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Letter: WELL DONE, AMBassador
Math has its axioms – those ever equidistant parallel lines, the equals added to equals etc.  Public policy has its axioms too.  To my knowledge, no one has yet developed formal, generally recognized hierarchy for these rules.  Here is one I think should come first or at any rate very near the top:  The short term and the long term lie on the same continuum. 
If in the long term the World Trade Organization can build on the successful conclusion of the Doha Development Agenda, if it can continue to anchor the global trading system with respected rules and meaningful negotiations, it will be an achievement of thousands of people in roughly 150 countries.  One of those individuals is U.S. Ambassador Linnet F. Deily, who has just completed a remarkable four-year term as the U.S. Permanent Representative to the WTO.  

The U.S. Trade Representative Rob Portman said as much in his June 15 statement announcing Ambassador Deily’s retirement from government service.  These two excerpts express the thought.  Portman said: 

Ambassador Deily has done a superlative job in representing the United States at the WTO.  Because of her efforts, the United States is recognized for its leadership in launching the Doha Round…in November 2001, in advancing the Doha negotiations, and in strengthening the system of international trading rules and the WTO institution itself.

And then he said: 

The citizens of the United States could not have had a better example of international leadership and cooperation than that provided by Ambassador Deily during her four years in Geneva.

Arguably, the Doha Round – like any major trade negotiations – is itself a series of crises.  Four that stand out are the launch in 2001, the deadlock over “access to medicines and public health,” the collapse in Cancún, and the successful restart of the negotiations in July 2004.  As one Geneva source remarked, “It’s hard to imagine [that] all coming together with anyone else” serving as the U.S. Ambassador. 

Her handling of the access to medicines issues was especially remarkable.  This was an issue with all of the emotionalism of the AIDs crisis in Africa and the bedrock significance of the meaning of WTO obligations.  Further, it was an issue on which the United States had become isolated.  Yet a deal was crafted and in place in August 2003, before the Cancún ministerial. 

No one deserves more credit for that achievement than Linnet Deily, the banker from Texas who mastered the details of every issue she dealt with, listened to every position, and worked issues through to agreed conclusions. 

WTO negotiations, of course, don’t happen in a vacuum.  They evolve in the same petri dish as other global developments.   Indeed, the feelings of global solidarity that followed the attacks in the United States on September 11, 2001, almost certainly worked in favor of the launch of the round that November.  Subsequent events, however, had a more centrifugal effect, driving countries away from central notions of cooperation.   

The miracle is that the work in the WTO didn’t suffer more from the hostilities evident in other arenas.  There are numerous explanations.  The implicit determination of the EU and the United States to keep things on track in the WTO was one, strongly symbolized by the Lamy-Zoellick friendship.  Another was Ambassador Deily.  She knew everyone in Geneva and she was effective.  As one observer put it, “She was an American they found it hard not to like.”

On a more personal note, GBD is still a fairly small organization, but Ambassador Deily always found time for us.  She was always insightful and always helpful.  And she was always, always gracious.   We are grateful to her and we congratulate her:  Well done.     
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action, reaction – the eu sugar proposal
On June 22, the EU Commission announced a new proposal for reforming the its sugar policy, that is, the Community’s system of supports for farmers producing sugar.  On June 23, the Global Business Dialogue held a colloquium on that proposal.

Jean-Marc Trarieux, Agricultural Attaché at the Delegation of the European Commission in Washington, led off the discussion with a power point presentation.  His remarks provided a context for the new proposal, a description of its key elements, and an outline of the process that bridges the June 22 proposal and final implementation.*

Trarieux began with some general observations about the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which covers all 11 million farmers in the Community’s 25 member states.  He said the goals of the CAP have changed dramatically from the early years, the 1960s, when the principal objectives included food security and improving production.  Now the priorities include “market orientation,” which often means lower production, consumer concerns, and the environment. 

In the case of sugar, Trarieux said, there are 325 producers in 21 Member States, and the Community is more than a marginal net exporter.  It accounts for 12 percent of world exports. 

This would changed dramatically under the proposed reform, which, if implemented, would lead to a 39 percent reduction in the EU’s “institutional price” (support price?) for sugar by 2012-2013. 

