
[  71  ]  WTO Ministerial Conference in Buenos Aires

Market access

Chapter 5. WTO 11th Ministerial Conference – Buenos Aires:  
contributions on market access

By Agustín Tejeda Rodriguez and Sofía C. Perini

>> Introduction

The Market Access pillar is one of the most significant in the WTO Agreement on Ag-
riculture because of its magnitude and the impact of any change on agricultural trade 
rules. The reform of this pillar has not been possible since the Doha Round partly due to 
its ties to non-agricultural negotiations. The principle of single undertaking specified in 
that round of negotiations implies that virtually every item of the negotiation is part of 
a whole and indivisible package and cannot be agreed separately: “Nothing is agreed 
until everything is agreed”. 

This framework may have hindered the achievement of results in this pillar and led to a 
series of negotiations on market access through regional trade agreements. Different 
options for further tariff reductions through bilateral or regional agreements vs. multilat-
eral negotiations have long been discussed. Recently, with the stagnation in negotiation 
of the so-called mega-regional agreements, the chances of making progress at the mul-
tilateral level assumed importance once more.

In this context, moving forward with market access appears possible for the 11th Minis-
terial Conference (MC11). Making progress remains a priority, a requirement even, for 
agro-exporter countries to grant access by their products to the main importing markets. 
The negotiation regarding market access is vital because of the possible advantages for 
the entry of developing country products into world markets, as well as for the threats 
of rolling back the current access by means of exceptions for sensitive and special prod-
ucts.

At this juncture, it is important to mention that, beyond tariff reductions per se, there are 
certain aspects that assume special importance for the agro-industrial sector, such as the 
Special Safeguard Mechanism (SSM), tariff escalation and tariff peaks. This article will 
highlight the main aspects of the proposals that are on the negotiation table, focusing 
on the possible results for the Ministerial Conference to be held in Buenos Aires next 
December.

According to Ambassador Stephen Ndũn’Gũ Karau, current Chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture (CoA), “Members have expressed a wide range of views on the likelihood 
of an outcome on market access for MC11”36 . He explained that some Members are of 
the view that incremental results would be feasible, others believe in a commitment to 
pursue market access negotiations post-MC11, while others think that an outcome in this 
area will not be possible.

36 JOB/AG/108 - Report by the CoA-SS Chair, Amb. Stephen Ndũn’Gũ Karau to the informal meeting of the Trade Negotiations 
Committee - 27 July 2017.



[  72  ]  Agricultural Trade Interests and Challenges

Furthermore, all Members acknowledge the importance of this pillar and cannot disre-
gard the original mandate of the Agreement on Agriculture in terms of the continuation 
of the reform process. 

>> Advances in Ministerial Conferences

Since the Uruguay Round, Members have been discussing agricultural trade reform “rec-
ognizing (that) the long-term objective of substantial progressive reductions in support 
and protection resulting in fundamental reform is an ongoing process”37 . This was rein-
forced by the Doha mandate which aims “[…]to establish a fair and market-oriented trad-
ing system through a programme of fundamental reform encompassing strengthened 
rules and specific commitments on support and protection in order to correct and prevent 
restrictions and distortions in world agricultural markets”38.  

However, despite achieving some results in market access, the negotiations could not 
progress to develop the reform programme. After the stagnation of the Doha Round the 
WTO started a process known as “early harvest” that involves seeking a series of results in 
specific topics in order to advance. Even though there was no substantial progress, early 
harvest in this pillar comprised results related to the tariff quota administration and the 
Special Safeguard Mechanism.

In fact, at the Ninth Ministerial Conference in Bali (2013), Ministers adopted the “Bali 
Package”, a series of decisions on agriculture, which included an understanding on Tariff 
Rate Quota Administration Provisions of Agricultural Products. This Ministerial Decision 
called for more transparency in tariff (or tariff-rate) and for governments not to create 
trade barriers by means of the quota distribution mechanism among importers. Besides, 
“importing Members shall ensure that unfilled tariff quota access is not attributable to 
administrative procedures that are more constraining than an “absolute necessity” test 
would demand” 39.

Tariff rate quotas were agreed in the Uruguay Round for the purpose of allowing ex-
porters some access (quota) to other countries’ markets at lower import duties when the 
normal (out-of-quota) tariffs are high. However, some Members were concerned that 
the methods governments apply to administer the quotas among traders could become 
an additional trade barrier. They argued that the direct result of such behavior was un-
der-filled quotas. In this case, the Bali Decision enabled it to continue by making the 
process transparent. 

