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Abstract

The Ministerial Declaration launching the Doha Development Agenda provided a positive answer to the question regarding whether the rules of the multilateral trade system should be targeted to assist development. Against this backdrop, the paper emphasizes the trade and development aspects of the concept of “Special Products” and argues that a comprehensive treatment of Special Products in the modalities of the WTO is needed if the goals of development to which the Doha Round committed are to be adequately addressed. The paper also presents and demonstrates an approach and methodology for identifying “Special Products” and evaluates indicators measuring the importance or contribution of agricultural commodities to meeting the three criteria agreed for designating Special Products -  food security, livelihood security and rural development.  Factor analysis is used to evaluate the interrelationship and robustness of the indicators. The results show that several indicators are explaining the same criteria. Thus, it is possible select a few indicators to identify Special Products and products need only meet one criterion to qualify for “Special Product” status. 
1. Introduction

The Ministerial Declaration launching the Doha Development Agenda made several commitments to foster development among poorer developing countries. Paragraph 3 “committed to addressing the marginalization of least-developed countries in international trade”.  Paragraph 13 stated that Special and Differential treatment (SDT) measures shall “be an integral part of all elements in the negotiations on agriculture” and these measures should be “operationally effective and enable developing countries to take account of their development needs, including food security and rural development”.
 The World Trade Organization (WTO) thereby committed its trade rules to achieving development results. 

The commitment “to fulfilling the development dimension of the Doha Development Agenda, which places the interests of developing and least-developed countries at the heart of the Doha Work Programme” was reiterated in the July 2004 Framework agreement
.

 This paper focuses on the identification and treatment of Special Products (SPs) based on the modality agreed by WTO members in the July 2004 Framework document (paragraph 41) and extended in the Hong Kong Ministerial declaration (paragraph 7) as follows:
 


“Developing country Members will have the flexibility to designate 

an appropriate 
number of products as Special Products, based on criteria


of food security, livelihood security and rural development needs. 

These products will be eligible for more flexible treatment. The criteria 

and treatment of these products will be further specified during the negotiation

phase and will recognize the fundamental importance of Special Products to 
developing countries.” 




July Framework agreement of 2004, paragraph 41

“Developing country Members will have the flexibility to self-designate 

an appropriate 
number of tariff lines as Special Products guided by indicators based on 
criteria  of food security, livelihood security and rural development. 



Hong Kong Ministerial declaration (paragraph 7)
The main differences between the July 2004 Framework and the December 2005 Hong Kong Ministerial declaration document  is the greater flexibility(self designation), specificity (number of tariff lines) and reference to indicators included in the latter document. The approach presented here to advance the process of selecting SPs is fully consistent with the  dimensions included in the SP modality.  
The fundamental message of the paper is that given designating SPs is associated with increasing food security, livelihood security and rural development, the identification and treatment of  SPs should be addressed in a development friendly and comprehensive manner, linked with binding commitments on WTO members. A comprehensive approach as presented in this document would increase the chances of achieving the Millenium Development Goals, particularly the first related to poverty and hunger and the last committed to establishing a global partnership for development.
The paper is divided into five sections as follows. The second section argues that Special Products is the most important development rule and that it should be addressed in the WTO in a more comprehensive manner. The third section details an approach to identification and designation of Special Products emphasising development indicators and trade policy considerations consistent with WTO’s modalites. The fourth section presents results from four case studies using the approach suggested to identify SPs. The final section draws lessons from the results of the identification exercise and summarizes the components of a comprehensive approach that would make identification and treatment of Special Products a useful policy measure for promoting development.
2. Special Products (SPs) – Towards a Comprehensive Development Approach  

The modalities related to SPs fall under the Market Access pillar and are considered special and differential treatment (SDT) for developing countries. In this section two points are made. Firstly, a comprehensive approach to SPs is essential for trade expansion and development across the large majority of developing countries. Secondly, a comprehensive SP modality would be conceived in a development context and would be linked directly with the other modalities in the WTO negotiations. 
2.1 Market Access Experience and Developing Countries
Market access is consistently pointed to as the most important modality in the WTO negotiations to enable trade expansion and development. The argument in this section is that for more than a hundred developing countries an SP modality linked to development is relatively more important to expanding trade than additional market access. In other words, increased market access is important, but what is limiting trade expansion for these countries is more related to policy flexibility to develop their domestic supply side capacity to access their domestic and regional markets in addition to targeting the market access afforded to them beyond their regions. A comprehensive approach to SPs would afford the transition to increased market access and the ability to use it. Two points are made in this section. Firstly, poor and vulnerable countries have market access. Secondly, past experience does not suggest that the majority of developing countries have the capacity to use market access available to them. 
The Everything But Arms(EBA) initiative, the African Growth Opportunity Act (AGOA) and the Cotonou Agreement have already lowered tariffs substantially to these countries. The European Union’s Africa, Caribbean and Pacific Cotonou agreement extends duty free access to the majority of agricultural exports of these countries (Table 1). In Table 1 the category where the regime is “not specified” it is indicated that 81% of the imports face a zero MFN tariff and the remainder are generally in the under 10% MFN range. Based on four case study countries, Stevens and Keenan conclude that more than 90% of the ACP exports to the EU were either accorded Cotonou preferential treatment or faced zero MFN rates. The “market access” situation may not be as favourable for these countries in other major markets (USA, Japan, Canada), but generally tariffs are already low.


[image: image1.emf]Table 1

 EU imports from ACP by regime, 2002     

Regime Value(E$000) Share of

Total 

Estimated 

Duty 

Free

  MFN 15,032,460 52%

97%

 GSP 123,010 0.40%

Other 

Preferences 

(Cotonou)

8,056,223 28%

Not Specified 5,445,234 19%

81%

Total 28,656,927.00 100%

90%

Source: Adapted from Stevens  and Keenan, 2004


Special Products identified to promote rural development should target trade policy changes both nationally, regionally and internationally to assist the development of the particular SPs. For instance, the agricultural products that are still supported in developed countries (Table 2), have considerable potential in national and regional markets. SPs must allow developing countries the space and the opportunities to catch up technologically and economically to supply these products. Further, the processed and value-added products that most characterize tariff escalation (Table 3) should be targetted. Where lower MFN rates are needed for specific commodities, especially in terms of reducing tariff escalation, these countries could trade some of their current concessions (preferences that are being eroded) for specific lower developed country tariffs.
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The past general tariff reduction exercises have not resulted in the trade expansion that most developing countries might have anticipated, and given the current tariff rates that the poor and vulnerable countries face in the major developed country markets to which they export there is no reason to conclude that further general tariff reductions alone will be any more beneficial than past experience indicates. The experience of most developing countries, taken individually and collectively, makes the case. Table 4 shows how agricultural trade shares and net trade balances have changed between 1988 and 2004.

Table 4 : Developing Countries : Agricultural Export Shares and Net Agricultural Trade
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1994

2004

1988

1994

2004

Developing Countries

29.4

28.6

29.5

8.4

1.5

-3.3

Asia (developing)

14.6

16.2

14.6

-7.7

-8.1

-33.6

LDCs

0.2

0.2

0.1

-1.3

-1.5

-3.3

Non LDCs

14.4

16.0

14.5

-6.4

-6.7

-30.3

SSA

3.1

2.3

2.1

3.4

1.8

-1.2

LDCs

1.3

0.9

0.7

0.1

-1.1

-3.5

Non LDCs

1.9

1.5

1.4

3.3

2.9

2.3

All LDCs

1.5

1.1

0.8

-1.3

-2.6

-6.8

Near East & North Africa

0.6

0.6

0.6

-6.1

-7.1

-8.4

Caribbean

2.0

0.6

0.3

2.9

-1.1

-2.2

Oceania Developing

0.2

0.2

0.1

-0.2

-0.2

-0.4

South America

6.9

7.7

9.6

15.0

18.6

44.5

Central America

2.0

2.0

2.6

1.8

-1.0

-2.1

Shares in world agricultural exports (%)

Net agricultural trade (billion US$)

Regions


FAOSTAT, 2005
While both developing and developed countries increased their exports over the period, the rates of increase were the same and global shares did not change. Further, developing country gains were highly concentrated by region, mainly Asian non-LDC countries and South American countries.  The performance and participation of LDCs in both Asia and Africa was greatly inferior to other countries in their region and they saw their share in global trade decline and their net agricultural trade balances turn or become more negative. In the Caribbean, there was a substantial decline in absolute trade as well as their share in global trade. Table 5 shows how the developing country share of global agricultural exports is concentrated among very few developing countries. For the ten countries shown the concentration is not only high but is also increasing. Between 1990 and 2004, their share increased from 55% to almost 70 %. It is not surprising that the global models that predict how the gains from trade will be distributed show that some of these same countries gain the lion’s share of the increase trade. 


[image: image5.emf]Table 5

Selected Country Share of

 Total Developing Country Agricultural Exports (%)

Countries in Top 10 list both in 1990 and 2004

1990 2004

Brazil 9.8 15.3

China, Mainland 9.4 9.2

Argentina 7.8 8.9

Thailand 6.0 6.7

Malaysia 4.9 6.1

Turkey 3.5 3.4

India 3.4 4.0

Mexico 3.3 5.6

Indonesia* 5.3

Chile*

2.4

* Not in the Top ten list in 1990


Source: FAOSTAT
In a sense, one can say that “market access” is theoretical and “market entry” is real. The countries that now account for a tiny proportion of global trade need to increase their market entry to national, regional and global markets. National and regional markets have considerable opportunities and greater attention is needed to facilitating the countries in focus to trade more in these markets. This is also more needed given that over the past decade numerous countries have seen their traditional export market opportunities decrease (through WTO dispute panel rulings, unilateral reform, bilateral agreements), and  their food imports increase (through the removal of restrictions and their lower applied tariff levels).  

All of this is not to say that the 2005 Hong Kong Declaration modality that extends to LDCs duty free and quota free market access is not important. Rather, it is not enough, neither to promote development nor does it cover sufficient countries. The WTO SP modality should be broadened into a comprehensive modality linking to WTO modalities related to trade development, commodity diversification and poverty reduction strategies. The next section develops this point. 
2.2  A Comprehensive Approach to Special Products 
There are four dimensions to the comprehensive approach to SPs being presented here. Firstly, conceiving SPs in a development context linked to achieving the outcomes related to the criteria on which the SP modality is currently based under market access. Secondly, extending SP consideration into other modalities under the other two pillars of the agriculture negotiations. Thirdly, establishing a link between SPs in the agriculture negotiations with other development related aspects of the overall agreement and fourthly recognizing the relationship between SPs and other products for which best endeavour modalities now exist and address them simultaneously as a component of a comprehensive SP modality.  
2.2.1 SPs in a Development Context
Special Products is the only current modality that is directly associated with three critical dimensions of development – food security, livelihood security and rural development. Moreover, it is the only modality that is tied explicitly to indicators and criteria of development, linked to specific products/commodities. The agreement in the Hong Kong Ministerial that developing country Members will have the flexibility to self-designate an appropriate number of tariff lines as SPs when the Doha Round is concluded is very important. This new concession should be interpreted as an advance in the general appreciation of the heterogeneity between developing countries. More importantly, it allows countries to truly link their trade policy to their development policy.  

SPs related to rural development suggests that SPs can also become growth poles for rural development. Thus, the SP identification approach,  viewing products as a part of development plans and regional strategies should include the building of capacity to serve the interest of the rural areas and the economic activities that will sustain their development. Therefore, SPs should be seen as measures promoting diversification, allowing the catching up of local capacity so that the SP could be produced efficiently and competitively and be an activity that contributes to food security, livelihood security and rural development. An important aspect of this argument is also related to the implicit concept of a safety net associated with SPs, particularly related to food security and livelihood security. The link between these two criteria and rural development should be explicit in that SPs are seen as permitting the policy space that enables risks to be taken, facilitating the transition out of the current livelihood systems or making them sustainable.  

2.2.2 SPs and other WTO Agriculture Negotiations modalities
The approach to SPs should be recognized as requiring flexibility and change under more than just the market access modality. Countries designating SPs should be able to provide additional support to these selected commodities, both in terms of investment and related subsidies as well as facilitating their marketing and exporting arrangements. Thus, just as cotton has modalities related to all three pillars, a modality section on Special Products and conditions for their development should be created that includes modalities related to domestic support and export competition. For instance, the treatment of SPs should link them more clearly with increased flexibility under Article 6.2 to allow increased support for expanding domestic supply capacity and to Article 9.4 for export trade assistance. 
2.2.3 SPs and other WTO Development related modalities 

A comprehensive approach should make even more explicit the role of commodities for rural area transformation. This approach should recognize that it is through commodity strategy development leading to commodity diversification and increased trade that rural development, food security and livelihood security, would be achieved.
This link to specific products is seen as critical because this paper holds that commodities are the central element of trade as an engine of growth and development in rural areas where the poor are concentrated.
 Further, the focus on commodities and commodity concentration is essential as many of the poorest countries also have the highest dependence on a few products (Table 6). SPs  as an instrument promoting product diversification is therefore a critical part of its role in achieving rural development. 
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Table 6 : Agriculture Commodity Dependent Countries by Region

Using the Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration document as the reference, the role of  Special Products should be elevated and mentioned as important to trade and development in the context of paragraph 55 (commodities),  paragraph 41(small economies), and even more importantly, paragraph 48 (Integrated Framework) and paragraph 57 (Aid for Trade). The Hong Kong Declaration is explicit in its support for an enhanced Integrated Framework (IF) that makes funding more predictable, mainstreams trade into national development plans and poverty reduction strategies and greater cooperation and coherency across the six core agencies of the IF (IMF, ITC, UNCTAD, UNDP, WB and WTO). The IF’s principles of country ownership and partnership are consistent with the principle of self–designation of SPs agreed in Hong Kong and the need for strategic alliances to achieve development. 

The Development Committee paper on the IF calls for consideration to extending IF eligibility beyond LDCs and possibly creating a separate window to fund trade and development activities of non-LDCs.
  Given the references and importance attributed in the Hong Kong Ministerial declaration to the IF, the possibility of a non-LDC window of the IF as a means of further differentiating between WTO member situations should be explored. Assistance characterized by the IF approach tied to Special Products that are linked to poverty and rural development reduction would go a far way in making SDT more than “best endeavour” clauses and the Doha Round truly a Development Round.
2.2.4 SPs and “best endeavour modalities” 

The concept of “Special Products” is not new in multilateral negotiations. The identification of specific products, staple products and strategic products, linked to the economic growth of developing countries has been a part of multilateral trade negotiations at least since the 1950s. Similarly, the attention in the current negotiations (July Framework document) to tropical products, preferential products and sensitive products, are also all related to achieving development goals and increasing flexibility for developing countries
. 
While it undoubtedly would complicate the current negotiations to move the approach of Special Products beyond the limited manner in which it is now addressed – purely as a set aside for some products from the full impact of the proposed tariff cuts – it is important to recognize that just designating Special Products without linking them to a development program would serve the goal of getting an agreement, but would not serve to achieve the goal of development. Too many of the key interests of poor and small developing countries remain sidelined because it is believed that to address them would complicate the negotiations and jeopardise an agreement. Three reasons are offered for proposing SPs as an umbrella for these various types of products (special products, tropical products, preferential products and sensitive products) in the negotiations. Firstly, as Figure 1 below suggests the existence and goals of these products are very similar. 

