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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The usual approach to Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) is to assess the negative impacts of a rich country’s policy or
policies. In this extended PCD study, however, we focus on EU policies in general, as well as on various other influences (negative
as well as positive) impacting a key development issue (food security) in a particular poor country (Ethiopia). We found that the
impact of external policies pursued by the EU, other countries and multilateral regimes on Ethiopia’s food security is by no means
negligible. Nevertheless, this impact is mixed and quite weak when compared to domestic factors affecting food insecurity. After
reviewing the international and domestic political context of and key challenges to food security in Ethiopia, the study focuses
on specific food security impacts of international food flows, climate change and land grabs. We pay particular attention to the
role of EU policies, as contrasted with other external and domestic policy influences.
The rise of Asia in general and China in particular has been strongly felt in Ethiopia. Growing demand for the country’s vast resources such as land and water has helped turn Ethiopia away from Europe and democracy, but has so far brought little added
food security to its poorest inhabitants. In a one-party system, basic freedoms and human rights must make way to “political
stabilization” and macro-economic growth, which largely relies on food exports driven by foreign direct investment. While some
of the MDGs may be achieved, and both government and donor strategies have identified the root causes of chronic hunger and
persistent food aid dependence, the practical implementation of policies and delivery of aid is often weak and rife with abuse.
Even the government’s national development programme admits that governance and democracy in Ethiopia are in need of
improvement.
Food security long ago ceased being merely a question of sufficient food supply (availability). The 2008-09 food price crises
demonstrated vividly that access to food can be an even more important factor. This is the case in Ethiopia as well. The impressive growth of the country’s main staple grains (5.6% per annum) over the past decade – largely the result of small-scale farmers’
expansion onto new land, improved yields and cropping patterns – has been eaten away by population growth. Nevertheless,
even when combined with natural disasters and insufficient food stocks, this still does not fully explain the recurring famines and
high food imports during non-drought years.
The regular occurrence of famine in one region but not in others, or at times of bumper harvest gives us a better clue. Subsistence farmers, who constitute 97% of Ethiopia’s agriculture, cultivate very small plots of increasingly degraded land while relying
on rain and primitive techniques often unsuitable for their agro-ecological zones – an approach that is unsustainable as well as
ineffective. As a result, they are barely able to feed their families and contribute to further environmental deterioration. But poor
road, irrigation and marketing systems also keep farmers from earning a decent income that might allow them to purchase additional food. The markets remain thin, volatile and regionally fragmented. The government’s nearly complete control over the
markets is not complemented by necessary public goods such as extension services, access to credit, agricultural research and
development. Most importantly, it is nearly impossible to imagine the long-term stability and prosperity of rural areas without
the structural transformation of the entire economy: diversified (off the farm) income-raising opportunities and an increase in
industry and services as a share of GDP, employment and exports.
Both imports and exports are important for Ethiopia’s food security. While commercial imports of the only two staples that compete with domestic production – wheat and milk – were not found to be disruptive to national production, food aid (American
in-kind aid, not EU cash aid) can depress prices and undermine local production. Exports can be an important source of hard currency, production improvements and income, but can also lead to destructive large-scale monocultures with substantial negative impacts on local ecosystems and little or no benefit for the local population. The many controversies surrounding Economic
Partnership Agreements (such as potential loss of government revenues, policy space and economic diversity, or undermined
regional integration) keep Ethiopia from signing such agreement with the EU. Instead, the country’s attention has been focused
on improving market access through existing preferential schemes and on the Common Agricultural Policy reform to contribute
to more friendly food prices on both EU and international markets. At the same time, however, Ethiopia’s domestic policies, US
food aid, the trade policies of more powerful Southern trading partners and volatile international price mechanisms should exhibit a greater coherence with food security goals, too.
Climate change is probably the strongest and most pervasive external force influencing Ethiopia’s food security, but it includes
non-policy influences and is marked by substantial regional differences. There is continued uncertainty regarding its future development and actual impacts, in particular on the local level. Nevertheless, there is little doubt that Ethiopia will face serious
water shortages, soil degradation, more frequent and more severe floods and droughts, deforestation and desertification, with
yields reduced by as much as 50% by 2020. A clear priority for the country is to come up with ways of adapting that take into account Ethiopia’s diverse livelihoods, but the implementation and funding of (and participation in) climate change programmes
continues to lag behind. EU energy and transport are responsible for a large share of current CO2 levels in the atmosphere and
the poorest Ethiopians are the hardest hit. However, the progressive 20-20-20 targets for the EU to achieve a green economy find
themselves up against the old competitiveness imperative and dubious development impacts. At the same time, other large
emitters have even less responsible policies than the EU. Poorer countries’ right to development must be respected, but adjusted
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over time to reflect their actual level of development and their capacity to engage in green transformation. The EU should also
enhance its PCD by contributing to climate finance, technology transfer and overall efforts for achieving a fair, ambitious and
binding multilateral climate deal.
Attempts at assuring the energy or food security of one nation – or a group of nations – can easily harm the food security situation of another nation. Today’s large-scale investments in farmland, which have had a negative impact on local populations (land
grabbing), have been driven by the biofuel boom, increased demand on emerging markets, limited non-renewable resources,
liberalization and speculation, and geopolitical machinations. Many land deals in Ethiopia (primarily Indian and Saudi investments) have reduced or completely restricted poor communities’ access to productive land, water or other natural resources,
and may result in expropriation and forced resettlement. The government promotes large land leases or sales, but as in corresponding EU investment and biofuel policies, many crucial social and environmental conditions are missing and the rights of the
local population receive only weak protection. Rather than reducing Ethiopia’s oil or food aid dependence, 94% of foreign land
investments focus on the production of food for export, primarily to Asian markets. Biofuel projects represent only 6%, but the
industry is on the rise. The large-scale production of flowers for the EU market on the outskirts of Addis Ababa in particular may
well be one case where additional jobs, taxes and hard currency barely outweigh small-scale farmers’ loss of high-value land. The
required 10% share of renewable energy in transport by 2020 has stimulated large-scale biofuel investments abroad, and thus
represents another crucial EU policy that is far from coherent with development goals. In addition to competing for land with
local food production, over their life cycle biofuels are likely to cause CO2 emissions, environmental damage and energy price
volatility comparable to fossil fuels. Until foreign food and biofuel land deals can be better monitored and managed in order to
ensure the sustainable and fair use of land, they should be kept to a limited scale.
It is difficult to see how the EU might stop losing its grip on Ethiopia, but it is hard to say that this is entirely bad. The Ethiopians
seem no longer convinced that the West’s influence and its political and economic models are what they should strive for. The
world has changed, and Europe must change as well. The EU must remain engaged in defending the basic rights of poor Ethiopians, but perhaps it should do so through more strategic and effective development cooperation with Ethiopia. More than offering a solution to Ethiopia’s problems or food security problems, however, this study aspires to contribute to an understanding of
the challenges faced by the current PCD concept. Policy coherence for development is a crucial component of effective development and the post-MDG framework emerging in the Rio+20 process. But PCD itself needs to become more effective within the
new development context, and must reflect its determination through politics. Given the highly complex interaction of various
actors, multiple policy levels and interconnected issues, we propose that the EU’s new PCD shifts its focus from doing no harm
in the South to improving the quality of the policy-making process (i.e., democratic governance), innovative measurement and
green transformation in both the North and the South, and from defending narrow national and material interests to developing
a culture of comprehensive well-being and multilateralism for global sustainability.
Policy Coherence for (Global) Sustainable Development must become a shared commitment on the part of the rich countries’
development community, poor countries governments and international institutions.
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1. INTRODUCTION
In recent years, the Czech Republic’s development programme has witnessed substantial reforms. A new institutional framework
and increased aid have been accompanied by a greater emphasis on the quality of development support. These efforts have
resulted, among other things, in a reduced number of priority (programme) countries and a commitment to increased policy
coherence for development (PCD).
Exploring ways of increasing the coherence of Czech and EU development-related policies goals has been a crosscutting priority
for Glopolis’s work on trade, food security and climate change for more than five years. So when a joint EU project with partner
organizations from Portugal (Instituto Marquês de Valle Flôr), the Netherlands (Evert Vermeer Foundation), Estonia (People to
People) and Cape Verdian Platform of NGOs presented us with an opportunity to focus innovatively on the impact of EU policy
on a single developing country1 (as opposed to the traditional focus on the impact of a single thematic policy), the choice was
clear: the PCD impact study – as our project consortium has come to call this type of paper – will concentrate on the role of EU
policies on Ethiopia’s food (in)security.

Topic of the study
Why Ethiopia and why food security? Ethiopia is the only underdeveloped and the only sub-Saharan country among the eight
new programme countries of the Czech Republic’s development programme2. There are many challenges to Ethiopia’s development, including security, migration and other areas where coherence of EU policies could and should be discussed. But we leave
them out to keep a manageable scope of this paper and focus on food security - probably the most core, urgent and pervasive issue of them all.Food security has always been a central development challenge for Ethiopia. Moreover, since the 2008 food price
crisis, it has once again become a key issue for many other poor countries and a key global problem as well.
Food production in Ethiopia is like a blind roller-coaster ride. You never know what will happen the next moment or whether it
will take you up or down. Food (in)security has been an inescapable and predominant reality in the lives of far too many Ethiopians and small-scale farmers in particular, year after year, harvest after harvest. Despite the fact that Ethiopia’s immense natural
and human potential is greater than in most of sub-Saharan Africa, the country cannot feed itself. Powerful forces, many of them
out of the farmers’ control, keep the people hungry, poor and frustrated. Far too often, this situation threatens millions of lives
that depend on farming in Ethiopia.
Food security in Ethiopia is most definitely not just a question of food production and small-scale farmers. Equally important is
how the food that is produced – or imported – is distributed to rural and urban populations throughout the country, and what
infrastructure and marketing systems determine the flow of food. Despite recent improvements, the current situation is not encouraging, nor is the ability of most Ethiopians to buy the food they need. No wonder, when the GDP per capita is estimated at
a meagre $1,100.3
The list of variables influencing Ethiopia’s food security is long, and similar to other poor and institutionally weak countries. Both food
production and distribution depend on a host of internal and external factors.
The goals, structure and methodology
The primary purpose of this study is to identify and describe the role of European policies in Ethiopia’s food insecurity against the
backdrop of other factors affecting this issue. More specifically, our impact study aims to assess both the foreign and multilateral
(external) influences as well as the domestic (internal) factors of Ethiopia’s food insecurity in relation to international agricultural
trade and food aid, climate change and the scramble for land.
Put more simply, we here analyse all three components of PCD, beginning with P for politics (as a key determinant of policy
making), followed by D for food security as Ethiopia’s major development challenge, and concluding with C for the coherence of
three sets of various actors’ key policies with food security. The analysis leads us to not only identify EU’s and various other policies incoherent with Ethiopia’s development, but also challenge the prevailing approach to the very concept of PCD and propose
some new directions for what we term EU’s Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development.

1 For more information see “Fair Politics” campaign website http://www.fairpolitics.nl/members. Several impacts studies have been
published within a project “Enhancing Policy Coherence. Making Development Work Better”.
2 Government of the Czech Republic. “Development Cooperation Strategy of the Czech Republic, 2010-2017.” Government of the Czech
Republic, 2010, http://www.mzv.cz/public/d9/f6/92/545820_444905_Development_Cooperation_Strategy_2010_2017___final.doc.
3 CIA. “The World Factbook.” Central Intelligence Agency, 2012. https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/.
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To this end, we have divided our study into two parts. In the first part, we provide a description of Ethiopia’s food security in the
broader political context. National and EU-Ethiopia’s development programmes are reviewed against the backdrop of current
international and domestic politics, including the state of democracy and human rights. Next we define food security and outline
Ethiopia’s food security profile along three key dimesnions: food availability, stability and access to food.
Part II provides an analysis of the impact international food flows, climate change and land grabs have on food security in Ethiopia.Apart from EU policies, each chapter zeroes in on other external influences, including activities of non-EU countries, international regimes and policies of Ethiopia itself. Each chapter concludes with a summary and some general recommendations for
both Ethiopia and the multitude of relevant EU policies.
Apart from Glopolis own analysis, the study is based on extensive desk top research and review of available literature (listed at
the end of publication) complemented by a field trip. The trip to Addis Ababa and South Omo was conducted in August 2010.
The complete list of interviews can be found in the annex. The authors wish to thank to all of the interviewees for their invaluable
input. We owe special thanks to Jana Korbelová, Michaela Burdová Brožová and Člověk v tísni (People in Need) mission to Ethiopia for transport assistance, access to local communities and overall support. All of the opinions expressed in this study, however,
are sole responsibility of the authors.
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PART I
ETHIOPIA: A PROFILE
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The objective of Part I of this paper is to set the stage for a more in-depth look at the coherence of EU and other relevant policies
with an influence on development in Ethiopia. Thus, before looking at the “C” in PCD we will first explore the “P” and “D”. Policymaking cannot be separated from the politics and the development of poor agricultural countries cannot be separated from food
security. Chapter 2 brings a quick overview of the main indicators of Ethiopia’s development and food insecurity. Chapter 3 will
provide a basic overview of the broader political context in which both aid and non-aid polices affecting Ethiopia are made by domestic, foreign and international actors. Part I concludes with Chapter 4, in which we define the concept of food security as such,
look at food security as Ethiopia’s central development issue, and explore the three main dimensions of Ethiopia’s food security.

2. DEVELOPMENT FACTS
ETHIOPIA COUNTRY PROFILE
Situated in the Horn of Africa, Ethiopia is in the centre of one of the poorest and most conflict-prone regions of the world. Several local factors have had a direct negative impact on
the livelihoods of the Ethiopian population, namely continuous border disputes, the Somalia crisis and conflicts in Sudan (ECSP).
Area: 1.13 million sq km (437,794 sq miles)

Geographic and
demographic
profile

Population: 82.825 million (FAOSTAT and WB 2009)
Population growth rate: 3.2% per annum (CIA)
Life expectancy: 54 years (men), 56 years (women) (UN)
Urban population: 17% of total population (2008); rate of urbanization: 4.3% annual rate of change (2005-10 est.)(CIA)
Development over the past century has been hindered by a number of political challenges. Firstly the long rule of Emperor Haile Sellassie from 1930 – 1974. This was followed by the
long-term dictatorship of Mengistu Haile Mariam from 1974 – 1991, who attempted to enforce Marxist-Leninist principles, alienating the population from the government. In 1991
the dictatorship was overthrown by the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Forces, which led to the introduction of a more democratic system.

Political profile

President: Girma Woldegiorgis. Prime minister: Meles Zenawi
Political turmoil surrounding elections in 2005 affected the relationship of government and civil society, especially NGOs.
Policy implementation: Rural development and food policies focus on the maintenance, restoration and enhancement of the natural resource base and also climate adaptation.
However, to date the implementation of policy has been insufficient and lacks the decisive action required.
Ethiopia has witnessed long-term growth performance despite unfavourable factors such as droughts, famines, civil war, war with Eritrea and the spread of HIV/AIDS.
GDP: USD 25.585 billion (FAOSTAT estimate 2009)
GNI per capita: USD 330 (World Bank, 2009)
GDP growth (past 40 years): 3.15% per annum
GDP by sector:

Agriculture - 43.5%

Industry - 13.4%

Services - 43.1% (2009 est.)(CIA)

Agriculture - 85%

Industry - 5%

Services - 10% (CIA)

Labour force: 37.9 million
Labour force by sector:

Income distribution: Poorest 10% of the population receive 4.1%. Richest 10% receive 25.6%

Economic
indicators

Public debt: 31.8% of GDP (2009) (CIA)
Growth of industrial production: 9.9%. (2009, CIA)
Emerging industries: food processing, beverages, textiles, leather, chemicals, metals processing and cement.
Electricity production: 3.46 billion kWh (2007, CIA)
Electricity consumption: 3.13 billion kWh (2007, CIA)
Exports: market value of 1.657 billion USD (2009)
Imports: market value of 7.093 billion USD (2009)
Tariffs: minimum tariff reduced from 230% in the 1990s to 35% in 2008
Over past 40 years GDP growth and population growth figures show that there is virtually no room for per capita income growth.
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More rapid economic growth since the turn of the millennium can be accounted for by: government economic policy; reduction in defence spending from 13% GDP in 2000 to 2.7%
2008; increase in Official Development Aid from USD 370 million in 2000 to USD 937 million in 2004; external debt relief; 3 years of overwhelmingly positive climatic conditions
following the most recent drought, thus resulting in a rise in annual crop production of almost 20%.
Gross enrolment in primary education: 74%
Education expenditure is 5.5% GDP (2007, CIA)
Education
42.7% illiteracy rate

Development
indicators

Gender inequality within education: Far fewer females complete primary education than males.
Gender equality: Close to the bottom in international indexes of gender equality
The number of people below the poverty line fell from 42% in 2000 to 34% in 2005.
Poverty
From 2005 to 2006 the number of chronically food insecure people requiring food or cash assistance rose from 7.2 million to 9.8 million.
Rural to urban migration has accelerated at a rapid rate of 6 – 7% per annum, more than double the rate of population growth. This is a result of slow growth in the agricultural
sector, and the assumption of a better livelihood in urban areas. The shortfall of economic growth in cities to meet this rapid surge of rural migrants has resulted in high levels of
poverty, deprivation and unemployment. Government social housing policy is in progress.
Land Tenure: All land is state owned, and distributed by land leases, thus largely acting as a deterrent to private sector investment.
Drought: From 1973 to 2003 the frequency of drought and famine rose, and people affected by drought rose from 4% to over 19%, affecting over 13 million people.
Health spending: 4% of GDP, although also receives large contributions from world funding bodies.
Health

75% households in rural areas use unclean drinking water. 8% in urban areas.
78% in rural and 20% in urban areas don’t have proper toilet and sanitation facilities.

Agriculture and GDP: Agriculture accounts for around 44% GDP, this % share has reduced dramatically in recent decades, from almost 70% in the 1960s. (ECSP and CIA)
Today around 85% of population gain livelihoods from agriculture (ECSP)

Agricultural
indicators

Export crops: Coffee, hides, oilseeds, beeswax, sugarcane.
Export growth is lagging behind GDP growth, with low performance of coffee exports and slow growth of non-coffee exports
Agricultural growth over the last 40 years rose by just 1.4% per annum. This is significantly lower than population growth. This low rate of agricultural growth has led to impoverishment, as can be seen in levels of malnutrition, high infant and maternal mortality rates, and low life expectancy.
Terrain: high plateau with central mountain range divided by Great Rift Valley
Arable land: 10.01%

permanent crops: 0.65%

other: 89.34% (2005)

Irrigated land 2,900 sq km (2003) (CIA)
Natural Hazards: earthquakes, volcanic eruptions; frequent droughts

Environmental
indicators

Drought that struck in 2002 led to a 3.3% decline in GDP (CIA)
Environmental problems: deforestation, overgrazing, soil erosion, desertification, water shortages, poor natural resource management, loss of biodiversity.
Natural resources: gold, platinum, copper, potash, natural gas, hydropower
Water: With 12 major river basins and 12 large lakes Ethiopia has substantial untapped water resources. There is also an estimated 2.6 million m3 of usable groundwater available.
Limitations in accessing these resources lie in uneven distribution and limitations of financial and technical inputs
Energy: Aim to increase power supply capacity to 2218MW through utilising hydropower.
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3. POLITICAL PROFILE
Any policy assessment makes little sense without looking at the broader political picture. In this chapter we focus on how is
Ethiopia’s development influenced by domestic and international politics. These factors play out within a changing and challenging geopolitical setting. This is our starting point. We then proceed to a brief review of the two key strategic development
documents shaping the policies being scrutinized in this paper: the government’s development strategy and the EU’s strategy
for development cooperation with Ethiopia. The chapter concludes with a review of the state of democracy and human rights
in Ethiopia – both in terms of development goals as well as the preconditions for successful implementation of policies aimed at
enhancing food security.

3.1 Geopolitical Context
Ethiopia’s recent history, the issues analysed in this paper (agriculture, climate change, land grabs, EPAs, food aid, biofuel production etc.), and EU-Ethiopia relationships all take place within the context of certain geoeconomic and geopolitical changes.
The global financial and economic crises, the ascent of emerging powers, intensified international competition, the scramble for
resources and a critical evaluation of past development policies have all substantially altered the face of international politics and
the global development paradigm. How do all these issues play out in the context of Ethiopia’s development?
Although all these phenomena have only become hot issues in the past few years, we must not forget that Ethiopia is a country and culture with a history spanning three thousand years. Despite the many forms of persistent poverty in the country, its
cultural, religious and historical wealth is a source of national pride and political sovereignty. Many Ethiopians view their own
development, Europe’s involvement with the country, and international dynamics quite differently than Europeans, including
policymakers and the development community.
The global financial and economic crisis has underscored recent tectonic shifts in geopolitics. While Ethiopia’s strategic partners
such as the US and the EU have been weakened by the crisis, the economic and political strength of a number of so-called emerging markets, Asia in particular, has grown. This gives countries like India and China more room and legitimacy for reaching out to
world regions that had previously been the traditional domain of the West. Africa in general and Ethiopia in particular are a very
good case in point.
The Ascent of Asia
The Horn of Africa has always had close ties to the Arab world and India. Asia’s economic growth in recent decades has revived and strengthened many of these trade and investment links. This can be seen not only in China’s heavy involvement in
most of Africa. China, India and Saudi Arabia (the big three major investors) share an interest in Ethiopia’s vast resources: the
country offers land, water and raw materials, as cheap labour force, and a possible future market. Their interests are not so
very different from that of the European colonizers. Nevertheless, there are some important new nuances to the scramble for
African resources.
The global economic crisis, which was preceded by a food, oil and financial crises, has raised the price of resource-endowed Ethiopia within the global (political) economy and has given an entirely new dimension to the countries relationship with both Asia
and Europe. The price of traditional resources is steadily rising in the global economy because the world’s growing population is
increasingly running out of fertile land, water and raw materials (oil in particular) for industrial production. These resources also
offer a much safer investment investment than many instruments on the financial markets (including foreign land acquisition for
the sake of speculation).
Countries like Ethiopia are becoming economically attractive, which in turn raises their political price as well. Africa’s resources
are increasing in importance for richer countries with scarce resources in search of ensuring their own food (Saudi Arabia, India),
energy, or raw material security (China and Europe). In fact, the immense American engagement in Ethiopia has been largely
motivated by security concerns as well. Ethiopia is seen as a key regional ally in the struggle against the instability threatening
to spill over from Somalia or Sudan, and as a bulwark against terrorism from Yemen. These are also key factors behind the rapid
increase in ODA and food aid to Ethiopia in the new century.
China’s involvement in Ethiopia deserves a closer look. Unlike its involvement in oil-rich countries such as Angola or Chad, or
industrial nations such as the Democratic Republic of Congo, there are no obvious sources of energy or raw materials for China
to import from Ethiopia. Chinese companies are prospecting potential new oil reserves in South Ethiopia at a high human cost
(several Chinese people were killed in 2008 in an attack by local tribes). China might possibly build and finance new dams on the
Nile, and may help Ethiopia finally avoid a powerful veto from Egypt (and Sudan) regarding any Ethiopian projects that might
keep more of Ethiopia’s abundant water resources for domestic use by decreasing water levels downstream.
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The special Ethio-Chinese relationship
Significant oil extraction or dam projects still are still in the distant future. However, as a new Eastern power, China already benefits from road building contracts and the increased export of consumer goods to Ethiopia‘s emerging 80-million-plus market. In
the end, China’s strategic goals may not be just economic, but also political. With the country’s inclination towards the Chinese
development model, its influence in the East African region and in particularly Ethiopia‘s leading position among the G-90 in
international climate negotiations, China’s political alliance with Ethiopia may turn out to be one of the most strategic assets in
this relationship.
With increasing demand for its resources, an influx of investors and a greater regional political role, the Ethiopian government
can also increasingly choose with whom it wants to cooperate and do business – and on what terms. It thus is no surprise that in
an oversupplied donor market Ethiopia tends to give preference to the cheaper delivery of desired goods and services without
any political strings attached.
Last but not least, the Ethiopians seem to feel freer in choosing their own developmental model. After decades of poor macroresults from development aid by European and international financial institutions, the country is increasingly setting its eyes on
the Asian model and China in particular. “A backlash to the historical development model is becoming increasingly apparent”, says
the head of ActionAid Ethiopia, Retta Menberu.4 This does not necessarily mean that most Ethiopians feel a warm relationship to
China. Rather, the impressively strong state-driven economic and social performance of many Asian countries is seen pragmatically as a new and attractive development alternative to the largely discredited Western model of economic and political liberalism.
It thus seems that the latest shockwave of various related global crises has led to an increased demand for various forms of security within a multipolar world. As a result of growing competition for material prosperity and security by an increasing population
on a finite planet, after decades of continued poverty, individual rights (both political and economic) may be loosing some of
their appeal in Ethiopia as well. More pragmatically, it is just as likely that the country’s current political elite is taking advantage of
the (new) geopolitical context in order to pursue its own domestic “security” agenda. People in Ethiopia seem willing to tolerate
this situation for a while – in fact, they do not have much of a choice.
Europe’s dilemma
The European Union currently finds itself in the difficult position of having to balance several conflicting interests. The impact of
the global economic crisis is still being felt: economic growth is only slowly and uncertainly recovering, while fiscal deficits in most
countries continue to call for budget cuts (including ODA budgets). Growing competition by emerging markets is forcing Europe to
find pragmatic ways of boosting competitiveness in foreign markets in order to maintain its economic and political power abroad.
Possible approaches may include further trade liberalization (new export markets and increased access to foreign resources),
a more pragmatic use of development aid, or tougher policies towards Europe’s main competitors (emerging markets). All of
these approaches would affect the EU’s approach to Ethiopia: the proposed interim EPAs all call for the continued and faster
opening of the Ethiopian economy, a large portion of European aid is under pressure to help open doors for European businesses
to compete with Chinese projects. In addition, the EU’s unwillingness to put itself in an economic disadvantageous position by
providing concessions to countries such China and India is one reason the EU has been blocking several international negotiation
processes, including the WTO’s Doha Round and ambitious post-Kyoto climate treaty crucial for all poor countries.
At the same time, the EU cannot ignore the values upon which it is based: democracy, human rights, solidarity and environmental responsibility. Although these values have apparently lost some ground in the post-crisis global environment dominated by
(hard and soft) security concerns, the EU and its member states continue to support human rights and democratic (not just good)
governance in Africa, do not want to reduce their aid commitments, in particular towards Sub-Saharan Africa, and insist on retaining the leadership in climate negotiations. In the case of Ethiopia, however, the price for these efforts may be too high. Despite
the its huge development budget for Ethiopia, the EU’s influence in Ethiopia is not only dramatically decreasing, but as much as
30-40% of this budget may end up going to Chinese companies.5
Many Ethiopians, including representatives of civil society organization who faced serious government attacks after the 2005
elections (see chapter 3.4), argue that Europe should take a more modest and long-term approach towards its relationship with
Ethiopia. Ethiopia’s relationship with China is progressing despite growing scepticism on the African side. The need to retain
a basic political foothold in Ethiopia and the possibility of funding at least some development work and some part of Ethiopia’s
civil society may force the EU to “let more money come without too many strings attached”.6
4

Interview with Dr. Retta Menberu, country director of the Action Aid Ethiopia, Addis Ababa, 9 August, 2010.

5

Interview with Christoph Wagner, Head of the Economic, Social & Trade Section, EC Delegation, Addis Ababa, 26 August, 2010.

6 Interview with Negusu Aklilu, director of the Forum for Environment, platform of Ethiopian environmental NGOs, Addis Ababa,
9 August, 2010.
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3.2 National Development Programme
The Ethiopian development strategy paper, Growth and Transformation Plan 2010-2015 (GTP), provides an in-depth
look at the five-year strategic framework for achieving the targets set out in the Millennium Development Goals. This
strategy is a progressive continuation of the previous five-year strategy, the Plan for Accelerated and Sustained Development to End Poverty (PASDEP). The process of formulating the GTP has been one of extensive consultations with
citizens, the private sector and civil society, meaning that in theory it should be an inclusive and holistic approach to
development.
The paper starts by critically assessing the progress of the five-year PASDEP period, and addresses the weaknesses that prevailed
in the past and the challenges to overcome in the next five-year strategy. The paper claims “remarkable progress”, which it attributes to the diversification and commercialisation of small-scale agriculture, the expansion of non-agricultural production,
successful capacity building and good governance, increased off-farm employment (especially through small enterprises) and
investment in infrastructure.
The identified challenges were high inflation levels, inadequate capacity for domestic revenue collection, a low level of domestic
savings and a reliance on rain in the agricultural sector.
GTP Objectives
Ethiopia’s long-term vision is one of sound democratic rule, good governance and social justice, with the primary aim of making
the transition from long-term poverty to a middle-income economy. Agriculture and industry are the central pillars of the strategy for economic growth for the period until 2015, with an increase in agricultural supply expected to stimulate growth in other
sectors. The overarching objectives of the GTP are:
1. Maintain average real GDP growth of at least 11% and meet MDGs
2. Expand and ensure quality health and education services (in line with MDGs)
3. Create a stable democracy in order to facilitate sustainable state development
4. Ensure growth sustainability by realising all the above objectives within a stable macroeconomic framework.
To achieve this increased level of development and growth, the strategy is dependent upon progress in the areas of agriculture,
industry, infrastructure, social development and good governance in order to achieve the aims symbiotically. Each of these strategy areas is detailed in the paper.
Agriculture
The role of agriculture is seen as increasingly important in eradicating poverty. The government and development partners
have committed themselves to meeting the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) targets of
10 percent growth in agricultural spending and 6 percent annual agriculture sector growth. In fact, Ethiopia has exceeded the
CAADP targets since 2004.7
Maintaining the agricultural sector as a major contributor to GDP is to be achieved through the Agriculture Growth Programme.
High growth in agriculture is central to ensuring food security, curbing inflationary pressures, and increasing export levels. The
fundamental policy areas for maintaining agricultural production are:
• Scaling up the productivity of labour and land
• Applying different strategies for different agro-ecological zones
• Specialisation and diversification
• Strengthening agricultural marketing systems and infrastructure
• Ensure fair income from agriculture: encourage a shift from low- to high-value crop production.
• Ensure a supply of sufficient inputs in the required quantity, on time and at a reasonable price.

7 CAADP. “Ethiopia Study.” Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program (CAADP), Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 2009.
http://www.nepad-caadp.net/pdf/Ethiopia%20-%20Stocktaking.pdf.
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Small-scale farming and pastoralist practices should be encouraged to modernise and commercialise by using new agricultural
technologies in livestock development, natural resource management, and marketing systems. Settlement programmes are also
being introduced to allow pastoralists to live a settled lifestyle on a voluntary basis. Small-scale farmers should be encouraged
to participate in out-grower schemes in the areas of exportable vegetables, fruits, spices and herbs. Knowledge and research
networks should be improved through the establishment of farmer’s councils, with research focusing on crops, livestock, natural resources and agricultural mechanisation. Community participation is also addressed in targeting the protection of natural
resources and biodiversity.
Increased investments from the private sector are a key strategy component for achieving agricultural development and reaching the proposed improvements in infrastructure. Recent private investment has seen a growth in the floriculture export sector.
In the highlands and areas close to major cities, private investment activities will be centred on high-value horticultural products
that can be produced on limited land with abundant labour. There will also be a promotion of greenhouse technology for producing high-value export crops. Private investment will focus primarily on large-scale agriculture, exports and raw materials for
industry. In this regard, special emphasis will be placed on cotton, date palms, tea and rubber. Food crop production should be
encouraged in a “double cropping system”.
Small- and large-scale irrigation is to be widely promoted in order to address the challenge of relying on rainwater. In areas where
there is easy access to groundwater, farmers will receive help to create hand-dug wells for use in home gardens and permanent
crop production. This will allow double cropping and result in more successful crops.
Infrastructure
Major infrastructure developments are planned in the areas of telecommunications, railway, road, energy and irrigation. According to the government, plans for significant improvements in these areas have fallen well short of targets due to limited human
capacity and the huge initial investment required.
Social development
One central pillar of the GTP’s development strategy is to improve human factors. The focus areas are: higher education, healthcare, access to water and sanitation, stopping the spread of HIV/AIDS, increased food security and nutrition, and improved housing conditions. Educational aims will be achieved by expanding access and strengthening institutions. Improvements to healthcare are to be achieved through the democratisation and decentralisation of the healthcare system, increased access for all, and
the promotion of NGO participation and private-sector investors. The plan contains ambitious targets for reducing mortality
rates and increased vaccinations, and pays specific attention to HIV/AIDS, malaria and TB.
Capacity-building and good governance
This aim is to be achieved by enhancing the ability of governmental agencies to implement government policy, ensure policy
and financial transparency in order to combat corruption, and increase public participation.
Future challenges are: inadequate financing (especially foreign exchange), unpredictable external financing, an increase in oil
and general import prices, instable export and demand, low domestic savings, unpredictable weather, and limited human knowhow.

