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1er février 2008

Bien que le paragraphe 3 de l'Accord-cadre du 31 juillet 2004 stipule que "Les réformes concernant les trois piliers forment un tout interdépendant et doivent être abordées d'une manière équilibrée et équitable", le Président de la Session spéciale du Comité sur l'agriculture de l'OMC a choisi de présenter, entre le 21 décembre 2007 et le 4 janvier 2008, 16 documents de travail sur le sujet : 4 sur les soutiens internes, 4 (en fait 2) sur la concurrence à l'exportation et 8 sur l'accès au marché. Même s'il a l'intention de diffuser un document de synthèse dans quelques jours, il y a peu d'espoir qu'il sera plus intégré que son précédent "Projet de modalités possible concernant l'agriculture" du 12 juillet 2006 et que les première et seconde tranche de ses communications sur les défis du 30 avril et 25 mai 2007. 

On montrera que les propositions du Président sur l'accès au marché sont totalement inéquitables pour les pays en développement (PED) qui seraient obligés de réduire leurs droits de douane des 2/3 des réductions des pays développés dans chaque bande tarifaire, même si leurs bandes sont élargies (document de travail n°9) : 0-30% (au lieu de 0-20%); 30-80% (au lieu de 20-50%), 80-130% (au lieu de 50-90%) et supérieur à 130% (au lieu de supérieur à 90%). Incidemment, ces propositions contredisent les propositions de l'UE et des EU que les droit de douane agricoles soient plafonnés à 100% pour les pays développés et à 150% pour les PED.    

Pourtant une approche intégrée des trois piliers des négociations agricoles est d'autant plus nécessaire que les règles du jeu sont manifestement inéquitables pour les PED pour une longue série de raisons, parmi lesquelles : 

I – L'énorme malentendu sur les niveaux effectifs de la protection agricole 

II – Les pays développés peuvent minimiser l'impact des réductions tarifaires, les PED ne le peuvent pas 

III – Les propositions sur la simplification tarifaire, les Produits Spéciaux et le Mécanisme de sauvegarde spéciale ne peuvent remplacer la nécessité de reconstruire l'Accord sur l'agriculture sur la souveraineté alimentaire 

I – L'énorme malentendu sur la comparaison des niveaux effectifs de
la protection agricole entre les pays développés et en développement
ll y a un énorme malentendu sur la signification et la comparaison des niveaux de protection  agricole entre les pays développés et les PED et la confusion va au-delà de la distinction entre droits de douane consolidés et appliqués ou entre les moyennes simple ou pondérée des droits de douane. On analysera deux points :

1) Droits de douane consolidés et appliqués
2) Les droits de douane agricoles appliqués des pays développés sont bien supérieurs à ceux des PED sur les produits alimentaires de base
1) Droits de douane agricoles consolidés et appliqués

Pour le CEPII, si le droit de douane (DD) moyen simple (non pondéré) agricole consolidé (c'est-à-dire DD NPF, de la Nation la Plus Favorisée, qui ne tient pas compte des DD préférentiels plus bas) était de 98% en 2001 pour les pays les moins avancés (PMA), de 52% dans les PED et de 27% dans les pays développés – ce qui a accrédité l'idée que les DD étaient bien supérieurs dans les PED à ceux des pays développés –, les DD moyens appliqués sont bien plus proches entre les PMA (16%), les PED (20%) et les pays développés (17%)
. 
On voit que l'écart entre les DD moyens consolidés et appliqués – la "marge de consolidation" – est très large dans les PED et surtout les PMA et faible dans les pays développés. Selon M.H. Bchir et al., la marge moyenne de consolidation est de 3,6% pour les pays développés (dont 2,5% pour l'UE et 0,3% pour les Etats-Unis, EU), contre 29,2% pour les PED (dont 76% pour l'Inde) et 87,1% pour les PMA
. Donc pour les EU et l'UE les DD appliqués sont pratiquement identiques aux DD consolidés. Pour l'UE la marge de consolidation est limitée aux céréales (3,7%), fruits (4,8%), légumes (2,9%) et préparations de fruits et légumes (0,8%)
.    

Cependant si on prend en compte les DD préférentiels effectivement utilisés, le DD moyen appliqué de l'UE en 2000 tombe à 10,5% contre un droit moyen consolidé (NPF) de 20,7%
.

En principe le DD moyen agricole consolidé bien supérieur des PED devrait les avantager pour les réductions en cours de négociation puisqu'elles seront basées sur les droits consolidés et non sur les droits appliqués, les PMA étant en outre exemptés de réduction. Pourtant il y a un énorme écart entre ce que les Membres sont autorisés à faire par l'OMC et ce qu les autres acteurs institutionnels les ont obligés à faire : au-delà des conditionnalités traditionnelles du FMI et de la Banque mondiale ayant obligé les PED à réduire de façon drastique leurs DD appliqués, de nombreux accords bilatéraux tels que les APE (Accords de partenariat économique entre les pays ACP et l'UE) ont obligé la plupart des PED et notamment les PMA à réduire fortement leurs DD agricoles. Et l'on sait que le FMI
 et la Banque mondiale
 insistent pour que, afin d'éviter de forts détournements des échanges en faveur de l'UE dans les APE, les pays ACPs devraient réduire de façon drastique les DD sur leurs importations des pays tiers
.
2) Les droits de douane agricoles appliqués des pays développés sont bien supérieurs à ceux des PED sur les produits alimentaires de base
a) La moyenne simple (non pondérée) des lignes tarifaires agricoles NPF et leur répartition entre bandes tarifaires
Le graphique suivant montre la médiane et la moyenne des DD agricoles NPF des EU, de l'UE et du Japon, selon l'USDA. La moyenne est respectivement de 11,8%, 30,1% et 58,5%.
Selon l'USDA, "Environ 2 pour cent (24 lignes tarifaires) de la liste des EU consiste en droits de douane supérieurs à 100 pour cent, avec le taux le plus élevé égal à 350 pour cent. Pour l'UE les chiffres sont 8 pour cent (141 lignes) avec un taux élevé supérieur à 500 pour cent, tandis que 11 pour cent (142 lignes) de la liste du Japon consistent en méga tarifs, avec le plus élevé dépassant 2 000 pour cent"
.
Cependant, selon l'OCDE, les DD agricoles moyens sont sensiblement différents : 14,4% pour les EU, 29,5% pour l'UE et 43,7% pour le Japon
.
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b) La faible signification de la moyenne non pondérée de toutes les lignes tarifaires agricoles
Quand l'USDA ajoute que "Seulement 21 pour cent des droits de douane des EU sont supérieurs à la moyenne, tandis que seulement 28 pour cent de la liste de l'UE dépassent la moyenne", il brouille le débat. 
D'abord parce que, quand on parle de la moyenne des DD agricoles consolidés en général, on parle de la moyenne simple (ou non pondérée) de toutes les lignes tarifaires. Mais les moyennes de l'UE et des EU n'ont pas de sens parce que 19% et 21% respectivement de leurs lignes tarifaires sont à droits nuls et parce que, en outre, de nombreuses lignes ne donnent lieu à aucune importation soit parce que certains produits à bas DD ne donnent lieu à aucune demande ou parce que le DD est trop élevé et donc dissuasif.   
c) Le droit de douane moyen pondéré par les importations induit en erreur

Même le DD moyen pondéré par les importations, qui est souvent utilisé comme plus réaliste, induit en erreur parce que les DD sont pondérés par les importations effectives de telle sorte que la moyenne ne tient pas compte des produits aux DD les plus élevés qui, étant dissuasifs, ne donnent lieu à aucune importation.

d) Seul le droit de douane moyen agricole pondéré par la consommation mesurerait la protection réelle mais il n'est pas calculé
La moyenne simple des lignes tarifaires et le moyenne pondérée par les importations ne disent rien sur le poids des DD des produits les plus importants dans le régime alimentaire moyen. Et de fait les DD agricoles des pays développés, en particulier de l'UE (pour ne pas parler du Japon), sont bien supérieurs à ceux des PED et des PMA pour les produits de base constituant l'essentiel du régime alimentaire : céréales, sucre, viandes, produits laitiers, fruits et légumes.