[image: image7]
Figure 1 : Special Products and the WTO

In all cases attention is called to these products to address concerns related to food/livelihood security and rural development. Secondly, while there has been some clear agreement during the modalities stages on SPs, there has been no progress on other commitments “to address” issues related to Preferential Products and Tropical Products, both an explicit part of the modalities mandate. Linking them to a more comprehensive modality on SPs can hopefully get the important issues associated with these products addressed. Thirdly, the very close overlap/relationship between sensitive and special products can immediately be identified, as some of the most frequently selected “sensitive” products by both developed and developing countries (sugar, rice, dairy products, meat) are undoubtedly linked to the criteria for “Special Products”. 
This link is already being made as represented by the ACP Ministerial Declaration for Hong Kong that called for “products receiving preferential access under long-standing preferences to be designated as sensitive products by preference-providing countries”
. The treatment of such products shall be moderated in light of its impact on preference erosion and development objectives. Further, any TRQs expansion on an MFN basis shall not be at the detriment of ACP existing quotas”. 
While this approach undoubtedly introduces increased complexity in the negotiations, the reality is that these product issues are in the negotiations and need to be addressed, both for an agreement and for development. Such an approach would place the emphasis on ambition for development, making the Doha Development Round truly about Development.  
In sum, a comprehensive approach, building SPs into development, agricultural sector and commodity development plans is needed. Coordination and consistency within regions and across bilateral and multilateral agreements and with multilateral development agencies is a key dimension. The process of designating and treating SPs would be linked to commitments and goals during specific time periods, including levels of assistance and increased liberalization of SPs as different phases of development are passed. This approach would introduce balance in the Doha Round between trade liberalization and trade and development. SPs as one aspect of special and differential treatment could become the development rule of the WTO negotiations. 
3. Special Products (SPs) – Identification
This section presents a conceptual approach and an analytical framework for identifying “Special Products”. The point of departure is to present an identification process that results in the designation of “Special Products” that will increase the chances of achieving the development goals imbedded in the concept of “Special Products”. Satisfactory progress on the designation of “Special Products” in that context means that countries will be better prepared to contribute to a successful outcome of the Doha Round. 
The three criteria for identifying “Special Products” represent a fundamental link between trade negotiation outcomes and development goals. As a result, the importance of understanding the role of the country’s goals and strategies to designation of “Special Products” is recognized as being a critical point of departure for the analysis.  

The following questions elaborate steps presented schematically in Figure 2 as a process designed to facilitate the identification of “Special Products”. 

1. What are the country’s goals and strategies, including relative priorities and weights, for achieving food security, livelihood security and rural development? 

2. What definition/indicators of food security, livelihood security and rural development match best with the national goals and policy commitments related to the criteria for choosing “Special products”? 

3. What products are the main contributors to the achievement of these goals and strategies? How are these products ranked in terms of the criteria indicators and goals at the national aggregated level and particularly at the disaggregated local levels? 

4.
What national and international policies exist and are needed (related to the principal 
products) to promote achievement of the goals related to the three criteria? What is the 
status (do they conform/violate) of these current and needed policies in relation to 
WTO regulations (market access)? 

5.
Which of the products most need “flexibility” and why do they need the “flexibility”? 
At this 
point the list of principal products is reduced to those needing flexibility? 

6.
What are the policy/product combinations that do not conform to WTO regulations 
and what policy flexibility is needed (also related to substitutes). At this point possible 
treatment of “Special Products” is addressed at the national, regional and multilateral 

       levels.

7.   What are the current levels of disciplines in the WTO and ambition in the Doha 
Negotiations and how can the needed “flexibility” for possible “Special Products” be 
accommodated in the modalities negotiated? At this point probable “Special 
Products” and Flexibility are identified, negotiations for support and tradeoffs take 

      place.

8.
What adjustments can be made in the probable list of “Special Products” in order to 
negotiate a multilateral agreement that is beneficial to all the participating countries 
and their needs? At this point, one establishes the probable “Special Products” and 
associated flexibility for negotiation.

The above approach is laid out as a series of steps but it should also be perceived as an iterative and dynamic process as countries will change goals and policies as national and international conditions change and are better understood. 

The agreed framework for analysis on “Special Products” is underpinned by the criteria set as the basis for identifying the “Special Products”.  In a trade context the next sub-section addresses definitional and measurement issues related to the three specific criteria agreed for designating “Special Products”. 

3.1 “Special Products” Identification: Development Criteria linked Indicators

A major challenge facing developing countries in the establishment of an effective ‘Special Products” mechanism rests on the perceived misunderstanding of its policy basis by some WTO Members that view the ‘Special Products” initiative as motivated by simple protectionism or opposition to liberalization. It is therefore necessary to emphasize that the ‘Special Products”  modality should be seen as providing developing countries with policy flexibility to address crucial development concerns (food security, livelihood security and rural development)  that might not be achieved through trade liberalization, in addition to coping with the unstable nature of agricultural markets, and negative impacts from trade liberalization (which can produce damaging shocks, especially to poor and vulnerable developing economies).

Figure 2:
CONCEPTUAL APPROACH TO IDENTIFICATION OF SPECIAL PRODUCTS 
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How then can developing countries select products based on the three criteria agreed in the WTO negotiations as the basis for designating “Special Products”? Further, can the criteria be viewed as independent or mutually exclusive? Does a product need to satisfy all three criteria to qualify for special treatment under the ‘Special Products” initiative or it need only satisfy one of the criteria ? In answering these questions we first examine the indicators that can be used to measure each of the three criteria and then assess the importance or contribution of each agricultural commodity and indicator towards achieving the objectives implied by the criteria. The evaluation of the interrelationship and robustness of the indicators themselves is the focus of the factor analysis in the next section. Box 1 provides working definitions of the criteria
. 

3.2
Food Security Indicators

In evaluating and monitoring food security four dimensions are considered critical:

· availability (production and supply side issues related to physical access and sufficient food)

· accessibility (market demand, income, and trade issues related to economic access),

· stability (including vulnerability both in terms of vulnerable groups and situations) 

· use (food safety, nutrition and food choice issues). 

The indicators used below are a few indicators considered most relevant in the context of the linking products to food security dimensions:  

(a) Contribution of Product to Nutrition 

This indicator measures the share of calories per capita from the product. The ratio used can be: 


- Calories per capita per day derived from the Product / Calories per capita 

per day derived from all products

(b) Self Sufficiency or Import Dependency in the Product

These indicators measure the share of domestic consumption in domestic production or the proportion of consumption of the product that is imported. The ratios used can be: 


- Total of product (X) consumed/ total of product (X) produced


- Total of product (X) imported / total of product (X) consumed

( c)  Stability in access of the product 
This indicator reflects the production and/or price variability of the main consumed products. The production variability is focused on products mainly produced within the country. The price variability measure covers all important food products, both domestically supplied and imported. The measure used can be: 


-  standard deviation/coefficient of variation of production and price of product 


-  degree of price transmission (international vs. domestic) of product


- variability in revenue (export) generated by product activity


- share of (household) total  income derived from product activity(ies)

(d) Product consumption expenditure 

This indicator reflects the share of expenditure incurred on the purchase of a product in the total expenditure on the purchase of all products. The ratios used can be: 


- Expenditure on the individual food basket item / Total expenditure on food basket

3.3 Livelihood Security Indicators

Livelihood security is an even broader concept than food security and includes several of the dimensions of food security. The aspects stressed in the indicators used here are employment and household income derived from the product.  

(a) Level of Employment in product/sector 

This indicator reflects the product’s share of employment in total employment in a specific area and/or industry, including vulnerable aspects of the labour force linked to the project.  Some measures are:          


- Share of employment of the product in total agricultural labour force or in total 
rural employment                                                                                                                         
- Share of labour force employed in product industry in total labour force                                                                                                                                 
- Gender/Age distribution of labour force employed by the product          
(b) Income from Product

This indicator reflects the product share of income in household income. This can be measured as:


- Income from product industry/ total household income

(c) Agricultural land/assets product share 

This indicator reflects the product share of the agricultural land/holdings/assets under cultivation in the country or rural area. This can be measured as:


- Land acreage planted with product/total land under cultivation

 
- Farm holdings growing the products/total number of land holdings

(d) Incidence of surge/displacement by imports

This indicator is a more defensive and dynamic indicator, measuring the extent to which some livelihood systems may be under threat by imports coming to the country. 


- Correlation between imports and domestic production of product


- Growth rate of import substitutes/growth rate of competing domestic product

3.4 
Rural Development Indicators 

The linkages between rural area agricultural development and increased levels of overall economic development are well documented. Thus, the key phrases for selecting “Special Products” related to rural development criteria are ‘potential growth’ and ‘economic linkages and development’, which evaluate products in terms of their potential as growth and development poles. 
(a) Importance of Product in rural agricultural economy
This indicator measures the share of the product in total rural agricultural production.


- Product economic activity share in total rural agricultural output

(b) Product and Rural area growth
This indicator seeks to capture the importance of a particular product to the growth taking place in a particular rural area. 


- Product growth rates relative to rural area growth rates

(c) Domestic value-added potential of product

This indicator focuses on the value linkages of the product as a catalyst and contributor to rural development.


- Degree to which the product can be transformed into other products/uses

(d)  Tariff revenue from product import/export

This indicator recognizes the role of some products as critical suppliers of revenue for rural development investment in areas such as infrastructure, utility services and social services.


- Tariff revenue generated by the product

3.5
 Issues related to Implementation of the Indicator Analysis 

The indicators above facilitate the identification of special products based on the criteria of food security, livelihood security and rural development. One of the main considerations in presenting them is to have quantifiable measures on which to base consideration of “Special Products”.  This facilitates comparison across commodities and countries, but most importantly, in the context of the on-going WTO negotiations, ensures objectivity.  However, possible shortcomings of this process may emanate from several standpoints – 


- the indicators may not capture all the products, especially small and remote area 
products


- not all important dimensions of the three criteria can be easily quantified 

- data for all the indicators may not be easily obtainable from both national and 
international sources


- there is a strong level of inter-dependency amongst the indicators both within the 
same criteria and between different criteria.  .

- accurately identifying substitute products and the degree of value addition for a 
product may prove difficult in some circumstances. 

Despite the several challenges related to measuring the indicators, they provide a sound basis for identifying special products and data for four countries is used to present results in section four of this paper. 

3.6   Statistical Analysis of the Indicator Outcomes 

In the preceding section, Special Products have been identified by linking products to indicators based on the criteria of food security, livelihood security and rural development as reflected in the July Framework Agreement. In this section, the statistical technique of Factor Analysis is used to evaluate the relationship between the products and the indicators and the indicators themselves in order to understand their interrelated nature.  

As definitions of food/livelihood security and rural development vary amongst developing countries based on their specific national goals and objectives, the menu of indicators that are likely to emerge in the negotiations will be numerous and overlapping. Thus, the methodological approach of Factor Analysis is used to evaluate the pattern and structure of the indicators, the specific contribution of each product to specific indicators, and the relationship between the product scores and the indicator, importantly, to evaluate the specific contribution of each indicator to a factor that may converge around more than one indicator. Results for such analysis can be used to draw conclusions on two very important aspects in the debate relating to SPs in the ongoing negotiations:


(i)
whether the dimensionality of indicators/products can be reduced (i.e. can a country use just a few indicators for designating products as Special Products). This is based on the relationship amongst the indicators and the factor scores.


(ii)
can a product that meets only one of the three criteria (food security, livelihood security and rural development) qualify for Special Product status. This will be based on the interrelationship amongst the indicators, the factor loadings for each indicator and the factor scores for each product.

Factor analysis
 thus refers to a family of statistical techniques concerned with the reduction of a set of observable variables in terms of a small number of latent factors. The underlying assumption of factor analysis is that there exists a number of unobserved latent variables (or "factors") that account for the correlations among observed variables, such that if the latent variables are distributed out or held constant, the partial correlations among observed variables all become zero. In other words, the latent factors determine the values of the observed variables. 

Each observed variable (y) can be expressed as a weighted composite of a set of latent variables (f's) such that 


y  = a  f  + a  f  + ...  + a  f  + e    


 i    i1 1    i2 2           ik k    i

where yi is the ith observed variable on the factors, and ei is the residual of yi on the factors. Given the assumption that the residuals are uncorrelated across the observed variables, the correlations among the observed variables are accounted for by the factors. 

Figure 3 is an example of a simple path diagram representing the above formula for a factor analysis model.    
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Figure 3: Factor Analysis Model Representation

F1 and F2 are two common factors. Y1, Y2, Y3, Y4, and Y5 are indicators or measures of food security, livelihood security and rural development. e1, e2, e3, e4, and e5 represent residuals or unique factors, which are assumed to be uncorrelated with each other. Any correlation between a pair of the observed variables can be explained in terms of their relationships with the latent variables. Further explanation and interpretation of this method accompanies the presentation of the results of the application to four countries in section four.

3.7 
 Special Products - Trade policy context
The current policy treatment of the product, including the trade policy measures, and their relationship to the current and potential trade regime commitments are clearly factors that will determine the final selection of “Special Products”. This applies to both the country’s own treatment of the products and the treatment of the product by its trading partners and others in the multilateral trading system.

 The July Framework document and the Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration are silent on treatment of “Special Products” stating that this “will be further specified during the negotiation phase”. However, the latter agreement on modalities indicates that member countries will be allowed to self designate an appropriate number of tariff lines as SPs. 
If the “appropriate” number of “Special Products” is more flexible and allowed to correspond to the needs according to the three specified criteria as presented by countries, one would assume that “Special Products” will have a cost and countries will have to compensate with greater tariff reductions in some areas, possibly the opening of tariff rate quotas on “Special Products”. In these cases, the tariff reduction and the tariff rate quota would probably be less than on normal and “Sensitive Products” while similarly the level of in quota tariffs would be relatively higher.

There is also the issue of the level at which tariff lines should be designated - broader or narrower. This too is related to what is allowed in terms of numbers and categories of products to be classified as “Special Products”. Protection of the domestic market from alternative related crops that displace local crops may require identification of tariff lines in different HS Chapters to protect the same product. 

Identification and treatment could also be linked to perceived vulnerability of the different “Special Products” as might be reflected through the current tariff profile of the country. In some cases, countries may have to explore renegotiation of tariff levels if in the light of the flexibility needed for “Special Products” the current tariff profile does not already provide sufficient protection.

The nature of the Special Safeguard Mechanism, its availability and what it offers in terms of flexibility is also important to “Special Products” and will undoubtedly influence both the choice and treatment of “Special Products”. The same applies to the determination on Sensitive products. Given that Sensitive products are also open to developed countries and the principle of “substantial improvement” will apply to each product chosen, it may be possible for developing countries to negotiate that in this Doha Round “Special Products” should be exempted from any commitments. This would essentially be treating “Special Products” for all developing countries the same as all products for least developed countries. Unfortunately, the controversial problem of the developing country category being too wide could again be a stumbling block. 

3.8  Summary

In summary, using the criteria identified in the Doha negotiations for selecting “Special Products” raises several challenges.

· First, the concepts themselves are very broad and extremely complex to define and measure. They are to be applied to a range of very different countries and conditions within those countries. The conditions differ both in terms of levels of development but also capacities and needs. 

· Secondly, given the numerous variables affecting outcomes in the criteria to be used for selection of “Special Products”, it could be difficult to make definitive trade and trade policy linkages between specific products and the criteria outcomes.  

