
Issue No. 1

Now that the smoke and fire have

cleared from the suspension of the

Doha talks, we should ask what phoenix

can be summoned from the ashes. The

current stalemate is due more to politics

than personalities. All parties are

exporting domestic political constraints

into the negotiation.

Europe will go as far as its expansive

2003 agricultural reform program will

allow, but there is no political consensus

to go further—certainly not when

people see what is being offered in

return. The United States, which has

not yet embarked on reform of its farm

subsidies, does not want their changes

to be prescribed by the WTO. Some

advanced developing countries are

demanding more access to others’ farm

markets. The rest insist on maintaining

tariffs so as to protect farm markets.

Both demand an end to trade-distorting

subsidies in the rich world. It is a

complex political picture—even before

we get to the equally important

questions of industrial tariffs and

liberalization of services, where the bulk

of the economic gains exist.

Yet the positions in agriculture are not

irreconcilable. They require that the EU

lift its average tariff cut close to that

requested by the G20 developing

countries. The EU signaled in Geneva

that it was willing to come to within a

couple of percentage points of the G20

demand for a 51.5% average farm tariff

cut. This is a substantial move from our

original offer of a 39% average farm

tariff cut, which is already much higher

than the cuts accepted in the Uruguay

Round. These would be the steepest

farm tariff cuts ever accepted as part of

a multilateral trade negotiation. They

would cut the highest tariffs the most

and drive the average EU farm tariff

down below the current U.S. level—and

the U.S. routinely describes itself as the

most open farm market in the world.

The EU also accepts that we have to

ensure that we offer real new market

access on our most sensitive import

products. The flexibility we showed in

Geneva in July made it clear we were

willing to do this—reducing our

demands for sensitive products and

expanding tariff rate quotas for sensitive

products. It is wrong to argue that the

EU wants to use these special categories

as loopholes to keep our markets closed.

The EU estimates that its existing offer

would increase beef imports to the EU

by 800,000 tonnes—more than the

current existing beef exports of a major

producer like Argentina—even if beef

was designated a sensitive product. U.S.

Secretary of Agriculture Mike Johanns

has noted that 160,000 tonnes of this

beef comes from tariff rate quota

expansion—the rest comes from the

tariff cut we are willing to apply even to

sensitive products.

We need to add to this new market

access created by a 100 percent

elimination of export subsidies, and a

75 percent reduction in trade-distorting

farm support. All these numbers count,

because subsidy cuts will see EU

producers withdraw dramatically from

global export markets. The EU

estimates that its subsidy cuts will

reduce poultry exports by a quarter.

Milk and sugar exports will fall steeply.

EU cereal production will fall as

demand for animal feed falls. Certainly,

the U.S. will have tough competition for

this new global market access from 
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“A failure of Doha would

strengthen those who want to

turn their backs on globalization

and retreat into protectionism.”

 




