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1. A brief introduction to welfare-oriented public economics 

 

The history of the 20th century has shown that markets, in general, do a better job in distributing 
goods and services than centrally planned economies. While some political economists developed 
models to show the superiority of market-based distributional systems (Hensel, 1954; Gutmann, 
1968; Hof, 1991), the inability of socialist governments to sustain centrally-planned economies, par-
ticularly under democratic conditions, may serve as the ultimate proof of this claim. This basic princi-
ple, however, gives room to a number of “exceptions” for which a broad consensus exists that an in-
tervention of governments in the provision of goods and services increases societal welfare. These 
circumstances are to be summarized subsequently and will be related to trade policy design. 

                                                            

1 The report is part of the NRP 73 project «Sustainable Trade Relations for Diversified Food Systems», funded 
by the Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF), and led by Dr. iur. Elisabeth Bürgi Bonanomi of the Center for 
Development and Environment (CDE) at the University of Bern. The NRP73 project is hosted at the CDE. 

http://www.nfp73.ch/en/projects/governance/sustainable-trade-relations-for-diversified-food-systems
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1.1 Reasons of the state to intervene 
 

1.1.1 Maintaining competition 

 

Both merging companies and the breakdown of competitors may lead to situations in which monop-
olies (one supplier) or oligopolies (few suppliers) dominate the market. This will usually lead to devia-
tions from the welfare-maximizing equilibrium: Monopolists maximize their profit by reducing quan-
tities and increasing prices (Mas-Colell et al., 1995). Therefore, competition policy is widely regarded 
as a core brick of economic policy: mergers are, in certain cases to be avoided, and under special con-
ditions it may even be beneficial to split an existing company in order to generate a sufficient degree 
of competition (Fisher and Rubinfeld, 2001). 

 

International trade, if compared to a closed national economy, multiplies the number of competitors 
in a market, a thought that dates back to Adam Smith and has been prominently voiced by Helpman 
and Krugman (1989). Fox (1997), for example, emphasizes the opportunities through allowing addi-
tional competitors from abroad by lowering trade barriers. This even holds true if the antitrust poli-
cies of trading countries differ (Hoekman, 1999). 

 

It is obvious that national policies may distort a fair competition, for example by granting export sub-
sidies (Hamilton and Stiegert, 2001). However, from the viewpoint of competition policies, trade reg-
ulation should primarily be considered as a political instrument to maintain 
polypolistic competition under circumstances of monopolies or oligopolies within nations. 

 

 

1.1.2 Redistribution 

 

Social policy takes the largest part of the public budget in many regions of the world. This fact high-
lights the prominent role of the state of redistributing wealth. Different to the role of competition, 
there are highly different rationales as of why redistribution may be important. In a comprehensive 
overview, Deacon (2002) names equality, self-interest, paternalism, obligation and temporary 
smoothing. Complementary to this sociological perspective, economists sometimes raise the idea 
that the marginal utility of wealth is negative (Samuelson, 1937; Just and Peterson, 2003), so that a 
redistribution of resources may increase utility. 
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The ”complex relationship between trade and inequality” (Silva, 2007; 111) has been explored both 
on the international and national level. It is clear, however, that trade preferences which are often 
granted to poor countries by more privileged countries can be used to foster economic development 
(Gil-Pareja et al., 2014), also by causing additional foreign direct investment (Medvedev, 2012). In ad-
dition, trade preferences can also be used to improve the situation in a country regarding human 
rights, if their continuation is strictly tied to human right compliance (Hafner-Burton, 2005). 

 

 

1.1.3 Substituting markets 

 

For most goods, economists agree that markets are an efficient tool to steer production and con-
sumption. However, this does not apply for public goods, for natural monopolies and perhaps for 
merit goods. 

 

Public goods are goods, which are not excludable for consumption, nor is their consumption rivalry. 
Parks or oxygen would be cases in point. If such products would be traded on markets, there would 
be incentives for free-rider behaviour, so that the provision by a central authority leads to more effi-
cient outcomes (Samuelson, 1954). This does also imply that public goods are usually not traded be-
tween individuals or organizations. 

 

“An industry in which multi-firm production is more costly than production by a monopoly” is called a 
natural monopoly. Water supply, for example, is connected with a large share of fixed costs, so that a 
single supplier is usually more efficient to supply water to a household than a network of competing 
suppliers. Similar as in the case of public goods, the inefficiency of competitive markets under these 
circumstances usually leads to the non-existence of international trade of natural monopolies. 

