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Draft not to be quoted 
 

Policies of trade liberalisation that the developing countries have adopted over the 
couple of decades in particular, have brought considerable challenges for their 
agriculture.  While most countries had embraced the open-door policies either unilaterally 
or as a part of their structural reforms programmes, this process was sought to be 
deepened through the Agreement on Agriculture (AoA), which became effective 
following the establishment of the WTO in 1995. More importantly, the AoA can be 
perceived to have introduced an element of inevitability in respect of agricultural trade 
liberalisation, which was in keeping with the overall objectives of the WTO. 

Liberalising markets through the lowering of tariffs and non-tariff barriers that 
have traditionally been used by countries to restrict trade in agricultural commodities was 
but one of the objectives of the AoA. Equally significant was the attempt that was made 
in the Agreement to address the market distortions caused by the plethora of subsidies 
that distorted the markets for agricultural commodities. Disciplines were introduced in 
the AoA for reining in subsidies that supported agricultural production, identified as 
domestic support in the Agreement, as well as those that promoted exports. Additional 
discipline was also proposed for dealing with international food aid transactions to ensure 
that such transactions did not become vehicles for the disposal of surpluses. 

Besides the above-mentioned focus of the AoA, which was largely on reforming 
the markets for agricultural commodities, the Agreement took note of the imperative of 
realising the objective of food security. The preamble of the Agreement stated that the 
“reform programme” should take into consideration the “non-trade concerns, including 
food security”, as well as the “possible negative effects of the implementation of the 
reform programme on least developed and the net food importing developing countries”. 
The later intent was in fact strengthened through a Ministerial Decision adopted at the 
conclusion of the Uruguay Round negotiations that delineated the measures that could be 
taken for obviating the possible negative effects of the agricultural reforms programme 
initiated by the AoA on the most vulnerable group of countries.  

Although it was recognised that the AoA would be the first step towards 
reforming the distortion-ridden agricultural markets, there was nonetheless considerable 
expectation among developing countries about the benefits that the Agreement would 
bring for them. Several studies conducted in the past indicated that the results of the 
Uruguay Round in the agricultural sector would bring significant welfare gains for a 
number of developing countries. In various scenarios worked out by the analysts, 
developing countries as a whole were expected to witness major welfare gains1. It was 
argued that the reduction of subsidies coupled with lowering of market access barriers, 
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would benefit the low cost producers in the developing countries to make major gains in 
the AoA-determined policy regime. However, in the decade since the AoA has been 
implemented, not only have developing country expectations remained largely unmet, 
there have also been several instances where developing country agriculture has suffered 
as international prices of major agricultural commodities have faced a downward 
pressure because of the burden of subsidies imposed by the Members of the European 
Communities (henceforth, EC) and the US, in particular. These emergent market 
conditions have assumed considerable importance in the on-going negotiations for the 
review of the AoA.  

This paper looks at the dynamics of the agriculture negotiations in the WTO. As 
was indicated above, the backdrop for these negotiations was provided by issues arising 
from the implementation of the AoA. At the outset therefore, some of the critical 
problems of implementation of the Agreement would be highlighted. The second section 
of the paper would dwell briefly on the concerns that have been raised in some countries 
arising from agricultural trade liberalisation. In the third section, the prominent issues 
raised in the negotiations would be discussed. Finally, the paper would dwell on the way 
forward for countries in the Asia-Pacific region in the on-going negotiations. 

I. Implementation of the Commitments 

The implementation of the commitments made by the WTO members, which is 
attempted in the sections below, would focus on the disciplines introduced in the three 
areas of the agricultural sector by the AoA, viz. domestic support, export subsidies and 
market access. As would be clear from the discussion below, making the disciplines 
introduced by the AoA effective remains a major challenge for the multilateral trading 
system. 

1. Domestic Support Commitments 

The implementation of the discipline on domestic support has to be seen largely from 
the perspective of the US and the EC, two of the larger players in the market for 
agricultural commodities. The analysis presented below is based on data obtained from 
the notifications on domestic support to the WTO Committee on Agriculture (Annex 
Tables 1-3).  

The data provided by the US and the EC in their notifications to the Committee on 
Agriculture shows that domestic support extended by these two members of the WTO to 
their agricultural sector remained the highest among all WTO members in the period 
between 1995 and 2000-2001. In 2000/2001, for instance, the EC provided domestic 
support, which was close to US $ 79 billion, and in case of the US the figure was more 
than US $ 72 billion in 2001. But while the former had decreased their domestic support 
by more than 30 per cent in dollar terms in five years2, the latter had increased this form 
of subsidies by almost 20 per cent.  

                                                 

2 The decrease was steeper in dollar terms because of depreciation of the Euro. In terms of the Euro, the 
European Communities reduced their domestic by a mere 3 per cent between  1995 and 1999. 
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Besides the difference in the overall trends as stated above, the allocation of 
subsidies of the US and the EC was also at variance. The US had increased its spending 
on the subsidies exempt from reduction commitments viz., “Green Box” measures, quite 
considerably during the first two years of implementation, and as a result, “Green Box” 
spending accounted for around 88 per cent of its domestic support.  In the subsequent 
years, however, the share of “Green Box” spending came down to about 70 per cent of 
the total domestic support. In case of the EC, the share of “exempt” subsidies, i.e. 
“Green” and “Blue” Boxes put together, went up from nearly 44 per cent in 1995 to more 
than 50 per cent 2001. This, in other words, implies that both the US and the EC had 
considerable flexibility in their use of production related subsidies in the WTO because 
of the high proportion of the subsidies that are not subjected to reduction commitments.  

The large volumes of domestic support granted by the US and the EC have two 
interesting dimensions. The first is the extremely high levels of subsidies that farmers in 
these countries enjoy vis-à-vis as compared to their counterparts in the developing 
countries. The second is the fact that these countries have exercised considerable 
flexibility in the granting of subsidies, with a view to enhancing their market dominance. 

The flexibility that the countries doling out large volumes of subsidies have under 
the AoA appears in the most striking manner in case of product specific support. These 
countries benefited in two ways. One, they were allowed to include product specific 
support in the Aggregate Measure of Support (AMS) in aggregate terms, and two, they 
could exclude product specific support that was below the de minimis level3 from the 
AMS. The implication of the latter is that the US could exclude more than US $ 7 billion 
of trade distorting support from its total AMS between 1999 and 2001 (the corresponding 
figure for the EC was between EUR 1-2 billion). In the year 2001, the de minimis 
spending was as much as 32 per cent of the Amber Box subsides that the country had 
provided (Annex Table 4).  

This flexibility was used to good effect by the US to heavily subsidise products in 
which they had substantial export interests. Producers of four commodities in which the 
country has the largest share in the total exports, viz. corn, cotton, soybeans and wheat, 
benefited from very large increases in domestic support after 1997. This was particularly 
evident in corn and soybeans, commodities in which the share of US in the total global 
exports exceeded 50 per cent in the late-1990s; the increases in domestic support between 
1995 and 2000 were nearly 8500 per cent and 22000 per cent respectively4. Support for 
soybeans continued to increase in the following year, while that for corn declined by over 
50 per cent. 

                                                 

3Article 6 of the AoA provides that WTO Members shall not be required to include in the calculation of its 
Current Total AMS and shall not be required to reduce product- and non-product specific domestic support 
which does not exceed 5 per cent of that Member's total value of production of a basic agricultural product 
during the relevant year. 
4In terms of US dollars, the increase in product specific support for corn was from US $ 32 million in 1995 
to US $ 2.8 billion in 2000, while in case of soybeans the corresponding figures were US $ 16 million and 
US $ 3.6 billion in 2001. 
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The largest proportionate increase in domestic support during the second half of the 
1990s was witnessed in case of wheat, a commodity in which the US is the second largest 
producer having a 25 per cent share of global trade. Support for wheat increased from just 
less than US$ 5 million in 1995 to nearly US$ 974 million in 1999. Subsequently, 
however, support for wheat was reduced to below US $ 200 million. 

