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Europe 1992: Implications for Food 
and Agriculture 

David Kelch and Walter Gardiner 
(202) 786-1610

T
he 12 members of the European
Community (EC) have embarked on 

an ambitious and historic program to 
eliminate national borders between their 
countries by the end of 1992. The goal 
of"Europe 1992," as the program is 
known, is to achieve a true common mar
ket as envisaged by the EC's founders 
nearly 33 years ago. Until now, physi
cal, technical, and fiscal barriers have 
prevented the EC from achieving greater 
economic efficiency and benefits. 

The program, which began in 1985, 
will phase in EC integration over a 
7-year period. All barriers that impede
the free movement of goods, services,
people, and capital among member coun
tries-Belgium, Denmark, France,
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, the United
Kingdom, and West Germany-are
scheduled to be eliminated by 1992. The
result will be a powerful trading bloc,
whose sheer market size will exceed that
of the United States. The new unified
EC will have 320 million consumers
with a purchasing power of $4 trillion.

The potential economic impacts are 
enormous, both within the Community 
and among its trading partners. Accord
ing to a 1988 study commissioned by the 
EC, the internal benefits of integration 
could mean a 4- to 7-percent increase in 
gross domestic product, a 6-percent 
reduction in consumer prices, and 2 mil
lion to 5 million more jobs. The EC 
Commission ( see box) acknowledges that 
the changes implied by this comprehen
sive program will cause considerable dif
ficulties for some member countries, but 
the benefits are great and should not be 
denied to their citizens. 

The authors are agriculturu ecommists with the Devel
oped Ma.rl<ct Economies Branch, Agriculwie and Trade 
Analysis Division. 
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EC Governing Bodies 
The EC Commission is the 

Community's executive body. The 
Commission proposes legislation, 
implements EC policy, and 
enforces EC treaties. It has investi
gative powers, and can take legal 
action against companies or mem
ber governments that violate EC 
rules. It manages the EC budget 
and represents the Community in 
trade negotiations. There are 17 
EC commissioners: two each from 
France, Italy, Spain, the United 
Kingdom, and West Germany, and 
one each from the other members. 
The Commission• s staff numbers 
about 11,000, divided into 20 
Directorate Generals, each cover
ing an area of expertise. 

The EC Agriculture Council is 
composed of the 12 ministers of 
agriculture from the member coun
tries. It acts on Commission pro
posals, and is the final EC 

Europe 1992 will also affect the 
Community's trading partners, particu
larly the United States. The EC and 
United States are the world's two leading 
economic blocs, together accounting for 
about one-half of the world's gross 
domestic product and about one-third of 
world trade. The EC is the largest 
importer of U.S. goods and services 
($ 130 billion in 1988), the largest recipi
ent of U.S. direct investment ($126 bil
lion in 1988), and accounts for nearly 
half of all foreign sales of U.S. affiliates 
($442 billion in 1988). 

Besides being the largest supplier of 
agricultural products to the EC, the 
United States also occupies a prominent 
position in food processing and distribu
tion within the Community. U.S. firms 
own several of the top food companies in 
the EC. Thus, the United States has a 
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decisionmaking body for agricul
ture. 

The European Parliament is the 
EC's only directly elected body 
and has 518 members chosen every 
5 years. Its members debate 
issues, question the Commission 
and Council, review the budget 
and propose amendments, and 
have final budget approval. 

The EC Court of Justice is the 
Community's "Supreme Court." 
Its 13 judges interpret EC law for 
national courts and rule on matters 
pertaining to EC treaties raised by 
EC institutions, member countries, 
or individuals. Its rulings are bind
ing. The court is helping create a 
body of EC law, and has been par
ticularly important in making judg
ments where EC and national laws 
conflict. It has consistently ruled 
in favor of EC law, thus paving the 
way for 1992 harmonization. 

large stake in the outcome of Europe 
1992 and would benefit if the program 
enhances trade, which seems the likely 
outcome. 

