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All economies including Least Developed
Countries (LDCs) have realized the
significance of international trade as a
powerful mechanism for attaining economic
development and reducing poverty. Their
increasing participation in G-33, G-90 and
G-110 in the ongoing Doha round of
negotiations indicates that they are keen to advance the objective of
Doha Development Agenda, which for the first time had put the
development concerns of these countries at the heart of the work
programme. It is observed that since 2001, such concerns of LDCs haven’t
been adequately addressed to allow them to secure a share of world
trade commensurate with their needs of economic development.
LDCs’ current share of world trade is miniscule, hovering around less
than 1 per cent. They are unable to benefit from the global trading
system which is asymmetrical in nature (due to subsidies). Besides they
seriously lack market access and productive capacities, the two key
components for attaining trade growth.
Hong Kong Ministerial conference in 2005 somewhat struck a deal
whereby developed and developing countries agreed to provide dutyfree-quota-free market (DFQF) access to all products originating from
LDCs. But subsequent restriction by developed countries in the Final
Declaration to allow DFQF to 97 per cent of products jeopardized further
the growth aspirations of these countries. LDCs are of the opinion that
with three per cent exclusion, products of their export interest such as
textiles for Bangladesh and Cambodia will be seriously affected with
chances of increasing their world share get reduced.
In addition, global markets today are characterized by the increasing
share of services and high technology products, for which LDCs are
virtually ill equipped. Their exports are dominated by primary products.
As a result, export prospects are further shrinking.
The issue, therefore, is not of market access alone, rather it is the LDCs’
inability to produce marketable goods and services. This lack of capability
and capacity need to be addressed in a significant way through various
measures such as investments, technology transfer, capacity building,
skilled training and education. Bali Ministerial in December 2013 has
promised to address these issues in detail. This issue focuses on some of
these pertinent issues.

(Dr. Surajit Mitra)
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Least Developed Countries in WTO
Issues and Challenges
Archana Jatkar and Chenai Mukumba

Introduction
The significance of LeastDeveloped Countries (LDCs) is
gaining momentum in WTO
negotiations since Hong Kong
Ministerial in 2005. Formation of
groupings like G-33, G-90, and
G-110 during the last one
decade has established the
willingness and determination of
the LDCs to effectively
participate in world trade. It is
generally argued that due to
lack of productive capacity and
market access they are at a
disadvantage to reap the
benefits from world trade. Last
Bali Ministerial conference in
December 2013, however, has
addressed the critical issues
concerning the LDCs. The
paper makes an attempt to
examine the issues in detail and
suggests policies and
strategies for the LDCs to
undertake in order to increase
their share of world trade from
current share of less than 1 per
cent inclusive of goods and
services.

The authors are Centre Coordinator
and Assistant Policy Analyst,
respectively at CUTS International’s
Centre for International Trade
Economics and Environment.
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HILE the success of the
Ninth
Ministerial
conference in Bali provided much
needed breakthrough to the
stalled Doha negotiations at the
World Trade Organization
(WTO) and a breather for the
multilateral trading system, it
was
the
Least-Developed
Countries (LDCs) for whom the
implications of the resuscitation
of the multilateral trading body
had the most impact. Unlike in
the WTO, power asymmetries
between
developed
and
developing countries play a much
larger role in negotiations outside
the multilateral trading body.
And even as the international
trading system has begun to see
an unprecedented shift towards
preferential trading agreements,
this fact has been reinforced as the
LDCs have found themselves
excluded from these deals.

Although the LDCs account
for about 12 per cent of the
world population, as the
poorest countries within the
global
community,
their
contribution to the world trade
is limited to one per cent trade
in goods 1 while for services it is
even
less.
The
further
integration of the LDCs into the
international trading system is
therefore necessary to aid in the
attainment of their social and
economic development goals,
and the WTO is the most

optimum option for the LDCs to
gain the much-needed market
access.
In run upto the Bali
Ministerial, the LDCs identified
some key areas and made a formal
submission for an LDC package
to the WTO in May 2013. The
issues that were included in the
package were: Duty-Free QuotaFree market access for the LDCs,
Rules
of
Origin,
the
Operationalization of the Services
Waiver and a Monitoring
Mechanism on Special and
Differential Treatment. It is
noteworthy although agriculture
and trade facilitation took the
centre stage because of the strong
positions taken by members in
Bali Ministerial, the LDC package
proved to be the least
controversial and divisive of the
three packages largely due to the
“best-endeavour” nature of
commitments that were taken up
by members.
Given that the negotiating
group had the most to gain from
a success at the Bali Ministerial,
the LDCs decided to allow
maximum flexibility in the
negotiations on all issues within
the LDC package in order to
facilitate a successful outcome in
Bali.2 For the LDCs, their task was
a relatively complex balancing
act: they needed to identify how
best to articulate their needs and
priorities in a proactive manner,
while ensuring that in their
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attempts to derive benefits from
the multilateral trading system,
the system itself was not
jeopardised. the LDCs were
acutely aware that an unsuccessful
ministerial would mean a blow
not only to the successful
conclusion of the Doha Round,
but to the system upon which
they were entirely dependent multilateralism.
The the LDCs remained
committed
to
obtaining
meaningful
and
binding
outcomes on all issues at the Bali
Ministerial although critics have
pointed out that the Bali
Ministerial failed to deliver due
“best endevour” nature of most
of the decisions in the LDC
Package. However, given the
complexity of the issues at hand,
the proponents suggest that the
decisions represent a significant
step forward in favour of the
LDCs to help them further
integrate into the international
trading system.3 This paper will
therefore look at critical
dimensions of some of the
decisions that were taken at the
Bali Ministerial Conference,
namely the four LDC decisions as
well as the Trade Facilitation
Agreement that marked a shift in
the exemptions approach that the
LDCs have been availing from the
WTO.

Duty-Free and Quota-Free
Market Access
In 1996, at the Singapore
Ministerial Conference of the
WTO, discussions pertaining to
the provision of preferential
market access for goods
originating from the LDCs were
launched. A decade later, at the
Hong
Kong
Ministerial
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Conference, the inclusion of
Paragraph 36 on Annex F in the
Hong Kong Declaration in 2005
marked a major breakthrough in
securing market access for the
LDCs. The declaration stated that
developed-country members
shall, and developing-country
members declaring themselves in
a position to do so should provide duty-free and quota-free
market access on a lasting basis,
for all products originating from
all the LDCs. It further noted that
those members who consider
themselves in a position to do so
should implement DFQF market
access for all products originating
from the LDCs.” Members unable
to meet these commitments were
provided the option of providing
DFQF access for 97 per cent of
LDC products while they
continue to work to progressively
achieve full compliance.
Since the Hong Kong
negotiations on DFQF, DFQF did
not see much meaningful
progress until the Bali Ministerial.
The Bali Ministerial decision
marked a step towards facilitating
increased market access for LDC
goods into both developed and
developing country markets. The
decision contains “gradual” or
“progressive” improvement of
DFQF access for LDC products
towards 97 per cent coverage of
national tariff lines. The most
important contribution that the
Bali Decision made for the LDCs
was
delinking
enhanced
DFQFMA for the LDCs to the
conclusion of the Doha Round.
Although the Round has since
experienced new wind since its
most recent success, its conclusion
still remains uncertain. The
delinking of DFQFMA from the

Round has allowed the
consideration of enhanced market
access to LDC goods to be
independent from the single
undertaking of the Round which
was a constraining provision
under the Hong Kong Decision.4
It also further allows for
increased transparency to the
review of Member DFQF
schemes. It instructs Members to
notify DFQF for the LDCs to the
Transparency Mechanism for
Preferential Trade Arrangements
and calls for the Committee on
Trade and Development (CTD)
to conduct annual reviews on
efforts taken to provide the LDCs
with DFQF market access,
providing reports to the General
Council for appropriate action.
At present, the United States
remains the only developedcountry Member of the WTO
having not fully implemented the
DFQF Decision that was taken at
Bali. The United States would
need to increase its present
coverage from 82.5 per cent
towards the 97 per cent of its
tariff
lines.
Increasingly,
however, exports originating
from the LDCs are destined for
developing countries and a
number of emerging economies
such as India and China have
already undertaken DFQF
schemes.
Critics, however, have
argued
that
the
debate
concerning this market access
have largely focused on the
potential gains that could be
achieved under a 97 per cent
DFQF scheme rather than
measures to facilitate full
coverage. They argue that the Bali
Ministerial decision on DFQF
diluted the "full implementation
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of Decision 36 of Annex F of the
Hong Kong Declaration on
measures in favour of the LDCs",
and actually moved backward in
terms of the commitments of
duty-free, quota-free market
access for the LDCs. Evidence has
shown that if the OECD and
other emerging nations expanded
their DFQF market access to 100
per cent of all products
originating from the LDCs, the
LDCs would earn US$8 billion in
export gains, increase their GDP
by US$7 billion and create 746,000
new jobs.5
The new text adopts language
which allows members to
determine their own level of
commitments6 and has technically
allowed developed countries to
commit to less than 97 per cent
market access while asking them
to make progress. While the
WTO members have indeed
committed to work towards 97
per cent DFQF market access, the
controversy lies in that for many
developed countries, the 3 per
cent of excluded tariff lines cover
over 90 per cent of their imports
from the LDCs.
While still lacking in
mandatory obligations, the Bali
decision was an indication of the
expressed political commitment
on the part of members to work
towards further increasing
market access for the LDCs. The
Ministerial decision in DFQF has
the potential to increase
opportunities for the LDCs.
However, it is useful to note that
much work remains to be done
in order to establish legally
binding commitments. In the post
Bali period, the challenge for the
LDCs is whether they can come
up with a proposal which is
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supported by all its members so
that this issue is taken forward.
It is also a daunting task for them
to come up with a proposal that
also takes on board the concerns
of some developing countries
dependent on preferences in the
US market. Simultaneously, it is
also important that the LDCs
could continue to look at
developing countries to further
open up their markets for LDC
products.

Preferential Rules
of Origin
Rules of Origin (RoO) confer
an economic nationality on
exports, and define how much
processing must take place
locally before goods are
considered to be the product of
the exporting country. In the
case of the LDCs, preferential
RoO are often deemed too
restrictive and inflexible,
making it difficult for them to
take advantage of an intended
preference. Previous experience
has seen that even in specific
preference programmes, such
schemes often include restrictive
or inflexible RoO for determining product eligibility.
While such rules are designed
to ensure that “substantial
transformation” of inputs occurs
in the exporting LDC, these rules
are often complex and thereby
difficult to attain.
At Bali Ministerial, the
Members adopted the first ever
set of multilateral guidelines on
preferential RoO for the LDCs. In
response to a long-standing
demand by the LDCs to make the
RoO simpler and more flexible,
the Bali decision brought the issue

under the purview of the WTO.
Even though the decision is not
binding, it requests Members to
take into account the stipulated
guidelines as they develop their
own RoO.
The decision recognizes that
each country granting trade
preferences to the LDCs has its
own method of determining
these rules, and invites
members to draw upon the
elements contained in the
decision when they develop or
build on their individual rules
of
origin
arrangements
applicable for the LDCs. The
decision reflects a marriage of
normative guidance with the
discretion for governments to
decide how they want to
implement it.
Given the complexity of
allowing
for
multilateral
preference schemes, many
preference-granting countries are
of the view that such a
methodology is the best way to
implement such decisions.7 One
such example, as cited in the
Ministerial decision, is the
calculation method of the ad
valorem percentage of value
addition. In the case of methods
used for calculation of foreign
inputs, the LDCs requested that
members exclude costs related to
freight and insurance as well as
international transportation costs.
However, given the simpler
exercise of calculating national or
regional inland transportation
costs, these could be included in
the calculation of local or
domestic content. Nonetheless,
the success in this area would
depend on the LDCs to identify
markets where rules of origin
conditions are still considered
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stringent and pursue them, both
bilaterally
and
through
appropriate forums provided by
the WTO.

Operationalization of the
Services Waiver
At the Hong Kong Ministerial
in 2005, the Members affirmed
the need to develop “appropriate
mechanisms for according special
priority,” and three years later in
2008 it was agreed that this
mechanism would be recognized
as a form of waiver. In 2011,
Members agreed on a twopronged approach to the services
waiver: while it was agreed that
market access preferences as
described in GATS Article XVI
would be automatically covered
by the waiver, non-market access
measures would not be
automatically covered but could
be authorized by the WTO
Council for Trade in Services
(CTS).
The 2011 services waiver
represented a significant step
forward for the LDCs. It permits
Members to extend preferences
to the LDCs without according
the same to others in the context
of the General Agreement on
Trade in Services where
preferential market access was
not possible without such an
instrument.
The
waiver,
however, will only confer
economic benefits to the LDCs in
so far as it is operationalized in a
commercially meaningful way. So
far, no request to use the waiver
has been made by the LDCs, and
no preferences have been granted
by their trading partners. Much
work still needs to be done to
ensure that the LDCs benefit from
participating more consistently in
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global services export. However,
with the decision that was
adopted in Bali, Members are
now expected to indicate what
they could do to aid in the
operationalization of this waiver
at a meeting to be convened at a
later date.
In order to operationalize
the waiver, all trading partners
need to identify areas where the
LDCs can benefit from
commercially
meaningful
preferences. The difficulty,
however, lies in the detailed
information needed to make the
underlying
assessments.
However, at present a number
of organizations are reportedly
assisting the LDCs put together
the necessary documentation. 8
Efforts are currently underway
to collect information about the
LDCs services exports, target
markets and existing barriers
as a first step in designing a
possible LDC joint request for
meaningful preferences. In the
meantime, the LDCs and their
trading partners need to come
forward with ideas and
suggestions on how to
operationalize the waiver.
While global trade in
services has increasingly become
more important, spurred in part
by the growing importance of
global and regional value chains,
LDC participation in services
trade has remained low.
According to the WTO, services
trade only accounts for about 0.6
and 1.7 per cent of LDC exports
and imports respectively
whereas globally, services now
contribute 70 per cent to world
gross domestic product (GDP)
and 45 per cent to global
employment.9 In spite of the low

integration of the LDCs into the
global services trading system,
the services sector has become
a key driver of growth and
development in the LDCs.
In 2011, services accounted
for 47 per cent of LDC overall
GDP. Given the growing
evidence of the powerful link
between the services export
sector, GDP and poverty
alleviation as well as the
development benefits of higher
value added and skill intensive
activities,10 leveraging the LDC
services sector would not only
assist in unlocking the growth
potential of these economies, but
also can help address poverty and
enhance the quality of life
through greater access to
available services.
The challenges in seeking to
operationalize the waiver stem
from the fact that preferences
under the waiver that would be
most beneficial for the LDCs
might be difficult to grant as
they would need to apply to
service suppliers outside of the
territory of the preference
granting member (mode 1) or
indirectly to service consumers
(mode 2). 11 The provision of
preferences to service providers
within the preference granting
country could potentially not be
as effective for LDC countries
given their capacity constraints.
And traditionally, members
have always been reluctant to
liberalize market access in mode
4.12 Continuous and meaningful
engagement
of
member
countries by sharing country/
regional experiences could
better the future of the LDC
waiver.
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Cotton
In 2003, the cotton issue was
brought to the WTO by four
countries, namely: Benin, Burkina
Faso, Chad and Mali (Cotton 4).
These countries stated that cotton
subsidies in rich countries had
caused damage to their
economies and called for the
elimination of these subsidies as
well as compensation for the
period these subsidies remained
operational in order to cover the
economic loses.
Two years later at the Hong
Kong Ministerial, as part of the
DDA outcome, to eliminate
export subsidies on cotton,
developed countries committed
to allowing DFQFMA for cotton
from the LDCs as well as to cut
domestic support for cotton
types that distort trade by more
than other agricultural products.
In 2011, the issue was included
in the "Elements for political
guidance", which was one of the
concluding consensus statement
made by the Chair at the
Geneva Ministerial Conference
in 2011.
Since then, negotiations on
cotton have seen very little
progress, reflective of the
stalled state of deliberations
within agricultural negotiations
as a whole. The Bali Ministerial
delivered an outcome on cotton
which reiterated previous
concerns and the need for
continued dialogue on the
objectives agreed in 2005 at
Hong
Kong
Ministerial
Conference. In Bali, Members
reached a decision to enhance
transparency and monitoring of
the trade-related aspects of
cotton, for the first time, so also
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to increase cotton-related
development assistance. They
agreed to have bi-annual
discussions in the context of the
Committee on Agriculture to
determine the effects of traderelated
developments,
especially export subsidies and
export measures, domestic
support, tariff measures and
non-tariff measures on market
access and export competition of
cotton products exported from
the LDCs to markets of interest
to them.
The context and conditions
that prevailed for cotton when
it was first tabled at the WTO’s
Cancun Ministerial in 2003,
however,
have
changed
profoundly. Today, cotton
prices
have
increased
exponentially; there are a
number of new countries that
now provide cotton subsidies.
Patterns of trade have also
shifted with many new
countries trading cotton: China
has now become the largest
producer, importer, exporter
and consumer of cotton,
affecting the world prices
whereas India has moved from
a net importer to the second
largest exporter of cotton. In
light of the changes that have
taken place, the pressure of
subsidies on African cotton
producing
countries
has
diminished yet a proposal to
meet twice each year, as was
agreed at Bali, to discuss the
latest developments related to
market access, domestic support
and export subsidies for cotton,
particularly from the LDCs, is
worth pursuing in order to
integrate the LDCs into the
global trading system.

