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Abstract 
 
In recent years, there has been a shift toward measuring progress through wellbeing as well as Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP). This has resulted in the development of a number of wellbeing frameworks 
and metrics, each tailored toward a specific application. This specificity helps these metrics address 
their particular purpose while facilitating longitudinal and international comparison. The 
development of a trade-specific wellbeing framework would allow a more comprehensive evaluation 
and assessment of the effects of trade around the world. 

Two broad applications of a trade-specific wellbeing framework are explored: as an augmentation of 
the ways in which Special and Differential Treatment (SDT) provisions are defined and applied; and 
as a catalyst for expanding both the scope and the time scale at which impacts of trade are 
considered.  

One of the fundamental objectives of the Doha Round of trade negotiations is to help facilitate trade 
in developing countries. While increases in GDP remain the most critical driver of improvements in 
wellbeing in these countries, there is an opportunity for a trade-specific wellbeing framework to 
increase the fairness with which SDT provisions are granted, and to help ensure economic benefits 
are being equitably distributed. 

Recent research has demonstrated that self-reported wellbeing is critically linked with income level,1 
however, it has also been demonstrated that there is little correlation between national scale 
longer-term wellbeing indicators and income.2 

A shift toward the measuring and reporting of wellbeing indicators in trade relationships could 
increase the degree to which longer-term environmental and cultural impacts are considered. A 
trade-specific wellbeing framework would allow these impacts, which are often considered 
externalities, to be better measured and reported. 

It is concluded that the WTO is in a unique position to deepen understanding of the ramifications of 
international trade. By combining existing measures of economic impact with a trade-specific 
wellbeing framework and eventual metric, consistent and reliable fine grained data can be 
generated that more accurately describes the benefits and challenges of trade. 

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 1: The WTO should develop a wellbeing framework that is specifically tailored to 
the areas in which trade relationships have an impact. 

Recommendation 2: This framework should identify the social, cultural and environmental impacts 
of trade for both current and future generations. 

Recommendation 3: The WTO should formally adopt this wellbeing framework alongside GDP as a 
tool to shape and track the outcomes of trade relationships. 

                                                 
1
 B. Stevenson, and J. Wolfers, ‘Subjective Well-being and Income: is there any evidence of satiation?’, 

American Economic Review: Papers & Proceedings, vol. 103, no. 3, 2013, p. 598. 
2
 J. Helliwell, R. Layard, J. Sachs, ’World Happiness Report 2013’, Geneva, United Nations Sustainable 

Development Solutions Network, 2013, p. 142. 
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Recommendation 4: A trade-specific wellbeing framework should be used in determining eligibility 
for special and differential treatment provisions. 

Introduction 

 
In November 2001, the World Trade Organisation (WTO) commenced The Doha Round of 
multilateral trade negotiations at a ministerial conference in Doha, Qatar. One of the fundamental 
objectives of these negotiations is to help facilitate trade in developing, underdeveloped and Least 
Developed Countries (LDC).3 

Economic development and trade can bring a plethora of benefits to developing, underdeveloped 
and LDC, however, the transition from economic isolation to being a part of a globalised world brings 
a great number of challenges. The WTO currently uses Special and Differential Treatment (SDT) 
provisions in its agreements to give assistance to developing countries during this transition.4 

One of the key elements of these provisions is that they allow a slowing of the pace at which target 
countries implement and ratify elements of the WTO agreements.5 To date, the time frames 
associated with these provisions have been arbitrarily determined. The formal adoption of a 
wellbeing framework by the WTO could give the opportunity to more accurately define the 
conditions under which these provisions are triggered, and generate hard data through which their 
ongoing application can be monitored. 

A number of multilateral organisations, national governments and community organisations are 
exploring wellbeing frameworks and metrics as a way of enhancing traditional measures of progress 
such as GDP. There is not as yet a global consensus on what data points should be used to describe 
wellbeing, nor how these data points should be weighted. Each is tailored to the specific 
requirements of its application, but there are some broad similarities.6 

By using a standardised set of markers that define wellbeing alongside GDP, the potential impacts of 
trade relationships could be universally discussed and more accurately predicted. Although it is 
unlikely that an initial agreement could define the weighting of these markers, a broad framework 
would still give WTO Members the opportunity to consider policy impacts at a deeper shared level.7 

