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Global Agricultural Research for local Food Sovereignty
Can the CGIAR respond to the demands and aspirations of poor farmers?

"The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), and all other organisations involved in agricultural research, [should] avoid the patenting of knowledge, [and] prevent the privatization of research and the concentration of knowledge by the transnationals."
La Via Campesina, Bangalore, India, October 2000

BACKGROUND
Agriculture has developed through the innovation of farmers and other food producers. For 10 millennia, farmers, herders and fisherfolk have used their knowledge and skills to develop the technologies that feed the world. This informal development of knowledge was based on the sharing and free exchange of ideas, seeds, breeds and methodologies. Local institutional measures ensured that resources were used sustainably, in recognition of the interdependence of natural resources and livelihoods. 

But it was with the advent of industrial agriculture in the 19th century and the application of academic science to biological processes, soil mechanics and agricultural equipment development that formal sector 'Agricultural Research', carried out by professionals in Institutes, became a reality. This was the start of the appropriation of farmers’ knowledge, resources and institutions by professionals, the State and agribusinesses - creating the dependency of farmers on whatever new technologies may be offered by the formal sector and corporations. It is this process that La Via Campesina, the International Farmers Movement, seeks to reverse with support from civil society organisations (CSOs) concerned about agriculture, food production and food sovereignty.

In the 19th century all the industrialised countries followed the example set by the founders of the Rothamsted Research Station in the UK - John Bennet Lawes, the owner of a country estate at Rothamsted in Hertfordshire and the young scientist he recruited in 1843, Henry Gilbert. Lawes and Gilbert worked together for more than fifty years, turning Rothamsted into a research station that was known around the world for its meticulous investigations into all aspects of plant growth. Others followed with specialisations in specific crops, livestock, machinery and so on. Later, a focus on fisheries and aquaculture was developed in different parts of the world.

The urbanisation of populations together with enclosures of commons and consolidation of farms, hastened the drive for industrial production of food. New technologies followed military developments: the late 19th century precision seed drills were possible through the surplus capacity of armaments factories to produce precision castings of small machine parts; early 20th century boost in nitrogenous fertilisers developed through surplus capacity in nitrogen fixation used for explosives in the First World War; organic chemicals such as herbicides were boosted in the drive to mass-produce materials in the Second World War and defoliate tropical forests in the Vietnam war; and who knows what the links between biowarfare research and agricultural genetically modified organisms (GMOs) may be. 

Subsequently, this industry came to dominate agricultural production, even more than the NPK (Nitrogen, Phosphorous, Potassium) fertiliser lobby so despised by Albert Howard in the 1930s. They developed a controlling influence over food production through the application of chemicals and new varieties of seeds and the degradation of natural resources and agroecosystems. As the founder of ITDG, Dr EF Schumacher noted " Modern man talks of the battle with nature, forgetting that if he ever won the battle he would find himself on the losing side".

Today, 10 transnational agribusinesses control more than 85% of commercial agricultural input supplies - pesticides and seeds
. Formal sector agricultural research has tended to follow this lead, providing scientific validation of these developments and promoting their use. There are honourable exceptions, but the research follows the money, increasingly controlled by corporations and less by the State. The ecologically-friendly agricultural research of the majority - the smallholder farmers, pastoralists and other food producers - is largely ignored.

CGIAR

In this context, the post-WWII consensus that produced the UN system, Bretton Woods institutions, the GATT and so on also recognised the imperative of feeding a growing world population and avoiding the famines of the past. As a result, subsidised agriculture thrived in the rich industrialised countries and a significant international research effort was started to provide new technologies to poor countries. This resulted in the formation of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR). [See Box 1]

The CGIAR was "born" on May 19, 1971, when its first formal meeting was held at the World Bank. Eighteen governments and organizations attended as members; ten as observers. None of them were from developing countries, however, and governance of the CGIAR is still largely a white, middle-class, Northern, male domain.
 

The CGIAR was instrumental in developing and disseminating some 300 green-revolution varieties of wheat and rice, and more than 200 varieties of maize. It also has developed more environment-friendly technologies which have helped to conserve land and water resources and biodiversity and to reduce pesticide use in developing countries. 

