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“It really is just a matter of finding the political will to do 

the job and give the poor and disadvantaged their right to 

access better livelihoods through agricultural development. 

Thinking about the topsy-turvy social order of modern life, 

we pass laws against discrimination, we abhor prejudicial 

behaviour and say we support equality, but then we 

implement repressive economic policies and support 

commercial policies and trade that subjugate primary 

producers overseas. So really we live a fallacy. Our 

actions as consumers speak more loudly than words when 

we in the industrial countries demand a wide range of food 

and non-food products and implement repressive trade 

policies over the producers.” (R. Leakey (2012: 175) 

Living with the Trees of Life) 

The EP plenary vote on 12 March 2013 has resulted in 

some corrections of the EP Agricultural Committee 

vote on 23-24 January 2013, but overall, the outcome is a 

step backwards in a reform process that is long since 

overdue. The urgent transition towards sustainable 

agriculture is put on hold or held hostage. Mandatory 

greening measures proposed by the Commission under 

pillar I Direct Payments are further weakened. Crop 

rotation including leguminous crops was voted down (DP, 

Art 30). Compliance with EU Water Directive was voted 

down (HRZ Art 93). Compliance with EU Sustainable 

Pesticide Use Directive was voted in, an important step as 

it stipulates that alternatives to pesticides must be used if 

they exist. But unfair distribution of public funds in favour 

of big players still continues allowing direct payments to 

any one farm of up to 300 000 Euro.  

The EP vote rejected proposals that would help the EU 

assume its international responsibility, proposals that 

had been unanimously adopted in the EP Development 

Committee. The plenary voted against commitments to 

comply with policy coherence for development (PCD). All 

amendments on monitoring the CAP impact on long-term 

local food security in developing countries were voted 

down (HZR Art. 1, 68, 110). All amendments on immediate 

phasing out of export refunds were rejected. The EP has 

voted against complaint mechanisms open to farming 

communities that could help prevent or reverse negative 

impacts on poor farmers in developing countries and that 

could help to build trust and insert social safeguards. An 

extended monitoring would also increase the EU’s 

credibility and improved surveillance in the WTO, where 

the EU’s unlimited green box payments are under scrutiny.  

The EP plenary vote rejected crop rotation which could 

reduce the EU's negative global foot print. Crop 

rotation, which requires any parcel of arable land to be 

planted with at least three different crops over three years 

was presented as amendment by the Environmental 

Committee. Crop rotation is the most effective response to 

climate change, loss of biodiversity and loss of soil 

fertility. It has the universal acclaim of experts and institutions 

and is easier to defend under WTO green box payments than 

current crop diversification as referenced in the 2013 

APRODEV expertise on crop rotation. However, the EP vote 

further weakened the Commission proposal, allowing 

monocropping to continue on 70% of most of the arable land.  

The CAP reform subsidies are thus likely to continue to 

support EU exports of surpluses that rely on imports of 

cheap inputs, especially feedstuffs. EU meat exports to 

Africa have increased and this trend is projected to 

continue. This puts African production capacities at risk 

and creates unnecessary dependency on EU food imports. 

Countries that are most exposed to EU imports are Congo, 

DRC, Liberia, South Africa and Ghana and above all 

Benin. Investments trends of European agribusiness are 

geared towards ever more integrated industrial agricultural 

schemes, including infrastructure development and marketing 

solutions for lucrative African or international markets. 

Often, this goes along with policy and regulatory reforms 

that impact negatively on smallholder farmers and land 

users who do not have secure land tenure rights or who are 

threatening farmer’s rights to safe, exchange and sell 

seeds. But ‘we trust a multitude of small farmers more 

than a handful of landowners’ or agribusinesses, as the 

president of the Slow Food movement has put it.  

Agricultural land and water resources are the two 

scarcest resources needed for to feed us all. The EU 

exports of dairy products and meat depend to a large 

degree on protein of those feed imports. This leads to 

depletion of soil, deforestation and forced evictions of 

poor rural communities in protein exporting countries. Soy 

monocultures are expanding rapidly, creating a number of 

social and ecological problems. The EU’s competitiveness 

continues to depend 6 on monocultures that are unsustainable 

and that put increasing pressure on access and control of 

valuable resources of vulnerable small scale farmers.  

Negotiations between Council, Parliament and 

Commission are to be finalised by end of the Irish EU 

Presidency in June 2013. Some good texts adopted by the 

EP need further support, like for example, the amendment 

that requests the Commission to submit a strategic plan for 

the supply of vegetable proteins, which will also enable the 

EU to reduce its very heavy dependence on external 

sources of supply. The plan should provide for more oil-

protein crops and legumes to be grown under the common 

agricultural policy and should encourage agronomic 

research into suitable and productive varieties (DP Art 

29a). Another amendment voted in refers to PCD, to 

climate change and to the IAASTD report under pillar II 

co-funded by Member States (RD Art. 6a). Another bit of 

good text adopted is on agro-ecological principles as 

options (i.e. voluntary only) in the farm advisory systems 

(HRZ, Annex i) which is about offering independent 

agronomic advice (i.e. non chemical dependent views) to 

farmers, a key for any transition to sustainability. 
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