Aux EU 21% des 1821 lignes tarifaires sont importées à droit nul mais le DD NPF moyen simple des 244 lignes de produits laitiers est de 43% avec 7 lignes supérieures à 100% et le DD moyen NPF simple des lignes sur le sucre et les produits sucrés est de 46% avec 5 lignes supérieures à 100%.      

Le DD moyen simple NPF des 2 202 lignes tarifaires agricoles de l'UE est de 22,9%. Mais, comme 425 lignes (19,3% du total) sont à droit nul, la moyenne des 1777 lignes à DD positif est de 28,3%. Parmi les lignes tarifaires à DD positif, le DD moyen de la viande congelée (bovine, porcine et de volaille) est de 66% mais 66 lignes tarifaires dépassent 100%. Le DD moyen est de 87% pour les produits laitiers mais 41 lignes dépassent 100%. Pour les céréales et produits céréaliers le DD moyen avoisine 50% mais 13 lignes dépassent 100%. Pour le sucre et produits sucrés le DD moyen est de 59% mais 8 lignes dépassent 100%2.  Le graphique ci-dessous montre que certaines lignes dépassent même 250%.

Répartition de la structure des DD appliqués de l'UE par chapitre de la nomenclature HS
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e) Un cas théorique pour comprendre le problème
Pour mieux comprendre la question, considérons le cas théorique d'un pays dont les importations agricoles sont de 15 000 (pour 15 milliards de $), la consommation agricole de 80 000 (pour 80 milliards de $), 2 000 lignes tarifaires agricoles (dont 800 ne donnent lieu à aucune importation) et des droits de douane (DD) répartis en 5 tranches dont les moyennes de tranches sont 0, 10%, 35%, 75% et 110%.

Le tableau ci-dessous montre les énormes différences qu'il y a dans les droits de douane moyens selon qu'il s'agit du DD moyen simple NPF des lignes tarifaires (13,55%) – celui qui fait l'objet essentiel des comparaisons internationales –, du DD moyen pondéré par le volume des importations (18,20%) – on aurait pu considéré aussi le DD moyen tenant compte des importations préférentielles et pondéré selon les importations –, ou surtout du DD moyen pondéré par le volume de la consommation intérieure (78,88%) – ou d'ailleurs de la production intérieure qui en est proche –, qui n'est jamais calculé malheureusement. 
Il est clair en effet que, plus le DD est élevé moins les importations sont importantes et plus la consommation à partir de la production nationale est importante, du moins dans les pays développés qui privilégient la défense des agriculteurs nationaux sur les intérêts à court terme des consommateurs.     

Tableau 1 – Calcul du droit de douane non pondéré, pondéré par les importations ou par la consommation

	
	0 M
	Importations (M) effectives
	Total
	Moyenne

	Tranches de DD 
	
	DD nul
	0<DD<20
	20<DD<50
	50<DD<100
	DD>100
	
	

	DD moyen
	0%
	0%
	10%
	35%
	75%
	110%
	
	

	Lignes tarifaires
	800
	500
	300
	200
	140
	60
	2 000
	

	DD total
	0%
	0%
	30
	70
	105
	66
	271
	

	DD moyen des lignes tarif.
	0
	0
	10%
	35%
	75%
	110%
	
	13,55%

	Importations (M)
	0
	6 000
	4 500
	3 000
	1 200
	300
	15 000
	

	DD total pondéré par M
	0
	0
	450
	1 050
	900
	330
	2 730
	

	DD moyen pondéré par M
	0
	0
	10%
	35%
	75%
	110%
	
	18,20%

	Consommation (C)
	500
	3 500
	6 000
	10 000
	20 000
	40 000
	80 000
	

	DD total pondéré par C
	0
	0
	600
	3 500
	15 000
	44 000
	63 100
	

	DD moyen pondéré par C
	0
	0
	10%
	35%
	75%
	110%
	
	78,88%


f) Pourquoi le droit de douane moyen pondéré par la consommation n'est pas calculé 

La raison invoquée pour expliquer pourquoi on ne compare jamais les DD agricoles moyens pondérés par la consommation des différents pays tiendrait au fait que l'on de dispose pas, même dans l'UE ou aux Etats-Unis (EU), des données de consommation par ligne tarifaire mais seulement pour quelques grands types de produits transformés du produit agricole de base. Par exemple l'UE a 175 lignes tarifaires pour les produits laitiers (8,7% de ses lignes tarifaires agricoles) et les EU 244 (14% de ses lignes tarifaires agricoles) mais les données sur la consommation des produits laitiers portent au plus sur 10 types de produits laitiers (beurre, lait complet, lait en poudre écrémé et non totalement écrémé, 2 ou 3 types de fromages, caséine…), chaque type regroupant des lignes tarifaires à des taux très différents. Et comme les produits transformés ne correspondent pas à des regroupements identiques de lignes tarifaires d'un pays à l'autre, même au niveau de la nomenclature HS à 4 chiffres (HS-4), il n'y a pas d'évaluation comparée des DD moyens pondérés par la consommation. 

En fait cette absence d'information arrange beaucoup les pays développés, particulièrement l'UE mais aussi les EU pour quelques produits (notamment les produits laitiers et sucrés), car cela montrerait que leur niveau de protection agricole effectif pondéré par la consommation est bien supérieur à celui de la plupart des PED. A vrai dire il serait facile d'évaluer des taux de DD agricoles moyens pondérés par la consommation des grands types de produits transformés, et a fortiori des non transformés, mais l'UE et les EU ne le veulent pas et les PED ne sont pas vraiment conscients du problème et de cette possibilité.    

g) Utiliser la valeur nutritionnelle des produits alimentaires de base pour évaluer le droit de douane moyen pondéré effectif  

Si la consommation est normalement évaluée en valeur monétaire, elle peut aussi l'être en valeur nutritionnelle. Selon la FAO, la consommation alimentaire moyenne par habitant et par jour de l'UE-15 a été en 2003 de 3 536 calories, 109 g de protéines et 149 g de lipides
. Or la part des produits alimentaires les mieux protégés (céréales, sucre, viandes, produits laitiers, fruits et légumes) a représenté 68% des calories totales (2 390 calories), 83% des protéines (90 g) et 49% des lipides (70 g). Sachant que les DD sur ces produits sont en moyenne supérieurs à 50%, on voit que le DD moyen agricole appliqué de l'UE pondéré par la part des produits dans la consommation alimentaire est très supérieur au DD moyen pondéré par les importations effectives. D'autant plus qu'il y a très peu de droits de douane préférentiels sur ces produits.
Inversement en Afrique de l'Ouest les produits alimentaires aux importations les plus fortes et aux DD les plus bas (céréales et poudre de lait taxés à 5% dans l'UEMOA) ou bas (viande de volaille, sucre taxés à 20% dans l'UEMOA) représentent en 2003 59% des calories totales consommées par jour et par personne (1 521 calories sur 2 578) et 57% des protéines (33,9 g sur 60 g). Certes il y a aussi une production locale (sauf le blé) mais la part de la consommation importée des produits alimentaires de base est très grande et croissante, contrairement à l'UE où elle est très faible.

II – Les pays développés peuvent minimiser l'impact des réductions tarifaires
1) Les pays développés entendent maintenir une protection minimale par les produits sensibles
2) Les pays développés ont utilisé très largement les droits de douane non ad valorem, bien plus efficaces 

3) La bien plus faible dépendance de l'UE et des EU pour les produits de la consommation alimentaire de base  

4) Les pays développés peuvent minimiser l'impact des réductions tarifaires de multiples façons
1) Les pays développés entendent maintenir une protection minimale par les "produits sensibles"
Jacques Gallezot a analysé en 2005 les produits que l'UE aurait intérêt à classer en produits sensibles qui seraient soumis à une moindre réduction des DD dans les négociations du Doha Round et il en a identifié 170, soit 7,7% des lignes tarifaires agricoles de l'UE, un pourcentage proche des 8% qu'elle a demandés. 