                                                 
3
 World Trade Organisation, ‘The Doha Round’, http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/dda_e.htm 

(accessed 18 September 2014).  
4
 World Trade Organisation, ‘Special and differential treatment provisions’, 

http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm (accessed 18 
September 2014). 
5
 World Trade Organisation, ‘Special and differential treatment provisions’, 

http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm (accessed 18 
September 2014). 
6
 J. Stiglitz, A. Sen, J.P. Fitoussi, ‘Report by the Commission for the Measurement of Economic Performance and 

Social Progress’, Paris, September 2009. 
7
 S. Gorecki, D. Gruen, and S. Johnson, ‘Measuring Wellbeing in Theory and Practice’, Canberra, Australian 

Government Treasury, 2013, pp. 5-6. 

http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/dda_e.htm
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm
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I. The use of a trade-specific wellbeing metric in special and differential treatment provisions. 

Special and Differential Treatment (SDT) provisions are the primary way in which the WTO helps 
LDC, underdeveloped countries, and developing countries to adjust to globalised trade. The WTO 
currently divides SDT provisions into six broad areas. These are: 

1. Provisions aimed at increasing the trade opportunities of developing country members 
2. Provisions under which WTO members should safeguard the interests of developing 

country members 
3. Flexibility of commitments, of action, and use of policy instruments 
4. Transitional time-periods 
5. Technical assistance, and 
6. Provisions relating to LDC members.8 
 

Of particular interest to this topic are the way in which countries are made eligible for SDT 
provisions, and the way in which the transitional time-periods are established. 

Eligibility for SDT provisions is currently assessed through a series of predominantly economic 
markers. Their ongoing application is then governed largely by arbitrarily determined time frames. 
The addition of a wellbeing metric to both the eligibility assessment and the application of these 
provisions could increase their efficacy and efficiency. However, without a wellbeing metric that is 
specifically capturing the areas in which trade is having an impact, the potential for distortion could 
limit its application. 

Current agreements have a transitional mechanism for developing countries to protect their 
domestic producers against the effects of liberalised international trade. Although predominantly 
targeting agriculture, SDT clauses demonstrate the necessity of, and a mechanism for, protecting 
wellbeing by slowing the structural changes that take place as a result of trade liberalisation.9 Two of 
the significant challenges in this process are the evaluation of the categories in which various 
countries should be placed, and the determination of the speed at which transitional measures 
should be applied. 

The United Nations Human Development Index (UNHDI) currently define LDC as ‘low-income 
countries suffering from the most severe structural impediments to sustainable development’10. The 
metrics associated with this definition have been evolving since its establishment in 1971. At that 
time, a country’s placement in this category was the result of its GDP and the percentage of national 
income that came from manufacturing.11 Today however, this assessment is undertaken through a 
combination of Gross National Income (GNI), the Human Assets Index (HAI), and the Economic 

                                                 
8
 WTO Committee on Trade and Development, ‘Special and Differential Treatment Provisions in WTO 

Agreements and Decisions’, Geneva, World Trade Organisation, 2013, p. 4. 
9
 World Trade Organisation, ‘Special and differential treatment provisions’, 

http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm (accessed 18 
September 2014) 
10

 United Nations, ‘LDC Information: The criteria for identifying least developed countries’, 
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai, August 2013 (accessed 18 
September 2014). 
11

 United Nations, ‘LDC Information: The criteria for identifying least developed countries’, 
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai, August 2013 (accessed 18 
September 2014). 

http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai
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Vulnerability Index (EVI).12 The HAI includes a number of data points that are based on individual 
wellbeing, tracking rates of: undernourishment, childhood mortality, secondary school enrolment, 
and adult literacy, while the EVI is focussed on national scale resilience to external shocks.13 

Criticism of the UNHDI focusses primarily on a Foucaultianstructuralist argument14, i.e. that 
countries only become underdeveloped if they are named as such.15 While at some levels this may 
be true, in the context of the UNHDI and the WTO, this classification gives an objective basis by 
which to distribute aid and assistance. The inclusion of indicators relating to health and wellbeing 
outcomes in decision making processes reflects the need to understand some of the complex 
ramifications of macro scale actions and forms a part of the trend toward defining progress through 
both wellbeing and GDP.16 

Work to re-contextualise progress has been occurring in recent decades in a number of multilateral 
organisations (such as the UN, WHO, and OECD).17 Although Gross National Income (GNI) makes up 
one third of the UNHDI, the fine-grained community level and individual level wellbeing measures 
are able to identify differences between countries with equivalent average GNI per capita. In some 
cases this difference is significant enough to trigger a shift in their development status 
classification.18 Given the data points of the HAI and EVI are not all directly affected by trade, there is 
the possibility of a difference in classification between two countries, despite them sharing the same 
trade associated challenges. 

