Trading System- The Cancun Ministerial: A Fair
Trade Perspective” International Federation for Alternative Trade (IFAT) 10-14
September.
Ismail, Faizel (2005). “Mainstreaming Development in the World Trade Organization”
Journal of World Trade 39 (1): 11-21.
-- (2006) “How Can Small, Weak and Vulnerable Countries also Gain from the WTO
Doha Development Round?” Journal of World Trade 40(1): 37-68.
-- (2008a) “An Assessment of the Sixth WTO Hong Kong Ministerial Conference from
the Development Perspective” in Hohmann, H. (ed), Agreeing and Implementing
the Doha Round of the WTO. Cambridge University Press, 98-110.
-- (2008b) "Rediscovering the Role of Developing Countries in GATT before the

49!
Doha Round," The Law and Development Review, 1(1).
-- (2009) Reforming the World Trade Organization: Developing Countries in the Doha
Round, Geneva, CUTS International and Fredrick Ebert Siftung.
-- (2013) “Towards an alternative narrative for the multilateral trading system” ICTSD.
May 15,
http://ictsd.org/i/competitiveness/163656/.
Jawara, F., and Kwa A. (2003) Behind the Scenes at the WTO: The Real World of
International Trade Negotiations. London: Zed Books.
Kenny, Charles and Dystra, Sarah (2013) “The Global Partnership for Development: A
Review of MDG 8 and Proposals for the Post-2015 Development Agenda:
Background Research Paper” UN High Level Panel on the Post-2015
Development Agenda http://www.post2015hlp.org/wpcontent/uploads/2013/05/Kenny-Dykstra_The-Global-Partnership-forDevelopment-Proposals-for-the-Post-2015-Development-Agenda.pdf.
Khor, Martin (2000) “Rethinking Liberalisation and Reforming the WTO” Presentation
to the World Economic Forum at Davos, Switzerland, January 28.
http://twnside.org.sg/title/davos2-cn.htm.
-- (2007) “WTO postpones agriculture, NAMA meetings, to "cool off", June 7, Third
World Network http://www.twnside.org.sg/title2/wto.info/twninfo060726.htm.
Kol, J. and Winters, A. (2004) “The EU after Cancun: Can the Leopard Change its
Spots?” European Foreign Affairs Review 9: 1-25.
Kumpf, Silke N. (2012) “Walking a Tightrope: The Role of Equitable Discretion in
Quantum Determination in Investment Treaty Law” Selected work of Silke
Kumpf. http://works.bepress.com/kumpf/1.
Kurihara, Y (2011) “The Impact of Regional Trade Agreements on International Trade,”
Modern Economy, Vol. 2, No. 5, pp. 846-849.
Kristof, Nicholas. (2002). “Farm Subsidies that Kill.” New York Times, July 5. !
Lal Das, Bhagirath (1999) “Strengthening Developing Countries in the WTO”, Trade and
Development Series No. 8 Third World Network
http://twnside.org.sg/title/td8.htm.
-- (2005). The Current Negotiations in the WTO: Options, Opportunities and Risks for
Developing Countries, Malaysia and New York: Third World Network and Zed
Books Ltd. 168p.
Lamy, Pascal (2006) “Why Aid for Trade: Why is the WTO Involved? and What now?”
Speech in Singapore. WTO.
http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/sppl_e/sppl37_e.htm.
Laonick, W. and O’Sullivan, M., (2000) “Maximizing shareholder value: a new ideology
for corporate governance”, Economy and Society, Volume 29 Number 1
February: 13-35.
Latif, Ahmed (2008) “A2K3: Examining Access to Knowledge, international trade,
and development” ICTSD http://ictsd.org/i/trade-and-sustainable-developmentagenda/23424/.
Laurent, Edwin (2011) “Priorities for Small States in Global Trade Governance”
In Making Global Trade Governance Work for Development, ed. Carolyn DeereBirkbeck, 301-327. London: Cambridge University Press.

50!
