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Ladies and Gentlemen,
· On behalf of FAO, I would like to welcome you to this expert meeting.

· We are very pleased that there is such a well-balanced cross section of participants represented in this room.
· Achieving food security for all is the raison d’être for FAO, and ICTSD has been a leading organization for advancing trade policies that support sustainable development. That explains why FAO and ICTSD are natural partners for organizing this workshop and why this theme was chosen for this meeting.
· The concept of food security does not have the same meanings for everyone. In the WTO Glossary defines food security as a “concept which discourages opening the domestic market to foreign agricultural products on the principle that a country must be as self-sufficient as possible for its basic dietary needs”.

· This is not how FAO defines it. In the 70’s, FAO defined food security in terms of food supply - assuring the availability and price stability at the international and national levels. But the current definition which was adopted at the 1996 World Food Summit is a wider concept, and according to this definition “food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life”.
· While it is generally agreed that having a trade policy framework has a direct impact on food security, opinions vary as to what kind of impact it has. 

· When I go to the Human Rights Council meetings and listen to the UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food, his message is that increased reliance on international trade could result in dependency, reinforce the power of trans-national corporations and encourage long supply chains - thus having a negative impact on food security. For FAO members, the key to achieving food security is through increasing agricultural productivity, attracting more investment for agriculture, reduction of waste etc. Trade policy may figure in discussions, but as a secondary feature. However, at the WTO it is generally agreed that trade rules play a key role in ensuring food security as it is defined by FAO. In fact, one of the most difficult and time consuming area of WTO/GATT trade negotiations for the last 25 years has been agriculture and more specifically how to bring “more disciplines to world agricultural trade by correcting and preventing restrictions and distortions”. 

· Many NGOs often equate liberalization with worsening the plight of hungry people. The question they often ask is that if having international trade rules can make a difference, why has the Uruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture not resulted in lowering the absolute number of hungry people whose number has been growing since the Uruguay Round was implemented?  Also, after 15 years of its implementation, the number of chronically hungry and malnourished has now reached all time high of over one billion.

· Of course, the globalizers’ response is that although a detailed Agreement on Agriculture came into effect as a part of the Uruguay Round agreements, the disciplines included in the Agreement were very relaxed and thus there could not be any meaningful impact on agricultural trade. They quote various studies to show that actual border production became higher (after the coming into force of the UR) in 1996 compared to 1994 in most of the OECD countries and that there has been no fall in the dollar value of subsidies or average PSE for developed countries during this period. And, more importantly, comparing “before” with “after” makes little sense. The real question is: “What would the world food security situation be today if we hadn’t agreed on the URAA?” (i.e. if there hadn’t been a limit on distorting domestic support and if we hadn’t agreed on improved market access and lower export subsidies). 

· This is also the very question with which we are confronted today when we debate the need for a swift and successful conclusion of the DDA. The fact that the conclusion of the DDA has been delayed for so long has obviously worsened the global food security problem or at least made it more difficult to accomplish further progress. 

· The question we need to consider now is how the current negotiations of the Doha Round can help improve the food security situation of the many rural poor in developing countries who depend on agriculture for their livelihoods. I think there is a growing consensus that whatever has already been negotiated would be a major step forward. A new agreement will be able to correct many of the existing distortions and lower the existing barriers.  More export opportunities in markets abroad and a more level playing field on the domestic subsidy side can further strengthen the competitiveness of agriculture in developing countries and allow more rural poor to make their little farms more profitable. 

· But levelling the trade ground alone may not suffice. For trade measures to become fully effective, they need to be accompanied by the right investment policies, i.e. policies that allow farmers in developing countries to respond faster and fuller to the new trade opportunities. Aid for trade could be critical in helping the poor reap the benefits of freer trade.
· On the other hand, many feel that the current proposals do not go far enough. They feel that since the cuts in trade distorting subsidies being negotiated are not in the actual applied levels but in the bound levels, practically these cuts may not have any serious impact. They feel that in case of tariffs too, the tentative agreement to cut them by an average of 54 per cent for developed countries would not yield the desired results as this cut would not apply across the board. As far as Aid for Trade is concerned, they feel that unless the share of ODA and national investment is increased to the levels of the early 1980s, a significant reduction of the current levels of hunger and malnutrition will remain an elusive target.

· Then the 2007/08 spike in food prices has added another dimension. While there was enough food available around the world, many countries took measures which restricted its availability.  These measures included a large increase in the use of food crops for biofuels through subsidies and use of export restrictions. These important issues do not find any place in the various texts issued by the successive Chairs of the WTO negotiating group on Agriculture. 
· I think you are all aware of these issues, but just to set the scene I thought I would briefly mention them. We would be keen to hear your views as to how a trade policy framework could redress the prevalence of hunger and poverty. What needs to be done is to ensure that agriculture incomes of rural poor in developing countries can become comparable to those attained in other sectors. 
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