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Developing country delegates in multilatera trade negotiations have become quite
active in forming bargaining coditions. But there has been little research concerning how this
has been done, what the results have been, or what influences these results® In tackling
these questions, this paper identifies strategy choices made by wesk-gtate coditions as
possible influences on their outcomes, the outcome being the primary dependent variable.

Our method is to investigate a single case and dtempt to generate a potentia
generdization for further invedtigation in other cases. From 1998 through the Doha
ministerid conference of November 2001, the Like Minded Group of countries (LMG)
illustrated what we cdl the drict digtributive srategy in negotiations in the World Trade
Organization. This codition put forward a number of detailed proposas that would have
shifted vaue from North to South and denied any negotiating gain to the North until the
North had first granted the group’ s demands. Despite agreat dedl of organized professiona
effort in Geneva, however, the group sustained a mgor loss and collected reaively small
gains especidly on their leading issue compared with the status quo, by the time of the Doha
conference as we read the record. The LMG did play aleading role in delaying what they
regarded as another serious loss. But this coalition gained less a Doha than others such as
the codition concerned with TRIPS and public hedth, which used the mixed-digributive
strategy, as shown in acompanion paper.

The generdization, in summary, is tha the drict didributive srategy carries two
risks--no dedl and fragmentation with loss. Under common conditions, what we cdl a
mixed grategy is likely to gain more for a week-state codition as a group. One condition
for gaining with the drict distributive drategy is credibility, which depends on unity. If a

codition makes a credible threat and remains united, the strategy will tend to shift the

! Early studies on coalition formation in GATT and WTO negotiations include Hamilton and
Whalley, 1989; Kahler and Odell, 1989, Tussie and Glover, 1995. Narlikar, 2003, is a new book length
treatment.



potentia settlement point in their direction and result either in agreement with gains, or no
ded a dl if ther preferred point is outsde the zone of agreement. The strategy may adso
encourage outsders to try to divide the members and undermine their credibility.  If
codition members do fragment aong the way, they probably would have been better off to
have used a mixed strategy. The present case illustrates the second risk.

One cavest: We will not clam to have tested a hypothess here.  Qualitative
methods such as the single case study and the comparison of a few cases are not designed
to prove any generd propostion conclusively. A larger number of cases selected neutraly
would be needed for atest. Factors not emphasized here are likely to be important as well
and every case will of course have unique features.

We begin with the reasoning behind our main argument. The subsequent section
describes the negotiating strategy and agenda of the LMG. The third section develops our
argument in this case by tracing the 1998-2001 negotiation process leading to the Doha
outcome, which is described in the fourth section. The fifth section compares the LMG's
outcome with those of two other coditions that followed mixed strategies and gained more.
The sixth section examines reasons why the Like Minded Group did not follow a more

mixed strategy. The fina section draws conclusions for researchers and negotiators.

|. The Logic Behind the Main Argument

Any negotiation outcome will depend on how other parties play their cards too, of
course; any government is operding in a drategic interaction. But with this complex redity
as a backdrop, it may ill be possible to identify some useful rough generdizations about
drategies and their effects, other things being equd.

The drict digtributive strategy has been defined in the introductory chapter as a set

of tactics that are functiond only for dlaiming vaue from others and defending againg such



claming, when one party’s gods are partly in conflict with those of others. It comesin both
offendve and defensve variants. Opening with a high demand, delaying concessions, and
offering arguments to persuade others to make unrequited concessions are tactics belonging
to a drict digributive strategy. It can at leest buy time for learning more about one's
interests, forming coditions, and reducing or delaying losses.

A gtronger variant would aso take others issues hostage, threstening to block
agreement on those issues if on€'s own pogtion is not satisfied. Agreement in WTO
multilateral talks amost aways requires a consensus, which means even the smalest
member has the forma authority (if not the informa power) to block therest. An even more
severe variant would add threats to pendize others outside the trade relm as well.

For delegates of aweak state surrounded by strong states whose goas may conflict
with theirs in part, it may often seem safest and most naturd to act defengvely to protect
againg claming by the strong. 1t may well be wisest in many cases at least to open with
such tactics.

But one condition for success with any threet is credibility, which is where the week
dart a a disadvantage by definition. The strong generdly have far better dternatives to an
agreement, by virtue of ther market size, technologica lead, globa corporations and
domestic palitical indtitutions. A threat by the week islesslikely to be believed in generd, at
least considering these objective power indicatorsdone. A threat by one smal trader done
is especidly unlikely to be believed. One WTO ambassador from a small developing
country has contended that the authority to block isan illusion.

The US can block a consensus but not [my country]. If you block, the

entire weight of the organization comes down on you. The problem is that



on other issues | need others to be flexible. If | block on thisissue, | amin

trouble on the other issue.?

Wesker states may nevertheless attempt tactics to increase their threat credibility,
and one such step is to form a codlition.®  Yet any codlition, strong or weak and regardless
of its grategy, will face three possible chalenges to its unity. One generd chdlenge is the
familiar free-rider problem, which rises with numbers. Second, specificdly in trade affairs, if
coalition members product interests diverge, this makes it difficult for members to agree on
which concessions to make to outsiders in the endgame.* And in any regime, aong the way
outsiders may take steps to split a codition and undermine the credibility of its commitment
to its negotiating pogition. Thus the credibility of a threat by a codition will depend on the
codition’s response to efforts to split it. Codition A could bet everything on the drict
digributive srategy, calculating thet adversaries will fall back in the find brinkmanship. But
if the codition itsdf fragments before the end, an individua member will end up making
concessions in return for nothing, unless its government is prepared to take the risks of
blocking the entire WTO by itsdf. Having passed up opportunities to gan some
concessions by falling back from some of its demands, it regps only losses.

More generdly, parties objectives in international negotiations are dmost never
perfectly opposed. Often there are also opportunities for deds that will make multiple
parties, including codition A, better off than before. To be sure, these posshilities are often
difficult to identify. Many rationa negotiators work strenuoudy to clam vaue from others
where they disagree, epecidly at the beginning, and are careful to conced their capacities
to fall back to true reservation values, to enhance the credibility of their positions. They may

aso attempt to conced their priorities across issues. But when parties private objectives

? Interview, Geneva, 19 October 2002.

% Other tactics for increasing credibility areillustrated in a companion paper on the 2001
Trips/health coalition.

* Hamilton and Whalley 1989.



actudly are partly consgent, integrative tactics sometimes elicit gains for A by either
discovering and exploiting common interests, or uncovering differences that can be exploited
for mutua benefit, as in commercid trade itsdlf.  Integrative tactics include asking other
parties to identify their priorities, proposing an exchange of concessions, and proposing to
redraw the issue space itsdlf in a way that benefits some without costing others. These
tactics require a minimal level of trust and a grester openness with information about one's
own pogtion. A mixed-digtributive strategy is one dominated by distributive tactics but is
diluted with integretive moves. A common mixture is sequentid--beginning with the
digtributive and adding some integrative near the end.

