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Abstract
Using the fruits and vegetables sub-sector as a case study, this paper attempts to examine the impact of the post-Doha trade round on the livelihoods of the rural poor in Sri Lanka. The fruits and vegetables sub-sector in Sri Lanka is rural–based and operates as home gardens and small–scale cultivations. Its foreign exchange earnings mostly go to village–level farmers. The heavy concentration of fruit and vegetable exports in developing country markets raises serious concerns about the sustainability of the sector and the WTO’s commitment towards providing a freer and fairer trade regime. In order to face competitive threats from suppliers who enjoy state subsidies in their home countries, fruits and vegetables exporters in Sri Lanka require state intervention in facilitating access to modern technology, highbred seed planting material, infrastructure facilities, and access to foreign markets. The potential benefits of such interventions are much higher in promoting food security, rural development and poverty alleviation. In this context, developing countries need to take collective action and design domestic support systems in line with Green Box concessions. In addition, they also need to come up with a separate box to accommodate major development concerns, i.e. food security, rural development and poverty alleviation.  
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1. Introduction

Sri Lanka is a small labour surplus economy with a population of 19 million. Agriculture is one of the key sectors of the national economy accounting for about 34 per cent of employment and 19 per cent of export earnings. The sector itself has two sub-sectors: plantations and non–plantations or subsistence agricultural.  The former is well organized and dominant in agricultural exports while the latter provides the bulk of food consumed by the population and is characterized by smallholdings. Pro–market policy reforms of the post–1997 period have led to major structural changes in the national economy. For example, the relative contribution of agriculture to GDP reduced from 26 per cent in 1990 to 19 per cent in 2003. In overall terms however, agriculture is one of the most important strategic sectors of the economy in dealing with food security, poverty alleviation and rural development. Sri Lanka is a Net Food Importing Developing Country and hence, food security continues to be one of the major concerns of its post-liberalization development efforts.  

The impact of pro–market policy reforms on agriculture has been a subject of debate among academia, policy makers, Non-Governmental Organizations and the donor community. Most recent addition to this debate is the impact of WTO–led rules–based trade system on non-plantation agriculture and related implications on the rural poor. The purpose of the present study is to assess the impact of the WTO Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) on the fruits and vegetables export sector with special reference to food security, rural development and poverty reduction. It is expected that the fruits and vegetables export sector in Sri Lanka would be an interesting case study to confirm or reject the criticisms leveled against AoA in the context of a small developing economy. 

2. State of play: negotiations on the AoA in the WTO 
Before we proceed to the main analysis on the WTO–led rules–based trade system, a brief note on the AoA is in order. The primary purpose of the AoA is to promote a competitive, free and efficiency based trade patterns at global level. It covers three major areas of agriculture and trade policy: a) market access, b) domestic support and c) export competition. The first, market access, covers two major components: a) tarification of all non-tariff barriers (NTBs) and b) reduction in the base tariff under a time bound programme, i.e. by 36 percent over six years for developed countries and by 24 percent over ten years by developing countries. The second, domestic support, is aimed at identifying acceptable support measures for farmers and to deny unacceptable, trade–distorting support to farmers. This is further classified into five categories: a) aggregate measurement of support (AMS), b) green box support, c) blue box support, d) de-minimum support and, e) special and differential treatment (S&D) box. The third, export competition, involves commitments to reduce export subsidies. However, several types of direct payments particularly in the context of developing countries are exempt from this commitment, i.e. reduction of export marketing costs, internal and international transport and freight charges.

It is expected that the above stated policy measures would promote investment and production by making conditions of agricultural market access transparent, predictable and competitive. In operational terms however, the AoA has failed to establish a fair and market-oriented agricultural trading system with less market distortions. For example, agricultural tariffs have become very complex and non-transparent due to a high degree of reliance on specific tariffs, and the use of compound tariffs with ad valorem and specific components.  In overall terms, despite some progress in securing a reduction in tariffs, the protection rates for agriculture in developed economies continues to be relatively high. Similarly, the subsidies have also gone up in the developed countries. Developing countries on the other hand are constrained by lack of financial resources to subsidise their agricultural sector and other disadvantages inherent to developing economies. As argued by the Human Development Report for South Asia (2002), “ the AoA institutionalize[s] the disparity by allowing developed countries to maintain 80 percent of their base level high average measurement of support (AMS), while prohibiting the developing countries from going beyond the de minimis level of 10 percent set for them”1.  

In view of these concerns, and since the Seattle Ministerial Conference, developing countries came up with the concept of a ‘development box’ with a view to introduce more flexibility for developing countries in the implementation of the AoA. It is aimed at developing country needs primarily to: a) protect and enhance the food production capacity, particularly in key staples, b) safeguard employment opportunities for the rural poor, and c) protect small/marginal farmers from ‘an on slot of cheap imports’. It also suggests that the Article 6.2 of AoA be expanded to include several measures of assistance targeted at food security and sustainability of rural employment. In more specific terms, this covers support to promote the integration of low-income and resource poor producers, measures to increase domestic production of staple foods for domestic consumption and any spending on transportation of food security crops from surplus areas to food deficit areas of a country2. In summary, the ‘development box’ proposal consists of an array of development–friendly policies designed to enhance flexibility rather than presenting a set of complex policy prescriptions. 
3. Agricultural policy in Sri Lanka

Over the past five decades, Sri Lanka has been pursuing a two-pronged agriculture policy: a) one targeted at organized and well developed plantation sector (i.e. tea, rubber and coconut) catering to export markets, and b) the other targeted at unorganized non-plantation sector or subsistence agriculture sector characterized by smallholder production systems. The latter is mainly engaged in producing basic food products (i.e. rice, spices, fruits, vegetables, etc.,) and primarily caters to the domestic market. The agricultural policies implemented during the 1950-70 period concentrated mainly on four major crops – tea, rubber, coconut and paddy. In the 1970s, the government paid special attention to the development of non-paddy farming activities in the rural sector as a part of its import substitution (IS) policy. The IS policy designed for this purpose consisted of subsidized fertilizer and credit, marketing arrangements and banning of competitive imports3. By and large, economic policies of the pre–1977 period were characterized by a comprehensive system of trade restrictions and rigid controls on foreign exchange. During the post–1977 period, with the introduction of pro-market economic policies various control measures of the preceding period was abandoned. The salient features of this policy regime were the removal of quantitative restrictions, simplification of tariff and tax structures and unification of the exchange rate. Currently, Sri Lanka is one of the most liberalised economies in the developing world.

