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BACKGROUND
The Fourth Ministerial in Doha in Novem-
ber 2001made a breakthrough in the WTO
talks with the launch of DDA under a new
round of multilateral trade negotiations. Four
years later, talks on concluding the Doha
Round remain tenuous and are the priority
of the Hong Kong Ministerial. The Fifth Min-
isterial in Cancún was supposed to provide
a platform for a mid-term review of the
progress made in DDA. However, not only
a sharp division complicated talks over the
agricultural and Singapore issues but multiple
groupings with entrenched positions were
formed. Though the Cancún Ministerial failed
amidst these irreconcilable differences, a
Ministerial Statement was issued, making it
clear that in those areas where a high level
of convergence was reached, members
would continue to work for an acceptable
overall outcome.1

JULY PACKAGE
In the Ministerial Statement at Cancún, it was
agreed to resume negotiations in Geneva by
15 December 2003. They resumed only in
March/April 2004 and culminated in the
adoption of the 1 August GC Decision (WT/
L/579)  ú JP ú which sets the stage for nego-
tiations among members during the run-up
to the Hong Kong Ministerial and beyond. It
identified five priority areas for further ne-

From Doha to Hong Kong

Issues for South Asia

gotiations: agriculture, NAMA, services,
trade facilitation and development dimen-
sion.

Agriculture
After being virtually neglected through de-
cades of rapid trade liberalisation, agricul-
tural trade policy ú market access, domes-
tic support and export subsidies ú has be-
come the most contentious topic in trade ne-
gotiations. In fact, the lack of progress in ag-
ricultural reform has led to several missed
deadlines in the latest round of negotiations
promoted by the WTO, putting DDA at
risk.2 Agriculture remains a deal maker or
deal breaker; unless there is a significant
progress on agricultural negotiations, discus-
sions on other issues are not likely to make
any headway. Annex A of JP contains mo-
dalities for negotiations on agriculture, the
contours of which are discussed below.

Market Access
Market access refers to gradual reduction
and elimination of tariffs on internationally
traded goods. Members agreed to use a
tiered formula, classifying tariffs into various
bands for subsequent reduction from bound
rates, with higher tariffs being cut more than
lower ones. The actual modalities ú the
number of bands, threshold for defining
bands and type of tariff reductions within
each band ú remain subject to negotiations,

INTRODUCTION
Multilateral trade negotiations under Doha Development Agenda (DDA), which resumed
after the collapse of the Fifth Ministerial of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) in Cancún
in September 2003, culminated in the General Council (GC) meeting in July 2004 that
adopted ‘July Package’ (JP). Subsequent meetings have met with little success as far
as reaching agreements on various issues under DDA is concerned. JP has set end
July 2005 as the deadline to arrive at ‘first approximations’, i.e., broad consensus on five
issues: agriculture, non-agricultural market access (NAMA), services, trade facilitation
and development dimension. The success of the Sixth WTO Ministerial in Hong Kong to
be held from 13-18 December 2005 depends on successful talks among members.
Developing countries, including those in South Asia, have a high stake on the success-
ful completion of the Ministerial.

This briefing paper analyses the issues being negotiated under JP and other issues
under DDA with a view to identifying South Asian priorities for the Hong Kong Ministerial.
It also deals with the concerns that these countries have in relation to further negotia-
tions on such issues and suggests the governments to take a proactive and unified
stance during future negotiations.
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SPECIFIC ISSUES ON AGRICULTURAL
MARKET ACCESS

BOX 1

In order to address other concerns, decisions were also
made on the following three issues:
• Sensitive Products: Developed as well as developing

counties can designate an ‘appropriate number’ of
tariff lines to be treated as sensitive without ‘under-
mining the overall objective of the tiered approach’.

• Special Products (SPs): Only developing countries will
be able to designate SPs for more flexible treatment,
based on criteria of food security, livelihood secu-
rity and rural development needs.

