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Food sovereignty and Agricultural Trade policy commitments. what arethe
mar gins of manoeuvre for West African states?

Introduction

The 2008 food crisis has challenged the politicditimacy and economic efficiency of the deregolatiand

liberalization of international agricultural tradé/orld agricultural price surge in 2007-2008 sedmgonfirm that
developing countries, and particularly Africa, dneeatened by imminent and chronic food crisis. i/fibod riots,

price surge and anxiety relative to climate chasdeture effects reactivate for some, the distorctdf the idea that
food security is improved by agricultural tradeeliblisation, because only trade can compensatéodat markets
insufficiencies and provide to consumers commaslité low prices. An alternative vision defendedhint Food

Sovereignty discourse is to consider that long tirod security cannot rest on dependence on fopaita but must be
built on the development of domestic productioreltied from world price fluctuations and unfairmgeetition,

through sufficient barrier protection. Domestic \WArica production should also be more supporteghtit used to
because climate change observed since the 20tturgarould jeopardize agricultural production capas in the near
future if nothing is made to adapt African agricuét to this new context. This alternative approacthe World Trade
system goes along with more or less violent acausatagainst the developed countries or internationganizations
to be the cause of accelerated liberalization whigstabilizes West African markets.

The purpose of this paper is to question the piisgifor West African states to reach Food sovgngy given their
various trade commitments and other external caimts. Our starting hypothesis is that the conocefptfood
sovereignty could be a political tool and couldyide economic instruments to boost the protectibagsiculture in
developing countries. The particularity of our aggmh is to combine historical economic analysishwblitical
approach (in term of strategy, confrontation angecdfves of public policy actors) to Food soverdjgand trade
commitments.

Firstly, we ascertain that there is a huge gap éetwFood sovereignty discourse and instrumentatimhreality of
agrarian protection and support in developing coesin general and more specifically in Westernicsf. The second
part of this paper focus on the international bigdcommitments to test the reality of an antagort&tween a neo-
liberal view of globalisation, carried out by thAGT/WTO system, and an alternative in favour ofdagovereignty,
by analysing recent negotiations, at WTO and witAEas well as to IMF structural adjustments cdadg. The last
part of our paper studies the internal constraanid dynamics related to the developpement of Fowdrsignty Policy
in West Africa.

1. Food sovereignty movement reaction to the weakness of West African agricultural support
and protection

During the last 30 years, we note the weaknessigbat of agriculture in West africa and a continsi@rop in the
borders protection which get sharper the lastdiecader the effect of regional integration proc&sposition to this
trend grows under the standard of Food sovereignty.

1.1. Low levels of agricultural domestic support@protection in West African countries

A.O. Krueger et al. [1988] estimate the impact griaulture of the general and sector policies puplace by
18 developing countries in different geographicioag over the 1975-1984. The direct effect is mesbiby the
difference between the producer price and the bopidiee adjusted for transport, storage, distritnutand other
marketing costs. The indirect effect comprisesithpact of fiscal policies and industrial protectipnlicies on the
exchange rate and hence on the price of agricllpucalucts relative to the price of other produdtee authors find
that, in almost all cases, the direct effects togeare equivalent to a tax on exportable prodiagiproximately 11% on
average) and a subsidy for imports (approximatedo2on average). The indirect effects also tax agrice
(approximately 27%) and dominate the direct effeet@n when these direct effects are directed tsvhelping the
domestic agricultural sector.

In the Berg report [World Bank, 1981], the nomipabtection coefficients (NPC) calculated for mobtle
agricultural products exported from Sub-SahararcAf(cocoa, coffee, groundnuts, cotton, sesametdbacco, maize
and wheat) from 1971 to 1980 are found to be leaa i, revealing that these export crops were talsed over the
period studied. Araujo Bonjean & Chambas [1999]ficomthat significant tax pressure continued to giteon African
agriculture, particularly export crops, in the 199fainly for fiscal reasons. The agricultural eedn the developing
countries has reportedly been taxed more on thdenthan it has been subsidised since the 1970s. situiation has
fostered imports from third countries and restddtezestment in the sector.



The Economic community of West African States (ECA8YL had been founded in 1975 in order to develop
economic integration of the 15 West African Statgsnin, Burkina Faso, Cote d’lvoire, Mali, Nigererg&gal, Togo,
Guinea Bissau, Cap Vert, Gambia, Ghana, GuineariabNigeria and Sierra Leone. ECOWAS is endowét &
commission, a parliament, a court of justice ariBaak of investment and development. Revised ECOWZASity of
1993 makes provision for building an agriculturallipy in order to provide “agricultural developmeand food
security” [CEDEAOQ, 1993, art. 25] and for implemiegta free trade area and then an economic andtargngnion in
the 15 years following 1990 [CEDEAO, 1993, art..5Mpte that only Cap Vert, Cote d’lvoire, Ghana atideria
aren’t classified as Less Developing Countries.

In 1994, seven ECOWAS French speaking members Beéirkina Faso, Céte d’lvoire, Mali, Niger,
Senegal, Togo) and next Guinea Bissau in 1997,wdlicady use the same currency (the CFA Francgjlelés found
the West African economic and monetary union (WAEMWollowing this decision, a custom union witlt@mmon
external tariff (CET) is decided in 1998 that the@untries implemented in 2000. Four categorieprofiucts are
distinguished. Categories “0”, “1", “2", “3” respteely concern essentials, equipment, intermediang final
consumption goods. Their respective tariff duties @ 5, 10 and 20%. Agricultural products esséwpt@re in the
classified category “3”. Non tariffs barriers haalso to be eliminated soon.

WTO tariff profiles give recent bound and appliadfts for each member state. But there is a ldckvailable
precise data about developing countries applieic@trral tariffs before 2000. In order to compaféest African
applied agricultural tariff before and after implentation of WAEMU CET, table 2 put together partialta coming
from different WTO reports.