On the other hand, during the Tenth WTO Ministerial Conference held in Nairobi (2015), 
the “Nairobi Package” involved an agreement to continue negotiations on a Special Safe-
guard Mechanism (SSM) for Developing Country Members40 that would allow devel-
oping countries to temporarily raise tariffs on agricultural products in cases of import 
surges or price falls.

37 The Original Mandate. Article 20 of the Agriculture Agreement.

38 The Doha Mandate from the Doha Ministerial Declaration, November 2001. Agriculture. Paragraph 13. 

39 Ministerial Conference: Ninth Session, Bali, 3-6 December 2013. WT/MIN(13)/39, WT/L/914 - 11 December 2013

40 Ministerial Conference Tenth Session Nairobi, 15-18 December 2015 Special Safeguard Mechanism for Developing Country 
Members. WT/MIN(15)/43 WT/L/978 - 21 December 2015
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>> Special Safeguard Mechanism 

Under the Hong Kong Ministerial Decision (December 2005), Members had agreed that 
“Developing country Members will also have the right to have recourse to a Special Safe-
guard Mechanism based on import quantity and price triggers, with precise arrangements 
to be further defined”. Yet, since that Decision, twelve years after Hong Kong no decision 
had been taken on that mechanism. 

During the last MC in Nairobi (2015), Ministers adopted a Decision on SSM which un-
derpinned the remarks made in Hong Kong, by indicating the determination to pursue 
negotiations on an SSM for developing country Members, in dedicated sessions of the 
Committee on Agriculture in Special Session (CoASS) and under the surveillance of the 
General Council that shall regularly review the progress made in these negotiations. 

In view of the next Ministerial Conference a proposal on a Special Safeguard Mechanism 
(SSM) for Developing Country Members is being discussed as part of the agricultural 
negotiations. Even though there are other safeguard measures available for developing 
countries (under Article XIX of GATT, WTO Safeguard Agreement and Article 5 of the 
Agreement on Agriculture), this new mechanism would be another tool to allow them to 
raise tariffs temporarily to deal with import surges or price declines. 

In order to better understand the differences between existing safeguard measures and 
what is being discussed in Geneva, following is a short review of the main guidelines of 
each mechanism. 

The original safeguard measures under Article XIX of General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade (GATT) were contingency restrictions on imports applied temporarily to deal with 
special circumstances such as an import surge. This means that Members can restrict 
imports of a product temporarily (take emergency action on imports of particular prod-
ucts) if their domestic industry is injured or threatened with injury caused by a surge in 
imports. 

At the time, the WTO Safeguards Agreement was established in order to avoid discre-
tionary measures by governments to protect their domestic industries and to regulate 
this type of practice. Safeguard measures under this Agreement are applicable to all 
products and the import restrictions can be quantitative (such as a quota) or an increase 
in tariffs above the bound rate. The process requires a demonstration of injury and nego-
tiations for compensation. When an importing country applies this measure, the agree-
ment says the exporting country (affected) can seek compensation through consulta-
tions or, if no agreement is reached, can even retaliate by taking an equivalent action. 

In regard to developing country Members, the Agreement proposes special and differ-
entiated treatment. It stipulates that an importing country can only apply measures to a 
product from a developing country, if it is supplying more than 3% of the imports of that 
product, or if with less than 3% import share, it collectively accounts for more than 9% of 
total imports of the product concerned41. It also indicates that a developing country can 
extend the period of application for a safeguard measure for a period of up to two years 
beyond the maximum of eight years.

41 Paragraph 1. Article 9: Developing Country Members. Agreement on Safeguard: “Safeguard measures shall not be applied 
against a product originating in a developing country Member as long as its share of imports of the product concerned in the 
importing Member does not exceed 3 per cent, provided that developing country Members with less than 3 per cent import share 
collectively account for not more than 9 per cent of total imports of the product concerned”.  
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Additionally, for the agricultural sector there is a special provision in Article 5 of the 
Agreement on Agriculture that delimited the Special Agricultural Safeguard (SSG). In 
this case, the emergency measures involve only agricultural products and higher safe-
guard duties can be triggered automatically when import volumes rise above a certain 
level42 or if prices fall below a certain level43. It is not necessary to demonstrate that 
serious injury is being caused to the domestic industry in order to apply the safeguard 
measure. 

