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This brochure comes at the right
time. For too many years, “food
security” has been understood as
relying on the provision of food aid
to regions in crisis, or even as
coming from the dumping, on
international markets, of foodstuffs
that are inexpensive because

generously subsidized. The aid trap has sprung: the volume of aid
has had to be increased all the more as these policies ruined
developing countries’ less competitive local commodity chains. These
countries have been pushed to open to cheap imported foodstuffs and
produce commodities for export. The dependency of most least-
developed countries rose in worrying proportions during the 1980s
and 1990s. The food price crisis of 2007-2008 revealed this model’s
limits. A new direction is now needed. 

The right to food is the right of each individual to feed him- or herself;
for those who earn a living farming, it is also the right to do so in
viable conditions that provide them with sufficient income. Basing
food security policies on the right to food is, therefore, entirely
different from a humanitarian approach. It intends to support the
capacity to produce, rather than maintain, dependency. It also
demands participatory policies that elevate “recipients” to actors in
their own destinies and involves them in the identification of both
needs and solutions. This makes it necessary to assess policies to
ensure that they benefit the most vulnerable and that they fight
hunger sustainably. Simply increasing agricultural production does
not allow this, especially when production is concentrated between
the hands of the most competitive farmers and accelerates the
marginalization of all those—the vast majority—who are not. 

The Lisbon Treaty strengthens the reference to human rights in the
European Union’s foreign relations. It is now time to take action. It is
time for the European Parliament to demand that impact assessments
on the right to food precede the conclusion of the European Union’s
cooperation or association agreements. It is time for development
cooperation policies to be brought into line with participatory national
strategies that aim to realize the right to food. Such strategies are
based on a mapping of food insecurity and that oblige governments
to be accountable, as recommended in the Voluntary Guidelines to
Support the Progressive Realization of the Right to Adequate Food
adopted by the FAO Member States. It is time—high time—for
developing countries to strengthen their capacity to feed themselves
and for food aid to cease to be a substitute for agricultural production
support policies. It is time to see agriculture as something other than
a means to produce—to see it also as a means to increase the poorest
farmers’ incomes and preserve land and the planet. It is my hope that
this brochure will open the debate, and that it will serve as a guide for
action. 

PREFACE
Olivier De Schutter
United Nations Special Rapporteur
on the Right to Food

The first Millennium Develop-
ment Goal aims to halve the
proportion of people suffering
from hunger around the world
by 2015. We have a long way
to go! Hunger is on the rise
and now affects more than one
billion people (cf. pgs. 2-4).

The incoherence of European
policies weakens efforts to
fight hunger. They may even
contribute to rising undernou-
rishment (cf. pgs. 5-7).
Yet, having enough to eat is a
human right, and having poli-
cies coherent with this right is
a legal obligation (cf. pgs. 8-9).

Members of the European
Parliament have a major role
to play in ensuring that the
European Union (EU) fulfils its
obligations, as do the mem-
bers of the ACP1-EU Joint Par-
liamentary Assembly (cf. pgs.
10-11).

This brochure aims to inform
members of the European
Parliament and of the ACP-EU
Joint Parliamentary Assembly
and encourage their actions
to make European policies
more coherent with reducing
world hunger.

INTRODUCTION

1- Africa, Caribbean
and Pacific countries
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More than one bil-
lion people suffer
from hunger around
the world. Hunger,
which has been on
a steady rise for the
past fifteen years,
kills 25,000 people
every day. The

rapid rise of food prices in 2007-8, followed by the
global economic crisis, have made the situation
worse.

Contrary to a preconceived notion, undernourish-
ment is not the result of a world food shortage
but of poverty which prevents victims of hunger
from buying the food they need.

Paradoxically, it is farmers—whose role is to pro-
duce food—who often find it the most difficult to
access food. They make up 80% of undernouri-
shed people. How can this be explained?

This situation was caused by ideologically-based
decisions made by main international donors. For
more than thirty years, these international donors
have been convinced that economic liberalisation
is the key to fostering development and overco-
ming hunger and poverty by enabling people to
feed themselves on so-called ‘cheap food’.