Monitoring Mechanism on
Special and Differential
Treatment
Special and Differential
Treatment (S&DT) has long been
considered a crucial part of the
Doha Round’s development
dimension. S&DT provisions give
various types of flexibilities to
developing and LDC members of
the WTO and include a range of
stipulations including increasing
trade opportunities, safeguarding
developing and LDC interests,
granting longer transition periods
and
providing
technical
assistance.
Given the spirit of the Doha
Development Round, S&DT has
long been considered a crucial
part of the Round’s development
dimension. The proposal to
establish
a
Monitoring
Mechanism of S&DT provisions
was initially submitted by the
African Group in 2002. The
General Council at the WTO
agreed
to
establish
the
Mechanism and then instructed
the Special Session of the CTD to
elaborate the functions, structure
and terms of reference for such a
Mechanism. At the Geneva
Ministerial Conference in 2011,
ministers agreed to expedite
work towards finalizing the
Monitoring Mechanism.
The Ministerial decision
indicates that the Mechanism shall
act as a focal point within the
WTO to analyze and review all
aspects of implementation of
S&DT provisions, and where the
review identifies a problem, the
Monitoring Mechanism may
make
recommendations,
including, if necessary, for
initiation of negotiations, to the
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relevant WTO body in charge of
the technical substance. It will
also provide a forum for
monitoring S&DT issues, with the
objective
of
improving
beneficiaries' ability to utilize
them. In particular, it will provide
for regular reviews of existing
S&DT provisions in multilateral
WTO agreements and the making
of recommendations.
While not limited only to the
LDCs, the adoption of such a
Mechanism will undoubtedly
have positive spill-overs for the
LDCs.
The
Monitoring
Mechanism is intended to add
value to the existing review
mechanisms in relevant WTO
bodies and will be able to put a
spotlight on the effectiveness of
the S&DT provisions as well as
provide the LDCs with a forum
where they can raise issues and
flag difficulties being encountered in the implementation
of these provisions.

Trade Facilitation
As the first multilateral
trading agreement since the
establishment of the WTO, the
Trade Facilitation Agreement
(TFA) was hailed as the focal
point of the Ministerial
conference.
Under
this
agreement, the LDCs received
additional time-frame and special
considerations, however, unlike
prior WTO agreements at some
point they will have to comply
with the Agreement provided
they receive the adequate
technical and capacity-building
support. This was unprecedented
in that it embodied a shift from
the exemptions approach that the
LDCs had traditionally been
availing in negotiations, towards
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one of increased level-playing
field participation into the world
economy due to the special
measures and assistance the
agreement ensured that the
LDCs would obtain to be able to
implement these commitments.
While the concept of trade
facilitation is not new, in the
months leading to the Bali
Ministerial,
it
received
unprecedented attention as
developed countries brought the
idea of finalizing a Trade
Facilitation Agreement (TFA) to
the fore. It was purported that
developing countries had the
most to gain from the agreement
and according to some estimates,
it was stated that while the TFA
would
reduce
costs
for
developed countries by 10 per
cent, for developing countries this
figure stood at 14 per cent.13
In the lead to the Bali
Ministerial developing countries
feared that the agreement could
redirect
resources
from
infrastructural development to an
increased flow of imports. Given
that the LDCs suffer from
relatively
weaker
export
capabilities, critics noted that new
obligations could likely result in
higher
imports
without
correspondingly higher exports,
however, this would depend on
the LDCs and their current trade
profile. In a world that is
increasingly being characterized
by global value chains, however,
the gains ensuing from simplified
customs procedures and lower
transaction costs are uncontested.

Conclusion
Since the launch of the Doha
Round there has been incremental
progress in favour of the LDCs.

The Bali Ministerial marked
another step in facilitating the
increased integration of the LDCs
into the international trading
system and while there still
remains much work to be done,
the Bali Ministerial saw the
adoption of decisions to that
effect.
Given the significance of
power asymmetries that exist
outside the WTO and the
emerging trend of proliferation of
PTAs, the LDCs indeed have a
vested interest in the multilateral
trading system. However, in
spite of the success of the Bali
Ministerial, the conclusion of the
Doha Round, and therefore the
future LDC integration into the
trading
system,
remains
uncertain. The glaring deficiency
in the decisions that were
adopted in Bali is indeed the lack
of
binding
commitments.
However, in the end what the
LDCs achieve in the post-Bali
period depends on how they
decide
to
pursue
the
implementation of the Bali
Package decisions.
The majority of content of
the Doha Round remains
unaddressed, namely in NAMA
services as well as the more
controversial agricultural issues.
In light of this, the outcome of
the Ninth Ministerial is unlikely
to abate the proliferation of
preferential and plurilateral
trade agreements which does
not bode well for the LDCs due
to their exclusionary nature as
well as the unequal playing
field. As a result, the Members
are going to make more
concerted efforts to ensure that,
in keeping with the spirit of the
Doha Round, the poorest among
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them remain a priority in all
negotiations.
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Bali WTO: A Triumph of
Multilateralism
THERE is no doubt the multilateral trading system
is the best way to liberalize trade and protect the
interests of unequal partners spread across the
global trading landscape. The outcome of the WTO
Bali Ministerial Declaration is a huge step forward
in this direction. The results on food security and
the development package for Least-Developed
Countries (LDCs) are remarkable.

In the history of the GATT/WTO, it is not the
first time that developing countries have raised
their voices to champion their collective interests.
But in most of the previous occasions, such as the
Seattle Ministerial in 1999, Cancun in 2003 and more
lately in December 2008, talks collapsed once
developing countries stood solidly for their
collective cause. The Bali Ministerial too could have
met a similar fate had the WTO members not
realized the cost of the failure of this meeting. In
many ways, the agenda for the Bali Ministerial was
simplified much in advance and purposely made
more balanced by including issues of interest to
all three constituents — developed, developing and
LDCs — of the WTO membership.
While developed countries pushed for an
ambitious trade facilitation agreement, G-33 (India
is a member) countries wanted adequate
safeguards to run their food security programmes.
LDCs had their own four-point agenda which
included duty and quota free market access,
operationalization of the waiver concerning
preferential treatment to services and service
suppliers of LDCs, preferential rules of origin and
establishment of monitoring mechanism for special
and differential treatment. The Bali Declaration
delivered on all three pillars.
From the industry perspective, an agreement
on trade facilitation is the biggest hope. Industry
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in India was in full support of a balanced but an
ambitious agenda that would help build greater
market access opportunities for them. Specifically,
it supported a good Trade Facilitation Agreement
that can cut transaction costs and help make Indian
industry more competitive. The simplification of
customs procedures envisaged in the deal is
expected to add $1 trillion to the world economy.
India would have to strategize to ensure that a
significant proportion of this accrues to us.
The provisions agreed under Articles 1 and 5
to ensure transparency, sharing of information and
non-discrimination will help Indian industry in
accessing overseas markets.
Another positive is the simplification of transit
documents pertaining to exportation and
importation. Just recently, India had to face
problems at European ports while sending its
consignments to the Latin America, particularly in
case of exports of generic drugs.
India would need to simplify and facilitate its
own domestic customs procedures in line with the
WTO requirements. Given that the latest Doing
Business report of the World Bank ranks India at
132 of 189 economies under "Trading Across
Borders", there is much work to be done to make
trade in India facilitative and aligned to global best
standards. From the development perspective, the
agreements on LDC package and food security are
path-breaking. Importantly, the deal at Bali
reinforces the potential in the multilateral
negotiations under the Doha Development Round,
in progress for well over a decade.
The Bali Package covers only a selection of
issues from the much broader and ambitious Doha
Development Agenda. All eyes would now turn
towards the remaining unresolved issues of the
Doha agenda, which includes Non-Agricultural
Market Access (NAMA), and services. Both these
issues are extremely important for Indian industry.
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)
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In services sector in particular, where India has
offensive interest, a select group of the WTO
members is trying to negotiate a plurilateral
agreement. India is not a member of this grouping.
The next logical step is to work out a post-Bali
roadmap with an aim to conclude the Doha round.
Although the Bali Ministerial represents a collective
victory for global negotiations process, for the
rules-based multilateral trading system, and for
integration of poor countries into the world trading
system, there is a long way to go before trade can
truly be equitable for all.
(The Economic Times, 13 December 2013)

WTO Adopts New Work
Programme for LDCs
AN updated work programme for least-developed

countries (LDCs), adopted on 28 June 2013 by the
WTO Sub-Committee on LDCs, mainstreams the
United Nations’ Istanbul Programme of Action for
LDCs for 2011-20 into the WTO mandate. The
programme also incorporates the streamlined
accession process for LDCs adopted in 2012 and
introduces periodic reviews of the work
programme.
The LDCs work programme deals with issues
such as market access for LDCs, trade-related
technical assistance and capacity-building
initiatives, agencies assisting with the
diversification of LDCs’ exports and other issues
relating to LDC participation in the multilateral
trading system.
Discussions on the update of the work
programme were chaired by Ambassador Steffen
Smidt (Denmark), who held two informal
consultations in April and June.
Nepal, on behalf of the LDCs, thanked the
Committee for providing inputs and updates to the
programme. It said that although the new text does
not fully meet their expectations, they were willing
to join the consensus. Other delegations, such as
the European Union, the United States and Turkey,
thanked the Committee for its engagement in the
updating process and gave their full support to the
adoption of the work programme.

“Bali Package” becomes Part of
the WTO Course Menu for LDCs
TWENTY-FIVE officials participated in the first

ever WTO Intermediate Thematic Course for LeastDeveloped Countries, conducted in French in
Geneva during 17-28 February 2014. The course
was opened by Ms Bridget Chilala, Director of the
Institute for Training and Technical Cooperation
(ITTC) and Mr. Serafino Marchese, Chief of the
Course Design and Training Section of the ITTC.
The course which was held for the first time
represents a level 2 activity in the WTO’s
Progressive Learning Path and was attended by
twenty-five participants from LDC Member and
Observer countries.
Participants not only benefitted from the
expertise of WTO Secretariat staff on issues
including preferential market access, services and
regional trade agreements, but also from the
participation in a roundtable of delegates and
representatives from the WTO Missions working
on and familiar with LDC issues. In addition to
being briefed on the “Bali Package”, discussions
focused on the opportunities that the different
decisions taken in favour of LDCs at the Ministerial
Conference offer to LDC trade. As an intermediate
level course, while the teaching methodology
included lectures participants were encouraged to
participate actively in the discussions and engaged
in a number of case studies and exercises.
(http://www.wto.org)

China Renews its Contribution of
US$400,000 to the China
Programme for LDCs under the
WTO Aid for Trade Initiative
A FTER the successful implementation of the

Programme in its first year to assist leastdeveloped countries (LDCs) in the process of
accession to the World Trade Organization, China
announced on 5 July 2012 that it is contributing
US$400,000 to continue the programme.
Commending the satisfactory implementation
of the China Programme in its first year, WTO
Director-General Pascal Lamy and China’s

(http://www.wto.org 28 June 2013)
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Ambassador to the WTO Yi Xiaozhun signed a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on 5 July
2012 extending the “China’s LDCs and Accessions
Programme” (The China Programme) for another
year.
The China Programme, initiated in July 2011
under the WTO Aid for Trade Initiative, aims at
strengthening LDCs’ participation in WTO activities
and helping those not yet members to join the
Organization.
“The activities carried out under the China
Programme have contributed to the advancement
of the shared priorities of the WTO Membership
to support the world poorest countries, specifically
in the area of the WTO accession,” said Mr. Lamy.
“In 2011, Samoa and Vanuatu completed their
accession processes; and Samoa is now the WTO
Member. This year two more LDCs — Yemen and
Laos — are in the final stage of their negotiations.
We look forward to further deepening the
partnership with China in supporting those in most
need or still outside of the organization,” he added.
The China Programme supports and finance
activities under three pillars: (i) WTO Accessions
Internship; (ii) WTO Accession Round Table
Meetings; and (iii) LDCs’ participation in selected
meetings which they identify as their priorities.
During the first year of the implementation,
two interns have been involved in the work of the
Accessions Division, as well as thematic research
projects.
Under the second pillar, a High Level Round
Table on Accession Best Practices for LDCs was
held in Beijing from 29 May to 1 June 2012.
“Initial expectations have been exceeded,” said
Ambassador Yi in renewing the China Programme.
“The Programme has contributed to increased
familiarization by LDCs with the accession process
and the WTO rules and operating procedures,
thereby facilitating their WTO membership and
participation”. He added: “China looks forward
to continuing its fruitful cooperation with the
Secretariat for the benefit of LDCs, as part of
China’s consistent support for the WTO’s Aid for
Trade Initiative.”
(http://www.wto.org 5 July 2012)
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ENHANCED INTEGRATED PROGRAMME

Norway Offers NOK 19.5 million
to Support Sustainable Trade in
LDCs
THE Government of Norway has disbursed NOK

19.5 million to the Enhanced Integrated Framework
(EIF), a programme that works to contribute to
poverty reduction in least-developed countries
(LDCs) by helping them to integrate into the global
trading economy.
Norway’s commitment in creating a more
equitable and just global trading environment is
reaffirmed by its investment in enhancing trading
capacity in LDCs. As one of the 23 donors to the
EIF multi-donor Trust Fund, Norway’s
contribution further champions sustainable trade,
development and poverty alleviation in LDCs,
which remains imperative in the context of the
global economic outlook.
Norway’s Ambassador, Mrs. Elin Ostebo
Johansen states, “Norway regards the EIF as an
important channel for our trade-related assistance
because the EIF is entirely focused on the LDCs.
The main challenge is to ensure that Aid for Trade
contributes to an improved life for the poorest.”
Dr. Mothae Anthony Maruping, Chairman of
the EIF Board, remarks, “On behalf of the EIF
Board, I highly commend Norway’s contribution
to the EIF programme. As an EIF Board Member,
Norway continues to play a vital role in providing
strategic oversight for programme implementation
and supporting equitable outcomes in projects with
long-lasting benefits for the poor. Through
Norway’s support to the EIF, alongside other
development partners, we now have projects
addressing LDC priority needs and contributing
to national efforts to better livelihoods in the
poorest countries. For instance, in Nepal, the
approved Tier 2 project on ginger assists mainly
poor women-headed households while promoting
the public-private sector collaboration to improve
the quality of, and add value to, ginger exports.”
Ms. Dorothy Tembo, Executive Director of the
Executive Secretariat for the EIF, comments, “We
greatly appreciate Norway’s support to the EIF
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Trust Fund especially at this critical juncture where
LDCs are rolling out and implementing projects
targeted at addressing national challenges to trade.
Norway’s leadership and commitment in
advancing better trading futures for LDCs is
notable through their work with the EIF, a
programme unique in its objective to develop LDCs’
ability to trade.”
(http://www.wto.org)