 As a part of the post–1977 reform programme, successive governments have also recognized food security as a key element of agricultural policy in Sri Lanka. For example, agricultural policy developed by the National Development Council (1996) focused on two main areas: commercialization of agriculture and maintaining food security. Subsequently, the Ministry of Agriculture (2003) emphasized food security and prosperity for farming community through enhanced productivity and export promotion. It also emphasized the need for introducing targeted incentive packages to encourage private sector participation in agriculture. Recent economic policy framework issued by the Government of Sri Lanka (2004) also identified self-sufficiency in food production and food security as key economic objectives of the government. The Budget Speech of 2005 further emphasized this aspect as follows: “when it comes to food security, agriculture plays a vital role in our economy. Domestic food self-sufficiency in high nutrition value food is a must” (MFP, 2004; p.7).

Among various subsidy programmes (e.g. consumer subsidies, support prices, subsidized inputs, and export subsidies), the fertilizer subsidy scheme deserves special emphasis in the context of agricultural development. It accounts for about 0.14 per cent of GDP and more than 85 per cent of these subsidies go to the paddy (53%), tea (28%) and coconut (6%) sectors. During the pre–1977 period, the fertilizer subsidy scheme covered urea, potash muriate, ammonia sulphate and super phosphate, while it was confined to urea only during the post–1977 period. In 2001, the subsidy payment on urea was computed based on its import price while it was fixed at Rs. 6000 per metric ton of urea, irrespective of the international market price in 2002.   

As can be seen from Table 1, subsidy payments on food and fertilizer record a declining trend between 1996 and 2003. For example, food subsidy as a percent of GDP fell from 0.08 in 1996 to 0.05 in 2003. Similarly, fertilizer subsidy declined from 0.2 per cent of GDP in 1996 to 0.14 per cent in 2004. In addition, the aggregate measurement of support (AMS) levels for Sri Lanka has been far lower than for most of the developed countries (Table 2).  It is a known fact that fertilizer alone cannot enhance overall productivity in agriculture and it is a function of multiple factors. However, given the deteriorating real income of the farming community4, fertilizer subsidy can be considered as an important support programme in promoting agricultural productivity and livelihood of the rural poor. 
Table 1. Food and Fertilizer Subsidy
	Year
	Food Subsidy
	Fertilizer Subsidy

	
	Rs. Mn.
	% of GDP
	Rs. Mn.
	%  of GDP

	1996
	591
	0.08
	1500
	0.2

	1997
	-
	-
	1894
	0.2

	1998
	-
	-
	2152
	0.2

	1999
	334
	0.03
	1390
	0.1

	2000
	455
	0.04
	1733
	0.1

	2001
	435
	0.03
	2000
	0.16

	2002
	518
	0.04
	2448
	0.17

	2003
	740
	0.05
	2191
	0.14


Source: Central Bank of Sri Lanka, Annual Reports - various issues.

Table 2.  Aggregate Measurement of Support (AMS) in Sri Lanka and Developed Economies
	Country
	Years
	AMS US$ Mns
	Share of Agricultural Products %

	Sri Lanka
	1996
	0.0
	0.0

	Australia
	1997-98
	89.4
	0.5

	European Union
	1995-96
	61309.1
	22.9

	Japan
	1996
	30547.1
	32.5

	United States
	1997
	6238.4
	3.1


Source: Freeman et. al., (2000)

From the above discussion it is clear that the agriculture sector in Sri Lanka had already been substantially liberalised prior to adoption of the AoA. This was mainly due to macro–economic reforms led by the World Bank and International Monetary Fund. Recent efforts by the government to promote market integration through free trade agreements5 and regional trade agreements6 can also be considered as important policy measures leading to trade liberalisation. The agricultural sector is in fact, more liberalised than is required under Sri Lanka's AoA commitments. As a consequence, the non-plantation subsidiary food crop sector became less state dependent and open to competitive pressures both from local and foreign sources.  

3.1. Agricultural sector – export performance
This section presents a comparative assessment of export performance of the agricultural sector with special reference to non-plantation exports. From the evidence given in Table 3, it is explicit that the agricultural sector has performed rather poorly during the post–WTO regime. For example, the relative share of agriculture in total export earnings has reduced from 32.3 per cent in 1991 to 18.8 per cent in 2003. In contrast, the relative share of industrial exports has increased from 62.2 to 77.5 per cent during the same period. In terms of growth, agricultural exports grew at a rate of 10.7 per cent during the post–1995 period as against 20.1 per cent growth during the pre–1995 period. With respect to non-plantation exports the growth rates reduced from 25.3 in the 1991-1995 period to 14.1 per cent during post–1995 period. The slow growth of Sri Lankan agricultural exports in the late 1990s can be attributed to several internal and external factors. The latter refers to distorted agricultural trade policies of foreign markets while the former covers inadequate financial and technical support for the agricultural sector, poor infrastructure facilities and institutional support systems. This is an issue which needs to be examined in detail given the vital role assigned to the agriculture sector in promoting food security and rural development. The rest of the analysis deals with this aspect based on export performance of the fruits and vegetables sub-sector. 

Table 3. Export Response of Sri Lanka’s Agricultural Products (1991-2003)

	Sectors
	Growth rates % per annum
	% Share

	
	1991-1995
	1996-2003
	1991
	1996
	2003

	1.Agricultural
	20.1
	10.7
	32.3
	23.5
	18.8

	   1.1 Plantation
	13.5
	10.4
	28.1
	20.2
	15.8

	1.2 Non-plantation
	25.3
	14.1
	4.2
	3.3
	3.0

	2. Industrial
	45.1
	21.7
	62.2
	73.4
	77.5

	3. Gems & other
	11.3
	26.0
	5.5
	3.1
	3.7

	Total exports
	35.2
	16.9
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source: Central Bank of Sri Lanka, Annual Reports- Various Issues.

4. Case Study: fruits and vegetables sector of Sri Lanka
In Sri Lanka, fruit production is largely a small scale operation and provides livelihood for smallholder agriculture. Its major product categories include oranges, limes, mangoes, jack, bread fruit, plantain, papaw, pineapples, passion fruit, avocado, wood apple and cashew. Of these items mango, plantain and pineapple are the main crops grown in small and medium scale in the estate sector accounting for about 4,634 acres or 36 per cent of the extent of fruit crops cultivation. 