In case of cotton, on the other hand, the product specific support increased from just 
over US $ 32 million to 2.8 billion in 2001. Besides, the commodities mentioned above, 
product specific support granted to rice, a commodity in which US has started to emerge 
as a leading exporter, went up from US $ 11.6 million in 1995 to US $ 763 million in 
2001. 

In case of the EC, the product specific support was at high levels for a range of 
products, which included beef, sugar, butter and wheat, ever since the AoA discipline 
was introduced. In all these products, however, product specific support declined in terms 
of US dollar between 1995 and 19995. Beef received product specific support of US $ 10 
billion in 2000/2001, and this high level of support was recorded after the level of support 
extended in 1995 was reduced by almost 44 per cent. However, in terms of Euros support 
for beef declined by less than 20 per cent. Sugar, which was the largest recipient of 
product specific support after beef, also saw a decline in the level of support, although the 
level of reduction was much less in proportionate terms as compared to beef. Support for 
dairy products showed mixed tendencies, with butter registering an increase of more than 
5 per cent in terms of Euros, while for skimmed milk powder a decrease of almost 17 per 
cent was registered. 

The EC increased domestic support for common wheat by EUR 500 million, the 
largest increase for any single crop in absolute terms, between 1995/96 and 1998/99. This 
works out to an increase of 20 per cent since this WTO member started meeting its 
commitments under the AoA. Domestic support extended to maize increased by nearly 
28 per cent during 1995/96 to 1999/2000 in terms of Euros. In both the commodities 
referred to above, prominent members of the Community, including France and 
Germany, have large trading interests. However, during 2000/2001, the levels of support 
for both these commodities were reduced. 

The above discussion indicates that the two dominant players in the global market 
for agricultural commodities were targeting subsidies in a manner that provided them 
with additional advantage during a phase when markets have been opening in many 
countries. Product specific support in several countries had increased substantially, which 
increased the level of distortions in their markets.  

2. Analysis of the Implementation of Commitments relating to Export 
Competition 

Disciplines in the area of export competition were intended to ensure that WTO 
Members are prevented from taking recourse to mechanisms for disposing off their 

                                                 

5 In two of these products, viz. wheat and butter, the product specific support went up in terms of the Euros. 
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surpluses in the international market. Accordingly, the AoA principally looks at three 
issues under the rubric of export competition. These are: (i) export subsidies, (ii) 
international food aid and (iii) export credit and guarantees. The AoA, at present, 
provides clear disciplines in respect of export subsidies, while the disciplines in respect of 
the other two dimensions of export competition are not covered by an effective discipline. 
This has resulted in several problems, which are enumerated below. 

Data on export subsidies presented in Annex Tables 6 and 7 for the two largest 
players in the global agricultural trade show that the EC has used export subsidies 
relatively more extensively to gain additional market access in agricultural commodities 
as compared to the US. However, while the EC has decreased the use of its export 
subsidies by more than 60 per cent during 1995-96 and 2000-01, the US has increased 
this form of subsidies. The latter targeted the use of export subsidies in respect of three 
products, viz. poultry meat, skim milk powder and cheese, which went up from US $ 
28,000 in 1995 to US $ 15 million in 2000. The wide fluctuations in the use of export 
subsidies for each of the products were the common feature. Thus, the subsidies on 
skimmed milk powder varied between nearly US $ 17,000 and US $ 133 million, granted 
for poultry meat was between zero and US $ 6 million. This implies that the use of export 
subsidies by the US had the potential to cause very large uncertainties in the international 
markets since the surplus that it was disposing varied quite considerably across years. 

Surplus disposal had become an easy option for the WTO Members in the absence of 
an effective discipline on food aid. Data presented in Annex Table 8 shows the extent to 
which the US and the EC were using food aid. The US used food aid as an instrument for 
disposing off its farm output most extensively. Food aid in the form of wheat, rice and 
vegetable oils increased substantially during the period 1995 to 1999. Although wheat 
was the largest component of food aid throughout the period, rice and vegetable oils 
given out as food aid registered the sharpest increases over the period. However, it is the 
wide fluctuations in the grant of food aid that the US displays which is the major source 
of problem for the markets. Food aid granted in the form of wheat fluctuated between 1.5 
million tonnes to 5.3 million tonnes. This trend in rising food aid has been maintained in 
the subsequent years as well given that the USDA had continued to increase allocations 
for these activities (Annex Table 9). 

A number of developing countries have challenged the position held by some of the 
industrialized countries that subsidized exports of food grains are beneficial to the net 
food-importing developing countries (NFIDCs), since the beneficiaries have access to 
cheap imports6. These countries have argued that trade promotion through export 
subsidies causes increasing food insecurity in developing countries.  This argument, 
according to the countries presenting this viewpoint, is fallacious, as heavy dependence 
on imports of subsidized food can cause serious financial difficulties due to a more 
vulnerable balance-of-payments situation, regardless of the price of food.  These 
countries have argued that effective solutions to the food security problem of NFIDCs 
can be achieved only if the domestic production capacities are strengthened in the import-
dependent countries.  For this to happen, paragraph 3(iii) of the ‘Ministerial Decision on 

                                                 

6 See for instance WTO. 2000a. 
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Measures Concerning the Possible Negative Effects of the Reform Programme on Least-
Developed and the Net Food Importing Developing Countries’ have to be put into effect.  
The paragraph in question instructs WTO member countries to facilitate technical and 
financial assistance to LDCs and NFIDCs so as to ‘improve their agricultural productivity 
and infrastructure’. 

It has been pointed out that the food aid mechanism mainly protects the immediate 
objectives of the donor countries while ignoring the longer term interests of the recipient 
countries. Thus, food aid may adversely affect the incentive to carry out the policies that 
would foster agricultural development in the recipient countries. The inability of 
countries to reduce their food insecurity could in fact be attributed to the international 
food aid mechanisms7.  

Apart from food aid there is another interesting aspect of US foreign trade policy 
which is aimed at promoting exports. As per the AoA only the funding and scope of 
direct subsidy programs are subjected to the limits and therefore the export credit and 
credit guarantee program which is an important area need to be given more attention 
seems to be neglected or underestimated.  

The Export Credit and Export Credit Guarantee Program provide support for 
agricultural exports to other countries though the provisions of credit guarantees to 
importers who seek defer payments for the goods received. The credit provided by the 
exporter or the third party thus boosts exports by creating more incentive for the 
importing country to import. Available data show that close to $34 billion in agricultural 
exports have taken place from the US during 1993-2002 which have been covered under 
export credit guarantee program8. 

Two issues need to be pointed out in the context of the discussions in the foregoing. 
The first is that the major players have taken recourse to domestic support for providing 
their producers favourable conditions for exploiting the global agricultural markets. 
Export subsidies have become a less favoured option for even the EC, the largest user of 
export subsidies. The second issue that should be mentioned is that the lack of an 
effective discipline in respect of international food aid and export credit and guarantees 
have been used by the US in particular for disposing off their surpluses. This has drawn 
the attention of several countries that have asked for a re-look at the food aid programmes 
and as also those relating to export credit and guarantees during the on-going review of 
the AoA. 

