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Whet her devel opi ng a market access strategy or fornulating a
negotiating plan for further global agricultural trade reform US
agricultural trade policy needs a new paradi gm The tenets of
the past served Anmerican agriculture well — opening of new nmarkets
and leading nmultilateral negotiation that made significant strides
in global trade reform

But the world today is a different place, the agricultura
trade | andscape | ooks different then it did even as recently as
the launch of the Uruguay Round. However, US policy has evol ved
little. Notw thstanding the strong points of US policy, that will
help lead to further those reforns, Anmerican agriculture needs
nore than sinply Uruguay Round 11

The new paradi gm nust be built on several of the 21st
Century’'s newrealities. First, trade, including agricultura
trade, plays a central role in defining the post-Cold War era, in
particular in the way the US conducts its world affairs. Second,
the world view that shaped US negotiations in the Uruguay Round
and since hardly accounts for the opportunities for Anmerican
agriculture in the future and, especially, the new dynan cs of
what ever new round of nultilateral trade negotiations |ies ahead.
Third, US agricultural trade policy has yet to account fully for
many of the energing trends of the new century.

MARKET ACCESS OR TRADE REFORM?

Al t hough market access and trade |liberalization have been
the two pillars upon which US agricultural trade policy has been
built, they are not the sanme. Their objectives nmay often
coi nci de, overlap, and conpl ement one another but so too can they
conflict with one another, presenting the policy naker and the
negoti ator tough choices. So whether policy dictates a bilatera
,regional, or global approach to market access, it nust first
reconcile that potential, and fundanmental, conflict.

A trade negotiator nust know nmany things, but all are
secondary to knowi ng one thing and consistently striving towards
it: The negotiator, and by extension the policy, nmust know what
he or she wants. It sounds sinple, obvious; but unless the
negoti ator, and by extension his or her governnent, firmy states
and adheres to a clear objective, the negotiator, and thus the
policy, is in peril

For exanple, the US comritted in the Uruguay Round to
negoti ati ons at the Organi zation for Econom c Cooperation and
Devel opnent (OECD) to discipline the use of export credits. Those



negoti ati ons continue. There is little disagreenent that the
Department of Agriculture’ s (USDA) export credit prograns are one
of the nost significant, if not the single nost instrunmental, too
the US is enploying both to maintain market access in a nunber of
critical markets and to open new ones. There is just as little
di sagreenent that additional disciplines on export credits, those
of the US as well as other countries, would contribute to greater
i beralization.

In this very inportant instance, there is a conflict between
the objective of pronoting market access and trade reform This
conflict has been the paranount reason the OECD negotiations have
not yet concluded, and still present the parties sone very
difficult decisions before an agreenent can be concl uded.

There are others, but this contenporary exanple strikingly
illustrates the need to reconcile the goals of market access and
trade reform Because if the policy does not set a primary goal -
be it market access or trade reform— it places the negotiator
attenpting to execute policy in a negotiator’s nost difficult
position — not knowi ng what he or she wants.

MARKET ACCESS: WHAT WLL THE US BUY?

Mar ket access, and by extension US agricultural trade
policy, is not and cannot be just about exports, what and how much
the US is selling, where, and on what terns, especially as trade
policy becones nore integral to the America s overall relations
with other countries. As the US seeks conplinmentary concessions
in new nultilateral negotiations, inmport access — be it on a
bilateral, regional, or global basis — will growin inportance in
shapi ng the new paradigmfor US agricultural trade policy. Yet,
it largely is a poor stepchild to the drive for selling nore.

If the US only grudgingly opens its markets, it cannot
reasonably expect conplinmentary concessions from others,
concessions that are the heart of the proposal the US |laid out
before the Wrld Trade Organi zation (WO | ast sumrer.
Additionally, the extent exporters, particularly those in the
devel opi ng worl d, have access to the US market will deterni ne
their ability to grow their own econonies — growh that wll
ultimately inproving themas US customers and further
strengthening the ancillary, and crucial, relationships that
follow trade

I ndeed, nmany of the nmost difficult choices Anerican
agriculture will likely face will be the ternms of access the USis
prepared to pernit to its market. Yet, these will be decisions as
critical as any other because they will determne, in part, the
negotiator’s corollary guiding principle: Know what you can pay,
and are willing to pay, to attain your objective.