Vegetable production in Sri Lanka can be classified into two major sub-groups: a) low country and, b) up-country vegetables.  The major product items grown in up country include cabbage, carrot, knockhol, beetroot, leeks, radish and beans while major product items grown in low country cover okra, drumstick, cucumber, ash plantain and red pumpkin. In addition, items like brinjals, bitter gourd, snake gourd, tomatoes, cucumber etc. are grown in both areas successfully. More recently, commercial scale greenhouse cultivation has become popular among fruit growers.
Table 4. Export Response of Fruits and Vegetables sub-sectors

	Export Item
	Growth rates % per annum
	% - Total other Agricultural*

	
	1982-90
	1991-95
	1996-2003
	1982
	1991
	1996
	2003

	Fruits 
	5.61
	0.98
	7.67
	7.7
	7.3
	3.5
	4.7

	Vegetables
	-6.23
	-14.05
	2.61
	3.3
	2.1
	4.0
	4.2

	Total other Agricultural. 
	1.39
	-9.06
	1.96
	100
	100
	100
	100


* Excluding tea, rubber and coconut exports.
Source: Central Bank of Sri Lanka, Annual Reports (1982- 2003).
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Table 4 shows a moderate performance of fruit and vegetable exports both in terms of growth and relative contribution to other agricultural exports. Figures 1 and 2 further confirms this evidence based on time series data for 22 years from 1982. For example, the growth of fruit exports during post-1995 period is marginal as against that of 1982-1990.  The growth of vegetable exports however, reveals an improved performance during the post–1998 period as against that of 1980–1995.  The percentage shares of vegetable exports relative to other agricultural exports have also increased during the post–1998 period. The relative share of fruit exports however, has reduced from 7.7 per cent in 1982 to 4.7 per cent in 2003. However, the details behind these growth patterns reveal divergent trends. 

Table 5. Export destinations - fruits
	Country
	2001
	2002
	2003

	
	Qty
	Value
	Qty
	Value
	Qty
	Value

	1.  Maldives 
	23.3
	23.6
	30.8
	26.3
	26.2
	19.3

	2.  India
	17.8
	23.3
	21.6
	24.7
	30.8
	35.7

	3.  Germany 
	1.4
	13.0
	2.5
	10.6
	2.8
	7.0

	4.  U A E
	10.3
	7.1
	16.9
	9.3
	17.5
	9.8

	5.  Switzerland
	1.6
	1.8
	2.3
	5.1
	1.8
	3.4

	6.  Kuwait
	3.6
	3.4
	5.7
	4.4
	5.3
	4.4

	7.  UK
	0.4
	2.9
	1.0
	3.2
	1.5
	4.1

	8.  Pakistan
	34.0
	8.9
	9.8
	2.7
	2.8
	0.7

	9.  Netherlands
	0.4
	1.5
	1.4
	2.7
	0.5
	3.3

	10. Saudi Arabia
	0.7
	1.2
	1.7
	2.3
	2.0
	2.1

	     Other
	6.7
	13.3
	6.2
	8.7
	8.8
	10.0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source: Sri Lanka Export Development Board (SLEDB)

Table 6. Export destinations - vegetable
	Country
	2001
	2002
	2003

	
	Qty
	Value
	Qty
	Value
	Qty
	Value

	1.  Maldives 
	32.3
	26.2
	24.3
	27.9
	27.1
	27.4

	2.  U A E
	17.2
	10.6
	17.5
	15.2
	21.9
	16.1

	3.  Japan
	9.8
	4.9
	11.7
	8.3
	5.8
	4.6

	4.  Kuwait
	6.1
	4.3
	6.8
	8.1
	6.6
	7.3

	5.  South Korea
	5.0
	2.0
	8.8
	4.6
	7.7
	4.1

	6.  Switzerland
	1.9
	2.9
	1.9
	4.6
	2.8
	6.6

	7.  Saudi Arabia
	4.9
	3.1
	4.7
	4.3
	5.8
	5.1

	8.  Spain
	0.5
	0.8
	2.3
	3.9
	2.0
	2.7

	9.  Bahrain Island
	5.0
	2.7
	3.9
	3.3
	4.4
	3.4

	10. Australia
	2.4
	1.5
	4.5
	3.1
	4.5
	2.9

	     Other
	14.9
	41.1
	13.6
	16.6
	11.4
	19.9

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source: Sri Lanka Export Development Board (SLEDB)

Tables 5 and 6 present export performance of fruit and vegetable exports in terms of export destinations. The Tables clearly indicate Sri Lanka’s heavy dependence on developing country markets in exporting fruits (more than 78 per cent) and vegetables (more than 55 per cent). The concentration of Sri Lankan fruit and vegetable exports in developing countries such as Maldives, U.A.E, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, India etc. supports the view that the WTO has not been able to provide a freer and fairer trade regime even after nine years of efforts to promote free trade. This evidence also confirms the fact that despite deep domestic reforms and hectic negotiating efforts at the WTO trade talks, Sri Lanka has not been able to fully integrate into the developed country markets. As viewed by Mather and Kumar (2003), the slow market integration process of developing countries is a joint outcome of three structural shifts – regulatory overload and standard harmonization, excessive legalism (due to the introduction of WTO agreements such as AoA and the Trade-Related aspects of Intellectual Property Rights - TRIPS), and politicisation in the post–WTO period.

The heavy concentration of Sri Lankan fruit and vegetable exports in developing country markets has led to serious socio–economic problems in the rural sector. Most recent experience in this regard is the low demand for fruits and vegetable exports from the Maldives due to the closure of several of their resorts after tsunami disaster
. This has had a direct impact on 500 growers cultivating in different parts of the island. As pointed out by the Sri Lanka Fruit and Vegetable Producers, Processors and Export Association (FVPPEA) 7, over 65 per cent of Sri Lankan fruit and vegetable exports are to the Maldives. They further claim that Sri Lanka’s close competitor, India, has already opened a credit line to Male in a bid to help their fruit and vegetable exporters. On the one hand, Sri Lankan exporters have to pay high freight charges and on the other, the government is not in a position to provide a package of assistance to exporters to compete with the Indian market.   

The FVPPEA claims that the volume of exports could even be doubled if other competing countries avoid the policy of providing state subsidies to farmers (i.e. internal transport, air freight, power and irrigation). As pointed out by a leading fruit and vegetable exporter8 from Sri Lanka to Europe, it is impossible to compete with our neighboring countries such as India in the fruit and vegetable trade as Indian exporters have to bear only US $25 per fifty kilos as the freight charge from India to Europe while Sri Lankan exporters have to pay US $75 to export fruits and vegetables from Sri Lanka to Europe. He further argued that, “no country in the world can beat Sri Lanka when it comes to pineapple and mangoes in respect of their taste. Sri Lanka has a marvelous opportunity for its fruits and vegetables in the world market, especially in the Europe market such as Switzerland, the Netherlands, Czechoslovakia and Austria. But we don’t get a better deal since our price factor is higher due to the high freight charges.” Another leading exporter9 of fruits and vegetables to Korea and Singapore stated that in recent years he gave up vegetable exports due to high freight charges and non-incentive policies of the government. 