Another distinction is that the SSG can only be used on products that were tariffied44  
and cannot be used on imports within the tariff quotas. Additionally, the governments 
who reserved the right to apply the SSG in their Schedules or Lists of commitments on 
agriculture are the only ones allowed to use them. Actually, only 39 WTO Members45  
have reserved in their Lists the right to have recourse to the SSG for certain products. 
Thus, the number of products differs between countries. According to a WTO Secretar-
iat background paper46, the number of tariff items for which the SSG can be invoked is 
6,156 for the 39 countries47, though in practice this recourse has been used in only a few 
cases.

Under Article 5, the provisions of the SSG “shall remain in force for the duration of the 
reform process as determined under Article 20”48. Therefore, the right to recourse to the 
SSG shall apply until Members reach another agreement. In fact, Members had to decide 
whether the SSG provisions should be eliminated or if they should reduce the number 
of lines eligible for a certain percentage of its schedule tariff lines, and if that will have 
immediate effect upon the entry into force of further market access commitments or by 
a future date and whether for all countries or only developed ones.

In this regard, recently the Russian Federation submitted a paper proposing the elim-
ination of the SSG49 of Article 5, which would be immediate for developed countries, 
while developing countries would have a schedule for gradual elimination. Similarly, Ar-
gentina, jointly with Paraguay, Uruguay, Australia, Colombia, New Zealand, Pakistan and 
Vietnam had presented a proposal50  in November 2016 where they stated that Article 5 
shall expire from the date of adoption of the decision (the proposal said an outcome for 
the MC11), due to the decrease in the use of both price-based and volume-based SSG, 
in terms of the number of products as well as the number of Members that apply such 
measures. 

42 A trigger level which relates to the existing market access opportunity.

43 A trigger price equal to the average 1986 to 1988 reference price for the product concerned. 

44 Represent less than 20% of all agricultural products in terms of tariff lines, according to Agriculture Negotiations: WTO Back-
grounder. https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/agric_e/negs_bkgrnd11_ssg_e.htm

45 Australia (10), Barbados (37), Botswana (161), Bulgaria (21), Canada (150), Colombia (56), Costa Rica (87), Czech Republic (236), 
Ecuador (7), El Salvador (84), EU (539), Guatemala (107), Hungary (117), Iceland (462), Indonesia (13), Israel (41), Japan (121), Korea 
(111), Malaysia (72), Mexico (293), Morocco (374), Namibia (166), New Zealand (4), Nicaragua (21), Norway (581), Panama (6), Philip-
pines (118), Poland (144), Romania (175), Slovak Republic (114), South Africa (166), Swaziland (166), Switzerland-Liechtenstein (961), 
Chinese Taipei (84), Thailand (52), Tunisia (32), United States (189), Uruguay (2), Venezuela (76).

46 G/AG/NG/S/9/Rev.1 – February 2002

47 Table 4 – Potential Application of the Special Agricultural Safeguard by Member and Product Category (number of tariff items)

48 Paragraph 9. Article 5: Special Safeguard Provisions. Agreement on Agriculture.

49 JOB/AG/95 - Committee on Agriculture - Special Session - Special agricultural safeguard article 5 of the Agreement on Agricul-
ture - Submission by the Russian Federation - 29/05/2017

50 JOB/AG/85 - Committee on Agriculture - Special Session - Special agricultural safeguard - Submission by Paraguay, Argentina, 
Australia, Colombia, New Zealand, Pakistan, Uruguay and Vietnam - 11/11/2016
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Returning to the issue on the negotiating table, under the new safeguard mechanism 
for developing countries, Members have to decide which product coverage would be 
appropriate: all agricultural products or only a limited set of products to ensure food 
security. 

At this point, it is important to remember that before the stagnation of the Doha Round 
of negotiations, Member countries were discussing key elements of the SSM, such as 
the activation levels, the requirement of a cross check, additional duties, duration of the 
implementation of higher tariffs, product coverage, etc. In fact, one of the main issues 
that caused a lack of an understanding during the Doha Round was the possibility of 
higher tariffs at a level that exceeds bound tariffs pre-Doha (Uruguay Round) that would 
represent a serious setback for the liberalization process. 

There have been disagreements among Member countries about various aspects of the 
SSM. The proponents seek an SSM to address import surges, price volatility and food 
security objectives, whereas the other side cannot envisage an SSM in the absence of a 
market access outcome. In fact, Ambassador Karau, pointed out in a recent report to the 
CoA in Special Session51 that the proponents continue to stress the importance of this 
tool to protect domestic producers from import surges, to fight against poverty and pro-
mote rural development and they think that a concrete, incremental outcome focusing 
on the price-based SSM should be a workable option at MC11. 