Many of the nations targeted by current SDT provisions face significant structural challenges and are 
a long way from the classification threshold. Inappropriate reclassification is therefore not yet an 
issue, however, it is possible that in the future, special and differential trade rules may be applied 
unequally due to a non-trade-specific classification system. Given this, it would make sense that the 
rules defining the application of SDT provisions include data points that are directly affected by 
trade, rather than those that are based upon more general and holistic wellbeing data. 

The impact of trade on existing indicators is difficult to assess and in many cases this difficulty is 
amplified by contradictory outcomes. To illustrate this, the UNDP use the example of access to food 
resources in developing countries. Although better integration into global supply chains may bring 
increased resilience to drought, the increased exposure to food price volatility may lead to a net 
negative effect.19 Despite an enormous increase in supply, food price volatility has been driven 
through increased global trade and unprecedented rates of demand for food in emerging and 

                                                 
12

 United Nations, ‘LDC Information: The criteria for identifying least developed countries’, 
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai, August 2013 (accessed 18 
September 2014). 
13

 United Nations, ‘LDC Information: The criteria for identifying least developed countries’, 
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai, August 2013 (accessed 18 
September 2014). 
14

 M. Foucault, Les Mots et les chases, Paris, Editions Gallimard, 1966. 
15

 Such as those found in W. Sachs, Ed., The Development dictionary: a guide to knowledge as power, London, 
Zed, 1992. 
16

 S. Gorecki, D. Gruen, and S. Johnson, ‘Measuring Wellbeing in Theory and Practice’, Canberra, Australian 
Government Treasury, 2013. 
17

 M. Salvaris, ‘An Australian National Development Index’ Melbourne, RMIT, 2010, pp. 1-2. 
18

 United Nations Development Programme, ‘Human Development Index’, 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi (accessed 18 September 2014). 
19

 United Nations Development Programme, ‘Sustaining Human Progress: Reducing vulnerabilities and building 
resilience’, Geneva, United Nations Development Programme, 2014, p. 48. 

http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi
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developed economies. 20  This means that despite increased production, nations that have 
transitioned away from subsistence farming have in some cases been left unable to afford to 
purchase food.21 

While economic measures such as GDP can be used to confidently assess the impact of trade, the 
application of measures related to wellbeing is more difficult. The complexity described in the above 
example highlights the difficulty of measuring wellbeing outcomes, but also the need for a fine 
grained understanding of the consequences of trade. 

Any application of a wellbeing framework would need to be handled carefully to avoid giving nations 
the opportunity to initiate protectionist policies that serve short-term domestic political pressures.22 
It would also need to ensure that the data points it is responding to are specifically affected by trade. 
A trade-specific wellbeing metric could be used to define the rate at which trade agreements are 
ratified in a transparent, evidence based process, and help to ensure that countries are receiving 
appropriate levels of assistance. 

II. Using a trade-specific wellbeing metric to enhance global trade accountability 

While the application of a trade-specific wellbeing framework to SDT provisions may provide an 
opportunity for a more fine grained approach to the adoption of trade rules, its more general 
applications may help to shape the ways in which the benefits and consequences of trade are 
reported. Australia, for example, currently employs a proprietary national interest test when 
negotiating and ratifying trade agreements that takes into account a complex series of interrelated 
factors that go well beyond its potential to affect GDP. While this approach is adequate, the absence 
of an overarching framework means that international  negotiations are difficult and often based on 
unknown priorities. 

One could draw a parallel between the isolated national interest tests that are currently carried out 
by parties in trade negotiations, and the original system of national accounts that were established 
in Australia following the great depression. These accounts were designed to create a 
comprehensive picture of the economy, and were a precursor to internationally standardised 
measures of GDP.23 It could be argued that the wellbeing factors in the national interest test are at a 
similar stage today, whereby the international best practice on which they are based has not been 
formally defined. 

