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by Chakravarthi Raghavan

GENEVA: As trade negotiators in
Geneva, and trade ministers, senior offi-
cials and trade establishments in capitals
focus their minds on this December’s Bali
Ministerial Conference and its so-called
“deliverables”, they can no longer ignore
the “two elephants” on the road ahead –
National Security Agency (NSA) spying
and the US government “shutdown”.

Both of these, individually and more
so together as now, indicate the funda-
mental breakdown of the postwar UN-
Charter-based international system,
which provides legitimacy to the World
Trade Organization which, despite its
early pretensions, is just a part that can-
not exist without the overall interna-
tional system (more on this below).

On 30 September, WTO Director-
General Roberto Azevedo appraised the
Trade Negotiations Committee (TNC) of
progress in his consultations the previ-
ous week with a limited group of coun-
tries on the “Bali deliverables.”

These “potential deliverables” are
said to be an agreement on trade facili-
tation, some elements of agriculture (tar-
iff-rate quotas and their administration,
export competition and “public stock-
holding” for food security) and the de-
velopment/least developed country
(LDC) issues.

In reporting to the TNC on progress
in the negotiations on these, Azevedo un-
derscored the large amount of ground to
be covered in the then 20 working days
remaining (before Bali), the need for po-
litical engagement of capitals (senior of-
ficials and ministers) and the substance
of the letter he was addressing to all trade
ministers in this regard (see TWE No.
554).

On 1 October, he opened the WTO
Public Forum, with US Trade Represen-
tative (USTR) Michael Froman deliver-
ing a keynote speech at the opening (but
not staying after the speech to take ques-
tions).

Froman brought a whiff of the cur-
rent Washington atmospherics – “hos-
tage taking” as a way of negotiation that
his boss back home was refusing to en-
gage in – merely presenting the US posi-
tions (and the need for Bali to deliver on
trade facilitation, failing which the US
could walk away from the WTO and seek
bilateral and plurilateral trade accords).

True, the USTR was not at a negoti-
ating session, though his officials at the
negotiations behave no better, as trade
diplomats have been privately comment-
ing, with so-called “concessions” on the
US part being laced with more demands.

After opening the Public Forum,
Azevedo was to travel to Indonesia for
talks and to attend the Asia-Pacific Eco-
nomic Cooperation (APEC) summit, and
then to India for meetings with the Min-
ister of Commerce and Industry, trade
and industry groups, and the Institute
of Foreign Trade. At all these meetings,
he would be exploring the scope for and
seeking compromises from India.

With the US standing pat on its po-
sitions, the Bali “deliverables” appear
now to depend on India and other de-
veloping countries giving ground by
agreeing to an obligatory trade facilita-
tion accord to satisfy the US and yield-
ing further ground on the food security
issue – merely accepting a temporary
“peace clause” which, as the US has so
far indicated, will be a “political” and not
“legal” commitment, and for no more
than 3-5 years, while a permanent solu-
tion to the food security problem is
sought to be negotiated.

From India, Azevedo would return
to Geneva for the WTO General Council
meeting on 9 October, before going on
to Washington for the IMF-World Bank
annual meetings. In the run-up to those
meetings, however, all focus in Washing-
ton would be on the “soap opera of sorts”
that can become more serious: the US
government shutdown for lack of a bud-

2 Elephants on rampage on the way to
Bali

5 Expert panel voices its views on Bali
package

9 Panel stresses on food security in
run-up to Bali

13 Hunger decreases, but unevenly

14 Achieving food security through
sustainable agriculture
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get and appropriations, and the even
starker deadline for the US, of the debt
limit for borrowings that the US Treasury
will face from 17 October.
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It is against this background that the
disclosures about the surveillance activi-
ties of the US NSA and the British GCHQ
(Government Communications Head-
quarters) as well as the US government
shutdown and what these imply for
other nations in terms of agreements
with the US, are to be assessed.

The NSA and GCHQ spying activi-
ties and their ramifications – which have
made their way into the media based on
the Edward Snowden files made avail-
able in June to the Guardian columnist
Glenn Greenwald and, through him, into
several global media outlets – suggest at
a minimum a lawless, out-of-control US
surveillance apparatus. (For an earlier
story on the NSA, see Chakravarthi
Raghavan, “Snowden, NSA and ever-
changing US narrative”, South-North De-
velopment Monitor (SUNS), No. 7624, 11
July 2013.)

The directors and senior officials
have been caught repeatedly misleading,
if not lying to, the US Congress and the
secret federal courts and their judges.
Though under oath to speak “the truth,
the whole truth and nothing but the
truth”, they have been repeatedly caught
acting otherwise, but have not been
called to account or paid any penalty for
it. Given their publicly known conduct
so far, it is not certain that they are tell-
ing the whole truth even to the US Presi-
dent.

Even if other countries are not pub-
licly feuding with the US over this – and
perhaps sub rosa their own security ap-
paratuses are secretly collaborating in
this global “surveillance state” and ig-
noring the obvious security interests of
other countries – the NSA activities at a
minimum raise several systemic issues
involving basic violations of the UN
Charter; unauthorized and blatantly il-
legal invasions and/or intrusions into
national space; WTO agreements, in par-
ticular those on intellectual property
rights and trade in services; International
Telecommunication Union (ITU) ac-
cords; the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights; and the Vienna diplomatic
conventions and codes of behaviour
among civilized nations. All this deals a

serious blow to the very basics of inter-
national law and international public
law.

Meanwhile the Washington scene of
government shutdown, apart from the
domestic political and other problems
for the US, also throws into stark relief
the dysfunctional governance in the US,
bringing up a whole gamut of similar
issues and raising questions over the
credibility of any negotiations and agree-
ments with the US.

But if some of the posts on some se-
rious weblogs are to be believed, the
shutdown itself is “farcical” and such a
“non-event” that even referring to it as a
“partial government shutdown” would
really be overstating what is actually
happening. According to one post by
Tyler Durden on 3 October on the Zero
Hedge website, “63 percent of all federal
workers are still working, and 85 percent
of all government activities are still be-
ing funded during this ‘shutdown’”.
Over the years, the post says, the defini-
tion of “essential personnel” has ex-
panded so much that almost everyone
is considered “essential” at this point.
(See http://www.zerohedge.com/
news/2013-10-03/government-shut-
down-36-facts-which-prove-almost-ev-
erything-still-running)

The real crunch though could come
on or after 17 October, the date the US
Treasury has advised Congress when,
absent Congressional action to raise the
debt limit for borrowings, government
funds will run out and the US will de-
fault, potentially plunging the US and
the rest of the world into severe reces-
sion.
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While the US is engaged in these
“domestic battles and discourse”, gov-
ernments in the rest of the world, under-
standing much better the contours of the
impending crisis, are refraining from any
public comments.

The WTO and its trade representa-
tives may ignore it or keep silent for the
same reasons, but they should not for a
moment think they stood apart from ba-
sic challenges to the international sys-
tem.

Soon after the entry into force of the
WTO in 1995, its leadership and trade
officials, as well as the members, really
believed they stood apart, and declined
to be part of the UN system.

The leadership and the officials
identified themselves with the Bretton
Woods twins, viz. the International Mon-
etary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank,
though both had by then lost their legiti-
macy after the 1971 repudiation by the
US (under President Richard Nixon) of
its obligations and the dollar-gold con-
vertibility at $35 an ounce. (The 1973 Ja-
maica agreement on amending the IMF
charter was merely a patch-up that re-
solved nothing.)

Nevertheless, the WTO and its offi-
cials preened themselves in the Bretton
Woods aura, hoping by that they would
get an equivalent rise in emoluments.
But soon, the US and others put them
wise.

The WTO, whose treaty was so
drafted that there was no “continuity”
(in terms of international law) with its
predecessor, the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT 1947), and
which had refused to be part of the UN
system (as mandated on its members by
the UN Charter which binds them all),
has still been trying to pretend it is a con-
tinuity and part of the postwar order,
and somehow more legitimate than the
United Nations.

Towards this end, in 1998, the WTO
sought to claim international legitimacy
and lineage from the 1947 Havana Char-
ter and the General Agreement brought
into force then, by holding a 50th anni-
versary celebration of the beginnings of
the GATT.

This celebratory meeting, held in-
side the UN complex in Geneva, did not
see the UN Secretary-General invited
even for the opening ceremonies. How-
ever, at the last moment, when it was
learned that developing countries would
show their displeasure in the meeting,
the UN Conference on Trade and Devel-
opment (UNCTAD), a UN General As-
sembly organ and WTO observer, was
invited to speak.

Speaking on behalf of the UN then,
then UNCTAD Secretary-General
Rubens Ricupero, another distinguished
Brazilian, sharply reminded WTO mem-
bers: “The United Nations is not just one
among many observers: it is the major
source of legitimacy in the international
system, and the cornerstone of the sys-
tem of international organizations.”

