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Food Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis 
Network (FANRPAN)

The origins of the Food, Agricultural and Natural Resources Network (FANRPAN) for Southern Africa can be 

traced to the first Conference of Ministers of Agriculture of Eastern and Southern Africa held in Harare in 

April 1994. At the meeting Ministers agreed to support the establishment of a regional agricultural policy 

network to enhance the capacity for policy formulation and analysis in the region. 

While the original understanding of the geographic coverage of the network was the whole of Eastern and 

Southern Africa, a subsequent meeting proposed to establish separate networks for Eastern and for 

Southern Africa. At a follow-up of a meeting held in July 1994, SADC Ministers of Agriculture approved the 

establishment of an agricultural policy network for Southern Africa. FANRPAN was then launched in July 

1997.

FANRPAN's mission is to co-ordinate, influence and facilitate policy research, analysis and dialogue at the 

national, regional and global levels in order to develop the Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources sector 

through networking, capacity building and generation of information for the benefit of all stakeholders in 

the SADC region.

The FANRPAN objectives are to:

� Promote appropriate agricultural policies in order to reduce poverty, increase food security and 

enhance sustainable agricultural development in the SADC region.

� Improve policy analysis, research and formulation of priority SADC agricultural research themes.

� Develop human and institutional capacity for co-ordinated dialogue among stakeholders.

�  Improve policy decision-making through the generation, exchange and use of policy related 

information.
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Foreword

The FANRPAN network operates its program of action through in-country nodes. The country nodes 

implement in-country stakeholders consultation meetings to define agenda, policy research and analysis, 

advocacy and training.  Specifically, the functions of the nodes are to: Coordinate the regional network 

agenda at national level through organizing national stakeholder dialogue forums; Manage action-oriented

research activities in the country; Coordinate advocacy activities; Manage training, information exchange 

and communication at national level. The nodes have initially been established in eight SADC countries of 

Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe.

FANRPAN nodes held in-country stakeholder consultations to define the research agenda. Participants to 

the stakeholder consultations were drawn from the Ministries of Agriculture, Non-governmental

organisations, farmer organizations, parastatals, agricultural institutions, universities, research institutions 

and extension and private sector representatives. Funding of the in-country stakeholder consultation was 

made possible by USAID through SPAAR, a World Bank facility.

The First FANRPAN Namibian in-country consultative workshop was held in Windhoek on 14 March, 2000. 

The meeting was organized by the Namibian node,  Namibian Economic Policy Research Unit (NEPRU) . 

Twenty-eight participants attended the meeting representing the small millers, the agronomic, agricultural 

and meat Boards, the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Rural Development (MAWRD), Neudamm 

Agriculture College, the Polytechnic and media representatives from the north, central and south of 

Namibia.  The main objective was to prioritise areas for research under agricultural trade. Key research 

areas were identified as follows: 

Pearl millet - the need for development of strategies for marketing the commodity locally and 

regionally

Genetic Modified Organisms (GMO) - the need to open the debate on GMO's to a broader national 

audience

Natural Resources issues such as sharing of water and value of water, desertification, bush 

encroachment and soil quality needed to be addressed

Impact of the South African - European Union Free Trade Agreement, South Africa Customs Union 

(SACU) and SADC Trade protocol on Namibian agricultural trade

The need to conduct better marketing channels and research for Namibian goats and sheep. 

Mabel N. Hungwe

FANRPAN Communications Specialist
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Introduction

The First In-Country Stakeholders Workshop was held on 14 March 2000 at the Namibia Agricultural Union 

offices in Windhoek.  Twenty eight participants attended the workshop representing the small millers, the 

agronomic, agricultural and meat Boards, the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Rural Development 

(MAWRD), Neudamm Agriculture College, the Polytechnic and media from the north, central and south of 

Namibia.  The main objective of the workshop was to identify and prioritize areas for research under the 

broad theme of agricultural trade and to draw an action plan for research.  Proposals would then be 

developed on the prioritized areas of research, which would then be submitted to the FANRPAN Secretariat 

for funding.

The workshop was opened by Mr. P. Misika, Under-Secretary in the  Department of Agriculture and Rural

Development of the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Rural Development (MAWRD).  Mr. Misika 

highlighted the various regional and international trade arrangements, such as SACU, SADC, COMESA, EU-

RSA FTA, the Lome/Cotonou Convention and WTO and how they affected Namibian agriculture and their

implications on improved market access, heightened competition, reduced subsidy and more consistent 

trading standards and rules.  Mr. Misika identified overarching issues such as synchronisation between 

individual agreements, impact on producers, exploring new opportunities for export specialist niche 

markets and coordination of effort and sharing of limited resources.

Ms. Kaatry Imalwa, an Agricultural Economist in the  Department of Planning of the MAWRD chaired the 

proceedings of the day.  Ms. Hopolang Phororo, Researcher, The Namibian Economic Policy Research Unit 

(NEPRU), and FANRPAN node coordinator, presented a paper on the History and Overview of FANRPAN.

The network was introduced as a forum that brought together stakeholders with claims in food, agriculture 

and natural resources to productively discuss issues and to identify solutions to problems confronting the 

region. FANRPAN is present in eight focus countries namely Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, 

Tanzania, South Africa, Zambia and Zimbabwe.  Ms Phororo outlined the mission, objectives and functions 

of FANRPAN.  The achievements of FANRPAN included setting a network office in the Department of 

Agricultural Economics and Extension at the University of Zimbabwe and identifying nodes in eight  SADC 

countries.  NEPRU was identified as the node for Namibia. 

Mr. Oliver Horsthemke presented a paper on The Challenges to World Trade for the New Millennium and

the emphasis of his presentation was on WTO and how agricultural trade had been distorted. The 

developing countries had not reaped the benefits of freer trade.  Given this situation, it was important for 

Namibia to proactively prepare its position for the upcoming agricultural trade negotiations of the WTO.

Mr. Horsthemke provided background on agricultural trade under WTO and then highlighted on the factors 

weakening reform, such as dirty tariffication, inappropriate use of special safeguards and export subsidies. 