· Thirdly, there is the issue of data availability, at the national level and more so at the rural level where the importance of the criteria are relatively more concentrated. 

· Fourthly, while criteria for choice of “Special Products” have been specified, it is still not agreed what the treatment of “Special Products” will be. This treatment would clearly influence the choice of products to be classified as special. 

· Fifthly, managing the large number of possible indicators and linking them to the  criteria through a process that meets general acceptance in a multilateral context would be a formidable task.

The next section of this paper provides results for four countries after applying the approach detailed above using both national level and sub-national level information. The main objective of the next section is to lay out the methodological approach and demonstrate it through examples so that countries can advance their own processes of selecting “Special Products” and improve their participation in the ongoing negotiations. The lists of SPs arrived at are not suggested SPs for any country, only the country itself can decide on such a list.  

4. “Special Products”: Application of the Methodology - Case Study Results 

This section presents results in two frames. First, analysis in the context of the criteria as evaluated through product, indicators and their trade policy regimes. Secondly, an evaluation of the indicators themselves, using factor analysis to test for interrelationships and possible reduction of the indicators into principal factors. 

4.1  Indicator Analysis Results 

The indicator analysis is based on secondary data available in the public domain for four countries – Belize, Egypt, Nigeria and Thailand. In the case of Belize and Thailand there has been relatively more detailed work. The national, agricultural and trade policy goals as presented in the WTO Trade Policy Review, National Development Plans and Agricultural Sector Plans and Policy Statements provided the background and context to the analysis. 

Table 7 provides a summary of the nine indicators across which data were collected for each country. Four, three and two indicators were used for food security, livelihood security and rural development, respectively. The choice was driven by data availability. 
[image: image9.wmf]Table 7: Criteria and Indicators against which Products Evaluated

Criteria

Indicator Name

Measure

I1

. Product share in calorie consumption

Daily per caput calorie intake from product/

Daily per caput calorie intake from all products

I2.

 Product import as a share of domestic 

consumption

Volume of product imported/Volume of product consumption (%)

I3

. Ratio of domestic consumption of 

Product in domestic production of Product

Volume of product consumed/Volume of product produced (%)

I4

. Co-efficient of variation of domestic 

production 

Co-efficient of variation of domestic production of product

1

I5.

 Import growth rate

Exponential growth rate of product import volume

1

I6.

 Share in area harvested

Land area utilised for cultivation of crop/Total land area under 

cultivation for all crops (%)

I7.

 Coeffient of correlation (prodn & 

import)

Coeffient of correlation between product production 

and product import volumes

1

I8.

 Share in production (vol)

Volume of product produced/Total volume of 

all products produced (%)

I9

.Production (vol) growth rate 

Exponential growth rate of product production volume

1 

(%)

Food Security

Livelihood Security

Rural Development


Each agricultural product for the country in the FAOSTAT database was evaluated against the nine indicators above. Table 8 shows the number of products for each country evaluated in the context of the indicators and the number of products that qualified in the top thirty in at least one of the indicator categories. It also shows the number of products in terms of the number of indicators under which they qualified. 

[image: image10.wmf]Table 8 : No. of Products evaluated by country and No. of Products Meeting 1 to >= 3 Indicators

Total Products

Produced

Imported

>= 3

2

1

>= 1one indicator

Belize

99

248

20

38

90

148

Egypt

225

366

21

36

117

174

Nigeria

147

261

23

34

124

181

Thailand

252

392

18

40

128

186

Country

No. of products considered

No. of products with no. of indicators


The total products produced (and exported) and imported for each country indicates the total number of products evaluated. Obviously, some indicators evaluated only imports or production (exports) and depending on data availability the numbers of products evaluated under each indicator varied. For each base variable/indicator the top thirty products generally accounted for more than 75 percent of the total activity reflected by the indicator. For example, the top thirty products under total calorie consumption or land harvested accounted for greater than 75 percent of calories consumed or land harvested. The top thirty products for each variable was considered the base set of possible products, and products that made that cut and identified with at least three indicators were chosen as the list for further analysis. Table 9 shows the products and the indictors for each country that were in the top thirty on at least three of the indicators. Annex 2 presents the country tables with the indicator values for the products qualifying with three indicators. 
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Thailand

Belize

Egypt

Nigeria

Product

Indicators 

Product

Indicators 

Product

Indicators 

Product

Indicators 

Sugar Cane

I 1, I 3, I 6, I 8, I 9

Chicken Meat 

I 1, I 5, I 7, I 8, I 9

Oil of Soya Beans

I 1, I 2, I 4, I 7, I 9

Sweet Potatoes

I 1, I 4, I 6, I 7, I 8

Barley 

I 2, I 3, I 4, I 7

Potatoes

I 1, I 2, I 3, I 4, I 7

Sugar Beets

I 3, I 4, I 6, I 7, I 8

Tomatoes

I 3, I 4, I 6, I 7, I 8

Maize

I 1, I 6, I 7, I 8

Sorghum

I 1, I 3, I 7, I 8, I 9

Oranges

I 1, I 3, I 6, I 7, I 8

Flour of Wheat

I 1, I 4, I 8, I 9

Bananas

I 1, I 6, I 8

Beef and Veal

I 1, I 5, I 7, I 9

Potatoes

I 1, I 3, I 6, I 7, I 8

Taro (Coco Yam)

I 1, I 4, I 6, I 8

Cassava

I 1, I 6, I 8

Beer of Barley

I 1, I 5, I 7, I 8, I 9

Sugar Cane

I 1, I 3, I 6, I 7, I 8

Vegetables Fresh nes

I 1, I 4, I 6, I 8

Chicken Meat

I 1, I 5, I 8

Cassava

I 1, I 3, I 4, I 9

Maize

I 1, I 6, I 7, I 8

Sugar Refined

I 1, I 4, I 9

Cocoa Beans

I 2, I 3, I 7

Plantains

I 1, I 3, I 4, I 8

Sesame Seed

I 1, I 2, I 6, I 7

Wheat

I 2, I 3, I 4

Coconuts

I 1, I 6, I 8

Beans, Dry

I 1, I 5, I 8

Dates

I 1, I 3, I 6, I 8

Cocoa Beans

I 6, I 7, I 9

Fruit Tropical Fresh nes

I 1, I 6, I 8

Cantaloupes&oth Melons

I 4, I 8, I 9

Grapes

I 1, I 6, I 7, I 8

Maize

I 5, I 6, I 8

Jute-Like Fibres

I 3, I 6, I 9

Cashew Nuts 

I 1, I 4, I 9

Olives

I 1, I 3, I 4, I 6

Cashew Nuts

I 1, I 4, I 6

Mangoes

I 1, I 6, I 8

Cocoa Beans 

I 2, I 3, I 4

Onions, Dry

I 3, I 5, I 6, I 8

Cassava

I 1, I 6, I 8

Milled Paddy Rice

I 1, I 7, I 8

Grapefruitjuice Sing-Str 

I 5, I 7, I 8

Tomatoes

I 1, I 3, I 6, I 8

Citrus Fruit nes

I 1, I 6, I 8

Potatoes

I 2, I 3, I 7

Maize

I 3, I 7, I 8

Cocoa Butter

I 4, I 5, I 9

Cow Peas, Dry

I 1, I 6, I 8

Rice, Paddy

I 6, I 7, I 8

Milled Paddy Rice 

I 1, I 5, I 8

Oil of Groundnuts

I 3, I 4, I 7

Fruit Fresh nes

I 1, I 6, I 8

Soyabean Cake

I 2, I 3, I 7

Onions+Shallots, Green

I 4, I 7, I 9

Rice, Paddy

I 3, I 6, I 8

Groundnuts Shelled

I 1, I 4, I 8

Sugar Refined

I 1, I 7, I 8

Oranjuice Concentrated

I 1, I 7, I 8

Seed Cotton

I 6, I 8, I 9

Plantains

I 1, I 6, I 8

Sweet Corn Prep. or Pres

I 4, I 5, I 9

Papayas

I 7, I 8, I 9

Silk, Raw and Waste

I 4, I 5, I 9

Soybeans

I 1, I 4, I 6

Wheat

I 2, I 3, I 7

Pigmeat

I 1, I 5, I 7

Sorghum

I 3, I 6, I 8

Yams

I 1, I 6, I 8

Soybeans 

I 4, I 5, I 9

Sunflower Seed

I 3, I 7, I 8

Flour of Maize

I 1, I 5, I 8

Yams 

I 3, I 4, I 9

Flour/Meal of Oilseeds

I 4, I 5, I 9

Groundnuts in Shell

I 4, I 6, I 8

Sweet Potatoes

I 3, I 4, I 9

Sorghum

I 3, I 6, I 8

Pigmeat

I 1, I 5, I 9

Potatoes

I 3, I 4, I 7


The FAOSTAT product descriptions were then mapped with the equivalent HS codes for the products qualifying against three indicators. This allowed evaluation of the trade characteristics of the product. In the case of Belize and Thailand additional disaggregated work and policy information led to some additional tariff lines being added beyond the indicator analysis at the national level. For Nigeria and Egypt the products in the indicator analysis lists reflect only those products that satisfied the threshold points on at least three indicators.  

Belize 
The Belize analysis in this section incorporates additional indicator results from a completed study on Special Products at the disaggregated level with stakeholders across the six districts of Belize.
 The results of the disaggregated work are consistent with earlier national level data analysis by FAO in that 19 of the 20 products identified as possible Special Products by the national level work (Annex 2) are also identified in the more recent study. As expected the main difference applying the indicator analysis at the disaggregated level is the identification of additional commodities that are important to food security, livelihood and rural development in particular rural areas. This is the case even in a country like Belize where there is considerable agricultural commodity concentration, for instance, where the top five products by acreage in each district account for 90 percent of the land under cultivation. However, the products vary considerably by District. Applying the indicators under the three criteria at the disaggregated level resulted in 47 products being identified as Special Products (Table 10). This resulted in 102 as opposed to the earlier 37 tariff lines (corresponding to 20 products) at the HS6 level. This SP list, based on the indicator analysis is much less than a list of 238 sensitive agricultural commodities compiled generally by Belize.
The trade policy information from Belize is particularly reinforcing of the indicator analysis approach adopted as  more than 60 percent of the products that arise from the indicator analysis are products that are exceptions (above) to Belize’s ceiling binding of 100 percent, products with a bound tariff of 105 or 110 percent.  Further, all of these products have a tariff overhang of 60 percent or greater, the difference between Belize’s Common External Tariff and its ceiling binding.  Most of the products that do not appear on the selected indicator list of three or greater appear on the list of products qualifying with one or two indicators for Belize.  Thus, in the case of Belize a largely overlapping set of products are possible for Special Product identification. In the categories of the framework agreement perhaps as follows: food security (rice, maize, poultry, dried beans), livelihood security (sugar, citrus, bananas), rural development (pig meat, fruits, potatoes).  

[image: image12.wmf]Table 10: Belize - High Indicator Count Products including Trade Policy Dimensions

Product

HS Number

Bound 

Tariff

Applied 

Tariff

Trade Policy Remarks 

(Exception to Annex 1A of 

AoA)

Beef (Dressweight):

0202.10/ .2010 / .2090 / .3010 / .3020 /

 .3030 / .3090

110

40

x

Pigs (Dressweight):

0203.11 / .12 / .19 / .21 / .22 / .29

110

40

x

Poultry (Dressweight):

0207.11 / .12 / .13 / .1410/.1420/.1430

/.1490/ .24 / .25 / .26 /.2710/.2790

110

40

x

Milk:

0401.10 / .20 / .30; 0402.21 / .29

100

0

Layers: 

0407

Hatching eggs

0407.002

100

0

Other fresh eggs

0407.003

100

40

Honey 

0409

110

40

x

Irish Potato

0701.90

100

42 cents/100 lbs

Tomatoes

0702

100

30

Onions

0703.101

100

42 cents/100 lbs

Cabbage

0704.901

100

30

Carrots

0706.101

100

30

Cucumber

0707.001

100

30

Okra

0709.902

100

30

Pumpkin

0709.903

100

40

Sweet Pepper

0709.904

100

30

Sweet Corn

0710.80

100

30

Beans:

0710

Black eye Peas

713.1030

110

45

x

Small Red Beans 

713.3200

110

5

x

RK Beans

713.3310

110

40

x

Black Beans (Other)

713.3390

110

5

x

Cassava

0714.10

110

40

x

Sweet Potato

0714.20

110

40

x

Coco-Yam

0714.9030

110

40

x

Coconuts (nuts):

'0801.11 / .1910 / .1999

100

40

Cashew Nuts:

0801.31 / .32

110

40

x

Bananas& Plantains

0803.0010 / .0020 / .0030

110

40

x

Pineapple

0804.30

110

40

x

Avocado

0804.40

100

40

Mangoes

0804.5020

110

40

x

Oranges 

0805.10

110

40

x

Lime

0805.3020

110

40

x

Grapefruit+C38

0805.3030

110

40

x

Canteloupes

0807.1910

100

40

Watermelon

0807.11

100

40

Papayas

0807.20

110

40

x

Soursop

0810.9040

100

40

Craboo

0810.9090

100

40

Coffee:

0901.1110 / .1199 / . 1210 / .1290 / .21 / .22

100

5

Pepper:

0904.11 / .12

100

40

Ginger

0910.10

100

40

Corn (Maize)

1005.9

110

40

x

Rice

1006.1000 /.1090 /.2010 /.2020 /.3010 /.3020/ 

.3030 /.3040 /.3050 /.3060 /.4010 /.4090

110

25

x

Sorghum

1007.0090

100

40

Soybeans

1201.0090

110

10

x

Peanuts:

In shell

1202.10

100

40

Shelled 

1202.2090

110

40

x

Sugar -cane C35

1212.92

100

10

Annatto

1404.1030

100

5

Other chicken sausage:

1601.0020 / ..0030 / .0090

100

20

Sugar

1701.10

110

40

x

Cocoa

1801.001

100

5


Thailand

In the case of Thailand seventeen products were highlighted by the indicator analysis based on the threshold of being important in terms of at least three of the nine indicators (Annex 2). These products were reclassified in terms of relevant HS codes and evaluated further in the context of trade policy information available for Thailand. The information included trade policy reviews, trade agreement reports and commodity market assessment documents. Incorporating this information led to the 78 tariff lines (Table 11) listed here as possible Special Products. The trade policy analysis findings, particularly in terms of products previously declared under the Special Safeguard clause, reinforced the indicator analysis findings.  Out of the 51 tariff lines on the Thailand Special Safeguard list, seventy percent (34 tariff lines) are on the Special Products list. Seventeen lines on the SSG list did not qualify linked to SP criteria. The food security crops (rice, sugar, cassava, maize and chicken meat) 
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Bananas

0803

1

195.8

112.1

83.6

Barley

1003

1

27.0

23.0

4.0

Beans, Dry

0713.31,32,33,39

4

40.0

30.0

10.0

Beet sugar

1701.12

1

94.0

1.5

92.5

SSG/TRQ

Beverages Dist Alcoholic

2208

7

72.6

343.0

-270.4

Cassava

070990

1

40.0

40.0

0.0

Chicken Meat

0207.11,12,13,14

4

33.8

35.0

-1.3

Cocoa Beans

1801

1

27.0

27.0

0.0

Coconuts

080110

1

54.0

60.0

-6.0

TRQ

Coconut (copra) oil, Crude oil

1513.11, 19

2

52.0

1.5

50.5

SSG/TRQ

Coffee

0901.11,12,21,22,30,40

6

90.0

40.0

50.0

SSG/TRQ

Copra

1203.00

1

36.0

0.0

36.0

SSG/TRQ

Extracts, essences and concentrates, of coffee

2101.10

1

49.0

60.0

-11.0

SSG/TRQ

Flour of Wheat

110100; 110311; 11321

3

34.7

17.5

17.2

Food Wastes

2309.90

1

9.0

9.0

0.0

Fruit Tropical Fresh nes

0809

4

84.4

43.4

41.0

Jute-Like Fibers

530390

1

N/A

5.0

Hen Eggs

0407

1

27.0

13.5

13.5

Maize

1005

2

46.5

8.9

37.6

SSG/TRQ

Mangoes

080450

1

96.8

40.0

56.8

Rice

1006.10,20,30,40

4

52.0

8.5

43.5

SSG/TRQ

Milk and cream

0401.10,20,30

3

41.0

40.0

1.0

SSG/TRQ

Milk and cream in powder

0402.10, 91

2

74.0

17.5

56.5

SSG/TRQ

Pineapples

080430

1

141.7

40.0

101.7

Pineapples, Canned

2008.20

1

88.6

44.6

44.0

Potatoes, fresh or chilled, Seed

0701.10, 90

2

125.0

60.0

65.0

SSG/TRQ

Rice Flour

1102.30;1103.14,29

3

30.0

30.0

0.0

Soyabeans

1201

2

80.0

20.5

59.5

SSG/TRQ

Soybean Cake

2304.00

1

119.0

6.0

113.0

SSG/TRQ

Soybean oil 

1507.10, 90

2

146.0

3.5

142.5

SSG/TRQ

Sugar Cane

1701.11

2

94.0

7.2

86.8

SSG/TRQ

Sugar Refined

1701.91,99

2

94.0

65.0

29.0

SSG/TRQ

Sweet Corn Prep. or Pres. 

