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“In a world overflowing with riches, it is an outrageous scandal that more than 850 million people suffer  
hunger and malnutrition and that every year over 36 million die of  starvation and related causes. We must  
take urgent action now.”

Jean Ziegler, UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food

The UK Food Group marked World Food Day on 16th October with a series of  member-led seminars, 
briefings, publication launches and debates. The seminars and debates described how food providers 
should be integrated into decision making processes and could be better supported in order to realise the 
Right to Food and food sovereignty. The full programme can be found here.

It was held in a week when the Food and Agriculture Organisation of  the UN was celebrating the Right to 
Food and the World Bank released its World Development Report 2008 on 'agriculture for development', 
and a year which might end with the imposition of  EU Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) on 
Africa.

The organisers were, Concern Worldwide (UK), Practical Action, Progressio and Send a Cow. The media 
advisory for the event said that food provision should be driven by the needs of  food for people and 
ecosystem stability, not the global market. “We need a food system led by farmers and consumers, not traders, which  
produces sufficient, wholesome food, secures livelihoods and sustains the environment.” 

Three issues that contribute towards realising the Right to Food were highlighted:
1. inclusion of  marginalised farmers and their organisations in decision making;
2. removal of  any restrictions – legal, commercial or technological – on farmers’ use, exchange and 

sale of  seeds;
3. redirection of  resources towards small-scale food production which integrates livestock and 

crops, enhancing diversity and the environment.

“Farmers should be centre stage in decision making.” said Patrick Mulvany, Chair, UK Food Group. “Yet, in many 
parts of  the world, most are forgotten, without a voice and often hungry themselves, as their lands, seeds, livestock breeds,  
markets and livelihoods are captured by more powerful corporate forces. It is only through the knowledge and skills of  these  
people, however, that we will achieve a resilient food system that will survive future shocks such as climate change. It’s time to 
defend farmers in order to realise the Right to Food and food sovereignty.” 

http://www.righttofood.org/
http://www.ukabc.org/wfd2007advisory.pdf
http://www.ukabc.org/wfd2007advisory.pdf
http://www.sendacow.org.uk/
http://www.progressio.org.uk/
http://www.practicalaction.org/
http://www.concern.net/
http://www.germanwatch.org/handel/epa-fly-e.pdf
http://www.ukfg.org.uk/docs/wdr2008.pdf
http://www.fao.org/righttofood/
http://www.fao.org/righttofood/
http://www.ukabc.org/wfd2007flyer.pdf
http://www.nyeleni2007.org/
http://www.fian.org/programs-and-campaigns/justiciability-of-the-right-to-food
http://www.fao.org/wfd2007/index_en.html
http://www.ukfg.org.uk/
http://www.ukfg.org.uk/
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Seminar:   
Livestock for Life

Chair: Martin Geake, Chief  Executive, Send a Cow: livestock for life

Redirect resources   towards environment-sustaining small-scale food production  
In this seminar, the agricultural development agency Send a Cow announced findings from recent 
evaluations of  its work which indicate that for Africa's rural poor the Right to Food is intrinsically linked 
with a right to own livestock. With over 70% of  Africa's rural poor struggling to grow enough food from 
land that is degraded or unsuitable for cultivation, the ownership and strategic management of  livestock 
can lead to widespread and sustainable benefits for farmers, their families and communities. It can also 
have a positive impact on climate change, capturing more greenhouse gases than are emitted. Monica 
Kapiriri, from Uganda, described how strong community groups are vital to long term success of  Send a 
Cow's projects.  Richie Alford, of  Send a Cow, presented a summary of  a recent environmental 
assessment of  its work.

The seminar asked the question, what is the impact of  community based livestock production in Africa, 
increasingly recognised as crucial for agricultural development, food security and environmental 
sustainability? However, pastoralists and smallholder farmers are also increasingly threatened by land 
pressures and global warming. Yet, it is only their systems that support local production and improve soils, 
adapt to climate change, and sustain diverse livestock which provide important foods, fibre and fuel. FAO 
is highlighting livestock this year with a report on the environmental impacts of  livestock production and 
an internationally agreed Global Plan of  Action to defend livestock diversity.

• Martin Geake – Background to Send a Cow: Working only in Africa (primarily East Africa), providing 
training and support to groups of  smallholders, helping them to achieve sustainable livelihoods. They 
work with all livestock, not only cows. 

• What do livestock provide?
o Food security – 30% of  protein intake for African farmers comes from livestock
o A stable income from selling products
o Manure – critical for sustainable farming systems, NB hybrid seeds and inorganic fertilisers 

haven’t worked for many.
o Way of  life for pastoralists 

• Recent FAO Report ‘Livestock’s Long Shadow’ – 1 billion people depend on livestock for their 
livelihoods, in one form or another. Livestock form the largest element of  most agricultural 
economies, and they are the fastest growing element of  them. Also livestock were the focus of  the 
recent FAO meeting in Interlaken on animal genetic diversity, at which the State of  the World’s 
Animal Genetic Resources was published.
 
Monica Kapiriri

• Monica Kapiriri – reviewed SAC’s projects in Northern Uganda in 2006, looking at how community 
groups are formed, and the role of  livestock. Uganda is predominantly an agricultural country, 77% 
of  the population involved in it. 17% of  GDP from agriculture.

• 90% livestock owned by small holders
• 3 main types of  cattle in Uganda – short, medium and longhorn varieties. Wars and rustling have 

affected the distribution of  livestock, meant people lost cows and livelihoods. 
• All seven agricultural systems practised in Uganda are livestock dependent
• A cow = prestige, wealth, economic security, traction, transaction in cultural ceremonies (e.g. 

weddings). When you are in trouble, you can sell/swap cows, means of  currency.
• SAC-Uganda pillars for effective livestock support 

o Promote ownership of  small manageable numbers, give farmers options. 
o Give livestock to women on behalf  of  household. 
o Special programmes targeting men, invest in behavioural change.
o Strengthening groups (most women involved are widows), when a husband dies the relatives 

come to take the resources, widows are left destitute. Livestock give security.
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http://www.virtualcentre.org/en/library/key_pub/longshad/A0701E00.htm
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo/programmes/en/genetics/documents/Interlaken/Final_Report_en.pdf
http://www.sendacow.org.uk/
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• Household survey (2000 households), 96% said they were economically better off  than before they 
had a cow. Some had opened bank accounts (significant for rural women to do so). The project fast-
tracked economic gains

• Women feel more appreciated, more able to participate in public talks. Now more women elected in 
community leadership groups  felt respected. Men share in more tasks now. 

• Manure and good soil management boost crop production. Testimonies show success. 
• 51% 82% said change in their diet was significant and or good, serving children vegetables daily from 

kitchen garden, and porridge with milk. Testimony of  child are walking at 9 months instead of  2 years 
for elder siblings. 
 
