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TRADE NEGOTIATIONS AND AGRICULTURAL POLICY REFORM D URING THE IFAP 
POLICIES CONFERENCE  

Vienna, Austria, 23-26 April 2007 
 
IFAP secretariat has prepared three background papers on “sensitive and special products”, “aid for trade” and “ 
the impact of exchange rate changes on agricultural trade” and a briefing note on the status of the on –going 
negotiations for discussion during the IFAP policies conference in Vienna, Austria on 23-26 April 2007.   
 
The paper on “sensitive and special products” stated that WTO members have already agreed that developing 
countries would “self designate “ a proportion of products as “special products” guided by indicators based on 
food security, livelihood and rural development concerns. However, the number and treatment (reduction or no 
reduction of tariffs) of Special products (SPs) are still to be negotiated. The paper highlighted that whatever 
indicators are chosen at the WTO, it is at the country level that the final decisions will be made and for that it is 
crucial that farmers’ organisations be part of the process from the beginning.  
 
As far as the sensitive products issue is concerned, the paper explained that WTO Members agreed that sensitive 
products will be subject to a tariff cut proportional to the main tariff reduction formula and there will be an 
increase in the existing quota on each sensitive product but there are fundamental differences on the number and 
treatment of sensitive products. In conclusion, sensitive products issue is in the heart of the market access 
expansion negotiations within developed countries.  Indeed, the tariff reduction formula, the number of sensitive 
products and the treatment of sensitive products are the three “elements” of this issue and the outcomes in one 
would influence the outcome in the other and would probably influence the choice of countries for the selection of 
sensitive products in their schedules. All these aspects are key part of the negotiations of sensitive products that 
should be considered and raise awareness among the public and farmers ‘community. This paper was received as 
an information update to assist members in their work.  
 
The ‘aid for trade’ (AfT) paper explained that the scope of AfT covers a wide range of categories such as technical 
assistance on trade policy and regulations and trade development, trade-related infrastructure, building productive 
capacity, trade-related adjustment and other trade-related needs. AfT has increased by over 50% since DOHA 
Declaration in 2001. While most aid-for-trade is for building infrastructure, farmers stressed the need to also build 
regulatory systems, standards for food safety and traceability systems with ‘aid for trade’ resources. These should 
be accompanied by capacity-building measures for farmers’ organisations to meet the standards. The issue of aid 
effectiveness remains the main concern and farmers should lobby governments and international organisations to 
channel part of this Aid for Trade allocated to agriculture directly to farmers’ organisations in order for them to 
build their capacity. The discussion concluded that IFAP should prepare a general statement of members’ views on 
this subject. 

 
Finally, the issue of exchange rate effects received much interest and will be followed up with regular updates on 
the important role of exchange rate in international trade and in particular the difference of sensitivity to the 
exchange rate shocks between industry and agriculture.  
 
As far as the negotiations at WTO are concerned, IFAP will keep pressing for a result in the Doha WTO 
negotiations. IFAP members stressed WTO negotiators to stop bilateral deals and go back to multilateral 
discussions. Indeed, all these bilateral talks, they believe are not in favour of farmers. The main outstanding issues 
are as follows: the USA is being asked to go further in the cuts it proposes to its agricultural subsidies;  
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WTO AGRICULTURE CHAIR ISSUES NEW 
PAPER, IDENTIFYING ‘CENTRES OF 
GRAVITY’ IN TALKS 
Developed and developing country negotiators are 
preparing preliminary reactions to a long-awaited 
“challenge” paper from the chair of the WTO 
agriculture negotiations, which was issued on 30 
April. In the document, the chair sets out his 
assessment of where the “centre of gravity” might lie 
on numerous controversial farm subsidy and tariff 
questions in the troubled Doha Round talks. 
 