071040; 200490

2

45.6

35.1

10.5

Tobacco Leaves

2401

3

72.0

67.5

4.5

SSG/TRQ

Vegetables Fresh nes

0706.10,90; 0709.40,90

4

40.0

40.0

0.0

ITEM (Names used in FAOSTAT)

Trade Policy 

Remarks

Tariff 

overhang 

(%)

Applied 

Tariff 

(%)

Bound  

Tariff 

(%)

Tariff lines 

at HS 6 

digit level

HS Number (HS 4 & 6 

Digit)


are on the indicator list, with maize, chicken meat and rice all also having an SSG designation. These are also the crops that are prominent among the indicators under livelihood security and rural development and reinforce the expectation of overlapping product influence across the indicators and criteria. Some products that were also important under the two other criteria were coconuts and pineapples (livelihood security) and bananas and sugar (rural development). 

A number of products that appeared on the indicator list (sweet corn, jute like fibres) were not on the Thailand Special Safeguard list and some on the Special Safeguard list (garlic, onions, palm oil) were not on indicator list.  Two products, green coffee and whole milk did not show up as significant among the original nine indicators but were both highly significant on one or two indicators and the trade policy results suggested there inclusion on the list. The bias of national indicator level analysis toward bulky, high-valued and major crops is clear and possibly results in crops such as garlic and spices not making the indicator list of selected products. Further, even with disaggregated district level analysis, a crop that is scattered across districts as opposed to being concentrated in one or a few districts could be missed. There is also the influence of lobbying capacity by a particular commodity organization whereby a crop may be on the list for special treatment with no relation to its potential to be competitive, contribute to food security or rural development. 

The concluded and anticipated regional trade agreements are also a major factor in shaping a final SP product list as evidence indicates that very different products are being considered for special treatment in the context of the different negotiations. For example, products such as pig meat and beef in its free trade negotiations with Australia, apples, pears, garlic and onions in its negotiations with China, and groundnuts with the USA are products of concern to national stakeholders. None of these products are on the indicator list of this study and not all of them are on the Special Safeguard list of Thailand. 

Egypt

For Egypt, among the products that qualify for selection as possible SPs under a large number of indicators, sugar beets, oranges, potatoes and oil of soybeans top the list with a top 30 ranking under five of the nine indicators (Table 12). Though there is some domestic production of oil of soybeans, the high variability in production, largely due to demand fluctuation which varies based on competitive prices and availabililty of substititutes (for example,  palm oil) has led to a large reliance on imports. 

Cereals in Egypt are the most consumed food, as is also mirrored in the high dependence on these commodities by the population for deriving maximum calories. Therefore, production of wheat, rice and maize together accounts for almost 43 percent of all area harvested in the country. The low bound and applied rates for maize is consistent with the fact more than 40 percent of total domestic consumption of maize, like wheat, is met from imports. The importance of cereals is further underscored by their employment-generation capacity, with almost one-third of the total agricultural labour force in the country employed in production of these three commodities. Cotton is produced on roughly five percent of the total harvested land while amongst the main fruit and vegetables, tomatoes, oranges and grapes occupy some seven percent of the total harvested area in the country.

Production of some soybean products (oil, flour and meal) and cocoa butter show a high potential for future growth. Particularly, in the case of soybean meal which has traditionally been imported (mainly, for use as poultry feed), the government is in the process of installing several soybean crushing plants in order to reduce its import dependence. Another commodity that has shown a high growth rate of production is seed cotton, even though it’s current share in Egypt’s total agricultural output is very low. 
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Product

HS Number

Bound Tariff

Applied Tariff

Tariff overhang

Oil of Soya Beans

1507

15

9

6

Sugar Beets

121291

30

20

10

Oranges

080510

60

40

20

Potatoes

0701

40

30

10

Maize

1005

5

1

4

Sesame Seed

120740

10

1

9

Dates

080410

40

30

10

Grapes

080610

60

40

20

Olives

070990

40

25

15

Onions, Dry

070310

20

20

0

Tomatoes

0702

20

20

0

Wheat

1001

5

1

4

Cocoa Butter

1804

30

30

0

Oil of Groundnuts

1508

20

12.5

7.5

Rice, Paddy

100610

20

20

0

Seed Cotton

120720

10

1

9

Silk, Raw and Waste

5002

n.a 

n.a 

n.a 

Sorghum

1007

10

5

5

Sunflower Seed

1206

5

1

4

Flour/Meal of Oilseeds

n.a 

n.a 

n.a 

Sweet Potatoes

071420

30

30

0


Nigeria 
Table 13 shows the high indicator count products and trade policy information for Nigeria. For Nigeria the main products affecting food security are in the list of high indicator count products, particularly millet, cassava, maize, yams, sorghum, and cowpea. All of these products have the highest applied (100 percent) and bound (150 percent) rates, except maize which has a high applied rate of 70 percent. These products are among the major products contributing to calorie availability. In terms of livelihood security, the main products identified by the indicators are cotton, cocoa beans and groundnuts. These crops are particularly important for employment in rural areas as indicated by the share of land harvested. For Nigeria there is a considerable overlap between the criteria hence most of the food security and livelihood security crops contribute to rural development. 
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Product

HS Number

Bound Tariff

Applied Tariff

Tariff overhang

Sweet Potatoes

071420

150

100

50

Tomatoes

0702

150

100

50

Flour of Wheat

110100; 110311 / 110321

150

43

107

Taro (Coco Yam)

071490

150

100

50

Vegetables Fresh nes

070610 /070690 / 070940 / 070990

150

100

50

Sugar Refined

170191 / 170199

150

15

135

Wheat

1001

150

5

145

Cocoa Beans

1801

150

25

125

Maize

1005

150

70

80

Cashew Nuts

080130

150

100

50

Cassava

'070990

150

100

50

Citrus Fruit nes

080590

150

100

50

Cow Peas, Dry

071339

150

100

50

Fruit Fresh nes

081090

150

100

50

Groundnuts Shelled

120220

150

25

125

Plantains

080300

150

100

50

Soybeans

120100

150

25

125

Yams

071490

150

100

50

Flour of Maize

110220 / 110313 / 110329

150

40

110

Groundnuts in Shell

120210

150

25

125

Sorghum

1007

150

100

50

Pigmeat

020311 / 12 / 21 / 22

150

25

125

Potatoes

0701

150

100

50

Note: For products with multiple HS Numbers, tariffs presented in the table are average tariffs of those HS Numbers 


An important result in the context of the negotiations for “Special Products” is also the number of tariff lines that might be potentially claimed for exemption. Based on the analysis above, for Egypt and Nigeria based mainly on the products qualifying under three indicator categories, and for Belize and Thailand incorporating more trade policy information, Table 14 indicates that as much as 14 percent of tariff lines could be suggested for designation as Special Products. For Egypt and Nigeria the estimates are considered low given that the analysis is based only on secondary data. It is expected that based on the Belize and Thailand experience, with further disaggregated level analysis, the percentages could be twice as high. 
[image: image16.wmf]Table 14: Low estimate of Tariff Lines for  SP Exemption 

HS Lines

Belize

148

102

15.0

Egypt*

174

28

4.3

Nigeria*

181

39

6.0

Thailand

186

78

12.0

*Based only on Indicator Analysis and considered low estimates





% of tariff lines 

at HS 6 level

Total commodities 

evaluated

Country


4.2 Factor Analysis Results

Four case studies were analysed using the factor analysis approach
. For Belize and Egypt the factor analysis was completed using the indicator lists for commodities that satisfied at least three indicators. For Nigeria and Thailand the factor analysis was done using the indicator lists for commodities identifying with at least one indicator. In the latter case more commodities, especially commodities that may be concentrated on one or two indicators are thereby also evaluated in the analysis of commodities contributing to the grouped factors. 
Before evaluating the results of the Factor Analysis, it is useful to firstly consider the correlation matrices reflecting the relationships between pairs of variables. Table 15 presents the correlation matrix for Egypt, Belize, Nigeria and Thailand. 
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Area 

Harvested

Share in 

Production

Share in 

Calorie

Import 

Dependency

Self-

Sufficiency

Growth rate in 

Production

Production 

Variability

Growth rate in 

Imports

Production 

Displacement

Area Harvested

0.361

Share in Production

0.468

0.454

Share in Calorie

-0.034

0.412

0.312

Import Dependency

0.151

-0.075

-0.028

0.517

Self-Sufficiency

-0.003

-0.084

-0.048

0.659

0.564

Growth rate in  Production

-0.116

-0.174

-0.088

-0.084

-0.093

0.791

Production Variability

-0.172

-0.087

-0.227

-0.079

0.141

0.509

0.448

Growth rate in Imports

-0.072

-0.159

-0.135

-0.127

-0.111

0.873

0.448

0.772

Production Displacement

-0.057

0.022

-0.048

-0.094

-0.256

-0.031

0.152

-0.072

0.177

Area 

Harvested

Share in 

Production

Share in 

Calorie

Import 

Dependency

Self-

Sufficiency

Growth rate in 

Production

Production 

Variability

Growth rate in 

Imports

Production 

Displacement

Area Harvested

0.49

Share in Production

0.429

0.81

Share in Calorie

-0.021

0.442

0.63

Import Dependency

-0.089

-0.222

-0.146

0.97

Self-Sufficiency

-0.118

-0.090

-0.130

0.954

0.96

Growth rate in  Production

-0.229

-0.317

-0.202

-0.333

-0.257

0.65

Production Variability

-0.131

-0.362

-0.436

0.005

0.005

0.366

0.41

Growth rate in Imports

-0.069

0.105

0.300

-0.126

-0.174

-0.033

-0.337

0.34

Production Displacement

0.479

0.194

-0.321

-0.082

-0.104

0.205

-0.112

0.231

0.67

Area Harvested

Share in 

Production

Share in Calorie

Import 

Dependency

Self-Sufficiency

Growth rate in  

Production

Production 

Variability

Growth rate in 

Imports

Production 

Displacement

Area Harvested

0.19

Share in Production

0.404

0.30

Share in Calorie

0.050

0.372

0.18

Import Dependency

-0.162

-0.188

-0.183

0.21

Self-Sufficiency

-0.018

-0.021

0.004

0.012

0.23

Growth rate in  Production

-0.002

0.014

0.063

-0.254

0.118

0.72

Production Variability

-0.005

-0.009

0.088

-0.324

0.335

0.827

0.76

Growth rate in Imports

-0.042

-0.073

-0.069

0.216

0.034

-0.150

-0.165

0.73

Production Displacement

0.062

-0.096

-0.151

-0.073

0.142

0.008

0.027

0.091

0.08

* The values of the main diagonal are the estimates of the communalities

(d) Thailand

Area 

Harvested

Share in 

Production

Share in 

Calorie

Import 

Dependency

Self-

Sufficiency

Growth rate in  

Production

Production 

Variability

Growth rate in 

Imports

Production 

Displacement

Area Harvested

0.04

Share in Production

0.173

0.12

Share in Calorie

-0.016

0.252

0.08

Import Dependency

-0.028

-0.056

-0.044

0.01

Self-Sufficiency

-0.009

-0.019

-0.015

-0.006

0.10

Growth rate in  Production

-0.007

-0.040

-0.022

-0.056

-0.025

0.25

Production Variability

-0.022

-0.083

-0.049

-0.051

-0.045

0.482

0.25

Growth rate in Imports

-0.059

-0.111

-0.080

0.033

-0.034

-0.136

-0.160

0.07

Production Displacement

-0.021

-0.050

0.050

0.066

0.069

0.092

-0.028

0.112

0.045

* The values of the main diagonal are the estimates of the communalities

(c) Nigeria

(a) Egypt

* The values of the main diagonal are the estimates of the communalities

(b) Belize

* The values of the main diagonal are the estimates of the communalities


The coefficients of correlation express the degree of linear relationship between the row and column variables of the matrix (indicators of food security, livelihood security, and rural development). The closer to zero the coefficient, the less the relationship; the closer to one, the greater the relationship. A negative sign indicates that the variables are inversely related. 

To interpret the coefficient, it is squared and multiplied by 100. This will give the percent variation in common for the data on the two indicators that the coefficient represents. Thus, in Table 15, for Egypt the correlation of .509 between growth rate in production and production variability means that 26 percent (.5092 X 100 ) of the variation in the total number of commodity values used to evaluate these two indicators are in common. In other words, if one knows the commodity values used to construct one of the two indicators one can produce (predict, account for, generate, or explain) 26 percent of the values on the other indicator. 

Consider the correlation of .873 between growth rate in production and growth rate in imports as another example. Within the given framework this correlation implies that 76 percent (.8732 X 100) of the growth in imports of the commodities can be predicted from their production growth rates. Thus, assuming that the sample of commodities is random, if an additional commodity were randomly added to the sample and only its growth rate in production were known, then its production variability could be predicted with 26 percent certainty and its import growth within 76 percent of its true value. For Belize (Table 15b), the correlation between import dependency and self-sufficiency is .954 indicating that 91 percent of the degree of self-sufficiency can be predicted from information on import dependency.  However, for Nigeria only about 1 percent of the degree of self-sufficiency and about a third of 1 percent but less than 1 percent (0.8) for the share of calories can be predicted from information on production growth rates. In the case of Thailand, the corresponding figures as those in Nigeria are rather negligible (very low), implying that production growth rates is not a true determinate of either the degree of self-sufficiency nor the share of calories.  

