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Hunger is the result of poverty by lack of access to resources – first land and water –, employment or remunerative markets. The specific impact of globalization on hunger in developing countries (DCs) is not easy to isolate as so many factors are also at play: demographic, economic, geographic, institutional, etc. Globalization has itself many facets but we will mainly focus here on its trade component. The link with hunger is particularly clear in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), the region the most affected by hunger and where the prospects to end it are the most pessimistic.
The root cause of hunger lies in the agricultural trade policies

Markets yes, but regulated 

Today nobody would challenge the central and irreplaceable role of the market to promote economic development at the domestic and international levels. However market economies – in which the level of prices and the allocation of resources, hence the types and levels of production, consumption and investment, are determined mainly by the supply and demand of households and private firms – cannot function properly without a minimum of State and international regulations to maintain a fair competition and minimize social and ecological costs. 

Provided these regulations are ensured, market economies allow a continuous adaptation of supply to demand through prices changes: if prices fall, consumers buy more, producers lower their output, some of them become bankrupted and the capital and workforce are shifted to other productions so that a prices equilibrium is reached. If prices rise, consumers buy less, producers increase their output with new capital and workforce invested in the sector, with a new prices equilibrium. 

These mechanisms are by and large operating within domestic markets and at the global level for industrial products and services, knowing that the international regulations are much weaker than the national ones. Among others because the WTO rules prevail over the social and ecological rules enacted by the International Labour Organization and multilateral agreements on the environment.  
But agricultural markets do not respond to the law of supply and demand 

Contrary to industrial products and services, the agricultural markets do not self-correct in reaction to prices changes because the agricultural products are highly specific. Consumers do not eat more when prices fall, even if they may change the composition of their diet. The poorest may even increase the consumption of basic staples like bread, maize, rice or tapioca when their prices rise because they can no longer afford to buy meat or vegetables (the Giffen's paradox). 
On the other hand family farmers do not produce less when the price falls but try instead to produce more to maintain their income, with the end result that the prices fall even more given the inelasticity of demand. Many small farmers are put out of business but their lands are taken over by more efficient farmers so that the production is not reduced and the prices do not recover. With the additional impact of climate vagaries on prices, again specific to agriculture, which reinforces prices slumps or allow them to rebound.  

Those are the reasons why, facing a stable demand in the short run, all countries have always, since the Pharaohs, run agricultural policies to regulate the supply so as to minimize the impact of prices changes on the consumers' purchasing power and the farmers' income. For a long time governments' interventions have mainly relied on prices supports through import protection and domestic stockholdings often based on minimal prices, before turning more and more in developed countries on direct payments to farmers, an alternative not affordable however to poor countries which have nevertheless been denied by the IMF and World Bank the right to maintain a high import protection. 

The GATT's  “embedded liberalism” and its agriculture exceptions 

Up to 1995 – with the implementation of the WTO and its Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) –, the agricultural policies remained a purely national concern since the GATT, created in 1947 to liberalize the trade in goods, tolerated exceptions for agriculture, notably the right to maintain high tariffs and even quantitative restrictions – which was positive – but also to subsidize exports, which was not! 

These exceptions were part of what John Ruggie (1982) has described as the “embedded liberalism” approach of the GATT regime up to the 80s, in which “movement toward greater openness in the international economy is… coupled with measures designed to cushion the domestic economy from external disruptions”. 
The forces having subjected agriculture to the common law of free trade 

As long as protecting agriculture met the US interests, international organizations (World Bank, IMF, GATT, OECD) and the mainstream economic theory put up with it, in the name of the specificity of agriculture. 
By the mid 80s the U.S. interests, whose agricultural exports had shrunk due to a too strong dollar, converged with those of the EU to launch the Uruguay Round to incorporate fully into the GATT rules agriculture (for the U.S.) and services linked to trade (for the EU).

The international institutions and neo-liberal economists have then accentuated their propaganda on the benefits of free-trade. Robert Howse (2002) underlines the role of the “new trade policy elite” for whom “embedded liberalism came to be recast as economics, and economics became ideology, the ideology of free trade”. This ideology has even become a theology with its canon – the Washington consensus – and its great priests: the World Bank, IMF, WTO and OECD. 