3.3 EU Development Policy towards Ethiopia
The EU’s Ethiopia country strategy paper for 2008-2013 aims to provide “an important first step towards structuring EU cooperation providing the potential and momentum for joint implementation.” This extensive and wide-ranging report endeavours to
reflect and promote the EU’s Africa strategy through a three-pillar approach:
1. Promoting peace, security and good governance as a prerequisite for sustainable development
2. Supporting regional integration, trade and interconnectivity in order to promote economic development
3. Improving access to basic social services and environmental protection in order to make faster progress towards
achieving the MDGs.
The strategy was developed from discussions between the Ethiopian government and the European Commission between
March 2006 and June 2007. Rather than creating new policy, the paper instead provides an in-depth analysis of existing development policy and proposes how the EC and member states may support and strengthen coherence with Ethiopia’s national
development strategy. It also aims to be coherent with other existing EU and international policies. The primary objective of
the EU’s international development policy is “the eradication of poverty in the context of sustainable development, in line with
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the international agenda, and while paying particular attention to the Millennium Development Goals, human rights and good
governance”.
The paper opens with a highly detailed analysis of progress in and problems faced by development over the past 30 years. It pays
more attention to detail than the GTP, in particular in terms of the impacts of Ethiopia’s political history. Much praise is given to
the progress made as a result of PASDEP. This is attributed to: implementation of governmental economic policies and strategies,
a reduction in defence spending from 13% of GDP in 2000 to 2.7%, the virtual tripling of Official Development Aid from US$370
million in 2000 to US$937 million in 2004, external debt relief under HIPC and from the IMF, which reduced the burden of external
debt, and the positive climatic conditions since the most recent drought, which led to an average annual increase in crop production of nearly 20%.
Nevertheless, the report criticises both the Ethiopian government and the donor community’s inability to decisively resolve the
issues of chronic food insecurity, malnutrition and famine. The paper also accuses the Ethiopian government of not being forthcoming enough in the liberalisation of the telecommunications and banking sectors, thus missing the opportunity to attract
private investment.
The paper then provides an overview of past and present cooperation and assistance between the EU and Ethiopia. The main
targets of EU funding to date have been power, water and sanitation, and small and medium-sized enterprises. In April 2004 an
independent assessment was undertaken of the success of these projects. It concluded that for the most part the right choices
were made for focal sectors, and EU policy largely reflected Ethiopian government policy. However, EU involvement was criticised for being too ambitious and not selective enough, thus failing to meet targets, and also for ignoring the limitations of the
delegation’s staff capacity.
The evaluation of EU investment projects by the Ethiopian government concluded that the government was dissatisfied
with the commitment and disbursement of funds, that the EC’s lengthy decision-making process limited flexibility, and
that there was a lack of interest from suitable contractors. This may be explained in part by the post-election crisis of
2005, which had a negative impact on EC development support for Ethiopia, leading to a delay in the mobilisation of the
earmarked funds.
EU Focal Sectors
The EU’s joint response strategy is developed around three focal sectors:
1. Transport and regional integration. Progress comes through two major strategies. The first is infrastructure development in
order to strengthen intra-regional trade and connection to markets in the Horn of Africa. The second focuses on capacitybuilding for private sector development and trade and joining the WTO. The development of transport infrastructure will link
isolated rural communities to markets. EC intervention in this area is proposed in two components:
• Continued support for the Road Sector Development Programme through budgetary support and financing, with a specific focus on rural road development and maintenance
• Infrastructure for regional integration by developing connectivity with neighbouring countries
The EC recognises the private sector as an “engine of economic growth” and therefore expresses a need to focus on the development of market- and business-orientated agriculture.
2. Rural development and food security. Proposed support in this area:
• Support for the Productive Safety Nets Programme (PSNP): The objective of the PSNP is to “provide predictable transfers
to the food-insecure population in order to reduce the food gap, to prevent further asset depletion at the household level
and to create/preserve assets at the community level.”
• Support for agricultural markets and livestock development: This support could promote political stability in border
areas, where problems result from nomadic pastoralists not respecting formal borders in their search for grazing land. The
approach to this intervention will be agreed between the EC, the participating countries, and other donor institutions.
• Management of natural resources, including restoration and preservation of degraded environmental conditions in rural
Ethiopia. The joint strategy approach will help the Ethiopian government develop a national strategy for dealing with the
effects of high population density and climate change, and will help the government face the challenges of stimulating
growth in the densely populated highland areas, managing natural resources in specific areas and improving the livelihoods of pastoralists.
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Efforts at promoting urban development must take place simultaneous to rural development strategies, thus reducing population pressures in rural areas. The joint strategy also aims to assist the Ethiopian government in strengthening rural-urban
linkages and supports the creation of large- and small-scale hydropower facilities in order to increase access to electricity in
rural areas.
3. Macro-economic support and governance. High economic growth cannot be achieved without accountability for macroeconomic management. The EC’s resources allocated to Ethiopia will be conditioned on an evaluation of the government’s
performance in line with PASDEP targets. This focal sector will be divided into two main components: strengthening socioeconomic governance and strengthening democratic governance.
Attention is also given to the non-focal sector of restoring and preserving Ethiopia’s cultural, biological and environmental heritage.
The report directly addresses the aim of adhering to policy coherence for development:
“The Joint Response Strategy reflects the EU Coherence for Development Commitments, in particular those relating to trade,
environment, security, agriculture, food aid, migration and transport. Its design is also consistent with the EU Regional Political
Partnership for Peace, Security and Development in the Horn of Africa, which aims to promote peace, stability and development
in the Region.”
In order to achieve these objectives, €644 million will be allocated for supporting long-term programme development operations. Of this, €250 million will be allocated to transport and regional integration, €130 million to rural development and food
security, €244 million to macroeconomic support and governance, and €20 million to other projects. A further €30 million is allocated to cover unforeseen needs such as emergency assistance, contributions to internationally agreed debt relief initiatives, and
to support instability in export earnings. The EC’s intervention will be carried out in close coordination with other donor agencies
such as the DFID, the World Bank, and the African Development Bank.

3.4 Democracy and Human Rights
A country’s political profile is not complete without at least a short review of the state of democracy. Political freedoms and civic
rights are not just important development goals in and of themselves, but they are a precondition for achieving social, economic
and cultural rights as well, including the right to food that is the central topic of this paper. Ethiopia may be witnessing a certain
level of economic and developmental progress, but it has not been strengthening its democracy.
For various reasons beyond the scope of this paper, democracy and human rights abuses are not a popular topic in local and
international development debates or the diplomatic activities of major donors, nor are they a central issue in either of the two
key development documents described in this chapter. Although the government’s national plan is based on logic, the 2008 CSP
takes a weak and perfunctory approach to democratic governance and human rights even though these are mentioned among
the plan’s strategic objectives and cross-cutting priorities.
It is of course difficult to judge a sub-Saharan country by European standards. Even many European democracies, including the
Czech Republic, are still struggling with corruption, clientelism and abuse of power. We should also acknowledge that, despite
certain regressive tendencies, the political culture under the current government is in many respects better than under Haile
Sellassie or Haile Mariam’s totalitarian regimes during Ethiopia’s recent past. Nevertheless, as Human Rights Watch wrote prior to
the 2010 elections eventually won with a landslide victory of 99.9 percent by the ruling party, “the country’s principal foreign donors – the World Bank, United States, United Kingdom, and European Union – have been very timid in their criticisms of Ethiopia’s
deteriorating human rights situation”8.
One-party system
Accusations abound against the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF), which has been ruling the country
since 1991. The serious and increasing violations of the very democracy the government claims to support in its strategic documents include:9

8 Human Rights Watch. “Ethiopia: Repression Rising Ahead of May Elections. “ Human Rights Watch, Press Release, Nairobi, 24
March, 2010. http://www.hrw.org/news/2010/03/24/ethiopia-repression-rising-ahead-may-elections.
9 The Ethiopian Federal Democratic Unity Forum (“Medrek”). “Briefing note by the Ethiopian Federal Democratic Unity Forum
(“Medrek”) to US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton on the occasion of her visit to Ethiopia. “ Addis Ababa, June 10, 2011.
http://www.ethiopiafirst.info/news/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=564:a-briefing-note-by-medrek-to-mrshillary-clinton&catid=1:latest-news&Itemid=1.
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• restrictions on the freedoms of expression (broadcast media and the internet are government monopolies, as is the mobile
phone network), association and peaceful assembly, including through the 2009 Anti-Terrorism Proclamation (law)
• manipulation of the 2005 and 2010 elections, and repressions in 2005: HRW reports “at least 200 people were killed in June and
November 2005, the vast majority by security forces during protests over alleged election fraud, and the government arrested
an estimated 30,000 people”10
• use (political appropriation) of public programmes, including poverty alleviation, food safety nets and education, international food and development aid, at different levels of the government, with the aim of entrenching single-party rule and
discriminating against opposition voices
• restricting opposition parties’ access to funding (both public and international), media, office spaces and key democratic processes such appointment to the National Electoral Board
• imposing the political control over kebeles, local village councils and small farmers themselves, including through the army,
secret police and the withholding of basic benefits such as food aid
• harassment and imprisonment of political opponents on politically motivated charges without due process of law, such as the
2008 imprisonment of Birtukan Midekssa, president of the Unity for Democracy and Justice Party
• intimidation of media, intimidation of and prohibition of political activities by local and international civil society organizations
Most of the accusations election=related were directly or indirectly confirmed by the Final Report of the EU Election Observation Mission.11 This report, however, has not been officially endorsed by the European Commission, the Council of the EU, or the
Member States.
Thin Ice
The highly centralized nature of political control, fear and self-censorship are felt all over the country (except perhaps in Addis
Ababa). This situation also made it difficult to interview people and to get information and data for this paper. For most Ethiopians, some sensitive domestic issues are simply off-limits when talking to foreigners.
The country’s questionable democratic and human rights record, however, is not only the result of the ruling party’s assault on
various sources of real or potential opposition. The distribution of food and other resources is very difficult in a divided country
where political retribution largely follows ethnic lines.12 Major abuses of basic human rights are also part and parcel of government policies in its effort at achieving the GTP’s strategic goals, including those related to food security.
“The Ethiopian government’s villagization program is not improving access to services for Gambella’s indigenous people, but is
instead undermining their livelihood and food security,” says Jan Egeland, Europe director at Human Rights Watch. “The government should suspend the program until it can ensure that the necessary infrastructure is in place and that people have been
properly consulted and compensated for the loss of their land.”13
Still, the picture is hardly black-and-white. Progress may be underway, and some of the policies have indeed been prepared in consultation with communities and civil society organizations. The National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA) may be one of such
positive example.14 The EU is thus walking a thin. Ethiopia has sent a clear signal that it does not wish to discuss its internal politics, nor
does it desire any other EU interference in domestic affairs (e.g., through programmes that open fund pro-democratic forces).

10 Human Right Watch. “Hundred Ways of Putting Pressure - Violations of Freedom of Expression and Association in Ethiopia.“ Human
Right Watch, New York, 2010. http://www.hrw.org/node/89126/section/2.
11 European Union Election Observation Mission. “Ethiopia- Final report. “ European Union Election Observation Mission, Brussels, May
2010. http://www.eueom.eu/files/pressreleases/english/final-report-eueom-ethiopia-08112010_en.pdf.
12 Interview with Berhanu Taye, acting head of the Rural Development and Food Security, EC Delegation to Ethiopia, Addis Ababa,
10 August, 2010.
13 Human Rights Watch. “Ethiopia: Forced Relocations Bring Hunger, Hardship - Donor Funds Should Not Facilitate Abuse of
Indigenous Groups.” Human Rights Watch, Press Release, London, 16 January, 2012. http://www.hrw.org/news/2012/01/16/
ethiopia-forced-relocations-bring-hunger-hardship.
14 Interview with Milha Desta, climate change policy officer, Forum for Environment, platform of Ethiopian environmental NGOs,
Addis Ababa, 9 August, 2010.
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Although public statements may be very careful and EU member states are far from united on what political messages to deliver
to Ethiopian officials, human rights programmes and policies are being implemented to the extent possible. Indeed, direct pressure has been substituted by softer and more indirect EU activities. For instance, the EU halted direct (general) budget support
after the 2005 elections. There have been efforts at carefully linking sectoral budget support with political dialogue, or at least
to political elements of the EU’s programme dialogue with the government.15 The local implementation of a more strategic approach – Human Rights Defenders, approved by the EU in November 2009 – lists other concrete ways of promoting human rights
and democracy in Ethiopia, including active collaboration with regional institutions.16

3.5 Summary
The GTP is an extensive and inclusive continuation of the PASDEP. However, it is perhaps too reliant on high levels of agricultural
growth and private investment for stimulating economic progress in other areas. The importance of increasing high-value export
crops is given priority over increased production in order to meet domestic needs and alleviate poverty. But a focus on staple
crops is equally essential for food security. The question thus arises as to whether a reliance on international private sector investment and large-scale commercial farms can not only provide economic growth, but also ensure food security, or whether it will
increase disparities in wealth distribution and further ingrain poverty in Ethiopian society.
The EU strategy paper provides a far more critical and wide ranging review of the current and past political and developmental
situation in Ethiopia. It tries to adhere to policy coherence for development, make numerous references to existing policy, and
makes an effort to support and promote it. The paper suggests that tackling food security through safety net programmes and
by reversing environmental degradation is the key to achieving sustained income growth and reducing vulnerability. However,
the EU funding allocated to this focal sector is significantly lower than to other sectors and avoids any discussion of relevant key
EU policies.
Nevertheless, the two key developmental strategy papers under review are both largely out of touch with the political reality
in which Ethiopia’s development takes place. Consistent and multiple breaches of internationally recognized human rights and
democracy standards by the ruling party (EPRDF) can hardly be a good point of departure for sustainable development and poverty reduction. The political appropriation of foreign aid and public programmes poses a particular threat to the fair and effective
implementation of food security policies.
The international donor community’s (including the EU) extremely weak diplomatic response to human rights abuses is largely
explained by the foreign policy interests (mainly security and economic) of the major developed countries in today’s new geopolitical situation, which may increasingly reduce the amount of space afforded human rights. While the US seems to tolerate
abuse of both human rights and food aid in an effort at securing Ethiopia’s cooperation in the regional war on terror, the EU is additionally confronted by Ethiopia’s growing preference for (primarily Chinese) commercial as well as non-commercial goods and
services that are quick, cheap and above all have no political strings attached. The growing influence in Africa of large emerging
countries leads to competition not only on the markets, but also in terms of political models. In Ethiopia, democracy-building is
clearly becoming secondary to economic growth.

15 Interview with Ilaria Mussetti, Human Rights Defenders Focal Point for Ethiopia, EC Delegation to Ethiopia, Addis Ababa,
10 August 2010.
16 EU Heads of Mission. “Local Implementation Strategy to the ED Guidelines on Human Rights Defenders in Ethiopia.” EU,
12 November 2009. http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/ethiopia/documents/local_implementation_strategy_ethiopia_en.pdf.
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4. FOOD SECURITY IN ETHIOPIA
Before getting into the specific nature of Ethiopian food security, this chapter will first describe the concept of food security,
which has become quite a buzzword among development experts, politicians and the media. The following section provides
a general agricultural and food profile of Ethiopia before taking a closer look at the key dimensions of food security: food availability, access, stability and their interaction.

4.1 Defining Food Security
The concept of food security emerged in the 1960s and has been evolving ever since. Our understanding of hunger has become
more complex over time. By the 1990s, one could find about 200 definitions. In 1996, the definition of food security was settled
at the World Food Summit in Rome, which adopted the following 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 their food preferences are met for an active and healthy life.”17
This World Food Summit (WFS) definition combines various different aspects, such as food supply and demand, as well as the
quality of food and the way it is used, over a long-term perspective. Since then, it has remained the most commonly used reference point for the international community.
A more complex understanding
The comprehensive WFS definition contrasts with the more restrictive understanding of food security applied back in the
1960s and 1970s. At the time, most policymakers approached food security as a question of sufficient supply. The combination
of booming population growth in developing countries, low yields, and droughts in Asia led to Malthusian fears that there would
simply not be enough food to feed the world. Serious efforts were taken in response, such as spreading the Green Revolution
in Asia in order to increase yields and thus increase the availability of food. During the oil and commodity price crisis of 1973-74,
policymakers also saw price instability as a threat to food security.
Although the demand side of food security was mentioned in several official documents, it is only in the late 1980s and 1990s
that people paid more attention to ensuring access to food. Publications such as Amartya Sen’s 1981 book Poverty and Famines:
An Essay on Entitlement and Deprivation18 contributed to an understanding that food availability alone could not guarantee food
security. Sen showed that famine could occur without any change in production if the value of the people’s production and work
activities declined relative to the cost of the staple food. Sen’s input led to a shift in approach from national food supply towards
individual and household access to food.
In particular, Sen hypothesized that most cases of starvation and famine around the world don’t arise from people being
deprived of the things to which they are entitled, but from people not being entitled, within the prevailing legal system
of institutional rights, to adequate means for survival.19 For instance, the issue of land access was and remains a problem
for millions of small-scale farmers. Later, in 1996, a rights-based approach to food security was introduced with the Word
Food Summit’s declaration that the food security paradigm and practice should include not just economic and resource
issues but also violations of human rights. 20
Four Dimensions
The four factors from the 1996 definition bring together almost all the aforementioned aspects of food security:
• Food availability refers to the physical presence of food at an aggregate level (most often national), through domestic production, food stocks, commercial imports and food aid.

17 World Food Summit. “Rome Declaration on World Food Security.” World Food Summit, Rome, Italy, 13-17 November, 1996.
http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/w3613e/w3613e00.HTM.
18 Sen, Amartya. “Poverty and Famines: An Essay on Entitlement and Deprivation.” New York: Oxford University Press, 1981.
19 ODI. “Economic Theory, Freedom and Human Rights: The Work of Amartya Sen.” Overseas Development Institute (ODI),
November 2001. http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/download/1564.pdf.
20 Argeñal, Amanda Rives, and Mickey Leland. “FOOD SECURITY FOUNDATIONS - History of Food Security in International
Development: Background paper developed for Christian Children’s Fund Honduras.” CHC/CCF Honduras - Congressional
Hunger Centre/Christian Children Fund Honduras, 2002.
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• Food access concerns household and individuals’ physical and economic ability to acquire a sufficient quantity of food. Access
is guaranteed by a combination of factors such as own production, stocks, purchases, gifts, borrowing or aid. A household’s
“store of wealth (e.g., savings, liquid assets)” is an important determinant for food access when regular livelihood strategies are
compromised by poor agro-climatic conditions, high prices, loss of employment, or illness.
• Food utilization refers to nutritional and safety aspects of food security; hereby the food is consumed in an adequate manner
thanks to clean water, proper sanitation and healthcare. It also refers to the household’s knowledge of nutrition and childcare
techniques. Constraints to food utilization include practices that negatively impact the consumption of nutritious food, such
as loss of nutrients during processing and cooking, inadequate sanitation, improper storage etc.21
• Food stability complements the previous factors by stressing that food must be available, accessible, affordable and properly
utilized on a continuous, long-term basis.
The relationship between these factors is well expressed by Bonnard: adequate food availability at the aggregate level is a necessary condition, but not enough in order to achieve adequate food access at the household level, which in turn is necessary but
not sufficient for adequate food consumption at the household or individual level.22
This complex understanding of food security comes close to the meaning of the right to food, according to which food must not
only be available (a proper ratio of production to the population’s demand) but also accessible. Each household has either the
means to produce its own food or has sufficient purchasing power to buy the food it needs.
Food Price Crisis
The food price crisis of 2008-2009 has highlighted the extent to which all of these factors are essential to ensuring food security.
First, in terms of food availability, the crisis has unleashed a debate on what should be the right balance between domestic production and imports or food aid. The large production deficit faced by most developing countries has led to a dependence on
the international market for staple foods. An affordable inflow of foreign food has discouraged the rise of domestic production.
Such dependence has increased the population’s vulnerability to volatile prices on the international market, as sadly illustrated
by the fact that 100 million more people were pushed into chronic hunger in 2008.
Similarly, these price shocks also contributed to a more nuanced reading of access to food. Such developments shed light
on the economic access to food (as opposed to physical access only) – i.e., the ability of households and individuals to buy
an adequate amount of food. This in turn raised the issue of income generating opportunities. The crisis has laid bare
a long overlooked paradox of hunger: a large majority of the world’s one billion hungry people are small-scale farmers who
do not produce sufficient amounts of food (or do not produce year-round) in order to feed themselves or earn a decent income in order to buy sufficient food. Indeed, 80 percent of the world’s hungry are engaged in food production: 50 percent
are small-scale farmers, 20 percent are agricultural workers, and 10 percent are forest dwellers, pastoralists and fishermen.
The remaining 20 percent are the urban poor.23
The necessity to raise income for rural populations has put the question of origin of supply in the spotlight. A strong case has
been made in favour of increased local production or local purchases of food aid (by donors) rather than imports or in-kind (imported, foreign) food aid. In the first decade of the new millennium and especially since the food crisis, this more complex reading
of food security has led to direct intervention in favour of increased production by small-scale farmers.
Food availability, access, utilization and stability can be assessed at the national, regional, community, household, or individual
level. UN agencies tend to look at availability, access and utilization at the aggregate national and regional levels; others may
look at availability at the national, regional or community level, food access at the household level, and food utilization at the
individual level (in particular women and children).24

21 FANTA. “Food Access Indicator Review.” Food Aid Management, Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance Project (FANTA), Academy
for Educational Development, Washington, July 2003. http://www.fantaproject.org/downloads/pdfs/accessIndicator_Dec03.pdf.
22 Ibid.
23 Ong’wen, Oduor, and Sarah Wright. “Small Farmers and the Future of Sustainable Agriculture.” EcoFair Trade Dialogue Policy Paper
No.7., 2007. http://ecofair.boell-net.de/pics/en/EcoFair_Trade_Paper_No7_Ongwen_Wright_new.pdf.
24 FANTA. “Food Access Indicator Review.” Food Aid Management, Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance Project (FANTA), Academy
for Educational Development, Washington, July 2003. http://www.fantaproject.org/downloads/pdfs/accessIndicator_Dec03.pdf.
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Below, we will focus on just three of the key dimensions. We have deliberately left out food utilization, as it is less relevant to the
goals of this study, i.e., to determine the impact of EU policies on Ethiopian food security.

4.2 Food Profile
Ethiopia’s economy is currently dominated by agriculture. It is the primary source of employment and income for more than 85
percent of the population (in particular for the rural population). The agricultural sector accounts for roughly 47 percent of GDP
and 90 percent of exports.25 The majority of peasants are small-scale farmers who rely on traditional technologies and produce
primarily for their own consumption.
Nevertheless, Ethiopia is one of the world’s most food insecure countries, with problems along all key dimensions of food security. In recent decades, the Horn of Africa in general and Ethiopia in particular have become a symbol for hunger and starvation.
The numerous famines that regularly hit this region have shocked the world in their scope and intensity. Their recurrence in
Ethiopia is horrifying: 1972 - 1975, 1983 - 1985, 1989 - 1990 and 2002 - 2003. Although Ethiopia is not unique in its experience with
famine, it is still one of the most affected countries on the African continent.
Famine is the ultimate expression of food insecurity. It is not only a humanitarian concern but also a complex development issue.
Its roots lie in collective human failure. Such a collapse of whole societal structures is the outcome of a lack of appropriate policy
action or of highly incoherent policy actions. Clearly, the major impediment to Ethiopia’s food security and overall development –
drought – has been a regular occurrence in the region since time immemorial. However, from 1973 to 2003 there was an increase
in the frequency of drought and famine, with the number of people affected by drought rising from 4% to over 19% – well over 13
million people. Regardless of the role of climate change, these figures show that Ethiopia’s capacity to withstand more frequent
and longer-lasting drought conditions is deteriorating. This situation is a the result of a wide range of interrelated factors, such
as rising population density, environmental degradation, low productivity of land, a weak asset base and inadequate or missing
domestic policies.
For instance, the 2002 famine tragedy in Ethiopia was not so much marked by drought, conflict or high international oil and
food prices. Instead, it was characterized by a sad and absurd situation in which food insecurity in one part of the country coexisted with an abundance of food in another part, and famine was closely followed a bumper harvest. While parts of the country
needed food, vast areas of fertile land in the more drought-resistant areas were being underworked or lay fallow. When food aid
poured in from abroad, an estimated 300,000 tons of surplus Ethiopian grain rotted in the countryside because it wasn’t profitable to harvest it.26
Extent of hunger
According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 41 percent of the Ethiopian population lives
below the poverty line and more than 31 million people are undernourished. However, the latest undernourishment numbers
show a positive trend (1990-92: 71% of the population; 1995-97: 64%; 2000-02: 50%; 2004-06: 44%).27
According to the World Food Programme (WFP), the 2011 Horn of Africa drought left 4.5 million Ethiopians in need of emergency
food assistance. Pastoralist areas in southern and southeastern Ethiopia were the worst affected. In addition, cereal markets
experienced a supply shock and food prices rose above 2008 levels, resulting in high food insecurity among poor people. By
the beginning of 2012, the overall food security situation had stabilized thanks to the start of the harvest season and sustained
humanitarian assistance. Still, even the Humanitarian Requirements Document issued by the government in early 2012 estimates
that 3.2 million people will require relief food assistance from January to June 2012. This number is likely to increase following the
extended dry conditions and erratic start of the rain season.28
Nevertheless, these numbers should be seen as estimates. The problem with quantifying various indicators is made worse by
a lack of information and relevant data as well as the poor credibility of the official government figures. All this makes the statistics
and surveys very unreliable.

25 HLTF. “Full Country Visit Report.” Coordination Team of the UN System High-Level Task Force on the Global Food Security Crisis
(HLTF), 14-21 April, 2009. http://un-foodsecurity.org/sites/default/files/Ethiopia_Sept09.pdf.
26 Thurow, Roger, and Scott Kilman. “Enough: Why the World’s Poorest Starve in an Age of Plenty.” PublicAffairs, 2009, New York.
27 FAO. “Ethiopia - Country Profile: Food Security Indicators.”October 2010. http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/ess/
documents/food_security_statistics/country_profiles/eng/Ethiopia_E.pdf.
28 WFP. “Ethiopia – Overview.” World Food Programme (WFP), 2012. http://www.wfp.org/countries/Ethiopia/Overview.
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Main crops
What are the main crops produced and consumed in Ethiopia? It is estimated that a total of 12.4 million hectares of land are being
farmed in Ethiopia, mainly for the production of cereals and pulses but also oil seeds, root crops, stem crops or fruits.29 Cereals
form the main staple crops along with pulses and enset. The two maps below indicate the zones of production of the main cereal
staples. Coffee, khat and oilseeds are the main sources of income. Here is an overview of all the major crops:
Teff (a high-protein grain used to make the typical Ethiopian unleavened bread known as “injera”) production occupies the largest area of Ethiopia’s arable land, about 2.2 million ha. Indigenous to Ethiopia, teff forms the staple diet of many Ethiopians. It is,
however, a very delicate and fragile crop requiring a lot of care, and has one of the lowest yields of the world’s cereal crops. Some
people have thus argued that it should be gradually replaced by higher yielding crops.
Wheat production occupies 1.2 million ha of land, slightly less than sorghum. Wheat production is located mainly in the Oromia
region (59%), Amhara (27%) and SNNPR (9%). About 60% of the production is used for household consumption, 20% for sale, and
the rest for seed, wages in kind or animal feed.30
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Barley is another important subsistence crop, used as food and in the production of tella, a local beer. It is grown mostly at elevations of 2,000 to 3,500 meters. About 1 million ha of land is dedicated to barley production.31
Millet and sorghum are warm-weather crops. They are drought-resistant and grow well at low elevations where rainfall is less
reliable. The lion’s share of production comes from the Oromia region (61%), followed by Amhara (20%) and SNNPR (12%). About
76% of production is used for household consumption, about 10% is sold, and the rest is used for seed, wages in kind or animal
feed.32 Around 1.3 million ha of land are dedicated to sorghum and 1.8 million for maize.

29 FAO/WFP. “Special Report - Crop and Food Security Assessment Mission to Ethiopia.” Food and agriculture organization of the
United Nations (FAO) and World Food Programme (WFP), Rome, 26 February, 2010. http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/ak346e/
ak346e00.pdf.
30 ECX - Ethiopia Commodity Exchange – Maize. http://www.ecx.com.et/commodities.aspx#MAIZE.
31 USDA. “Ethiopia - Grain and Feed Annual. Annual Report.” United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) – Foreign Agricultural
Information Network, April 18, 2012. http://gain.fas.usda.gov/Recent%20GAIN%20Publications/Grain%20and%20Feed%20
Annual_Addis%20Ababa_Ethiopia_4-17-2012.pdf.
32 ECX - Ethiopia Commodity Exchange – Maize. http://www.ecx.com.et/commodities.aspx#MAIZE.
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Maize is the most productive crop in Ethiopia. It is grown chiefly between elevations of 1,500 and 2,200 meters and requires large
amounts of rainfall to ensure good harvests. While it uses considerably less land than teff, its production was about 4.2 million
tons in 2007-08, 40% more than teff, 56% more than sorghum and 75% more than wheat. Its average yield per hectare is 1.74 tons
against 1.39 tons for wheat and 1.36 tons for sorghum. It is the most important crop in terms of the number of farmers engaged
in its production. There are about 8 million small-scale farmers involved in producing maize, 5.8 million for teff and 4.5 million
for sorghum.
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Pulses are the second most important element in the national diet and a principal source of protein. Pulses, which are
grown widely at all altitudes from sea level to about 3,000 meters, are more prevalent in the northern and central highlands.
Oilseed cultivation is also an important agricultural activity, and oilseeds are a major export article. These include linseed, niger
seed, rapeseed and sesame. Most oilseeds are raised by small-scale farmers. In addition to domestic use, sesame is the country’s
principal export oilseed.
Another important group of agricultural products are the root crops, of which the most important is enset. This traditional crop
in south and southwestern Ethiopia is commonly known as “false banana”.33
Regarding the cash crop production, the major income is generated by coffee and khat (a mild stimulant popular in the arid
regions of Ethiopia, Kenya, Djibouti, and Somalia). Ethiopia is the largest coffee producer in Africa, and khat is domestically
a major source of income in Ethiopia’s southeastern areas. Ethiopia produces exclusively the arabica type of coffee (in contrast
to other African states, which grow robusta coffee), which has a short harvest season and grows best between 1,000 and 2,000
meters. Most Ethiopian coffee is produced in the southern and western regions. There are different rainfall distributions in
these regions, which enables the country to harvest coffee at various times of the year. This makes coffee supply possible all
year around.34

33 Ofcansky, Thomas P., and Berry LaVerle, eds. “Major Staple Crops. “ Ethiopia: A Country Study, Washington: GPO for the Library of
Congress, 1991. http://countrystudies.us/ethiopia/94.htm.
34 USDA. “Production estimates and Crop Assessment Division.” USDA - Production Estimates and Crop Assessment Division Foreign
Agricultural Service. September 05, 2003. http://www.fas.usda.gov/pecad2/highlights/2002/10/ethiopia/baseline/Eth_Crop_
Production.htm.
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Agro-ecological zones
As follows from the description of the main crops, production and consumption patterns in Ethiopia vary greatly according to
agro-climatic conditions. The same holds for both internal (esp. agricultural policy) and external (climate change) challenges to
food security. The climate is cool in the highlands and warm in the lowlands. Given the country’s proximity to the equator, temperatures do not vary widely over the year.
Planning documents officially recognize three broad agro-ecological zones – rain-sufficient areas, drought-prone highlands,
and pastoralist lowlands.35 The semi-arid highlands are home to most of the agricultural production activities, but like the pastoralist lowlands with their variable rainfall they are prone to drought. A more detailed description of the country’s agro-ecological
zones can be found in BOX 1.