The Australian Environmental-Economic accounts on the other hand use the System of 
Environmental–Economic Accounting (SEEA) developed by the United Nations Statistical 
Commission. The SEEA is a global framework through which governments can define the value of 
ecosystem services and describe the costs of environmental impacts.24 

                                                 
20

 United Nations Development Programme, ‘Sustaining Human Progress: Reducing vulnerabilities and building 
resilience’, Geneva, United Nations Development Programme, 2014, p. 48. 
21

 United Nations Development Programme, ‘Sustaining Human Progress: Reducing vulnerabilities and building 
resilience, Geneva, United Nations Development Programme, 2014, p. 48 
22

 World Trade Organisation, ‘Special and differential treatment provisions’, 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm (accessed 18 
September 2014). 
23

 S. Gorecki, D. Gruen, and S. Johnson, ‘Measuring Wellbeing in Theory and Practice’, Canberra, Australian 
Government Treasury, 2013, pp. 1-2. 
24

 Australian Bureau of Statistics, ‘Towards the Australian Environmental-Economic Accounts’, Canberra, 
Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013, p. 1. 

http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm
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There are of course significant challenges in achieving consensus and agreement in the development 
of international frameworks and metrics. 25  A global consensus was reached with GDP, 
Environmental-Economic Accounting, and is expected to be reached for a holistic wellbeing 
measure.26 In the same way it is feasible that a series of trade-specific wellbeing indicators could be 
agreed upon that form the basis for a WTO trade and wellbeing framework. 

The 2009 report by the Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social 
Progress (CMEPSP) highlights the importance of measuring fine grained data points in order to 
provide a more accurate picture of progress and development. It joins a growing body of 
literature27in highlighting examples of immiserisation, where increases in consumption are not tied 
to improvements in wellbeing.28,29While at a micro level this may be true, research based on the 
Gallup World Poll 2008-2012 has suggested that self-reported wellbeing is closely correlated with 
income and, unlike previously thought, there is not a level at which this correlation satiates.30 

This finding is in opposition to the Easterlin Paradox,31 describing an indefinitely continuing log-linear 
relationship.32,33 An analysis of the UNHDI, however, contradicts this finding. Although there is a 
strong correlation between human development and income in the UNHDI, this is reliant upon GNI 
itself forming 1/3 of the development metric. When GNI is removed from the calculations, leaving 
just the measures of HAI and EVI, there is no statistical correlation between income and 
development level.34 From this, it could be concluded that self-rated individual wellbeing being is 
contingent upon income, but macro scale community wellbeing is at least to some degree 
independent of income levels. 

This provides a strong case for the WTO to focus on both GDP and wellbeing as the product of trade. 
Based on the findings from the Gallup World Poll35, the extra income generated through an increase 
in GDP should improve individual self-rated wellbeing through increased average wages.36 At the 

                                                 
25 J. Hall, E. Giovanni, A. Morrone, and G. Ranuzzi, A Framework to Measure the Progress of Societies, Paris, 
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2010. 
26

 J. Helliwell, R. Layard, J. Sachs, ’World Happiness Report 2013’, Geneva, United Nations Sustainable 
Development Solutions Network, 2013, p. 4. 
27 Such as: R. Dwyer, ‘Making a habit of it: Positional consumption, conventional action and the standard of 
living’, Journal of Consumer Culture, vol 9, 2009, pp. 328-347.; J.B. Schor, ‘In Defence of Consumer Critique: 
Revisiting the Consumption Debates of the Twentieth Century’, Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science, vol. 611, 2007, pp16-30.; G. Seyfang, The New Economics of Sustainable Consumption: 
Seeds of Change, London, Palgrave Macmillan, 2008.; etc. 
28

 these examples range from the extra fuel consumed as a result of increased traffic congestion, to the 
phenomenon of the working poor. 
29

 J. Stiglitz, A. Sen, J.P. Fitoussi, ‘Report by the Commission for the Measurement of Economic Performance 
and Social Progress’, Paris, September 2009, p. 8. 
30

 B. Stevenson, and J. Wolfers, ‘Subjective Well-being and Income: is there any evidence of satiation?’, 
American Economic Review: Papers & Proceedings, vol. 103, no. 3, 2013, p. 598. 
31

 That beyond a certain level, increases in income are no longer correlated with increases in wellbeing. 
32

  A log-linear relationship means that although increases in income for poor people have a far greater impact 
on wellbeing than increases in income for wealthy people, both can continue to grow indefinitely. 
33

 B. Stevenson, and J. Wolfers, ‘Subjective Well-being and Income: is there any evidence of satiation?’, 
American Economic Review: Papers & Proceedings, vol. 103, no. 3, 2013, p. 598. 
34