Proceedings of Namibia’s First In-Country Stakeholder Workshop to Determine the Agricultural Trade Policy Research Agenda
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He then suggested how the status quo could be challenged by targeting the biggest distortions and high 

levels of support. 

Mr. Jurgen Hoffmann, Acting Manager of the Namibian Agronomic Board presented a paper on Agricultural

Trade in Namibia.  He identified several research areas for different commodities. These were:

Mahangu (pearl millet): There was lack of a formal market but this crop was becoming an important 

commercial crop.

Maize: Since maize was an established crop, issues for research were more concentrated on 

production rather than trade.

Vegetables and fruits: There was research in progress but more work was needed on production and 

quality.  NGOs and the private sector should get more involved.

Beef and livestock: A lot of research work had been done on beef and livestock.

Eggs, chickens and broilers: More research work could be done on marketing and production.

Dairy products: Namibia was self sufficient and it had the infant industry protection.

Cheeses and butter: Research was needed to establish whether subsidized imports from New Zealand 

and Ireland could be reduced.

Sugar:  The product is totally imported and therefore was not a research area.

Vegetable oils:  Production of vegetable oils was at the grassroots level.

Internal agricultural trade: Issues such as the diversification of agricultural bases, exploring niche 

markets, genetically modified organisms (GMOs), marula oil, devil's claw and cotton were potential 

research areas.

Natural resources network: This included the sharing of water and the value of water to Namibia. 

Desertification, bush encroachment and soil quality needed to be addressed.

In his conclusion, Mr. Hoffmann stressed that Namibia was amongst the most arid countries in SADC, 

therefore issues pertaining to Namibia would not always be relevant to other countries.  The dominance of 

Namibia's southern neighbour tended to be a threat to the country.  Namibia therefore must ensure that it 

remained a negotiating/trading partner to South Africa and not a satellite.  As South Africa  encountered 

pressure from the EU on the food industry, it was moving to strengthen trade in the SADC countries.  Lastly,

Mr Hoffman added that policy should match implementation but it should be borne in mind that policy 

recommendations were subject to political, developmental and economic considerations.

Discussions that emanated from the presentations were as follows:

� Emphasis was placed on the role that could be played by the private sector.

� Concern was raised that with South Africa signing the EU FTA agreement, the government should 

ensure that meat producers were protected since prices were expected to decline.
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� Mahangu (pearl millet) was not recognised and registered but great potential existed for it to be sold 

as bread flour and popcorn. It was felt that it was intentional that mahangu was not registered with 

the South African Bureau of Standards (SABS).

� Given the upcoming agricultural trade negotiations of the WTO, the concern was whether 

capacities existed to be proactive rather than reactive.

� Much of the emphasis in the presentations had been on beef with no reference  made on the goat 

or sheep market.  It was felt that goat farmers had no platform to sell their goats, except at auctions 

therefore possible research was needed on goat marketing in the Karas region.

� On the issue of GMOs, it was stressed that a cautious approach should be adopted.  There were 

many advantages and disadvantages of GMOs, particularly since they were being advocated and 

manipulated by multinational corporations, which tended to be profit oriented. It was mentioned 

that they had an impact on food security. Capacity was also needed to determine the content of 

GMOs in various products. 

Much of the discussion was focused on mahangu and the fact that this type of millet was not formally traded 

and not registered.  Mr. Misika assured the participants that efforts were underway to formalize the 

marketing of mahangu.  The Mahangu Marketing Intelligence Unit (MMIU) had been established in 

Oshakati to facilitate trade in mahangu by providing information and negotiating better prices for 

producers.  Mechanisms for the Tender Board were in place to ensure that the produce could be sourced 

locally, but producers had to determine that supply was available, consistent and of an acceptable standard. 

Mr. Hoffmann added that a technical grading regulation for mahangu would be promulgated and flour had 

been tested by SABS.  Processing of mahangu was the bottleneck but research was ongoing.

The Namibian node would like to acknowledge the assistance of the following: FANRPAN node, NEPRU;

Dr Vaino Shivute; Mr P Misika, Department of Agriculture and Rural Development; Ms Kaatry Imalw; Mr 

Oliver Horsthemke; Mr Jurgen Hoffman; Mr Gert Grobler; Mr Roelie Venter; the University of Zimbabwe, 

FANRPAN  Node Coordinator, Ms Hopolang Phororo and all the stakeholders who made this workshop a 

success.
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GROUP DISCUSSIONS

Section Two
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After the presentations and discussions, Ms. Phororo highlighted the objectives for the group discussions, 

namely to draw up research areas under the broad theme of agricultural trade.  Participants were divided 

into three groups with three rapporteurs.  The report backs were as follows:

Group 1 Rapporteur: Mr. Gert Grobler

1. Dumping of agronomy products: Study of the level and effect of dumping from a) outside SACU and b) 

from within SACU.

2. Support: Study of the levels of support and the effect of the importation of products such as beef,

mutton, lamb, pork and poultry into SACU (bearing in mind that South Africa is the largest Namibian 

market)

3. Competitiveness: Study of the competitiveness of the Namibian meat industry to ensure comparative 

advantage in future.

4. Marketing channels: Necessary to conduct research on better marketing mechanisms for Namibian 

goats.

Group 2 Rapporteur: Mr. Roelie Venter

1. Competitiveness:

Major exports Imports Internal trade

Beef Maize Mahangu (pearl millet)

Ostrich Wheat Pulses

Lamb Vegetables Dairy

Grapes Fruits

Karakul Dairy

Fruit Vegetable oil

Cotton Stock feed

The study would focus on all exports, with the exception of fruit and cotton, imports (vegetables and fruits) 

and on internal trade for mahangu.