Most importantly, though, the CGIAR holds in public trust for the future the world's largest collection of plant genetic resources: these have been provided by farmers over many decades (over 600,000 accessions of more than 3,000 crop, forage, and pasture species). Governance of these rich resources is the subject of specific commitments in the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (IT PGRFA), negotiated under the auspices of FAO. The funding of this essential public service may be assured through a $260m endowment Global Conservation Trust Fund <www.startwithaseed.org/>. These two instruments should secure in perpetuity the status of plant genetic resources for food and agriculture as public goods, so long as the collections and their genes remain under the control of the FAO Treaty and in the public domain.

The CGIAR's research programmes cover many aspects of food and agricultural production and natural resource management. It has the largest concentration of international agricultural scientists, many of whom have dedicated their lives to seeking solutions to poverty. It has been innovative in many areas - agroforestry, for example. But it struggles to secure sufficient funds for its $360m annual budget - a sum dwarfed by many national agricultural research programmes and eclipsed by the Life Sciences industry research budgets. Maybe it is the thirst for these resources that has skewed some for the CGIAR programmes towards biotechnology and potential industry funding of patentable research results, a move which is being strongly resisted by Civil Society Organisations. 

FUTURE OF INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH
The CGIAR should be the last bastion of publicly funded international agricultural research producing public goods and this principle should be safeguarded. Donors are, however, becoming increasingly disillusioned with the outputs of the CGIAR Centres and are seeking radical changes. Farmers' Organisations and CSOs are also demanding changes that will result in research system better suited to solving the eco-regional problems of food production, based on agroecological principles. 

CSOs and farmers organisations proposed a different operational model for the CGIAR at a meeting in Frankfurt in April 2001: Regionalisation. [See Box 2]. In order to be able to focus its work on farmer-led research and development to achieve food and livelihood security and ecosystem integrity, the CGIAR should shift the governance and implementation of agricultural research and development activities to regional structures. These should build on existing regional and subregional forums, wherever possible, and support national agricultural research systems that include farmers and their organisations, rather than moribund and exclusive research institutes alone.

The CGIAR has accepted some measure of change and intends to move a large part of its funding from Centre-focused research programmes to collaborative multi-Centre Challenge Programmes that :

 Address an issue of overwhelming significance. Issues addressed may be global, regional or sub-regional in importance;

 Fit within the CGIAR mission and goals with strong links to poverty alleviation, food security and environmental sustainability and which generate international public goods;

 Are likely to generate significant outputs and impact.

A dozen ideas were prepared by CGIAR scientists but it was two of the three proposals, which the Executive Committee of the CGIAR put on the fast-track, that raised concerns: the Water and Food Production proposal is laudable; but the biotechnology oriented proposals - Functional Genomics, and Biofortification (Vitamin and mineral enhanced GM crops) - have given rise to serious questions and misgivings. 

These latter two proposals expose a near obsession by some staff with the premature dissemination of the products of biotechnology and genetic engineering. In the past year, CGIAR and Centre staff have done the rounds of the biotechnology fests, promoting these proposals and related work on biotechnology. These proposals are a far cry from the scientific challenges of agroecology and ecologically-oriented agriculture that serve the needs of, and can be controlled by, the poor. 

This then raises the questions of governance and of who controls the agenda of, and sets priorities for, the CGIAR and its Centres. The Donors have a significant role and, as ever with formal agricultural research, they drive the priorities. But institutional donors are losing heart after so many frustrated attempts at seeking effective institutional reforms, and many Centres are seeking private sector partnerships, including with agribusinesses, to shore up shaky budgets. These partnerships will have increasing influence over priorities and may dictate the adoption of research programmes on genetic engineering technologies. 

But other partners from Civil Society, consumers and especially farmers should also have a right to influence priorities for this public-sector work. The small, 9 person NGO committee tries to encourage the CGIAR to formulate strategies to achieve this, but struggles against the inertia of a 30 year old system steeped in formal academic traditions that cannot cope with challenges to its orthodoxy. (The NGO Committee has since ended its relationship
).