Richie Alford

• Richie Alford – programme coordinator of  SAC, presenting findings of  environmental study done by 
conservation group “A Rocha”. Trying to disprove “cows are killing the planet” headlines.

• Review looked at physical, social and economic impacts of  programme
• Uganda state of  the environment report lists soil fertility and soil erosion as two major issues
• Compost recycles nutrients, adding fertility to soil. Also improves soil structure, so when it rains or is 

dry, there is some substance to stop it being eroded away. 
• Social/Economic impacts – strengthened sense of  community, and increased economic activity. 
• Cow is fed in a stall with an exercise yard -  won’t destroy crops, farmers grow and bring food. 

Manure and urine kept for use as pesticide and compost. The first female calf  produced is passed on.
• Physical impact of  One cow placed with one family, in group with 42 members.  SAC Uganda 

supporting 101 groups.
• Provisional Environmental assessment  - some major emissions taken into account. Largest emission 

is the cow itself, then compost preparation. Local travel and office support are a fraction of  these, and 
air travel is a fraction even of  that. 

• Carbon capture – 100 multi-purpose trees for each project for food for cow, and biomass for stoves. 
Local production of  cow feed – no transport costs. Grass grown and compost added to soil. 

• Carbon cost of  one cow for 5 years is 12 tonnes, but carbon capture is 30 tonnes. i.e. 2.5 times 
positive impact. 

• Next step set up environmental monitoring plan for country programmes and UK office
 
Questions

• Measuring carbon capture is complex and people can always challenge your numerical assumptions – 
shouldn’t we consider rights-based arguments instead? Who are we to say “people shouldn’t have 
livestock”, when the figures show that the North produces 30 times more carbon per capita? 
Response: Yes, SAC do agree calculations complex, just trying to prove that a cow in itself  is not a bad 
thing for the environment, as a start. Next stage is to analyse process more thoroughly

• Does SAC’s work involve the district authorities in Uganda?    Response:  Veterinary service is privatised 
in Uganda, farmer must have cash to have sustainable livestock. SAC has a high profile in Uganda, so 
staff  in Kampala office are in contact with central govt and local govt.  Environmental plans 
developed at parish level and work upwards.

• Not everybody has the space for 100 trees and a cow-pen - are land restrictions not a problem? 
Response:  The system documented is only in use for Mbale, Uganda. Projects are tailored for each 
area, i.e. very different programme in Ethiopia where land scarcity is more of  an issue.

• Is SAC fostering an interest in the resurgence of  local breeds?   Response: First SAC used black/white 
(Friesian) cows, but they didn’t survive very well. Now they mostly use Zebu cattle, within which there 
are lots of  crossbreds and purebreds. Crossbreds have a high impact - combining hardiness of  
northern Ugandan types with higher milk yields (sometimes 10 times).

• How do you decide who gets a cow?     Response: The women’s groups decide the order of  receipt, and 
they have poverty criteria. Farmers pass on the first female offspring to another needy household. 
Sometimes there are problems, but in Uganda the programme has been very successful and is 
acclaimed by farmers and by government.
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Seminar: 
Farmers’ Rights to Seeds

Chair: Patrick Mulvany, Senior Policy Adviser, Practical Action

Farmers Rights to seeds must not be restricted by laws, commercial contracts or technology
The seminar presented the findings of  a recently published paper "Negotiating the Seed Treaty" - 
Practical Action Publishing’s critique of  NGO contributions to negotiations for the International Treaty 
on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture. The Governing Body of  Treaty met at the end of  
October. “The Treaty ought to enable farmers to freely use, exchange and sell their seeds, and for global resources to be  
made available through the Treaty to assist them to do this”, said Stuart Coupe. Future food supplies are 
threatened as local seed varieties disappear and farmers' dependence on commercial seed increases. 
Maintaining a wide diversity of  seeds will enable farmers to adapt their agriculture to changing climatic 
conditions. 

The authors described how the provisions on Farmers’ Rights, in particular, were agreed. They raised the 
critical importance, in the context of  climate change, of  Farmers’ Rights to enhancing their seeds and 
other agricultural biodiversity in situ and on-farm in order to secure future food supplies. Looking at Africa 
in particular, they described the urgency for implementing the Treaty to counter the threat of  "genetic 
meltdown" from the wide spread use of  limited numbers of  modern varieties through, for example, (GM) 
food aid and maize/fertilizer starter packs. On the eve of  the second meeting of  the Governing Body of  
the Treaty that discussed the implementation of  Farmers’ Rights, they described the roles that NGOs, 
farmers’ organisations and other actors could have in formal negotiations as well as in promoting practical 
work that will ensure seed security.

• There is a link to the livestock issue - not only is livestock diversity haemorrhaging (1 breed lost per 
month), it is lower than in any other type of  food species. Only 4 companies own the genetics of  
poultry production worldwide. 

• The 2007 Wilderswil declaration on livestock diversity, agreed at a meeting held in parallel to the FAO 
Interlaken Conference, focuses on the issue of  the dominance of  industrial livestock production 
systems that are the cause of  genetic erosion. The relevance of  this is that the issues in livestock 
keepers’ rights and farmers’ rights to seeds have similarities. 

• The Governing Body of  the International Seed Treaty (IT PGRFA) is to meet for the second time at 
the end of  October with Farmers’ Rights an important item on their agenda. Implementing these 
rights of  farmers through the operative Article 9 of  the Treaty as well as in other related provisions 
will also realise actions committed to 11 years ago at the Leipzig conference on plant genetic 
resources which prioritised on-farm conservation and sustainable use. The Treaty provides the legal 
framework for these actions. 

• The Convention on Biological Diversity will meet in Rome and Bonn in 2008 and agricultural 
biodiversity issues, including the implementation of  actions to realise the rights of  farmers, will be on 
the agenda.
 
Stuart Coupe and Roger Lewins

• Concentrated on the “farmers’ rights” aspect of  the International Seed Treaty story, analysing the 
interaction between FAO, civil society and government, over 20 year period. Concluded in 2001, and 
treaty came into force in 2004 - FAO has established a governing body for its implementation. 
“International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture” is the full name. An 
account of  the involvement of  NGOs in the process of  formulation of  the Treaty is given in their 
paper “Negotiating the Seed Treaty”, which is here. 

• Agricultural biodiversity is needed to allow communities to adapt to risks, e.g. climate change and 
water scarcity. Farmers are increasingly dependent on external seed supplies. Agriculture is back on 
the international donor agenda – but there is danger that a top-down agenda prevails.

• The “Farmers’ Rights” concept grew out of  awareness of  increasing leverage of  multinational biotech 
firms in agriculture, and their self-coined idea of  “Plant Breeders’ Rights”. 