 J. Helliwell, R. Layard, J. Sachs, ’World Happiness Report 2013’, Geneva, United Nations Sustainable 
Development Solutions Network, 2013, p. 142. 
35

 B. Stevenson, and J. Wolfers, ‘Subjective Well-being and Income: is there any evidence of satiation?’, 
American Economic Review: Papers & Proceedings, vol. 103, no. 3, 2013, pp. 598-604. 
36

 B. Stevenson, and J. Wolfers, ‘Subjective Well-being and Income: is there any evidence of satiation?’, 
American Economic Review: Papers & Proceedings, vol. 103, no. 3, 2013, pp. 598-604. 
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same time, a wellbeing focused approach to the hard and soft infrastructural development 
facilitated by international trade, particularly through technical assistance measures, should increase 
wellbeing through the HAI and EVI.  

While GDP has been demonstrated to describe individual self-rated wellbeing,37 there is not 
currently a framework that specifically addresses the impact of trade on longer term community and 
regional scale metrics. Working with existing frameworks could prove difficult because many of the 
measures they include are unrelated to trade. 

A globally applied wellbeing and trade framework would not only benefit LDC, underdeveloped and 
developing countries, but also developed countries. Many of the benefits of the focus on non-
monetary outcomes of trade, including those that flow directly as a result of trade income and 
expenditure, may be amplified in terms of their relative affect in developed countries because of the 
log-linear relationship between income and wellbeing. 

III. Longer term implications 

Although the time-scale is not clear, reports such as Limits to Growth38 highlight that it would be 
idealistic to suggest that incomes can indefinitely increase. It is in this context that the CMEPSP, 
OECD, and others are seeking to find ways to improve well-being in the most resource efficient way. 

The value of lost natural and cultural capital is often not considered in trade negotiations, 
particularly with regard to LDC. Globally ecosystem services, the functions being carried out by the 
natural environment, are considered to be worth approximately twice Gross World Product (GWP).39 
In 2005the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment put the value of natural capital being lost each year at 
between three- and five-trillion dollars.40  Wealthy countries such as Australia have complex 
legislative measures to ensure that these ecosystem services are protected within their own 
borders,41 but the complex externalisations made possible through global trade often shift the 
impact to less developed countries.42 

This macro timescale line of reasoning is difficult to apply to the present challenges faced in 
developing countries and it is unreasonable to suggest that LDC, underdeveloped countries and 
developing countries should be denied the opportunity to consume natural resources and 
industrialise in the same way as the developed world did during the previous century. A wellbeing 
framework could highlight cases where industrialisation is providing a mutual long term benefit, and 
those where the environmental and human resources of one country are being exploited to drive 
economic growth in another. 

For the foreseeable future, increases in GDP will remain the primary driver of improvements in 
wellbeing in developing countries. However, a trade based wellbeing framework could help to 

                                                 
37

 B. Stevenson, and J. Wolfers, ‘Subjective Well-being and Income: is there any evidence of satiation?’, 
American Economic Review: Papers & Proceedings, vol. 103, no. 3, 2013, pp. 598-604. 
38

 D. Meadows, D. Meadows, J. Randers, and W. Behrens, Limits to Growth, New York, Universe Books, 1972. 
39

 D. Holzman,’Accounting for Nature's benefits: the Dollar value of ecosystem services’, Environmental Health 
Perspectives vol.120, no. 4, 2012, pp.153-157. 
40

 D. Holzman,’Accounting for Nature's benefits: the Dollar value of ecosystem services’, Environmental Health 
Perspectives vol.120, no. 4, 2012, pp.153-157. 
41

 Australian Bureau of Statistics, ‘Information Paper: Towards the Australian Environmental-Economic 
Accounts’, Canberra, Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013, p. 61. 
42

 G. Seyfang, ‘Shopping for Sustainability: Can Sustainable Consumption Promote Ecological Citizenship’ 
Environmental Politics, Vol. 14, no. 2, 2007, p. 295. 
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ensure the benefits of this increase are distributed equitably, and identify some of the non-
economic consequences of trade relationships. At the same time its application by wealthy countries 
may highlight cases of externalisation and facilitate a dialogue about the environmental and cultural 
impacts of trade relationships. 