3. Market Access Commitments 

As in the case of the subsidies discipline, the market access commitments taken by 
countries in the agricultural sector represent a considerable degree of variation across 
countries. Although the Uruguay Round negotiations took a major step to rein in the 
tariffs, it remains only as small first step as shall be explained below. 

                                                 

7 See  Huff and Jimenez. 2003 and Barrett and Maxwell. 2004. 
8 Oxfam. 2003. 
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There are two reasons for this situation. The first is that tariffs in agricultural sector 
have remained at relatively high levels in many WTO Members, even after the 
enforcement of the AoA discipline. The second factor relates to the implementation of the 
tariff rate quotas, which has been a problem area as far as the AoA discipline is 
concerned. 

(i) Tariffs 
At least three concerns regarding the tariff structures that have emerged after the 

Uruguay Round negotiations need to be flagged. These are: (i) existence of tariff peaks, 
(ii) tariff escalation and (iii) the use of non-ad valorem tariffs. The last mentioned has a 
particular influence on market access prospects due to its inherent non-transparent nature. 
The following discussion provides the details. 

In respect of the bound tariffs, the problem of peaks seems a bigger problem in case 
of the advanced developing countries. South Africa’s tariff peak of 597 per cent and 
India’s 300 per cent resulted in an average of the peaks of more than 210 per cent for 
these countries, which was much above the 177 per cent observed for the OECD 
countries. This is notwithstanding the fact that Korea had a bound tariff of 887 per cent, 
while the US and Canada had maximum bound tariffs of 350 per cent and 238 per cent 
respectively (Annex Tables 10-13). It is interesting to note in this context that in most 
OECD countries average agricultural tariffs are higher than non-agricultural tariffs, with 
rates on some agricultural products exceeding 500 per cent9. 

However in case of applied tariffs, the average of the peaks for the OECD countries 
was considerably higher. Peak tariffs retained by Korea, Poland and Norway, besides the 
US and Canada influenced the high average peak for this set of countries as compared to 
the advanced developing countries. 

Tariff escalation seems to be problem that exists across WTO members, irrespective 
of their stage of development10. This observation can be made by looking at the levels of 
tariff protection that countries provide to products as they go up the processing chain. 
Thus, while for the North American countries tariff escalation was observed in animal 
and animal products, vegetable and vegetable products, sugar and sweeteners and tobacco 
and tobacco products, for the South Asian countries, grains and grain products and oil 
seeds and products thereof are the two most affected groups in terms of tariff escalation. 
As regards the product groups that were most affected because of tariff escalations, meat 
and meat products and grains and grain products were among the more prominent. 

It has been observed that the structure of agricultural tariffs has become more 
complex, especially in the case of the developed countries, because of an increase in the 
number of tariff lines to accommodate different tariffs applicable to the same product, 
such as seasonal, in-quota and above-quota tariffs, and the more frequent use of non-ad 

                                                 

9 OECD 2001. 
10Tariff bindings were taken for the exercise. For details see USDA, Profiles of Tariffs in Global 
Agricultural Markets, AER-796. 
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valorem tariffs11. Annex Table 14 shows the use of non-ad valorem tariffs in respect of 
agricultural products for a select set of WTO Member countries. It is interesting to note 
that most of the countries having very large reliance on non-ad valorem tariffs are from 
the developed world. In fact, the US and the EC use non-ad valorem tariffs in just less 
than half of the total agricultural tariff lines, while in case of Switzerland 89 per cent of 
the agricultural tariff lines have non-ad valorem tariffs. There are a number of reasons for 
the use of non ad-valorem tariffs. These include the increased protection that a non-ad 
valorem tax can provide against large drops in import prices and the lack of transparency 
associated with these rates, which helps conceal the level of protection being provided12. 
The use of non-ad valorem tariffs has been pointed by several developing countries as 
one of the key problems in securing additional market access in the major markets13. 

(ii) Tariff Rate Quotas 
The implementation of the TRQs during 1995-2000 revealed that countries resorted 

to two types of TRQ allocations: a global TRQ or a country-specific TRQ. Under the 
global TRQ, all members of the WTO are free to compete for access to the quantity 
offered by the importing country. Since there is no pre-determination of where the 
commodity to be imported will be originating from, the importing country administers 
the quota. The country-specific quotas, on the other hand, provide a degree of 
predictability to both the importing and the exporting countries involved in the 
transactions. In this case, however, either of the countries can administer the quotas in 
order to obtain the quota rents. This form of administration of TRQs was used by most of 
the major industrialised countries. However, only 10 of the 37 countries that opened 
TRQs for 1995 opted to offer the quotas to specific countries. 

The more controversial among the methods of implementation of import licensing 
provisions is the one that is based on auctioning. One of the major disadvantages of the 
auctioning system stems from the ease with which it can be manipulated. Producer 
groups can conceivably purchase all or part of the available licences with the intention of 
ensuring that imports do not take place. 

The implementation of the TRQs was beset with two sets of problems. The first arises 
from the fact that countries were been transparent in establishing the basis for their quota 
commitments. The second, and possibly the more significant, is the fact that a sizeable 
proportion of the quotas remained unfilled. For all commodities taken together, the 
average fill rate was 64 per cent in 1995 and in 2000; it had fallen to 44 per cent (Annex 
Table 15).   Among the major countries that had shown tardy implementation of the quota 
commitments was the US from the industrialised world and Malaysia and Thailand from 
the developing world.  

One of the features of the implementation of the TRQs is that unfilled quotas were the 
largest in case of commodities in which the importing country had a strong domestic 

                                                 

11 UNCTAD 1999. 
12 Gibson et. al. 2001. 
13 See for instance Indonesia’s statement to the Committee on Agriculture, WTO. 2000b. 
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interest. In 1997, for instance, the EC filled only about 8 per cent of its quota 
commitment in wheat, while Thailand met 0.07 per cent its quota commitment in rice14. 
Considering that in several developing countries, including the Philippines, domestic 
farmers faced unfair competition arising from the TRQ imports, the non-fulfilment of its 
quota commitment by Thailand may well have been beneficial to the domestic rice 
producers. 

The foregoing clearly points to the fact that the AoA is beset with two sets of 
problems. In the first instance, the Agreement has an inherent imbalance, reflection of 
can be seen from the fact that the countries using large volumes of subsidies (largely 
belonging to the industrialised world) can maintain subsidies at much higher levels 
compared to those that do not use subsidies much. Most of the developing countries find 
themselves in the latter category. The second and perhaps the more important dimension 
is the tardy implementation of their commitments by the larger players like the US and 
the EC. As a result, the primary objective of the AoA, viz. getting rid of the market 
distorting policies has not been met. Developing countries, many of which were 
anticipating significant gains for their farming communities at the end of the Uruguay 
Round negotiations now find that not only have they not been able to reap any benefits, 
domestic agriculture in these countries faces threat from cheap imports as international 
prices for major commodities have been sticky at low levels since the mid-1990s. In 
several countries in the Asia Pacific region, threat to food security and livelihoods has 
emerged as areas of concern following the lowering of tariff protection. The following 
section discusses this aspect of the problem. 

II. Key Concerns of countries in the Asia Pacific Region 

Agricultural trade liberalisation has brought in its wake concerns about food 
security and livelihoods in the farm sector in developing countries. Many of these 
countries have articulated these concerns in the WTO negotiations through the various 
proposals that they have tabled. It may be pointed out that views of the developing 
countries have been influenced by the problems of adjustment faced by a few countries as 
they undertook trade liberalisation in the past decade. Two of the most affected in the 
region have been Indonesia and the Philippines. It would be useful to examine the 
experience of these two countries in order to understand the dimension of the problems 
that other countries need to take into consideration while pursuing similar policies in 
respect of their agricultural sector. 