Costly Trade Barriers 
By the early 1980's, many EC offi

cials and national leaders realized that 
trade barriers within the Community and 
different standards and regulations 
among member countries were limiting 
the EC's effectiveness as a trading bloc. 
A 1988 report by Calingaert mentions 
some of these barriers and points out the 
severe conditions they were creating. 
For example: 
• Clearing customs at each national
border. EC shipments across internal
borders have to be inspected to ensure
that products meet the specifications of
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the importing member country, and EC 
citizens have to show national passports 
at all border crossings. A 750-mile trip 
by a commercial vehicle from L�ndon to
Milan, going through five countnes, can 
average 58 hours (excluding the channel 
crossing), compared with 36 hours for a 
similar distance in the United Kingdom. 
The 22-hour difference is due to the 
customs checks required at each national 
border. Such delays often endanger per
ishable agricultural produce. 
• Different national currencies. A per
son traveling through 10 EC countries
and returning home would end up with
only 53 percent of the money he or she
began with because of the cost of chang
ing currencies from one country to the
next.
• Separate standards and regulations.
An EC manufacturer has to make seven
different types of television sets to meet
distinctive member country standards.
This can require as many as 70 engineers
to adjust new models to the various re
quirements, at a cost of $20 million.

The EC's food and drink industry is 
its largest economic sector. Annual 
household expenditures on food and 
beverages top $400 billion, and the in
dustry employs over 2 million people. 

Yet, food and beverage firms also 
face the most trade barriers. In 1988, a 
partial survey by the EC Commission of 
the food sectors in the five largest mem
ber countries found that there were over 
200 non tariff barriers that restricted the 
movement offood (table 1). Such bar
riers can be classified into five general 
categories. 

First, specific import restrictions limit 
the flow of goods across borders. For ex
ample, in Spain, imported foods have to 
undergo a health registration process, 
which makes imports more expensive. 

Second, labeling and packaging laws 
specify what types of information must 
appear on food labels and what kinds of 
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Table 1 � Th� EC's Food Processing 
Industry Faces Over 200 Nontariff 
Trade Barriers 

Barrier Number Percent 

Specific import 

restrictions 64 29.4 

Labeling and 

packaging laws 68 31.2 

Bans on specific 

ingredients 33 15.1 

Rules governing 

product descriptions 39 17.9 

Taxes 14 6.4 

Total 218 100.0 

Source: "The Economics of 1992," European 
Economy, No. 35, EC Commission, Brussels, March 

1988. 

containers are allowed in each country. 
Third, bans on specific ingredients, 

such as aspartame in Spain, exclude im
ports that have those ingredients. 

Fourth, rules governing product 
description do not allow imported items 
to use generic names. For instance, beer 
in West Germany cannot be called beer 
unless it meets specific purity laws, and 
pasta in Italy has to be made of durum 
wheat to be labeled as pasta. 

Fifth, imported goods can be taxed as 
final products when they enter a country, 
while domestic goods can be taxed at an 
earlier stage of processing. This may 
result in higher taxes for imported 
products. The Commission estimated 
that these barriers cost the industry $600 
million to $1.2 billion annually. 

Removal of nontariff barriers-espe
cially those related to packaging, label
ing, and ingredient requirements
should lead to reduced prices and greater 
variety of food for EC consumers. For 
example, eliminating some of these bar
riers could mean the sale of diet soft 
drinks in France, less expensive pasta 
products in Italy, and a wider range of 

beers and beer prices in West Germany, 
Italy, and Spain. 

However, the major benefit to EC con
sumers should come from eliminating 
physical and technical barriers at nation
al borders. This would open the EC to 
companies that previously only served 
their respective national markets. A com
plete restructuring and consolidation of 
EC food companies is envisaged, as only 
1 in 10 currently serves the entire EC 
market. Lower production costs, larger 
sales areas, and greater competition 
should lower consumer prices. 

Economic Integration 
The blueprint for the 1992 program is 

contained in a report entitled Completing 
the Internal Market, issued by the EC 
Commission in June 1985. The report 
contains some 300 directives regarding 
the removal of physical, technical, and 
fiscal barriers between member 
countries, as well as a timetable for ac
tion with an overall deadline of Decem
ber 31, 1992. Of the 300 directives, 105 
pertain to food and agriculture. 