Despite the perception by some43 that trade destroys cultural and environmental resources, trade 
also has the capability to build these resources. These resources can be highly valuable beyond the 
superficial touristic spectacle of the noble savage that is normally associated with traditional 
cultures. There are a number of examples of situations where indigenous people possess invaluable 
skills and knowledge that have been successfully integrated into the global world.44 

The inclusion of long term environmental and cultural impacts is an area in which a trade-specific 
wellbeing framework could differentiate itself from a measure such as the UNHDI. The UNHDI has 
been criticised for not including environmental factors in its assessment of development,45 but it is 
unclear whether in fact environmental capital should specifically be included in this assessment. The 
goal of the UNHDI is to quantify current development levels and track a country’s development over 
time, not to specifically predict future development levels. 

Environmental factors that have an immediate impact on wellbeing are captured through their flow 
on effects in other measures, while longer term challenges are not. Variables such as air pollution 
and water contamination will be reflected in decreasing levels of general health while deforestation, 
and biodiversity loss will have their greatest impact on future generations and are therefore not 
captured in instantaneous metrics.46 

Although further complexity could be added to the UNDHI, as with all other markers at this scale the 
data points it includes are specifically tailored to its purpose. The UNHDI is designed to track present 
levels of development, so future resource depletion, environmental or cultural challenges are not 
relevant and would be better captured by a complementary suite of measures. 

Indexes such as the New Economics Foundation’s Happy Planet Index (HPI), the Environmental 
Sustainability Index (ESI), the Ecological Footprint (EF) and the Ecological Balance (EB) place a large 
emphasis on environmental metrics, but less on economic performance.47 Each of these indices are 
tailored toward a specific set of priorities and are designed for specific applications but demonstrate 
the potential to track environmental markers. 

Conclusion 

 
A trade-specific wellbeing framework could assist the WTO in realising its goal of facilitating trade in 
developing, underdeveloped and least developed countries. By incorporating metrics that both give 
a detailed description of the present and can be used to predict future outcomes, a more accurate 

                                                 
43

 including authors published in W. Sachs, Ed. The Development dictionary: a guide to knowledge as power, 
London, Zed, 1992. 
44

 In Australia, this is particularly highlighted in the success of indigenous land management programs. For 
more examples see the Andean Project of Peasant Technologies: http://www.pratecnet.org/wpress/  
45

 S. Gorecki, D. Gruen, and Shane Johnson, ‘Measuring Wellbeing in Theory and Practice’, Canberra, Australian 
Government Treasury, 2013, p. 14. 
46

 J. Stiglitz, A. Sen, J.P. Fitoussi, ‘Report by the Commission for the Measurement of Economic Performance 
and Social Progress’, Paris, September 2009, p. 8. 
47

 S. Gorecki, D. Gruen, and Shane Johnson, ‘Measuring Wellbeing in Theory and Practice’, Canberra, Australian 
Government Treasury, 2013, pp.14-15. 

http://www.pratecnet.org/wpress/
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picture of both the benefits and challenges of trade relationships could be generated. Through 
combining and building upon a number of existing measures, this framework could be tailored to 
areas that are specifically affected by trade rather than being complicated by irrelevant data. 

Although there are many ways in which such a framework could be employed, the two broad areas 
of application that have been described demonstrate the opportunity for a trade-specific wellbeing 
framework to benefit all members of the WTO regardless of development classification. The 
facilitation of a more comprehensive examination of the potential and actual outcomes of trade 
could form a trade-specific eligibility assessment for SDT provisions. By tying eligibility for SDT 
provisions to trade-specific wellbeing metrics, assistance could be provided that more accurately 
targets challenges that are affected by trade.  

The log-linear relationship between income and wellbeing suggests that future improvements in 
wellbeing in developed countries will become increasingly reliant on factors beyond GNI. While 
many of these improvements will be captured in comprehensive wellbeing metrics, a trade-specific 
wellbeing framework will deliver a deeper understanding of both the role and contribution of 
international trade. 

The increased degree of transparency in the evaluation of trade relationships brought about through 
a universal framework would also to some degree bypass the proprietary nature of national interest 
tests and allow invested parties to more easily discuss trade outcomes. The transparent and 
consistent reporting of environmental and social as well as economic impacts could lead to greater 
accountability for negative impacts that are currently considered externalities and facilitate 
discussion about longer-term ramifications of trade relationships. 

The WTO is in a unique position to deepen understanding of the consequences of international 
trade. By combining existing measures of economic impact with a trade-specific wellbeing 
framework and eventual metric, consistent and reliable fine grained data can be generated that 
more accurately describes both the benefits and the challenges of trade. 