• Farmers should have customary rights to save, grow, share, sell, and develop plant varieties, and 
should be able to participate in discussions that may affect these rights. The FAO commissioned the 
Farmers Rights Project in 2004, now on agenda of  the next Governing Body of  the Treaty. 
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ftp://ftp.fao.org/ag/agp/planttreaty/gb2/gb2w4e.pdf
http://www.fni.no/farmers/main.html
http://practicalaction.org/docs/advocacy/negotiatingseedtreatycoupe.pdf
http://www.cbd.int/doc/meeting.aspx?mtg=COP-09
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• Rights as ownership concept doesn’t fit with local reality - traditional knowledge is complex and seeds 
should be shared, not owned. Caricature is “stewardship v ownership” – seed treaty is fairly neutral, 
but does overall focus on stewardship approach.

• Key priorities – get the seed industry to share their profits with the farmers for their on-farm 
conservation activities, and maintain access for them to plant genetic resources. In 1998 the treaty 
negotiations came to a crunch, with southern and northern negotiators clashing. The result was a 
foregone conclusion, and now the treaty now only recognises farmers’ rights at a national level, not a 
global level.

• “Boutique biodiversity projects” are misleading – there is need to work in areas where biodiversity has 
been lost and farmers are struggling. It is hard work to re-introduce lost seeds, but this needs to be 
done. Farmers are pressured to use unreliable external systems of  seed provision – system needs to be 
more long-term, need genetic diversity on farm. 

• Building food sovereignty – need to avoid situation where, as soon as there is a drought, the there is 
an immediate reversion to importing novel seeds and fertilizers and displacing valuable local farmers’ 
varieties. Not saying a blanket “no” to fertiliser or hybrid seeds, just that all these things need to 
discussed by local people, so the private sector can engage properly, and the farmers can make the 
decision. Need to avoid “one-size-fits-all”.
 
Questions

• Should we take on semantics of  “rights” – is justice not enough? Rights often means confrontation. It 
can involve codification and restriction of  what’s possible. === The concept didn’t come out of  
human right’s discourse, but as an opposition to “plant breeders’ rights”, a special form of  IPR 
coined by the biotech firms and seed breeders. This issue will be taken on in the next issue of  
“Seedling” – the FAO has ignored the debate. 

• Why are CSOs having difficulty engaging? === It is a challenge for CSOs to impact these decisions, 
especially when they take place over a 20-year period. Intellectual property hard to work on, and many 
NGOs have ignored it – the only real focus has been on medicines. IPR disputes over food will be the 
future, needs long-term commitment, and the strategies of  NGO campaigns are by nature too short 
for this kind of  thing.

• POI - Even if  you save your own seed in this country, you still have to pay a fee to the seed company. 
The plant breeders have a monopoly, and industrial farming creates this model where diversity is 
narrowed, and monoculture crops are the norm. 

• What is the function of  an instrument like the seed treaty to address the problem of  biodiversity loss? 
=== Mobilising resources is the key element – instead of  getting tied down by the issue of  “who 
owns what” in a hybrid seed, should concentrate on what is still there, and how practices can be 
brought back into areas where they have been lost.

• POI - IPRs are not rights, they’re privileges. The seed treaty recognises that farmers have had and 
exercised their responsibility for the past millennia. We need to influence the individuals running the 
seed companies at these meetings – these aren’t just monolithic organisations. 

• Plant breeders would be less keen to take on their rights, if  they had more responsibilities – we should 
legally enforce that biotech firms take responsibility for the preservation of  biodiversity.

Lunchtime Information Sharing Session
In an interactive information sharing session at lunchtime, among others: Tearfund presented their report 
“Prepare to live: Strengthening the resilience of  communities to manage food insecurity in the Sahel 
region”; Action against Hunger (UK) presented their latest book “The Justice of  Eating: The Struggle for 
Dignity in Recent Humanitarian Crises”, published by Pluto Press on World Food Day; Concern 
Worldwide UK talked about their “Unheard Voices” campaign; Garden Organic / HDRA international 
programme highlighted their work on nutrition, health and the right to food; Geoff  Tansey gave advanced 
notice about his new book “The Future Control of  Food: A Guide to International Negotiations and 
Rules on Intellectual Property, Biodiversity and Food Security” to be published by Earthscan at the end of  
the year; Heritage Seed Library updated participants about the European Peasant Seeds Network that was 
set up in Halle at the 3rd “Let’s Liberate Diversity” seminar attended by the UK Food Group, a potential 
member of  the network;  The UK Food Group presented its media advisory for World Food Day. 
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http://www.ukabc.org/wfd2007advisory.pdf
http://www.gentechnikfreie-saat.de/Downloads/Flyer programmenglisch.pdf
http://www.gardenorganic.org.uk/hsl/index.php
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http://www.aahuk.org/HungerWatchreport.htm
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Panel debate:

The future for marginalised farmers in Africa
Chair: Ruchi Tripathi, Head of  Policy and Campaigns at Concern Worldwide (UK)

• Alastair Bradstock (FARM-Africa) - Getting agricultural policies right
• Chris Penrose-Buckley (Christian Aid) – Farmers left behind
• Mohammed Issah (SEND foundation, Ghana) –EU Economic Partnership Agreement
• Arabella Fraser (Oxfam GB) – analysis of  WDR 2008
• Tim Waites (DFID) – DFID’s policy and work on agriculture

Farmers must be at the heart of  decision making
Concern Worldwide called on the DFID to ensure that the world’s poorest farmers are at the heart of  
policy efforts to tackle hunger and meet the millennium development goals. Despite the fact that the 
majority of  people living in absolute poverty are from poor farming families, national agricultural policies 
often fail to recognise them and donors fail to reach them.  “Policy makers, including DFID, must listen to the  
voices of  the world’s poorest farmers to ensure that their specific circumstances are taken into account when developing policies  
that affect their lives.” said Ruchi Tripathi. 

This panel addressed the question of  the future of  poor farmers in Africa. The poorest farmers are left 
out when governments and donors support only those with the most potential. They are advised to get 
out of  agriculture and look for alternative livelihoods. There is very little focus in making marginal 
farming viable so farmers can grow enough food for their families and communities now and in the 
future. The panel will comment on the current situation affecting poor farmers in Africa, donor 
interventions and national government priorities as well as the constraints faced by poor farmers, reasons 
to support them and potential solutions.

Introduction Ruchi Tripathi, Concern Worldwide, UK
• Marginal farmers = subsistence farmers. Renewed interest on agriculture focuses on large-scale 

production, even NGOs usually only work with farmers who are already linked to markets. 
Agriculture is presented as an engine for growth, but it is also much more than that. 

• Look at the progress of  implementation of  DFID’s policy on agriculture. DFID used to focus more 
on food security, but now the focus is on growth. This has the potential to leave out those farmers 
who aren’t connected to markets, and are only concerned with feeding their families and communities. 
The renewed international focus on the agricultural sector must ensure it supports marginal 
subsistence farmers.
 