Lawrence, R. (2006). “Rulemaking Amidst Growing Diversity: A Club of Club Approach
to WTO Reform and New Issue Selection”, Journal of World Trade 35(4): 575602.
-- (2008) “Towards a More Effective WTO: The Role of Variable Geometry” East Asian
Bureau of Economic Research, June.
http://www.iie.com/publications/papers/paper.cfm?ResearchID=949.
Leadership Council of the Sustainable Development Research Network (SDSN) (2013)
“An Action Agenda for Sustainable Development: Report for the UN SecretaryGeneral” Leadership Council of the Sustainable Development Research Networks,
June 6. http://unsdsn.org/files/2013/06/130613-SDSN-An-Action-Agenda-forSustainable-Development-FINAL.pdf.
Lee, Donna (2007) “The Cotton Club: The Africa Group in the Doha Development
Agenda’ in Donna Lee & Rorden Wilkinson (eds.)” The WTO after Hong Kong,
Routledge:137-154.
Lee, Yong-Shik (2004) “Facilitating Development in the World Trading System: A
Proposal for Development Facilitation Tariff (DFT) and Development
Facilitation Subsidy (DFS)”, 38 Journal of World Trade : 935.
-- (2009a) "Development and the World Trade Organization: A Proposal for the Council
for Trade and Development and the Agreement on Development Facilitation
(ADF)." Asper Review of International Business and Trade Law 6(2006): 177208.
-- (2009b) Reclaiming Development in World Trading System (revised paperback
version). New York: Cambridge University Press.
-- (ed) (2011a) Law and Development Perspective on International Trade Law. New
York: Cambridge University Press.
-- (2011b) "Reclaiming Development in the World Trading System Revisited"
In Making Global Trade Governance Work for Development, ed. Carolyn DeereBirkbeck, 301-327. London: Cambridge University Press.
Lindsey, B., and Ikenson, D., (2002) “Reforming the Antidumping Agreement: A
Roadmap for WTO Negotiations” Centre for Trade Policy Studies
http://www.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/pubs/pdf/tpa-021.pdf.
Luke, D., and Bernal L. (2011) “Rethinking the Aid for Trade Governance” in Making
Global Trade Governance Work for Development: Perspectives and Priorities
from Developing Countries. UK: Cambridge University Press.
MacDonald, Lawrence (2007) “One Size Doesn’t Fit All: Lant Pritchett on Mimicry in
Development” Centre for Global Development, March 14
http://www.cgdev.org/blog/one-size-doesn%E2%80%99t-fit-all-lant-pritchettmimicry-development.
Martin, Mervyn (2013) WTO Dispute Settlement Understanding and Development,
Nijhoff International Trade Law Series. MA: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers.
McClanahan, Paige (2012) “US pushed to reform cotton subsidies in farm bill as Brazil
watches The Guardian, 19 July. http://www.guardian.co.uk/globaldevelopment/2012/jul/19/us-cotton-subsidies-farm-bill-brazil.
Mbekeani, K., Stewart, T., and Thang, N. (2003) “WTO - The knowledge deficit in
trade negotiations” International Development Research Centre (IDRC)
http://www.idrc.ca/EN/Themes/Economics/Pages/ArticleDetails.aspx?Publication

51!
ID=926.
Meagher, Niall (2011) “Developing Countries in WTO Dispute Settlement” In Making
Global Trade Governance Work for Development, ed. Carolyn Deere-Birkbeck,
London: Cambridge University Press.
Medalla, Erlinda & Supperamaniam, M. (2008) "Suggested Rules of Origin
Regime for EAFTA," Trade Working Papers 22014, East Asian Bureau of
Economic Research.
Meléndez-Ortiz, R., Bellmann, C., and Hepburn, J. (2009) “Agricultural Subsidies in the
WTO Green Box: Ensuring Coherence with Sustainable Development Goals”
ICTSD http://ictsd.org/i/publications/56284/.
Meléndez-Ortiz, R. and Delhavi, A. (2000) “Sustainable Development and
Environmental Policy Objectives” in Konz, P., Bellmann, C. and Meléndez-Ortiz,
R. (eds) Trade, Environment and Sustainable Development: Views from SubSaharan Africa and Latin America: A Reader. Geneva and Tokyo ICTSD and
United Nations University.