Box 1: Agro-ecological zones of Ethiopia
Each of Ethiopia’s agro-ecological zones has its own rainfall pattern and agricultural production system. Generally speaking, the highland zones (Dega and Wiena Dega) contain most of the country’s agricultural areas, while the semi-arid and
arid lowlands (Kolla and Behera) are dominated by livestock and agro-pastoral or pastoral production systems.
• Wurch (Cold highlands): Areas above 3000 meters with annual rainfall above 2200mm. Barley is the dominant crop and
light frost often forms at night.
• Dega (Cool, humid, highlands): Areas from 2500-3000 meters where annual rainfall ranges from 1200 to 2200mm. Barley
and wheat are the dominant crops.
• Weina Dega (Temperate, cool sub-humid, highlands): Areas between 1500 to 2500 meters, where annual rainfall ranges
from 800-1200mm. This is where most of the population lives and all regional types of crops are grown, especially teff.
• Kolla (Warm, semi-arid lowlands): Areas below 1500 meters with annual rainfall from 200 to 800mm. Sorghum and corn
are grown, with teff grown in the better areas. The kolla is warm year-round and temperatures range from 27 to 50 degrees Celsius.
• Bereha (Hot and hyper-arid): This general term that refers to an extreme form of kolla, where annual rainfall is less than
200mm. The bereha has desert-type vegetation; the main economic activity is pastoralism. This area encompasses the
Denakil Depression, the Eritrean lowlands, the eastern Ogaden, the deep tropical valleys of the Blue Nile and Tekezé
rivers, and the peripheral areas along the Sudanese and Kenyan borders.
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35 Dorosh, Paul, and Emily Schmidt. “The Rural-Urban Transformation in Ethiopia.” Ethiopia Strategy Support Program 2 - Working
Paper 13, International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and and Ethiopian Development Research Institute (EDRI) –
Development Strategy and Governance Division, Ethiopia, 2010. http://www.ifpri.org/sites/default/files/publications/esspwp013.pdf.
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4.3 Food Availability
Food availability addresses the “supply side” of food security and is determined by the level of food production, stock levels and
net trade36.
Ethiopian agriculture is dominated by cereals, which form the country’s staple crop production. Cereals account for about 70
percent of agricultural GDP. Over the past decade, cereal production has more than doubled to nearly 15 million tons, mainly as
the result of the expansion of cultivation to more marginal lands. Livestock production accounts for about 15 percent of GDP and
draught animals are critical for all farming systems.37
Production vs. population growth
Ethiopia is a large producer of cereals, and the second largest wheat and third largest maize producer in Africa. Domestic production is more than double the volumes produced by Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda combined.38
With the exception of the 2002-03 drought year, all other years over the past decade have witnessed peaks in cereal production.
Overall, cereal production grew by an average of 5.6% per year between 2000/01 and 2008/09. Sorghum production increased
by 7.7% per year, teff by 7.1%, wheat by 6% and maize by 4.9%.
Almost all the increases for these four staple crops between 2000-2009 were due to increases by small-scale farmers: an increase
of 5.6% during meher (the long rainy season from June to September) and 11.5% during belg (the short rainy season from March
to June). Small-scale farmers accounted for 93.2% of the country’s total staple crop production in 2007-08. Production of these
four crops by large farms (2.5% of total production in 2007-08) increased by 5.5% over the same period.39
More than half of agriculture’s strong growth performance during 1998-2007 is believed to have been driven by land expansion, with the rest resulting from changes in cropping patterns and improvements in yields.40
Despite the remarkable growth in cereal production during the past decade, Ethiopia has faced a structural cereal since the
1980s. The key problem is population growth, with the current growth rate at 3.2%. For several decades, the population has
been growing faster than agricultural production, resulting in a decline in per capita food gains. This means that the country is
forced to import cereals, either in the form of commercial imports or food aid.
Commercial imports and food aid
As a food-deficit country, Ethiopia requires substantial commercial imports and food aid during both drought and non-drought
years. Depending on sources, cereal import requirements in 2009 were nearly 1.2 million tons, of which around 520,000 tons
were imported commercially and 700,000 tons were imported in the form of food aid.41
This makes Ethiopia one of the most food-aid dependent countries in the world. Following the 1985 famine, Ethiopia was the
largest annual recipient of emergency food aid in Sub-Saharan Africa. The volume of food aid as a share of total consumption has
varied over time and can be considered low in comparison to other countries where food aid might constitute up to 43% of total

36 UN Food and Agriculture Organization: „An Introduction to the Basic Concepts of Food Security.“ 2008 http://www.fao.org/
docrep/013/al936e/al936e00.pdf.
37 IFAD. “Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia - Country strategic opportunities programme.” International Fund for Agricultural
Development (IFAD), 15-17 December, Rome, 2008. http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/95/e/EB-2008-95-R-11.pdf.
38 Gabre-Madhin, Eleni Z., and Ian Goggin. “Does Ethiopia Need a Commodity Exchange? - An Integrated Approach to Market
Development.” EDRI-ESSP Policy Working Paper No. 4, International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and Ethiopian Development
Research Institute (EDRI), November 2005. http://www.ifpri.org/sites/default/files/EDRIESSPWP4.pdf.
39 Dorosh, Paul, and Hashim Ahmed. “Foreign Exchange Rationaing, Wheat Markets and Food Security in Ethiopia.” Strategy Support
Program 2 - No.004, International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and and Ethiopian Development Research Institute (EDRI),
October 2009. http://www.ifpri.org/sites/default/files/publications/esspdp04.pdf.
40 Dorosh, Paul, and James Thurlow, with the support of the EDRI/University of Sussex Social Accounting Matrix team. “Implications of
Accelerated Agricultural Growth on Household Incomes and Poverty in Ethiopia: A General Equilibrium Analysis.” Ethiopia Strategy
Support Program 2 - No.002, International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and and Ethiopian Development Research Institute
(EDRI), November 2009. http://www.ifpri.org/sites/default/files/publications/esspdp02.pdf.
41 FAO/WFP. “Special Report - Crop and Food Security Assessment Mission to Ethiopia.” Food and agriculture organization of the
United Nations (FAO) and World Food Programme (WFP), Rome, 26 February, 2010. http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/ak346e/
ak346e00.pdf.
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consumption.42 Nevertheless, Ethiopia’s dependence is impressive in terms of its constancy and the actual quantities imported.
In contrast to other countries, where the amount of food aid eventually decreases, the levels for Ethiopia have remained close to
or above 5% (8.2% in 1990-92, 4.7% in 1995-97, 7.1% in 2000-02, 5.2% in 2004-06).43
For the past 25 years, the international community has tended to interpret its humanitarian responsibilities as a response to
emergencies and in order to promote long-term development, but has neglected the link between the two. According to the
Delegation of the EC in Ethiopia, while 80% of food aid was purchased within the country before the food crisis, it is the reverse
now.44 In such a situation, short-term food availability at national level comes at the cost of long-term access to food by important groups of population. This is caused by a number of factors, including ill-conceived or incoherent domestic policy choices.
However, one such factor likely illustrates what is known as “tied aid”, which prioritises narrow commercial interests over effective
development.
Wheat makes up the largest share of imported staple crops, well ahead all other staple crops. Imports gradually increased from
the sixties until the eighties, with an import explosion in 1983-84. After this, imports remained high, with a fluctuating and decreasing trend until 2008-09. Since 2008, commercial imports of wheat have risen again, almost equalling food aid. This situation
reflects the government’s efforts to stabilize prices following a dramatic increase in domestic wheat prices.45
Maize imports are much smaller in volume. Over the last five years, imports varied from 30,000 to 82,000 tons, mostly in the form
of food aid. Although negligible until 2007, sorghum imports reached 240,000 tons in 2008 and 108,000 tons in 2009.
Food stocks
Food reserves play an obvious role in emergency situations such as poor harvests. But stocks also constitute a tool for
stabilizing (in particular the seasonal fluctuations of) prices of agricultural commodities by helping to better meet supply
and demand.
Ethiopia has an emergency food security reserve administration (EFSRA). The EFSRA maintains a rotating stock of 283,000 metric
tons (MT) of cereal. Once pledges from donors are confirmed, the World Food Programme (WFP) borrows from the EFSRA and
hands it over to the Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Commission of the Government of Ethiopia (DPPC) for distribution.
When the pledged food aid eventually arrives in the country, it is repaid to the EFSRA. This mechanism serves as an invaluable
tool in reducing the time between donor pledges and actual distribution.46
However, there has been insufficient development of private stocks, especially at the community level. Such stocks would help
prevent post-harvest losses (caused by mishandling, spoilage, pest infestation or poor storage conditions), which in some regions
can reach 40% of a farmer’s production, and would help in the marketing of production.

4.4 Access To Food
An adequate supply of food at the national or international level does not in itself guarantee household-level food security. Concerns about insufficient food access have resulted in a greater policy focus on incomes, expenditures, markets and
prices in achieving food security objectives47.
From 2005 to 2006, the number of chronically food-insecure people requiring food or cash assistance rose from 7.2 million to
9.8 million despite a bumper harvest during this time and annual growth between 8-11% over the past five years.48 This – as well
as regular occurrences of famine in one region and food abundance in the next – highlights the increasing disconnect between

42 Like neighbouring country Eritrea between 2000-02.
43 Lauder, Sarah, and Terri Raney. “Food Aid: A Primer.” ESA Working Paper No. 05-05, FAO, Italy, June 2005. ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/
fao/008/ae878e/ae878e00.pdf.
44 Interview with Berhanu Taye, acting head of the Rural Development and Food Security, EC Delegation to Ethiopia, 10 August, 2010.
45 FAO/GIEWS. “GIEWS Food price data and Analysis Tool.” Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and Global
Information and Early Warning System (GIEWS), 2012. http://www.fao.org/giews/pricetool/.
46 World Food Programme Ethiopia. “Structure and organization.” 2012. http://www.cordelia.net/wfp/html/structure.html.
47 UN Food and Agriculture Organization: „An Introduction to the Basic Concepts of Food Security.“ 2008 http://www.fao.org/.
docrep/013/al936e/al936e00.pdf.
48 Interview with Berhanu Taye, acting head of the Rural Development and Food Security, EC Delegation to Ethiopia, 10 August, 2010.
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agricultural production and the vulnerability of the poor population in Ethiopia. Food access thus currently appears to be a greater
challenge to food security in Ethiopia than food availability.
Own production
The primary source of food for Ethiopia’s rural households is their own production, followed by transfers (food aid and gifts from
other households), and only then food purchases.
This situation may vary across regions and zones. A very detailed study on the sources of food conducted by USAID shows
large variations across the areas that together constitute the SNNPR. Household food production may vary from 25% to 90% as
a source of food. Under current farming practices, the more a household is dependant on its own production for subsistence, the
more it is dependant on and vulnerable to natural conditions that it cannot control.
Almost 97% of all agriculture in Ethiopia is subsistence farming.49 This means that only a fraction of agricultural producers
generate reasonable income on a regular basis to allow them to purchase food, land or better agricultural technology.
These numbers show how central subsistence agriculture is to Ethiopia’s rural areas and what a challenge it is for the whole
economy.
The fact that too few households have plots of land large enough for production and that production methods are extremely
basic and reliant on rainfalls, constitute two other major constraints for Ethiopian households’ access to food. Nevertheless, Ethiopian agriculture and food security face several other challenges, such as weak resource management and a poor transport and
market infrastructure.
Land
Although, with a total area of about 51.3 million hectares of arable land, Ethiopia has tremendous potential for agricultural development, only about 10.6 million hectares of land (just over 20 percent of the total arable area) are currently
being cultivated. The average size of land held by Ethiopian farmers is rather small, with 83 percent of rural households
cultivating fewer than 2 hectares per household, which is not enough to produce an adequate supply of food for the
average family. 50
Different land tenure systems prevailed before 1975. The land reform of 1975 established that all lands were public property and
prohibited private ownership. At the same time, everyone above 18 was given the right to claim land, resulting in frequent redistribution of land and a reduction in plot sizes. Public ownership of land was kept even after the fall of the socialist Derg regime
in 1991.51
It is important to point here that women are a particularly disadvantaged group. Although the land reforms of March 1997
were intended to improve access to land by stipulating that women have the right to lease land from the government, women
frequently have access land only through marriage. It is generally accepted that only the head of the household – typically the
husband – can be a landowner.52
The key problem thus is that landholdings are too small. As Devereux points out (although – or rather because they are evenly
distributed) they are too small to allow a farming household to achieve self-sufficiency. Forty percent of rural households farm on
less than 0.5 hectares of land, which is not sufficient to meet subsistence food needs even in good weather conditions. The growing population further reduces the size of landholdings and puts pressure on an already fragile natural base.53 This population
pressure has also encouraged the conversion of forested and marginal areas into agricultural lands, thus increasing deforestation
in Ethiopia.

49 Interview with Teklu Tesfaye, the World Bank, Addis Ababa, 24 August, 2010.
50 IFAD. “Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia - Country strategic opportunities programme.” International Fund for Agricultural
Development (IFAD), 15-17 December, 2008, Rome. http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/95/e/EB-2008-95-R-11.pdf.
51 Crewett, Wibke, Ayalneh Bogale and Benedikt Korf. “Land Tenure in Ethiopia - Continuity and Change, Shifting Rulers, and the
Quest for State Control.” Collective Action and Property Rights (CAPRi) Working Paper No. 91, CAPRi and International Food
Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), September 2008. http://www.ifpri.org/sites/default/files/publications/CAPRiWP91.pdf.
52 SIGI. “Ethiopia.” Social Institutions&Gender Index (SIGI) and OECD Development Centre, 2012. http://genderindex.org/country/
ethiopia.
53 Devereux, Stephen. “Food insecurity in Ethiopia - A discussion paper for DFID.” Institute of Development Studies at University of
Sussex, October 2000, UK. http://www.ids.ac.uk/files/FoodSecEthiopia4.pdf.
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Environmental management
Land degradation is a major constraint to agricultural productivity. Ethiopians face the rapid degradation of land resources as
well as rapid deforestation, mostly due to population increases but also as the result of inadequate farming practices. The soil
in the Ethiopian highlands is originally quite fertile because it has resulted from the decomposition of volcanic material. But the
growing population, the increased number of livestock and the failure to return organic material to the soil have combined to
reduce soil mass and quality. Due to the shortage of fuel wood, people use manure and straw as a fuel instead of returning it to
the soil as fertilizers. This is a major constraint to soil fertility.
Soil erosion is caused by endogenous factors such as heavy rainfall and the fact that many areas have a slope of more 16%, but
this situation is exacerbated by man-made factors such as deforestation and the cultivation of teff or wheat, which are ploughed
in a downslope direction that increases runoff and erosion.54 The annual rate of soil loss in the country is higher than the annual
rate of soil formation. It is estimated that Ethiopia losses over 1.5 billion tons of soil a year, which could have added about 1.5
million tons of grain to the country’s harvest. Soil erosion is thus a serious threat to Ethiopians’ food security and requires urgent
intervention.55 The loss of soil and the deterioration of soil fertility and moisture storage capacity are reducing the country’s agricultural productivity.
Reliance on rain-fed agriculture
Ethiopia’s overarching problem is that almost 100% of its agricultural production is rain-fed. This makes rainfall the single most
important determinant of Ethiopia’s productive success or failure from year to year. Dependence on rain-fed agriculture is considered a strong determinant of household food insecurity in Ethiopia.56 Recovery from food crises is often cut short by next
drought, which occurs frequently but is unpredictable in its timing and severity. Erratic rainfall patterns may be worsened by
climate change (see chapter 6.).
Due to the limited land for agricultural expansion in Ethiopia, it is crucial to increase the yield of existing farmland. Agriculture
in Ethiopia remains traditional. Farming is done very much without tools, using traditional seeds and oxen, and is dependant on
rainfall. On the one hand, these traditional techniques may well help to preserve the environment and the incredible diversity of
seeds in Ethiopia. On the other hand, however, smallholders’ farming techniques are not always adapted to the agro-ecological
conditions they farm in; they do not lead to high yields and may negatively impact soil fertility.
Ethiopian farmers cannot rely on any support in moving to more sophisticated agricultural practices. Agricultural extension
services are quite piecemeal and unreliable. Many practices are prescribed in a top-down approach to farmers and rural people.
Potentially well-designed programmes often fail simply because farmers are not given the chance to ask “why”, “where”, “how”
and “when” they should adopt these practices. The staff of such extension programmes who are sent to persuade or teach farmers at the grassroots level often lack skill or are plainly irresponsible. There are many examples of poor agricultural technology
transfer efforts.57
We should here note (in part as a transition to the next point) that increased productivity may well have little impact on food access if markets and related infrastructure are not functioning. Ethiopia is not only known for its famines but also for the fact that
a famine in one region of the country can occur simultaneously with abundant harvests in another region.
Weak marketing systems
Throughout Ethiopian history, agricultural markets have been dependent on government decisions. Private ownership
was prohibited, the government set production quotas and prices, and the grain trade was controlled by state-owned
enterprises. Under pressure from the international donor community, in the 1990s Ethiopia was forced to implement
a radical agrarian reform and structural adjustments. Despite the market liberalization and recent food surpluses, both
food availability and income from food sales remain low. Markets remain thin, volatile and regionally fragmented, with
high price spreads.

54 Bishaw, Badege. “Deforestation and Land Degradation in the Ethiopian Highlands: A strategy for physical Recovery.” North East
African Studies 8, no. 1 (new series) (2001): 7-26.
55 Woreka, Bobe Bedadi. “Evaluation of soil in Harerge region of Ethiopia using soil loss models, rainfall simulation and field trials.”
University of Pretoria, July 2004, South Africa. http://upetd.up.ac.za/thesis/available/etd-08022004-141533/unrestricted/00front.pdf.
56 Devereux, Stephen. “Food insecurity in Ethiopia - A discussion paper for DFID.” Institute of Development Studies at University of
Sussex, UK, October 2000. http://www.ids.ac.uk/files/FoodSecEthiopia4.pdf.
57 Adenew, Berhanu. “The Food Security Role of Agriculture in Ethiopia.” Agricultural and Development Economics Division (ESA)
FAO, eJADE - electronic Journal of Agricultural and Development Economics 1, No. 1 (2004): 138-153. ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/
fao/008/ae717e/ae717e00.pdf.
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The fragmented, small and uncompetitive nature of Ethiopia’s agricultural market has led to a high fluctuation of grain prices.
Since most farmers cannot store their production because of low storage capacity, they receive very low prices. Consequently,
79 percent of grain sales occur during the primary harvest season (January – March) because of the farmer’s fear of storage loss
and his urgent need for cash.58 Vulnerable households are not great competitors on the market because they are not able to
respond to improved market incentives. They do not have the resources to grow more food even if they wanted to sell a surplus
on the market.
Moreover, small farmers have little information on prices and tend to sell on their local market, which is the only market they
know. With only one third of the production being sold on the market, farmers tend to trade within 12km of their farm – exclusively with acquaintances in order to avoid being cheated. Transportation costs and transaction costs are usually very high and
diminish the return that small farmers can get on their product. The ratio of transaction costs to output in 2000 was about 15%
for the agricultural sector, compared to 8% for services.59
If an entire region faces a good harvest, supply tends to outpace the demand, and prices hit bottom. With a bumper harvest,
price may fall so low that farmers cannot repay their loans. As a result, farmers are discouraged from planting for the following
year. If this is followed by a drought, the result is starvation. That is what happened in 2002 and 2003, when 14 million people
were threatened with starvation.
Nevertheless, Ethiopia’s marketing system has been undergoing a small revolution since 2008, when the first market exchange
was inaugurated. It represents a turning point in transforming Ethiopia’s agrarian economy from a subsistence-oriented to a market-oriented economy. The Ethiopian commodity exchange offers the first place in Ethiopia where buyers and sellers from different parts of the country can meet in order to trade, and be assured of quality, delivery and payment. The fancy glass building
houses not just a commodity exchange, but is also a mechanism for information exchange among various agricultural actors
from both inside and outside the country – the first of its kind in Africa. The exchange addresses the problems of high transaction
costs, lack of transparency and trust, and excessive risk that have characterized agricultural markets in Ethiopia so far.60
The exchange serves for trading in two staple crops, wheat and maize, and other agricultural commodities such as coffee, haricot
beans and sesame. The trading floor is in Addis Ababa. It provides six warehouse delivery locations, a reliable payment system,
and real-time market information (price dissemination), and guarantees product quality.
Infrastructure
Although most of the infrastructure crucial to the country’s food security needs is strongly lagging behind, Ethiopia has been
experiencing rapid development of the road, energy and telecommunication systems, which may eventually promote people’s
access to food.
Despite recent efforts at speeding up construction of major highways, Ethiopia continues to have one of the lowest road densities in the world. Many of the country’s agricultural areas have good surplus production potential, but there are road access
problems for effective food movement between surplus areas and deficit areas. In fact, transportation constitutes about 75% of
the country’s agricultural costs, which also helps to explain why imported food is often cheaper then local production!61
Poor infrastructure dramatically increases marketing costs due to a lack of private competition within the transport sector and
the low quality it provides. In other words, most rural people do not have access to a modern and efficient transport system,
which is the major constraint to their ability to reach grain markets. In addition, the smooth flow of food, capital and labour
around the country requires not only transport infrastructure but marketing infrastructure as well (customs facilities, wholesale
markets, weighbridges, warehouses etc.). Nevertheless, the situation is gradually improving thanks to substantial public investments in road construction, the mobile phone network and the activities of the Ethiopia Commodity Exchange, such as price
dissemination through mobile phones.

58 von Braun, Joachim and Tolulope Olofinbiyi. “Famine and Food Insecurity in Ethiopia.” Case study 7-4 of the program: “Food Policy
for developing countries: The Role of Government in the global food system.” Cornell University, 2007, Ithaca. http://www.apec.
umn.edu/faculty/kolson/documents/4103_cases/case_7-4.pdf.
59 Taffesse, Alemayehu Seyoum and Tadele Ferede. “The Structure of the Ethiopian Economy - A SAM-based Characterisation.”
Background paper for the Ethiopia Country Economic Memorandum: World Bank, “Ethiopia-A Strategy to Balance and Stimulate
Growth”, A Country Economic Memorandum, Report No. 29383-ET, Green Cover, the World Bank. May 2004, Addis Ababa
University. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTETHIOPIA/Resources/structure_et_economy.pdf.
60 Interview with Bemnet Aschenaki, Chief Strategy Office of Ethiopia Commodity Exchange, Addis Ababa, 27 August, 2010.
61 Interview with Teklu Tesfaye, the World Bank, Addis Ababa, 24 August, 2010.
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Despite the country’s enormous potential, agricultural water development, especially irrigation, has not received adequate attention. Currently, an alarming less than 5% of the country’s total irrigable area is being irrigated.62 The potential of irrigation
technologies and various water resources for food production are not being properly exploited.
Structural transformation
The fact that Ethiopia so far been unsuccessful in implementing the structural transformation of its agriculture is a large part
of the explanation why the country’s dependency on agriculture makes it so food-insecure. This transformation involves two
interconnected challenges: a) increasing agricultural productivity in order to better meet the needs of the growing population
and households; and b) diversifying income-raising opportunities (reducing the overall role of agriculture in the economy by
increasing growth in other sectors and their share on GDP, employment and exports).
Some development experts, such as Owen Barder63, even claim that industrialization is the main answer to Ethiopia’s rural poverty and food insecurity. Higher value-added production for global markets would get people out of the countryside, increase
demand for and the price of local food production, and decrease the number of people in rural communities among whom farming production or income needs to be distributed.
Off-farm activities (defined as an individual’s participation in paid work away from the family plot) are already important today.
Since they are relatively beneficial to poorer households, such activities have the potential to reduce poverty and income inequality. In Ethiopia, participation in off-farm activities is increasing among rural households. However, this requires substantial
increases of the off-farm earnings received by poor households. Otherwise, the contribution of off-farm earnings to the national
economy will be limited to absorbing the poor into lower-earning activities. In fact, we must note that, no matter what the level
of earnings, off-farm activities act as a safety net for rural society in Ethiopia by keeping people from experiencing the worst
livelihood situations.64

4.5 Food Stability
Even if your food intake is adequate today, you are still considered to be food insecure if you have inadequate access
to food on a periodic basis, which leads to the risk of a deteriorated nutritional status.Adverse weather conditions,
political instability, and economic factors (unemployment, rising food prices) may all have an impact on your food
security status.65
Global crisis
Since 2005, global agricultural commodity prices on world markets have reached their highest levels in 30 years. In Ethiopia
from March 2007 to March 2008, the price of wheat increased by 229 percent, the price of maize soared by 214 percent,
and teff – the major staple food in urban areas – more than doubled in price. The price of fertilizers has also increased due
to rocketing oil prices. This price hike and high inflation have made the Ethiopian population more vulnerable. As the
harvests failed in those years, Ethiopians who were highly dependent on food imports and food aid were the most at risk
when global prices started to climb.66
The ensuing global financial and economic crisis has put Ethiopia’s economy and terms of trade in particular under considerable
pressure, particularly given Ethiopia’s dependence on external resource flows from coffee and horticulture exports, remittances,
aid and direct foreign investment. For example, declining prices on world markets have caused the unit value of coffee exports to
decline by half since its 2008 high, and flower exports are earning only 60 percent since demand, especially from the main buyers
in Europe, began to contract during the crisis.

62 CAADP - Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program. “Ethiopia Study.” CAADP, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia , 2009.
http://www.nepad-caadp.net/pdf/Ethiopia%20-%20Stocktaking.pdf.
63 Interview with Owen Barder, Center for Global Development, Addis Ababa, 13 August, 2010.
64 Sisay, Woinishet Asnake. “Participation into off-farm activities in rural Ethiopia: who earns more?” Graduate School of
Development Studies, The Hague, The Netherlands, November 2010. http://oaithesis.eur.nl/ir/repub/asset/8669/ISS_research_
paper_woinishet.pdf.
65 UN Food and Agriculture Organization: „An Introduction to the Basic Concepts of Food Security.“ 2008 http://www.fao.org/
docrep/013/al936e/al936e00.pdf.
66 Murphy, Sophia. “The Global Food Price Crisis.” Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP), September 2008, USA.
http://www.iatp.org/files/451_2_104147.pdf.
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Conflicts
After drought, war is considered to be one of the main triggers of food insecurity in Ethiopia. While peace is a precondition for
a life without famine, the absence of war is not sufficient to prevent starvation.67 The Ethiopian people have often gone hungry
because of frequent conflicts including civil war, inter-clan clashes and cross-border tensions.
Conflict, especially in pastoral areas, is a serious impediment to pastoral livelihood. Conflict logically undermines food production and hampers government, trader and donor responses to harvest failures. Militarisation and large military expenditures
used to take economic resources away from agriculture and development programmes. The proportion of military expenditure
to GDP, however, has fallen significantly over the past years.
Factors influencing food stability in Ethiopia include the potential impact of international commodity speculations partially resulting from rising the rising price of food, oil, raw materials and land, climate change (see Part II) and a host of other factors
influencing the economic and political stability of the national, regional or global economy.

CONCLUSIONS OF PART I
The future of agricultural development and food security in Ethiopia depends to a great extent on three types of transformation
that will synergistically enhance food availability, access and stability.
The first transformation involves the move towards sustainable, ecological and climate-resilient agriculture based on a more
intensive and sophisticated use of land, inputs and technologies. The intensification of land use – a necessity for meeting increased demand from a growing population – must be accompanied by technological innovations (focused primarily on rainwater management and rainwater harvesting) aimed at increasing productivity while conserving soil resources.
Another crucial factor is support for small-scale farmers and women in particular, better natural resource management, and applied agricultural research and development designed specifically for the country’s various agro-ecological zones. This is hardly
possible without a land tenure reform that would increase the rural population’s (including women) access to larger plots of land
for cultivation, and without smart demographic policies that respect basic rights. While large commercial farms based on private
investment may play a facilitating role in the broader transformation, they also come with several risks. Productivity reforms
must first and foremost target small-scale farmers who have the greatest potential to increase food production and are the main
consumers affected by food insecurity.
The second set of challenges stems from the need to not only promote the production of staple foods, but also to improve the
domestic and regional market environments (including at the very local level) through effective support for transport and other
communication infrastructure, a system of food stocks, extension services, enhanced transparency, standardization and trust
in the markets. The Ethiopia Commodity Exchange is a good step towards the creation of an agricultural system in which most
subsistence farming needs to be replaced by a variety of commercially viable farms, and chronic dependence on food aid needs
to be replaced by growing resilience.
Even if these two huge policy reforms were to succeed, it would not suffice to ensure the desired level of access to food, nor the
country’s long-term prosperity, stability and sustainability in the world. The third transformation thus is a structural transformation towards an economy that is based less on agriculture and more on diversified, higher value-added services and industrial
production, including the food industry. Such an economy would put the country in a more resilient position within global
economy and would offer much-needed alternative income opportunities for poor Ethiopians. Such economic restructuring will
eventually benefit farmers as well.
Most of these challenges are – and indeed have been for some years – contained and addressed in both national and international development strategies. However, the frequent failure to implement sensible rural and agricultural development plans in
practice (let alone in a participatory and accountable manner) represents a huge obstacle to the country’s sustainable development in general to food security in particular. As long as the government exercises heavy market controls with little room for
private initiative, extension services and overall support for farmers will remain ineffective. Agricultural practices have been prescribed to the farmers in a top-down manner. Potentially well-designed programmes often failed simply because farmers were
not given the chance to ask “why”, “where”, “how” and “when” they should adopt these practices.

67 Webb, Patrick and Joachim von Braun. “Famine and food security in Ethiopia - lessons for Africa.” International Food Policy
Research Institute (IFPRI) and John Wiley, 1994.
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What is more, powerful political (often ethnic) interests have led to various internal and external conflicts that have repeatedly
destabilized the country and disrupted both food production and distribution. Although since 1991 the current government has
made progress towards a basic democracy, it continues to show totalitarian tendencies and skilfully plays its rising international
cards. Improved effectiveness of international development cooperation as well as improved democratic governance and Ethiopian authorities’ institutional capacities thus remain distant goals – goals that must be achieved by all actors who are serious
about the rights of Ethiopians, including their right to food.
In the next section, we will look at what and whose policies are most relevant for achieving this triple transformation towards
more sustainable development and increased food security in Ethiopia. In particular, we will explore what role there is for the
European Union.
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ROLE OF THE EU AND OTHER
POLICIES

(34)

In today’s globalised world, domestic and external policies are very often interrelated. Ethiopia’s food security is affected by a diverse range of policies. Some of them are obvious (agricultural, trade, demographic, environmental and resource management
policies), while other policies (energy, security, banking or transport policies) may not be directly related to food problems. The
EU has some influence on many of them, although much of this influence is marginal and depends on the quantity and quality
of EU development cooperation. However, it is the EU’s non-development policies – and their (in)coherence with Ethiopia’s food
security goals – that are the subject of this paper. In addition to the food security problems discussed in Part I, in Part II we will this
focus only on the three clusters most relevant to the EU’s policy coherence for development.
International food flows, climate change and land grabs all pose a threat to Ethiopia’s food security. Nevertheless, some of these
issues have a more positive side as well, which may be viewed as opportunities. The EU plays a role in both causing and addressing each of these external challenges. Usually, more then one EU (sectoral) policy is relevant. Similarly, the EU is not the only factor
affecting Ethiopia’s food security. In order to describe the influence of EU policies on Ethiopia’s food (in)security, the following
three chapters provide an overview of the impact each of these issues has on food security in Ethiopia, what EU policies are involved and what other actors have similar influence (and thus a responsibility to ensure policy cohesion). Each chapter concludes
with a summary of key recommendations.

5. INTERNATIONAL FOOD FLOWS
The benefits from the rapid opening up of an economy are far from automatic. Access to new, larger markets may spur economic
growth by stimulating businesses to produce more goods cheaper and more effectively. However, cheaper imports, including
food aid, are equally capable of destroying domestic production without establishing new export sectors that would compensate for the lost jobs, income, taxes and hard currency.
Evidence from around the world68 shows that important factors in opening up an economy include its pace, the sectors involved, regulatory conditions, the structure of public finance and quality of public services, trade-related infrastructure, the overall strength and diversity of the economy, and the country’s capacity for analysing and defending its interests in international
negotiations. If we ignore these factors, the social, environmental and economic costs of rapid and intense liberalization may
outweigh its benefits even in the long term. Many of these preconditions need to be in place for effective and non-destructive
food aid as well.
A common negative impact of trade liberalization in more advanced developing countries is de-industrialization, which represents
a threat to the country’s infant manufacturing sector. A common threat in the poorest, agricultural economies is food security.
This chapter looks primarily at the impact of Europe’s trade-related policies on all three dimensions of food security in Ethiopia,
namely food availability, access to food and food stability. After this general introduction into the relationship between trade
and development, we focus on the impacts of agricultural exports and imports, including food aid, on Ethiopia’s food security.
Next, we scrutinize the influence of three EU policies on Ethiopia’s food security: the potential implications of ongoing negotiations regarding Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs), the EU’s commercial agricultural exports and food aid, and the impact
of the reformed Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). In order to complete this picture, we then touch upon four non-European
influences: US food aid, membership in the regional trade group COMESA, world wheat price fluctuations, and the policies of the
Ethiopian government.

5.1 Food Security Impact
A country’s food security is affected by the inflows as well as outflows of food. Generally speaking, outflows (export) of food
and other commodities are closely linked to access to food, since they represent opportunities to earn income to pay for the
food needed. Inflows are relevant for both food availability and accessibility. Cheaper imports of basic food products may be
appreciated by growing urban populations as well as rural populations in need. However, even if such food competition is fair
(i.e., neither the export nor the production of exported food is subsidized) it often deprives a part of the rural population in the
importing country of its livelihood. In particular, these people lose income from the sale of surplus food that they might have
used to buy imported food if/when such imports are cheaper than domestic production.

