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Resumen
Desde el lanzamiento de la Ronda de Desarrollo de Doha del 2001 y su subsecuente Declaración Ministerial, se ha realizado el llamado a los países miembros de la Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC) para desarrollar negociaciones para reducir o eliminar barreras arancelarias y no arancelarias a los bienes y servicios ambientales (BSA). Sin embargo, ha sido muy complejo lograr el consenso multilateral entre los países.
Los países en vías de desarrollo poseen intereses particulares que son ejes angulares en su participación en las negociaciones multilaterales y plurilaterales de sus representaciones ante la OMC. Esos intereses son justificados por dichos países con argumentos sustentados en el nacionalismo económico. Por tanto, esta investigación pretende responder la siguiente pregunta de investigación:
Aunque los países son conscientes de la importancia de liberalizar el comercio de BSA en las negociaciones comerciales de múltiples niveles, los Estados se han visto tentados a influir e intervenir en sus propias economías internas, pero también en las economías de otras naciones, en nombre de sus propios intereses particulares.
Como método, se realizará un análisis comparativo de las posiciones/intereses comerciales de los países en vías de desarrollo vis-a-vis países desarrollados sustentados en una revisión literaria exhaustiva, con relación a los diversos argumentos proteccionistas utilizados para justificar su postura de Nacionalismo Económico.
La expectativa a priori de los resultados a desarrollar en esta investigación es de que las posturas/intereses de los países en vías de desarrollo no han sido tomados en cuenta en las diversas negociaciones multilaterales sobre el comercio de bienes y servicios ambientales. Por tanto, las propuestas a nivel multilateral y plurilateral no representan los intereses particulares de estos países, en aras de cumplir sus Objetivos de Desarrollo Sostenibles al igual que sus compromisos con el Acuerdo de Paris u otros Acuerdos Multilaterales Ambientales. 
Palabras clave: Comercio Internacional, Nacionalismo Económico, Proteccionismo, Medio Ambiente
Abstract
Since the launch of the Doha Development Round in 2001 and its subsequent Ministerial Declaration, the call has been made to member countries of the World Trade Organization (WTO) to develop negotiations to reduce or eliminate tariff and non-tariff barriers to environmental goods and services. However, multilateral consensus between countries has been very complex to achieve.
Developing countries have interests that are cornerstones of their representations’ participation in the multilateral and plurilateral negotiations before the WTO. These countries justify their interests with arguments based on economic nationalism. Therefore, this research aims to answer the following research questions:
Although countries are aware of the importance of liberalizing BSA trade in multi-level trade negotiations, states have been tempted to influence and intervene in their domestic economies and other nations’ economies on behalf of their interests.
As a method, a comparative analysis will be conducted between developing countries’ commercial positions/interests vis-à-vis developed countries, supported by an exhaustive literary review of the various protectionist arguments used to justify their position of economic nationalism.
The a priori expectation of the results developed in this research is that the various multilateral negotiations on trade in environmental goods and services have not considered the developing countries’ positions/interests. Therefore, proposals at the multilateral and plurilateral levels do not represent these countries’ interests to meet their Sustainable Development Goals, as well as their commitments to the Paris Agreement or other Multilateral Environmental Agreements.
Keywords: International trade, Economic nationalism, Protectionism, Environment.
Resumo
Desde o lançamento da Ronda de Desenvolvimento de Doha em 2001 e da sua subsequente Declaração Ministerial, tem sido feito um apelo aos países membros da Organização Mundial do Comércio (OMC) para desenvolverem negociações para reduzir ou eliminar barreiras tarifárias e não tarifárias aos bens e serviços ambientais. . No entanto, o consenso multilateral entre os países tem sido muito complexo de alcançar.
Os países em desenvolvimento têm interesses particulares que são pedras angulares da sua participação nas negociações multilaterais e plurilaterais das suas representações perante a OMC. Estes interesses são justificados por estes países com argumentos baseados no Nacionalismo Económico. Portanto, esta pesquisa tem como objetivo responder à seguinte questão de pesquisa:
Embora os países estejam conscientes da importância da liberalização do comércio BSA nas negociações comerciais a vários níveis, os estados têm sido tentados a influenciar e intervir nas suas próprias economias nacionais, mas também nas economias de outras nações, em nome dos seus próprios interesses particulares.
Como método, será realizada uma análise comparativa das posições/interesses comerciais dos países em desenvolvimento face aos países desenvolvidos, apoiada numa exaustiva revisão literária, em relação aos diversos argumentos protecionistas utilizados para justificar a sua posição de Nacionalismo Económico. 