There could be rays of hope, though, that could renew donor flows for poverty-focused work that sustains the biosphere and keeps the products of research in the public domain, if the CGIAR heeded the voices of smallholder farmers and instituted radical reforms. 

The new funding arrangements could start to re-establish informal science and local knowledge systems as the starting point for new scientific endeavour. It could allow for improved networks and sophisticated partnerships, led by farmers, to develop scientific research programmes that will restore degraded agroecosystems, confront global threats, e.g. from climate change or biotechnology, and will start to answer some of their many research questions about: 

 sustainable agroecology;

 how to preserve the varieties of crops and livestock breeds they have developed over millennia and how to maintain their genetic integrity free from GMOs;

 the development of systems to conserve healthy soils and make best use of scarce water and other resources; and so on. 

These rays of hope may, however, be occluded by the internal pressures to allocate funding to maintain existing structures.

Whatever the outcome of this process of change, smallholder farmers will not forgive the CGIAR if it were to lose sight of its responsibilities to generate results that serve their aspirations and to ensure that the Centres maintain their genebanks in the public domain and insist that the integrity of these genetic resources is guaranteed, free from contamination by GMOs. 

It is perhaps with regard to this threat, more than any other, that Civil Society seeks reassurance from the CGIAR. The CGIAR possesses the scientific resources to provide farmers and governments with the knowledge that could develop strategies and methodologies, which will avoid contamination of genebanks by GMOs. This contamination could come from research experiments and trials, the agricultural landscape as well as from seeds and food grains. The CGIAR should invest significantly in confronting these threats.

CSOs also look to the CGIAR to give the highest priority to work, at regional levels with farmers, that will provide sustainable GM-free production options. Such farmer-led, ecologically-oriented agricultural research would help realise food sovereignty, secure life on Earth and enhance the livelihoods of millions of farm families throughout the Global South. But will the CGIAR deliver?

Patrick Mulvany
Food Security Policy Adviser
ITDG, (Intermediate Technology Development Group)
Schumacher Centre
Bourton, RUGBY
CV23 9QZ, UK

The author was a member of the CGIAR/NGOC (CGIAR/Non-Governmental Organisations Committee) 
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www.cgiar.org

www.futureharvest.org

www.fao.org

www.ngoc-cgiar.org

www.etcgroup.org

www.grain.org

www.itdg.org

www.ukabc.org

www.forumfoodsovereignty.org

BOX1

WHAT IS THE CGIAR? 

The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) is an informal association of 58 members (22 developing countries, 21 industrialised countries, 3 private foundations, and 12 regional and international organisations). It was established in 1971 by Ford and Rockefeller Foundations and the World Bank; the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) and the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO) are co-sponsors. 

Over the last decade, its annual budget has been about US$ 340 million. The mission of the CGIAR is to contribute to food security and poverty alleviation in developing countries through agricultural research, capacity building and policy support. 

It operates through 16 international agricultural research centres, which now call themselves the "Future Harvest" Centres and which have more than 8,500 scientists and support staff working in more than 100 countries. The members of the CGIAR hold frequent meetings of a small Executive Council (ExCo) and 'business-like' Annual General Meetings involving all 'stakeholders'.

The agenda of the CGIAR centres evolved in the 1970s to include roots and tubers, legumes, livestock, genetic resources, research in dry areas; in the 1980s to include institutional strengthening and food policy research; and in the 1990s to include agroforesty, forestry, natural resource management and aquatic resources. Over the decades, the scientists moved some of their research off station and did trials in farmers' fields. Some began to move beyond commodity research into Farming Systems Research. 

The Centres are autonomous institutions but they began to collaborate in System-Wide Programmes on topics such as participatory research, integrated pest management, and communal action and property rights. They also began to seek research partners outside the CGIAR system, mainly with national agricultural research institutes, and sometimes also with non-governmental organisations (NGOs).