Proceedings of Namibia’s First In-Country Stakeholder Workshop to Determine the Agricultural Trade Policy Research Agenda
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Terms of Reference for the study were: 

� International trading environment - the Agreement on Agriculture and market preferences

� Market structure

� Other industries affecting transport, manufacturing and technology

� Sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) measures

� Non-tariff barriers (NTBs)

� Value chain analysis (cluster)

� Comparative market research (regional and international)

� Competitor analysis

� Benchmarking

2. Accommodation of emerging markets

3. Enhancement of the Agreement on Agriculture

Group 3 Rapporteur: Mr. Oliver Horsthemke

1. Investigation into national trade-related legislation/policy and its actual implementation (e.g. anti-

dumping, countervailing issues and standards)

2. Research into the conduciveness of overall economic policy

3. GMO-related trade and its implications

4. Cost-benefit analysis of Namibia's membership to SACU

5. Cost-benefit analysis of pending trade agreements - SADC, COMESA, WTO, etc.

6. Active research on the identification of niche markets for diversification purposes (e.g. essential oils, etc.)

Since there were overlaps with the research areas identified, it was agreed that they be consolidated and 

prioritized as follows:

1. Market Structures

2. Competitiveness

3. Niche Market Development

4. Non-Implementation of National Trade Policy and Legislation

5. Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs) Related Trade and its Implications

6. Cost-Benefit Analysis of Trade Agreements 
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A Task-force comprising representatives from the following institutions: UNAM, the Polytechnic, Namibian 

Agricultural Trade Forum (ATF) and NEPRU would draft the proposals.

An issue that was not addressed was whether the Namibian Agricultural Trade Forum can or should become 

one body with FANRPAN in Namibia.  The meeting agree that they should remain as two separate bodies 

for the current phase. 

Mr. Gert Grobler, Manager of the Namibia Agricultural Union made the closing remarks.  He indicated that 

FANRPAN was an important development and that it was up to the participants at the workshop to ensure 

that it succeeded in Namibia.  He believed that participants had learned a lot and was of the view that the 

Secretariat would ensure that funds would be available to undertake research in agricultural trade.  Mr 

Grobler thanked the participants for their valuable contributions and for attending the workshop.

Proceedings of Namibia’s First In-Country Stakeholder Workshop to Determine the Agricultural Trade Policy Research Agenda
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Opening remarks at the FANRPAN (SADC) Workshop on 14 
March, 2000
by Mr Percy Misika, Under Secretary, Department of Agriculture and Rural Development 
(DARD) of the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Rural Development (MAWRD)

Master of ceremonies,

Distinguished Guests

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I am both honoured and delighted to have been invited to participate in this important workshop and, in 

particular, to have been given this opportunity to say a few words at this forum for policy dialogue and 

advocacy among stakeholders.

The Namibian agricultural sector is second to the mining sector in terms of both contribution to GDP and 

export revenues., as well as being an important source of raw materials for many of our industries  livestock 

and maize grain, for example. In addition, it provides the main source of livelihood and employment for 

70% of our population. It is therefore not difficult to appreciate that it is a sector which is fundamental to any 

progress being made in our national economy.

The agricultural sector in Namibia experienced major changes over the last 10 years. Not only did we move 

to a deregulated domestic market environment, we also experienced a major change in the international 

environment due to globalisation contributing to increased competition and opportunities for the sector.

Namibia has been involved in a range of regional and international trade arrangements. I would like to share 

with you the state of these trade arrangements and their effect on the Namibian agricultural sector. As a 

Network, which aims at improving policy research, analyses, formulation and monitoring of priority FANR

isues, I hope this will serve a purpose of stimulating your discussions in identifying areas that need some 

research as far as agricultural trade is concerned.

The key trade arrangements affecting Namibian agriculture and ancillary sectors are the Southern African 

Customs Union (SACU), the Southern African Development Community (SADC), the Common Market for 

East and Southern Africa (COMESA), the European Union Republic of South Africa Free Trade Agreement 

(EU-RSA FTA), the European Union- African Caribbean Pacific arrangements (known as the Lome/Cotonou 

Convention) and the World Trade Organisation (WTO) agreement. 

The main implications for agriculture will fall in the areas of improved market access, heightened 

competition, on both the domestic and international markets, reduced subsidy, and more consistent trading 

standards and rules. The result of the greater regional and international market integration promised by 

these trade agreements will be increased trade flows, i.e. more imports and exports. 

Proceedings of Namibia’s First In-Country Stakeholder Workshop to Determine the Agricultural Trade Policy Research Agenda
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The Southern African Customs Union (SACU)

SACU provides a framework for the free movement of goods with a common external tariff (CET). A customs 

union is an advanced form of trade arrangement whereby all members agree to pool the revenues from

imports and share them out according to a formula. Within a customs union, there are normally no barriers 

to trade. 

Currently, SACU has no secretariat. South Africa is the coordinator of SACU with most functions performed 

by the Board of Tariffs and Trade (BTT). The BTT sets the CET for SACU and is responsible for the Common 

Revenue Pool, out of which, at the end of each year, each of the member states is allocated a revenue share 

based on amounts collected. The allocation of revenue is based on a formula and is shared unevenly 

between the partners. Revenue allocation has been an area between South Africa and its less development 

partners the (BLNS).

SACU re-negotiations

During 1994, members of the SACU expressed concern that the agreement no longer met their demands. 

Significantly, the BLNS held the view that South Africa dominated SACU and that they were not treated as 

equal partners. It was generally agreed that the agreement should be re-negotiated. Therefore, the Customs 

Union Task Team (CUTT) was established to come up with recommendations on a re-negotiated

agreement. Although some progress was made on a number of areas, including agriculture, two major 

stumbling blocks remained, namely the organisational structure of the new SACU and the sharing of 

revenue. Regarding agriculture the objective of moving to free trade within SACU for agriculture was 

accepted, however with the proviso that in certain circumstances protection would be necessary 

particularly for development purposes. Within the process of the re-negotiations the drawing up of 

development strategies for specific industries were started, e.g. dairy, wheat, maize, red meat and sugar.

Although some progress were made, the main problem still is the non agreement on the use of non tariff 

barriers, the level of tariffs, and the existence of rebate facilities for BLNS countries for certain products. 

The Southern African Development Community (SADC)

SADC consists of 14 Southern African countries. Heads of states of these countries met in Maseru, Lesotho 

in August 1996 where a protocol was signed. The overall objective of the protocol is to structure a free trade 

area as a practicable model to promote equitable and mutually beneficial economic development through 

efficient utilization of the comparative and competitive advantages of each nation. 