A expectativa a priori dos resultados a serem desenvolvidos nesta pesquisa é que as posições/interesses dos países em desenvolvimento não tenham sido consideradas nas diversas negociações multilaterais sobre o comércio de bens e serviços ambientais. Portanto, as propostas a nível multilateral e plurilateral não representam os interesses destes países, para cumprir os seus Objectivos de Desenvolvimento Sustentável, bem como os seus compromissos com o Acordo de Paris ou outros Acordos Ambientais Multilaterais.
Palavras-chave: Comércio Internacional, Nacionalismo Econômico, Protecionismo, Meio Ambiente
1. Introduction
Since November 2001, the World Trade Organization (WTO) has attempted to negotiate an environmental goods and services (EGS) agreement among its members. The Doha Ministerial Declaration in 2002 expressed its intention to reduce or eliminate tariff and non-tariff measures for EGS, considering “this would decrease the cost of environmental technologies, increase their use, and stimulate innovation and technology transfer” (De Melo & Solleder, 2020, p. 2).
The United Nations' advocacy, shown by implementing the Sustainable Development Agenda and the Paris Agreement in 2015, has also reinforced such efforts. The world is aiming at achieving a more sustainable and green development path. Nonetheless, WTO members greatly disagree over fundamental concerns, reflecting the subtle interests every country defends. Examples of such disagreements include issues like the definition of an environmental good and how liberalization should move forward.
Ever since the initiation of the Doha Round, it has put the ideal of reaching an EGS multilateral agreement under the WTO framework based on the consensus between most of its members to the test. The stalemate in the EGS agreement lasted until 2014 when WTO members attempted to break the negotiation’s deadlock. However, it lasted until 2016, when they could not agree on the list of environmental goods (EGs) proposed by the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) initiative. Most developing countries considered that such lists only represented the interests of developed countries.
The schism between developed and developing countries has also contributed to the controversy and deadlock in the multilateral negotiations over the core issues. Yet, the hope to revive the Doha Round regarding an environmental agreement in the aftermath of the WTO’s Thirteenth Ministerial Meeting scheduled for 2024 calls on the WTO to take prompt action.
Considering such core issues that have divided countries about achieving a global EGS agreement, several interesting questions arise: is the schism between developed and developing countries, based on their power, security, and economic interests, going to prevail over the global environmental commons' interest? Can an environmental agreement be reached under the current multilateral WTO framework, or do future WTO member encounters need to consider a more flexible and ambitious plurilateral approach? Thus, this research used the following thesis statement:
Even though countries are aware of the importance of liberalizing EGS trade at the multilayer trade negotiations, it has been tempting for states to influence and intervene not only in their domestic economies, but in other nations’ economies on behalf of their interests.
This study’s main objective is to analyze the different economic nationalist positions, mainly of developing countries, regarding their involvement in the multilateral EGS agreement negotiations. To accomplish this, this essay has the following section structure: a. economic nationalism evolutionary perspective and its connections with international trade: a literature review; b. historical journey of the multilayer EGS negotiations at the WTO; c. developing countries’ economic nationalist perspectives about EGS negotiations: a political economy overview; d. future ahead: challenges and opportunities of multilayer EGS negotiations at the WTO.
1.1. Evolutionary Perspective of Economic Nationalism and its Connections with International Trade: A Literature Review
Even though De Riquetti de Mirabeau accounted for the use of the term "commerce mercantile"[footnoteRef:2] (p. 246) in writing for the first time since 1763, the ideas which encompasses this economic doctrine started as early as the XVI and early XVII centuries. The early mercantilist, among which Thomas Mun stood out with his publication England’s Treasure by Foreign Trade (1664), he stated that "we have no other means to get Treasure but by forraign[footnoteRef:3] trade" (p. 20), and "it will cause more Bullion and forraign Coines to be brought in than heretofore" (p. 42). Other relevant mercantilists of this time are Edward Misselden and James Steuart. Their ideas revolve around "a positive balance of trade in order to promote a protective trade policy in general, including duties on imports, tariffs, bounties, etc." (Magnusson, 1994, p. 1). [2:  This is the original term in French used in the XVI century which means mercantile trade.]  [3:  This quotes are written in XVI English as it is taken from his original book.] 

Another early and very influential mercantilist was Jean-Baptiste Colbert during the 17th century. He rooted his ideas in the way France could benefit from a positive balance of trade from his colonial rivals the Dutch and the English. A nation’s power and wealth would be achieved through economic nationalism by which trade and production should be in accordance with the nation’s interests. (Magnusson, 1994 p. 2). This idea also advocated protectionist trade in which a nation should export more than it imports, and this prevents its precious metals from exiting its Treasure.
Despite its proponents, the doctrine of mercantilism received significant criticism from Adam Smith in his work An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776). He rejected the principles of mercantilism by explaining that the wealth of a nation is not based in the stocks of money or precious metals it owes, but rather he advocated for the division of labor and the market to create the nation’s wealth (Magnusson, 1994, p. 2). Nonetheless, the strengthening of the nation states as well as the increase in economic competition over trade routes and colonies between European powers during the 18th century led them to focus on achieving political power and wealth through the influence of the state, the consolidation of the local economy, and the military.  This set the stage for economic nationalism to arise as a new doctrine.