The 28-page document also warned Members that 
they risked missing a once-in-a-generation chance to 
make progress. It noted “if we do not get serious 
momentum over the next few weeks… we will either 
fail or we will put this whole exercise in the freezer 
for some considerable time until a better generation 
than us can thaw it out”. 
 
Domestic support 
The chair suggested that, in order to reach agreement, 
the US would have to reduce its overall trade-
distorting domestic support “certainly below 19 
[billion USD] and somewhere above the very low 
teens”. The US has offered to undertake a 53% cut, 
which would allow it to increase subsidy spending 
from its current level of $19 billion to around $22 
billion. 
The paper goes on to suggest that agreement would be 
likely to involve, at a minimum, “an EU cut above 
70%”. A cut “in the vicinity of 75-80%” was still 
conceivable, depending on the outcome of other 
aspects of the negotiations. Japan should be able to 
match the cuts undertaken by the US “comfortably”, 
Falconer said. 
 
Developing countries would be allowed to make lower 
cuts, and be accorded longer time periods in which to 
implement the reductions. 
The paper goes on to offer thoughts on the ‘centres of 
gravity’ for specific categories of domestic support – 
de minimis, amber box and blue box. Amongst other 
things, the paper looks at the possibility of 
establishing disciplines to prevent subsidies from 
being concentrated on particular products, and the 
implications this might have on overall reduction 
commitments. 
 
Furthermore, it looks at the vexed question of cotton 
subsidies – an issue of great importance to West 

African farmers, who compete with heavily-subsidised 
producers in the US. 
 
Export competition 
The paper notes the slipping timetable for conclusion 
of the talks, and the effect this might have on the 
agreed 2013 deadline for the elimination of export 
subsidies. The chair recommends that, in order to 
maintain this cut-off date, fifty percent of these 
subsidies should be phased out by the end of 2010, 
and the remaining fifty percent should be phased out 
over the next three years. 
 
The paper also goes into some detail on ways in which 
Members might reach agreement on food aid, 
exporting state trading enterprises, and export credits, 
export credit guarantees or insurance programmes. 
 
Market access 
The chair states that he is assuming there will be four 
bands for developed country tariffs, with the highest 
tariffs subject to the steepest cuts. The thresholds for 
these bands will be those proposed by the G-20 group 
of pro-reform developing countries. 
The cut to be made in the top band is the crucial issue, 
states Falconer – “everything else will follow” from 
this. Here, the range is between 60% (as proposed by 
the EU) and 85% (as proposed by the US). However, 
the chair emphasises that the extent to which countries 
will be allowed additional flexibility to protect their 
‘sensitive products’ is closely related to the extent to 
which they will agree to greater cuts for their highest 
tariffs. 
Developing countries would be allowed to cut tariffs 
by two-thirds of the amount required for developed 
countries: however, the way in which developing 
country tariffs are classified would affect their 
reduction commitments, and so the paper explores 
options for reaching agreement in this area. 
 
An outcome that would deliver an overall cut above 
fifty percent is nonetheless “still in play”, Falconer 
says. On sensitive product tariffs - which developed 
and developing countries could cut more gently, in 
exchange for expanded market access through quotas 
– the chair suggests that the ‘centre of gravity’ is 
“higher than 1% certainly but not above 5%”. While 
the G-10 group of countries with highly-protected 
farm sectors have proposed designating 15 percent of 
dutiable tariff lines as sensitive, the US, G-20 and 
Cairns Group of farm exporters seek a 1% limit. The 
paper explores options for providing compensatory 
enhanced access through tariff quotas. 
Falconer warns that the controversial issue of 
additional flexibility for developing country “special 
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products” - which they will be allowed to liberalise 
more slowly on the grounds of food security, 
livelihood security and rural development needs - has 
the potential to sink the Doha round. Members will 
need to compromise if agreement is to be reached, he 
says. 
 