In connection with the foregoing, the G3352 submitted proposals covering the technical 
aspects of the mechanism, related to operational elements such as product coverage, 
remedies and duration, etc. This group, also known as “Friends of Special Products”, is 
a coalition of developing countries pressing for flexibility for them to undertake limited 
market opening in agriculture. In each submission they express the need for an SSM to 
address the negative impact of agricultural volatility and seek to have meaningful en-
gagement of countries in order to reach an agreement on this mechanism. 

Yet, some developing countries have raised concerns on the potential negative effect of 
the SSM on their exports. This mechanism should not be used for protectionist purpos-
es affecting the normal flow of trade or for taking a step backwards from the Uruguay 
Round. “The form this mechanism adopts will determine its transformation into a real pol-
icy instrument against a threat of injury from increased imports or a serious obstacle de-
tached from trade considerations for exports from agricultural exporting countries to the 
developing world such as Argentina”53. (Dobles, 2009)

51 JOB/AG/108 - Report by the CoASS Chair, Amb. Stephen Ndũn’Gũ Karau to the informal meeting of the Trade Negotiations 
Committee - 27 July 2017.  

52 Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Bolivia, Plurinational State of, Botswana, China, Congo, Côte d’Ivoire, Cuba, 
Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Jamaica, Kenya, 
Korea, Republic of, Madagascar, Mauritius, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Saint Kitts and 
Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Chinese Taipei, Tanzania, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Turkey, Uganda, Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

53 Dobles, I., (2009), “Efectos del Mecanismo de Salvaguardia Especial en el comercio de Argentina con las demás economías en 
desarrollo”, Programa de Inserción Agrícola. Apoyo a los procesos de apertura e integración al comercio internacional ATN/ME-9565-
RG BID/FOMIN
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Dobles made an analysis to measure the impact of an SSM for Argentina on its trade 
with other developing countries. This study quantified the number of times that the SSM 
could have been applied in the past, according to different proposals discussed during 
2008, presented by the G33, the Agricultural Committee Chairman, the Director-General 
of WTO Pascal Lamy, and others. The author pointed out that in the case of Argentina, 
the mechanism could have a significant impact on its exports to developing countries 
due to the share of these countries in its total exports of agricultural products. If we 
observe the trade data for the last few years, this conclusion can be strengthened. As 
shown in the graph below, developing country Members of WTO represent 54% of total 
Argentine exports of agricultural products on average for 2012-2016.

Dobles identified a series of products and markets where the frequency of activation 
of the SSM would have been high during the period of analysis from 2000-2007. If the 
recourse to the SSM was applied for a period of 4 years or more, with a minimum of 20% 
increase in imports for volume-SSM or a decline in price of more than 15% for price-SSM, 
she defined it as a high level of activation. For both cases of SSM triggers she identified 
the following affected products: fresh and frozen bovine meat and offal, milk powder, 
cheese, honey, fresh fruits, cereals, etc. The importer countries included China, Chile, 
Colombia, Brazil, India, Indonesia and Thailand. 

This analysis serves as an example of the consequences of a safeguard mechanism for 
agro-exporter countries which destined a large portion of their exports to markets with 
a high frequency of activation of this measure. Those cases could represent a real threat 
for exporting countries.

>> Other topics on market access

In terms of expectations for agricultural issues at the Eleventh Ministerial Conference, to 
be held in Buenos Aires in December, a report to the CoA in Special Session54 highlights 

Argentine Exports of Agricultural Products in million USD

Source: World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS-World Bank). Product group: WTO_H4_Aggri. 
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54 JOB/AG/107 - Report by Amb. Stephen Ndũn’Gũ Karau to the Committee on Agriculture in Special Session - 25 July 2017. 
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the domestic support pillar as one of the remaining priority issues. However, there has 
been increased interest in the negotiations for Market Access, with some Members iden-
tifying and including in their latest submissions, specific topics of interest such as tariff 
escalation, tariff simpli-fication, tariff peaks or tropical products. 

Amb. Karau notes that Members expressed a wide range of views on the likelihood of 
an outcome on this pillar. Some countries thought incremental steps would be feasible 
at MC11 (for example on tariff peaks, escalation, simplification, and in-quota duties), 
whereas others considered that a commitment to pursue market access negotiations 
post-MC11 would be a realistic outcome, focusing on transparency and updated infor-
mation in order to prepare the groundwork for future work. Likewise, other Members 
found it difficult to make progress on this topic. 