En ne considérant que les lignes tarifaires à DD positif, les 170 produits sensibles représentent 64,4% des importations totales de l'UE de 2000 et 2001, 56,2% des échanges intra-UE et 87% des DD agricoles perçus, dont 94% de ceux perçus sur les importations de viandes, 87% de ceux perçus sur les importations de produits laitiers, 92% de ceux perçus sur les importations de fruits et légumes, 95% de ceux perçus sur les importations de céréales et 96% de ceux perçus sur les importations de sucre et sucreries. Alors que le DD moyen agricole consolidé de l'UE est de 28,3%, celui des produits sensibles est de 52%, dont 69% pour les viandes, 79% pour les produits laitiers, 55% pour les céréales, 117% pour le sucre et les sucreries, 64% pour les légumes et 29% pour les fruits.

En effet les produits sensibles ne correspondent pas tous aux tranches de DD les plus élevés. Puisque les lignes tarifaires aux DD très élevés ne donnent pratiquement pas lieu à des importations car ils sont dissuasifs, on n'a pas intérêt à les classer en produits sensibles. Ainsi, 58 produits sensibles sont dans la bande des DD de 0 à 30% (où ils ne représentent que 4,5% des lignes tarifaires de la bande), 49 sont dans la bande de 30 à 60% (où ils ne représentent que 17,9% des lignes de la bande), 39 sont dans la bande des DD de 60 à 90% (où ils représentent 33,9% des lignes tarifaires de la bande) et 24 sont dans la bande des DD supérieurs à 90% (où ils représentent 24% des lignes de la bande).

Puisque l'Accord-cadre exige que les moindres réductions des DD sur les produits sensibles soient compensées par une hausse de leurs quotas tarifaires, l'UE a proposé d'accroître ceux-ci afin de compenser 80% de la moindre réduction tarifaire
. Cette offre semble généreuse mais tout reste encore à négocier, d'autant que la France, qui va présider le Conseil de l'UE au second semestre 2008, aimerait accroître les produits sensibles à 16% des lignes tarifaires.
2) Les pays développés ont utilisé très largement les droits de douane non ad valorem, bien plus efficaces 

La plupart des pays développés utilisent sur une large échelle les DD agricoles non ad valorem, c'est-à-dire soit les DD spécifiques (x dollars par tonne, boisseau, tête de bétail, etc.), soit des DD complexes (combinaison de DD spécifiques et ad valorem, et variables souvent selon la saison), soit des DD mixtes (le plus élevé du droit ad valorem ou du droit spécifique), ou d'autres (DD ad valorem ou spécifiques assujettis à des conditions). Ces DD non ad valorem, notamment les DD spécifiques, sont bien plus protecteurs que les DD ad valorem lorsque les prix mondiaux sont bas puisqu'ils garantissent un DD minimum indépendant du prix mondial. 

Mais la plupart des PED n'ont pas vu l'intérêt de ces DD non ad valorem ou n'ont pas eu le temps de les établir, d'autant que beaucoup ont consolidé un seul DD pour l'ensemble de leurs produits agricoles. Sur les 34 Membres de l'OMC utilisant des DD non ad valorem, 17 sont des PED mais une très faible proportion de leurs lignes tarifaires est non ad valorem (de 0,3% pour l'Inde à 6,5% pour Singapour), avec les deux exceptions de la Malaisie (26,2% des lignes tarifaires) et la Thaïlande (43,8% des lignes)
. Par contre le pourcentage des lignes tarifaires non ad valorem est de 45,8% dans l'UE, 42,5% aux EU, 30,1% au Canada, 18,4% au Japon, et va jusqu'à 68,1% en Norvège et 89% en Suisse. Un autre intérêt majeur des DD spécifiques et qu'ils évitent l'impact négatif des larges fluctuations des taux de change.  

Sur les 1777 lignes tarifaires de l'UE à DD positif, 949 sont à DD spécifiques ou complexes et leur DD moyen est de 41,6% contre 28.3% pour la moyenne des 1 777 lignes. En outre le pourcentage de DD spécifiques ou complexes est d'autant plus élevé que l'on se situe dans les bandes aux DD les plus élevés : 99 des 100 lignes de la bande supérieure à 90%, 113 des 115 lignes de la bande de 60 à 90%, 227 des 274 lignes de la bande de 30 à 60% mais 509 seulement des 1288 lignes de la bande de 0 à 30%3. 

Naturellement tous les Membres ayant des lignes tarifaires non ad valorem ont été obligés de les convertir en "équivalents ad valorem" (EAV) pour le calcul de la réduction des DD lorsque le Doha Round sera mis en œuvre, selon l'Annexe A du "Projet de modalités possible concernant l'agriculture" du Président Falconer du 12 juillet 2006. 

3) La bien plus faible dépendance de l'UE et des EU pour les produits de la consommation alimentaire de base  

Les tableaux suivants présentent le volume des importations des produits alimentaires de base (céréales, produits laitiers, viandes) de l'UE, des EU, des PED, d'Afrique, d'Afrique sub-Saharienne et d'Afrique de l'ouest, en pourcentage de la consommation (au sens large de l'utilisation intérieure) de 2002 à 2005. Faute de données sur les stocks dans la base de données de FAOSTAT, on pose : consommation = production + importations – exportations.

Les tableaux soulignent clairement la bien moindre dépendance de l'UE et des EU que celle des PED, en particulier de l'Afrique, pour satisfaire sa consommation alimentaire de base. 

Tableau 2 – Importations moyennes en % de la consommation alimentaire de base de l'UE* de 2001 à 2004

	Millions de tonnes
	Production
	Importation
	Exportation
	Consommation
	Importation/consommation

	Céréales totales
	225,0
	14,2
	18,2
	239,2
	5,9%

	Produits laitiers (équivalent lait) 
	131,3
	2,6
	12,2
	133,9
	2,0%

	Toutes viandes
	36,2
	1,5
	2,5
	35,2
	4,2%


Source : FAOSTAT  * EU-15 de 2001 à 2003 et EU-25 en 2004

Tableau 3 – Importations moyennes en % de la consommation alimentaire de base des EU de 2001 à 2004

	Millions de tonnes
	Production
	Importation
	Exportation
	Consommation
	Importation/consommation

	Céréales totales
	340,6
	4,8
	83,5
	345,4
	1,4%

	Produits laitiers (équivalent lait) 
	76,8
	2,1
	3,1
	78,9
	2,7%

	Toutes viandes
	38,6
	2,0
	4,4
	40,6
	4,9%


Source : FAOSTAT

Tableau 4 – Importations moyennes en % de la consommation alimentaire de base des PED de 2001 à 2004

	Millions de tonnes
	Production
	Importation
	Exportation
	Consommation
	Importation/consommation

	Céréales totales
	1 229
	167
	71
	1 325
	12,6%

	Produits laitiers (équivalent lait) 
	256,0
	28,6
	5,7
	278,9
	10,3%

	Toutes viandes
	142,2
	7,3
	7,0
	143,0
	5,1%


Source : FAOSTAT

Tableau 5 – Importations moyennes en % de la consommation alimentaire de base de l'Afrique de 2001 à 2004

	Millions de tonnes
	Production
	Importation
	Exportation
	Consommation
	Importation/consommation

	Céréales totales
	123,2
	46,2
	2,7
	166,7
	27,7%

	Produits laitiers (équivalent lait) 
	28,8
	5,6
	0,3
	34,1
	16,4%

	Toutes viandes
	11,7
	5,6
	0,8
	16,5
	33,9%


Source : FAOSTAT

Tableau 6 – Importations moyennes en % de la consommation alimentaire de base de l'ASS de 2001 à 2004

	Millions de tonnes
	Production
	Importation
	Exportation
	Consommation
	Importation/consommation

	Céréales totales
	79,4
	18,8
	0,8
	97,4
	19,3%

	Produits laitiers (équivalent lait) 
	17,7
	2,2
	0,1
	19,8
	11,1%

	Toutes viandes
	7,0
	0,5
	0,1
	7,4
	6,7%


Source : FAOSTAT

Tableau 7 – Importations moyennes en % de la consommation alimentaire de base d'Afrique de l'Ouest: 2001-04

	Millions de tonnes
	Production
	Importation
	Exportation
	Consommation
	Importation/consommation

	Céréales totales
	39,6
	9,2
	0,3
	48,5
	18,9%

	Produits laitiers (équivalent lait) 
	2,2
	1,4
	0,1
	3,5
	39,0%

	Toutes viandes
	2,4
	0,2
	0,0
	2,5
	7,4%


Source : FAOSTAT

Comme on l'a montré plus haut, cette bien moindre dépendance alimentaire de l'UE et des EU est largement due à leur bien plus forte protection à l'importation sur ces produits alimentaires de base, notamment dans l'UE. Cette moindre protection à l'importation des EU pour les céréales et les viandes est largement attribuable au fait qu'ils sont "faiseurs de prix" pour le prix mondial des céréales et des "grains" en général (qui incluent les oléagineux et protéagineux) et que la production des viandes et produits laitiers repose fortement sur le bas prix des grains utilisés comme aliments du bétail, qui sont en outre fortement subventionnés (voir plus bas).  