More fundamentally the liberalisation of agricultural policies has been fostered by large agri-food corporations (agro-industries and large food chains), with the main objective of a continuous slump in the prices of agricultural products, their raw materials. The priority has been given to slash the prices of feed grains in order to reduce the production cost of animal products (meats, eggs and dairy). 
The liberalization of agricultural products has been sold with two contradictory arguments: it would lower food prices, thus enhancing the consumers' surplus worldwide, and it would increase agricultural prices once eliminated the non competitive countries such as the EU after reduction of its tariffs and subsidies. The actual results have refuted these opposite views: most agricultural prices have collapsed, even more for tropical products, given the progressive dismantlement of all supply management measures at the domestic and international levels and the increase in EU and U.S. subsidies. But the lower agricultural prices have not been transmitted to consumers, increasing the profits of the agri-food corporations. 
Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) is the second most integrated region into the world market
Free traders blame the SSA backwardness for its insufficient integration into the world market. In fact SSA is, after China, the highest integrated region, its integration ratio (imports and exports of goods and services/GDP) being at 68.6 percent in 2006 against 27.7 percent in the U.S., 28.7 percent in the EU, 31.1 percent in Japan, 43.6 percent in India (in 2005), 46.4 percent in Latin America and 66.7 percent in all low and middle income countries. So that, with the exception of China (69.7 percent), the more a country is developed the less it is integrated into the world market, all the contrary to the conventional credo. 

SSA’s growing food dependency

According to FAO, if SSA agricultural exports have been multiplied by 3.4 from 1970 to 2004, its agricultural imports have increased 11.1 times so that its agricultural trade surplus of $2.7 billion has turned into a $835 million deficit. But, considering only food products (excluding fish, alcoholic beverage, cocoa, coffee and tea) the $0.3 billion surplus of 1970 has turned into a deficit of $7.4 billion in 2004. The food import bill of the least developed countries (most of them being in SSA) has risen by 10% in 2006 and 20% in 2007, mainly the result of the biofuels boom and the surge in oil prices. And IFPRI expects that, with continued high oil prices and rapid increase in biofuels, global corn prices may rise by 41 percent by 2020, oilseeds prices by 76 percent, wheat prices by 30 percent and cassava by 135 percent.

Furthermore, food aid has collapsed to its lowest level since 1973, the full cost of the U.S. food aid per ton delivered having risen by 68 percent from 2004 to 2007. 

However these trends are not all bad news for SSA farmers: food aid has most often adverse effects on them and they have benefited from the recent prices hikes, the more so as agricultural tariffs are very low: 5 percent on cereals and skimmed milk power in the West African Economic and Monetary Union (WAEMU). With the end result that dairy and cereals are the two main food imports. Milk producers of Burkina Faso are very happy because they did not have the chance of their Kenyan colleagues who are protected by a 60 percent tariff on skimmed milk powder, in return for which Kenya is self-sufficient in dairy and has the highest consumption level in SSA: 90 litres per capita against an average of 25 litres.  
The necessity to rebuild agricultural policies worldwide on food sovereignty

It is hardly surprising that the Doha Round negotiations have stalled on the agriculture issue which has remained the Achilles' heel of globalization. Indeed the most developed countries, the U.S. and EU, have been luring DCs for six years, telling they would swap a large reduction in their agricultural subsidies and tariffs in return from DCs opening their market to U.S. and EU exports of industrial products and services. After the vote of a $286 billion Farm Bill by the U.S. Senate confirming practically the House's vote, and despite the likely Presidential veto, the kings are naked and the scales should fall from DCs' eyes. Indeed, despite the highest agricultural prices and U.S. farmers incomes ever in 2007, Congress has increased their safety nets by rising the loan rates and target prices for grains as well as direct payments on crop insurance and disasters.    

Indeed the U.S. and EU are “kicking away the ladder” (Chang, 2002), denying to DCs the same toolbox of a high import protection and large subsidies they have been using for decades and even centuries to get where they are now, particularly in agriculture. 

The tricky toolbox of the Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) devised by the EU and U.S. 

Protection and subsidies: for economists, any public measure increasing the competitiveness of national products over foreign products is a form of protection. On the one hand, import protection is the only support affordable to poor countries, which cannot subsidize their farmers, the more so in SSA where they represent two thirds of the active population. On the other hand, only rich countries can use, and have used, all types of domestic subsidies – of the amber, blue and green boxes
 – to protect their domestic market from imports without having necessarily to resort to a high import protection: the subsidies compensate the reduction of domestic prices close to their world levels so that the agri-food firms have no more incentive to import. That is why the EU has agreed to reduce its agricultural tariffs by at least 50% in the Doha negotiations. 