At the moment, intra-regional trade among SADC countries is very low compared to other trading blocks;

for example, SADC exports to SACU accounted for only 2.2% of  SACU's total imports in 1997.
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Although SADC geographically is endowed with potential for extensive agriculture, most of the countries 

particularly the Least Developed Countries (e.g. Lesotho, Malawi etc) are net food importers. A few 

countries that produce agricultural non-food commodities, on the other hand, are heavily depended on the 

export revenues from those commodities. Development in those countries will have to be in the form of 

crop diversification and agro-processing in order to reduce the degree of dependence on one or two 

primary products. 

Current state of the negotiations

Several issues are delaying the implementation of the SADC Protocol (i.e. the trade liberalization aspect, as 

the Protocol itself was supposed to be implemented during January this year after two-thirds of the 

signatories to the Protocol had submitted their ratification tools to the SADC Secretariat. The issues that are 

delaying the implementation are such as: trade coverage, differentiated offers, rules of origin and non-tariff 

barriers to trade. Negotiations are still going on to try and resolve those issues. 

The World Trade Organisation (WTO)

In the 1980's, discretionary non-tariff import restrictions, escalating subsidisation of exports, and domestic 

support measures that affected agricultural production and trade, caused distortions to world markets and 

strained Governments budgets, particularly in the major economies. Thus Governments agreed in the 

Uruguay Round to:

Convert all non-tariff barriers to trade into tariffs;

Offer a minimum level of access to their markets;

Cap distorting government support measures and export subsidies

Reduce these expenditures during the Uruguay Round implementation period; and

Negotiate disciplines on export credits.

Notwithstanding the measure of transparency and discipline the Uruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture 

brought to world agricultural trade, certain inequities remain and trading conditions continue to be highly 

distorted. While the Agreement on Agriculture was recognized as a first step toward the long term agreed 

objectives of substantial progressive reductions in support and protection, resulting in fundamental reform, 

governments agreed at the conclusion of the Uruguay Round, as contained in Article 20 of the Agreement 

on Agriculture, to re-open negotiations on agriculture in the year 2000, taking into account: 

The experience to that date from implementation of the reduction commitments;

The effects of the reduction commitments on world trade in agriculture;

Non trade concerns, special and differential treatment to developing country Members 

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�
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�

The objective of establishing a fair and market oriented agricultural trading system; and 

What further commitments are necessary to achieve the above-mentioned long-term objectives.

Post Seattle

Even though the Ministerial Conference in Seattle failed to launch a new broad based round of WTO

negotiations, the general consensus that prevailed in Geneva was that the negotiations in agriculture have 

started as prescribed by the built-in agenda of the Agreement on Agriculture. 

The Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA)

Signed by heads of state in 1994, the COMESA treaty requires member states to have all tariffs reduced to 

zero by 31 October, 2000. COMESA consists of 21 members, of which, only Namibia and Swaziland are 

also members of SACU.

Namibia's agricultural trade with its COMESA partners is negligible, but has some potential, most notably in 

the area of red meat exports. Problems arise where the COMESA arrangements are in conflict with the 

SADC trade arrangements. 

The COMESA derogation

Because of the CUTT process and the renegotiations of SACU, COMESA gave Namibia and Swaziland a 

provision referred to as "derogation". This exempts Namibia and Swaziland from implementing tariff 

reductions and removal of NTBs regarding trade with other COMESA countries, but yet accords them 

preferential market access within COMESA. Derogation has been extended to July 2000, after which 

Swaziland and Namibia will loose access to the preferential COMESA tariff rates unless they reciprocate. 

Though a separate negotiation process, the existence of the derogation influences the SADC Trade

Negotiating Forum (TNF) process, because when Namibia signed the SADC Trade Protocol the principle 

was agreed that no state should, as a result of its membership of SADC, receive any reduction of its market 

access. If no changes are made to current SADC tariff proposals, Namibia will pay higher tariffs on exports to 

COMESA members than it did before because the COMESA-SADC tariff rates are higher than the current 

COMESA-Namibia ones. At this point Namibia will have a choice of potential courses of action. The first 

option is to seek a further extension to the current derogation and delay the problem until the SADC tariff 

reductions have brought COMESA and SADC rates into harmony with each other. The second option is to 

accept higher tariffs and loss of market access. 
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Post Lome arrangements (to be called Cotonou Convention) 

The Lome Convention on trade provides market access for certain commodities to the EU market for 

developing countries from Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific. This arrangement expires in 2000.As you 

might be aware of, the Lome successor arrangement, which will be called Cotonou Convention was 

recently concluded. In summary:

The new arrangement will be for 20 years;

The Beef Protocol will be kept for 8 years

There is a new provision in the Beef Protocol for carrying over quota due to natural disaster (i.e. 

drought );

There is a new country definition for increased benefits (to add to landlocked, least developed and 

small island);

The stabilization funds (i.e. STABEX and SYSMIN) will be combined into one fund;

The threshold of this fund will be increased to 10% price shift in three years (used to be 2%), 

therefore Namibia is less likely to benefit from this fund. 

The EU-RSA Free Trade Agreement 

Finally agreed early in 1999, this trade agreement offers significantly duty-free market access between 

Republic of South Africa (RSA) and the European Union (EU) markets. Of note is the fact that 40% of SACU 

imports come from the European Union. The agreement is asymmetrical, with greater, earlier access being 

offered by the EU to RSA goods than the other way around. Studies financed by the EU carried out in 1997 

and 1998 indicate that the BLNS will not suffer significant trade or investment diversion as a result of this 

Agreement. However, the real impacts in terms of increased competition for Namibian exports to the 

European Union from South Africa, greater competition for Namibian exports to South Africa from EU 

products, and loss of revenue and investment, will only be apparent some time after implementation of the 

agreement.