• Special Safeguard Mechanism (SSM): Developing
countries will also have recourse to SSM to take mea-
sures against sudden import surges.

which must lead to ‘substantial improvement’ in market ac-
cess for all products.3 Annex A also addresses the issues of
tariff rate quota, tariff escalation, and tariff simplification and
exceptions to them are given in Box 1.
Upon initiatives by ‘five interested parties’, viz., Australia,
Brazil, the European Union (EU), India and the United States
(US), key WTO members agreed on the modalities of agri-
cultural tariffs during the Paris ‘mini-ministerial’ in May 2005.
They reached a preliminary compromise on how to convert
‘specific’ agricultural tariffs based on quantities imported into
ad valorem equivalents, i.e., tariffs mentioned in percentage
and based on the price of the product. Members had been
caught up in disagreement over the conversion process for
months; settling the matter was essential for agricultural ne-
gotiations to proceed. However, the tariffication modality still
needs to be agreed to by the WTO’s full membership.

Domestic Support
JP included targets for the reduction of domestic support and
specified that ‘Blue Box levels’ will be capped. In the first year
of implementing the Agreement on Agriculture (AoA), it is
required for members to reduce their overall trade-distort-
ing support by 20 percent, comprising the final bound total
aggregate measure of support (AMS), the permitted de mini-
mis levels and the permitted ‘Blue Box levels’. The reduction
will be made under a tiered formula that cuts subsidies pro-
gressively: higher levels of trade-distorting domestic support
are subject to greater reduction.
The Annex also caps product-specific AMS at average lev-
els, based on a methodology to be agreed, for preventing cir-
cumvention of obligations through transfer of subsidies be-
tween different support categories. However, even the 20
percent reduction would not change the existing levels of
support significantly as the reduction would be made from
bound rather than applied levels.4

Export Competition
Members reached an agreement to establish detailed modali-
ties ensuring the parallel elimination of all forms of export
subsidies and disciplines on export measures with equiva-
lent effect by a credible end date. JP also includes, within its

ambit, export credits and credit guarantees or insurance
programmes. Trade-distorting practices of exporting public
enterprises and the provision of food aid, not in conformity
with operationally effective disciplines to be agreed in order
to prevent commercial displacement, are also to be disci-
plined.

Non-Agricultural Market Access
NAMA negotiations are being conducted under the back-
ground of high overall tariffs prevailing in developing coun-
tries on industrial products and high tariffs on developing
country exports in developed countries. The NAMA frame-
work sets the stage for the pursuit of tariff cuts according to
a non-linear formula and the reduction or elimination of non-
tariff barriers (NTBs). Its level of specificity, however, is low
reflecting many issues where progress in the negotiations has
been limited.5

Annex B of JP asks WTO members to continue working on
a non-linear formula applied on a ‘line-by-line basis’ on non-
agricultural products. However, it emphasises the ‘special
needs and interests’ of developing countries, including through
less than full reciprocity in reduction commitments, and pro-
vision of leeway to insist on only linear cuts for certain tariffs
lines and perhaps none for others.6

The Annex also specifies that flexibilities for developing coun-
tries will include applying ‘less than formula cuts’ to upto a
certain percentage of tariff lines, or keeping “as an exception,
tariff lines unbound, or not applying formula cuts for upto
[5] percent of tariff lines provided they do not exceed [5]
percent of the total value of a member’s imports”. The brack-
eted figures are open to negotiations.7 The NAMA framework
‘contains the initial elements for future work on modalities’
leaving the formula for tariff reduction, the issues concerning
the treatment of unbound tariffs, the flexibilities for develop-
ing country participants, the issue of participation in the
sectoral tariff component and the preferences for future ne-
gotiations. It has also addressed the issues of NTBs and re-
quested members to make notifications of NTBs by 31 Octo-
ber 2004.8

It is stipulated that the non-ad valorem duty should be con-
verted into ad valorem ones. This is expected to make tariff
protection transparent for exporting countries, which face
higher level of protection when prices of their exports fall.
Since most developing countries still have a substantial por-
tion of their industrial tariffs unbound, they are expected to
bind substantial portion of their tariff lines. Annex B also ap-
pears to suggest that newly acceded countries may not be
required to undertake any major tariff cuts as they have al-
ready made extensive market opening commitments.
Similar to the agricultural text (though not mentioned in the
agricultural section), duty free and quota free market access
to least developed country (LDC) products have been left at
the discretion of the developed country participants and
‘other’ participants, without any agreed deadline. Developed
countries maintain around an average of 3.8 percent tariff on
manufactured products and developing countries either main-
tain very high bound tariffs or have not bound a significant
portion of their tariff lines at all. For example, some develop-
ing countries and LDCs in Africa have bound less than 1 per-
cent of their industrial tariffs. While binding coverage for
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industrial products in Camroon and Tanzania is 0.1 percent,
the corresponding figures for Mozambique and Togo are 0.5
percent and 0.9 percent respectively. Among South Asian
countries, Bangladesh has bound only 3 percent of its indus-
trial tariffs, Sri Lanka has bound 28.3 percent and the corre-
sponding figure for Pakistan is 37 percent.9