The 16 Centres are (with countries of their HQs):

CIAT - Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical, Colombia < http://www.ciat.cgiar.org/ >
CIFOR - Center for International Forestry Research, Indonesia < http://www.cifor.cgiar.org/ >
CIMMYT - Centro Internacional de Mejoramiento de Maiz y Trigo, Mexico < http://www.cimmyt.org/ > 
CIP - Centro Internacional de la Papa, Peru < http://www.cipotato.cgiar.org/ >
ICARDA - International Center for Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas, Syria < http://www.icarda.cgiar.org/ >
ICLARM - International Center for Living Aquatic Resources Management, Malaysia < http://www.worldfishcenter.org/ >
ICRAF - International Centre for Research in Agroforestry, Kenya < http://www.worldagroforestrycentre.org >
ICRISAT - International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics, India < http://www.icrisat.org >
IFPRI - International Food Policy Research Institute, USA  ¸http://www.ifpri.org >
IITA - International Institute of Tropical Agriculture, Nigeria < http://www.iita.org >
ILRI - International Livestock Research Institute, Kenya < http://www.ilri.cgiar.org >
IPGRI - International Plant Genetic Resources Institute, Italy < http://www.ipgri.org/ >
IRRI - International Rice Research Institute, The Philippines < http://www.irri.org/ >
ISNAR - International Service for National Agricultural Research, The Netherlands < http://www.isnar.cgiar.org >
IWMI - International Water Management Institute, Sri Lanka < http://www.iwmi.cgiar.org/ >
WARDA - West Africa Rice Development Association, Côte d'Ivoire < http://www.warda.cgiar.org/ >

In addition, there are a number of other international agricultural research agencies with which CGIAR maintains close links. These include:

AVDRC - Asian Vegetable Research and Development Centre, Taiwan < http://netra.avrdc.org.tw/ >

ICIPE - International Centre of Insect Physiology and Ecology, Kenya < http://www.icipe.org >

ICIMOD - International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development, Nepal < http://www.icimod.org.sg >
BOX 2

...from the CSO DECLARATION FOR DURBAN 
at the CGIAR MTM, May 2001

< http://www.ngoc-cgiar.org/Activities/Declarations/activ1.htm >

CSOs emphasize that the new strategy for the CGIAR must:

a. be farmer-led, in the sense not only that farmers are actors in research, but also that the whole research agenda is driven directly by farmers’ needs and aspirations via partnerships in governance; 

b. conceive research as part of a social process to develop knowledge that empowers farmers and enhances their capacity to innovate, rather than make them dependent on external institutions and technologies;

c. include issues of access to resources (e.g. land reform), policy changes and political will, in view of the fact that solutions to the problems of rural poverty, food insecurity and environmental degradation transcend the limits of agricultural science.

The following criteria can serve as guidelines for defining and implementing a research agenda relevant to the urgent problems facing agriculture in less-developed countries:

Research should be:  
... and not:

Farmer-driven
Mainly scientist-led

Directed at the needs of the poor/vulnerable
Mainly commodity-based

Intimately linked to farmer-to-farmer learning
Top-down extension

Based on agroecology as a scientific basis, and traditional knowledge as a starting point
Reductionist approaches and large-scale high-external-input monoculture

Fully inclusive of smallholders and the landless
Focused on better-off farmers

Fully inclusive of women, indigenous peoples and other under-represented groups
Focused on male farmers

Producing outputs that cannot be privatized and that remain in the public domain
Accepting patent/IPR regimes

Based on participatory breeding methods
Using transgenics

Embedded in a larger context of policy development that emphasizes poverty alleviation, especially in rural areas
Following a commodity approach

Directed at food security, especially in marginal/vulnerable environments where the poor live, and guided by concerns of national food sovereignty, right to food and equity
Directed at crop productivity

Based on full and real participation of SFOs and other CSOs in priority-setting, agenda formulation, research collaboration, governance and decision-making
Token, symbolic consultation

Funded in an open and transparent manner with funds accessible to non-CGIAR actors via competitive mechanisms
Guaranteed to the CGIAR centers only

Address issues of resource access for poor people, e.g. land, water, genetic resources
Accepting current resource access and distribution as given

Based on priority setting that starts at the local level and is integrated upwards through partnerships in which SFOs and community-based organizations are key actors
Based on priority setting globally or in Washington DC

Use germplasm that remains held in trust for humankind and not subjected to IPRs
Privatized
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Statement by the NGO Committee of the CGIAR

The NGO Committee (NGOC) of the CGIAR held its biannual meeting in Manila in advance of AGM02.