The Community's legislative process 
for achieving economic integration is 
complex. A directive begins as a draft 
proposal submitted to the EC Commis
sion by its appropriate Directorate 
General, after consultations with the 
relevant EC industry, After approval by 
the Commission, it is submitted to the 
EC Council and Parliament. The direc
tive is debated in these two bodies, 
which are open to public input. The EC 
Parliament can only comment on the 
directive. The Council may adopt the 
directive or return it to the Commission 
for revision. The last step is the national 
legislatures, where laws must be passed 
to conform with the directive. 

Of the 105 directives affecting agricul
ture, 80 have been approved by the Com
mission, and 25 have not yet been 
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proposed. Of the 
80, 47 have been 
adopted by the Council. 

The driving force behind the 
single market is the removal of physical 
barriers, such as border customs posts. 
Abolishing these types of controls will af
fect agriculture the most. Eliminating fis
cal and technical barriers-such as sales 
taxes on consumer goods, which vary 
considerably among member countries, 
and different standards regarding food 
safety and quality-will influence the 
food industry more and agriculture only 
indirect! y. 

The issues affecting food and agribusi
ness can be classified into four fun
damental areas. 

Harmonizing plant and animal health 
standards and food labeling, ingredient, 
and packaging laws among member na

tions. The agreement to abolish internal 
borders by the end of 1992 means that 
standards and regulations must be har
monized and non tariff barriers 
eliminated. 

EC members have agreed in principle 
to harmonize essential minimum health 
and safety standards. However, debate 
continues on what the standards should 
be. Some member countries, such as 

West Germany, wish to establish stand
ards at the strictest level possible, while 
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others advocate adopting an average 
level. For example, most northern EC 
members advocate low tolerance levels 
for pesticide residues in food. Southern
tier countries, on the other hand, prefer 
relatively high tolerances because their 
gentler climate allows more pests to 
flourish. 

Member countries have concurred on 
the principle of mutual recognition, 
whereby national governments would 
recognize one another's regulations after 
agreed-upon essential minimum require
ments are met. Theoretically, given 
mutual recognition, EC companies 
should only have to satisfy one country's 
regulations to have access to the other 11 
countries' markets. 

The EC Court of Justice has consis
tently favored "supranational" (Commu
nity-wide) legislation when national laws 
have been in conflict with EC directives. 
The court has ruled that if a product is 
legally manufactured and distributed in 
one country, it can be exported to any 

other EC member. 
Whether future directives will cause 

major problems for EC imports remains 
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Eliminating physical, technical, and 
fiscal barriers between member countries 
is the goal of Europe 1992. 

unclear. Many difficult animal and plant 
health proposals-regarding such con
cerns as livestock diseases, animal drugs, 
and feed additives-have not yet been 
drafted. On January 1, 1989, the EC did 
implement a directive banning produc
tion and imports of meat from hormone
treated animals. The EC Commission 
and Council have recently been debating 
a proposal to outlaw the use of bovine 
Somatotropin (bST), a growth hormone 
that enhances milk production. This 
issue is of interest to the United States, 
where bST was developed. (See 
National Food Review, July-Sept 1989, 
for information on the 1989 ban.) 

The United States is particularly con
cerned that the EC continue its accep
tance of the principle of equivalent 
standards, which has served as an unwrit
ten guide for U.S.-EC trade. This means 
that the mechanisms to safeguard plant 
and animal health can vary among coun
tries-recognizing differences in climate, 

soil, dietary patterns, and other factors
but still provide an equivalent degree of 
protection. Thus, standards and regula-
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tions would not have to be identical, just 
equivalent. 

In addition, during the latest round of 
negotiations on the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade (GA TI'), all GA TI 
members agreed to move toward the use 
of international standards for food safety 
and plant and animal health. Conflicts 
over these standards could arise between 
the United States and the EC and within 
the Community itself because Europe 
1992 calls for new laws and regulations 
that could conflict with world standards 
or set new ones. 