Arabella Fraser, OXFAM GB – World Development Report 2008 

• New Oxfam policy note - “What agenda now for agriculture?”. This week sees the first World 
Development Report on agriculture since 1982. Core message is for donors and LDC governments to 
invest in agriculture - for growth, food security, and environmental sustainability.

• WDR writers have seen the political importance of  influencing ministries of  finance. Dichotomy 
between “favoured” and “less favoured” areas for farming, (in place of. “viable” and “non-viable” 
terms that have been dropped in the final report). Should not ignore arid areas due to little potential 
for large-scale production for growth. The report still carries a strong message of  trade liberalisation, 
despite many protestations from civil society.

• Policy delivery: What role for the state? Practically, this issue is crucial to the livelihoods of  a huge 
proportion of  the population in LDCs. Unfortunately the WDR emphasises the old recipe of  “rolling 
back” the state which is unhelpful in today’s development context.    

• A new independent report from the “Independent Evaluation Group” is damning of  the World 
Bank’s role in assisting agriculture from 1991-2006.
 
Mohammed Issah – SEND Foundation (see annexed paper)

• Smallholders produce 90% of  the food for developing countries, but are still not consulted on issues 
of  international and national food policy – they are neglected. The impact of  trade liberalisation has 
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been enormous, due to emphasis on encouraging export, which suits already-“viable” large-scale 
farmers. 

• Restricted access to credit - Little access to credit because small producers are seen as not “viable”. 
• Removal of  subsidies - IMF structural adjustment policies removed subsidies which supported small 

farmers, so the cost of  production has increased massively. Now only large-scale farmers can access 
credit, and invest in their future. 

• Reduction of  tariff  levels – In Ghana, tariff  levels have been set at under 20% which has led to the 
influx of  foreign imports. It is estimated that 30% of  exported chicken from Europe to West Africa 
ends up in Ghana. Between 1998-2004 the increase in European chicken products was over 710%, 
and small-scale producers of  chicken could not compete, as the imports were satisfying local demand. 
Previously, Ghanaians used to eat whole chickens, but imports come in various forms, i.e. whole 
chicken, or chicken parts. This has in turn influenced the Ghanaian consumer to prefer chicken parts, 
which has hit small producers hardest – they don’t have processing plants. 

• Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) - core is trade liberalisation. The tariff  on chicken products 
is currently 20%, but with the EU EPA it will be 0% in a few years. CSOs need to make their 
concerns known to ECOWAS, so the negotiation of  the EPA is influenced –due to be completed by 
December 2007 but West African countries will not sign. EU says that it will not consider any 
alternative to the current draft agreement but it will worsen the livelihoods of  smallholder farmers.
 
Chris Penrose-Buckley – Christian Aid

• Four African case studies in a new Christian Aid paper ‘Farmers Left Behind’ - how can agricultural 
growth lead to pro-poor growth? Five lessons from the paper: 
1. The market-led growth model is likely to fail the majority of  smallholders, as it focuses on high 

potential areas. Research shows there are too many smallholders to benefit from this “trickle-
down” approach, even with safety nets. 

2. Improved fertiliser provision is essential for pro-poor growth – organic fertiliser (manure) is best, 
but there are availability limitations. It is hard to scale up a small NGO study to a national level, 
e.g. on soil management. 

3. Collective action is essential for influence and market access – smallholders are ignored because 
they are not organised. Pastoralists in Kenya got together and changed government policy. 
Greater investment in bottom-led farmer organisations is needed.

4. Need to recognise and respond to government failure – recently northern NGOs have focused 
too much on donor failures. Opposite in the south, they blame governments! 

5. Donors need to revise the type/method of  aid delivery– conditionality ineffective across sub-
Saharan Africa. Donors focus too much on market-led growth and a minimal role for the state. 
Catch 22, because the need for the state to intervene most, is in the food staple markets, but this 
is where they are most reluctant to do so! Need more project-specific funding – budget support 
funding does not go straight to farmers.

 
Tim Waites – DFID policy division

• The DFID policy paper emphasises that agricultural growth is good for the poor, creates jobs, and 
allows sustainable pro-poor growth. Can’t just focus on farmers, need to ensure a policy framework 
too, esp as regards market development. Remember smallholders are the private sector too, working 
on principles of  profit and loss! 

• Resource transfers such as cash and vouchers are important, food less so. Input subsidies are also 
successful, e.g. when directed at farms. Insurance schemes are also important, as they allow small 
farmers to take risks – without insurance they are sunk if  their gamble goes wrong. 

• Well-designed safety nets allow growth, because farmers are more able to take financial risks. Long-
term predictable funding (e.g. over 2-3 years) is better than short-term cash injections. If  secure, they 
will invest in their children’s education, hiring farm labour, and trading in markets.

• Case study – Ethiopia productive safety net programme, government led, with 8 donor agencies 
involved, it’s half  cash and half  food. It benefits the lowest 10% of  the population of  Ethiopia, who 
also happen to be 80% farmers. The aims are to protect assets and to allow smooth consumption, 
allow growth. This has been a success, as 60% of  households do not have to sell assets to buy food, 
and 75% are consuming more and better food. 

• Case study – Zimbabwe protracted relief  programme (essentially a long-term humanitarian 
programme), targeting 1.5 million of  the poorest farmers. Results show high adoption rates of  new 
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farming techniques, yield increases of  50-200%. Growth isn’t always macro, can happen at community 
level if  the right things are done.

• Conclusions –context matters, particularly politics, e.g. in Ethiopia they are committed to poverty 
reduction in some areas, but do not focus on urban development. In Zimbabwe the situation is 
completely different. Infrastructure is essential, e.g. roads for access to markets.
 
Alastair Bradstock (FARM-Africa) - Getting agricultural policies right

• There have been many changes in the way FARM-Africa has done policy work. Used to be simplistic, 
i.e. relationships with civil servants and politicians, invite donors to see their successful technologies. 
People were involved in grassroots organisation with farmers, not interested in going to the capital 
city and befriending the agricultural minister. 

• In Ethiopia, the government is intent that it should manage state forests, and individuals living around 
them aren’t allowed in. Population is rapidly increasing in Ethiopia, and people are taking over the 
forests. FARM-Africa has been helping them introduce forest management. 

• In Kenya, community animal health workers were looked down on by the professional veterinary 
services. They squashed the project by going straight to the politicians involved, arguing that these 
untrained illiterate “para-vets” would do more harm than good.

• Better in Tanzania, community animal health workers are legal. However, the government now wants 
a curriculum and trainers - the CAHWs have become institutionalised, having to do training at this 
centre at that price, which means fewer are taking it up.

• South Africa has the most open political system of  the 4 countries, no barriers to discussing things 
with ministers, progress there was the slowest. Land reform brought up problems, with huge farms 
being split between large groups of  illiterate farmers with no experience of  land management. “Black 
emerging farmers” have no assets and little human capital, which makes farming a risky business, 
especially since the Rand has recently been very volatile.
 