In its review of the activities of the CGIAR, the committee recognised the efforts made to open spaces for Civil Society interaction and partnerships at Centre and System levels and appreciated the efforts by a number of Centres to strengthen integrated natural resources management programmes. However, it became clear, in this review of the current trends in the CGIAR, that civil society expectations of the System as a whole in fulfilment of its mandate, are not being realised. 

The CGIAR mandate is to produce public goods for the benefit of poor agricultural
 producers in developing countries and to safeguard the genetic resources taken from farmers' fields and held in public trust by the CGIAR gene banks. The NGOC observes that the CGIAR is deviating from this mandate and is adopting a corporate agenda for agricultural research and development. CGIAR's acceptance of Syngenta Foundation's membership is a clear indication of the trend towards the corporatisation of public agricultural research. Furthermore, the quest for partnerships with the private sector undermines the public role of CGIAR.

The NGOC notes that the CGIAR and its Centres have: 

· Failed to support an immediate moratorium on the release of GM crops in their centres of origin and diversity in the light of GMO contamination in Mexico and the potential contamination of other centres in the years ahead. These GMOs include seeds, grains and food aid. The CGIAR has also failed to initiate scientific work to assess the risks and biosafety requirements necessary to protect the genetic integrity of landraces on-farm, their ownership and the livelihoods of resource-poor farmers in these areas.

· Failed to uphold, in the face of threats of increased private control and monopolisation of genes through IPRs, the principle of the FAO-CGIAR Trust agreement that requires all germplasm and its genetic parts and components, currently in the CGIAR gene banks to be kept in the public domain.

· Actively been promoting genetic engineering technologies and products, which are incompatible with farmer-led agroecological research, and will lead to further marginalisation of farming communities. The CGIAR and some Centres have been promoting biotechnology as the answer to world hunger.

The NGOC urges the CGIAR to listen to and take seriously the voices from the Peoples' Street Conference. NGOC calls on the CGIAR to respond positively to the demands in Unity Statement which we support, especially with reference to those points that reinforce CSO Declaration for Durban with its comprehensive set of proposals that was presented to MTM 2001. 
That Declaration emphasised the need for transforming the CGIAR Centres into regional research support systems to assist 'farmer'-led agroecological research and the need for safeguarding the genetic resources in the CGIAR gene banks. These should be the top two priorities of the CGIAR. We regret that the majority of programmes being developed through the Challenge Programme process are not reflecting these priorities. 

In the light of these concerns the NGOC, in dialogue with a wide range of Civil Society Organisations, is reassessing its relationship with the CGIAR. (30/10/2002)
NGOC has decided to initiate a review of the relationships of civil society and social movements with international agricultural research for development institutions and systems. While this review is in progress during 2003, the NGOC will (a) 'freeze' its relationships at System level and not accept resources from the System, (b) 'freeze' its seats on and not participate in ExCo, Programme Committee, Genetic Resources Policy Committee, IPR/CAS Committee, IPM Committee; (c) 'freeze' its membership and not replace members when they leave the committee. [Last italicised para added after the NGOC statement to CGIAR Business meeting on 1/11/2002]
Dr Ian Johnson

Chair

CGIAR

World Bank

Washington DC

USA

21 February 2003

Dear Ian

As you are aware, in Manila at the AGM 02 the NGOC took the unprecedented step of announcing a 'freeze' of its relations with the CGIAR at system level. This resulted from a perceived drift of the CGIAR from its mandate and a concern about key issues regarding the development and impacts of new technologies, in particular, and the inability of the NGOC to be decisive in influencing these decisions. I am attaching the statement that we presented to AGM02 with the addition of our intended actions that we also presented to the Business meeting. 

Whilst this 'freeze' is in place we have committed to conduct our own assessment. Since November last year, there have been a number of discussions about the nature of this assessment and how we would work with other Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) and Social Movements to achieve this. I am in touch with a number of the CSOs/NGOs that work closely with the CGIAR Centres or their programmes as well as a wider circle.