• On this basis, free trade has become the
foundation for the rules agreed by the
World Trade Organization (WTO). Under
the comparative advantage theory, a coun-
try is sure to win at the international trade
game when it decides to specialize in pro-
ducing a specific good and is more advan-
taged (or less disadvantaged) to produce
it compared to other countries. In applica-
tion of this theory, developing countries
were forced to considerably lower the pro-
tection applied to their domestic markets
with regard to imports. Opening markets
in this way, however, places foodstuffs
from mainly manual farming in competition
with products from industrialised farms,
often subsidized directly or indirectly by
wealthy countries. The competition is so
unfair that the former cannot compete with
the latter. In these conditions, economic li-
beralisation can be compared to the free-
dom of a fox among chickens.
• The market was also supposed to solve
food insecurity problems. When world agri-
cultural product prices seemed to be on a
consistent downward trend, many develo-
ping countries were encouraged to obtain
their food from the world market at low
cost rather than invest in domestic pro-
duction. Governments were pushed to limit
their support, notably in the agricultural
sector. The food, energy, financial and eco-
nomic crises that have had a cumulative
impact since 2007 have revealed the dan-
gers of such dependency that resulted in a
serious worsening of hunger.

HUNGRY
FARMERS

Undernourishment exists when caloric intake is
below the minimum dietary energy requirement
(MDER). The MDER is the amount of energy
needed for light activity and a minimum
acceptable weight for attained height.
The words “hunger” and “undernourishment”
are used interchangeably. (FAO)

HUNGER AND UNDERNOURISHMENT

INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE
SUFFERING FROM HUNGER FROM 1969 TO 2009

Source : FAO

RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR MEMBERS OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

r ACKNOWLEDGE THE RIGHT TO FOOD SOVEREIGNTY AND FACILITATE ITS REALIZATION.

r SUPPORT MORE ECOLOGICAL; SMALL-SCALE FOOD PROVISION IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES.

r ENSURE DECISIVE INVOLVEMENT OF THE REPRESENTATIVE ORGANIZATIONS OF SMALL-

SCALE FOOD PROVIDERS IN DEVELOPING RELEVANT POLICIES AND PROGRAM PRIORITIES.
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As a result of this context, food production is ge-
nerally the poor cousin of public policies in deve-
loping countries.

• The budgets devoted to agriculture are
too small. In sub-Saharan Africa, for exam-
ple, countries that devote more than 4% of
their financing to agriculture are rare.
• Agricultural policies, when they exist,
favor export crops over food crops desti-
ned to feed local populations. 
• They do not support the development of
small-scale food production as a priority,
even though small-scale food production
employs an overwhelming majority of far-
mers in developing countries. In the poo-
rest countries, notably in the Sahel,
small-scale food providers account for up
to 80% of the population.

Furthermore, farmers’ organizations in develo-
ping countries are generally ignored in the draf-
ting of their countries’ agricultural policies and
official development assistance (ODA) priorities,
despite their solid knowledge of realities in the
field and their representation of local populations.

In this context, it is hardly surprising that hunger
is on the rise and affecting farmers. It is crucial to
develop, without delay, public policies based on
the principle of food sovereignty and smallholder
farming support, and involve farmers’ organiza-
tions in these policies.

This is all the more necessary as the world is fa-
cing major new challenges, specifically climate
change and demographic growth: the world’s po-
pulation is estimated to increase from 6.7 billion
to 9 billion people by 2050.

While the responses to these challenges must
first be identified by developing countries, it is ur-
gent that Europe increase its efforts so that its
policies are coherent with the fight against world
hunger.

Food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to
sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and
healthy life (FAO). It is silent on the provenance, control and decision making with regard to the provision
of food.

Food sovereignty is a policy framework that allows communities, countries or groups of countries to
establish food and agricultural policies best suited to their people without having a negative impact on
the populations of other countries. “But make no mistake: food sovereignty does not mean autarky or
a retreat behind borders. Nor is it opposed to international trade: all regions of the world have their own
specific produce that they can trade; but food security is far too important to allow it to depend on
imports. In all regions of the world, the basic food should be produced locally where possible. All regions
should therefore have the right to protect themselves against low-cost imports that destroy their home
production.”
Source: European Coordination Via Campesina, January 2010

FOOD SECURITY AND SOVEREIGNTY

Food security is one of the government’s main
priorities. Thanks in particular to smallholder
farming support and a food program for
schoolchildren, the number of people suffering
from undernourishment fell from 5.4 million in
1990 to 1.9 million in 2005.