WTO,s Advanced Trade Policy
Course Concludes in Geneva
T WENTY-FOUR government officials

from
developing and least-developed countries
concluded a three-month intensive training course
(in French) on 5 July 2012 at the WTO.
The Advanced Trade Policy Course (ATPC),
held in French at the WTO Headquarters in
Geneva, was organized by the Institute for
Training and Technical Cooperation (ITTC). The
diploma ceremony was held with the presence of
ITTC’s director, Ms. Bridget Chilala, and the Head
of ITTC’s Training and Capacity Building Section,
Mr. Serafino Marchese.
In her address to the participants, Ms. Bridget
Chilala congratulated the participants on
successfully completing the training programme
and encouraged them to use the knowledge and
skills acquired during the course to defend their
countries’ interests and reap the fruits of the
multilateral trading system.
On behalf of the participants of the ATPC, Mr.
Hamadou Karidio from Niger thanked the WTO
Secretariat for all the support provided in the
context of this course and highlighted the need to
conclude the negotiations particularly in light of
the potential benefit this could have for developing
and least-developed countries.
The ATPC is a “level 3” training activity
implemented within the WTO progressive learning
framework and, as such, represents the highest
level of learning among the WTO training activities.
Due to its advanced nature, the course is targeted
at participants who already possess a sound
knowledge of the general features of the WTO
system and the WTO Agreements. The learning
approach of the course is multidisciplinary in that
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it considers both legal and economic aspects of the
WTO rules and disciplines. The training
methodology is conceived to encourage the active
involvement of participants through a series of
interactive modules comprising lectures, exercises
and simulations, covering most of the areas of work
of the WTO. More specifically, participants are
expected, by the end of their three-month stay, to
complete a project relating to a trade topic of their
choice. This encourages critical thinking about
trade policy formulation by consolidating
participants’ understanding of the linkages
between the WTO rules and disciplines and their
respective country’s interests in the multilateral
trading system. The course also includes visits to
other international organizations active in traderelated matters as well as attendance at selected
meetings of the WTO bodies. Contacts with the
WTO Secretariat officials and representatives from
missions and other international organizations are
also a common feature.
Finally, in addition to this programme and
objectives, guidance and inspiration is provided
by a “patron” who accompanies each of the ATPCs.
For this specific course, Ambassador Bouabid,
Permanent Representative of the “Organization
Internationale de la Francophonie” to the United
Nations, accepted to share his experience and
provide advice to the participants of this ATPC.
This was done during an interactive session held
on 10 May where Ambassador Bouabid met the
participants of this course in a highly appreciated
session.
The 2012 programme of training activities
comprised two 3-month Advanced Trade Policy
Courses, of which the second one was held from
September to December in English, several
advanced thematic courses covering areas such as
intellectual property, trade and environment,
agriculture, SPS and dispute settlement and one
Introduction Course on the WTO for leastdeveloped countries. Along with these training
activities in Geneva, the ITTC also organizes
regional and national technical assistance activities
in other parts of the world, including regional trade
policy courses in cooperation with local and
regional partner institutions.
(http://www.wto.org)
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Provisions for LDCs in the
General Agreement on Trade in
Services (GATS)
THE creation of the GATS (General Agreement

on Trade in Services) was one of the landmark
achievements of the Uruguay Round, whose results
entered into force in January 1995. The GATS was
inspired by essentially the same objectives as its
counterpart in merchandise trade, the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) : creating
a credible and reliable system of international trade
rules; ensuring fair and equitable treatment of all
participants (principle of non-discrimination);
stimulating economic activity through guaranteed
policy bindings; and promoting trade and
development through progressive liberalization.
The following provisions & measures within
the General Agreement on Trade in Services
are LDC -specific:
1. Support for Increasing LDC Participation
through the negotiations of specific
commitments (Art. IV:1)
2. Establishment of Contact Points (Article IV. 2)
3. Technical assistance by WTO Secretariat in the
Preparation & Application of GATS Measures
(Art. XXV.2)
4. Technical assistance by WTO Members in the
Preparation & Application of GATS Measures
5. Technical Cooperation in the Preparation &
Application of improving Telecommunications
with Developed Countries
(http://esango.un.org/)

Decision on Preferential
Treatment to Services and Service
Suppliers of LDCs
The Ministerial Conference,
Having regard to paragraphs 1, 3 and 4 of Article
IX of the Marrakesh Agreement Establishing the
World Trade Organization (the “WTO
Agreement”), paragraph 2 of the Annex on Article
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II Exemptions of the General Agreement on Trade
in Services (the “GATS”); and the Decision-making
Procedures Under Articles IX and XII of the WTO
Agreement agreed by the General Council (WT/
L/93);
Considering the 1979 Decision on Differential
and More Favourable Treatment, Reciprocity and
Fuller Participation of Developing Countries, the
1994 Decision on Measures in Favour of LeastDeveloped Countries, and the 1999 Decision on
Preferential Tariff Treatment for Least-Developed
Countries, and without prejudice to the rights of
Members to continue to act pursuant to the
provisions contained in those Decisions;
Noting that the WTO Agreement recognizes the
need for “positive efforts designed to ensure that
developing countries, especially the least
developed among them, secure a share in the
growth in international trade commensurate with
the needs of their economic development”;
Confirming the importance of trade in services
for economic growth and development;
Noting that Article IV:3 of the GATS provides
that special priority shall be given to leastdeveloped country Members inter alia in respect of
the liberalization of market access in sectors and
modes of supply of export interest to them;
Acknowledging the serious difficulty of the leastdeveloped countries in view of their special
economic situation and their development, trade
and financial needs;
Determining that this serious difficulty is an
exceptional circumstance that prevents leastdeveloped countries from securing an adequate
share in the growth of world trade in services;
Affirming that a waiver from the obligations
imposed under paragraph 1 of Article II of the
GATS to enable Members to provide preferential
treatment to services and service suppliers of leastdeveloped countries without according the same
treatment to like services and service suppliers of
all other Members will constitute a positive effort
towards facilitating the increased participation of
least-developed countries in trade in services;
Noting that, in light of the foregoing, leastdeveloped countries are confronted with

FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)

News

exceptional circumstances justifying a waiver from
paragraph 1 of Article II of the GATS;
Being mindful of the 2003 Modalities for the
Special Treatment for Least-Developed Country
Members in the Negotiations on Trade in Services
(TN/S/13) and Annex C of the 2005 Hong Kong
Ministerial Declaration;
Decides as follows:
1. Notwithstanding the provisions of Article II:1
of the GATS, Members may provide preferential
treatment to services and service suppliers of leastdeveloped countries with respect to the application
of measures described in Article XVI and any other
measures as may be annexed to this waiver, than
to like services and service suppliers of other
Members. Any such treatment shall be granted
immediately and unconditionally to like services
and service suppliers of all least-developed country
Members. Preferential treatment with respect to
the application of measures other than those
described in Article XVI, is subject to approval by
the Council for Trade in Services in accordance with
its procedures and will be annexed to this waiver.
2. Each Member according preferential treatment
pursuant to this waiver shall submit a notification
to the Council for Trade in Services. The
notification shall specify the preferential treatment
made available, the sectors or sub-sectors
concerned and the period of time during which
the Member is intending to maintain those
preferences. A supplemental notification shall be
made if the preferential treatment is subsequently
modified. The notifications shall be made before
the preferential treatment is granted or modified.
3. Each Member granting preferential treatment
pursuant to this waiver shall, upon request,
promptly enter into consultations with any Member
with respect to any difficulty or matter that may
arise as a result of such treatment. Where a Member
considers that any benefit accruing to it under the
GATS may be or is being impaired unduly as a
result of such treatment, the consultations shall
examine the possibility of action for a satisfactory
adjustment of the matter.
4. Any preferential treatment accorded pursuant
to this Waiver shall be designed to promote the
trade of least-developed countries in those sectors
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)

and modes of supply that are of particular export
interest to the least-developed countries and not
to raise barriers or create undue difficulties for the
trade of any other Member. Such preferential
treatment shall not constitute an impediment to
the reduction or elimination of market access
barriers on a most-favoured-nation basis.
5. For the purpose of preferential treatment
granted pursuant to paragraph 1, a service supplier
of a least-developed country is:
(a) a natural person of a least-developed country;
or
(b) a juridical person which is either:
(i) constituted or otherwise organized under
the law of a least-developed country and,
if it is owned or controlled by natural
persons of a non-least-developed country
Member or juridical persons constituted or
otherwise organized under the law of a
non-least-developed country Member, is
engaged in substantive business operations
in the territory of any least-developed
country; or
(ii) in the case of the supply of a service through
commercial presence, owned or controlled
by:
(1) natural persons of least-developed
countries; or
(2) juridical persons of least-developed
countries identified under subparagraph (i).
6. In accordance with the provisions of paragraph
4 of Article IX of the WTO Agreement, the General
Council shall review annually whether the
exceptional circumstances justifying the Waiver still
exist and whether the terms and conditions
attached to the Waiver have been met.
7. This Waiver shall terminate upon the expiration
of a period of 15 years from the date of its
adoption.
8. This Waiver shall apply to preferential
treatment granted to services and service suppliers
of least-developed countries designated as such by
the United Nations. Notwithstanding the
provisions of paragraph 7 above, this Waiver shall

13

News

terminate with respect to the preferential
treatment granted to services and service suppliers
of any particular least-developed country when
graduation of that country from the United Nations
list of least-developed countries becomes effective.

Mr. Lamy. “WTO Membership has delivered
significant benefits for many developing countries,
including China itself. As we celebrate the 10th
anniversary of China’s accession, this generous
donation is timely and welcome.”

(http://www.washingtontradereport.com)

The programme aims at strengthening leastdeveloped countries’ participation in the WTO
activities and helping those not yet members to
more easily join the WTO.

China Gives A US$400,000
Programme for Least-Developed
Countries
C HINA has pledged $400,000 to help least-

developed countries join the World Trade
Organization under the Aid for Trade Initiative of
the WTO. The funds will finance countries’
membership trial periods while they are applying
to the WTO, allow for a Round Table Meeting of
the WTO Accession Division, and assist countries’
delegates in attending WTO meetings. China’s
ambassador to the WTO, Yi Xiaozhun, says the
move signals China’s commitment “to South-South
cooperation with other developing countries within
the framework of the multilateral trading system.”
While assisting least-developed countries to
develop and benefit from the multilateral trading
system is commendable, the WTO still needs to
consider the impact of its trade policies on leastdeveloped countries.
China announced on 14 July 2011 that it is
contributing US$400,000 to set up a programme to
help least-developed countries (LDCs) participate
more effectively in the World Trade Organization
while assisting those not yet members to negotiate
membership.
Known as “China’s LDCs and Accessions
Programme” (The China Programme), the initiative
was agreed with the WTO when a memorandum
of understanding was signed by the WTO DirectorGeneral Pascal Lamy and China’s Ambassador to
the WTO, Yi Xiaozhun on 14 July 2011. The financial
contribution is China’s fourth under Aid for Trade
since 2008.
“This contribution demonstrates a firm
commitment from China to help other developing
countries — especially the least-developed —
benefit fully from the multilateral trading system
and integrate better into the global economy,” said
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The China Programme will finance the
internships for least-developed country candidates
in the WTO’s Accessions Division, which deals with
countries applying to join the WTO. It will also
fund a WTO Accession Round Table Meeting and
the participation of least-developed countries’
delegates in selected WTO meetings that are a
priority for them.
Mr Yi said: “China is committed to South-South
cooperation with other developing countries within
the framework of the multilateral trading system.
LDCs, as the most vulnerable group in the WTO
urgently needing our help, will be the core
beneficiary of this newly-established Chinese
programme. This contribution once again
demonstrates China’s firm commitment to the
objective of common development with LDCs and
its consistent support for the Aid for Trade
Initiative of the WTO.”
(http://www.globalpolicy.org
The Financial Express 15 July 2011)

Agriculture: Fairer Markets
for Farmers
THE original GATT did apply to agricultural

trade, but it contained loopholes. For example, it
allowed countries to use some non-tariff measures
such as import quotas, and to subsidize.
Agricultural trade became highly distorted,
especially with the use of export subsidies which
would not normally have been allowed for
industrial products. The Uruguay Round produced
the first multilateral agreement dedicated to the
sector. It was a significant first step towards order,
fair competition and a less distorted sector. It was
implemented over a six-year period (and is still
being implemented by developing countries under
their 10-year period), that began in 1995. The
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Uruguay Round agreement included a commitment
to continue the reform through new negotiations.
These were launched in 2000, as required by the
Agriculture Agreement.
The objective of the Agricultural Agreement is
to reform trade in the sector and to make policies
more market-oriented. This would improve
predictability and security for importing and
exporting countries alike.
The new rules and commitments apply to:
• market access — various trade restrictions
confronting imports
• domestic support — subsidies and other
programmes, including those that raise or
guarantee farmgate prices and farmers’ incomes
• export subsidies and other methods used to make
exports artificially competitive.
The agreement does allow governments to
support their rural economies, but preferably
through policies that cause less distortion to trade.
It also allows some flexibility in the way
commitments are implemented. Developing
countries do not have to cut their subsidies or
lower their tariffs as much as developed countries,
and they are given extra time to complete their
obligations. Least-developed countries don’t have
to do this at all. Special provisions deal with the
interests of countries that rely on imports for their
food supplies, and the concerns of least-developed
economies.
“Peace” provisions within the agreement aim
to reduce the likelihood of disputes or challenges
on agricultural subsidies over a period of nine
years, until the end of 2003.
(http://www.wto.org)

Agreement on Agriculture
THE negotiations have resulted in

four main
portions of the Agreement: the Agreement on
Agriculture itself; the concessions and
commitments Members are to undertake on market
access, domestic support and export subsidies; the
Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary
Measures; and the Ministerial Decision Concerning
Least-Developed and Net Food-Importing
Developing Countries.
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Overall, the results of the negotiations provide
a framework for the long-term reform of
agricultural trade and domestic policies over the
years to come. It makes a decisive move towards
the objective of increased market orientation in
agricultural trade. The rules governing agricultural
trade are strengthened which will lead to improved
predictability and stability for importing and
exporting countries alike.
The agricultural package also addresses many
other issues of vital economic and political
importance to many Members. These include
provisions that encourage the use of less tradedistorting domestic support policies to maintain
the rural economy, that allow actions to be taken
to ease any adjustment burden, and also the
introduction of tightly prescribed provisions that
allow some flexibility in the implementation of
commitments. Specific concerns of developing
countries have been addressed including the
concerns of net food-importing countries and leastdeveloped countries.
The agricultural package provides for
commitments in the area of market access, domestic
support and export competition. The text of the
Agricultural Agreement is mirrored in the GATT
Schedules of legal commitments relating to
individual countries.
In the area of market access, non-tariff border
measures are replaced by tariffs that provide
substantially the same level of protection. Tariffs
resulting from this “tariffication” process, as well
as other tariffs on agricultural products, are to be
reduced by an average 36 per cent in the case of
developed countries and 24 per cent in the case of
developing countries, with minimum reductions for
each tariff line being required. Reductions are to
be undertaken over six years in the case of
developed countries and over ten years in the case
of developing countries. Least-developed countries
are not required to reduce their tariffs.
The tariffication package also provides for the
maintenance of current access opportunities and
the establishment of minimum access tariff quotas
(at reduced-tariff rates) where current access is less
than 3 per cent of domestic consumption. These
minimum access tariff quotas are to be expanded
to 5 per cent over the implementation period. In
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the case of “tariffied” products “special safeguard”
provisions will allow additional duties to be applied
in case shipments at prices denominated in domestic
currencies below a certain reference level or in case
of a surge of imports. The trigger in the safeguard
for import surges depends on the “import
penetration” currently existing in the market, i.e.
where imports currently make up a large proportion
of consumption, the import surge required to trigger
the special safeguard action is lower.
Domestic support measures that have, at most,
a minimal impact on trade (“green box” policies)
are excluded from reduction commitments. Such
policies include general government services, for
example in the areas of research, disease control,
infrastructure and food security. It also includes
direct payments to producers, for example certain
forms of “decoupled” (from production) income
support, structural adjustment assistance, direct
payments under environmental programmes and
under regional assistance programmes.
In addition to the green box policies, other
policies need not be included in the Total
Aggregate Measurement of Support (Total AMS)
reduction commitments. These policies are direct
payments under production-limiting programmes,
certain government assistance measures to
encourage agricultural and rural development in
developing countries and other support which
makes up only a low proportion (5% in the case of
developed countries and 10% in the case of
developing countries) of the value of production
of individual products or, in the case of nonproduct-specific support, the value of total
agricultural production.
The Total AMS covers all support provided on
either a product-specific or non-product-specific
basis that does not qualify for exemption and is to
be reduced by 20 per cent (13.3% for developing
countries with no reduction for least-developed
countries) during the implementation period.
Members are required to reduce the value of
mainly direct export subsidies to a level 36 per cent
below the 1986-90 base period level over the sixyear implementation period, and the quantity of
subsidized exports by 21 per cent over the same
period. In the case of developing countries, the
reductions are two-thirds those of developed
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countries over a ten-year period (with no
reductions applying to the least-developed
countries) and subject to certain conditions, there
are no commitments on subsidies to reduce the
costs of marketing exports of agricultural products
or internal transport and freight charges on export
shipments. Where subsidized exports have
increased since the 1986-90 base period, 1991-92
may be used, in certain circumstances, as the
beginning point of reductions although the endpoint remains that based on the 1986-90 base period
level. The Agreement on Agriculture provides for
some limited flexibility between years in terms of
export subsidy reduction commitments and
contains provisions aimed at preventing the
circumvention of the export subsidy commitments
and sets out criteria for food aid donations and
the use of export credits.
“Peace” provisions within the agreement
include: an understanding that certain actions
available under the Subsidies Agreement will not
be applied with respect to green box policies and
domestic support and export subsidies maintained
in conformity with commitments; an understanding
that “due restraint” will be used in the application
of countervailing duty rights under the General
Agreement; and setting out limits in terms of the
applicability of nullification or impairment actions.
These peace provisions will apply for a period of
nine years.
The agreement sets up a committee that will
monitor the implementation of commitments, and
also monitor the follow-up to the Decision on
Measures Concerning the Possible Negative Effects
of the Reform Programme on Least-Developed and
Net Food-Importing Developing Countries.
The package is conceived as part of a
continuing process with the long-term objective of
securing substantial progressive reductions in
support and protection. In this light, it calls for
further negotiations in the fifth year of
implementation which, along with an assessment
of the first five years, would take into account nontrade concerns, special and differential treatment
for developing countries, the objective to establish
a fair and market-oriented agricultural trading
system and other concerns and objectives noted in
the preamble to the agreement.
(http://www.wto.org)
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Least Developed Countries and the WTO:
Special Treatment in Trade by Helen
Hawthorne, Palgrave Macmillan, May 2013.