The principal diagonal of the correlation matrix is indicated in italics. The principal diagonal usually contains the correlation of a variable within itself, which is always 1. Often, however, when the correlation matrix is to be factored (using the common factor analysis model), the principal diagonal will contain communality estimates instead. In this context the communality estimates are across indicators/variables. These measure the variation of a variable in common with all the others together. For example, the values in the principal diagonal for self-sufficiency of .564 (Egypt) means that 56 percent of the degree of self-sufficiency can be predicted from (and is dependent upon) data on the remaining eight indicators. By using commodity data on the eight indicators we could determine the degree of self-sufficiency for a commodity within 56 percent of the true value, on the average. Similarly for Nigeria, 30 percent of a commodity’s share in production and about 18 percent of its share in calories can be predicted using data on the remaining indicators.  For Thailand, 25 percent of variation in production could be explained using data on the other eight indicators. In the reference to communality estimates below based on the rotated factors (Table 16) the interpretation is across factors/criteria.
The factor matrices generated are presented in Table 16. The number of factors (columns) is the number of substantively meaningful independent (uncorrelated) patterns of relationships among the variables. The factors may be thought of as providing evidence for three different kinds of influence (causes) on the data, as presenting three categories by which these data may be classified, or as illuminating three empirically different concepts for describing the country’s commodity characteristics. 

The loadings, coefficients ([image: image18.png]


), measure which indicators are involved in which factor pattern and to what degree. They can be interpreted like correlation coefficients, - i.e. the square of the loading multiplied by 100 equals the percent variation that a variable has in common with a rotated pattern. 
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F1

F2

F3

Communality

Area Harvested

-0.05

0.15

0.53

0.31

Share in Production

-0.09

-0.04

0.72

0.53

Share in Calorie

-0.12

-0.06

0.41

0.19

Import Dependency

-0.09

0.74

-0.02

0.56

Self-Sufficiency

-0.04

0.79

-0.12

0.64

Growth rate in Production

0.91

-0.05

-0.09

0.84

Production Variability

0.55

0.04

-0.21

0.35

Growth rate in Imports

0.89

-0.07

-0.07

0.80

Production Displacement

-0.03

-0.25

-0.06

0.07

Percent of Total Variance

21.73

14.18

11.69

47.6

Percent of Common Variance

45.48

29.69

24.46

(ii) Belize - Rotated Factors

F1

F2

F3

Communality

Area Harvested

0.19

-0.02

0.83

0.73

Share in Production

0.67

0.05

0.42

0.64

Share in Calorie

0.80

0.13

-0.31

0.76

Import Dependency

-0.13

-0.95

-0.07

0.93

Self-Sufficency

-0.11

-0.94

-0.08

0.89

Growth rate in Production

-0.56

0.54

-0.07

0.60

Production Variability

-0.75

0.09

-0.12

0.59

Growth rate in Imports

0.44

0.23

0.01

0.25

Production Displacement

-0.12

0.13

0.84

0.75

Percent of Total Variance

25.0

24.1

19.1

68.2

Percent of Common Variance

36.6

35.4

28.0

(iii) Nigeria - Rotated Factors

F1

F2

F3

Communality

Area Harvested

-0.027

0.486

0.093

0.25

Share in Production

0.022

0.641

-0.102

0.42

Share in Calorie

0.131

0.385

-0.204

0.21

Import Dependency

-0.341

-0.322

0.025

0.22

Self-Sufficency

0.183

-0.007

0.428

0.22

Growth rate in Production

0.855

-0.022

0.061

0.73

Production Variability

0.887

0.012

0.238

0.84

Growth rate in Imports

-0.225

-0.121

0.161

0.09

Production Displacement

-0.027

-0.030

0.346

0.12

Percent of Total Variance

19.3

10.2

5.0

34.5

Percent of Common Variance

56.0

29.5

14.5

(iv) Thailand - Rotated Factors

F1

F2

F3

Communality

Area Harvested

-0.015

0.193

-0.126

0.05

Share in Production

-0.052

0.462

-0.075

0.22

Share in Calorie

-0.011

0.380

0.087

0.15

Import Dependency

-0.079

-0.104

0.111

0.03

Self-Sufficency

-0.030

-0.001

0.096

0.01

Growth rate in Production

0.609

-0.031

0.022

0.37

Production Variability

0.604

-0.081

-0.086

0.38

Growth rate in Imports

-0.226

-0.202

0.185

0.13

Production Displacement

0.042

-0.027

0.328

0.11

Percent of Total Variance

8.9

5.1

2.2

16.2

Percent of Common Variance

55.1

31.4

13.8

(i) Egypt - Rotated Factors


From the Table 16(i), if the pattern is limited to those indicators with loading of at least .30, then the first pattern of interrelationships (Factor I or F1) for Egypt involves a high growth in production (.91), growth in imports (.89), and moderate production variability (.55). Similarly for Belize this would involve share in calories (.80), production variability (.75), growth in production (.56), production variability (.75) and growth in imports (.44). For Nigeria, this involves high coefficients for growth rate in production (.85) and production variability (.88). In the case of Thailand, the first factor (F1) involves moderate loadings for production growth and production variability at (.61) for both. The results show that very different groups of indicators are explaining the different factor patterns. 
The column headed communality is the proportion of an indicator's total variation that is involved in the factor patterns. The coefficient (communality) shown in this column, multiplied by 100, gives the percent of variation of a variable in common with each pattern. Communality is also a measure of uniqueness. By subtracting the percent of variation in common with the patterns from 100, the uniqueness of an indicator is determined. This indicates to what degree an indicator is unrelated to the others or to what degree the data on an indicator cannot be derived from (predicted from) the data on the other indicators. For example, self-sufficiency has a communality of .64 for Egypt, .89 for Belize, .22 for Nigeria and .01 for Thailand. This implies that 64 percent (89 for Belize, etc) of the self-sufficiency rate for commodities in Egypt (similarly for Belize, etc) can be predicted from knowledge of commodity values on the three factors; and that 36 percent (100 minus these percentages for the other countries) of it is unrelated to the other eight indicators. For Thailand this value is very low (1%), indicating that information on self-sufficiency cannot be determined by commodity values based on the three factors. In fact, the self-sufficiency indicator fails to load on any of the factors. The ratio of the sum of the values in the communality column to the number of variables, multiplied by 100, equals the percent of total variation in the data that is patterned. Thus it measures the order, uniformity, or regularity in the data. As can be seen from Table 16, for the nine indicators, the three patterns involve variations in the data of  47.6 for Egypt, 68.2 for Belize, 34.5 percent for Nigeria, and 16.2 percent for Thailand. That is, one can reproduce for each of these countries the specified percentages of the relative variation among commodities on these nine indicators using the commodity scores on the three factors, respectively for each country. 
The percent of total variance shows the percent of total variation among the indicators that is related to a factor pattern. This figure thus measures the relative variation among the commodities in the original data matrix that can be reproduced by a factor or pattern - it measures a factor’s comprehensiveness and strength. The percent of common variance indicates how regularity in the data is divided among the factor patterns. 

Thus from Table 16(i) for Egypt, we observe that the indicators significantly loaded on the first factor are - growth rate in production, growth rate in imports, and production variability. This indicates that commodities (see respective commodities in the factor score tables in Annex 3) that have high growth in production are also those with high import growth rates and high to moderate production variability. The second factor is significantly loaded with the following indicators – import dependency and self-sufficiency. This implies that commodities on which Egypt relies for self-sufficiency are also imported.  The third factor is loaded with indicators of share in production; share in calories; and area harvested implying that commodities that are produced domestically also contribute significantly to calorie intake in Egypt. A similar interpretation can be arrived at for the Belize results. Here factors loaded significantly on the first factor indicate that commodities that contribute significantly to calories are those with high variability in production (negatively), with a high to modest share in total agricultural production; growth in production and growth rate in imports.  Factor 3 here also includes share in calories as having significant loading as was found for factor 1, although the interpretation is different.  Here, it indicates that some products which have large area harvested (oranges), are very prone to production displacement by cheap imports(poultry) and have a moderate-low share in total agricultural production(soybeans) could jeopardize calorie availability.  

For Nigeria and Thailand the factor loadings are somewhat different from the pattern exhibited by Egypt and Belize but slightly similar to each other. In the case of Nigeria, the first factor is loaded on growth rate in production and production variability.  The implication here is that commodities with high growth in production also have highly variability. The second factor (see bold in the table) implies that commodities with a large share in national production have a relatively moderate land area harvested (production increases result more from higher yields) and contribute moderately to calorie intake but with less dependency on them for imports.  The third factor implies that those commodities for which the country is moderately self-sufficient are also likely to be displaced by imports, although not to a very high degree.
For Thailand the interpretation of the first factor is similar to that given for Nigeria. The significant loadings on the second factor imply that commodities with a low share of production contribute marginally to calorie intake. The loading on the third factor implies that the possibility of production displacement in Thailand is rather low. The following indicators fail to load significantly for any of the factors. For Egypt – production displacement; for Nigeria – growth rate in imports; for Thailand – area harvested, import dependency, self-sufficiency and import growth rate. 
Further, as indicators are loaded across each of the factors, and given the fact that the criteria/indicators are interlinked, our hypothesis that a commodity needs to satisfy only one criterion seems to be supported by these initial results. However, more case study results, coupled with a comprehensive framework for reducing the dimensionality of the indicators, are being developed to further support this generalization.   

Annex 3 presents the tables for the four countries showing the products with positive contribution (scores) for each of the factors. A considerable degree of overlap could be observed among the product scores that are making a relevant contribution across each of the factors. This further supports the view that a product needs only satisfy one criterion to qualify for Special Product status.  Ranking of the products based on only positive factor scores also provides a mechanism to reduce the number of products. In the case of Belize and Egypt, with a smaller set of commodities that have demonstrated linkages between products and criteria there is a much clearer result for the factors.  In all four countries Factor 1 and 2 appear more associated with food and livelihood security and Factor 3 with rural development.  In the case of Thailand it can be argued that both food security and livelihood security are heavily contributed to by the sugar and rice sectors. For Nigeria, a similar conclusion can be assigned the role of cassava and sorghum. 
In summary, the factor analysis results support the notion that a commodity needs to satisfy only one criterion for “Special Products” status. For example, Table 16 shows that there are all non-zero elements, verifying that the indicators are related to all the criteria. Further, the tables in Annex 3 support this point by indicating a significant overlap in the commodities that contribute to each factor(criteria). Moreover, given the distribution of the indicators by factors one can conclude that despite the differences between the countries the factors are generally measuring similar effects, as outcomes are shared for each of the 4 countries. The critical conclusion from this analysis of the indicators based on products linked to criteria in four countries is that it is possible for countries to select only a few (reduced number of) indicators based on their specific national situation to link products effectively to the criteria designated for “Special Products” selection; and that for products to qualify for Special Product  status, they only need to fit at least one of the indicator/criteria.

5. Summary and Conclusions 
This paper has argued for comprehensive treatment of Special Products in the modalities of the WTO if the goals of development to which the Doha Round committed are to be adequately addressed. It also presented a conceptual approach for the Identification of Special Products and results from applying this approach on four case study countries. The summary and conclusions are presented in these two contexts: 
a) A comprehensive approach to Special Products

(i) The WTO modalities allow self-designation of Special Products by developing countries, directly linking these products with development related criteria. For this to be effective, both in terms of increased trade participation and development, the approach to identification and treatment should be linked to national development plans, commodity strategies and regional development and trading frameworks. 

(ii) In the context of the Agriculture negotiations there should be an approach that sufficiently recognizes the development purposes of Special Products and therefore the need for policy flexibility for Special Products under all three pillars of the Agriculture agreement.  Essentially, taking a similar approach to Special Products as is being done for Cotton. 

(iii) The problems of commodity dependent countries, the challenges of least developed countries and small economies are all related to promotion of increased product diversification and commodity competitiveness. It is only logical that the development related modalities that address these interests be linked to Special Products. 

(iv) Special Products are Tropical Products and Preferential Products, critical to food security, livelihood security and rural development. In order to address these two neglected product areas in the ongoing negotiations, and to address them in an adequate manner, they should be linked to Special Products and Sensitive Products in the negotiations. 
b) Lessons from Case Studies on the Identification of Special Products

(v) An approach to identification and designation of Special Products should include detailed     national level disaggregated commodity indicator/criteria and trade analysis assessments to ensure adequate coverage of products to meet the objectives associated with the concept of Special Products.

(vi) Based on the factor analysis it appears several indicators are explaining the same criteria. Thus, it is possible that from a country’s menu of possible indicators, they can select a few indicators to identify special products. 

(vi)  Based on the fact that indicators have loadings across all the three criteria (factors) and that the factor scores indicate that the commodities 
have significant scores across the criteria, it suggests that products need only meet one 
criteria to qualify for Special Product status. 

(vii) Based on the indicator and factor analysis, the results suggest that there is a possibility of specifying a relatively small number of tariff lines, less than 15 percent, as “Special Products”. Given some of the current proposals in the negotiations this would increase the flexibility for developing countries without sacrificing their ability to call for ambition in the negotiations. 

(viii) Tariff overhang is limited in assisting “Special Products” designation. The uniform manner in which bound rates were set by countries implies that the protection needs of individual products were not evaluated when they were set during the Uruguay Round. Further, applied tariff rates were set and in many cases restrictions imposed on their level in other multilateral frameworks, often as loan conditionalities. 

(ix) Given the possibility that designating “Special Products” does in fact lead to greater ambition that could result in bound rates falling below currently applied rates, the flexibility for all products now given to LDCs, should perhaps be considered for “Special Products” for  all developing countries.  Thus, for a specified period there could be no commitments, no tariff reductions and no TRQs on products designated “Special Products”. However, the impact of this consideration on LDC exports should also be assessed. 

(x)Given the levels of ambition being pursued in the negotiations and the possible resulting narrowness of the gap between the bound and applied rates that might result for some products, “Special Products” should have access to the SSM. 
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Annex 1

Preferential Products – has generally referred to products that have been granted market entry conditions more favourable than the “most favoured nation(MFN)” status offers. In other words, these products when exported by particular countries enter the markets of their trading partners at rates of duty lower than the same product from other countries competing for the same market. Bananas exported by ACP countries to the EU market is one example of a preferential product.

Sensitive Products –these are products for which countries seek to apply lower disciplines than agreed on in the negotiations. The specific purpose or conditions for seeking or being granted this allowance are not generally articulated. However, ‘non-trade’ concerns ( for environmental protection, food safety) are often cited by developedized  countries as the basis for sensitive products. Basic food products( rice and meat) and  tariff revenue products(tobacco and alcohol) are generally listed as sensitive products. “Special Products” are not an option for developed countries and as a result where the objectives with “Special Products” coincide the products are expected to be similar. Both “Sensitive” and “Special Products” are options for developing countries.

“Special Products” – based on an interpretation of the July Framework Agreement, would be products for which countries feel application of the general disciplines agreed in the Doha Round negotiations to these products would undermine achievement of their goals related to ensuring food security, improving livelihood security and advancing rural development. Thus, cereals, sugar, milk and root crops have been identified as “Special Products”. 

Staple Products – has generally referred to those products that characterise food consumption in a particular country. In the Special Treatment clause at the end of the Uruguay Round some countries were permitted treat products specially ( delay tariffication) if the products met certain conditions. One of these conditions for products qualifying for special treatment was that “ the commodity concerned must be the predominant staple in the traditional diet” For most of the countries using this option the product was rice, the most important food product in their diet. 