 

Going back to Musgrave (1957; 341) who concluded from “the apparent willingness of the public to 
provide for a second car and a third icebox prior to ensuring adequate education for their children” 
that certain goods should be provided even without corresponding demand by the public, some 
economists and most public policy makers see goods like education, concerts or safety belts in cars 
as so-called merit goods. Similarly, Thaler and Sunstein (2008) argue that consumers should system-
atically be nudged towards certain choices. Most of these and similar debates, however, emerge on 
products that are not or hardly traded internationally. One notable exception are drugs as a demerit 
good (Tandon and Rao, 2019), but the consumption of alcohol and other drugs should probably be 
steered through taxes and bans rather than by discriminating against certain producers. 
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As neither public goods nor natural monopolies are traded and trade with demerit goods is usually 
banned, the relevance of market substitution for steering agricultural trade is extremely low so that 
attention can be concentrated on other conditions. 

 

 

1.2 The case of externalities 

 

Due to the so-called jointness of production (Nowicki, 2004), it often happens that the production of 
goods occurs simultaneously to the production of public goods. If nobody pays for this public good, 
economists name it a positive externality (Pigou, 1920). Vice versa, it also often occurs that public 
bads (Moxness and van der Heijden, 2003) are produced during the production process. This is com-
monly described as a negative externality. 

 

It is easy to ignore externalities in international trade. In many cases, the impact of the public good 
or bad is limited to the producing country (as in the case of local public goods). For buyers in the im-
porting country, there is no incentive to take the externality into account when making the purchas-
ing decision. Nevertheless, from a societal, global viewpoint it is always welfare-maximizing to inter-
nalise externalities, for example by paying subsidies for positive externalities and by taxing in the 
case of negative externalities. 

 

 

1.2.1 Technological externalities 

 

The concept of externalities gained prominence in the late 20th century when it became obvious that 
the environment suffered from the expansion of agricultural and industrial production. Ayres and 
Kneese criticized in 1969 that “despite tremendous public and governmental concerns with problems 
such as environmental pollution, there has been a tendency in the economic literature to view exter-
nalities as exceptional cases”. In the subsequent decades, economists focused on industrial emissions 
(Henderson, 1977), but also on externalities in agricultural production such as pesticides (Langham et 
al., 1972), nitrate (Horner, 1975) or biodiversity (Hanemann, 1988). As they link to physical pro-
cesses, they all can be classified as technological externalities. 

 

While a lot of efforts have been undertaken to internalize existing technological externalities, this has 
not been accomplished everywhere. Particularly in the Southern hemisphere, resources for an active 
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agri-environmental policy are often lacking. In the course of a proceeding globalization of food mar-
kets, additional negative technological externalities have been emerging. The quinoa production in 
Bolivia is a case in point. Quinoa had been the staple food for the Andean population for long, but it 
became an export good so that domestic production doubled. Jacobsen (2011) calls the resulting sit-
uation an “environmental disaster”. A lack of organic fertilizer (and an abuse of it in other cases), the 
destruction of the natural vegetation, the creation of various pest habitats and soil degradation are 
the main obstacles causing massive negative externalities in the local farming system, in spite of the 
considerable socioeconomic benefits of this new market (Tschopp et al., 2018). 

 

Form a public welfare perspective, it would be the first best solution that the Bolivian government 
internalizes all the technological externalities of quinoa production. As this is unlikely to happen, the 
internalisation of an importing country would be a viable second-best solution. This could happen, 
for example, via an import tariff or tax that would equal the value of the negative externalities per 
ton of quinoa produced. 

 

1.2.2 Non-technological externalities 

 

The welfare of outsiders is not only affected in cases where physical substances are emitted during 
the production process. Mann and Wüstemann (2008) outline the existence of 

 

- psychological externalities where people suffer because of inhumane practices done to third 
parties, such as child or slave labour, but also because animals are kept inappropriately, 

- social externalities where production process generate or destroy social networks, thereby 
affecting the amount of social capital (Putnam, 2000) in a region, and 

- human capital externalities where production processes broaden or narrow the knowledge 
about technological or biological connections. 

 

This indicates that agricultural systems in which workers and animals are treated well, which lead to 
a vivid social life in the countryside and which maintain and develop a broad range of different pro-
duction methods will be superior in terms of welfare generation to a system with few and abusive 
production practices, if the technical and environmental performance is assumed as identical. 

