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Abstract

As part of the economic recovery and structural adjustment programmes, Uganda embarked on an agricultural transformation programme that aimed at modernising agriculture with emphasis on liberalising agriculture markets, reducing trade barriers and promoting traditional and non-traditional exports.

This transformation is expected to improve rural food supplies, incomes, increase factor efficiency and propel national development, since the agriculture sector has a “comparative advantage” by employing 70%-80% of the population. Most food consumed in Uganda is produced by the local subsistence agriculture system, and contributes the most revenue earnings. Based on the rationale of the trade for development approach, the transformation result is expected to be a modern agricultural system where farm productivity is high due to the employment of modern agriculture technologies, and incomes and employment levels both rural and urban improve. These expectations have been pursued through the state-driven agriculture modernisation strategy; the first one was the Plan for Modernisation of Agriculture (PMA 2000-2009) followed by the new revised agriculture Development Strategy and Investment Plan 2010-2015 (MAAIF, 2010) with interconnected programmes of (a) Enhancing Production and Productivity (b) Improving Access to Markets and Value Addition; (c) Creating an Enabling Environment, and (d) Institutional Strengthening in the Sector.

However, the shift within the agricultural system, from subsistence to entrepreneurial capitalist agricultural production has had adverse effects on food availability and the capacity of the rural economy to progress. The increase in non-traditional exports of which the majority are food crops has resulted in low food supply in the local markets pushing food prices high and gradually increasing the costs of living. Though export and value-adding promotion has allowed for increased export revenue, the redistributive mechanisms of the market system within the trade for development approach are ineffective and inefficient, the economic improvement being visible to only a small population of political and financial elites. The changes in the agricultural system have forced small farmers to participate in the market, which has had the effect of diminishing their capacity to produce sufficient food. 

This is the opposite of the conventional explanation of modernisation of agriculture as the right strategy for “food and income security” as stated by the DSIP. The market failure signifies a structural and systematic failure of the ‘trade for development’ paradigm which is an integral part of the whole modernisation process.
Relevance to Development Studies

Constituting the largest part of Uganda’s population, rural households are a highly important group of society. At the same time, peasants are particularly vulnerable and specifically affected by contemporary development approaches aiming at “modernising” agriculture through market-led development. There is a danger that current transformations will create a landless peasant class, and that unsustainable structures will inadvertently impact not only on rural livelihoods, but also on economic growth and development more generally. In this context, the paper contributes to a highly relevant, broader discussion on how development should be achieved, and who are the winners and losers of dominant development strategies targeted at agriculture modernisation. The paper thereby interrogates mainstream perspectives and invites a critical reflection on alternatives ways of approaching development.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
1.1. The ‘Modernisation Question’ and Rural Transformation
The extent to which ‘small farmers’ can satisfy their food needs from their own production is shaped by the ways they are integrated in commodity relations. (Henry Bernstein, 2010)

The 1980s marked a turning point for agricultural policy in most developing countries; the conventional state-run agricultural policies were undergoing structural transformations and experiencing serious reversals (Chang, 2009: 480). The start of the Structural Adjustment Programs in Uganda, funded by the IMF (International Monetary Fund) and the World Bank, saw to it the end of state support and/or subsidisation of inputs, such as credits, extension services, fertilisers and seeds. Existing programmes were deemed to be inefficiently implemented and increasing pressure on state finances, coupled with the uncontrolled corruption and embezzlement, exercised (Ibid.).
As a follow-up to the 1980’s adjustment programmes, the National Resistance Movement (NRM) needed strong target reform programmes in sectors that were essential to the survival of Uganda as a state, and in 1987, the World Bank/IMF SAP was signed establishing a government overall platform of national unity and broad-based economic reform (Belshaw et al., 1999). 

With low production numbers, horrid  transport, education, administration and medical systems, and a decaying economic and social structure perforated by corruption high inflation and limited foreign exchange, black markets and low quality labour force as the skilled had migrated,  the adjustment had to be quick and fast and with high turnout (Baffoe, 2000). The focus on agriculture as the main sector held high ground with highest GDP contribution, highest employing sector and food supply, Therefor it was right to suggest that transforming Uganda’s agricultural sector was/is a vital option in the reform and development of the entire economy (Mukiibi, 2001).
One of the key strategies for Uganda’s economic growth was the modernisation of the agricultural sector and the agro-industry. This was done through liberalising agriculture markets, reducing trade barriers and promoting traditional and non-traditional exports (Nyangabyaki, 2001: 9). For the majority part, modernisation of agriculture is based on the assumption that subsistence agriculture, practised by the majority of peasants, is an obstacle to change and progress of the national economy. Subsistence agriculture is mainly characterised by production for home consumption and minimal surplus to meet social and cash obligations (MAAIF, 2010: 37-39). It was argued that, due to its inefficiency, subsistence agriculture should be actively removed (Ploeg, 2008: i-iv). 
At the macroeconomic policy level, a policy framework was established to create an enabling environment for farmers, entrepreneurs and investors to make informed and value-enhancing decisions. These policies are expected to promote private sector investment and raise farmer productivity, which implies that theoretically and practically peasants have to be replaced by the entrepreneurial farmer.

Aiming at increased productivity as the policy outcome, the agricultural sector would change dramatically in line with the core setup of diversifying to mainly non-traditional agricultural exports, thus strengthening the competitiveness and price-fetching capabilities on the world market. Based on the “trade for development” approach, the Ugandan government had and has expectations that this modernisation process and market liberalisation would create growth opportunities and expand employment and income benefits (MAAIF, 2010: 27, 9). It is the only sector experiencing growth and taking in displaced labour from the mechanised industrial sector (Ibid.). The Development Strategy and Investment Plan (DSIP) is the central implementation framework for the agriculture priorities set within the National Development Plan (NDP) (NDP, 2010: 82).

This paper will concentrate on entrepreneurial agriculture as the dominant mode of ordering in the agriculture development strategy. It focuses on the market and profit-making as the mechanisms for poverty alleviation. The argument is that the outcomes of the agricultural transformation are a direct result of the practices within the ‘trade for development’ philosophy, which is the backbone for Uganda’s development initiatives.

‘Trade for Development’ recognises trade as a major feature in economic development. The realisation is that development, trade and poverty reduction are ultimately interrelated: Trade is linked to growth, and sustainable growth, in turn, is related to poverty reduction. Advancing agricultural trade liberalisation involves the removal of import tariffs as well as export and production subsidies on agricultural and food products. In most undeveloped countries like Uganda, agriculture is the biggest employing sector; therefore, the assumption is that the slightest sustained growth and improvement in agriculture would have a big development impact as the trade benefits would spread to the large portion of the population retained in agriculture. 

However, there is caution that as much as trade liberalisation can be a driver for growth and development, there is a flipside where opening up markets to international trade may destroy the local industry and agriculture sector with high competition for the cheap, tariff free, home-subsidised foreign products.

1.2. Problem Statement: Right Target, Wrong Strategy
In Uganda, increased market production, the use of improved seeds and soil enriching fertilisers are regarded as the central elements for poverty reduction, especially in rural areas. With 73% of Uganda’s population depending on agriculture for food and income, it seems logical to focus on the agricultural sector in the attempt to address food and income insufficiencies (MAAIF, 2010).

In contrast to this approach advanced within the modernisation paradigm, this paper argues that peasant agriculture is not the obstacle to development, but rather an opportunity to build on. Rural households constitute 85% of Uganda’s population and the 80% of the population are directly employed in rural peasant agriculture (Gollin and Rogerson, 2010). The rural poor have been identified as the most vulnerable group in society, their vulnerability being attributed to the inability of the subsistence production system to provide enough food and similar essentials for these households.

Unreliable weather conditions with, for instance, unpredictable rains, and a growing population have also contributed to the low productivity in subsistence agriculture. The DSIP carries the basic argument that if in the long run farmer and enterprise productivity can be improved through investments in value addition activities, then rural incomes and livelihoods as well as general prosperity will rise. Not forgetting, investments in staple and basic foods production will deliver better food security at household level. According to MAAIF (2010: 9), “[t]he agricultural sector will then move towards greater profitability and an improved capacity to compete”.

However, after more than two decades of agriculture modernisation and export and trade for development polices, there is not much to show for in the fulfilment of the development expectations. Poverty reduction efforts have had a slight impact on the urban population with a 12% decrease in 2005, but for those Ugandans living in rural areas, 85% still live in poverty, with 40% of those living in extreme poverty (IFAD 2011).

While the development and implementation of the modernisation strategy reflects a more positive trajectory towards poverty eradication, expanding the revenue base and increasing incomes, there is resonant criticism that the production and distribution mechanism within a modern agricultural system looks to entrepreneurial farming and/or capitalist farming as the solutions to low productivity levels in agriculture (Ploeg, n.d.). The entrepreneurial farmer is associated with high surplus production and highly if not completely integrated in the market in both output and input sides (Ploeg, 2008: 17). This is considered vital for national development, since production for the market follows the logic that it is through trade that nations and households can come out of poverty. As the UN Millennium Project (2005: 13) states,
[o]penness to trade gives firms and households access to world markets for goods, services, and knowledge – lowering prices, increasing the quality and variety of consumption goods, and fostering specialization of economic activity in areas where countries have a comparative advantage. 

To a larger extent, this adoption represents the actual possibilities that Uganda has within agriculture. Uganda’s comparative advantage is based mostly on its agricultural potential for its good soils, relatively sufficient tropical rainfall, topography and excess cheap labour employed in agriculture (Pender, 2001). These and other available preconditions in Uganda justify the focus on agriculture as the lead sector in the attempts to modernise for increased productivity.

However, concerns have been raised about the agriculture modernisation approach for its design and manner of implementation. The profound argument is that the production and (re)distributive models within the modernisation strategy have come to marginalise and alienate the poor and weak, such as rural smallholders, in favour of the market. The priorities of Uganda’s development strategy focus on improving the market share of agriculture and maximising factor productivity by having “a Competitive, Profitable and Sustainable Agricultural Sector” (MAAIF, 2010). To be more specific, the government’s strategy is to “transform subsistence farming to commercial agriculture” (Ibid.: 9). The expected result is an agricultural entrepreneur who as a farmer or enterprise engages in practices and relations that enhance productivity and can move up in the value chain leading to better market profits. This would translate into better rural incomes and general livelihood prosperity (Ibid.: 51). As a characteristic of capitalism, continuous rise in productivity is a common thread in the DSIP – with such trajectories, peasants who represent the largest group in agriculture, as earlier indicated, have been delegated to the side-lines of the whole modernisation process.