WAEMU CET implementation raised to a significantiuetion of average applied agricultural tariff ofirRina Faso,
Céte d'lvoire and Mali. There is no precise datailmble about previous average agricultural tdaffother WAEMU
member states (Guinea Bissau, Niger, Senegal, agd)T IMF annual reports (1997, 1998, 1999) indicttat all
WEAMU countries had to face significant custom dlatys after the implementation of CET and custonomrn even
agricultural products essentially have been pldcethe forth band at 20% level tariff, average &plagricultural
tariffs probably have sensibly decreased after 28@® participated to the global external tariff®oa. The case of
chicken in Senegal is particularly relayed by NGOS8negal applied tariffs on chicken imports haxegpessively
been reduced from 55 % in 1998 to 20 % in 2002citordance with WEAMU CET adoption and IFIs comneitits,
even if WTO chicken tariff is still bound at 150 %his reduction of import applied tariff coincidesth the rapid
development of chicken fried cuts imports in Seheghvery low prices, competing with local chickproduction.
Producers’ organisations assess 70% poultry faewe Hisappeared since the beginning of chicked frigs imports.

In 2001 also, all ECOWAS member states agree thAEMU common external tariff (CET) has to be
enlarged to the entire West African Region. Butdleeision to implement the generalisation of CE®Bn$y taken in
2006 for application in 2008. Cape Verde, Gambihai@, Mauritania and Nigeria don’t participate t&ABWIU but
are ECOWAS members. Table 2 shows that WAEMU CHEiegaisation to ECOWAS countries in 2008 raised abs
significant erosion of previous agricultural averaapplied tariff clearly observed for Ghana, Maani&a and Nigeria.
Note that Nigeria presented particularly high levet agricultural applied tariffs at the beginniofjthe years 2000'.
Nigeria is generally the most protectionist cowgstrin West Africa. The Nigerian nationalism, basedpride to be a
major African State and on belief that Nigeria massure the protection of the black world, ledle&lers to put it
down in regional power, able of standing up to ltiggest (Guy, 1990). Its economic nationalism dexdi notably by
regular protectionist measurements and measurenoérasperity were compared to the interferenceshef IMF.
Resistance to liberalization of agricultural tradeyet old but traditionally originates from NGO&nd Peasants
organisations.

! CEDEAO in french
2 See Oxfam France documents « Poulets : 'Europagl’Afrique »



Table 1. Evolution of applied agricultural tariffs averagetween before and after West African Common eatern

tariff implementation

Countries

applied agricultural

(year)

tariffs average post CET

Previous applied agricultura
tariffs average (year)

Evolution of agricultural tariffs

WAEMU member

s (CET implemented in 2000)

Benin 14.5 % (2008) (2) na na
Burkina Faso 14.5 % (2008) (2)
13.6 % (2004) (1) 31.6 % (1998) (1) -44 % (1)
Céte d’'lvoire 14.5 % (2008) (2) 17.0 % agricultyral “high reduction of agricultural
25.0 % transformed (1995) (1) tariffs” (1)

Guinea

14.2 % (2008) (2)

na

“no significant reduction” (1)

Guinée Bissau

14.5 % (2008) (2)

na

Mali 14.5 % (2008) (2) 29.2 % (1998) (1) -40 % (1)
17.5 % (2004) (1)
Niger 14.5 % (2008) (2) na na
13.1 % (2009) (1)
Senegal 14.5 % (2008) (2) na na
13.1 % (2009) (1)
Togo 14.5 % (2008) (2) na na
ECOWAS (non WAEMU) members (CET implemented in 2008
Cape Verde 12.1 % (2008) (2) na na
Gambia 18.9 % (2008) (2) na “high reduction of tariffs between
1998 and 2000 (1)
Ghana 17.4 % (2008) (2) 20.0 % (2000) (4) na
15.7 % (2007) (1)
Mauritania 10.1 % (2008) (2) 13.0 % (2001) (4) na
Nigeria 15.2 % (2008) (2) 41.4 % (2005) (1) na

53.0 % (2002) (4)
26.7 % (1998) (1)

Sources: authors using, (1) WTO Trade policy rei8\/TPR/S/132, 46, 2, 127, 194, 153, 43, 133, 1R, 147,
143, 166 ; (2) WTO, ITC, United Nations, Tariff Fites 2009 ; na : not available because no WTO ntelpefore the
date of CET implementation ; (3) authors calculaio (4) USDA database.

1.2 Food sovereignty claims

In the 1990s, a certain number of non-governmesrgdnisations (NGOs) and civil society represematintroduced
the concept of “food sovereignty” to promote theddthat developing countries should have the righprotect
themselves from food imports from third countriekew these imports compete with and risk destangjishe local
production sectors. The concept was publically sepofor the first time by Via Campesina in 1996riargin of the
First Food World Summit organised by FAO in Rom#. has since been taken up and honed by globaicgust
campaigners in different networks and internatioRatums which West Africa organisations, like thetwork of
Peasant organizations and Producers in West AfJREGPPA) and the National Council for Dialogue arab@eration
of Rural people (Senegal), played a major role.

In this context, food sovereignty refers to thebglojustice and affiliated movements that defereright of
people to feed themselves and consequently thé fighnations to develop an agricultural policy line with the
interests of their own population without beingaurse of dumping for a third country. Some orgatise, such as
Via Campesina, accuse the current WTO rules and #ttectural adjustments of making this goal unatthle.
Stemmed from a collective mobilization, “food saeignty” is purposed as a global alternative abl@ruvide food
security, and at odds with the liberalisation ofiagture as initiated at Uruguay Round. Food seigrty implies the
end of unfair competition on world markets and sdimel of protection for developing countries donesigricultural
markets. The concept has induced incredible thotughtoil and contributed, when WTO trade negotiagioeopened
at the early 2000'’s, to forward afresh the interdsbtate intervention in agricultural markets. Buthe idea of food
sovereignty is able to mobilize and federate aitizet is delicate to express precisely into cqroesling economic
tools.

