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Abstract: This article describes the evolution of the regulation of agricultural trade and analyses
key aspects of the negotiations of the Uruguay and Doha Rounds, in which the least developed
countries managed to make the final outcome of the negotiations conditional on progress in the
liberalisation of agricultural trade. Four Latin American countries (Argentina, Brazil, Chile and
Uruguay) participated in the lobbying groups set up in both Rounds with the aim of defending their
interests against the agricultural and protectionist policies of developed countries. Using specialised
databases on international trade, this paper describes the consequences of these negotiations for the
foreign agricultural trade of the countries that actively participated in them, with particular reference
to the evolution of European and Latin American trade balances. The results of the research show
how Latin American countries have become one of the world’s main exporters of oilseeds and sugar,
accounting for a third and a quarter of world exports, respectively. In contrast to the deterioration
of the European trade balance, during the period analysed the aggregate trade surplus of Latin
American countries increased from USD 4458.75 to 49,656.52 million.
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1. Introduction

In order to understand the evolution of international agricultural trade, it is essential
to bear in mind the pressures exerted by the least developed countries in favour of greater
liberalisation. Although this is a demand widely shared by Latin American countries,
the fact is that, of this group of countries, Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Uruguay are the
only ones that—first in the Uruguay Round and then in the Doha Round—participated in
the pressure groups created in both forums in favour of greater openness in agricultural
trade and against the protectionism and agricultural policies applied by some of the more
developed countries. As will be described, the demands of the countries advocating for
the liberalisation of agricultural trade clashed with the opposition of the more developed
countries; in particular, with those of a European Union (EU) whose agricultural policy was
characterised, for much of the period analysed, by its double condition of being productivist
and protectionist. In fact, various authors (Bonete 1994; Compés and Garcia 2005; Flores
2006; Compés et al. 2007; Garcia et al. 2008) have no hesitation in linking the reform of the
Community Agricultural Policy (CAP) to the commitments that the European Community
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In their work on the regulation of international agricultural trade and its implications
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two issues. Based on the conclusions obtained, this research aims to broaden the scope of
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this process of agricultural trade liberalisation, the factors that conditioned the negotiations
held, the role of the pressure groups formed to benefit the interests of the least developed
countries and the effects that the agreements reached had on the trade of all the countries
that participated in these negotiations.

From a theoretical point of view, the Uruguay Round negotiations have been studied by
a wide range of authors. Although this issue has also been analysed in countless empirical
studies, many of them focus on static analyses of the impact that the trade agreements
would have on the countries involved in the negotiations. Examples of this could be
the research by Goldin and Van der Mensbrugghe (1995) when they measure the impact
that tariff reduction commitments would have on the world’s least developed countries;
Brandao and Martin’s (1993) or Sadoulet and De Janvry’s (1992) interest in the impact of the
liberalisation of agricultural trade on this same group of countries; Hathaway and Ingco
(1995) when they try to assess the impacts of agricultural trade liberalisation; and Ingco
(1997) and Anderson and Neary (1994, 1996), who conclude that, for the least developed
countries, the benefits derived from the trade agreements reached in the Uruguay Round
will depend on how these types of countries are able to advance in the economic reforms
that allow for the liberalisation of their trade flows.

Aksoy and Beghin (2005) and Koning and Pinstrup-Andersen (2007) maintain their
interest in the impact that the liberalisation of agricultural trade would have on the least
developed countries but extend the time horizon of their research to the negotiations held
at the beginning of the Doha Round. However, despite the multitude of existing studies,
empirically, there are fewer studies that attempt to analyse the consequences of the trade
commitments adopted in these negotiating rounds from a long-term perspective in an
attempt to assess whether the commitments assumed entail a structural reordering of
international agricultural trade. The second part of this research is a modest contribution
based on this latter perspective. In this endeavour, this work takes as a reference the
studies of other authors who, specialising in the analysis of international agricultural trade,
approach their work from a long-term perspective; this is the case, for example, in the
research by Aparicio et al. (2009), Serrano and Pinilla (2010, 2014) or Baiardi et al. (2015),
who studied the evolution of agricultural exports, as well as their conditioning factors, and
predicted an increase in competition between emerging and developed countries for the
export of this type of product.