The paper therefore argues that neither the position of 
the G-33 – which favours substantial flexibility on 
special products – nor that of exporting countries such 
as the US is ultimately tenable. Neither allowing 
countries to designate “at least” 20 percent of their 
agricultural tariff lines (as the G-33 has proposed) nor 
restricting them to three or four tariff lines “will 
prevail”. Instead, the chair says, somewhere between 5 
and 8 percent of tariff lines may be a more reasonable 
number. 
More controversially, the chair argues that the 
mandate implies that all special products should be 
subject to some degree of tariff cuts – and not, as the 
G-33 have argued, allow some tariff lines to be 
exempt. He therefore argues that a minimum cut 
“would have to be struck… somewhere around 10-
20%” for all special products. 
 
A surprising suggestion 
Finally, the paper contains a more radical suggestion: 
for developing countries to dispense with the current 
‘tiered formula’ approach (in which higher tariffs are 
subject to steeper cuts) and instead to “just go for a 
straight overall average cut target for developing 
countries to meet however they choose”. This would 
mean negotiators would not need to address the 
various flexibilities currently under negotiation for 
developing countries. 
 
Initial reactions 
Developing country negotiators in Geneva offered 
some initial reactions to the text, which they said were 
preliminary, personal comments. In general, they 
commented positively on the fact that the chair had 
taken risks in making bold, even provocative 
statements in the text. However, they noted that 
neither the language on special products nor the 
proposal for disposing with the tiered formula for 
tariff cuts were likely to find favour among 
developing countries. 
The chair’s introductory note indicates that the paper 
is “the first instalment”, and that issues which he had 
not had time to cover would be included in “the next 
instalment in a week or so”. 
 
The paper is available online at: 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/agric_e/chair_tex
ts07_e.htm 

THE PROCESS OF THE WORLD EVELOPMENT 
REPORT 2008 
After a series of consultations as described in our 
earlier edition, the Draft report what the World Bank 
calls Yellow cover was made available at the end of 
March, it was over 500 pages and divided into three 
sections; 
 
Part I: Why use agriculture for Development?  
Part II: What to do in Using Agriculture for 
Development?  
Part III How to Implement Agriculture for 
Development Agendas?  
 
Again there was a call for further comments through 
an electronic conference that run from the end of 
March to the 20th of April. IFAP Development Policy 
Coordinator was nominated as a lead discussant and 
continued in this time to respond and provide opinion 
on the comments received during the electronic 
conference. The key point emphasized was for all the 
actors in development to recognize the role of farmers 
in making agriculture deliver for growth and make 
deliberate efforts to improve their capacities to take on 
this role as strong partners and not to assume that they 
are already set to take up this role as happened with 
the structural adjustment programs, governments 
asked farmers to take on new roles they were not 
equipped for, and thus resulting in almost total 
collapse of the sector in many developing countries. 
 
IFAP members made the following contributions to 
the Draft Report 
- Once again, the initiative of the World Bank to 
consult civil society for this report should be highly 
welcomed.  Farmers ‘organisations in particular are 
quoted numerous times; however these quotations 
should be less statements but more strong 
recommendations.  Indeed, there is a need for strong 
recommendations on how to assist farmers’ 
organisations and small farmers in particular to play a 
central role in the development of agriculture.  

 
- There is a need to highlight the target groups of 
small farmers that need to take active part in the 
development of the agricultural sector. There is not 
enough emphasis on the role that farmers’ 
organisations should and can play.  

 
- To play this central role, Farmers’ organisations will 
need to be organised and strengthen their position 
within marketplace. This will occurs only if 
government and donors invest in building their  
 

 Continued on page 6 
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WHAT SOLUTION FOR THE SADC-EPA 
RIDDLE? 
 
As the deadline of the trade negotiations between the 
EU and the different ACP regions is approaching 
rapidly, the tension is rising. In the Southern African 
region the situation is not different. Objectively, 
matters are probably even more complex than for 
other ACP regions, in part due to the joining of big 
brother South Africa, who is now taking an active part 
in the negotiations for an Economic Partnership 
Agreement (EPA). 
 