The FVPPEA states that there is high demand for quality Sri Lankan fruits and vegetables from the Gulf region, Europe and the Maldives and the growers have developed and maintained a steady market over the past twenty–five years. It comprises three segments: a) the Maldives, b) Arabian Gulf, and c) Western Europe. Sri Lankan exporters however, have to compete with suppliers from India, South Africa, and Australia who receive subsidies from their respective governments. For example, farmers in India, South Africa, Australia and Kenya receive state subsidies to recover the cost of internal transport from the producing areas to the airport, power and drip irrigation facilities while Australia refunds a major portion of the airfare. In Kenya, the national carrier offers cheaper airfreight charges, helping Kenyan beans to be sold in England and France. In contrast, Sri Lankan exporters face the burden of the highest airfares in the region and receive no state subsidies. 

Tables 7 and 8 attempt to show export performance of fruits and vegetables in terms of net export earnings. Accordingly, the trade deficit of the fruit sub-sector increased from Rs. 936 million in 2001 to Rs. 1275 million in 2003. In the case of vegetables sub-sector, the negative export earnings were around Rs. 7835 and Rs. 7239 million in 2001 and 2003 respectively. Moreover, the increasing trend of fruit exports in 2003 was partly due to re-export of dates imported from the Middle East. Its value–added contribution is very low relative to the export of locally grown fruits. With respect to Papaya, the exports have decreased from Rs. 0.252 to Rs. 0.251 million between 1996 and 1999 as against an increase in imports from Rs. 2.830 to Rs. 3.166 million during the same period. It is a common home garden fruit tree with high potential for commercial cultivation both at home garden and small scale level. 

Table 7. Trade performance of fruits sub-sector

	Products
	Imports Rs. Mns

	
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Dates
	-
	-
	145.0

	Guavas, mangoes and mangosteen
	0.03
	0.01
	4.0

	Oranges
	-
	-
	232.4

	Mandarins
	-
	-
	7.9

	Lemons
	-
	-
	1.5

	Grapes
	247.6
	317.7
	329.1

	Melons
	4.7
	5.1
	5.7

	Apples
	531.6
	751.4
	865.2

	Tamarined
	0.009
	5.9
	11.3

	Other products
	552.80
	689.24
	280.6

	Total
	1336.74
	1769.35
	1882.70

	
	Exports Rs. Mns

	Dates
	-
	-
	30.6

	Guavas, mangoes and mangosteen
	8.8
	3.2
	1.8

	Mandarins
	-
	-
	0.1

	Lemons
	-
	-
	0.9

	Grapes
	0.1
	0.8
	0.8

	Melons
	0.03
	2.7
	0.7

	Apples
	0.2
	0.9
	0.6

	Tamarined
	40.3
	12.2
	7.6

	Other products
	351.8
	359.9
	565.0

	Total
	401.2
	379.8
	608.1

	Net export earnings (Exports –Imports)
	-935.54
	-1389.55
	-1274.6


Source: Sri Lanka Customs

Table 8 Trade performance of vegetables sub-sector

	Products
	Imports Rs. Mns

	
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Onions
	1749.4
	1900.1
	67.6

	Dried leguminous
	530.1
	624.7
	628.6

	Potatoes
	875.9
	599.1
	537.7

	Green gram
	271.4
	223.1
	241.9

	Lettuce 
	5.4
	5.2
	5.1

	Cucumbers and gerkins
	0.5
	0.9
	1.5

	Other
	4981.7
	5277.5
	6445.3

	Grand total
	8414.4
	8630.7
	7927.7

	
	Exports Rs. Mns

	Manioc
	53.1
	59.3
	67.7

	Cucumbers and gherkins
	55.5
	99.6
	66.9

	Leeks and other  Alliaceous Vegetable
	13.0
	23.8
	35.9

	Beans
	0.4
	0.8
	1.3

	Other
	457.6
	480.4
	516.7

	Grand total
	579.6
	663.9
	688.5

	Net export earnings (Exports –Imports)
	-7834.8
	-7966.8
	-7239.2


Source: Sri Lanka Customs
5. Promoting sustainable development through AoA negotiations
With the advent of the WTO and the experience of the rules-based international trading system, in the mid–1990s new challenges have been posed for developing countries such as Sri Lanka. On the one hand, the AoA of the WTO is not specifically designed to address broad development issues (e.g. food security, rural development and poverty), and on the other, subsidy oriented protective measures of some of the developed countries have placed developing country trade partners at a disadvantages position. The rest of the analysis will be devoted to examining these issues in detail with a special focus on food security, poverty and rural development. 

The purpose of the WTO AoA is not food security and rural development.  Its primary objective is to promote a free and fair trading system among its member countries. These policies may create many opportunities and threats to trade partners, particularly in the developing world. The current AoA contains an imbalance by allowing only countries who had notified subsidy programmes to the WTO to continue with such programmes within the agreed bound levels.  Other countries who failed to notify are not allowed to introduce new subsidy programmes, other than programmes defined in Article 9 (d) and (e).  This means AoA only introduces constraints on export subsidy policies, and still permits certain countries to provide export subsidies. Since the provision of subsidy programmes (except Article 9 (d) and (e)) by other developing countries like India, Thailand continues, Sri Lankan producers are at a disadvantage both in domestic and foreign markets.  

In Sri Lanka, out of a total population of 19 million, nearly 80 per cent live in rural areas, and the majority of the low–income earning rural population depend on agriculture for their livelihood. Most of the unpaid family workers are also employed in the agricultural sector. Although the relative share of agriculture has declined considerably, a large percentage of rural households depend heavily on income from agricultural activities. Existing survey evidence indicates that in the country as a whole  about 45 per cent of households and about half of those in the bottom 40 per cent of the expenditure quintiles were agricultural households10. Thus, it is an important sector in terms of income generation, employment creation, food security and poverty alleviation. 
5.1 Food security

As stated earlier, Sri Lanka is a food deficit country.  Its food security status in terms of total food needs is shown in Table 9 and the findings reveal that the country food security with a 25, 35 and even 50 per cent increase in food imports. However, the most serious concern in food security lies at household level. Although the country has a capacity to produce and import its food requirements, a sizable proportion of households do not obtain adequate food.  As argued in the literature11, a considerable proportion of the rural population, particularly those who are susceptible to food deficits such as women, infants and children do not have access to food because of lack of purchasing power. This is the group which falls below the poverty line.  