Beyond the interest aroused by the impacts of the negotiations in these two important
forums, there are many other issues related to international trade that are the subjects of
analysis: sectoral analyses of international trade, the impact of trade on the environment
and factors related to the demand for food are just some of the lines of research currently
open on the subject.

From a sectoral point of view, international trade is an inexhaustible field of research
that focuses on both products and geographical areas. Examples of this are the work of
Parejo-Moruno et al. (2020) on the international trade of garlic; Garcia et al. (2019) and
De Pablo et al. (2016, 2017), who analyse the international competitiveness of cherries,
almonds and olive oil; and Parejo and Rangel (2016), who are interested in the analysis
of the world market for table olives, to give just a few examples concerning international
agricultural trade.

The impact of trade on the environment is a controversial issue that has attracted the
research interest of many authors. Many of those who approach this question try to analyse
the impacts that such activity produces on the environment. Pendrill et al. (2019) and
Henders et al. (2015) study the pressure of international trade on forest resources in less
developed countries; Aichele and Felbermayr (2015) and Jiborn et al. (2018) are interested
in analysing the impact of carbon emissions derived from international trade; in a similar
vein, Xu et al. (2020) analyse the impacts of such activity on the sustainable development of
the planet. Another interesting area of study related to this subject focuses on the analysis
of the effects that trade agreements may have on the planet’s environment and on the
natural resources of less developed countries (Frey 2016; Bastiaens and Postnikov 2017;
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Martinez-Zarzoso and Oueslati 2018; Brandi et al. 2020; Heyl et al. 2021; and Tang et al.
2022 are just some examples of this type of work).

With regard to the analysis of the factors that condition international trade, the work
of Coyle et al. (1998) and Rimmer and Powell (1996) on the factors that condition world
food demand stands out, as does that of Baier and Bergstrand (2001, 2007) analysing the
role that free trade agreements, or reductions in tariffs and transport costs, can have on the
growth of international trade.

2. A Historical Overview of the Regulation of International Agricultural Trade
2.1. International Trade Regulation in the Post-War Period

Following the Second World War, the Trade and Employment Conference held in
Havana in 1946 was a milestone in the definition of new international trade relations. Those
who met in Havana were well-aware of the damage done to the international economy
by the protectionist measures adopted by various countries during the 1930s. The aim of
the conference was to define an agreement that would enable the participating countries
to make progress in opening up international trade. It was in this context that the idea
of creating an International Trade Organisation (ITO) was born, but it never came into
existence as such. Instead, a year after the Havana Conference, 23 of the participating
countries signed the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), which was intended
to fulfil part of the tasks assigned to the frustrated organisation.

Therefore, given the reticence towards the ITO on the part of some of the participants in
the Havana Conference, it is necessary to understand the origin of the GATT as a transitory
solution. Nevertheless, this agreement was key to the liberalisation of international trade
between 1948 and 1995, to such an extent that some consider GATT to be the “largest trade
agreement in history” (Prieto and Esteruelas 1989, p. 138). After the creation of the World
Trade Organisation (WTO) in 1995, the GATT lost relevance but, before then, under the
auspices of this Agreement, eight negotiating rounds were held. In contrast to the Uruguay
Round (1986-1994), in which trade in agricultural products was the subject of intense
negotiations, in the seven previous rounds, commitments in favour of trade liberalisation
were basically focused on industrial products.

In the first seven GATT rounds, the influence of the developed countries managed to
focus the negotiations on industrial products; on the other hand, it should not be forgotten
that, after the Second World War, there was a major problem of food shortages, so the
interests of agricultural exporters did not clash and the liberalisation of this type of trade
was not a matter for discussion. As Sancho (1991) points out, during this long period, it
was only when the agricultural policies promoted by different countries began to reverse
the situation described above, and when the implementation of the CAP generated major
misgivings among the main agricultural exporters, that a certain amount of debate on
international agricultural trade began to take place. However, the discussions that took
place hardly served to ratify the exceptional nature of agriculture and the peculiarities of this
sector within international trade. This was also helped by the fact that the criticisms made
by the US were undermined by its own actions in agricultural matters. US protectionism in
agricultural trade dates back to 1955, when the US requested several agricultural exceptions
(known in GATT jargon as “waivers”) within the GATT.