Adhering exclusvely to didributive tactics works againgt this process of mutud
gains negatiation in generd, reducing the odds that the whole body will discover and redize
these opportunities for joint gain. If A refuses to engage in any integrdive tactics, it
encourages B and C to manipulate information, delay, take their own hostages, make
threats, and develop dternatives to agreement with A. Party or Coalition A discourages B
and C from initiating integrative moves and fails to discover what gains for itsdf might be
achieved through logrolling or reframing.”> Even when A makes a credible threat and B and
C are congdering yidding, the odds of settlement would be higher, goes the argument, if A’s
drategy mixes in some integrative dements that give the others some negotiating gains to
deliver to ther frustrated condituents. All this applies to powerful countries too. Quad
negotiators aso run the risk of forcing an impasse if they regject dl integrative moves. But
when caoditions of wesker parties are involved, the cogts of using a grictly distributive
drategy go beyond the lost opportunity to discover mutua gains. Adherence to this strategy

may rase the odds of fragmentation, particularly when the ability of individua members to

® |n asituation where the parties believe their objectives are completely opposed, we would not
expect resort to integrative tactics since they can only expose the actor to exploitation. But any two
states that value their long-term relationship have at |east one common objective.



hold out in the endgame is adversely affected by the weaknesses and immediate pressures of

low development and powerlessness.

I1. An example of a strict distributive strategy

The LMG, now a recognized acronym in trade circles, began as an eight-member
codition in the preparatory process leading up to the Singapore Ministerid conference in
1996. India took the lead in forming the codition,® whose origind members were Cuba,
Egypt, Indig, Indonesia, Maaysa, Pakistan, Tanzanig, and Uganda.  Itsinitial agendawas
to block incluson of the so-called Singapore issues of trade and investment, trade
facilitation, trangparency in government procurement and competition policy. The group
helped forestal what they regarded as a loss in that the new issues were included in
paragraphs 20-21 of the Singapore ministeria declaration only as part of a study program
rether than actuad negotiations.” Additionaly, the LMG was vociferous in its opposition to
the incluson of labor sandards in the WTO, and obtained a promise againg this in the
Singapore Declaration, paragraph 4. Recognizing the importance of having a positive agenda
rather than smply opposition to the Singapore issues, from the preparatory process for the
1998 Geneva Minigeriad onwards, the LMG began to focus on the problems that
developing countries faced in implementing the Uruguay Round agreements. As aresult of its
activism, implementation issues were first accorded a least some recognition in the Geneva
Minigerid Declaration, in paragraphs 8, 9, and 10.

But the LMG redly came of age in 1999 when discussion began for the possble
launch of anew round at the Seettle Minigterid. It was at this time that the LMG expanded
to include the Dominican Republic, Honduras and Zimbabwe. It took a detailed and fairly

consgtent position in the debates on the launch of the Millennium Round. The group adso

% Interviews, Geneva, 2002.
7 \WT/MIN(96)/DEC, 18 December 1996.



became rdaively more inditutionaized through its weekly meetings. By the time of the Doha
Minigerid, the codition included Sri Lanka, dong with Jamaica as permanent observer.

Kenya too began to atend its meetings.? While the group continued to meet after the Doha
Minigterid, this paper focuses on the period from mid-1998 to 2001. Thisis partly because
in this phase the group was its mogt active and its agenda was at its most evolved, to date.
Additiondly, this phase of LMG participation in the WTO was directed specifically towards
the ongoing discussons for the launch of the new round that culminated in the Doha
Development Agenda in November 2001. By focusing on these years we are able to

observe a phase of negotiation that ended with an identifiable outcome.

This codition was relatively smdl in numbers conssting of only 14 out of 142
member dates. But in the aggregate the Like Minded Group accounted for about 5 percent
of world imports, making it stronger in underlying power assets than some developing
country trade coditions. It aso brought together countries from different rungs of the
development ladder, including Uganda and Tanzania as the LDCs, and combined countries
from Centra America and the Caribbean, Africa, South Asa, and Southeast Asa This
diversty ensured not only a greater legitimacy for the group, at least within the developing
world, but further permitted an important sharing of resources. For instance, at least one
LMG member would have representation in most small-group meetingsinvolving developing

countries, which meant that the LMG was kept abreast of dl pardld research initiatives and

& Note that none of the proposals submitted have the name of the ‘ Like Minded Group’ on
them. They are however recognizable as the work of the LM G when similar combinations of countries,
i.e. members of the LMG, sign on to them. Further, not all the proposals necessarily have the
endorsement of the entire membership. For the purposes of this paper, we count all those proposals as
LMG proposals as long as no more than three members of the group are missing. When the number of
sponsoring countries falls to less than five, we see the proposal as coming from a sub-group of the
LMG rather than the LM G itself. Also, when many of the members of the LMG sign on to a proposal,
they must constitute more than half of the sponsoring countriesfor it to be considered asan LMG
proposal for our purposes.



negotiating positions®  Still, whether such underlying assets are converted into negotiating
gain will depend codition strategy and its degree of unity.

During these years three broad sets of issues dominated the LMG's agenda
implementation issues, other development issues, and process-related systemic concerns™
The group was best known for defining and championing the issue that came to be cdled
implementation.  The issue had two components. To the first category belong problems
developing countries were having implementing their commitments under the rules, due to
capacity congtraints especidly in least developed countries. The second category referred
to the aleged falure of the developed countries to implement unfulfilled promises of the
Uruguay Round.  Although the 1994 dedl it had been designed as a ‘Grand Bargain, ™
developing countries had opened their markets quite significantly while developed countries
had not ddivered equivaent commercia gains to developing countries. One LMG

ambassador gtated the indictment in the following terms.

The experience of the past five years with implementation of the Uruguay
Round agreements has made it evident that the overall “package’ of
agreements covered by the “single undertaking' was inherently unegual.
Moreover, severd key agreements have been implemented in a manner that
has eroded their spirit and compromised their objectives. Consequently,

developing countries have not gained any meaningful increase in market

? Interview with aWTO negotiator from an LMG country, 21 May 2003.

19 Note that there is often a close link, even an overlap, between the implementation issues and
development issues. But very broadly, the implementation issues refer specifically to the problems of
implementing the Uruguay Round agreements that apply to developing countries as a group;
development issues bring in issues that have traditionally been missing inthe GATT and WTO and
often apply specifically to the LDCs and small and vulnerable economies.

" sylviaOstry (2000) describesthe ‘ Grand Bargain’ as an “essentially an implicit deal: the
opening of OECD markets to agriculture and |abor intensive manufactured goods, especially textiles and
clothing, for theinclusion into the trading system of trade in services (GATS), intellectual property
(TRIPS) and (albeit to alesser extend than originally demanded) investment (TRIMS). And also—as a
virtually last minute piece of the deal—the creation of anew institution, the WTO, with the strongest
dispute settlement mechanism in the history of international law.”



access in the key areas where they have a clear comparative advantage,

especidly textiles and agriculture.”

The LMG was a the forefront in raising the demand that until the imbaance of the Uruguay
Round agreements was corrected, there was no question of beginning new negotiations in
the WTO.