While EPAs are meant to support the regional 
integration process, and build upon existing 
integration initiatives, it is fair to say that for the 
Southern African region it has complicated matters 
considerably. The original 14 Southern African 
Development Community (SADC) countries are now 
divided among three regional EPA configurations. The 
BLNS1 countries together with Mozambique, Angola 
and Tanzania (MAT) form the SADC EPA group, 
which is negotiating with the EU. While the 
Democratic Republic of Congo has chosen to 
negotiate with Central African group and the other 
SADC members2 have decided to negotiate with the 
East and Southern African (ESA) region. Rumours 
have it that Tanzania might leave the SADC 
configuration to negotiate jointly with the East African 
Community (EAC) partners3. This would have major 
implications for the ESA region as well, and could 
possibly make some of the SADC members rethink 
their allegiance. 
 
In addition to this ‘complexity’ of the regional 
integration process the SACU members4 are de facto 
also part of the Trade and Development Cooperation 
Agreement (TDCA), the EU-South Africa Free trade 
agreement, without having had any input into the 
negotiations of it. This motivated the region to 
propose a Strategic Framework to the EU on 6 March 
2006. In a nutshell the proposal is to integrate de jure 
the BLNS countries into the TDCA, while taking into 
account their respective sensitivities and recognizing 
Lesotho’s LDC status. For the MAT countries, which 
are all Least Developed Countries (LDC), the 
                                                           
1 Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia and Swaziland 
2 Mauritius, Zimbabwe, Malawi, Zambia and Madagascar 
3 BEAC: EAC to negotiate EPAs jointly … move is huge victory 
for EABC. EABC Newsflash 13th of April, http://www.acp-eu-
trade.org/library/files/EABC_EN_130407_EABC_newsflash-
EAC-to-negotiate-EPAs-jointly.pdf 
4 SACU: BLNS with South Africa 

Everything but Arms (EBA) preferences could be 
contractualised. And finally the region clearly 
indicated its unwillingness to discuss the ‘new 
generation issues’5, as that is not a requirement to be 
WTO compatible. It took the EU eleven months to 
provide a response, as the EC had to ask for a new 
negotiating mandate, which leaves both parties very 
little time to start in-depth discussions.  
  
The EU has accepted the idea of integrating South 
Africa (SA) as a full member of the SADC EPA 
configuration, albeit laying down certain conditions 
for the negotiations. Given SA’s level of development, 
a differentiated approach would be followed in terms 
of market access to the EU then for the other SADC 
countries, a regime based on variable geometry. This 
includes use of stricter rules of origin and an 
autonomous safeguard clause on South African 
exports to protect EU agricultural markets. Making 
EBA contractual for the MAT and "de facto" 
excluding them from the EPA however is not 
considered WTO compatible and did not receive a 
favourable response. The EU wants services, 
investment and trade facilitation to be part and parcel 
of the negotiations, while other trade-related matters 
can be addressed at a later date. 
 
Another major challenge is the coherence between 
these EPA negotiations and the integration process to 
which the entire region has committed itself. The 
SADC region signed a trade protocol in 1996, and has 
been implementing since 2000. The regional 
integration path is enshrined in the Regional Indicative 
Strategic Development Plan (RISDP), which was 
reaffirmed during the SADC summit of August 2006 
in Lesotho. This foresees a free trade agreement by 
2008, a customs union by 2010, common market by 
2015, monetary union by 2016 and a central bank with 
single currency by 2018. This ambitious route for the 
whole SADC region is now crossed by the EPA 
timeline, which covers only part of the SADC 
members. Therefore a real risk exists of undermining a 
regional integration process that has taken years to 
build up.  
 