The origins of economic nationalism date back to the late 18th century, and the 19th century, when Britain reached its zenith as a hegemonic power with aggressive economic liberalism and foreign imperialism. The concept of classical mercantilism evolved due to the United States’ and German principalities’ concerns about their economic independence. Therefore, during this time, the economic nationalism philosophy was viewed as an expression of mercantilism.
The founding principle sustaining economic nationalism (synonym of the classical 19th mercantilism or the 20th or 21st neo-mercantilism) is accumulation of wealth and power through uneven foreign trade. Developing the national economy with strong state action was a means by which a balance of power could be achieved in the face of economic liberalism propelled by Britain. “Markets left to their own devices naturally link up into domestic and international patterns of trade that were viewed by mercantilists as fearful webs of dependency˝ (Balaam and Veseth, 2008, p. 24).
Economic nationalism’s two main promoters were Alexander Hamilton (1755-1804) and Friedrich List (1789-1846). Hamilton stated that to counterbalance foreign competition the state should enhance the development of a strong industrial base for a country, alongside trade protection for its infant industries. Additionally, List argued that the state’s role is to prioritize the promotion of education, technology, and industry, so that productive power is created as a tool to support local technology and generate a strong manufacturing sector. Both authors shared the view that the state plays a very important role in the defense of national interests, as well as in national industry protection, and could serve as the catalyst to gain advantage in terms of power, wealth, and security over other nations. Such competition among powers would most likely end up in clashing national interests. Latin America economies applied nationalist economic policies starting in the 1950’s, a period which is also known as Import Substitution Industrialization. Its main tenets were the establishment of import restrictions and the promotion of industrial policies as a means of achieving economic growth without depending on exports. Despite its intentions, the high costs of keeping high tariffs and the subsequent international retaliation, the 1980’s debt crisis, as well as the influence of the Washington consensus’ ideas, accelerated the decline of these policies in Latin America (Irwin, 2020).
To favor their own local economy, even though countries have engaged in free trade themselves as part of their membership to the WTO, they continue to protect their markets today from foreign competition not only with tariff barriers, but by many other means as well. This reality has transcended the multilateral EGS agreement negotiations since the Doha Round in 2001. Developed and developing countries have been confronted with varying arguments, representing the interests of each of the WTO members taking part in these negotiations. Some other countries have adopted a non-participating position in these negotiations as they feel their national interests could be harmed or affected by their results. It is important to develop a historical route of the multilayer EGS negotiations to understand and analyze the actor’s –participating and non-participating- different arguments in constructing consensus at the multilateral and even at the plurilateral levels. Have economic nationalism ideals of WTO member nations prevailed as the dominant argument that has shaped, and will continue to influence, the outcomes of the multilayer negotiations regarding the long-awaited EGS agreement?
1.2. Historical Parcours of the Multilayer Environmental Goods and Services Negotiations at the WTO
As a prelude to the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (Rio Summit) in 1992 and as a means of promoting discussions for a structured dialogue on trade-related environmental issues, the members of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) requested the then-denominated General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) to convoke the Group of Environmental Measures and International Trade in 1991. The group had never met before, even though it was created 20 years earlier (WTO, Early years: emerging environment debate in GATT/WTO). GATT was a forum that could significantly contribute to the global policy discourse on the relationship between trade, environment, and development.
The Rio Summit in 1992 represented a key milestone in which global leaders, for the first time, formally recognized the need to address global environmental problems from the perspective of the relationship between trade and the multilateral trading system to sustainable development. (United Nations, (n.d). Globally, reaching environmental agreements in the future was expected to happen through a multilateral approach. This summit’s negotiations achieved a fruitful plan (agenda 21) focusing mainly on poverty alleviation and environmental abasement. It also sowed the seeds of what would soon be built in terms of multilateral trading system negotiations. (United Nations, 2012)
The WTO was formally established in January 1995 under the Marrakesh agreement, using as its fundamental pillars the proclamations made at the Rio Summit (WTO, 2023). This new forum was the mise-en-scène for linking sustainable development, environmental issues, and trade. It also served as the backdrop for the ministerial decision to create a Committee on Trade and Environment (CTE). Such a mandate effectively propelled the trade and environment discussions in the WTO to single out and analyze the linkages between trade and the environment, aiming at achieving sustainable development. The CTE contribution became more influential during the Doha Ministerial meeting in 2001.