Table 9. Food import capacity (1998 and 2003)

	Criteria


	Higher than current levels of Imports

	
	25% higher
	35% higher
	50% higher

	
	1998
	2003
	1998
	2003
	1998
	2003

	As a % of total exports
	19.0
	13.7
	20.5
	14.8
	22.8
	16.5

	As a % of Agricultural exports
	82.8
	73.1
	89.5
	80.0
	99.4
	87.7

	As a % of Industrial exports
	25.4
	17.7
	27.4
	19.1
	30.4
	21.3


Sources: Sandaratne (2002) and Central Bank of Sri Lanka, Annual Report (2003)

The relationship between food security and nutrition is closely interrelated. It operates through price, employment and income effects. Thus, policy measures to enhance food security and nutritional welfare of the poor need to pay due attention to employment creation and income generation activities of the rural poor.12  In addition, Sri Lanka’s heavy dependence on imports to meet average energy needs should be examined in line with growth potential of the entire export sector. In fact, the food import bill had increased by nearly 200 per cent between 1991 and 2000. The use of trade as a low risk option to meet food supplies leads to wide range of socio-economic problems. It is not a sustainable solution for a developing country such as Sri Lanka. It may jeopardize domestic framing as import prices are influenced by protectionist policies, state subsidies and the availability of advanced technology in the exporting countries. Considering the country situation as a whole, one could safely argue that volatility of Sri Lanka's agricultural export prices, its highly unstable structure of exports and narrow and vulnerable industrial exports would pose serious threats to food security. The high cost of fuel and the lapse of the Multi-Fiber Agreement in 2005 have already emerged as major threats to industrial exports. 

Furthermore, for reasons of food security, poverty reduction and rural development, Sri Lanka needs to protect the weaker section of its society – the small scale farmer – who provides the basic staple food items consumed in the country.  Acute food insecurity at the household level can only be addressed effectively through policies that enhance agricultural output and productivity. The contribution of food imports at the national level is limited by the foreign exchange earning capacity of the country.  Thus, closing the widening food gap through commercial imports is not a realistic possibility for Sri Lanka, which has limited prospects for substantial increase in foreign exchange earnings in the future. The indiscriminate food imports means import of unemployment. Hence, the best option is to design strategies to exploit full development potential of the non-plantation agricultural products. 

5.2 Poverty

About 19.2 per cent of households in Sri Lanka are below the poverty line (Table 10).  This is about 21 and 24 per cent in the rural and estate sectors of the economy respectively. In comparative terms, poverty levels in Sri Lanka reveal a declining trend at national, sectoral and provincial level. Similar pattern could be noticed even at district level except for Hambantota and Polonnaruwa districts. The reasonably high rate of economic growth experienced since the resumption of pro-market economic policies in the late 1970s, coupled with anti–poverty programmes, may have contributed to the declining trend of poverty.  It is important to note however, the decline was quite modest, and the hardcore poverty has marked only a marginal reduction between 1990/91 and 2002. Furthermore, poverty in the rural sector is about 21 per cent which accounts for 80 per cent of the population in the country. According to the estimates prepared by the Central Bank of Sri Lanka (Annual Report, 2003. p.132), nearly 33 per cent of the total population was receiving welfare assistance under Samurdhi13 in 2003 and it goes up to 41 per cent if Samurdhi beneficiaries are defined to include the families receiving Rs. 140 per month.  

Table 10.  Percentage of poor households based on Official Poverty Line by sector and province
	Sector and Province
	1990/91
	1995/96
	2002

	Sri Lanka
	21.8
	24.3
	19.2

	Sector
	Urban
	12.9
	11.0
	6.2

	
	Rural 
	24.7
	25.9
	20.8

	
	Estate
	16.7
	32.2
	24.3

	Province
	Western
	15.6
	13.0
	9.2

	
	Central
	25.8
	31.3
	20.8

	
	Southern
	24.7
	27.0
	23.6

	
	North Western
	21.6
	23.6
	22.3

	
	North Central
	20.4
	20.4
	18.1

	
	Uva
	27.0
	40.2
	31.8

	
	Sabaragamuwa
	26.8
	36.1
	28.9


Source: DCS

5.3 Rural development

Over the past four decades successive governments in Sri Lanka have introduced various rural development programmes focusing on multiple objectives: a) food security, b) poverty alleviation, c) environmental protection, d) equity and social justice, e) landless labour, f) female unemployment, and g) low levels of agricultural productivity.  The Integrated Rural Development Programmes (IRDP) introduced in 1978, was primarily targeted at rural sector development. 

An assessment of the IRDPs in Sri Lanka reveals that although programme interventions certainly made life a little bearable for the poor, the gains were short lived (Gunatilaka and Williams, 1999).  More specifically, in the case of income generating projects, ‘except a few cases, income increases were soon eroded through inflation and changing terms of trade’. Similarly the micro enterprise efforts amounted to survival strategies rather than becoming viable business units. In terms of contribution to social welfare, the conclusion was that although the IRDPs increased poor people’s access to welfare facilities, at least during the life of the programme, it has fallen short of achieving its overall goal of reducing urban-rural disparities. This has been attributed to several factors such as lack of infrastructure facilities, absence of economic dynamism in the rural hinterland, continued stagnation of markets, dysfunctional institutional support system, project specific constraints and problems endemic to IRDP approach.

Agriculture is very important for small scale farmers as they rely on farming to provide food and income as well as safety nets during economic downturns. Trade liberalisation efforts in the post–1977 period have forced small scale farmers in the country to switch from diverse traditional polycultures to monocultures for overseas markets.  The industrialisation and export–orientation of agriculture have led to the marginalisation of small scale farmers. Policies that have led to their marginalisation have meant the continuation of hardcore poverty among rural communities and hence the country's inability to attain satisfactory levels of rural development.  The Consumer Finance and Socio-Economic Survey of 2003/04 conducted by the Central Bank reported unchanged pattern of income disparities and socio-economic conditions among urban, rural and estate sectors of the economy. 

Small scale farmers in the non-plantation sector are unorganized and represent a major part of our society. It is essentially a private sector activity. They also belong to the informal sector of the economy and heavily depend on unskilled labour and traditional cultivation methods. They are unable to gain benefits from their agricultural activities due to unfair competition resulting from trade distorting policies adopted by other trading nations. It is therefore critical for small scale farmers in Sri Lanka to have adequate protection from drastic liberalisation measures, since the market does not work in their favour. Trade policies in the country should therefore provide small scale farmers and the rural poor the protection needed to ensure the continued viability of their livelihoods.  In addition to government support to enhance productivity, they also need protection against dumping and unreasonable competition from subsidized producers' abroad, thereby providing them with level playing field. 

