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It was menƟ oned in the discussions between 
Russia’s experts, while the protocol of Russia’s acces-
sion to the WTO was under raƟ fi caƟ on, that this event 
would lower food security in this country1. This con-
fi rms that there is certain confusion in how “food 
security” is defi ned in Russia and other countries. 
According to the internaƟ onal interpretaƟ on of food 
security, the WTO accession created condiƟ ons lead-
ing to a beƩ er food security. 

The parƟ cipants of the World Food Summit on 
Food Security (1996) adopted the following defi niƟ on: 
“Food security exists when all people, at all Ɵ mes, 
have physical, social and economic access to suffi  cient 
safe and nutriƟ ous food that meets their dietary needs 
and food preferences for an acƟ ve and healthy life”2. 
In other words, the more people in a country have 
economic access to food products, thus being provid-
ed with a healthy and acƟ ve lifestyle, the higher is the 
level of food security in the country. 

In the Food Security Doctrine3, the share of domes-
Ɵ c agricultural products, fi sh products, and food pro-
ducts in the total volume of goods is accepted as crite-
rion for assessing food security. The same indicator is 
accepted as a measure of food sovereignty once it has 
reached its threshold level. However, in our opinion, 
this standard is wrong, because food sovereignty oŌ en 
comes into confl ict with food security. 

The WTO is a trade organizaƟ on designed to lower 
trade barriers. It is assumed that goods and commodi-
Ɵ es should move through lowest possible trade barri-
ers whereby advantages for cheaper products should 
be created. In this context, the WTO provides condi-
Ɵ ons allowing lower income persons to have beƩ er 
access to food products either through price-compe-
Ɵ Ɵ ve domesƟ cally manufactured products, or cheaper 

1  KrylaƟ kh A. Food security and Russia’s accession to the WTO / 
Sovremennaya Europa, 2012. – No. 4. 
2  Terms and Defi niƟ ons. CommiƩ ee on World Food Security. 
Online source.hƩ p://www.fao.org/docrep/meeƟ ng/026/MD776R.
pdf
3   The Food Security Doctrine of the Russian FederaƟ on adopted 
by the ExecuƟ ve Order of the President of the Russian FederaƟ on 
on January 30, 2010, No. 120.

Hot topics such as food security and food sovereignty in Russia have become even hoƩ er. Both terms are fre-
quently confused between each other, being considered at least complementary, if not idenƟ cal. According to 
Russia’s Food Security Doctrine 2010, achieving food sovereignty tends in most cases to lower the level of food 
security of Russia’s populaƟ on. This arƟ cle provides raƟ onale for and examples of the situaƟ on at hand. 

imported food products. From this point of view, the 
WTO creates no condiƟ ons for lowering food security 
in Russia, as it is understood in the Doctrine.

Any country, Russia is no excepƟ on, can hardly cre-
ate condiƟ ons allowing for low-cost producƟ on of all 
agricultural products. It is obvious that a free market 
will favor the development of lowest-cost-possible 
producƟ on. On the contrary, products whose produc-
Ɵ on cost is higher than that in global markets will fail 
to compete with imported products. In order to manu-
facture such higher cost products, a state must either 
subsidize consumers so that they buy more expensive 
domesƟ cally manufactured products, or producers so 
that they can cover their losses while selling their pro-
ducts at prices lower than the producƟ on cost. The idea 
of food sovereignty vs. imports can hardly come true 
unless the state takes the above menƟ oned measures. 
There is another way: the state may close its borders 
by imposing import duƟ es whereby making the price 
of imported products comparable with (or even more 
expensive than) domesƟ cally manufactured products. 
Households have to buy domesƟ cally manufactured 
products, at a higher price though. However, this inter-
feres with economic access to food products and wors-
ens food security. The WTO’s objecƟ ve is cope with the 
laƩ er two cases. The fi rst opƟ on is consumer support, 
which comes into no confl ict with the WTO standards, 
because in this case households use public money, but 
they will buy cheaper products anyway. 

State support, the size of which is agreed with the 
WTO on a country-specifi c basis, is oŌ en provided to 
most compeƟ Ɵ ve product which is exported in large 
volumes to other countries. There is nothing wrong 
about imporƟ ng a cheaper product for the benefi t 
of consumers. However, according to the Russia’s 
Doctrine, food sovereignty will exist only for exported 
products while there will be dependence on imported 
food products. 

From the WTO standpoint, this is a normal situa-
Ɵ on which is determined by the internaƟ onal division 
of labor. From the food security standpoint, it will also 
be good if households buy food products, spending less, 
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whereas it is not the case from the standpoint of Russia’s 
Food Security Doctrine. According to the Doctrine, it is 
food sovereignty that is the food security criterion. 