 The assumption is that an entrepreneurial farmer is highly integrated in the market, both from the input and output sides, and makes farming choices that enable making most profit and will likely increase the farmer’s competitive advantage. It is argued that with specialised production and by joining the value-chain market systems, products will be of high quality, thus fetching better price on the market. The market through regional and international exports is the backbone for the modernisation of agriculture. 

It is from this perspective that this paper questions how successful Uganda’s development and investment strategy is in increasing food security and promoting rural livelihoods. The agricultural system emerging from this transformation will change the subsistence system dramatically, increasing dependency on markets.
 The debate on market-led/export-oriented agriculture transformation and the peasantry is an age-old debate, but it is still the dominant policy model in developing countries, making it still relevant – even more so given the current high food prices and unstable agricultural systems. Uganda’s DSIP is a clear example of why it is still relevant. What is important and the purpose of this paper is to point out that as much as the subsistence agriculture needs to and can be improved, commoditising subsistence is not the way to do it. By looking specifically at the peasant condition as a resource based, mutually dependent, survivalist group that strives for autonomy, it will be possible to deconstruct this approach as another failed attempt at improving rural peoples’ lives with sufficient food and income protection.

1.3. Research Objectives and Questions
Objective
The DSIP is aimed at creating a competitive, profitable and sustainable agricultural sector by transforming agriculture at irreversible proportions, thereby creating wealth and benefits that will be felt by farmers and at the community level. This paper sets out to deconstruct the modernisation strategy by exploring the conceptual understanding of modernisation of agriculture throughthe application of the concept of peasant condition in relation to food production and availability at the household level. The objective of this paper is to understand the contributions and limitations of transforming peasant farming to entrepreneurial agriculture, as manifested in the modernisation strategy. The paper thereby seeks to identify key issues that should be addressed if agriculture transformation is to fulfil its targets of increased food availability and reduction of rural poverty, and will suggest further detailed research on particular issues.

Main Research Question 
Given the magnitude of influence and institutional endorsement allocated to the DSIP by the Government of Uganda, this research paper asks: does increased market share and export promotion as a manifestation of agriculture modernisation make any relevant contributions towards poverty reduction among rural households in Uganda?
Sub-questions

a. How has trade been projected as the appropriate mechanism for food and income improvement at the macro and micro economic levels?

b. What is the relationship between agriculture modernisation and food production – resource allocation and utilisation for food versus export cash crop?

c. What are the priority areas for the modernisation strategy, and what is the relationship to the food crisis and high poverty levels in the rural economy?

1.4. Methodology and Justification
Uganda’s agriculture modernisation aspirations date back to colonial times. Over the years, the common theme within the rural transformation initiatives has been to commercialise the agriculture sector described as “subsistence-based” (Flygare, 2006: 18). This objective belongs under what Nabudere (1997) refers to as the “politics of modernisation” in Africa. He goes further to suggest that the whole concept of modernisation and development, conceived and practised as universal and desirable, needs to be revisited (Ibid.: 204). The attempts at transforming and modernising society have had inherent faults which have continued over time and space. If meaningful transformation is to be achieved, the starting point has to be the “actual experiences of the people who are adversely affected by these strategies” (Ibid.: 203).
More recent concerns have been institutional rivalry and organisational challenges among the many different agencies and bodies mandated with the agriculture modernisation programme: the DSIP, the Secretariat of the Plan for Modernisation of Agriculture (PMA), the Ministry of Agriculture and the Secretariat of the National Agricultural Advisory Services. The complexity is amplified when the policy formulation and framework implementation have too many uncoordinated inputs from different interested bodies and individuals (Pasipanodya, 2011: 1-5).

In contrast to this identification of implementation problems, this paper takes a different perspective by critically analysing the modernisation strategy as a policy framework embedded in specific structural and power settings. The dominant source of power here are capitalist interests, which have gained leverage through a systematic shift towards increased agro-exports. This shift implies re-arranging resource allocation mechanisms to those that would support export agriculture (traditional and non-traditional). This is well emphasised by the President of Uganda, as he implemented greater market and economic liberalisation in the anticipation of increased participation in the export market (Museveni, 1992: 239). Primarily, this would mean a change away from the dominant peasant farming system, which is more inward looking towards self-sufficiency, to a more market-oriented agricultural system. 

The neoliberal free-market ideology that underpins policies such as liberalisation and deregulation has been propagated into the ‘third world’ countries by multilateral development  and trade agencies like the IMF, the World Bank and the World Trade Organisation (WTO). Neoliberal policies, in turn, have affected the nature of agriculture production processes. The two main production processes, though highly antagonistic and unequal, are the interrelated dimensions of peasant agriculture and entrepreneurial agriculture systems:
Peasant agriculture is a multifunctional production system facilitating social and economic improvement. It is organised around family labour and extended community labour mobilisation through reciprocity, solidarities and egalitarianism rather than market relations (Bernstein, 2003: 1). However, Bernstein gives caution on this peasant essentialism, since different communities develop relations and cultures rather differently (Ibid.). Peasant households are connected to the ‘imperfect market’ through the sale of a minimal share of the surplus produce with production mainly for reproduction of the farm and family household (Ellis, 1988: 9-13 and Ploeg, 2008: 1-10).

The second dimension is entrepreneurial agriculture. This is a transition phase to corporate agriculture as the entrepreneurial farmers evolve along the value chain in this agro-export value-adding model promoted for macroeconomic stability in the agro-dependent countries (Ibid.: 1-10). The survival of entrepreneurial farmers is, unlike the peasantry, not dependent on social harmonisation, but rather on continuous scale enlargement and resource allocation to productive factors, which Bernstein (2003: 7) refers to as ‘concentration of capital’. Entrepreneurial farmers are heavily dependent on the market, thus their production is also crucially oriented towards the market.

The significance of this dichotomy falls in the ability to locate key social and economic ordering aspects that in turn enable a critical analysis of resource allocation priorities, (re)distribution mechanisms and labour organisation within these production systems. Marx claimed that the innermost secrets of a society (how social and material capital is patterned and ordered) are “embedded in its production relations; in the relations of men and women to the land are embedded relations of power, security, wealth, opportunity (...)” (Marx quoted in Herring, 1983).

A number of scholars have come to conclude that most state-led market-oriented agriculture modernisation programmes often result in the emergence of an entrepreneurial farming system, which involves industrial food processing, high technology inputs (seeds, fertilisers) and involvement of global commodity trading corporations in local agro-markets (Kay, 1997: 12; Ploeg, 2008: 1-4). With that in mind, I apply this dichotomy to the analysis of Uganda’s market-led agriculture development strategy and investment plan. The focus is on one of the key programmes, “markets and value addition”, dealing with the question of how capital and the different aspects of the production process are organised and ordered.

This perspective allows for a comparative analysis between the two systems of production. It enables to identify the distinctiveness in each dimension encountered, especially regarding the way it organises and orders social, natural, political and cultural capital related to agriculture and rural development. Finally, on the one hand we can then deduce who does what, where and in what ways, giving an indication of whether the peasantry – if allowed and supported – can feed the world and themselves and support the development prospects across nations. On the other hand, it may be the demise of the peasantry if the market-oriented, agro-non-traditional export promoting agriculture with capitalist ordering ends up concentrating agricultural production and marketing processes in the hands of a few private corporations, wealthy landowners, money mongers and money vultures posing as investors.
Chapter 2 
The ‘Modernisation Question’: How to modernise and who benefits?

2.1. Introduction: Liberalisation and the Peasant Mode of Farming 
The push for trade liberalisation first took centre stage in the 1980s, when the National Resistance Movement (NRM) government headed by the current president Yoweri Kaguta Museveni
 (Baffoe, 2000, Nyangabyaki, 2001: 1-4) took power. It initiated structural adjustment and liberalisation policies under loan support from the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. The preconditions set by these institutions were state retrenchment
 and liberalised agriculture and land markets, price liberalisation, export promotion, financial sector reforms for private investment and attracting foreign exchange inflows among other sectoral transformations. The promise was a revitalised agricultural sector which would bring about ‘prosperity for all’
 (Baffoe, 2000).

Agriculture has for a long time been a key sector, soon after stability returned to Uganda. The new government’s main focus was on agriculture transformation through modernisation. President Museveni’s 1987 anniversary speech expressed the trajectory for Uganda: 
Our economic programme hinges on reviving and diversifying production, both in the agricultural and industrial sectors (…) creating a well-integrated, self-sustaining economy (...) this particularly involves restoring traditional export crops, and also expanding non-traditional crops such as beans (…) (Museveni, 1992: 45).  

The significant advice to Uganda for unilateral trade liberalisation has manifested itself in varied ways. One is the reversal of the trade deficit, increased incomes and better prices. The basic rationale is that opening up markets and currency devaluation would allow foreign capital to freely engage the redundant production factors. Since agriculture has the comparative advantage, new capital would come into the production process, with the effect of increasing production and diversifying the agriculture sector (Blake et al., 2001, Nyangabyaki, 2001). This has been a big incentive for the government to accept World Bank advice and implement export and market-oriented policies geared towards improving both traditional and non-traditional exports (Ibid.). 

However, the liberalisation process has moved the food and agriculture responsibilities away from the government towards the market principle of private ownership (Murphy, 2010: 103). In a twist of events, private ownership has led to more centralised and tightly controlled food and agriculture systems, which is what was being avoided in the first place (Ibid.). The monopolistic and oligopolistic buying position of agro-enterprises, food exporters and foreign agro-corporations gives these actors so much power that most governments of developing countries are relatively weak in upholding national interests against corporations’ interest. These unfair market prices directly and adversely affect farmers’ returns to labour (Dijkstra, 2001: 125).

As trade liberalisation strategies are geared towards increasing export production, the agricultural sector has to change to accommodate the quantity and quality expectations within export. Uganda’s agriculture is dominated by traditional export crops – coffee and cotton, and sometimes tea and tobacco. Thus, the transformation is expected to bring export diversification into non-traditional agricultural exports
. 
Food produce takes up a bigger portion of the non-traditional exports; fresh and frozen fish (Nile perch), fresh fruit and vegetables (peppers, chilli peppers, okra, green beans) fruits, bananas, sesame seed, maize and beans. The others are hides and skins (raw and wet blue), vanilla and flowers, mainly roses (Ibid.). Most of these non-traditional exports do have niche markets, therefore requiring specialised attention in the production and export processes. This is the impetus and justification for the rise of the entrepreneurial farmer: The specialised entrepreneurial farmer has the capacity to utilise and exploit the economies of scale, thereby allowing for efficient productivity of the factors of production and for developing countries like Uganda; specialised agricultural production is the supported strategy for turning agriculture into an engine for export and growth (Balassa, 1987: 31-34). 