The EC's hormone ban has already 
generated much debate, and the proposed 
moratorium on bST may also create 
some controversy. The possibility of the 
EC using economic and social needs-in 
addition to safety, quality, and efficacy
as criteria for evaluating production
enhancing innovations is another 
potential source of conflict. Recent talks 
between officials in Washington and EC 
headquarters in Brussels, however, have 
helped alleviate U.S. qualms about new 
EC standards, particularly for testing and 
certification procedures. 

According to Export Now, a U.S. 
Department of Commerce newsletter, 
and many business reports, exporters to 
the Community generally believe that 
harmonizing EC standards and regula
tions will be a positive development if 
the same rules apply to imports. That is, 
products imported into the EC would 
have to meet one set of standards and 
cross the external EC border only to gain 
access to all member markets. Of 
course, the standards would have to be 
reasonable and based on scientific evi
dence. 

Harmonizing taxes on agricultural 
inputs, bulk commodities, and finished 
food items. As a part of Europe 1992, 
the Community has agreed Lhat national 
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taxes on items such as food, cigarettes, 
and fuel can no longer diverge as they do 
now. EC member governments levy two 
major types of taxes on food and agricul
tural supplies: value-added taxes (VAT) 
and excise taxes. Value-added taxes are 
levied on all products on a percentage 
basis at each stage of production. Excise 
taxes are levied at a flat rate at retail and 
only apply to a few items. Both are 
important sources of revenue in EC mem
ber nations, particularly in those coun
tries where income tax does not generate 
sufficient government revenue. Cur
rently, VAT rates on food range from 
zero in the United Kingdom to 38 per
cent in Italy. Excise taxes vary consider
ably. For instance, Greece levies a 
13-cent per-carton tax on cigarettes,
while the Danish tax is set at $16.60 per
carton.

There have been intense negotiations 
among EC members about the harmoni
zation of VAT rates so that neither con
sumption patterns nor government 
revenues will change after borders are 
eliminated. Health concerns also are 
involved, as reflected by the high Danish 
tax on cigarettes. 

Current discussions center around cre
ation of a two-tier VAT system, which 
would allow some VAT differences 
between items. Proposed VAT rates fall 
into two bands: from 4 to 9 percent for 
basic goods-such as food, books, and 
newspapers-and a standard 15 percent 
for other goods not considered essential, 
such as candy. Exceptions to the two
tier system might be made for food in the 
United Kingdom, which imposes no 
VAT on those products. 

Eliminating border taxes and subsi
dies for agriculture. The EC denomi
nates farm support prices in European 
currency units (ECUs). The value of an 
ECU is a weighted average of the 12 
national currencies. (Each currency is 
valued at its U.S. dollar exchange rate 
and then weighted by the country's gross 

national product.) Because national cur
rencies vary daily against the ECU, 
which would have resulted in daily fluc
tuations in farm prices, the EC created-
through its Common Agricultural Policy 
(CAP)-separate exchange rates for agri
cultural products, called green rates. 
(CAP is the EC's centralized policy for 
the organization of agricultural markets, 
which guarantees a preference for EC 
products. CAP is the only current exam
ple of a common market in the EC.) 

Green rates resulted in different com
modity prices in various countries. To 
compensate for these price differences 
and prevent trade distortions, the EC 
introduced border taxes and subsidies 
that exactly offset the price differences. 
These agricultural border taxes and subsi
dies are called monetary compensatory 
amounts (MCAs). 

However, member nations have been 
able to influence the decisions on green 
rates to some extent to control agricul
tural prices, and thus influence farm 
income and food prices. For example, 
since 1985 average support prices for 
agricultural commodities measured in 
national currencies have gone up 8 per
cent. However, when measured in 
ECUs, they have dropped less than 1 
percent. 

In addition, commodity groups in 
some countries have been powerful 
enough to have separate green rates 
established for their commodities-such 
as grains in most countries, beef and veal 
in Britain, and pork in France-giving 
them a price advantage. 