Over-arching issues

In addition to the problems of synchronization between individual agreements mentioned above, 

implications of this convergence for Namibia may include the following: 

Namibia will substantially reduce tariffs for many agricultural imports from countries with large-

scale, established industrial agricultural sectors within a relatively short period of time (i.e. between 
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the year 2000 and 2010). Substantial adjustments in Namibia's agricultural sector to reduced prices 

for these commodities can be expected. 

Lower staple commodity prices benefit consumers. However, in Namibia a large proportion of 

consumers are also producers, many of whom are just beginning to commercialise their farming 

operations. These newly commercialized, semi-subsistence farmers and large-scale commercial 

farmers will bear the brunt of downward pressure on staple crop prices. 

Market access for Namibian produce will substantially improve, leading to new opportunities for 

export. Many of these opportunities are not for bulk produce, but are for either specialist, niche 

markets (e.g. essential oils, herbal extracts such as devils claw, exotic edible oils such as Marula etc.) 

or for seasonal produce that Namibia has a particular advantage in (e.g. dates, grapes, melons, 

citrus fruits, etc). Government policy should focus on promoting new agricultural products with 

export potential. However, there is a need to strike a balance between these and the production of 

staple food to ensure food security especially at household level.

There will be a heavy burden upon limited analysis and negotiation resources in Namibia during 

the next few years. Coordination of effort and sharing of limited resources will be important.

We are of the opinion that it is very much in Namibia's interest to encourage regional integration and general 

removal of trade barriers. However, this must be done in a climate of reciprocity, particularly with respect to 

direct and indirect subsidies. The Namibian economy will not be able to subsidise agriculture in a 

foreseeable future and therefore should seek a liberalised international trade regime that recognises this 

fact.

Lastly, I would like to thank FANRPAN for having organised this very important forum for policy dialogue 

and advocacy among stakeholders and I trust that through your purposes of developing and strengthening 

human and institutional capacity, and through developing mechanisms to promote advocacy, coalition 

building, information exchange and effective utilisation of research analysis results, we will collectively fight 

the challenges that are facing our agricultural sector.

With these words, it is now my singular honour to declare this workshop officially open. I thank you.
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History and Overview of The Food, Agriculture and Natural 
Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN) for SADC 
by Hopolang Phororo

PRESENTATION AT THE FIRST IN-COUNTRY STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP

FANRPAN  Programme, mission, objective and functions

FANRPAN is a forum that brings together stakeholders with claims in food, agriculture and natural resources 

to productively discuss and to identify solutions to problems confronting the region.  At present, the 

network comprises of eight focus countries including Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Tanzania,

South Africa, Zambia and Zimbabwe.  FANRPAN funds can only support these eight countries but efforts 

are being made to secure funding from the SADC FANR Development Unit to support the other six 

countries.

1. The functions of the network are to:

Define and prioritise areas for policy analysis

Identify institutions / individuals and thematic centres to be associated with particular themes

Support policy research analysis, policy formulation and reforms

Monitor the impact of policies and to organize and implement reviews, including the development 

of performance indicators

Coordinate activities on behalf of the network

Facilitate and mobilize human and financial resources for policy analysis, research and human 

capital development

Facilitate information sharing, communication of results, including organizing workshops, 

conferences and publication

Coordinate and facilitate training (skill building) and institutional development

Establish and maintain linkages with other network and international institutions involved in similar 

activities

Develop, maintain and update a database

 The role of the nodes is to coordinate:

a) regional network agenda at national level through organizing the national stakeholder dialogue 

fora;

b) action-oriented research activities in the country; 

c) advocacy activities

d) training, information exchange and communication at national level.
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2. The objectives of this FANRPAN stakeholder workshop are to:

Identify and prioritise areas for research under the broad theme of agricultural trade;

Select a task force to draft the research proposals

Draw an action plan 

Determine whether the Namibian Agricultural Trade Forum can or should be linked up with 

FANRPAN in Namibia

3. Activities of the Nodal Institution : NEPRU

The Namibian Agricultural Trade Forum (AFT) chaired by the NAU has been established to effectively 

manage the impact of global trade agreements on the whole agricultural sector for the benefit of the 

Namibian economy.  The ATF members meet every two months.  Since the AFT is a forum that discusses 

agricultural trade, its role and that of the FANRPAN were interlinked. The challenge for the participants was 

on whether to link these institutions.

 The  objectives of AFT include:

Sharing limited capacity, skills and knowledge in the field through collaboration and to develop 

such capacities in Namibia;

Monitoring and analysing the impact of all trade agreements, nationally, regionally and 

internationally on the agricultural sector;

Establishing a common agricultural position and to formulate proposals;

Communicating the common agricultural position and to provide information to decision makers 

and negotiators on trade arrangements; and

Monitoring, analysing and facilitating the prevention of disruptive and distortive trade practises.
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The challenges to world agricultural trade for the new 
millennium
By Oliver Horsthemke, NAU

PAPER PRESENTED AT THE FIRST IN-COUNTRY STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP OF 
FANRPAN, 14 MARCH 2000, WINDHOEK

1. Introduction

The conclusion of the Uruguay Round in 1994 heralded a new beginning for world agricultural trade. 

This was openly accepted that developing countries with promising agricultural potential would benefit 

from the relaxation of trade controls worldwide. Six years later the opinion has changed to one of 

disbelieve and sceptics, as developing countries have not reaped the benefits from freer trade. 

Therefore world free trade stands at a water shed as it has been perfectly demonstrated at the WTO

Ministerial Conference in Seattle, USA in December 1999.

What are thus the challenges that face multilateral agricultural policy reform? What or which is the way 

forward? These questions come to mind when thinking of the upcoming agricultural trade negotiations 

of the WTO. Proactively we should prepare our position for this unique opportunity to maximise our 

gains and minimise our risk, by challenging the status quo.

2. Background

World agricultural trade remains substantially distorted. Governments of the more developed nations 

of the world continue to provide support to their local farmers, which boost their income and insulate 

them from world markets. The Uruguay Round included agriculture due to this reason, yet it seems that 

little progress has been made.