The shift to specialised agriculture, value-chain market and production systems and use of modern technology (seeds, processing machinery, herbicides and pesticides, fertilisers) represents agriculture modernisation in the Ugandan context. The ‘favourable policy
’ and legal frameworks as by-products of the liberalisation process are the foundation for further modernisation. The success for this modernisation approach in transforming the peasant mode of agriculture – which we take as a given within this era of growth-dependent development – is contingent on the relations between the different farming units (smallholder and specialised) in terms of access and utilisation of resources available (land, water and government support). The concern is whether resource mobilisation will depend on markets or whether it will be “produced, reproduced and/or exchanged through non-commodity circuits” (Long, 1986: 40), as traditionally experienced in the peasant system.

The aspect of resource (re)distribution is the vital difference between the entrepreneurial/capitalist farming system and the peasant mode of farming; that is, the degree of autonomy and self-sufficiency for (re)production resources separates the two systems (Ploeg, 2008: 113). The ability of the 85% of the Ugandan population engaged in and dependent on subsistence farming (Rudaheranwa, 2003) to support themselves through agriculture and related production will define the success or failure of this transformation process.
Systematic trade and market liberalisation require a political economy that allows for such principles to flourish. This interaction between capitalist interests and political power directly and indirectly introduces the profit maximising interest into the government system – gradually the state will abandon its responsibility of social development in favour of private capital growth through market systems. This is the analytical take that will be followed in the next sub-sections: how has the state incorporated the emerging trade policy and the capitalist / entrepreneurial system of agriculture? How is it expressed in the modernisation campaign?
2.2. Modernisation and Agriculture Expectations
Experiences after twenty-four years show the same failing patterns in the government’s efforts to fulfil the agricultural reform expectations of growth in export and agro-markets. Uganda’s agriculture reform towards trade started long ago between 1890 and 1926, with the British colonial system introducing plantation farming with the purpose of exportation (Jørgensen, 1981; Nyangabyaki, 2000).

In the post-independence period, Ugandan exports were still dominated by the traditional agricultural products – coffee, cotton, tea and tobacco. The expansion of agricultural production for trade was the dominant theme in the government’s efforts to fight poverty and attain rural development. This was made clearer when Uganda became a founding member
 of the WTO after the ratification of the Marrakesh Agreement in September 1994
. Before, Uganda had been a GATT
 (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) contracting party since independence in 1962 (WTO, 1995).

With the gross economic mismanagement and strife during the Amin era of 1971 to 1979, by the mid-1980s Uganda had crumbled to one of the poorest countries in the world (Loxley, 1989: 66-67). In 1987, the new NRM government had set in motion an Economic Recovery Programme (ERP), which was a version of the orthodox IMF and World Bank-led Structural Adjustment Programme. The key processes of the ERP were: decentralisation of the government and promoting market liberalisation; privatisation, de-regulation, and legal frameworks to facilitate international trade (DENIVA, 2005).

For the agriculture sector, the current trade policies are set up to promote diversification of agriculture exports towards non-traditional crops and liberalisation of input and product markets (DENIVA, 2005: 5-7). Clearly, this trajectory of alleviating poverty and improving the standards of living through trade and agriculture can be traced back to 1987, when Uganda embarked upon its Economic Recovery Program (Aleem and Kasekende, 1999: 1-3).

In 2000, the Plan for Modernisation of Agriculture (PMA) aimed at orienting subsistence farmers towards the market (MAAIF, 2000). The PMA became the linchpin government strategy which initially was the agreed framework for the Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP) that was launched in 1996, but operationalised later in 1997 (World Bank, 2010: 102). The National Development Plan (NDP) is the succession policy of the last PEAP, which expired in June 2010. The NDP expands on the visions and strategies of the PEAP developed in 2008/09 and launched in April 2010, and draws on in-depth household surveys taken between 1992 and 1993 (IMF, 2010: 2-7). In light of the fast paced and dynamic global political economy, these data and the suggestions in the NDP may not be able to address the current development struggles. 

The PMA worked up to 2009, and a new and revised agriculture development policy was developed. In 2010, the new agriculture Development Strategy and Investment Plan, DSIP, was launched. The DSIP is the operational plan for the agriculture sector within the national development plan with the objective to increase incomes, reduce poverty and achieve food and nutrition security. The government looks to the DSIP as the main framework to achieve the development objective mentioned above, through “development of the private sector, supported by market-led development, regional integration, continued maintenance of macroeconomic stability and a favourable policy, fiscal and regulatory environment” (CAADP, 2010: 4). 

Mapping out the policy trails for agriculture policy is to highlight the fact that the National Resistance Movement government has for a long time put into operation succession reforms aimed at “transforming” agriculture to build an export-led economy. This gives the significance of analysing the new policy, since it is a continuation of the old frameworks. The 2000-09 PMA, which was a continuation of the economic recovery programmes of the late 1980s, had a mission to eradicate poverty and improve the well-being of poor subsistence farmers by “transforming subsistence agriculture to commercial agriculture” (MAAIF, 2000) The DSIP follows suit with a similar mission to “[t]ransform subsistence farming to commercial agriculture” (MAAIF, 2010: 51). The expectations that the new and revised policy is better suited to address poverty and hunger problems in Uganda is a big doubt, because little has changed in terms of strategy. The only change is the diminished emphasis of smallholders in the agriculture transformation process in favour of the market and related systems. Chapter 2 of the PMA was focused on understanding the poor farmers from different perspectives. Its main target ‘beneficiaries’ were the subsistence farmers as much as it recognised that all other category farmers (semi-commercial farmers and commercial farmers) will benefit from this transformation (PMA, 2010: 29-30).

The DSIP takes a rather drastic change on emphasis. The agriculture situation analysis (MAAIF, 2010: 19-23) fails to mention the importance of smallholders, yet this policy is meant to address their food and hunger problems. It highlights its immediate objectives such as improving factor productivity (land, labour and capital), developing markets for primary and secondary agricultural products and favourable legal, policy and institutional frameworks to facilitate private sector expansion and increase profitability in the value chains. It ends with institutional development of the relevant ministries and agencies functioning as modern, client-oriented organisations (MAAIF, 2010: 51-53).

The DSIP bundles the peasants within the sector stakeholders, their needs and values being taken as similar to those of the private investors and development partners like the United States Agency for International Development, the World Bank, the IMF and non-governmental organisations. There is no direct programme or emphasis within the DSIP on how to support the peasantry; the concerns of the peasantry are left at the mercy of the private sector-led and market-oriented agriculture system. Yet, with 80% of the population employed in the agriculture sector, as noted above, the importance of considering the peasantry as priority becomes obvious.
 Putting emphasis on the market system would imply reorganising agricultural production processes by changing the dominant agricultural system: Peasant/smallholder farming would be replaced with an entrepreneurial mode of farming that is compatible with capitalist market systems of production and exchange (Ploeg, 2008: 113).
2.3. The Peasant Condition
Linking peasant farming, entrepreneurial farming and trade

Agriculture is far more than just production of food, and that is what we have to recognise. (IAASTD Director Professor Robert Watson, in Kinver, 2008)
Full integration of the market system in agriculture essentially rips the government of all affirmations to protect and promote food availability, poverty alleviation and rural development. The DSIP market- and export-oriented mandate manifests a bias towards private sector intervention and a heavy reliance on the agribusiness to lead the rejuvenation of the agriculture sector, which is expected to translate into national economic and social development.

Through the lens of “trade for development”, this study explores the political economy of trade and market systems in agriculture and the (re)distributive capabilities of production resources. The paper adopts the argument that the peasantry is not a hindrance to development; it is a stepping stone that the government could have utilised (Jollivet in Ploeg, n.d). It presents an obstacle only to the development of large-scale capitalist agriculture. In the pursuit of power and commercial gain, peasants are taken as “non-people” – those whose lives are regarded worthless and expendable. They can be equated with the modern day ‘savages’ as expressed in the colonial times. Those who set conditions and circumstances aiming to remove the ‘unpeopled’ are hailed as the upholders of civilisation, bringing modernisation (Curtis, 2004). It is clear to see why the current political economy of agriculture takes the peasants as an inferior, backward group in the attempts to ‘modernise’ agriculture.
The emphasis in this study is not to examine the role of markets and trade in increasing economic efficiency to foster development. The study recognises that the assumed advantages of market-oriented policies and the powerful forces of “trade for development” are usually presented as unquestionable (Braun, 1994) and that there is need to develop the peasants and small farmers that take up half of the world population and grow at least 70% of the world’s food (Bernstein, 2001; Vía Campesina, 2010: 5). However, the study emphasises a different aspect of market systems and trade policies as systems of promoting dominant ideologies conducive for shifting resource distribution to favour a small social elite class.

As much as a few agricultural societies may improve their lives in the short term, they become slaves to the market in the long run as they don’t own the resource base anymore. (Re)production resources are acquired through the market, but with mechanisms like interest on credit, taxes and rising prices, the market becomes an extraction and capital accumulation process for the few capitalist elites creating a condition of marginality, dependency and deprivation for the peasantry.

The mainstream argument has for a long time been that the peasantry is a hindrance to development and their involvement and dependence on agriculture was taken as a given (Ellis, 1988; Byres, 1986). In terms of agricultural production, the peasant farming system is characterised by employing family labour which determines the farm size. However, the farm size varies among the different kinds of farming; animal rearing, type of crops (Bernstein, 2010). The conditions that prevail in the national and global society are integrated within the peasant production system through the dominant exchange systems and in that sense influence the way of life. Therefore, the peasantry represents a way of live which transforms into a system of production and distribution that in turn supports this way of life, meaning that the peasant condition defines and specifies the mode of production as they produce and reproduce one another. The peasant condition represents a pattern of social relations alongside capitalist interactions that materialise to create and develop a ‘self-controlled and self-managed resource base’ (Ploeg, 2008) which subsequently allows for co-production
 between man and living ecology. These interactions create new linkages that allow for participation in the market and maintain and enlarge autonomy. The peasant condition is characterised by the struggle for autonomy in order to counter dependency, deprivation and marginalisation. These conditions penetrate into the peasant mode of farming (Ibid.: 42).
Commonly, the peasantry is talked of as the past, because they are not envisioned for the future. Bernstein (2001) critiques such assumptions about the end-of the-peasantry by asking who the peasants are, and how they are still present in the modern world of global capitalism. This remains elusive and contentious as they have survived throughout the history of industrial capitalism, Bernstein (2001: 25-26) states. The negative and positive ideas and images of the peasantry are expressed as a direct comparison to the current ideas of modernity. Against this background, governments dominated by neoliberal ideologies for transformation see the peasantry as the past, as something that should be destroyed if modern society is to grow. The industrial revolution of the 18th and 19th century, which began in Britain and spread throughout most of Europe and later into North America, brought about significant transformation in agriculture, transportation, manufacturing and technology. This was expected to be the end of the peasants as there was proletarianisation of the farming communities and the industrial complex was changing the social conditions of production from self-sufficiency to labour power
.