Michalopoulos, Constantine (2008) “Developing Countries in the WTO” in Sampson, G.,
and Chambers, B. (eds) Developing Countries and the WTO: Policy Approaches
United Nations University Press.
Milberg, W. (2009) “Shifting Sources and Uses of Profits: Sustaining US
Financialization with Global Value Chains”, Schwartz Center for Economic
PolicyAnalysis. The New School. SCEP Working Paper.
-- (2013) “Industrial Policy When Global Value Chains Matter” Presentation. New
School for Social Research.
http://unctad.org/meetings/en/Presentation/Milberg%20UNCTAD%20April%201
7%202013.pdf.
Moïsé, Evdokia (2013) “The Costs and Challenges of Trade Facilitation Measures”
OECD: Trade and Agriculture Directorate. May 15.
http://www.oecd.org/dac/aft/TheCostsandChallengesofTradeFacilitationMeasures.
pdf.
Moore, Mike (2000) “WTO negotiations: agriculture and developing countries” Speech
in meeting on WTO Negotiations: Agriculture and the Developing Countries.
December 6, Paris. WTO
http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/spmm_e/spmm47_e.htm.
Muralidharan, Sukumar. (2005) “Development Deficit Agenda of Doha Round”
Economic and Political Weekly, 40 (52): 5450-5453.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4417571.
Nagel, Thomas (1977) “Poverty and Food: Why Charity is not Enough” in Peter Brown
and Henry Shue (eds) Food Policy: the Responsibility of the United States in life
and death choices. New York: Free Press p54-62.
Narlikar, Amrita (2002) “The Politics of Participation: Decision-Making Processes and
Developing Countries in the World Trade Organization” Carfax Publishing
http://journals1.scholarsportal.info.proxy2.lib.uwo.ca/tmp/8265545258405187437
.pdf.
-- (2003) International Trade and Developing Countries: bargaining coalitions in the
GATT and WTO. London: Routledge.
-- (2006) “Fairness in International Trade Negotiations: Developing Countries in the

52!
GATT and WTO” University of Cambridge.
http://journals1.scholarsportal.info.proxy2.lib.uwo.ca/tmp/1502074091988996070
9.pdf.
-- (2011) “The Challenges of Global Trade Governance” in Making Global Trade
Governance Work for Development, ed. Carolyn Deere-Birkbeck, London:
Cambridge University Press.
New York Times (2003) “Harvesting Poverty; The Long Reach of King
Cotton.” New York Times, August 5.
Nolan, P., Sutherland, D., and Zhang, J. (2002) “Contributions to Political Economy”
Cambridge Political Economy Society. 21, 91-110
Nolan, P., and Zhang, J. (2010) “Global Competition After the Financial Crisis”, New
Left Review 64, July.
Norberg, Johan (2005) “American and European Protectionism Is Killing
Poor Countries and Their People,” Cato Institute http://
www.cato.org/publications/commentary/american-europeanprotectionismis-killing-poor-countries-their-people.
Ocampo, José Antonio (2011) “Globalization, Development and Democracy” In Making
Global Trade Governance Work for Development, ed. Carolyn Deere-Birkbeck,
London: Cambridge University Press.
Ochieng, D., and Majanja, D. (2010) “Sub-Saharan Africa and WTO dispute settlement:
the case of Kenya” in Dispute settlement at the WTO: the developing country
experience. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press: 301-341.
OECD (2008) “Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the Accra Agenda for Action”
OECD http://www.oecd.org/development/effectiveness/34428351.pdf.
-- (2009) “Overcoming Border Bottlenecks: the Costs and Benefits of Trade
Facilitation” OECD. 1-9.
http://www.oecd.org/dac/aft/TheCostsandChallengesofTradeFacilitationMeasures.
pdf.