De plus les PED importent principalement ces produits alimentaires de base concurrençant leurs propres productions alors que les pays développés importent principalement à faibles DD des produits tropicaux qu'ils ne cultivent pas tout en maintenant des pics tarifaires sur leurs produits les plus sensibles (voir plus bas). 

Tout ceci plaide davantage pour une hausse importante des DD agricoles des PED – au lieu de se battre seulement pour minimiser les réductions de DD sur les "Produits Spéciaux" – que pour une forte réduction des DD agricoles des pays développés, qui est un leurre. 

4) Les pays développés peuvent minimiser l'impact des réductions tarifaires de multiples façons

a) La bien plus faible élasticité de la demande alimentaire des pays développés 

L'USDA a montré, sur la base des données du Projet de Comparaison Internationale (ICP) de 1996 sur 9 larges catégories de produits et 8 sous-catégories de produits alimentaires dans 114 pays, que l'élasticité-revenu de la demande alimentaire variait de 0,800 en Tanzanie à 0,103 aux EU, avec des élasticités-revenu moyennes de 0,729 pour les pays à bas revenu, 0,602 pour les pays à revenu intermédiaire et 0,335 pour les pays à revenu élevé. Quant à l'élasticité-prix de la demande alimentaire, elle variait de -0,647 en Tanzanie à -0,084 aux EU, avec des élasticités-prix moyennes de -0,590 pour les pays à bas revenu, -0,487 pour les pays à revenu intermédiaire et -0,271 pour les pays à revenu élevé (dont -0,250 en Allemagne)
. 
Des prix alimentaires plus bas peuvent provenir de deux sources principales : d'une politique gouvernementale délibérée de réduction des prix agricoles – une politique suivie par l'UE et les EU depuis les années 90, avec l'hypothèse irréaliste toutefois que la réduction des prix agricoles serait intégralement répercutée sur les consommateurs – ou/et d'une baisse des droits de douane, une politique acceptée par l'UE et les EU dans les négociations en cours du Doha Round.

On voit donc que les prix inférieurs à la consommation attendus d'une baisse des droits de douane induira dans les pays développés une hausse bien plus faible de la demande alimentaire en général, et des importations alimentaires en particulier, que dans les PED.  

Selon l'OCDE l'élasticité-prix de la demande d'importations de produits agricoles serait d'environ -1.0 en moyenne au niveau mondial
 – impliquant une hausse de 1% des importations agricoles quand leur prix baisse de 1% –, mais elle ne précise pas les différences d'élasticités entre pays développés et PED, sachant qu'elles sont inférieures dans les premiers. Admettons que la première soit de 0.7% dans les pays développés et la seconde de 1.3%.
Réduire de 50% les droits de douane sur les importations agricoles de l'UE comme elle la proposé (en faisant abstraction des produits sensibles), donc leurs prix dans l'UE, aurait pour effet d'augmenter leurs importations de 35% et la demande alimentaire de 12.5%, ce qui impliquerait normalement une moindre consommation des produits alimentaires locaux. 
A contrario la moindre hausse alimentaire dans les pays développés liée à la baisse des prix que dans les PED peut être bien plus aisément satisfaite par la production intérieure, malgré la baisse des droits de douane.

b) The much higher capacity of local production to respond to prices drops in the developed countries 

Not only the developed countries have the productive capacity to respond rapidly to the challenge of more competitive imports following tariff cuts but the EU and US have deliberately chosen to reduce largely their domestic agricultural prices since the 90s to minimize imports and maximize exports without formal dumping (as long as exports are made at the domestic prices there in so dumping for the WTO, even if the price is lower than the average national production cost). 
i) Reducing the prices of cereals to reduce imports and foster exports was one main objective of the EU CAP reforms of 1992 and 1999 and of the US Farm Bill of 1996 and 2002
1- This objective is claimed by the European Commission (EC): "The 1992 reform of the CAP aimed to render cereals grown in the Community more competitive both internally in the Community and on the world market. During the 1980s and early 1990s, home-grown cereals continuously lost market share on the internal market for animal feed to the benefit of imported cereals substitutes"
 and "Consumption of EU cereals in the animal feed sector and in the processing industry in EUR-12 has increased by some 20 million t. between 1992-93 and 1996/97. This increase is to be compared to the previous trend of a 2 million t. annual decrease, over the period 1985-1992. In compound feed, the rate of incorporation of cereals rose from 35% before the reform to 44% in 1996/97, representing an increase of 11 million t. On-farm use has also increased substantially, from 45 million t. in 1992/93 to 50 million t. in 1996/97". 
In fact the EU guaranteed (intervention) price of cereals has been reduced by 42% from 1992 to 2001 and has remained at the same level since then. But the market price paid to French farmers has dropped by 51.5% (from 200 €/t in 1992 to 97 €/t) from 1992 to 2004 and that of maize by 51.3% (from 197 €/t to 96 €/t)
. 
Table 8 shows that this strategy has succeeded as the EU-15 cereals production has increased by 26.1% (47.3 million tonnes) from 1992 to 2004, despite a 2.3% reduction in the area grown (from 38.4 to 37.5 million hectares), owing to a 29% jump in yield (from 4.7 to 6.1 tonnes/ha). This jump in yield was almost the same for the average of all developed countries (+26.9%: from 3.2 to 4.1 tonnes/ha). However the EU-15 cereals imports have jumped by 185.9%, but this corresponds to only 8.8 million tonnes (from 4.8 to 13.6 million tonnes), i.e. to 18.6% of the additional production, and the ratio of imports on production has remained low (2.6% and 5.9%). 
Table 8 – Evolution of the production, yield and import of cereals from 1992 to 2004 in the EU-15
	Million tonnes
	1992
	2004
	2004/1992

	
	
	
	Increase
	% increase

	Production
	181.4
	228.7
	47.3
	26.1%

	Yield (t/ha)
	4.720
	6.092
	1.372
	29.0%

	Imports
	4.8
	13.6
	8.8
	185.9%

	Imports/production 
	2.6%
	5.9%
	
	126.9%


Source: FAOSTAT
2- Table 9 shows that the US cereal production has risen by 10.2% in the same period despite a 13.8% drop in the area grown (from 65.9 to 56.8 million ha) owing to a 27.8% increase in the average yield. If imports have increased by 16.2% their level has remained very low in relation to production, rising only from 1% to 1.1%. 
Contrary to the EU, the US the farm price of wheat has risen from 119.1 $/t in 1992-93 to 125.0 $/t in 2004-05
. However the average production cost has always exceeded the price and was of 146 $/t in the survey made in 1998 when the price was at 97.4 $/t
, underlining how necessary the subsidies have been for farmers. 
For corn the farm price has stagnated between 81.5 $/t in 1992-93 to 81.1 $/t in 2004
, but the average total cost of production was of 135.4 $/t in 2001
, underlining here also the necessity of large subsidies to make its production profitable. According to Elanor Starmer et al., "between 1997 and 2005, corn was sold on the market at an average of 23% below what it cost to produce"
 so that "between 1997 and 2005, the broiler industry received an average of $1.25 billion per year in implicit subsidies from U.S. agricultural policies that drove down corn and soybean market prices, and feed prices in turn". In a subsequent paper devoted to hog production, Elanor Starmer and Timothy Wise find that "The difference between the market price and the production cost of corn, which we term the cost/price margin, averaged 17% from 1986-96 and 21% from 1997-2005… With feed costs representing 60% of operating costs, the 26% feed discount that the operations received on average between 1997 and 2005 translates into a 15% reduction in firms’ operating costs, worth an estimated $945 million per year over the nine-year period. By comparison, cost savings between 1986 and 1996 reduced operating costs by 6%"
.  
Table 9 – Evolution of the production, yield and import of cereals from 1992 to 2004 in the US
	Million tonnes
	1992
	2004
	2004/1992

	
	
	
	Increase
	% increase

	Production
	353.0
	389.1
	36.1
	10.2%

	Yield (t/ha)
	5.360
	6.851
	1.491
	27.8%

	Imports
	3.7
	4.3
	0.6
	16.2%

	Imports/production 
	1.0%
	1.1%
	
	10.0%


Source: FAOSTAT

ii) In the meantime, the increase in DCs' cereals production could not prevent a sharper rise in their imports 

Table 10 to 12 show the parallel evolution of the same parameters in all DCs, SSA (Sub-Saharan Africa and West Africa).