Strategic Products – has generally referred to products which countries feel the need to manage for purposed related to national development. They may be both food products and developed products. In the Mauritius TPR , 2001 the report indicates that “ several parastatal bodies, including the State Trading Corporation and the Agricultural Marketing Board, purchase, import, and store “strategic” products (including flour, ration rice, petroleum products, cement, table potatoes, onions, and garlic). Price controls, consisting of a fixed maximum price system (on imports and locally produced goods) and a maximum percentage mark-up system (only on imports), are also maintained on some of the strategic products”.

Tropical Products – has generally referred to the main agricultural exports from tropical zone countries, historically to products such as coffee, cocoa and tea.  In several different Multilateral Negotiation Rounds there have been efforts to define what tropical products are but there has been no consensus. Participants in the Uruguay Round agreed to engage in negotiations seven products groups with the understanding that it was not to be considered a definition of tropical products. The seven products groups were: i) tropical beverages( cocoa, coffee, tea); ii) spices, flowers and plants ; iii) certain oilseeds, vegetable oil and oil cakes( e.g. palm and coconut oil); iv) tobacco, rice and tropical roots; v) tropical fruits and nuts (e.g. bananas, pineapples and peanuts); vi) tropical wood and rubber; vii) jute and hard fibres. 
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 Country tables with the indicator values for the top products qualifying with three or more indicators.    
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Potatoes

0.93

72.20

420.52

0.77

-44.69

0.05

0.14

0.04

-28.55

Sorghum

0.98

0.00

100.36

0.31

-31.29

1.59

0.40

0.35

38.61

Chicken Meat 

4.05

0.02

1.02

0.23

855.37

0.00

0.55

0.41

23.12

Cassava

0.65

0.00

99.87

0.75

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

87.24

Plantains

1.82

0.00

100.00

0.85

0.00

0.56

0.00

0.86

-13.69

Beef and Veal

1.09

0.01

1.01

0.12

48.12

0.00

0.21

0.06

27.60

Beer of Barley

0.94

0.18

1.28

0.27

128.55

0.00

-0.07

0.22

-14.35

Beans, Dry

3.64

0.06

0.66

0.27

41.85

4.07

-0.48

0.20

-15.42

Cantaloupes&oth Melons

0.02

0.38

1.62

0.99

-100.00

0.02

0.10

0.01

22.00

Cashew Nuts 

0.73

0.00

1.00

1.76

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.03

37.94

Maize

5.96

0.02

103.44

0.21

19.02

7.88

0.10

1.54

2.70

Milled Paddy Rice 

9.84

0.11

1.18

0.38

62.00

2.98

-0.32

0.26

5.96

Onions+Shallots, Green

0.05

1.00

0.00

2.02

-84.30

0.04

0.02

0.01

66.01

Papayas

0.03

0.01

0.09

0.70

0.00

0.02

0.71

0.25

37.27

Soybeans 

0.37

0.05

1.32

0.85

53.48

0.69

0.61

0.03

37.51

Yams 

0.01

0.00

100.00

1.62

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.00

31.43

Cocoa Beans 

0.39

89.16

538.03

0.69

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

-6.91

Grapefruitjuice Sing-Str 

0.35

0.00

0.25

0.95

58.74

0.00

-0.10

0.25

-36.32

Oranjuice Concentrated

0.96

0.01

0.07

0.51

0.00

33.31

0.84

0.86

-14.00

Pigmeat

0.81

0.07

1.07

0.28

27.49

0.00

0.08

0.04

7.78

Sugar, raw

18

0

100

0.08

0

0

-0.27

48.3

-1.5
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Livelihood Security

Rural Development


Egypt
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Oil of Soya Beans

5

1.03

79.71

480.00

0.45

-2.79

0.00

0.70

0.03

19.81

Sugar Beets

5

0.00

0.00

100.00

0.59

0.00

0.96

0.60

1.70

0.23

Oranges

5

0.47

0.08

90.00

0.05

-31.34

1.54

0.70

1.05

1.89

Potatoes

5

1.17

3.46

90.00

0.12

-9.99

1.40

0.70

1.20

2.01

Maize

4

4.83

41.45

160.00

0.13

0.20

14.91

0.90

4.17

1.41

Sesame Seed

4

0.63

64.82

270.00

0.13

-5.62

0.49

0.70

0.02

-0.21

Dates

4

1.70

0.03

100.00

0.24

30.23

0.51

-0.69

0.64

5.10

Grapes

4

0.77

1.83

100.00

0.80

20.17

1.04

0.84

0.67

1.73

Olives

4

0.44

0.20

100.00

0.49

0.00

0.74

-0.45

0.18

3.17

Onions, Dry

4

0.25

0.20

90.00

0.19

157.63

0.47

0.14

0.46

11.22

Tomatoes

4

1.23

0.10

100.00

0.16

-49.62

3.24

-0.78

4.08

-0.96

Wheat

3

33.12

44.00

180.00

0.15

5.15

17.8

-0.82

4.1

-1.34

Cocoa Butter

3

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.57

53.43

0.00

0.00

0.00

24.96

Oil of Groundnuts

3

0.25

0.25

100.00

0.70

-21.35

0.00

0.90

0.01

0.19

Rice, Paddy

3

0.25

0.78

80.00

0.18

25.20

10.70

0.30

3.55

-2.39

Seed Cotton

3

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.00

5.05

0.00

0.46

11.22

Silk, Raw and Waste

3

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.39

123.96

0.00

0.00

0.00

13.39

Sorghum

3

1.30

0.01

100.00

0.13

0.00

2.78

-0.11

0.57

-6.35

Sunflower Seed

3

0.00

10.32

100.00

0.18

2.29

0.29

0.70

0.03

-1.25

Flour/Meal of Oilseeds

3

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.98

471.30

0.00

0.00

0.00

131.84

Sweet Potatoes

3

0.27

0.00

100.00

0.39

0.00

0.18

0.30

0.17

7.93

Sugar Refined

1

4.0

35.4

160.0

0.2

-12.5

0.0

0.1

0.4

-2.2

Rural Development
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Annex 2 (continued)

Nigeria
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Tomatoes

0.00

0.01

106.23

0.32

19.31

0.28

0.80

0.50

0.28

Sweet Potatoes

1.35

0.00

100.00

0.72

72.67

0.88

0.67

1.34

0.49

Cashew Nuts

0.36

0.00

90.60

0.48

0.00

0.65

0.00

1.05

1.05

Cassava

3.19

0.00

100.00

0.12

-96.94

7.29

0.27

19.18

1.68

Cocoa Beans

0.00

0.00

49.26

0.09

0.00

2.02

0.42

6.28

6.28

Flour of Wheat

4.48

2.31

102.00

0.65

-67.03

0.00

-0.49

0.81

7.63

Groundnuts in Shell

0.00

0.00

100.00

0.33

0.00

6.12

-0.20

1.60

-2.42

Maize

7.29

0.20

100.00

0.13

1912.90

9.27

-0.73

2.84

0.45

Potatoes

0.18

0.00

100.73

0.95

34.63

0.26

0.98

1.98

1.98

Sorghum

13.37

0.00

100.12

0.14

-99.59

15.56

-0.41

4.37

-0.30

Taro (Coco Yam)

0.59

0.00

100.00

0.62

0.00

1.39

0.00

2.19

0.55

Vegetables Fresh nes

0.66

0.00

99.99

0.27

-85.20

1.45

0.48

2.32

2.51

Wheat

4.50

96.90

2753.05

0.31

8.15

0.12

0.16

-7.62

-7.62

Citrus Fruit nes

0.64

0.00

100.00

0.11

0.00

1.65

0.00

1.88

0.05

Cow Peas, Dry

3.29

0.00

100.00

0.18

0.00

11.51

0.00

1.24

0.69

Flour of Maize

7.33

0.00

100.01

0.13

79.06

0.00

-0.11

1.48

0.54

Fruit Fresh nes

0.47

0.00

100.00

0.02

53.09

0.50

0.38

0.82

0.00

Groundnuts Shelled

1.55

0.31

100.24

0.33

16.77

0.00

-0.28

0.99

-2.69

Pigmeat

0.46

0.00

100.01

0.19

81.39

0.00

0.00

6.91

6.91

Plantains

1.53

0.00

100.00

0.14

0.00

0.64

0.00

1.14

1.82

Soybeans

1.08

0.64

98.84

0.37

-98.94

1.33

-0.27

1.34

1.34

Sugar Refined

3.40

82.32

558.16

0.75

11.55

0.00

0.62

36.80

36.80

Yams

7.95

0.00

100.00

0.18

0.00

6.37

0.00

15.18

0.88
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Thailand
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Barley 

0.00

90.92

1736.33

0.72

-0.10

0.04

0.85

0.01

4.82

Maize

2.14

3.33

99.40

0.10

-63.90

7.01

0.10

2.18

-1.91

Bananas

1.45

0.00

99.70

0.03

0.00

0.77

-0.34

0.87

0.94

Cassava

1.45

0.00

88.90

0.09

0.00

6.03

-0.30

8.56

-4.00

Chicken Meat

1.69

0.02

77.50

0.20

149.33

0.00

0.60

0.58

6.56

Cocoa Beans

0.00

209.10

3025.20

0.00

4.30

0.00

0.55

0.00

0.00

Coconuts

2.68

0.09

98.90

0.02

-19.80

1.87

0.02

0.69

0.43

Fruit Tropical Fresh nes

0.39

0.00

95.80

0.02

0.00

1.01

0.00

0.35

0.70

Jute-Like Fibres

0.00

0.00

100.00

0.47

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.02

24.48

Mangoes

0.51

0.00

99.40

0.23

0.00

1.50

0.00

0.76

2.32

Milled Paddy Rice

39.68

0.03

53.80

0.13

18.40

0.00

0.68

7.19

-0.40

Potatoes

0.12

65.01

269.52

0.40

-10.10

0.04

0.91

0.05

2.11

Rice, Paddy

0.00

0.00

100.00

0.13

0.00

56.54

0.68

12.44

-0.30

Soyabean Cake

0.00

64.03

282.21

0.39

10.50

0.00

0.90

0.38

3.23

Sugar Refined

12.45

0.00

56.10

0.28

35.70

0.00

0.71

1.54

-1.99

Sweet Corn Prep. or Pres

0.00

5.60

1.50

1.01

76.52

0.00

0.00

0.02

29.35

Wheat

0.03

118.01

91180.83

0.18

8.60

0.01

0.91

0.00

0.00
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Annex 3
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Flour/Meal of Oilseeds

6.081

Oil of Sunflower Seed

5.066

Sugar Cane

4.833

Cocoa Butter

1.060

Soybeans

4.124

Flour/Meal of Oilseeds

2.760

Silk, Raw and Waste

0.754

Oil of Soya Beans

1.164

Oil of Sunflower Seed

1.709

Cake of Soya Beans

0.747

Sesame Seed

0.624

Tomatoes

1.568

Mango Juice

0.740

Sunflower Seed

0.303

Maize

1.428

Onions, Dry

0.631

Apples

0.256

Flour of Wheat

1.308

Oil of Soya Beans

0.386

Oranges

0.211

Wheat

1.246

Beans, Dry

0.308

Bananas

0.167

Soybeans

1.168

Seed Cotton

0.269

Cotton Lint

0.157

Rice, Paddy

1.092

Sweet Potatoes

0.256

Sweet Potatoes

0.149

Bagasse

0.509

Broad Beans, Dry

0.234

Oil of Groundnuts

0.144

Oil of Soya Beans

0.313

Groundnuts Shelled

0.217

Groundnuts in Shell

0.135

Flour of Maize

0.217

Offals of Camel, Edible

0.215

Sugar Refined

0.129

Potatoes

0.161

Cotton Lint

0.187

Sorghum

0.124

Oranges

0.149

Cheese (Whole Cow Milk)

0.155

Molasses

0.110

Onions, Dry

0.129

Groundnuts in Shell

0.149

Potatoes

0.106

Bran of Wheat

0.068

Grapes

0.141

Onions, Dry

0.100

Buffalo Milk

0.014

Eggplants

0.140

Groundnuts Shelled

0.081

Cow Milk, Whole, Fresh

0.009

Oil of Groundnuts

0.084

Sugar (Centrifugal, Raw)

0.048

Bananas

0.069

Seed Cotton

0.018

Apples

0.067

Maize

0.007

Cow Milk, Whole, Fresh

0.057

Lentils

0.035

Olives

0.028

Dates

0.002

Annex 3a: Egypt - Commodities with postive scores on each of the Factors
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Maize

3.020

Chicken Meat 

1.359

Oranjuice Concentrated 

4.759

Milled Paddy Rice

2.634

OnionsShallotsGreen 

1.184

Papayas 

1.168

Chicken Meat 

2.146

Cassava 

0.920

Soybeans 

0.761

Beans Dry 

1.531

Cashew Nuts 

0.911

Sorghum 

0.587

Plantains 

0.891

Soybeans 

0.860

Maize

0.452

Oranjuice Concentrated 

0.875

Papayas 

0.794

Chicken Meat 

0.289

Beer of Barley 

0.816

Milled Paddy Rice

0.668

Grapefruitjuice Sing-Str 

0.240

Beef and Veal

0.607

Pigmeat 

0.076

Cantaloupes&oth Melons 

0.487

Beef and Veal

0.033

Yams 

0.342

Pigmeat 

0.342

Sorghum 

0.277

Beer of Barley 

0.131

Beans Dry 

0.098

Indicators (Factor 1)

:Share in Calorie; Production 

Variability; 

Growth in Production; Growth in 

Imports; Share in Production

Indicators (Factor 2)

: 

Import 

Dependency; Self-Sufficiency

Indicators (Factor 3)
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Share in Calorie; 

Share in Production; Production 

Displacement; Area Harvested

Annex 3 b: Belize - Commodities with postive scores on each of the Factors
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Waters,Ice, etc.