The concept of self-sufficiency in this paper implies the relative autonomous flow of resources for production and reproduction within a farm household (Ploeg, 2008: 29-30). The common interpretation of self-sufficiency in many peasant theorisations applies more to household food production for home consumption. However, I refer to it in a broad sense of the operations of the farm, producing for home use and minimal surplus for sale in the market and reuse in the next production cycle, thereby creating a self-sufficient production cycle with relative freedom from the market. This varies in both time and space. Within the capitalist system, the production and consumption patterns are determined by market systems rather than by the resource base available. Capitalism thrives by creating extensive dependencies on ‘efficient and effective’ factor markets to provide all the resources for constant production and expansion beyond ones’ means (Ong’wen, 2009: 2-10).

The assumption that peasants are of the past becomes a central conceptual framing for the agriculture modernisation and development strategies today. These strategies thereby fail to address the peasant condition within the implementation structures of the poverty reduction strategies. The failure to consider peasant conditions has further alienated them from the mainstream development strategies and reinforces the marginalisation and dependency of the ‘country-side’. The concepts of “trade for development” as well as market- and export-led agriculture development are the dominant ideological standpoints within the current national economic development plans and agriculture modernisation strategies of the ‘south’. This alludes to the notion of transforming subsistence agriculture production to a more high productivity, better technology agriculture operated by entrepreneurial farmers.
This runs contrary to the political rhetoric of ‘peasants come first’ in most of Uganda’s development initiatives, especially the “Prosperity For All” (PFA) campaign. President Museveni not only donated Sh. 50 million to a Savings and Credit Co-operative Organisation (SACCO) in Bukakata town along Lake Victoria shore in Masaka district, but also goes further to suggest that people should support and work with the Pegasus Investments Limited in the cultivation of Jatropha as one of the means to fight against household poverty (Museveni, 2011b). The SACCO is part of the PFA campaign which is keeping people in debt and turning the very fertile Lake Victoria lands into Jatropha plantations, for a single investor fails to meet the pro-poor agriculture policy as promised in the DSIP.
The contrasts
In his detailed empirical study of farming systems and farmers, in which he gives a detailed definition of the peasant condition, Ploeg (2008) argues that the contrast drawn between peasantry and entrepreneurial farmers is embedded in the political economy and ideological dogmas of farming / agriculture. The production mechanisms and conditions within the two systems and how they determine reproduction is the central point of analysis.

The idea is that the peasant mode of farming today is a result of interactions with the dominant mode of ordering, which is the neoliberal capitalist system. Such reflections of peasants from the contemporary modern capitalist perspective suggest peasantry as dying and a residue of the earlier historical systems that where tramped upon by industrial capitalism (Bernstein, 2001: 26).  Teodor Shanin, in developing Chayanov’s theories and concepts on the peasant economy and peasant farming, wrote that “rural society and rural problems are inexplicable any longer in their own terms and must be understood in terms of labour and capital flows which are broader than agriculture” (Shanin in Thorner, 1986: 19). This is still valid today as it was in 1986, and is expressed in what the International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science and Technology for Development (IAASTD) director, Professor Robert Watson, said (quoted at the beginning of this section) of the attempts to transform agriculture today.

For a poor country operating with a large peasantry, Uganda’s efforts to transform agriculture would have to be realistic and develop a strategy that is ‘based upon the most careful examination of its native peasantry’ (Byres, 1986: 1). The key reason here is that the way in which agricultural production is ordered in peasantry is quite different from the promoted alternatives in the market-led modernisation strategies.
The argument that commercialised and market-oriented agriculture, which implies large-scale private agriculture operating on entrepreneurial or corporate principles, will “facilitate and make the forces of production moving again” (Nindi, 1993: 142; emphasis in original) is grounded in an inadequate approach to capture the potential in peasant agriculture.

The emphasis on trade and market systems as the driver for modern farming results in conditions where production resources undergo a high level of externalisation. For instance, the supply of seeds, how to sell produce, standardised quality measures, labour relations and social relations are controlled and administered by external institutions and market principles detached from the real users – the farmers. These elements in agriculture cannot be separated; when it happens, new relations are created which increase dependencies between the farmer and the other agencies and agents, due to the unequal bargaining and power of influence. 

This is what I refer to as market dependency, where resource allocation and distribution is managed by market systems and its agents, and that is how a marketised and commoditised agriculture will operate. This is the sharp contrast to the peasant farming system, where autonomy and self-sufficiency is important – the ability to attain on the farm the resources to (re)produce for oneself. Bernstein (2001: 30) emphasises this by saying that the unproductivity and poverty levels subjected to peasants is an expression of their intense struggles to maintain their means of production – reproduction as capital – within capitalist agriculture. In the current market-led agriculture, the dependency on the market to mobilise resources, such as land, labour, knowledge, seeds, feed and dodder for cows as well as machine service, will be met with resistance (overt and/or covert) from the majority of peasant farmers as they attempt to avoid more marginalisation and deprivation (Ploeg, 2008: 115-156).

The strength and growth capabilities of the peasantry have been tested and tried over time and still persist. Whereas highly commercialised and commoditised farming keeps faulting with frequent crises across time and space, there are spaces of re-peasantisation cropping up across the globe.

Within peasantry, co-production is important and signifies a key difference between the two forms of agriculture. Co-production is the close relationship between ‘man’ (un-gendered) and living nature and is integral in the peasant production system (Ibid.: 113-115). For the entrepreneurial farmer, ecological capital is just as another resource that should be maximally exploited. Nature is seen to be too unpredictable, thus limiting accelerated scale increase (Ibid.). Modern agriculture aims to transform the ‘uncertainty’ in nature into a standardised form that can be structured and controlled. For instance, mechanised labour replacing human labour, artificial fertilisers replacing compost manure, open gardens replaced by green houses and, far from nature, the use of genetically modified seeds.

I acknowledge that not all peasant households are environmentally sensitive and produce sustainably, but in terms of ordering of production and resource distribution, peasants are more inclined to conserve their immediate environment. Their lives being entirely dependent on the natural environment, they understand their fragility and scarcity of these resources.

Bernstein (2001: 2-32) gives more clarity on the co-production aspect in peasantry in his analysis of capitalism and agriculture. This attitude to nature does not fit with the ecological approach to agriculture by the peasants over the ages, where it is through the interaction with natural habitats that the natural resources are transformed into goods and services readily available for household and communal consumption and exchange (Altieri, 1995). This is the ‘misrecognition’ as conceptualised by Bourdieu, which is inherent in economic capital. Neoliberal capitalism is detached from nature in which it operates. It is the disconnection, dispossession and exploitative tendencies that are counterproductive, therefore entrepreneurial farming with its high level of withdrawal from nature will not address the concerns of sustainability that the peasant system of production is concerned with (Wilshusen, 2011).
2.4. Prosperity for all (Rural development) through Trade?
The notion that ‘free trade’ in agriculture will facilitate the growth of the sector and improve GDP and household incomes in Uganda has been running in the state agriculture policies from the 1980s  on, and saw a greater boost in the late 1990s and 2000s with the passing of the modernisation strategies (PMA and DSIP) that primarily look to trade as the pathway for agricultural growth.

‘Free trade’ in agriculture is part of the package of liberalisation policies that moved food and agriculture away from government control towards private ownership (Murphy, 2010: 103). Over the years, Uganda has become a cause célèbre regarding structural adjustment and economic reform with actions towards privatisation, de-regulation and the liberalisation of factor markets (labour, capital, the market for raw materials, and the market for management or entrepreneurial services), the removal of tariff and non-tariff barriers (particularly those for inputs) and the elimination of export taxes (Bahiigwa et al., 2005). Particular to agriculture, the course of action in liberalisation was the dismantling of the marketing boards: the Coffee Marketing Board, the Lint Marketing Board – cotton, and the Produce Marketing Board, which were nonetheless corrupt and inefficient (Baffoe, 2000).

As a result of the reforms, there was massive state withdrawal mostly from economic activities and agricultural support. The changes were massive deregulation and privatisation compounded with enabling polices. This saw the transfer of risk from the state to individuals. By the early 1990s, Uganda had completely liberalised agriculture production after it was suggested that Uganda’s agriculture development had stagnated because state interventions had deterred farmers and investors, limiting the potential of agriculture productivity.

The mantra of trade as a pathway to development gained global policy significance at the 2000 United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), where the previously dominating policy discourse of fair and balanced trade of the ‘Washington Consensus’ was challenged (Toye, 2003: 1-14). The UNCTAD policy resolutions on trade was a follow-up to the just concluded UN millennium development goals which has the Millennium Development Goal 8 as “contributing to and upholding an open, equitable, rules-based, predictable, and non-discriminatory multilateral trading system” (UN Millennium Project, 2005) The Post-Washington Consensus saw the growth in dominance of the WTO as a non-political international trade organisation, mandated with facilitating intergovernmental and global trade by enforcing a global regulatory framework that applied to both the industrial countries and developing countries.

The concern raised by the ‘third world’ countries is of the extreme interdependence of trade and development in a globalised system. This was addressed with the often-heard neoliberal rhetoric that “expanding the opportunities for trade will accelerate the growth and development of a country” (Toye, 2003: 1-14). With the OECD countries having more influence in the WTO, it is hard to see how the poor ‘third world’ countries will benefit. Despite this unattractive feature, developing countries are forced to enter the global trade and finance network where they lack the expertise and bargaining power to achieve any meaningful terms of trade that would drive their own nations’ development (UN Millennium Project, 2005).

The priority given to macro-economic stability under the “trade for development” paradigm results in decisions that look to improve GDP, international trade and finance (Toye, 2003), but are most likely to further marginalise those groups of people that are not fully integrated and participating in the market and trade systems. This is the case for the peasant communities, where farm liberalisation as part of the agriculture transformation is expected to provide improved welfare and livelihoods by increasing farm productivity and engagement in a variety of value chains.

The DSIP and PMA emphasise this by stating that to improve the welfare of poor peasant farmers, they will require re-orienting their production towards the market. Moreover, on a comprehensive level, the state has to maintain prudent macroeconomic and sectoral policies as well as undertake institutional reforms and adjustments.
The choice to promote an export-oriented agriculture has created considerable controversy regarding what is more important, export cash crops or food crops. Cash crops can both be food and non-food crops. However, with the recent relative increase in demand for non-traditional export crops – mostly food crops (cow feed and bio-oils) – on the world market, the relative importance of traditional cash crops is on a fast decline. On a broader level, this controversy regards the commercialisation of agriculture and food (Islam, 1994: 103). Nurul Islam (Ibid.) gives a broad definition of commercialisation as “the rise in share of marketed output or of purchased inputs per unit of output”. Therefore, this shift towards production for the market makes resource allocation for food production for home consumption more complex.