Referring to the tumultuous demon-
strations outside protesting the celebra-
tions amidst the recession and unem-
ployment at that time, and the barricades
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preventing entry manned by the Swiss
military who had been called in to pro-
tect the UN complex, Ricupero told the
WTO celebrants inside: “Trade is cer-
tainly not to blame for the failure of the
20th century to solve this burning prob-
lem. But, at a time of global trade liber-
alization, the existence of mass unem-
ployment, job insecurity and acute in-
equality undoubtedly has had some-
thing to do with the malaise – even back-
lash in places – against trade and invest-
ment liberalization that we have noted
in various quarters. Such preoccupations
have shown their face in such diverse
fora as the US Congress’ debate on ‘fast
track’, the OECD negotiations on a
plurilateral investment agreement, and
the protests and demonstrations of re-
cent days here in Geneva...

“No one should be fooled by the fes-
tive atmosphere of these celebrations ...
Outside there is anguish and fear, inse-
curity about jobs and what Thoreau de-
scribed as a ‘life of quiet desperation’.
That is also part of the reality as much as
the impressive achievements of global
liberalization. It is the sacred duty of the
United Nations system, the WTO and the
Bretton Woods institutions to create rea-
sons to believe in the future and to give
people back sound reasons to hope.”

These words can easily be trans-
posed to fit today’s circumstances in the
21st century.
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The US “surveillance state” raises
several issues regarding international
law and systemic violations that can be
teased out. Their elaboration and analy-
sis of their implications would be beyond
the scope of this article.

To begin with, the UN Charter, pro-
claimed in 1945 in the name of “We the
peoples of the United Nations...”, makes
clear that the rights and obligations un-
der the Charter supervene any other
treaty rights and obligations, both before
and after the Charter.

Article 2 of the Charter proclaims the
basis of the UN (and of international
law), namely, the “sovereign equality”
of nations. In Article 2.2, it lays out the
basis of international law and obligation
of all to “fulfill in good faith the obliga-
tions assumed … in accordance with the
present Charter”. This also means the
obligation to carry out in good faith
(which means in letter and spirit) the
obligations of treaties voluntarily agreed
to.

                          (continued on page 16)
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by Kanaga Raja

GENEVA: None of the issues of impor-
tance to developing countries have seen
any traction in the consultations and ne-
gotiations at the WTO on any of the three
pillars of a potential Bali outcome, ac-
cording to panellists at a WTO Public
Forum session here.

The potential outcomes or
“deliverables” for the Bali Ministerial
Conference taking place this December
have been identified as a trade facilita-
tion accord (being pushed by the US);
tariff rate quota (TRQ) administration,
food security and export competition is-
sues in agriculture; and development/
least developed country (LDC) issues.

The panel session, held on the last
day of the 1-3 October Public Forum and
titled “WTO at a Crossroads: Bali Out-
comes for Development”, was organized
by the Our World Is Not for Sale
(OWINFS) network of civil society orga-
nizations and the Third World Network.

The panellists included Ambassador
Faizel Ismail of South Africa, Ambassa-
dor Jayant Dasgupta of India and Vice
Yu of the Global Governance for Devel-
opment Programme at the Geneva-based
South Centre. The session was moder-
ated by Deborah James of the Washing-
ton-based Centre for Economic and
Policy Research (CEPR) and coordinator
of the OWINFS network.

�������	�������
���

Ambassador Faizel provided at the
outset an overview of the Bali package,
the underlying issues for the Bali Minis-
terial Conference – the future of the Doha
Round and the future of the multilateral
trading system itself – and the “new nar-
rative” on trade.

On the Bali “deliverables” in agri-
culture, he said that after many discus-
sions, members arrived at three possible
deliverables: TRQ administration, agri-
cultural export subsidies, and food se-
curity.

The TRQ in agriculture, he under-
lined, is not about market access per se
but on increased transparency on agri-

cultural import quotas that was reached
in the Uruguay Round Agreement on
Agriculture. On this, he said, the G20
developing-country grouping had put
forward a proposal to make (the admin-
istration of) these quotas more transpar-
ent because they are not very transpar-
ent in many developed countries and
consequently limit the extent to which
countries are able to export to those mar-
kets.

“This [issue of TRQ] was seen as the
easy one because in the last few months,
everyone said ‘well this can be done’,”
he said. There were a few voices of con-
cern and dissent but the majority of
countries felt they could do it.

In the last few weeks though, ac-
cording to Ambassador Faizel, the
United States suddenly said “well we are
willing to do this provided the develop-
ing countries, particularly the big emerg-
ing countries like China and others, also
implement this provision and ensure
that they not only make it transparent
but pay attention to the extent to which
they fill these quotas – the so-called un-
derfill mechanism.”

And the US wanted to ensure that
the so-called special and differential
treatment (S&D) provision of the pro-
posal put forward by the G20 changes
its nature.

According to the South African trade
envoy, China has taken the view that it
does not want to be excluded from S&D,
and the G20 agreed that it should main-
tain its position that there should be S&D
on TRQ administration.

This TRQ issue was a rather simple
proposal, Ambassador Faizel said, add-
ing that WTO Director-General Roberto
Azevedo had sent a letter a few days ear-
lier to trade ministers in which he said
he was very troubled by the differences
that members had on this issue because
this was supposed to be an easy one in
the negotiations.

On the much more important ques-
tion of (agricultural) export subsidies,
Ambassador Faizel told the participants
in the panel session that the G20 had put

forward some very “modest” proposals.
He recalled that in 2005 all members had
agreed at the Hong Kong Ministerial
Conference that they shall eliminate ex-
port subsidies by 2013, which is this year,
“but of course, there has been no trac-
tion on this” and the G20 decided instead
to ask for subsidies to be at least reduced
by half.

“And on this proposal, there has
been no traction at all because all the
major providers of export subsidies in
the developed world say that this will
be very difficult politically for them to
accomplish. So, that’s not going any-
where,” stressed Ambassador Faizel.

On the issue of food security, he said
that here too there is a big debate. “For-
tunately, we have focused the debate on
one issue, which is the possible ‘peace
clause’ [for] those countries who fall foul
of the current Agreement on Agriculture
(AoA) that does not cater sufficiently for
developing countries who have public
food stocks and procure [for stocking]
food grains from small farmers.”

There is recognition that there is a
problem with the current Agreement and
that something needs to be done, “but
many countries are reluctant to provide
any permanent solution and so the peace
clause is a temporary solution – an in-
terim solution – that is being discussed
at the moment, but we still have a long
way to go on this.”

“So, on the agriculture pillar, we
don’t seem at this stage to be able to ful-
fill all three of the deliverables; and
whether we will be able to deliver at least
one of the three is not very clear at this
stage,” Ambassador Faizel asserted.
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On the issue of trade facilitation (TF),
he said that while this is a controversial
negotiation, all members are working on
this, and there have been intense pro-
cesses of textual negotiation. There is a
Rev.17 of the text which is heavily brack-
eted (brackets indicate areas on which
there is no consensus) – about 400 brack-
ets still – but there is a potential agree-
ment on the table which members are
negotiating.

According to the trade envoy, the
basic issue here is that there are two sec-
tions in the draft agreement. In Section I
(on commitments), members are trying
to agree to some new disciplines to add
value to existing World Customs Orga-
nization (WCO) guidelines on how coun-
tries should manage their customs sys-
tems.
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Eurozone crisis could spill over into
developing world

The industrial countries’ economic woes
may end up also hurting the developing
world, economists caution.

by Thalif Deen

NEW YORK: When the global economy
was hit by a severe recession in 2008-09,
the negative fallout impacted heavily on
the world’s developing nations, hindering
the United Nations’ key development
goals, including plans to halve extreme
poverty and hunger worldwide by 2015.

The current sovereign debt crisis,
spreading mostly across the eurozone
(EZ) and threatening the economies of
several Western nations, including
Portugal, Ireland, Greece and possibly
Spain and Italy, will sooner or later
undermine the developing world, warn
economic analysts and academics.

Shrinking markets and potential cuts in
development aid, which followed the
2008 crisis, could repeat themselves.

Mauro Guillen, director of the Lauder
Institute at the Wharton School of
Business at the University of Pennsylva-
nia, told Inter Press Service (IPS) the EZ
crisis would affect developing countries in
several ways.

First, he pointed out, the EZ is a huge
market, so anybody exporting manufac-
tured goods or commodities would suffer.

“The EZ is also a big investor. If Euro-
pean companies feel less confident, they
could delay investments,” he said.

And, finally, a structural/existential crisis
in the EZ would provoke turmoil in global
financial markets, which would hurt
developing countries as well, said
Guillen, a management professor and an
international expert on global economic
affairs.

The current crisis, according to econo-
mists, is focused not on consumer debt
but on government debt.

The most drastic measure would be to
force countries such as Portugal and
Greece to voluntarily leave the EZ to
avoid a major calamity to the common
European currency, the euro. The euro is
used by over 332 million people in 17 of
the 27 member countries of the European
Union (EU).

With the exception of Germany, most

Of course, he said, the disciplines
that are being proposed, mainly by de-
veloped countries, are to encourage de-
veloping countries to modernize their
customs systems to facilitate trade, and
there are many proposals on the table
that are being negotiated. Some are quite
complex and they envisage very sophis-
ticated mechanisms for import and ex-
port of goods through customs. Some of
these will require additional support and
technical assistance for those countries
which are at a lesser level of develop-
ment.