FREEMAN’S CRITIQUE

Australia, together with Brazil and Thailand, recently won a major WTO case against the EU’s sugar policy, and Australia Minister-Counsellor for Agriculture at the Embassy in Washington welcomed the EU’s proposal.  She noted, however, that it could be a long while before the proposal is implemented, and she wasn’t too keen on waiting. 

“Our view,” she said, “is that the Commission has sufficient existing authority to take decisions that would enable it to meet its WTO commitments within the next few months.  The EC has the administrative capacity to ensure its exports do not exceed its WTO commitments in the current marketing year.”  (The target implementation date for the proposed reform is 2006-07.)

Leaving aside the issue of timing, presumably Ms. Freeman and Australia welcome the proposed “abolition of ‘C’ sugar provisions.”  Here is how she described that issue:  

[The Community’s] production of so-called “C’ sugar – which is sugar produced outside of production quotas, and was required to be exported – increased from around 11 percent  of total production to over 20 percent between 1995 and 2001.  Exports of this “C” sugar reached up to 3 millions tonnes in some years.  As returns from the world market cover less than 30 percent of EC production costs, clearly C sugar – which cannot be sold in the EC – is cross subsidized from the institutional price support for quota sugar.  Otherwise, why would you bother?

PHILLIPS AND RYBERG

Don Phillips of the American Sugar Alliance came with a handout.  The handout noted that “EU sugar policy reform itself is far from sufficient to reform the grossly distorted world sugar market,” which, it said, can only be done through the WTO.  

Paul Ryberg of Ryberg and Smith made a compelling case that some of the losers from the EU’s proposal, namely certain sugar producers and EU suppliers in Africa and the Caribbean could be devastated by the proposal.  Fiji would be especially hard hit with an estimated 101,600 lost jobs, as would Jamaica and Mauritius, each of which could lose over 51,000 jobs.   

*Editor’s Note:  Within the next several days, Mr. Trarieux’s power point presentation will be available under “Trade Topics” on the GBD web site, www.gbdinc.org.  In the same location, we will post papers from the other speakers at the June 23 colloquium, viz., i) remarks by Ms. Fran Freeman, Minister-Counsellor (Agriculture) at the Australian Embassy in Washington; the power point presentation of Mr. Paul Ryberg of Ryberg and Smith, who spoke on behalf of The Mauritius Sugar Syndicate; and a statement on EU Sugar Policy Reform provided by Don Phillips of the American Sugar Alliance.    [top]


ORIGINS AND DEFINITIONS: FIRST APPROXIMATION
Formally, there is less than a month now before the WTO’s pre-August final exam, that is, the General Council meeting at the end of July.   Agriculture may be further ahead than other negotiations in the push for “first approximations” of Hong Kong.   Still, the week ahead (July 4-8), agriculture week in Geneva, will be critical; more so the week after that with the Mini-Ministerial in Dalian, China, on July 12 and 13.   So, it’s not a bad time to reflect on the language the negotiators and others have been using.  

The phrase “first approximation” seems to have morphed into “July approximation,” but here we will deal with the earlier term. It might be fun to speculate on the origin of the phrase “first approximation,” if the we didn’t already know.  Is it something from philosophy, an antecedent to the Platonic ideal?   Perhaps it was a religious scholar who coined the phrase, someone fixated on heaven while trying to make sense of earth.

Perhaps, but it wasn’t.  The author was Tim Groser.  The dynamic New Zealander who chairs the Doha round negotiating group on agriculture admitted as much to the GBD delegation that visited Geneva last month, and he walked us through the meaning of the phrase.  In the process, he readily agreed with the complaint that seems to accompany most discussions of the phrase.  This is that “first approximation” has gained currency with respect to all elements of the Doha Development Agenda, though logically it applies only to one or two. 

The full phrase, Groser explained, was  “a first approximation of final modalities in agriculture.”   He coined it, he said, after an influential dinner and under the deadline pressure of an important meeting of the WTO Committee on Agriculture in Special Session, that is, of the agriculture negotiating group.  It’s clear purpose was to define the immediate goal for the agriculture negotiations, the one that will be met or missed when July 2005 is over and the morning sun is streaming in the windows of the WTO building on Monday, August 1.  