As can be seen from Table 11, Sri Lanka has notified certain export subsidies provided to fruit and vegetable exporters under article 9(d) of the AoA for the 1996-97 period. However, Sri Lanka is not obliged to undertake any reduction commitments in this area as per Article 9.4 of the AoA. Interestingly, some developing countries, such as India, Morocco, Pakistan, Thailand and Tunisia, have notified that they provided subsidies during 1995-2001 period. Legally, these members have not undertaken export reduction commitments on any product, and therefore it is presumed that these countries are in violation of Article 3 and Article 10.1 provisions. The subsidies provided by these countries have not been subject to rigid examination by the WTO members at the Committee on Agriculture14. Thus, fruit and vegetable exporters of Sri Lanka have to compete against highly subsidized exports both from developed and developing countries.    
Table 11. Notifications concerning subsidy commitments 1997

	Type of subsidy
	Coverage
	Value Rs. Mns.

	1. Cost of cost of international transport/ freight. Commenced in November 1997  
	Fresh fruits, fresh vegetables, foliage, gherkins, cut flowers, floricultural products and betel leaves.
	 8.857  for 1997

	2. Investment subsidies 
	Generally available as cultivation assistance to minor crops
	17.88 for 1995

22.10 for 1996

26.73 for 1997

	3. Fertilizer subsidy
	Agricultural input subsidies generally available to low income or resource poor producers
	1344.82 for 1995

1894.27 for 1996

1499.13 for 1997


Source: WTO (1999)
Thus, the AoA contains an imbalance by creating two different subsidy regimes – countries who had notified subsidy programmes to the WTO are allowed continue with such programmes within the agreed bound levels while countries who did not notify are not allowed to introduce new subsidy programmes other than programmes defined in Article 9 (d) and (e). As argued for Human Development report for South Asia 2002, South Asian farmers are operating, competing against highly subsidized large producers from developed countries.  
6. Conclusions and recommendations

The liberalisation of the agricultural sector in Sri Lanka dates back to the late 1970s. As a result, the inflow of agricultural imports has increased significantly during the post–liberalisation period. Most of these products however, could be produced domestically if necessary facilities were provided. Given the extent of food insecurity in Sri Lanka, there is a need for increased, rather than decreased, support for the agricultural sector in order to accelerate growth and productivity in agriculture. Increased support to farmers in the non-plantation sector would not lead to any distortionary effects in the world agricultural markets.  In fact, the potential benefits of such interventions on food security, poverty reduction and rural development are likely to far outweigh the cost of any distortion in the world agricultural markets.

Sri Lanka has approached the WTO negotiations on agriculture keeping in view the food security situation and underdeveloped character of non-plantation agricultural sector. At the early stage of the negotiation process, Sri Lanka co–sponsored a number of proposals, including the proposal on a “Development Box.” It contained a number of specific components, directly relevant to small farming communities. Subsequently, the draft modalities presented by the Chairman of Committee on Agriculture (Special Session) in March 2003, and the second revision of the Draft Ministerial Text submitted by the Chairman of the Ministerial Conference in Cancun on 13th  September 2003, contained proposals beneficial for small farming communities in developing countries.  Although the second revision of the Draft Ministerial Text has not been accepted by the Group of Twenty, it remains an important document15. For example, the component on product coverage is directly related to food security, rural development and poverty alleviation concerns. Similarly, components such as the blended formula for tariff reduction, the Special Safeguard Measure for developing countries and categorization of products (i.e. import sensitive) also have a direct relevance to issues relating to non-plantation agriculture in Sri Lanka. If those components highlighted in the Draft Ministerial Text are adequately addressed in the ongoing negotiations, Sri Lanka could expect some positive benefits from the WTO–led AoA system.  

Sri Lanka is predominantly an agricultural economy. Its performance during the post–WTO regime casts serious doubts about long term viability of non-plantation subsistence agriculture sector. The case study evidence relating to export performance of fruit and vegetable sub-sector reveal divergent results. The concentration of fruit and vegetable exports in developing country markets during the post–Doha period raises some concerns about the original purpose of the WTO – i.e. to promote a freer and fairer trade regime to the satisfaction of all. As noted above, structural shifts of the WTO have restricted opportunities for developing countries to harness full benefits of free trade. 
In Sri Lanka, the earnings of fruit and vegetable exports go to village level farmers. It enhances their purchasing power and thereby reduces food insecurity at the household level. Hence, there is a need for the government to consider a package of incentives and assistance to promote fruit and vegetable exports.  The FVPPEA is of the view that Sri Lanka should follow India and Thailand and offer exporter friendly policies to encourage fruit and vegetable exports. Given the emerging competitive practices at international level the development of the fruits and vegetables sector in Sri Lanka however, mainly depends on its efforts to enhance productivity. More specifically this involves several support measures such as improved infrastructure facilities, provision of highbred seed planting material, reductions in post–harvest losses (above 40 per cent), promoting model farm programmes and strengthening institutional support systems. A determined and integrated approach to provide these support services is a pre–requisite in providing sustainable solutions to food security, poverty and rural development.  

The rules–based trade system led by the WTO can be viewed as an important factor in the further deterioration of socio-economic conditions of the rural poor in Sri Lanka. The agricultural policy reforms of the post–liberalisation period have been very painful and sometimes to the detriment of rural population who mainly live on subsistence farming. Hence, Sri Lanka needs to take up AoA–related WTO issues with due emphasis placed on rural poverty, food insecurity and underdeveloped character of the rural economy. Considering the flexibilities offered under the AoA, a broad range of instruments are open for Sri Lanka to achieve these objectives. With respect to domestic support, the following broad measures need to be pursued: 

1) Green Box Measures – The support measures identified by the Ministry of Agriculture (2003) and Ministry of Finance (2004), can be promoted under the Green Box measures: general services, public stockholding for food security purposes, domestic food aid, direct payments, decoupled income support, government financial participation in income insurance and income safety–net programmes, payments for relief from natural disasters, payments under environment and regional assistance programmes, structural adjustment assistance provided through producer retirement programmes, structural adjustment assistance provided through resource retirement programmes and investment aids.