-- (2012) “Donor and Partner Country Profiles: Mauritius” OECD
http://www.oecd.org/countries/mauritius/aidfortradedonorpartnercountryprofiles.h
tm.
OECD and WTO (2011) “Aid for Trade and LDCs: Starting to Show Results” OECD
and WTO http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/a4t_e/a4t_ldcs_e.pdf.
Pahariya, N. (2009) “Developing Country Participation in the GATT: A Reassessment” ”
Briefing Paper Centre for International Trade, Economics and the Environment
(CUTS). http://www.cuts-citee.org/pdf/BP09-WTO-05.pdf.
Panitchpakdi, Supachai (2002) “Agriculture and the Doha Development Round”
Keynote address by the Director-General to the World Food and Farming
Congress, London November 25, WTO.
http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/spsp_e/spsp06_e.htm.
Paugman, J. (2005) “How and Why Differentiate Developing Countries in the WTO?”
Paper prepared for the Ifri/ AFD Conference, Paris.
http://www.ifri.org/files/Economie/Novel_Paugam_Nov_2005.pdf.
Pauwelyn, Joost (2009) “Testimony Before the Subcommittee on Trade of the House
Committee on Ways and Means” Ways and Means Subcommittee on Trade
http://waysandmeans.house.gov/media/pdf/111/pauw.pdf.

53!
Pena, Felix (2011) “Why not an ombudsperson at the WTO? A proposal for debate”
In Making Global Trade Governance Work for Development, ed. Carolyn DeereBirkbeck. London: Cambridge University Press.
Persson, Kajsa (2007) “The Current and Future Dispute Settlement System” Department
of Law, Göteborg University
https://gupea.ub.gu.se/bitstream/2077/9862/1/Kajsa_Persson_Thesis.pdf.
Petersmann, Ernest-Ulrich (2005) “Mini-Symposium on Developing Countries in the
Doha Round: Introduction Journal of International Economic Law, (8): 2, 347362.
Possel, Jen (2008) “A Human Rights Approach to “Sustainable Development” within
the World Trade Organization” in Developing Countries and the WTO: Policy
Approaches, Sampson and Chambers (eds), United Nation University Press.
Puri, Lakshmi (2011) “Trade, Development and the UN MDGs” In Making Global
Trade Governance Work for Development, ed. Carolyn Deere-Birkbeck. London:
Cambridge University Press.
Qin, Julia (2012) “ Reforming WTO Discipline on Export Duties: Sovereignty over
Natural Resources, Economic Development and Environmental Protection”
Wayne State University Law School.
Raghavan, Chakravarthi (2001) “G77 and China seek redressal of ‘development deficit’
at WTO”. October. The Third World Network
http://www.twnside.org.sg/title/twr133j.htm.
Risenburg, David (2011) “Fee Shifting in Investor-State Arbitration: Doctine and Policy
Justifying Application of the English Rule” Duke Law Journal (60): 977.
http://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1490&context=dlj
Rodriquez, E. (2003) “Decolonizing Knowledge and Power: Postcolonial Studies,
Decolonial Horizons - Course Description” Center of Study and Investigation for
Global Dialogues http://www.dialogoglobal.com/barcelona/description.php.
Rodrik, Dani (2000) “Trade Policy Reform as Institutional Reform,” in Hoekman,
Bernard et al., Development, Trade and the WTO: A handbook. Washington,
D.C.: The World Bank, pp. 3–10.
-- (2001) “The Global Governance of Trade as if Development Really Mattered.”
Background paper to the UNDP project on Trade and Sustainable Human 092008
Development. New York: United Nations Development Program, October.
-- (2008) “Don’t Cry for Doha” The Guardian.
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/08/wto.internationalaidandde
velopment.
-- (2011) The Globalization Paradox. Norton & Company, Inc.
Sabel, C.F. and S.G. Reddy (2002), “Learning to Learn: Undoing the Gordian Knot
Development Today” Columbia Law and Economics Working Paper
www2.law.columbia.edu/sabel/papers.htm.
Sally, Razeen. (2000) “Developing Country Trade Policy Reform and the WTO” Cato
journal http://www.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/serials/files/catojournal/2000/1/cj19n3-8.pdf.