In 2005, International NGO/CSO Planning Commiteéhe FAO drew up clear-cut market recommendations:

“Market policies should be designed in order to:
e ensure adequate remunerative prices for all farenalsfishers;
» exercise the rights to protect domestic marketsifirmports at low prices;
» regulate production on the internal market in otdevoid the creation of surpluses;



« abolish all direct and indirect export supports] an

» phase out domestic production subsidies that prenusisustainable agriculture, inequitable land tenur
patterns and destructive fishing practices; andpsupintegrated agrarian reform programmes, inclgdi
sustainable farming and fishing practices.” [NGO@;A2005]

The Nyeleni Forum for Food Sovereignty in 2007 geed the most explicit definition of food soverdigto
date as regards trade practices and policies: “FRmegreignty is the right of peoples to define ttvn food and
agriculture policies, to protect and regulate ddrmesyricultural production and trade so as toimattheir objectives of
sustainable development, to determine in what nreathey want to be autonomous and to limit the dampf
products on their markets" [Nyeleni, 2007]. Thesfirdtions result from compromise and conglomeratiecork made
within civil society international forums. Yet, theet clear guidelines for national trade policiggrotect agricultural
trade, and hence have the right to levy customesion imports of agricultural produce, ii) limiiehping, i.e. improve
the competitiveness of exports and withdraw expgofisidies. Food sovereignty is thus formulated Hey peasant
organisations and civil society organisations assponse to the dismantling of customs tariffs dohestic support
policies initiated in the agricultural sector byetilruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture, which aveeen as a
threat to the survival of agriculture in the Southeountries.

Several cases of “unfair” trading were condemnedhsse same NGO/CSOs (Oxfam France campaigns —

Agir Ici “PAC, FAO, OMC: la faim justifie les moyesti’ [2001], “Chicken exports: Europe plucks Afrit42004] and
“Pour un commerce plus juste: Faites du bruit jisséflong Kong !” [2005]. In their information andten campaigns
against the ills of this type of competition, th€@s unanimously condemned Northern countries’ aljuial export
subsidies. They argued that they disrupt the Sontbeuntries’ food crops, resulting in the food eegency of states,
malnutrition and the vulnerability of peasant farméo the volatility of world prices for the leadirtereals. By the
same token, the food sovereignty campaigners afaviour of the developing countries being able totgct their
domestic markets from imports and limiting Northeountry agricultural subsidies the time it takegnsure their own
agricultural development, including at the expewiSkilateral and multilateral agreements.

With the launch of the Doha Development Agenda,NBEOs managed to get in on the debate and make thei
demands known to the public. For example, Oxfamarhdtional took an international petition, the “Bipise”, to
Hong Kong with over 17 million signatures. It calléor the WTO conference to lay down trade rulesfaable to
Southern countries, especially in the agricultseadtor. Along with other organisations in its delégn, it worked hard
on lobbying the different delegations attendingdbaference.

Yet, these two preconisations (minimal protectiéhoocal markets and end of Northern agriculturaingiing)
reflect two currents of thought which, without bgiapposing, often led their advocacies separateMWTO. This is
why, in 2005, cotton organizations, which prefeeneas for the opening of the markets of the Nodduried by
Oxfam UK in WTO), went out of ROPPA, within whichajority "mixed farming-animal husbandry " organinas
centred their claims on the protection of the lonarkets. Some of most radical NGO/CSOs in thoseements argue
that there are two ostensibly antagonistic viewthefdevelopment of the developing countries: sheithich considers
that the developing countries’ development calisafo exception to the trade liberalisation rules the WTO'’s, which
focuses in principle on the development of the tgiag countries via trade liberalisation.

Two years after the food crisis, African countrigsek to move away from imports which become more
expensive. Several African states are beginninyro to rely on the concept of food sovereigntysitoa goal of self-
sufficiency. Senegalese President Abdoulaye Waddaueched the Great Offensive for Food and AbuceldGoana),

a major public initiative aimed at ending the Seaiéfpod dependence” and ensure "food self-sufficyé to achieve
"food sovereignty”. It remains that food sovereigistonly one response element in the fight againgier nutrition.

Developing countries’agricultural sector historigabenefits from neither significant domestic sugpoor
protection. The following section aims to test thality of an antagonism between a neo-liberal vidwlobalisation,
carried out by the WTO and IFI's system, and aera#tive in favour of food sovereignty. In the cas&Vest Africa,
what are the determinants of the choice of counmtdeneither support nor protect significantly agliural sector? Has
such a position been freely adopted or under iat@nal constraints? NGOs and more and more Afrgtates accuse
Western countries of the North through internatiomstitutions, to force open their markets. Whappens in reality?

2. External forcesin favour of agricultural trade opennessin West Africa

We randomly herethen look at the IMF structuraluat§ments conditions, the WTO recent negociatioashilateral
negotiations of Economical Partnership Agreemeiitts Buropean Union.

2.1. Role of International financial institutionsIfls)

The Berg report (World Bank, 1981) is quoted byusnber of authors as being the catalyst for a paliti
turning point that marked the end of the self-sigficy policies in the developing countries sinoeytwere deemed
scientifically baseless. This created a window tfer developing countries to throw open their ddar& move to
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develop their export sectors (see, for example,|llBad997). On reading this report again, the agtural policy
recommendations it implies for the Sub-SaharancAfricountries appear to be less radical. The repeatly criticises
the inadequacy of African agricultural productiameg the region’s demographic growth. It points the increase in
the African countries’ dependence on food impaotsserving the replacement of traditional food piaun (millet,
sorghum, and root and tuber vegetables) with inggorice and wheat since 1981 in connection witlanidation. The
lack of investment in agriculture is explained hy iaadequate border policy: overvalued local curies penalise
exports and foster imports, discouraging local podign.