2) Blue box subsidies – Sri Lanka could use payments classified under Blue Box subsidies mainly to bridge the gap between a low market price and a guaranteed minimum price.  However, payments in the form of ‘decoupled income support’ categorized under the ‘Green Box’ would be a better option rather than resorting to Blue Box subsidies. 
3) Special and differential subsidies – The support measures identified by the Ministry of Agriculture (2003) and Ministry of Finance (2004), can also be supported under the Green Box measures: offer prices profitable to farmers, mobilise public and private investment to the agricultural sector, provide development assistance by way of new technology, subsidised inputs and credit facilities and classification of resource poor producers and low–income producers based on the criteria developed by the government of Sri Lanka.  

With respect to export competition, the following broad measures need to be pursued: 

1) Sri Lanka can support the text contained in paragraph 3.9 in Annex A of the Draft Ministerial Declaration that developing countries shall continue to benefit from special and differential (S&D) treatment provisions of Article 9.4 of the AoA.

2) Using the net Food Importing Developing country status, Sri Lanka can also support paragraph 3.10 of the Annex A of the Draft Ministerial Declaration. 

In addition to the above measures, Sri Lanka should also press for a “Livelihood Box” mainly to protect the rural poor dependent on subsistence agriculture. The evidence of fruits and vegetables sub-sector clearly demonstrates detrimental effects of subsidized imports over the livelihood opportunities of small scale, marginal farmers, landless agricultural labour and those who involved in small scale agro-processing and agri-business activities. 


Endnotes
1 For more details see Mahbub ul Haq, Human Development Centre (2003); 126-128.
2 For more details see Indikadahena (2003).

3 For an elaborative discussion on the agricultural sector policy changes see Nakamura
et al., (1997).
4 For example, the estimated average annual real per capita income for Mahawali and
Udawalawa farming areas reduced from Rs. 6027 in 1987 to Rs. 5892 in 1999. For
details see WB, 2003.  
5 For example, Indo-Sri Lanka and Pakistan- Sri Lanka free trade agreements.

6 For example, BIMSTEC and SAARC regional trade agreements.

7 Personal communications with Sarath De Silva, President, FVPPEA, Sri Lanka

8 Quintus Kurukulasuriya, (2004) “More incentives to export fruits and veggies” in 
Daily News, 26 November, p.16.
9 T.S. Randiligama, Chairman and CEO of Korea Lanka Agricultural (Pvt) Ltd. 
10 For more details see WB (2003) and references cited therein.

11 For more details see Kelegama (2000) and Sandaratne (2002).

12 For more details see Tudawe (2001).

13 Refers to a poverty alleviation programme introduced in 1995. In addition to
employment creation activities, it comprised of an income transfer programme to
provide consumption support to beneficiary groups. Similar programme was in 
operation between 1989–1994 under the title of ‘Janasaviya’.
14 For an elaborative discussion on these issues see Indikadahena (2003 and 2004).
15 For more details see Indikadahena (2004) and references cited therein.
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		Imports of Vegetables(Fresh)

		Products		Imports Rs. Mn

				2000		2001		2002		2003

		Onians		1,501,538,173		1,749,368,093		1,900,173,839		67,641,217

		Dried leguminous		475,488,827		530,133,676		624,676,517		628,576,204

		Potatoes		1,415,056,059		875,931,127		599,116,253		537,677,309

		Green gram		172,548,140		271,433,924		223,082,823		241,892,564

		Lettuce		6,276,177		5,364,051		5,194,860		5,098,628

		Cucumbers and gerkins		357,721		511,924		947,475		1,534,760

		Total		3,571,265,097		3,432,742,795		3,353,191,767		1,482,420,682

		Other

		Grand total

		Imports and Exports of Fruits

		Products		Imports Rs. Mn								Exports Rs. Mn

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Dates		-		-		-		144,958,400		-		-		-		30,595,568

		Guavas, mangoes and mangosteen		-		34,275		11,183		3,985,374		4,610,491		8,822,048		3,214,272		1,832,424

		Oranges		-		-		-		232,359,639		-		-		-		-

		Mandarins				-		-		7,869,304		-		-		-		75,897

		Lemons		-		-		-		1,465,179		-		-		-		934,673

		Grapes		196,242,827		247,586,484		317,667,923		329,147,755		973,452		88,064		806,844		788,107

		Melons		5,503,044		4,741,291		5,146,856		5,688,506		33,677		32,061		2,725,728		665,777

		Apples		458,917,531		531,659,066		751,390,780		865,285,208		28,709		264,103		867,523		613,839

		Tamarined		17,932,093		9,268		5,863,724		11,326,567		23,535,117		40,269,775		12,217,977		7,617,394

		Total		660,663,402		784,021,116		1,074,216,742		1,590,759,365		5,646,329		9,206,276		7,614,367		35,506,285

		Exports of Fruits

		Products		Exports Rs. Mn

				2000		2001		2002		2003

		Bananas		-		-		-		1,012,095

		Figs		29,122,805		28,363,723		45,194,556		52,662,665

		Guavas		3,621		26,749		-		395,789

		Pineapples		107,843,172		165,184,710		156,484,656		131,653,816

		Oranges		-		-		-		204,351

		Lemons		-		-		5,305,615

		Melons		33,677		32,061		2,725,728		665,777

		Total		137,003,275		193,607,243		209,710,555		185,582,398

		Exports of Vegetables

		Products		Exports Rs. Mn

				2000		2001		2002		2003

		Manioc		46,044,320		53,110,865		59,340,175		67,744,946

		Cucumbers and gerkins		121,286,098		55,481,145		99,558,494		66,936,446

		Leeks and other  Alliaceous Vegetable		5,859,783		13,015,440		23,818,669		35,942,009

		Beans		575,953		416,943		799,009		1,291,026

		Total		127,721,834		68,913,528		124,176,172		104,169,481

		Exports		115		1

		Fruits dried or fresh (Rs.Mn)		177

		Vegetables (Rs.Mn)
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		export performance of fruits and vegetables sub-sectors

				Rs mns

				1,982		83		84		85		86		87		88		89		90		91		92		1993		'94		95		96		97		98		99		2000		01		02		2003

		Fruits		115		177.2		61.3		52.9		58.3		69.1		151.8		110.6		320.8		250		225		386		616		298		253		276		335		250		617		576		661		679

		Vegetables		49.5		14.3		10.7		82.9		13.6		44.5		27.9		61.7		47.8		70		79		106		127		198		293		213		136		437		339		399		379		605

		Total Non. Agri		1495.2		1485.7		1391.1		1364.6		1499.8		1714.2		2561.3		2408.4		3199.3		3409		4959		5825		6385		6857		7295		8555		11027		11597		11784		12174		16016		14489