It is well known that the agricultural sector has the most complex tariff structure that 
includes ad valorem duties, specific duties, entry prices and mixed or combined duties 
(specific plus minimum and/or maximum duties). In some cases, like the EU, the customs 
tariffs of some agricultural products are applied on the basis of their composition (the 
level of fats and dairy proteins, sugar and starch). 

There are some recent proposals on the negotiating table, submitted during 2016 and 
2017, regarding the continuation of the reform process, the tariff overhang, a revision of 
the most frequent problems for agriculture, tariff peaks and escalation. However, the fact 
that these topics are closely related to non-agricultural market access (NAMA), makes it 
difficult to think that there would be any real prospect of an outcome in Agriculture at the 
next MC if there is no trade-off with NAMA.  

In relation to the tariff overhang, Paraguay, Argentina, Australia, Colombia, Uruguay and 
Vietnam had circulated a report55 that displayed a sample of tariffs applied by some 
countries to certain products. It revealed the great disparities that exist among Members’ 
schedules (among their own bound and applied tariffs) that lead to discretionary in-
creases by countries, the present large tariff overhangs, the bound tariff peaks that apply 
more to processed products, and the tariff escalation noticeable mainly in bound tariffs. 

Paraguay and Peru had submitted a proposal regarding the continuation of the reform 
process by making incremental steps. They proposed what they called the first steps in 
that process, which should include tariff simplification, a reduction of the tariff overhang 
in cases of tariff peaks, a reduction of bound tariffs in cases of tariff escalation and a cut 
in bound in-quota tariffs. Special and differentiated treatment for developing countries 
was taken into account in all cases.

According to an UNCTAD Discussion paper56, presented in 2014, that compares MFN 
bound and applied tariff averages of developed, developing and least developed coun-
tries (LDC) on agricultural products, while average applied tariffs are relatively not very 
different across these three groups of countries at 12%, 16% and 12%, respectively, the 
gap between their bound average tariffs is quite high with 19%, 54% and 112%. So, the 
overhang is 7%, 37% and 100%, respectively, as shown in the next graph. This suggests 
that agricultural sector tariff overhangs in the three groups still matter and they leave the 
door open for the adoption of discretionary measures by governments.

55 JOB/AG/84 - Committee on Agriculture - Special Session - Market Access. Tariff Overhang - Submission by Paraguay, Argentina, 
Australia, Colombia, Uruguay and Vietnam - 14/11/2016

56 Comparison of MFN Bound and Applied Tariffs Trade Weighted Averages on Agricultural Products of Developed, Developing 
and Least Developed Countries (LDCs): Current Status Reference UNCTAD Discussion paper 22 September 2014.
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Consistent with the position of Paraguay and Peru on reducing tariff overhang and peaks, 
the above-mentioned paper points out that, on aggregate level, the shares of peaks in 
agricultural products, for applied tariffs rates, are 30%, 41% and 48% for developed, de-
veloping and LDCs, respectively. It notes that tariff peaks exist in all Harmonized System 
(HS) chapters of the agricultural sector in the three groups although some chapters are 
more affected than others. This demonstrates the importance of dealing with this issue 
in a multilateral negotiation because it involves every country and has a negative impact 
on world agricultural trade. 

In developed countries, the most affected products are dairy, milling industry, prepara-
tions of vegetables, fruits and nuts, preparations of cereals and flour and meat. In devel-
oping countries, the share of peaks is higher than 30% in 16 of the 23 chapters of the 
agricultural sector with the top five being preparations of vegetables, fruits and nuts, 
beverages and spirits, preparations of meat or fish, tobacco and fruits. In LDCs the pres-
ence of peaks is even more pronounced.

Regarding tariff escalation, there is a CEPAL study57 that discusses tariff averages of cer-
tain products related to selected value chains and applied by nine of the world’s leading 
importers of these goods, namely, the EU, USA, Canada, Mexico, South Korea, Japan, 
China, India and Egypt. This paper claims that tariff escalation is clearly present in the 
chains of grapes, pears and apples, pork, tobacco, sheep meat, berries, garlic, rapeseed, 
soybeans and forestry. 