In the meantime also, the production of cereals has risen in DCs by 38.7% and their imports by 29.0%. In Sub-Saharan Africa, the production has risen by 31.9% and the imports by 38.7%. In West Africa the figures are respectively of 24.9% and 94.9%.

The average yield of cereals has increased by 17.2% (from 2.5 to 2.9 t/ha) for all DCs but only by 9.2% in Sub-Saharan Africa (from 894 to 977 kg/ha) and by 6.9% in West Africa (from 893 to 954 kg/ha). 

Even if the production has increased significantly in the three areas, the imports have increased much more, particularly in West Africa so that the ratio of imports on production has been much larger than in the EU and US.
Table 10 – Evolution of the production, yield and import of cereals from 1992 to 2004 in the DCs
	Million tonnes
	1992
	2004
	2004/1992

	
	
	
	Increase
	% increase

	Production
	1,081.7
	1,273.5
	191.8
	17.7%

	Yield (t/ha)
	2.491
	2.919
	0.428
	17.2%

	Imports
	129.5
	167.1
	37.6
	29.0%

	Imports/production 
	12.0%
	13.1%
	
	9.2%


Source: FAOSTAT

Table 11 – Evolution of the production, yield and import of cereals from 1992 to 2004 in the SSA
	Million tonnes
	1992
	2004
	2004/1992

	
	
	
	Increase
	% increase

	Production
	60.8
	80.1
	19.3
	31.7%

	Yield (t/ha)
	0.894
	0.977
	0.083
	9.3%

	Imports
	14.2
	19.7
	5.5
	38.7%

	Imports/production 
	23.4%
	24.6%
	
	5.1%


Source: FAOSTAT

Table 12 – Evolution of the production, yield and import of cereals from 1992 to 2004 in the West Africa
	Million tonnes
	1992
	2004
	2004/1992

	
	
	
	Increase
	% increase

	Production
	32.3
	40.4
	8.1
	25.0%

	Yield (t/ha)
	0.893
	0.954
	0.061
	6.8%

	Imports
	4.736
	9.229
	4.493
	94.9%

	Imports/production 
	14.7%
	22.8%
	
	55.1%


Source: FAOSTAT

c) The developed countries can and do compensate lower agricultural tariffs by increased subsidies 

The developed countries are the only WTO Members which can compensate large cuts in their agricultural tariffs by increased allegedly allowed domestic subsidies, even if they contravene blatantly the AoA rules, as they have already compensated their large cuts in domestic agricultural prices. It is clear that the EU offer to cut its agricultural tariffs – officially by 39% in October 2005 and unofficially now by at least 50% – can be explained largely by the fact that the EU domestic agricultural prices have been progressively brought closer to the world prices since 1992, owing to the compensatory subsidies granted to farmers. 
Therefore, once more, demanding that the tariffs reductions of DCs should be two-thirds of the reductions required from developed countries is totally unfair as this does not take into account the unilateral import substitution effect of domestic subsidies, not to speak of their dumping effect on exports (see Solidarité's comments of 19 January 2008 on the Chair's working document n°4 on export competition of 6 November 2007). Thus DCs should compute the ad valorem equivalent (AVE) of the US and EU subsidies of all boxes.  
We will not repeat here the analysis of the EU and US agricultural subsidies and of their large under-notifications, already done at length many times by Solidarité, including in the comments made the 30 December 2007 (and revised the 10 January 2008) of the Chair's paper "Working document n° 6, FinaI Bound Total AMS: a tiered formula" of 21 December 2007. The more so as the point 4b)i) above shows implicitly that the large cuts in the EU agricultural prices, or the existence of US prices much below the average national production cost, can only be explained by large subsidies.
Even if DCs would denounce the large EU and US under-notifications and succeed in challenging the non-trade-distorting nature of the green box subsidies, the EU and US could still replace them by their "gold box" subsidies, i.e. by non agricultural subsidies which would reduce much the cost of general infrastructures largely, but not exclusively, used by farmers
.

DCs should realize that the EU and US will never cease to support their agriculture, despite the fact that their farmers account for less than 4% and 2% of their labour force respectively. The positions that they have taken in the Doha Round negotiations is only to put on a great act, to amuse the crowd. The new increased subsidies incorporated in the Farm Bill adopted by the US Senate and House of Representatives, even though the US President has not yet sign the common position they will come to, should open the eyes of DCs Members, the more so as the US prices and farmers incomes have never been so high as in 2007. The same can be said of the EU CAP and the fact that the EU would never agree to cut significantly its agricultural tariffs on its main basic staples (cereals, meats, dairy, sugar) and to cut its agricultural subsidies if it can lodge them in the alleged green box. The more so as France will lead the EU Council on the second semester 2008.
Therefore if the EU and US keep these hard lines on their agricultural policies, it is incomprehensible that all DCs do not do the same given the much larger impact of agriculture on their economies.  

III – The proposals on tariff simplification, Special Products and the Special Safeguard Mechanism cannot replace the necessity to rebuild the AoA on food sovereignty
1) The Chair 's proposals on tariff simplification is unfair and absurd

2) The G-33's fight for Special Products and the Special Safeguard Mechanism is much too short to respond to the needs of DCs farmers and of their overall development 

3) The necessity to rebuild the AoA on food sovereignty without direct and indirect dumping 

1) The Chair 's proposals on tariff simplification is unfair and absurd
a) The Chair's objective to eliminate all non ad-valorem tariffs

The Chair's working document n°12 on tariff simplification aims at eliminating the non ad valorem tariffs for all countries: "All bound tariffs on agricultural products in a Member's Schedule shall be expressed as simple ad valorem tariffs" (paragraph 2). 

In other words, now that the non ad valorem tariffs have been extensively used and for a long time by the developed countries to protect efficiently their agriculture and make it more competitive, time is up to get rid of them for all countries. The only concession made to DCs is that they "shall have an additional two years to achieve this outcome, if applicable" instead of 3 years (paragraph 6). The same paragraph adds that "Least-developed country Members shall not be required to effect any such changes", which is an apparent concession which costs hardly a penny since only Haiti, Salomon Islands and Myanmar are concerned. 

b) This elimination is a demand of the G-20 not of the developed countries

However this "simplification" has not been demanded by the developed countries but by the DCs of the G-20, which favours the offensive interests of its few large net exporting countries over the defensive interests of the overwhelming majority of the DCs belonging to the G-33 and G-90 which need to protect more efficiently their farmers: "The experience has shown that the use of non-ad valorem tariffs has often been a form of disguised protectionism in agriculture trade, as the final tariff in ad valorem terms depends on prices and currency movements. As a consequence, maintaining additional layers of protection in market access jeopardizes the Doha Mandate for “substantial improvements in market access”. The ongoing objective of full simplification, i.e., the binding of all agriculture tariffs in ad valorem terms, remains the basic position of the G-20"
.
c) The overwhelming majority of DCs need to expand their import protection toolbox

To the contrary the real issue for most DCs – including the 2 giants belonging at the same time to the G-20 and G-33: China and India – is not to simplify their agricultural tariffs: they are already over-simplified, most of them having a single bound tariff for all agricultural products and their applied tariffs are also over-simplified. For example WAEMU has only 4 levels of tariffs for all goods, including agriculture: 0%, 5%, 10% and 20%.

