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Numerous EU policies affect Food Security 

• FOODSECURE focused on: 
− Agricultural policy  
− Bioenergy policy 
− Climate / environmental policy 
− Trade policy  
− Development policy 

• The coherence of these policies is unclear. And the 
overall impact on Food Security in developing 
countries has long been controversial 

• Key messages from FOODSECURE (WP4 & 11) 
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EU agricultural & bionergy policies 

• EU agricultural policies no longer have large distorting 
effects as when the EU stabilized its internal market at the 
expense of price stability in developing countries.  

• Current EU instruments only have limited impact on world 
markets (risk aversion and wealth effects). Less distorting 
than current policies in other large countries (US, Russia, 
China, etc.). 
• EU Bioenergy policy : similarity with former intervention 
policies but without their negative effects on DCs producers. 
Impact on consumers is nevertheless questionable. 
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However, need to consider indirect effects… 

• However, the combination of EU agricultural, bioenergy and 
agri-environmental policies has indirect global impacts 

• Are we sure that when expanding our bioenergy 
production, or fixing our agricultural and food policies we are 
not displacing problems overseas ?  

• Indirect effects can cascade across products and markets 
through changes in global price vectors (e. g. iLUC effects of 
biofuels). 

• Solid economic modeling to complement traditional impact 
assessments (e.g. LCAs) and assess global effects.  
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EU Trade policies 

• Trade is a way to ensure food security in times of food crisis; 
export crops seldom  develop at the expense of FS. However, 
world markets do not internalize externalities if institutions are 
poor.  

• EU preferences granted to poorest countries as well as 
Mediterranean countries “work”.  EPAs have more ambiguous 
macroeconomic effects, but impact on FS seems limited. 

• The EU should pay more attention to institutional aspects (land 
grabbing, overfishing, etc.). The link between palm oil related 
and ill-designed EU biofuel + trade policies is an illustration. 
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Key messages 

• The CAP no longer has considerable impacts on DCs 
production and FS 

• Impacts of EU biofuel policy remains ambiguous (price 
support but volatility through more inelastic demand) 

• EU preferences are generous on paper but their 
effectiveness is limited. Questions about EPAs 

• Global  impacts are counterintuitive. Local solutions 
can turn out not being as positive as thought. Need to 
expand LCAs and SIAs and consider iLUC and other 
indirect effects 
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Key messages 

• The EU has the difficult responsibility to make its trade 
policy consistent with its bionergy, environmental and 
climate policy (biofuel policy resulting in more palm 
oil imports illustrates this paradox).  

• Leverage through preferential agreements 
sustainability clauses, border measures and 
participation to multilateral institutions.  

• FS objectives should be considered explicitly in 
Sustainability Impact Assessments. 
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 The assessment of the impact of agricultural (dis)incentives on food security for a wide sample of countries over the period 1990-2010 

shows that both discrimination against agriculture and large support lead to poor performances in the availability, access and utilization 
dimensions of food security (Magrini et al., 2014; Swinnen 2015). 

 Since the Uruguay Round, most of actual trade liberalization actually comes from developing countries’ own initiative rather that 
multilateral or regional agreements (Bureau et al, 2016). In the non tariff area, harmonization of standards within agreements can 
reinforce fragmentation and hub and spoke effects (Disdier et al 2014).  

 Assessing the impact of EU support to farmers on production and prices requires accounting for risk aversion and wealth effects (Gohin & 
Zhen, 2016a,b). The linkages between environmental policies and price volatility must be taken into account (Bellora & Bourgeon, 2015). 

 Large scale reforms that aim to reduce negative externalities of EU agriculture have local benefits, but it is necessary to assess more 
carefully global price effects through indirect land use changes, which may offset some of the local benefits of reforms (Bellora & Bureau, 
2016) 

 EU preferential agreements have had some impact on trade flows (Bureau & Jean 2016). Trade preferences also reduce trade (Cipollina et 
al., 2014). Their economic impact is limited but positive for poorest countries and Mediterannean countries (Aghajanzadeh-Darzi et al, 
2016); the impact on export diversification depends on the agreements but is noticeable for some regional ones (Scoppola et al 2014). The 
overall impact on FNS is difficult to isolate from other determinants. . 

 EU standards and regulations oppose developing countries exports (animal products) but several case studies show that they can have pro-
poor impacts (F&V Madagascar, Castor oil Ethiopia, Tomato Senegal). The  structure of the value chain plays a key role (Swinnen 2015). 

 Negative impacts of food aid in EU programs were not found to be a major issue in the case studies (Ferriere & Suwa 2015) 
 EU biofuel policies do have significant effects on land use and prices, even when focusing on second generation biofuels (Jayet et al 2015; 

Swinnen 2015).  
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