 

Boasi et al. (2012) also focus on the negative externalities of quinoa production in the Bolivian high-
lands, but mainly on the non-technological side. They show how land conflicts have escalated, due to 
inefficient dispute settlement mechanisms on the one hand and an increased economic potential of 
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the land on the other. This qualifies as a negative social externality. As much as the internalisation of 
technological externalities by the importing country (if the government of the production country is 
unwilling or unable) would increase overall welfare, it also increases welfare if such non-technologi-
cal negative externalities are taken into account 

 

 

1.3 The role of sustainability 

 

“The meaning of the term sustainable development often appears to be unclear, and accordingly 
largely underdetermined, ambiguous and controversial.” (Wuelser et al., 2012) This observation does 
not alter the fact that the concept itself has become the main reference point for a majority of policy 
makers and scientists. While this report has mainly focused on welfare maximization as the tradi-
tional focus of the public finance literature, scholar google reveals that in 2019 there were 26 per 
cent more scientific publications containing the term “sustainability” than publications containing the 
term “welfare”. The reliance of the United Nations on their Sustainable Development Goals which all 
member states of the UN adopted in 2015 has certainly strengthened the concept of sustainability 
and its impact. 

 

In an attempt to translate the concept of sustainability into economic terminology, Solow (1991) sug-
gested that sustainability is about distributional equity between generations. As much as we can 
free-ride against each other, we can also free-ride against future generations. Thus, the concept of 
sustainability can be brought into accordance with the utilitarian world view of most economists. It 
just integrates a dynamic component into the maximization of utility. 

 

This enables the integration of sustainability into the rationale of intervention developed above. It 
remains true that externalities of production should be internalized, and if this does not happen in 
the country of origin, it can still happen through the importer. When quantifying the externality, 
however, the concept of sustainability teaches us that it is insufficient to focus on benefits and dam-
ages for our societies today. We have to take future generations and their likely benefits and losses 
into account. Therefore, the “system memory”, as suggested by Wilson (2008) is an important varia-
ble to understand the extent to which disruptions into the natural and social environment have re-
maining significance to people’s well-being. 

 

 

1.4 Transaction costs or the need for simplification 
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Several decades in which progressive governments have attempted to internalise the externalities of 
agricultural (and industrial) production processes have advanced our knowledge about the transla-
tion of economic theory into political actions. And while the relevance of transaction costs has been 
put into the scientific focus by institutional economists in the course of the 20th century (Coase, 1960; 
North, 1989), it was not before the turn of the century that agricultural economists acknowledged 
their vast importance for agricultural policy making (Mann, 2000; Rørstad et al., 2007; Mann and 
Wüstemann, 2008). 

 

To summarize this latter discourse: An attempt to internalize all externalities of agricultural produc-
tion as precisely as possible will lead to a huge number of programs, which, in turn, would cause pro-
hibitively high costs of their administration, application and compliance – i.e. transaction costs. In 
fact, the larger and the less specific is a political scheme, the lower will be the share of transaction 
costs. 

 

An application of this finding to trade policy implies that one should focus on few characteristics of a 
product (regarding its production process) that are clearly understandable and can be controlled by 
the staff at Switzerland’s borders. While technological and in particular non-technological externali-
ties are ubiquitous, it will be the challenge to identify the most significant and obvious externalities 
which should serve as the criteria for discrimination. 

 

 

2. Applications of public economics in agricultural socioeconomics 

 

The last decades have made it clear that the impact of production on significant environmental and 
social variables must not be ignored. As this may apply to agricultural production to an even stronger 
degree than to the secondary and tertiary sector, it was not a coincidence that the first conceptuali-
sations occurred in the realm of agricultural policy. The EU Commissioner for Agriculture Franz Fisch-
ler opened the debate about the concept of multifunctionality as outlined by Cardwell (2003). While 
this debate showed that the principles of the market economy and a pledge for a strong government 
in agricultural policy could be brought into accordance, contemporary voices usually refer to more 
novel concepts as will be outlined subsequently. These concepts usually fall either into the realm of 
environmental (and therefore mostly technological) externalities and social (and usually non-techno-
logical) externalities.  
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2.1 Discourses on the role of the environment 
 

2.1.1 Ecosystem services 

 

While the term “ecosystem services” has been introduced by Ehrlich and Mooney (1983), it only be-
came influential after the concept had both been qualified and quantified in the last years of the 20th 
century. Daily (1997) clarified that the concept of ecosystem services was created as an analytical 
tool to describe the trade-offs between economic and social development on the one hand and envi-
ronmental amenities on the other, emphasizing the value of ecological services for humankind. Con-
sequently, Costanza (1998) undertook a broad valuation of global ecosystem services and concluded 
that their value for humankind exceeded global Gross Domestic Products. 