The reality is that instability of prices in the world commodity market transfers greater risk to the already marginalised peasantry. The expectation that the income from crop sales will be sufficient is false and dangerous, since the prices are so unstable and these market price fluctuations are felt by the farmer through the farm gate prices. The dependency on the market for food and other basic needs increases dependency relations that directly have adverse effects on the food situation and food security of poor and vulnerable groups. Similarly with concerns to food security, the failures and limitations of the market were not reflected in the Marrakech agreement. In this agreement, the WTO multilateral agreement on agriculture stated that by liberalising commodity world markets, removing tariff walls and government price control, the world market supplies would come in to fill the supply gaps. In turn, commodity prices would rise, which would be beneficial for the farmers’ gate income. 

Murphy (2010: 105-107) goes further to say that even those farmers who could not utilise the chance to participate in the market would benefit with the wider economic development as free labour, since other sectors in the economy would utilise the realised labour from agriculture. There is considerable doubt as to whether the “freed labour” will be accommodated by any other sector because the industry and service sectors require a smaller labour force with more skills capable to utilise the advanced technology employed.
From the time Uganda started the export trend for development, there has been stagnation and even decline in the agriculture sector, as expressed in table 1, even after liberalising the whole national economy and market.

	Table 1

	SHARE OF SELECTED PRIMARY GROWTH SECTORS IN GDP AND GROWTH PERFORMANCE

	Primary Growth Sectors
	Percentage Share in GDP (Current Prices)
	Growth Performance %

	
	1988
	1997
	2004
	2007
	2008
	1988 -1997
	1998 -2002
	2004 -2008
	2007
	2008

	Agriculture
	5.1
	33.1
	17.1
	14.1
	15.4
	3.9
	5.4
	1.1
	1.7
	2.2

	Forestry 
	2.2
	1.7
	3.3
	3.5
	3.4
	4.7
	7
	3.9
	2.2
	4.2

	Manufacturing
	5.9
	8.4
	7.0
	6.9
	7.2
	13.2
	7.2
	6.3
	7.6
	6.7

	Hotel and restaurant (Tourism)
	1.1
	1.9
	4.0
	4.1
	4.1
	13.1
	3.8
	9.6
	9.2
	12.5

	Mining 
	0.1
	0.6
	0.3
	0.3
	0.4
	34.6
	8
	13
	5
	10.4

	Post and telecommunications (ICT)
	0.2
	0.6
	2.0
	3.0
	3.4
	10.1
	22.8
	26.2
	16.1
	39.6

	Construction
	4.1
	6.5
	11.9
	12.2
	12.2
	6.5
	6.3
	6.3
	4.8
	5.8

	Source: NDP 2010 (UBOS Statistical Abstraction) 


The government’s expectation for agriculture to drive growth and contribute to further social and economic development is not yielding with a minimal 1% growth performance from the early 2000s. Making a comparison of performance growth and GDP contribution, the sectors of tourism, industry and post and telecommunications have double digit growth performance but when correlated to their GDP contribution, it is still less and marginal. The manufacturing sector contribution to GDP has barely changed since 1988, so even with market liberalisation and enabling policies, the sector still contributes the same as more than two decades ago. 

My logical explanation is that the biggest portion of surplus generated in these sectors does not enter into the national economy. Liberalisation of the commodity and finance markets has allowed for uncontrolled flow of capital, since majority investments are foreign investments, and it is clear from the figures that the country experiences a huge capital and resource extraction through repatriation of profits by the agro-, eco-tourism and techno-corporations.

Chapter 3 
Fulfilling Uganda’s Agriculture Policy

3.1. Introduction

This chapter attempts to deconstruct the DSIP with the aim of understanding how it conceptualises agriculture modernisation as the solution to poverty, hunger and rural development. The focus is on one of the key programmes, “markets and value adding”. With a comparative analysis, juxtaposing the pattering and ordering in the markets programme with the peasantry and entrepreneurial system. This framework of analysis will show the bias of the agriculture development programme. The result will be clear trajectories and amalgamated consequences of the DSIP priorities in reference to peasant improvement and food sufficiency.

3.2. The bigger picture for Agriculture Modernisation
Agriculture modernisation in 21st century Uganda is towards a market and profit motivated agricultural production supported by a stronger agro processing sector through mechanization. The governments mandate is to provide a platform of legal and financial support for the commercialization and modernization of agriculture in Uganda. The overall objective is to have a competitive, profitable and sustainable agricultural sector and the approach to achieving this goal is by transforming the dominant agriculture system – subsistence farming to commercial agriculture. The expectation is that, through increased production and market access, incomes will improve which would then translate to general improvement of welfare of the nation’s population engaged in agriculture. With 75%-80% of Ugandans living and working in rural agriculture, the improvement in incomes would fulfil the government’s Prosperity-for-all campaign which looks to push everyone out of poverty. The modernisation campaign has become central to the government’s economic growth strategy, but is not without criticism or condemnation. 

The expectation and mandates of the agriculture modernisation strategy are summarised in APPENDIX 1.
3.3.
Improving Market Access and Value Addition Programme
To reorient our focus to a single programme, the markets and value-addition programme, agriculture has continuously contributed the most to the national GDP and aims for sustainable agricultural development. The markets and value addition programme has set objectives that look to:
1. Improved capacity for regulation and enforcement especially in safety standards and quality assurance across crops, livestock and fisheries.

2. Farmers have improved access to high quality inputs, planting and stocking materials.

3. Increased participation of the private sector in value addition activities and investment.

4. Expanded network of rural market infrastructure including appropriate structures to improve post-harvest losses.
5. The capacity of existing farmers’ organisations built up in management, entrepreneurship, and group dynamics so they can engage in value-chain activities especially collective marketing. (MAAIF, 2010: 80)
To pursue these objectives the question is how to capture the peasant economy and turn them over to the market system. The standardisation of production based on rules and regulations of the market and capitalist interests demand that peasants give up their economic autonomy (the negative side) in their subsistence system and become dependent on the market and market-related institutions as the pattering for their inputs and outputs. As Hyden (1980: 9) puts it, ‘the road to modern society has been completed at the expense of the peasantry’.

The path laid out for agriculture as the driver for economic growth and poverty reduction (the positive side) is fundamentally exploitative. Whether we agree or not, the point of argument in this paper has been that for economic growth, the government has promoted the integration of peasants in the wider national and perhaps the international economy. It has thereby sacrificed peasants to become commodity producers, labour source and consumers and users of industrial agricultural and non-agricultural inputs.

The market-led DSIP arguably represents the orthodox perspective of economic growth and development which considers peasantry as the unwilling system that has failed to give up its traditional methods and economic and political autonomy, making it difficult to modernise and develop agriculture. 

The DSIP focuses on four broad and mutually reinforcing investment programmes, detailed in appendix 1. It is the direct strategic plan to realise the government’s commitment to the fulfilment of the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program (CAADP) and for the realisation of the NDP agriculture sector main goal for an increase in household incomes and improve the livelihood standards of farmers while contributing to the wider national economic growth. The DSIP was primarily and systematically developed as an implementation tool for the African region agriculture development program; the CAADP
, endorsed first in June 2002 by African Ministers of Agriculture at a special NEPAD
-focused session of the UN Food and Agriculture Organization’s Regional Conference for Africa in Rome. It was later adopted by the African heads of government in July 2003 at the Second Ordinary Session of the African Union (the Maputo Summit).

The DSIP offers a broad framework for agriculture development that is streamlined across all activities relating to agriculture and rural development. The direct implementation of the different programmes falls under the responsibility of local governments. With decentralisation as the mode of governance in Uganda, the implementation of DSIP follows suit with the district agriculture production departments responsible for coordinating and implementing DSIP activities together with other stakeholders, like the hired agencies to carry out farmer trainings together with the local agriculture officials.

As much as the DSIP claims a highly consultative and participatory policy design and development process with multi-stakeholders – staff of the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries (MAAIF), other agro-related ministries and agencies, the private sector and development partners – the process ignored the key stakeholders in the whole agriculture transformation (MFPED 2010: 8). The people directly engaged in agriculture – the peasant local communities – have no direct say in the DSIP. Moreover, within the whole framework, there is no mechanism of capturing local farmers’ input. Instead, the attempt is to replace local knowledge and skills by modern scientific agriculture practices. This is promoted through the National Agricultural Advisory Services program, a public-private extension service delivery system, with the aim of advancing market-oriented agricultural production by empowering farmers to demand and control agricultural advisory services and information required (Benin et al., 2007: 1-2). There are more technical challenges in this aspect, most especially to do with under-resourced agriculture extension workers, weak linkages between the farmers and the agencies and variety stakeholders involved.

Another important project within the DSIP that instantaneously links with the market and value-addition is that of ‘enhancing agricultural production and productivity’. Investments in agriculture from early 2000 under the PMA have been geared towards agriculture commercialisation, and this has continued with the DSIP advocating for industrial agriculture inputs. The science and technology suggested in the production and productivity programme directly impacts on how agriculture is practised. The DSIP focuses on new technology (seeds, fertiliser, pesticides and irrigation) for agriculture, which implies a growing market for industry agricultural inputs (inorganic and mechanical). This market-dependent and market-oriented production promotes specialisation which acts as a catalyst for larger-scale production. Together with the dynamic technological, organisational and institutional changes, the exchange based interactions takes hold, replacing the reciprocal and human dignity relations in subsistence production.