THE book is a significant step in analyzing the
developmental aspects of LDCs. It says a norm of
special treatment for LDCs, created by the UN,
has spread to various international organizations
including the WTO. Within the WTO evidence of
the institutionalization of the norm can be found
both in the agreements and legal documents and
the way in which the LDCs have been treated by
other states. Helen Hawthorne investigates how
norms impact on negotiations in international
organizations. She shows that few studies of
international organizations focus on the role of the
weaker states in the organization, the majority
focus either on the major states or on the emerging
economies. By ignoring the role of the poorer,
weaker states in the GATT/WTO we are ignoring
the history of these states in the organization and
do not get a true picture of the organization, how
it operates in relation to them and their impact on
the organization.
Least Developed Countries Report 2012,
Harnessing Remittances and Diaspora
Knowledge to Build Productive Capacities,
UNCTAD, 2012.

THE least developed countries (LDCs) are a group

of countries classified by the United Nations as
least developed in terms of their low gross
domestic product per capita, weak human assets
and high degree of economic vulnerability.
The Least Developed Countries Report 2012
addresses the issues of remittance flows to LDCs
and the potential role of diasporas in LDCs’
development. It argues that with the right policies
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and international support, LDCs could enhance the
benefits from remittances and the knowledge and
know-how accumulated in their diasporas. Using
evidence and policy lessons from other countries,
the Report shows how LDCs could better harness
remittances and diaspora knowledge to build their
productive capacities.
Regarding
LDCs’
recent
economic
performance, the Report argues that the uncertain
global economic recovery continues to undermine
the factors that enabled them to attain higher
growth rates between 2002 and 2008. After a slight
improvement in 2010, the group performed less
favourably in 2011, signalling major challenges
ahead. Moreover, if another global downturn
dampens growth prospects for the developing
economies, LDCs, as major commodity exporters,
will be hard hit.
The Report then examines the impact on LDCs
of past and current migration patterns that have
created diasporas in different parts of the world,
and the potential for utilizing the knowledge and
experience gained by diasporas for the
development of the home countries. Given the
increasing magnitude of remittances in the LDCs
in recent years, the Report explores both their
beneficial as well as possible adverse impacts. The
evidence suggests that remittances contribute to
poverty reduction and improved health care and
education, and constitute a significant source of
external financing whose availability, if managed
through appropriate policies, could prove
particularly valuable for capital-scarce LDCs.
However, this Report cautions that remittances may
increase dependence on external sources of
financing, thereby further increasing LDCs’
vulnerability to external shocks and further
reducing their policy space. If remittances are to
be harnessed for increasing productive capacities,
they must be viewed pragmatically, with the
recognition that ultimately these are private-sector
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resources, and due consideration must be given to
each country’s specificities.
Other forms of diaspora engagement with
home countries such as diaspora knowledge
networks can potentially facilitate technological
catching-up in LDCs and thus enhance development
of productive capacities. While concerns about the
adverse impact of brain drain remain valid, the
focus of the recent debate has shifted to how to
engage with diasporas and maximize their
contribution to development. In this respect, the
emphasis has been placed on their latent role as
“knowledge brokers” who could facilitate the
emergence of new trade patterns, technology
transfer, skills and knowledge exchange. Through
innovative forms of network-based industrial
policy, LDCs could offset some of the adverse
impacts of brain drain on their economies. The
Report proposes novel ways to mobilize the
diaspora networks that would boost the
development prospects of the LDC economies.
Active engagement with diasporas is a recent
phenomenon in the LDCs. This Report argues that
more systematic policy action is needed in order
to enhance the contributions of diasporas to
development. This requires mobilization and
coordination of the efforts and resources of
different stakeholders, especially home country
institutions and firms, host country governments,
diaspora organizations, international organizations
and bilateral donors. The Report concludes by
identifying policies, including lessons from the
experiences of other countries, which LDCs may
wish to consider in designing policy frameworks
for harnessing remittances and diaspora
knowledge to build productive capacities.
Improving Market Access for Least
Developed Countries by Stefano Inama and
Margherita Musollino, UNCTAD/DITC/TNCD/4, 2
May 2001.

THE book deals with significant issues relating to
various developmental dimensions of LDCs.

Among the various initiatives undertaken at
the multilateral and international level to favour
LDCs’ exports, the European Union (EU) proposal,
originally made in the course of the preparations
for Seattle by providing LDCs duty/quota-free
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treatment for “essentially all” products, is probably
one of the most relevant. At present, the recently
approved “Everything But Arms” (EBA) initiative
is the most tangible implementation of such course
of action. The original proposal was discussed in
several forums including at the World Trade
Organization (WTO), where agreement was
reached that duty/quota-free treatment would be
“consistent with domestic requirements and
international agreements”. The “essentially all”
qualification of the offer may imply that some items
would be excluded from the coverage of the
initiative. Moreover the use of the word
“consistent” with the existing requirements may
imply that current rules of origin and
administrative procedures will not be modified.
The value of any new initiative in favour of
improving market access for LDCs should be
measured against the factors determining the
under-utilization of current trade preferences or
“missed preferences”, namely those granted but
not utilized because of the stringent conditions
attached to them and those that could be granted
by the inclusion of non-covered products. The
present paper contends that four basic conditions
should be fulfilled by these various initiatives to
improve market access for LDCs:
(i) ensure security of the preferential treatment
granted (e.g. to establish a commitment that
imparts stability of market access to the
initiative);
(ii) provide full product coverage at duty-free
rate, limited products exceptions may be
granted duty-free tariff quotas with a
scheduled phase down;
(iii) harmonize and devise origin requirements
matched with the industrial capacity of LDCs;
and
(iv) strengthen technical cooperation to maximize
utilization of trade preferences.
Various options and instruments to achieve
these objectives are envisaged such as an
instrument to the GATT 1994, as outlined in the
paper. Finally, this paper is limited to market access
constraints, in particular tariffs and issues related
to the rules of origin. Supply-side constraints,
determining LDCs’ export capacity are not
addressed, but should be taken into consideration
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)
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in the context of any initiative directed at
improving LDCs’ participation in global trade
flows.
The WTO Negotiations on Non-Agricultural
Market Access: A Development Perspective
by Martin Khor & Goh Chien Yen, 2006, pp. 76.
http://www.twnside.org.sg/title/tnd/td29.htm

NEGOTIATIONS on “non-agricultural market
access” (NAMA) constitute a key part of the World
Trade Organization (WTO)’s ongoing Doha work
programme. In pursuing the task of drawing up
new rules to liberalize international trade in
manufactured goods, these talks have been
mandated to take fully into account the needs and
interests of the developing countries.
However, the proposals put forward by the
major developed countries in the negotiations
could undermine this objective by calling for sharp
reductions in developing countries’ tariffs on
industrial imports. Such steep cuts will not only
threaten the development of domestic industries
in the South but also cause substantial declines in
government revenues that can otherwise be
channelled towards essential social spending.
This paper examines the link between
liberalization and industrial development in
developing countries within the context of the
NAMA negotiations. It finds that the drastic
liberalization being pushed by the developed
countries can jeopardize the development interests
of developing economies. In light of this, the
authors propose that the NAMA talks be based
instead on modalities which will both enhance
developing countries’ prospects of exporting to the
North as well as safeguard their freedom to adopt
policies aimed at promoting domestic industrial
development.
The Relative Importance of Global
Agricultural Subsidies and Market Access
by Kym Anderson, Ernesto Valenzuela and Will
Martin, April 2006, pp. 29.
http://elibrary.worldbank.org/doi/book/10.1596/
1813-9450-3900

THE

claim by global trade modelers that the
potential contribution to global economic welfare
of removing agricultural subsidies is less than one-

FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)

tenth of that from removing agricultural tariffs
puzzles many observers. To help explain that
result, the authors first compare the OECD and
model-based estimates of the extent of the
producer distortions (leaving aside consumer
distortions), and show that 75 per cent of total
support is provided by market access barriers
when account is taken of all forms of support to
farmers and to agricultural processors globally, and
only 19 per cent to domestic farm subsidies. Then
the authors provide a back-of-the-envelope (BOTE)
calculation of the welfare cost of those distortions.
Assuming unitary supply and demand elasticities,
that BOTE analysis suggests 86 per cent of the
welfare cost is due to tariffs and only 6 per cent to
domestic farm subsidies. When the higher costs
associated with the greater variability of trade
measures relative to domestic support are
accounted for, the BOTE estimate of the latter’s
share falls to 4 per cent. This is close to the 5 per
cent generated by the most commonly used global
model (GTAP) and reported in the paper’s final
section.
Duty-free Market Access in the Republic of
Korea: Potential for Least Developed
Countries and Bangladesh by Mostafa Abid
Khan and Mohammad Farhad, Mar 2009, http://
ideas.repec.org/p/esc/wpaper/6209.html

THE paper attempts to assess the benefits of Duty-

Free and Quota-Free Market (DFQF) access
initiatives of the Republic of Korea for the leastdeveloped countries (LDCs), which have been in
place since 1 January 2008. Following a brief
introduction on the background of this initiative,
this paper examines the export profile of the LDCs,
reviews the DFQF scheme of the Republic of Korea,
and assesses the potential benefits of the DFQF
scheme for LDCs as well as Bangladesh. The export
profile of the LDCs shows that the share of those
countries in world exports in recent years has
increased; this can be attributed to price increases
for petroleum constituting a major share of the LDC
total exports. The Republic of Korea is the tenth
largest destination of the LDC exports, which
indicates that the DFQF initiatives of the Republic
of Korea for the LDCs will have a positive impact
on LDC exports. The DFQF scheme of the Republic
of Korea covers 6,967 tariff lines, representing about
59 per cent of the all tariff lines of its Customs
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Schedule. There are at least 25 chapters where
product coverage within the chapter is very low,
notably below 10 per cent. These include garments,
made-up textiles, and major agricultural products
including fisheries. Among the DFQF lines, 1,464
lines are duty-free on a most-favoured nation
(MFN) basis.
Hence, LDCs enjoy tariff preferences on 5,503
tariff lines, while the average margin of preference
on these lines is 7.89 per cent. The margin of
preferences in most cases is either 6 or 8 per cent.
In order to enjoy the preference granted under the
scheme, the products should be wholly obtained,
or should have at least 50 per cent value addition.
Analysis also reveals that the DFQF scheme
covers 36.1 per cent of the LDC exports to the
Republic of Korea in 2007, keeping 64.9 per cent of
current LDC exports to that country outside the
purview of preferential treatment. Only three
major export items from the LDCs – copper
cathodes, raw tobacco and plywood – enjoy dutyfree access. Bangladesh, Congo, the Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, Malawi, Myanmar, Tanzania,
Uganda and Zambia are likely to benefit from dutyfree access for these items. The Republic of Korea
is the seventh-largest destination for Bangladesh's
exports. Bangladesh enjoys preferential access to
the Republic of Korea under the Asia-Pacific Trade
Agreement (APTA). DFQF access for the LDCs
adds 5,471 tariff lines for Bangladesh under
preferential access. However, analysis shows that
the additional lines cover only 4.63 per cent of
Bangladesh’s exports to the Republic of Korea in
2007.
However, there are important apparel articles
in the scheme that may yield benefits for
Bangladesh. APTA continues to remain attractive
to Bangladesh because of higher trade coverage
and more relaxed rules of origin. Nevertheless, the
DFQF scheme currently offered by the Republic of
Korea is a milestone for the developing countries’
initiative for the LDCs, and one that is likely to
lead to other countries coming up with similar
initiatives. In time, the Republic of Korea is likely
to incrementally increase the product coverage,
which will lead to higher trade coverage and more
favourable rules of origin, and will yield significant
benefits for the LDCs.
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Post-WTO Ministerial Conference in Bali,
LDCs Must Strengthen Their Coalitions
by Biswajit Dhar, The Economic Times,
2 December 2013,
http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com

LESS than a week before the convening of the
9th ministerial conference of the WTO in Bali,
expectations of a meaningful outcome have
reached a new low after the report of Director
General Roberto Azevedo on the state of play of
the negotiations in Geneva. The disappointment
over this inability to the members of the
organization will be even more galling
considering that the agenda for the ministerial
conference was rather thin, with only three areas
having been included.
Discussions on an agreement on trade
facilitation, covering issues relating to Customs
regulations and transit arrangements had made
some progress in recent years and there was,
therefore, an expectation that this agreement
could be sealed in Bali. Several observers felt that
the trade facilitation agreement would provide
an appropriate response to the doubters about
the ability of the WTO to take decisions.
A second substantive area that was included
in the pre-Bali discussions was a package for the
LDCs. These countries have consistently argued
for an enabling environment that would allow them
to increase their shares in global trade. Over the
years, the WTO members have endorsed several
decisions to provide additional market access
opportunities to the LDCs. However, the LDC
members have argued that these decisions have
fallen short of providing them effective market
access, and that specific measures need to be put
in place.
Among all the areas that are included in the
WTO agreements, agriculture has undoubtedly
received the maximum attention. This arises largely
from the fact that developing countries face serious
development deficits in this sector, which the
agreement on agriculture (AoA) does not address.
The G-33, a coalition of developing countries,
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flagged one such issue having a strong
development dimension in the run-up to the Bali
ministerial conference, namely domestic food
security. Ever since agriculture negotiations
began in the Doha Round more than a decade
back, developing countries have persistently
argued that the AoA must be amended to
accommodate the concerns developing countries
had regarding food security, livelihoods and rural
development. This argument was entirely
justified; after all, the WTO established to deal
with mere trade issues; supporting the
development needs of the member countries was
underlined as its key objective.
In the pre-Bali discussions, the G-33 raised
the issue of the restrictions that the AoA had
imposed on public stockholding for food security
purposes. India and several other countries that
follow such policies were required to acquire
foodstuffs for stockholding operations at market
prices and to sell them at market prices. If the
selling price was lower, its difference vis-a-vis
the acquisition price had to be added to the
subsidies bill. Since the developing countries
must limit their subsidies to 10 per cent of total
value of their agricultural production, inclusion
of food security operations in the subsidies
regime would limit the policy space of sovereign
states to feed their poor. G-33, therefore, argued
that the AoA should be appropriately amended
so as to provide a greater leeway to the countries
that use public stockholding for food security
programmes.
With the developed countries opposing any
amendment of the AoA, the Bali ministerial
conference is likely to see a compromise. For a
period of four years, no dispute would be
initiated against a developing country, which
uses public stockholding for food security
programmes, and whose subsidies’ bill exceeds
the threshold of 10 per cent of the value of
agricultural production. This compromise would
clearly militate against the domestic policies of
many developing countries. In the post-Bali
phase, these countries must strengthen their
coalitions to protect their development interests.
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How Does the G-33 Proposal Address LDC
Concerns in the Area of Food Security?
by Nicolas Imboden, International Centre for
Trade and Sustainable Development,
15 November 2013. http://ictsd.org/i/agriculture/
179054/#sthash.5mdqoysh.dpuf

THIS article assesses the G-33 proposal in regard
to the food security issues faced by the LDCs.