In other chains such as barley, sugar cane, olive, sunflower and cotton the escalation 
occurs mainly between goods without transformation and those of second transforma-
tion. The chains of pork, sheep, garlic, maize, soybeans, rapeseed, sunflower, sugarcane, 
tobacco, cotton and forestry show the largest number of importers using tariff escalation 
and in these chains it is found that at least seven of the nine countries surveyed have tariff 
escalation in the constituent products.

Agricultural Product Tariffs In percentages

Source: Generated by the authors based on data from the UNCTAD Discussion paper which
uses UNCTAD TRAINS/WITS latest available data. 
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57 Rebizo, M.M., Tejeda Rodríguez, A. (2011). “Balance de inserción internacional de las cadenas agroindustriales argentinas”. 
CEPAL, United Nations, Santiago de Chile. 
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It is also useful to mention the results of an analysis presented in a Bridges58 article, relat-
ed to one of Lamy’s last proposals during the Doha Round regarding a cap on agricultur-
al tariffs. This proposal implies that developed countries should cap their “non-sensitive” 
product tariffs at 100 percent, but could maintain tariffs above this limit for products 
designated as “sensitive”. According to the study, the proposed tariff cap would result 
in little new market access in the four economies examined (Canada, EU, Japan, USA) 
because it is highly likely that the majority of products with post-Doha tariffs above 100 
percent will be designated as sensitive, and most of those that are not will be covered 
by the 1-percent exception for non-sensitive tariff lines in major export destinations. The 
most affected products as per the analysis are meat, dairy, peanut, cereals and tobacco.
In terms of the negotiations then, it is important to bear in mind that a formula like the 
above-mentioned might not guarantee new market access. To be granted effective mar-
ket access sensitive products should be included in the proposals. 

Last but not least, it is important to mention that nowadays market access issues could 
not be addressed without contemplating non-tariff barriers that are increasing each 
year. Some Members have expressed their concern about the increasing relevance of 
these measures to market access. The case of sanitary and phytosanitary measures was 
brought into the discussions. 

Nonetheless, while tariff barriers are decreasing and non-tariff barriers are increasing, 
the former remain high. The data from studies presented above is useful to understand 
the situation of tariff barriers in market access, as it proved that different types continue 
being applied by all groups of countries and for many agricultural products. Therefore, 
this implies that tariff issues on the negotiating table (peaks, escalation, overhang, etc.) 
could not be omitted from discussions because it was demonstrated that they still matter.   

>> Final Remarks

Based on the work done to date, statements by different WTO Members and the few 
months remaining to reach agreements in order to achieve deliverables at the Buenos 
Aires meeting, the expectations regarding this pillar are low. In spite of this, the uncer-
tainty and change of mood in certain countries could change the whole scenario. 

Given the negative effect on their development and exports, developing countries have 
to push for advances in market access and discussions on the topics that could end up 
harming their economies. For agro-exporting countries, gaining effective market access 
is vital to their development and that is why negotiations on this pillar remain a priority 
on their agendas. Also, this is crucial for importing countries as a means of ensuring sus-
tainable food security and connecting suppliers and buyers in regions with food deficit. 

Agricultural reform cannot be addressed without an outcome in market access, at least 
by incremental steps. As was mentioned, it is difficult to achieve major deliverables 
during the months remaining until the Ministerial Conference, but incremental steps are 
a necessary signal for moving forward and these little steps could be achieved in Bue-
nos Aires. MC11 should be an opportunity to make progress, at least to lay the basis for 
future work. 

58  Rebizo, M.M. (2008). “How Useful Is the Proposed Cap for Agricultural Tariffs?”. BRIDGES, VOLUME 12 - NUMBER 5 
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The negotiations of the SSM should be led so as to avoid unjustified obstacles to trade. 
They should not be used for protectionist purposes affecting the normal flow of trade 
or represent a step backwards from the Uruguay Round. In terms of tariffs, the focus 
should be on simplifying structures, reducing tariff peaks and overhangs, at least laying 
the groundwork for real advances in the next Ministerial Conferences.

There is still work to be done and many countries have expressed their support for mul-
tilateral negotiations. The G20 in its last meeting underlined the crucial role of the rules-
based international trading system and committed to work together with all WTO Mem-
bers to make the eleventh WTO Ministerial Conference a success. Actually, G20 Leaders 
have committed: “to further improve the functioning of the WTO, we will cooperate to 
ensure the effective and timely enforcement of trade rules and commitments as well as 
improve its negotiating, monitoring and dispute settlement functions”.