In case of Indonesia, production of rice has, in particular, borne the brunt of 
import liberalisation. Rice trade was liberalised in the beginning of 1998 following which 
Indonesia became more dependent on imports for meeting its domestic consumption. 
Rice imports, which were 5 per cent of domestic consumption during 1995-97, increased 
to an average of 10 per cent in the period 1998-2002. As a result of this dependence on 
imports, Indonesia has become the largest importer of rice. 

                                                 

14 In 2002, Thailand’s fill rate in case of rice was 0.2 per cent. 
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Two implications of this nature of dependence of Indonesia on rice imports need 
to be highlighted. The first is that the country had increased its import dependence on a 
product, the international market for which is very thin - on an average, only about 6-7 
per cent of total rice production is traded annually. The increased demand made by 
Indonesia meant that in the period 1998-2002, the country had absorbed about 13 per cent 
of the total volume of rice trade in the international market. The second and a more 
significant problem of rising rice imports arose from the fact that imports were taking 
place at prices that were considerably below those of the domestically produced rice. 
Increasing levels of imports have consequently put at serious risk the livelihoods of more 
than 15 million farmers who have been dependent on rice production. A majority of these 
producers are poor, operating on holdings that, on an average, are less than 0.5 hectares . 
Trade liberalisation has thus put at serious risk not only Indonesia’s food security but also 
the future livelihoods of the poor rice farmers. 

Policy changes in the agricultural sector following the acceptance of the 
commitments by the WTO member countries affected the Philippines to a considerable 
extent. Agricultural trade in the Philippines was liberalised from 1996 when the 
quantitative restrictions that had been maintained in the past for balance of payments 
reasons were phased out. Tariff rate quotas replaced the quantitative restrictions, which 
required the Philippines to give additional market access in the designated commodities. 
For instance, in case corn the corresponding figures were 65,000 tonnes and 227,000 
tonnes. In case of rice, import quotas were established in keeping with the requirements 
of Annex 5 of the AoA, which required the country to increase its imports from 30,000 
tonnes in 1995 to 227,000 tonnes in 2004. 

Actual imports of rice and corn were however far above quota commitments that 
the Philippines had taken under the AoA. Rice imports exceeded 2.1 million tonnes in 
1998, and even though there was a decline in the subsequent years, the levels at which 
imports took place were nearly three times above the quota commitments. Corn imports, 
on the other hand, were negligible in 1993-94, but by 2000 corn imports had increased to 
nearly 450,000 tonnes, a level which was almost twice the quota commitments. 

Increased import dependence in two of its main cereals since the liberalisation of 
agricultural trade undertaken by the Philippines was accompanied with considerable 
impact on livelihoods of the farming population. The expectation that farm employment 
would increase annually by 500,000 following the country’s accession to the WTO was 
belied subsequently as employment in increase by 500,000 a year the farm sector fell 
from 11.29 million in 1994 to 10.85 million in 2001. While increased imports of rice and 
corn has put at serious risk the livelihoods of 2 million farmers involved in the production 
of this crop, corn farmers in Mindanao, the principal corn production area of the country, 
were wiped out.  

Much of the loss of livelihoods that agriculture in the Philippines has suffered 
since the mid-1990s has been attributed to the unfair competition from cheap imports that 
the farmers engaged in the production of the country’s two principal cereals, viz. rice and 
corn have had to face. The flood of imports kept the domestic prices depressed thus 
rendering production of these cereals unattractive for the domestic producers. Yet another 
factor that contributed to the sustained downward pressure on domestic prices was the 
import of rice and corn under the PL 480 programme of the US. 
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Reverberations of the problems that afflicted the Philippines and Indonesia have 
faced after undertaking agricultural trade liberalisation has been felt in the agriculture 
negotiations in the WTO. What is important to note in this context that Indonesia in fact 
took the lead in the formation of the G-33 grouping, which has argued that food security 
and livelihood concerns should be the core elements of the revised AoA. The following 
section focuses some of the key issues that have arisen in course of the agriculture 
negotiations in the WTO. 

III. Negotiations for the Review of the AoA 

This section has two parts. At the outset, a brief account of the mandate, which 
spells out the guideposts for the on-going negotiations for the review of the AoA, is 
provided. In the second part, an attempt is made to capture the negotiating dynamics, as it 
has been unfolding since the post-Doha negotiations have been initiated. 

1. The negotiating mandate 

The negotiations for the review of AoA are part of the built-in agenda, the 
mandate for which has been provided in Article 20 of the Agreement. The negotiating 
mandate provided in Article 20 of the AoA was further elaborated in the Doha Ministerial 
Declaration (DMD) of November 2001. In the first instance, the mandate was set in the 
backdrop of the “long-term objective” of the AoA, which, as stated in the preamble of the 
Agreement “is to provide for substantial progressive reductions in agricultural support 
and protection sustained over an agreed period of time, resulting in correcting and 
preventing restrictions and distortions in world agricultural markets” (emphasis added). 
The DMD reflected the commitment of the WTO Members to engage in "comprehensive 
negotiations aimed at:  substantial improvements in market access; reductions of, with a 
view to phasing out, all forms of export subsidies; and substantial reductions in trade-
distorting domestic support”. It was further agreed “that special and differential treatment 
for developing countries shall be an integral part of all elements of the negotiations and 
shall be embodied in the Schedules of concessions and commitments and as appropriate 
in the rules and disciplines to be negotiated, so as to be operationally effective and to 
enable developing countries to effectively take account of their development needs, 
including food security and rural development”15. Members had thus clearly expressed 
their intent to rid agricultural markets of the distortions, while at the same time 
recognising the need to respond to the imperatives of food security and livelihoods, the 
two key concerns for the developing countries. 

2. The Negotiating Dynamics 

The negotiations on agriculture have witnessed two clearly identifiable phases 
since the post-Doha confabulations began. The first phase was the period till the end of 
July 2003, which saw negotiations taking place between two groups of countries whose 
alignment was based on clearly defined positions. In the subsequent period, four groups 

                                                 

15 WTO 2001a, paragraph 13. 
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of countries have figured prominently in the negotiations16. With the groups being 
equally divided between the developed and the developing country members, this 
development represents the differentiations in the interests that exist in respect of both 
sets of countries. 

In the first phase of the post-Doha negotiations, countries with defensive interests 
were aligned with the European Union. This group of countries, the prominent among 
which were Japan, Korea and Switzerland, were supported by a number of significant 
developing countries led by India. These countries were primarily interested in keeping 
their agricultural markets protected using reasonably high levels of border protection. 
Some among this group were also keen to maintain their relatively high levels of 
subsidies in place. In other words, the countries having defensive interests were not 
looking for significant changes in the prevailing policy regime governing the agricultural 
sector, particularly in relation to tariffs. These countries favoured the Uruguay Round 
approach of average cut and a minimum cut per tariff line. That a number of developing 
countries were willing to be in this group appeared to have struck a discordant note with 
many observers. This was on account of two compelling reasons. The first arose from the 
fact that most of the developing countries had submitted to the Committee on Agriculture 
that the high subsidies granted by the developed countries, in particular the US and the 
European Union, had prevented them from realising the projected gains from the 
agriculture sector since the AoA discipline was introduced. The second point that 
developing countries had made during the negotiations was that they had little access to 
developed country markets on account of the market access impediments. Existence of 
high tariffs and tariff escalations in areas of export interest to developing countries, 
coupled with the discriminatory implementation of tariff rate quotas were among the 
evidence that these countries were able to produce in support of their views. But 
eventually the fact that they were getting the comfort of lower levels of tariff cuts 
themselves seems to have kept the group together. 