Although the report effectively recommends devaigpexport crops to cash in on Africa’s “obvious"ngoarative

advantages in tea, coffee and cotton productiotpnsiders that the investment needed to develegetbrops should
have positive repercussions on the simultaneouslolement of food crops by improving access to effittechniques,
inputs and equipment to improve farming yields. thié same, the World Bank points out that the dgraknt of

export crops is always preferable to merely maiitg a self-sufficiency strategy. Opening the fomarketing

channels to the private sector is also one of temmendations. However, this same report cleatliyocates that
Sub-Saharan Africa should resume high enough imghaties to prevent imported food from replacingaloproduce

and should introduce a price policy in favour abgucers, even if it is to the disadvantage of cores [World Bank,

(1981), p. 76].

Following the Berg report and especially the finaherisis that hit many developing countries ire th
aftermath of the oil counter shock in the early@98Jatthews and Mahé [1995] mention that the (fis World Bank
and the International Monetary Fund) granted 3@dda Sub-Saharan Africa and 46 loans to otherdv@gions from
1980 to 1987. Of these, 80% and 33% respectivelse viied to structural adjustment conditions coneécivith
agricultural policies. The prescribed measures eored, on the whole, reducing visible discriminatiagainst
agriculture and improving economic incentive bytoesg true prices. This basically meant reducinguit subsidies,
dismantling barriers to trade with third countriasd withdrawing the public sector from the prodt service, and
currency and trade control functions. The idea fwashese countries to make the most of their caatpae advantages
in the food sector and the economy’s other secfdtBough the structural adjustment measures mdi/haee helped
develop export crops, they do not appear to halgetehe traditional small subsistence farmer seictdhe slightest
[Matthew and Mahé, 1995]. At the same time, urketios was gathering pace in the developing countrieAsia,
Latin America and Africa.

At the end of the 1990s’, several West African ddes have beneficiated from IMF loans with the edogic
as described by Matthews and Mahé [1995]. Count@amitted to reduce their external tariff protentifor all
products, even if they would have to face significaustom duty losses. IMF clearly encouraged WAdsitan
countries to adopt the and generalize to the eBG@OWAS the low harmonised tariff lines alreadyaduced in 2000
in the West African Economic and Monetary Union (BMU) members i.e., Benin, Burkina Faso, Cote d’tepMali,
Niger, Senegal, Togo. Dealing with agriculturaltsecone can find recommendation of continuing ctical reform
(privatisation) and market liberalisation of fewns® particular or exported products (cotton, ricd angar in Burkina
Faso, coffee and cacao in Céte d’lvoire), but phierity for economical development seems to besgito other
industries than agriculture. The necessity to dgvelgricultural or rural sector is marginally toadhon for Mali and
Niger (IMF, 1997, 1998, 1999 and “Letters of Intesit governments, which describe the policies that State intends
to implement in the context of its request for finel support from the IMF, available at IMF wek$it

Yet The 2008 World Bank Development Report “Aghiate for Development” calls for greater investmant
agriculture in developing countries, and warnd tha sector including household farming as longtasn sustain
food security and rural employment, must be plaaiethe centre of the development agenda herebyimgaakturning
point in the Institution approach to Agriculture.

2.2. The Doha Development Agenda round of agricultlinegotiations

As its name suggests, the Doha Development Ageaudlzched in 2001 was presented as the round of trade
talks focusing on the development of the Southeumtries, and this is regularly restated.3 Althotigh scope of the
talks covers a number of sectors, agriculture ¢®r@ focus of the negotiations in that this setimids an important
place in the economies of the developing countegicultural talks were launched on the three ksaof the 1994
Uruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture: market ascexport competition and domestic support tocatitire.4 An
analysis of the negotiations on the first two p®irt market access and export competition — sheié &n the
compatibility of the demands made with regard todfsovereignty and the international trade legmhatiable to
emerge from the agricultural talks at the WTO.

% “The General Council rededicates and recommits Mesnt fulfilling the development dimension of thehB
Development Agenda, which places the needs anestseof developing and least-developed countrigbeaheart of
the Doha Work ProgrammeDecision adopted by the WTO General Council onugyudst 2004.

“%(...) without prejudging the outcome of the negotiatis@scommit ourselves to comprehensive negotiationsd
at: substantial improvements in market access; cados of, with a view to phasing out, all formseaport subsidies;
and substantial reductions in trade-distorting datie support.” Doha Ministerial Declaration, 14 November 2001,
Art. 13.
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The case of export competition is, in principles thost straightforward. In 2005, the EU as the nremane
source of export subsidies undertook to phase lbutsa of these practices by 2013 provided thabmprehensive
agreement on agriculture could be found and displintroduced on all other export-subsidisingcicas (export
credits and state trading enterprises). The redsafi modalities dated July 20085 provide for éfiemination of export
subsidies by the end of 2013.