Years later, the concessions granted to the US would be used by other countries to
justify the same course of action; in fact, it is likely that the productivist and protectionist
orientation that characterised the CAP in its origins could not have been the same without
the US precedent. At the end of the 1970s, the “infernal logic” (Moyano 1998) derived from
an agricultural policy that offered European producers guaranteed prices regardless of the
functioning of the markets led to large surpluses and a significant budgetary problem. The
approval of export subsidies to eliminate these surpluses not only multiplied their economic
cost but also generated intense criticism from those other countries whose agricultural
exports on international markets were damaged by the existence of Community subsidies
(Etxezarreta et al. 1995).
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Despite the fact that, in the Dillon Round of the GATT (1960-1961), the USA and the
EEC had agreed on the external aspect of the CAP, there were constant clashes between the
two—and with the rest of the countries exporting agricultural products. These countries
denounced the fact that European agricultural protectionism and export subsidies distorted
the prices of agricultural products on international markets (causing them to collapse) and
expelled from them other producers who, being more efficient than Europeans, did not
have the subsidies and support of their respective national governments.

2.2. The Uruguay Round and the Issue of Agricultural Trade

In 1996, in Punta del Este (Uruguay), what was to be the last GATT negotiating round—
and the most complex of all those that had been held to that date—got underway. For the
first time, agricultural trade liberalisation was one of the key issues in the negotiations.
Although, among the developed countries, those that formed part of the EEC were not the
only ones to support their agriculture, in these negotiations the protectionism implicit in
the CAP was the object of intense criticism from various quarters, including the USA and
the CAIRNS group.

The US approach to the Uruguay Round could be described as hypocritical given that,
as has been explained, the US had a long history of protection measures for its farmers;
nevertheless, in these negotiations, the US had no difficulty in being very belligerent
towards the CAP’s protectionist measures. Moreover, in these criticisms, the US was able
to focus the debate on those European protection measures that least conditioned its own
actions, such as border protection measures and export subsidies (San Juan 1991).

The emergence of the CAIRNS group and their ability to influence the negotiations was
an important development in the Uruguay Round. The CAIRNS group is made up of a num-
ber of countries characterised by their competitiveness in international agricultural markets:
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Hungary, Indonesia, Malaysia, New
Zealand, the Philippines, Thailand and Uruguay. At a certain point in the negotiations,
the position of these countries in favour of the liberalisation of international agricultural
trade even led them to make progress on trade in services or intellectual property rights
conditional on specific commitments by the EEC regarding agricultural products.

In order to understand the Uruguay Round negotiations, it is necessary to be aware
that, in agricultural matters, protectionism can be implemented through various policies,
such as (Gomez Toran 1991): (a) price support policies, which could include border pro-
tection, export subsidies and domestic price maintenance; (b) direct aid, which seeks to
maintain farmers’ incomes without altering price formation in the markets; and (c) other
support measures, including support for marketing, environmental incentives, agricultural
insurance, tax benefits, etc.

In the Uruguay Round, participating countries agreed to define their support instru-
ments and to classify them into three categories or “boxes”:

e  The “Amber Box” would include agricultural support schemes that are prohibited
due to their distorting effects on agricultural markets; such support would have to
be reduced by the agreed percentages. This category would include domestic price
support instruments; i.e., border protection, export subsidies and guaranteed prices;

e  The “Blue Box” would include direct aid partially decoupled from production, as
well as programmes aimed at limiting production. The creation of this “box” was a
compromise solution to unblock the Uruguay Round negotiations; in fact, its existence
was conceived as a temporary measure that would disappear in 2003;

e  The “Green Box” would include aid permitted because it does not have distorting ef-
fects on international trade. This group would include aid for agricultural research, ru-
ral development, natural disasters and programmes aimed at environmental protection.

In the area of agricultural trade, the negotiations were marked by an intense con-
frontation between the position of the European countries participating in the integration
process and most of the rest of the GATT signatory countries, represented especially by
the belligerent attitude of the USA and the CAIRNS group. While the former ruled out



Economies 2023, 11, 2

50f 15

the possibility of accepting any change in the regulation of international agricultural trade
that would call into question their agricultural policy, the latter demanded the elimination,
within a maximum period of ten years, of the aid included in the amber box; in other words,
that which generated distorting effects on the formation of international agricultural prices
(border protection and export subsidies) and which, paradoxically, had great relevance in
the definition of the CAP (Millet 2005).