The second group of countries represented those that were primarily interested in 
obtaining additional market access through a rapid decline in the levels of tariffs. As has 
been witnessed in the past, this group was informally led by the US, with the Cairns 
Group countries providing active support. These countries argued that the tariff 
reductions should follow the tariff harmonisation approach (better known as the “Swiss 
formula”) with the US proposing that a coefficient of 25 should be adopted.  
Interestingly, although a number of the Cairns Group countries had argued that the 
Article 20 review on AoA should be aimed at reduction and an eventual elimination of 
trade distorting forms of subsidies, in most of the post-Doha confabulations, these 
countries showed considerable reluctance to address the issue of distortions caused in the 
market for agricultural commodities by the large volumes of subsidies granted by the two 
largest players as negotiations progressed. 

Market access was thus the only issue on which the negotiations on the review of 
AoA focused. Comprehensive reforms in the agricultural policies world-wide remained 
nothing more than a reference point for the conduct of the negotiations. This focus was in 

                                                 

16 See Annex I for details. 
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fact reinforced by the Chairman of the Committee on Agriculture in the draft modalities 
paper that he had prepared under his own responsibility. The Harbinson modalities made 
considerable efforts at ensuring that more than the minimal changes are effected in the 
tariff regime. The developing countries were provided an additional dispensation, which 
would have allowed them to provide higher levels of protection to commodities that are 
critical from the point of view of food security, livelihoods and rural development. But at 
the same time, the subsidies regime was left largely unaffected. While on the one hand, 
developed countries were allowed to maintain the existing levels of agricultural subsidies, 
the developing countries were also allowed the space to provide assistance to the 
resource-poor farmers. 

With the extreme positions taken by the US and the European Union becoming 
the sticking point not only for the agricultural negotiations but also for the Doha 
Development Agenda, the membership of the WTO urged the two members to find a 
common ground in order that an efficacious solution was found before the Cancun 
Ministerial Conference was held17. A common ground was worked out by the US and the 
European Union on the market access issue and on the issue of subsidies18. While in case 
of market access, the US and the EC preferred a combination of the Uruguay Round 
approach of average tariff cuts and the tariff harmonisation approach, in case of the 
domestic support discipline both these members of the WTO found comfort while 
proposing that the existing discipline would not undergo major changes. 

This compromise between US and the European Union signalled coalition-
building efforts among the developing countries resulting in the formation of the G-20. 
The base paper, which marked the emergence of this group of developing countries, had 
one important feature – it looked at the agriculture negotiations in the WTO for bringing 
about comprehensive reform in the agriculture sector world-wide19. The focus of the 
interventions made by the prominent members of this group, including China, Brazil, 
South Africa and India, has been that the major distortions created by the subsidies’ 
regime in some of the more prominent members of the WTO have to be reduced and 
eventually removed. On the issue of market access, the G-20 proposed that developing 
countries adopt the Uruguay Round approach of average tariff cuts. One of the key 
elements of the G-20 proposal is that the special needs of the developing countries need 
to be addressed in the revised AoA. These include designating a set of products as 
Special Products (SPs), which would be subjected to lower tariff cuts and introduction of 
a Special Safeguard Mechanism (SSM) aimed at allowing developing countries to 
counter anticipated or actual import surges20. The SPs and the SSM were seen by the 
developing countries as measures that would help them in addressing the twin problems 

                                                 

17 This mandate was given at the conclusion of the Montreal WTO mini-ministerial meeting in late July, 
2003, to the two trading partners to work out a joint paper on agriculture. For details see, European 
Commission 2003. 
18 WTO 2003d.  
19 WTO 2003e. 
20 Support for the SPs and the SSM was lent by the G-33. It may be pointed out that some of the more 
prominent developing countries have lent their support to both the groupings. 
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of food security and livelihood concerns in the face of mounting pressures to lower 
agricultural tariffs. 

It may be argued that the proposal of the G-20 countries on the modalities of the 
agriculture negotiations stands to reason on account of the fact that the tariff reductions of 
the kind that the US and the EC have been expecting can be possible only after 
distortions caused by the subsidies are substantially reduced in the markets for 
agricultural commodities. The large doses of subsidies provided by the US and the EC in 
particular, which was discussed at length in an earlier part of the paper, have given rise to 
uncertainties in the markets in respect of the movement of the prices. At the same time, 
the proposal insisted that concrete measures such as lower tariff cuts SPs and SSM had to 
be provided for in the revised AoA so that some of the key concerns of the developing 
countries, in particular those related to food security and livelihoods, are addressed 
effectively. 

The most pertinent question that arises in the context of the position taken by the 
G-20 countries relates to the influence this group of countries have had in shaping the 
course of the negotiations. This question has assumed more strength after the WTO 
General Council adopted the Framework for Establishing Modalities in Agriculture 
(henceforth, the “framework”) that enumerated the elements based on which the 
modalities for the negotiations on agriculture could be developed21. 

The “framework” had two key features. In the first place, broad indications were 
provided in respect of the new discipline on farm support (domestic support and export 
competition). The second part of the framework text provided the initial elements the 
market access discipline.  

More recently, the G-20 and the G-33 countries took several initiatives to ensure 
some progress before the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference22. The specific proposals 
made by the G-20 on domestic support and market access are particularly significant in 
the context of the negotiations. 

The proposals on domestic support are aimed at drastic reduction of high levels of 
trade distorting “Amber Box” support and introduction of additional discipline on “Blue 
Box” support. Besides, the G-20 sought clarifications on several forms of “Green Box” 
support to ensure that the measures, as stipulated in Annex 2 of the AoA, are indeed 
“minimally or non-trade distorting”. 

Trade distorting “Amber Box” support is sought to be achieved by putting in 
place a mechanism which would (i) AMS, (ii) total trade distorting support, and (iii) the 
de minimis. The first two elements are proposed to be reduced by establishing “domestic 
support-bands”, which would ensure that steeper reduction of high levels of domestic 
support can be ensured. In addition to the above-mentioned, the G-20 proposal provides 
for extra cuts in domestic support of WTO Members whose AMS was more than 40 per 

                                                 

21 WTO 2004a. 
22 During the past few months, the G-20 has held two meetings, while the G-33 countries met in Jakarta in 
June 2005. 
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cent of the value of agricultural production. Furthermore, the proposal favoured capping 
of product and non-product specific support at their respective average levels according 
to a methodology to be agreed. 

In respect of the “Blue Box” support, the G-20 proposed a capping of this form of 
support. Additional disciplines have been proposed, which includes among others, 
determination of effects of production limiting programmes so as to ensure that these 
programmes are indeed non-trade distorting in nature. 

In its proposals on market access, the G-20 put forth a “banded-approach” to tariff 
cuts for both developed and the developing countries. In case of the former, four bands 
have been proposed, and in case of the latter, three. In order to address the problem of 
high tariffs and tariff peaks, capping of tariffs – at 100 per cent for the developed and 150 
per cent for the developing countries – have been proposed.  

As regards the S&D treatment to developing countries, the G-20 proposals 
included both domestic support and the market access pillars. While in respect of 
domestic support, the group insisted that developing countries that allocate all or 
substantially all their de minimis support to resource-poor or subsistence farmers should 
be exempt from reduction commitments, in respect of market access G-20 emphasised 
that the concepts of SPs and SSM should be integral elements of the new discipline. 
However, the mechanism for identifying the SPs, and the nature of the SSM mechanism, 
as well as its product coverage, has not been dwelled on in the proposal.  