Most DCs need actually to reinforce and diversify their import protection toolbox so as to protect more the products which need it the most, not only through a large use of specific tariffs or compound tariffs but more broadly through the use of the whole range of tools used up to now by the developed countries and some DCs, when needed, including variable levies, tariff bands and import quotas. Indeed, as long as the applied duty remains within the bound level, there should not be any WTO objection to the type of duty used. 
Furthermore, DCs should be allowed to raise their bound level, particularly those which have been suffering from an increased food dependency, which goes much beyond the strict jacket of the Special Products.
d) The case for using again variable levies and price-bands 

i) Variable levies: they are nothing but tariffs with variable rates for each import XE "prélèvement"  XE "droit à l'importation" . Contrary to the conventional wisdom, they are quite transparent and predictable for foreign exporters since, at least in the EU up to 1995, they were based on fixed entry prices for the next marketing year. Therefore the exporters were aware of the variable levy they would have to pay given their CIF price at the EU border. This predictability was actually much higher than ad valorem tariffs given the large fluctuations in the world prices.  

Besides, variable levies are much better to avoid the recurrent corrupted practices at the import level in many DCs because XE "prélèvement" 

 XE "corruption" , with ad valorem tariffs it is easy to under-invoice the import so as to lower the duties whereas the under-invoicing increases the variable levy XE "droit à l'importation" 

 XE "droit de douane" . 

For Peter Einarsson, "There are also compelling reasons to reverse the tariffication process and again allow different kinds of border protection. Although administratively more complicated, systems like quotas or variable import levies are preferable when the purpose is to flexibly regulate import volumes over time. In particular, they allow countries to maintain a desired level of protection for the domestic market without unnecessarily blocking imports. Tariffication was introduced as part of the strategy to gradually eliminate all border protection on all products, mainly because a unitary system of protection facilitates comparison. If the goal is instead to allow free choice regarding level of support, there is no reason to maintain the ban on other means of border protection"
.
Although variable levies have been forbidden by the AoA (article 4.2: "Members shall not maintain… any measures of the kind which have been required to be converted into ordinary customs duties… These measures include… variable import levies"), the EU does not comply with the AoA has continued to use them for fruits and vegetables.

More precisely the EU has maintained measures equivalent to variable import levies: when the entry price is below a trigger price the importer must pay, besides the ad valorem duty, a variable specific duty calculated as the gap between the entry price and the trigger price. Furthermore, when the entry price is lower than 92% of the trigger price the specific duty goes much beyond the gap. E.g. for tomatoes imported from October to March, the ad valorem equivalent goes from 8.8% when the entry price is above the trigger price to 73.4% when it is below 92% of it.

Admittedly the EU has notified in its Lists this way of tariffying its fruits and vegetables, which has not yet been challenged at the WTO, even if FAO has underlined its inconsistency with the AoA.

ii) The price-bands system of tariffs: because the tariffs based on prices-bands is close to variable levies, the EU has supported Chile in its last litigation with Argentina over its price-band system, even if the Appellate Body has upheld the 20 April 2007 "the Panel's finding, in paragraph 8.2(a) of the Panel Report, that, by maintaining a border measure similar to a variable import levy and to a minimum import price, Chile is acting inconsistently with its obligations under Article 4.2 of the Agreement on Agriculture  and has not implemented the recommendations and rulings of the DSB". 

Indeed for the EU "the measure at issue should be considered an "ordinary customs duty", there is no breach of Article II:1(b) of the GATT 1994" (paragraph 105), for the main reason that "Below bound duty rates, there is no specific level of predictability or transparency imposed on the administration or level of ordinary customs duties" (paragraph 106), and because "In addition, when, as in this case, the operation of the measure results in an increase in the entry price of imports that is transparent and predictable, then the system should be deemed to operate as an ordinary customs duty".

Another reason why Chile was condemned is that the price-band system was judged not transparent and predictable enough for importers. The same argument is put forward against variable levies. In the Chilean case, "The European Communities submits that… the measure at issue is sufficiently transparent and predictable.  The changes in duties are not, strictly speaking, continuous, and there is reasonable transparency and predictability in the variations in duties. Under the measure at issue, traders know the level of duties to be paid for each two-month period, and are "able, to a reasonable extent, to understand the dynamics of the system and anticipate the evolution of the payable duty during the next [two-month] period" (paragraph 107). 

Unfortunately the WTO rules have been built for the sake of the exporters only, to reinforce their "market access", with the "long-term objective… to provide for substantial progressive reductions in agricultural support and protection sustained over an agreed period of time" and not at all to defend the right of farmers to survive, particularly in DCs. 

2) The G-33's fight for Special Products and the Special Safeguard Mechanism is much too short to respond to the needs of DCs farmers and of their overall development 

G-33 and G-90 countries are placing large hopes in the possibility to maintain high protection rates of their domestic market through "special products" (SPs) and the "Special safeguard mechanism" (SSM) introduced in the Framework Agreement of 31 July 2004 and confirmed in the Hong Kong Declaration of 18 December 2005, "based on criteria of food security, livelihood security and rural development needs". 

The G-33, G-90 and NGOs have put a lot of energy in their fight for SPs and SSM since the 23 June 2000 when 11 DCs have proposed at the WTO to create a "Development Box", a concept replaced by the SPs and SSM in 2002. Two interesting proposals of this communication, unfortunately not taken on board fully by the G-33 proposals on SPs, were:

1- to "Allow developing countries to re-evaluate and adjust their tariff levels. Where it has been established that cheap imports are destroying or threatening domestic producers, developing countries should be allowed to raise their tariff bindings on key products to protect food security"
;
2- and a clearer denunciation of the dumping impact of domestic subsidies than what has been done since then by DCs in their indicators for SPs: "While dumping is disallowed in the GATT, export subsidies were made legal for agriculture. Furthermore, subsidisation of exports not only takes place via the 'export subsidy' support category, but is also provided indirectly via the other forms of domestic supports… Dumping in any form must be prohibited. All forms of export subsidies (direct or indirect) by developed countries must be eliminated immediately".

Admittedly the 11th of the 12 indicators proposed by the G-33 goes in that direction: "The product in respect of which product specific AMS or blue box support has been notified by any WTO member and which has been exported by that notifying Member during any year from 1995 to the starting date of the implementation of Doha round". 
Unfortunately, we have shown that the AMS is a highly misleading indicator of support given its prevailing fake market price support component
. As for the blue box, it has almost disappeared in the EU and it is clear that the US countercyclical payments could not enter the "new" blue box foreseen by the Framework Agreement
. Therefore the indicator should have include all domestic subsidies going, directly or indirectly, to the exported product, including of the green box, particularly in its new form of the allegedly decoupled income support which concerns today the bulk of the EU domestic subsidies, and which will also represent the bulk of the US agricultural subsidies in the present and near future context of high agricultural prices which will eliminate most marketing loans and countercyclical payments. 

But the DCs position, notably of the G-20, on the traditional green box is much too shy as it does not question the green status of the general services subsidies such as those to research or rural infrastructures. Three quotations of Daryll Ray are in order as they show that they are highly trade-distorting: "WTO has declared that such research and education related expenditures have a minimal effect on trade…In practice, these activities have a direct impact on price and trade, whether that be a set-aside program or yield enhancing research"
. "US taxpayers bankrolled a system of research stations and extension services to generate and disseminate new technologies. The system has been a tremendous success... Clearly, neither the US nor the rest of the world would be facing today's low prices and failing small farms if the cumulative growth in agricultural productivity had not taken place"
. "Little attention has been paid to legacy investments in the infrastructure of agricultural areas. These legacy investments… all influence production decisions in one way or another and that influence continues year after year while the influence of direct payments are limited to a given year"
.