2.875

Milled Paddy Rice

4.29157

Sugar Confectionery

1.352

Bread

2.850

Sugar Cane

3.92552

Wheat

1.228

Sweet Corn Prep. or Pres

2.325

Rice, Paddy

2.03575

Milled Paddy Rice

1.216

Whole Milk, Evaporated

2.298

Cane Sugar

1.89738

Meat Canned Chicken

0.809

Oils Hydrogenated

1.872

Cassava

1.32244

Carrots

0.652

Flour of Fruit

1.827

Sugar Refined

1.22005

Cauliflower

0.625

Citrus Fruit nes

1.778

Bagasse

0.64174

Fruit Prepared nes

0.601

Citrusjuice Concentrated

1.725

Hen Eggs (No)

0.533

Flour of Maize

0.600

Margarine + Shortening

1.438

Maize

0.4486

Mushrooms

0.581

Bran of Maize

1.101

Coconuts

0.33228

Bran of Wheat

0.580

Asparagus

1.093

Sugar (Centrifugal, Raw)

0.33163

Chillies&Peppers, Green

0.572

Cheese (Whole Cow Milk)

1.087

Pigmeat

0.29144

Nuts nes

0.526

Whey, Fresh

1.085

Eggs, Exc Hen Eggs (No)

0.27201

Dried Mushrooms

0.523

Maize Gluten

0.979

Flour of Wheat

0.25325

Macaroni

0.518

Starch of Maize

0.974

Bananas

0.24188

Cereals nes

0.496

Whey, Condensed

0.973

Rice Flour

0.21202

Potatoes

0.495

Cake of Groundnuts

0.957

Oil of Palm

0.20458

Cocoa Paste

0.490

Cocoa Butter

0.946

Oil Palm Fruit

0.19028

Breakfast Cereals

0.486

Glucose and Dextrose

0.904

Chicken Meat

0.18653

Flour of Wheat

0.477

Oil of Groundnuts

0.892

Cassava Dried

0.18254

Honey

0.461

Prepared Groundnuts

0.891

Beverages Dist Alcoholic

0.1526

Fruit Juice nes

0.455

Cocoa Husks+Shell

0.834

Bran of Maize

0.14945

Sesame Seed

0.435

Cocoa Powder and Cake

0.833

Rice, Husked

0.14833

Hides Dry-Salted Cattle

0.434

Cow Milk, Whole, Fresh

0.796

Molasses

0.13264

Natural Rubber

0.428

Cocoa Paste

0.752

Bran of Rice

0.12922

Spices nes

0.419

Castor Beans

0.709

Pineapples

0.12818

Chicken Meat

0.408

Flour of Maize

0.694

Mangoes

0.1242

Fruit,Nut,Peel,Sugar Prs

0.389

Coffee Subst Cont Coffee

0.644

Hides Wet-Salted Buffal

0.12188

Tomato Paste

0.378

Cassava Starch

0.612

Oil of Soya Beans

0.11525

Citrusjuice Single-Stren

0.377

Oil of Soya Beans

0.600

Hen Eggs

0.11028

Beverages Non-Alcoholic

0.373

Beer of Barley

0.564

Vegetables Fresh nes

0.10684

Cake of Soya Beans

0.369

Cigarettes

0.561

Palm Kernels

0.09466

Sweet Corn Prep. or Pres

0.364

Cake of Soya Beans

0.517

Cocoa Butter

0.09013

Sugar Refined

0.363

Barley

0.458

Fruit Tropical Fresh nes

0.08248

Pastry

0.363

Soya Sauce

0.449

Tang.Mand.Clement.Satsma

0.08088

Whey, Condensed

0.361

Oil of Rice Bran

0.421

Rice, Broken

0.07683

Grapefruitjuice Sing-Str

0.361

Wafers

0.417

Eggs, excluding Hen

0.07478

Oil of Rice Bran

0.358

Oil of Palm

0.348

Prod.Of Nat.Milk Constit

0.07368

Fruit Tropical Dried nes

0.356

Oil Palm Fruit

0.344

Groundnuts in Shell

0.07308

Skins Wet-Salted Goats

0.307

Bran of Pulses

0.321

Natural Rubber

0.0528

Peas, Green

0.294

Cereals nes

0.313

Duck Meat

0.04108

Flour of Fruit

0.292

Palm Kernels

0.297

Dry Skim Cow Milk

0.03254

Citrus Fruit nes

0.290

Oils Boiled etc

0.249

Beer of Barley

0.02596

Glucose and Dextrose

0.282

Sugar Refined

0.236

Fruit Tropical Dried nes

0.02144

Rice, Husked

0.278

Beverages Non-Alcoholic

0.222

Fat of Pigs

0.02061

Pimento, Allspice

0.273

Mangoes

0.108

Oil of Coconuts

0.01462

Oils Boiled etc

0.269

Gluten Feed and Meal

0.090

Sisal

0.00935

Pineapplejuice Sing-Stre

0.255

Malt of Barley

0.082

Beer of Barley

0.236

Meat Canned Chicken

0.080

Rubber Natural Dry

0.216

Potatoes

0.076

Starch of Maize

0.188

Macaroni

0.068

Buffaloes

0.185

Fruit Juice nes

0.024

Beef Preparations

0.183

Rice, Broken

0.014

Sweet Corn Frozen

0.171

Skins Wet-Salted Goats

0.000

Maize

0.148

Cattle

0.127

Mixes and Doughs

0.127

Margarine + Shortening

0.118

Gluten Feed and Meal

0.113

Barley

0.110

Oil of Rapeseed

0.093

Skin Dry-Salted Sheep

0.091

Cow Milk, Whole, Fresh

0.088

Almonds Shelled

0.083

Oil of Tung

0.081

Beans, Dry

0.079

Walnuts Shelled

0.069

Sisal

0.067

Annex 3c :  Thailand - Commodities with postive scores on each of the Factors

Indicators (Factor 1)

:

Growth in 

Production; Production Variability

Indicators (Factor 2)

:

Share in 

Production; Share in Calories

Indicators (Factor 3)

: 

Production 

Displacement


Annex 3 (continued)
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Potatoes

4.687

Cassava

4.282

Wheat

3.512

Sugar Refined

3.760

Yams

3.918

Flour/Meal of Oilseeds

2.624

Sweet Potatoes

2.908

Sorghum

2.064

Sugar Refined

1.510

Taro (Coco Yam)

2.672

Millet

1.676

Sugar (Centrifugal, Raw)

1.084

Flour of Wheat

2.462

Palm Kernels

1.648

Palm Kernels

1.076

Bran of Wheat

2.165

Flour of Sorghum

1.491

Beer of Barley

0.967

Cashew Nuts

1.403

Cow Peas, Dry

1.362

Molasses

0.891

Soybeans

1.272

Maize

1.265

Coffee Extracts

0.878

Cake of Groundnuts

1.166

Flour of Millet

1.162

Malt of Barley

0.732

Indigenous Sheep Meat

1.060

Hen Eggs (No)

0.896

Maize

0.725

Flour/Meal of Oilseeds

1.052

Ferm. Beverages Exc Wine

0.810

Oil of Coconuts

0.667

Groundnuts Shelled

1.052

Flour of Maize

0.809

Cake of Soya Beans

0.659

Skin Dry-Salted Sheep

1.013

Oil Palm Fruit

0.726

Cake of Sesame Seed

0.647

Fat of Sheep

0.972

Rice, Paddy

0.710

Sorghum

0.591

Skin Wet-Salted Sheep

0.971

Flour of Cassava

0.632

Butter of Cow Milk

0.524

Offals of Sheep, Edible

0.971

Groundnuts in Shell

0.569

Kolanuts

0.493

Sheepskins, Fresh

0.971

Rice, Husked

0.425

Fibre Crops nes

0.457

Mutton and Lamb

0.930

Oil of Palm

0.335

Potatoes

0.441

Groundnuts in Shell

0.924

Flour of Wheat

0.298

Copra

0.440

Wheat

0.888

Vegetables Fresh nes

0.262

Cocoa Powder and Cake

0.437

Tomatoes

0.851

Plantains

0.232

Rubber Natural Dry

0.421

Nuts nes

0.782

Citrus Fruit nes

0.225

Cake of Coconuts

0.418

Vegetables Fresh nes

0.480

Cassava Dried

0.219

Pigmeat

0.403

Ferm. Beverages Exc Wine

0.387

Oil of Groundnuts

0.188

Chicken Meat

0.402

Flour of Fonio

0.362

Taro (Coco Yam)

0.148

Beef and Veal

0.366

Bran of Fonio

0.358

Milled Paddy Rice

0.118

Rice, Paddy

0.346

Fonio

0.349

Fruit Fresh nes

0.053

Mutton and Lamb

0.342

Coffee Roasted

0.336

Oil of Palm Kernels

0.044

Dregs from Brewing+Dist.

0.330

Pigmeat

0.332

Groundnuts Shelled

0.036

Millet

0.320

Flour of Sorghum

0.225

Kolanuts

0.027

Cake of Groundnuts

0.308

Cocoa Butter

0.222

Copra

0.002

Chocolate Products nes

0.304

Cocoa Powder and Cake

0.194

Sweet Potatoes

0.229

Melonseed

0.141

Cocoa Butter

0.216

Flour of Millet

0.138

Bran of Wheat

0.203

Cakes of Oilseeds

0.101

Nuts nes

0.156

Cow Peas, Dry

0.062

Sesame Seed

0.152

Sesame Seed

0.045

Vegetables Prepared nes

0.150

Hen Eggs

0.034

Taro (Coco Yam)

0.130

Oil of Soya Beans

0.031

Offals of Cattle, Edible

0.126

Hides Wet-Salted Cattle

0.028

Oil of Soya Beans

0.101

Offals of Cattle, Edible

0.017

Cigarettes

0.076

Kolanuts

0.006

Onions, Dry

0.052

Whole Milk, Evaporated

0.046

Cakes of Oilseeds

0.044

Cow Peas, Dry

0.020

Hides Wet-Salted Cattle

0.020

Annex 3 d: Nigeria - Commodities with postive scores on each of the Factors

Indicators (Factor 1)

:Growth in Production; 

Production Variability

Indicators (Factor 2)

: Area Harvested; 

Share in Production; 

Share in Calories; 

Import Dependency

Indicators (Factor 3)

: 

Self-Sufficiency; 

Production Displacement


Identify country goals based on national, agric., and trade policy documents, budgetary commitments and national stakeholder-analysis





Evaluate likely /perceivable treatment and impact of international negotiations on possible “Special Products”





Detail current  national and international  policy and trade policy treatment on principal products 





Consult and negotiate regionally and multilaterally to establish probable list of  “Special Products” 








Identify products linked to  relevant  SP indicators





Match relevant goals with generic criteria for SP selection





Reduced list of Possible “Special Products” – 2nd cut








Negotiated List of  “Special Products” 








Choice of principal products relevant to criteria/national goals








Selection of products for consideration as possible  “Special Products”


– 1st cut








Choice of relevant indicators 








Prioritization of relevant national goals





Box 1: Working Definitions





Food Security: According to FAO, “Food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life”.





Livelihood Security: The adequate and sustainable access to income and other resources


to enable households to meet basic needs. This includes adequate access to food, potable water, health facilities, educational opportunities, housing, and time for community participation and social integration.





Rural Development: is a process which affects the well-being of rural populations, including the provision of basic needs and services, i.e. access to food, health services, water supply, basic infrastructure (roads, etc.) and the development of human capital through education. It also refers to activities that reduces the vulnerability of the agricultural sector to adverse natural and socio-economic factors and other risks, and strengthens self-reliance. 





























Rural Development Security





Livelihood Security





Food Security





Sensitive Products





Preferential Products





Tropical Products





Special Products








� J.R. Deep Ford is Senior Economist, Suffyan Koroma and Yukitsugu Yanoma are Economists and Hansdeep Khaira is Consultant in the Commodity Policy and Projections Service, Commodities and Trade Division, FAO. 


� WTO, (WT/MIN(01)/Dec/1, Doha  Ministerial : Ministerial Declaration 20 November,2001


� WTO, WT/L/579. Doha Work Programme, Decision adopted by the General Council on 1 August, 2004.


� The underlined words in both quotes are introduced by the authors’ for emphasis. 


� � IFAD (2004) indicates that seventy-five percent of the dollar-poor work and live in rural areas and projections suggest that over 60% will continue to do so in 2025.





� IMF, WB, Doha Development Agenda and Aid for Trade,  Development Committee, September 12, 2005 (DC2005-0016)


� Although there is no officially agreed definition of these types of products Annex 1 provides a description of context and conditions including what products have been referred to when these terms have been used in different multilateral trading frameworks.


� G-90 Declaration, the Secretariat of the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States, ACP/61/057/05 Rev.2, December 2005.


� There are various definitions for these concepts but they generally embody the critical elements mentioned in these three definitions.


� For more discussion on each of the of the indicators see an earlier paper by the authors (CMR, 2005/2006). Data for most of the indictors described below are generally available from FAOSTAT and the WTO. 


� These indicators can be used inter-changeably, since a low share of production in consumption could also imply a high share of imports in consumption.


� Factor Analysis and Principal Component Analysis though similar in methodology are often used for different purposes. More detailed discussions about the two techniques and the conditions under which one might be suitable to the other can be found in H. Hatcher (1994): A Step-by-Step Approach to using SAS for Factor Analysis and Structural Equations Modeling, Cary, NC: SAS Institute Inc. and “Factor Analysis Using SAS PROC FACTOR”: � HYPERLINK "http://www.utexas.edu./cc/docs/stat53.html" ��http://www.utexas.edu./cc/docs/stat53.html�. This section draws on these references. 





� Belize Case Study, Special and Sensitive Products in the WTO Agriculture Negotiations, FAO Project – GCP/INT/818/JPN, FAO, January 2006. 


� More generalized results will be provided on the basis of  country case studies that are underway. 
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Global Trade Shares

		

						% of World Agricultural Exports

						Developing		Developed		ACP		LDC		LDC Africa and ISL

				1990		27.48		72.52		4.64		1.31		1.10

				1991		27.44		72.56		3.74		1.16		0.99

				1992		25.94		74.06		3.05		1.00		0.88

				1993		27.38		72.62		3.07		1.02		0.90

				1994		28.63		71.37		3.08		1.08		0.98

				1995		29.19		70.81		3.12		1.13		1.03

				1996		29.00		71.00		3.39		1.05		0.96

				1997		30.47		69.53		3.38		1.11		1.01

				1998		30.49		69.51		3.59		1.18		1.08

				1999		29.40		70.60		3.29		1.16		1.05

				2000		29.31		70.69		3.06		1.04		0.97

				2001		29.72		70.28		3.00		0.97		0.88

				2002		29.67		70.33		2.86		0.95		0.88

				2003		29.56		70.44		2.92		0.95		0.86

				2004		29.46		70.54		2.60		0.84		0.78

				% Change 90 to 04		7.19		-2.73		-43.91		-35.58		-29.63

				% Change 95 to 04		0.94		-0.39		-16.55		-25.83		-24.64

				% Change 00 to 04		0.51		-0.21		-14.90		-18.96		-20.12





SP Tables Feb 

		

																		Table 2

						Table 1												Selected Country Share

						World Agricultural Trade Shares (%)												Total Developing Country Agricultural Exports (%)

				Year		Developing Countries		Developed Countries		ACP		LDC		SIDS				Countries in Top 10 list both in 1990 and 2004

				1990		27.5		72.5		4.6		1.3		2.22						1990		2004

				1995		29.2		70.8		3.1		1.1		0.98				Brazil		9.8		15.3

				2000		29.3		70.7		3.1		1.0		0.94				China, Mainland		9.4		9.2

				2004		29.5		70.5		2.6		0.8		0.63				Argentina		7.8		8.9

																		Thailand		6.0		6.7

																		Malaysia		4.9		6.1

																		Turkey		3.5		3.4

																		India		3.4		4.0

																		Mexico		3.3		5.6

																		Indonesia*				5.3

																		Chile*				2.4

																		* Not in the Top ten list in 1990

						Table 1

						EU imports from ACP by regime, 2002

						Regime		Value(E$000)		Share of Total		Estimated Duty Free

						MFN		15,032,460		52%		97%

						GSP		123,010		0.40%

						Other Preferences (Cotonou)		8,056,223		28%

						Not Specified		5,445,234		19%		81%

						Total		28,656,927.00		100%		90%

						Source: Adapted from		Stevens  and Keenan, 2004





World X Values

		Country		Item		Element		Unit		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		Year

		World		Agricult.Products,Total		Exports - Val		1000$		326230178		329223462		357978123		339281603		389003682		443467027		465798567		457880154		438240578		417198260		411995703		413644373		442288965		523884525		604329383