 

Kosoy and Corbera (2010) have criticized the concept of ecosystem services as commodity fetishism, 
as it neglects power asymmetries and reduces complex ecological systems to undue simplicity. Nev-
ertheless, the concept has enabled and initiated a broad international debate about an appropriate 
design of agricultural systems. In a seminal paper on trade-offs and synergies between ecosystem 
services and agriculture, Power (2010) focuses both on the provision of ecosystem services to society 
like 

 

- biological pest control due to natural enemy suppression 

- pollination on which 75 per cent of crop species rely,  

- the provision of sufficient quantities of clean water, as agriculture accounts for 70 per cent of 
global water use, 

- soil structure and fertility as being prerequisite for crop nutrition and 

- landscape influences, 

 

while on the other hand mentioning ecosystem services and disservices from agriculture such as nu-
trient cycling and pollution and the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

 

For any framework considering externalities for regulating trade relations, the concept of ecosystem 
services has the advantage of making tangible what are the side effects of agricultural production. 
However, by emphasizing rather goods than bads, it is approaching agricultural production from a 
different side than the attempt to penalize negative externalities. 
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2.1.2 Nature’s contribution to people (NCP) 

 

The NCP framework (IPBES, 2017) has directly emerged from the discourse of ecosystem services and 
also puts its focus on the value of ecosystems. It claims, however, to follow a more inclusive ap-
proach. In outlining the differences between the two frameworks, Ellis et al. (2019) emphasize the 
inclusion of non-material amenities such as the beauty of wildlife, Kadykalo et al. (2018) the explicit 
context-specific view of NCP and Diaz et al. (2018) use the example of indigenous people’s contribu-
tions to illustrate the additional benefit of the approach. 

 

As for the discourse around ecosystem services, NCP is often a mental platform to quantify the value 
of natural systems in its contribution to the quality of life (eg. Martin-Lopez et al., 2018). From a pub-
lic finance perspective, its added value is the integration of non-technological externalities. 

 

 

2.1.3 Life cycle costing 

 

In parallel to the discourses on ecosystem services and nature’s contribution to people, Life Cycle 
Analysis has emerged as its own scientific branch with a large group of scholars discussing the im-
pacts of different ways of production for the environment. Within this large strain of research, there 
have always been a few representatives being interested in the economic issues around the environ-
mental analysis. 

 

The approach of life cycle costing goes back to Woodward (1997). He refers to the general need in 
engineering to be as cost efficient as possible and extends this approach to environmental impacts. 
The approach towards agriculture is certainly more pragmatic and specific than in the frameworks 
outlined above. Luo et al. (2009), for example, use life cycle costing to show that it depends on the 
crude oil price whether bagasse should be used for electricity or for ethanol production. And Mo-
hamad et al. (2014) show the superiority of organic olive production if compared to a conventional 
system. 
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Finally, life cycle costing boils down to an end-point indicator of life cycle analysis which helps to 
compare different production systems. 

 

 

2.1.4 Summarizing remarks 

 

The variety of frameworks indicates more some shifts of emphasis than fundamental differences in 
the acknowledgement of externalities. All proponents would agree to the notion that agricultural 
production causes a large amount of externalities. And it also will be consensual that an internaliza-
tion of these externalities will create societal benefits. Options to do so in international food trade 
will now be explored. 

 

 

 

2.2 Social criteria in private food certification 

 

Both Mann (2018) and Janker and Mann (2020) have undertaken the exercise to examine sustainabil-
ity labels and assessment tools in the realm of agriculture to identify emerging patterns of qualifying 
the social dimension of sustainability. Their findings will briefly be summarized subsequently, be-
cause social externalities should certainly be also considered when entering trade regulations. 