During the fourth WTO Ministerial Conference in Doha in 2001, negotiations on trade and development were included as part of the Doha Development Agenda. In the Doha Ministerial Declaration, paragraph 31 (III), it is stated that negotiations intend to achieve “the reduction, or as appropriate, elimination of tariff and non-tariff barriers to environmental goods and services” (WTO, 2001, para. 2). Also, the CTE is expected to build and to reinforce the mutual collaboration between trade and environmental policies. These proclamations have brought hope that reaching the EGS agreement is possible within a multilateral framework.
Despite the good intentions within the multilateral framework of the WTO, the recent experience negotiating an EGS agreement demonstrated otherwise. The lack of consensus at the heart of the WTO and the lack of appropriate forums regarding environmental goods led specific countries or groups of countries to promote a list-based approach.
During the mid-1990s, the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) proposed a list consisting of 161 EGs using the 6-digit level of the HS Code for the first time (Sauvage, 2014), but was not implemented in practice. By October 2009, the so-called “Friends of Environmental Goods” group (comprised of Canada, the EU, Japan, Korea, New Zealand, Norway, Switzerland, Taiwan, and the US) put forward an alternative list of 153 products (Wu, 2014, p. 105). It was not until 2011 that the WTO CTE attempted to issue their own version of an EGs list of 408 potential products raised by the negotiation parties, with widespread disagreement (Wu, 2014, p. 105). In 2012, the APEC encouraged a list of 54 EGs for trade liberalization. This consideration became the first list to be put into practice in the global economy during the Vladivostok Declaration for which tariffs were to be reduced to a maximum of 5% by 2015. These attempts, both outside and inside the WTO’s institutional framework, have raised many concerns whether it was possible to reach an EGS agreement with a critical mass of support from most of WTO members. Because of these failed experiments based on the list approach, by 2013, the WTO resignedly accepted that it would be very difficult to reach a consensus in the Doha Round negotiations, especially about the EGS agreement.
It was until early 2014 that the WTO decided to shift gears in the EGS negotiations and moved from a multilateral framework to a plurilateral one. Nine members of the “Friends of Environmental Goods” group, three APEC members not in the “Friends of Environmental Goods”: Australia, Hong Kong, and Singapore, and two developing countries, China and Costa Rica (Wu, 2014, p. 105), led this first refreshing attempt. Moreover, the implementation of the Paris Agreement and the Sustainable Development Goals of the United Nations in 2015 reaffirmed the need to act towards climate change prevention and alleviation. They served to advocate the objectives of trade barrier reduction in environmental goods of the Doha Round. Even though these initiatives had a promising beginning, by 2016, it was evident that even the recent plurilateral negotiation framework had reached a stalemate.
Most recently, other interesting, well-intentioned attempts have been made to resuscitate the EGS negotiations, and as a prelude to the coming 13th WTO Ministerial Conference programmed for 2024. One important aspect experienced in 2017 was the update of the 6-digit level of the standard Harmonized System nomenclature, as it makes environmentally relevant distinctions. Moreover, by the end of 2021, the APEC group expressed its plan to expand the EGs list to include goods that would face the challenges of change adaptation and mitigation (Kuriyama, 2021). Furthermore, the Trade and Environmental Sustainability Structured Discussion (TESSD) was launched in November 2020 by the WTO, with the participation of 50 WTO members under the auspice of the 12th WTO Ministerial Conference. Its work is intended to supplement the CTE’s work and to serve as a new forum for EGs discussions. This initiative “has 71 co-sponsors, which account for around 84% of global trade” (WTO, Structured Discussions). It was created to promote a trading system that could interact with the environment in a sustainable way without affecting development. 
This historical overview has demonstrated, both in an evolutionary and an intrinsic way, how several attempts have been put forth to reach a multilateral and a plurilateral consensus about an EGS agreement. As of today, there still seems to be an impasse in the negotiations at the heart of the WTO, but there is some light at the end of the tunnel as some initiatives are still under discussion. In the following section, an analysis is unveiled of the different economic nationalist arguments by developing countries.
2. Methodology
A systematic literature review is adopted as the main research methodology applied in this research. It is defined as an "independent academic method that aims to identify and evaluate all relevant literature on a topic in order to derive conclusions about the question under consideration" (Technische Universitat Berlin, (n.d.). Economics and Management Library, para. 1). 
It has used a qualitative design by which all relevant primary and/or secondary sources are scrutinized using a predetermined inclusion/exclusion criterion that is applied systematically under a rigorous search strategy. The search terms used were defined prior to the beginning of the research process with the collaboration of two international trade experts from the Universidad Nacional in Costa Rica. This also serves as the basis to narrow down the scope of the research question.
All relevant electronic literature databases such as Google Scholar as well as institutional databases and websites are used to extract the most relevant research papers within the scope of the research question proposed. All search results were summarized and analyzed using a systematic protocol with excel and with the support of concept matrixes (Klopper et al., 2007). This facilitated the selection process of articles to be included in the analysis, synthesis, and interpretation of this literature review.