Services
When the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS)
was prepared during the Uruguay Round (UR), members of
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) were
allowed to choose the sectors for liberalisation. They also
agreed that there would be further liberalisation in this sec-
tor in a progressive manner, like in agriculture. In the run-up
to the Doha Ministerial, the notion of reciprocal commitments
emerged. While developed countries wanted to see hitherto
protected sectors in the developing countries liberalised, the
latter wanted to see hitherto protected mode of service de-
livery liberalised.
Accordingly, DDA mandated negotiations on trade in ser-
vices with a view to promoting the economic growth in all
trading partner countries. Following this mandate, the focus
of services negotiations has been on bilateral request-offers.
JP, too, supports this mandate and aims to achieve progres-
sively higher levels of liberalisation with no a priori exclusion
of any services or mode of supply. Since the offers submit-
ted, so far, had not been upto the expectations of the mem-
bers, JP set the deadline to submit revised offers as May 2005,
which passed without members making satisfactory offers.

Trade Facilitation
Despite the potential benefits, developing countries are un-
able to independently undertake trade facilitation measures
that could help them overcome supply side bottlenecks and
enhance efficiency. The inclusion of this issue for negotiations
in DDA, “subject to explicit consensus on the modalities of
negotiations”, had created a sharp division between the North
and the South in the run-up to Cancún Ministerial. Within
JP, it is the only Singapore issue in which members reached
an agreement to conclude negotiations as a part of Single Un-
dertaking under DDA. Annex D of JP states that negotiations
“shall aim to clarify and improve relevant aspects of Articles
V, VIII and X of the GATT 1994 with a view to further expe-
diting the movement, release and clearance of goods, includ-
ing goods in transit.”10

Substantive negotiations have started with several submissions
made on Articles VIII and X by WTO members. The debate,
so far, focuses on the scope of transparency requirements,
the scope for special and differential (S&D) treatment, the costs
of trade facilitation and the required technical assistance in
the case of developing countries.11

Development Dimension
Implementation related problems in relation to the WTO
agreements and S&D treatment have been discussed ever since
DDA was launched. Box 2 highlights some development di-
mension issues as set forth by the Doha Declaration. How-
ever, there has not been significant progress in most issues.
JP calls for the review of all outstanding agreement specific
proposals and reporting to the GC for clear recommenda-

tions on decisions. The Committee on Trade and Develop-
ment was instructed to report to the GC “as appropriate”
on all other outstanding works, such as a mechanism to
monitor the implementation of S&D obligations and the in-
corporation of S&D treatment into the architecture of WTO
rules.
Among the issues agreed for negotiations by JP, trade facili-
tation is the only issue that provides a leeway to developing
countries not to implement their part of commitments in the
absence of technical assistance. On agriculture, S&D provi-
sions are mostly related to higher transition period and lower
level of reduction coefficients. The language on S&D provi-
sions is non-binding and depicts best endeavour nature.12
Moreover, though the LDCs are not required to participate
in any reduction commitment, the non-binding language re-
lating to duty free and quota free access13 has further weak-
ened their bargaining position in their efforts to obtain such
facility from the developed countries. According to Annex C
of JP titled Recommendations of the Special Session of the Coun-
cil for Trade in Services: “Members shall strive to ensure a high
quality of offers, particularly in sectors and modes of supply
of export interest to developing countries, with special at-
tention to be given to LDCs”. This language is meaningless
to the developing and least developed countries as there is a
vast difference between “shall strive to ensure” (existing text)
which is not mandatory and “shall ensure” which would have
been mandatory. As far as services are concerned, members,
as per the text, “note the interest of developing countries as
well as other members on Mode 4, i.e. movement of natural
persons”. However, noting the interest and actually making
a commitment to liberalise the same are two entirely differ-
ent things.
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DEVELOPMENT DIMENSION ISSUES IN THE
DOHA DECLARATION

BOX 2

• Mainstreaming trade into the national development
and poverty reduction strategies;

• Implementation of WTO commitments;

• Coordinated delivery of technical assistance;

• Long term funding for WTO technical assistance;

• Market access and export diversification; and

• Endorsement of Integrated Framework for Trade
Related Technical Assistance as a viable model for
LDCs.