The problem is that green rates-there 
are 40 in the EC-have allowed price dif
ferences among countries to continue 
and have thus undermined the goals of a 
common market with common prices. 
For instance, the support price for feed 
wheat for the 1988/89 season was $179 
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per ton in Greece and $232 per ton in 
West Germany (in national currencies). 
The common support price would have 
been $201 (in ECUs) if green rates had 
not been applied. 

When national borders are abolished, 
the green rate and MCA system will 
have to be revised because MCAs are col
lected at the border. The resulting 
changes could lead to true common 
prices and at lower levels. Toward that 
goal, MCAs are already being phased out 

Adjusting nationally based agricul
tural support with Europe 1992. There 
are a number of other CAP programs that 
need borders to function. The most 
prominent of these are national produc
tion quotas for sugar and milk and some 
nationally allocated import quotas for 
beef, lamb, and butter. However, with 
elimination of borders under Europe 
1992, the quotas will become difficult, 
maybe even impossible, to administer. 
The dairy quota will probably remain 
intact for a few years, albeit not necessar
ily in its present form. In the past, the 
EC has also provided special payments 
to Italian calf producers and British calf 
and sheep farmers, but conflict with the 
1992 program forced revisions in these 
arrangements. 

In addition to CAP programs, individ
ual EC countries operate their own sup
port programs for agriculture. They 
range from poultry export subsidies in 
France to early retirement programs in 
West Germany, and a tax break on fuel 
and other inputs in most member coun
tries. These national programs, which 
represent about 40 percent of total aid to 
agriculture in the Community, will be dif
ficult to remove or reduce significantly. 
In fact, national aid to agriculture could 
even increase, given the push to separate 
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payments from production (providing 
support to farmers without raising out
put). National support that enhances out
put would be against the goals of Europe 
1992 to the extent that the support was 
not harmonized among members. 

Cultural and Economic Differences 

Will Remain 

People in the EC speak nine lan
guages and have different income levels 
and food consumption patterns, all of 
which will prevent the Community from 
becoming a "United States of Europe" in 
terms of food processing and marketing. 
Regional and national tastes will still die-
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tale food sales regardless of the changes 
Europe 1992 brings. 

On average, EC citizens spent nearly 
22 percent of their incomes on food, bev
erages, and tobacco in 1986. About 17 
percent went for food, about 2 percent 
each for alcoholic beverages and 
tobacco, and 0.5 percent for nonalcoholic 
beverages (table 2). However, these 
averages mask wide variations in expen
diture patterns among member countries, 
reflecting differences in tastes, food 
prices, and disposable income. 

In 1986, consumers in Ireland, 
Greece, and Portugal devoted a sizable 
part of their incomes to food, beverages, 

Table 2. In 1986, EC Spending on Food and Beverages Varied Greatly By 
Member Country 

Total household expenditures 1 

Food, 

Nonalcoholic Alcoholic beverages, 

Country Food beverages beverages Tobacco and tobacco 

Percent 

Belgium 17.7 0.5 1.4 1.7 21.3 

Denmark 16.4 0.6 3.5 3.0 23.5 

France 16.8 0.5 2.1 1.1 20.5 

Greece 33.0 1.4 2.6 2.9 39.9 

lreland2 24.5 1.5 12.2 5.0 43.2 

Italy 24.5 0.3 1.7 2.1 28.7 

Luxembourg 14.9 0.5 1.5 6.4 23.3 

Netherlands 14.8 0.5 2.0 1.8 19.1 

Portugal 33.42 0.23 2.23 2.23 38.62 

Spain 24.5 0.42 11.12 1.32 27.2 

United Kingdom 13.6 0.6 1.9 2.8 18.9 

West Germany 12.7 0.5 2.2 1.6 17.0 

EC-124 17.52 0.53 2.13 2.03 21.92 

1 Within the economic territory. and based on current prices. 2 1985. 3 1983. 'Calculated from data in national
currencies converted into ECUs at current rates. 