Questions and points of  information

• Is improved fertiliser provision essential for growth? === Organic manure is better, cheaper, and 
easier to use. However, it is very hard to implement an organic system nationally, you may not be able 
to produce enough manure, especially in areas without livestock cultivation. 

• So, organic fertiliser should be used were possible, but alone it may not be the solution. A mix is best 
- fertiliser is not a quick win, but the “green revolution” worked in Asia. POI - From an agronomic 
point of  view, organic farming does not prohibit mineral resources, only “quick-grow” chemicals. 

• Agroecology therefore seems to be a sensible solution – the UKFG is publishing a paper on 
Agroecology which shows that this approach is better for smallholder farmers than using downsized 
industrial agriculture technologies.

• POI - The aim of  agriculture is primarily to produce food in an environmentally sustainable way, and 
secondarily to produce income. Something that is described elegantly in the food sovereignty policy 
framework

• In the local market, small farmers are competing with big farmers. Whether you use organic methods 
or not, you get the same price for your food in Uganda. 

• Should we be worried about DFID talking about “new technologies”, is it an effort to create new 
business? What about the role of  indigenous technologies? === Lots of  research money is going 
into African institutions. Some new rice varieties have made a big difference (NERICA), not GMO 
but selective breeding. Shouldn’t be blind to new technologies, e.g. treadle pump, which has 
transformed antiquated irrigation systems, allowing much higher yields. However, the role of  
indigenous technologies should not be ignored when their application is appropriate. 

• What should we take/reject from the WDR2008? === The call to invest in agriculture is good, but 
we shouldn’t see the market as a solution by itself. Major reservations of  Oxfam were around 
agribusiness involvement – they won’t revitalise small markets unless profitable to them.

• Why isn’t the voice of  the small-scale farmer being heard? === Remember that in Britain, the 
difference between farmers and policy-makers is not that great, both probably educated. In Ethiopia 
they are worlds apart. In an ideal world, the voice of  the farmer is coming through farmer’s unions 
and governance structures, but producer organisations, e.g. cooperatives, are based in cash-crop 
sectors not marginal food sectors. 
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• There are successful Farmers Producer Organisations, e.g. Indian dairy unions, but problem is that 
theirs’ is a perishable product, i.e. there’s a strong bottom-up incentive for farmers to organise. It is 
difficult to replicate this in food crops, less incentive. 

• It is false to use Britain as a paradigm for farmer representation – the NFU is very unrepresentative. 
Similar to Zambia – the ZNFU doesn’t represent smallholders. During recent flooding, the ZNFU 
asked the government to export maize to raise the price, whilst people starved!

• Many aid packages present a very narrow range of  agricultural options, and the UKFG has 
commissioned a report on Major Donor aid policies which confirms this. Many seem to adhere to a 
sort of  ‘Washington consensus’ of  what should be promoted, and like the vein running through the 
WDR 2008, it is a story of  policies to support growth and liberalisation of  markets.

Seminar: 
How Terminator technology is a threat to 
poor people’s livelihoods and food security

Chair: Christine Allen, Executive Director, Progressio

At this seminar, Progressio launched the campaign 'Say no to Terminator seeds: become a seedsaver'. 
The campaign calls on the public to ensure the UK government supports the moratorium on Terminator 
technology when it is debated by the UN Convention on Biodiversity in May 2008. Progressio’s executive 
director, Christine Allen, said: ‘Terminator would prevent 1.4 billion of  the world's poorest farmers saving their seed to  
plant the following year. It is a major threat to sustainability and the self-sufficiency of  rural communities.” 

Terminator technology has been developed by seed corporations to degrade the germination of  seeds so 
that farmers have to buy new seeds each season. It removes the option for farmers to save seed. There is a 
moratorium on their field testing and sale agreed by the United Nations Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD). Progressio is launched the campaign at this World Food Day event. It is directed at the 
UK government to ensure that the current moratorium on Terminator is maintained and strengthened at 
the next CBD meeting. This session described: what Terminator technology is and why it is being 
developed; recent developments around the development of   'Zombie' seeds; what is wrong with the 
current UK and EU position on the issue; why defending farmers’ seed systems is vital; the importance of  
the forthcoming meeting of  Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) next year in deciding the future of  
Terminator and what individuals and organisations can do to support this action. Christine Allen briefly 
introduced the issue of  Terminator technology in the context of  Progressio's work for a sustainable 
environment and why Progressio is launching the campaign

Tsitsi Choruma
• Zimbabwe is a special case in terms of  land rights and food security, e.g. recent hyperinflation. This 

study considered how climate change is reversing the gains in food/income security. There is an 
increased dependency by farmers on rain – this is bad when weather systems become more erratic as 
a result of  climate change. 

• Many strategies are being used by small farmers, e.g. initiatives which look at seed multiplication, 
establishing seed banks within communities, and new farming methodologies.

• If  farmers’ crops are destroyed by drought or flood, their seed for the following year may also be 
destroyed and therefore they have to buy seed for the next season. Socio-economic conditions (e.g. 
inflation) make this even more relevant. 

• Small-scale farmers are able to save indigenous varieties, but in extremes often they end up selling it 
or eating it. Often poorer farmers are given free modern varieties of  seeds (using vouchers at seed 
fairs), but they often sell them to more wealthy farmers, in order to buy food for immediate needs –-> 
vicious circle.

• There are accredited seed providers in Zimbabwe – but, crucially, under the present law it is illegal 
for small farmers to multiply seeds, and especially to sell them on. More community seed banks are 
being set up, since farmers know it reduces the likelihood that they will sell it on or eat it.

9

http://www.seedsaver.org.uk/
http://www.progressio.org.uk/


Defending Farmers and the Right to Food                          REPORT                       UK Food Group World Food Day event 16 October 2007

• Small farmers realise the need to promote drought-resilient crops. If  there were a variety that would 
matures very quickly, in, say, only 7 weeks they would think it is good but they are not informed about 
the nature of  the varieties being sold to them and nothing about GM crops.. 

• The “Breeders’ Act” makes seed-saving and seed banks illegal. It also fails to recognise small farmers 
as breeders, because they do not fulfil all the criteria. 

• In conclusion, donors should be supporting programmes that are preserving indigenous knowledge 
and local varieties, e.g. seed banks. They need to enhance incentive systems for this and ensure that 
local seeds can always be re-sown. The introduction of  Terminator technology that would force them 
to buy seeds each growing season would severely increase hardship.
 
Sol Oyuela

• Terminator technology aims to prevent farmers saving, exchanging, selling and resowing seeds, by 
creating seeds which cannot germinate more than once. Huge implications for food security, 
livelihoods, and biodiversity. It fosters economic dependency and increase corporate control.

• What has been done to stop it? The 2000 convention on biological diversity (CBD/COP 5) agreed a 
moratorium on the release of  Terminator technology, until socio-economic assessments prove that it 
doesn’t threaten food security, the environment, or human health. 