The Agreement on Agriculture (AoA), which
was negotiated during the Uruguay Round,
addressed the trade issues that agricultural crops
faced on the world market at that time, i.e.
oversupply of food products and low international
prices. The Agreement therefore rightly regulates
primarily market access restrictions and trade
distorting subsidies.
The last few years have seen a sharp increase
both in the price level and in the price volatility of
foodstuff, as well as in the occurrence of food
shortages. This situation is expected to continue:
we seem to have entered into a situation of supplyconstraints in the agricultural commodities
markets. It is thus normal that international
attention has passed from price support measures
(subsidies) and market access issues (import
barriers) to issues of access to food in times of
shortages, as well as to rules addressing price
volatility in the name of food security.
The G-33 text is part of this evolution and
proposes to address the issue of food security. It
is supposed to provide developing countries the
policy space required to deliver financial incentives
to low income, resource poor farmers through the
purchase of food crops for public food stocks at
administered prices.
LDCs are the most food-insecure group of
countries in the WTO and suffer regularly from
major food shortages. Therefore, any proposal on
food security should be geared primarily towards
the issues faced by the LDCs.
What do LDCs need to ensure food security?
Food security in poor countries essentially
means two things: (i) the physical availability of
food where it is needed in times of local shortages;
and (ii) the ability to afford the food at both the
macro- and micro-levels.
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Most LDCs have large areas of underutilized land
and technological resources in agriculture. Increasing
food production, on the basis of this potential, is
therefore the first and foremost task of a government
when addressing the issue of food security. Food
security does not, however, mean self-sufficiency. The
latter is best ensured by producing what a country
produces best and by relying on the international
market to ensure food security. Farmers - even largely
self-sufficient producers - are price-sensitive and
willing to specialize.

space to subsidize food prices to producers is of
very little interest to most of them.

To have the option to integrate their
agricultural economies into the world economy,
both LDC governments and farmers have to be
assured that in times of local shortages they do
have access to affordable supplies of basic food
products from the outside.

It is expected that Bali will deal with the G33 proposal in the following way: The approval
in Bali of some intermediate measures, such as a
peace clause allowing developing countries to
finance stocks at administered prices without
risking that other member countries will attack
these measures; and an agreement on a road map
to negotiate a longer-term solution to the food
security problem identified and recognized by
all WTO members.

LDCs cannot allow themselves to be exposed
to either export restrictions or high fluctuations of
prices. If the multilateral trade framework fails to
guarantee that, LDCs are forced to aim at selfsufficiency - even if this is clearly a sub-optimal
approach.
Thus, the multilateral trade rules that allow
LDCs to implement a rational food security policy
are rules that guarantee their access to basic food
staples in times of shortages at prices that they and
their consumers can afford.
Does the G-33 proposal address the constraints of
LDCs in the area of food security?
The G-33 has requested the extension of the
content of the green box for developing countries
by including into the green box the financing of
development projects and, most importantly, the
possibility to buy - at subsidized prices - staple
food crops from low income, resource poor farmers
for the purpose of creating public stocks.
These proposed changes are of limited
interest to LDCs: (i) development programs for
rural small farmer communities are
uncontroversial and have been so in the past; and
(ii) LDCs already have the possibility to use 10
per cent of the value of their agricultural
production for subsidizing their agriculture
under the de minimis clause - a privilege they
cannot fully utilize given their limited financial
resources. Therefore, the extension of the policy
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More importantly, the G-33 proposal, while
potentially useful for some of the LDCs, is not
responding to the main issues of LDCs: (i) physical
access to food at times of shortages; and
(ii) availability of food at prices they can afford
both at the macro and at the household level.
Options proposed to ensure that Bali
constitutes a step towards LDCs’ food security.

This development provides the LDCs the
opportunity to insert their specific concerns into
the post Bali work program on food security.
A possible request from the LDCs could include
the following elements:
• Some short-term measures to be decided in Bali
to facilitate LDCs’ access to food in times of
shortages. They could consist of a clarification
of existing disciplines concerning export-control
measures, possibly through a Ministerial
declaration;
• Recognition by the Ministers that LDCs need a
preferential access to world food production and
stocks in times of shortages at prices they and
their consumers can afford in order to be able
to address their food security concerns and to
implement an agricultural policy open to the
world;
• A road map for the negotiations of such a
multilateral framework with concrete
timetables; and
• The definition of some principles that should be
followed in those negotiations.
The way forward
To guide future negotiations on food security,
LDCs might propose the following principles to
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)

News

be adopted in Bali: In terms of physical availability
of basic food, WTO members will define rules that
guarantee LDCs' preferential access to food in times
of shortages. Such measures could include the
exemption of the World Food Program and LDCs
from any export restrictions imposed by any
country - including net food exporting developing
ones - for reasons of food security. In terms of
price volatility and affordability of food in periods
of high prices, WTO members will explore and
define multilateral mechanisms that limit the price
volatility of staple food products to LDC
consumers and producers to a predetermined level.
The purpose of such mechanisms would be to
ensure minimum revenue to LDC farmers in times
of low prices and a maximum price for LDC
consumers at times of high prices. Such a
mechanism, which should respect longer-term
market signals, would allow LDCs that do not
have the resources to provide farm insurance and
food stamp programs as exist in developed
countries to nevertheless protect their populations
from short-term variations in world market prices
of basic staple foods.

LDCs to overcome market entry barriers. The
DFQF treatment alone is likely to bring welfare
gains of as much as US$8 billion and will add up to
US$6.4 billion (10%) per year increase in LDC
exports, which currently represent just 0.68 per cent
of world trade.
The second pillar would be a liberalization
package in services, which would include measures
to operationalize LDC priority areas, specifically
in Mode 4 access. A liberalization package in Mode
4 coupled with a capacity support package in trade
in services for the LDCs is estimated to generate
US$10-20 billion per year. The third pillar envisages
the creation of a US$1 billion Aid for Trade Fund
which would provide much needed finance to
meeting adjustment costs arising from trade
reform, help provide the hardware and software
of trade-related infrastructure and supply capacity
and competitiveness building in commodities,
manufacturing and services.
The first two pillars are based on a trade-foraid logic whereas the third pillar rests on an aidfor-trade logic. The position of the LDCs today is
similar to the immediate condition of post WWII
Europe, and if a similar initiative to the Marshall
Plan were to be envisaged for the LDCs today,
US$62.5 billion per year of additional resources
would be needed. A “Trade Marshall Plan”for the
LDCs could deliver a large part of that amount.
From an LDC perspective, such funds would
cushion adjustment shocks, build productive
capacity, competitiveness and critical infrastructure;
generate employment and at a human level lift
millions of people out of poverty leading to
sustainable trade growth within the LDCs and in
turn creating new and viable markets for other
countries.

Towards a New Trade “Marshall Plan” for
Least Developed Countries: How to Deliver
on the Doha Development Promise and Help
Realize the UN Millennium Development
Goals? by Lakshmi Puri, Trade, Poverty and
Cross-Cutting Development Issues Study Series,
No. 1, 2005, UNCTAD.

THIS paper sets out a new and comprehensive
vision for a trade-related support plan for the
LDCs, who at present are unable to profit from
trade liberalization and beneficially integrate into
the international trading system and the global
economy. Drawing upon historical experience with
the Marshall Plan where the US reconstructed a
war devastated Europe ground up, it calls for
practical and concrete commitments, policies and
measures in favour of the LDCs. Its arguments rest
essentially on three pillars of such a “Trade Marshall
Plan for LDCs”. The first pillar is the provision of
WTO bound duty free quota free treatment (DFQF
treatment) by developed countries, coupled with
effective standards-related capacity building in the

The paper argues that there is now a promising
confluence of strong moral imperative in the
context of poverty alleviation, political consensus
in terms of contributing to the achievement of the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), economic
justification representing major development gains
and institutional and legal viability of mechanisms
and measures to operationalize such a “Trade
Marshall Plan for LDCs”.

•
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Survey on International Support Measures specific to the
Least Developed Countries (LDCs)
related to WTO Provision and Preferential Market Access
Responses by LDCs
SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS
prepared by the United Nations Department of Economic
and Social Affairs (DESA) and the Committee for
Development Policy (CDP) Secretariat*
A. INTRODUCTION
It is generally acknowledged that, due to their
reduced trading capacity and meagre resources,
the least-developed countries (LDCs) are at a great
disadvantage in relation to other countries. This
has hindered their full participation in and drawing
benefits from the international trading system.
Thus, Members of the World Trade Organization
(WTO) have agreed to grant LDCs Special and
Differential Treatment (SDT), including nonreciprocal preferential market access.
Special provisions reserved to LDCs fall into
five main categories: (a) increasing market access;
(b) safeguarding the interest of LDCs; (c) increasing
* This summary was prepared by the DESA/CDP
Secretariat, based on the survey responses submitted
by LDC’s Government representatives and national
consultants. The content, findings, interpretations,
and conclusions as expressed in this summary reflect
the views of its authors, and do not necessarily
represent the views of the United Nations, the Member
States, or the consultants responding to the survey.
The views or rankings presented in this document
should not be considered as the official position of the
countries that responded to the Survey.
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flexibility for LDCs in rules and disciplines
governing trade measures; (d) extending longer
transitional periods to LDCs; and (e) providing
technical assistance.1 These support measures are
offered to LDCs in addition to the special and
differential treatment granted to developing
countries.2 Over the years, provisions adopted at
the Uruguay Round have been complemented by
Ministerial decisions and declarations, decisions of
the General Council and other WTO governing
bodies.
Information on the use of trade-related SDT
measures by LDCs is dispersed and unavailable
from a single source, although the most
comprehensive records on LDCs’ participation in
the WTO system lie within the WTO Secretariat.
Thus, an assessment of the actual application of
SDT measures to LDCs and the potential benefits
they have derived from them is not always readily
available. Moreover, data on SDT utilization by
LDCs is at times inconsistent with the WTO
records, often erratic, and rarely assembled by
country.
The Survey on International Support Measures
specific to the Least Developed Countries (LDCs)
related to WTO Provisions and Preferential Market
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)
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Access (hereafter referred to as the Survey) was
devised by the Secretariat of the Committee for
Development Policy (CDP) as a tool to gather
spread out information on trade-related support
measures for LDCs, and collect relevant data using
the LDCs themselves as primary sources, with the
aim of analyzing the extent to which SDT had been
useful for and utilized by the LCDs. In addition,
the Survey sought to determine the effectiveness
of the international community’s assistance into
making these measures operational and explore the
views of LDCs on how the SDT could be made
more relevant to suit their needs.
Currently, 31 of the 48 countries included in
the list of LDCs are WTO founding Members,
except for Cambodia and Nepal, which completed
their accession in 2004. Another 12 LDCs are
currently in the process of accession. The Survey
responses by 18 LDCs (indicated in Table 1) will
inform the Fourth United Nations Conference on
the Least Developed Countries (LDC- IV) and the
Internet information portal launched by the CPD
Secretariat.
TABLE 1
LDCs AND THE WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION
Members

Ongoing
accessions

Angola

Gambia*

Myanmar

Afghanistan

Bangladesh*

Guinea*

Nepal*

Bhutan

Benin

Guinea Bissau Niger

Comoros

Burkina Faso*

Haiti

Rwanda

Equatorial
Guinea

Burundi

Lesotho*

Senegal*

Ethiopia

Cambodia

Madagascar*

Sierra Leone Lao,People’s
D.R.

Central African
Republic

Malawi*

Solomon
Islands*

Liberia

Chad*

Mali*

Togo*

Samoa

Congo, D.R.*

Mauritania

Uganda*

Sao Tome and
Principe

Djibouti

Mozambique*

Tanzania*

Sudan

Zambia*

Vanuatu
Yemen

(*) denotes country participating in the Survey.
Source: http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/acc_e/status_
e.htm
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The present analysis seeks to present an
overview of LCD replies to the Survey, especially
in relation to their utilization of SDT measures
available under the various WTO agreements,
along with preferential market access. Conclusions
and recommendations on how to improve SDT and
international support measures, based on the
evidence provided by the Survey, are also included
in the present report.
B. MAKING USE OF SPECIAL AND
DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT
PROVISIONS IN WTO AGREEMENTS:
SELECTED ISSUES
A wide range of SDT measures designed for
LDCs are provided in the WTO agreements and
decisions. However, not all these measures are
treated as equally important by the LDCs. Whereas
agriculture, food aid, sanitary and phytosanitary
matters are well-understood and accorded priority
by most LDCs, other subjects do not rank high
among the LDCs’ main concerns. The latter would
include issues related to the Agreement on Import
Licensing Procedures, the Agreement on TradeRelated Investment Measures (TRIMs), and
Customs Valuation.
Although the LDCs are usually taken to be a
homogenous group, the Survey shows that the
situation of LDCs regarding trade matters differs
markedly from country to country, according to
each country’s particular circumstances. Thus, an
LDC’s capacity to make use of SDT will depend
on whether or not it has mainstreamed trade into
its overall development strategy (or its Poverty
Reduction Strategy Paper), on the importance it
assigns to trade related activities in general, and
on its participation in the WTO system in particular.
This may be reflected in the interest and the
resources an LDC may invest in keeping a
permanent delegation in Geneva3 and following
trade developments closely. Finally, there are
apparent differences, among the LDCs, in levels
of development and economic structures.
Indeed, the various replies to the Survey raise
a fundamental issue with regard to trade support
measures for this group of countries: should a
differentiation between the LDCs in trade matters
be useful to provide more targeted assistance to
the group, in order to improve the effectiveness
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of technical cooperation and capacity building?4 It
would seem evident that one size does not fit all
LDCs. Survey responses indicate that there are
significant differences among LDCs in the degree
to which they have utilized and benefited from
the SDT measures available to them.
Before engaging in a more detailed analysis,
some general observations and caveats may be
noted:
a. At times, questions were not well-understood
by respondents; thus, answers were not always
relevant to the information sought.
b. The level of understanding of the WTO
agreements, the SDT measures and the
preferential arrangements varied dramatically
from country to country. It ranges from
countries demonstrating a high degree of
familiarity with the WTO agreements and SDT
provisions, to those that acknowledged not
being able to reply to the Survey’s questions
due to insufficient knowledge or lack of
information.
c.