With regard to border protection, most of the GATT signatories demanded that the
EEC tariffs be tariffed and progressively reduced. On the other hand, the existence of export
subsidies had caused world prices for the most characteristic products of continental agri-
culture to reach lower levels than they would have been in the absence of these measures,
thus harming agricultural exporters in the least developed countries. Tangermann (1987)
quantifies this downward pressure on international prices for these products at 2-10%.
Moreover, until the mid-1980s, the granting of these subsidies had allowed European
producers to expel from international markets the agricultural exporters of other countries
which, although more competitive than European producers, did not enjoy the same levels
of protection and/or subsidies.

No country questioned the existence of domestic support (Marshall 1991) as long as
it did not alter the formation of international agricultural prices or stimulate production.
The importance that agricultural trade acquired in the Uruguay Round came as a surprise
to a European Community whose agricultural policy was still characterised by its dual
protectionist and productivist nature (Garcia 1991). In order to unblock this situation,
the EEC was forced to propose the first major reform of the CAP (European Commission
1991). Josling (1993) considers this reform to be the European response to the pressures
exerted by the majority of the GATT signatory countries, and it implied the reduction
of intervention prices in some of the main CMOs, which were precisely those linked to
continental production. As a result of this reduction in intervention prices, Community
prices would gradually come closer to international prices and this, in turn, led to a
reduction in the much criticised export subsidies.

The changes introduced in the design of the CAP brought the Uruguay Round negoti-
ations closer together. However, the consensus reached on agricultural trade by the EEC
and the USA in November 1992 was fundamental to the finalisation of the negotiations; the
commitments made would give shape to the so-called Blair House Agreement. Two years
later, the signing of the so-called Marrakesh Agreement (1994) was the culmination of eight
years of long negotiations.

It is true that, as far as export subsidies are concerned, the European concessions did
have some relevance but, as far as border protection and agricultural support measures are
concerned, the commitments from the Uruguay Round did not meet the initial expectations
of the CAIRNS group. There was also the added problem that, after the end of the nego-
tiations, the developed countries, in the fulfilment of these commitments, would employ
tactics contrary to the spirit of the agreement, such as “dirty tariffication” or the fixing, as a
basis for the commitments assumed, of years in which subsidies or tariffs had been higher.
These practices were strongly denounced by agricultural exporters in the Doha Round.

However, Conde (2014), Rodrigo (2006) and Garcia and Valdés (1997) agree that, apart
from concrete results, the great achievement of the Uruguay Round was the complete
incorporation of agricultural trade into the GATT negotiations, as well as the commitment
made by the participating countries to consider the results of the found not as a point of
arrival but as the starting point for future negotiations.

2.3. Liberalisation of Agricultural Trade in the Doha Round

In 2001, the WTO launched its first negotiating round, the so-called Doha Round.
Faced with the criticisms that the globalisation process had aroused two years earlier at
the Seattle Conference, the WTO sought to justify why new negotiations were necessary in
order to make progress in the liberalisation of international trade. The argument chosen
for this was the development of the poorest countries; hence, the objectives set out in its
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launching declaration were known as the “Development Agenda”; among these objectives,
the one referring to the relevance that the liberalisation of agricultural trade should acquire
in the negotiating process stood out.

In the same way that the CAIRNS group had a high profile in the Uruguay Round, in
Doha, a group of less developed countries that were competitive in international markets
but saw their production seriously damaged by developed countries formed a pressure
group to define a common negotiating strategy (Mahia et al. 2005). This group of countries,
which this research will refer to as the least developed agricultural exporters (LADEs),
was composed of ten Latin American countries (Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Cuba,
Guatemala, Mexico, Paraguay, Uruguay and Venezuela), five African countries (Egypt,
Nigeria, South Africa, Tanzania and Zimbabwe) and six Asian countries (China, India,
Indonesia, Pakistan, Philippines and Thailand).