Source: Action Aid, Who’s Really Fighting
Hunger, 2009

IN GHANA, HUNGER IS RECEDING!
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Are European po-
licies always co-
herent with the
fight against
world hunger? An
analysis of agri-
cultural, trade
and development
policies shows
that much pro-

gress remains to be made as the European
Union’s interests often take precedence over the
realization of the right to food and the Millennium
Development Goals.

THE CAP: BOTH A MODEL AND A THREAT
FOR DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
With its protection from the world market and its
support for the modernization of farming, the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has allowed
Europe to reach its goal, namely food indepen-
dence. In this way, the European model (the CAP)
could be a great example for developing counties.
Nevertheless, criticism is not lacking: inequitable
distribution of aid between large and small farms
causing the latter to disappear, promotion of pro-
duction-oriented agriculture that is not environ-
mentally-friendly, and foreign trade levels harmful
to agriculture in developing countries, etc.

Subsidized European Agricultural Exports
Thanks to the 2003 reform of the CAP, export
subsidies have dropped sharply.  Despite this,
they remain a tool to manage European agricul-
tural crises, such as the milk crisis. While it is le-
gitimate for the EU to support its struggling
farmers, it should make sure that this support
does not have negative consequences on farmers
in developing countries. Yet, it did not take this
precaution in January 2009 when it decided to
reintroduce export refunds for milk powder.

The EU may eliminate its export subsidies after
2013. This does not, however, mean that expor-
ted European foodstuffs will cease to be subsidi-
zed. A more advanced system is already replacing
product aid with direct support to farmers. This is
support that is said to be “decoupled” from pro-

duction, and paid to farms no matter what they
produce. At the end of the day, even if the ex-
ported foodstuffs no longer receive direct aid, the
farms that receive subsidies can continue to sell
their goods at prices below their production costs.
This allows the EU to continue its dumping prac-
tices on international markets. Moreover, certain
foodstuffs (wheat, dairy products, sugar) are pri-
marily exported to the poorest countries on the
planet, whose populations are mostly farmers.

Imports Sometimes Harmful to Development:
The Soy Example
The EU imports 75% of its vegetable protein
needs for animal feed, notably soy. In Brazil, the
popularity of this crop, in the hands of large far-
mers, has literally chased smallholder farmers

INCOHERENT
POLICIES 

OR POLICIES COHERENT
WITH THE DEVELOPMENT

OF… EUROPE?
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from their land. Among other things, it causes
massive deforestation. But it is incoherent in
many more ways. The EU imports the soy to feed
Europe’s cows. These cows produce milk, which
is then also exported in the form of milk powder,
for instance, and its export is directly or indirectly
subsidized by European taxpayers. 

For European Food Sovereignty
Consistent with Development
A CAP based on the principle of food sovereignty
would make it possible to preserve the interests
of the vast majority of farmers in developing
countries. This is also true for European farmers.
One example: while food sovereignty forbids all
forms of export dumping, it would allow European
farmers to protect themselves from cheap im-
ports, including in the animal feed sector. It is
also a way to lessen our dependency in this field.

Global official development assistance (ODA) to
the agricultural sector dropped by approximately
58% in real terms between 1980 and 2005, with
its share falling from 17% to 3.8% of the total. It
currently amounts to approximately 5%. (FAO,
2009.) 

The European Union’s ODA for agriculture has
dropped similarly. The OECD indicates that it fell
from 25% in 1980 to 6% of its total ODA in
2000. In 2008, the creation of a billion-euro
“facility” for agriculture in response to the food
crisis was a positive shift. However, if the
European Union’s cooperation policy is to be truly
coherent with development, it is important that
agricultural aid increase lastingly and prioritise
smallholder farming, taking care to preserve the
environment and involve farmers’ organizations
in developing countries.
See “Advancing African Agriculture:  CSOs report
2009/2010 - Food Facility Study”
www.europafrica.info/en/documenti/advancing-
african-agriculture

IS EUROPE’S COOPERATION POLICY
ALWAYS COHERENT? 
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A EUROPEAN TRADE POLICY
TO SERVE DEVELOPMENT?
Development is the official ultimate goal of the
trade negotiations conducted in the framework of
the WTO and the Economic Partnership Agree-
ments (EPAs) between the EU and the Africa, Ca-
ribbean and Pacific countries (ACP). However, the
EU is above all seeking to obtain greater open-
ness of foreign markets for its companies in order
to become more competitive on the world mar-
ket. This is what the EU explained in its 2006
communication “Global Europe: EU Performance
in the Global Economy.” 