He also pointed to a Section II which
provides for S&D and some flexibilities
for developing countries, allowing them
to implement over a longer period, and
it does hold the promise, in Category C
of Section II, of technical assistance and
capacity to those countries that need it.

“However, there are a number of
problems at the moment,” said Ambas-
sador Faizel. In Section I, there are a
number of proposals that are “still wide
open”.

Some of them have to do with dif-
ferences among some of the major de-
veloped countries over their different
respective systems – for example, an au-
thorized operator scheme of the Euro-
pean Union, where it has proposed to
provide special favours and special tran-
sit measures for those traders who are
frequent traders. The US and many other
advanced countries like Singapore have
a different system.

“So, we have been discussing even
up to last week how to find a way of ac-
commodating among the advanced
countries the differences in their systems.
So, we’ve not yet agreed on that and that
has little to do with many of the poorer
developing countries.”

Similarly, he added, there are major
differences among the developed coun-
tries on issues like advance rulings. The
US has a very ambitious proposal on the
table and the EU can’t meet the high ex-
pectations of the US on that, and many
other countries as well.

There is also another proposal like
this by the US on expedited shipments
to provide special services for companies
like FedEx, UPS and others, and some
major developed countries have difficul-
ties with this proposal, “not to speak of
many of the poorer developing countries
who will have to raise substantially their
current level of customs modernization
to meet this very high standard”, he said.

On Section II, Ambassador Faizel
said that the main dispute that is on the
table, which is not resolved and on which

there are a number of brackets, relates
to the promise made in the mandate.

In this context, he referred to the
mandate on TF in Annex D of the out-
come of the Hong Kong Ministerial Con-
ference. In that document, there was a
provision agreed by the ministers that
those countries that require assistance
will only be required to implement any
of the agreements in Section I if the nec-
essary capacity and technical assistance
is provided to them.

“Currently, the United States and
many of the other developed countries
are unwilling to sign on to such a provi-
sion because they say that the current
policies on aid and technical assistance
[don’t] allow them to commit to some
recurring financial commitment and they
feel also that this will provide a loophole
for countries who don’t want to or are
unwilling to implement some of the pro-
visions to put these implementation ob-
ligations into section C,” Ambassador
Faizel underlined.
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On the so-called development issue,
he said, two major questions have been
discussed. One is to implement the so-
called (28) S&D proposals that have been
on the table since 2001. On this, devel-
oping countries, particularly from the
African Group, took a view that many
of the proposals that were agreed to by
developed countries in the past were of
a low economic value, and they were re-
luctant to sign on to this. But even these
28 proposals were being reopened by
many developed countries and “at this
stage, these are unlikely to be in the Bali
package.”

He noted that there is another S&D
proposal that could be of value to devel-
oping countries – the monitoring mecha-
nism. This is a mechanism that would
allow developing countries to review
existing S&D provisions with a view to
strengthening them, making them more
effective and, if necessary, revising them.
But negotiations are going on at the tech-
nical level on this, he said, adding that
“it’s very slow and we don’t have much
time. So, we’re not sure whether there
will be a substantial outcome on this.”

On the LDC issues, he drew atten-
tion to the four issues that are on the
table. On DFQF (duty-free, quota-free
market access for LDC products), he
said, “We’ve heard from the biggest
country, the United States, that this is not
doable. We heard that many months ago
and there have been many statements on

it. So, there hasn’t been any traction on
it.”

On the issue of cotton, he said that
these are the poorest countries in Africa
whose economies rely on cotton, and that
the cotton market has been highly dis-
torted, undermining their production.
“There has been no movement,” he said.

He noted that there has been a little
bit of movement and some discussion on
rules of origin, “but again this is not sub-
stantial.”

With respect to the services waiver
for LDCs, he said that “at this stage, we
don’t see any substantial outcome that
would provide any real additional mar-
ket access to LDCs in services.”

“So, on the LDC issues, there is not
likely to be much traction and
deliverables in Bali,” Ambassador Faizel
stressed, adding that “overall, it looks
like many of the issues are still wide
open...”

"
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On the underlying issues at Bali, he
was of the view that there are two such
issues. One is the question of what hap-
pens to the Doha Round. There was a dis-
cussion on this at the last WTO Ministe-
rial Conference in 2011.

On this, he said, there were two
views. One view could be summed up
as: “Well, too much time has passed. The
[Doha] Round is obsolete and it’s not
doable anymore.” The dominant view
amongst many of the thinkers and writ-
ers in the developed countries is that the
Round is dead.

However, he noted that if one reads
the outcomes of 2008, it will be seen that
the majority of the developing countries
had an opposite view, highlighting in
particular the development dimension of
the Round which included many of the
concerns of the developing countries
arising from the weaknesses and imbal-
ances of the Uruguay Round.

“Those concerns still remain valid,”
he said, further highlighting the concern
that the last agreement on agriculture in
the Uruguay Round remains highly
imbalanced and that many implementa-
tion problems of the Uruguay Round still
remain on the table.

He noted that these are mandated
in the current Doha Round and that
many of these issues are of concern.
Many promises were also made in the
Doha Round, for example, to provide
DFQF to LDCs.

“And many of these things will be
lost if the Round is simply allowed to
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sink into the sand,” Ambassador Faizel
said, adding that it remains a big debate
and there is a huge difference between
members about the future of the Round.

The second issue is about the future
of multilateralism itself, he said. He
noted that US Trade Representative
Michael Froman indicated that members
had agreed at the 2011 Ministerial Con-
ference that “we shall move on and dis-
cuss fresh and new approaches”.

However, Ambassador Faizel coun-
tered, actually that had not been agreed,
but was only one view. And there were
other views by more than 100 countries
that insisted “we should retain and
strengthen multilateralism as we know
it”.

But the new fresh view (of some)
says that the single undertaking as we
know it is passe, and that it doesn’t work
anymore because there are too many
countries, agreement cannot be reached,
there are too many issues on the table,
and what should be tried is to agree to
one thing at a time. And the first thing
on which agreement should be sought
is trade facilitation. Ambassador Faizel
also mentioned in this context the issue
of environmental goods and services,
which is of interest to developed coun-
tries.

The second thing that the new ap-
proach says is that there are too many
members in the WTO – 159 – and they
cannot come to an agreement among
themselves. On this view, what really
needs to be done is to bring together a
group of like-minded countries first in a
so-called plurilateral setting because a
“high-standard” agreement is more
likely to be attained this way; once an
agreement is reached, it can then be
multilateralized by getting others on
board. Ambassador Faizel noted that in
the area of services, there is a plurilateral
process going on at the moment (nego-
tiations on the so-called Trade in Services
Agreement).
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Commenting on the “new narrative”
on trade, Ambassador Faizel said it is
linked to a new idea that has been ger-
minating over the last three or four years
– the idea that the world has changed and
is now dominated by what are called
“global value chains”, where multina-
tionals like Apple, Walmart and others
operate across borders and nothing is
produced in one country anymore but
produced across many countries. And
for any country to develop, so the theory

goes, they need to link up to these value
chains, and if they want to link up and
benefit from it, they have to remove all
barriers between countries that are in-
volved in this chain so that they can fa-
cilitate greater efficiency of trade and
investment, and then they will improve
their welfare.

Further citing the new narrative, he
said that one of the key instruments to
achieve this is trade facilitation, because
trade facilitation will help improve the
flow and increase the efficiency of trade.
Also, the new narrative says that tariffs
are less important – it’s all about trade
facilitation – and services are more im-
portant than goods, so let’s not worry
about agriculture and all that. Let’s look
at services and improve services and re-
move all the barriers to services trade.

According to Ambassador Faizel,
the new narrative also says that
plurilaterals are the way to go, because
multilateralism as we know it today –
159 countries – doesn’t work anymore.
The narrative also points to a number of
new issues that are more important like
investment (and services) – because in
this “global value chains world”, invest-
ment needs to flow across and services
need to flow across – and state-owned
enterprises should all be abolished.

He noted that in the ongoing nego-
tiations on a Trans-Pacific Partnership
Agreement, many of these ideas are ger-
minating on the new gold standard on
each of these issues – intellectual prop-
erty, services and state-owned enter-
prises. After there is agreement on this –
as well as in the new mega-bilateral free
trade agreement between the EU and the
US – these ideas will be brought to the
WTO, where those countries that are not
part of those agreements will have to
gradually accept the new gold standard
that is developed.

“That is the new trade narrative that
is on the table,” said Ambassador Faizel.
He said, however, that there are other
views on this – in the outcome of the 2011
Ministerial Conference, the majority of
developing countries had a different
view. Their view was that “we need to
stick to the principles of fairness, equity,
of balanced rules, of inclusiveness and
of a development-oriented multilateral
trading system”, he concluded.
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Speaking on the issue of trade facili-
tation, Vice Yu of the South Centre said
that if one looks at the way the develop-
ing countries have been approaching

these discussions – ever since the discus-
sion about the mandate in 2004 and the
launch of the TF negotiations in 2005 –
they have been pushing for two things
in terms of the TF negotiations.