It is clear from the above discussion that agriculture negotiations in the WTO are 
far from reaching a phase when the modalities for further commitments can be given a 
final shape. While the G-20 has been arguing strongly in support of a parallelism between 
subsidies and tariffs, indicating thereby that progress on tariff reduction can only be made 
if there is a substantial commitment from the large subsidy-granting countries to rein in 
their subsidies, the latter have not been quite as keen to accept additional disciplines on 
subsidies. The experience of implementation of the AoA, described in an earlier section, 
does support the view that the developing countries have taken in the negotiations. 

IV. A Way Forward 

This paper tried to provide a perspective on the issues related to trade and 
agriculture that are currently under the scanner in the WTO negotiations on agriculture. 
These negotiations have assumed considerable significance given that the progress 
towards reform of agricultural markets, the promise with which the Agreement on 
Agriculture was ushered in, has remained largely unfulfilled.  

The paper tried to highlight the point that there are significant differences between 
the various groups of countries that have been actively participating in the agriculture 
negotiations. The participation of a very large number of developing countries has added 
a dimension that was not witnessed in multilateral trading system before the post 
Uruguay Round confabulations began. And, it is this dimension that raises immense 
possibilities for the developing countries to negotiate in a coordinated manner as they try 
to make the AoA work better to meet their interests. 
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It may be argued that the confabulations amongst developing countries that have 
taken place during much of the past two years, particularly in G-20 and G-33 forums, can 
be the basis for a much wider consensus on issues affecting the developing countries. The 
developing and the least-developed countries need to adopt a twin strategy to meet the 
challenges that they face in a global regime that is focusing on opening of markets for 
agricultural commodities.  

In the first instance, they would have to insist that the large players in the 
agricultural markets reduce and eventually eliminate the subsidies that they are granting 
to their farm sectors. As was indicated earlier, such a measure would get the “prices 
right” and this would in turn enable developing country producers to secure a larger share 
in the global markets. In fact, many developing countries like the Philippines and 
Indonesia, whose agriculture has suffered because the farmers could not compete with the 
low-priced imports and had become net food importers, can reverse their fortunes in the 
market which would be free from the distortionary policies. 

While many developing countries are likely to benefit from the distortion-free 
agricultural markets which would take shape if “effective” trade liberalisation is ensured, 
there are several other countries whose farm sector may need a degree of protection to 
address concerns relating to food security and protection of livelihoods. Countries that 
would otherwise gain from the distortion-free markets as indicated above may also have 
to adopt similar measures before the subsidies are eventually eliminated. In other words, 
in the short-term developing countries would have to ensure that the revised AoA 
addresses their core concerns of food and livelihood security. 

One of the most pertinent issues arising in the context of the negotiations is the 
capacity of the developing countries to engage in what is an exacting process. Although 
the current round of negotiations have seen a greater degree of participation by the 
developing countries, there remain nonetheless a significantly number of developing and 
least developed countries who do not have the capacity to participate as effectively as 
they need to. There is thus a case for providing technical assistance by the UNESCAP to 
these countries that should encompass a number of critical areas. The following is an 
indicative list: 

(i) Capacity building for empowering various stakeholders, particularly the 
farmers/farmers’ organisations 

(ii) There needs to be a continuous process of dialogue between the stakeholders 
with a view to developing a well articulated/argued position of the countries 
concerned 

(iii) Countries that do not belong to one and/or another developing country 
grouping, viz. G-20 and G-33, need to develop better interaction with some of 
the active members of these developing country groupings with a view to 
finding common ground 

(iv) The likely problems of the net food importing developing countries (NFIDC) 
arising from the liberalisation of agricultural trade needs to be addressed. 
Withdrawal of subsidies by the US and the EU, in particular, may lead to the 
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firming of global commodity prices, which in turn could destabilise the 
balance of payments situation of the countries concerned 
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Annex Table 1: Domestic Support granted by the United States (1995-01) 
(US $ billion) 

 
Subsidies/Products 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Green Box 46.03 51.83 51.25 49.82 49.75 50.06 50.67 
Blue Box 7.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Product Specific 6.31 5.98 6.49 10.57 16.89 16.70 14.63 
of which               
Corn 0.03 0.03 0.15 1.53 2.55 2.76 1.27 
Cotton 0.03 0.00 0.47 0.93 2.35 1.05 2.81 
Dairy 4.66 4.69 4.46 4.56 4.66 5.07 4.48 
Peanuts 0.41 0.30 0.31 0.34 0.35 0.44 0.30 
Rice 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.43 0.62 0.76 
Soybeans 0.02 0.01 0.05 1.28 2.86 3.61 3.61 
Sugar 1.09 0.91 1.01 1.06 1.21 1.18 1.06 
Tobacco 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.92 0.52 0.00 
Wheat 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.52 0.97 0.85 0.19 
Non-Product Specific 1.39 1.11 0.57 4.58 7.41 7.28 6.83 

AMS (notified) 6.21 5.90 6.24 10.39 16.86 16.80 14.41 
Total Subsidies 60.76 58.92 58.31 64.97 74.05 74.04 72.13 

 

Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 
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Annex Table 2: Domestic Support granted by the European Union (1995-2001) 
(US $ billion) 

Subsidies 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 1999/2000 2000/2001 2001/02 

                

Green Box 23.84 25.08 20.32 20.42 18.37 19.56 19.47 

Blue Box 26.46 24.39 22.86 21.85 18.24 19.90 22.36 
Total Product Specific 63.54 58.01 56.20 49.75 44.11 39.10 37.23 
Of which               
Common wheat  3.29 3.36 3.20 3.29 2.69 2.03 1.17 
Barley 2.85 3.04 3.02 2.86 2.34 1.97 1.55 
Maize 1.00 1.06 1.17 1.01 0.92 0.63 0.36 
Rye 0.40 0.34 0.35 0.35 0.27 0.21 0.20 
Triticale 0.19 0.22 0.26 0.27 0.21 0.19 0.17 
Rice 0.64 0.61 0.57 0.47 0.36 0.35 0.37 
Dried fodder 0.38 0.34 0.34 0.33 0.29 0.27 0.30 
Sugar 7.58 6.68 6.56 6.19 5.31 5.20 5.40 
Olive oil 1.75 2.12 2.54 1.92 1.91 1.85 2.52 
Bananas 0.26 0.23 0.23 0.19 0.22 0.29 0.20 
Skimmed milk powder 2.29 1.88 1.70 1.61 1.26 1.35 1.29 
Milk 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 
Butter 5.34 4.77 4.71 4.49 4.09 3.98 4.19 
Beef 17.72 15.62 15.13 14.25 12.06 10.02 9.15 
Citrus fruit for processing 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.12 0.16 0.12 0.20 
Tobacco 1.32 1.14 0.97 0.97 0.91 0.86 0.90 
Potatoes for processing to starch 0.00 0.19 0.23 0.16 0.14 0.17 0.20 
Apples 3.20 2.38 2.18 2.04 2.02 2.01 1.94 
Pears 0.94 0.67 0.68 0.59 0.56 0.56 0.51 
Peaches/nectarines 0.57 0.53 0.26 0.43 0.54 0.45 0.45 
Table grapes 0.48 0.25 0.26 0.24 0.20 0.19 0.20 
Lemons 0.29 0.44 0.46 0.31 0.39 0.38 0.26 
Clementines 0.21 0.18 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.18 0.16 
Oranges 0.42 0.51 0.47 0.30 0.40 0.38 0.30 
Cucumbers 0.83 0.49 0.68 0.63 0.53 0.48 0.50 
Courgettes 0.00 0.28 0.18 0.19 0.15 0.14 0.16 
Artichokes 0.29 0.24 0.25 0.24 0.10 0.10 0.18 
Tomatoes 5.95 5.53 5.07 2.24 2.32 2.38 1.83 
Wine 2.17 2.20 2.17 1.95 1.89 0.72 0.84 
Seed for sowing 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.09 
Cotton 0.99 0.88 0.91 0.76 0.57 0.71 0.54 