The EPA negotiations are a manifestation of this
strategy: the EU now demands an 80% opening
of ACP country markets for European products
and services in exchange for maintaining prefe-
rential access for ACP country exports to Europe.
Previously, these trade preferences were granted
without requesting anything in exchange. 

Thus, in the agricultural field, the EU directly or in-
directly subsidizes its exports to lower their prices
(through CAP) while pressuring its “clients” to
lower their trade protections vis-à-vis Europe
(through EPA). These are policies coherent with
the development of… Europe! But do they really fit
the interests and expectations of most European
farmers and consumers? Nothing is less certain…

Until 1990, Guineans consumed potatoes
imported mainly from the Netherlands. Local
production—limited in quantity (less than 200
tons), expensive and of mediocre quality—could
not withstand the competition. Nevertheless, the
Fouta Djalon Farmers’ Federation (FPFD) believed
that this commodity chain had potential.

Starting in 1992, after strong mobilization, it
convinced the government to block imports for
five months out of the year, corresponding to the
market period for local potatoes. Simultaneously,
with the support of the Guinean authorities and
foreign partners, the FPFD conducted a vast
farmer support program to improve quality and
productivity: seed and fertilizer supplies, credit,
training, etc.

Result: in 1998, local production had become
competitive and imports almost non-existent.
The import ban was lifted but this did not
prevent the commodity chain from continuing
to grow and begin to export to neighboring
countries. In 2007, production reached 16,000
tons, 6,000 of which were exported. Senegalese
onions and Kenyan milk—to cite two products
among many—provide similar examples.

Sources: studies by Coordination SUD and GRET

GUINEA-CONAKRY:
POTATOES IN FINE FORM!

RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR MEMBERS OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

r SUPPORT A SUSTAINABLE CAP BASED ON THE PRINCIPLES OF SOLIDARITY AND

FOOD SOVEREIGNTY, REGULATING PRODUCTION AND PRICES SO AS TO IMPROVE

EUROPE’S FOOD INDEPENDENCE AND BAN ANY FORM OF DUMPING IN OTHER

COUNTRIES.

r INCREASE THE SHARE OF ODA THAT THE EU DEVOTES TO AGRICULTURE TO

10% BY 2013. PRIORITIZE THE DEVELOPMENT OF MORE ECOLOGICAL AND

SUSTAINABLE SMALL-SCALE FOOD PROVISION.

r ELABORATE TRADE RULES THAT RESPECT THE FOOD SOVEREIGNTY OF

DEVELOPING COUNTRIES. AS THE EXAMPLE OF GUINEA POTATOES SHOWS,

DEVELOPING COUNTRIES CAN USE THE OPENING AND PROTECTION OF THEIR

MARKETS PRAGMATICALLY TO FIGHT HUNGER AND POVERTY.
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Food is a right
before it is a
c o m m o d i t y .
“The right to
adequate food
is realized when

every man, woman and child, alone or in com-
munity with others, has physical and economic
access at all times to adequate food or means for
its procurement.” 2 It deals with the ability to ob-
tain the necessary food as well as the ability to
produce it.

It is an obligation written into the Universal De-
claration of Human Rights that, like all human
rights, has greater legal value than other rules.
The Declaration was strengthened by the Inter-
national Covenant on Economic, Social and Cul-
tural Rights (ICESCR, 1966) and clarified by FAO
guidelines (2004). In 2008, a new step was taken
when the General Assembly of the United Nations
adopted the Optional Protocol to the ICESCR. This
protocol sets up a complaint system for victims of
ESCR violations. It will enter into force when at
least ten states have ratified it.

While citizens must make every possible effort to feed
themselves, governments must comply with three
types of obligations in regard to the right to food:3

• Respect it, that is to say refrain from ta-
king measures that have the effect of hin-
dering the right to food;
• Protect it by ensuring that no one is de-
prived of this right by someone else’s ac-
tions (companies, etc.); and
• Make it effective, that is to say take mea-
sures that allow hungry populations to feed
themselves (land reform, food aid, etc.).

States’ responsibilities do not concern their citi-
zens alone. They also have extra-territorial obli-
gations vis-à-vis the populations of foreign
countries whose access to food may be affected
by the policies they implement.4 These obligations
require the EU to make its policies coherent with
the right to food of inhabitants of other countries.