The start of the phrase, “a first approximation” appears intuitively obvious, which may explain why it is being used so widely, even for negotiations, like services, where it is meaningless.  In services, the members have already agreed to use the request-offer method of negotiation.  That’s their modality.  They don’t need a new one. 

Final Modalities  

The tricky part of the phrase is the single word modalities.  Groser did not invent it, but he explained it.  Modalities are drawings or blueprints, he said.  Extending the metaphor, he described the Doha Declaration -- the November 2001 agreement that launched the Doha round – as similar to an architect’s sketch.   It’s an idea, a direction, but it is not genuinely useful for builders (or diplomats or lawyers).  The first sketch is still only an idea, one that will need lots of refining before anyone can do anything with it – read it and build and agreement.  

It got a little of that refinement last summer with the so-called July package, which was adopted by the WTO General Council on August 1, 2004.  When (and if) the WTO negotiators and the 148 WTO members they represent do reach on agreement on final modalities, “they still won’t have anything,” Groser said.  They will have a detailed blueprint for an agreement, but they will need to work out the hundreds of details – materials specifications, work crew assignments…tariff schedules – inherent in turning that drawing into an edifice of binding commitments. 

On the other hand, if they can get to final modalities in the next six months, that is, by the WTO’s 6th Ministerial Meeting in Hong Kong this December, then they should be able to finish the project next year, 2006.  But 2005 is blueprint year, the year of modalities.  And in agriculture the next target is a “first (July) approximation.”  
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SENATE APPROVES CAFTA
By a vote of 54 to 45 yesterday (June 30), the U.S. Senate approved implementing legislation for the free trade agreement with the Dominican Republic and the Central America (Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua).  On the same day the House Ways and Means Committee approved the legislation 24 to 11.  

Grassley on Agriculture and CAFTA

During the Senate debate, Finance Committee Chairman Charles Grassley of Iowa underscored CAFTA’s benefits for U.S. agriculture.  After noting the opposition to the agreement from U.S. sugar producers, Senator Grassley said: 

[F]or U.S. agriculture, the implementation of this agreement would boost efforts to liberalize agricultural trade around the world.  [It] would give further momentum toward the completion of the agricultural negotiations in the Doha Round…in which the United States is seeking to cut tariffs, harmonize levels of domestic support, and eliminate export subsidies.  

…CAFTA is a straightforward win for the bulk of U.S. agricultural producers.  A current one-way trading relationship will end.  The CAFTA countries will dismantle their tariffs to U.S. agricultural products while the United States will provide little additional access for CAFTA commodities.  This will result in the increased sales for U.S. agricultural exporters, sales of up to $1.5 billion a year by the end of the agreement’s full implementation.  Not surprisingly, CAFTA is widely supported in the U.S. agricultural community. 
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Calendar: july 7 – agriculture and fta’s
On Thursday, July 7, the GBD colloquium will focus on Agriculture and Free Trade Agreements.  Agricultural commodities have so far been a large part of the current Congressional debate on CAFTA; their inclusion or exclusion may be the deciding factor in future FTA’s, whether involving the United States or not; the treatment of agriculture in FTA’s could, at some point, become an issue for the WTO; and, like the multilateral negotiations on agriculture, every FTA has implications for national agricultural policies, from the United States to Europe, from Mauritius to Japan.   

The Speakers at the July 7 colloquium will include John Gilliland of Miller and Chevalier, Nick Giordano of the American Pork Producers’ Council, and others to be announced. 

Time and Place.  It will run from 8:30 to 10 a.m. at the St. Regis Hotel in Washington (923 16th Street; corner of 16th and K).  Coffee and registration will be available from 8:00 a.m. 

Price & Registration: $40 general admission. There is no charge for GBD members, U.S. Government staff or press.  To register, call the Global Business Dialogue at (202) 463-5074, send an email to registrations@gbdinc.org, or register and pay on-line under at www.gbdinc.org/main_html/events.htm.  
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