In raisng implementation problems, the LMG went beyond smply opposing. They
developed technica expertise and presented detailed proposals on a diverse set of WTO
issues including TRIPS, TRIMS, agriculture including the Net Food-Importing Developing
Countries, accdlerated integration of textiles, customs vauation, and implementation of
recommendations of completed reviews and WTO disciplines. All cdled for concessions by
developed countries without offering them any negotiating gain. For example, the codition
pointed out that while * S& D prior to the WTO was in recognition of the specid problems of
development faced by developing countries, ...the WTO only recognizes the specid
problems that developing countries may face in the implementation of the agreements.’*® The
LMG agued that even this limited form of S&D (with an dtered focus from enhanced
market opportunities to the granting of trandtion periods and technical assstance) does not
go beyond best-endeavor promises. As aresult, the group emphasized thet dl existing S&D
provisons in the diffeeent WTO agreements need to be fully operationaized and
implemented.

To improve the payoff from the Textile agreement the LMG cdled for importing
countries to grant growth-on-growth earlier rather than wait for it to take effect from 1

January 2002. The group aso cdled for a moratorium to be gpplied by importing countries

12 Ambassador Munir Akram, |mplementation Concerns— A Developing Country Perspective,
South Bulletin, No. 6, 15 February 2001, viewed at
http://www.southcentre.org/info/southbull etin/bul | etin06/bul | etin06.htm.

B \WT/GC/W/442, Proposal for a Framework Agreement on Specia and Differential Treatment,
19 September 2001.
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on anti-dumping actions until two years after the entire textiles and clothing sector was
integrated into the GATT.* In agriculture, the LMG called for the dimination of tariff pesks,
tariff escalaions and export subsdies by developed countries, a lowering of domestic
supports, and the creation of a Development Box that would alow developing countries to
deviate from their commitments to meet development and food security needs™ On TRIPS,
the group presented an agenda smilar to the codition on TRIPS and public hedth in
demanding that essentid drugs of the WHO be included in the list of exceptions to
patentability. It also raised severa other demands under TRIPS such as the extension of the
period of implementation, and extenson of additional protection for geographica indications
to products other than wines and spirits.'

The LMG was dso active in the area of generd WTO rules and disciplines. On anti-
dumping, for instance, the LMG proposed ways of restricting back-to-back investigations,
and that the lesser duty rule be made mandatory when a developing country is the target of
the duty. On subsidies, in the reme of baanced implementation the LMG proposed among
other things that non-actionable subsidies be expanded to include the subsidies that
developing countries use for development purposes.’” The group caled for meking the
provison on extended time periods for developing countries for SPS compliance
mandatory, and appedled for a greater involvement of developing countries in al phases of
gandard setting under SPS and TBT. Throughout the period, the LMG pointed to the

importance of technology tranfer. It proposed the setting up of a Working Group to study

“ WT/GC/W/354, Implementation I ssues to be Addressed Before/At Seattle, 11 October 1999,
WT/GC/WI/355, Implementation | ssues to be Addressed in the First Y ear of Negotiations, 11 October
1999.

S \WT/GC/WI/374, Agriculture, Proposal Under Paragraphs 9(a)(i) and 9(a)(ii) of the Geneva
Ministerial Declaration, 15 October 1999.

1 WT/GC/W/354, WT/GC/W/208, Agreement on TRIPS, Proposal Regarding Extension of
Protection of Geographical Indications under Paragraph 9(a)(i) of the Geneva Ministerial Declaration, 17
June 1999.

Y'\WT/GC/IW/354; also WT/GC/W/164/Rev.2, Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing
Measures, 14 June, 1999.
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the implications of the exiging trade agreements on a commercid basis and ways of
enhancing such transfer, particularly for developing countries® Findly, the position of the
LMG, even until November 2001, was consstent with its position a Singapore -- tha no
new issues (including the Singapore issues) could be brought in until the imbaance of the
Uruguay Round was corrected.

Going beyond implementation of past agreements, the coalition aso took thelead in
rasing certain other issues and proposas to aid development, particularly to help the least
developed countries, the smal and vulnerable economies, and some highly indebted poor
countries (HIPCs). It proposed that in the medium term, WTO agreements should be
amended to provide an ‘enhanced, effective and binding S&D scheme for developing
countries. Bearing in mind the debt overhang of the HIPC countries, the LMG proposed
the setting up of a Working Group to study the various implications of debt on the capacity
of developing countries to take advantage of trade liberdization, and aso to suggest
remedial measures and appropriate flexibilities in the implementation of particular agreements
countries facing high and specified levels of debt.™® It also proposed the setting up of a
Working Group for the study of the inter-relationship between trade and finance.

Third, the LMG placed consderable emphasis on issues relating to the process of
trade negotiation. Fird, this codition spent much time interndly engaged in what one
delegate described as ‘the educative mode” Lacking sufficient information and
understanding of the issues and having extremely limited governmentd resources for WTO
negotiations, codition delegates divided the labor of studying the issues and shared their

ideas for joint positions. Second, and particularly in the aftermath of Sesttle, the LMG and

B\WT/GC/W/327, Transfer of Technology Provisionsin the WTO Agreements, 22 September
1999; WTO/GC/W/ 443, Proposal for the establishment of a Working Group for the Study of the Inter-
relationship between Trade and Transfer of Technology, 18 September 2001.

¥ \WT/GC/W/445, Proposal for the Establishment of aWorking Group for the Study of the
I nter-Rel ationship between Trade and Debt.

P \WT/GC/W/444, Proposal for the Establishment of aWorking Group for the Study of the
I nter-Rel ationship between Trade and Finance, 18 September 2001.
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many others raised the cdl for inditutiona reform in the WTO to improve the participation
of developing countries.

In sum, the negotiating tactics used by the LMG toward the developed countries
during this period typify a srictly distributive strategy.?* In this case the strategy was
offengve in its demand for immediate redress of the implementation issues, development
concerns and systemic issues. It was defendve in its resstance to the Singapore issues,
labor, or the launch of a new round of negotiations before LMG concerns were addressed.
The following specific LMG tacticsilludtrate this type of Strategy.

The members formed a codition condgting of those who agreed to work jointly to
defend a centrd principle for claming vaue from developed countries. In this case the
central argument was that the Uruguay round package had been imbaanced and unfair
to developing countries, either because of the terms of the 1994 agreements or the way
the developed countries had implemented them. The caodition strongly criticized
developed countries for falling to keep their part of the Grand Bargain and gave them
little credit for what they had done.

The LMG extended this argument by contending thet if fresh concessions to developing
countries were made conditiond on launching a new round or adding new issues, it
would be tantamount to the developing countries paying two, three or even four times
for what they had been promised and had paid for in past rounds. (This reasoning
assumed that the new issues would bring net costs, not benefits, to developing

countries.)

21 practice anegotiator or delegation may not choose a strategy all at onetime and in a self-
conscious way. Some may choose one step at atime and accumulate a set of actions without
considering them as awhole. But evenif so, our premiseisthat it will still be useful to define strategies
thisway and classify actual behavior using these concepts, for purposes of research and improving
general knowledge of negotiation.
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The codition began with an extremdy ambitious opening position, circulaing detailed
demands covering a large share of the existing WTO rules. Its 1999 agenda implied
renegotiation of many Uruguay round agreements.