The current SADC EPA configuration is actually not 
in line with the efforts taken at the level of the African 
Union with respect to the rationalization process of 
regional integration. This inconsistency has been 
discussed at the last two Conferences of AU Trade 
Ministers and resulted in a specific request to the EU 
to respect the African integration process and not 
“pursue negotiating objectives that would adversely 
                                                           
5 new generation issues include: competition policy, government 
procurement, investment, …. 
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affect these existing programmes and process of 
economic integration in Africa”6. 
 
This complex integration picture, the late response 
from the EU to the SADC Strategic Framework and 
the fact that until now only the issues of Sanitary and 
Phytosanitary Measures (SPS) and Technical Barriers 
to Trade (TBT) have been discussed, leave very little 
time to conclude the EPA negotiations by the 31st of 
December 2007. To put this in perspective: it took 
South Africa, a developed country with considerable 
negotiating capacity, four years to negotiate the 
TDCA, an agreement that does not cover services, 
competition, investment, government procurement, 
intellectual property rights etc. issues the EU insists 
should be part and parcel of a SADC EPA.  
 
Why should farmers from the Southern African region 
be interested in these complex negotiations? Clearly 
the stakes are high. There is a major threat that if no 
EPA is signed on time, the non-LDC countries will be 
‘down-graded’ to the Generalised System of 
Preferences (GSP), which would imply paying higher 
tariffs on agricultural export products. The promises 
of duty free and quota free market access that were 
offered by the EC in April 20077 are an important 
incentive. Although this offer is conditional upon the 
signature of an EPA by the end of 2007, there is a 
phase in period for sugar and rice and there is an 
exemption for South Africa’s competitive products. 
And of course, the effective entry into EU market will 
still be restricted by stringent SPS and labelling 
requirements. These necessitate sufficient EU 
development support to build up the supply capacity 
of Southern farmers. As EPAs will require 
considerable opening of the Southern African markets, 
the identification of sensitive products is an urgent and 
important exercise which will require active farmers’ 
input.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
6 Nairobi declaration of Conference of AU Ministers of Trade, 
April 2006; http://www.africa-
union.org/root/AU/Conferences/Past/2006/April/TI/Nairobi%20D
eclaration%20on%20EPAs.pdf 
7 
http://ec.europa.eu/trade/issues/bilateral/regions/acp/pr040407_en.
htm 

A BRIEF ON THE SACAU, ANNUAL GENERAL 
MEETING IN MALAWI (APRIL 2007) 

 
The Annual General Meeting of the Southern African 
Confederation of Agricultural Unions (SACAU) was 
held from the 2-4 April in Malawi. The Development 
Policy Coordinator represented IFAP where she 
presented the facts on what IFAP is and answered 
questions from the delegates. As a result, the National 
Small holder Farmers Association of Malawi 
(NASFAM), handed in their membership application 
and were subsequently admitted to membership during 
the IFAP Executive at the end of April in Vienna. 
Leaders put in effort a half day to discuss the World 
Development Report and agree on their input. The key 
observation was that the report did not recognise the 
existence of farmer’s organisations in the Southern 
part of Africa and this needed correcting as it implies 
they do not exist. They also emphasised the need to 
high light the different types of farmers organisations 
as these determine the roles they play in the rural 
sector, special reference should be made to the place 
of the farmer’s cooperatives in enabling farmers to 
have collective access to market. 
 
Other items of discussion, included an introduction of 
an information system by COMESA and farmers were 
invited to use this tool as well as contribute to it. 
The representative of the agricultural component of 
NEPAD in presenting the progress on the 
implementation of Agricultural programmes in the 
region urged farmers to get on board as there is space 
for them to contribute and dialogue with governments 
in the implementation of these programmes. 
 