The current WTO Agreement on Agriculture made provision for reductions in overall support in both 

the developed and developing countries in order to level the playing field. In short, developed 

countries were obliged to reduce:

Bound tariff rates and the tariff equivalents of other import barriers- and average reduction of 36 

percent and a minimum reduction of 15 percent for individual items;

Domestic support- an overall reduction of 20 percent; and

Subsidised exports- reductions of 21 percent in volume and 36 percent in value of subsidies for 

individual items.
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In addition to these cuts to support levels, three key elements of the agreement related to reforming the 

instruments used to provide support to agriculture:

Tariffication

Tariffication involved the conversion of all non-tariff barriers to tariffs or tariff quotas. As part of this 

process the impact of different border protection measures was calculated as a tariff equivalent. 

This became the maximum tariff that could be applied and was the basis for agreed tariff 

reductions.

Tariff quotas

Tariff quotas were used to ensure minimum access levels for imports. This was done by setting a 

quota at least equal to the agreed minimum access level and applying a lower tariff to this amount. 

Amounts in excess of the quota could be imported but at a higher tariff rate.

Decoupled support

With the decoupling of support the links between support payments and key market variables 

including production, prices and input use were broken. In so doing it makes producers and 

consumers more responsive to world prices and therefore could lower market distortions. Such 

support was excluded from reduction commitments by being placed in the so-called 'green box'.

Progress has since been made in the reduction of support, however, a number of factors have 

weakened their impact substantially, and making the progress achieved a mere facelift to the real 

problem.

Factors weakening reforms

Unrepresentative starting points: The base period used for the negotiations of the reductions in tariffs 

and domestic support was 1986-88 and for export subsidies the reductions were from the 1986-90 

base period. However, these periods represented times of unrepresentative high protection. This 

resulted in countries having to do little, if anything, to meet their commitments to reduce support.

Averaging of tariff cuts: Tariffs across a broad range of products could be combined as a simple average 

to calculate the overall tariff cut achieved by countries. This meant that cuts to tariffs on items traded 

little were given as much weight as cuts to tariffs on items traded rather more prominently.

Consequently, many of the major sensitive agricultural products in developed countries with high 

protection have been subject only to the minimum 15 percent tariff cut.  At the same time, many 

relatively obscure, less sensitive items were subject to larger cuts to bring averages up to the required 36 

percent.

�

�

�



PAGE 22 Proceedings of Namibia’s First In-Country Stakeholder Workshop to Determine the Agricultural Trade Policy Research Agenda

Dirty tariffication: This method is used by countries to exaggerate their base levels of tariffs. This is done 

by the selective use of prices for determining tariff equivalents in the base period. Tariff equivalents are 

defined as the difference between domestic prices and import prices. To elevate its base tariff 

equivalent, a country could use base period domestic prices for a high quality product at a remote 

location where prices were well above representative levels.

Above representative levels:  Further they could use an import price  for a low quality product at a port 

where prices were lower than in most other parts of the country.  The result would be to make the tariff 

equivalents in the base period well above what were, in most cases, already extreme levels.  Cuts to 

such exaggerated base tariffs would have only limited effects on actual tariff levels, thereby weakening 

the impact of agreed cuts.  A study for the World Bank revealed that the EU, for instance, had set its 

initial tariff bindings at unweighted average levels 61 percent higher than the actual tariff equivalents, 

while the USA set its initial binding at 44 percent above actual levels.

Market access: Some gains were made in assuring current access and opening up markets through 

minimum access arrangements, mainly through the use of tariff quotas.  However, those gains were not 

large, as the tariffs for beyond-quota imports are generally prohibitive, enabling tariff quotas to be used 

as tools for managing trade within highly distorting support systems.

Inappropriate use of special safeguards: Special safeguards are supposed to provide cushion for 

producers against import surges and precipitous reductions in world prices.  Such changes give 

countries the option to use import control mechanisms.  However, in some instances safeguards are 

being used as an integral part of the market management systems.  In the case of EU sugar, for example, 

safeguards render the negotiated reduction in tariff effectively irrelevant, as sugar entering the EU at 

world prices would be sufficient to trigger the special safeguard arrangements in most years.

Green and blue box exemptions:  Decoupled support (in the ̀ green box`) and support provided under 

production limiting arrangements (in the `blue box`) were exempted from cuts.  These exemptions 

did, however, validate two trends.  In the USA production subsidies were replaced by way of payments 

decoupled from production variables; and in the EU direct payments replaced trade barriers and 

export subsdies to an extent.  It was already stated that the idea behind decoupling could be beneficial 

when the links between market and production variables were broken, in order to make producers and 

consumers more responsive to world prices and therefore could lower market distortions.  In practice 

the picture looks like this: In the USA, so-called decoupled payments to US farmers have been varied to 

counteract world price movements.  The low world prices in 1998 induced the US Congress to vote an 

additional US$5.6 billion in farm payments.  The additional payments reduced farm risks by acting like 

a farm income insurance subsidy, with the potential to distort world prices. 
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The agricultural policy reforms in the EU since 1992 have focused on the gradual replacement of trade 

barriers and export subsidies with direct payments that are exempt from cuts under the blue box 

arrangements.  These direct payments are not decoupled and continue to lock in most of the previous 

production distortions.  For crops in the EU, individual farmers receive payments on areas actually 

planted subject to commitments under area reduction programs, although there are (rarely enforced) 

regional limits to payments.  Such arrangements lock in production capacity at the highly distorted base 

period levels.  At the same time advances in productivity, in particular, the responsiveness in cereal 

production to fertilizers is continuing to increase production.  For beef in the EU, headage payments are 

linked to animal numbers with maximum levels per farm, which again provides incentives to sustain 

animal numbers and production at around the distorted base period levels.

Exported subsidies:  The reduction in subsidised exports is perhaps the main gain from the Uruguay 

Round.  Subsidized export in the wheat market that was greatly plagued by competitive export 

subsidisation have declined greatly.  However, that advance is partly illusory, as the EU has replaced 

much of its export subsidies for cereals with direct compensation payments that cover the quantities 

exported as well as output from domestic consumption.  Those payments retain several production and 

trade distorting features, but are excluded from reduction commitments.  Similarly the US direct 

payments for farmers producing for export as well as domestic sale have risen when world prices have 

fallen.  These payments have some market distorting characteristics.