• In order for the moratorium to be strong, it is essential that all countries read it in the same way. The 
problem is that the UK and Europe weakens it by saying each application would be assessed on a 
“case-by-case” basis and without reference to socio-economic impacts. International commitment 
recognises the threat and the moratorium, but UK/EU policy ignores it!

• Aim of  new Progressio’s campaign is to retain and strengthen the moratorium at the CBD in May 
2008 –some may try to weaken or remove it. 
 
Questions

• How do seed companies justify the technology? === By saying that it prevents GM contamination, 
which, for years, they have been denying happens. But cross pollination and accidental mixing can still 
occur. The seed corporations’ line is - “this technology is the only way we’re going to survive; we need 
to have the farmers coming back to us every year to buy seed”. The USA is not party to the CBD, and 
American seed companies are pushing this technology very hard. 

• Why are some governments pro-Terminator? === Because either they support the seed corporations 
quest for complete control or they don’t understand what the technology is. In Uganda, NGOs 
persuaded everyone GMOs were bad, but the Kenyan government is friendly to Monsanto et al., and 
it borders Uganda, so GMOs are still coming in. The same would happen with Terminator.

• Why does DEFRA have no “opinion” on the morality of  Terminator seeds? === Because it is not an 
issue in the UK, since there is no tradition of  seed saving? They say they want to leave it up to other 
governments to decide how it may affect their citizens, in terms of  socio-economic impacts. 

• Nearly 260 MPs signed an EDM about Terminator in 2006 - many are unaware what DEFRA is 
doing  behind their backs. DEFRA have agreed to consider it as if  Terminator were any GMO, when 
it clearly isn’t. We need a strict liability regime, leaving the companies liable for any negative impacts. 
That would make it too risky for them ever to try to develop it.

Closing Words:
Patrick Mulvany ended the event with a few words of  thanks to the organisers, Chairs, presenters and 
participants, especially Mohammed Issah, who had travelled so far from Ghana. He is a partner of  the UK 
Food Group in a joint EC-funded project "Spotlight on the Marginalized: Strengthening the Position of  
African Smallholders in European Trade Policy". Patrick described the UK Food Group as a ‘broad 
church’ in which many views are shared and discussed. He invited participants to subscribe to the UK 
Food Group’s information listserves and to participate in its working groups and discussion forums. He 
reflected that this set of  seminars and debates had demonstrated how useful the ‘lens of  food sovereignty’ 
can be for analysing the value of  approaches used for developing food, farming and environmental 
programmes – ones that will put small-scale food providers and consumers centre-stage. He reminded 
participants of  the six principles of  food sovereignty that resulted from the Nyéléni 2007 – forum for 
food sovereignty, a forum organised by social movements of  food providers worldwide. He concluded by 
thanking in particular Anita McCabe and colleagues at Concern for all their efficient organisation of  the 
logistics, Ian Ross for being a Rapporteur at the meeting and NCVO for their excellent facilities.  
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ANNEX

Presentation at a panel discussion/debate to mark World Food Day, 16th October 2007 in the 
UK under the auspices of  the UK Food Group

Impact of  EU Agricultural and Trade Policies on 
African Smallholder and Marginalised Farmers 

Mohammed Issah, SEND Foundation, Ghana1

Contents:
1. Introduction: marginalized and unheard voices of  smallholders in Africa
2. Liberalisation and EU agricultural and trade policies
3. Impact on smallholders in Ghana: the case of  poultry farmers
4. Live stories
5. EPAs: the new threat to African smallholders 
6. Potential impact on smallholders
7. Statements of  farmers
8. Conclusion

Introduction: marginalised and unheard voices of  smallholders in Africa

“Defending farmers and the right to food”, the chosen theme to mark this year’s world food day 
event in the UK is not only appropriate but long overdue, considering the decades of  neglect and 
suffering of  farmers, particularly smallholders in Africa. Smallholder farmers are the backbone of  the 
food security of  African countries (producing about 90% of  Africa’s food), yet they are the group 
that does not matter in agriculture and trade policy making both at the international and national 
levels. They are the voiceless and marginalised.

Three quarters of  the world’s  hungry people live in rural areas and the majority are marginalised 
(smallholder farmers). The situation is particularly severe in African countries such as Uganda, Ghana, 
and Zambia and similar countries, since the majority of  their peoples live in rural areas where the 
absolute number of  hungry people is increasing. Thus, the EC project in which the UK Food Group 
and SEND foundation is working, with other European and African partners, that puts a spotlight on 
the marginalised raises the voice of  smallholder farmers in Ghana, Uganda and Zambia.

Liberalised  trade  does  not  necessarily  contribute  to  the  economic  prospects  of  this  group  of  
producers who often only have a small share of  the export economy and at the same time are the 
most likely to be affected adversely by cheap, subsidised imports. 

The poorest farmers are left out when governments and donors support only those with the most 
potential.  They are advised to get  out of  agriculture and look for alternative livelihoods. For the 
smallholder farmers it is a question of  survival. There is very little focus on making marginal farming 
viable so farmers can grow enough food for their families and communities now and in the future. 

In Uganda, the smallholder farmers are in the coffee, flowers, maize sectors. In Zambia, they are in 
the maize and coffee sectors.  In Ghana, they are in the tomato, rice and poultry sectors, but not 
limited to these sectors. The situation of  smallholders in these countries is similar because they have 
experienced the negative effects  of  the neoliberal  policies  of  the IMF/WB, compounded by  the 
agricultural and trade policies of  the EU. Subsidised agricultural exports from Europe have massively 
affected  the  livelihoods  of  African  smallholder  farmers.  At  the  same  time  Europe  is  the  most 
important export market for African products. 

1 SEND Foundation (Social Enterprise Development Foundation of  West Africa) is a partner of  the UK Food Group in  
a joint EC-funded project "Spotlight on the Marginalized: Strengthening the Position of  African Smallholders in European 
Trade Policy"
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In this regard the European Union has a special responsibility as the major trading partner with these 
countries

This presentation focused on Ghana highlighting the effects of  European policies on the poultry 
sector.

Impact of  liberalisation

The liberalisation of  the economy, in particular the agricultural sector, has had a strong, negative 
influence on smallholders and their right to food. Issues include:

 
• Export promotion / diversification 
• Restricted access to credit 
• Decline or stagnation of  income 
• Removal of  subsidies
• Reduced government spending 
• Ridiculous reduction of  tariff  (20% in 1992)
• Subsidised, cheap imports 

Export promotion/diversification
Liberalisation of  the agricultural sector caused a shift from producing food to meet the needs of  local 
people  to  prioritising exports.  This  has  been in  favour  of  large-scale  farmers  and to  the  neglect  of  
smallholder farmers. Ghana prepared a national trade policy document in 2004 as part of  her attempts 
towards becoming a middle income country by 2012. And the strategies to contribute to the achievement 
of  this objective are;

• An export-led industrialisation strategy
• A domestic market-led industrialisation strategy based on import competition.