The present state of endless haggling on SPs, as reflected by the Chair's working document n°15 of 4 January 2008 and the G-33's reactive statement of 8 January 2008, is rather pathetic, even if we can admire the G-33's determination to defend its positions. Clearly it is not in an easy situation as it is facing the opposition not only of developed countries – particularly the US, which has had the nerve to demand the 2 May 2006 that SPs should be limited to 5 tariff lines, and the developed Members of the Cairns Group – and the World Bank but even of a small group of G-20 Members belonging also to the Cairns Group: Malaysia, Thailand, Argentina, Chile, Uruguay, South Africa and Pakistan (not in the Cairns Group). To cap it all they are using the same criteria of "food security, livelihood security and rural development needs" of their small farmers growing exported products to minimize the SPs. 
Defending its official positions is all the more difficult for the G-33 that it is facing the ambiguous stance of its two largest Members – India and China, caught in the crossfires of their defensive and offensive interests in the Doha Round – and of Brazil. India has refused to host the G-33 ministerial meeting in mid-March 07 and has declared to be more flexible on SPs-SSM than the official G-33 position. China has stood one's ground of not involving itself openly in the negotiations. Keeping out of the fray has also be the formal position of Brazil which claims to be the federator of all DCs and to unify their conflicting defensive and offensive interests, albeit its own interests are clearly offensive on agriculture.
We will not enter in the technical details of the debate but rather endorse the Farmers organisations and NGOs statements to the G-33 meeting in Jakarta the 20 March 2007: "Merely designating SPs and using SSM is not going to protect peasants and small farmers…We therefore call on the G33 Ministers to…fight for food sovereignty… It is better to let the Doha Round die".     

As for the SSM, for which the Chair did not produce a working document, Solidarité has already made some comments the 30 May 2007 to the Chair Second instalment paper of 25 May 2007.
3) The necessity to rebuild the AoA on food sovereignty without any hidden dumping 

Beyond the unfair rules on agricultural market access proposed by the Chair, there is an urgent case to recognize the necessity to rebuild the AoA on the food sovereignty principle, for the following reasons:

a) The developed countries will never cease to protect their farmers 
As we have argued above, whatever the constraints on tariffs reductions imposed by a new AoA, the developed countries will find other ways to protect their farmers through increased subsidies of the green box and/or, if these so-called green subsidies were challenged, through gold box subsidies. In the meantime they will continue to cheat on their allowed agricultural subsidies, as long as they would not be efficiently challenged at the WTO. 
Indeed, beyond their short term economic interests to defend their agriculture, they have also broader good defensive reasons to maintain a minimal agriculture given its crucial multifunctionality, provided they will cease to harm the other farmers in the world through direct and indirect dumping.      

b) The headlong flight of DCs to access the agricultural market of the developed countries will be less and less justified
Particularly for the less competitive DCs. Furthermore, in the long run, access to the EU and US markets will be less and less significant for DCs since the OECD population will stagnate at 1.2 billion up to 2050 and will be ageing, hence will consume less food per capita, whereas all the increase in the world population (from 6.6 billion in 2006 to 9.2 billion in 2050) will be concentrated in DCs. 
And as the climate change will be more harmful to DCs agriculture capacity, it is necessary that the EU and US would keep the capacity to produce their own basic food instead of competing with DCs to buy it on the world markets.

c) Furthermore the dangers of market opening are no longer a pure North-South confrontation 
As we can hope that the DCs will at last challenge efficiently the indirect dumping of the developed countries, the less competitive DCs will be confronted, on their domestic market and on other countries markets, less and less with highly subsidized Northern products and more and more with no or little subsidized Southern products. The vast majority of DCs would not be able to compete with Mercosur countries or Thailand to win the developed countries domestic markets. The more so as this increased opening of developed countries' markets would erode the poorest DCs' preferences. Already in 2004 51% of Brazil agricultural exports have been directed to other DCs. And West African rice farmers are suffering more from Asian exports than from US exports. The same is happening with industrial products: can we deny to Sub-Saharan African cotton producing countries the right to protect their infant textile and clothing industry from the very cheap Asian exports? 

d) The overwhelming majority of DCs would benefit from rebuilding the AoA on food sovereignty 
Because no majority on this issue could be possible at the WTO without rewriting first the rules on dumping, getting rid of the large hidden dumping that the developed countries have been able to maintain through their allowed direct and indirect domestic subsidies, building on the WTO Appellate Body's precedents which include the domestic subsidies going to exported products. Once that ensured, DCs Members should be much more flexible on import protection.  
Conclusion: the strategy to rebuild agricultural policies on food sovereignty
The AoA should be rebuilt on the food sovereignty principle, the right of every country, of the North included, to use the level and type of import protection that fits it the best. Provided, and this is fundamental, that it does not harm other countries through any kind of direct and indirect dumping, i.e. through exports at prices below its average production cost without any type of direct and indirect domestic subsidies (upstream on inputs and investments and downstream on processing and marketing). If this were agreed in the DR, the EU and US could hardly export agricultural products, freeing their present market share to the benefit of the most competitive G-20 exporters. Of course their exports could resume as soon as world prices will exceed domestic prices without direct and indirect subsidies.
The recent surge in most agricultural prices will not render useless the fight against dumping and for food sovereignty, not only because these high prices may well fall again after few years – notably because the overall negative impacts of biofuels could lead most countries to stop their production –, but also because food sovereignty should be recognized as a basic permanent human right and as the indispensable means to guarantee the long run profitability of agricultural investments in DCs. 
There is nothing new under the sun: to win the struggle against hunger and for development, DCs need only to resort to the same toolbox used by the present industrial countries, including from the South. Nowhere long-run development has been possible without beginning by agriculture, which has required two means: first, the promotion of strong farmers' organisations and their involvement in the definition and implementation of agricultural policies; second, precisely under the farmers' pressures, an efficient import protection when needed and in fact food sovereignty. 

Food sovereignty is the right for each nation to define its own agricultural and food policy provided it does not harm other nations. Forcing the other countries to open their domestic market is not a right, it is imperialism. Food sovereignty does not imply autarchy and some countries may choose to eliminate all their tariffs and opt for free trade.  

Food sovereignty is the only way to rebuild market oriented agricultural policies worldwide, where the bulk of agricultural income is based on remunerative prices. But the prices in question must be the domestic prices, given the highly differentiated production costs of countries, not the highly volatile and dumped world prices which are below the sustainable average production cost of all countries.   

Rebuilding food policies worldwide on food sovereignty will inevitably happen, and the sooner the better, but through a way that the founder of the food sovereignty concept in 1996, La Via Campesina, is unwilling to follow: taking agriculture out of WTO cannot be achieved without using first the WTO's powerful means of coercion on the EU and U.S. themselves, so that they will be forced to change profoundly the AoA rules or decide to take agriculture out of WTO altogether.   

Even though the AoA has been devised basically between the EU and U.S., both of them have cheated massively in the notification of their amber domestic supports and export subsidies, both subject to reduction. Indeed the WTO Secretariat denies having the right to monitor the veracity of its Members' notifications. Therefore the EU and US proposals to cut their allowed overall agricultural domestic distorting support at the end of the Doha Round implementation period, by 70 percent for the EU and 53 percent for the U.S., are all the less feasible as their applied levels are already exceeding largely the allowed levels. 

That is why Brazil and Canada will surely win their present combined proceedings at the WTO against the US agricultural subsidies. Similar actions should be triggered against the even larger EU subsidies and the non compliance of the present CAP with the AoA rules.    

Once most of the EU and US domestic subsidies will have been put in the amber box by the WTO Dispute Settlement Body, as they have offered to slash their overall trade distorting domestic supports (OTDS) by 70 and 53 percent, their farmers' income would collapse so deeply that they will demand, through powerful mobilizations, to rebuild the CAP and Farm Bill on remunerative prices.  

But, given that agriculture has been the only EU and US bargaining chip in the Doha Round negotiations with DCs, once they will decide to rebuild their agricultural policies and the AoA on food sovereignty, that is on higher tariffs but with elimination of all indirect dumping, this chip will be lost. Therefore DCs could not be forced to open their non agricultural and services markets to the EU and US exports and the Doha Round will die for good. 

Going on importing food at dumped prices or food aid can only aggravate hunger and impoverish DCs' farmers, often the majority of the population, unable to buy the goods and services of the rest of the economy. It is urgent instead to trigger the reverse virtuous circle – already followed in the past by all the industrialized countries – based on remunerative prices for farmers, which will allow them to invest to increase their yields and acreage. This will reduce their unit production costs and allow them eventually to make do with lower agricultural prices for the benefit of consumers.

There will be a difficult transition period of around 10 years during which developed countries and international institutions will have to help DCs' poor consumers to buy the local basic staples at the same price as before their progressive increase. One appropriate means would be interest-free loans for 30-40 years from the International Development Association, subsidiary of the World Bank, with a reimbursement delay of 10 years. 