After considering several options, it would seem that, in terms of a civil society network concerned with the international agriculture agenda, the most appropriate forum to involve in this assessment is the International Planning Committee (IPC) that organised the NGO/CSO Forum for Food Sovereignty in June 2002 that was held in parallel with the FAO World Food Summit: five years later (WFS:fyl). The IPC is regionally-based and has the direct involvement of social movements and organisations representing food insecure rural people, food producers and consumers. It is very well connected to most of the CSOs and Social movements concerned with food and agriculture internationally.

On the strength of its work and its relevance in this field, the IPC has now been requested by the Director General of FAO, Dr Jacques Diouf, to be the "principal global civil society interlocutor on the initiatives and themes emerging from the WFS:fyl and the NGO/CSO Forum of June 2002". These themes, under the umbrella of food sovereignty include, agroecology, access to productive resources including genetic resources, trade and the right to food. The agenda for action of the first two of these themes, in particular, covers many areas of mutual interest to the CGIAR.

I am therefore in discussion with the IPC to ask them if they would be willing to assist with this assessment and to provide recommendations about the way forward. I will report to you as progress is made. 

If you should wish to discuss this further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

With best wishes


Yours sincerely

Patrick Mulvany 


cc 
Dr Jacques Diouf, DG FAO

Co-Chair NGOC 



Antonio Onorati, International Focal Point, IPC
IPC

The International Planning Committee (IPC) is a global network of more than 50 NGO/CSO regional, thematic and constituency focal points concerned with food sovereignty. It includes representatives of social organisations of smallholder farmers, pastoralists, fisherfolk, women, youth, indigenous peoples, agricultural workers; sub-regional/regional NGOs/CSOs; and NGO networks with particular expertise and a long history of lobbying, action and advocacy on issues related to food sovereignty and agriculture. It built on the NGO/CSO process that started in 1995 to involve civil society and social movements in every region in the development of a common strategy on food and agriculture issues building up to the 1996 World Food Summit. Subsequently, NGOs, CSOs and Social Movements formed the IPC to facilitate the process of preparation for, and follow up to, the 2002 World Food Summit: five years later (WFS:fyl) and the parallel NGO/CSO Forum for Food Sovereignty. 

The Forum adopted an Action Plan and mandated the IPC to carry it forward. 

Particular attention has been given to FAO initially. This was due to need to mobilize for the WFS:fyl and because of FAO’s role within the UN system as focal point for food sovereignty in the follow-up to the WFS and the implementation of the first Millennium Development Goal. 

Other international organizations targeted in the recommendations of the 2002 NGO/CSO Forum for Food Sovereignty include IFAD, WFP, CGIAR, the World Bank and the WTO. At the same time, the decentralized process of debate over many months which culminated in the Forum helped NGOs/CSOs to engage – often for the first time – in debate on food sovereignty issues with their governments at national, sub-regional and regional levels.

Whilst closely linked to the FAO, the IPC is autonomous and self-organising at international and regional levels. It brings together:

· Regionally-based members that can help strengthen the debate on food sovereignty at national and regional levels;

· Representation of the major social constituencies and social movements;

· Thematic focal points that can help strengthen policy debate on key issues concerning food sovereignty within civil society at national, regional and international levels.

The IPC is not a centralized structure claiming to represent its members. Instead, its legitimacy is based on its ability to be the interlocutor for the concerns and the battles which a broad diversity of civil society organizations are conducting daily in their field work and their advocacy at local, regional and global levels. It serves as a mechanism for diffusion of information and training on issues regarding food sovereignty and food sovereignty. It promotes fora in which NGOs/CSOs and social movements involved in food and agriculture issues can debate, articulate their positions and build their relationships at national, regional and global levels. It reinforces the effectiveness of civil society lobbying by strengthening their capacities for analysis and alliances. It facilitates dialogue and debate between civil society actors, governments and other stakeholders at all levels

More than 2,500 NGOs, networks and social movements in more than 70 countries have been reached by this network. These organizations analyse the issues, prepare proposals and lobby, as members of strategic alliances, for priority to be given to agricultural, food sovereignty and food security issues in the agendas of local, national, regional and international institutions. The IPC provides support and facilitates debate on the issues through its thematic focal points and specialist working groups. 