Non-Product Specific 0.99 0.83 0.54 0.37 0.27 0.50 0.54 

Total Subsidies 114.82 108.30 99.93 92.39 80.99 79.07 79.60 
 

Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 
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Annex Table 3: Domestic Support granted by the European Union (1995-2001) 
(EUR $ billion) 

Subsidies 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 1999/2000 2000/2001 2001/02 

                

Green Box 18.78 22.13 18.17 19.17 19.93 21.84 20.66 

Blue Box 20.85 21.52 20.44 20.50 19.79 22.22 23.73 
Total Product Specific 50.06 51.19 50.25 46.69 47.87 43.66 39.50 
Of which               
Common wheat  2.59 2.96 2.86 3.09 2.92 2.27 1.24 
Barley 2.25 2.68 2.70 2.69 2.54 2.19 1.64 
Maize 0.79 0.94 1.05 0.95 1.00 0.71 0.38 
Rye 0.32 0.30 0.31 0.33 0.29 0.24 0.21 
Triticale 0.15 0.20 0.23 0.25 0.23 0.21 0.18 
Rice 0.51 0.54 0.51 0.44 0.39 0.39 0.40 
Dried fodder 0.30 0.30 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.32 
Chick-peas, lentils and vetches 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Sugar 5.97 5.90 5.87 5.81 5.76 5.81 5.73 
Olive oil 1.38 1.87 2.27 1.80 2.07 2.07 2.68 
Bananas 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.18 0.23 0.33 0.21 
Skimmed milk powder 1.81 1.66 1.52 1.51 1.37 1.51 1.37 
Milk 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 
Butter 4.21 4.21 4.21 4.21 4.44 4.44 4.44 
Beef 13.96 13.79 13.53 13.38 13.09 11.19 9.71 
Citrus fruit for processing 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.11 0.18 0.13 0.21 
Tobacco 1.04 1.01 0.87 0.91 0.98 0.96 0.95 
Potatoes for processing to starch 0.00 0.17 0.20 0.15 0.15 0.18 0.21 
Apples 2.52 2.10 1.95 1.92 2.19 2.25 2.06 
Pears 0.74 0.60 0.61 0.55 0.60 0.63 0.54 
Peaches/nectarines 0.45 0.47 0.23 0.40 0.59 0.50 0.47 
Table grapes 0.38 0.22 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.22 
Lemons 0.23 0.38 0.41 0.29 0.42 0.43 0.28 
Clementines 0.17 0.16 0.18 0.18 0.23 0.21 0.17 
Oranges 0.33 0.45 0.42 0.28 0.43 0.42 0.32 
Cucumbers 0.66 0.44 0.61 0.59 0.58 0.54 0.54 
Courgettes 0.00 0.25 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.17 
Artichokes 0.23 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.11 0.11 0.20 
Tomatoes 4.69 4.88 4.53 2.10 2.52 2.66 1.94 
Wine 1.71 1.94 1.94 1.83 2.05 0.81 0.89 
Seed for sowing 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.10 
Cotton 0.78 0.77 0.81 0.72 0.62 0.80 0.58 

Non-Product Specific 0.78 0.73 0.49 0.35 0.29 0.56 0.57 

Total Subsidies 90.46 95.57 89.35 86.71 87.88 88.29 84.46 
 
 

Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 
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Annex Table 4: De minimis spending by the US 

Years De minimis 
spending 

(US $ billion) 

De minimis spending 
as % of trade 

distorting domestic 
support 

1995 1.5 19.3 
1996 1.2 16.4 
1997 0.8 11.4 
1998 4.7 31.3 
1999 7.4 30.6 
2000 7.3 30.4 
2001 7.0 32.8 

 
Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 

 
 

Annex Table 5: De minimis spending by the EC 
Years De minimis 

spending 
(EUR billion) 

De minimis spending 
as % of trade 

distorting domestic 
support 

1995 0.8 1.6 
1996 0.9 1.7 
1997 0.5 1.1 
1998 0.4 0.8 
1999 0.3 0.6 
2000 0.6 1.3 
2001 0.8 2.0 

 
Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 
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Annex Table 6: European Union: Outlays on Export Subsidies  
 (in US $ million) 

YearsMajor Products 
 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-2001
Incorporated products 623.7 639.5 613.9 607.8 661.9 368.5
Other milk products 924.1 827.2 839.6 804.4 833.0 365.0
Beef Meat 1913.3 1725.2 933.2 681.5 668.0 341.1
Sugar  (5) 481.3 593.3 864.7 842.5 432.5 331.7
Butter and butteroil 325.4 623.5 344.7 302.8 306.7 300.7
Cheese 555.8 306.6 195.4 158.0 216.9 211.8
Coarse grains 385.3 439.6 303.3 809.9 671.8 170.4
Wheat and wheat flour 150.7 358.8 197.2 530.3 468.6 96.4
Alcohol 65.0 133.9 117.1 128.5 201.1 85.1
Poultry meat 147.2 82.5 84.5 95.1 69.1 50.6
Pigmeat 127.6 80.3 82.6 377.5 223.6 30.1
Rice 38.5 81.6 36.2 27.1 24.3 28.7
Fruit and vegetables, fresh 89.4 69.8 28.9 33.5 34.2 24.0
Skim milk powder 178.9 192.2 129.2 203.2 310.8 23.3
Total  6203.8 6288.5 4841.0 5656.4 5164.6 2459.2
 

Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 

  
Annex Table 7: United States: Outlays on Export Subsidies (in US$ ’000) 

Years Major Products 
  1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Poultry meat 5.2 0.0 862.5 1399.8 1643.5 6823.3 
Skim milk powder 16.8 93.8 88798.4 133284.3 45333.0 6727.5 
Cheese 2.1 2.5 3905.2 4164.2 5564.4 1760.7 
Total  27.6 123.5 112229.2 146709.9 80165.6 15313.5 

Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 
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Annex Table 8: Food Aid provided by the United States and the European Union      
(in tonnes) 

United States 
Year Description of 

products 
 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Wheat 1531.3 1449.1 1075.2 3202.2 5315.1 2364.7
Coarse grains 73.6 129.5 116.2 111.7 78.2 45.3
Rice 149.7 188.5 111.3 382.7 935.6 303.3
Vegetable oils 173.6 175.1 157.3 0.0 1440.4 365.3
Skim milk 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 260.6 24.2

 
 

European Union 
Years Description of 

products 
 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-2001

Wheat and wheat 1536.9 (wheat eq.) 775.6 711.1 630.8 1186.1 436.4
Coarse grains 285.3 205.0 215.5 136.5 119.3 44.8
Rice 91.8 

(July 95 - June 96)
42.5 110.2 63.5 125.5 21.2 

 

Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 

 
 

Annex Table 9: Agricultural Export and Food Aid Programmes of the United States 
(1995-2002) 

(US $million) 
Programmes 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

(Est.) 
2002 
(Budget) 