 

Among 125 sustainability assessment tools claiming to apply to agriculture, 38 had to be excluded 
because they were insufficiently documented or because they primarily had their application in in-
dustries outside agriculture. Of these frameworks, many did not cover the social dimension of agri-
culture so that the analysis by Mann essentially (2018) relied on 30 different tools and labels, Janker 
and Mann (2020) on 34 different tools. While these tools covered an extremely broad range of differ-
ent indicators, four major fields emerged where many of the tools and labels placed their emphasis: 

 

- Non-discrimination rests on the idea of equality and covers both the gender and the race/ 
citizenship dimension. A focal point of this aspect are wage levels. They should not differ ac-
cording to gender or ethnicity. 
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- Another important topic centred around work conditions. The careful avoidance of work haz-
ards is a basic requirement, the liberty to organize in unions another. More ambitious frame-
works would also recommend to avoid repetitive activities and to provide educational 
courses for workers on the farm. 

- A third important topic is the avoidance of child labour. Many standards referred to the 
standards of the International Labour Organization, while some were even stricter. 

- Some of the tools also referred to outward relations to adjacent stakeholders. In this respect, 
it seems particularly important that the land on which crops and animals are produced has 
undisputed ownership. 

 

It should be mentioned that most of the criteria are much more relevant in the context of large-scale 
farming, particularly on plantations, while the relevance of small-scale family farming is limited. 

 
 

3. Lessons for public criteria 

 

This section needs to synthesize the findings from public economics with the observations from the 
attempts to put the requirements of a sustainable farming sector into practice. For this ambitious at-
tempt, some basic epistemological questions necessarily have to be answered before recommenda-
tions can be voiced. 

 

 

3.1 Epistemological aspects 

 

How do the brief summaries of public finance teachings and agri-environmental and –social dis-
courses contribute to define criteria that food products have to fulfil in order to be imported to Swit-
zerland? The normative framework presented above will only be able to help if its basic assumptions 
are adhered to. This contains two important elements. 

 

One is the utilitarian approach of public finance. This is occasionally mentioned (Butenko, 2013) and 
often taken for granted. However, the entire system of economic reasoning rests on the assumption 
that the aggregated utility of citizens/ consumers should be maximized under given circumstances. 
This basic principle always raises the question about the possibility to compare the utility for differ-
ent individuals. While classic scholars have found different and often contradicting answers to this 
question (Hicks, 1939; Sen, 1970), this report follows the proposition by Mann (2007) who argues 
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that trade-offs between individuals should rather be measured along the line of happiness (subjec-
tive well-being) than by using monetary scalings. This means that only propositions will be made 
which are likely to increase aggregated happiness measures. It is irrelevant if the people who are af-
fected are residents of the export country, of Switzerland as the importing country or a third country. 

 

The second remark that should be expressed for clarity is the assumption that the home country 
does not internalize the externalities that occur. Imagine a country in which rice production is con-
nected with negative environmental externalities, maybe through nitrate emissions. If nitrogen ferti-
lizer, however, is domestically taxed to the degree to which the damage occurs, there is neither a 
need nor a rationale for the Swiss government from an economic perspective to take into account 
that a damage is done. Given the low priority that environmental conservation has in many develop-
ing countries, this will be a rather rare case, and subsequently it will be assumed that importing 
countries do not internalize their externalities themselves. 

 

 

3.2 Conclusions 
 

3.2.1 Environmental criteria 

 

An application of the propositions above means that criteria have to be defined by which products 
with a large environmental footprint can be distinguished to products with a higher degree of envi-
ronmental sustainability. Basically, such distinctions can be undertaken by production methods (as in 
usual sustainability assessments) or by product groups. 

 

While it is obvious that different production methods lead to different environmental outcomes, it is 
less obvious how to find indicators for international application that are fair proxies for the environ-
mental performance. The distinction between organic and conventional agriculture is a helpful case 
in point. While the environmental footprint of organic farming on one hectare of farmland is clearly 
preferable to the footprint on one hectare of conventional farmland, this difference strongly shrinks 
(de Backer et al., 2009; Aguilera et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2014) or vanishes (Thomassen et al., 2008; 
Venkat, 2012; Birkhofer et al., 2016) if one looks at the footprint per calorie produced, because more 
land is needed to produce the required calories. 