68 See e.g: Borrmann, Axel, Matthias Busse. “The institutional Challenge of the ACP/EU EPAs.” HWWI, 2006. Or: Prasad, E., Raghuram
Rajan. “A Pragmatic Approach to Capital Account Liberalization.” Journal of Economic Perspectives – Vol 22, No 3, 2008.
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By displacing local production, food aid thus takes away the motivation for farmers to sow for next harvest, or their motivation
to take responsibility for feeding themselves and their families. This chapter focuses on the impact of international agricultural
trade and food aid flows on food security in Ethiopia. Our emphasis is on aggregated, national-level statistics. The regional level
is used to complete the overall picture and to better illustrate the findings from the national level.
5.1.1 Agricultural trade
Countries can choose from two basic options: reliance on international trade for assuring food security or (varying degrees of)
self-sufficiency (food supplies are produced in the country). Obviously, both are come with benefits as well as risks, and the most
suitable combination of these two options depends on the particular country and its overall context.
The importance of trade was also acknowledged by the 1996 WFS report, which emphasizes trade as a key factor in achieving
global food security.69 When it comes to the food security of particular countries, however, the merits of trade liberalization must
be examined more carefully. Indeed, according to several modelling studies, removing all agricultural tariffs and subsidies would
result in a global increase in economic welfare worth around $80 billion. Taken as a whole, however, poor countries and emerging
markets would stand to lose.70
So what might be the impact on poor countries’ food security if we lowered tariffs (on the domestic and export markets)? In
order to answer this question, we must explore the impact of increased trade on food availability and accessibility, namely on
the income of producers and consumers. Generally speaking, lowered domestic market barriers might lead to the displacement
of domestic products because of their uncompetitive nature. This in turn leads to lower revenues for small-scale producers and
further decreases domestic production by driving some farmers out of business.
On the positive side, in the short term liberalization may result in cheaper food for consumers and a higher quantity of available
food. However, this need not always be the case. For instance, a FAO report shows that manipulation with imported supplies by
private entities (primarily via the black market) may keep prices from going down.71
As for export market barriers, a poor country’s less efficient exports would be crowded out by more efficient producers. The inability to participate in increased trade opportunities often results from an inability to replicate cost reduction due to a range of
factors (such as high transport costs or a lack of R&D). Finally, even if less efficient countries find a niche for their exports, this is
not necessarily beneficial from a food security point of view. As long as low tariffs stimulate the export of cash crops from poor
countries at the expense of cultivating staple crops, liberalization may represent a threat to these countries’ food security.
5.1.2 Commercial imports
In a country with an expanding population and a poorly developed agricultural sector – and on top of this suffers from unstable
weather conditions (especially late rains) and the risk of regional conflicts – external resources are indispensable to assuring food
availability and accessibility, at least in the short and medium term.
Imported crops and foodstuffs are indispensable for Ethiopia during difficult times (when food availability is threatened), in particular if caused by weather vagaries. Imported food is usually, but not always, cheaper and thus more accessible to consumers
(food accessibility can be increased). However, imports can depress local prices, making food even more accessible to consumers
in the short run.
On the other hand, one of the most important goals of Ethiopia’s long-term food security plan is to have sufficient agricultural
production – as in any poor country where the agricultural sector can potentially and effectively feed large portions of population.
Imported food may also damage the livelihood of local producers – small-scale farmers who make up the majority of Ethiopia’s
rural population (and Ethiopia’s hungry population). These producers may lose their jobs and income if trade liberalization is not
accompanied by appropriate domestic policies for the creation of alternative jobs/sources of income. It is highly unlikely that any
activity other than agricultural production can provide a substantial source of income for a majority of Ethiopians anytime in the
near future. In the long run, significant and unchecked food import liberalization may thus compromise both food accessibility
and availability.

69 World Food Summit. “Rome Declaration on World Food Security.” World Food Summit, Rome, Italy, 13-17 November, 1996.
http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/w3613e/w3613e00.HTM.
70 George, Clive. The Truth about Trade: The Real Impact of Liberalization. London: Zed Books, 2009, 53.
71 FAO/WFP. “Special Report - Crop and Food Security Assessment Mission to Ethiopia.” Food and agriculture organization of the
United Nations and World Food Programme, Rome, 26 February, 2010. http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/ak346e/ak346e00.pdf.
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Some 71% of all imports to Ethiopia come from Asia, although imports from this region are virtually all non-agricultural products.
The remaining 29% come mainly from the EU (25%), USA, Brazil and Canada. As for the EU, imports consist mostly of grain. Let us
first have a look at import tariffs on selected agricultural produces. The figures from the past seven years differ only slightly from
2010 levels. We will thus use the 2010 statistics as a representative sample. As follows from Box 2, high tariffs have been imposed
mainly on processed crops/foodstuffs. Interestingly, the country’s staple crops – barley, maize, teff, sorghum and wheat – are
already taxed at very low tariffs (even before the signing of EPAs).

BOX 2 - DUTY RATES ON SELECTED AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

product

all kind of
animals

meat

duty rate

5%

30%

seafood

diary
(milk, yogurt,
butter…)

all kinds of
vegetable
(fresh, frozen)

all kind of
nuts

barley, maize,
oats, rice,
sorghum,
millet, teff

flour based on
these crops

meals

30%

20%

30%

30 %

5%

10%

30%

Source: Ethiopian Revenues and Authorities http://www.erca.gov.et/.

Let us now have a look at the import levels of the most important crops relative to their local production. This comparison is
important, since these relative numbers tell us more about the role of trade flows than opposed numbers. Box 3 shows that only
two agricultural products, wheat and milk, face substantial competition from imports. All other important staples are imported in
only (very) small quantities (in absolute as well as relative numbers, i.e., relative to the production levels of a particular crop). From
this, we can infer a weak, if any, link between imports and the level of agricultural production, given the low level of imports relative to the local production. This conclusion is further corroborated by the fact that the secondary literature72 mentions primarily
wheat and to some extent milk as problematic goods in this sense.

72 PANE/CTFS. “Capacity building of NSAs to Interact in the Framework of the Cotonou Agreement Project.” Agreement project,
Poverty Action Network of civili society organizations in Ethiopia (PANE) and Cotonou Task Force Secretariat (CTFS), Addis Ababa,
Ethiopia, 2009.
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BOX 3 - ETHIOPIAN IMPORTS AND LOCAL PRODUCTION LEVELS

Competing Commodities
The data for wheat for 2002-2010 and milk for 2002-2008 do not support the argument that increased imports pose a substantial
threat to local production. As our table shows, wheat imports are highest relative to other crops and high relative to local wheat
production. At the same time, however, wheat production increased steadily between 2002 and 2010 (production doubled in
this period) and wheat is the only crop whose production is expected to increase in 2010 in comparison to sorghum, maize, teff
and barley.73 As for milk, production levels have been constant or increasing slightly, while in some years import levels nearly
equalled production levels.
The claim that wheat imports undermine local production is also at odds with increasing governmental wheat purchases from
external sources in recent years. Indeed, increased wheat imports in 2009-2010 were not the result of an export surge by competitor countries. On the contrary, these imports are the result of government policies designed to counter price increases in the
country.74 The wholesale and retail prices of cereals peaked between October and November 2008, while the price of wheat, teff
and sorghum doubled, and the price of maize increased by 150%. This has had quite dramatic consequences for the most vulnerable households’ access to food, especially in urban areas.75
Low tariffs on wheat (5%) over the past seven years are another government policy that indicates that wheat imports do
not necessarily undermine food security. The government does not hesitate to raise tariffs (to as much as 30%) on other
food commodities (mainly processed foods). It was beyond the scope of this paper to determine whether the government
is trying to lower local prices, to stockpile foods, or whether there is pressure from the US government because of food aid.
It may indeed be the case that the government adopted this policy without fully appreciating its impact on the country’s
food security.
As a result, the only claim that we can safely make is that imports have not led to the collapse of wheat and milk production and
therefore have not decreased food availability. In the case of wheat, we can go even further and claim that imports have not
undermined production, given the fact that levels doubled in the period under review.
Access to cheaper food means that imported food depresses local prices. However, this is not so for all segments of the population. It is true that lower prices benefit the urban population, but lower prices for producers of agricultural commodities, in our
case wheat, means lower revenues and thus less ability to acquire food. Potential disruptions to food stability become apparent
only at the regional level of analysis, to which we now turn.
Regional distribution
An aggregate, national-level analysis can hide important regional differences. Indeed, imported milk or wheat may reach only
certain regions or locations within Ethiopia. As a result, production in the latter may offset production losses in the former – a situation not captured by the aggregated data. For this reason, regional research is an indispensable complement to any national
analysis.
Unfortunately, we have not found any literature proving a causal link between imports and production levels at the regional or
community level. However, if we use food aid imports as a proxy for commercial imports, we do find some literature. As shown
below (5.1.3), some studies suggest that food-aid grain imports (mostly wheat) may under certain circumstances contribute to
lower food availability and accessibility, including lower production levels.
Finally, wheat or milk imports may pose a threat to food stability since they can undermine local production over the long
run. This is because long-term food stability can be guaranteed only in the presence of a flourishing local agricultural sector.
As long as food imports potentially undermine production at the regional or community levels, they by definition decrease
food stability.

73 FAO/WFP. “Special Report - Crop and Food Security Assessment Mission to Ethiopia.” Food and agriculture organization of the
United Nations and World Food Programme, Rome, 26 February, 2010. http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/ak346e/ak346e00.pdf.
74 The first purchase of this kind took place in 2008, when the Ethiopian government imported 150,000 tonnes of wheat to stabilize
food prices. - Reuters. “Ethiopia says to import 150,000 tonnes wheat.” Reuters, 21 May, 2008. http://uk.reuters.com/article/
idUKL2163368820080521.
75 FAO/WFP. “Special Report - Crop and Food Security Assessment Mission to Ethiopia.” Food and agriculture organization of the
United Nations and World Food Programme, Rome, 26 February, 2010. http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/ak346e/ak346e00.pdf.
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5.1.3 Food aid
When analysing the effects of imports on Ethiopia’s food security, in particular food availability and accessibility, we must take
into account not only commercially imported crops and foodstuffs, but also food aid. Food aid is an important external source
of crops or food supplies, with similar effects (through similar mechanisms) on the various dimensions of food security as agricultural trade.
In reality, the distinction between food aid and agricultural trade is often blurred in Ethiopia. First of all, it is one policy applicable
for different objectives. Food aid is largely used as a trade policy instrument by the US, which is looking for somewhere to dispose
of its oversupplies. On the other hand, governments use “commercial” imports in order to subsidize the domestic price of food.
Secondly, it is sometimes difficult to establish (especially at aggregate level) which crop or foodstuff was imported commercially
and which is food aid.
Box 3 shows that in some years US wheat food aid equalled one third of the country’s total production.
The question of the impact of food aid on Ethiopia’s food security and long-term development “continues to be controversial.”76
According to numerous sources, food aid may act as a disincentive for local production. However, if accompanied by appropriate
government marketing and pricing policies, this disincentive can be substantially reduced.77
Another study conducted in Ethiopia showed that food aid introduced in the early stages of a drought led to lower grain prices.
This increased food accessibility by making food more affordable to more people. However, this success comes at a price. In some
areas, food aid may represent a threat to local production precisely because its prices are lower than those of locally produced
foodstuff. On the other hand, many PANE-surveyed communities have been receiving food aid for a long time and continue to
produce their own food and purchase it at the local markets.78
In some areas, it was reported that food aid can lead to negative attitudes among farmers regarding their own agricultural
activities, and that it only rarely leads to productive assets creation, rehabilitation and linking with markets.79 As a matter
of fact, some communities dream of losing some of their valuable assets in order to qualify for food aid programmes. On
a more positive note, Dayton (2004) found that food aid can lead to an increased supply of agricultural labour, wage work
and business activities (p.16). As for the dependency issue, this can indeed happen, but mostly in cases when food aid is
provided for free.80
In any case, if we judge the impact of imports on overall Ethiopian production (i.e., not only on wheat and milk production but
also on other agricultural products), its importance diminishes considerably. This is because, as we showed at the beginning, all
other agricultural production faces only negligible import competition.
5.1.4 Exports
Ethiopia’s main export partner is the European Union, especially Germany. 41% of all exports go to this region, 35% go
to Asia and the remaining amount to other parts of the world. Major agricultural export commodities (in terms of value)
include coffee, oilseeds, khat and pulses. Of these, coffee and oilseeds have by far the highest value, with oilseeds having
caught up with coffee in the past three years. In 2008/09, Ethiopia exported $375,000,000 of coffee and $356,000,000 of
oilseeds. If we include the value of other exports, we arrive at exports worth $1.447 billion.81 For the sake of comparison,
the total commercial import requirements of crops, mainly wheat, are ca. 520,000 tonnes, which is around $140 million in
November 2010 prices. 82

76 Dayton-Johnson, Jeff. “Examining the incentive effects of food aid on household behaviour in rural Ethioopia.” Halifax (Canada):
Dalhousie University, 2004.
77 PANE. “The impact of food aid in Ethiopia. “ Research report, Poverty Action Network of Civil Society in Ethiopia (PANE), Adis
Abbaba, August 2006, 73.
78 Ibid, 78.
79 Ibid, 75.
80 Ibid, 74.
81 FAO/WFP. “Special Report - Crop and Food Security Assessment Mission to Ethiopia.” Food and agriculture organization
of the United Nations and World Food Programme, Rome, 26 February, 2010. http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/ak346e/
ak346e00.pdf.
82 Index mundi. “Wheat daily price.” Source: The World Bank. http://www.indexmundi.com/commodities/?commodity=wheat.
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Exports matter for Ethiopia for two reasons: 1) income and food availability, 2) agricultural sector modernization. Exports obviously generate income for the government and producers, which is indispensable for the country’s ability to acquire hard currency and to purchase sufficient quantities of food imports.
If, however, export commodities (mostly cash crops) crowd out the cultivation of staple crops or livestock, then the impact can
be negative in at least two ways. Firstly, export production (especially by foreign or big investors) takes local resources such as
land or water away from local populations depending on subsistence farming or pastoralism. This does not seem to be a major problem in Ethiopia, which possess abundant land and water and promotes highly selective investment policies. Still, such
community resource conflicts may spring up in overpopulated areas or around particular investment projects (for more on land
grabs, see Chapter 7).
The second possibility is more of a systemic challenge, but also a more serious issue in Ethiopia. Increased trade is often not
a good substitute for increased domestic production in terms of the food security of poor countries with weak and undiversified economies. As the recent food (and oil) price crisis has shown, rising agricultural production for exports (the main export
category of Ethiopia’s economy) or even rising agricultural export incomes may not be sufficient to pay for all the food imports
needed to ensure food security when the prices of imports grow much faster (so-called declining terms of trade). Even if the price
of key food imports does not grow as dramatically, skyrocketing prices of other strategic import commodities such as oil may
result in a lack of hard currency to pay for them.
Dependence on commodity exports has negative consequences not only for food security, but also for macroeconomic
development. Firstly, commodities such as Ethiopian coffee are usually subject to high price volatility. Graph no. 1 showing
the composite indicator price between 1965 and 2005 demonstrates this fact quite vividly. Secondly, strategic specialization on the production of export commodities (neglect of the domestic market) may prevent the diversification and, by
extension, modernization of both the agriculture sector and the overall economy. As we showed in Part I, this would seem
to be the case for Ethiopia.
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As we can see, exports and domestic production are clearly interlinked and both important for Ethiopia’s sustainable development and food security. Generally speaking, exports do not seem to undermine food availability (little competition with production for domestic consumption in terms of commodities, abundant human and natural resources). On the contrary, they are quite
important for the food security of chronically trade- and food-deficit countries such as Ethiopia. Both food and non-food exports
may increase Ethiopians’ income, hence improving access to food (and raising prices for producers).
Food stability may suffer due to unstable revenues from the export of commodities such as wheat or coffee, which both have
a high level of price volatility. Also, food stability may be threatened if Ethiopia’s export-oriented economy neglects the development of domestic production capacities. This is because a well-developed agricultural sector and local markets are a precondition for a stable food supply. Diversification of exports, especially a larger share of exports with a higher added value, would help
the country hedge itself against unfavourable developments in its terms of trade, while also increasing food security.
Finally, if the earning potential of exports is to be properly realized, the important thing is the policies of the export market countries. Since the European Union is a major export partner of Ethiopia, we will analyse this issue in the second part of this chapter.

5.2 Role of EU Policies
In this section we take a look at existing or potential EU policies that affect food flows between the EU and Ethiopia. These include
the Economic Partnership Agreements currently being negotiated between Ethiopia and the EU, as well as other EU trade policy
instruments influencing the country’s imports and exports. We also briefly examine the impact of European food aid and the
Common Agricultural Policy.
5.2.1 Economic Partnership Agreement and other trade issues
For the purposes of EPA negotiations, Ethiopia is a member of the Eastern and Southern African (ESA)83 regional grouping. The
country has been negotiation a new trade (and development) arrangement with the European Union since February 2004. While
no full or interim Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) has been signed, there appears to be EU pressure for substantially
liberalising the country’s trade with Europe without much regard for alternative development – and food security – solutions.
The controversy of the EPAs
The EPAs’ most commonly mentioned potential problems for the ACP countries are a lack of support for diversification of the
economies and revenue losses through tariff reductions. In Ethiopia, 35% of government revenue comes from trade taxes. While
this is far from an optimal and sustainable source of income, the loss of such income could severely harm poor populations in
the short term. Lower revenues from trade tariffs means less money for governmental coffers, including food security policies.
Furthermore, according to the PANE coalition of Ethiopian NGOs, these losses tend in the short run to exceed consumer gains
from increased trade.84 As has been repeatedly documented in the past, liberalization, the cornerstone of the EPAs, can lead to
de-industrialization and poor economic diversification.
The EPAs may compromise the policy space of ACP countries and may prevent them from taking recourse to certain policies in the future if these are deemed necessary. Regional integration is another commonly mentioned problem, which
may be threatened by the EU’s tendency to negotiate EPAs with single countries as opposed to concluding agreements
with regional groupings. But there are potential threats even if negotiations are held with the entire regional grouping. One
example is joint tariff lowering. Under the EPAs, the countries in Eastern and Southern Africa region may lower their barriers
to export articles from the European Union that are also exported by Ethiopia (especially horticulture), thus undermining
Ethiopia’s exports to these countries.85
Finally, household revenues may suffer as a result of liberalization under the EPAs. However, this is not a straightforward issue,
since a decrease in prices due to cheaper imports may be both a blessing and a curse. As a matter of fact, declining prices are bad
for sellers but good for buyers. Furthermore, as we suggested in the first part of the chapter, the prices of imported goods do not
always fall as a result of liberalization.

83 The other ESA countries are: Indian Ocean islands (Comoros, Madagascar, Mauritius and Seychelles), countries from the Horn of
Africa (Djibouti, Ethiopia, Eritrea and Sudan) and three countries from Southern Africa (Malawi, Zambia, Zimbabwe).
84 PANE. “The impact of food aid in Ethiopia.” Research report, Poverty Action Network of Civil Society in Ethiopia (PANE), Adis
Abbaba, August 2006, 113.
85 PANE/CTFS. “Capacity building of NSAs to Interact in the Framework of the Cotonou Agreement Project.” Agreement project,
Poverty Action Network of civili society organizations in Ethiopia (PANE) and Cotonou Task Force Secretariat (CTFS), Addis Ababa,
Ethiopia, 2009.
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Trade liberalization is used by EU also (and sometimes primarily) as a tool for forcing broader domestic policy reforms on
(and improving the governance of) poor countries.86 In general, poor countries are aware of the realities and challenges of
economic globalisation. Most such countries agree on the need for undertaking economic reform and opening up their
economies (although it may be difficult to determine the real political will of their actual politicians). However, there are
many different approaches to reform and liberalisation, reflecting different economic, social and political contexts and the
limited capacities of poor countries to design and implement wide-ranging changes, in particular changes arising from
their international commitments. Although domestic reform is a desirable goal, it is not clear that trade policy is an appropriate tool for enforcing or encouraging reform.
Trade preferences
The preferential treatment that the EU has been granting to the ACP countries (under the Yaoundé, Lome and Cotonou Conventions and the Everything but Arms initiative) has proved to be neither functional nor sustainable. Exclusive access to European
markets may have increased poor countries’ exports, but it has not increased their share of EU imports (other imports were more
competitive anyway).
This is because several rounds of multilateral trade liberalization resulted in most rich countries reducing barriers to trade for the
majority of their trading partners. As a result, duty-free and quota-free access under EU’s “Everything but Arms” (EBA)87 initiative
provides no great advantages to the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and non-LDC ACP countries. This phenomenon, known
as preference erosion, affects a substantial share of Ethiopia’s exports.
In addition, trade preferences granted only to some developing countries (such as ACP) are disadvantageous to other developing
countries. Calls for a level playing field by Latin American countries (especially banana exporters) were echoed by the WTO dispute settlement mechanism. The result – under the threat of sanctions – was a requirement for the EU to bring its trade relations
with former colonies (ACP countries) into compliance with international trade law (WTO agreements). This became one of the
major driving forces behind EPA negotiations.
Both the substance and the process of EPA negotiations have been contentious. According to a number of Ethiopian voices,88 the
European Commission has been taking advantage of the EU’s economic, financial and political power in order to prioritise European trade interests at the cost of transparency, fair partnership and poverty alleviation. For their part, European Commission
representatives claim that the EU has little to gain from the EPAs (fewer imports from the EU, market increasingly dominated by
India and China) and that the EU’s strategic goals are to support viable local business, regional integration (supported outside of
EPAs as well), non-LDC compliance with WTO rules and South-South trade.89
The major areas of Ethiopia’s development negatively affected by the current EPA proposal are not too different: too many products affected by liberalization, too brief a transitional period, the inclusion of a new trade liberalization agenda that had been
refused at the multilateral level (“WTO-Plus”), revenue contraction and potential damage to regional ESA integration. In the text
below, we follow up on topics addressed in the first part of this chapter by focusing on the impact of European exports to Ethiopia and Ethiopian exports to the EU on Ethiopian food security.
EU wheat and diary exports
From Eurostat Comext (see Box 4) we learn that EU exports over the past nine years consisted primarily of wheat and
milk. In the case of wheat, in just three years (2009, 2008, 2003) these exports reached noteworthy levels (200,000 tonnes,
436,000 tonnes and 350,000 tonnes, respectively). In the case of milk, exports to Ethiopia were frequently half of total
production levels; in one year, they were nearly the same. These two products are also the most contentious import items
within the EPA negotiations.90

86 Interview with Christoph Wagner, Head of the Economic, Social&Trade Section, EC Delegation, Addis Ababa, 26 August, 2010.
87 The last quotas within EBA (on sugar, rice and bananas) were abolished in 2008.
88 Interviews with Ayelew Geremew, director of Trade Relations and Negotiations, Ministry of Trade and Industry, Addis Ababa,
26 August, 2010, and Itagesu Zewdu, Non-state Actors Coalition (NSAC), Addis Ababa, 12 August, 2010.
89 Interview with Christoph Wagner, Head of the Economic, Social&Trade Section, EC Delegation, Addis Abeba, 26 August, 2010.
90 See e.g. PANE/CTFS. “Capacity building of NSAs to Interact in the Framework of the Cotonou Agreement Project.” Agreement
project, Poverty Action Network of civili society organizations in Ethiopia (PANE) and Cotonou Task Force Secretariat (CTFS), Addis
Ababa, Ethiopia, 2009.

(43)

BOX 4 - EU AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS TO ETHIOPIA
milk

either 1) cereals and wheat (cw),
or 2) cereals (c) in tonnes

produced tonnes

imported tonnes

2002

4, FA: 160 000 tonnes FA (c)

1 100 000

330 000

2003

no data for FA: 350 000 (cw)

1 050 000

500 000

2004

no FA data: 6000 (cw)

1 000 000

600 000

2005

FA data: 4 000 (c)

1 150 000

500 000

2006

no FA data: 3 (c)

1 200 000

900 000

2007

no FA data: 7 000 (c)

1 250 000

500 000 EU

2008

no FA data: 436 000 (cw)

1 350 000

200 000 EU

2009

no FA data: 200 000 (cw)

year

Source: The Export Helpdesk http://exporthelp.europa.eu/thdapp/index_en.html, and FAOSTAT http://faostat.fao.org/site/339/default.aspx.

However, as we showed in the previous part of this chapter, aggregate level data suggest that wheat imports have so far
not undermined local production levels. In the case of milk, they have not brought about the collapse of milk production.
Logically, the same should be true for imports from the EU that form a smaller part of total imports. However, as we explained above, a regional level of analysis may reveal important differences, meaning that a much more detailed impact
assessment is needed for at least these two markets before signing any EPA. As with food imports in general, economic
access to food would increase for the urban population but may decline for agricultural producers. As long as food imports
represent a potential disruption of regional production as described above, longer-term food instability may ensue as
a result of EU imports.
Import restrictions
Apart from preference erosion, the major obstacle for Ethiopia to reach EU agriculture market is represented by so called nontariff barriers (NTB). These are represented in particular by the very demanding Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS), the
restrictive Rules of Origin and the Technical Barriers to Trade.
The highly technical Sanitary and Phytosanitary standards (SPS) allowed by the WTO represent a “real problem”91 for Ethiopian
agricultural exports to European markets, especially horticultural products and oil crops. The WTO recognizes SPS as the undeniable right of countries to protect the health and lives of their inhabitants. However, it has also been acknowledged that these
measures can serve for protectionist purposes. To address this dilemma, the WTO mandates that all SPS measures be based on
a risk assessment and have a scientific justification.92 However, these measures represent a challenge for countries like Ethiopia
that lack the scientific and technical know-how necessary for meeting SPS. This in turn prevents them from producing exportable
goods at the satisfactory level of standard.
The Rules of Origin may hamper exports from Ethiopia in yet another way. Their purpose is to determine the amount of the local
content in tradable goods and by so doing establish the country of origin and eligibility for preferential treatment. Unsurprisingly, this rule can be used for protectionist purposes by setting up excessively demanding standards. This approach is further
facilitated by the fact that there is no single, universal methodology for determining in a clear and fair manner the origin of
a particular product.
Currently, the European Union imposes strict standards that require, depending on the particular product, that the value of
extraneous material not exceed 15 to 30% of the product’s price. If it exceeds this limit, then the product does not qualify for
preferential treatment. According to PANE, these are “restrictive conditions that do more to preserve European interests than to
promote the declared development and integration objectives for ESA”.93

91 Ibid, 120.
92 Ibid, 121.
93 Ibid, 154.
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5.2.2 Food aid
Evidence suggests that in-kind food aid (food shipments as opposed to cash) may well have negative impact on the food security
of the receiving countries. Ill-conceived food aid can actually turn into a long-term export policy instrument undermining local
productive capacities instead of providing genuine assistance to a troubled agricultural sector.
The bulk of food aid in the form of grain (mostly wheat) supplies comes to Ethiopia from USAID. The FAOSTAT WFP statistics for
years 2002 and 2003 show that EU wheat food aid was approximately four times lower than US food aid. There are no data on EU
food aid for the following years, although these are available for US aid. Nevertheless, the secondary literature94 lets us infer that
the levels of the EU food aid remained similar to 2002 and 2003 levels or even declined.
Most EU food aid does not come in the form of grain shipments, but is delivered through the Humanitarian Aid department of
the European Commission (ECHO), which focuses on food assistance programmes in disaster-stricken regions. ECHO also provides short-term livelihood support by supplying farmers with seeds, fertilizers and agricultural tools.95 In 2010, the EU earmarked
15 million euros for these purposes.96
The type of food aid provided by ECHO is considered overall much less distorting than in-kind grain supplies. For this reason, an
evaluation of European food aid’s impact on Ethiopia’s food security is more favourable than for US food aid, and can even be
considered to be coherent with development goals. However, some EU food aid grain shipments might still negatively impact
Ethiopia’s food security.
5.2.3 Common Agricultural Policy
The main way in which the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) affects the food security of developing countries is through
prices. We here describe the two most important negative consequences:
1. lower attractiveness of EU market prices for a number of key raw agricultural exports from ACP countries, especially sugar.
Lower EU prices for agricultural products multiply the negative impact of preference erosion on food security (food access
and food stability), lead to a general decline in the terms of trade of many poor countries and have resulted in increased volatility on international commodity markets over the past two or three decades
2. artificially increased price competitiveness of EU exports, leading to higher competition on the ACP countries’ national and
regional markets between domestic products and EU imports. As shown above, under certain circumstance this may undermine local production. 97
CAP-related increased agricultural productivity and subsidies in Europe have led to lower prices on world markets not just in
the EU. This benefits net food-importing countries by allowing them to provide their population with cheaper food. It can also
benefits countries with weak production or whose main challenge is high agricultural prices rather than low availability. Which of
these possibilities is relevant to Ethiopia?
Declining prices for raw agricultural products, especially sugar, do represent a problem for Ethiopia. In 2009, the price of sugar
declined by EUR 48 per ton (from EUR 496 per ton), with negative consequences for Ethiopian governmental coffers.98 As for the
increased competition of EU products resulting from the lower prices, this is only a minor issue for Ethiopia. As described above,
the country imports only very few agricultural products from the European Union. The main threat to local production comes
from US food aid.

94 Yamano, Takashi; Thomas Jayne and John Strauss. “Does Food Aid Affect Crop Marketing? – Evidednce from rural Ethiopia”
Department of Agricultural Economics, Michigan State University, July 2000. https://www.msu.edu/user/yamanota/fa_sales.pdf.
95 EC. “Ethiopia.” EC - Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection, 2012. http://ec.europa.eu/echo/aid/sub_saharian/ethiopia_en.htm.
96 EC. “Funding decisions (archives);” and “COMMISSION DECISION on the approval and financing of a Global Plan for humanitarian
Actions in Ethiopia from the general budget of the European Union.“ EC - Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection, 2012.
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/funding/decisions_archives_en.htm and http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/funding/decisions/2010/
ethiopia_GP_01000_en.pdf.
97 Concord. “The CAP must do no harm.” Draft Concord reaction on the leaked EC CAP communication, 18 November, 2010.
http://www.concordeurope.org (both accessed June 1, 2012). And Fautrel, Vincent. “EPAs and CAP reform: interactions and
key challenges.“ Quoted in: Montesquieu Instituut. “Commission staff working document Accompanying the Report from the
Commission to the Council – EU 2009 Report on PCD, 2009.“ http://www.montesquieu-instituut.nl/9353000/1/j9vvhfxcd6p0lcl/
vi8q7xh9n4yh.
98 Zenebe, Wudine. “Ethiopia: Sugar Exporters Secure Hold on EU market.“ AllAfrica.com, 5 January, 2009. http://allafrica.com/
stories/200901080008.html.
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Finally, we showed that, over the past two years, the Ethiopian government has been purchasing wheat with the explicit goal of
depressing local prices, which make products unaffordable especially for urban populations. The government clearly considers
low wheat prices to be central to achieving the country’s food security. With this in mind, lower wheat prices resulting from the
CAP may be a good thing from Ethiopia’s perspective.
To sum up, the CAP would appear to remind Ethiopia’s policymakers that there is no such thing as a proverbial free lunch.
Indeed, the desired lower prices of wheat come at the price of lower incomes from agricultural exports, especially sugar exports. As a result, CAP policies impact Ethiopia’s food security, especially access to food. Lower wheat prices increase access
to food for the urban population but potentially decrease it for agricultural producers who earn less money and are less able
to purchase food.

5.3 Other Influences
5.3.1. Bilateral Relations - US food aid
In part 5.1.3, we explained that although the evidence on food aid is not conclusive, there are reasons to believe that it is
potentially detrimental to food security. The provision and use of food aid must be carefully examined if it is to boost the
receiving country’s food security. In general, the potentially most harmful food aid comes in the form of in-kind supplies of
agricultural and food products. In the case of Ethiopia, the largest volumes of in-kind food aid involve wheat, which we have
shown to be the most sensitive commodity in terms of food security. At the same time, a major part of this food aid is delivered
through USAID programmes. Box 2 in the annex shows that, in some years between 2002 and 2010, US aid wheat imports were
nearly half of the country’s total wheat production.
The US (as the major contributor) has been providing food aid value at more than $250 million a year. In 2003, US emergency food
aid jumped to more than $500 million, compared to less than $5 million for agricultural development projects.99 This aid does little to help develop agriculture, even as the US government calls agriculture Ethiopia’s “most promising resource” for preventing
widespread food shortages in the long term. Food aid in Ethiopia has become a syndrome of dependency while also representing profitable business for the US farming lobby.
It is beyond the scope of this paper to provide an analysis of US food aid to Ethiopia, including possible links to regional security
concerns and US diplomatic interests in good relations with the government of Ethiopia. However, suffice it to state that even
senior US aid officials privately acknowledge that the country’s “food aid addiction” is to a large extent fuelled by US food aid. As
one such official said off the record: “[but] we can’t change without congressional approval, and Congress doesn’t want to lose
the support of Kansas farmers who sell to the government.”100
5.3.2 Regional Dynamics - COMESA and South-South Trade
Ethiopia is one of 19 member states of the COMESA regional grouping – The Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa.101
The main aims of this body are a more harmonized market, greater industrial productivity, increased agricultural production and
food security, more rational exploitation of natural resources and a more reliable transport and communications infrastructure.
Agriculture plays a key role in the national economies of the COMESA member states. It provides 32 percent of COMESA’s GDP,
and approximately 80 percent of COMESA member states’ inhabitants are employed within the sector. From Ethiopia’s perspective, however, it is important to note that there is little significant trade of agricultural commodities between Ethiopia and rest of
COMESA. According to COMESA statistical data, an insignificant volume of key food commodities is being imported to Ethiopia
from the other COMESA members. As a result, we could see no direct influence of COMESA’s trade and trade policies (tariffs and
non-tariff barriers) on Ethiopia’s food security.102

99

Thurow, Roger, and Scott Kilman. “Enough: Why the World’s Poorest Starve in an Age of Plenty.” PublicAffairs, 2009, New York.