Sampson, Gary P. and W. Bradnee Chambers (eds) (2008) Developing Countries and
the WTO: Policy Approaches Tokyo: United Nations University Press.

54!
Scholte, J.A. (1998) “The WTO and Civil Society.” Working Paper No. 14/98, Centre
for the Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation.
http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/csgr/research/workingpapers/1998/
wp1498.pdf.
Schott and Watal (2000) “Decision-Making in the WTO” Peterson Institute for
International Economics.
http://www.iie.com/publications/pb/pb.cfm?ResearchID=63.
Scott, Anna (2013) “Access to information: 15 things you need to know to get it right”
March 22. The Guardian.
http://www.guardian.co.uk/global-development-professionalsnetwork/2013/mar/22/open-data-ict4d-debate-resources.
Scott, James (2008) ‘The use and misuse of trade negotiation simulations’, The Journal
of World Trade, 42(1).
Scott, James and Wilkinson, Rorden (2011). “The Poverty of the Doha Round and the
Least Developed Countries”, Third World Quarterly, 32(4): 611-627.
-- (2012a) “Changing of the Guard: expert knowledge and ‘common sense’ in the Doha
Development Agenda” Brooks World Poverty Institute.
http://www.bwpi.manchester.ac.uk/resources/Working-Papers/bwpi-wp16612.pdf.
-- (2012b). "The promise of ‘development’ and the Doha Development Agenda"
in Trade, Poverty, Development: Getting Beyond the WTO’s Deadlock, London,
New York: Routledge.
Sen, Amartya (1999) Development as Freedom. New York: Anchor Books.
Shaffer, Gregory, Mosoti, V., and Quershi, A., (2003) “Towards A Development
Supportive Dispute Settlement System in the WTO” ICTSD
http://ictsd.org/downloads/2008/04/dsu_2003.pdf.
Sky, Melissa Blue (2008) “The WTO, Agriculture and Developing Countries: The Need
for Trade Reforms” Global Food and Agriculture, 1(4).
http://digitalcommons.wcl.american.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1088&conte
xt=sdlp.
South-South Centre (2005) “The WTO Dispute Settlement System: Issues to Consider in
the DSU Negotiations” October.
http://www.southcentre.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=37
3%3Athe-wto-dispute-settlement-system-issues-to-consider-in-the-dsunegotiations-&catid=63%3Aworld-trade-organization-governance&lang=en.
Sperisen-Yurt, Eduardo. (2011) “Summary: Negotiating Group on Trade Facilitation
Draft Text” ICTSD, April 27. http://ictsd.org/i/news/bridgesweekly/105067/.
SSHRC (2008) “Knowledge impact in society: A SSHRC transformation program”.
Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council.
http://www.sshrc.ca/web/apply/program_descriptions/knowledge_impact_e.asp.
Steger, Debra (2011) “Establishment of a Dispute Tribunal in the WTO” ICTSD
http://ictsd.org/downloads/2012/02/debra-steger-establishment-of-a-disputetribunal-in-the-wto.pdf.
Stiglitz, Joseph and Charlton, Andrew (2005) Fair Trade for All. UK: Oxford University
Press.

55!
Supperamaniam, Medalla (2008) “Suggested Rules of Origin Regime for EAFTA”
Philippine Institute for Development Studies.
http://publication.pids.gov.ph/details.php?pid=4380.
The Commonwealth (2012) “Stiglitz’s Trade Facility Fund” The Commonwealth, August
31. http://www.thecommonwealth.org/news/249636/310812stiglitz.htm
-- (2013) “Commonwealth trade guide helps countries secure development gains” June
26. The Commonwealth.
http://www.thecommonwealth.org/news/34580/255810/260613genevameetingday
one.htm.
Trommer, Silke (2013) Personal Interview, June 5.
Thöne, Michael and Dobroschke, Stephan (2008) “WTO Subsidy Notifications:
Assessing German Subsidies under the GSI notification template proposed for the
WTO” International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD)
http://www.iisd.org/gsi/sites/default/files/wto_subsidies_germany.pdf.