Created at the WTO Ministerial Conference held in Cancun (2003), the LDAEs assumed
a relevance that “has changed the geopolitics of international agricultural negotiations”
(Amorim 2006, p. 15), reducing the excessive influence that the two great agricultural
superpowers—the US and the EU—had historically enjoyed. In fact, the origin of the LDAEs
is linked to their confrontation with the strategy followed in Cancin by the Europeans
and Americans who, in the early hours of the morning of the very day of the meeting’s
closure (in an attempt to re-edit the Blair House Agreement that had brought them such
good results in the Uruguay Round), announced that it had not been possible to reach
an agreement on agricultural matters, but that there was a consensus between them that
allowed negotiations to continue in another series of sectors that coincided with their
interests. Led by Brazil, India and China, the LDAEs saw this announcement as an attempt
by these two powers to make up for their mutual shortcomings in the area of agriculture,
rejecting the aforementioned pact and the possibility of advancing in negotiations to
liberalise trade in other sectors until an agricultural agreement was reached.

Despite the failure of Canctin and the fact that commitments to liberalise agricultural
trade would not be made until the Hong Kong Conference (2005), the developed countries
took advantage of this period to continue adapting their agricultural policies. In the case
of Europe, the so-called Agenda 2000 (European Commission 1997) and Fischler Reform
(European Commission 2002) deepened the process of adapting the CAP to the international
context that began with the McSharry Reform (1992).

For Massot (2004), the Fischler Reform culminated in the evolution of the CAP from a
policy of market intervention to an income policy based on direct aid whose decoupling
and conditionality had an unequivocal intention: its imputation to the Green Box and the
defence of the continuity of the Blue Box beyond 2003. In fact, for the EU, extending the
existence of the Green Box and defending the multifunctionality of its agriculture as the fact
that differentiates the European agricultural model from that of other countries in favour
of greater liberalisation of agricultural markets (Massot 2000) were the main axes of its
negotiating position in Canctin and Hong Kong.

The agreements stemming from the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference (2005) would
entail: a further reduction in and greater conditionality for domestic support to the primary
sector; lower barriers to access to developed country markets; and a target date of 2013 for
the total elimination of export subsidies.

Each of these commitments posed different challenges for the developed agricultural
powers: the US would have to reform its domestic agricultural support policies to adapt
them to WTO requirements; for the EU, the main challenge was to reduce market access
barriers, given that, after the reforms carried out, Europe was in a position to assume new
commitments in the rest of the areas under negotiation (Rubio 2009). However, this did
not prevent the European Commission from approving a new Communication, “Preparing
for the Health Check of the CAP reform” (European Commission 2007), which laid the
foundations for what, two years later, would be a new reform of the CAP that would be the
culmination of the reforms begun in 1992.
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After the Hong Kong Conference, the negotiations in the Doha Round came to a
standstill, so that the only new developments in agricultural trade took place at the Confer-
ences in Bali (2013) and Nairobi (2015), without the agreements reached in either of them
representing substantial changes to the regulation of trade in agricultural products.

3. Research Methodology

The process of liberalisation of agricultural trade has been described above, and it
remains to analyse the consequences of this process for the foreign agricultural trade of
the countries, or groups of countries, that took part in it. To this end, we examine: (a) the
participation of these countries in world exports of agricultural products, differentiating
the Latin American countries under study, which are referred to in this part of the research
as Latin America; and (b) the evolution of the European and Latin American trade balances.

In the previous section, the heterogeneity of the countries that made up the lobbies that
played a leading role in the Uruguay and Doha Rounds was studied. The CAIRNS group
was made up of agricultural exporting powers, within which there were highly developed
countries and others that were not so developed; in the Doha Round, geographical and
economic differences also existed between the countries that defended the position of the
LDAESs. As stated in the introduction, the Latin American countries selected as the object
of study are the only ones belonging to that geographical area that actively participated in
both lobbies. Although this is a simplification, the comparison between the European and
Latin American cases is a good example of the negotiating tensions that pitted the interests
of developed countries against those of other less favoured countries in both rounds, and it
may be a paradigmatic example of the restructuring of agricultural markets that has taken
place with regard to continental products.