Export Enhancement Program 339 5 0 2 1 2 478 478 
Dairy Export Incentive 140 20 121 110 145 77 34 42 
Market Access Program 110 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 
Foreign Market Devt. Program - - - - 28 28 28 28 
CCC Export Credit  Guarantees 2921 3230 3876 4037 3045 3082 3792 3904 
P.L.480 Food Aid 1286 1207 1054 1154 1796 1076 1107 995 
Section 416(b) 4 84 2 0.5 428 504 565 - 
Food for Progress 146 84 91 111 101 121 94 94 
Foreign Agricultural Service 159 167 191 181 178 200 183 207 
Total 5105 4887 4425 5790 6271 5310 6390 5838 

Source: Hanrahan Charles E. (2001), Agricultural Export and Food Aid Programs, Congressional 
Research Service Issue Brief, The National Council for Science and Environment, Washington. 
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Annex Table 10: MFN bound Tariffs for Agricultural Products for OECD 
Countries 

(figs in %) 
Countries Binding 

Coverage  
Simple 

Average 
Maximum 
ad valorem 

Duty 
Free 

Non ad 
valorem 

Australia 100 3.2 29 32.2 2.1
Canada 100 3.5 238.3 41.8 26
Czech Rep. 100 10 125 38.7 0
European Union 100 5.8 74.9 26.7 40.8
Hungary 100 27 127.5 7.7 0
Iceland 100 43.4 229 18.6 24.5
Japan 100 6.9 61.9 28.7 22.7
Korea, Rep. 99.1 52.9 887.4 2.2 4.7
Mexico 100 35.1 72 0.3 7.5
New Zealand 100 5.7 35.2 51.3 0.7
Norway 100 1.2 25.5 21.4 75.2
Poland 99.9 32.9 230 2.3 36.5
Slovak Rep. 100 10 125 38.7 0
Switzerland 100 0 0 17.4 82.6
Turkey 100 60.2 225 0 0
United States 100 6.9 350 28.7 49.6
Average 99.9 19.0 177.2 22.3 23.3

 
Annex Table 11: MFN applied tariffs for agricultural products for OECD Countries 

(figs in %) 
Countries Year Simple 

average 
Maximum 
ad valorem 

Duty-free 
lines   
(%) 

Non Ad 
valorem 

Australia 2001 1.1 5 76.5 0.7 
Canada 2001 3 238 49.8 19.9 
Czech Rep. 2001 10 125 38.8 0 
European Union 2002 5.9 74.9 25.8 39.9 
Hungary 2001 25.8 127.5 8.6 0 
Iceland 2000 7 78 57.8 21.1 
Japan 2001 7.1 50 29.2 23.2 
Korea, Rep. 2001 45.5 917 1.9 3.1 
Mexico 2001 23.4 260 2.1 5.6 
New Zealand 1999 1.7 7 66.9 0.3 
Norway 2002 8.4 555 26.9 70.3 
Poland 2001 41.9 676.7 3 26 
Slovak Rep. 2001 9.9 125 38.8 0 
Switzerland 2001 0 0 18.9 81.1 
Turkey 2001 42.2 232.5 14.3 8.1 
United States 2001 4.7 350 28.5 1.8 
Average  14.9 238.9 30.5 18.8 
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Annex Table 12: MFN bound Tariffs for Agricultural Products 
(figs in %) 

Countries Binding 
Coverage (%) 

Simple 
Average 

Maximum 
ad valorem 

Duty-free 
tariff lines  

Non ad 
valorem 

Argentina 100.0 32.6 35.0 0.1 0.0
Brazil 100.0 35.5 55.0 2.2 0.0
China 100.0 15.8 65.0 2.8 0.0
India 100.0 114.5 300.0 0.0 0.3
Mexico 100.0 35.1 72.0 0.3 7.5
South Africa 99.7 39.8 597.0 22.4 0.0
Average 100.0 45.6 187.3 4.6 1.3

 
 
 
Annex Table 13: MFN applied tariffs for agricultural products 

(figs in %) 
Countries Year Simple 

average 
Maximum 
ad valorem 

Duty-free 
tariff lines  

Non Ad 
valorem 

Argentina 2001 12.3 22.5 3.0 0.0
Brazil 2001 12.5 55.0 3.0 0.0
China 2002 19.2 71.0 2.5 0.6
India 2001 37.0 210.o 2.6 0.3
Mexico 2001 23.4 260.0 2.1 5.6
South Africa 2001 8.7 55.0 42.4 13.3
Average  18.9 112.3 9.3 3.3

Source (for tables 21 to 23): WTO (2003), World Trade Report, p. 196-217. 
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Annex Table 14: Use of Non-Ad Valorem Tariffs by select WTO Members 
WTO Member Total no. of tariff  

lines in agriculture 
No. of non-ad 
valorem tariff lines 

% of non-ad 
valorem tariff 
lines 

Australia 725 14 1.9 
Canada 1,341 404 30.1 
Egypt 823 14 1.7 
EC(15) 2,205 1,010 45.8 
Iceland 1,604 363 22.6 
India 697 2 0.3 
Japan 1,344 247 18.4 
Korea, Republic of 1,500 68 4.5 
Malaysia 1,320 346 26.2 
Mexico 1,083 83 7.7 
New Zealand 1,004 10 1.0 
Norway 1,060 722 68.1 
Switzerland 2,179 1,940 89.0 
Thailand 774 339 43.8 
United States 1,777 755 42.5 

  
Source: WTO. 2004b 
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Annex Table 15: Simple average fill rates of Tariff Quotas (1995-2000) 
 

Simple average fill rates (%) Principal administration 
method 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Applied tariffs 71 65 65 71 70 67 

First-come, first-served 56 61 47 51 63 N.A. 

Licences on demand 59 57 55 54 52 40 

Auctioning 30 38 60 39 24 N.A. 

Historical importers 91 81 76 71 65 44 

Imports by state trading 
enterprises 

81 83 90 91 100 N.A. 

Producer groups/associations 74 53 85 78 N.A. N.A. 

Other 37 38 39 45 44 94 

Mixed allocation methods 75 84 85 84 74 100 

Non-specified 100 44 57 44 41 N.A. 

Overall 66 63 62 63 62 44 

 
Note: Fill rates are calculated for 1033, 1081, 1166, 1134, 827 and 136 tariff quotas in the respective years 
1995-2000 
Source: WTO, Tariff Quota Administration Methods And Tariff Quota Fill, Background Paper by the 
Secretariat, May 2001. 
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Annex Table 16: EC: Domestic Support figures and Implications of the July 
“Framework”     
    (figures in EUR billion) 
 

Years Final 
Bound 
AMS 

Current 
Total 
AMS 

Amber Box Level of 
support 

permitted 
under Para 7 

of July 
Package 

1995/96 78.7 50.0 50.8 90.8 
1996/97 76.4 51.0 51.9 90.1 
1997/98 74.1 50.2 50.7 88.3 
1998/99 71.8 46.7 47.0 85.8 
1999/00 69.5 47.9 48.2 83.7 
2000/01 67.2 43.7 44.2 82.7 
2001/02 67.2 39.3 40.1 83.6 

Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 
 

 

 

Annex Table 17: US: Domestic Support figures and Implications of the July 
“Framework” 
    (figures in US $ billion) 
 
Years Final 

Bound 
AMS 

Current 
Total 
AMS 

Amber Box Level of 
support 
permitted 
under Para 
7 of July 
Package 

1995 23.1 6.2 7.7 41.4 
1996 22.3 5.9 7.1 42.4 
1997 21.5 6.2 7.0 41.8 
1998 20.7 10.4 15.1 39.4 
1999 19.9 16.9 24.3 38.0 
2000 19.1 16.8 24.1 38.0 
2001 19.1 14.4 21.5 39.1 

 
Source: Centre for WTO Studies’ database 
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