One, according to Yu, is that there
must be internal balance within the TF
negotiations in terms of the balance be-
tween the rules that would come out that
supplement what the WCO has put to-
gether and the articles in the GATT, and
S&D and the provision of technical as-
sistance that would match what the de-
veloping countries should do in terms
of implementing and complying with the
new rules that would be set up.

Over and above that, he added, there
was also the issue of external balance
which developing countries sought. In
this regard, he noted that TF came into
the Doha Development Agenda (DDA)
only in 2004, and that the other parts of
the DDA also had to be moving along at
the same time as one moves along on the
TF negotiations. So, that meant that there
needed to be progress in agriculture, in
services, on the LDC issues, on S&D, on
implementation-related issues and other
parts that were relevant to development.

“And that kind of approach then
underlay the approach that developing
countries have been taking for quite
some time on TF,” said Yu, adding that
this approach was based on the idea that
“facilitation of trade is important for de-
veloping countries not least because it
should help developing countries im-
prove their industrial capacity and ... the
ability of their industries in terms of pro-
ducing goods for export.”

But as the negotiations move along,
what is seen in terms of the shaping of
the Section I text (on commitments) is a
move into a more narrow focus on the
simplification, harmonization and stan-
dardization of trade procedures, in effect
trying to create new rules that would
require developing countries, for ex-
ample, to raise their customs procedures
to standards that developed countries
are already implementing.

“And so, the burden of implemen-
tation and the burden of compliance, if
you look at it that way, will actually be
falling more on developing countries
than it would fall on developed coun-
tries, to a great extent.”

If one looks at the way that the new
rules are being crafted, a lot of these will
actually involve facilitating the flow of
imports into developing countries rather
than the flow of exports out of develop-
ing countries to major markets, said Yu.
This could then have a downside effect
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on the ability of developing countries to
pursue their own industrialization objec-
tives, in terms of the industries that they
would want to set up.

He pointed out that the other major
issue that is related to the development
agenda in the DDA in relation to trade
facilitation is that a lot of the provisions
being negotiated hold significant admin-
istrative and institutional burdens for
developing countries, and LDCs in par-
ticular, whose customs and customs-re-
lated institutional mechanisms might not
be as advanced compared to those of
developed countries.

One of the key issues in the TF ne-
gotiations is the issue of compliance with
the mandate in Annex D, he said, not-
ing, amongst others, that Annex D also
said that developed countries commit-
ted themselves to providing developing
countries with the support that would
be needed in order for them to actually
build implementation capacity. This was
the promise, but so far, unfortunately,
the promise has not been kept, Yu
stressed.

Deborah James of the OWINFS net-
work summarized: “It seems like while
so far we’ve heard a lot of the develop-
ing-country agenda is being sort of
pushed off, not discussed, not having a
lot of traction, this trade facilitation is an
area that seems to be moving forward
and having traction and getting pushed
a lot, even though it wasn’t part of the
original DDA agenda.”
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Ambassador Jayant Dasgupta of In-
dia, speaking on the post-Bali scenario
and the future of multilateralism, said
that “the problem that confronts us is not
so much about Bali, it is about post-Bali.
It is about what do we do with the Doha
Round.”

He said that it all started with agri-
culture, where it was envisaged that
there would be reforms “and that we
would carry on with them and that we
would review them periodically.”

“Now, that is something which did
not get implemented and it has taken us
all these 12 years to come to some sort of
an agreement on agriculture which lies
gathering dust on the shelves because the
developed-country perspective is that
only if the single undertaking ever comes
through, that could be part of the pack-
age, but till that time, it will have to wait,
gathering more and more dust,” he said.

This is the most important develop-
ment outcome that could have been de-

livered, he stressed, adding that the de-
veloping countries, especially the poorer
amongst them, have a very large propor-
tion of their population dependent on
agriculture.

He lamented a situation in which
“export subsidies continue to distort in-
ternational trade, … food aid continues
to flow and distort domestic trade and
agricultural production in the poorer
countries, [and] domestic food aid in the
developed countries, which disburse bil-
lions of dollars, continue to find their
way”. In the Uruguay Round Agreement
on Agriculture, various loopholes were
provided in the Green Box so that a large
number of subsidization programmes
could be parked there and could be pro-
tected from any challenge in the WTO.

He noted that if one looks back, what
was almost concluded without any
square brackets was the pillar of export
competition, which covered export sub-
sidies, export credit guarantees and food
aid. There was no dispute remaining on
this and everything had been sorted out,
of course, not to the full satisfaction of
either side. “But that is not being sought
to be harvested in this Bali package,”
Ambassador Dasgupta underlined.

On what is being sought to be har-
vested from a development perspective,
he pointed to the LDC issues, adding that
the LDCs are primary product produc-
ers and they have a problem in terms of
capacities, investments, resources, prod-
uct diversification and industrialization.
Whatever little they produce, they would
like any surplus to be exported so that
they can develop and grow, and use that
for investing and have some kind of in-
dustry.

The problem is that that has to come
through market access provided in other
countries, he said, adding that DFQF lies
at the heart of it. He said that it is very
heartening that many developed coun-
tries have given DFQF already. The EU
gave it in 2000 through the Everything
But Arms initiative, and developing
countries like India did it five years ago.

“But there is a problem when the
largest market [the US] finds it difficult
to give that to the LDCs, something
which the LDCs have been clamouring
for since 1996,” he said, adding that this
is a development issue which is falling,
or has fallen, off the table for the near
future, definitely for Bali.

He noted that there is a very con-
certed effort to project trade facilitation
as primarily an LDC issue and a poorer-
developing-country issue, “but we have
a different opinion about that, especially

the form in which it is now taking
shape.”

On the second thing that the LDCs
have asked for, he noted that there are
four LDCs and 32 other African coun-
tries that are deeply concerned about
cotton subsidies – domestic and export
subsidies which distort the international
market and provide a hindrance to their
export of this cash crop which they need
as a source of income. “That is blocked
completely. No way [to a solution],” he
asserted.

Ambassador Dasgupta pointed to
services as the third avenue of getting
market access, saying that in this area,
the poorer countries, especially the
LDCs, have a problem relating to highly
skilled manpower.

Those larger developing countries
which have a reserve of, or some strength
in, highly skilled manpower are finding
it extremely difficult to get access in
Mode 4 of services provision (movement
of natural persons) in countries where
there is a shortage and where there is a
demand.

Referring to Mode 4, he said that it
is not the highly skilled professionals
that perhaps India, the Philippines,
China and many other developing coun-
tries have been asking for more than a
decade. Pointing out that it is the semi-
skilled and lower-skilled people, he said:
“Will there be a kind of access provided?
I don’t think it is going to take place in
the near future.”

Fourthly, Ambassador Dasgupta
said that if DFQF is given, then the rules
of origin governing that should be
framed in such a manner that they are
simple to use and operational. The LDCs
have floated a paper on rules of origin
with a great deal of difficulty, and are
facing a lot of resistance. The reaction to
that is that “it has to be non-binding and
non-prescriptive. That is where the ne-
gotiations are” on this fourth item of the
LDC proposal.

As to what is over and above this as
part of the so-called development pack-
age, Ambassador Dasgupta pointed to
two issues, one being the monitoring
mechanism for S&D provisions. He
noted that there is a “very palpable ten-
sion” on this because there is one side
which says “you can only review the ef-
fectiveness of implementation of the
S&D provisions”. So, the S&D provisions
will stand where they are and the imple-
mentation will be there and the effective-
ness of the implementation is all that can
be reviewed in the monitoring mecha-
nism.
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This was not the way the monitor-
ing mechanism was conceived of and
then articulated by the developing coun-
tries, said Ambassador Dasgupta. Refer-
ring to the WTO General Council deci-
sion of 2002 and the events leading up
to it, he said that it was about strength-
ening the S&D provisions, and that if
they had implementation and monitor-
ing, it was only a part of it.

“We really don’t know whether we
would have anything meaningful com-
ing out of this discussion leading up to
Bali.”

Secondly, he pointed to the 28 agree-
ment-specific proposals, noting that the
South Centre has shown how the pro-
posals that were made before the 2003
Cancun Ministerial Conference got dis-
torted in the WTO by a small group of
countries and when they went into
Cancun for adoption, they had been
“mutilated beyond recognition”. Even
then, there was no consensus in the WTO
to put them forward, and it was left to
the ministers at Cancun to take a deci-
sion on this. “Obviously, that decision
never got taken.”

It came back and the African Union,
which was the proponent of most of
these proposals, presented a long paper
in June 2006 which said that most of
these proposals, in the form in which
they came out of Cancun, have no eco-
nomic value. According to Ambassador
Dasgupta, the African Group has said
very clearly that in order to further this
process of moving towards Bali and be-
yond, “if we have to accept these 28,
please give all the 28, no questions asked.
Don’t reopen them.” They have also said
clearly that “you can’t cherry-pick
amongst those 28 and say that ‘Alright
this is what we are prepared to give and
not the others’”.

That is where the last bit of the de-
velopment package is now positioned,
said Ambassador Dasgupta.

On the issue of agriculture, he said
that the issue of export subsidies is ex-
tremely important and is at the heart of
the whole development issue, “but we
have heard very discouraging and dis-
appointing responses to that right from
the beginning ... We don’t know what
shape it will take, whether a mere politi-
cal declaration of goodwill etc or good
intentions or [whether] it will be some-
thing more concrete.”