In particular the IPC: 

· promotes and facilitates fora in which NGOs/CSOs and social movements involved in food and agriculture issues can debate, articulate their positions and build their relationships at national, sub-regional, regional and global levels;

· reinforces the effectiveness of civil society lobbying by strengthening their capacities for analysis and alliances; 

· facilitates dialogue and debate between civil society actors, governments and other stakeholders at all levels.

The focus of its work is on promoting an agricultural and rural development paradigm for the realisation of food sovereignty and the reduction of hunger and poverty, based on the priority action areas identified by the 2002 NGO/CSO Forum for Food Sovereignty. 

To achieve this the IPC aims:


To strengthen the participation, mobilisation and capacity of civil society organisations, social movements and Indigenous Peoples to be effective participants in decision-making processes on food sovereignty and food security policies and programmes in local, national, regional and global policy forums.

In order to carry out its principal priority actions:

1. To promote the adoption of a rights-based approach to food and agricultural policies that will reduce, and eventual eliminate, hunger and malnutrition and will recognise the need for all people to have access to sufficient quantities of safe, nutritious, and culturally appropriate food and food producing resources as a human right;

2. To promote continued access of farmers, pastoralists, fisherfolk and indigenous peoples to, and the equitable sharing of benefits from the sustainable use of, their productive territory, waters, genetic and other natural resources used for food and agricultural production; and in the case of genetic resources, protection of the genetic public goods in the international and national genebanks, ratification, and the equitable implementation of the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture and consideration of a farm animal genetic resources treaty, continued access to genetic resources unrestricted by intellectual property rights and protection of farmers’ genetic resources for food and agriculture from technologies that threaten their genetic integrity and the integrity of the agroecosystems in which the agricultural biodiversity, of which they form a part, has been developed;

3. To promote family and community-based agroecological models of food production, in practice and through policy, research and development, in order to help ensure peoples’ food security, especially those who are vulnerable to hunger and malnutrition, through the sustainable management of local ecosystems to produce food for predominately local markets;

4. To promote equitable trade policies which enable communities and countries vulnerable to hunger and malnutrition to produce sufficient quantities of safe and secure food supplies and which militate against the negative effects of subsidised exports, food dumping, artificially low prices and other similar elements characterising the current model of agricultural trade.

The IPC is recognised by the Director General of the FAO as the "principal global civil society interlocutor on the initiatives and themes emerging from the WFS:fyl and the NGO/CSO Forum of June 2002".

The IPC has a small office in Rome, which acts as the international secretariat of the Network, and facilitates the activities of the IPC. Email: ipc_roma@aiab.it. 
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� The top 10 agrochemical corporations accounted for $26.2 billion or 85% of the $30.9 billion agrochemical market worldwide. RAFI (ETC Group) 1999. ETC Group, 1999, The Gene Giants: Masters of the Universe?. RAFI Communique  < http://www.etcgroup.org/article.asp?newsid=180 >


� For more on CSO views of the CGIAR see Gura S, 2001, Change and the CGIAR: A contradiction in terms, Seedling, Volume 18, Issue 3, September 2001, GRAIN Publications.�< � HYPERLINK "D:\\DataFiles\\CGIAR-GFAR\\www.grain.org/publications/seed-01-9-1-en.cfm" ��www.grain.org/publications/seed-01-9-1-en.cfm� >


� At the CGIAR AGM 02 in Manila, the NGO Committee ‘froze’ its relations with the CGIAR. – see Annex 1 . In May 2003, at GFAR 2003, the last member – the author of this article –  announced his resignation, in order to invest more time in the IPC process, see Annex 2.


� Statement also endorsed by Abou Thiam, Assetou Kanoute, Devinder Sharma, Dwi Muhtaman, Eyasu Elias, Mariam Jorjadze


� The terms 'agriculture', 'agricultural', 'agroecological', 'farmer' apply equally to cropping, forestry, livestock raising, fisheries and aquaculture activities and producers.
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