The proposals offered no negotiating gain to the developed countries, in contrast for
example D proposng a tariff-cutting formula designed to apply to dl members. The
predominant rationale as to why developed countries should make these concessons
was presented not in terms of mutua gains but in terms of legitimacy, the correction of
past injustices, and the exceptiondity of the problems of developing countries.

The codition attempted to take others priority issues hostage, a common distributive
tacticc. The LMG opposed proposds for issues that were high priorities for the
European Union, Japan and the US, and threatened to block consensus on them unless
LMG demands were granted.

They placed the onus of correcting capacity-related condraints in developing countries
a the sysemic leve, though some acknowledgement was made of the domedtic
limitations of developing countriesin availing themsdlves of the benefits of liberdization in
the proposas. Hence, for instance, the LMG demanded not only technical assistance to
facilitate their participation in the multilatera trading system, but dso enhanced market
access and other forms of S& D from developed countries.

Once the LMG had lad its proposds on the negotiating table, it limited itsdf exclusvely
to digtributive tactics, as a group it never blended integrative tactics into its strategy, as
some cadlitions did. For instance, we have not found evidence of follow-up attempts,
ather in the form of concessons the codition could consder making in return, or of
willingness to introduce complementary measures a the domegtic levd to further their
own agenda. We have not found evidence that the LMG prioritized its numerous

demands or asked Quad countries to identify their relative priorities—common sepsin
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the process of identifying possible exchanges of concessons. The LMG did show a
willingness to stagger some demands (eg. its proposds on implementation issues
identified some to be addressed beforefafter Sesttle, and others to be addressed in the
first year of the negotiations). But otherwise there was little indication of areas inwhich
the LMG was willing to accept less or back down. All the demands seem to have been
presented as an dl-or-nothing package in which everything was a ded- breaker, rather
than a set of prioritized demands on which some negotiation was possible. Even within
the group at an informa level, there appear to have been no collective fallback postions,
no Plan B on how to respond to pressures from the developed countries and negotiate
settlements. While the ‘educative mode condtituted integrative tectics, the sharing of
experiences and learning by the LMG with non-members was usudly open only to

developing countries.

I11. The negotiation process, 2001

What, then, were the effects of this Strategy choice on the negotiation process and
its outcome? It seemsto us that this codition’s choice of a drict distributive strategy, given
prevailing conditions, helps account for a disappointing outcome for the LMG. Of course
many factors are dways involved, not least the behavior of the strongest players. Yet
bargaining outcomes vary to some degree despite continuing power disparities.

Congder a selective review of the process concentrating on the last haf year. To
summarize, given the LMG drategy with high opening demands, the Quad had three
options. The BJ and US could dlow the stuation to build up to an impasse. But in the
aftermath of the debacle a Sedttle and imperatives generated by 9/11, another staemate
would have had significant cogs for them. The second option — to give in completely to the

offendve demands of the LMG — would have been even more codtly in their eyes. So
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during 2001 the two giants chose a third option and began to mix some integrative eements
into their own didributive drategies to try to negotiste compromises they would find
acceptable. Some of these integrative moves were targeted towards specific countries or
sub-groups in and outside the LMG. When the LMG did not respond as a group to
overtures toward compromise, these Quad carrots (and possibly sticks) had the effect of
golitting the group. Eventudly developing countries including some LMG members
individudly or in groups fell back from their own demands to negotiate at least some gainsin
Doha By then the Like Minded Group had fragmented and with it, the credibility of its
threat to block consensus.

In 2000 after the Seettle debacle, the WTO Generd Council, under the
chairmanship of Norway’s Ambassador Kére Bryn, began to evolve a more transparent and
inclusve process of negotiation to re-build mutud trust. It was agreed to give serious
congderation to implementation complaints and reach decisons by the end of that year.
That fal developing country delegates remained quite disgppointed with a lack of concrete
results® Yet by January 2001, according to an African WTO ambassador,

The tone has changed. Developing countries have had their *mourning

period” on implementation. Now people are talking about solutions. No

one thinks indudtridized countries will give developing countries more to

‘rebalance’ agreaments without something in exchenge®

In 2001 the EU began to water down the terms of the Singapore issues that it would
accept. For ingtance, it would alow developing countries to opt out of a WTO agreement
redricting policies toward foreign invesment. The EU offered its Everything But Arms

initiative to least developed countries.

# World Trade Agenda [ WTA], 20 November 2000, 6.
®Financial Times[FT], 30 January 2001. No one except perhapsthe LMG.
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The new Republican adminigtration in Washington dropped the labor rights issue
and USTR Robert Zodlick met with numerous developing country ministers. He paid a vist
to Indiain Augug. Inlate July the Indian newspaper The Statesman had written:

The Doha WTO meeting, dated for November, will in al probability sart a

new round of trade talks. . . . But perhaps, New Dehi's officid posture is

not so much a given stance as a bargaining tactic. Thet is, by saying it will

not relent it is checking out how much parties in favour of a new round are

willing to concede. If o, that is not necessarily a bad drategy, provided

Indiais sure of its bargaining strength. Punching above our weight, as we did

a countless internationa fora during the days of Nehruvian highmindedness,

is likely to produce a knockout blow in trade negotiations where nationa

interest is fought for with bare knuckle ferocity. India cannot sabotage

Doha. So, we must be ready to concede at the right moment, having first

made a redistic assessment of how much we can extract, and what we have

to give up.

While in India, Zodlick announced duty-free trestment on $540 million worth of Indian
exports, in a dear move to induce India off its blocking position.?* At that time The Hindu
warned the government that many countries were deciding in favor of around and that time

was running out for India to influence the agenda.

The Government is continuing with its efforts to build and maintain a
developing country dliance. But, as past events have shown, this can come

goart a the last minute. The Government should not be caught in a position

# Financial Times, The Statesman (India), 9 August 2001.
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in Doha where it has to sgn on the dotted line because in the end it finds

itsdf done?®

The Indian government continued to refuse any dedls.

On 26 September, WTO Generd Council Chairman Stuart Harbinson issued two
gngle negotiating texts, draft minideriad declarations meant to express a posshble
consensus®  They were compromises and most delegations complained about items
included or excluded. On 13 and 14 October Singapore hosted an informa meeting of 21
trade ministers from WTO countries to attempt to narrow gaps between them. Included
were African countries that had been excluded from meetings in Seeitle. After this meeting
Singapore's Minister George Y eo reported that some degree of understanding had been
reached on dl the gaps and that the WTO was 75 percent of the way toward agreement to
launch anew round. India s Minister Murasoli Maran was much less satisfied and continued
to oppose a new round. But Pakistan “added to the view expressed privately by many
delegates: that India has become increasingly isolated in its stance”?’  Pakistan's Minister
Abdul Razak Dawood said, “We fed much more comfortable than two months ago. We
are beginning to see a convergence of views on the main issues”®

On 16 October the European Commission announced it had granted Pakistan aside
ded improving access for Pakistani textiles and appardl. Indiawas reported to be “furious’
over Pakistan's dedl.?