On the G33 proposal on food secu-
rity, Ambassador Dasgupta said that this
is something that cannot wait till the con-
clusion of the Doha Round, stressing that
this has to be resolved.

He noted that in the face of “really
great intransigence” on the part of a few
of the developed countries, the G33 has
put forward a compromise solution by
way of a “peace clause” that it could live
with till a permanent solution is found.

“We don’t know where we will go.
We are keeping our fingers crossed and
of course harbouring a lot of hope that it
will get resolved in a satisfactory way,”
he said.

On the issue of trade facilitation, he
said that the whole endeavour is to show
that it is a great deal for the developing
countries and that it is the best deliver-
able agenda for the development of the
poorer countries.

“It is not so,” Ambassador Dasgupta
said, adding that the whole thing is about
harmonizing. “Who are the proponents?
If it was so good, the proposals would
have come in a flurry – in a rush – from
the developing countries. They have
not,” he said, pointing out that most of
the proposals have come from the devel-

oped countries.
In concluding the session, Deborah

James summarized that for the develop-
ing countries, it is about fixing the cur-
rent system that is so unfair, by making
the S&D provisions operational and ef-
fective, allowing developing countries to
provide some of the same kind of food
subsidies that developed countries are
allowed to provide in the WTO to pro-
mote food security, and disciplining de-
veloped countries’ export subsidies.

Yet, she added, we have the devel-
oped countries and primarily the corpo-
rate lobbies behind them pushing these
other agreements such as on trade facili-
tation, which is  not even  part of the
original mandate, and moving ahead
with the Trade in Services Agreement
(TISA) and the Information Technology
Agreement (ITA).

These are really all about getting
more market access for transnational
corporations based in developed coun-
tries, she said. (SUNS7671)�������������������
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by Kanaga Raja

GENEVA: An expert panel session at the
WTO Public Forum discussed the issue
of agriculture in the context of food se-
curity and the human right to food, and
laid stress on its inclusion in the Bali
package.

The session, held on the last day of
the 1-3 October Public Forum, was titled
“Agriculture: A Development-oriented
Outcome at Bali?” and was sponsored by
the French NGO Solidarite.

The speakers on the panel included
Ambassador Jayant Dasgupta of India,
Deborah James of the Washington-based
Centre for Economic and Policy Research
(CEPR) and coordinator of the Our
World Is Not for Sale (OWINFS) net-
work, and Jacques Berthelot, an agricul-
tural expert with Solidarite.

Another panel member, the United
Nations Special Rapporteur on the Right
to Food, Olivier de Schutter, was unable
to make it to the panel in time for the
early morning session.

Kicking off the session, James said
that agriculture is one of the key pillars
of the Doha Round, adding that devel-

oping countries only agreed to launch a
new round on the basis that developed
countries would finally agree to fix de-
cades-old unfair trade practices in agri-
culture.

And for 12 years now, even as de-
veloping countries have demanded that
developed countries reduce their subsi-
dies and tariffs on agriculture, the Euro-
pean Union and the United States have
continued to extensively subsidize their
exports and, in the case of the US, have
actually increased them.

Unfortunately, after all this time, she
said, the proposals of the G20 and G33
developing-country groupings to reform
these agriculture rules are at a stalemate
due to the intransigence of the US.

Recently, however, she noted, there
is some light at the end of the tunnel be-
cause the issue of the human right to
food and the need for countries to pur-
sue policies of food security has arisen
in the context of the global economic and
food crises, which have left millions
more people in hunger in addition to the
millions already who do not have
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enough to eat.
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In his presentation on existing WTO
disciplines and food security in devel-
oping countries, Ambassador Dasgupta
of India said that the topic of food secu-
rity and food has been in existence since
the dawn of civilization and the birth of
mankind. This is something that is a real
world issue – it was an issue in 5000 BC,
it was a 20th-century issue, it is a 21st-
century issue and will be a very topical
issue in the 22nd century as well.

Focusing on the WTO disciplines
and how they encourage, inhibit or pro-
hibit the solution to food security in de-
veloping countries, he said that there are
only two mentions in the WTO Agree-
ment on Agriculture (AoA). One is in the
chapeau where it speaks about food se-
curity being a non-trade concern. He said
that the whole AoA was based on a vi-
sion of reform, and the reform
programme is outlined in the chapeau
and it says very clearly that non-trade
concerns including food security and
special and differential treatment (S&D)
for developing countries will have to be
an integral part of that.

On the provisions in the AoA to ad-
dress food security, Ambassador
Dasgupta said that there is only one
other mention in the Agreement and that
is in Annex 2 which deals with the Green
Box, where paragraph 3 is on public
stockholding for food security purposes
and there is a complementary paragraph
4 that talks about domestic food aid.

“Now, as long as governments buy
from the market at whatever price, it is
considered WTO-consistent, no ques-
tions asked. If any country wants to build
up a public stock, it can do so to any ex-
tent based on current market prices,” he
said, adding that one of the issues per-
tains to what the “current market price”
is and how it can be discovered.

The second issue in this context is
that for developing countries, there is a
provision that enables governments to
have administered prices because the
markets may not be perfect – there may
be cartelization and imperfect market
conditions – so that administered prices
have been allowed.

However, there is a direct linkage
between the Green Box and the Amber
Box only for this provision, which says
that if any country has an administered

price for procurement or acquisition of
stocks, it will have to be accounted for
in the Aggregate Measurement of Sup-
port (AMS). For that, there is a particu-
lar formula that is to be followed, but that
formula does not relate only to food se-
curity, but also relates basically to the
market price support system.

Ambassador Dasgupta explained
that the market price system is based on
providing administered prices at much
above market prices, which is what was
prevalent in the EU in the 1980s and
many other developed countries to give
a boost to production. It ended up in
countries sitting on large piles of stocks
which they did not know what to do
with, and so, they ultimately dumped
these on the international market. They
could not do it without providing export
subsidies and so they provided huge
export subsidies as well.

“Now that is a very distorted sys-
tem of providing support and it, of
course, led to many distortions and that
is why this provision came in of market
price support,” said Ambassador
Dasgupta. But, he asked, what happens
if the administered prices are at current
market prices or just below current mar-
ket prices?

He pointed out that in the case of
India, what is seen is that the acquisition
or procurement is confined to a very
small window of only three months af-
ter the harvest, and that is when the
farmers are at their most vulnerable, and
if there is no price guarantee, the smaller
farmers or marginal farmers are forced
to make distress sales, and the prices go
down for their sales to the consolidators
or wholesalers, and then the prices keep
going up.

If one looks at the prices in India, for
instance, one will find that the market
price, irrespective of when the sale takes
place between a farmer and a wholesaler
or in the market, is around or above the
administered price, but after that for the
next nine months of the year, it is much
above the acquisition price.

“So this fallacy that every adminis-
tered price mechanism will be much
above market prices does not stand care-
ful scrutiny,” he said.

He also noted that there are other
Green Box provisions which have been
proved to be trade-distorting through the
creation of income and wealth effects.
One of the first and foremost is the
decoupled income support programme.
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As to why developing countries
need to have public stockholding
programmes instead of buying from the
market in times of need, Ambassador
Dasgupta explained that firstly, it is to
provide food for the poor, highlighting
that in India, as well as in many other
developing countries, the public stocks
are meant to provide domestic food aid,
which is a Green Box provision and is
completely free of any restrictions.

Secondly, in large countries that are
prone to many kinds of natural disasters
and emergency situations, there is a need
to have stocks from which to provide the
needy and to feed the population in
times of distress. And there are market
imperfections, problems of regional
stocking and transportation, “so we need
to have public stockholdings to take care
of this factor as well.”

Thirdly, he said, not all the food that
the poor need can be given through the
domestic food aid programme, high-
lighting that in the case of India, there is
a national food security act which has
been passed and is now under imple-
mentation (from 10 September). This
provides food to the poorest people who
make up the lowest decile of the popu-
lation. But for the rest of the poor, of
whom there are a large number – hun-
dreds of millions – the food provided
takes care of more than half of their re-
quirements but not to the full extent, so
they have to buy from the market.

“So, that is another consideration
that we can’t allow food prices in the
domestic market to go beyond reason-
able limits. So we have to keep them re-
stricted or prevailing at reasonable lev-
els. And if the prices show volatility, they
show a sharp upward trend, we need to
release food from the public stock to
bring down the prices, [and] to curb this
volatility.”

Lastly, he said that food banks are a
concept that the UN Food and Agricul-
ture Organization (FAO) has been deal-
ing with for the past 30 years, and it has
been saying that regional food banks are
one of the best means of tackling the
problems of food security in a region,
adding that the public stock that India
maintains has been used very frequently
to provide government-to-government
food on-purchase basis.

On why an administered price
mechanism is needed, Ambassador
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Dasgupta referred to paragraph 7 of the
Green Box provisions which talks about
providing income support, income
safety net programmes and income in-
surance programmes.

If incomes dip below a certain level,
farmers are compensated, he said, not-
ing however that this is not possible in a
developing country because of resource
constraints and certain other administra-
tive reasons.