Finally, elections were held and the Mr. Ajay Vashee 
who is also the vice-President of  IFAP was given 
another mandate as President of SACAU, however 
much more important, for the first time the board of 
SACAU got a women member in the name of the 
President of NASFAM who was voted as one of the 
Vice Presidents. The leadership promised to 
encourage more woman to come forward and take 
position along with the men as together they believe 
they will double their efforts to improve the situation 
farmers in their region. 
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Continued from page 1 
The EU and the G-10 (including Japan and Korea) are 
being asked to go further in the import tariff cuts and 
market access that they are offering; the larger 
developing countries like Brazil and India are being 
asked to go further with their proposed cuts on import 
tariffs for industrial goods (NAMA).  
 
On 30 April 2007, Ambassador Crawford Falconer, 
chairperson of the agriculture negotiations, circulated 
a paper containing a first set of his ideas on where 
members’ positions might converge and said to the 
negotiators that “What I have tried to do … is to 
challenge you,”. The document is available at:  
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/agric_e/agchairtx
t_30apr07_e.doc 

 
 

Continued from page 3 
capacity to strengthen their organisational structure, in 
particular in developing countries on a sustainable 
manner to accompany that process.  
 
- Farmers want and need to be profitable in the 
markets in order to continue farming. Therefore, there 
is a need to develop instruments to enable them to 
invest in agriculture: for that risk management and 
credit to farmers should be more emphasised in the 
report in proposing alternatives of credit schemes for 
small farmers and adequate risk instruments. Indeed, 
climate change and desertification impacts for instance 
could not be handled by small farmers. There is a need 
for governments and donors to implement different 
types of credit schemes for small farmers.  
- Thus Marketing and farm credit are needed for 
farmers to play a central role in the agriculture 
development and therefore there is an urgent need to 
move from existing success stories to actual policies at 
larger scale. 
- One key message is that: agriculture has not been 
given the chance to maximise its potential in order to 
contribute to the poverty reduction in many countries. 
The main reason for that is that farmers’ problems 
have been ignored so it is time now to go backward 
and build agricultural and rural development strategies 
based on a “farmer-centered “ approach in order to 
give a better chance to agriculture to contribute to the 
alleviation of poverty.  
- Detailed comment on page to page basis were also 
made and submitted to the drafting team. 
 

- The final report is expected by the end of the year 
and plans are under way to get the farmers 
constituency involved in the dissemination. Plans are 
under way for dissemination of the same. 
 
It is the expectation of all this will result in more 
resources in the sector and a real revival of the sector 
to fulfil the role it should in the developing countries 
and spark growth. For the World Development Report 
see: 
www.worldbank.org/WDR2008 and 
http://www.rimisp.org/consultwdr2008/ 
 
 
 
In brief…In brief… In brief…In brief…Inbrief…  
 
� The European Commission has adopted 

negotiating mandates for new free trade 
agreements with trade partners in the 10-nation 
ASEAN bloc plus India and South Korea. As far 
as South Korea is concerned, The EU is South 
Korea’s second-biggest trading partner after China 
and bigger than Japan and the United States, the 
third and fourth largest. The EU is the biggest 
foreign investor in South Korea. 
 

� Five members of the US House of Representatives 
have proposed a resolution in support of signing a 
free trade agreement (FTA) between the US and 
Taiwan.  Bilateral Trade between the two 
countries accounted for US$60 billion last year, 
with the US representing Taiwan’s second-largest 
export market while Taiwan was the US’ eighth-
largest export market. In consumption per capita, 
Taiwan was the largest consumer of US 
agricultural products, the third largest overseas 
market for US beef and corn, the fifth largest 
overseas market for US soy beans and the eighth 
largest overseas market for US wheat. 

 
The IFAP Trade and Development Letter is edited by the 
Secretariat of the International Federation of Agricultural 
Producers, in collaboration with ECDPM and ICTSD under a 
grant from Agricord. 
 
This publication is available in English, French and Spanish and 
can be seen on IFAP’s Website www.ifap.org  
For comments: 
Isabelle Mamaty, Commodities Analyst 
Isabelle.mamaty@ifap.org  
 
Mercy Karanja, Development Policy Coordinator 
Mercy.karanja@ifap.org 
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