The final step of this systematic review was the interpretation and construction of intellectual positions to attempt to answer the proposed research question.
In the following section, an analysis is unveiled of the different economic nationalist arguments by developing countries. This analysis is based upon the theoretical framework proposed for a systematic literature review.
3. Results: Theoretical framework
3.1. Economic Nationalist Perspectives of Developing Countries About EGS Negotiations: A Political Economy Overview
As the negotiations for an EGS agreement reached an impasse that is still present today, the explanations as to why developing countries have presented resistance to participating in such negotiations are very diverse. However, understanding it can be simplified under the economic nationalism lens. 
3.2. The Tariffs Argument
Tariffs are one of the most recurrent economic nationalist tools governments use to protect EG local markets. Despite the most recent Global Trade Report data (United Nations, 2023), where a 4% increase has taken place in the environmental goods-related trade during 2022, as well as a very notable historic high in transactions for $1.9 trillion, based on the same report, there are still EG products with high tariffs such as water and wastewater treatment goods (50%), as well as renewable and clean energy generation (35%) (Office of the United States Trade Representative, 2023).
EGS tariffs have been justified using many different forms, but the most common is considered rent-seeking (Zhili et al., 2022).. The revenue generated from EG tariffs can be channeled to environmental protection and sustainability programs. It may also be in the interest of certain local groups to make sure that local industries are competitive and gain the potential to compete internationally and provide locally produced green products (Aliaga, et al. 2022). Additionally, local governments can incentivize local consumption and production of EGs by making similar imported EGs more expensive through tariffs. As blunt as they may be, tariffs can also become a powerful leverage developing countries use to gain concessions based on their interests at the WTO negotiations. However, they can also be used to reduce the entry of goods with a high carbon footprint and promote the import of low-carbon or carbon-neutral green goods.
The overall effect of tariffs on EG trade may vary based on the targeted products, tariff level, member countries’ nationally defined trade policies, and economic and political global conditions.
3.3. The Infant Industry Argument
Under economic nationalism analysis, the infant industry argument has been used repeatedly to give grounds for domestic industry protectionism through tariff and non-tariff barriers. In terms of EGS trade, this argument can be used to defend and foster nascent industries producing goods and services appertaining to environmental protection and sustainability (Wu, 2014, p. 113). These are some of the forms adopted by the economic nationalists in support of the infant industry logic related to EGS: the protection of the nascent environmental industries, providing them time to develop and turn competitive globally; fostering domestic industries in EG development can achieve long-term environmental benefits; addressing market distortions and externalities; the enhancement of a country’s strategic autonomy to reduce a country’s vulnerability; and the stimulation of job creation and economic development (Ingram, 1993, p. 411).
Nonetheless, EG free trade does not escape to the premises put forward by international free trade proponents such as David Ricardo (1973). For instance, David Ricardo proposed that "Under a system of perfectly free trade, each country naturally devotes its capital and labour to such employments as are most beneficial to each" (p. 81). For him, "the free international market stimulates industry, encourages innovation, and creates a general benefit by raising production" (Balaam and Veseth, 2008, p. 45). The debate is still alive today as to whether EG free trade is only a rhetoric used at the multilateral trade fora by some influential nations to obtain some support for some initiatives that may benefit a few in detriment of the rest. Protectionism could lead to the opposite results by naming certain industries nascent, when they are in fact mature. Generally, countries would attempt to build a trade-off between safeguarding environmental industries and gaining from trade policies to compete internationally.

3.4. Environmental or Economic Gains Argument
As addressed earlier in this paper, groups of countries mainly composed of developed nations have led the EG list-making process and have focused on two strategies: a. add products (such as steam condensers) intended to solve environmental issues; b. include products with a low environmental impact (Mao et al.,2023 p. 201). Even though growth trade in EGs has been greater than the overall commercial trade (6.4% and 1.9% respectively in 2021) (Kuriyama, 2021), economic and environmental gains of such trade have generated criticism from developing countries over its effectiveness and impact. Such an affirmation can be contrasted with recent studies like Nguyen's and Kalirajan's (2016), concluding that developing countries do not necessarily receive economic or environmental gains by participating in EG global trade. Other similar studies have also confirmed that developed countries may receive economic gains from EG trade (Vikhlyaev, 2004).