ARE HUMAN RIGHTS
AND THE MDGS INTERCHANGEABLE?
Similarities can be seen between the right to food
and the first Millennium Development Goal (MDG)
that aims to halve the proportion of people suffe-
ring from hunger between 1990 and 2015. The
MDGs present the advantage of setting priorities
and having numerical targets and a deadline
(2015), although it is unlikely that this MDG will
be achieved.

But the United Nations Office of the High Com-
missioner for Human Rights stresses the techno-
cratic nature of the MDGs, which emphasize
technical and financial solutions. They barely ad-
dress the power issues that are partially respon-
sible for poverty (lack of democracy, civil society’s
limited participation in the elaboration of public
policies, corruption, etc.). The World Bank has
noted that in many cases the obstacles to the at-
tainment of the MDGs are political and social.5

Olivier de Schutter, United Nations Special Rap-
porteur on the right to food, adds “It is one thing
to set up policies that lean in the right direction.
It is quite another to do so in a participatory man-
ner, taking into account the situation of the most
vulnerable, allowing them to help define solu-
tions, and subjecting them to criticism by inde-
pendent bodies (including judicial bodies) if the
necessary measures are not taken.” The ap-
proach based on human rights believes that indi-
viduals deprived of their rights are actors and not
merely recipients. They should be central to the
attainment of the MDGs.

FOOD IS A
RIGHT... 2- General Comment

12 on the ICESCR,
1999, §6. 

3- General Comment
12, §15.

4- General Comment
12, §36 and 37.

5- Claiming the
Millennium

Development Goals:
A human rights

approach, 2008, pg. 4
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European policy
coherence for de-
velopment (PCD)
is a legal obliga-
tion. It is inclu-
ded in the
European text
that has the high-
est legal value:
the Lisbon Treaty.

Article 208 of the Treaty confirms the prior trea-
ties and stipulates that: “Union development co-
operation policy shall have as its primary
objective the reduction and, in the long term, the
eradication of poverty. The Union shall take ac-
count of the objectives of development coopera-
tion in the policies that it implements which are
likely to affect developing countries.”

Other legal texts specify the content of the EU’s
commitments. We can cite “The European
Consensus on Development”6 in which the EU in-
dicates that it “is important that non-develop-
ment policies assist developing countries’ efforts
in achieving the MDGs.”

WHAT DEVELOPMENT?
While the texts on PCD make frequent reference
to the MDGs, human rights are almost never di-
rectly mentioned. It should take on a central role
in the EU’s action in regard to PCD, for the rea-
sons evoked above.  

Furthermore, the EU analyzes the coherence of
its policies with regard to its development coope-

ration policy. But is this latter policy always cohe-
rent with development? The small amount of Eu-
rope’s official development assistance devoted to
smallholder farming and the free trade dogma-
tism guiding the EPA negotiations leave room for
doubt on this point.

WHAT IMPLEMENTATION?
The EU has taken a certain number of positive ini-
tiatives to enhance PCD: the creation of a PCD
unit within the European Commission, inter-ser-
vice consultations, impact assessments of the
EU’s principal decisions, reports published every
two years since 2007, etc.7

Yet considerable progress remains to be made,
for example:

• Set up a complaint system for the victims
of European policy incoherencies and their
representatives;
• Involve developing countries and their
civil societies in pro-PCD actions, notably
in the framework of the joint institutions
established by the Cotonou Agreement
between the EU and ACP countries; and
• Consult civil society in Europe and deve-
loping countries on the principal stages of
implementation, monitoring and assess-
ment of the EU’s strategy and action plan
in regard to PCD. For example, it would be
useful that all actors concerned be invol-
ved in the elaboration of terms of refe-
rence, the monitoring of implementation,
and the discussions on the conclusions of
the impact assessments that will be pro-
duced in regard to the CAP to be imple-
mented after 2013.

... AND
COHERENT

POLICIES, AN
OBLIGATION!

6- European
Parliament, Council,
Commission, “The
European Consensus
on Development”,
OJ C46/1, 24
February 2006

7- For more
information: CFSI
and GRET, “Pour des
politiques
européennes
cohérentes avec la
sécurité alimentaire
mondiale”, March
2010.

RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR MEMBERS OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

INTERVENE TO ENSURE THAT:

r RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS BECOMES THE PRINCIPAL REFERENCE

DEFINING DEVELOPMENT,

r A COMPLAINT SYSTEM IS SET UP IN CASE OF INCOHERENCIES, AND

r ALL CONCERNED PARTIES (DEVELOPING COUNTRIES, CIVIL SOCIETY

ORGANIZATIONS, ETC.) ARE INVOLVED IN THE EU’S PCD INITIATIVES.