Some LDCs commented that there was a lack
of clarity in most SDT provisions as well as in
the practical modalities governing accession to
such provisions.

d. LDCs did not always have access to vital
information available in their country’s public
administration, due mostly to scant interministerial or interdepartmental communication and coordination on trade and WTO
matters. This might explain the discrepancy
between some replies to specific Survey
questions and the related information available
in the WTO records.
e. Several LDCs reported that replying to this
Survey had raised their awareness of the
existence of SDT measures, and that they were
encouraged to avail themselves of such
provisions, including making specific requests
for technical and financial cooperation.
WTO Commitments
A point of departure for examining the use of
SDT provisions by LDCs is to list the obstacles
faced by the LCDs in fulfilling their WTO
commitments. Most countries (15 out of 18
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surveyed LDCs) indicated difficulties in
implementing WTO agreements and/or in
complying with specific obligations. Nonetheless,
there was a great diversity of opinion with that
respect among respondents. Countries such as
Bangladesh, Gambia, Malawi, Senegal, Tanzania,
Uganda, and Zambia proved to be the best
informed LDCs on WTO commitments, identifying
those commitments that they had yet to fulfill. The
most common issue of non-compliance with a WTO
obligation raised by respondents was related to
notifications. Bangladesh acknowledged having
difficulties implementing rules and regulations for
which appropriate course of action required an
inordinate amount of information, such as in the
area of customs valuation, subsidies or antidumping. One LDC admitted having too poor an
understanding of SDT provisions to invoke them.
In parallel to acknowledging their unfamiliarity
with the WTO agreements and the SDT provisions,
LDCs underscored repeatedly a number of
constraints that accounted for their inability to fully
benefit from these measures: inadequate human
and financial resources, lack of organizational
structures, lack of inter-ministerial coordination,
out-dated data systems, or lack of a permanent
representation in Geneva. Four surveyed LDCs
(Gambia, Malawi, Solomon Islands and until
recently, Togo) did not have any permanent
mission in Geneva.
Notwithstanding the above, the majority of
surveyed LDCs stated that they had never
informed the relevant WTO committees about their
compliance difficulties or specific concerns. The
most frequently cited problems foreseen lied, by
way of priority, in the following areas: Technical
Barriers to Trade (TBT); Sanitary and
Phytosanitary Measures (SPS); General Agreement
on Trade in Services (GATS); Customs valuation;
and Notification Procedures.
LDC Responses: Overview
1. AGREEMENT

ON

AGRICULTURE (AoA)

The Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) initiates
a reform process aimed at establishing a “fair and
market-oriented agricultural trading system” through
negotiations (Article 20) on domestic support,
market access, and export subsidies, known as the
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)
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three central concepts or pillars of the AoA. WTO
Members agreed to continue the reform process
through negotiations taking into account special
and differential treatment to developing countries,
including concerns such as food security, and the
possible negative effects of reform implementation
on LDCs and Net Food-Importing Developing
Countries (NFIDCs). Article 15.2 of the AoA
provides LDCs with an overall exemption from
undertaking reduction commitments, and a more
specific exemption from bound agricultural tariff
reduction as far as the market access pillar is
concerned. LDCs are allowed to maintain domestic
support measures that fall under the categories
exempt from reduction commitments, such as
Green Box subsidies, developmental measures
(Article 6.2) and de minimis levels of support (for
developing countries, this is equal to 10% of the
value of agricultural production during the relevant
year).
None of the Survey respondents reported
having undertaken any reduction commitments.
Most of them stressed that they were not required
to do so, pursuant to the provisions of Article 15.2,
previously discussed. Some LDCs replied that their
budgetary constraints did not allow the granting
of subsidies. Others underlined that their
government had provided subsidies to the
agricultural sector (in the areas of general services,
R&D, provision of irrigation specialists, etc.) but
observed that such outlays were included either
in the Green Box subsidies or within the applicable
de minimis threshold set under the Aggregate
Measurement of Support (AMS) (Bangladesh,
Gambia, Malawi, Mali, Lesotho, and Tanzania).
Nepal, which was not an original WTO Member,
stated that it had withdrawn the rights to subsidize
agriculture exports from its schedule of
commitments. Uganda indicated that it had
recently introduced agricultural support, and that
the country would notify it after performing an
assessment on its overall domestic support.
LDCs as Net Food Importers – Food Aid
The Decision on Measures Concerning the
Possible Negative Effects of the Reform
Programme on Least-Developed and Net FoodImporting Developing Countries (Article 16.2 AoA)
states that Members agreed, inter alia, (i) to adopt
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guidelines to ensure that an increasing proportion
of basic foodstuffs is provided to LDCs and
NFIDCs in fully grant form (..), and (ii) to give full
consideration to requests for the provision of
technical and financial assistance to LDCs and
NFIDCs to improve their agricultural productivity
and infrastructure.
Several countries provided detailed
information on the terms under which they had
received such assistance, as well as its sources. Most
respondents explained that food aid had been
provided on concessional terms, with a grant
element, and as in-kind food donations, in all three
forms: programme food aid, project aid and
emergency relief. They gave precise information,
sometimes in considerable detail, on the sources
and amounts of food aid received in the course of
the last five years. However, Malawi (a net food
exporter) and Togo indicated that they had not
received any food aid.
Uganda pointed out that it was unclear whether
technical assistance provided for agricultural
activities was prompted by the Decision or was
supplied as part of on-going regular assistance
provided to developing countries.
2. AGREEMENT ON THE APPLICATION OF SANITARY
AND PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES (SPS)
SPS was clearly an item of great interest to the
Survey respondents, mostly because it acted as a
non-tariff barrier to LDCs’ exports, with several
countries reporting the rejection of their exports
on SPS grounds (see Table 2). One of the major
difficulties faced by the LDCs was due to the small
volume, the lack of diversity, and the generally
low value-added content associated to their
exports. Additionally, they mainly exported
agricultural or similar products that had to pass
sanitary and phytosanitary checks: hence, the
noticeable LDCs’ interest in understanding and
complying with the SPS measures of their main
trading partners. However, some LDCs noted that
SPS measures could be also considered as NonTariff Measures (NTMs) when their exports
competed with nationally-produced items.
The SPS Agreement has several SDT provisions
for LDCs. When preparing or applying sanitary or
phytosanitary measures, “Members shall take account
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of the special needs of developing country Members, and
in particular of the least-developed country Members”
(Article 10.1). In this regard, if a developing country
identifies significant difficulties with the proposed
or final measure, the importing Member would
examine whether and how the identified problem
could best be addressed: (1) revision of the SPS
measure; (2) provision of technical assistance to the
exporting Member; or (3) provision of special and
differential treatment. Such a decision has to be
notified to the SPS Committee. The 2001 Doha
Ministerial Decision on Implementation related
Issues and Concerns urges members to ensure that
technical assistance is provided to least-developed
countries. In 2002, the Standards and Trade
Development Facility (STDF) was established to
assist developing countries to enhance their
expertise and capacity to analyze and implement
international SPS standards, and thus their ability
to gain and maintain market access.
Moreover, Members should encourage and
facilitate the active participation of developing
country Members in the relevant international
organizations.5 The 2001 Doha Ministerial Decision
on Implementation-related Issues and Concerns
“urges the Director-General to continue his cooperative
efforts with these organizations and institutions in this
regard, including with a view to according priority to
the effective participation of least-developed countries and
facilitating the provision of technical and financial
assistance for this purpose” (par. 3.5). As a result, trust
funds have been established to increase
participation of developing countries in the three
standard-setting bodies.
TABLE 2
USE OF SDTs RELATED TO THE AGREEMENT ON THE
APPLICATION OF SANITARY AND PHYTOSANITARY
MEASURES (NUMBER OF COUNTRIES)
Yes

No

N/A

Exports rejected due to non-compliance
with SPSs

13

5

2

Technical or financial assistance received

17

1

-

Technical assistance received through STDF

12

6

-

5

13

-

16

1

1

8

9

1

Notified WTO on potential difficulties
Participation in meetings of standard-setting
organizations
Participation in SPS Committee meetings
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LDCs assigned particular importance to
becoming involved in the process of rule setting
through their attendance and participation at the
meetings of the various standard-setting
organizations and the WTO SPS Committee. To
enhance the participation of developing countries
in their standard-setting meetings and activities,
and regional technical consultations on standards,
and in their implementation, the Codex
Alimentarius, the International Plant Protection
Convention (IPCC), and the World Organization
for Animal Health (OIE) established trust funds
supported through contributions by donor
agencies and Member countries. Most of the LDCs
reported participation at meetings of standard
setting organizations, and pointed out, with some
exceptions, that they attended such meetings only
when financing was made available for them to
do so (see Table 2). Overall, LDC participation in
the meetings of standard-setting organizations
proved to be irregular. Most countries took part
in meetings of the Codex Alimentarius (although
some did only on a sporadic basis). Gambia and
Lesotho indicated that they had not participated
in the International Plant Protection Convention
because they were not members of that
organization.
The SPS Committee meets four times a year. It
is in the interest of LDCs to monitor these meetings
in order to become acquainted with the procedures
of notifications and, perhaps more importantly, to
be aware of the notifications by other WTO
Members which SPS measures may negatively
affect LDC exports. LDCs reported that several of
their products had been restricted due to SPS
measures.
However, in contrast with the prevalent
practice among developed and advanced
developing country Members of the WTO, which
sent official representatives to attend the SPS
Committee meetings, LDCs were constrained by
the lack of funds and could not have an appropriate
representation at these meetings. In fact, some
countries specified that attendance at the WTO SPS
Committee was precluded by the lack of a
permanent representation in Geneva.
The majority of respondents reported that they
had benefited from bilateral and multilateral
technical assistance. Meanwhile, only a few
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)
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countries acknowledged receiving financial
assistance (Bangladesh and the Solomon Islands).
An important mechanism providing technical and
financial assistance to LDCs (and other developing
countries, namely the Standards and Trade
Development Facility (STDF), was established in
September 2002. The STDF was the concrete result
of the commitment made at the Doha Ministerial
Conference by the Heads of the WHO, the FAO,
the WTO, the OIE and the World Bank to explore
new technical and financial mechanisms to promote
the efficient use of resources in SPS-related
activities. While LDCs had been receiving
assistance through the STDF, a few respondents
reported having difficulties accessing the facility
and getting their projects approved.
A great majority of respondents revealed that
they had not notified the SPS Committee of their
difficulties owing to new SPS regulations (see Table
2), due to various factors: absence of a regular
system to monitor SPS measures (Bangladesh);
capacity and supply-side constraints (Malawi);
human resources constraints and lack of expertise
to deal with the requisite procedures (Burkina
Faso, Chad); organizational problems related to
inter-ministerial coordination (Guinea and
Democratic Republic of Congo); and absence of a
national supervisory authority responsible for SPS
(Togo).
Some respondents declared that they had
notified their difficulties to the WTO. Thus,
Mozambique mentioned having received a
questionnaire from the SPS Committee to which
the Ministry of Agriculture, as the enquiry point
for SPS, reported back to the WTO Secretariat.
Senegal recalled that it had notified SPS measures
affecting its exports of fishery products in response
to the request of the Chairman of the Negotiating
Group on Market Access to identify the non-tariff
barriers to the country’s exports.6
Overall, the most cited reasons for the inability
to make greater use of the SDT provisions related
to SPS were: inadequate human resources in the
government and lack of expertise to deal with
WTO issues, and lack of proper coordination among
the various Ministries monitoring the WTO
agreements and implementing SPS measures; lack
of awareness of the existence of these provisions;
lack of dissemination of information to the relevant
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)

technical people and private sector entities; absence
of permanent representation in Geneva (Malawi);
lack of clarity in most SDT provisions concerning
their practical utilization (Burkina Faso, Chad and
Malawi); high levels of insecurity in post-conflict
situations described as not being conducive to the
implementation of SDT provisions (Democratic
Republic of Congo); lack of clarity and complexity
in modalities set for accessing STDF funds for
projects (Uganda).
3. AGREEMENT
(TBT)

ON

TECHNICAL BARRIERS

TO

TRADE

The TBT Agreement recognizes that developing
countries are not able to fully implement the
Agreement because of their special development
and trade needs, as well as their stage of
technological development. The TBT Committee
can grant, upon request, specified, time-limited
exceptions in whole or in part from obligations
under the TBT Agreement. When considering such
requests, “the Committee shall, in particular, take into
account the special problems of the least-developed country
Members” (Article 12.8). Additionally, when
providing advice and technical assistance to other
WTO Members, “Members shall give priority to the
needs of the least-developed country Members” (Article
11.8). Also, in “determining the terms and conditions
of the technical assistance, account shall be taken of the
stage of development of the requesting Members and in
particular of the least-developed country Members”
(Article 12.7).
Exports from LDCs seem to be less affected by
TBTs, as most respondents declared that they had
not encountered rejections of their exports on TBT
grounds, probably owing to the particular
composition of their exports. However, some
respondents stated that they had their exports
rejected, primarily due to technical regulations, and
non-compliance with packaging, labelling and
calibration requirements (see Table 3). Such
rejections on TBT grounds had usually been
brought to the attention of governments, which
took up the case with importing countries, seeking
at the same time to take the necessary corrective
measures (Bangladesh). One country (Uganda)
indicated that these issues had been brought to
the attention of different relevant government
departments. Moreover, Gambia acknowledged
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also having difficulty differentiating, on occasions,
between the SPS and TBT agreements.
A number of responses indicated that LDCs
had received assistance from importing countries.
At the same time, the majority of the surveyed
LDCs stated that they had not raised specific trade
concerns in the TBT Committee (see Table 3).
However, there were some notable exceptions:
Malawi and Tanzania declared that they had raised
concerns on Canadian Bill C-32 Amendment to the
Tobacco Act in the TBT Committee.
TABLE 3
USE OF SDTs RELATED TO THE AGREEMENT ON TECHNICAL
BARRIERS TO TRADE (NUMBER OF COUNTRIES)
Yes

No

N/A

Exports rejected due to non-compliance
with TBTs

8

10

-

Technical or financial assistance received

9

9

-

Expressed trade-specific concerns

7

11

-

Requested exceptions

1

17

-

Bangladesh was the only respondent to have
made a request under Article 12.8.
Overall, the main reasons cited for LDCs not
availing themselves of the SDT provisions in the
TBT Agreement were: lack of human resource
capacity and trained personnel; absence of a
national institution, such as a National Standards
Body, for the monitoring of notifications and the
assessment of human resource capacity; lack of
participation in international standard-setting
bodies; lack of maintenance of information systems
supporting trade and data management, which
should be regularly updated; lack of awareness of
the SDT provisions, and lack of understanding of
the TBT Agreement by officials and private sector
entities; and insufficient technical assistance.
4. AGREEMENT ON TRADE-RELATED INVESTMENT
MEASURES (TRIMs)
LDCs were granted a seven-year transitional
period to phase out measures inconsistent with the
TRIMs Agreement, which could be extended if an
LDC experienced particular difficulties to bring
these measures in conformity with the TRIMs
Agreement (Article 5.1, Article 5.2, Article 5.3). The
2001 Doha Ministerial Decision on Implementation
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related Issues and Concerns, urges the Council for
Trade in Goods to consider positively requests that
may be made by least-developed countries.
Subsequently, Annex F of the Hong Kong
Ministerial Declaration introduced three SDT
provisions which will expire by 2020. First, LDCs
were allowed to maintain TRIMs-inconsistent
measures for a (new) period of seven years, if
notified by 18 January 2008. Second, this transition
period may be extended by the Council for Trade
in Goods. Third, LDCs were given the right to
introduce new TRIMs-inconsistent measures for
five years, if notified within six months after their
adoption.
The majority of respondents declared that they
had not made any notifications of TRIMs that were
not in accordance with Article 5.1 (see Table 4).
For many LCDs, the absence of notification was
subsequent to the non-existence of measures that
were incompatible with the TRIMs Agreement’s
provisions. On the other hand, some countries
acknowledged that the non notification was due
to a lack of familiarity with, or understanding of,
the TRIMs Agreement. Accordingly, most LDCs
surveyed indicated that they had not eliminated
any measure that was inconsistent with the TRIMs
Agreement during the transition period.
TABLE 4
USE OF SDTs RELATED TO THE AGREEMENT ON
TRADE-RELATED INVESTMENT MEASURES
(NUMBER OF COUNTRIES)
Yes

No

N/A

Notified WTO of existing TRIMs

2

16

-

Eliminated TRIMs within 7-year period

3

10

5

Requested extension

1

11

6

Introduced new TRIMs

1

17

-

Three LDCs declared that they had eliminated
measures that were not in conformity with Article
5.1 of the TRIMs Agreement within the seven-year
extension period. One country acknowledged that
it maintained measures which were incompatible
with the TRIMs Agreement, stating that it had no
intention of eliminating these measures, on the
grounds that they were deemed necessary for job
creation and poverty reduction.
Among the Survey respondents, one country
indicated that it had requested, along with the
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)
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LDCs as a group, an extension of the transition
period for the elimination of measures that were
inconsistent with the TRIMs Agreement, and the
introduction of new compatible measures. It
specified that the extension was allowed under
Annex F of the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference
until 2020, with a requirement of notification to
the WTO’s Council for Trade in Goods (CTG). A
majority of LDCs replied they had not requested
any extension.

business climate, but reforms have been based on
measures devised by the World Customs
Organization (WCO) rather than on the flexibilities
provided under the Customs Valuation Agreement.