3.5. Arguments Based on the Groups of Countries Composition and EGs Product List Composition
Since developed countries have led the most recent EG negotiations, some developing countries have argued that EGs present in the proposed lists represent the interests of developed nations. Wu (2014) reinforces this idea by stating that the “vast bulk of EGs are being exported by developed economies and China” (p. 123). Developed countries possess a comparative advantage in knowledge-intensive industries, which is the productive foundation for most EG exporting countries. Most developing countries, with very few exceptions, lack the capacity to achieve knowledge-based and knowledge-intensive economies that could pose a real challenge to compete with the developed economies in this regard. It is also argued that the composition of the countries participating in the APEC initiative and the above-mentioned “Friends of the Environment” group mainly represent their own export interests (Wu, 2014, p. 102). Interestingly, Wu (2014) also undertook an empirical analysis of EG trade trends and discovered that only a small group of developing countries, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Mexico, and Thailand, “have export interests in more than one of the 54 environmental goods currently slated for negotiation” (p. 130).
In relation to the approaches used to reach an EGS agreement, the following are the attempts made:
a. ˝List-based˝ approach: Its main objective is facilitating a forum in which ˝WTO members would agree on a list of EGs for which tariffs would be lowered or eliminated on all or a significant number˝ (Wu, 2014, p. 104). Not surprisingly, this approach received fierce resistance from major developing countries: Argentina, Brazil, China, India, and Africa. Their main argument was that it was “for non-environmental purposes and that the list, as a whole, is designed to advance the market-access interests of developed countries” (ibid, p. 105).
b. Project-based approach: According to Wu (2014), this is a proposal to reduce tariffs on specific products used in environmental projects. The CTE would set the selection criteria for a national administrative entity in a WTO member country to select the project either meeting national environmental objectives or any other environmental multilateral or bilateral agreement. Even though India gave a strong impetus to this approach, several developed countries posed resistance. They considered it has conflicting interests with WTO rules, as the national authorities are not expected to decide if projects are eligible.
c. Integrated approach: This hybrid approach would allow WTO country members “to designate certain public and private entities within their territory as carrying out environmental activities”, and they would designate a preferential tariff status to their imports (Wu, 2014, p. 107). It serves as a bridge between the approaches in points a and b. Despite being an initiative proposed by Argentina, many developed and developing countries expressed discontent with it as it was perceived as too complex to manage and inconsistent with the WTO framework.
d. Request and offer approach: According to Wu (2014), initially this approach was led by Brazil. Its objective was to reduce tariffs bilaterally, and then facilitate concessions multilaterally to all WTO members. Such an approach was revived in 2011 with the support of Australia, Colombia, Hong Kong, Norway, and Singapore. Nonetheless, most WTO countries did not support it.
As noted, skepticism, suspicion, and prioritization of national interests before the global environmental commons has been the most notable reaction by other WTO members to such approaches. Intuitively, these results also generate concerns regarding the effectiveness of WTO plurilateral and multilateral mechanisms. Economic nationalist interests seem to be the main barrier confronted by the WTO to achieve an EGs agreement, which leads the road to the next issue of discussion: the form it has taken place at the heart of the WTO.
3.6. Negotiations’ Form Argument
Another argumentative stance discovered in this research is how developing countries may have been discouraged and demotivated by past EGs agreement negotiation forms, as it has evolved from a multilateral to a plurilateral framework. Such transformation has been seen as a move away from the mandate established in the Doha Round, in which “every part of the negotiation is part of a whole and indivisible package”, also called “the single undertaking” (WTO, 2023). Such an approach to the negotiations has been considered critical for developing countries to “secure a share in the growth of world trade commensurate with the needs of their economic development” (WTO, 2001, November 14th, supra note 1, para. 2) and to counterbalance the inequalities created with the Uruguay Round. With this spirit in mind, developing countries have posed fierce resistance to carving up the Doha Round into smaller parts. As developed countries attempted to adopt a plurilateral framework for EG agreement negotiations, India’s ambassador to the WTO from 2009 to 2012, Srinivasan Narayanan, considered it as “highly regrettable” (The South Centre, 2013). He supported the developing countries that took a stance in favor of completing the Doha Round, sustaining its development agenda intact and respecting the principle of “the single undertaking” (WTO, 2023). During the 2013 Bali Ministerial Meeting, developed countries were perceived to have an intention to step away from the single undertaking approach. As part of the post-Bali agenda, the developed countries attempted to move away (Doug, 2011) to new, fresh, plurilateral EG negotiations, which seem to have waned the single undertaking effort. With no surprise, many developing countries and less developed countries showed skepticism and disagreement by not participating in this proposed plurilateral effort. What have been some of the ideological and political positions that developing countries have used to show concern in moving away from “the single undertaking” principle? 