There is also the question of large
incidence of indebtedness, he noted,
adding that according to statistics pub-
lished in India, “last year, we had an in-
cidence of 65% of the farmers being in-
debted.”

When they are investing in seeds,
fertilizer, pesticides, in buying water and
electricity, and in hiring transport to take
their produce to the market, they are tak-
ing a risk, and if they do not have an in-
come insurance scheme or a safety net
programme, and if they have no assur-
ance, they are left to the mercy of mar-
ket forces which in many cases, because
of imperfect market conditions, could be
very exploitative. If this is so, they need
some kind of an assurance.

But if there is a mechanism where
the administered prices are way above
the market prices, it will obviously lead
to distortions, he said, adding that “we
have heard that Thailand is sitting on a
huge pile of rice, [and] the US is sitting
on a huge pile of sugar. That is just the
kind of thing which should not have
been happening.”

But in the case of India, in 2012, its
rice procurement fell way below the tar-
get because the administered price was
not good enough. It was not just below
the current market price, it was way be-
low the current market price, so the farm-
ers did not offer their produce to the gov-
ernment.

In the case of the recently concluded
wheat procurement season, Ambassador
Dasgupta said that “we fell short of the
target by about 40% because the govern-
ment couldn’t provide that kind of
money which the other people were will-
ing to provide, so we fell short.”

Asking what happens if this kind of
price guarantee is not given, he noted
that the average size of landholdings
taken about six years ago was about 1.21
hectares, not to speak of the hundreds
of millions of landless labour who also
depend on rural incomes. If there is no-
body to take that decision or risk to cul-
tivate a plot of land, it will lie fallow and

the family will try to take to some sub-
sidiary occupation or migrate to the city.
This would not only reduce food avail-
ability because the land remains fallow,
but also endanger rural livelihoods and
lead to a greater number of unemployed.
“So it can lead to a real-life problem in
terms of civil strife, in terms of higher
rates of unemployment, [and] in terms
of lower food production.”

�	�/�����������������������	

On the formula given in the market
price support system which is premised
on the basic fact that the administered
price will be far above the current mar-
ket price, Ambassador Dasgupta pointed
out that this is the AMS entitlement,
which is also the Amber Box entitlement,
which should be greater than or equal
to – and this is the limiting factor – the
quantity of production eligible multi-
plied by the difference between the ad-
ministered price and a fixed external ref-
erence price.

As far as the Amber Box entitle-
ments are concerned, there is a de mini-
mis which is available to all countries –
developed and developing – on differ-
ent scales, but only 16 out of approxi-
mately 100 developing-country mem-
bers have an Amber Box entitlement.

(In an accompanying PowerPoint
presentation, Ambassador Dasgupta
listed these 16 countries as Argentina,
Brazil, Chinese Taipei, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Israel, Jordan, Korea, Mexico, Mo-
rocco, Papua New Guinea, Saudi Arabia,
South Africa, Thailand, Tunisia and Ven-
ezuela.)

Noting that China, India, Indonesia,
the Philippines, Nigeria and Kenya are
not amongst them, he said that they do
not have an Amber Box entitlement.
What they can use for their public stock-
holding is the 10% product-specific de
minimis entitlement (except for China,
which, according to the PowerPoint pre-
sentation, has 8.5%).

On the quantity of production eli-
gible, he referred to one interpretation
that had been given in passing in the
Korea beef case of 2001, which says that
the total volume of production which is
there in a particular crop will be the
quantity taken into account in the equa-
tion.

“The practical implication is that if
you are growing rice and if you procure
even one kilogram of rice by declaring
an administered price in advance, then

the whole production of the country will
be figuring in the equation as a multi-
plier. That is one of the implications and
there is nothing that we can do short of
amending this or having an understand-
ing on what will be an eligible volume
of production.”

On the external reference price, the
Indian trade envoy indicated that it is
keeping with the economic rationale of
subsidies. “If you are buying something
below the market price, it is not a sub-
sidy. If you are buying something above
the market price, giving that price to the
producer, it is a subsidy.”

So, the question of the subsidy has
to be related to the current market price,
and it can’t be related to something
which is fixed and refers to the 1986-88
average figures.

This is what the external reference
price does, he said, going on to cite
World Bank Commodity Bank figures to
point to the kind of inflation that has
taken place even on traded commodities
like rice of a particular kind, and wheat
of two different kinds. The average rate
of inflation over the past 27 years has
been approximately 225% for rice (ac-
cording to the PowerPoint presentation)
and 270% for one particular kind of
wheat. “So, this is one of the problems
that come in when you try to operate this
formula,” he underlined.

Turning to the question of adminis-
tered prices, he said that the adminis-
tered price is this year’s acquisition price.
But what is the current market price?
What is the average market price prevail-
ing in the country for that year? Are you
buying it below that? Are you buying it
at that price? Are you buying it much
above that price?

In the case of India, the administered
price is much lower than the average
market price prevailing for the entire
year. “But there is no consideration given
to this. No reference to current market
prices.”

World Bank indicators with respect
to the index of inflation, taking 1986-88
as a base and the base figure of 100 for
that period, show that for China, the
Consumer Price Index (CPI) has gone up
to 372; Egypt, 1,022; El Salvador, 581;
India, 638; Indonesia, 1,078; and Kenya,
2,134. Nigeria has suffered massive in-
flation, with the CPI having gone up to
11,104.

In France, the CPI is 161 taken
against an index of 100, for the US it is
202. The average for the rich OECD coun-
tries is less than 3% annualized inflation
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over the last 25 years, Ambassador
Dasgupta noted.

As for possible solutions, he called
for a revision of the external reference
price to a more updated figure, or using
a deflator on the administered price for
excessive rates of inflation.

On the current status, Ambassador
Dasgupta said that the G33 group of 46
developing countries (barring one excep-
tion) has endorsed the two options – re-
vising the external reference price to a
more updated figure or to have a defla-
tor mechanism to compensate for exces-
sive rates of inflation.

Referring to the opponents, who he
said are mainly those who have a pri-
mary export interest, Ambassador
Dasgupta said that if there is a food
shortage in a developing country, it is
most likely to buy from the major export-
ers of that crop and they are armed with
export subsidies, export credit guaran-
tees, domestic support and decoupled
income support in the Green Box, which
enable them to sell below the cost of pro-
duction.

“So that is their interest. They want
to sell it and they are looking at it from a
mercantilist angle, not from a dispassion-
ate economist angle or from the angle of
providing food security to hundreds of
millions of people in the developing
world. But we have offered on behalf of
the G33 a ‘peace clause’ till the time a
permanent solution can be found to this
major very important issue afflicting a
large number of poor in the developing
world,” Ambassador Dasgupta con-
cluded.
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Addressing the G33 proposal on
food security stocks, Jacques Berthelot
said that the core issue is to allow WTO
members the policy space to feed their
poorest population whilst paying a fair
price to their farmers providing the food.
This is a particular concern in the larg-
est developing countries, where the
population would rise, according to the
UN, by 414 million in India, 281 million
in Nigeria, 98 million in Pakistan, 82
million in Indonesia, 64 million in the
Philippines, and 51 million in
Bangladesh from 2010 to 2050.

China’s population would rise by 93
million in 2030, but then it will decrease,
he said, adding that the population of the
EU will remain flat, and in the US it will
rise by 80-90 million.

So, the real challenge for the 40 years

to come is really India. It will have to feed
400 million more people and all the land
available in India is already cultivated,
he said, adding that there is also a prob-
lem of water availability, and “we will
face climate change.”

Already one-third of India’s popu-
lation, i.e., 400 million, live below the
poverty line of $1.25 per day and 59% of
rural children under five are stunted.

“So it is really absurd to put in the
AMS, in the Amber Box, the gap between
the administered prices and the border
prices of the 1986-88 period,” he said.

This is because, firstly, an adminis-
tered price alone cannot support the do-
mestic market price, unless other more
powerful mechanisms are at play: high
import protection, subsidies to exported
products, production quotas, land set
aside, domestic and foreign food aid.

Without all these mechanisms, an
administered price will not change any-
thing to the market price, he added,
pointing out that this market price sup-
port – the difference between the admin-
istered price and the price of the 1986-88
period – “is really a fake market price
support”. This fake market price support
has allowed the US and the EU to em-
bark on massive shifting from the Am-
ber Box (AMS) to the Blue Box and then
to the Green Box without really dimin-
ishing their actual (agricultural) subsi-
dies.

In the 1995-2000 base period for the
Uruguay Round implementation com-
mitments, the EU actual average subsidy
represented only 11.5% of its notified
AMS of 48 billion euros, and this pro-
portion was 44% for the US AMS of $10
billion. And this share did not change
much.

Berthelot noted that there is a real
inconsistency of putting the gap between
the administered prices and the reference
prices of the 1986-88 period in the AMS.
This inconsistency has been acknowl-
edged by many trade experts of the
OECD, World Bank, FAO, and by W.K.
Cline, H. De Gorter and Tim Josling, the
father of the OECD’s Producer Support
Estimate (PSE).