Note: Adapted from the Doha Declaration (between para-
graphs 38 and 43)

Other Issues
The exclusion of some other issues by JP does not negate
their importance.  Therefore, these issues are briefly dealt with
in the following paragraphs.

TRIPS Agreement
The issue as to whether countries with Trade Related As-
pects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) compliant patent
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regime can export generic drugs manufactured by using com-
pulsory license to countries without sufficient manufacturing
capacity still begs clarifications. Also, members are divided
on whether to include a mandatory requirement to disclose
the source of origin of genetic resources and associated tra-
ditional knowledge while applying for patent. Should the mem-
bers decide to include such a requirement, what should be
the modalities for prior informed consent and benefit shar-
ing is also being discussed in the TRIPS Council.
Another vital issue is the possibility of initiation of trade dis-
pute even if there has been no violation of the TRIPS Agree-
ment. While the Dispute Settlement Understanding (DSU)
allows initiation of such complaints in the case of other ‘cov-
ered’ agreements, Article 64.3 of TRIPS has provided initial
exception to this rule. This exception was extended for two
years by DDA. Due to the failure to reach consensus on it
during Cancún, its future remained uncertain. JP then laid all
speculations to rest by explicitly extending the moratorium
until the Sixth Ministerial.

Trade and Environment
Though the demandeurs would have liked to initiate negotia-
tions on trade and environment issues, trade ministers agreed
to conduct negotiations on only three areas: a) the relation-
ship between existing WTO rules and specific trade obliga-
tions set out in multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs);
b) procedures for regular information exchange between MEA
Secretariats and the relevant WTO committees, and the cri-
teria for the granting of observer status; and c) the reduction
or, as appropriate, elimination of tariff barriers and NTBs on
environmental goods and services.14

Ministers also instructed the Committee on Trade and Envi-
ronment in pursuing their work to give particular attention
to: a) the effect of environmental measures on market access
issues; b) the relationship with the relevant provisions on the
TRIPS Agreement; and c) labeling requirements for environ-
mental purposes.15

Since a majority of WTO members were not keen on pursu-
ing negotiations on these issues, it is not likely to reach too
far. Only the negotiations on environmental goods have seen
some movement with few countries proposing lists of envi-
ronmental goods although many developing countries have
yet to put forward their positions.16 JP also made a passing
remark on environmental issues by reaffirming members’
commitment to continue negotiations in line with the Doha
mandate.17

Trade, Debt and Finance
Developing countries are concerned about the access to trade
finance for enhancing their trade performance. The
demandeurs for examining this relationship between trade,
debt and finance are countries seeking ways to reduce their
external debt burden and those that have experienced finan-
cial crises.18

Ministers agreed in Doha to examine this relationship and
of any possible recommendations on steps to be taken within
the WTO mandate in order to contribute to a durable so-
lution regarding external indebtedness of developing coun-
tries. The main objective was to strengthen the coherence
of international trade and financial policies with a view to
safeguarding the multilateral trading system from financial

and monetary instability. It was also agreed that the GC
should report to the Cancún Ministerial on progress in the
examination. However, the GC could not prepare any rec-
ommendation. Neither has JP mentioned anything other
than urging the GC and other relevant bodies to “report
in line with their Doha mandate to the Sixth Ministerial Con-
ference”.