The methodological approach in this research takes as a reference that used by
Castellano-Alvarez et al. (2021) in their analysis of the influence of the CAP reform pro-
cess on the regulation of international agricultural trade. The aforementioned authors
indicated that, in order to analyse the effects of the liberalisation of agricultural trade, it
was necessary to take as a reference point those products that were most sensitive to the
growing opening up of trade; in other words, those that benefited most from the subsidy
and protection systems of developed countries. This is the case for continental products:
arable crops (cereals, oilseeds and protein crops), beef, sugar and milk and its derivatives.
Historically, these products have enjoyed greater protection from the founding countries
of the European Economic Community (EEC). This is shown in Table 1, the data of which
refer to the year prior to the launch of the Uruguay Round.

Table 1. Community aid according to production in 1985 (millions of ECUs).

Type of Products % AFP Credits Export Subs. Compen. Aids
Continental 49.6 14,276.8 5799.7 4060.1
Mediterranean 22.8 4471.7 181.2 3372.1

Source: Castellano-Alvarez et al. (2021) based on the work of Cejudo (2000).

As a consequence of their greater international competitiveness, the export refunds
from which Mediterranean products benefit are an “anecdote” compared to those received
by continental products. As analysed above, the elimination of export subsidies was one of
the great hobbyhorses of those who criticised the protectionist bias of the CAP. Therefore,
continental productions were the most affected by the reduction in protection measures
and represent a paradigmatic example of the consequences for European agriculture of
taking on the challenge of the progressive liberalisation of its agricultural foreign trade.

Taking the European level as one of the variables in the analysis requires that the
basis of the study refers to the same group of countries. After its third enlargement, the
European integration process involved twelve partners (EU-12). However, using this group
of countries as a reference is only partially compatible with the statistical series available
from Eurostat. From 1995 onwards, after the integration of Austria, Finland and Sweden,
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the abovementioned database does not provide aggregated information for the EU-12.
Therefore, data for the EU-12 are used for the period 1988-1994 and, from 1995 onwards,
the scope of analysis focuses on the EU-15, for which Eurostat does offer aggregated data.
The analysis of the effects that the agreements reached had on international agricultural
trade requires the use of different statistical sources:

(@) In order to analyse the world market share of the agricultural exports of the coun-
tries (or groups of countries) involved in the negotiations of the Uruguay and Doha
Rounds, the trade statistics of the United Nations Department of Economic and Social
Affairs (https:/ /comtrade.un.org/data/ (10 December 2021)) are used. Unlike other
databases, this statistical base makes it possible to obtain, within the same search,
the exports of all the countries under analysis (reporters) for the world market as
a whole (partners). However, it also has some limitations: (1) it does not provide
information aggregated by groups of countries (for example, the EU-15); and (2) it
does not differentiate between intra- and extra-EU trade;

(b) With regard to the analysis of the evolution of the trade balance, a distinction must be
made between the study of this variable in the European case and in the case of the
selected Latin American countries. For the latter, the same statistical source is used as
in the previous point. However, in the analysis of the European balance, the Eurostat
database (https:/ /ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database (10 January 2020)) is used.
This tool allows the creation of aggregates for the joint consultation of a group of
countries; hence, it is very useful for the simultaneous analysis of the EU-15. Another
interesting feature of this statistical database is that it differentiates between intra-
and extra-EU trade (the data for the latter are used).

4. Interpretation and Discussion of the Research Results

Having outlined the process of liberalisation of international agricultural trade and
defined the factors that conditioned the negotiations held for this purpose, it is now time to
analyse their consequences in the evolution of the foreign agricultural trade of the countries,
or groups of countries, that took part in these negotiations. As indicated in the introduction,
in addition to the EU, the US, the CAIRNS group and the LDAEs, the proposed analysis
includes a fifth aggregate comprising Chile, Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay, the four Latin
American countries that, both in the Uruguay Round and in the Doha Round, were active
members of these two pressure groups in favour of greater openness in international
agricultural trade.