100 Greste, Peter. “Ethiopia’s food aid addiction.” BBC NEWS, 2 February, 2006, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/4671690.stm.
101 The other members are Burundi, Comoros, D.R. Congo, Djibouti, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Libya, Seychelles, Madagascar,
Malawi, Mauritius, Rwanda, Sudan, Swaziland, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. The region, which covers a geographical area
of 12 million sq km, has a population of more than 389 million, annual imports of around US$32 billion and exports of US$82
billion. COMESA offers its members and partners a wide range of benefits. COMESA. “COMESA ACTIVITIES.” The Common Market
for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA), 2012. http://programmes.comesa.int/.
102 COMESA. “COMESA Imports at HS 8 by country 2006-2010.” COMESA, 2012. http://programmes.comesa.int/index.
php?option=com_content&view=article&id=135&Itemid=266.
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At the same time, food security is in fact a key concern of COMESA policies. There currently exist several programs under the
auspices of the COMESA Agricultural Policy (CAP) that might represent a step in the right direction. These include Agricultural
Market Promotion, Irrigation Development, the Regional food reserve initiative (supported by 9th EDF), and the Coordinated
Agricultural Research and Technology programs.103 It is beyond the scope of this paper to assess the success of these programs
to date. However, since Ethiopia’s economy is embedded in regional dynamics, they may represent an important complement
to the country’s food security.
If we extend the scope to include Ethiopia’s other trading partners in the South, the picture becomes more complicated. The
much-heralded South-South trade is both resisted and fraught with potential risks to Ethiopia. Both Ethiopia and its major trading partners in Africa (Nigeria, South Africa and Kenya) seem to resist further trade integration. Political animosities among these
countries play an important role as well, as does unequal power of their economies. When negotiating South-South trade agreements, it is much more important for Ethiopia to raise issues such as sensitive products, the protection of infant industries, or
Singapore-related issues than in relations with the EU (EPAs).104
5.3.3 Systemic Influences - Price volatility
In terms of the volatility of international food prices, sudden price hikes can undermine the food security of import-dependent
countries (either directly, by pushing up domestic prices, or indirectly, by bleeding the government’s reserves of hard currency).
Poor urban populations in particular bear the full brunt of upward price fluctuations.105 The key commodity analysed in this paper, wheat, has shown historically high levels of volatility. In 1985, wheat traded at around $125 and hit a two-decade low at $103,
then peaked at $362 in 2007 and fell again to around $200 in 2009.106
Successfully dealing with this challenge requires going beyond EU policies towards Ethiopia and, first and foremost, establishing effective national policies in addition to global approaches. At a global level, reliable tools must be in place for helping to
stabilize world prices. Such tools might include a transparent system for tracking global supplies, the creation of emergency
food reserves, more research into new wheat strains, and the creation of rapid-response mechanisms for dealing with drought
in producer countries.107 At the level of the Ethiopian government, the major tool for lowering domestic prices would be to reduce tariffs and other taxes on key staples at times of sharply increasing prices. Another tool may be grain subsidies specifically
targeted at the poor.108
5.3.4 National Policies
The list of important tasks that the Ethiopian government should address in order to improve the country’s food security is
quite long. Although, trade flows and food aid are necessary for ensuring food security in the short term, until the agricultural
sector capable of increasing Ethiopia’s food self-sufficiency, import barriers on certain crops and food products may need to
be maintained. This is because an influx of imports may threaten the development of competitive local production. For this
reason, Ethiopian government may want to consider more a flexible application of wheat tariffs, for instance by raising them in
good times and reducing them in times of sharply increasing prices. Another option to consider is the use of non-tariff tools in
order to address the needs of the poor, especially the urban population. Such tools may include subsidies targeted at the poor,
which would serve the same purpose as tariff reduction (lower prices), but would not represent a threat to local production as
the result of increased foreign competition.
Thirdly, although the Ethiopian government has kept low tariffs on unprocessed crops, it keeps high tariffs on semi-processed
or processed foodstuffs. Given the recent achievements of the agricultural sector, this high-tariff policy may seem justified. It is
unclear, however, whether a further reduction of barriers might stimulate further development or decline of the agricultural sector. It is beyond the scope of this paper to provide an answer.

103 COMESA. “COMESA Agricultural Programmes.” COMESA, 2012. http://programmes.comesa.int/index.php?option=com_content
&view=article&id=94&Itemid=111.
104 Interview with Christoph Wagner, Head of the Economic, Social&Trade Section, EC Delegation, Addis Ababa, 26 August, 2010.
105 George, Clive. “The Truth about Trade: The Real Impact of Liberalization.“ London: Zed Books, 2009, 51.
106 Loans&Credit. “Commodity Price Fluctuations by industry.“ Loans&Credit, 2009. http://www.loansandcredit.com/commodityprice-fluctuations-by-industry/.
107 Schemm, Paul. “French Minister: G20’s Food Price Stablization Effort A ‘Tour de Force’.” The Huffington Post, 2011. http://www.
huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/23/french-minister-g20-agreement-on-food-price-stabilization_n_882988.html.
108 WB. “Rising food prices: Policy options and World bank response.” The World Bank, april 2008. http://siteresources.worldbank.
org/NEWS/Resources/risingfoodprices_backgroundnote_apr08.pdf.
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Fourthly, in light of the possible detrimental impact of US food aid in particular, the government should reconsider further food
aid. Considering US government’s heavy involvement in Ethiopia’s regional security and foreign affairs and the amount of military assistance from the US, this may be an impossible task.
Another pressing concern is structural reform, including export and overall economic diversification. This is important if the
country is to reduce its dependence on any single category of exports (mostly raw commodities), since it is this dependence
that accounts for the volatile and low levels of government income. This in its turn may prevent purchases of staple food in case
of emergencies. The economy must be modernized and structural reforms implemented, since these go hand in hand with the
existence of a modern agricultural sector.

5.4 Summary
The impact of international food flows on Ethiopia’s food security involves both exports as well imports, as well as volumes
and prices. We found that commercial imports and food aid, in general and from the EU specifically, have not caused any major
disruptions in local production of the only two import competing staples. At the national level, wheat production has been increasing in recent years, while milk production has mostly remained constant. The impact of other food imports is negligible.
However, the neutral impact of imports on food availability at the national level may hide important regional or community
differences, as shown by anecdotal evidence related to US food aid.
Economic access to food is clearly linked to how trade volumes shape domestic prices. This is not a straightforward issue
in Ethiopia. While lower prices benefit urban populations, they mean lower revenues for the producers of agricultural commodities. Of the relevant EU policies, access to food by poor Ethiopian farmers is most influenced by the Common Agricultural Policy. CAP has led to a general decrease of raw agricultural products, including wheat. Secondly, sugar prices have
also declined as a result of CAP. Consequently, Ethiopia’s export earnings have suffered, since the EU is the major importer
of Ethiopia’s sugar.
Nevertheless, EU food aid as a policy can be called quite coherent with development goals, since it mostly comes in the form of
cash as opposed to in-kind shipments that tend to disrupt local production.
The Economic Partnership Agreement poses several risks to Ethiopia, including loss of revenues, policy space or export opportunities in regional trade. Although it is an LDC country that is guaranteed duty- and quota-free access to EU markets, Ethiopia is unlikely to sign an EPA anytime soon. Market access remains an important issue, however, since food and agricultural
exports provide Ethiopians with higher access to food, and increase governmental and farmers’ incomes. The EU is Ethiopia’s
most important export market (42% of all exports). Thus, apart from the price of Ethiopia’s exports, a more considerate use
of non-tariff barriers by the EU such as sanitary and phytosanitary standards and rules of origin has the potential to increase
economic access to food.
On the other hand, a strategic specialization on the production of export commodities at the expense of domestic market development may keep Ethiopia from diversifying its economy and agriculture. Large-scale commercial farming may harm poor
communities, in particular in heavily populated areas, through water shortages, land grabs, environmental damage and resource
conflicts. Therefore, other EU policies matter here as well (see also Chapter 7).
Many other important factors influence Ethiopia’s food security in addition to the EU. These influences are (some potentially)
positive and negative, and require a combination of multilateral (international commodity price volatility), regional (COMESA
food security programmes), bilateral (US food aid) and domestic approaches.
The conclusions in this chapter show that long-term food security is indeed determined much more strongly by domestic
policies than by external trade and agricultural policies, with the possible exception of the unpredictable EPA, regional trade
diversion and the continuous influx of US food aid. The main goals should be domestic trade and productivity reforms, improved democratic governance, greater diversification and resilience of economic activities, and increased income for the
majority of Ethiopians.
For these reasons, the Ethiopian government must show a higher level of sophistication in taming inward trade, investment
and food aid flows to Ethiopia’s benefit, and must view these as temporary measures for buying time before structural reforms
kick in. To this end, the government must be held accountable for the design and delivery of such reforms while also being
guaranteed the necessary policy space in any multilateral or bilateral treaties that it signs.
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5.5 Some General Recommendations
5.5.1 Recommendations for EU non-aid policies
• offer unilateral trade preferences (GSPplus)
• undertake vigorous impact assessment of initialled/proposed deals
• aim for the minimum required for WTO compliance
• prolong transitional periods
• secure exemptions for sensitive products
• support global measures aimed at countering high price volatility of food and agricultural product
• reconsider the sometimes excessively strict SPS and rules of origin policies
• support investment that tackles infrastructure and competition constrains
5.5.2 Recommendations for the Government of Ethiopia and EU development cooperation with Ethiopia
• work to offer income alternatives for local communities and government tax revenues
• aid for trade (improve trade policy analysis, expertise, capacities and negotiating skills as well as better compliance with SPS
measures
• provide support through EDF for COMESA food security initiatives and programmes
• avoid in-kind assistance in the ECHO program
• fine-tune tariff policies on wheat and milk, possibly by decreasing tariffs in good times and increasing them during sharp
price increases
• invest more resources into diversifying exports and economy in general and modernizing the agriculture sector
• reconsider high tariffs on processed foodstuff and crops
• reconsider the policy of allowing high volumes of wheat aid into the country
• invest more into research and statistics, especially at the regional level
• invest more into better compliance of Ethiopian production with SPS measures
• support more food security initiatives and programmes under COMESA auspices
• do not sign any EPAs without a relevant regional impact assessment of food security
• promote participation of small-scale farmers in production activities
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6. CLIMATE CHANGE
Africa, and the Horn of Africa in particular, is one of the regions most vulnerable to climate variability and climate change because
of multiple stresses and low adaptive capacity. Although contributing very little109 to the current anthropogenic climate change
the continent will be hit the most as all Africa’s major economic sectors are vulnerable to climate sensitivity110. African agriculture
is predicted to be especially vulnerable as the region already endures high heat and low precipitation. Moreover, agriculture is a
large fraction of the economy and farmers usually rely on basic technology.
Climate variability is not new in Ethiopia given its diverse agro-ecological zones with variety of micro-climates and weather patterns (from hot and arid lowland bereha to cold and humid highland wurch, see Box 1). Yet, the mean annual temperature in the
country is projected to increase by 1.1 to 3.1°C by the 2060s and 1.5 to 5.1°C by the 2090s depending on different emissions scenarios.111 Ethiopia is expected to suffer severely from increasingly unpredictable weather that will likely bring drought and flood
erratically and in higher frequency, further degrade natural resources and compromise agricultural production. Apart from new
challenges, the climate change threatens to intensify existing struggles in achieving development and poverty reduction goals.
With 80% of the population reliant on weather dependent agriculture, most of which is small scale farmers or pastoralists, the
effects of climate change threaten to be huge. Low levels of education, information, technology and health care mean that
coping capacity at present is very weak. The occurrence of extreme climate variations is likely to worsen also many existing environmental problems including soil erosion, deforestation, drought, over-grazing, desertification, loss of biodiversity, flooding,
and the pollution of water resources thus negatively impacting food security, but also other problems such as energy access and
health112. Inevitably, the poorest and the most marginalized members of society that depend most on natural environment will
be hit the hardest. From the various consequences of climate change the most challenging for Ethiopia are impacts on agricultural production, food security and water availability.
This chapter is analyzing the impact of climate change on Ethiopia’s food security. After reviewing general impacts of climate
change on development it looks into the differentiated types of the impacts, including regional perspective, on the key dimensions of Ethiopia’s food security (food availability, accessibility and stability), uncertainties of climate science and the crucial
challenge of adaptation to climate change. In the second part, the key development and food security issues of the EU climate,
energy and transport policies are identified against the backdrop of international climate negotiations.

6.1 Food Security Impact
As stated in Chapter 4, food security is a function of food availability, food access, food utilization and food stability. Climate
change could impact directly or indirectly on all these pillars in Ethiopia. However, climate change presents a fenomenon different from food flows and land grabs, the other two issues under scrutiny in Part II of the paper. While the latter are both purely
man-made developments, climate change is a very complex, global and primarily natural fenomenon. It is probably the strongest and most comprehensive external force influencing Ethiopia’s food security, but perhaps the least direct and predictable.
There is an extensive literature which tries to assess impacts of climate change on agricultural production and poor farmers’ food security. Yet, apart from distinguishing what is the impact of anthropogenic climate change and what is the impact of natural weather
irregularities, the knowledge is very limited when it comes to climate change impacts on local or household level. It is also difficult to
predict what might be positive and what negative impacts in the end of the day and how all of them will interact in various contexts.

109 Ethiopia is one of the world’s lowest emitters of GHG emissions with 1 ton of CO2e per capita in 2005, compared to 10.9 in the
EU on average or 13.9 in the Czech Republic (World Resources Institute; data for Land Use Change and Forestry emissions for
Ethiopia not available).
110 Boko, Michel, Isabelle Niang, Anthony Nyong, Coleen Vogel, Andrew Githeko, Mahmoud Medany, Balgis Osman-Elasha,
Ramadjita Tabo, and Pius Yanda. “Africa. Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability.” Contribution of Working
Group II to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (M.L. Parry, O.F. Canziani, J.P.
Palutikof, P.J. van der Linden and C.E. Hanson Eds.). Cambridge UK: Cambridge University Press, 2007, 447. http://www.ipcc.ch/
pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg2/ar4-wg2-chapter9.pdf.
111 McSweeney, C., New, M., Lizcano, G. “UNDP Climate Change Country Profiles. Ethiopia.” UNDP, Oxford, October 30, 2008.
http://ncsp.undp.org/sites/default/files/Ethiopia.oxford.report.pdf.
112 UNDP. “Climate Change and Human Development in Africa: Assessing the Risks and Vulnerability of Climate Change in Kenya,
Malawi and Ethiopia.” UNDP, 2007, 27. http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/global/hdr2007-8/papers/IGAD.pdf.
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Therefore after dealing with uncertainties of the climate change science and impact assessment this chapter will outline what are
the - actual as well as prospective - impacts of climate change on development in general and on Ethiopia farmers’ food security
in particular. As opposed to chapters on food flows and land grabs, we keep the food utilization in the analysis as it is one of important ways climate change is likely to impact on food security in Ethiopia.
6.1.1 Uncertainties about impacts
As the official National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA) of Ethiopia states: “quantitative climate change impact assessments made so far on various socio-economic sectors are limited in the country.”113 therefore, one needs to bear in mind that it is (in
spite of continuous climate science developments) still hard to predict what will be the precise interaction between Ethiopian
communities and the changing climate in different regions and time frames.
This is not only due to uncertainties about future scenarios of greenhouse gas emission production. Many variables, such as impacts of higher temperatures on different crops production, effects of carbon fertilization, change in socioeconomic factors or
technology developments are still very hard to assess. Hence, this chapter can only briefly describe some of the possible positive
but mostly rather negative interactions between Ethiopia’s poor people and rapidly changing climatic conditions.
Regional perspective
One of the IPCC studies states that “not all changes in climate and climate variability will be negative, as agriculture and the growing
season in certain areas may lengthen under climate change, due to combination of increased temperature and rainfall changes”114.
Parts of Ethiopian highlands are mentioned in this respect. Unfortunately this is not compromising the fact, that many regions
will be adversely affected.
Results of International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) analysis of farmers’ vulnerability across different regions in Ethiopia indicate that the relatively least-developed, semi-arid, and arid regions like Afar and Somali are highly vulnerable to climate
change. The same goes for the Oromia region which is characterized both by areas of good agricultural production in the highlands and midlands and by recurrent droughts, especially in the lowlands. Similar situation is in Tigray region, which is characterized by recurrent drought. Furthermore, the IFPRI study underlines the importance of focusing on a local or a village level in any
future research where the actual dynamics of vulnerability to climate change take place thanks to different socioeconomic and
biophysical attributes on the ground115.
An interesting and additional source to climate science in Ethiopia was brought by 2009 Oxfam field study which collected evidence on how farmers and pastoralist in different regions of Ethiopia observe climate conditions influencing their livelihoods.
The report states that “climate science is extremely complex and the relationship between computer models, weather stations and
people’s perceptions of rainfall is not linear and straightforward“.116
Local Blind Spots
It is no surprise that farmers’ perception of climate variability is affected by local environmental, social, economic, and other
factors. But Oxfam went further and specified the catch: “Farmers and pastoralists assess rainfall in relation to their needs at
particular times; small changes in the quality, onset, and cessation of rain over days or even hours can make a big difference,
whereas meteorological data is more likely to be measuring totals and larger changes. Both assessments may be simultaneously
different and ‘right’.” 117

113 Ministry of Water Resources, National Meteorological Agency. “Climate Change National Adaptation Programme of Action
(NAPA) of Ethiopia.” The Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 2007, 6.
114 Boko, Michel, Isabelle Niang, Anthony Nyong, Coleen Vogel, Andrew Githeko, Mahmoud Medany, Balgis Osman-Elasha,
Ramadjita Tabo, and Pius Yanda. “Africa. Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability.” Contribution of Working
Group II to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (M.L. Parry, O.F. Canziani, J.P.
Palutikof, P.J. van der Linden and C.E. Hanson Eds.). Cambridge UK: Cambridge University Press, 2007, 447. http://www.ipcc.ch/
pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg2/ar4-wg2-chapter9.pdf.
115 Deressa, Temesgen, Rashid M.Hassan, and Claudia Ringler. “Measuring Ethiopian Farmers’ Vulnerability to Climate Change
Across Regional States.” The International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), 2008, 16. http://www.ifpri.org/sites/default/
files/publications/rb15_05.pdf.
116 Oxfam. “The Rain Doesn’t Come on Time Any More. Poverty, Vulnerability and Climate Variability in Ethiopia.” Oxfam, 22 April
2010, 37. http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/rain-poverty-vulnerability-climate-ethiopia-2010-04-22.pdf.
117 Ibid.
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CASE STUDY - Water scarcity in Salamago
Salamago woreda (administrative unit similar to district) with capital Hannah is situated in the poor area around the southern stream of river Omo and is part of Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People’s Region, a region that will presumably
be the main target of the Czech development cooperation.
It is mostly lowland, though hilly area, where conventional pasturage still outweighs “growing” agriculture. Water
presents crucial source for all types of traditional livelihood, including the agricultural activities of the recently relocated people. Precipitation/rainfall typologies in Ethiopia are very complicated; the good years usually change with
the bad years. In SNNPR exist two raining seasons (spring and autumn), however a month without any rainfall would
be hardly found. The lower above sea level altitude the higher appearance of irregularities of the total rainfall or of
the beginnings and ends of rainfalls. For instance, late coming of spring rainfalls seriously retards maize and feterite
out planting.
Every drought that is more dramatic than the usual one presents an economic menace for the local agriculturists – for
instance for a herdsman who regularly needs to water his or her cattle or for a new farmer who needs to irrigate his or her
field. And such drought is, of course, substantive menace for most inhabitants who take water from the surface sources.
Drying-out streams, natural reservoirs and rivers not only deteriorate quality and availability of water but escalate percent
occurrence of illnesses and lead to conflicts between various groups of inhabitants that are in this ethnically and nationally various/colourful area common.
Therefore the Czech developing and humanitarian organization People in Need is active in the area of Southern Omo.
Activities of the Czech development workers are aimed at reconstruction of the functionless water pumps, installation
of roof collectors of rain water, or education of the local inhabitants that helps to forgo illnesses caused by bad hygiene
and low quality water. Besides that the organisation People in Need is trying to increase prevention by strengthening the
already existing structures of the village health workers.
During the last years Meaza Getachew, Head of Water Bureau in Salamago, and others have been observing higher temperatures and less rainfalls, longer droughts and generally highly unpredictable weather in the region. Even though it is
not easy to distinguish what is the usual variation between the individua years and what is the consequence of global
clime change, the scientists as well as the locals agree the number of occurrence of extreme rainfalls is in no way dimishing. Every other decrease in the water supply or disturbation of conventional natural cycles perceivable complicates the
already heavy Salamago inhabitants‘ livelihood.
Sources: Interviews with Meaza Getachew, Head of Salamago Water Bureau, and Pavel Caha, project manager at People in
Need, Hana, South Omo, 16-17 August 2010.

Bearing in mind the many empty spaces in actual projections of future impacts of climate change, complexities of climate science
and differing perceptions of climate change among poor farmers in combination with the massive impact that climate change
could have on lives of poor people in Ethiopia, it is evident that the issue of climate change must be better researched if targets
for development, poverty reduction and food security are to be met.
6.1.2 Typology of adverse impacts
Ethiopia is highly dependent on the agricultural sector for income, hard currency and food security. The sector is dominated by
small-scale subsistence farmers who employ largely rain-fed and traditional practices – a state which renders Ethiopia highly vulnerable to climate variability and thus to climate change. Below the main examples of impacts of climate variability on Ethiopia
food security are briefly discussed.
Drought
“Although it is not always considered a key issue in food crises, regional droughts have important implications for water availability, and consequentially, food security.”118 Severe droughts are in no way a new phenomenon in Ethiopia. However, research
has found direct links between anthropogenic climate change and an increase in the intensity and frequency of droughts
in recent years. One such finding is known as the belg drying pattern. Observed warming of the Indian Ocean has been
directly linked to a significant decline in rainfall during the period of the main growing season (belg). As cites the National

118 Stokes, Leah, A. Tianna Scozzaro, and Jennifer Haller. “The Food Crisis in Ethiopia & Egypt: Contrasting Hydrological & Economic
Barriers to Development.“ In Consilience: The Journal of Sustainable Development, Vol.3, Iss. 1 (2010), 118. http://journals.cdrs.
columbia.edu/consilience/index.php/consilience/article/view/113/29.
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Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA) of Ethiopia, “the arid, semiarid and the dry sub-humid parts of the country are found
to be the most vulnerable”119.
Unreliable rainfall has hindered, and will continue to hinder, poverty reduction goals as 80% of the Ethiopian population are
reliant upon rain for agricultural practices such as growing crops, seed bed preparation, and providing replenished pasture and
drinking water for livestock. In past periods of severe drought entire cattle stocks of households and rural areas have been wiped
out as water sources dwindled and dried up.
Recurrent droughts are affecting the whole eastern half of the country. Even the most resilient communities in both eastern crop
dependent highlands and pastoral communities find it difficult to cope with severe drought that extends to several seasons.
These vulnerable communities are always constrained to feed their families for some part of the year, especially during the typical hunger period of June–August for crop dependent areas and the typical dry periods of June–October and January–April for
the pastoral population.
Reports from local elders recall a significant decline in water supply in their lifetime. Over the last two decades it is reported that
stream volume has decreased, seasonal streams are drying up earlier, some water holes have dried completely, and major lakes,
such as Lake Alemaya and Lake Sefo Degoa no longer provide any water120.
Flooding
Large scale flooding is a recent phenomenon in Ethiopia. In 2006, flood occurred in different parts of the country, mainly
along the major riverbanks and more than 600,000 people were affected with more than 600 deaths and a significant loss of
property. Urban dwellers, farmers and pastoralists were affected most by the flood. Although flooding may not be as frequent
as the other hazards in Ethiopia, when it occurs its effect is damaging. The majority of the flooding occurred in July–August
in the western, southern, and north-eastern parts of the country, and in October–November in the southeast (Somali region).
Meteorological records from the last five decades show little change in average annual precipitation levels. What is changing
is the distribution patterns. Distribution has changed geographically, with a decrease of rainfall in the North, South and North
East, and an increase in central and western parts of Ethiopia. When the rain does come it is intensive and for a shorter period
resulting in flash flooding. Heavy rain and hail destroys crops, erodes soil quality and damages infrastructure. Due to high run off
and water contamination intensive periods of rain also fail to replenish safe water supplies121.
Water volatility
Access to clean/safe water, which is also one of the FAO indicators for measuring food security, has long been a resource under
much strain and scarcity across the African continent. The effects of climate change however will fortify and aggravate this problem. The IPCC recently estimated that at present one in four people living in Africa (200 million) suffer from a shortage of water.
It is predicted that the effects of climate change could increase this figure by 75 – 250 million in 2020, and by 350 – 600 million in
2050. The agricultural sector is the largest consumer of water resources, and variability in water supply has a major influence on
health and welfare in poor areas.
Ethiopia has 12 major river basins and 11 major lakes and consequently is sometimes – somewhat ironically – referred to
as the ‘water tower’ of Northeast Africa. Although this suggests a relatively abundant water supply, Ethiopia lacks infrastructure to support its exploitation. It has one of the lowest reservoir storage capacities in the world, of just 50 cubic
metres per person (compared to 4700 cubic metres per person in Australia). Stokes et al. (2010)122 therefore differentiate
between physical and economic water scarcity and their impacts on food security when comparing Ethiopia and Egypt.
Ethiopia is then a country exposed to the economic water scarcity, not physical. Still, it has been projected that run-off to
Nile tributaries will decrease by up to one third due to climate change123. In Ethiopia children aged five or less are more
119 Ministry of Water Resources, National Meteorological Agency. “Climate Change National Adaptation Programme of Action
(NAPA) of Ethiopia.” The Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 2007, 5.
120 Oxfam. “The Rain Doesn’t Come on Time Any More. Poverty, Vulnerability and Climate Variability in Ethiopia. “ Oxfam, 22 April
2010, 37. http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/rain-poverty-vulnerability-climate-ethiopia-2010-04-22.pdf.
121 WB. „Ethiopia Climate Risk Factsheet.“ The World Bank, 2006. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTAFRICA/Resources/
Ethiopia_Country_Note.pdf.
122 Stokes, Leah, A. Tianna Scozzaro, and Jennifer Haller. “The Food Crisis in Ethiopia & Egypt: Contrasting Hydrological & Economic
Barriers to Development.“ In Consilience: The Journal of Sustainable Development, Vol.3, Iss. 1 (2010), 117-138. http://journals.
cdrs.columbia.edu/consilience/index.php/consilience/article/view/113/29.
123 WB. „Ethiopia Climate Risk Factsheet.“ The World Bank, 2006. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTAFRICA/Resources/
Ethiopia_Country_Note.pdf.
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likely to be malnourished if they were born during a drought. For Ethiopia, that translates into some 2 million additional
malnourished children in 2005124.
Deforestation
Whilst deforestation is widely accepted as a major contributor to climate change due to the destruction of carbon sinks, deforestation rates are also rapidly increasing in Ethiopia as a result of climate change. This process has immense impacts on natural
(and hence economic) resource base, biodiversity and ultimately leads to desertification (NAPA 2009, 16). Deforestation is often
linked to reduced agricultural productivity in a vicious circle.
The rate of deforestation in Ethiopia is remarkably high. Yet, the projected population growth in Ethiopia is about to increase
current high levels of environmental degradation of natural resources and ecosystem services even further. Deforestation takes
place mainly due to expansion of agricultural land for cultivation and gathering fire wood and wood for making charcoal. As
land becomes less productive due to soil erosion, flooding and drought, deforestation accelerates. The degrading of the forestry
resources in Ethiopia in turn further reduces soil productivity. The dung and residues previously ploughed back into the land are
used for fuel today.
The increased intensity of droughts has made the practice of wood gathering unsustainable as the forest is no longer able
to regenerate sufficiently. Deforestation rates increase as local people are forced further afield to meet their need for wood
resources. deforestation is already seen as one of the major contributors to the current climate variability even among poor
farmers themselves125 as forests naturally play very important role in hydrological balance and influence climate patterns on
local levels.
On top of its contribution to climate change, the expansion of agriculture usually takes place at the expense of the natural vegetation, particularly forests, woodlands and other wildlife resources, leading to loss of both flora and fauna, and ultimately, destruction of whole habitats. Some wild relatives of cultivated crops are also threatened by such habitat destruction. Preserving forest
cover in Ethiopia is therefore one of the most important mitigation as well as adaptation measures.
6.1.3 Watering down the food
Climate change affects food security in complex ways. It affects food production (food availability and physical access to food)
directly through changes in agro-ecological conditions and economical access to food indirectly through influence on growth
and distribution of incomes.126 Food stability and utilization are also threatened by climate change. Common denominator to
most of the impact is unpredictable, raging and unsafe nature of the many forms water is used and occurs in.
When talking about direct impacts of climate change on poor farmers’ day to day living127, one could discriminate between
gradual change in temperature and precipitation levels on one hand and more frequent occurrence of extreme climate-related
events such as droughts and floods on the other. The former is generally seen as a relatively less serious problem than the latter.
It is fair to mention that, there is an impact of higher CO2 concentrations which may have positive effect on plant growth due to
the so called carbon fertilization128. The portfolio of negative impacts is, however, likely to be much more robust.
Food availability
The changes in hydrological balance limit crop water supply. Higher temperatures facilitate faster evapotranspiration and this
reduces soil moisture. Such problems can be in part avoided by resorting to more drought resilient crops. Increase in extreme
weather events such as drought and flooding, however, has more immediate and dramatic effects, such as destroyed yields,
which are very hard to adjust to in the short term.
As the effects of climate change (further) degrade land quality, the problems of access to resources and human coping capacity
will be exasperated. Climate change is likely to reduce the length of the growing season as well as force large regions of marginal
124 UNDP. “Climate Change and Human Development in Africa: Assessing the Risks and Vulnerability of Climate Change in Kenya,
Malawi and Ethiopia.” UNDP, 2007, 27. http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/global/hdr2007-8/papers/IGAD.pdf.
125 McDonald, Alun. “Ethiopia: Oromia Region hearing on climate change. “ Oxfam, Blogs, 27 October, 2010. http://blogs.oxfam.org/
en/blog/10-10-27-ethiopia-oromia-region-hearing-climate-change.
126 Schmidhuber, Josef, and Francesco F. Tubiello. “Global food security under climate change.” PNAS, December 11, 2007.
http://www.pnas.org/content/104/50/19703.full.pdf.
127 Deressa, Temesgen, Rashid M.Hassan, and Claudia Ringler. “Measuring Ethiopian Farmers’ Vulnerability to Climate Change
Across Regional States.” The International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), 2008, 16. http://www.ifpri.org/sites/default/
files/publications/rb15_05.pdf.
128 Increased plant growth due to an increase in carbon dioxide in the atmosphere.
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agriculture out of production. Such trends have already been observed in parts of Ethiopia. An IPCC report estimated reductions
in yield in some African countries (those dependent on rain-fed agriculture) could be as much as 50% by 2020, and crop net revenues could fall by as much as 90% by 2100, with small-scale farmers being most affected129.