The plurilateral framework of negotiations in the EGs agreement represents only a group of countries within a larger community of WTO member countries. This is a limited representation that critics have pinpointed to argue that this can lead to unrepresentative decision-making, exclusive of the developed countries. These may be considered decisions that may not fully represent the diversity of interests and needs of developing countries. Additionally, excluded countries from these plurilateral EGs negotiations may perceive that decision-making only favors the interests of those involved in negotiations, with the potential of leading to discriminatory EGs trade liberalization. Such a selective approach could also be understood as participating countries prioritizing their trade interests over environmental global concerns, which can lead to choosing EGs or sectors that are only relevant to the inner circle of the member country participating in the plurilateral framework. Furthermore, the potential of not achieving consensus and living through complex negotiations can lead to a lack of consensus and exclusion of the interests and representation of developing countries from these plurilateral meetings. Developing countries may feel that their specific development and environmental concerns are not represented, exacerbating global trade and development inequalities. As stated by de Melo and Solleder (2020): “the difficulties in reaching an agreement further discourage more countries from participating in the global environmental goods trade” (p. 201) or even considering the option of free riding in the context of EGs negotiations.
3.7. Free Riding Argument
Free riding (Olson, 1965) is a situation in which developing and developed countries decide not to participate in the process of negotiating an EGs agreement, as they would equally benefit from the outcomes if an agreement was reached without incurring any costs. Using the principle of the ‘most favored nation’ (WTO, n.d., paragraph 5), an agreement reached at any of the negotiating fora facilitated by the WTO, whether multilateral or plurilateral ones, “like products” exported or imported by member countries should receive a similar tariff concession, which must also be applicable to all member countries even if they did not directly participate in those negotiations.
Very few developing countries have any interest embedded in the negotiations, neither in the form of interest in exports nor in the form of additional tariff reductions. Those few developing countries that may have an interest in EGs exports have already benefited from tariff reductions and concessions through other bilateral or multilateral agreements achieved in other fora. For instance: APEC member countries to have already voluntarily agreed to reductions and concessions in EGs since the early 2000’s. It is important to note that these are mainly voluntary bilateral agreements, as APEC is a forum to facilitate negotiations, and its decisions are not legally binding.
According to De Melo and Solleder (2018), a means of preventing WTO members from benefiting from free-riding is that no EGs agreement is to be recognized and applied until at least “90 percent of world trade had become parties” (p. 3). This initiative was propelled by China in 2014 when the new plurilateral arrangement of negotiations was set on stage. The only two developing countries participating at the time were China and Costa Rica. Each of them had very different interests at stake. China was interested in improving the international markets for its EGs, while Costa Rica was safeguarding its environmental efforts to become a carbon-neutral country.
3.8. Stringent Environmental Regulations Argument
Environmentally Preferable or Preferential Products (EPPs) are a good example of how developed countries set the rules of the game regarding EG list-making. One common example of EPPs is energy-efficient appliances and electric or hybrid cars. Generally, EPPs are encouraged by governments and other organizations as a means of protecting the environment and motivating sustainability. According to De Melo and Solleder (2020), an EGs “list would include mainly industrial products, and exclude EPPs in which developing countries have a comparative advantage but would meet resistance at the WTO” (p. 25).
Complaints of developing countries about EPPs evolve around stringent environmental regulations set by developed countries that could pose a barrier to achieving economic development. Fulfilling the regulations of these developed countries may imply important investments, which can be very expensive or even financially impossible for developing countries. Environmental protection policy packages imposed on legitimate or green protectionism grounds pose an immense challenge for the WTO, as it does not have the agreements or mechanisms to adequately settle disputes on this key distinction. Developing countries argue that developed countries have applied the motto: “Grow first- clean up later”, as developed countries have mainly focused historically on achieving economic development, leaving the environment in second place, and thus they should bear more responsibility in solving global environmental degradation issues. According to De Mello and Solleder (2020), more stringent environmental regulations imposed by developed countries limit global access to markets where tariffs are already low. This could also create an EG import increase towards markets in developing countries, with little incentive for the local EG industries to develop (p. 25). So instead of promoting global EG trade, a new global EG dependency could arise.
4. Concluding remarks
Using a Nationalist Economic perspective to understand how countries adopt specific arguments to defend their economic and political interests when negotiating the EGS agreement at the multilateral and plurilateral frameworks, it can be concluded that power, security, and economic national interests have prevailed over the global shared interests. Countries, especially developed countries, have taken advantage of their comparative advantage to influence and intervene in the possible outcomes that the EGS agreement negotiations may obtain. 
After applying a rigorous systematic literature review approach in the selection of a representative set of relevant publications and documentation, a group of key arguments were selected and discussed which have served as the main findings of this research. The arguments used by developed and developing countries to influence and intervene in the EGS negotiations vary widely in their nature. Some arguments are closely related to the classical justifications of defending a country’s interest based on the tariff and infant industry arguments as well as the environmental and economic gains. Moreover, EGS negotiations have taken participating countries to adopt some other less orthodox postures such as Groups of Countries’ Composition and EGs Product List’s Composition, Form of negotiating’s Argument, Free Riding Argument, and Stringent Environmental Regulations Argument.