4.1. World Market Shares of Agricultural Exports of the Countries Involved in the Negotiations

Figure 1 shows the export shares of the countries analysed in the international market.
Several conclusions can be drawn from it:

(@) Inthe year in which the Uruguay Round ended (1994), European exports achieved
their highest share of international markets (37.31%). Since then, their relative im-
portance has declined inexorably to 19.10% in 2016. Europe’s “condescension” with
the liberalisation of agricultural trade and the decrease in its share of world exports
was not a process without its critics. These became more evident as the Doha Round
progressed and CAP reforms were implemented in the 2000s. Thus, for example,
Lamo de Espinosa (2008, p. 11) rhetorically asks: “Are we aware that (...) to anchor
the CAP in food security, to cry out against the quadruple environmental, social, fiscal
and monetary dumping, is to break with all the principles on which the WTO has
been based and on which we are being expelled from the global market in favour of
others?”;

(b) A very similar trend to that of Europe was followed by US exports, which went from
representing 30.8% of world exports in 1992 to almost 18% in 2016;

(¢) The declining importance of European and US exports contrasts with the growing
importance of exports from developing countries. They have grown from a mere 6.5%
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of world exports in 1990 to just over 30% in 2016. Figure 1 shows that this group of
countries has benefited most from the process of agricultural trade liberalisation;
The trend shown by the exports of the four Latin American countries analysed is
unmistakable. From representing barely 3% of world exports at the beginning of
the 1990s, they had practically the same market share as the US and the EU by
the end of the series analysed. However, as Figure 2 shows, by product, there are
significant differences in the relevance that countries hold in world exports. Among
these differences, it is worth noting the cases of oilseeds and sugar and its derivatives,
where exports from Latin American countries account, respectively, for a third and
a quarter of world exports. In contrast, at the end of the series analysed, European
dairy exports still accounted for almost half of world exports; in the same year, a third
of oilseed exports still came from the USA.

4.2. Evolution of Latin American and European Agricultural Foreign Trade

This section compares the evolution of agricultural foreign trade in Latin American

countries with the trend followed by European foreign trade (a paradigmatic example of
the logic used by developed countries in agricultural stimulus policies). With respect to Eu-
ropean evolution, this research starts from the results obtained by Castellano-Alvarez et al.
(2021) in their analysis of the implications that the regulation of international agricultural
trade has on CAP reforms.

40.00

35.00

30.00

25.00

20.00

15.00

10.00

5.00

0.00

//\/

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016

CAIRNS

e | DAE EU (15) USA e |ATIN AMERICA

Figure 1. Country shares for world exports of continental products. Source: authors” elaboration
based on data obtained from UN Comtrade Database.
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Figure 2. Evolution by country of shares of world exports. Source: authors” elaboration based on
data obtained from UN Comtrade Database.

Figure 3 shows the trend in the aggregate foreign trade of the four Latin American
countries, in which two periods can be distinguished: a first stage, covering the 1990s, in
which, after the conclusion of the Uruguay Round, there was a timid increase in the trade
surplus; and a second period, after the launch of the Doha Round, in which the exports of
this group of countries soared and, with them, the surplus in their trade balance.

M

1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016

e EXPOrtS === |mports e====Trade balance

Figure 3. Evolution of Latin America’s agricultural foreign trade in continental products (mil-

lions of USD, current prices). Source: authors’ elaboration based on data obtained from UN

Comtrade Database.
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Despite showing a different trend, Figure 4 shows that, the two stages mentioned can
also be distinguished in the evolution of European trade: a first period in which there were
no changes in the evolution of the trade balance; and a second stage in which the trade
deficit increased notably. Three factors can be highlighted to explain this evolution: (1)
stagnation of European agricultural production—even valued at current prices, European
production of continental products in 2010 was lower than in 1996; (2) reduction in exports—
exports in 2004 were lower than in 1994; and (3) the harsh criticism made by less developed
agricultural exporters at the launch of the Doha Round regarding the failure of developed
countries to meet the commitments made in the Marrakesh Agreement to reduce entry
barriers for primary products.

40,000.00
30,000.00
20,000.00
10,000.00 ; /
0.00
88 90 92 T9A—=96==98—0 2 4 6 8§ 10 12 14 16
-10,000.00
-20,000.00
e EXpOrts Imports Trade balance
Figure 4. Evolution of European agricultural foreign trade in continental products (millions of EUR,
current prices). Source: Castellano-Alvarez et al. (2021).