According to the Doctrine, food security arises only 
when the share of domesƟ cally manufactured pro-
ducts in product resources for each group of commod-
iƟ es has reached the established level. In this case, it 
doesn’t maƩ er how many products are exported to 
other countries. This is not in debate here how much 
it would cost for consumers, how many domesƟ cally 
manufactured products consumers will be able to 
buy. However, in the case when food products are 
managed to be produced domesƟ cally at a cost low-
er than or equal to the global producƟ on cost, food 
sovereignty comes into no confl ict with food security: 
domesƟ c producƟ on creates no worst condiƟ ons for 
economic access to food products. If prices of domes-
Ɵ cally manufactured products are higher but the state 
is keen to provide food sovereignty, then food security 
gets worse, because economic access to food products 
deteriorates. In other words, food sovereignty comes 
into confl ict with food security. 

Hence strengthening food sovereignty only in spe-
cifi c cases may help improve food security. In this case, 
the WTO rules will not be an obstacle as well. However, 
not all domesƟ cally manufactured food products are 
compeƟ Ɵ ve in price with imported food products. 
According to the OECD1 esƟ mates (2010–2012), Russia 
provided a heavy price support to most of the domes-
Ɵ cally manufactured food products: food producers 
nominal protecƟ on coeffi  cients (except grains and 
potatoes) is above 1. This implies that import duƟ es, 
market shutdown and less formal barriers of the state 
make prices of food products in Russia higher than 
those in the neighboring exporƟ ng countries (Table 1). 

Тable 1 
PRODUCER NOMINAL PROTECTION COEFFICIENT

IN RUSSIA 2010 2012
Food 

products Coeffi  cient Food 
products Coeffi  cient 

Wheat 0.89 Beef 1.29
Corn 0.64 Pork 1.96
Barley 0.83 Poultry 1.19
Sunfl ower 1.03 Eggs 1.0
Milk 1.18 Potatoes 1.0

Source: Agricultural Policy Monitoring and EvaluaƟ on, 2013: 
OECD Countries AHD Emerging Economies, OEСD Publishing, 128 p.

 
The OECD esƟ mates show that internal prices of 

grain were lower than those in the global markets. This 
is why Russia’s grain is compeƟ Ɵ ve in the external mar-
kets and was heavily exported even before the ruble 

1  OrganizaƟ on for Economic Co-operaƟ on and Development 
(OECD)

depreciated in 2014. The products of producers of 
potatoes, eggs, sunfl ower oil are also compeƟ Ɵ ve. In 
general, following the ruble’ exchange rate deprecia-
Ɵ on in 2014, the price of almost all domesƟ cally manu-
factured food products, except pork, lowered against 
that of imported goods inside the country. 

Russia’s food sancƟ ons closed down some countries 
from its market. What is happening with food security 
and food sovereignty? This is a controversial quesƟ on. 
Many have started to talk about Russia’s agricultural 
producers having a chance to subsƟ tute imported food 
products. Instant subsƟ tuƟ on, however, is technically 
impossible, because products must be grown, and a 
lot must be constructed before that. Therefore, some 
importers were rapidly subsƟ tuted with others. Food 
sovereignty remained intact amid importers subsƟ tu-
Ɵ on, while food security deteriorated, because more 
expensive food products emerged instead of relaƟ vely 
cheap products from tradiƟ onal suppliers. 

Russia’s agricultural producers took no advan-
tage of the introducƟ on of ban on imports from the 
tradiƟ onal imporƟ ng states. The decline in imports 
(which has been seen since September 2014, imports 
in October 2014 accounted for 83% of imports in 
October 2013) could have created a niche for Russian 
food products. However, the prices of domesƟ cally 
manufactured basic food products were higher than 
those of imported food products. In this case, food 
sovereignty improved (imports decreased), whereas 
food security deteriorated (products’ price went up). 
However, the ruble’s exchange rate slump did create 
favorable condiƟ ons for Russian agricultural producers. 
Since almost all domesƟ cally manufactured food pro-
ducts have becoming cheaper than imported products, 
the former will be more aƩ racƟ ve for buyers, while agri-
cultural producers will keep developing. Some favora-
ble changes are being visible even now. For example, 
the share of agricultural producers in the fi nal product 
price has been increasing. There is another posiƟ ve 
signal: growth rates in the resource price is sƟ ll slower 
than growth rates in the price of agricultural products. 
In other words, the ruble’s exchange rate slump gave 
rise to condiƟ ons under which food sovereignty may 
not come into confl ict with food security. 

Finally, it’s worth noƟ ng that the endeavor to ensure 
food sovereignty of the country as to all food pro-
ducts may worsen food security. In this case, to assess 
food security, it would be reasonable to (1) apply an 
integrated indicator of food sovereignty rather than 
of specifi c food products; (2) this indicator should be 
applied on a limited basis. To assess food sovereignty, 
it would be reasonable to apply indicators showing 
the degree of households access (by income) to food 
products.   