On 27 October Harbinson published second drafts of his two main single texts plus

one on TRIPS and public hedth.  The text on implementation did not meet dl LMG

% «preparing for Doha,” The Hindu, 11 August 2001.
% |nternational Trade Reporter [ITR], 4 October 2001, 1546.
| TR, 18 October 2001, 1633.
28 H
Ibid.
# WTA, 29 October 2001, 8.
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demands. On the controversia new issues histext said “work” would proceed until the next
ministerial conference after Doha, when decisons would be taken on “moddities’ of
negotiation. The Least Developed Country codition regjected these drafts as imbaanced
againg their interests. Pakistan and India denounced Harbinson for planning to send the
sngle text, omitting their dissenting positions, to ministers without a decision by the member
states to authorize him to do s0.*°  In Doha on the first day a large group of South Asian
and African minigters repeeted their blunt rgection of talks on investment or competition
policy.3l

Aileen Kwa (2003) cites evidence about other carrots offered and promised to
individua members of the LMG to split them off. Regarding Pakistan she adds that the US
gave it alarge aid package. One week after the Doha Minigterid, the IMF and the World
Bank agreed to debt service rdief for Tanzania for US$ 3 billion under the HIPC Initiative.
Jamaica and other countries of the Caribbean were given an aid package from the IMF after
Doha for their post-9/11 tourism-hit economies. A week before Doha, she says, Japan
sgned a hilaterd agreement on investment with Indonesia on the condition that Indonesa
agree to an investment agreement a the ministerid. Our own research has not been able to
confirm al these dlegations. Nor is it clear that corrdaion, when it occurs, demongrates
causdity, particularly since severd of these payoffs seem to have been related more to
support for the US war on terrorism than compliance with the Quad in the WTO.*

However, we too have found at least some evidence of carrots used to buy off
individud LMG members. One codition delegate reported that the Quad offered
concessions that affected larger numbers of smaler countries, and in areas where there isno

mgor trade impact (such as assurance of S&D), and in so doing managed to leave the

% Odell, 2003.

% Bridges Daily Update, 13 November 2001.

¥ Though it could be argued that the War on Terrorism itself affected the trade negotiations by
creating new pressures for reaching agreement.
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concerns of the larger countries (such as India) unattended.®® So, for instance, the African
Group, induding the African LMG members, accepted the TRIPS and Public Hedth
Declaration and a WTO waiver for the African Caribbean-Pacific preferentid arrangement
with the EU. In return the African members dropped their opposition to negotiations over
industria tariffs, environment, and Singapore issues® Promises of assistance for capacity
building and development aid packages were important for the weakest members of the
group.® The Egyptians are reputed to have been offered an aid package® Pakistan was
offered the US ad package and increased EU textiles quotas and is aleged to have
tempered its position in the Textiles Monitoring Body in return.®

In addition to carrots, negotiators report that several sticks were also brandished.
As one put it, adhering to the LMG position could have got us everything or nothing.®® This
was too big arisk to take, especialy as some countries feared that they would lose even the
little that they had gained on implementation.* Developing countries were told thet if they
didn’'t agree on the new issues, the ACP waiver and the Declaration on TRIPS and Public
Hedth would be withdrawn. ‘ The other source of pressure was that no minister was prepared to be
blamed for the failure of Doha, and standing in the way of fighting terrorism.“° Smaller
countries were warned that if they continued with their opposition, their preferences would
be withdrawn.* According to the accounts of LMG negotiators, thrests extended to the
badance of payments problems of developing countries, politica issues, Free Trade

Arrangements (FTAS) and the dependence of developing countries on the IMF.*2

* Interview, Geneva, 20 May 2003.

# Interviews with delegates from devel oping countries, May 2003.

* Interview with aWTO negotiator from an LMG country, 22 May 2003.

* Interviews, Geneva, May 2003.

% Interviews with delegates from devel oping countries, May 2003.

* Interview with aWTO negotiator from an LMG country, 20 May 2003.

¥ African delegate, quoted by Kwa, 2003, p. 29.

“ Zimbabwe' s Ambassador Boniface Chidyausiku, quoted by Kwa (2003), p. 31.
“! Interview, Geneva, 23 May 2003.

“2 Interviews with WTO negotiators from LMG countries, May 2003.
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Severd LMG ddegates report that the Quad, recognizing the unity of the LMG at
the Geneva level, decided to exercise pressures in ther nationd capitds. Ministers were
cdled and told that their ambassadors were standing in the way of consensus and should be
ordered to concede or recalled.*® Some complied, given that many capitas were not as
wdl-versed in the technicad WTO issues as ther diplomats, and the capitas, with ther
broader respongbilities, were dso more susceptible to cross-issue linkages (eg.
development aid packages). In Doha itself, ambassadors were told that they could not
gpesk on behdf of their ministers and were actively stopped from interjecting. In the past,
ministers had had the discretion to call on their expert ambassadors to speak for them, and
this change worked to the severe detriment of developing countriesin general and the LMG
in paticular. As many minigers were not degply familiar with the technica issues on the
agenda, had little experience with the process in the WTO's Green Room, and sometimes
even lacked the necessary skills in English, they were in a weak position to oppose.  After
Doha three ambassadors are aleged to have been recdled from Geneva because of their
hard-line stance.™

Once the process of fragmentation begins, it can be expected to have an important
effect on the internd dynamics of the group as well as externdly. Interndly, when one
defects, the vaue of the codition for the remainder diminishes, making defection look more
tempting for them as well, producing a dominoes effect. As one LMG ambassador explains.
“Once it became evident to the other countries that some were fdling off, then they had to
congder if it was politicaly prudent for them to take up a stance of resistance.”’*> Another

amilarly admitted, ‘We were d0 afraid that if we continued to block, we would end up

8 Such pressures were exercised not only on the smaller members of the LM G but also its more
powerful members. For instance, Tony Blair is alleged to have called the Indian Prime Minister, Atal
Behari Vajpayee, twice, who ultimately then asked Minister Maran to concede; reported in interview
with aWTO negotiator from an LMG country, 20 May 2003.

“ Interview with aWTO negotiator from an LMG country, 23 May 2003; Kwa (2003).

*® Interview with aWTO negotiator from an LMG country, 21 May 2003.



21

becoming the only country that blocks. Remember, India was completely isolated at Doha
and few countries can teke that risk’* Externdly, dedining unity of the codition
undermines its credibility to block, thereby further diminishing the likelihood of achieving the
desred agreement with gains. This in turn may be expected to increase susceptibility to
bilatera pressures and prompt further defections. A few may remain sraggling dong with
the origina group agenda, but they no longer pose a credible threeat to block. These are dso
the countries that end up with neither asmal bilaterd ded nor the aspired collective gain.
The LMG maintained an active and coordinated postion through much of the
preparatory process. But by 14 November at the end in Doha, India stood aone at the
vanguard of resistance, according to our interviews. The united front had collapsed. Most
members of the group agree that they would have gained more collectively and individualy

had the LMG managed to hang together in the endgame.