Clearly, the strategy reveals an orientation towards export promotion as always been the case. Thus the 
policies fail to meet the needs of  the small holder farmers and the population at large..
 
Subsidised, cheap imports 
The policy conditionalities  of  the IMF/WB during the implementation of  the Structural  Adjustment 
Programme (SAP) in the early 1980s included the elimination of  subsidies in agriculture and reduction of  
tariffs among others. This created a conducive environment for exporting nations such as the EU to use 
the Ghanaian market virtually as the dumping ground for its poultry products. The tariff  was reduced to 
20 percent in 1992, making it cheaper to import poultry products in large volumes onto the Ghanaian 
market.  According to an FAO sponsored study, imports on the Ghanaian market increased from about 
4,000 metric  tonnes in 1998 to 40,000 tons in 2004 (up 710percent),  with chicken thighs making up 
between 50 and 90percent of  total imports2 It has been observed that about 30% of  EU exports of  
poultry products to West African region, ends up on the Ghanaian market

Impact on smallholder farmers –the case of  poultry farmers in Ghana
The poultry sector, according to national statistics, provides a source of  livelihood for nearly 400,000 
Ghanaians2. Apart from those engaged directly in the production of  poultry, the sector also serves as a 
source of  livelihoods for the small-scale maize and soya bean farmers. The maize and soya bean are feed 
ingredients for the poultry sector. Secondly, the feed millers employ extra hands in the production of  feed 
for the poultry industry.

Loss of  market share as a result of  the influx of  highly subsidised and cheap imported chicken parts 
from Europe and America resulted in unfair competition. The influx of  European chicken parts which 
comes in already dressed and sold much cheaper - about 50% of  the price of  locally produced chicken - 
rendered  the  Ghanaian  product  uncompetitive.  In  order  to  get  the  current  price  variation  between 
imported and local chicken, I used the opportunity of  the Idir fitr celebration to check My wife and I 
went to the Tema community one market day to buy a chicken for the Idir fitr celebration (13th Oct. 07), 
and the average price quoted  for imported Dutch chicken was  GHc3.5 ($3.80) while the price quoted for 

2 Asuming Brempong pp 5
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the locally produced chicken was GHc6.5 ($7.06) but we bought local chicken because it is fresh, ,tender 
and tastes nicer. Secondly I knew  the implications for the Ghanaian poultry farmer. 

High cost of  production – unlike European poultry farmers, Ghanaian farmers do not enjoy subsidies 
and  support  from the  state,  resulting in  higher  costs  of  production  and subsequently  uncompetitive 
pricing of  local products. 

Lack of  government interventions – not only is the Ghanaian poultry industry undercut from outside, 
competitive production is hindered nationally by the lack of  availability of  favourable credit to poultry 
farmers.  The cost  of  borrowing is  unaffordable for  the majority  of  smallholder poultry farmers and 
suitable credit facilities are lacking in the rural areas. Quite apart from that, the requirements by traditional 
banks for granting loans are such that the smallholder farmers do not have the required collateral to 
secure loans. The access to credit facilities by the marginalised has been restricted and there are no credit 
facilities in rural areas.

Depression  of  broiler  production in  Ghana  –  Ghanaian  consumers  preferred  to  purchase  whole 
chickens before the influx of  cheap poultry products from Europe.  The availability of  these chicken 
products  changed  the  preference  of  consumers.  This  has  compelled  some  farmers  to  stop  broiler 
production which is more lucrative and instead restrict themselves to the production of  eggs. 

Closure of  local operations – some smallholders has had to stop production because of  the loss of  
market share rendering their venture unprofitable. Statistics from the Ministry of  Food and Agriculture 
reveals stagnation if  not a decline in domestic poultry production. 

Threatening the Right to Food of  smallholder farmers – farmers loss of  their market share has resulted 
in a considerable decline and in some cases loss of  income. This has made it difficult if  not impossible for 
the farmers to feed their families adequately. The frequency of  meals and/or the quantity available may be 
reduced. In other words families are not adequately fed as required by the convention of  the right to food. 
The cause of  this can be traced to the EU and its member states, IMF/WB and the state of  Ghana’s 
failure to fulfil their obligations to ensure the right to food of  smallholder farmers, including poultry 
farmers. 

Emmanuel Kofie Agbanyo, a 34 year old farmer who has been in the poultry business since 1999 said, 
“8years ago I had 2000 broilers but  had to stop the production of  broilers in 2004 and shift into the 
production of  layers and cockerels because it was difficult selling the broilers with the presence of  the 
cheap imported chicken parts on the Ghanaian market” Emmanuel currently has 500 layers. And he says 
“the market for eggs is better than for broilers”. 

Marcos Akamenko, a 54 year old farmer said “the difficulty in selling broilers started five years (2002) 
ago with the flooding of  the market with imported chicken parts, what he called “spare parts”. The 
restaurants stopped buying my broilers because they said it was expensive and rather bought the imported 
chicken parts”.

Francis Mac Tengey in  “In 1997 I could afford to buy a “trotro” at the cost of  11 million cedis from 
the income I made from poultry. At that time I had 700 layers. But today I can hardly buy a bike from the 
profit I make because of  the high production cost and low prices”.

William Quashie has been a poultry farmer since 1999, [  ] “the chicken parts are cheaper than my birds, 
whenever there were chicken parts on the market, the market women came only half  as often as usually to 
buy my birds”.

Liberalisation of  the economies of  African countries, particularly the agricultural sector, which is the pivot 
of  their development has not benefited smallholder farmers but has, rather, contributed to a loss of  
income as well as livelihoods and has threatened the right to food of  these smallholder farmers. 
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What is this new “monster” called EPAs?

What is this monster of  EPAs (Economic Partnership Agreements)? EPAs are proposed trade relations 
between African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries and the EU, that are under negotiation and due 
to be signed on the 31st of  December 2007. The core of  these trade relations is the further liberalisation 
of  the economies of  the ACP countries. Meanwhile, several agricultural sectors have already been affected 
negatively by import liberalisation. With the upcoming EPAs, farmers fear even worse consequences.

One of  the general concerns in ECOWAS countries is the competition with highly subsidised imports 
from the EU. This does not only threaten agricultural products, it also undermines the domestic services 
sector by allowing EU companies to compete on the same terms as local companies. 

The playing field is not level in particular concerning agricultural markets, since many agricultural imports 
gain subsidies from the EU. 

Position of  ECOWAS – the region, at its recent trade ministers meeting, concluded that the region was 
not  ready  to  sign  the  EPAs  by  31st December  2007.  There  are  still  many  unresolved  disagreements 
including impact assessment, development dimension, adjustment fund, etc.

Only some agricultural products meet the Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards (SPS) or other quality 
standards  of  the  EU,  which  are  likely  to  be  stringent  in view of  the  fact  that  the  CAP (Common 
Agriculture Policy) is under review, means EPAs would be signed before CAP reforms are implemented. 