The expectation for the DSIP is the growth of markets for primary and secondary agricultural products. It maintains the ideal that agricultural production for the market is the best way for reducing poverty in the heavily agriculture-dependent communities which would have a nation-wide impact on poverty reduction. The challenge, however, is that the vulnerability of the smallholder with the increased dependency on the market is downplayed. It is suggested that rural households are shielded from global market price shocks, since the majority are self-sufficient; consuming their own staples (MAAIF 2010: 21). Yet, this argument can be critiqued, because with the limited food production of the rural households, it is difficult for them to avoid the market. In this context, it becomes evident that the peasants would be doomed to a bitter fate if they became fully immersed in the global market, as intended in the modernisation strategy.
Rather than promoting self-sufficiency and autonomy, the DSIP suggests the reverse; it focuses on improving the purchasing power of rural households by increasing their incomes through off-farm and on-farm non-agriculture activities as the strategy for improving food and nutrition security. Furthermore, in its conceptualisation of poverty and agriculture modernisation, the DSIP makes the rather unfounded proposition that “agriculture’s ability to generate income for the poor, particularly women, is more important for food security than its ability to increase local food supplies” (Ibid.). Solving food insecurity by promoting market dependency for food rather than self-sufficiency will gradually increase the vulnerability and deprivation of the rural and peri-urban poor through the exploitative profit-maximising behaviour of capitalist capital in agriculture. On understanding capitalist capital, Harvey (2010) says that capital never solves its crisis problems; it only moves them around. It moved the problems from one sector to another, starting out from the oil crisis, the food crisis and the financial crisis, finding now safe haven in the agricultural sector. Secondly, it moves them across geographic locations. Initially, capital problems were located in urban areas, but with the penetration of capital into rural communities by agriculture liberalisation policies, commercialisation and commoditisation, the safe-sufficient rural households are not safe anymore – they are prone to capital limitations, to failures and weaknesses of the market.
3.4.
The “Empire”, Peasantry and the State
With the penetration of capitalist capital into subsistence agriculture has led to new forms and new spaces of production. Industrial and finance capital investors have come to invest in agriculture thereby instituting themselves as hybrid-capitalist-farmers and ‘speculation’ as part of this new pattern of farming (HLPE 2011: 16). It is this nature of pattern and ordering that Ploeg (2008: 3-4) refers to as the EMPIRE. The large scale food production and processing, global trading companies, agribusiness groups and state supporting apparatuses are dominant characteristics of the Empire (Ibid.). To express this further, I use the example of the banana industry in Uganda.

The case of banana farmers in central and south-western Uganda reveals contradictions and pressures felt by smallholder peasant farmers in Uganda during this era of modernisation of agriculture. Banana farmers in south-western and central regions are characterised by peasant-like forms of farming system; highly labour intensive and using simple and locally developed technology. The comparative advantage of bananas is in the fertile lands, sheer number of farming households engaged in banana farming (Labour size); “It is considerably significant that bananas are cultivated by up to 75% of farmers and constitutes the chief dietary component for more than 60% of the country’s urban population (...)” (Museveni, 2008: 49).

Under the Presidential Initiative on Banana Industrial Development (PIBID) which is part of the government’s agriculture modernisation programme, PIBID’s main goal is to add value to bananas by transforming banana into secondary products like banana flour sold on the world market as a substitute of wheat. The processed, labelled and packaged bananas are directed at international markets and partially at local and regional markets (PIBID, 2011). 

This is the transformation of a local staple food crop into a cash crop this trajectory of rural transformation highlights the disconnectedness of the government’s ideals and interventions to the on-ground reality where smallholder farmers’ livelihoods are to lose their food source on the promise of more profit income if they produce directly for the processing enterprises that represent the government’s interests of turning the agriculture sector into a revenue generating sector. 

The farmers involved in this programme have to follow specific science-led production, processing and value addition practises with the promise of quick access to profitable market chains resulting in increased household incomes (Ibid.).

Table 2- Average 5-year Food crop production - Uganda
	 
	1980
	1981-85
	1986-1990
	1991-1995
	1996-2000
	2001-2005
	2006-2009

	Rice, paddy
	        17,000 
	          19,000 
	       32,600 
	       71,400 
	         91,200 
	      128,000 
	     174,944 

	Maize
	      286,000 
	        368,000 
	     469,000 
	     758,200 
	      914,400 
	  1,201,600 
	  1,797,351 

	Millet
	      459,000 
	        447,600 
	     538,600 
	     612,400 
	      544,800 
	      629,000 
	     485,816 

	Cassava
	   2,072,000 
	    3,013,800 
	 3,252,000 
	  2,713,600 
	   3,516,200 
	  5,432,800 
	  3,931,061 

	Potatoes
	      166,000 
	        176,000 
	     189,000 
	     322,400 
	      397,800 
	      553,760 
	     396,984 

	Sweet potatoes
	   1,200,000 
	    1,584,800 
	 1,721,200 
	  2,000,000 
	   2,074,000 
	  2,594,200 
	  2,254,479 

	Groundnuts, in shell
	        70,000 
	          94,800 
	     135,400 
	     146,000 
	      126,400 
	      192,000 
	     238,151 

	Bananas 

(Food, desert and beer)
	      369,000 
	        402,000 
	     486,000 
	     578,987 
	      599,052 
	      602,596 
	     577,931 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: FAOSTAT, 2011

Unit of production: Tonne

	From 1980 to 2007 the data was generated based on Uganda. Census of 

	Agriculture (1963/65) with improvements using the Uganda National  

	Household Census(1989/90) and the Uganda Census of Agriculture 

	(1991/92 and 1992/93).
	
	
	


The push for standardised banana production to feed the processing plant does change the production process. Even without the processing plant, bananas have been produced in large quantities for a long period of time. This implies an internal demand of bananas as a staple for most households in the central, south and western parts of Uganda. Other staples produced in large quantities among others include sweet potatoes, cassava, potatoes and maize as indicated in table 2. 
It is safe to assume that production of bananas among smallholders was induced by the lure of the market profits but because it was and still is a household staple that many depend on. Therefore, availability of market for bananas is not the problem as it is largely consumed by many households; the challenges are rather the poor roads and transport facilities for bananas to reach the plate when they are still fresh from the farm. Komarek (2010) gives emphasis to the transport concerns saying that reducing the economic costs of distance to market plays an important role in agriculture development, although his interest is to facilitate commercialisation of the banana sector (Komarek, 2010: 1). Many studies around bananas in Uganda focus on the profitability of non-traditional cash crops of which majority are food crops while airbrushing the alternative role these food crops play.  Bagamba (2007) indicates that banana is the most profitable of all the crops grown, however, imperfections in the markets push farmers to allocate more land and labour to the less profitable annual crops (sweet potatoes, maize and cassava). He however acknowledges that these non-profitable crops are significant in meeting household food requirements (Bagamba, 2007: v, 33, and 91).

The banana market in Uganda is very complex and has many chain players. In contrast to the affirmation by the PIBID, the question is not lack of market or low prices: A market study was conducted in eight districts from central, eastern and western Uganda, which are the main banana producing regions with 70% from western, 20% from central and 10% from eastern Uganda (Ngambeki 2010). This study indicated that there is a big local market for bananas, but the benefits to the farmers are lost due to the trading system. As Ngambeki (2010: 1) explains:

The results indicated that 70% of farmers market their produce through middlemen, receiving Ugsh (Ugandan Shillings) 1,408/bunch. This implied that some of the agents and brokers shared part of the farm gate farmers’ market share was only 20%. About 11% of farmers were selling as informal groups, obtaining 44% of the wholesalers’ price at the nearest loading centre. Only 19% of the farmers organized into collective marketing groups. Selling directly to wholesalers or contracted buyers earned Ugsh 3,360/bunch, equivalent to 67% of the wholesalers’ price at the nearest loading centre. 
These findings challenge the claim that agriculture produce needs value adding if it is to generate more income. To the contrary, this study suggests that the appropriate strategy to improve incomes for rural farmers would be for the government to set better trading systems that would benefit the farmers – and not to run for processing and exporting. Developing the local market has two main benefits: first, the food traded is consumed by the local people, thus maintaining a constant food supply. Second, the income is spread across the farming communities – not only those that can produce to the quality required to supply the banana processing plant, but all farmers that can produce food consumable at the local standards.

.

	 
	Table 3                            Range years- Food Supply Quantity

	Item
	1980
	1985
	1990
	1995
	2000
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Bananas
	24.8
	24.7
	26.8
	23.5
	21.2
	18.1
	17.6
	17.0

	Beans
	16.4
	15.8
	19.3
	14.1
	14.0
	13.8
	11.3
	11.8

	Cassava
	101.1
	121.3
	126.9
	69.8
	95.8
	96.8
	97.0
	95.3

	Groundnuts (Shelled Eq)
	2.7
	2.9
	4.4
	3.4
	2.8
	2.7
	2.5
	2.6

	Maize
	20.1
	15.3
	22.5
	25.6
	29.1
	26.1
	24.9
	24.2

	Millet
	25.1
	22.4
	23.0
	19.6
	17.1
	16.2
	16.0
	16.5

	Potatoes
	8.9
	8.1
	8.5
	13.3
	13.3
	13.8
	14.4
	14.4

	Rice
	3.0
	1.7
	2.6
	3.8
	7.0
	7.4
	6.3
	7.1

	Sweet Potatoes
	80.6
	95.6
	81.2
	90.2
	83.4
	77.1
	75.3
	72.2

	Source: FAOSTAT, 2011
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Table 3 shows a decrease in major food supply, which does not collate with the relative increase in production of most of these foods, as shown in table 2. The limited supply per household would imply unsatisfactory production increase in relation to population increase. Therefore, the logical step would be for the government to promote increased production. On cursory survey, the government seems to be doing that, as indicated by the DSIP. However, promoting agriculture production in the DSIP does not necessarily mean availability of increased food supply.

DSIP and its related programmes like the PIBID are devised for exporting a greater amount of agricultural products. Therefore, the increase in food production will not be felt at household level with more food on the plate. The paradox of developing agriculture is that there is potential for considerable wealth, but the local peasants and farmers are side-lined from having real benefits from these changes. The new food system that develops around this industry-based agro-processing centres has the capabilities to raise significant capital; this is why the Uganda government has opened up the genetically modified (GM) market for bananas, claiming that science and investments will enable increased productivity (Rice, 2011). The ideological dominance on GM crops falls within the scientific group supported by the research funders and political elites. The resistance against GM has been wrapped into the idea of responsibility: “Somebody who is hungry does not have a choice. GM, organic or whatever – you have to feed the people” (Rice, 2011). What is missing from this statement are answers to the questions of how the replanting will be addressed, who will pay for the seeds, whether transfer of seedlings is acceptable or if they have to be bought from the seed company, and what the possible health risks are (since this is untested science). 
On the production side, the processed banana flour has been availed to Japanese wholesalers through the Japan External Trade Organisation. The Japanese mission in Uganda applauded the PIBID venture, saying it was interests in the raw material (not food). The director of PIBID goes further to coarse the districts governments to promote commercialised bananas farming, since it is a ‘raw material required at the world market’, not as a source of food for the Ugandan population (Aruho, 2011).

In a recent study, the opening regional markets in Sudan, DR. Congo, Rwanda and Kenya also increased food sales from Uganda to the point that there is a worry to keep food for the local consumers (Pali et al., 2011). A sample of other non-traditional exports from Uganda suggests an increase in food exports (table 4) which is a good strategy for raising national revenue, but hurts local food supply.