Most surveyed countries indicated that they
had not introduced any new measures that were
inconsistent with the TRIMs Agreement. One LDC
did report the introduction of some measures
incompatible with the Agreement, as Section 13 of
the Investment Code had established a second
schedule showing priority areas for investment,
where license to engage in those activities accorded
additional benefits. However, this Code was under
review.7

Used SDT

5. AGREEMENT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF ARTICLE VII OF
THE GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFF S AND TRADE
1994 (AGREEMENT ON CUSTOMS VALUATION)
The Agreement on Customs Valuation
permitted developing countries not party to the
Tokyo Round Customs Valuation Code to delay
application of the Agreement’s provisions for an
initial transitional period of five years (Article
20.1), which could be extended if requested and
justified (Annex III.1).
Most respondents confirmed that they had
resorted to the SDT provisions of the Customs
Valuation Agreement, with some exceptions (see
Table 5). The LDCs that reported not having
invoked these provisions attributed this omission
to several factors: officials’ unawareness of the
possibility of seeking extension requests
(Democratic Republic of Congo, Gambia); capacity
problems and lack of expertise (Malawi); poor
knowledge of the WTO agreements and absence
of full implementation of the Customs Valuation
Agreement by the national customs authority
(Mozambique); human resources constraints and
absence of coordination at the national level (Mali
and Guinea); and absence of technical assistance
at the time of acceptance of the Agreement. In the
case of Uganda, customs reforms were
implemented given the urgent need to improve the
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)

TABLE 5
USE OF SDTs RELATED TO THE AGREEMENT ON CUSTOMS
VALUATION AND TO THE AGREEMENT ON IMPORT
LICENSING PROCEDURES (NUMBER OF COUNTRIES)
Yes

Attend the regular meetings of the
Committee on Import Licensing

6. AGREEMENT

ON IMPORT

No

N/A

12

6

-

1

17

-

LICENSING PROCEDURES

Article 3:5 (j) of the Agreement on Import
Licensing Procedures provides that in allocating
non-automatic licences, “consideration shall also be
given to ensuring a reasonable distribution of licences to
new importers. […] In this regard, special consideration
should be given to those importers importing products
originating in developing country Members and, in
particular, the least-developed country Members.”
Mali was the only respondent to have attended
the meetings of the Committee on Import
Licensing. Non-attendance by other LCDs was said
to be owing to a number of reasons, including:
financial considerations, human resources
constraints, and lack of permanent representation
in Geneva. For some other countries, import
licensing was not a priority.
7. AGREEMENT ON SUBSIDIES
MEASURES (ASCM)

AND

COUNTERVAILING

According to Annex VII to the Agreement on
Subsidies and Countervailing Measures, LDCs are
not subject to the prohibition on export subsidies
as set out in Article 3.1(a) of that Agreement.
However, their subsidized exports are potentially
liable for countervailing duties (if the subsidies
exceed the de minimis requirements). An LDC loses
its exemption on export subsidies for a product in
which it has reached “export competitiveness”, a
share of at least 3.25 per cent in world trade for
that product for two consecutive calendar years.
Legally, “export competitiveness” only exists if the
LDC notifies the WTO or if the WTO Secretariat
performs the calculation on request of another
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Member. LDCs can benefit from a phase-out
period of eight years after reaching “export
competitiveness”.

the development of their telecommunications
infrastructure and expansion of their telecommunications
services trade.”

Only one LDC indicated that it provided
subsidies for 13 export products, which have not
been subject to countervailing duties. All other
respondents declared that they did not grant
export subsidies.

However, most respondents asserted that they
had not received any support from their trading
partners in facilitating their increased access to
foreign markets although assistance had been
provided by multilateral development partners
such as the International Trade Centre and the
World Bank (see Table 6). Similarly, many LDCs
claimed to have performed national assessments
of trade in services (or to be in the process of doing
so). In this regard, Senegal recognized that this
question was an issue of prime concern for the
country, as services accounted for 65 per cent of
its GDP, but that no request for assistance had been
submitted either to the bilateral or the multilateral
partners. As for respondents which claimed having
requested assistance, most of them pointed out that
they did receive assistance from multilateral or
regional organizations.

Inability to grant export subsidies was mainly
justified by the lack of funds. Guinea asserted that,
apart from insufficient resources, it did not
subsidize exports given the constraints imposed
by its development partners. Mali claimed that even
though the Agreement provided flexibility for the
provision of export subsidies, the Bretton Woods
institutions did not sanction their use.
8. GENERAL AGREEMENT
(GATS)

ON

TRADE

IN

SERVICES

Article IV:1 of the GATS states that the
“increasing participation of developing country Members
in world trade shall be facilitated through negotiated
specific commitments [...] relating to: (a) the
strengthening of their domestic services capacity and its
efficiency and competitiveness, inter alia through access
to technology on a commercial basis; (b) the improvement
of their access to distribution channels and information
networks; and (c) the liberalization of market access in
sectors and modes of supply of export interest to them.”
Special priority should be given to LDCs with
respect to implementing what was mentioned
above (Article IV:3). In 2003, Members decided to
“develop appropriate mechanisms with a view to
achieving full implementation of Article IV:3 of the
GATS and facilitating effective access of LDCs’ services
and service suppliers to foreign markets.” They also
decided that “targeted and coordinated technical
assistance and capacity building programmes shall
continue to be provided to LDCs in order to strengthen
their domestic services capacity, build institutional and
human capacity, and enable them to undertake appropriate
regulatory reforms.”
Additionally, paragraph 6 of the GATS Annex
on Telecommunications stipulates that “Members
shall give special consideration to opportunities for the
least-developed countries to encourage foreign suppliers
of telecommunications services to assist in the transfer of
technology, training and other activities that support
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TABLE 6
USE OF SDTS RELATED TO THE AGREEMENT ON TRADE
INSERVICES (NUMBER OF COUNTRIES)
Yes

No

N/A

Received support from tradingpartners for
increased participation in trade of services

6

12

-

Conducted national assessments of trade
in services

11

7

-

Received assistance for assessments

10

8

-

Identified priority areas

16

2

-

9

8

1

Received technical assistance from
telecommunication suppliers

Assistance offered to LDCs in the areas of
technology transfer, training and support activities
to enhance the development of their
telecommunications infrastructure and the
expansion of their telecommunications services
trade was an issue that seemed to elicit a great
deal of interest from the respondents. While some
transfer of technology has taken place, a number
of countries expressed skepticism that technology
transfer and assistance provided by suppliers from
developed WTO Members and aimed at developing
LDCs’ services infrastructure could be considered
as sheer “assistance”. Respondents clearly
indicated that they viewed these transfers as
emanating out of commercial considerations, and
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guided by profits, and not necessarily by the actual
needs of the recipient country. Additionally, some
LDCs were concerned that the decision taken by
developed countries to encourage their foreign
suppliers to provide technical assistance and
technology transfer was not binding, and therefore
the provision in paragraph 6(d) was not mandatory
and its implementation would depend on the
commercial viability of the business venture. The
Agreement did not specify the special
considerations that could be given to companies
investing in LDCs by developed countries.
9. AGREEMENT ON TRADE-RELATED ASPECTS
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS (TRIPS)

OF

LDCs were not required to apply the
provisions of the TRIPS Agreement, other than
Articles 3, 4 and 5, for a period of 10 years from 1
January 1996 (Articles 65.1 and 66.1). An extension
of the transition period (par. 1) was granted for
LCD members for another 7.5 years, until 1 July
2013. In addition, LDCs were not obliged to provide
or enforce patents or exclusive marketing rights
on pharmaceutical products until 1 January 2016.
Most respondents were aware of the extension
of the transitional periods under the TRIPS
Agreement requested by the LDCs as a group.
Bangladesh summarized best their current
position: “The group of Least Developed Countries
submitted a request for the extension of the
transition period accorded to LCDs for
implementing the WTO TRIPS Agreement. As for
now, pharmaceutical products were exempted from
TRIPS obligations until 2016 (as part of Doha
Declaration on TRIPS and Public Health), and the
exemption of other products until 1 July 2013 has
also been approved. The request for further
extension of the transition period might be granted
in the near future as deadlines draw nearer.”
However, some countries either acknowledged
unfamiliarity with TRIPS issues or were not clear
on the issue of the extension request.
Paragraph 6 of the Doha Ministerial Declaration
on the TRIPS Agreement and Public Health
recognized “that WTO Members with insufficient or
no manufacturing capacities in the pharmaceutical sector
could face difficulties in making effective use of
compulsory licensing under the TRIPS Agreement”. A
waiver of obligations under Article 31(f) of the
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)

TRIPS Agreement permits such countries to issue
compulsory licences to suppliers in exporting
countries under specific conditions. It is assumed
that LDCs have “insufficient or no manufacturing
capacities”. Subsequently, on 6 December 2005, a
Protocol amending the TRIPS Agreement from
giving this provision a permanent legal status was
submitted for signature by Members. Yet, LDCs
have not taken advantage of this important support
measure which was the subject of drawn-out
negotiations (see Table 7).
TABLE 7
USE OF SDTS RELATED TO TRIPS (NUMBER OF COUNTRIES)
Yes

No

N/A

Requested extensions

8

10

-

Submitted needs assessment

5

12

1

Received assistance for TRIPS implementation

8

8

2

Accepted the Protocol Amending the TRIPS
Agreement

6

10

2

Imported medicines under compulsory licensing 1

14

3

Under Article 66.2 of the TRIPS Agreement,
“developed country Members shall provide incentives to
enterprises and institutions in their territories for the
purpose of promoting and encouraging technology
transfer to least-developed country Members in order to
enable them to create a sound and viable technological
base.” A mechanism for ensuring the monitoring
and full implementation of the obligations stated
in Article 66.2 was established by the TRIPS
Council.
Half of the countries surveyed indicated that
they had received technical and financial
cooperation from developed country Members to
assist them in implementing the TRIPS Agreement
(Article 66.2). However, one country pointed out
that, as in the case of telecommunications, it was
unclear whether the transfer of technology, when
applicable, was carried out in application of Article
66.2 or was rather the result of an investment
decision.
10. DISPUTE SETTLEMENT
Article 24 of the Dispute Settlement
Understanding sets out Special Procedures
Involving Least-Developed Country Members
under which particular consideration shall be given
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to the special situation of LDCs. Members shall
exercise due restraint both in raising matters
involving LDCs, and in asking for compensation
or seeking authorization to suspend concessions
or other applicable obligations. In dispute
settlement cases involving an LDC, “the DirectorGeneral or the Chairman of the DSB shall, upon request
by a least-developed country Member offer their good
offices, conciliation and mediation with a view to assisting
the parties to settle the dispute, before a request for a panel
is made.”
Bangladesh is the only LDC that has been
involved in a dispute as a principal party (as
complainant against India – Antidumping Measure
on Batteries, DS306). In addition, Bangladesh
confirmed that it had also participated in one
dispute settlement case as a third party.
Interestingly, Bangladesh reported that it had not
made use of the good offices of the DirectorGeneral or the Chairman of the Dispute Settlement
Body (DSB).
Other LDCs have been third parties in the
following dispute settlement cases:
• European Communities – Regime for the
Importation, Sale and Distribution of Bananas:
Complaints by Ecuador, Guatemala,
Honduras, Mexico and the United States
against the EC; Third Parties included
Madagascar and Senegal.
• United States – Import Prohibition of Certain
Shrimp and Shrimp Products:
Complaints by India, Malaysia, Pakistan, and
Thailand against the United States; Third Parties
included Senegal.
• European Communities – Export Subsidies on
Sugar:
3 complaints against the EC by Australia, Brazil,
and Thailand respectively; Third Parties
included Madagascar, Malawi, and Tanzania.
• United States – Subsidies on Upland Cotton:
Complaint by Brazil against the United States;
Third parties included Chad.
Other LDCs that had taken action outside the
dispute settlement front formed the so-called
Cotton-4 (C4) group of cotton-exporting countries
(namely Benin, Burkina Faso, Chad, and Mali),
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which launched the “Cotton Initiative” in 2003. In
the Survey, Burkina Faso recalled that the C4
countries had reserved their right to have recourse
to the dispute settlement mechanism if the
agriculture negotiations did not result in
substantial reductions in the subsidies to cotton
producers in certain developed countries. Mali
clarified that the Cotton Initiative was not a formal
dispute but rather a request for the “good offices”
of the Director-General.
No LDC has been involved in a dispute
settlement as a respondent.
11. TRADE POLICY REVIEWS
The Trade Policy Review Mechanism (TPRM)
provides that smaller trading countries will be
reviewed every six years, except that a longer
interval may be fixed for LDCs. Particular
account shall be taken of difficulties presented
to LDCs in compiling their reports. The
Secretariat shall make available technical
assistance on request to developing country
Members, and in particular to the leastdeveloped country Members.
Most of the LDCs surveyed reported having
had at least one Trade Policy Review (TPR) and
having received assistance from the WTO
Secretariat under the following terms: field visits
by expert teams from the WTO Secretariat,
organization of national or regional workshops,
financing the participation of LDC officials to
attend the TPR in Geneva, provision of specialized
information, etc. However, two countries were yet
to have their TPR performed (Democratic Republic
of the Congo and Nepal).
According to WTO practice, LDC reviews were
sometimes carried out on an individual basis, and
some other times as part of a regional trade
arrangement. For example, Lesotho had its TPRs
performed in 1998, 2003 and 2009 within the
framework of the South African Customs Union
(SACU), whereas Tanzania had an individual TPR
in 2000 and a common TPR with Kenya and Uganda
as part of the East African Community (EAC) in
2006. Similarly, Uganda conducted two separate
TPRs in 1995 and 2001, and underwent a common
TPR with Tanzania and Kenya in 2006, as a member
of the EAC.
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Additional Comments and Recommendations
by LDCs
Several respondents considered that they had
not fully benefited from their involvement in the
multilateral trading system and the special
measures provided for them. A number of
surveyed countries underlined the need for LDCs
themselves to take specific steps so as to make
greater use of such measures, including:
• Setting up WTO focal points in key ministries.
• Greater inter-ministerial coordination.
• Increased coordination and information sharing
across the relevant stakeholders at domestic
level, especially with regard to the engagement
of the private sector.
• Building up greater capacity to articulate and
prepare projects for support, in various national
agencies and ministries.
• Enhance capacity of the legislative chamber on
WTO-related matters.
Increased and better targeted support from
trading and development partners was also seen
as essential, including:
• Firmer commitments to address the
preoccupations of the LDCs and more effort in
disseminating information about SDTs.
• Enhancing human resource development and
training of LDC officials on WTO issues.
• Technical Assistance and Capacity Building
(TACB) needs to go beyond workshops and
seminars.
• Assistance in the establishment of relevant
information and data systems so as to remove
obstacles for elaboration of reports and
notifications.
• Improved predictability of technical assistance
on specific issues, such as services and trade,
and environment by guaranteeing that each
LDC benefits from three technical assistance
activities annually, and that financial assistance
is made available to follow up on the
resolutions taken in the course of such
activities.
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C. SPECIAL SUPPORT MEASURES
RELATED TO PREFERENTIAL
MARKET ACCESS
LDCs have benefited from non-reciprocal
preferential market access. At the Hong Kong
WTO Ministerial Conference in 2005, developed
countries and developing countries in a position
to do so, agreed to provide LDCs with duty-free,
quota-free (DFQF) access to their markets. 8
However, although all LDCs are potentially
included in the DFQF scheme, and most products
are covered, there are still obstacles that impede
LDCs from benefiting from this important SDT
achievement. The hurdles in the way of LDCs
taking full advantage of DFQF access are related
not only to external obstacles in the destination
markets (such as stringent rules of origin or nontariff measures related to apparent or real noncompliance with SPS or TBT requirements), but also
to internal deficiencies in LDCs, which can be
condensed under the heading “supply-side
constraints”.
1. Non- Reciprocal Preferential Market Access
Most countries considered that their main
exports were covered by the DFQF schemes in
developed countries. Fourteen LDCs indicated that
the majority of their main export products were
subject to zero tariff or very low tariffs (below 5%)
under the Most Favoured Nation (MFN) treatment.
However, several LDCs reported having problems
with certain sensitive products which were not
covered by the DFQF access to developed country
markets. These products included textiles and
clothing and, in some cases, certain agricultural
products. Non-reciprocal preferences were
recognized by all LDCs to be autonomous (as
opposed to contractual) and could thus be
withdrawn by the importing country at any time.
Consequently, some LDCs considered this
unpredictability as a deterrent to export-oriented
investment and long-term financing decisions. This
was particularly worrisome for countries under the
African Growth Opportunity Act (AGOA) of the
United States (a regional preferential arrangement,
not a LDC-specific framework), that would be
affected by the possible consolidation of the United
States, preferential trade programmes. This would
mean that many other more competitive countries
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could obtain the same market access for textiles
and could threaten export-oriented investment in
Africa.
LDCs highlighted other factors that deterred
investment in export sectors besides
unpredictability of the autonomous preferential
schemes. Examples given of such factors were
related to rules of origin, low preferential margins
and non-tariff barriers.
Main Obstacles Hindering LDCs from Full Use of
Preferential Schemes for LDCs
According to the Survey respondents,
obtaining full benefits from preferential market
access was obstructed by several difficulties, NTMs
(in particular SPS and TBT requirements) and rules
of origin. All countries mentioned supply-side
constraints as a major deterrent to increased
exports. A few LDCs also assigned considerable
importance to their lack of information on the
existence of preferences and on the criteria set to
benefit from them. Low margins of preference
were also pointed out by some respondents.
Rules of Origin and Technical Assistance
One of the most significant impediments to the
full utilization of preferences cited by the
respondents were rules of origin, particularly in
the export products where these LDCs had a
comparative advantage, such as for textiles and
clothing, as explicitly pointed out in the Survey by
Bangladesh, Lesotho, Madagascar, Nepal, and
Tanzania. Some countries indicated that rules of
origin were too stringent and complex for the
majority of the economic operators to understand,
while others argued that many required inputs to
add value to a product could not be obtained in
the country or even the region concerned.
LDC respondents reported having received
bilateral technical assistance to better understand
the rules of origin regulations in certain export
markets.
Low Preferential Margins
To be able to gauge the significance of
preferential access for LDCs, information about the
degree of competition from other countries
receiving MFN, GSP or other types of preferential
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duty-free treatment or access at very low tariffs
on the same products exported by the LDCs is
indispensable. It is also vital to know what
percentage of the total LDC exports faces
competition upon being admitted free of duty or
at very low rates in the same markets. Several
products exported by LDCs, such as coffee, cotton,
cattle, leather, gum arabic, sesame seeds, and gold
enter duty-free or at very low tariffs in the LDC
main target markets, consequently diminishing the
LDCs’ effective preferential margin.
Some respondents gave specific details on their
main exported products that were facing strong
competition due to duty-free treatment of low
tariffs offered to other exporters. Details are
available in the individual country summaries.
2. Reciprocal Preferential Market Access
The majority of respondents reported receiving
additional benefits accruing from Free Trade
Agreements (FTAs). Some even considered that
FTAs went beyond what their LDC status
provided regarding trade advantages. Apart from
free access and low tariffs, additional advantages
cited were as follows: greater security of access,
preferential treatment that would otherwise not
be available, wider coverage, more flexibility
regarding rules of origin, additional technical and/
or financial assistance, etc.
The advantages listed above tend to illustrate
that some LDCs seemed to benefit more from
regional and bilateral trade agreements than from
the support measures granted to them in view of
their LDC status. Countries having reported
further advantages in FTAs included the following:
• Bangladesh stated that India provided duty-free
access to a majority of export products from
Bangladesh under the South Asia Free Trade
Agreement (SAFTA), an arrangement that was
not available under India’s DFQF scheme for
LDCs. Bangladesh said also that it had been
granted additional market access under the
BIMSTEC-FTA from Thailand.
• Lesotho, a Member of the Southern African
Development Community (SADC), explained
that it received specific preferential treatment
as part of the regional agreement. Under the
interim Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA)
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)
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signed with the European Union (EU), Lesotho
had been able to gain additional benefits
(allowance for single stage transformation and
third country cumulation provision), beyond
those it enjoyed under the WTO provisions for
its garment exports to the EU.