 

It should also be emphasized that it will be much easier to define solid criteria for environmental sus-
tainability in Switzerland than worldwide. The environmental footprint of different fertilizers, pesti-
cides and technologies strongly differs between climatic regions (Häni et al. 2005). 
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One globally applicable truth, however, is the difference in the environmental footprint between ani-
mal and crop products. While the performance in single environmental criteria between different 
production methods usually varies by a few percentage point, scientists agree that 

 

- the expended energy for ground beef exceeds the expended energy for wheat by the factor 
six (Walmsley et al., 2015), 

- carbon emissions of ground beef exceed that of rice by the factor seven (Walmsley et al., 
2015) 

- water consumption per kilogram of milk exceeds water consumption for a kilogram of wheat 
by the factor three (Walmsley et al., 2015) and that 

- greenhouse gas emissions caused by meat eaters double that of vegans (Scarborough et al., 
2014). 

 

Therefore, a diet with little or no animal products is always much more environmentally friendly than 
a diet with high meat consumption (von Ow et al, 2020). Taken together, there is no doubt that ani-
mal products cause a lot more negative environmental externalities than crop products. It is certainly 
no mistake to take these externalities into account in trade policy, particularly when taken a utilitar-
ian standpoint. This statement does not take into account that many ethicists doubt if raising and kill-
ing animals for human consumption is legitimate (Donaldson and Kymlicka, 2011; Visak, 2013; Fisher, 
2019; Kotzmann and Pendergrast, 2019). However, the latter consideration may strengthen a possi-
ble discrimination against an import of animal products. 

 

One may argue that a discrimination against animal products would unjustly discriminate against 
pastoralist systems in which grassland does not allow for the production of any food but beef or 
other meat from ruminants. This may be a point for an exemption of this discrimination of animal 
products for pastoralist systems. However, as beef production contributes much more strongly to 
global warming than pork or poultry production (Fiala, 2009), it would be environmentally counter-
productive. 

 

A discrimination against animal products will, of course, have considerable social implications. Ac-
cording to the Tinbergen rule, each objective should be pursued by at least one instrument, so that 
tools against negative social externalities will be considered subsequently. 
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3.2.2 Social criteria 

 

It could be argued that the conditions for humans on earth are as diverse as agricultural ecosystems. 
However, human rights (Belden-Fields and Narr, 1992; Shafir, 2004) and human needs (Christie, 
1997; Gough, 2004) are universal. It is detrimental for all children if they have to work hard when 
they should be attending school, and nobody enjoys receiving less pay for the same work if compar-
ing to a colleague. It is therefore advisable to develop a certification system for social sustainability 
which is based on the criteria mentioned in 2.2, as the certification systems can be considered as 
common sense. If one relies on the most frequently used indicators, this indicates that such a certifi-
cate would only be awarded if it can be shown that 

 

- companies in the value chain with more than ten employees provide an internationally rec-
ognized certification for workplace safety, 

- all enterprises in the value chain comply with standards 100, 111, 138 and 182 by the Inter-
national Labor Organization which will protect both against child labour and against work-
place discrimination. 

- the land on which products are produced and processed is under undisputed ownership. 

 

It will need a trustworthy and efficient certification system to prevent opportunistic circumvention of 
such criteria. From a utilitarian standpoint, this should be considered as a real improvement. 

 

 

4. Recommendation 

 

The overview in Table 1 summarizes the considerations above and leads them into a possible system 
of tax discrimination.  

 
 

With social certification Without social certification 

Crop based Tariff exemptions 
 

Animal based 
 

Import ban or high tariffs 
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Figure 1: Recommended import discrimination system 

 

It has been a repeated attempt of Switzerland’s government to lower import tariffs for agricultural 
goods in order to enable more trade (eg. Bürgi Bonanomi, 2017; Bundesrat, 2017). If crop producers 
produce their crops under the social certification required (see 3.2.2), they would be a target group 
for which lower tariffs than today should be applicable. The same applies to importers of processed 
goods if the agri-businesses in the chain are also certified. It would be wise to do this only to an ex-
tent that most of Switzerland’s agricultural area would still be cultivated, but this does not inhibit 
some tariff decreases. 

 

For crop-based products without social certification and animal products with such a social certifica-
tion, the status quo could be maintained. A slight increase of today’s tariffs could be defended as 
well. 

 

The trade options of importers of animal-based products without social certification should certainly 
be made tighter. If meat, dairy products or eggs are produced without adhering to basic principles of 
social sustainability, these products should probably not be allowed into Switzerland. An application 
of higher, penalizing tariffs might be an alternative to an import ban. 
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