	Table 4- Agro-Exports Uganda

	 
	2008
	2005
	2000
	1995
	1990
	1980

	Commodity
	Quantity (tonnes)

	Coffee, green
	        183,128 
	       110,100 
	         141,489 
	         168,860 
	         142,559 
	         141,930 

	Tobacco, unmanufactured
	          26,835 
	         23,685 
	           15,324 
	             5,116 
	             2,269 
	                 300 

	Tea
	          46,022 
	         36,532 
	           26,388 
	 
	             4,760 
	                 526 

	Sugar Refined
	          36,703 
	            5,935 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Palm oil
	          12,411 
	            3,324 
	             1,301 
	             1,050 
	 
	 

	Sesame seed
	          10,155 
	            7,411 
	             1,437 
	             9,314 
	             9,207 
	 

	Beans, dry
	          30,084 
	         22,531 
	           19,673 
	           29,333 
	             9,278 
	 

	Flour of Maize
	          42,064 
	         26,873 
	             4,539 
	           16,830 
	 
	 

	Rice Broken
	          21,980 
	            7,442 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Maize
	          24,489 
	         59,814 
	             4,156 
	           69,320 
	           26,733 
	 

	Sorghum
	          15,509 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


 Source: FAOSTAT, 2011

The expectation that food availability will be met through the market takes away the security, autonomy and sovereignty of Ugandans who most depend on their land and agriculture to meet their food demands.

Farmers convinced to enter commercial banana farming may experience the so-called “vanilla catastrophe”, referring to the time when the vanilla crop was introduced as a cash crop in Uganda, around the year 2004. When vanilla prices went down on the world market due to overproduction, the farmers who had specialised on commercial vanilla farming had to cut down most of the plantations, losing all their investments and being left without their source of income (Falk, 2009: 16). Vanilla prices tend to follow the boom-and-bust cycle, a distinct scenario with any product cycle in the capitalist market system. A recent example of a market-product cycle on the world market would be the housing boom-and-bust.
The PIBID and DSIP are misplaced and counterproductive in the fight against hunger and poverty. Allocating food to external markets while draining domestic markets is not the solution to food security. Developing local mechanisms of exchange can play a double role of generating income and keeping food in the local markets, which would ensure sustained food supplies. Yet, when global capital comes into play, the government seems to give a green light as long as revenue can be achieved. Uganda maize as another staple in the likely event is joining the world market of bio-fuels. The Ministry of Agriculture has indicated that an Indian investor is interested in large-scale maize production, and the government has given a go ahead (Ibid.). The opening up of bio-fuels feedstock is personally overseen by the President in his campaign for locals to support foreign companies growing Jatropha oil crops (Museveni, 2011b), and the land giveaway for palm oil plantations on the Ssese Islands and Mabira forest for sugarcane. The President is now labelled ‘the chief architect of the plan’, since he personally organised the land giveaway and makes claims of increase of revenue (Kiggundu, 2011).

The excuse given by the Minister of Agriculture is that they are not able to stop the investor, since there is freedom of trade and investment (Falk, 2009: 16).  The loophole within the ‘trade for development’ approach is that not all liberalisation is good. Most Sub-Saharan countries, and Uganda in particular, have either failed to see the limitations of liberalised agriculture investment and trade or they have not and cannot do anything about it – they ‘sold’ their sovereignty to the World Bank and the WTO. The United States of America as the biggest proponent of ‘free trade’ has the biggest agricultural protection. Political survival of the presidency rests with availability of food, thus the protection of the agriculture sector accorded national security status protected by the Defence Protection Act (Friedmann, 1993: 36). For Europe, agriculture protection shifted from using protective agricultural policies of tariff controls to redesigning trade protection around domestic support for farm prices (Ibid.: 56).

In this tariff-free world market, coordinated by the WTO and enforced through its multilateral trade agreements, the developing countries are at a loose. As much as these ‘poor’ countries have tried to resist an all-out free trade (Falk, 2009: 8), they still cannot resist the political and finance capital from the OECD countries and foreign corporations. With the decades-long agriculture modernisation and moderate food production increase, Uganda still has to import food. Three of the top agro-imports are foods (rice – broken and milled, wheat and cassava), so it fails to make sense when the government is investing in food export agriculture rather than promoting local food availability. Chart 1 shows the most important agriculture-related imports in terms of quantity, with wheat leading the pack. This is understandable given that Uganda is not a sufficient wheat producer.

Chart 1
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Source: FAOSTAT, 2011
The The government’s emphasis on science and market philosophy will lead to further destruction of the local food systems that have sustained households for centuries. According to the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, the biggest threat to banana production is the lack of diversity in its genetic stock. Uganda has more than 84 distinct varieties of bananas, though some are “non-scientifically” confirmed, and most grown in Uganda are considered endemic (indigenous) to the East African highlands (Karamura, 1998).

The introduction of GM banana will lead to a loss of biodiversity, as the banana varieties will reduce. This will open up space for more disease and pest attacks, since genetic engineering reinforces uniformity, making the whole sector susceptible to disease (Hockridge, 2011).

 The type of food system emerging out of Uganda does not support self-sufficiency and sustainability, but rather promotes the rise of the “Empire” with food production and supply under the control and ownership of single local and foreign corporations. There is no ‘trickle down’ when it comes to this closed system of production and distribution. Ploeg (2008) stresses this in a more satirical way by referring to the concentration of wealth creation within corporate agriculture as ‘parasitic’. Corporations act like ‘vampires feeding off local resources until they are exhausted, in the meanwhile transporting all the wealth extracted back to their home countries or shift to other regions or areas of investment (Ibid.: 70-71). 

There is a likelihood that the processed banana flour will go back to the farmer as a purchased food, only bought at the market at a higher price tag compared to what the farmer received for the initial banana. I do not think that this is the essence of value-adding; the PIBID emphasis on accessing international banana markets is misplaced and counterproductive to household food sufficiency, as it fails to maintain a stable food supply on the local markets.

The banana case represents a larger concern in agriculture, where new production spaces are frequently growing (large scale, new crops, food-crops for cash crops) and do require specific skill sets and capital inputs; this is the creation of a new ordering in Uganda’s agriculture that will bring in new producers and exporters. One may ask why the government does not protect the local population from the “vampires”, but for the corporate production and distribution system to take hold, the government elites will have been in the know. It takes legal and government approval to make most of these transactions possible. The material accumulation of the corporate capital is facilitated by ideological half-truths spread by the government elite (scientists, politicians and bureaucrats). The marketing and pricing of agricultural inputs and produce was mainly through marketing boards and a limited number of licensed traders. The producer prices were controlled by government, and commodities were sold largely in the unprocessed form (Nayenga 2008). With liberalisation, however, the government has to ‘look away’ and let the market system run its course. At the same time, there is unevenness in this logic, because, as indicated earlier, most developed countries still protect their markets. 

The government will give an impression that its goal is to improve the lives of its people, thus requiring distinct means by setting conditions, and the rest will follow with their own instincts (Scott, 1998). The choice of adopting the market system was by the ‘government’ and the government alone with an illusion of consultation. Market-led strategy for agricultural development was adopted by the Museveni government. This drives the agricultural sector development plan (Plan for Modernisation of Agriculture) and was initiated under the reconstruction programme funded by aid from the World Bank/IMF structural adjustment packages of the 1980s (Belshaw et al. 1997: 77). Persuasion will be employed by neutralising the goals and objectives of the government development initiatives, but this comes with a challenge: where distant and invisible power operates within the system, “people are not necessarily aware of how their conduct is being conducted or why, so the question of consent does not arise” (Li, 2007). The optimism here is that individuals can have the will to improve not as ‘deficient subjects whose conduct is to be conducted (Ibid.).

In 2004, the President of the Republic of Uganda, Museveni (in IDEA Uganda 2004: 2), stated:

With regard to agriculture, we are waging a modernization crusade through the availability of improved seeds and other farm inputs, as well as demand-driven extension service delivery systems. 
The president’s statement suggests that the seed companies will have government protection. The personal appeal by the president for support of the investors indicates more clearly that the state’s choice of action directly supports the rise of the ‘Empire’, which will gradually see to it the fall of the peasantry. In Scott (1998), the state has always failed to represent the actual complexity of natural and social processes. Looking at the course taken by the state, simply aiming for profit and productivity increase fails to integrate the real concerns of the farmers’ households and communities (Scott, 1998).
Li contributes to the governance question by arguing that conflict arises out of man’s overlapping interests with wealth, resources (land, water). The positionality in relation to these interests determines the course of the actions and reactions (Li, 2007). With this context, the ideas with in the DSIP and related programmes like the PIBID will represent the interests of those in position to benefit, giving meaningless participation to the rural farmer.

After this exploration of the market-led modernisation strategy, the distribution and resource allocation systems greatly impede the capabilities of peasant farmers to grow and prosper as farmers. It ends a realisation that the peasantry has gotten a raw deal from this arrangement.
Chapter 4 
Conclusion 
“We are commoditising everything, and losing sight that its food, that it is something people need. We are trading lives”. (Farmer quoted in Magdoff, 2010)
And indeed we are trading our live. That’s the final reflection on the agriculture development strategy and investment plan in its attempt to increase market access for local farmers ‘produce. This paper started by locating the smallholder farmers also referred to as peasants within the peasant – entrepreneurial production system dichotomy. The methodology was embedded in the theoretical perspective of political economy of agrarian change which takes the assumption by looking at the power structures on can deduce who does what when and why thus determining who will benefit from agriculture.

Through trade, it is believed modern societies propelled themselves out of poverty and ignorance by exchanging what they produced and as societies grew bigger and more complex, survival depended on who had something to offer at the market, therefore the survival of the peasantry and the triumph over poverty has to be through trade. That’s how rural households, majority agricultural family farmers have been compelled to join the commodity market. They have two products for the market; one, they could increase their production surplus and have a lot left-over for the market, and two they could abandon agriculture and join the labour force as industry workers (off-farm and non-agricultural) or on-farm labourers. That way they would have alternative sources of income to meet their food, health, education and social needs. This can be termed as market dependency; relaying on the market to provide food through market exchange and only those with the capability can produce food. This capability includes economies of scale (land, investment capital and labour/machinery) and the information and technology to produce the quality and quantity expected on a standardised market system.

The dependency on the market runs contrary to what peasants and small family farmers come to survive. There is need for self-sustenance and capability to re-use what has been produced to further the production and consumption cycle. The failure and/or blatant evasion to understand how peasants work and live has led to oppressive institutional and structural systems out of the design and conduct of most development interventions.

