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[] Title: Impact of Aid for Trade to Agricultural Development and Trade
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[] Abstract

The Aid for Trade (AfT) has emerged as a significant mechanism for
development of developing countries by helping them to participate in the global
value chain. Grants on agricultural part in AfT has been gradually increased since
2002 and invested in various ways from agrarian reform, agricultural education and
training to plant and post-harvest protection and pest control. In spite of the
increase, there were only few researches on significance between AfT and
agricultural development.

This research aims to evaluate whether AfT has significant relation with
agricultural development and trade. It also examines whether there is heterogeneity
in the response to Afl across recipient countries with different national
characteristics. We conducted a subgroup analysis using a panel tobit model. Also,
UN COMTRADE(PC-TAS) for the export data, the World Bank data for agricultural
GDP, OECD QWIDS for AfT data from 2002 to 2013 were used. Our results show
that AfT in agriculture has increased both agricultural GDP and exports of the
recipient countries. This study also found the most effective form of AfT in
agriculture which differs from country to country depending on the characteristics of
each country.
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[] Title: Who benefits tariff reduction by KORUS FTA? - In the case of

Korean orange market
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[ ] Abstract

The number of Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) has increased recently as it is
expected that tariff reduction by FTAs enhances consumer welfare of importing
countries. However, unless the market is competitive, such expectation may not be
realized. This arises because market prices can be distorted when exporters and
distributers reflect the tariff reduction in pricing. This study examines the
relationship between tariff reduction by FTAs and distribution margin in Korea'’s
orange importing market. Also, it measures the changes of consumer welfare by
FTAs when price distortion occurs in distribution process. To do so, we use a
partial equilibrium model to demonstrate Korean orange market. Data were obtained
from the GTA (global trade atlas), the Statistics Korea and the Korea
Agro-Fisheries & Food Trade Corporation. The results of this study show that US
orange exporters contribute to distortion in pricing as the market consists of a few
exporters and a large number of importers. Therefore, this study indicates that
benefits in consumer welfare from FTAs depend on the market structure, and policy



makers pay special attention on this implication when considering a new FTA

negotiation.

T}. Session: Functional Foods

[ ] Title: Who buys environment-friendly foods and functional foods?
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[ ] Abstract

The consumption behavior has been changing by consideration of environment
and health issues. The survey conducted in 2014 found that 34.9% of households
purchase environment-friendly foods and 47.5% of them purchase functional foods,
which indicates that almost a half of the households experience the use of those
food products. The purpose of this study is to analyze the main factors affecting the
purchase of environment-friendly foods and functional foods to provide fundamental
information for food production and related policy development.

For our research, an econometric model was specified to examine what factors
influence on the propensities of consuming environment-friendly food products and
functional foods. Probit and Logit estimation procedures were used to obtain
marginal effects of each factor. Data were obtained from The Consumer Behavior
Survey for Food 2014 conducted by Korea Rural Economic Institute. The results
suggest that household characteristics, consumption pattern and lifestyle are key
factors that significantly determine probabilities of purchasing environment-friendly
foods and functional foods. Other finding of this research is that those effects of
factors on probabilities are likely to different among food product types. It has
important implications for food companies with respect to determining the marketing
strategies for Korean food markets..
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