UN (2000) Millennium Development Goals, United Nations
http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/
-- (2012a) “Goal 8: Develop a Global Partnership for Development” United Nations
http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/global.shtml.
-- (2012b) “Secretary-General's message on the International Day for Preventing the
Exploitation of the Environment in War and Armed Conflict” New
York, 6 November http://www.un.org/sg/statements/?nid=6401.
-- (2012c) “UN System Task Team Report on the Post-2015 Development Agenda”
United Nations
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/untaskteam_undf/index.shtml.
UNCTAD (2002) “Capacity Building in Trade and Sustainable Development“ at the
World Summit on Sustainable Development. UNCTAD-UNEP Johannesburg,
South Africa. September.
-- (2002) “Trade and Development Report”. United nations Conference on Trade and
Development. http://unctad.org/en/docs/tdr2002_en.pdf
-- (2012) “Aid For Trade: A Failing Grade For Developing Countries?” September.
UNCTAD.
-- (2012b) “Nobel Laureate Joseph Stiglitz calls for "Right to Trade" and a Global Trade
Facility fund administered by UNCTAD” United Nations Conference on Trade
and Development. August 29th
http://unctad.org/en/pages/newsdetails.aspx?OriginalVersionID=237.
-- (2012c) “Trade and Development Report: 1981-2011”, Three Decades of
Thinking Development” UNCTAD
http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/gds2012d1_en.pdf.
United Nations Inter-agency Cluster on Trade and Productive Capacity (2012)
Delivering Aid for Trade”. United Nations.
http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/dommisc2012d1_en.pdf.
Vaes, Sarah & Huyse, Huib (2013) “New Voices on South-South Cooperation Between
Emerging Powers and Africa- African civil society perspectives” Research Chair
on Development Cooperation: 1-78.

56!
Van den Bossch, Peter (2006) “Radical Overhaul or Pragmatic Change? The Need and
Scope for Reform of Decision-Making” Maastricht Working Papers,
International Law
http://arno.unimaas.nl/show.cgi?fid=6849.
Veiga, Pedro a Motta (2005) “Brazil and the G-20 Group of Developing Countries”, The
WTO. http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/casestudies_e/case7_e.htm.
Walker, Aurelie (2011) “The WTO Has Failed Developing Nations” Poverty Matters
Blog, The Guardian, November 14.
http://www.guardian.co.uk/global-development/povertymatters/2011/nov/14/wto-fails-developing-countries.
Watkins, Kevin and Fowler (2002) “Rigged Rules and Double Standards: trade
globalization and the fights against poverty” Oxfam International.
Weisbrot, M., Rosnick, D., and Baker, D. (2004) “Poor Numbers: The Impact of Trade
Liberalization on World Poverty” Centre for Economic and Policy Research
http://www.cepr.net/index.php/publications/reports/poor-numbers-the-impact-oftrade-liberalization-on-world-poverty/.
WFTO (2011) “The 10 Principles of Fair Trade” October 6, World Fair Trade
Organization
http://www.wfto.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2&Itemid
=14.
Wilkinson, Rorden (2006) The WTO: crisis and the governance of global trade.
London: Routledge.
-- (2011) "Measuring the WTO's performance: an alternative account." Global Policy 2,
no. 1(2011) : 43-52.
-- (2012) "What needs to be done before we reform the WTO." In The Future and the
WTO, ed. Ricardo Meléndez-Ortiz, Christophe Bellman and Miguel Rodriguez
Mendoza, Geneva: ICTSD. http://ictsd.org/downloads/2012/07/the-future-and-thewto-confronting-the-challenges.pdf.
-- (2012) “Of Butchery and Bicycles: The WTO and the ‘Death’ of the Doha
Development Agenda” The Political Quarterly January 25, 83(2): 395-401.
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-923X.2012.02272.x/abstract.
-- (2013) Personal Interview, June 3.