The second reason for the “absur-
dity”, said Berthelot, is the very low level
of 1986-88 world prices. Taking the ex-
ample of wheat, this very low level is due
entirely to the EU and US combined
massive dumping rate on wheat. The
export value of wheat for both during
that period was $5.7 billion, and the to-
tal subsidies to exports were about $100
million higher. So, the dumping rate

(combined) was more than 100%.
For the US export of wheat and flour

(during the period 1986-88), total subsi-
dies were lower at 88% of the value of
its wheat exports, with the main compo-
nent being domestic subsidies to wheat.
For the EU, the rate of dumping was
130% of the value of the export of wheat,
the main component being export sub-
sidies proper or what are called export
refunds.

With respect to the Green Box, he
said that there was a huge expansion of
the US Green Box. Up to now, the total
Green Box of the US is $120 billion, and
the Amber Box is $4 billion. Domestic
food aid is by far the largest component
of the US Green Box. In the last notified
year of 2010, domestic food aid was no-
tified at about $95 billion.

As for the EU, he said that the sub-
sidies component of the EU’s AMS (Am-
ber Box) is very low but it has decreased
a lot after 2006 because at that time the
EU implemented “allegedly fully
decoupled income support” due to the
“peace clause”. This “peace clause” re-
fers to Article 13 of the AoA on “due re-
straint”, which prevented other coun-
tries from suing developed countries
over the latter’s AMS or even Blue Box
subsidies for a period of nine years (till
2004).

This is the reason why the EU has
changed its CAP (Common Agricultural
Policy) subsidies. The prevailing subsi-
dies were in the Blue Box before and so
in order not to be sued, it said that after
2005 all its direct payments will be in the
Green Box, i.e., decoupled.

The farmers will not have to grow
anything to receive the same amount of
subsidies they received in the 2000-02
period, Berthelot said.

“It is absurd, but it is the way it has
been,” he remarked. If this type of sub-
sidy has not been challenged at the WTO
up to now, it could have been because of
the precedent of the Appellate Body de-
cision in March 2005 in the cotton dis-
pute.

On the question of taking inflation
into account vis-a-vis adjusting the AMS,
Berthelot cited two prominent Indian
trade experts A. Hoda and A. Gulati (in
his accompanying PowerPoint presenta-
tion) as saying that they “do not see any
reason for making less than full adjust-
ment for the rates of inflation”.

He noted that the average rate of
inflation in India from 1986-88 to 2012
was 8.0% per annum, so if the whole in-
flation rate of India is taken into account,
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the updating of the 1986-88 administered
price would rise to $405 (per ton), much
higher than the market price, so there
will not be any AMS. But if the inflation
rate of the high-income OECD countries
– 2.75% – is taken into account in that
case, the Indian procurement price of
1986-88 would rise to $218 (per ton), so
that the wheat AMS will be limited to
$11.8/t, which, multiplied by 17.5 mil-
lion tons of distributed food aid in wheat
in 2012, would only be $206 million.

Comparing the US and Indian do-
mestic food aid, Berthelot said that the
total value of US food aid in 2012 was
$100 billion, compared to the $9.4 billion
of combined rice and wheat Indian food
aid – that is, 10 times more by the US
than by India.

He also noted that the number of
beneficiaries in the US was lower, at
about 80 million people without double
count, as against about 475 million in
India. Food aid was 6.3 times larger in
the US than in India.

Comparing the cereals component
in the US food aid, he said that the cere-
als component was quite large because
there is not only the cereal product but
also all the feed cereals included in the
meat, eggs and dairy products consumed
by the beneficiaries of the US food aid,
which amounted in total in 2012 to 14.6
million tons of cereals. It was about three
times less than the 41 million tons of ce-
reals in India, where rice accounted for
24 million tons and wheat for about 15
million tons.

The cereals included in the US food
aid by beneficiary was about twice the
level of the cereals food aid received by
India, said Berthelot.

In conclusion, he said that because
the bulk of the food aid in the US is in
food stamps which are bought in agreed
shops without passing through the pub-
lic procurement channel like in India,
“what is the logic that the WTO demands
only to India and to all developing coun-
tries but not to the US that the difference
between the acquisition price and the
external reference price of 1986-88 be
accounted for in the AMS?”

He also said that all US food
programmes other than the SNAP (food
stamps), which accounted for about $25
billion in 2012, imply public procure-
ment of food (on the market), and are
notified in the Green Box, but this could
be challenged because the US Depart-
ment of Agriculture itself acknowledges
that “these purchases also help to stabi-
lize prices in agricultural commodity

markets by balancing supply and de-
mand.”

Commenting on the proposed new
“peace clause”, Berthelot said it is a bad
idea, for two reasons.

First, he said, the developing coun-
tries have already “given” on that issue
because the  old peace clause has allowed
the EU and the US to continue their mas-
sive dumping for nine years up to 2004
without being challenged at the WTO.

Second, he was of the view that the
peace clause on the issue of food aid will
be presented as a huge concession to the
developing countries by the US and the
EU, which will demand in return a new
peace clause for themselves in the final-
ization of the Doha Round or in
plurilateral negotiations in order to con-
tinue their dumping.

What should be agreed instead in
Bali is a once-and-for-all WTO decision

that all domestic food aid should be no-
tified in the Green Box for all members,
including the US, independently of the
level of prices paid to farmers, either
through public procurement or direct
purchase at market prices, and indepen-
dently of the means by which the food
reaches the poor, whether through a re-
lease in kind like in India or through food
stamps. Indeed, he said, these distinc-
tions are very futile, provided that other
members are not harmed by dumping
coming from the stocks of purchased
food.

Such a decision to put all food aid
in the Green Box, Berthelot said, would
be a strong signal to all the world’s poor,
including the poor in the US, where the
House of Representatives refuses to fi-
nalize the Farm Bill unless the Senate
cuts the nutrition part by $4 billion per
year. (SUNS7669)����������������������������������

��������������������	���������
����
���
�
������

�����
����
������
�����
���� ��
���
�)����)��
�)��
��������($���
�������������
�������)��
��
����������������
�+

by Sabina Zaccaro

ROME: Some 842 million people still
suffer from chronic hunger, according to
The State of Food Insecurity in the World
(SOFI 2013), published on 1 October by
the three Rome-based UN food agencies.

As high as this number seems, it
should still be considered progress, since
it is down from 868 million last year.

Among the reasons behind this
progress are economic growth in devel-
oping countries, which is improving in-
comes and access to food; pick-up in ag-
ricultural productivity; and increased
public and private investments in agri-
culture.

Remittances from migrants are also
playing a role in reducing poverty, ac-
cording to the UN report.

The vast majority of hungry people
live in developing regions, while 15.7
million live in developed countries.
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But despite the progress detected
worldwide, strong inequalities in hun-
ger reduction remain. Sub-Saharan Af-
rica has made only modest progress in
recent years and remains the region with
the highest prevalence of undernourish-
ment, with one in four people (24.8%)
estimated to be hungry.

No progress is observed in Western

Asia, while Southern Asia and Northern
Africa showed “slow progress”. More
substantial reductions in both the num-
ber of hungry and prevalence of under-
nourishment have occurred in most
countries of East Asia, Southeast Asia,
and in Latin America.

Since 1990-92, the total number of
undernourished in developing countries
has fallen by 17% from 995.5 million to
826.6 million.

The ambitious target set at the 1996
World Food Summit (WFS), to halve the
number of hungry people by 2015, re-
mains out of reach at the global level,
even though 22 countries had already
met it by the end of 2012.

The heads of the Food and Agricul-
ture Organization (FAO), the Interna-
tional Fund for Agricultural Develop-
ment (IFAD) and the World Food
Programme (WFP) called for nutrition-
sensitive interventions in agriculture and
food systems as a whole, as well as in
public health and education, especially
for women.

Last year’s UN report received a
detailed critique by a group of hunger
researchers led by author Frances Moore
Lappe. The publication offered specific
recommendations mainly in relation to
the presentation of hunger estimates and
on the report’s methodology.
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by Olivier De Schutter, Jochen Flasbarth and Hans R. Herren

NEW YORK: Reducing the proportion
of undernourished people by half until
2015 was one of the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals that the international com-
munity set in 2000.

It will not be reached: Well over 800
million people worldwide – and one
child in five – still go hungry; this in a
world where we already produce
enough food today to feed nine billion
people in 2050.

Further progress towards reaching
this goal can be made in the remaining
months, but we must ask ourselves what
comes afterwards. The debate on the so-
called Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs), to be reached by 2030, has al-
ready begun.

Defeating hunger remains a prior-
ity. This is not simply a matter of pro-
viding everyone with enough food; cru-
cial for the future of all human beings is
how this should happen.

“Food security and nutrition for all
through sustainable agriculture and food
systems” must be set as one of the fun-
damental goals of global development.

It is therefore imperative for agricul-
tural policy to change course, as re-
quested in 2008 by IAASTD, the Inter-
national Assessment of Agricultural
Knowledge, Science and Technology for
Development. The same message was
reiterated in the Rio+20 Declaration “The
Future We Want”.

���	�
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What constitutes sustainable agri-
culture?