CLI NTON COMMERCI ALI SM
The first building block of the new agriculture trade

paradigmis recognizing the context in which agricultural trade
policy will be executed. Many observers have, rightfully, pointed



to the trade record of the Clinton Adnministration as anong its
nost inportant and enduring |legacy in reshaping the US role in the
world in the post-Cold War. However, it was not the Clinton

Admi nistration that originated the policy

Dol l ars and di pl onacy have gone hand in hand throughout US
hi story. Even the former Adm nistration’s crowning achi evenent in
this regard — the agreenment to grant China permanent nornmal trade
relations (PNTR)— has it roots in the historic yearning of
Ameri can exporters to open the China market, a drive virtually as
old as the republic itself.

Nonet hel ess, with the end of the Cold War and the
di ssolution of many of the political and diplomtic ties and
frictions that defined world affairs, and gui ded commercia
relations as well, for alnost five decades, trade and commerce
have becone the new | anguage of world affairs. The US will no
| onger define its relations with other countries solely by
political alliances and all egi ances, but also by comrercial ties.

Li kewi se, commercial ties — objectives and concessions —
wi Il increasingly be inportant in achieving and fl eshing out
broader relationships and goals. Again, the inportance of China
PNTR cannot be understood fully as merely a conmercia
relationship. It is also as a turning point in the US goal of a
broader relationship with China and the aimof the US to bring
China nore fully into the world conmunity.

For agriculture trade policy, this evolution nmeans a nore
forthright view of the hand-in- glove relationship between farm
trade and foreign policy. As much as sone involved in US
agriculture cling to the notion that agriculture trade is and
shoul d be a purely comercial matter, the truth is that the US has
often and frequently used farmtrade for foreign policy
obj ectives, and that foreign policy has |ikew se served the
i nterests of farm exports.

This is certainly not a newtrend. One of npbst enduring
achi evenents of US diplomacy in recent years was the rebuilding of
Europe following the second Wrld War, a job that would have been
infinitely nore conpl ex, perhaps unattainable, wthout the
contributions of Anerican agriculture. More recently, the
agricultural export assistance the US Ient to Mexico and East Asia
were critical in stabilizing those econom es during their
respective financial crises. The aid that went from American
farms to Russian store shelves was |ikew se instrunental to US
efforts assisting Russia’s energence fromthe fornmer Soviet Union

In sum Clinton Commercialismis neither entirely new, but
it has defined nore fully the role of trade in shaping the US
relationship with the world. As one of the |argest exporting
sectors of the econony, and npbst export sensitive, US agriculture
and food exports will, and should, find thenselves nore wholly
integrated into the US | eadership role in the world.

BEYOND THE WASHI NGTON- BRUSSELS AXI S



Just as the Cold War nentality no |longer can dominate the
broader US role in the world, neither too can the U uguay Round
mental ity dominate US agricultural trade policy. Yet, it does.

US agriculture s |argest custoners today are in Japan, Mexico,
Canada and many of Anerican farmers’ nost inportant custoners in
the future will be in Asia, Africa, and Latin Anmerica. Yet, npst
of US farmtrade policy continues to be driven by the tensions and
negoti ations that led up to, produced, and linger fromthe Uruguay
Round.

It is tine to break out of the Eurocentric view that has so
dom nated farmtrade policy and, inportant, that has conmanded so
many of US trade resources — from personnel to dollars to
political capital — for the |last two decades. The US farmtrade
relationship with Europe will be inportant, but as the WO
mat ures, proceeds with the Uruguay Round built-in agenda, and as
it attenpts to produce another round of nultilateral trade
negoti ati ons, the US cannot afford to put all of its agricultura
trade eggs into the European basket.

But the US has, to a very, very |large extent done just that.
As inportant as the conprehensive proposal the US tabled at the
WO is, it nostly continues the debate of the Uruguay Round,
taking direct aimat Europe w thout providing the sane direct
response to the needs of the US custoners of the future.