Source: The Agricultural Situation in the Community, Commission of the European Communities, 1988. 
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and tobacco, unlike the West Germans, 
British, and Dutch. Portuguese and 
Greeks each spent about 33 percent of 
their incomes on food, compared with 
about 13 percent for German and British 
consumers. Alcoholic beverages 
accounted for approximately 12 percent 

of household expenditures in Ireland, in 
contrast with only 1 percent for Belgians. 
Nonalcoholic beverages made up around 
1.5 percent of Irish and Greek expendi
tures and less than 0.5 percent in Portu
gal, Italy, and Spain. Consumers in 
Luxembourg spent over 6 percent of 

Table 3. Food Consumption Differed Among EC Countries in 1985/86 1 

Item 

Cereals2 

Potatoes 
Vegetables 
Fresh fruit 5 

Citrus fruit 

Sugar3 

Dairy products7 

Eggs 
Meats 

Fats and oils 

Belgium and 
Luxembourg 

189 
218 
198 
110 

44 

81 
183 

31 
205 

66 

Annual per capita consumption 

Denmark 

154 
141 
174 

90 
26 

90 
339 

29 
187 

68 

France 

Pounds 

174 
163 
2604

1216 

44 

77 
211 

33 
211 

46 

Greece 

251 
176 
455 
158 
117 

62 
136 

26 
158 

70 

Ireland 

198 
308 
183 

68 
33 

86 
429 

29 
178 

44 

United West 

Italy 

255 
86 

383 
156 

84 

59 
1786 

24 
174 
62 

Netherlands Portugal Spain Kingdom Germany EC-12 

Cereals2 

Potatoes 
Vegetables 
Fresh fruit5 

Citrus fruit 

Sugar 
Dairy products7 

Eggs 
Meats 

Fats and oils 

128 
191 
213 
139 
152 

86 
295 

26 
165 

79 

224 
191 
2496 

816 

296 

62 
na 
na 

119 
46 

Pounds 

163 
235 
330 
141 

46 

53 
na 
na 

158 
62 

174 
240 
189 

86 
33 

79 
290 

29 
154 
70 

163 
163 
165 
189 

66 

79 
194 

37 
209 

44 

na = not available. 1 July 1985 to June 1986. 2Flour equivalent. Excludes rice. 3White-sugar equivalent. 
41984/85. 5Excludes citrus. 61984/85. 7Includes fresh milk products (except cream), cheese, and butter
and margarine (on a fat-content basis). sExcludes offals. 

Source: The Agricultural Situation in the Community, Commission of the European Communities, 1988. 
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187 
176 
2556 

1326 

626 

73 
na 
na 

180 
57 

their incomes on tobacco products, com
pared with about 1 percent for the French. 

EC member countries also displayed a 
wide variation in their consumption of 
agricultural products. In 1985/86, the dif
ferences were particularly pronounced 
for dairy products, potatoes, fruits, and 
vegetables. Consumption of dairy prod
ucts ranged from a low of 136 pounds 
per person in Greece to a high of 429 
pounds in Ireland, a difference of 215 
percent (table 3 ). Consumption was less 
varied for eggs, sugar, meats, fats and 
oils, and grains. The Portuguese con
sumed 119 pounds of meat per capita in 
1985/86, while the French ate 211 
pounds, a 77-percent difference. 

Bright Prospects for Consumers 
Economic integration will mean lower 

costs for EC food companies because 
administrative expenses at the border 
will be eliminated and per unit costs will 
decline because of larger volumes. 
Transportation costs will drop because 
delivery times will be significantly 
reduced and the practice of "back haul
ing"-picking up another load after deliv
ery of the first and returning home-will 
be legal. For example, a French truck 
making deliveries to West Germany will 
be able to return to France with another 
load of goods. 