 

  



Improving wellbeing through trade: The case for a wellbeing framework within the WTO 

 Global Voices WTO Youth Delegation 

Aaron Davis (The University of South Australia) 

 
Page 11 

 

  

Bibliography 
 
Andean Project of Peasant Technologies, http://www.pratecnet.org/wpress/ (accessed 19 
September 2014). 

Australian Bureau of Statistics, ‘Information Paper: Towards the Australian Environmental-Economic 
Accounts’, Canberra, Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013. 

Dwyer, R., ‘Making a habit of it: Positional consumption, conventional action and the standard of 
living’, Journal of Consumer Culture,vol 9, 2009, pp. 328-347. 

Foucault, M., Les Mots et les chases, Paris, Editions Gallimard, 1966. 

Gorecki, S., Gruen, D., Johnson, S., Measuring Wellbeing in Theory and Practice: Treasury Working 
Paper, Canberra, The Treasury of the Australian Government, 2011. 

Hall, J., Giovanni, E.,Morrone, A.,& Ranuzzi, G., A Framework to Measure the Progress of Societies, 
Paris, Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2010. 

Helliwell, J., Layard,R., Sachs, J., ’World Happiness Report 2013’, Geneva, United Nations Sustainable 
Development Solutions Network, 2013. 

Holzman, D.C.,‘Accounting for Nature's benefits: the Dollar value of ecosystem services’, 
Environmental Health Perspectives vol.120, no. 4, 2012, pp.153-157. 

Meadows, D.H., Meadows, D.L., Randers, J., Behrens, W., The Limits to Growth New York,  Universe 
Books, 1972. 

Pangestu, M., Nellor, D., ‘Grouping must shape a new world trade regime’East Asia Forum vol. 6, no. 
2, 2014, pp.9-10. 

Productivity Commission, Trade & Assistance Review 2012-13: Annual Report Series, Canberra, 
Productivity Commission, 2014. 

Sachs, W., Ed.,The Development dictionary: a guide to knowledge as power, London, Zed, 1992. 

Salvaris, M., ‘An Australian National Development Index: General Background Paper’,Canberra, 
Australian Productivity Commission, 2009. 

Schor, J.B., ‘In Defence of Consumer Critique: Revisiting the Consumption Debates of the Twentieth 
Century’, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, vol. 611, 2007, pp16-30. 

Seyfang, G., ‘Shopping for Sustainability: Can Sustainable Consumption Promote Ecological 
Citizenship’ Environmental Politics, Vol. 14, no. 2, 2007, pp. 290-306. 

Seyfang, G., The New Economics of Sustainable Consumption: Seeds of Change, London, Palgrave 
Macmillan,2008. 

Stevenson, B. and Wolfers, J.,‘Subjective Well-Being and Income: Is There Any Evidence of 
Satiation’American Economic Review, American Economic Association, vol. 103, no. 3, 2013, pp. 598-
604. 

Stiglitz, J., Sen, A., Fitoussi, J.P., ‘Report by the Commission for the Measurement of Economic 
Performance and Social Progress’, Paris, 2009. 

http://www.pratecnet.org/wpress/


Improving wellbeing through trade: The case for a wellbeing framework within the WTO 

 Global Voices WTO Youth Delegation 

Aaron Davis (The University of South Australia) 

 
Page 12 

 

  

United Nations, ‘LDC Information: The criteria for identifying least developed countries’, 
http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai, August 2013 
(accessed 18 September 2014). 

United Nations Development Programme, ‘Human Development Index’, 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi (accessed 18 September 2014). 

United Nations Development Programme, ‘Sustaining Human Progress: Reducing vulnerabilities and 
building resilience, Geneva, United Nations Development Programme, 2014. 

 
World Trade Organisation, ‘Special and differential treatment provisions’, 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm (accessed 
18 September 2014). 

World Trade Organisation, ‘The Doha Round’, 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/dda_e.htm(accessed 18 September 2014). 

World Trade Organisation, Understanding the World Trade Organisation, Geneva, World Trade 
Organisation, 2011. 

WTO Committee on Trade and Development, ‘Special and Differential Treatment Provisions in WTO 
Agreements and Decisions’, Geneva, World Trade Organisation, 2013. 

http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_criteria.shtml#hai
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/dev_special_differential_provisions_e.htm
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/dda_e.htm


 


	Aaron front cover
	Aaron content
	Back Cover