Cotton is not a foodstuff. Nevertheless, the exangblits treatment at the WTO demonstrates the emance between
the aims of the WTO processes and the food sov@seicampaigners’ demands concerning export conipetitn
2004, four African countries — Benin, Burkina FaMali and Chad — stated a case that the high leelomestic
support to the cotton sector in the developed c@mstespecially in the United States, constitutethir trading on an
international scale, much like export subsidiese WATO responded to this petition by setting up b-Sommittee on
Cotton tasked with addressing the particular caseotton within the negotiations. The July 2008 ised draft
modalities consequently proposed special arrangent@mmprove competition on the cotton market ehéducing the
possibilities of domestic support in this sectartfee developed countries6. In parallel to the tiagions, and without
awaiting their completion, the United States weidleeh to task under the dispute settlement mechdmysenpanel set
up following a complaint filed by Brazil in Septeet2002. One of the panel’s conclusions [WTO, 2p6dhfirmed by
the appellate body ((WTO, 2005], is that, in aduditto the export credit guarantees, certain forhdomestic support
granted to cotton producers in the United Statesstitoted real export subsidies and effectivelyaited trade on the
international cotton market. Following these ruinthe United States is bound to bring its legstainto line with the
panel’s conclusions. The case of cotton is a gthestiation of the fact that, far from putting sake on the cause of the
developing countries, the WTO negotiations and uisgettlement procedures are in tune with the gxqompetition
claims filed with regard to the food sovereigntyicept. So it is paradoxical to find that the NGQGdoeme the stalling
of the agricultural talks, as a failure could regltice developed countries’ export subsidy withdtaeanmitments to
nothing.

The “market access” component of the July 2008seelidraft modalities provides for a tiered formiaathe
reduction of bound tariffs. Bound tariff is, for@dacommodity, the maximum applicable rate of duttharised, as
informed to the WTO: the duty actually applied &l product must be lower than or equal to the tdariff. Taking
up the practice initiated by the Uruguay Round, dgeicultural negotiations provide for the devetapicountries to
benefit from special and differential treatment (3& This consists of applying lower levels of tarieduction
commitments to the developing countries than tadéneeloped countries, with longer time periodsniplement them.

Table 2 gives the formula or reduction commitmdatshe general case and the S&D treatment resdosddveloping
countries.

Table 2 Formula for reduction of bound tariffs

General S&D

Initial ad valorem tariff

tariff reduction

Initial ad valorem tariff

tariff reduction

(AVT) tiers (%) commitment (AVT) tiers (%) commitment
AVT > 75 [66-73]% AVT > 130 2/3 of [66-73]%

50 < AVT <75 64% 80 < AVT <130 2/3 of 64%

20 < AVT <50 57% 30 <AVT < 80 2/3 of 57%
AVT < 20 50% AVT < 30 2/3 of 50%

Average minimum
reduction rate

54% on average

36% on average

Implementation period

5 years

8 years

Softer formula for LDCs and SVESs.

Source: WTO (2008) . The figures in square bracketan that the talks have agreed on a brackehdwat not yet
agreed on an actual final figure.

Developed countries may define a small number ehsgive” products to which they apply lower cuffset by an
increase in the minimum volume of imports allowedat a lower quota. S&D also entitles the develgmiountries to
exclude “special” products from their reduction eoitments when these products play a particular ilehe
country’s national economy. Note that a produatpartance to “food security” is given as a validgen to class a
product in the “special” category. Similarly, unde&D, the developing countries, unlike the devetbpeuntries,
continue to be covered by the special safeguardsuneavhereby they are entitled to raise their dutithe event of a
sharp drop in prices or a significant increaseuardities imported.

® The most recent at the time of writing this paper.

® Specific commitment to reduce the base OTDS (Oh&rade-Distorting Domestic Support) for cotton impre than
the base OTDS reduction commitments for the othedyets; limitation of the use of the blue box (pited supports
linked to production) for cotton; and reductiontbé timeframe for the implementation of the comneitis to reduce
support in this sector (WTO, 2008; TN/AG/W/4/Rev.3)
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The application of S&D reveals the importance af tteveloping country classification at the WTO, ebhgrants
separate rights to each category. In general, tieneo specific list drawn up of “developing coues”. This

classification is based on the countries’ own datians of their “developing” status. The Unitedtidas draws up an
annual list of “least developed countries” (LDCdgfined as the world’s poorest countries on thesbafsa range of
criteria. “Small vulnerable economies” (SVEs) araeav category of countries introduced by the DolariRl. SVEs
are defined as countries with very little sharemofd agricultural and non-agricultural trade ; teria and the list of
eligible countries are still on the negotiatingléab

At first glance, even though there is no actual tioenof the term “food sovereignty” in the draft dadities, some of
the S&D technical provisions entitle the developoauntries to keep their bound tariffs at levelbjsat to lower or
zero reduction commitments and give them the rightemporarily apply special safeguard measurgbénevent of
market disruption to prevent abnormal increasesniported quantities. Yet does this mean that theeldping
countries can, under the international trade reiguis, sustainably raise their tariffs on agrictdfyproducts in order to
develop a protectionist import policy?

Table 3: Agricultural bound and applied tariffs in develog countries, 2007

Mean Mean Mean bound tariff after| Number of countries
bound | applied implementation of July | with bound > applied
tariff tariff 2008 draft tariffs
115 WTO developing countries 60% 15% 37% 106 /115
- Animal products| 639 18% 107
- Dairy products 589 18% 106
- Cereals and preparations 60% 15% 108
ECOWAS West African countries 64% 15% 40% 15/15

Sources: Authors’ calculations based on data deltefor 115 WTO member developing and transitionntoes, using
the United Nations definition.7 Bound tariffs: takbom WTO data published in the 2008 and 2009%ftprbfiless8;
applied rates taken from the WTO Integrated DatseBh

Actually, the developing countries already have reag deal of room for manoeuvre under the WTO
regulations, to step up their protection from imipdrom third countries without exceeding the cgjlidefined by the
bound tariff10. This is also the case for the 150BZAS West African countries, which present a reahhgeneity of
agricultural applied tariff levels, even if theiotnd tariffs are very different from one countryaeother. Developing
countries’ bound agricultural tariffs stand at 60%average. Application of the S&D rate of reductwould therefore
give rise to an average bound tariff of around 34296 for West African countries), which is still neothan twice as
high as the average applied rates in 2007 (15%gtHar words, West African developing countries'tiase effective
room of manoeuvre: they don’t implement protectidriheir agricultural markets from imports at leve@luthorised by
WTO, and their applied agricultural rates are gaiherlower on average than those practised by teeeldped
countries.