Much of the responsibility for regulat
ing food safety and quality has been 
transferred from national governments to 
EC headquarters in Brussels. The EC 
Commission is in the process of harmo

nizing these standards and regulations 
into an overall EC policy. This effort 
comes at a crucial time when consumer 
confidence has been shaken by recent 
scares over Salmonella and Listeria out-
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breaks in the United Kingdom and by 
hormone scandals in West Germany. 
Creation of an EC institution to oversee 
the development and distribution of prod
ucts related to food and plant and animal 
health, along the lines of the U.S. Food 
and Drug Administration, is expected, 

but not in the near future. 
When the 1992 program is com

pleted-most observers think it will be 
sometime after 1992-EC consumers 
should be able to buy a greater variety of 
safe and healthy foods at lower prices. 
This is a realistic prospect because the 
EC intends to intervene in the food trade 
only when health, safety, and the free 
movement of products is threatened. 
This strategy is not expected to result in 
a bland concoction of "Eurofood" but 
will allow for the sale of legally manufac
tured items across borders without barri
ers erected on grounds of national 
tradition or vested interests. Greater mar
ket access for EC food imports should 
also contribute to more variety at lower 
prices. 

Will the United States Benefit? 

The United States is the largest for
eign supplier of agricultural and food 
products to the EC, with 1987 sales 
reaching $8.68 billion, or 15 percent of 
EC agricultural imports (table 4). U.S. 
farm exports to the Community, how
ever, declined during the 1980's, while 
shipments from most other countries 
increased. EC imports from the United 
States in 1980, $13.77 billion, were 31 
percent greater than in 1987 and 
accounted for 22 percent of the EC 
market. 

While Europe 1992 is aimed at inter
nal barriers only, the adjustments in 
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Table 4. The United States Is the Largest Supplier of Agricultural and Food 
Products to the European Community 

EC imports Market share 

Exporting region 
1980 1987 1980 1987 

Million dollars Percent 

Industrialized 
countries 28,310 23,661 46.1 40.3 

United States 13,769 8,685 22.4 14.8 

Canada 2,435 1,749 4.0 3.0 

Australia 1,196 1,740 1.9 3.0 

Sweden 1,461 1,685 2.4 2.9 

New Zealand 1,497 1,535 2.4 2.6 

Japan 270 251 0.4 0.4 

Developing countries 28,371 29,681 46.2 50.6 

Brazil 3,886 4,343 6.3 7.4 

Ivory Coast 2,073 1,856 3.4 3.2 

Argentina 2,239 1,791 3.6 3.1 

Thailand 1,002 1,524 1.6 2.6 

Colombia 379 1,369 0.6 2.3 

Centrally planned 
countries 4,659 5,339 7.6 9.1 

Soviet Union 1,261 1,271 2.1 2.2 

Poland 785 906 1.3 1.5 

Yugoslavia 659 816 1.1 1.4 

Hungary 817 715 1.3 1.2 

Total 61,443 58,682 100.0 100.0 

Source: The Agricultural Situation in the Community, Commission of the European Communities, various issues. 
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Agricultural Trade Reform 

When Europe 1992 is complete, EC consumers 
should be able to buy a greater variety of foods at 
lower prices. 

investment, production, consumption, 
and trade will be felt well beyond the 
Community's borders. There will be 
increased opportunities for those able to 
compete in a deregulated EC economy, 
and market access from outside should 
be enhanced by the harmonization of 
standards. Already, U.S. food compa
nies either completely or partially own 
12 of the largest 20 EC food companies 
and stand to profit when borders are elim
inated. The U.S. food industry may also 
find the EC market more promising 
when it only has to meet one set of stan
dards, instead of 12. 

A successful 1992 program will have 
profound implications for the EC and the 
world economy. No one knows at this 
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juncture how successful the program will 
be or even its ultimate scope because 
Europe 1992 is a complex political 
process. The United States has consis
tently supported greater economic in
tegration in the EC and believes that the 
1992 program represents both an oppor
tunity and a challenge, not a threat. 

The EC, in tum, has tried to calm U.S. 
fears about a more protectionist EC. At 
this stage, potential benefits to the U.S. 
food and agriculture sector-greater 
market access and the favorable position 
of U.S. food companies-appear to out
weigh potential costs, such as a more 
competitive EC with higher quality and 
safety standards. ■
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