As Figure 5 shows, in the case of the Latin American countries analysed, there were
notable differences in the evolution of trade in the different products analysed. Above
all, the trade surplus achieved in oilseeds stands out: in 2016, this type of crop accounted
for almost half of the trade surplus of this group of countries. At the other end of the
spectrum are pulses and dairy products, which, although not in deficit, made practically
no contribution to the aggregate surplus.
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25,000.00
20,000.00
15,000.00
A
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Figure 5. Latin American foreign trade balance for continental products (millions of USD, current
prices). Source: authors’ elaboration based on data obtained from UN Comtrade Database.
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In any case, regardless of the type of product and/or crop in question, Figure 5 seems to
show that the launch of the Doha Round represents a change in the trend for the agricultural
foreign trade of this group of Latin American countries. Valued at current prices, from the
end of the Uruguay Round to the last year of the series analysed, their aggregate trade
surplus increased from USD 4458.75 million to a total of USD 49,656.52 million.

The evolution of Latin American agricultural foreign trade contrasts with the European
deficit. This export capacity of Latin American countries makes it possible to understand
their incorporation into the lobbies for the liberalisation of agricultural trade in the Uruguay
and Doha Rounds.

Finally, with regard to the trends in European foreign trade that characterise the
products analysed, Figure 6 allows us to differentiate between the surplus in dairy products
and their derivatives, the deficit in oilseeds and cattle and the unfavourable trend in cereals.
In the period (1988-2016), in absolute terms and at current prices, the aggregate trade
deficit in continental products was multiplied by four.

—m—

88 90 92 94 9 98 O 2 4 b~3” 10\12 14 16

e Cereals Oilseeds

Figure 6. Foreign trade balance for continental products (millions of EUR, current prices). Source:
Castellano-Alvarez et al. (2021).

5. Conclusions

In the Uruguay Round, the liberalisation of agricultural trade took on an unexpected
relevance and two positions confronted each other: on the one hand, the EU, whose
agricultural and trade policies had a double protectionist and productivist bias; on the
other hand, those countries, competitive agricultural exporters, whose growth in the
international agricultural market was hampered by the policies applied by the former.

In the Uruguay Round, US support for the postulates of the CAIRNS group made it
possible to reach an agreement that marked the beginning of a long process in favour of
agricultural trade liberalisation that would no longer be reversed and which would again
be the cause of friction at the first Ministerial Conferences of the Doha Round; it was at one
of these meetings (Cancun 2003) that, given the reluctance of the developed countries to
fulfil the commitments acquired in the area of agricultural trade, a pressure group made up
of the least developed agricultural exporting countries (LDCs) emerged.

This long negotiation process had obvious consequences for the evolution of inter-
national agricultural trade. Although timidly in the second half of the 1990s and more
intensely as the 2000s progressed, this research shows how the countries that make up the
two aforementioned lobbies are increasing their share of the world market to the detriment
of the EU and the US. At the end of the series analysed, the four Latin American countries
accounted for 18.01% of world exports of continental products compared to 17.95% in the
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US and 19.10% in Europe. These figures are even more significant if one takes into account
that, in 1992, the US and the EU each accounted for 30% of world exports of this type of
product compared to just 2.5% for Latin American countries. However, within this general
trend, as the research shows, there are notable differences between the different continental
productions analysed.

Another consequence of the liberalisation of agricultural trade is the evolution of the
trade balance between countries. The evolution of agricultural exports from Latin American
countries shows that this is a group of countries with a remarkable capacity to compete
in the global market. During the period under study, the aggregate trade surplus of this
group of countries increased from USD 4458.75 million to a total of USD 49,656.52 million.
It is true, however, that there are also differences by product, with their export capacity for
oilseeds standing out.

In this comparative exercise, the European trade balance represents the other side of
the coin. Although, in absolute terms, throughout the series analysed, the European trade
deficit quadrupled, the differences between some productions and others are more marked:
the trade surplus that characterised dairy products and their derivatives contrasted with
the deficit in oilseeds and cattle.

Finally, with regard to the limitations of the research, it should be noted that the results
of this study must always be interpreted in relation to the type of production analysed. In
other words, it is not (necessarily) a trend that can be generalised to all products, but rather,
given the objective of the research, a series of products that are particularly protected by
European agricultural policies and, therefore, particularly susceptible to the effects of a
process of trade liberalisation have been taken as a reference. It is very likely that the results
of the research would not be the same if the object of analysis were Mediterranean products.
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