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Abstract

Under the regime of WTO, the directions for major countries' agricultural policies enter
on two aspects such as global standard and national specialty. First, the aspect of global
standard is drawn from the reflection process on each country's agricultural policy toward
an ideology of WTO Agricultural Agreement. Second, national specialty of each country's
agricultural policy stems from an effort for solving inherent agricultural problems under
the stream of global universality.

Agriculture and agricultural policies in Korea and Japan are rapidly changing with the
stream of international affairs. In short, Korea and Japan were commonly tried to cope
with the defensive position on the Uruguay Round under the globalization trend based on
heterogeneous feeling toward the Western agriculture. Now, they are actively trying to
throw into relief each country's specialty of agriculture in showing true perception of the

global community in the recent WTO negotiation process.

UR 4,

2002 8 3 10
'WTO

ke




21

(UR)
1995 (WTO)
( )
WTO
1
WTO
‘ "(global =
standard)
( )
UR
19% 14%
WTO ( 61%, 54%)

UR

(DDA)



) , 10
, 10
< 1>
. 1990 2000
2.2. UR
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1990 | 2000 1990 | 2000
310 | 220 | 59 757 | 537 *
- % 171 | 105 - 6.1 4.2 -
GDP $ | 2497 | 4574 | 15 |30,520 |47,871 2
- % 8.5 4.6 - 2.5 1.9 -
ha | 211 | 189 | 90 456 | 418 *
- 134 | 115 - 264 | 264 -
- ha | 119 | 137 | 119 120 | 1.34 | 120
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868 | 1,128 | 11 | 1,383 | 1,312 1999
177 | 243 | 38 378 | 427 | 23 1999
78 | 119 | 26 348 | 305 | 15 1999
175 | 230 | 39 809 | 848 | 17 1999
$ 79 | 128 | 37 121 | 16.4 *
- % 1.2 0.7 - 0.4 0.3 -
$ | 375 | 678 | 14 | 3223 | 4805 3
- % 5.4 4.2 - 124 | 127 -
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