TABLE 1. IMPACT OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTIVITY
Baseline Yield
(1961 - 1990)

Future Projected Yield

Change %

Options

3309

2713

-18.01

High Input, Rainfed, Carbon, 2020s

Rice

0

0

NaN

High Input, Rainfed, Carbon, 2020s

Maize

5179

4319

-16.61

High Input, Rainfed, Carbon, 2020s

Sorghum

3317

2891

-12.84

High Input, Rainfed, Carbon, 2020s

Pearl Millet

0

0

NaN

High Input, Rainfed, Carbon, 2020s

Best Cereal

5179

4319

-16.61

High Input, Rainfed, Carbon, 2020s

Crop
Wheat

Source: The World Bank - Climate Change Knowledge Portal. http://sdwebx.worldbank.org/climateportal/

Stability, access and utilization
However, the level of food production is not the only factor of food security. As weather conditions are expected to become more
variable than at present, with increases in the frequency and severity of extreme events. Greater fluctuations in crop yields and local
food supplies and higher risks of landslides and erosion damage can adversely affect the stability of food supplies. How strongly
these impacts will be felt will crucially depend on investments in adaptation measures such as irrigation, better storage facilities, etc.
Calculations cited in Cline (2007) project net revenue of Ethiopia’s non-irrigated farms reduced by about 31.4% by 2080s (with
carbon fertilization not taken into account)130. Given Ethiopia’s dependence on agriculture production as a main source of the
country’s GDP and household income, one can expect lowered access of Ethiopian farmers to food. Due to both direct impacts
on the agricultural sector performance and indirect links to other sectors of the economy, there is a strong observable link between climate variations and overall economic performance. The World Bank reported that Ethiopia’s unmitigated hydrological
variability currently costs the economy more than one third of its growth potential.131
Climate change also affects the ability of individuals to use food safely and effectively (food utilization) by altering the conditions
for food safety and changing the disease pressure from vector, water, and food-borne diseases. Climate change will likely pose
additional stresses on water availability in Ethiopia, therefore influencing not only water availability for the agricultural sector
but also access to drinking and safe water needed for the preparation of meals, etc.132 The main concern about climate change
and food security is that changing climatic conditions can initiate yet another vicious circle where infectious disease causes or
compounds hunger, which, in turn, makes the affected populations more susceptible to infectious disease.133

129 Boko, Michel, Isabelle Niang, Anthony Nyong, Coleen Vogel, Andrew Githeko, Mahmoud Medany, Balgis Osman-Elasha, Ramadjita
Tabo, and Pius Yanda. “Africa. Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability.” Contribution of Working Group II to the
Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (M.L. Parry, O.F. Canziani, J.P. Palutikof, P.J. van der
Linden and C.E. Hanson Eds.). Cambridge UK: Cambridge University Press, 2007, 447.
130 Cline, William R. “Global Warming and Agriculture. Impact Estimates by Country.” Washington: Center for Global Development,
Peterson Institute for International Economics, 2007, 23-33.
131 WB. “Ethiopia: Managing Water Resources to Maximize Sustainable Growth. A World Bank Country Water Resources Assistance
Strategy.” The World Bank Agriculture and Rural Development Department, Washington, DC, 2006. http://siteresources.worldbank.
org/INTWRD/Resources/Ethiopia_final_text_and_cover.pdf.
132 WB. “Ethiopia. A Country Study on the Economic Impacts of Climate Change.” The World Bank, Washington, 2008, 48. http://wwwwds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2010/07/07/000333037_20100707000537/Rendered/PDF/469
460ESW0P1101B01PUBLIC1010P110947.pdf (accessed June 1, 2012). WB. „Ethiopia Climate Risk Factsheet.“ The World Bank, 2006.
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTAFRICA/Resources/Ethiopia_Country_Note.pdf.
133 Schmidhuber, Josef, and Francesco F. Tubiello. “Global food security under climate change.” PNAS, December 11, 2007.
http://www.pnas.org/content/104/50/19703.full.pdf.
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6.2 Role of EU Policies
“In its statement on policy coherence for development, the EU recognises climate change as one of the greatest environmental and
development challenges of the twenty-first century, yet both its policies on domestic mitigation and its responses to the critical support
needed by developing countries are inconsistent with this position.”134
Climate policy became a generic description of public policy response to climate change. Rather then policy in its own right,
however, it is an umbrella or amalgam of various other policies, including in fact development policy, too. It is not easy to effectively coordinate or achieve coherence between these policies inside the EU, let alone ensure coherence with development goals
such as food security in the poor countries. On the other hand, numerous synergies of climate policy are possible not only with
development, but also with other EU public policy goals such as economic (cost) effectiveness or energy security. In this chapter,
we first outline the two key dimensions of climate change responses (adaptation and mitigation) and then look at the main challenges of the EU in domestic policies and international climate negotiations.
6.2.1 Climate change mitigation and adaptation
It is clear that mitigation and adaptation to climate change is inextricably linked with development goals. The EU must primarily act to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions across all its policies and address its unsustainable production and consumption
patterns. However, many communities already face adverse impacts connected with global climate change, which makes the
assistance to help them adapt number one priority.
Adaptation
Improving capacities of poor communities to adapt can to a large extent offset many negative impacts of climate change. There
are many ways how to adapt to climate change in general as well as to increase resilience to adverse impacts of climate change
on food security in particular. This is largely a matter of mainstreaming interconnected climate and food security measures into
EU development policies as well as specialized bilateral and multilateral climate adaptation programmes funded by the EU.
Better linking climate and food security approaches in what is extended development cooperation is not a primary challenge for
policy coherence for development. Let us, therefore, make just a few general remarks on adaptation challenges in Ethiopia based
on the above. Taking into account environmental variability of the country the adaptation policies –domestic, EU or international
- need to target different agro-ecologies based on the constraints and potentials of each agro-ecology instead of recommending
uniform interventions.
Moreover, one has to bear in mind that coping mechanisms differ also among various groups. One example mentioned above
can be pastoralism, the same as with farming, it is another climate and weather sensitive activity. In regions without enough
pasture or water, pastoralists encounter enormous losses of livestock, their most important asset. But in other regions keeping
livestock could be one of the possible adaptation measures and useful economic buffer in times of reduced crop yield.
Mitigation
There is extensive EU policy aiming to reduce CO2 emissions and increase the (energy and hence also economic) efficiency
and sustainability of Europe. At present, however, climate policy does not necessarily reflect development goals despite
the legal requirement, outlined by the UNFCCC, that all mitigation policies for climate change must respect people’s rights
to development.
Carbon emissions are to be weighted so that developing countries are able to continue to develop although such development
is likely to lead to further increase of emissions. This means that developed countries must significantly reduce emissions in order
to mitigate anthropogenic climate change. This should be the core of all international mitigation agenda in order to be consistent
with development goals, but the debate about what are the corresponding emission targets for both groups of the countries is
still ongoing in the UN as well as in the EU.
Such commitment is hard to make, however, without a fairer categorization of and greater differentiation between the developing countries. UNFCCC negotiations with its guiding principles are irreplaceable platform where the voices of the most vulnerable countries to climate change can be expressed. But at the same time, essential pressure needs to be created on both the big
historical and actual emitters from both major blocks of countries.
Below are listed some of the key development conflicts in the climate change-related policy debate: first related to mitigation
and then to support of developed countries for both mitigation and adaptation mesures in developing countries.

134 CONCORD. “Spotlight on Policy Coherence.” CONCORD, Brussels, 2009. http://coherence.concordeurope.org/pdf/Concord_
Report_15_AW_LORES.pdf.
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6.2.2 Energy and transport policy
The energy policy is clearly the most important of all policies related to mitigation of climate change. The 20-20-20 targets outlined in the 2008 EU Climate and Energy Package commit the EU to meeting three key goals by 2020: the reduction of EU GHG
emissions by at least 20% below 1990 levels; 20% energy consumption to be generated from renewable sources; and a 20%
reduction in primary energy use compared with projected levels.
Greening the transport
The EU Renewable Energy Directive sets out goals to ensure energy supply for Europe whilst reducing greenhouse gases. It confirms the binding target to achieve 20% overall renewable energy by 2020, and specifies a subgoal of a 10% renewable energy
share in transport. Part of this will be achieved through increasing imports of biofuels, which will likely lead to increased deforestation and undermine sustainable development in developing countries. A common sustainability scheme has been designed
in attempt to stop this from occurring, and to ensure that all EU biofuel imports meet strict environmental and social criteria. The
problems associated with the increased call for biofules are discussed in more detail in chapter 7.
The transport sector is one of the biggest contributors to carbon emissions. Emissions from the road sector are 30%
higher at present than they were in 1990. Yet, it is the only sector in which emissions are predicted to continue to grow in
Europe. EU transport policy addresses the importance of meeting carbon reduction commitments, and is making promising steps towards addressing the worst problems in the sector. As sector consuming the bulk of oil products (adding substantially to both the rise of its global price and EU energy insecurity), transport is given priority in the Energy Efficiency
Action Plan.
The EU has proposed that the emission reduction targets could rise to 30% if other developed countries will commit to similarly
ambitious targets. Even such targets, however, may not be sufficient to keep global temperature rise below 2 degrees Celsius,
and raise the question of whether Europe is – as it claims to be – able to lead the move to a low carbon economy.
Energy-efficient or cost-effective?
Carbon offsetting schemes (especially Clean Development Mechanism) make it even harder to asses the EU’s commitment
to transform its reliance on fossil carbon as they allow EU member states to off set large share of mitigation commitments
in non-EU countries. The economic argument behind these schemes, to invest where it is cost-effective, has its logic. But
in the long run, this strategy threatens to delay the transition to a low carbon economy within the EU. At the same time
environmental integrity of some of these schemes has been put in doubt, not to mention social rights violations accompanying some of the projects.
Whilst the renewable energy targets are likely to be met, progress of the EU member states with respect to energy efficiency
shows inability to kill two birds with one stone, mitigating climate change and increasing competitiveness and performance
of the European economy. The EU’s Energy Efficiency Action Plan is still struggling to deliver on a legal framework to actually
“transform the internal energy market in a way that provides EU citizens with the globally most energy-efficient infrastructure, buildings,
appliances, processes, transport means and energy systems.”
6.2.3 Finance and technology transfer
EU financial commitments to the adaptation and mitigation of climate change are well below the requirements suggested by
scientific studies.
Greenwashing ODA?
Disappointing progress to date has been made on the EU and member states commitments to so called Fast Start Finance.
The UNFCCC documents states that contributions to fast start finance must come in the form of ‘new and additional’ funds to
those committed in existing development policy. However, lack of clarity on the definition of ‘new and additional’ has brought
widespread concern and criticism that existing development funding is simply being redirected, or rebranded as climate finance
contributions.
This is detrimental to both the development and climate change agendas. Substantial financial commitments are essential now
to minimize future costs that are likely to be incurred as a result of climate change as well as to safeguard a chance for ambitious
international climate agreement. Regrettably, debates on some of the potencially promising source of innovative finance (such
as financial transaction tax, revenues raised from taxing shipping emissions and revenues from emission trading system) suffer as
they are usually part of much broader discussions and many competing interests are involved.
Technology transfer
The main driver of low carbon technology investment in developing countries to date has been through the Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM), which allows emissions reduction projects in developing countries to earn certified emissions reduction credits, which may then be traded on the Emmission Trading System (ETS) market. However, there is a major neglect in addressing
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development of low carbon technology in Least Developed Countries, thus also undermining development strategies, and falling short of the CDM aims. EU together with other developed countries has a clear stance, as “the protection and enforcement of
intellectual property go to the heart of the EU’s ability to compete in the global economy.”135

6.3 Other Influences
Not compromising the fact that EU is one of the major historical contributors to anthropogenic climate change, one has to admit
that even if the EU would give up fuelling its’ economy and welfare with fossil carbon, global greenhouse gas emissions will continue to rise. Climate change is a global challenge in its’ very nature.
6.3.1 Responsibility outside Europe
In order to prevent dramatic climate change growth of global carbon emissions should peak well before 2020 which mean reducing emission of all major GHG emitters in a comparable or even more ambitious way as the EU. Although it is primary more ambition in the US, Canada and other so called Annex-I countries what is needed, there is no doubt that preventing climate change is
also about decoupling economic growth and poverty reduction from GHG emission growth (or carbon sinks loss) in emerging
economies such as China, India, Brazil and others. As International Environmental Agency (IEA) states, emerging economies, led
by China and India, will drive global demand for energy higher with considerable impact on Earth’s climate system.
The Climate Action Tracker, independent scientific-based assessment of emission reduction pledges world-wide reflects that
current emission reduction pledges fall short of what is needed to get the world on track for limiting global warming to 2 and
1.5°C above pre-industrial levels. “To keep warming limited to these targets, global total emissions need to drop below 44 billion tonnes
CO2eq per year by 2020. After adding up reduction proposals of individual countries and taking into account accounting provisions,
expected global emissions leave a gap of 12 billion tonnes CO2eq/yr by 2020. In Cancun, countries discussed a wide range of options
that influence the size of the gap. If countries would implement the most stringent reductions they have proposed with most stringent
accounting, the remaining ‘reduction gap’ would shrink to 8 billion tonnes CO2eq/yr.”136
When talking about emissions from the energy sector only as it is a major driver of anthropogenic climate change, International
Energy Agency (IEA) in its scenario predicts that energy-related CO2 emissions will rise from 29.3 Gt in 2008 to 35.4 Gt in 2035,
which is consistent with an eventual increase in global average temperature of over 3.5°C. All of this growth in emissions comes
from non-OECD countries.137
6.3.2 Global deal
International climate negotiations under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) experienced a peak of
public attention in December 2009, during its annual conference, that time in Copenhagen. Huge expectations for adoption
of a fair, ambitious and binding deal (capable of preventing dangerous climate change), massive head of states and civil society
attendance ended with great disappointment. The Cancún conference (2010) renewed hope for the UN backed process with incremental progress in some of the issues. The Durban gathering (2011) on African soil brought mixed feelings. Many praised the
creation of a new progressive coalition across the developed and developing world willing to take more ambitious action. Others
pointed out how the geopolitics of climate change are still fragile and that UN negotiations still lack consensus which is needed
in so many issues (mitigation ambitions, climate finance, etc.).
Regrettably the UN climate process is undermined by the inability or lack of will by many powerful players to move forward.
International politics is too often trapped in national fights and struggles. Some say that we cannot wait for compromises, if one
respects current scientific knowledge on climate change. A realistic position sees UNFCCC as the only international forum where
even small, poor and vulnerable countries can express their concerns and discuss their rights and, in some cases, their very survival.
The EU gained credit as a leader of international climate change negotiations. On one hand the EU is backed by its policies and
legislation, on the other it is facing serious troubles with regard to effectiveness and environmental integrity of many of its
climate change corner-stones (like the emission permits trading scheme, or biofuel policies). As with the global picture, the EU
has to bear in mind that EU climate policies (also towards UNFCCC) cannot be more ambitious than the ambition of the latest
member state.

135 EC. “Intellectual Property: Trade Topics.” European Commission - Trade, Brussels, 2006. http://ec.europa.eu/trade/creatingopportunities/trade-topics/intellectual-property.
136 Chen, Claudin, Bill Hare, Markus Hagemann, Niklas Höhne, Sara Moltmann, and Michiel Schaeffer. “Cancun Climate Talks Keeping Options Open.” The Climate Action Tracker, 2011. http://www.climateactiontracker.org/briefing_paper_cancun.pdf.
137 IEA. “World Energy Outlook 2010. “ International Energy Agency (IEA), Paris, 2010, 77.
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6.3.3 National policies
There exist a number of national policy initiatives that directly or indirectly respond towards climate change. The most important
is the National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA) of Ethiopia, and recently also the Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP).
Political capture of adaptation?
National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) are documents drawn up by LDCs that list projects that focus on climate
change adaptation. Ethiopia’s government agency coordinating climate change adaptation is the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA), which also represents Ethiopia at the UNFCCC. Currently, Ethiopia’s NAPA projects are postponed as international
adaptation funding mechanisms are under negotiation. In theory, NAPAs give prominence to local level input, recognizing the
importance of grassroots communities as a source of information.
In reality though, most of Ethiopia’s NAPA projects are directed towards capacity-building of national governments and agencies
to coordinate adaptation and enhance service provisions and infrastructure, rather than support local communities (for example,
only in three of the 11 projects are non-state actors mentioned; all of these projects are lead by a federal ministry/agency; local
institutions are included in just 20% of projects analyzed; only one NGO representative is part of the Ethiopian NAPA Steering
Committee, etc.)138
Furthermore, the NAPA budget is not adequately distributed among all projects as just one of the high-priority projects139 takes
up 91% of the budget. This particular project reflects more the government’s economic goals aiming at export-oriented agricultural production, rather than participatory consultation at the local level (ibid.). The government’s main objectives are economic
growth and political stability, rather than adaptation to climate change.
Overcoming narrow views
Furthermore, climate change is seen predominantly as an environmental issue, which according to Oates “is problematic if the
broader development implications of climate risks are not fully recognized.”140 The cross-sectoral nature of climate change makes
this issue exceptionally challenging. Generally, participation on the local level is lacking.
That is where the Climate Change Forum – Ethiopia (CCF-E) can significantly help. The CCF-E is a national collaborative forum
comprised of government representatives, CSOs, and international development organizations that meet regularly to communicate and coordinate policy dialogue and promote awareness-raising and capacity building.141 The CCF-E is not a formal national planning or implementation body; however, it can significantly enhance coordination and, most importantly, participation
among a wide spectrum of different stakeholders.142
The recent Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP) sees agriculture as a major source of economic growth in Ethiopia and therefore mentions food security compromised by increased climate variability. Small scale irrigation and water shed management are
seen as priorities in this respect. On the other hand the document identifies large potential regarding mitigation policies, namely
in renewable energy (hydropower, wind, etc.) as a source of both economic prosperity and sustainable development path143. The
GTP for 2010-2015 shortly mentions climate change adaptation and mitigation as environmental priorities; however, there seems
to be a lack of communication on and linkages to priorities in other development sectors.144

138 Virtanen, Pekka, Eero Palmujoki, and Dereje Terefe Gemechu. “Global Climate Policies, Local Institutions and Food Security in
a Pastoral Society in Ethiopia.” In The Journal of Sustainalbe Development, Vol. 5, Iss. 1 (2011): 96-118, 102. http://journals.cdrs.
columbia.edu/consilience/index.php/consilience/article/view/167/64.
139 The project is titled “Realizing food security through a multi-purpose large-scale water development project in the GenaleDawa Basin.”
140 Oates, Naomi, Declan Conway, and Roger Calow. “The ‘mainstreaming‘ approach to climate change adaptation: insights from
Ethiopia’s water sector. “ In Overseas Development Institute Background Note. ODI, London, 2011. http://www.odi.org.uk/
resources/docs/7056.pdf.
141 CCF-E. Website. Climate Change Forum – Ethiopia (CCF-E), Addis Ababa, 2008. http://www.climateethiopia.org/.
142 Oxfam. “Owning adaptation. Country-level governance of climate adaptation finance.” Oxfam Briefing Paper, June 2011.
http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp146-owning-adaptation-130611-en.pdf.
143 Ministry of Finance and Economic Development. “Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP) 2010/11-2014/15. Draft.” Ministry of
Finance and Economic Development. Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, Addis Ababa, 2010.
144 Oates, Naomi, Declan Conway and Roger Calow. “The ‘mainstreaming‘ approach to climate change adaptation: insights from
Ethiopia’s water sector.” Overseas Development Institute Background Note, ODI, April 2011, 4. http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/
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6.4 Summary
Climate change is probably the strongest and most comprehensive external force influencing Ethiopia’s food security, but
perhaps the least attributable and predictable phenomenon. It is not only shaped by complex social interactions, but also by
complex natural forces. Estimating its direct and indirect impacts (and their interaction in time) on small scale farmers vastly
dependent on natural resource and rain-fed, subsistence agriculture is not an easy task. The regional and local, especially agroecological, differences are enormous in Ethiopia and there is little reliable data. Yet, perceptions by poor people themselves, like
those in South Omo, are equally, if not more important.
There is little doubt that sub-Saharan region, and Ethiopia in particular, will face serious challenges in feeding its growing
populations in a world constrained by climate change: water shortages, soil degradation, reduced yields (by as much as 50%
by 2020), more frequent and more severe floods or droughts, deforestation and desertification, climate related diseases and
many more. Plus add the many vicious circles among those impacts such as the downward spiral of more disease and more
hunger, or more deforestation and more soil erosion. Much of the challenge, though, relates to the waters of Ethiopia becoming even more wild and troubled. The massive improvement of water management in the country is a priority not only for
climate change adaptation and food security, but the overall resilience of economy.
Still there are many unknown variables: trajectory of global GHG emissions in the upcoming decades, economic development or technology innovations. Many studies converge around the observation that socio-economic conditions in which
climate change is likely to evolve are more important than the impacts that can be expected from the biophysical changes
connected with climate change. Certainly, the adverse effects of climate change will be experienced disproportionately by
the poor.
In fact, many Ethiopian communities are already facing adverse impacts most likely connected with global climate change.
This is making adaptation a clear and urgent priority for Ethiopia’s vulnerable poor population. Given the high interconnectedness between climate change and food security, both of these concerns need to be actively present in any policy
aiming to reduce poverty, increase food security or adapt to climate change. The most effective development interventions today usually combine mitigation and adaptation elements and increase overall resilience of the poor populations.
Adaptation as well as agricultural policy also needs to be tailor made to very diverse regional, agro-ecological and livelihood conditions of Ethiopia. Both the national and EU development and climate change programmes seem to take the
need for interdisciplinary approach increasingly into account. But their implementation and funding are lagging behind.
The government GTP and NAPA documents in particular then lack the focus on local participation and empowerment,
underlining the country’s human rights and democracy deficits.
While adaptation is much closer to extended development policies, mitigation is a classical issue of (in)coherence of nondevelopment policies. EU is together with other big emitters in developed world responsible for large share of global GHG
emissions and current CO2 concentration in the atmosphere. Hence, EU is also responsible for large share of climate change
impacts on poor Ethiopians. The largest chunk of EU emissions, in turn, comes from energy and transport sectors. Albeit
far from sufficient, the EU does reform these policies and belongs among the most progressive actors in the international
community.
Still, the 20-20-20 targets on EU’s way to green economy are neither all equally on track, nor entirely coherent with development goals. While EU is ready to raise its emission reduction target to 30% if other countries follow, the efforts at
energy efficiency run against the competitiveness imperative of the (still old) global economy. Traditional cost effectiveness also delays EU transition to low-carbon economy through the Clean Development Mechanisms that also has dubious
development impacts. Similarly, while EU renewably energy targets are being largely met, the substitution of domestic
biofuels for imports from poor countries (more in Chapter 7) often leaves a stain of development incoherence on the EU’s
greening efforts.
Even low or zero carbon EU doesn’t mean dangerous climate change is not going to happen. There are other big emitters
with less responsible policies. Most of the rich countries are more hesitant then EU to reduce its carbon track while the big
emerging emitters are on their way to emit even more. The undeniable right of poorer countries to development, however,
needs to be adjusted for both their share of global responsibility and their actual level of development and capacity for
green transformation. This can’t be an excuse for the EU to do less, but rather to do more in other areas such as a solid
contribution to climate finance, technology transfer and the overall multilateral efforts at fair, ambitious and binding global
climate deal.
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6.5 Some General Recommendations
6.5.1 Recommendations for EU non-aid policies
• EU should build on the existing leadership and continue to play significant role in supporting fair, ambitious and binding
future climate regime under the UNFCCC.
• EU should increase its’ commitment to reduce GHG emissions to - 30% unilaterally by 2020 compared to 1990 levels with an
openness to increase this ambition towards -40% reduction goal if other major players agrees on similar level of ambition.
• There have to be a clear will on the EU and member states level to provide sufficient funding for the poorest people for
both immediate adaptation and mitigation and especially explore ways how to find innovative sources of climate finances
(FTT, carbon tax, auctioning of emission permits, etc.).
• Although energy transformation in EU (and other developed countries) is a key PCD issue in the long-term, EU should stand
for such a flexible mechanisms (REDD, CDM, etc.) which are environmentally and socially sustainable and represent synergies between poverty reduction and low carbon development and economic prosperity.
• EU should advocate for such an Intellectual Property Rights regime which will not compromise willingness of investors to
fund low carbon and climate resilient technologies R&D and at the same time facilitate support for technology transfer
enabling poor communities’ access to modern and clean energy services.
6.5.2 Recommendations for the Government of Ethiopia and EU development cooperation with Ethiopia
• Follow on with the proposals defined in the Ethiopian National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA) and prepare concrete plans for adapting and mitigating climate change. Adaptation should be addressed in a more cross-sectoral manner, including investment in irrigation, planting drought-tolerant and early-maturing crop varieties, supporting research,
educating farmers and encouraging ownership of livestock, develop early warning systems and disaster preparedness, improve pest and disease forecast and control, conserve soils (e.g. infiltration pits or contours) and strengthening institutional
frameworks, increase water supply (e.g. by using groundwater, building reservoirs, improving or stabilizing watershed management), decrease water demands (e.g. by increasing efficiency, reducing water losses, water recycling, changing irrigation
practices, developing and introducing flood and drought monitoring and control system, reduce water pollution, improve
or develop water management145.
• A greater role should be given to CSOs and local communities and institutions.
• (Support) investment in improved agricultural productivity (water-shed management, access to fertilizers, seed varieties
etc.)
• Improve weather and climate forecasting and exchange of information
• Diversify income and job opportunities from climate-sensitive sectors such as agriculture towards other sectors.
• Invest in infrastructure to make it more resilient against climate change-driven phenomena such as flooding, etc.

145 Deressa, Temesgen Tadesse, and Rashid M. Hassan. “Economic Impact of Climate Change on Crop Production in Ethiopia:
Evidence from Cross-section Measures.” Journal of African Economies 18, no. 4, 550 (March 2009). http://jae.oxfordjournals.org/
content/18/4/529.full.pdf+html.
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7. LAND GRABS
Over the past few years, there has been a surge of interest in foreign investment in agricultural land in many countries in Africa,
Asia and South America. According to many reports, the most targeted countries are those of the sub-Saharan region counting
for more than a half of the total deals reported. Long- term land acquisitions (either lease or purchase of tens of thousands to hundreds of thousands hectares), dominated by private or state-owned investors from wealthier countries, have received significant
media attention because of their deep and lasting effects on local food security, livelihoods and the future of agriculture. That is
also the reason they were marked as “land grabs”.
The increased pressure and competition over land (water and other natural resources as well) in rural areas may erode already
precarious situation of poor and hungry people and their ability to maintain access to their natural resources, on which both
their food security and livelihoods often depend. Land is essential for food production but availability of fertile land is threatened
by climate change, serious land degradation and environmental damages. Moreover, land is not only an economic asset but it
represents historical, cultural, spiritual and political issue to local populations.
The last thematic chapter of this paper focuses on identification of main negative impacts of land grabs on Ethiopia‘s food security. It identifies key land investment drivers, threats and opportunities related to land investment projects and concrete issues
poor people are facing. Then we describe the role that European investment and biofuel policies play in land investment and
specifiy the country origins of other investors involved. Lastly, the chapter shows prevailing trends in Ethiopian government efforts made to attract foreign investment in agriculture and risks thereof to food security.

7.1 Food Security Impact
Proponents of foreign land investment generally argue that this kind of investment will foster the underfinanced agricultural
sector, bring more advanced farming technologies, create job opportunities, and help to alleviate poverty or overcome food
insecurity in developing countries. On the other side, many critical voices have been raised recently, addressing the potential
negative impacts of some foreign direct investments in the agriculture sector in poor countries.
This particularly concerns the so-called “land grabbing”, which can be described as a purchase or lease of vast land from poorer
countries by wealthier, food-insecure nations and/or private investors in order to produce crops for export or speculate with
land146. Though land acquisitions by foreign investors have taken place on a small scale for many years the scale of today´s land
deals becomes striking. Unfortunately, the phenomenon of land grabbing is difficult to precisely quantify since most of the available information and estimation is based on media reports and official numbers with limited reliability147.
Nevertheless, in most of the controversial cases rights of the poor are being violated by the investors while the governments –
both poor and rich - tend to turn a blind eye. From the perspective of the local population, the main danger lies in lost or limited
access to land which is very often the primary asset and natural resource to survive. Limited access to land and related natural
resources means limited access to food and compromised food availability and stability leading to food insecurity.
7.1.1 Drivers of land grabs
Today´s overseas land investments differ from previous activities of 20th century when farmland was appropriated by foreign
fruit, spice, coffee and other companies. Beside the greater scale, the current land investments emphasize staples instead of cash
crops; they are concluded on the basis of agreements with full consent of the host governments and government-led investment
plays bigger role than in the past.148

146 The word “speculate” is not necessarily used in negative connotation only in this paper, but implies the use of land as
a financial asset, i.e. for other than productive purposes. The border between investment and speculation is clearly quite
blurred. It depends largely on both subjective interpretation and systemic rules (financial market regulation). Many investors
are not aware of or even not happy with impact of their land grabs on farmers, but still contribute to related economic and
development problems.
147 Cotula, Lorenzo, Sonja Vermeulen, Rebeca Leonard and James Keeley. “Land grab or development opportunity? – Agricultural
investment and international land deals in Africa.” The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) and the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED)
2009. http://www.ifad.org/pub/land/land_grab.pdf.
148 Kugelman, Michael, Susan L. Levenstein, eds. “Land Grab? – The Race for the World’s Farmland. “ Woodrow Wilson International Center
for Scholars, 2009. http:/www.wilsoncenter.org/topics/pubs/ASIA_090629_Land%20Grab_rpt.pdf%20.
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Land grabbing has been incited by a number of different factors and motives. In addition to the traditional enterprise motives
– reduction of production or import costs and the proximity to new markets – there has appeared an increasing pressure to
produce biofuels149 as an alternative to fossil fuels. The new demand for crops suitable for energy production translated into additional source of demand for non-food agricultural commodities – and for land.
Hedging against dearth and volatility
Still other factors and motives emerged in the context of the two big crises of recent years – the world food crises and the financial crises. The two key phenomena undermining food security of all nations involve volatility and growth of food prices. The
price of many commodities in the international markets has gradually increased over the past decades. Apart from new biofuels
demand and land price bubbles, it is primarily increasing price of oil and growing food demand by emerging markets that has
driven up international food prices.
International economic liberalization, including agricultural trade liberalization and financial deregulation) resulted in higher
food interdependence and higher investment in food by both private traders and investors. Increasing share of food commodities (and especially their derivatives) is traded as financial assets (e.g. they become a regular part of an investment fund portfolio) unrelated to economic fundamentals: supply and demand in the very food markets. As sophisticated (or toxic) investment
instrument were seen increasingly risky in run-up to the US and global financial meltdown many investors turn to commodities
in 2007/2008. In combination with erratic falls in global production (some may well be due to climate change), this makes international food prices also increasingly volatile.
Therefore, the food price hikes of 2007/2008, embodying all of this fenomena, encouraged a number of food-importing but
wealthy countries with land and/or water constrains or countries with large populations and food security concerns to step up
their efforts to ensure food security. They have intensified purchases or leases of land where it is available for cheap, most notably in Africa. Such land investments are sometimes carried out through sovereign wealth funds, sometimes through contracted
private companies. The ultimate objective, however, remains the same: to outsource the country’s food production and to guarantee food security for their own populations.150
Geopolitical game
There is also a geopolitical dimension. Foreign investors are typically large and wealthy transnational firms or governments
of rich or big (emerging) countries, while host states are poor, often ravaged by political conflict or other forms of instability.
Generally, investing in these unstable countries with the substantial political risk hold the potential for bigger long-term gains
(more stable countries bring lower returns) or for increased political influence. Clearly, there is also high risk of losses because of
instability and weak rule of law.151
Though the recent race for land acquisition is global in nature, Africa is likely turning the biggest hotspot. Africa is a logical choice
for investors as the land is vast, fertile and cheap. At the same time, the agricultural productivity is low and governments of African states are desperate for finance. Paradoxically, the countries providing their farmland tend to be even more food-insecure,
most of them depending on the World Food Program (WFP) aid. Ethiopia itself, receives $116 million in food aid – not much more
than the Saudi Arabia is paying to grow grain for its consumption abroad.152
7.1.2 Risk or opportunity?
With no doubts, any activities of foreign investors have impact on the host country, especially the host community development.
The question is whether, or rather under which conditions, the positive impacts outweigh the negative ones. The foreign investments may bring macro-level benefits (GDP growth, government revenues, hard currency), and create opportunities for raising
standard of local people (jobs, off-farm employment and income). Investors may bring capital, technology, know-how, infrastructure and market access, and may therefore play an important role in prompting rural development as well as in transition to
a more developed economy. On the other hand, net economic and social benefits for local communities are often questionable.
Most of prevailing negative impacts of large land leases are of very environmental and socio-economic nature.