								Agricult.Exports,Total		1000$

								1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		12

						Year Unit '000		World		Developing Ctys		Developed		ACP		LDC		LDCs AF +Isl		(2/1)		(3/1)		(4/1)		(5/1)		(6/1)		SIDS		(12/1)

						1990		326,230,178.00		89,658,688.00		236,571,490.00		15,149,278.00		4,259,015.00		3,594,128.00		27.48		72.52		4.64		1.31		1.10		7,282,476.00		2.23

						1991		329,223,462.00		90,323,464.00		238,899,998.00		12,299,801.00		3,824,460.00		3,268,238.00		27.44		72.56		3.74		1.16		0.99		5,239,954.00		1.59

						1992		357,978,123.00		92,856,316.00		265,121,807.00		10,921,751.00		3,573,395.00		3,164,660.00		25.94		74.06		3.05		1.00		0.88		4,196,501.00		1.17

						1993		339,281,603.00		92,884,560.00		246,397,043.00		10,402,708.00		3,468,455.00		3,067,359.00		27.38		72.62		3.07		1.02		0.90		3,593,022.00		1.06

						1994		389,003,682.00		111,376,834.00		277,626,848.00		11,986,070.00		4,194,083.00		3,803,995.00		28.63		71.37		3.08		1.08		0.98		3,865,585.00		0.99

						1995		443,467,027.00		129,430,343.00		314,036,684.00		13,842,893.00		5,028,152.00		4,562,178.00		29.19		70.81		3.12		1.13		1.03		4,453,148.00		1.00

						1996		465,798,567.00		135,071,808.00		330,726,758.00		15,807,996.00		4,906,185.00		4,477,606.00		29.00		71.00		3.39		1.05		0.96		5,214,038.00		1.12

						1997		457,880,154.00		139,536,100.00		318,344,054.00		15,484,513.00		5,093,147.00		4,636,498.00		30.47		69.53		3.38		1.11		1.01		5,293,450.00		1.16

						1998		438,240,578.00		133,618,245.00		304,622,334.00		15,714,359.00		5,162,717.00		4,716,789.00		30.49		69.51		3.59		1.18		1.08		4,712,376.00		1.08

						1999		417,198,260.00		122,655,835.00		294,542,425.00		13,740,634.00		4,841,376.00		4,381,881.00		29.40		70.60		3.29		1.16		1.05		4,335,862.00		1.04

						2000		411,995,703.00		120,753,937.00		291,241,765.00		12,611,310.00		4,275,470.00		3,998,647.00		29.31		70.69		3.06		1.04		0.97		3,867,812.00		0.94

						2001		413,644,373.00		122,948,312.00		290,696,061.00		12,423,299.00		4,012,718.00		3,657,561.00		29.72		70.28		3.00		0.97		0.88		4,085,598.00		0.99

						2002		442,288,965.00		131,248,076.00		311,040,889.00		12,629,938.00		4,219,771.00		3,890,571.00		29.67		70.33		2.86		0.95		0.88		3,715,214.00		0.84

						2003		523,884,525.00		154,836,763.00		369,047,762.00		15,313,072.00		4,959,256.00		4,515,126.00		29.56		70.44		2.92		0.95		0.86		3,788,267.00		0.72

						2004		604,329,383.00		178,035,926.00		426,293,457.00		15,741,500.00		5,082,276.00		4,684,960.00		29.46		70.54		2.60		0.84		0.78		3,832,762.00		0.63

						% Increase in Ag Trade		85.25		98.57		80.20		3.91		19.33		30.35												-47.37

										Value of  World Agricultural Trade (US$000)

						Year		World		Developing Ctys		Developed		ACP		LDC		SIDS

						1990		326,230,178.0		89,658,688.0		236,571,490.0		15,149,278.0		4,259,015.0		7,282,476.00

						1995		443,467,027.0		129,430,343.0		314,036,684.0		13,842,893.0		5,028,152.0		4,453,148.00

						2000		411,995,703.0		120,753,937.0		291,241,765.0		12,611,310.0		4,275,470.0		4,085,598.00

						2004		604,329,383.0		178,035,926.0		426,293,457.0		15,741,500.0		5,082,276.0		3,832,762.00

						% Increase in Ag Trade		85.25		98.57		80.20		3.91		19.33		-47.4

										Table 1

										World Agricultural Trade Shares (%)

								Year		Developing Ctys		Developed		ACP		LDC		SIDS

								1990		27.5		72.5		4.6		1.3		2.22

								1995		29.2		70.8		3.1		1.1		0.98

								2000		29.3		70.7		3.1		1.0		0.94

								2004		29.5		70.5		2.6		0.8		0.63

														-43.9075252668		-35.583147725		-71.4569670447
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Global Trade Shares

		

						% of World Agricultural Exports

						Developing		Developed		ACP		LDC		LDC Africa and ISL

				1990		27.48		72.52		4.64		1.31		1.10

				1991		27.44		72.56		3.74		1.16		0.99

				1992		25.94		74.06		3.05		1.00		0.88

				1993		27.38		72.62		3.07		1.02		0.90

				1994		28.63		71.37		3.08		1.08		0.98

				1995		29.19		70.81		3.12		1.13		1.03

				1996		29.00		71.00		3.39		1.05		0.96

				1997		30.47		69.53		3.38		1.11		1.01

				1998		30.49		69.51		3.59		1.18		1.08

				1999		29.40		70.60		3.29		1.16		1.05

				2000		29.31		70.69		3.06		1.04		0.97

				2001		29.72		70.28		3.00		0.97		0.88

				2002		29.67		70.33		2.86		0.95		0.88

				2003		29.56		70.44		2.92		0.95		0.86

				2004		29.46		70.54		2.60		0.84		0.78

				% Change 90 to 04		7.19		-2.73		-43.91		-35.58		-29.63

				% Change 95 to 04		0.94		-0.39		-16.55		-25.83		-24.64

				% Change 00 to 04		0.51		-0.21		-14.90		-18.96		-20.12





WB Classifications

		

				WORLD BANK GNI PER CAPITA OPERATIONAL GUIDELINES: FY82 - FY06  &

				ANALYTICAL CLASSIFICATIONS

				Document:												Op 3.10		Op 3.10		Op 3.10		Op 3.10		Op 3.10		Op 3.10		Op 3.10		Op 3.10

				Date:												35977		36342		36708		37073		37438		37803		38169		38534

				Bank's fiscal year:												FY99		FY00		FY01		FY02		FY03		FY04		FY05		FY06

				Data for calendar year :												1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

				Bank Operational Lending Categories

				GNI per capita in US$ (Atlas methodology)

				I. Civil Works Preference												785		760		755		755		745		735		765		825

				II. IDA Eligibility /1												1505		1460		1445		1445		1435		1415		1465		1575

				III. IBRD Terms /2												3125		3030		2995		2995		2975		2935		3035		3255

				IV. IBRD Terms /3												5445		5280		5225		5225		5185		5115		5295		5685

				V. IBRD Graduation												> 5,445		> 5,280		> 5,225		> 5,225		> 5,185		> 5,115		> 5,295		> 5,685

				IDA Allocation /4												925		895		885		885		875		865		895		965

				Analytical Classifications

				(presented in World Development Indicators)

				Low income												< 785		< 760		< 755		< 755		< 745		< 735		< 765		< 825

				Lower middle income												786-3,125		761-3,030		756-2,995		756-2,995		746-2,975		736-2,935		766-3,035		826-3,255

				Upper middle income												3,126- 9,655		3,031-9,360		2,996-9,265		2,996-9,265		2,976-9,205		2,936-9,075		3,036-9,385		3,256-10,065

				High income												> 9,655		> 9,360		> 9,265		> 9,265		> 9,205		> 9,075		> 9,385		> 10,065

				Notes:

				/1  Beginning in FY84, this is described in official documents as "IDA Eligibility or 20-Year IBRD Terms"

				/2  Beginning in FY84, this is described in official documents as "17-Year IBRD Terms"

				/3  Beginning in FY94, this is described in official documents as "15-Year IBRD Terms"

				/4 OD 3.10 presents thresholds for this category (operational cutoff for IDA eligibility); not included in Operational Guidelines document

				The Atlas methodology is used to reduce the impact of exchange rate fluctuations in the cross-country comparison of national incomes. The Atlas conversion factor for any year is the average of a

				country's exchange rate for that year and its exchange rates for the two preceding years, adjusted for the differences between the rate of inflation in the country and the G-5 countries (France, Germany,

				Japan, the United Kingdom, and the United States). A country's inflation rate is measured by the change in its GDP deflator. The inflation rate for G-5 countries, representing international inflation, is

				measured by the changes in the SDR deflator. (Special drawing rights, or SDRs, are the IMF's unit of account.)

				Beginning in FY95, the Atlas methodology changed: international inflation is measured by the G-5 SDR deflator in US$ terms (see SecM94-661); previously it was measured by the U.S. GNP deflator.

				In FY02, a change in terminology was made to be in line with the 1993 System of National Accounts (SNA); the definition of GNI per capita remains the same as the previously used gross national

				product (GNP) per capita. The country's inflation rate is measured by the change in its GDP deflator; previously the GNP deflator was used.

				The World Bank's fiscal year is from July 1 to June 30.
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																		Table 5

						Table 1												Selected Country Share of

						World Agricultural Trade Shares (%)												Total Developing Country Agricultural Exports (%)

				Year		Developing Countries		Developed Countries		ACP		LDC		SIDS				Countries in Top 10 list both in 1990 and 2004

				1990		27.5		72.5		4.6		1.3		2.22						1990		2004

				1995		29.2		70.8		3.1		1.1		0.98				Brazil		9.8		15.3

				2000		29.3		70.7		3.1		1.0		0.94				China, Mainland		9.4		9.2

				2004		29.5		70.5		2.6		0.8		0.63				Argentina		7.8		8.9

																		Thailand		6.0		6.7

																		Malaysia		4.9		6.1

																		Turkey		3.5		3.4

																		India		3.4		4.0

																		Mexico		3.3		5.6

																		Indonesia*				5.3

																		Chile*				2.4

																		* Not in the Top ten list in 1990

						Table 5

						EU imports from ACP by regime, 2002

						Regime		Value(E$000)		Share of Total		Estimated Duty Free

						MFN		15,032,460		52%		97%

						GSP		123,010		0.40%

						Other Preferences (Cotonou)		8,056,223		28%

						Not Specified		5,445,234		19%		81%

						Total		28,656,927.00		100%		90%

						Source: Adapted from		Stevens  and Keenan, 2004





World X Values

		Country		Item		Element		Unit		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		Year

		World		Agricult.Products,Total		Exports - Val		1000$		326230178		329223462		357978123		339281603		389003682		443467027		465798567		457880154		438240578		417198260		411995703		413644373		442288965		523884525		604329383

								Agricult.Exports,Total		1000$

								1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		12

						Year Unit '000		World		Developing Ctys		Developed		ACP		LDC		LDCs AF +Isl		(2/1)		(3/1)		(4/1)		(5/1)		(6/1)		SIDS		(12/1)

						1990		326,230,178.00		89,658,688.00		236,571,490.00		15,149,278.00		4,259,015.00		3,594,128.00		27.48		72.52		4.64		1.31		1.10		7,282,476.00		2.23

						1991		329,223,462.00		90,323,464.00		238,899,998.00		12,299,801.00		3,824,460.00		3,268,238.00		27.44		72.56		3.74		1.16		0.99		5,239,954.00		1.59

						1992		357,978,123.00		92,856,316.00		265,121,807.00		10,921,751.00		3,573,395.00		3,164,660.00		25.94		74.06		3.05		1.00		0.88		4,196,501.00		1.17

						1993		339,281,603.00		92,884,560.00		246,397,043.00		10,402,708.00		3,468,455.00		3,067,359.00		27.38		72.62		3.07		1.02		0.90		3,593,022.00		1.06

						1994		389,003,682.00		111,376,834.00		277,626,848.00		11,986,070.00		4,194,083.00		3,803,995.00		28.63		71.37		3.08		1.08		0.98		3,865,585.00		0.99

						1995		443,467,027.00		129,430,343.00		314,036,684.00		13,842,893.00		5,028,152.00		4,562,178.00		29.19		70.81		3.12		1.13		1.03		4,453,148.00		1.00

						1996		465,798,567.00		135,071,808.00		330,726,758.00		15,807,996.00		4,906,185.00		4,477,606.00		29.00		71.00		3.39		1.05		0.96		5,214,038.00		1.12

						1997		457,880,154.00		139,536,100.00		318,344,054.00		15,484,513.00		5,093,147.00		4,636,498.00		30.47		69.53		3.38		1.11		1.01		5,293,450.00		1.16

						1998		438,240,578.00		133,618,245.00		304,622,334.00		15,714,359.00		5,162,717.00		4,716,789.00		30.49		69.51		3.59		1.18		1.08		4,712,376.00		1.08

						1999		417,198,260.00		122,655,835.00		294,542,425.00		13,740,634.00		4,841,376.00		4,381,881.00		29.40		70.60		3.29		1.16		1.05		4,335,862.00		1.04

						2000		411,995,703.00		120,753,937.00		291,241,765.00		12,611,310.00		4,275,470.00		3,998,647.00		29.31		70.69		3.06		1.04		0.97		3,867,812.00		0.94

						2001		413,644,373.00		122,948,312.00		290,696,061.00		12,423,299.00		4,012,718.00		3,657,561.00		29.72		70.28		3.00		0.97		0.88		4,085,598.00		0.99

						2002		442,288,965.00		131,248,076.00		311,040,889.00		12,629,938.00		4,219,771.00		3,890,571.00		29.67		70.33		2.86		0.95		0.88		3,715,214.00		0.84

						2003		523,884,525.00		154,836,763.00		369,047,762.00		15,313,072.00		4,959,256.00		4,515,126.00		29.56		70.44		2.92		0.95		0.86		3,788,267.00		0.72

						2004		604,329,383.00		178,035,926.00		426,293,457.00		15,741,500.00		5,082,276.00		4,684,960.00		29.46		70.54		2.60		0.84		0.78		3,832,762.00		0.63

						% Increase in Ag Trade		85.25		98.57		80.20		3.91		19.33		30.35												-47.37

										Value of  World Agricultural Trade (US$000)

						Year		World		Developing Ctys		Developed		ACP		LDC		SIDS

						1990		326,230,178.0		89,658,688.0		236,571,490.0		15,149,278.0		4,259,015.0		7,282,476.00

						1995		443,467,027.0		129,430,343.0		314,036,684.0		13,842,893.0		5,028,152.0		4,453,148.00

						2000		411,995,703.0		120,753,937.0		291,241,765.0		12,611,310.0		4,275,470.0		4,085,598.00

						2004		604,329,383.0		178,035,926.0		426,293,457.0		15,741,500.0		5,082,276.0		3,832,762.00

						% Increase in Ag Trade		85.25		98.57		80.20		3.91		19.33		-47.4

										Table 1

										World Agricultural Trade Shares (%)

								Year		Developing Ctys		Developed		ACP		LDC		SIDS

								1990		27.5		72.5		4.6		1.3		2.22

								1995		29.2		70.8		3.1		1.1		0.98

								2000		29.3		70.7		3.1		1.0		0.94

								2004		29.5		70.5		2.6		0.8		0.63

														-43.9075252668		-35.583147725		-71.4569670447
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