-The lack of  storage facilities (with freezers) and deficient road systems worsen the problem of  exporting 
fresh and high-quality agricultural products. Small holders are confronted with what is described as supply 
side constraints and will not be able to take advantage of  any form of  market access to the EU market.

During a Ghanaian forum on the theme "Protecting Livelihoods, Services and Industries", local farmers 
argued that the Economic Partnership Agreements would lead to the collapse of  local industries. They 
argued for an enhanced focus on sub-regional trade in furtherance of  the objectives of  ECOWAS and for 
the introduction of  innovative technologies in the production and packaging of  goods made in Ghana, 
such as rice, tomatoes, maize, and poultry to make them more attractive.  Farmers also complained that 
there is “no provision in the agreement for additional funding to allow ACP countries to equip themselves 
to meet such competition.”

-Taking the promise of  the EU into consideration that EPAs should also be used as a development tool, 
which would contribute to the reduction of  poverty, one realises that this promise is hard to fulfil for the 
numerous small-scale farmers in the region: the competitiveness of  local farmers as well as the food 
sovereignty of  Ghana is at stake, when small-scale farmers produce for export, and meanwhile, subsidised 
EU imports threaten their basis for survival.

-Considering that the agricultural sector provides the biggest part of  employment, it is interesting to note 
the  loss  in  employment  since  liberalisation  programmes.  Already  between  1987  and  1993  Ghana 
experienced  a  vast  loss  of  jobs:  About  50,700  (out  of  78,700)  people  lost  their  employment  in 
manufacturing because of  liberalisation in consumer imports. Under EPAs this negative trend is expected 
to increase, since there will be no possibilities to require investors to create long-term working places. 
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On average, small-scale farmers employ 12 workers on each poultry farm and according to the records of  
the Ghana Poultry farmers Association, there are 10,000 members. This implies that the 10,000 small scale 
farmers of  the association employ a total of  120,000 workers.  With EPAs, the tariff  will  be reduced 
further and eventually eliminated. This will further increase the dumping of  cheap imported chicken on 
Ghana, leading to the loss of  livelihoods not only of  the farmers but also those of  the workers. Thus the 
livelihoods of  both groups are threatened with these proposed trade relations.

Meanwhile other people are likely to lose their jobs in agricultural production and in infant industries due 
to the growing competition without protection and governmental support.

Different researchers have already pointed out the negative impact caused by the lack of  subsidies and 
unfair trade rules for the poultry and tomato sectors: Farmers have to sell products below the costs of  
production and some give up their businesses. 

More market access to African countries may lead to increased competition on local markets (competition 
at the regional level and EU imports).  The Ghanaian poultry farmers will  first have to contend with 
competition at the regional level and also with the EU producers. Thus, EU products will first flood the 
regional market and subsequently national markets. The competition will be not only with EU producers 
but also with ECOWAS producers.

Smallholder farmers in countries with current preferential access to the EU market may be affected by 
preference erosion. For the least developed countries such as Zambia and Uganda, the preference erosion 
will  not  be  as  significant  but  for  a  country like  Ghana,  it  will  be  significant  with disruptions  in  the 
smallholder farmers’ markets. A further threat of  the right to food of  smallholders is imminent under 
EPAs.

MOFA official “Ghanaian farmers, even if  the tariffs are eliminated after 10 years, will have to find other jobs because  
they will not be able to compete with the European imports.

Marcos on how he will fare under EPAs, he said “with EPAs our future is bleak”. This view was confirmed by the  
executive secretary of  the National Association, 

Kofi Agyei Henaku that “ EPAs will kill industry completely and farmers will lose  their livelihoods and eventually  
eggs will be imported into Ghana”. He hinted that unofficially there are reports of  imports of  eggs from South Africa.

Conclusion: local  poultry  producers  compete  with  highly  subsidised  and  cheap  imported  poultry 
products for the market considering the production constraints they are confronted with. It is obvious 
that access to the local market for local poultry will  remain a challenge unless measures are taken to 
reverse the situation. However, the EPA, in its present form, does not address these issues and it will 
worsen the livelihoods of  smallholder farmers.

There is therefore the need to put smallholder farmers centre-stage in policy discussions, but most of  
them  are  forgotten,  without  voice  and  often  hungry  themselves  as  their  sources  of  livelihoods  are 
captured by more powerful corporate forces. International and national trade policies do not take into 
account the concerns of  this critical constituency. Yet it is only through the knowledge and skills of  these 
smallholder farmers and their technologies that we will achieve a resilient food system that will survive 
future shocks of  any kind. 

Reference
1. Samuel Asuming-Brempong et al (2006) Import Surge and the Effect on Developing Countries: Ghana 
Case Study Rice, Poultry Meat and Tomato Paste
2.Linus Atarah, (2005): Special to Corpwatch June 14th 2005
3. Government of  Ghana (GOG), 2004: Ghana Trade Policy 

15



Defending Farmers and the Right to Food                          REPORT                       UK Food Group World Food Day event 16 October 2007

World Food Day 2007 – Defending Farmers and the Right to Food
Report by Ian Ross, Practical Action

“The EU EPA will worsen the livelihoods of  Ghana’s smallholder farmers.”
Mohammed Issah, SEND Foundation, Ghana, 
a partner organisation in a joint EC-funded project 
of  the UK Food Group
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The UK’s World Food Day event on the 16th October was organised by the UK Food Group, BOND’s 
working group on global food and farming issues. The very interactive event included a lively debate on 
“the future for marginalised farmers in Africa” organised by Concern Worldwide (UK) which was 
promoting its 'Unheard Voices' campaign to increase DFID's support for marginal farmers. The debate 
brought together speakers from DFID, a Ghanaian partner and member organisations, with many 
interventions from the floor. Other seminars organised by Send a Cow, Practical Action and Progressio, 
focused on environment-sustaining livestock production, Farmers’ Rights and the launch of  a campaign 
“Say no to Terminator seeds: become a seedsaver”.

Discussions centred around realising the Right to Food through supporting small-scale crop and livestock 
farmers, who should be at the heart of  decision making about food, farming and related environmental 
policies - issues that are embraced by the Food Sovereignty policy framework.

One speaker in the debate was Mohammed Issah from SEND Foundation, Ghana who spoke about the 
detrimental effect of  the proposed Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) with the EU on 
smallholders. He illustrated this by pointing out that, for example, it would not halt the flow of  cheap 
imported chicken “spare parts” – subsidised chicken pieces – that undercut the local poultry trade. He 
said, “The EU EPA will worsen the livelihoods of  Ghana’s smallholder farmers.” He also reported that farmers’ 
organisations were strongly opposed to signing the agreement.

Details of  the event and its outcomes, publications and campaigns launched at this event and further 
information about the issues raised can be found through links in this report.
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