Thanks to a se-
ries of institutio-
nal reforms, the
Parliament has
become a major
actor in the EU.
The European
Commission can-

not assume office without an approving vote by the
Parliament. It elects the President of the Commis-
sion and approves the College of Commissioners.
In addition, the EU budget and the trade agree-
ments that it negotiates must be approved by the
Parliament. Since the Lisbon Treaty was adopted,
co-decision by Parliament and the Council has been
standard legislative procedure. Because of this, for
example, the European Parliament now votes on all
important decisions with regard to the CAP. Howe-
ver, while development cooperation policy is under
its jurisdiction, it does not at this time exercise any
control over the budget of the European Develop-
ment Fund, which is separate from the EU’s gene-
ral budget.8 Greater coherence would recommend
including the EDF in the European budget.

These growing powers imply growing responsibili-
ties, notably with regard to PCD. Seldom active in
this field until recently, the EP has had much grea-
ter involvement since the elections in June 2009,
as can be seen in the Parliament’s own initiative re-
port on PCD entrusted to MEP Franziska Keller at
the end of 2009.

It is important that the Members of the European
Parliament (MEPs) examine more systematically
whether the decisions they make are coherent with
development. Elected officials have a certain num-
ber of instruments available to obtain information
and ask the European Commission and Council for
more precise explanations: hearings, parliamen-
tary questions, etc. In the case of proven incohe-
rence, the deputies may propose amendments on
subjects for which the Parliament is the decision
maker and propose recommendations in other sub-
jects to make decisions coherent with develop-
ment. 

To make more progress, the European Parliament
could also improve its internal organization. Some
possibilities include creating “policy coherence for
development” sub-committees, notably within
committees that deal with the most sensitive sub-
jects in regard to development (international trade,
development, and agriculture and rural develop-
ment); setting up a joint inter-committee on this
subject made up of the three aforementioned com-
mittees; etc. In addition, each political group could
designate a coordinator in charge of policy cohe-
rence so that the positions taken by the group in-
tegrate this issue. These proposals are obviously
not exhaustive.

THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT:
A KEY ACTOR FOR

MORE COHERENT
POLICIES

RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR MEMBERS OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

r ENSURE THAT EUROPEAN POLICIES ARE COHERENT WITH DEVELOPMENT IN EVERY DECISION

THAT IS MADE AND EVERY OPINION THAT IS ISSUED BY THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT.

r SET UP AN IN-HOUSE ORGANIZATION WITHIN PARLIAMENT AND EACH POLITICAL GROUP

TO CONTRIBUTE TO PCD.

r PUBLISH A BIENNIAL REPORT ON THE SUBJECT, INCLUDING CONSULTATION OF THE ACTORS

CONCERNED, AMONG WHICH REPRESENTATIVES OF CIVIL SOCIETY AND THE JOINT ASSEMBLIES

IN WHICH THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT PARTICIPATES; AND

r DEMAND THE “BUDGETIZATION” OF THE EDF SO AS TO BE ABLE TO EXERCISE CONTROL

OVER THE USE OF FUNDS AND THEIR COHERENCE WITH REDUCING HUNGER AND POVERTY.

8- Source: European
Parliament website.

10
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• CFSI and GRET: study “Pour des politiques européennes cohérentes avec la sécurité
alimentaire mondiale : quel rôle pour les parlementaires européens et les parlementaires
des pays partenaires au Sud ?” (March 2010). www.cfsi.asso.fr

• CONCORD (the European NGO Confederation for Relief and Development), including
the “Spotlight on Policy Coherence” report published in English (October 2009) and French
(March 2010). www.concordeurope.org

• Evert Vermeer Stichting, initiator of the “Fair Politics EU” program to promote PCD.
Case studies, analyses, etc. available at www.fairpolitics.eu

• Terra Nuova, UKFG and Vredeseilanden: 2009/2010 CSOs monitoring report “Advancing
African Agriculture” www.europafrica.info/en/documenti/advancing-african-agriculture

• European Commission: http://ec.europa.eu/development/policies/policy_coherence_en.cfm

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON PCD

The Joint Parlia-
mentary Assem-
bly (JPA) plays a
consultative role
and addresses
subjects related
to the develop-
ment cooperation
between the Euro-
pean Union and
ACP states in the

framework of the Cotonou Agreement. It is made
up of 78 ACP representatives (one for each state
in Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific) and 78
members of the European Parliament selected
proportionally to the number of elected officials
from each political group. It meets twice a year,
alternately in an ACP country and the European
Union. The JPA has three standing committees:

political affairs; economic development, finance
and trade; and social affairs and the environ-
ment.