149 As the term “biofuels” encompasses all fuel produced from organic matter rather than just from agricultural crops, we use this
term. “Agrofuels” is a relatively new term used where agricultural crops are used for production and is more connected to food
sovereignty and security debates.
150 IFAD. “The Growing Demand for Land: Risks and Opportunities for Smallholder Farmers.” International Fund for Agricultural Development
(IFAD), Discussion paper, 18 February, 2009. http://www.ifad.org/events/gc/32/roundtables/2.pdf.
151 Kugelman, Michael, Susan L. Levenstein, eds. “Land Grab? – The Race for the World’s Farmland. “ Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars 2009. http:/www.wilsoncenter.org/topics/pubs/ASIA_090629_Land%20Grab_rpt.pdf%20.
152 Ibid.
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Local distress
Land deals become land grabs especially in situation when production from the leased or sold land adds to distress in the community or society. In poor agricultural societies such distress – as a rule of thumb – contributes to food insecurity. In particular
when it deepens food production (food availability) deficit, deprives people of their livelihood opportunities and drives up the
food prices (access to food).
In a number of instances, biofuel production competes with food production. In underdeveloped markets such as that of Ethiopia, less local food supply results easily in an increase in the costs of basic foodstuffs. To avoid such competition, some biofuel
crops, such as jatropha and castor beans are promoted as crops that can grow in semi-arid conditions and therefore can be
grown on lands not suitable for high yield agriculture producing food crops. Still, they could displace food crops in areas such as
the Sahel.153 Nongovernmental organisation Friends of the Earth points out that “non-edible biofuel crops such as jatropha are
competing directly with food crops for fertile land. The result threatens food supplies in poor communities and pushes up the
cost of available food. Farmers who switch to biofuel crops run the risk of being unable to feed their families.”154
Large scale production and commercial agriculture can impact the environment of the community, or even larger area. In
addition to indigenous agricultural expansion needed to feed growing populations, the replacement of natural ecosystems
such as forests, wetlands and pasture with agricultural land is driven also by cultivation of export crops. However, as opposed
to local expansion of small scale farming, the model of large scale agricultural export often goes hand in hand with intensive
industrial farming, monoculture practices, use of pesticides or synthetic fertilizers. Just like climate change all this is causing
soil degradation, erosion, deforestation, water pollution or loss of biodiversity (not to forget about heavy affects on health of
plantation workers). Last but not least, many tropical soils are unsuited for intensive agriculture or there is not sufficient water
for such cultivation.
Local injustices
Furthermore, large land deals have been raising well justified concerns about local people’s access to the natural resources on
which they depend – not just land, but also water. The land deals are very often justified on the basis that the land being acquired
by the foreign investor is “unproductive”, “marginal” or “underutilized.” In most instances, however, the land is already being
used or claimed – yet existing land uses and claims are unrecognized because small-scale farmers or pastoralists using the land
have no formal rights or access to the law and relevant institutions. Even if the contracted land is indeed not used by local people
agricultural activity on this land may end up diverting water from surrounding land, which is used by local people.
In most of the current land deals local people are considered only as possible labour force. In some cases, it is up to small scale
farmers whether they want to swap family farming for employment on industrial, plantation-style farms. In other instances,
however, these farmers are forcibly displaced from their land to make room for large scale production. They most often cannot effectively negotiate a favourable deal, involving fair treatment, because the power of national and international actors is
incomparable greater, especially when the aspirations of these actors are supported by the host state government or local elites.
While this may not have drastic impact on the food security in the short term (when the wage can pay for food) it is not very likely
in situation of compromised human rights and democratic governance, which, in addition, is likely to result in further negative
repercussions for sustainable development and food security later down the road.
This injustice and inequality is exacerbated even more when small scale farmers whose land is being acquired have no
formal title to land. Access to and rights over land in Africa are mostly based on tradition, customs or culture. Often domestic legislation does not take this into account or it lacks legally enforceable mechanisms. But even in countries where
communities have clear rights to their land, rural communities are facing expropriation and forced eviction without any
compensation when foreign investors target their land. This shows that any individual or collective rights may not protect
against dispossession at any time.155
7.1.3 Land deals in Ethiopia
For Ethiopia (as well as for three other African countries – Ghana, Madagascar and Mali) quantitative inventories of documented,
approved land allocations were made in 2009 by International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), the Food and

153 Heckett, Tibebwa and Negusu Aklilu, eds. “Agrofuel Development in Ethiopia: Rhetoric, Reality and Recommendations.” Forum
for Environment, Addis Ababa, August 2008. http://www.boell-ethiopia.org/downloads/Binder1.pdf.
154 FoE Europe. “Africa: Up for grabs - The scale and impact of land grabbing for agrofuels.” Friends of the Earth Europe, 1 August, 2010.
http://www.foeeurope.org/agrofuels/FoEE_Africa_up_for_grabs_2010.pdf.
155 Graham, Alison, Sylvain Aubry, Rolf Künnemann and Sofía Monsalve Suárez. “Foreign land grabbing in Africa.” FIAN,
Monitoring report by European CSOs of EC proposal for Advancing African Agriculture, 2009. http://old.europafrica.info/file_
download/354/European+involvement+in+Land+grabbing.pdf.
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Agriculture Organization of the UN (FAO) and the International Fund for Agriculture Development (IFAD).156 These are helping to
identify trends in land allocation; however, since the inventories relied primarily on host government sources, they still must be
treated with caution. It is true that some data are missing and some land acquisitions are not recorded at all.
Export food and biofuels
In country like Ethiopia, with large portion of undernourished population and dependency on international food aid, an
increased investment in agriculture is of course very much needed. Ethiopia with its great amount of fertile land and
investor-friendly environment has logically attracted the attention of foreign investors. Ethiopia has also earmarked some
1,6 million hectares of fertile land for foreign investors willing to develop modern farms with a view to making the country
food self-sufficient and for boosting agricultural exports.157 No wonder the foreign direct investments flows in the agribusiness sector in Ethiopia increased substantially over the last decade. Ethiopian data suggest that land deals concentrate in
regions with more fertile lands and/or closer links to market (Amhara, Oromia and Benshangul). It is also documented that
all foreign investments are privately owned.158
National authorities claim that sectoral distribution is following: 98 per cent of the projects recorded at the investment promotion agency involve food production, compared to only 2 per cent for biofuels. In terms of land area the split is only slightly different (94 per cent versus 6 percent). The land deals focusing on food exports are dominated by Indian, Gulf State and other mostly
Asian investors; a good deal of them is government to government deals (see 7.3.1). The biofuel land deals are more relevant for
the role of Europe in land grabs.
Brazilian dream
The biofuel industry is very active in Ethiopia despite its low share on land deals. The government is doing all it can to attract
foreign investment in this strategic sector in obvious inspiration by Brazil. Although almost 94% of total energy consumption is
covered from renewable resources, the almost-7% share of oil is growing and becoming increasingly risky to Ethiopian economy.
The price hikes in particular from highly volatile international markets are costing Ethiopia a billion dollar a year and increasing its
trade deficits, which in the end of the day reduces both the energy and the food security.
The most popular crop is jatropha, followed by castor beans and some palm oil production in the coffee-growing regions, all of
which are to produce biodiesel. There are also attempts to establish a bioethanol industry and to introduce new, specially bred
varieties of sorghum, maize and sunflower.159
Ethiopia’s Investment Commission estimated that the land requirements of the biofuel investors in 2008 added up to 1.65 million
hectares, which, however, was about one tenth of cultivated land at that time in all of Ethiopia. “The requirements for obtaining
permits for biofuels production are minimal and it seems to have attracted many international investors lately”. More then 60
investors received permission from the government and about 20 projects were in operation in 2008.160
According to independent Ethiopian NGO assessment, “almost all lands cultivated for bioenergy crops in all regions are mostly
farm lands or forest lands.” It is natural that investors can only get good return on their investment on productive, not marginal
or degraded land. By the same token, only large scale farms offer high returns. If such development grows in scale there is a real
risk of “serious competition of resources for growing food and energy”.161

156 Cotula, Lorenzo, Sonja Vermeulen, Rebeca Leonard and James Keeley. “Land grab or development opportunity? - Agricultural
investment and international land deals in Africa.” The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) and the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED)
2009. http://www.ifad.org/pub/land/land_grab.pdf.
157 Afronline. “Etiopia and biofules: A Controversial Issues. “ Afronline, The Voice of Africa, 2 Novemeber, 2009. http://www.afronline.
org/?p=2288.
158 Cotula, Lorenzo, Sonja Vermeulen, Rebeca Leonard and James Keeley. “Land grab or development opportunity? - Agricultural
investment and international land deals in Africa.” The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) and the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) 2009.
http://www.ifad.org/pub/land/land_grab.pdf.
159 GRAIN. “New Scramble for Africa.” GRAIN, July 2007. http://www.grain.org/seedling/?id=481.
160 MELCA Mahiber. “Rapid Assessment of Biofuels Development Status in Ethiopia And Proceedings of the National Workshop on
Environmental Impact Assessment and Biofuels.” MELCA Mahiber, Addis Ababa, 2008. http://www.melca-ethiopia.org/images/
stories/Publication/Eth_Biofuel_Assessment-Final.pdf.
161 Ibid.
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No problem! approach
The notion of land grabs is officialy refused by Ethiopian government: all land allocations recorded at the national investment promotion agency are classified as involving “wastelands” with no pre-existing users, although anecdotal evidence shows that some
of these lands were used by small scale farmers and pastoralists for shifting cultivation and dry-season grazing162. By 2013, three
million hectares of what the government claims to be “idle” land is expected to have been allocated to foreign investors. This is
equivalent to only about 4 percent of its arable land, but more than one fifth of the current land under cultivation in the country.163
The Delegation of the EC confirmed that about 1 million ha of land was set aside for foreign investors in 2010 in mostly in virgin
areas, but many with forest cover and potentially competing with local farmers or livelihood needs of local populations.164
Little has been mandated to ensure that lands are cultivated responsibly, Ethiopians have access to staples produced, and workers receive an appropriate wage. Ethiopia does not have in place institutional mechanisms to protect the rights of small-scale
farmers and rights and interests of the local population, nor the environment. There is little to no regard for local communities, and the longer-term implications on the environment and land rights.
Alarming is also the lack of transparency with land deals being kept either in total secrecy or under less transparent cover.
Minimum information is available on how much land has already been bought or leased by foreign investors in Ethiopia. In its
cautious and minimalist approach, the joint report by IIED, FAO and the IFAD indicates that land under investors’ claim in Ethiopia
between 2004 and early 2009 to be 607,760 ha. But these figures are probably largely underestimated taking into account figures
given by the government itself.
Teklu Tesfaye, Ethiopian economist working for the World Bank in Ethiopia believes that even 3 million ha of land for foreign
investors is insignificant. He asks a question to what extent do the exports help local markets, sustainable development of Ethiopia’s economy: “The real issue is what we are getting out of it!”165

7.2 Role of EU Policies
The role of EU policies in Ethiopian land deals is only indirect, but not negligible. According to available date, neither the EU, nor
the members states public bodies (such as sovereign funds or state enterprises) have so far entered land agreements. It is only
private investors, European companies, who negotiate with the government of Ethiopia and enter land deals as a legal party.
Ultimately, it is these two sides that are directly responsible for any negative impacts such deals may have on local populations.
European investors, however, are influenced by various EU policies, both external and internal, which pursue various goals. The
European Union tries to ensure the most business-friendly conditions for all of its companies investing abroad; such investments
should eventually strengthen its role as a global economic player. The idea on the paper is that they help EU growth and increase
EU competitiveness without doing harm, or even benefiting, the host countries. Other policies that are meant to decrease EU
energy dependence and fight climate change indirectly encourage European companies to hugely invest in Africa in order to
fulfil the renewable energy targets.
Neither the investment behaviour nor the energy policies in practise, though, are considered to have neutral effect on host
countries ‘food security. On the contrary, the land acquisitions related to biofuel production constitute one of the main forms of
land grabbing since they involve the concentration of land for export purposes. Not mentioning the disputed benefits of biofuel
energy policy.
7.2.1 Investment Policy
The EU official stance views foreign investment in developing countries mainly as a tool of economic development and a tool of
EU competitiveness. That is why the Lisbon Treaty (Article 207) establishes the Union’s exclusive competence on foreign direct
investment and integrates foreign direct investment (FDI) into the common commercial policy.

162 Cotula, Lorenzo, Sonja Vermeulen, Rebeca Leonard and James Keeley. “Land grab or development opportunity? – Agricultural
investment and international land deals in Africa.” The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) and the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) 2009.
http://www.ifad.org/pub/land/land_grab.pdf.
163 Reuters. “Is Africa selling out its farmers?” Special Report, Reuters, 12 November, 2009. http://www.reuters.com/
article/2009/11/12/us-food-africa-idUSTRE5AB2VL20091112.
164 Interview with Berhanu Taye, acting head of the Rural Development and Food Security, EC Delegation to Ethiopia, Addid Ababa,
10 August 2010.
165 Interview with Teklu Tesfaye, the World Bank, Addis Ababa, 24 August 2010.
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New commercial frontier
While preparing a comprehensive EU investment policy, the European Commission issued a communication saying that “FDI
represents an important source of productivity gains and plays a crucial role in establishing and organising business and jobs
abroad… Through FDI, companies build the global supply chains that are part of the modern international economy... Investment and trade are today interdependent and complementary.”166
The European Commission describes investment as a “new frontier for the common commercial policy” and it sees its role in ensuring that “EU investors abroad enjoy a level of playing field, which assures both uniform and optimal conditions for investment
through the progressive abolition of restrictions on investment.”167 The EC also claims that all its investment agreements should
be consistent with other policies, including policies on the protection of the environment, decent work, health, cultural diversity
and development policy.
Over the last 50 years, EU Member States concluded a great number of so-called Bilateral Investment Treaties (BITs). Through
these treaties, European states obtained from the third countries specific guarantees on the treatment of their investors (for example commitments against unfair or discriminatory treatment or adequate compensation in case of expropriation). According
to the Commission, the new EU trade policy will seek to integrate investment liberalisation and investment protection into common international investment policy. In order to be effective, the EU will also require that guarantees from the third countries
should come in the form of binding commitments under international law.
Investment agreements
The European Union was the second largest investor in Ethiopia from 2000 to 2008 (India was the lead), averaging 21.22% of the
total sum of foreign investment. EU is treated as an aggregate consisting of the following countries: Germany, Netherlands, Italy,
Britain, Greece, Cyprus, Ireland, Norway, Finland, Sweden, Austria, Ukraine, Denmark, Czech Republic, France and Belgium. Ethiopia on its own, established bilateral investment treaties with Denmark, Italy and Netherlands.168
According to the Ethiopian Investment Agency, Ethiopia has International Investment Agreements (IIAs)169 with these Europeans states: Germany, France, Italy, Luxembourg, Denmark, Spain, Netherlands, Sweden, Austria, Finland and UK. It also signed
Double Taxation Avoidance Treaties (DTTs) with these European countries: France, Czech Republic, Italy and Romania.170
For instance, the agreement signed with the Netherlands on the encouragement and reciprocal protection of investment offers
considerable incentives to the private corporations wishing to invest. It guarantees transfers in freely convertible currency of
payments related to investments such as profits, interests, or dividends. This means that a Dutch company investing in Ethiopia
would not have to pay taxes and that profits can flow back to the Netherlands without any restrictions.171 Such practise also raises
the question, to what extent is such capital flight from Ethiopia legitimate for it facilitates outflow of resources, which inter alia
may be used to boost food security in the country.
Main European focus is on meat, biofuels production, and horticulture. Between 2000 and 2005, EU invested mainly in horticulture
($99m – 67.72% of total foreign direct investment to Ethiopia). After 2005, the major sub-sectors receiving FDI inflows changed slightly. Between 2006 and 2008, EU companies focused on meat production ($607m), biofuel ($492m) and horticulture ($242m). Main
region of investment of the EU in 2009 for horticulture was Oromia; meat production appeared in Amhara and Oromia regions and
crops for biofuels were grown mainly in Amhara, Oromia and SNNPR.172

166 EC. “Communication Towards a comprehensive European international investment policy COM(2010)343.” EC, 2010.
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2010/july/tradoc_146307.pdf.
167 Ibid.
168 Weissleder, Lucie. “Foreign Direct Investment in the Agriculture Sector in Ethiopia.” EcoFair Trade Dialogue, 2009. http://www.
ecofair-trade.org/pics/en/FDIs_Ethiopia_15_10_09_c.pdf.
169 IIA are general investment treaties, the most common types of IIA are Bilateral Investment Treaties (BITs), Preferential Trade and
Investment Agreements (PTIAs) or Double Taxation Treaties (DTTs).
170 Ethiopian Investment Agency. “Ethiopia’s International Investment Agreements.” Ethiopian Investment Agency, 2010.
http://www.ethioinvest.org/IIAs.php.
171 Graham, Alison, Sylvain Aubry, Rolf Künnemann and Sofía Monsalve Suárez. “Foreign land grabbing in Africa.” FIAN,
Monitoring report by European CSOs of EC proposal for Advancing African Agriculture, 2009. http://old.europafrica.info/file_
download/354/European+involvement+in+Land+grabbing.pdf.
172 Weissleder, Lucie. “Foreign Direct Investment in the Agriculture Sector in Ethiopia.” EcoFair Trade Dialogue, 2009.
http://www.ecofair-trade.org/pics/en/FDIs_Ethiopia_15_10_09_c.pdf.
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The costly flowers
The example of horticulture shows the typical development controversy of the current trade system. According to Duncan Green
from Oxfam, cut flower exports have risen tenfold over the last 4 years and brought an annual income of $170m in 2008, which
represents 11 per cent of national exports. About 100 firms are involved in this flower boom and two thirds of them are owned
by foreign investors. 90 per cent of Ethiopia’s roses go to the Netherlands. The deal between the Ethiopian government and the
foreign investors specifies a minimum of €0.08 per flower must stay in Ethiopia. Yet, the price of a rose in Europe is about €4,
which means that only slight proportion of the sales prices belongs to Ethiopia (circa 2 per cent).173
A food insecure country uses its land to cultivate a product which serves the demand of the richer world. The profit the country
itself gains from such a trade, however, is questionable. Do the additional jobs, taxes and hard currency weigh more than the loss
of high value land by small scale farmers, which is particularly the case of the large-scale flower production in the periphery of
Addis Ababa?174 It clearly depends on one’s perspective of what is more important for food security (or development) in Ethiopia.
The generic macroeconomic benefits may or may not translate into ncreased food security (e.g. via incomes to boost economic food
access of the flower plant workers) depending on a rage of other factors. It is also open to debate what a fair share of the profit is that
the workers and the public coffers should be able to retain. But the immediate loss of physical access to land by some of the most
marginalized groups definitely constitutes a violation of human rights and harsh, although limited, attack on food security.
7.2.2 Biofuels Policy
As mentioned above (6.2.2) the EU Directive from April 2009 set a minimum 10% share of renewable energies in transport as one
of the new mandatory targets for member states. These 10% of the total consumption of fuel for transport in every member state
by 2020 will be supplied mainly by biofuels. To meet their consumption targets, member states are introducing a process of support measures, including consumption incentives (fuel-tax reductions), production incentives (tax incentives, loan guarantees,
direct subsidy payments) and mandatory consumption requirements.175
To meet the target alone, if supplied solely by imported biofuels, the total land area directly required to grow these biofuels
outside the EU could reach 17.5 million hectares, well over half the size of Italy. Additional land is then required in rich countries,
displacing food and animal feed crops (with less lucrative profit margins) onto land in new areas abroad. Such new areas are often
in developing countries, where land deals also tend to have features of land grabs.
False promise
Growing European and international demand for transport biofuels is creating a market for these products. The EU is pushing
the argument that biofuels would give a much-needed boost to farmers and rural communities all over the world in terms of livelihoods and new markets after years of low prices for agricultural crops.176 African politicians may promise that biofuels will bring
locally sourced, renewable energy supplies reducing their oil dependency. The reality, however, is much more complex. Most of
the companies are developing biofuels to sell on the international market. Plus, a number of conditions need to be in place for
such biofuels production to support sustainbale development in the poor countries. Only some of the conditions are mentioned
in the EU directive and even these are difficult to enforce. The EU’s mandatory target for increasing biofuels thus easily turns into
a driver of the land grabbing in Africa.177
Nevertheless, the biofuel energy policy is dubious also in its own merits. Biofuels have been championed as an energy source
that can increase security of energy supply, reduce vehicle emissions and contribute to cleaner economies. These claims are all
contested. Critics assert that biofuels will increase energy-price volatility, food prices and even emissions of greenhouse gases
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when calculated over the whole life cycle of biofuels. They also claim that the overall environmental impacts of ethanol and biodiesel can very easily exceed those of petrol and mineral diesel.178
European legacy
Even though the European companies are not as numerous in Ethiopia as companies from the rest of the world, there is still
a European footprint. The German company Flora EcoPower was investing US$77 million in the Oromia Regional State, and
has negotiated the purchase of over 13,000 hectares for the production of biodiesel crops. Key to its strategy is control over
the full production chain, and it has signed an agreement with the regional farmers association whereby 700 farmers are each
ceding two hectares of land for a period of five years.179
Another company, British Sun Biofuels, has signed a lease agreement with the Benshangul Gumuz Regional State government
for 80,000 hectares of land. It has also purchased 80% of the National Biodiesel Corporation of Ethiopia as part of its program to
strengthen its presence in Ethiopia prior to investing in the whole of East Africa. It is reported to have helped to draft the Ethiopian Biofuels Strategy, which establishes the country’s overall biofuels program.180
It is, however, difficult to prove concrete negative impacts of all European companies that invested in biofuels production in
Ethiopia. One clear example of grabbed communal grazing land is documented in the Box bellow. Proofs of negative impact
would require more research, in particular field research on very land acquired by foreing investors.
It was mentioned by local civil society representatives that it is not just a direct European influence that matters in land grabs.
According to Negusu Aklilu EU biofuels policy opened the door and inspired Asian and other companies to grab land in Ethiopia:
“It was a wrong signal, not supported by research and public consultation”. Many Ethiopian civil society organizations support
renewable energy, including biofuels. But the production must be carried out in an appropriate scale and under clear conditions
and regulations. Local business community also supports a development of local biofuels market mainly to reduce oil dependency.181 “The devil comes if you try to export the energy”, concludes Negusu Aklilu.182

Case Study - Babille Elephant Sanctuary
This case of a controversial biofuel land deal has become somewhat popularized even outside Ethiopia thanks to a threat
it posed to rare elephants. However, it just as well demonstrates the impact such deals tend to have on local food security.
The Babille Elephant Sanctuary, located 557 km east of Addis Ababa in Oromia, is home to one of the most important and
most endangered African elephant populations in the Horn of Africa. This area is also well known thanks to other rare species such as black-maned lions (the national symbol of Ethiopia), leopards, baboons or black and white colobus monkey.
Moreover, the Sanctuary is recognised as a “Globally Important Bird Area”.
The wildlife conservation efforts in this specific area have been shattered in 2007 when the German biodiesel producer
Flora EcoPower was granted access to 10,000ha of land to grow castor beans, within the Sanctuary boundaries and including feeding grounds used by the elephants. The wildlife authorities were not aware that this land had been given to the
company with the consent of the Ethiopian Investment Agency and the Oromia Investment Commission.183
Flora EcoPower started clearing the land in the northern and north-western parts of the Sanctuary and work continued
for three days before the Ethiopian Wildlife Conservation Authority strongly opposed these activities. After long discussions Flora EcoPower said they would not expand further into the Sanctuary.

178 Doornbosch, Richard, and Ronald Steenblik. “Biofuels: Is the cure worse than the disease?” OECD, Paris, 11-12 September, 2007.
http://media.ft.com/cms/fb8b5078-5fdb-11dc-b0fe-0000779fd2ac.pdf.
179 GRAIN. “New Scramble for Africa.” GRAIN, July 2007. http://www.grain.org/seedling/?id=481.
180 GRAIN. “New Scramble for Africa.” GRAIN, July 2007. http://www.grain.org/system/old/seedling_files/seed-07-07-6-en.pdf.
181 Interview with Gashaw Debebe, Secretary General of the Ethiopian Chamber of Commerce and Sectoral Associations, Addis
Ababa, 30 August 2010.
182 Interview with Negusu Aklilu, director of the Forum for Environment, platform of Ethiopian environmental NGOs, Addis Ababa,
9 August 2010.
183 Heckett, Tibebwa and Negusu Aklilu, eds. “Agrofuel Development in Ethiopia: Rhetoric, Reality and Recommendations.” Forum
for Environment, Addis Ababa, August 2008. http://www.boell-ethiopia.org/downloads/Binder1.pdf.

(69)

Wildlife experts who visited the forest protested with the regional and federal governments, saying the company had not
conducted the legally required environmental impact assessment before cutting the forest down. Following the intervention of the Government, extra land also used by the elephants has been given to the Sanctuary as compensation.
An environmental impact assessment carried out after work had started showed that castor bean plantation threatened the elephants’ home-place. It also highlighted that the plantation had reduced the amount of grazing land available to local farmers, creating a risk that they were now likely to graze their animals inside the Sanctuary.184
The current project of Wildlife for Sustainable Development in the area has a long-term vision that includes the development of eco-tourism in the Sanctuary, which might help to reduce the existing intense conflicts with wildlife and improve
the economic situation of the local people.185

7.3 Other Influences
7.3.1 Asian investments
Until recently, the foreign investment has flown from North to South, but this is no longer the only pattern now. A number of
developing countries (i.e. developing according to standard, but outdated international classifications) are also actively investing
across the world. Major investors include the Gulf States, China, India, Brazil, Russia and South Korea. The number of cross-border
land deals reflects the fact that some of the richer, net food-importing countries are no longer counting solely on global trade to
meet their food security needs.
According to available resources Ethiopia has become an attractive target particularly of Saudi Arabian and Indian investments.
In 2008 the Saudi government, which was one of the Middle East’s largest wheat-growers, announced it was to reduce its domestic cereal production by 12 per cent a year to conserve its water. It earmarked US$ 5bn to provide loans at preferential rates
to Saudi companies which wanted to invest in countries like Ethiopia with strong agricultural potential. India has invested nearly
US$ 4 billion in Ethiopia, including food production and flower growing.186 USA, Egypt and China are other countries taking part
in the scramble for Ethiopian land.
Saudi Arabia tries to secure their domestic food demand. For example, the company Saudi Star registered by an Ethiopian born
Sheik Mohamed Al Amoudi plans to acquire 200,000 ha of farm land from various regional states in the country in the near term
and eventually expand its holdings to 500,000 ha over the next 10 to 15 years, at an estimated cost of US$ 3-5 billion. Its initial
project is a 10,000 ha rice farm in Gambella State. Al Amoudi is the owner of various conglomerates that stretch across the petroleum industry to real estate, mining and to agriculture. 187
Indian companies, also backed by government loans, have bought or leased hundreds of thousands of hectares in Ethiopia
where they are growing rice, sugar cane, maize and lentils to feed Indian domestic market. Indian company Kuruturi acquired
more than 300,000 hectares of land in Gambella and it allegedly has a 90-year lease on this land which is exclusively reserved for
the production of palm oil.188

7.3.2 National policies
184 FoE Europe. “Africa: Up for grabs - The scale and impact of land grabbing for agrofuels.” Friends of the Earth Europe, 1 August,
2010. http://www.foeeurope.org/agrofuels/FoEE_Africa_up_for_grabs_2010.pdf.
185 Heckett, Tibebwa and Negusu Aklilu, eds. “Agrofuel Development in Ethiopia: Rhetoric, Reality and Recommendations.” Forum
for Environment, Addis Ababa, August 2008. http://www.boell-ethiopia.org/downloads/Binder1.pdf.
186 Graham, Alison, Sylvain Aubry, Rolf Künnemann and Sofía Monsalve Suárez. “Foreign land grabbing in Africa.” FIAN,
Monitoring report by European CSOs of EC proposal for Advancing African Agriculture, 2009. http://old.europafrica.info/file_
download/354/European+involvement+in+Land+grabbing.pdf.
187 Ibid.
188 Mihretie, Kindeneh. “Ethiopia on the Verge of Colony of Many.” Anyuak Media, 31 January, 2010. http://www.anyuakmedia.com/
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Welcome, welcome, investors!
Indeed, the Ethiopian government puts a lot of effort in attracting FDIs and commercialization of agriculture. It has reduced
significantly regulations regarding investments in the agriculture sector. The government, for example, requires no minimum
capital, and has exempted foreign agriculture activities from paying custom duties and taxes on imports of capital goods. In an
effort to introduce large-scale commercial farming to the country, the government is offering portions of fertile farmland to local
and foreign investors at almost give-away rates.189
Ethiopian Investment Agency, government body to promote private investment, identifies concrete investment opportunities
in agriculture. It directly says: “The potential for the private sector in agro-processing and out growers’ scheme of development
is significant. It offers excellent opportunities for production of wheat under irrigation in the Afar, Gambella, SNNPR and Somali
Regions.” The Agency also claims that investment potential exists in large-scale also for commercial production of many crops
such as maize, oil seeds, rice, coffee or tea. The agency claims that the “tea industry in Ethiopia has been lacking investment” and
the government has been proactive to increase private investment in tea plantations. 190
The Agency also praises Ethiopia’s potential for fishery industry thanks to its freshwater lakes, reservoirs and rivers. The total
fish catch potential from these waters is estimated at 40,000 tons per year. There is also an opportunity for investment in the
construction of aquaculture to produce fresh water fish for local and international markets. This sector offers great investment
opportunities. The potential for livestock and fisheries have not been fully exploited.191
So far, the proportion of wide-scale exploitations (more than 10 hectares) in Ethiopia between 2001- 2002 was about 1.4 per
cent. But if the Ethiopian government’s plans were to be completed this number can increase to about 17 to 20 per cent in the
next years.192 Yet, this may represent a dangerous trend for Ethiopian food security if the conditions for land investments do not
change to minimize their negative environmental and socio-economic impacts.
Manageable scale
The first case of private biofuels land deal was Sun Biofuels Ethiopia (National Biodiesel Corporation), a subsidiary of a UK based
private limited company. It was allocated land for cultivation of jatropha for production of biodiesel in Benshangul Gumuz regional state in 2006.
Since then the Ethiopian Government sees improved energy supplies as crucial to the country’s development and is a keen supporter of biofuels both as a source of fuel and as a source of export revenue. In 2007, it has published a Biofuels Development
and Utilization Strategy in order to facilitate adequate production of biofuels from domestic resources so as to substitute imported petroleum and export excess production.
“The strategy is based on principles that development of biofuels should not have unintended consequences on food
security, land access, the environment, cultural values and the economy. It has also outlined that farmers and pastoralists
should take part in biofuels development. The strategy recommended certain types of energy crops (sugarcane, jatropha,
castor or palm oil) but did not disallow use of food crops. However, crops such as palm oil require high rainfall areas which
in Ethiopia are farm lands or preserved forest areas. Cultivation of land for palm crop could therefore have severe environmental consequences.”193
Implementation of the government biofuels strategy, however, suffers from serious loopholes. Permitts to foreign investors are
given away too quickly, without a due screening process of each particular project for all the legal requirements. Most of the
projects have been approved without a proper environmental impact assessment. A number of companies were granted permission only after they began operation. The Melca report therefore concludes in constructive, but alerting manner that “[g]
iven the uncertainties in the overall benefits and consequences of biofuels development, the proposed large commercial scale
development which foresees import substitution and export is very likely to cause irreversible harmful impacts if adequate and
189 Daniel, Shepard and Anuradha Mittal. “(Mis)Investment in Agriculture: The Role of the International Finance Corporation in the
Global Land Grab.” Oakland Institute, April 26, 2010. http://www.iadb.org/intal/intalcdi/PE/2010/05506.pdf.
190 Ethiopian Investment Agency. “Agriculture.” Ethiopian Investment Agency, 2010. http://www.ethioinvest.org/agriculture.php.
191 Ibid.
192 Graham, Alison, Sylvain Aubry, Rolf Künnemann and Sofía Monsalve Suárez. “Foreign land grabbing in Africa.” FIAN,
Monitoring report by European CSOs of EC proposal for Advancing African Agriculture, 2009. http://old.europafrica.info/file_
download/354/European+involvement+in+Land+grabbing.pdf.
193 MELCA Mahiber. “Rapid Assessment of Biofuels Development Status in Ethiopia And Proceedings of the National Workshop on
Environmental Impact Assessment and Biofuels.” MELCA Mahiber, Addis Ababa, 2008. http://www.melca-ethiopia.org/images/
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reliable monitoring methods are not put in place. Until then, development of biofuels should be limited only to the scale that can
be managed and closely monitored.”194