-- (forthcoming 2014). What's Wrong with the WTO and How to Fix it. Cambridge:
Polity.
Wilkinson, R., and Scott, J. (2008) “Developing Country Participation in the GATT: A
Reassessment” World Trade Review 7(3): 473-510.
-- (eds) (2013) Trade, Poverty, Development: Getting Beyond the Doha’s Deadlock.
Routledge: Nework, NY.
Winters, A., McCulloch, N., and McKay, A. (2004) “Trade Liberalization and Poverty:
The Evidence So Far” Journal of Economic Literature. 42(1): 72-115.
World Bank (2011) “The Role of International Business in Aid for Trade: Building
Capacity for Trade in Developing Countries”. World Bank: Washington DC.
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTRANETTRADE/Resources/AFTWB4.pdf.
Wolfe, Robert (2008) “Can the Trading System Be Governed? Institutional Implications
of the WTO’s Suspended Animation” in Alexandroff A., (ed), Can the World Be

57!
Governed? Possibilities for Effective Multilateralism. Waterloo, ON: Wilfred
Laurier University Press, 289-344.
-- (2012) “Can plurilaterals be multilateralized?” Queen’s University School of Policy
Studies (presentation)
http://www.wto.org/english/forums_e/public_forum12_e/session29wolfe_e.pdf.
WTO (2000) “Implementation of Special and Differentiated Treatment Provisions in
WTO Agreements and Decisions” WTO Committee on Trade and Development
https://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&ved=0C
EMQFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.wto.org%2Fenglish%2Ftratop_e%2Fde
vel_e%2Fw77_e.doc&ei=_T2UfO6Jeyg0wWNn4CACw&usg=AFQjCNEE4E5N5v5k743iCEZ1pUGtBNzCbA
&sig2=VPU-aEHutx_RIaFC4wge5w&bvm=bv.47883778,d.d2k.
-- (2001) “Preparations for the Fourth Session of the Ministerial Conference:
Communication from India” WTO, November.
http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/minist_e/min01_e/proposals_e/wt_gc_w460
.pdf.
-- (2003) “Special and Differentiated Treatment: Grappling with 88 Proposals” WTO
http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/minist_e/min03_e/brief_e/brief21_e.htm.
-- (2006a) “Development: Aid for Trade Fact Sheet” World Trade Organization
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/a4t_e/a4t_factsheet_e.htm.
-- (2006b) “Why Aid For Trade? Why is the WTO Involved? and What Now?” Statement
by WTO Director-General at the Roundtable on Aid For Trade. September 18.
WTO. http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/sppl_e/sppl37_e.htm.
-- (2007) “The Warwick Commission Report on the Future of the Multilateral Trade
Regime” WTO and Warwick University.
http:// www2.warwick.ac.uk/research/warwickcommission/report/.
-- (2009) Aid for Trade Statistics OECD: Query Wizard for International Development
Statistics (QWIDS).
-- (2011) “Building Trade Capacity” WTO.
http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/anrep_e/anrep13_chap6_e.pdf.
-- (2011b) “Who are the developing countries in the WTO?” The World Trade
Organization. http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/d1who_e.htm.
-- (2012) “Dispute Settlement Understanding 1995-2012”. WTO
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/stats_e.htm.
-- (2012b) “Trade Facilitation - Briefing Note” WTO. May
-- (2012c) “Practical Experience of Implementing Trade Facilitation Reforms,
Including Their Costs and Benefits”, 10-12 July. The World Trade Organization
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tradfa_e/case_studies_e/symp_agendajul12_
e.htm.
-- (2013) “Building Trade Capacity” Chapter 6 in World Trade Organization Annual
Report 2013, WTO
http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/anrep_e/anrep13_chap6_e.pdf.
-- (2013b) “Trade Facilitation: Cutting Red Tape at the Border” WTO
http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/minist_e/min99_e/english/about_e/15facil_
e.htm.

58!
Yale Law School (2010) “Access to Knowledge 4 (A2K4)” Yale Law School.
http://www.law.yale.edu/intellectuallife/a2k4.htm.