Trade and Technology Transfer
Since developing countries felt that technology transfer pro-
visions contained in various WTO agreements have not
materialised, they demanded negotiations on this issue. The
Doha Declaration stipulated: “We agree to an examination,
in a Working Group under the auspices of the GC, of the
relationship between trade and transfer of technology, and
of any possible recommendations on steps that might be
taken within the mandate of the WTO to increase flows of
technology to developing countries. The GC shall report to
the Fifth Session of the Ministerial Conference on progress
in the examination”.
Besides, the Declaration on Implementation Related Issues
and Concerns contained a language to reinforce the man-
datory nature of Article 66.2 of TRIPS (dealing with tech-
nology transfer) and urged the developed countries to sub-
mit the progress made. The Working Group on Trade and
Technology Transfer (WGTTT) will now have to present its
recommendations during the Hong Kong Ministerial.19

Dispute Settlement
Problems were encountered in relation to time taken to settle
the dispute and implementation of remedies proposed by the
Dispute Settlement Body. Though it was decided during the
UR that the review of DSU would be conducted from 1999,
this could not take place. Therefore, DDA agreed to nego-
tiations on improvements and clarifications of the DSU. It
was also decided that the DSU review and negotiations on
this issue would not form a part of single undertaking. How-
ever, two deadlines post Doha Ministerial have been already
missed. Although no new deadline for the settlement of this
issue exists, there are a number of proposals.

Technical Assistance and Capacity Building
A majority of developing countries, in particular LDCs, en-
counter problems in implementing WTO commitments.
Therefore, these countries demanded that the issue of techni-
cal assistance and capacity building be discussed under DDA.
The Director General was supposed to report to the Cancún
Ministerial regarding the implementation and adequacy of
technical assistance and capacity building commitments. The
December 2002 deadline for the submission of the interim
report to the GC was missed. Technical assistance is now
limited to organising regional trade policy courses for train-
ing government officials under what is known as Technical
Assistance and Training Plan. However, developing countries
require resources not only to implement WTO obligations
but also enhance supply side capacities.20

TOWARDS A COMMON POSITION
All the six WTO members of the region ú Bangladesh, In-
dia, the Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka ú realise that
DDA offers tremendous prospects for them to achieve their
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overarching objective of sustainable development and pov-
erty alleviation. All of them thus have a high stake on the suc-
cessful completion of DDA. Therefore, it is necessary for them
to forge an alliance for the achievement of their common goals.
However, impediments are hindering the prospects of co-
operation among South Asian countries to form a common
position prior to the Hong Kong Ministerial. First, while
larger economies like India and Pakistan are in a position
to make reciprocal commitments, LDCs like Bangladesh, the
Maldives and Nepal hope to benefit from S&D provisions.
Developing countries also feel that the LDCs would be gain-
ing incremental market access at their cost. Second, there
are sector specific concerns such as in the case of AoA.
Despite these problems, South Asian WTO members can
and should identify the areas of common interest, articu-
late a common approach and strategy to be pursued in ne-
gotiations, and in the process, resolve conflicting interest
vis-a-vis regional cooperation.21 What is the likelihood of
common positions on the issues being discussed as part of
JP and other issues under DDA?
Since a majority of South Asian populations depend on ag-
riculture, their interest lies in protecting the agricultural sec-
tor from the import of subsidised products of developed
countries. While India would gain tremendously from the
removal of agricultural subsidies in industrialised nations,
Bangladesh, the Maldives and Nepal are likely to lose be-
cause of increased food import bill. Tariff and subsidy re-
duction in India would result in the entire South Asia re-
gion making gains. It might thus be in the regional interest
to have a common position on the elimination of subsidies
in developed countries but maintaining the most favoured
nation tariff protection. They could then liberalise tariffs on
agricultural products among themselves under South Asian
Free Trade Area negotiations.
Similarly, South Asian countries need to develop common
positions on reducing tariffs and designating sensitive prod-
ucts, SPs and preparing the modalities for SSM through con-
sultations when submitting proposal in alliance with other
groups. A meeting of South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation (SAARC) trade and commerce ministers in
August 2001 in New Delhi had also emphasised closer col-
laboration and consultation amongst the SAARC
policymakers and ambassadors to the WTO Secretariat.
They were also asked to keep each other abreast of coun-
try positions, and interact and discuss pertinent issues.22