 Marginalisation is one of the amalgamated consequences of marketization and commercialisation of agriculture and the root cause of poverty. The efforts to bring the market and entrepreneurial logics into the peasant mode of farming have instead marginalised and are destroying the peasantry rather than strengthen it. Poverty is linked with the inability of people to determine their own destiny. A number of key elements of food and agricultural production among peasants have been ignored intentionally or due to power influences when highlighting the expected benefits of the market and trade mechanisms. In Uganda’s case, to understand the impacts of shifting from the peasant agricultural system to a more capitalist/entrepreneurial agricultural system, different factors have to be taken into account especially the priorities of the modernisation strategy, the (different) ways in which production, distribution and appropriation of value are organised and how that links to the development debate (food, resource access, sustainability).

The outlook of the modernisation strategy is so distanced from the very people/group it claims to target. The two systems of entrepreneurial and subsistence agriculture are opposing approaches with different knowledge, science and ideals that cannot match. 

By building on the qualities of the peasantry –resilience, hard-working, non-materialistic nature, the government has an opportunity to make significant change to a significant portion of the economy for the possibilities have been dormant for a long time and ignored. Across the globe, there has been a realisation that the peasant mentality of resource use and survival is being adopted by more of people in urban and developed countries; the number of community gardens, roof top gardens, organic vegetable gardens. 

Thus, my understanding is that the peasant agricultural system is oriented towards less commoditised, less market conditions for (re)production as opposed to entrepreneurial farming which is heavily dependent on commoditised-resource allocation conditions. This is when innovation and skills to generate value from natural resources is subjected to market price and labour conditions. This subjection creates imbalances in the exchange capabilities, linked with differentiated access to strategic resources and the existence of central power figure or group that maintains this pattering and ordering (Long, 1986: 84).

The gap between rhetoric and reality in trade for development has reached ocean-size distances, and rather than wait, Uganda should learn from the Jamaican experience with liberalisation and trade as impetuses for development. The recommendations of the World Bank and IMF and the trade policies of the WTO – reducing tariffs for food imports, eliminating government support for farmers – are meant to directly undermine the ability of the developing countries to ably feed themselves and develop on their own. The contentious market liberalisation policy enforced by IMF affects the livelihoods and progress of the peasantry, since the basis of their livelihoods is destroyed by cheap food imports. The pin-point documentary Life and Debt (Black, 2003) demonstrates the destruction of Jamaican agriculture under pretext of agriculture development and trade for development. 

The comparative advantage in the agriculture sector that should be exploited by Uganda (DSIP 2010: 104) is rather unsubstantiated. There are clear winners and losers in a system that advocates for free competition, yet, the playing field is very uneven with protectionist trade policies in OECD countries. Alternatives have to be sought for, but in the meantime, demand for fairness in trade should be the strategy for all developing countries, taking an example from Jamaica at the Uruguay Round
, as it raised the anticipated problems from being a net food importer (Murphy 2010: 107).

The poor performance of the agricultural sector leads to an economy wide underperformance. But even with the minimal improvements, they are tired with in corporate capital (local and foreign) that little of the growth gets to be felt by the family farmer instead food prices are going up and more land is being appropriated from the subsistence sector for large scale mono-crop agriculture (biofuel feedstock , animal feed and niche agro-products like roses). The failure in agriculture fuels widespread poverty increase affecting the socio-economic and political stability of the nation. 

But there is hope, to farmers and to the world in-terms of having natural food. The re-assertion of the ‘peasant way’ across nations rural and urban has brought about a renewed interest in sustainable organic agriculture. The roof top gardens, the rural farmers associations and peasant movements like Via Campesina have re-affirmed what many in the politics and finance world have known all along, peasants can feed the world and the peasant mode of production is together with the reassertion of family farms, local networks, farmer cooperatives, struggles for autonomy against the power of Empire, households will prosper with abundant food and sources of income.

Does this mean the end to hunger and poverty? I think not, because there is more interconnectedness in society that one successful sector may be hampered by faults and bottlenecks in other sectors. It is through complementary, overlapping and synergistic, not competing efforts from the state, private sector and civil society in a wide range of activities that society can provide its inhabitants all the requirements they need. I end with a quote expressing the survival of the peasantry and the hopes of the future;

“Resistance is no longer a form of reaction but a form of production and action. … Resistance is no longer one of factory workers; it is a completely new resistance based on innovation … and on autonomous co-operation between producing [and consuming] subjects. It is the capacity to develop new, constitutive potentialities that go beyond reigning forms of domination”. (Negri quoted in Ploeg, 2008: 271-273).
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� To clarify, in this paper, peasantry, peasants and smallholders represent a production system and not a class or description of a group of society.


� Yoweri Kaguta Museveni- President of Republic of Uganda since 26 January 1986.


� “Retrenchment of the state pertains to the cutting of welfare; costs containment efforts the government tries to introduce. It mostly includes cutting generosity and restricting number of recipients. Most financial responsibilities are transferred to the individuals themselves. The state takes on a limited role and citizens take more responsibility for their own welfare” (Kangas, 2007: 1).


� “Prosperity for All” (PFA) or Bonna Bagaggawale, is the current government (National Resistance Movement) pledge to the people of Uganda of transforming Uganda from a poor peasant society into a modern industrial society; changing from subsistence production to produce high value crops for the market. See Museveni (2011a) for details. 


� In Uganda, non-traditional agricultural exports refer to agricultural, livestock and fisheries products that have been (re-)introduced as export commodities since Museveni came to power in 1986. They are supplementary alternative agro-exports as opposed to the traditional exports of coffee and cotton introduced during the colonial era.


� It is favourable to capital interested in attaining the profit margins in the agricultural sector. Government policy for development brings peasantry to face a process of development-by-dispossession where commercial agriculture is favoured against peasant rake-to-hoe agriculture.


� The establishment of the WTO is commonly referred to as the Marrakesh Agreement, signed in Marrakech, Morocco. This agreement developed out of the GATT, which was maintained as a separate treaty on top of the Multilateral Trade Agreements, binding to all members, and the Plurilateral Trade Agreements, binding to only those that accepted and signed the this plurilateral agreement (WTO, 2011).


� “The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) covers international trade in goods. The workings of the GATT agreement are the responsibility of the Council for Trade in Goods (Goods Council) which is made up of representatives from all WTO member countries” (WTO 2011).


� Co-production is the interaction of man and nature and how both the social and material elements are transformed into resources for (re)production. In relation to agriculture, especially peasant agriculture, it calls for a farming system that follows specific knowledge, political economy ordering and social networks that show respect and patience to living ecology (Ploeg, 1997: 41-42)


� “The commodity which the labourer (qua person) exchanges with the capitalist is labour power, the capacity to engage in concrete labour” (Harvey 2000: 107-108). The capitalist take on labour is that the capitalist investor and/or entrepreneur has the right to whatever labour produces, right to direct work and determine the labour process; determine work hours and rate of remuneration (Ibid.). This is highly contested and is the fundamental argument against wage labour under capitalism taken in this paper.


� “The Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) is an initiative of the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) aimed at fast-tracking growth and eradicating poverty and hunger within African countries. To achieve this, governments have pledged to increase agricultural spending, alongside policy and institutional changes to increase competitiveness at home and abroad; investment in technology and productivity; and improvement in marketing and transport” �ADDIN RW.CITE{{73 New Partnership for Africa's Development. 2003}}�(NEPAD, 2003)�.


� The New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) is a Programme of the African Union.


� The Uruguay Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) is the trade agreement that greatly extends corporate power relative to national (and public) power (Friedmann, Harriet 1994).





End Notes


� 	Uganda’s trade negotiations in the WTO are largely through a consultation process coordinated by the Inter-Institutional Trade Committee (IITC) which is made up of government institutions, private sector academicians and civil society organisations. The Minister of Tourism, Trade and Industry (MTTI) chairs the IITC and acts as its secretariat. The secretariat is the focal point for the WTO and chief government negotiator. The IITC however is not formally established in the government structure therefor its ability to negotiate and research is limited and dependent on donor funding. With the MTTI’s insufficient budget and a weak IITC, Uganda’s negotiation capabilities within the WTO are so limited thus unable to push for Uganda’s Interests in the trade negotiations.






















































































Appendix 1


Source: MAAIF, 2010: Pg.13


Appendix 1. DSIP Summary�
�
The vision�
A Competitive, Profitable and Sustainable Agricultural Sector�
�
Development Objectives�
Rural incomes and livelihoods increased


Household food and nutrition security improved�
�
Immediate Objectives


�
Factor productivity (land, labour, capital) in crops, livestock, and fisheries sustainably enhanced.


Markets for primary and secondary agricultural products within Uganda, the region and beyond developed and sustained.


Favourable legal, policy and institutional frameworks that facilitate private sector expansion and increased profitability along the entire value chain developed.


MAAIF and Agencies functioning as a modern, client-oriented organisation within an innovative, accountable, support environment�
�
Programme 1:


Production and Productivity�
Programme 2:


Markets and Value addition�
Programme 3:


The enabling Environment�
Programme 4:


Institutional Strengthening�
�
Sub-programme Objectives�
�
Enhanced contribution of agricultural research to sustainable agricultural productivity, competitiveness, economic growth, food security and poverty eradication.


Increased farmer access to relevant information, knowledge and technology through effective, efficient, sustainable and decentralized extension service coupled with increasing private sector involvement in line with government policy.


Reduced losses through improved control of pests, vectors and diseases.


Enhanced productivity of land through sustainable use and management of soil and water resources.


Water resources developed for agriculture on the basis of sustainable irrigation, water for livestock and aquaculture.


Increased use of labour saving technologies including appropriate mechanisation and other farm management related investments.


The war-affected population of Northern Uganda engage in productive and profitable agricultural and agribusiness activities to ensure food security and increase household income.


Accelerated production of selected strategic enterprises on the basis of specialization and agro-zoning�
Improved capacity for regulation and enforcement especially in safety standards and quality assurance across crops, livestock and fisheries.


Farmers have improved access to high quality inputs, planting and stocking materials.


Increased participation of the private sector in value addition activities and investment.


Expanded network of rural market infrastructure including appropriate structures to improve post-harvest losses.


The capacity of existing farmers’ organizations built up in management, entrepreneurship, and group dynamics so they can engage in value-chain activities especially collective marketing.�
Clear and predictable policy framework established and functioning.


Planning and policy responsibilities are undertaken in an efficient manner leading to improved formulation of policies, strategies, programmes and projects, more cost-effective interventions and increased efficiency of public expenditure.


Improved public education and communication around key agriculture and natural resource issues.


Public coordination responsibilities are undertaken in a coherent manner leading to improved management of sector policies and programmes.


Functioning Agricultural Statistics service providing timely and appropriate information to sector stakeholders.


Capacity for decision making in planning and budgeting processes improved by accurate and up-to date climate information and analysis.�
MAAIF and related agencies, strengthened, appropriately configured and equipped.


MAAIF HQ relocated to Kampala.


Productivity of sector personnel improved�
�
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