V. The 2001 Negotiated Outcome; Little Gain and a Major Lossfor the LM G

The outcome was disgppointing for the LMG as a whole and perhaps even more so
for the very few countries that had not yielded to bilateral dedls. For the codition the results
as of the Doha meeting conssted of reatively little tangible gain on their mgjor issues and a
magor loss, as we read the record in light of the codition’s stated aims and the surrounding
context.*” On ther Sgneture issue, implementation, they gained dmost nothing of tangible
vaue by November 2001. And they suffered a mgor loss--the launch of a new round

without prior rebaancing of the Uruguay round's payoffs. The codition could rightly point

“® Interview with aWTO negotiator from an LMG country, 22 May 2003.

" This section does not attempt a comprehensive assessment of the Doha outcome for all
parties. It only compares the stated demands of the Like Minded Group with the outcome on those
issues. A more comprehensive assessment from aliberal economic standpoint, for example, would
identify in the Doha deal considerable scope for achieving welfare gains through negotiating that is not
highlighted here.
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to certain other gains from this period, but these seem to be modtly less tangible or due
partly to causes other than LM G efforts.

On the Group’ s Signature implementation issues, the Doha result was “dmost a bare
cupboard,” in the words of the Pakistani representative.”® The ministers folded some of
these issues into the new round--meaning that developing countries could be compelled to
pay or pay agan through the sngle undertaking (paragraph 47) for any new concessons
receved. Getting some implementation concerns into the round's agenda was a gan
compared with having them excluded atogether. But the ministers separated most
implementation complaints from the main minigeriad dedaation, shunting them into a
separate “ decision on implementation-related issues and concerns.”*® Most of the pointsin
this “decison” merely took note of a report, urged members to make best efforts, or
referred a matter back to a WTO body for more taks. The much-discussed idea of
improving the Textiles Agreement by applying more favorable “growth-on-growth”
provisions was downgraded to a request to the Council on Trade in Goods to talk about it
again. The main declaration set a deadline of end of 2002 for action on these matters.

We find a few smdl tangible gains on implementation. Some paragraphs in the
decison defined the phrase “reasonable interva” in existing agreements to mean not less
than Sx months.  Paragraph 11 agreed that members would not initiste TRIPS complaints
under the nullification and impairment provision while members examined modalities for such
complaints. This paragraph aso declared that the TRIPS Council shdl esablish a
mechanism for monitoring and implementation of previous obligations for technology transfer
to the least developed. Otherwise, though, the strategy aiming to squeeze out gains before

or during the Doha meeting had yielded little one could put in the bank.

“® Quoted by Panagariya, 2002
“WT.MIN (01)/Dec/17.
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Coadition members can point to certain other gains they had sought, but most of
these seem less tangible or due partly to other causes.  The Doha Development Agendais
unprecedented in the attention it accords to development concerns. The main Minigerid
Declaration uses the expressons ‘least developed’ countries 29 times, ‘developing’ countries 24
times, and ‘LDC’ 19 times.» But many of these references gill amounted only to lip service.
And it seems likely that at least some of this emphasis should be attributed to demands many
developing countries would have vocdized in some way even had there been no LMG.
Northern support for this rhetorical emphasis probably owed something to the Sedttle
debacle, which was due to more than LM G drategy.

Regarding implementation we believe, though we lack concrete evidence to
document it, that this codition’s public campaign did help de-legitimate the Uruguay round
ded in the eyes of many Northern trade policy experts. By the late nineties after aso
reading complementary publications by World Bank economists and others, many Northern
observers privately seemed to recognize grester imbaance in the Grand Bargain than they
had perceived in 1994.

In other matters of development, the main declaration included two provisons
proposed by the Like Minded Group. The ministers established two new Working Groups
on Trade, Debt and Finance (Paragraph 36) and Technology Transfer (Paragraph 37). But
these were agreements only to study the issues jointly rather than to negotiate over them,
and recommendations from these talks were limited to steps that might be taken “within the
mandate of the WTO.” Paragraph 44 reaffirms that the provisons of S&D ‘form an integra
part of the WTO Agreements.” References to S&D recur in dl the declarations, both as a
principle and in terms of its gpplication to specific groups of countries like the Least

Developed or the smal economies. Paragraph 35 of the Main Declaration sets up a new

* Panagariya, 2002.
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work program under the auspices of the General Council, directed towards fuller integration
of the smdl and vulnerable economies into the multilatera trading system. Paragraphs 42
and 43 are devoted specificaly to the Least Developed Countries. Paragraph 42 states,
‘We commit oursalves to the objective of duty-free, quota-free market access for products
originating from LDCs.... We further commit ourselves to consder additiond measures for
progressive improvements in market access for LDCs’ But the LDCs and the Small
Economies respectively organized two coditions of their own, pardld to the LMG, to work
for these provisons. It seems naturd to attribute these pieces of the outcome mostly to
those other coditions. References to technical assstance and capacity-building programs
for developing countries recur throughout the declarations. But as we will show later, these
were aso atop priority demand of the African Group, which included many more members
than the LMG and which made a credible thregat to block the round if these promises were
not part of the dedl.

Regarding process-related systemic issues, the LMG had been among the most
voca and condgstent groups in cdling for greater trangparency. The process of decison
making & Doha was certanly more inclusve than it had been at Sesttle. Mike Moore
reportsin his book that of the 22 minigters present in the final negotiations at Doha, 16 were
from developing countries. According to our interview sources, at least 6 of these were
LMG countries. The open-ended pattern of consultation meetings in 2000 and 2001 was an
important development beyond the less open processes at Sedttle. However, while the
LMG did vocdize these issues strenuoudy, it is difficult to attribute improvementsin process
soldy or even primarily to the efforts of the LMG. Other factors may have played a
sgnificant part in precipitating change, including the Sesttle collapse, generd agreement even

by the Quad that something had to change, initiatives by Chairs Bryn and Harbinson to help
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the parties evolve a more transparent process, and the active interest and proposals by
NGOs and other groups.

The mgor loss was the launch of a new round without first getting more tangible
gains to rebaance the Uruguay round agreements. In addition, one environmentd issue was
even added to the Doha agenda at the last minute to the surprise of many, even though many
developing members had consistently opposed it and it had never gppeared in a chair’ s text.
The outcome regarding the Singgpore issues was ambiguous. The declaration said the
minigters agreed to launch talks on these issues - aloss for the LMG - but only conditiondl
on a subsequent decision a the next ministerid conference. Relentless oppostion by India
and partners managed to delay thislossfor at least two more years.