On NAMA, India and Pakistan ú both of which maintain
high industrial tariffs ú will have to untertake higher tariff
cuts due to non-linear formula for tariff reduction proposed
under the Swiss formula. NAMA negotiations may have some
impact on Bangladesh and the Maldives despite their LDC
status because they will be asked to bind more than 90 per-
cent of their industrial tariffs. The negotiations may not be
relevant for Nepal as it is an LDC and has also bound 99.3
percent of its industrial tariffs at the time of WTO acces-
sion. Despite the differences in country positions, South
Asian countries should collectively demand for actualisation
of “less than full reciprocity principle”.
A liberal services regime along with sufficient infrastructure
needs to be complemented by facilitated and favourable ac-

cess to market, technology, information network and distri-
bution channels and market information.23 South Asian
countries need to raise the issue under JP in the negotia-
tion on rules. Given the role of remittances, tremendous
gains could accrue to all these countries from the
liberalisation of Mode 4 of GATS. Similarly, they should also
press for the liberalisation of outsourcing services, covered
under Mode 1 (cross-border supply of services using infor-
mation and communication technology) of GATS.
On trade facilitation negotiations, Nepal may be the only
South Asian WTO member with a different approach. Given
its landlocked status, the negotiation on transit freedom is
crucial to secure transit rights.24 All South Asian countries
should be careful to ensure that they need sufficient and
targeted technical assistance from their development part-
ners to implement the measures to be agreed. At the do-
mestic level, it is worthwhile for them to conduct studies to
map out their technical assistance requirements.
On negotiations relating to implementation related issues
and S&D treatment, South Asian countries should have a
common position to ensure that these issues are expedi-
tiously settled otherwise they should join hands with other
countries to block negotiations on other issues. After all,
DDA is a single undertaking and nothing can be consid-
ered as agreed unless there is an agreement on everything,
including development related issues.
South Asian countries should make a sincere effort for com-
mon positions on other issues as well. On TRIPS, they should
first aim at clarifying the spirit of the Doha Declaration so
that countries with limited manufacturing capacity on phar-
maceutical products are free to import generic medicines
from other countries in order to address their public health
concerns. Second, they should develop a position that pre-
vents piracy of their genetic resources and associated tra-
ditional knowledge by emphasising on the disclosure, prior
informed consent and benefit sharing as pre-conditions for
patenting of invention based on genetic resources and/or
traditional knowledge. Third, they should insist on extend-
ing the moratorium on non-violation complaints under the
TRIPS Agreement.
On trade and environment, priority should be given to en-
sure that environmental standards are not legitimised within
the WTO framework as this could be used for protection-
ist purpose by developed countries. On trade, development
and finance, South Asian countries may not have major
interest because of their relatively sound macroeconomic
fundamentals. Trade and technology transfer is a major is-
sue for South Asian countries as they are net importers of
technologies. Therefore, they should make informed inter-
vention at the WGTTT such that their concerns are re-
flected in the Working Group’s submission to the Hong
Kong Ministerial.

DSU review might not be a current priority for South Asian
countries because of the limited number of disputes these
countries are involved in. Technical assistance and capac-
ity building are major issues and they should collectively bar-
gain for binding commitment to particularly help the
LDCs in the region. In this regard, the twin priorities
are investment in upgrading infrastructure and customs
administration.
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Launched in December 1994 at Nagarkot, Nepal by a consortium of South Asian non-governmental organisations
(NGOs), South Asia Watch on Trade, Economics & Environment (SAWTEE) is a regional network that operates through
its secretariat in Kathmandu and 11 member institutions from five South Asian countries, namely Bangladesh, India,
Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka. Registered in Kathmandu in 1999, the overall objective of SAWTEE is to build the
capacity of concerned stakeholders in South Asia in the context of liberalisation and globalisation.

This Briefing Paper has been published under the Progressive Regional Action and Cooperation on Trade (PROACT)
Phase III with the support from Novib (OXFAM Netherlands). The project seeks to address the regional cooperation
issues to develop and strengthen the sense of unity and cooperation among the countries of South Asia – the
members of South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) – during multilateral negotiations.

CONCLUSION
The success of the Hong Kong Ministerial is vital to complete
current multilateral trade negotiations under DDA, in which
developing countries have a high stake. Despite the failure of
the Cancún Ministerial, the agreement reached among mem-
bers on JP has raised hope. The successful completion of DDA
is bound to be a tenuous process. South Asian countries have
divergent interests on some issues but that does not preclude
the possibility of arriving at common positions on others. Given
the limited negotiating resources, there is a need to prioritise
the issues on the basis of their importance so as to create better
impact on making trade work for people, especially the poor
of South Asia. It is also necessary for all the countries to be
proactively engaged in the WTO discussions so as to ensure
that issues that have not received much prominence in JP, but
can affect them, be also addressed.
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