2.3. Economical Partnership Agreements (EPAs) wighropean Union (EU)

Economical Partnership Agreements (EPAS) werended to create a WTO-compatible system between the
European Union (EU) and African Caribbean and Ra¢iACP) States, based on reciprocal trade comnmitee
contrary to previous EU-ACP Lomé-Cotonou Agreemevtigch were built on EU market access concessiorsGP
exports without counterparties.

Several groups of ACP countries have separatelgtizgd with the EU since early 2000s’ in ordectmclude EPAs;
West African region was one of those blocs. Notd th 2008, most West African countries have redusesign the
negotiated EPA except Cote d’lvoire and Ghana. Ramsen (2006) estimates the effects of reducingeto West
African tariffs on some agricultural commoditiespanted from UE (milk, poultry, wheat, wheat floundaprocessed
tomatoes). Basically such a reduction would balidalad to significant producers and governmenttamsduties
losses, balanced by benefits to consumers becétise lower prices, the overall welfare effect lgrindeterminate.

In order to be WTO compatible, EPA mustn't exclugbolly a major sector from liberalisation. Hence
agricultural and processing food products have been excluded as a whole, but negotiations have teathe

" “Classification of Economies”, UNCTAD Handbook $fatistics 2008, pp 26-28.

8 http://www.wto.org/french/res_f/lbooksp_f/tariff qiiles09_f.pdf :

% jaf.wto.org (authorised users only).

19 Obviously, this average finding does not take atoount the case of certain products in some desrthat may be
more specifically targeted by a level of appliedtpction close to the bound level, and may theeelose this leeway
following the application of the rates of reductidievertheless, a study of recent tariff datambae detailed level of
agricultural products suggests that these casegimgew and far between.



designation of “sensible products” at a more disaegagted level, which are excluded from tariff retitut schedules
because of food security or tariff revenues cormeBome agricultural products have been classifiedsible” to that
sense (like “special products” in the frame of Whtltilateral negotiations). Some other agricultutammodities
have not been excluded from liberalisation buttéréf reduction commitments will be implementedeafa very long
period (25 years). ACP countries have used thasabflity facilities. As a result, almost agricutad commodities
aren’t directly concerned by a significant falliofport tariffs applied to EU products (Matthews,12). Note that for
the two only West African Region EPA signatorie2008, Céte d’lvoire and Ghana, wheat and milk pewdriffs are
scheduled to go to zero soon (in 2011 for Coteaif; 2013 for Ghana), but those commodities areadly submitted
to the lowest import tariff rate (5 %).

ECOWAS CET constitutes one of the determinantshefgreferential negotiation to lead with the EUe tiigher the
CET, the more ECOWAS have margins of negotiatioith WU in terms of limitation of import tariff readtion on
sensible products. The perspective of a generalisat 2008 of a Common external tariff (CET) atvitevel for all
ECOWAS countries leads to a situation where agdrical tariffs are maximum 20%. At this level, EUedonot need to
negotiate more because this tariff is already lothan its ownll. As a result, EPA negotiations hawé lead to
significant reduction of ACP agricultural tariff tveers. The main remaining disagreement betweeikthrepean Union
and the countries of Western Africa within the ERégotiations concerns the list of the industriaddurcts to be
liberalized and their rate of liberalization, theegident Wade still refusing (in December, 2010) @mea of financial
compensation in the name of the principle of prit@cof rising industries (ICTSD, 2010)

3. Internal constraints and prospectsfor agricultural domestic policy in West Africa?

We first highlight the traditional internal brakesprotection of West - African agriculture; we thdisclose the signs
of a change of these policies through regionagir@tgon and agrarian policies.Bas du formulaire

3.1. “Urban bias” persistence

Food security and political stability are often omalty dependent and reinforcing. Food security icéinence
the political stability of countries like in the s& of Niger where chronic food crisis causes peemampolitical
instability since independence. Greatest risks ghdor regime stability are urban riots that arenetimes sparked by
food shortages or sudden price increases amongphiaatiicts. Generally, starvation in the countrysides not result
in political instability because those who expecetthe brunt of food shortages tend to be ruraltene little political
voice. Clearly, this favours an approach in favofuarban consumers versus small farmers.

The bet into the political agenda of food secusystematically followed major food crisis. Padi[lE997]
looks at the history of food in African towns anities. Following the severe food crisis in 1973-49¥ost of the
African nations resolved to introduce multi-sectéood planning” to guarantee national food secunta the
development of self-sufficiency. In practice, aghiaral production planning ultimately concernedsltarops only.
Food planning did not happen and urban suppliésdrehainly on imports and food aid. Consequenthgecsfic food
policies developed. Governments often introducdisisiies for food purchases so that urban consuowersl eat for a
reasonable price. Those food policies fostered wopsion irrespective of the origin of the produatiwith the result
that they did not necessary benefit domestic fasisence they also helped to develop food imports.

Paradoxally, with world agricultural prices depexs$rom 1960 to 2000, import protection appeared asy
for developing countries to expand their domestapction sheltered from too large a drop in pridashis light, it
could be posited that the emergence of the foo@rsiynty concept in the late 1990s has helped ddfglcertain
developing countries’ petitions to the WTO for tlight to better import protection and a ban on goluntries’ export
subsidies. In 2000, the trend started to shiftrenworld markets. World demand rose more shargg gupply and the
downward trend in agricultural prices slowed fro@0@ to 2007. Nevertheless, world agricultural mwicentinue to be
seen as paying too little to agricultural produdershe developing countries (see the positionhef associations in
2003 expressed in Cancun).