Overdl, however, the codition probably was worse off after the Doha Ministerid
than before, judging from its collective gods. Nor did many demands of individud LMG
members make their way into the Doha Declarations in any subgtantive way. Pakistan's
gains on textiles in the declarations were few. Maaysd's successes on nonagriculturd
market access involved little more than a few unenforceable promises. Uganda's concerns
about studying the implications of tariff reductions for the LDCs and the decline of
preference margins went unnoticed. Mauritius got a promise of a study program specific to
the small and vulnerable economies and recognition of the importance of S&D, but with no
binding. Above al, these countries were now faced with an even more complicated set of
ISsues to negotiate, to which their origina concerns are bound, and with a deadline of 2005
for completing the Round. B.L. Das, former Indian Ambassador to the GATT, summarized
the consequences of these LMG drategy choices and their interaction with those of other

parties. “The trangtion from the long period of determined opposition to sudden collapse
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into acquiescence at the end has denied these countries the opportunity of getting anything in

return for the concessions they finaly make in the negotiations.”**

V. Fragmentation isNot Inevitable: LM G in a Compar ative Light

Fragmentetion is not inevitable, however. The result will dso depend on how
codition members respond to attempts at divide-and-rule. Two different developing country
coditions responded during this same phase by reecting lesser offers and holding together
behind their joint position: the TRIPY public hedth codition and the ACP.

In the case of the TRIPY public hedth codition, as the Odell and Sell paper
reports, the US offered deals appeding to sub-groups of countries within the codition. The
leest developed countries were offered an extenson of TRIPS trangtion periods for
pharmaceutical products until 2016. For Sub-Saharan African countries, Zodllick proposed
a moratorium on TRIPS dispute actions for measures they took to address AIDS. But the
codition stood firm. Just before the Minigerid, the US again offered the moratorium to
African minigers a a medting in Washington. But through internd bargaining efforts
epecidly by Geneva diplomats, the codition managed to avert possible defection at
minigerid level. In Doha, the US agreed to negotiate on the bass of the codition’s
proposal. Having achieved this much, the codition reciprocated with some integrative moves
and closed aded.>

The case of the ACP 2001 was smilar in the use of sequentidly mixed Strategy--
grictly digtributive tactics initialy with subsequent integrative ones. On the last day of the
Miniderid, x African ministers went to the Director Generd and firmly threatened to block

unless they were satisfied on two issues: technica assstance and a WTO waiver for a new

*! Das, * Strengthening Developing Countriesin the WTO,” Trade and Development Series, No.
8, Third World Network, viewed at www.twnside.org.sg/title.td8.html.
% Odell and Sell, 2003.




27

preferential pact between the African, Caribbean and Pecific states and the European
Union.> Others found this threat credible and the ACP got the waiver and the promise of
assigtance. In return for this concession, the ACP countries softened their stance on many
other issues (including the LM G issues).

Of course there were differences between these two coditions and the LMG
besides their negotiation strategies. Activists on Trips/hedth saw an opportunity to make the
emotiona AIDS pandemic afactor in WTO negotiations to their advantage, and they alied
with northern NGOs to reframe Trips as a public hedlth question. This codlition represented
amuch larger share of the WTO membership—60 states—including populous Braxzil, India,
and dl of Sub-Saharan Africa. The ACP was dso a large number of members and it too
set more modest gods than the LMG. But each of these two dso began with a drict
digtributive strategy, achieved and maintained a credible threst to block, but then shifted to a
mixed-digributive srategy in the endgame. Each fel back from many of its postions in
order to take home some gains.

Had the LMG caodition used a mixed srategy with a Smilar sequencing, it is quite
possible it too would have regped larger gains. Suppose the LMG had started with high
opening demands but eventually asked whether the Quad would concede on some areasin
return for LMG concessions on others, or responded to such feelers from the Quad. To
take a hypotheticd example, the LMG could have scded down its demands on
Geographica Indications in return for substantive commitments on Anti-Dumping from the
US. Even within the Singapore issues, one example of a falback would have been to dlow
government procurement but circumscribe its scope to transparency rather than market
access. Another would have been to alow taks on investment but on the condition thet an

agreement would alow governments to screen invesments in the pre-establishment phase

% |nterview with a participant in the meeting, Geneva, 24 September 2002.
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and clearly specify the obligations of investors. In return the LMG would have held firm for
something on its agenda. The Quad's integrative tactics suggest they were open to dedls, at
least up to apoint. A prospect of regping these grester gains on its collective agenda would
in turn have reduced the temptation of codition members to defect to separate bilateral

dedls, and thereby preserved the codition’s credibility in the areas where it stood firm.

V1. Strategy Choice and Coalition Identity and Structure

But then why did this particular codition not choose a mixed strategy? Why did the
LMG not attempt to bargain more in the endgame rather than smply acquiescing?

The most fundamental reason was that the very identity of this particular codition, as
understood by its members, worked againgt such a strategy. One negotiator explained:
“The LMG was redly about the inherently unfavorable Uruguay Round. Its point was that
only after these issues had been addressed would it engage in new discussions.’ > Another
responded to this question saying:

We didn't engage in such trade-offs, and | would argue that we dill

shouldn't. After dl, a mgor god of the LMG has been to restore the

balance of the Uruguay Round agreements. Why should we pay a second,

third or fourth price for that? We fdt that the issues we had raised were

important in themselves and should be considered on their own merit... >

To pay for new gains by faling back from these demands would have been to renege on
their defining principle, they felt>® Because this principle applied across a range of issues,

this codition, unlike others, dso tried to address multiple issues rather than asingle issue.

* Interview with aWTO negotiator from an LMG country, 20 May 2003.

*® Interview with aWTO negotiator from an LMG country, 22 May 2003.

% Actually, our interviews found that some delegates in coalition countries personally adhered
to this principle with less strength than others.
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This is not to say that dl principles will be inconggent with a mixed drategy.
Negotiators in bilateral as well as multilatera talks commonly present their position drgped
with a principle in the hope of legitimating the position and turning opinion initsfavor. Often
they compromise later in ways not entirdly consstent with the framing principle. And if other
conditions and tectics are favorable enough, a delegation or codition sometimes can
generate a consensus to use its principle to define the agreement. The TRIPS/public hedth
coditionin 2001 is an example.

A related reason for the LMG was that, because its members were a set of
countries that adhered to a common principle rather than a set defined by specific
commercid interests, this codition's economic and policy heterogeneity inhibited internd
agreement as to exchanges of concessons with outsders. Such internd agreements are
likely to be challenging for any codition; homogeneity is never complete® But some LMG
negotiators say it was amost impossible for the LMG to engage in trade-offs or even agree
on afdlback postion for this reason. Congder the heterogeneity asto levels of development

and export interests shown in the following table.

The Like Minded Group: Goods Exports and Income Per Capita

Member state Income PC Goods exports Leading goods Share of world
Dollars million dollars Exports exports (%)
1995 2001 2001
Malaysia 9770 87921 integrated circuits
computer parts
Indonesia 3800 56321 textiles and apparel
petroleum
India 1400 43611 textiles and apparel
diamonds
Pakistan 2230 9242 textiles and apparel
rice
Dominican Rep 3870 5333 apparel

medical apparatus

" Hamilton and Whalley 1989.
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3820

1380
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textiles and apparel
aluminum

coffee

fish
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Income per capita 1995: PPP estimates, World Development Report 1997

Export data: 2001 WTO/UNCTAD Intl Trade Center on line
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Given this diversty, it is hardly surprisng that the LMG found it difficult to maintain

staged, falback postions. In fact, even an initid collective negotiating position must have

been difficult enough to come up with. Severd members tempered their own positions to

accommodate the concerns of another member. Pakistan had aready met the requirements

of the Customs Vduations agreement but ill supported the LMG's podtion on

4.6

5.6

8.5

154

18.4



31

implementing it as the issue was of key importance to countries like India  Likewise
Maaysia did not attach great importance to Customs Vauation but supported the collective
position of the group. Honduras supported the group’ s position on the Textiles and Clothing,
even though it enjoyed preferences and had little commercia reason to do so.