7.4 Summary
The case of land grabs by wealthy and populous countries shows the fact that assuring food security of one nation can easily impede food security situation of another nation. Current large-scale investment in farmland or so called “land grabbing” is driven
by growing and volatile prices of food at international markets. But there are other reasons for wild food price fluctuations than
growing demand by emerging markets such as limited non-renewable energy sources, liberalization, speculation and geopolitical calculations. The recent food and oil price hikes in run up to global financial crises were clear demonstrations of the risks
resulting from dependence on food imports.
Land deals can be part of larger foreign investment with positive, mostly macro-economic benefits. But unless properly scaled
and managed, large-scale land investment can often be offset by severe negative impacts on food security and livelihoods of
poor people, mainly small scale farmers. When they go hand in hand with local distress and injustice we talk about land grabs.
Numerous investments reduce or completely restrict the access to land of local population, which eventually means not only
limited physical accessibility to food (the possibility to feed oneself directly from productive land) but also limited economic accessibility to food because farmers loose their income while less supply may increase local food prices.
There is also a competition for fertile land that leads to lesser staple crop production which threatens availability of food. Ethiopian government also claims that only wasteland is provided to foreign investing companies. But it appears to be rather a lip
service. Even less demanding biofuels production requires good land productivity to yield decent profit to a private investor.
Moreover, even some plots of non-arable or marginal land can already be in use for food production purposes. Besides environmental damages and reduced access to natural resources land grabs are typically accompanied also by human rights breaches
such as expropriation and forced resettlement.
The Ethiopian government plays an important role in the process of land grabs while trying to attract as many investors as possible, almost at any cost. Efforts to emulate Brazil in strong development of biofuel production with a view to limit ever more costly
oil dependence just as similar efforts to reduce food dependence by stimulating large scale foreing investment to agriculture are
falling well short of government plans. Indeed, 94% of the foreign land deals focus on production of food for export to mostly
Asian markets. Biofuels project only represent 6%, but the industry is on the rise. While debates are raging whether the circa 4%
of arable land set aside for foreign investors is too much or very little the real question is rather what local people and Ethiopian
economy are getting out of these deals.
The European Union generally considers foreign direct investment as a means to increase its competitiveness and to support inclusion of poor countries into global economy. The EU pushes for investment liberalisation at the international level
and investment policy is viewed as the new frontier of the common commercial policy. EU Member States have concluded
a number of investment treaties with Ethiopia with a protection for EU interests disproportionately stronger than protection
of the rights of local population. The large-scale production of flowers for the EU market in the periphery of Addis Ababa in
particularly may well be the case where additional jobs, taxes and hard currency hardly outweigh the loss of high value land
by small scale farmers.
The 10% share of renewable energy in transport by 2020 is another crucial EU policy highly incoherent with development goals.
In an effort to combat climate change, increase energy security and protect the environment the EU has created additonal incentives for land grabs (and international food price volatility). Biofuels investment embody the same shortcomings as most
agricultural FDI: large scale, industrial production for exports competes with resource for local food production. Sadly, this type
of biofuels production over its life cycle is likely causing CO2 emissions, environmental damage and energy price volatility comparable to fossil fuels.
In fact, the Asian land investors in Ethiopia follow in the footsteps of European biofuels companies, but especially Indian and Saudi investments dominate the Ethiopian land grabs today. National investment and biofuels policies do not differ so much from
such policies abroad and are, therefore, major obstacle to a more sustainable and fair use of land for the sake of increased food
security. Just as in corresponding EU policies, many crucial social and environmental conditions are missing. Even where such
regulation exists in law, its implementation is very lax. Until the foreign food and biofuels land deals can be better monitored and
managed, they should be kept to a limited scale.
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7.5 Some General Recommendations
7.5.1 Recommendations for EU non-aid policies
• Initiate international regulation to prevent large land acquisition (in cases when food security of local people is threatened)
and agreement related to the financial regulation of actors active in agricultural investment.
• Create an “international code of conduct” to help ensure foreign land acquisitions are economically, socially, and ecologically sustainable.
• Include in the new EU Investment Policy clear reference to international human rights law and its supremacy.
• Strengthen the implementation of human rights based land policies in official development assistance.
• Rethink the biofuel target and develop policy that promotes non biofuel renewable energy or no cash crop biofuel production.
• Ensure in particular that productive land is not confiscated by European companies for the expansion of biofuels production
in developing countries at the expense of food production for local markets.
• Emphasize the role of small scale farming as essential for development, food security and poverty reductions.
7.5.2 Recommendations for the Government of Ethiopia and EU development cooperation with Ethiopia
• Prioritize national food security, develop production capacity and protect local markets.
• Any land deals should include clear, enforceable and legally-binding obligations and should be negotiated transparently.
• Monitoring mechanism to enforce compliance with investor commitments should be introduced.
• Any land sales should also involve full agreement of local communities and protection of indigenous people.
• Full environmental, social and human rights impact assessment of land use changes should take place taking into account
impacts on biodiversity, food security, access to productive resources, and role of women.
• Any farming techniques of foreign investors which do not respect ecological agriculture should be banned.
• Land leased should include commitments on investment, infrastructure development and employment.
• Wages of agricultural workers involved in foreign projects should be adequate and anchored in the legislation.
• Participation of small scale farmers in production activities should be promoted.
• The investment process should not avoid the necessary requirements and safeguards.
• The Investment Authority should make sure that projects get permit from the mandated government organizations before
starting operations.
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8. IN SEARCH OF THE EU’S NEW POLICY COHERENCE FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
The main objective of this paper was to identify the role of EU policies in both causing and addressing food insecurity in Ethiopia
within the broader context of other influences, with a particular focus on food flows, climate change and land grabs. While the
paper’s conclusions will probably come as no surprise to experts on food security or Ethiopia, we do hope the study can contribute to a debate on the concept of Policy Coherence for Development and the EU’s new approach to it.
In this publication, we have asked how the EU’s policy coherence for development can be improved not within a specific policy
area (common commercial policy or common agricultural policy) in all affected countries, but within a comprehensive set of policies impacting a major development issue in one poor country. We have tried to keep a close eye on interlinkages among various
EU policies and development (sub)issues, and to take into account examples of both positive and neutral (coherence) as well as
the negative (incoherence) impacts of EU policies. We have also tried to factor in the influence of other countries, the global environment, and Ethiopian policies in and of themselves.
Nevertheless, this task has been a challenging exercise as this subject involves a wide range of (sub)issues and thematic policies,
policy actors (governments, investors and communities), policy levels (national politics, regional arrangements, bilateral relations
and multilateral system) and non-policy factors (weather, climate science and population growth). For illustration of the complex
intelinkages between food security dimensions and relevant policies see Annex II.
We have concluded that European and other external policies and systemic influences tend to have mixed or weak impacts
on Ethiopia’s food security when compared to internal/domestic Ethiopian policies. These findings do reduce the EU’s international role and lessen the importance of PCD. Instead, the study exposes the limits of the current approach to PCD. We
have thus tried to identify new general directions that the EU may explore in Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development
as it prepares for a post-MDG world.
Ethiopia’s food security
The ultimate solution to food security lies in the hands of each country. Even with the best, most coherent, effective and extensive development cooperation, key hunger challenges can be addressed only by the Ethiopians themselves.
Whether Ethiopia will manage to improve the food security of its citizens depends to a large extent on what we call a triple transformation: improving agricultural productivity, boosting critical infrastructure and transforming the overall economy to become
more diverse, resilient and capable of producing higher added value. In order to feed its growing population, Ethiopia must use
its abundant land, water and other natural resources more intensely and at the same time more cleverly. Expansion of land must
go hand in hand with agro-technological improvements (in particular water management) and nature conservation (in particular
soil and forest) that is designed specifically for the country’s various agro-ecological zones and all types of livelihood. Ethiopia
must reform its land tenure and demographic policies in a way that will respect basic human rights, especially those of smallscale farmers and women.
Increased productivity, however, will have little impact without the simultaneous development of market institutions (commodity exchange with quality standards, contract enforcement, price dissemination), infrastructure (transport, communication, storage, access to credit, technical assistance and training) and other public services (extension services, social security, healthcare,
access to water, education, agricultural science etc.). Nevertheless, 1) subsistence farming can only be replaced by a variety of
commercially viable farms and 2) alternative income opportunities and chronic dependence on food aid can be replaced by a
more resilient position in global economy if the domestic economy undergoes structural transformation. This involves a gradual
decrease in the share of agriculture and an increased share of more diversified higher value-added services and industrial production, including the food industry.
National and regional political stability and functional conflict management represent a sine qua non for such a transformation.
But the most important, overarching element is good and increasingly democratic governance – i.e., an increase in the quality of
Ethiopia’s own policies and policy-making processes.
In the new domestic and geopolitical situation, the EU is largely losing its grasp on Ethiopia. Nevertheless, the EU’s development cooperation programmes keep Europe actively engaged in political dialogue with Ethiopia and support a wide range of
important domestic reforms and development projects for improving food security. Still, numerous external factors, including
EU non-aid policies, affect food production and distribution. These include agricultural, environmental, climate, energy, trade,
investment, financial and other policies of other countries or non-state (market) actors, all of which are active within an increasingly global system. While some of these policies are driven by one or a few of these actors and can be tackled on a bilateral basis
(e.g. EU-Ethiopia dialogue or classical PCD), other policies or market practices are so widespread that only multilateral (global or
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systemic) solutions can make a difference (an ambitious post-Kyoto climate treaty, international investment regimes or global
standards for social responsibility among corporations dealing with natural resources)
Last but not least, several important influences exist outside of policy control. These include population growth and the
vagaries of weather such as droughts and flooding, which largely negate the recent increase in food production in Ethiopia
and cannot be fully mitigated by any policy. Successful adaptation through resilient collective action is perhaps the best
we can hope for.
PCD in new global politics
What sense shall we make of PCD then? PCD is increasingly embedded in EU policy-making and will play an important role in the
shifts in international development cooperation that are likely to result from aid/development effectiveness, Rio+20 and postMDG processes.
Although these global processes are all complex and not completely defined, some elements of the new development framework seem to be already emerging. MDGs will likely give way to SDGs (Sustainable Development Goals), in which poverty reduction will be merely one global objective – complemented by improved environmental protection, international equality and
management of global resources. The global redistribution of power will likely require rich countries to make more commitments
and policy changes than in 2000, including a speedy transformation to greener and leaner economies, and increased investments in multilateral cooperation and other global public goods (especially finance and technology). On the other hand, the new
global development consensus will likely reflect the growing role of developing countries, with a lesser emphasis on traditional
Western values such as democracy and human rights. PCD has a clear role to play, but it must adapt to the new reality and become more effective.
Crucially, this leads us to the broader issue that even the current approach to PCD has encountered certain limitations. How can we explain to EU voters affected by the economic crisis (who are already sceptical and inward looking)
that policy reforms in favour of policy coherence for (global) sustainable development require spending additional resources and compromising legitimate (national, sectoral or ideological) interests, if the impacts of such policy
changes on poor populations in a globalized, interdependent world have so far tended to be uncertain, indirect and
long-term at best?
We believe that the key avenues for achieving a more effective Policy Coherence for Development – or rather Policy Coherence
for (Global) Sustainable Development – involve generally the three main factors influencing food security in Ethiopia:
1) Coherence of EU policies – correct design and implementation of policies that produce the best documented harm; avoid
policy reforms with highly limited and questionable impacts and with high short-term costs; improve the policy-making process; look for positive synergies between development concerns and more wide-ranging reforms in key areas of national
interest such as energy security, international stability and environmental sustainability
2) Domestic governance – use development cooperation strategically in order to push for key domestic reforms in the poor
countries, in particular for the coherence of domestic policies with development goals and for good and democratic governance, throughout the full spectrum of external policies, including human rights, security and bilateral/biregional economic
policies and greater coherence of EEAS
3) Multilateral cooperation – engage more intensely in multilateral diplomacy, the new PCD frontier; improve cooperation with – and influence on – the emerging new powers; identify and negotiate global solutions that might help to
reduce the incoherence of other countries’ policies and shape international policies to be more coherent with sustainable development
These three broad PCD avenues are all relevant in different ways. While domestic governance seems to be the key challenge for all actors committed to Ethiopia’s development today, other poor countries may benefit more from a different
mix at different stages of working towards effective development. In addition, implementing these three PCD areas is not
as technically and politically feasible as in the EU. While the development coherence of EU policies is in EU hands, there is
much less the EU can do about Ethiopia’s domestic governance. Both of these areas can be greatly enhanced by effective
multilateral cooperation.
We should nevertheless not forget that, at all levels, PCD is ultimately about politics. The design and impact of any policy reflects
the existing power balance among the policy actors involved. Ethiopian, EU and international policies are always the outcome of
political compromises among a range of conflicting interests (the interests of EU member states, ideologies, economic sectors,
ethnic groups etc.). Development goals are just one set of concerns, and other concerns with varying degrees of legitimacy often
prevail.
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EU transformation
Our analysis demonstrated complex causalities and a high level of inter-connectedness and uncertainty in the policy-making
world, and emphasized the crucial importance of attention to detail in policy design and implementation.
Any single development problem can be aggravated by various policies and factors. One example is water shortage as a crucial obstacle to food security in Ethiopia. Natural disasters such as droughts, which reduce the amount of available water, are
aggravated by climate change – which may be the result of the energy policies of more developed countries. Water shortages,
however, are aggravated even further by land grabs that often lead to water being drained from surrounding land as well.
These controversial land deals are in turn facilitated not only by Ethiopian and EU investment policies, but also by policies
aimed at tackling climate change and energy insecurity (support for biofuels) and other countries’ food insecurity (India and
Gulf States).
It is a quite common phenomenon that the impacts of one policy (energy policy) need to be remedied by another policy (climate
policy) well before the first policy is phased out or significantly redesigned. The EU continues to delay its own green transformation by encouraging green production for the EU market elsewhere. It is a troubling, but hardly uncommon, fact that policy
remedies (such as support for biofuels in climate policy) cause other problems (land grabs) for the very people they are supposed
to help. Poor Ethiopians are bound to suffer the most from both the changed climate in the Horn of Africa as well as from land
deals in which they have no say.
Although the combined influence of EU policies in Ethiopia is relatively weak, the EU’s negative impact may be much larger
across a range of smaller countries with a larger dependence on EU trade and/or aid, as suggested by the PCD impact studies of
our project partners195. Similarly, the fact that the selected policy lines did not have a major impact in Ethiopia does not mean that
the design and implementation of each single EU policy is coherent with development goals.
For instance, the EU’s biofuel policy has led to land grabs through mechanisms other than the direct production of biofuels. There
already is a lot of biofuel production in the EU, which has resulted in farmers shifting the production of food and animal feed
from the EU to developing countries (mostly in South America) – again, with a higher proportion of land (water or other natural
resources) grabbed to the detriment of the local poor. Such investment deals (and policies) may undermine Ethiopia’s food security not only through land grabs but also in other ways (such as capital flight) that were beyond the scope of this paper. If foreign
investors do not pay adequate taxes, then the Ethiopian government may be deprived of resources that could otherwise be used
to boost local food production or improve access to food.
It is precisely such striking examples of the contradictory effects of different policies on poor people that make a clear case for
PCD. On the other hand, not all EU policies affecting Ethiopia’s food security cause any clear harm. The EU’s two major food
products imported to Ethiopia as part of EU trade policy (wheat and milk) were not found to cause major harm to Ethiopia’s food
security or development in general (although there may be important regional or local exceptions). EU food aid, most of which
is provided in cash rather than in grain shipments, can be considered to be truly coherent with both humanitarian and development objectives. While food aid is not a desirable solution to food security in the long term, even in-kind food aid is not necessarily harmful in the short term if the government is capable of properly managing where, when and at what price the food aid
is distributed. By the same token, even commercial imports of locally produced staple crops need not harm small-scale farmers
if properly managed.
Nevertheless, the impact of both changed and unchanged EU policies remains highly uncertain. Over the long term, EU policies
may tangibly reduce poverty or further impoverish poor Ethiopians only if a host of other factors (including the policies of Ethiopia, India, China and the US) push in the same directions. In most instances, they have only short-term or indirect potential effects,
with other influences pushing in different directions. Scientific uncertainty applies primarily to climate change processes, but we
cannot claim with 100% certainty that we understand most other (purely social) causalities such as food flows or land grabs. EU
efforts at coming up with policies that are coherent with development objectives may easily be negated by hostile actions of
other countries or simply by unforeseen domestic or natural developments. Equally, the negative impacts of EU policies may be
mitigated by effective action on the part of the Ethiopian government or the international community, if these are capable of
such action.

195 Hardus, Sarah. “Ghana’s Traders, Lumberjacks and Fortune Hunters. PCD in practice: the impact of European policies on
develooment in Ghana.“ Evert Vermeer Foundation, Amsterdam, May 2010 http://www.fairpolitics.nl/doc/Ghana%20impact%20
study%20final.pdf ; Teeffelen, van J., “The EU Raw Materials Policy and Mining in Rwanda. Policy Coherence for Development in
practice.“ http://www.fairpolitics.nl/doc/Impact%20Study%20FINAL.pdf; Ferreira, P. M. “Cabo Verde Pescas e Migrações. A outra
face da moeda: O impacto das políticas comunitárias da União Europeia em Cabo Verde.” Instituto Marquês de Valle Flôr, Lisbon,
November 2011 http://issuu.com/imvf/docs/estudo_cabo_verde/1.
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The issue’s complex causalities are permeated by measurement difficulties. The serious lack of (or difficult access to) reliable and
relevant (even very basic) data on the many different aspects of food security – not to mention the lack of good primary research
– complicated all areas of our analysis. By the same token, such measurement challenges make any policy impact assessment, in
particular ex ante assessments, difficult, expensive and not very reliable. Last but not least, the inability to prove direct positive
results in the short term makes it very difficult for high-level decision makers in the EU to invest their political capital into (i.e., to
mobilize the political will for) the desired policy changes – especially when such changes carry significant, direct short-term costs
for their constituencies.
If the impact of one policy segment (such as the impact of imported wheat on regional or local food security) or a change in this
policy segment is difficult to measure, how can we make a convincing PCD case for changing several EU policies at once, all of
which are interrelated and influenced by other factors out of the EU’s control?
This brings us to another important obstacle to the political will for change. Overcoming this obstacle is a sine qua non for coming up with any meaningful measures for increasing the development coherence of EU policies. PCD-related politics require
responding not only to the question of how to ensure that a given policy change really benefits the poor, but also how to ensure
that it does not benefit somebody else more or does not disproportionately hurt the EU. This is the case when policy concessions
are required by all developing countries, including some emerging large- and middle-income countries that are EU competitors
whose policies have a negative impact on the poor as well. It is also an issue when the EU takes unilateral steps that may disadvantage its economic or other interests (such as a greater respect for human rights or environmental standards during production).
This problem also arises with policy interventions that do benefit the very poor, but let local governments off the hook. The
governments of poor countries have a primary responsibility (duty) to secure the rights of their populations, but they often
abuse their power and harm their own people much more than any external influences. In other words, it is difficult to appeal for
increased coherence of EU policies without improved development coherence of the policies (and politics) of the partner government and other governments with a significant impact on the poor communities.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
1) STANDARD PCD - NO HARM APPROACH – SEEK OUT POLICIES AND CHANGES IN POLICY-MAKING WITHIN THE EU TAT
HAVE A HIGH POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT AND ARE LOW-COST, AND TECHNICALLY AND POLITICALLY THE MOST
FEASIBLE.
This is the standard approach to PCD. It can, however, be developed in several stages depending on political and capacity
possibilities:
1A) Focus on harm and implementation
Much of PCD-related work rightly focuses on the harm done by EU policies. Testimonies from the South, awarenessraising and the documentation of cases of incoherence increase the chances for effective policy corrections and impact
assessments. Still, much of this work is scattered and ad hoc, and many desirable changes are hampered by political and
capacity constraints.
1B) Focus on synergies and priorities
If there is a basic political will but a lack of government resources (capacities), combined with the high political sensitivity
of many PCD issues, the locus can be shifted onto selected policy issues and onto one or a few government bodies (PCD
priorities) that offer the best ratio of low domestic costs to technical and political feasibility and high development impact
potential. This may still involve arbitrary decisions with limited sustainability and interconnectedness, but it opens the
door to more systematic ex ante work.
1C) Focus on policy-making processes
A truly long-term and effective approach that can prevent most of the harm lies in focusing on the quality and comprehensiveness of policy-making processes across the whole range of executive and legislative bodies: what actors are consulted and what issues considered when designing all the relevant non-aid policies. PCD leaders adopt policy strategies,
develop coordination and consultation mechanisms, and build capacities for ongoing monitoring and analysis. Still, the
entire debate could be improved.

2) EXTENDED PCD - TRANSFORMATIONAL AGENDA - LOOK FOR DEVELOPMENT BENEFITS IN KEY DOMESTIC POLICY
GOAL REFORMS, AND THE METHODOLOGY AND CULTURE NEEDED FOR DIFFERENT (NON-AID) OBJECTIVES, AND OFFER
THEM TECHNICAL AND POLITICAL SUPPORT FROM DEVELOPMENT ACTORS!
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This approach reflects an understanding of the fact that development (cooperation) is not only about reducing poverty in
the poor countries, but is also about redefining the well-being and national interests of rich countries and creating rules
and conditions for comprehensive global sustainability.
2A) Focus on green economy
The need for a joint North-South transition to a green economy comes especially from climate change work. It has
become apparent that despite the massive short-term costs of transition, reducing the cost of energy and dependence on energy imports also offers substantial benefits in the areas of competitiveness and security in the longer
term. The growing scramble for resources other than fossil fuels (renewable and non-renewable) underscores the
importance of adjusting EU consumption and production patterns in order to ensure the sustainability and fair
distribution of planetary resources (and boundaries). Foreign and development ministries (and other actors) need
to be much stronger advocates of such domestic reforms.
2B) Focus on measurement
Such a green transformation, however, is difficult without good data and new sustainability indicators for all important areas in both the North and South, which can be used as benchmarks for the (evidence-based) policy
process. There is no longer any dispute that GDP represents an important aggregate indicator of social progress,
but one that needs to be complemented in most public- and private-sector decision-making by a set of other
indicators that include market externalities and data on social and environmental sustainability.196 Support for
research, gathering quality data and developing alternative indicators for currently underrated aspects of sustainable development would be an important contribution to extended PCD.
2C) Focus on a culture of comprehensiveness
All in all, the transformation of policy substance and policy processes involves a shift towards more comprehensive analysis, integral dialogue and honest decision-making in our public life. This can only be achieved in the
longer term, and must include a shift in values (a broadened reference framework) as well. Since cultural transformation is not achieved through policy objectives, governments may wish to focus on smaller agendas with tangible results, even though they may be far removed from the traditional notion of development cooperation and
PCD. Consider two examples worth of rich countries’ public support: studies of well-being and political culture.
Knowledge of what people see as the ultimate goal of development (for instance, through national happiness
surveys197) may significantly alter the course of aid as well as non-aid policies. Its cultivation in all public decisionmaking processes is likely to lead to a more responsible development policy. Last but not least, such efforts may
inspire developing countries as they emerge from poverty, boost their capacities and begin to face similar social
challenges.
Although these are all measures that the EU and its member states can engage in on their own in order to address some
of the challenges or new frontiers of the PCD concept, other measures must be addressed outside the EU in cooperation
with other actors: through bilateral (or biregional) relations with the poor countries themselves and through multilateral
cooperation. Still, the EU has an important role to play in these two areas as well.
Domestic governance
Throughout the report we repeatedly emphasize the unmatched responsibility of Ethiopia and Ethiopians for their own food security and sustainable development. The same is true for many other developing countries, although the policies of some smaller
and poorer countries might be more thoroughly influenced by external influences. Empirical evidence shows a strong correlation
between institutional development (a proxy for good governance) and poverty reduction in Africa.198 Ethiopia’s current political
leadership seems to be aware of this link, but tends to promote only such good governance agenda that does not threaten its
position of power in the country.

196 Both the European Commission and the OECD are actively pursuing this agenda: see http://www.beyond-gdp.eu/, or: http://
www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/.
197 Helliwell, John, Richard Layard and Jeffrey Sachs. “World Happiness Report.” Canadian Institute for Advanced Research (CIFAR),
The Earth Institute, Columbia University, and Centre for Economic Performance, London School of Economics. http://www.earth.
columbia.edu/sitefiles/file/Sachs%20Writing/2012/World%20Happiness%20Report.pdf.
198 Hope, Kempe Ronald, sr. “Toward Good Governance and Sustainable Development: The African Peer Review Mechanism.”
Governance: An International Journal of Policy, Administration, and Institutions, Vol. 18, No. 2, April 2005 (pp. 283–311). Malden
(USA): Blackwell Publishing, 2005. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTCDRC/Resources/African_Peer_Review.pdf.
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Several aspects of governance are relevant for policy coherence for development. First and foremost, the existence of corrupt
and authoritative regimes are some of the strongest arguments used by PCD critics. Such regimes’ abuse of power to the detriment of their own poor populations (as has been documented in Ethiopia since 2005) not only reduces the political will of many
Europeans to make policy concessions for the sake of poverty reduction, but also undermines the legitimacy, or at least the effectiveness, of the entire development cooperation.
Secondly, ineffective and unaccountable governments cannot defend development objectives, especially those pertinent to
the most marginalized populations. Such governments may not know how exactly the policies of other countries affect their
citizens, and when they do know they are not necessarily able (or worse, willing) to effectively counter such negative impacts. For
instance, Ethiopia’s ruling party repeatedly ignores the problems of other ethnic groups.
Last but not least, there is some question as to the level of coherence between development objectives and the domestic policies of countries with poor governance. The lack of relevant data, policy analyses and stakeholder consultations may compromise
such policies as early as during their design stages, and their implementation is usually an even greater challenge. It is also fair
to admit that even highly stable and accountable governments would find many of the challenges difficult to overcome. For
instance, our report shows the difficulty of determining the right food price or balancing domestic production with the import
of key staples on the Ethiopian market. High prices benefit producers but hurt consumers, and vice versa. Many processes over
which the government has no control result vicious cycles (deforestation leads to soil erosion leads to reduced land productivity).
Only highly complex and well-coordinated interventions that are conducted simultaneously and successfully across a range of
policy areas can hope to reverse such trends.
The analysis of the problem and the design of various Ethiopian food security policies (such as GTP) seems considered, but
their implementation is not so good. It is not just a question of weak capacities, but also a lack of consultation with farmers.
The lack of regional and local data may cause Ethiopian trade, investment, biofuel or climate policies to look good on the
macro level, and they also support an increase in the national GDP. But at the micro level, such policies may end up harming
poor Ethiopians.
Although there is no universally accepted definition of good governance, two major areas are present in most definitions.
The more technical area involves policy analysis, design and implementation. The more political area involves issues such
as participation, transparency and the accountability of policy makers, especially in contentious areas such as elections
and human and political rights. Ethiopia is largely open to assistance in the former, but remains very sensitive about any
intervention in the latter.
There is also some openness to the strengthening of institutional capacities and improving the public sector through development cooperation with both the EU and the international community. Nevertheless, much of the democracy and human rights
agenda is currently not a topic of discussion for the Ethiopian government. In Ethiopia, economic growth clearly takes precedence over democracy building. There are clear limitations to what the EU, any other country or even international community
can achieve in a country that is in high demand among donors and investors. Although the EU certainly could do more in this
regard, it is limited by the influences of other actors (especially the Chinese model of development that does not acknowledge
the importance of political and civic rights). Any excess pressure may end up being counter-productive.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
3) GOOD GOVERNANCE (in the more technical sense of the concept) – the EU should continue to support selected strategic transformation efforts through its development cooperation with all poor countries. The EU-Ethiopia country
strategy paper provides good guidance, although its PCD section is merely of a token nature. It allows the EU to remain
engaged and informed as much as possible while contributing to tangible benefits for the most poor and marginalized
populations wherever feasible within the given political context. Nevertheless, this area of EU development policy remained outside the analysis of this paper, which focused on PCD. Suffice to say that just as PCD contributes to effective
aid/development, effective and accountable development in the poor countries improves PCD efforts.
4) DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE (in the more political sense of the concept) – gradual and culture-sensitive democratisation
of the poor countries is both a development objective per se as well as an important tool for overall improved governance
and development coherence with domestic policies; in most poor countries, achieving these objectives is of greater importance than any external influences. As such, this should be the primary goal of the EU’s PCD efforts of the EU as well. This
can be achieved by focusing more on democratisation and human rights in two policy channels:
4A) Development Cooperation
4B) European External Action Service
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It is precisely within international forums that democracy and good governance are discussed and mainstreamed within a different context. Multilateral negotiations also represent the only time when certain key issues of Ethiopian development such as
climate change, resource management or investment policy can be effectively addressed and when even the most powerful
actors can be persuaded to change their policies.
Multilateral solutions
Europe is perhaps the single most relevant actor in the multilateral arena with a good track record of progressive (in
particular social and environmental) domestic policies and global norm-setting. The aid policies of the EU, the EFTA and
the EU member states offer a great potential for increased coherence with non-aid policies. As we have documented
throughout the paper, many of the issues related to Ethiopia’s food security and development are heavily influenced
by the policies of other countries (in particular US and BRIC policy coherence for development) and the international
community as a whole (climate change and international financial are some examples of what might be called issues of
global or systemic PCD).
The pursuit of diverse European interests without an appropriate consideration of their side effects on the poor communities in Africa and elsewhere is not the only source of harm. The interlinkages between these policies, the synergetic/
multiplication effect – or again, the systemic impact if you will – are also a part of the Ethiopian problem. For instance,
some climate policies may worsen food insecurity. If coherence among these policies is a problem for one country, their
coordination is clearly a much greater problem in many of countries. On a number of issues, the problem lies also in weak
coherence among the policies of various multilateral organization (e.g., the World Bank vs. FAO on food security, or the
WTO vs. UNFCCC on climate change)
In addition to systemic effects, domestic factors and the actions of other countries can have even stronger negative impacts on
rural poverty in Ethiopia than European actions and policies. Most of the land and water grabs in which foreigners have robbed
Ethiopian farmers and pastoralists of these resources are the result of investment deals with companies from India and the Gulf
States. Most harmful food aid comes from the United States. The same applies to climate change. EU emissions are lower than
those of the US, and will soon be surpassed by the greenhouse gas emissions of China and other large emerging markets. No
matter how great the gap between the EU’s and China’s historical or per capita emissions, without a radical change in the energy
policies of most of Eurasia – something unlikely to happen in time to prevent catastrophic climate change – African farmers will
have to prepare for even worse waves of drought. As a result, even perfect coherence for development among all relevant EU
policies, unattainable as it is, would be even more insufficient. Pro-PCD reforms of EU policies will have little impact without
similar reforms in other major countries.
A failure to address policy incoherence among other actors undermines PCD efforts on the part of the EU (or any other country)
just as much as poor performance of domestic governments.
The solution to many of the challenges of the two PCD avenues described above (domestic governance and EU transformation) lies at least partially in global cooperation – the third proposed extension of PCD efforts. An effective international framework tends to exercise pressure on all actors involved (Ethiopia, the EU and the other major powers) for increasing
policy coherence with commonly agreed goals. By definition, many international (legal) agreements involve a great deal
of political trade-offs, and are vague and weakly enforced. On the other hand, multilateral rules are the only way to move
forward on many development and food security issues. No substantive energy policy reforms can be expected without
a post-Kyoto agreement. Ethiopia is unlikely to receive better access to its key export markets without a pro-development
outcome of the WTO Doha Round. Without an innovative and responsible resource management agreement between
developed countries and emerging markets, land, water and other natural resources will be exploited ruthlessly in the
poor countries.
International norms can provide a fair and level playing field in the long term, and can reduce the transition costs of domestic
policy reforms. International commitments such as MDGs or human rights covenants create a pool of shared values and strategic
development goals, and represent an important incentive and reference point for non-state actors as well. This third option may
not only help to reinforce the extended PCD work on EU transformations and domestic governance in poor countries, but also
offers the best cost-benefit ratio of all three options.
The EU is well equipped for such systemic PCD work. As a supranational entity, the EU has always been a driver of multilateral cooperation with a pool of resources and much influence (soft power) in the international arena. The new diplomatic
service (EEAS) provides an opportunity for increasing the coherence and effectiveness of the EU’s multilateral policies
for global sustainable development. So far, however, the EEAS has remained largely unused for this very strategic global
norm-setting, although it can directly enhance the internal PCD of poor countries and non-EU actors and plays an important role in reforming EU policies.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
5) STRENGTHEN EU MULTILATERAL DIPLOMACY
5a) Develop the EU’s global development strategy
5b) Ensure greater coherence of sectoral policy agendas (food security, energy, climate, trade, investment, development, environmental, human rights),actors (ec, eeas, member states) and – to the extent possible – push for greater coherence among multilateral organizations (the UN Agencies, World Bank, WTO etc.)
5c) Advocate for a greater differentiation among so-called developing countries in order to allow policies to be better
nuanced and achieve specific goals

A lot remains to be thought through, researched and consulted before Policy Coherence for (Global) Sustainable Development
can become a reality. And a good deal of political and indeed cultural change - honesty, responsibility and integral approach - is
required before such an extended concept can become a shared commitment on the part of the rich countries’ development
community, poor governments and international institutions. But the EU is certainly well equipped, with contributions from the
epistemic and NGO community such as this study, to take the lead and help shape the changing global framework.
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