		ER US$/rs		20.81		23.53		25.44		27.16		28.02		29.45		31.81		36.05		40.06		41.37		43.83		48.25		49.42		51.25		55.27		58.99		64.59		70.39		75.78		89.36		95.66		96.52

				1,982		83		84		85		86		87		88		89		90		91		92		93		94		95		96		97		98		99		2000		01		02		2003

		Fruits		5.53		7.53		2.41		1.95		2.08		2.35		4.77		3.07		8.01		6.04		5.13		8.00		12.46		5.81		4.58		4.68		5.19		3.55		8.14		6.45		6.91		7.03

		Vegetables		2.38		0.61		0.42		3.05		0.49		1.51		0.88		1.71		1.19		1.69		1.80		2.20		2.57		3.86		5.30		3.61		2.11		6.21		4.47		4.47		3.96		6.27
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		Imports of Vegetables(Fresh)

		Products		Imports Rs. Mn

				2000		2001		2002		2003

		Onians		1,501,538,173		1,749,368,093		1,900,173,839		67,641,217

		Dried leguminous		475,488,827		530,133,676		624,676,517		628,576,204

		Potatoes		1,415,056,059		875,931,127		599,116,253		537,677,309

		Green gram		172,548,140		271,433,924		223,082,823		241,892,564

		Lettuce		6,276,177		5,364,051		5,194,860		5,098,628

		Cucumbers and gerkins		357,721		511,924		947,475		1,534,760

		Total		3,571,265,097		3,432,742,795		3,353,191,767		1,482,420,682

		Other

		Grand total

		Imports and Exports of Fruits

		Products		Imports Rs. Mn								Exports Rs. Mn

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Dates		-		-		-		144,958,400		-		-		-		30,595,568

		Guavas, mangoes and mangosteen		-		34,275		11,183		3,985,374		4,610,491		8,822,048		3,214,272		1,832,424

		Oranges		-		-		-		232,359,639		-		-		-		-

		Mandarins				-		-		7,869,304		-		-		-		75,897

		Lemons		-		-		-		1,465,179		-		-		-		934,673

		Grapes		196,242,827		247,586,484		317,667,923		329,147,755		973,452		88,064		806,844		788,107

		Melons		5,503,044		4,741,291		5,146,856		5,688,506		33,677		32,061		2,725,728		665,777

		Apples		458,917,531		531,659,066		751,390,780		865,285,208		28,709		264,103		867,523		613,839

		Tamarined		17,932,093		9,268		5,863,724		11,326,567		23,535,117		40,269,775		12,217,977		7,617,394

		Total		660,663,402		784,021,116		1,074,216,742		1,590,759,365		5,646,329		9,206,276		7,614,367		35,506,285

		Exports of Fruits

		Products		Exports Rs. Mn

				2000		2001		2002		2003

		Bananas		-		-		-		1,012,095

		Figs		29,122,805		28,363,723		45,194,556		52,662,665

		Guavas		3,621		26,749		-		395,789

		Pineapples		107,843,172		165,184,710		156,484,656		131,653,816

		Oranges		-		-		-		204,351

		Lemons		-		-		5,305,615

		Melons		33,677		32,061		2,725,728		665,777

		Total		137,003,275		193,607,243		209,710,555		185,582,398

		Exports of Vegetables

		Products		Exports Rs. Mn

				2000		2001		2002		2003

		Manioc		46,044,320		53,110,865		59,340,175		67,744,946

		Cucumbers and gerkins		121,286,098		55,481,145		99,558,494		66,936,446

		Leeks and other  Alliaceous Vegetable		5,859,783		13,015,440		23,818,669		35,942,009

		Beans		575,953		416,943		799,009		1,291,026

		Total		127,721,834		68,913,528		124,176,172		104,169,481

		Exports		115		1

		Fruits dried or fresh (Rs.Mn)		177

		Vegetables (Rs.Mn)
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		export performance of fruits and vegetables sub-sectors

				Rs mns

				1,982		83		84		85		86		87		88		89		90		91		92		1993		'94		95		96		97		98		99		2000		01		02		2003

		Fruits		115		177.2		61.3		52.9		58.3		69.1		151.8		110.6		320.8		250		225		386		616		298		253		276		335		250		617		576		661		679

		Vegetables		49.5		14.3		10.7		82.9		13.6		44.5		27.9		61.7		47.8		70		79		106		127		198		293		213		136		437		339		399		379		605

		Total Non. Agri		1495.2		1485.7		1391.1		1364.6		1499.8		1714.2		2561.3		2408.4		3199.3		3409		4959		5825		6385		6857		7295		8555		11027		11597		11784		12174		16016		14489

		ER US$/rs		20.81		23.53		25.44		27.16		28.02		29.45		31.81		36.05		40.06		41.37		43.83		48.25		49.42		51.25		55.27		58.99		64.59		70.39		75.78		89.36		95.66		96.52

				1,982		83		84		85		86		87		88		89		90		91		92		93		94		95		96		97		98		99		2000		01		02		2003

		Fruits		5.53		7.53		2.41		1.95		2.08		2.35		4.77		3.07		8.01		6.04		5.13		8.00		12.46		5.81		4.58		4.68		5.19		3.55		8.14		6.45		6.91		7.03

		Vegetables		2.38		0.61		0.42		3.05		0.49		1.51		0.88		1.71		1.19		1.69		1.80		2.20		2.57		3.86		5.30		3.61		2.11		6.21		4.47		4.47		3.96		6.27

		Total Non. Agri		71.85		63.14		54.68		50.24		53.53		58.21		80.52		66.81		79.86		82.40		113.14		120.73		129.20		133.80		131.99		145.02		170.72		164.75		155.50		136.24		167.43		150.11

				1,982		83		84		85		86		87		88		89		90		91		92		93		94		95		96		97		98		99		2000		01		02		2003

		% of Fruits		7.7		11.9		4.4		3.9		3.9		4.0		5.9		4.6		10.0		7.3		4.5		6.6		9.6		4.3		3.5		3.2		3.0		2.2		5.2		4.7		4.1		4.7

		% of Vegs		3.3		1.0		0.8		6.1		0.9		2.6		1.1		2.6		1.5		2.1		1.6		1.8		2.0		2.9		4.0		2.5		1.2		3.8		2.9		3.3		2.4		4.2

		Growth		82-90		91-95		96-03

		Fruits		44.91		3.93		53.68

		Vegetables		-49.84		-56.20		18.24

		Other Agri		11.15		-38.41		13.73

		Avg. Growth p.a

		Fruits		5.61		0.98		7.67

		Vegetables		-6.23		-14.05		2.61

		Other Agri		1.39		-9.60		1.96
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