But in 2007-2008, agricultural prices suddenly &ipéd, triggering hunger riots in a number of depéhg
countries in 2008. The developing countries respdrid different ways to this situation, but manpsé, at least as a
short-term emergency measure, to develop impagthjoe exports to ensure supplies to the cities [F2@D9], and
even apply an export tax. Yet, unlike customs dutikis trade regulating instrument benefits domesinsumers and
not producers.

Beyond strict “urban bias”, there are other inédtorakes to agricultural domestic support andgatidn. One
reason lays in the long lasting- belief of urbarridén political elites that trade liberalizationdanot agriculture,

" However EPAs’ negotiations lead to other committa¢hat are susceptible to have consequencesnis tfrfood
security: ban of export restriction and taxes, ténaif using the bilateral safeguard clause... thateymnd WTO
discipline (Matthews, 2010).



particularly family and food-producing agriculturis, the key to development. One main reason for [8V&ank
supporting so few Agricultural projects is the ladfkProjects related to agriculture itself.

Another reason is more technical : the technicaparation of applications to exceptions to WTOsukxovering from
S&D or the discussion to define what are “sensitii®PE) or “Special’(WTO) products is complex, fesountries
have this skill.

Furthermore, in a certain number of countries, dgmoorters and agro-exporters are very few as énd#ise of rice;
there are eight main importers for the whole Afnic@ntinent and economically overwhelming. Showihgt customs
and harbour zones are the main places of corrupiwhfraud’ institutionalization in Benin, Nassir@ako-Arifari
shows that frauds and dissimulation are practicesidered as positive in the popular ethics ofstbeckeepers and the
other importers. On the other hand, requests df@@ago back up all the levels to touch directlinigter of Finance
so reporting a direct collusion between internatlotraders and politicians. They are also (ovepresented in
restricted circles of power, sometimes through fametworks, and their economic interests go to shase of the
pursuit of the opening to the exchanges.

However one can observe a recent sensible evoluiimast investigation realizes in 2009 for the WdBank
coordinated by K. Anderson assess the trend of malmate of assistance on several periods from 1®@2806-2007 in
75 developing countries. Authors conclude thathafegriculture stay a sector more taxed than isiigesd, there is a
sensible decrease (from an average about 20% i@s188 7-8% in the 2000s") of agricultural taxatidmks with
structural reforms. But direct support to agrictatusector has not increased, but regressed dthiengame period. In
other words, handicaps for agriculture have beegnassively reduced but domestic support is siglignificant.

3.2 A turn of West African countries integrationénds

During the months before the 2008 deadline, thaelieen a large debate about the opportunity ieer¢lre
categorisation of WAEMU tariffs. Nigeria which pesgs the highest bound levels of tariffs at WT@jroked in 2004
for a fifth category at 50 % tariff to be appliemihdustrialised products, in order not to brakendstic growth. This
argument has been taken also by agricultural per@dluorganisations (ROPPA, 2006) to argue thatcafitiral goods
have to benefit from a higher level of protectidm.its argumentation ROPPA established a diredt batween the
growing West Africa food trade deficit between 198% 2003 and the reduction of import applied taeiulting from
regional integration within of WAEMU.

In 2008, two events happen. First, APE trade natotis have heightened civil society awarenessngdr to
liberalise agricultural trade with EU because EUiadtural goods may compete with domestic prodactd disturb
domestic production industry. This experience m@icdd the control of West African States, which éhaggularly
appealed to experts12. Second, 2008 was the yagenefralisation of WAEMU CET to the whole ECOWAShigh
was problematic especially for Nigeria which wasvpously applying higher tariffs on agriculturalags. As a result,
the ECOWAS-WAEMU Ministerial Committee of followingPA negotiations decided to examine the effects of
introducing a fifth category of CET at an highevdethan 20 %, for a group of products to be lisfeCOWAS,
WAEMU, 2008a]. At the end of 2008, the principleaofifth category at 35 % has been introduced fhigaer level of
protection of sensible products that need to béepted to boost the domestic production. The dédimiof the list of
goods is not yet established in 2010, because #rerelivergences among countries about criteriseatibility and
sensible products. But it seems that this new fitbegory certainly would concern transformed fdikd poultry,
cheese and yogurts, but also potatoes, flour,aéfiregetal oils, pasta, biscuits and drinks. WAEpWWposed rice to
be eligible to this fifth category but some Statd® Senegal, fear that a higher protection o nieould increase food
price for urban areas consumers.

From West African Civil Society Forum (WACSOF) pbiof view, chosen methodology to target the fifth
CET band at 35 % on appropriate commodities h&e touilt in accordance with the identification efsible products
in the frame of APE negotiations, by analysing meadterms of protection against imports from Elende EPA
negotiations have actually contributed to developsWAfrican Countries expertise about their pratectneeds
(PASCOA, 2010).

Apparently, this fifth level of protection could ke core of the emergence a first pillar of buitdia real
common agricultural policy for ECOWAS based on ¢&degl protection. But agriculture suffers from sagnédirect and
indirect taxations that a second pillar relativeltanestic support has to be completely defined.

3.3. Emergence of agricultural policy in West Afaa countries

In 2001, WAEMU adopted the principles of buildingcammon agricultural policy [UEMOA, 2001]. But
nothing matters between 2001 and 2008. However ®tadi Senegal have wrote the objective of food sigety in
their last agricultural laws.

Since independence, agrarian policies in both cmsmhave always been governed by development.piai3ecember
2005 in Mali, further to an important consultatidine president Toure adopted the Law of agrarigantation (LOA).

12 Gallezot, Laborde



This policy aims at accompanying modernization divérsification of agriculture and to create anaaign status. In
the case of the Senegal, the "Strategy of speedegtawth " adopted in 2008 envisages group of nreasents of
support for areas with great potential of growttbamwhich appear agrarian chains. The objectivmadernization of
agriculture is then finally set apparently. Botlisalgave a declared objective to reduce povertyadtain food security
via food sovereignty.