Despite the extensive use of domestic subsidies as import protection substitutes, the EU and U.S. keep many agricultural tariff peaks: the EU has 141 tariff lines over 100 percent and the U.S. 24. That is why the EU wants that 8 percent of its agricultural tariff lines be classified as “sensitive” and subject to a lower reduction. That is also why the EU and U.S. have proposed to cap each agricultural tariff at 100 percent for developed countries and 150 percent for DCs. 
Furthermore, considering only the basic staples – cereals, sugar, meats, dairy –, the U.S. and even more the EU have a much higher average applied agricultural tariff than DCs, most of which have been forced by the IMF and World Bank to slash their applied tariffs since the 80s. 

Export subsidies and dumping: for the man in the street a dumping occurs when a product is exported at a price lower than the average production cost of the exporting country. For the WTO however there is no dumping as long as exports are made at the domestic price, even if it is lower than the national average production cost. This has been the main reason of the EU common agricultural policy (CAP) reforms of 1992, 1999 and 2003 and of the U.S. farm bills of 1996 and 2002: reducing by steps domestic agricultural prices to their world level will allow to export without export subsidies. And, as the U.S. FOB prices make the world prices of grains, this has allowed the U.S. and EU to outcompete the other exporters, unable to grant large subsidies.
Indeed, all types of subsidies, including of the green box, lower production costs and have a dumping effect when the product is exported. Is it not outrageous that the AoA considers as export subsidies only those granted at the border? As 70 percent of the U.S. cotton was exported in 2005, the elimination of the $253 million of the STEP 2 formal export subsidies on 1st August 2006 represented only 7.6 percent of the $3.320 billion in subsidies granted to the exported cotton in 2005. Similarly the EU yearly average domestic subsidies benefiting to exported cereals, meats and dairy products alone from 1995-96 to 2001-02 have reached €3.698 billion, against $3.305 billion for its formal export subsidies.  
The strategy to eliminate hunger worldwide by

rebuilding agricultural policies on food sovereignty

There is nothing new under the sun: to win the struggle against hunger the developing countries need only resort to the same toolbox used by the present industrialized countries, including from the South. Nowhere long-run development has been possible without beginning by agriculture, which has required two means: first, the promotion of strong farmers' organisations and their involvement in the definition and implementation of agricultural policies; second, precisely under the farmers' pressures, an efficient import protection when needed and in fact food sovereignty. 

Food sovereignty is the right for each nation to define its own agricultural and food policy provided it does not harm other nations. Forcing the access to other countries’ domestic market is not a right, it is imperialism. Food sovereignty does not imply autarchy and some countries may even choose free trade.  

Dany Rodrik's (2007) appeal for more policy space is even more valid for agriculture: “The greatest risk to globalisation… lies in the prospect that national governments' room for manoeuvre will shrink to such levels that they will be unable to deliver the policies that their electorates…need”.

Food sovereignty is the only way to rebuild market oriented agricultural policies worldwide, where the bulk of agricultural income would be based on remunerative prices. But these prices must be the domestic ones, given the highly differentiated production costs of countries, not the highly volatile and dumped world prices which are below the sustainable average production cost of all countries.   
Pure fantasy would you object! This is simply impossible in the present globalization context where agricultural policies are devised by the developed countries under the strong pressures of their agri-food corporations and liberal consumers' organisations! 

Why and how the EU and U.S. will rebuild the CAP and Farm Bill on food sovereignty 

Rebuilding food policies worldwide on food sovereignty will inevitably happen, and the sooner the better, but through a way that the founder of the “food sovereignty” concept in 1996, La Via Campesina, is unwilling to follow: taking “agriculture out of WTO” cannot be achieved without using first the WTO's powerful means of coercion on the EU and U.S. themselves, so that they will be forced to change profoundly the AoA rules or decide to take agriculture out of WTO altogether.   

Even though the AoA has been devised basically between the EU and U.S., both of them have cheated massively in the notification of their amber domestic supports and export subsidies, both subject to reduction (Berthelot, 2006 and 2007). Indeed the WTO Secretariat denies having the right to monitor the veracity of its Members' notifications. Therefore the EU and U.S. proposals to cut their allowed overall agricultural domestic distorting support at the end of the Doha Round implementation period – by 70 percent for the EU and 53 percent for the U.S. – are all the less feasible as their applied levels are already exceeding largely the allowed levels. 