One of the first | essons of politics is learning to count,
and fromthat sinple perspective alone, a flaw of current US
policy emerges. In a body of over 140 nenbers, the US and the EU
are but two. An inportant lesson to learn fromthe negotiating
sessions the WIO conducted over the |last year and as it prepares
for the March stock-taking session is the vigorous contribution
many of the other 140 plus nmenbers made, especially the devel oping
countries.

In short, the quad may have outlived its tinme. Wile the
US, EU, Canada, and Japan rmust continue to play inportant
| eadership roles in the WO — singularly and collectively --
especially with respect to agriculture, done are the days when the
quad can, or should, preordain the outconme of future agricultura
trade negotiations. Mreover, as the US | ooks to further its
obj ectives, many of the countries who have been on the outside
| ooking in those whose interests are simlar to ours and, in terms
of market access, represent the future for American farners and
food exporters.

THE US-EU FOOD FI GHT: DOES ANYONE W N?

While the lingering Uuguay Round differences between the US
and EU on farmand farmtrade policy are striking, in many
respects, the simlarities are equally conpelling. For exanple,
the EU s insistence on adding multi-functionality to the core
negotiating principles at the WO has been nmet with opposition
hostility, and derision by many in the US agricultural comrunity.
Yet, US farmpolicy, in its broadest sense, is a nodel of nulti-
functionality. Few other farmpolicies in the world are designed
to achieve, and do in fact achieve, as broad, diverse, and nulti-



functi onal goals as does US policy.

Consequently, the US and EU have expended far too nuch tine
and energy on a false argunent, one largely over |abels instead of
devoting that tinme and energy to providing | eadership for a new
round of |iberalization and cooperating to solve common probl ens.

For exanple, one of the nobst conplex problenms Anerican
agriculture faces is the ensuring consuner confidence in the food
supply — be neat and poultry safety or acceptance of the products
of biotechnol ogy. Europe stands rmuch to gain fromlearning the
| essons of how the US has structured its food confidence system
which is indeed unmatched. The US needs to understand the
Eur opean experience with problenms such as the backl ash agai nst
bi ot echnol ogy so US policies are not devel oped based only on the
sterility of the scientists’ |aboratories but also account fully
for consuner and social worries.

The EU and US have an incredible stake in the growmh of the
devel opi ng countries, and not sinply a nercantile stake. As their
agriculture and food systens mature, and their econom es grow,

they will becone better custoners for the higher val ue products
that will becone increasingly inportant to US agricultura
exports. That process of gromth — fromfarmto village to city —
will also be key to the maturation of their political stability

and integration into the world comrunity.
WHAT LI ES AHEAD?

Finally, a brief word about emerging trends that have
hitherto remained | argely outside of the debate on agricultura
trade policy. Although not central to questions about export
subsi di es, donestic supports, or tariff levels, sone of the
devel opnents affecting world comerce will undoubtedly influence
both agricultural production and trade, and thus policy.

For exanple, the internet may well revolutionize the way
food trade is conducted just as it has changed the way many of us
buy books. The rise of ever nmore nultinational food conpanies who
straddl e many, many political systens and the concentration of
this industry in the US as well as around the world, wll
prof oundly shape the way food is traded, and thus the need for
acconpanyi ng changes in food trade policy. Finally, new
environnental trends — from global warmng to protecting genetic
diversity to water scarcity — will affect world agricultura
production and thus needs to be accounted for in world, and US,
agricultural trade policy.

FARM TRADE' S TOP TO BOTTOM REVI EW

Now i s an especially appropriate time to rethink US farm
trade policy. The WIOis on the eve of its stock-taking session
to review the negotiating proposals put forward over the |ast year
and lay the foundation for further trade negotiations. This cones
at the outset of new administration in the US, presumably sorting
through its policies and priorities, including taking a
conprehensive and fresh | ook at the future and US objectives. In



so doing, it is appropriate that the new adninistration undertake
the agricultural trade policy equivalent of the top to bottom
review it has |launched of defense policy.

That exam nation needs to account for the potential for
conflicts between policies of market access and trade
liberalization, the integration of agricultural trade policy into
all aspects of the US | eadership role in world affairs, broadening
the focus of farmtrade policy beyond the narrow confines of US-EU
di sagreenents, and explore new trends that may affect farm ng and
farmtrade in the future.