which the United States had preferential trade
agreements.

• Malawi observed that Member States in the
Southern African Development Community
(SADC) and the Common Market for Eastern
and Southern Africa (COMESA) offered more
affordable trade and investment conditions, and
were able to unlock trade among each other in
ways that could not be easily achieved under
the WTO provisions, considering that the WTO
tended to be concerned more with general trade
needs than the regional blocs.

LDC respondents identified the following key
issues which they deemed as priority areas
requiring attention:

• Uganda indicated that it had gained increased
market access for its trade opportunities in the
EAC and the COMESA since the LDCs in both
trading blocs were allowed to access the markets
of developing countries within both regions at
zero or low rates. Meanwhile, LDCs were under
the obligation to open up their markets by
reducing their tariffs on imports from developing
countries that were members of these regional
trading blocs.
Competition for LDCs due to FTAs or other
Preferential Arrangements
Most respondents asserted that they were not
at a disadvantage in comparison with exporting
countries benefitting from preferential market
access. However, Bangladesh pointed out that it
faced higher tariffs on its apparel exports to the
United States than countries that had free trade
agreements (FTAs) in effect with the United States
(Mexico and Canada) or preferential trading
arrangements, such as the African countries that
were granted DFQF-market access under the US
African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA).
Bangladesh underlined also that the Caribbean
Basin Initiative (CBI) was another preferential
arrangement that proved to be detrimental to its
textile and clothing exports, since it granted DFQF
treatment to textile exports from Caribbean
countries to the United States. Similarly, Nepal
mentioned that its exports of textiles and textile
products were put in an unfavourable position
relative to other textile imports from countries with
FOCUS WTO, April-June 2014 (Vol. 16 No. 2)

ADditional Comments and Recommendations by
Survey Respondents on Strengthening Preferential
Market Access

• The uncertainty surrounding trade preferences
granted to LDCs was viewed by respondents
as having a negative impact on the usefulness of
preferences. Thus, it was recommended that
proper action be taken to make preferences more
predictable, even contractual. In addition, it was
strongly suggested that international support be
focused on improving supply capacity of
exportable products for which preferences have
been granted.
• DFQF access should be widened by extending
market access to all LDC products, on a lasting,
secured and predictable basis, in line with the
WTO Hong Kong Ministerial Decision on
Measures in Favour of Least-Developed
Countries.
• Simplification and harmonization of rules of
origin along with enhanced flexibility in their
application to LDCs ought to be envisaged by
developed countries and more advanced
developing countries. In addition, assistance
should be provided to the private sector entities
so that they are able to better understand the
rules of origin criteria.
• Appropriate action should be taken to address
the issues of non-tariff barriers which impede
LDCs from taking advantage of preferential
market access. In addition, increased support
should be made available for SPS and TBT
capacity-building purposes, which are priority
areas for LDCs.
• International support measures related to
preferential market access offered to LDCs
should go beyond DFQF access, to include
building infrastructure necessary to overcome
supply-side constraints, and strengthening
supply capacity that would allow diversification
of exports on a durable basis.
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D. TARGETED DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE TO LDCs IN THE
AREA OF TRADE
Survey respondents highlighted the importance
of their own contribution to reducing their supplyside constraints. A main component of the
Integrated Framework (IF), and its subsequent
enhanced version, the Enhanced Integrated
Framework (EIF) (which has been operational since
July 2009), included the preparation of a Diagnostic
Trade Integration Study (DTIS) to recognize
constraints to traders, distinguish sectors of
greatest export potential, and identify an action
matrix, a plan of action that would allow a better
integration of LDCs into the international trading
system. This would enable LDCs to formulate
trade-related projects and access Aid for Trade.9
Aid for Trade is not an international support
measure that is specific for LDCs. However, as
discussed above, it is seen as a natural follow up
on the enhanced integrated framework process.
Aid for Trade is a development assistance initiative
targeted at helping developing countries to take
advantage of trade opportunities and to strengthen
their ability to assess and represent their interests
in trade negotiations. In December 2005, the Sixth
Ministerial Conference in Hong Kong created a
new WTO work programme on Aid for Trade.
Ministers directed the WTO “to coordinate its
efforts with donors and relevant agencies to
significantly increase aid for trade-related technical
assistance and capacity building” (Annex F of the
Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration).
1. The Integrated Framework (IF) and the
Enhanced Integrated Framework (EIF)
A majority of respondents confirmed that they
had benefited from the IF, although it seemed that
most countries had received support under
Window I and that the transition into the
Enhanced Integrated Framework had left some
projects truncated. Replies were also unclear as to
establish whether the projects mentioned were
financed by the agencies participating in the IF or
by the IF itself, or through Window I or Tier 1.
Most surveyed LDCs asserted having received
support from the IF in the preparation of the DTIS.
Two LDCs reported not having participated
in the IF. Togo mentioned that its demand at the
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time had not received any reply. The Democratic
Republic of Congo explained that it had acceded
to the IF just before its transformation into the
EIF.
LDC respondents declared that they had some
projects in preparation to be submitted under the
EIF framework, but only a few countries reported
having made some preliminary progress towards
that end.
2.

Aid for Trade

For most surveyed LDCs, Aid for Trade was
considered as a “grey area” since they couldn’t
ascertain if the assistance allocated under the IF
and the EIF was provided within the context of
Aid for Trade or whether trade-related assistance
received before the initiative was launched in 2005
would also count as Aid for Trade.
Despite the above-mentioned caveat, a
majority of respondents declared having benefited
from the Aid for Trade initiative. Four types of
information were provided on aid delivery
modalities:
(i) Some LDCs gave first-hand information on Aid
for Trade projects in their respective countries
(Burkina Faso, Democratic Republic of Congo,
Mali, Nepal, and Zambia).
(ii) Other LDCs relied, in their replies, on external
sources, such as data from the OECD Credit
Reporting System, which contained information
on funds allocated to Aid for Trade activities
in their respective countries (Gambia, Lesotho,
and Madagascar).
(iii) Another group of LDCs categorized assistance
received under the IF and the EIF as Aid for
Trade (Malawi and Nepal).
(iv) Several respondents underscored the
difficulties in identifying Aid for Trade projects
and called for urgent implementation of
assessment and monitoring tools towards that
end (Solomon Islands, Mozambique, and
Uganda).
However, some countries stated that they had
not benefited from Aid for Trade, among them:
Bangladesh, Chad, Madagascar, Tanzania, Senegal,
and Togo.
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E. CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
Survey responses showed great differences
between LDCs in terms of utilizing the existing
SDTs that were reserved for them. This was mainly
due to the various levels of understanding and
awareness of these measures among respondent
countries. LDCs that were cognizant of the WTO
agreements and related SDT measures benefited
more from them than those which were not fully
aware of their contents. Differences of views
regarding the application of those measures
reflected also differences of needs and priorities
within the group.
But the fact that certain measures were used
more often than others also highlighted some
weaknesses in the measures themselves, which
showed limited adequacy to existing conditions in
LDCs. These shortcomings implied that some
measures were more accessible and easier to be
invoked than others. For example, the severe
financial constraints confronting many LDCs
prevented them from using exemptions to provide
export subsidies.
Similarly, some SDTs could not easily be
accessed as they required that a specific level of
institutional capacity be integrated into national
policies, which was lacking in many LDCs. Other
conditions, such as those related to capacity
building, longer transition periods or lower
frequency of submissions on Trade Policy Reviews
seemed to be more within LDCs’ reach. In fact,
the Survey responses revealed that some SDT
provisions were viewed by LDCs as either
inoperative or inadequately designed to take into
account the constraints they faced at the country
level. As a result, respondents derived limited
benefits from those measures in terms of improving
their competitiveness or enhancing their economic
development in general.
Another obstacle to the effective use of SDTs
referred to requirements associated with the
application of some of these measures. For instance,
some market access provisions (in particular those
involving products with greater value added and
processing) were accompanied by complex and costly
rules of origin requirements with which LDC
respondents found it challenging to comply with. An
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additional constraint resided in the fact that some
SDTs were offset by measures taken elsewhere, which
indicated some lack of coherence and coordination
in the global policy making. For instance,
conditionalities imposed by international financial
institutions relating to structural adjustment
programmes have narrowed LDCs’ policy space,
leading to reductions and/or elimination of subsidies,
agriculture support and tariffs, despite the fact that
LDCs were exempted from making reduction
commitments under the WTO provisions.
Raising Awareness
One general conclusion that could be drawn
from the Survey was that raising awareness on the
international support measures offered to LDCs
was likely to yield a renewed interest in their
utilization by the respondents, and act as an
encouragement for them to take a more pro-active
approach towards that end.
The Survey had a major awareness-raising
impact on respondents, especially those which were
mostly unfamiliar with the more specific terms of
the WTO agreements and the SDTs, since it shed
light on the trade-related international support
measures from which they could rightly benefit
had they been better informed about them. The
CDP Secretariat had organized, with the
collaboration of the WTO Secretariat and the
International Trade Centre, a series of training and
peer review workshops for respondents, to
facilitate their response to the Survey. During the
sessions, participants had an opportunity to discuss
Survey-related issues and learn from other
participating countries as well as from the experts
reviewing the Survey replies. The workshops
served as a significant capacity building activity,
and highlighted the needs to address communication and coordination shortcomings at the country
level, and outlined the possible future steps
towards that direction, so as to help LDCs make
an increased use of the SDTs available to them.10
Making more efficient the dissemination of
information on SDT provisions to the LDCs would
bring about a better understanding of the WTO
agreements so that LDCs could more actively take
part in the multilateral trading system and the
WTO-related activities. Accordingly, the Survey
respondents that were mostly unfamiliar with the
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support measures requested to become better
informed by way of a widespread data dissemination, and more appropriately equipped to gain
access to the STD measures, through increased
technical assistance and capacity building activities.
Insufficient Trade Culture
Among the main obstacles identified by the
Survey respondents as facing them in using the
SDTs reserved to LDCs under the WTO
agreements, there was the high technicality of these
measures, which required a certain degree of
expertise that was generally lacking in the LDC
representations in Geneva, where missions were
generally staffed by a limited number of officials
having to cover numerous and distinct issues
related to the Geneva-based UN organizations.
Although challenges such as scarcity of human
and financial resources were difficult to address,
a possible solution would be to work towards more
specialization; thus, appointing an official from the
trade ministry within each LDC to follow
exclusively the issues pertaining to the WTO
agreements and other trade-related organizations
in Geneva could be a workable solution. This has
been done by at least one LDC (Angola) which
nominated a commercial representative attached
to its Permanent Mission in Geneva. Furthermore,
enhanced cooperation and coordination within the
LDC group itself could also allow for increased
presence and participation of the LDCs at the
various WTO committee meetings.
Lack of Permanent Representation
Insufficient expertise in following trade-related
matters in Geneva was closely linked to the lack
of permanent representation of LDCs in Geneva.
Although the WTO offered to officials from nonresident members and to observers of the WTO to
travel to Geneva twice a year and participate in
the “Geneva Weeks”, these initiatives were not
sufficient to allow LDCs to be better engaged in
trade discussions, and should be reinforced with
additional support.
Overcoming Lack of Coordination Among the
Different Ministries
Several respondents highlighted the absence of
inter-ministerial coordination in trade matters. It
was also evident from their replies that there was
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no institutional memory of data related to the LDC
participation in the WTO activities. Some LDCs
repeatedly reported lacking adequate information
on elementary matters. The best way to address
such shortcomings would depend on the public
administration of the concerned country, but LDCs
could also be assisted in doing that by a traderelated technical cooperation of a different kind:
one which would focus on trade-related governance, management, and public administration.
More Targeted and Efficient Technical Assistance:
Differentiation among the LDCs?
Technical assistance should be more practical
and useful. Respondents noted that they would
rather have fewer seminars and training courses,
and more hands-on technical assistance tailored to
their individual needs and circumstances. One size
does not fit all.
LDCs had been so far considered as a uniform,
almost monolithic bloc. However, the Survey
responses indicated that there was a significant
difference between LDCs in their perception of the
importance of trade, and consequently, in the
degree to which they have utilized and benefited
from the SDT measures that were made available
to them, and the extent of their integration into
the multilateral trading system.
In particular, technical assistance for
implementing the TRIPS Agreement should
address country-specific identified needs and
priorities, and therefore be targeted. LDCs that
had developed projects arising out of needs
assessments should be assisted in carrying out their
projects before the expiry of the transitional period
in July 2013.
Technical assistance for human resources
development activities required for the TPR’s
preparation should be aimed at helping LDCs in
training national officials on overall trade-related
issues and trade policy. Moreover, according to
the Survey respondents, the DTIS and the TPR
seemed to be disconnected from each other. Better
coordination between both processes would
provide added value to the funds invested for
achieving tangible results and lasting improvements
in human resource capacity building.
(http://esango.un.org/ldcportal/documents/10179/15001/
Summary%20%26%20Analysis%20LDCs.pdf)
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