Widely spread forms of industrial,
conventional agriculture are not sustain-
able. With high-yielding varieties and a
heavy reliance on fertilizers, water, pes-
ticides and energy, it has delivered im-
pressive yield increases, but only by ex-
hausting its own production base in the
long run.

It not only depends on high levels
of inputs, but also leaves behind de-
graded soils, polluted water and de-

Researchers found that estimates
represent the low end of the scale be-
cause they are based on food availabil-
ity and the caloric requirements required
only to lead a “sedentary lifestyle.” A less
restrictive FAO threshold leads to an es-
timate of 1.33 billion hungry in the world
rather than SOFI 2012’s 868 million, ac-
cording to the group.

Another factor of concern was the
focus on global hunger, which masks
wide regional variation. In fact, progress
in China and Vietnam alone accounts for
more than 90% of the estimated reduc-
tions in the number of hungry people in
the world. National success stories, like
in Ghana and Brazil, “are lost in the glo-
bal estimates, as are countries and re-
gions in crisis.”

“This year’s report introduces im-
portant innovations, we go beyond the
traditional FAO prevalence of under-
nourishment indicator to measure the
various dimensions of food insecurity,
in particular  the nutritional outcomes
of food insecurity,” said Pietro Gennari,
director of  the  Statistics Division at
FAO.

“These can be measured by differ-
ent indicators.  In most cases, these indi-
cators are consistent with the trends of
prevalence of undernourishment, but
this is not always the case, and we have
studied specific countries to understand
why we have  these  divergences  and
the policy measures that can address
them.”

The report underlines that economic
growth is key for progress in hunger re-
duction. “But that is not enough; tar-
geted policies and social programmes are
needed to achieve the goal of eradicat-
ing hunger worldwide,” Gennari said.

Some contest this emphasis on eco-
nomic growth.

“The report offers some useful ele-
ments, like some of the new index, and
more systematic information on food
insecurity,” Antonio Onorati from IPC,
the International Planning Committee
for Food Sovereignty, told Inter Press
Service (IPS).

“But when it comes to solutions, it
proposes old and ineffective recipes.”

“Like the idea that 600 million small
producers who are food insecure simply
need to increase their productivity in
order to put their surplus into the mar-
ket. As if the local market were functional
to small-scale agriculture and to food
security. It is not so.”

According to Onorati, local markets
are only a reproduction of the global
market, “that same market that generates
crisis and even death of small farms, and
which is finally a key component of food

insecurity.”
“We would expect a deeper analy-

sis of the role of local markets,” he said.
The findings of SOFI 2013 were to

pleted biodiversity. According to the of-
ten-cited IAASTD report, 1.9 billion hect-
ares of land are already affected by deg-
radation due to unsustainable use. This
comes at an annual cost of around $40
billion and negatively affects the liveli-
hood of 1.5 billion people worldwide.

Industrial, conventional and certain
forms of traditional agriculture are also
major contributors to climate change.
Meanwhile, the rural populations in de-
veloping countries remain mired in pov-
erty.

This form of food production must
be replaced by sustainable forms of ag-
riculture, which maintain and restore
natural soil fertility, protect water
sources and promote biodiversity. Sus-
tainable agriculture has economic and
social benefits while remaining within
the natural boundaries of our planet.

The aim here is not the maximum
conceivable yield but a sustainable and
environmentally supportable yield. This
is certainly enough to nourish the nine
billion people who will inhabit the earth
by mid-century.

According to the Green Economy
Report published in 2012 by the United
Nations Environment Programme
(UNEP), food availability per capita
could be increased through sustainable
production methods by 14%, creating
millions of new jobs in rural regions in
the process and thus alleviating poverty.
At the same time, agriculture could re-
duce its ecological footprint.

The main players here are small-
scale farmers. Worldwide, 70% of food
production comes from small farms,
which collectively use 40% of the world’s
arable land. They would be able to nour-
ish people in developing countries, but
will have to be supported in this endeav-
our.

They need guarantees regarding the
ownership and rights of use for their
land, better access to education, informa-
tion and markets, as well as fair prices
for their products. Rural infrastructure
and services are a key factor in this and

be discussed by governments, civil soci-
ety and private sector at the 7-11 Octo-
ber meeting of the Committee on World
Food Security in Rome. (IPS)����������������



���������	�
����	
	�����������������	��������������

  CURRENT REPORTS     Food security

must be promoted much more inten-
sively by state and international authori-
ties.

Above all, the position of women
must be improved. Women play a key
role in food production, but earn less and
have fewer rights. According to the UN
Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO), equal access to education and
agricultural resources in Africa would
boost harvests by 20-30%.

A significant challenge that needs to
be urgently addressed is food waste.
Worldwide, a third of what is produced
goes to waste. Developed countries have
a particular responsibility to act: they
throw away 222 million tonnes of food
every year, which is approximately the
annual harvest of sub-Saharan Africa.

Finally, a fairer trading environment
is critical. The rules of agricultural trade
will have to be adapted to take into ac-
count the needs of small-scale farmers.
At present, this is not the case.

Developed countries need to reform
their agricultural subsidies and trade
policies. Government payments coupled
to production, in addition to export sub-
sidies, expose farmers in developing
countries to unfair competition and can
therefore impede their production. These
subsidies must be converted to payments
for ecosystem services and public goods.

Land grabbing, the acquisition of
fertile land by financially strong inves-
tors over the interest of the local land
users, must be stopped. Activities that
exacerbate food price volatility, such as
financial speculation on food commod-
ity futures markets, must be reined in.
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According to these models, a sus-
tainable development goal should com-
prise the following elements:

1. End malnutrition and hunger in
all of their forms, so that all people en-
joy the right to adequate food at all times.

2. Ensure that all smallholders and
rural communities, in particular women
and disadvantaged groups, enjoy a de-
cent livelihood and income, and secure
their right to access productive re-
sources, such as land and water, every-
where.

3. Achieve the transformation to sus-
tainable, diverse and resilient agriculture
and food systems that conserve natural
resources and ecosystems. The loss of
fertile land is not acceptable. Instead,
land degradation must be minimized
and inevitable degradation compensated
through regeneration and restoration
measures.

4. Minimize post-harvest food losses

and food waste.
5. Establish inclusive, transparent

and equitable legislative and other deci-
sion-making processes on food, nutrition
and agriculture at all levels. (IPS)���������

Olivier De Schutter is the UN Special Rapporteur
on the right to food. Jochen Flasbarth is Presi-
dent of the Federal Environment Agency in Ger-
many. Dr Hans R. Herren is President of the
Biovision Foundation in Zurich and the Millen-
nium Institute in Washington.
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Though not carrying the same
weight as an international treaty, this
also implies carrying out in good faith
obligations assumed when a state votes
for and accepts a resolution of the UN
General Assembly, and declarations of
the General Assembly carry the declara-
tory weight of the state of international
law.

There are also articles and provi-
sions of the Charter on areas such as
“non-interference in internal affairs”,
nations eschewing force or threat of use
of force, incursions etc.

The NSA-GCHQ surveillance activi-
ties undoubtedly are a violation of the
Charter and its “non-interference”
clause.

The NSA activities have been
shown, in the Snowden files, to have in-
volved invasion of UN territory to plant
bugs in the video-conferencing facilities
and infiltrate the computers and net-
works of some of the UN missions, in-
cluding those of Brazil, India and the EU.

All these are gross violations of the
US headquarters agreement with the UN
assuring UN territory is international

and beyond US jurisdiction; diplomatic
immunity for the UN and missions ac-
credited to the UN and their persons and
premises; and access without interfer-
ence in their travels to and from the UN
for plenipotentiaries, delegations and
envoys and representatives to the UN
General Assembly and its bodies.

Such actions are a violation of the
UN/Vienna diplomatic conventions on
inviolability of person and premises of
accredited envoys and their communi-
cations with their sovereigns. As such,
these are issues that each and every
country could take up before the Inter-
national Court of Justice.

Then there is the ITU telecommuni-
cation treaty. The argument that the
treaty does not cover the Internet is quite
farcical, since telecommunication has
been defined as including data transmis-
sion as well.

In so far as the NSA has broken into
the networks of business operators, pri-
vate or public, to spy on their activities,
including trade and investment opera-
tions, it is “theft” of private property of
others (something that Snowden and
other whistleblowers are accused of),
and may involve violation of the WTO’s

Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of
Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS).

It is also violative of the UN human
rights conventions and declaration. The
provisions on an individual’s privacy
define privacy as a human right and en-
visage violation of privacy only under
conditions of “probable cause” and as
“proportionate”, not a catch-all fishing
expedition.

As for the Washington government
shutdown and the dysfunctional US sys-
tem, this raises the basic question of how
far the US executive – which negotiates
and enters into agreements, getting them
ratified by the Senate or other appropri-
ate organs – can be depended upon to
carry out “in good faith, obligations as-
sumed voluntarily”, when the US Con-
gress can set at nought as now (and as
has happened in the past too), by refus-
ing to adopt a budget or to allow imple-
mentation of a law adopted by it.

If not reversed, and once-for-all
functionality restored, all these are por-
tents of a deeper anarchy, far from the
assumptions of the New Order envis-
aged in the postwar multilateral systems
underpinned by the UN Charter.
(SUNS7669)��������������������������������������������
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