Also the agreed upper limit on subsidised export provides ample scope for increasing subsidisation in 

the future.  Under the WTO Agreement on Agriculture unused credits on export from early years in the 

implementation period, when prices were high, could be used in subsequent years enabling subsidising 

countries to exceed the annual volume limits.  This has been the case in skim milk powder and also 

beef.

3. Challenging the status quo and building a better future

From the above background, it is clear that although the framework of the Uruguay Round was set in 

place for reducing world market distortions, progress has not been as most countries, especially the 

developing countries, have hoped for.  This was again due to factors mentioned above, especially on 

the side of the developed countries, which through their sheer capacities have been able to pursue 

every loophole offered under the current agreement on Agriculture to their advantage of freer trade, 

also due to the further trade distorting practices in the developed countries, but also due to lack in 

capacities and maybe even an overoptimistic emotional approach to free trade.  Many of the 

developing countries embraced the idea of a new free world market, without being informed enough 

over its consequences and the structures that needed to have been in place in order to capture the 

benefits from freer trade.  They have opted to open their economies in rapid acceleration, without 
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being aware of the impact of such an action.  Incapability to use the provided tools in managing the 

influence of free trade and open border policy has cost some countries dearly.

With the first phase of the Agreement on Agriculture coming to an end in 2000, the next negotiations 

are a unique chance to learn from the past mistakes and thus provide for a better future.  The Battle of 

Seattle in December 1999 had indicated that the time had come for taking cognisance of the past and 

its mistakes, so as to ensure a better future for all countries.  It is therefore of crucial importance that 

developing countries such as  Namibia take stock and assess their position.

The way forward

In the up-coming negotiations to achieve benefits from agricultural policy reform, the balance of 

production must be reoriented from currently high support countries to low support countries.  This 

would enable more agricultural production to take place in countries where the costs of production are 

lowest.

The key to success in this instance would be to move to a situation in which producers and consumers in 

all countries face domestic market prices that approach and vary with world market prices.  Therefore 

certain issues need to be addressed urgently within the next negotiations.

Targeting the biggest distortions:  Surely the largest benefits from reducing support would be achieved 

by targeting the largest support reductions towards those items with the largest market distorting 

policies.  Key areas would include rice, wheat, feed grains, sugar and milk in Japan; wheat, feed grains, 

oilseeds, sugar, milk, beef and sheep meat in the EU; and sugar and milk in the United States.

Target high levels of support:  In addition, many agricultural products in the OECD countries, such as 

Republic of Korea, Iceland, Norway, Switzerland and Turkey continue to receive high levels of support. 

These levels must be reduced to contribute significantly to a reduction in world market distortions.

Certain systematic issues need also to be addressed and include:

Base periods for support should be representative of 'normal' years or cuts must be sufficient to 

achieve actual reductions in support.

Methods of measuring support should be agreed upon, so that the scope for exaggerating support 

levels is minimised.

Safeguards should provide protection only against large falls in world prices or import surges that 

would harm domestic markets.  They should not be used to exclude imports under normal world 

market conditions.

The tariff-quota mechanism should be transitory, with trade eventually flowing past the beyond - 

quota quantity.  Otherwise tariff quotas would be used in much the same way as the import quotas 

that tariffication was supposed to eliminate.
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A move towards genuinely decoupled support could, in time, achieve many of the economic gains 

from liberalisation while allowing some level of farm assistance.  For support to be effectively 

decoupled, the price that farmers receive for their output must be the world market price and 

marginal costs should not be affected by support payments.  Even then, it takes time for distortions 

to be markedly reduced because of capacity overhangs from previous support.

Production limiting arrangements (blue box) as currently applied lock in distorted production 

capacity.  They are not fully decoupled.  Having them fully decoupled would be an advance.  If this 

does not occur, the support payments under such schemes must be subject to the same reductions 

as other forms of distorting support if distortions are to be reduced. 

The elimination of export subsidies will be an important outcome and feature of a new successful 

agreement.

Care must be taken to prevent reductions to support in one area being placed with distorting 

support in other areas.

Developing and least developed countries should be handled with greater exemptions, as their 

adjustment is often more costly and time consuming.

Special safeguards for developing countries should be negotiated for through which domestic 

production (often supported) in these countries could protect themselves against products from 

developed countries, which have enjoyed support for decades. The past indifferences in support 

will have to be accounted for when reductions of support are negotiated.

4. Conclusion

The path to reform can be eased through cooperative international approaches to reduce agricultural 

support . If all reduce support, world prices rise and become more stable and adjustment costs are less. 

As others also reduce support, fears that others' subsidised products will undercut domestic producers 

are reduced. 

The next WTO negotiations represent a moment of truth for multilateral trade reform in agriculture. 

Much preparatory work has gone into bringing agriculture fully into the multilateral trading system. 

However, that work will be of limited value, unless market distortions in agriculture could be reduced 

substantially toward levels for other major traded goods. 

In the wake of these developments and the upcoming negotiations, developing countries need to 

position themselves in their approach, their capabilities and their needs. Proactive anticipation of 

possible impacts needs to be done so as to try and minimise the potential gains. It is therefore essential 

that these countries pool their resources, build additional capacities and effectively communicate and 

coordinate such actions between stakeholders.
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Agricultural Trade in Namibia
By Mr Jurgen Hoffmann, Namibian Agronomic Board

I would like to address internal trade in Namibia as well as natural resources. Production is driven by 

demand, i.e. what can be sold. Thus one can say that production is stimulated by consumer demand and 

trade.

Trade in a liberalised environment is beneficial but, there is also a danger in liberalisation. If our own interest 

is not taken into account, if we look at the following quantification of Namibia's production capability vis-à-

vis demand it is evident that Namibia cannot produce to meet it's demand. 

Demand Namibia Production

Mahangu 70000 tonnes all

Maize 70000tonnes 50%

Wheat 50000tonnes 15%

Vegetables/Fruit 80000tonnes 7.5%

Beef ?