Putting an end to hunger requires also to change radically the technological model of highly external inputs intensive agriculture having prevailed in the last forty years.

Finally hunger will not be eradicated unless we change profoundly our diet, too rich in animal products requiring too many grains to feed 9 billion people. Happily enough, a lower consumption of meats, particularly red meats, and dairy will be highly beneficial to the health. As for energy consumption in general, 3 planets would be required to generalize the Western way of life and diets and we have only one to share.  

Rebuilding agricultural policies on food sovereignty would not be a revolution and would not require necessarily to take agriculture out of WTO but at least to recognise its specific status as the GATT did up to 1995. However it would require to redefine dumping in the GATT and AoA as exports made at prices below the full average national production cost after elimination of all types of agricultural subsidies benefiting directly or indirectly to exported products, for example to feed grains which allows to lower much the prices of meats and dairy. 

Clearly this development route is poles apart from the multiplication of bilateral free-trade agreements which are threatening, even more than the WTO, the sustainable development of poor DCs. This is particularly true of the Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) that the EU has forced most of the African, Caribbean and Pacific countries to sign but which will torpedo their difficult but necessary regional integration process, under the fallacious pretext that the waiver granted by the WTO has expired the 31 December 2007. 
The consequences on hunger and under-development in Sub-Saharan Africa will be terrible, unless the rules of the game change drastically at the WTO, an additional reason to break the deadlock in the Doha Round negotiations so as to finalise it as a genuine development Round and save the multilateral trade system from explosion.  

ANNEX: Alternative Agreement on Agriculture

Article 1 – Food sovereignty

a) The present Agreement intends to rebuild the agricultural policies of all countries on the basic principle of food sovereignty – the right to every country or regional grouping of countries to protect its domestic market at the import level – without dumping of any kind on other countries' domestic market. All the provisions of the present Agreement are only the detailed means to implement this basic principle. 

b) Consequently, all the provisions of the AoA and of the other WTO Agreements and all the commitments made by WTO member countries on agriculture and agricultural products are cancelled as long as they contradict the provisions of the present Agreement.

Article 2 - Dumping

a) Members agree to phase out all forms of dumping on agricultural products, defined as exports at prices below the country average total cost of production of each product
. 

b) All forms of export subsidies, including upstream (on inputs and investments) and downstream (on processing and marketing) domestic subsidies on exported products, shall be eliminated, within 3 years for developed countries and 6 years for developing countries. 

c) Members shall notify to the WTO all their export and domestic subsidies in order to prove that their exported products do not receive any of them at the end of this period.

d) Members shall notify to the WTO the average total production cost of each exported agricultural product and shall prevent any export at a price below this cost.

Article 3 – Supply management

a) Exporting countries shall establish mechanisms of supply management to avoid surpluses of non competitive products, i.e. of products requiring an import protection or export subsidies or domestic subsidies of any colour on exported products. 

b) Exporting countries commit themselves to coordinate their agricultural exports policies in order to mitigate fluctuations in international prices. 

Article 4 – Tropical products

a) A simple coordination would not be enough for exports of tropical products. Members commit themselves to put in place a worldwide mechanism of minimal prices for exported raw tropical products (according to varieties and qualities), possibly managed by FAO (or FAO and UNCTAD), in which traders will commit themselves to reimburse, at the end of each marketing year, the gap between the fair value of their purchases (resulting from the multiplication of purchased quantities by the minimal prices prefixed by FAO before the marketing year) and their actual purchasing expenses at current market prices along the marketing year. This implies that only traders committing themselves to abide by this contract would be registered by exporting countries' governments. The latter would do everything possible to ensure that the major part of the minimal prices received by the exporting traders would be transmitted to producers. 

b) Since the main cause of the slump in the world prices of tropical products lies in their structural overproduction that guaranteed minimal prices could foster even more, exporting Members will charge FAO to administer the distribution of production quotas and to enforce them through appropriate sanctions. 

Article 5 - Import protection

a) Every Member has the right to protect its production of agricultural products at the import level in order to achieve remunerative prices for its farmers, to ensure food security, livelihood security and rural development needs.

b) Given the high volatility of the world prices of agricultural products, and the correlative ineffectiveness of fixed tariffs, Members are encouraged to implement systems of variable import levies to stabilize domestic prices of agricultural commodities, and hence entrance prices in their domestic market, or price band systems that would mitigate the transmission of fluctuations in world prices to their domestic prices. Entrance prices or price bands are calculated so as to ensure remunerative prices for the large majority of the small family farms of each country.

c) In order to maintain a good transparency of agricultural trade for traders, Members must inform the WTO of changes in the levels of their import measures, notably their entrance prices on which the levels of their variable levies or price bands are based. 

Article 6 – Preferential market access

a) Developed countries and the more advanced developing countries shall enhance the market access opportunities of the least-developed countries, land-locked countries, small island developing states and other small vulnerable countries, by special agreements that do not demand reciprocal preferences, in terms of duty-free quota access to products originating in, or of export interest to, these countries, when it is clear that increased exports would actually be beneficial to small farmers and not harm poor consumers. 

b) As long as there does not exist a world government in charge of a worldwide income distribution policy, the more advanced countries are allowed to grant bilateral preferential market access for agricultural products to developing countries, even if this access is not extended to all Members of the same development level. 

c) With regard to tropical products (cotton and sugar included) processed within the producing developing countries, the developed countries will end their tariff escalation so as to leave to developing countries the benefit of higher prices and of the value added in the few industries in which they have a comparative advantage.

Article 7 – Subsidies 

a) The distinction made in the AoA and in the Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures between non-specific subsidies (when they are computable) and specific subsidies and between amber, blue and green subsidies is scientifically unfounded and should be abolished: all types of subsidies have the effect of reducing the production cost and increasing the competitiveness of the benefiting products. They have consequently a dumping effect when they are exported and at the same time an import substitution effect. This distinction is particularly unfair to developing countries which have very limited budgetary means to subsidize their farmers and agricultural products. 

b) Provided that the benefiting products are not exported, Members have the right to use the kind of subsidies they deem the best, given their level of development. In particular, coupled subsidies are generally preferable in developing countries since they are a direct incentive to increase their agricultural production. 

c) All subsidies given to farmers or the agri-food sector in developed countries shall be designed in such a way that the benefiting products are not exported. 

Article 8 - Food aid

a) Members agree that the provision of all forms of food aid shall not be tied directly or indirectly, formally or informally, explicitly or implicitly, to commercial exports of agricultural products or of other goods and services to recipient countries.

b) In the case of food aid for emergency or critical food needs arising from natural disasters, crop failures or humanitarian crises and post-crisis situations, such aid is exclusively provided on the basis of pledges and commitments to, or in response to, appeals from specialized United Nations food aid agencies, other relevant regional or international intergovernmental agencies, or in response to an urgent government-to-government ministerial request for assistance in meeting food needs in the immediate aftermath of a natural disaster. This emergency food aid is provided exclusively in fully grant form. As far as possible all means of providing food aid through the purchase of local staples in the same country or in neighbouring countries should be explored, the donors agreeing to provide cash and logistic means (transport) instead of exporting food surpluses. 

c) Food aid for other purposes, including under programs and projects to enhance nutritional standards amongst vulnerable groups in least-developed and net food-importing developing countries, is provided exclusively in the form of untied financial grants to be used to purchase food for or by the recipient country. This food aid must be sold on the domestic urban markets and revenues must be used to improve production and marketing conditions for domestic food production or to buy domestically produced food surpluses for domestic food security programs.

d) Members enact national legislation that favours procurements of food for national food security reserves and national nutrition programs from local peasant production surpluses, guaranteeing reasonable prices that cover production costs.

Article 9 – Regulation of market concentration

Vertical and horizontal concentration in global commodity markets is a primary cause of market distortion. Transparency requirements will be applied to companies with 20 percent or more of a national or global market in a given commodity. There is no reason to limit state-trading enterprises (STEs) when the giant private agribusiness corporations dominating the global agricultural trade are manipulating prices and agricultural policies. Properly overseen with the participation of farmers' organisations, STEs offer important benefits, particularly in countries where the private sector is weak or highly concentrated.
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