Having so many arguments and positions in regard to the EGS negotiations poses a challenging reality by which developed and developing countries need to struggle to find an overlapping area in which the differing interest of all participating countries as well as the multilateral organizations such as the WTO are able to find a consensus in face of the new emerging challenges.
4.1. Challenges of Multilayer EGS Negotiations at the WTO
During the 13th Ministerial Conference (MC13) at the WTO which took place in early 2024 as well as the upcoming MC14, new challenges have been discussed and will be discussed to try to reach a new global consensus in regards not only to EG trade but also to environmental services, both aiming at the overall perspective of achieving environmental sustainability and the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals. According to De Melo and Solleder (2018, p. 4), eliminating nuisance tariffs is necessary to achieve an EGS agreement in future negotiations. These represent trade barriers that are costly and burdensome. Its implementation is generally not justified on economic or commercial rationale but is instead based on economic nationalist interests. Its elimination by WTO members will represent a significant gesture of goodwill towards reaching a trade consensus on EGS, especially for developing countries.
Another attractive option for the future of negotiations on an EGS agreement is the 2017 update of the Harmonized System, the international classification and nomenclature applied to goods traded globally. The World Customs Organization is this system’s main administrator and the main reference for customs authorities to classify and track countries’ exports and imports. According to De Melo and Solleder (2018), such renovation of this classification system added new subheadings and amendments to the existing ones before 2016 to better depict global trade realities. Some of these adjustments include EGs and technologies. For instance, new codes were introduced for specific types of solar panels and wind turbines, which would make it easier for WTO member countries to classify products considered in the EGs lists and had the potential to include many more.
Regulatory recognition also represents a very interesting challenge and opportunity for WTO member countries. It implies that a conformity assessment is needed among countries when they trade with each other by establishing verification, inspection, and certification processes regarding standards and requirements such as environmental certifications, labeling certifications, or quality control procedures (De Melo and Solleder, 2018). Generally, these are costly and slow processes that could be considered a non-tariff barrier. The opportunity is to reach an international trade agreement for EGs, considering its relevance for SDG achievement and the planet's survival.
Finding common ground on issues like including services in a future environmental agreement can be one of the most prominent challenges ahead. The environmental services concept has evolved from referring to infrastructure for water and waste treatment (De Melo and Solleder, 2018) to a broader scope of other non-infrastructure services like air pollution control. There are more challenges than opportunities when considering an environmental agreement on services. They do not cross customs, which complicates data collection, thus making it very difficult to create metrics and benchmarks for environmental services. Furthermore, finding compatibility and compliance that an environmental services agreement is consistent with the WTO General Agreement on Trade in Services can be complex.
One of the most prominent and threatening challenges to reach an EG agreement at the multilateral level is the shifting geopolitical global arena. The acute differences between opposing national interests, especially among powerful nations, in regard to topics such as the war in Ukraine, the Middle East crisis, and the emerging protectionist positions in regard to international trade both from the United States and the European Union vis-à-vis China and other emerging economies, among other, could pose an impediment in reaching a multilateral EG agreement.
4.2. Opportunities of Multilayer EGS Negotiations at the WTO
On November 2020, a group of 50 WTO member countries announced their intention to launch the so-called Trade and Environmental Sustainability Structured Discussions (TESSD). This initiative represents the most significant dialogue prior to the 13th Ministerial Meeting. It is the most suitable venue to discuss the possibility of reviving an EGS agreement. It is “intended to complement the work of the CTE and other relevant WTO bodies and to support the objectives of the Marrakesh Agreement” (WTO, Structured discussions). From its inception in 2020 up to 2023, the number of countries participating in the TESSD has grown to 75 WTO member countries. Among these countries, there is a broad representation of developing and developed countries with different development levels. The ambassadors of Canada and Costa Rica, Nadia Theodore and Gloria Abraham Peralta, respectively, coordinated discussions. Its agenda was established in the ministerial statement of 2021 with the following topics: “trade and climate change, trade in environmental goods and services, circular economy, and sustainable supply chains” (WTO, Structured discussions).
This is an exciting opportunity for the future of the EGS agreement, as TESSD are attempting to reach an outcome for delivery to the MC14, which is “an analytical summary that describes the goods and services that are key for the solar, wind and hydro energy sectors, the barriers to their dissemination, issues faced by developing economies, and opportunities and approaches to promote and facilitate trade in these goods and services” (WTO, Structured discussions). 
TESSD represents a new plurilateral effort or ‘club’ approach that sheds promising light as to not only the resuscitation of an EGS agreement negotiations but also the opportunity for the WTO to reassure its member countries that it is the most appropriate and possibly the only suitable forum to reach a comprehensive, inclusive, and fair EGS agreement. Time is running out for humanity to save the planet, and a final legally binding compromise for all the WTO members at MC14 would immensely contribute to environmental sustainability achievement and the survival of humanity on this planet.
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