That is why Brazil and Canada are sure to win their combined proceedings at the WTO against U.S. agricultural subsidies. Similar actions should be triggered against the even larger EU subsidies and the non compliance of its present CAP with the AoA rules.    

Once most of the EU and U.S. domestic subsidies will have been put in the amber box by the WTO Dispute Settlement Body, as they have offered to slash them drastically, their farmers' income would collapse so deeply that they will make powerful demonstrations and demand to rebuild the CAP and Farm Bill on remunerative prices. Consequently the EU and U.S. will demand to change the AoA rules, allowing all types of import protection. Most DCs would clearly agree to this, provided dumping would be fully eliminated, including all types of domestic subsidies benefiting to exported products. 

However, as agriculture has been the only EU and U.S. bargaining chip with DCs in the Doha negotiations, this chip will be lost so that DCs would not be forced to open their non agricultural and services markets to the EU and U.S. exports, and the Doha Round will die for good. 

Why and how to rebuild SSA agricultural policies on food sovereignty

Going on importing food at dumped prices or food aid can only aggravate SSA's hunger and impoverish its farmers, two thirds of the population, unable to buy the goods and services of the rest of the economy. It is urgent instead to trigger the reverse virtuous circle – already followed in the past by the industrialized countries – based on remunerative prices for farmers, allowing them to invest to increase their yields and acreage. This will reduce their unit production costs and allow them eventually to make do with lower agricultural prices for the benefit of consumers.
But there will be a difficult transition period of around ten years during which developed countries and international institutions will have to help SSA's poor consumers to buy the local basic staples at the same price as before their progressive increase. One appropriate means would be interest-free loans of the International Development Association, subsidiary of the World Bank, for 30-40 years and with a grace period of 10 years for repayment. 

This would be a key component of a kind of “Marshall plan” for SSA, along with, among others,: 1) an infrastructures component to intensify internal trade within regional common markets; 2) a creation of non agricultural jobs component, including through higher duties, particularly on textile and clothing imports, to raise the purchasing power of the urban consumers; 3) a research and extension of improved technologies component, including to process local grains and tubers as substitutes to wheat and rice imports.
Ending hunger in SSA and elsewhere requires also to change radically the technological model of the inputs intensive agriculture having prevailed in the last forty years. We have instead to promote sustainable family farming systems such as those described by Pretty (2006) from a survey of 286 cases in 57 poor countries on 37 million hectares, where the average yield has increased by 79%, despite lower irrigation, chemical fertilizers and pesticides. 

Michel Griffon (2007) has also shown the margin of manoeuvre of each large world region to face its food needs by 2050, following a path of “double green revolution”.

However, eliminating hunger will also need a profound change in Western diets, too rich in animal products to feed 9 billion people. Happily enough, a lower consumption of meats, particularly red meat, and dairy will be highly beneficial to our health. As for energy, 3 planets would be required to generalize the Western diet and we have only one to share.  

Conclusion

Rebuilding agricultural policies on food sovereignty will not be a revolution and does not require to take agriculture out of WTO but at least to recognise its specific status as the GATT did up to 1995. However dumping should be redefined in the GATT and AoA as exports made at prices below the full average national production cost after elimination of all types of agricultural subsidies benefiting directly or indirectly to exported products, for example to feed grains which allows to lower much the prices of meats and dairy. 

Clearly this development route out of hunger is poles apart from the Economic Partnership Agreements that the EU has forced the African, Caribbean and Pacific countries to sign, under the fallacious pretext that the waiver granted by the WTO has expired the 31 December 2007. The consequences on SSA hunger will be terrible, but this is another story.  
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� "Amber box": domestic supports linked ("coupled") to the current price or production levels. "Blue box": domestic subsidies partially decoupled because based on fixed past acreage, yield or cattle heads. "Green box": subsidies supposedly fully decoupled and not requiring an actual production, or granted for disasters, conservation, food aid or to farmers in disadvantaged areas. But the AoA ignores the "gold box" of developed countries, which includes all types of supports non specific to agriculture and which is the main source of their higher competitiveness. 
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