Chicken 20000 tonnes 10%

Dairy production 15000tonnes 50%

Sugar 75000tonnes none

Vegetable oil 20000tonnes none

To illustrate the point made above, that there could be danger in liberalisation we can take the example of 

vegetable oil production which came to an end once the market for this product was deregulated. It has to 

be added though that this led to a 20% reduction in the consumer price. 

 If we have to address research areas in internal trade it should be pointed out that a number of initiatives are 

already in place with regard to the following commodities; millet, maize and wheat. Areas that need 

attention are the horticultural sector, dairy products and poultry sector. With regard to the horticultural 

sector; the export possibilities as well as production and quality issues need to be addressed. Regarding 

poultry; production, marketing and trade of chickens need attention.

Furthermore, two areas that need particular attention for research at this stage are GMO's and 

diversification.  GMO's could be beneficial to production, for example cotton, but such a technology could 

also be a threat to trade. There is thus a need to address this issue prudently. Concerning diversification, 

there is need to identify niche markets as well as export possibilities for organically produced fruits and 

vegetables.
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This brings me to the second area of importance to agricultural trade which is our natural resources. 

Namibia is an arid country and as such the availability of water is a major concern. The value of water as well 

as the allocation and sharing of water should be addressed. It is thus important for Namibia to have a policy 

on the value of water. Other complimentary issues that have a bearing on agricultural trade and which need 

to be researched are bush encroachment, climate, desertification and soil conditions. 

In conclusion I would like to stress the following points: 

Namibia is amongst the most arid countries in SADC, thus issues pertaining to the Namibian 

situation are not always relevant to most other SADC countries.

One advantage of Namibia is its stable political and economic environment and this should be 

exploited.

One of the biggest threats, however, to Namibia is its overpowering neighbour to the south, who 

wants to marginalize Namibia in most areas under discussion today.

It is important that policy matches implementation. Policy recommendations are subject to 

political, developmental and economic considerations. The technical implementation of policy is 

of paramount importance. 

�

�

�

�



PAGE 29Proceedings of Namibia’s First In-Country Stakeholder Workshop to Determine the Agricultural Trade Policy Research Agenda

ANNEXES

Section Seven



PAGE 30 Proceedings of Namibia’s First In-Country Stakeholder Workshop to Determine the Agricultural Trade Policy Research Agenda

ANNEX ONE

Programme for the Food, Agricultural and Natural Resources Network (FANRPAN) for 
SADC In-Country Workshop in Namibia, 14 March, 2000, Namibia Agricultural 
Union Boardroom, Windhoek.

08:00 - 09:00hrs Registration

09:00 - 09:15hrs Opening Remarks

Dr.Vaino Shivute, Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Agriculture, 

Water and Rural Development

09:15 - 09:30hrs History and Overview of FANRPAN

Ms. Hopolang Phororo, Researcher, NEPRU (node)

09:30 - 09:40hrs Discussion

09:40 - 10:00hrs A Perspective on World Agricultural Trade

Mr. Oliver Horsthemke, Commodity Analyst, NAU

10:00 - 10:15hrs Discussion

10:15 - 10:35hrs Tea/Coffee

10:35 - 11:00hrs Agricultural Trade in Namibia

Mr. Jurgen Hoffmann, Acting Manager, Agronomic Board

11:00 - 11:25hrs Discussion

11:25 - 13:00hrs Group Discussions: Research Areas on Agricultural Trade

13:00 - 14:00hrs Lunch

14:00 - 15:00hrs Feedback from group discussions

15:00 - 15:30hrs Prioritise on Research Areas

15:30 - 16:00hrs Tea/Coffee

16:00 - 16:30hrs Way Forward

16:30 - 16:45hrs Closing Remarks

Mr. Gert Grobler, Manager, NAU
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ANNEX TWO

List of Participants

Joan N. H. Louw

Gideoma Smith

M.V. Rukoro

John Le Roux

Aloysius Boys

Brayn van der Merwe

Kallie Grunschloss

Nambase M. Eliah

Vehaka M. Tjumune

Ndatunga T. Hashoongo

Ananias Iita

Hermine Iita

Otto M. Kapia

Christine Nesongano

J. Hoffmann

B. Uris

Kaatry Imalwa

Willem Synman

Leonard Amaottila

Silke Feldmann

Godbertha Kinyondo 

Okavu Mills, P.O. Box 2937, Oshakati

MAWRD

Erongo Regional Farmers

Meat Board

KASAFU, Box 2096, Keetsmanshoop

Ashona Mills, P.O. Box 988, 
Keetmanshoop

Family Choice, P.O. Box 328, Tsumeb

KRFU, Private Bag 499, Rundu

NNFU

MAWRD, Private Bag 13184, 
Windhoek

Okahao Milling, P. O. Box 1549, 
Oshakati

“

Oshini Mills, P.O. Box 2047, 
Ondangwa

Neudamm Agric College, P.O. Box 
13188, Windhoek

Namibian Agronomic Board, P.O. Box 
5096, Ausspannplatz

“

MARWD, Private Bag 13184, 
Windhoek

NBC Radio

New Era

Allemeine Zeitung

Polytechnic

065-251411

2087111

064-570762

233180

063-225647

063-223208

0811299119/067-222466

067-255104

271117

2087684/2987767

065-230189/230006

 “

065-245701/240624

2064036
mcnesangano@unam.na

224741

“

2087700/2087767
divplan1@iafrica.com.na

2913355/216648
wsnyman@hotmail.com

231648/220581

225822

2072030/2072143

NAME ORGANIZATION & ADDRESS TELEPHONE/FAX NUMBER
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B. Ujava

A. K. Marenga

G. B. Rhodes

L. Ramphaga

R. Venter

G. C. Grobler

O. Horsthemke

H. Phororo

EEFA, P. O. Box 24873, Windhoek

EEFA, Private Bag 2004, Gobabis

MAWRD, P.O. Box 13184, Windhoek

NAMPA

NAU

NAU

NAU

NEPRU

271155

062-568663

2087464/2087778

262269/221711

237838/220193

gert@agrinamibia.com.na

oliver@agrinamibia.com.na

228284/231496