The Cotonou Agreement recognizes the roles of
ACP states in promoting PCD. Article 12 stipu-
lates that “where the Community intends, in the
exercise of its powers, to take a measure which
might affect the interests of the ACP States, […]
it shall inform in good time the said States of its
intentions.” A mechanism to consult ACP states
is provided for and they may “submit sugges-
tions for amendments indicating the way their
concerns should be met.” Yet, this article has
been little applied to date. As for the JPA, while
it has addressed policy coherence in some of the
texts it has adopted, its contributions remain
small with regard to the interests of ACP coun-
tries.

TAKE ACTION
FOR GREATER

COHERENCE
IN THE POLICIES

OF THE ACP-EU JOINT
PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY

RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR EUROPEAN AND ACP MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT IN THE JPA

r DESIGNATE TWO VICE-PRESIDENTS (ONE ACP MEMBER AND ONE EUROPEAN

PARLIAMENTARY MEMBER) IN CHARGE OF POLICY COHERENCE.

r PUBLISH A BIENNIAL REPORT ON THE SUBJECT, UNDER THE RESPONSIBILITY

OF THE TWO VICE-PRESIDENTS, INCLUDING CONSULTATION OF THE ACTORS

CONCERNED, AMONG WHICH ARE REPRESENTATIVES OF CIVIL SOCIETY IN

EUROPE AND ACP COUNTRIES.



C A M P A G N E

ALIMENTERRE
The ‘ALIMENTERRE’ program aims to raise
awareness among political leaders and the
European public on the causes of world hunger
and the means to fight it. For 2010-2012, it
seeks primarily to promote policies and
individual behaviors coherent with developing
country populations’ right to food. The
ALIMENTERRE program is coordinated by CFSI
(France) in partnership with PKE and PZS
(Poland). It brings together the European
network EUROSTEP as well as Evert Vermeer
Stichting (Netherlands), COSPE and Terra Nuova
(Italy), Germanwatch (Germany), SOS Hunger
(Belgium and Luxembourg), and PAH (Poland).

This document has been produced with the
financial assistance of the Agence française
de développement and of the European
Union. The contents of this document are
the sole responsibility of CFSI, PKE and PZS
and can under no circumstances be regar-
ded as reflecting the position of the AFD or
of the European Union.

Comité français pour
la solidarité internationale
Pascal Erard: erard@cfsi.asso.fr
+33 (0)1 44 83 63 41
www.cfsi.asso.fr

Coordination nationale des
organisations paysannes du Mali
www.cnop-mali.org

Coordination nationale de la
plate-forme paysanne du Niger
www.pfpniger.org

Contacts

in partnership with
PKE - Polski Klub Ekologiczny
www.pkegliwice.pl

PZS - Polska Zielona Sieć
www.zielonasiec.pl
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Confédération nationale des
organisations paysannes de Guinée
www.roppa.info/spip.php?article101&lang=fr

Glopolis-Prague Global Policy
Institute
Aurèle Destrée: destree@glopolis.org
+420 272 66 11 32
www.glopolis.org

Kehys, Finnish NGDO platform
to the EU
Rilli Lappalainen: rilli.lappalainen@kehys.fi
+358 9 2315 0560
www.kehys.fi

Terra Nuova Centro per il Volontariato
Stefania Boccaleoni: boccaleoni@terranuova.org
+39 06 8070847
www.europafrica.info/

COSPE-Cooperation for the Development
of Emerging Countries
Cristina Puppo: puppo@cospe-fi.it
+39 34 96 85 49 51
www.cospe.org

Terra Nuova and COSPE
are members of the
ItaliAfrica Campaign

Sloga, Slovenian NGDO Platform
Marjan Huč: info@sloga-platform.org
+386 1 434 44 02
www.sloga-platform.org

Evert Vermeer Foundation – Fair Politics
Suzan Cornelissen: scornelissen@evertvermeer.nl
+ 32 2743 8787
www.fairpolitics.eu 
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