May 2008 Food crisis pushed governments to intgnsifpport policy to agricultural sector while annoing

resumption in hand of agriculture regulation byificdl power. Mali 2008 "Rice Inititiave" gave ciphed objectives of
production for ongoing season. Senegalese 2008&t®@ftensive for food and abundance" (GOANA) isastvpublic
initiative which aims at ending « food dependen®f the Senegal and at assuring " food self-sficy " to achieve «
food sovereignty ». It aims in most cases at anontamt increase of production of grain and subsgstecrops. The
most important growth concerns cultures intendech&me consumption, notably fonio, niébé and thodsin spite of
its ambitious objectives and means and its reapgiiaal range (" the Africain revival "), this ithative remains very
guestioned by the National Council of country caatien and collaboration which regret the peasaggponsibility
eroding effect, via numerous subventions, and tightest participation of the professionals in twch of political
decision.

Maybe national experience of Mali or Senegal int tb@ancern could put light on possible mechanism to
develop agricultural industry in West African Coues, before adopting adapted mechanism for thdemtegion. With
ECOWAS single market, separate national approaches no real perspective because they would raagms of
competition distortions. But, and that is relativelew, even such initiatives have been influencgdONG-OSC
lobbying, they are officially supported by Govermig and presented as national projects to intemetorganisations
(WTO, FMI): the last WTO Trade Policy Review of Migand Senegal (WT/TPR/S/223, 2009-2010) mentions
ECOWAS countries plan to implement a common agtical policy (ECOWAP) targeting to take into accodmod
sovereignty of the Region, that justify the reftaxiabout increasing the highest level of ECOWAS G&be applied
to some agricultural commodities. But ECOWAP impéentation raises also the problem of how to finatheeproject.
Should it be supported by international funds, asuldr seem to suggest recent communications fronaiocer
organisations (World Bank, 2007; Diouf, 2009)? ®owdd it be advocated that the public budgets ¢natior regional)
and/or the consumers in these nations pick upeath® t

The NGO/CSOs argue that the analysis of the enwieaomt surrounding the 2007-2008 food crisis prowesrisk for
the developing country populations of dependinghenworld markets for their food supplies from thent of view of
product price and availability. In this respech@ite change could contribute to reinforce the dépecy of Western
Africa with world markets. However NGO/CSQ'’s apprbhayuietly differs from food planning attempts b&t1970s’:
the political project surrounding food sovereigigymerely a question of establishing a regional m@mm agricultural
policy without dumping on the international markets 2005, the peasant farmer organisations safulslobbied for
the ECOWAS agricultural policy, ECOWAP, to be basedthe principle of the region’s food sovereig(Ballezot,
2006). These organisations continue to advocateetipalation of local agricultural markets via bathport protection
and the ramping up of domestic support to promumtedievelopment of domestic production (Flamer®aimentier, S
and Van Der Steen D. [2009]).

Conclusion

The concept of food sovereignty emerged in the §9pfbmoted by civil society representatives cagmag
for new rights for the developing countries to impknt their own food policy. It is expressed, widgard to
international agricultural trade, notably througdte tright for developing countries to protect thelwvese more from
imports from third countries even if it implies notrespect certain international commitments. Jusition, skilfully
instrumented by certain African States, suggesis tie food sovereignty of the Western Africa coiest that we
considered here, would be threatened by the peessiuthe liberal international organizations, liednup by the
defence of the States which would have most inténgbe development of their international comniegroutlets.

We do ascertain in this paper that the World Bamk the International Monetary Fund tie, since t@s, 80ans
to structural adjustment conditions connected \aiginicultural policies. Yet the analysis of the @nitof the WTO
Doha Development Agenda round of agricultural niagjions shows that they are directed at improvixgost
competition and that the proposed compromises @tr@ significant constraint on the development By $ame token,
EPA negotiations with EU have not lead to significaeduction of ACP agricultural tariff barriers ah import
protection policy for most of the developing coiggr

After all, it seems that the essential determinerthe West-African Statex withdrawal from agricué are to
be looked, not in the international community puees but in the internal set of actors and theomati political and
economic balance of power. The urban bias seeney @lkement in this opening. We develop howeverymsothesis
of a certain erosion of this obvious principle hetlast developments around the ECOWAP and thaicevof the
WAEMU CET.

On the one side, in 2005, the peasant farmer csgaons successfully lobbied for the ECOWAS agtigall
policy, ECOWAP, to be based on the principle of tbgion’s food sovereignty (Gallezot, 2006). Thizsyparadoxical
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at a time when the EU’s CAP had been dismantlddviahg the introduction of agriculture into the WI@ATT trade
talks. It brings the problem of how to finance ghveject. Should it be supported by internationalds, as would seem
to suggest recent communications from certain asgdéions (World Bank, 2007; Diouf, 2009)? Or shoitidoe
advocated that the public budgets (national oror) and/or the consumers in these nations pickepab?

Further, at the end of 2008, the principle of thfifategory at 35 % has been introduced for a higvel of protection
of sensible products that need to be protecteddsttthe ECOWAS agricultural production. It woulel interesting to
examine what the IFls suggest after the food cd§i2007-2008, because IFIs seems to be the moding external
force against an increased protection. What wosl@donomic tools of ECOWAP? To analyse this, furtesearches
will deal with measure of domestic support in WaBican developing countries and put the light dfeetive brains
for agricultural development (input taxation, mangteffects etc.) and determine the most adaptpgosti way for
countries.

We shall observe further whether Regionalism in MWdsca, that seems so far to have acceleratatktlideralisation
in the region could actually become a tool for aicadtural development policy at regional levelavbuilding an
ECOWAP.Would this evolution be revealing of a nemgiple of " of “rising agricultures protection?"
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