The collective stance would sometimes even entail costs to some members. On non
agricultura market access, Mdaysa had a strong interest in dramétic tariff reduction, but
nonetheless tempered its pogtion to conform with the more defensive positions of some
LMG members that rely on such tariffs for revenue and which fdt that their indudtries ill
needed protection. In the latter group were not only the least developed but also Egypt and
Jamaica. Similarly, India, Indonesa and Maaysa supported the subsdies extenson for
smal economies, even though these economies produce goods that actualy compete with
their own.

Thus had the LMG agreed to concede on customs valuation, India would have
protested. Had it agreed to aggressve tariff-reductions on non-agricultural market access,
its leest developed members would have walked out. Given its structure and agenda, it is not
surprising that the LMG found it difficult to prioritize its demands™

In fact, according to one interview, LMG members in 2001 did not even try to
agree on falback positions. They had expected to block if their demands were not met, did
not anticipate that members would defect, and so did not plan for damage control.* Once a
position was arrived at, the LMG would stick to it relentlessy, and thereby aso increase the
temptation of members to defect for samdler but more certain gains. The Tripshedth

codition, in contrast, brought together countries with smilar preferences focused on asingle

% When we raised the question about prioritization, some of the negotiators responded that
the Quad has indeed made such demands from devel oping countries. They interpreted these demands
for prioritization as part of a strategy of claiming value from them rather than creating joint gain. This
would suggest possibly anew variable relating to the level of trust between the negotiating parties. It
may also be possible to speculate that the level of trust will increaseif the two parties attempt to use
mixed strategies.

* Interview, WTO negotiator from an LMG country, 20 May 2003.
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main issue. Clearly not dl weak-dtate coalitions need to be structured as the LMG was.

Those formed with a different structure in the first place will probably be less inhibited from
using amixed strategy. And codition formation isitsdf part of the negotiation process, not a
factor exogenousto it.

A third reason for the strategy choice in this case might be domestic hodtility toward
the WTO in India, the codition's most active member. There the WTO is widdy
condemned and few firms or paliticians speek in favor of additiond WTO agreements,
especidly not for more agreements like TRIPS. Rigid opposition was believed to be more
popular with the public and parliament than a more flexible strategy involving concessions,
even if the former meant losses and the latter meant some gains for India. It has also been
argued that the fact that India had a codition government during this period further lowered
the odds the government would take the risk of offering concessions before force majeure

made them seem unavoidable®

VII. Conclusion

We conclude that the use of a drictly distributive srategy by the LMG was a
sgnificant contributor to their disappointing outcome in 2001, leaving it perhaps worse of f
after Doha than before, according to its own stated collective objectives.  Faced with their
high demands and digtributive tactics, the EU and the US attempted the chegper dternative
of buying off individua members and succeeded. Had the codition not fragmented, severd
of its negotiators believe it would have gained more in Doha. But as soon as the codlition
began to fragment, its credibility was undermined, thereby increasing the vulnerability of

remaining members to bilatera pressures. As a result, collectively the LMG got little, while

% | nterview, Geneva, December 2002.



33

the few countries that adhered to the collective postion until the end left empty-handed or
worse.

These cases have implications for researchers and negotiators more generdly. They
suggest that a mixed drategy is likely to gain more for a week-state codition than the trict
digributive drategy a least under common conditions. These are only a few cases,
however; more research is needed to check this propostion and explore its limits. Under
what conditions might the gtrict didtributive srategy gain more than it did here? Some
speculaions might be added in conclusion.

Two risks have been identified. Regarding fragmentation, any codition can expect
to gain more if it corras free riders and fends off splitting tactics. The odds of doing so will
be greater if the codition is structured in the first place to have greater homogeneity, though
interests will dways diverge to some degree. A single-issue codition may have less difficulty
in practicing a mixed strategy, though that type of codition aso faces Sgnificant problems®
Second, assuming some heterogeneity, the odds will be greeter if some member or members
make sde payments to other members to offset the attraction of defection. Doing so may
have politica costs, however, if the Sde payment takes the form of a commitment to open
the home market. Few developing countries have the resources for financia side payments.
Less codtly, third, are diplomatic efforts to persuade other members to regject outside offers,
by arguing that remaining loya to the group promises greeter gain for that country than
defecting. We need more research, however, on what which persuasive efforts tend to be

more effective in negotiations.®

®! Narlikar, 2003.

82 See the companion paper by Odell and Sell for someideas. The strategy may generate
greater success in the hands of a coalition of powerful countries, since for one thing, powerful countries
can better withstand bilateral splitting tactics. Robert Jervis (1978) capturesthisideain hisinterpretation
and application of Rousseau’ s Stag Hunt: ‘If the failure to eat that day — be it venison or rabbit— means
that he will starve, apersonislikely to defect in the Stag Hunt even if hereally likes venison and has a
high level of trust in his colleagues. (Defection is especialy likely if the others are also starving or they
know that heis.)’



If codition unity is maintained and a threat to block is credible, the drictly
digributive strategy can gain more if other players can be persuaded they lack an attractive
dternative to sttling for these terms. But the second risk is impasse.  If an outsder
believes it has an dternative to a WTO agreement that is equal or superior to the codition’s
terms, the outsders may well prefer no ded with the codition. This of course is where
gmdler and poorer sates are definitiondly at a disadvantage; the richer and more sdf-
aufficient generdly have better dternatives. Still, what matters most is how parties perceive
their aternatives at a particular time. Studies of the “power of the wesk” identify tactics for
influencing these perceptions.®

Looking beyond a given negotiation episode, it could be argued that taking a strong
stand and demonstrating unified willingness to accept a breskdown a one stage will increase
the credibility of the threat to wak away in future episodes.  But in a boundedly rationd
world, it is dso difficult to know what aternatives others will perceive a tha future time.
Another risk is that breakdowns will encourage other parties to develop their dternatives, or
that trade negotiators will lose control of the process entirdly to powerful politicians with
other agendas.

The Like Minded Group's experience from 1998 to 2001 leaves severa other
practica lessons for those who seek to negotiate agreements. Among these are the
importance of being prepared for surprises with fallback postions, ensuring that ministers
understand the technical issues so that Geneva-leve intra-coalition coherence is maintained,
and perhaps engagement with civil society.

In sum, low-income and middle-income countries face daunting obstacles to success

in WTO negotiations whatever srategies they choose. But one of the things they contral is

% See references in the introductory chapter.
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how they negotiate. The implication is that their own drategy choices can make some

difference.
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