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Agricultural Trade and the Livelihoods 
of Small Farmers  

 
 
Introduction 
 
This paper focuses on the long-term strategies and policies that will enable poor farmers in developing 
countries to benefit from international trade, thereby contributing to rural poverty reduction and the 
achievement of the international development targets.1 The term ‘farmer’ is used as shorthand for both 
sedentary producers and pastoralists. The term ‘small-scale agriculture’ embraces both family-based 
and communal production. 
 
When looking at the relationship between small farmers in the developing world and international 
agricultural trade, two main questions arise. Firstly, how can small-scale agriculture compete more 
effectively with imported products, and what degree of trade protection is appropriate? 
Secondly, can small-scale farmers take greater advantage of export opportunities, and what are 
the supply-side and market-access constraints that need to be lifted? This paper attempts to 
provide some answers, focusing initially on the role of developing-country governments in making 
small-scale agriculture and related rural industries more productive, sustainable and able to compete in 
open markets, and then considering the ways in which Northern governments can provide a fairer 
international marketplace.  
 
It must be noted at the outset that the present state of small-scale agriculture in the developing world is 
far from satisfactory. In many countries, even without conflict or disasters, the sector is in crisis, a 
situation aggravated by environmental degradation, and causing food emergencies and a continued 
exodus to the cities.  The sector’s share in GDP, exports and food supply is generally falling. National 
policies commonly neglect small farmers, and are sometimes harmful to them. Even where the 
political will to help is there, the resources are often not. Import liberalisation is creating tough 
competition for smaller producers, to which many succumb.2 At the same time, the protectionist 
policies of the industrialised countries, such as high tariffs, seasonal quotas and domestic subsidies, 
make exporting a Herculean challenge, even for larger exporters. In many countries, all this adds up to 
continued and, in some cases, deepening rural poverty, strengthening the case for a radical rethink of 
policies and practices, based on the pursuit of equitable and sustainable growth.  
 
There is considerable controversy about the broader costs and benefits of trade liberalisation, which 
there is no space to discuss here. However, it should be noted that there is growing evidence that hasty 
and ill-planned liberalisation, without the appropriate flanking measures, can damage the livelihoods 
of poor people in developing countries. A recent World Bank paper found that greater openness to 
trade is negatively correlated with income growth amongst the poorest 40% of the population.3 This 
kind of research suggests, at a minimum, that governments should slow down and revise the 
liberalisation agenda to ensure that international economic policies do contribute to achievement of 
the international development targets, and do not make the poorest 40% suffer the burden of 
adjustment.  
 
The paper begins by arguing the case for supporting small-scale agriculture. The second part looks at 
the domestic strategies needed to strengthen the sector. This is followed by consideration of 
appropriate trade policy at the national level. The final part reviews the steps that the industrialised 
countries and multilateral institutions should take to ensure fairer international markets. 
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1.  Why support small-scale agriculture? 
 
The livelihoods of 2.6 billion people depend on agriculture. Most of them are poor farming families in 
the developing world. The absolute number is increasing, though they comprise a declining share of 
the total population. In the least-developed countries in 1996, 73% of the workforce was engaged in 
agricultural activities, the great majority of them poor smallholders and labourers. For developing 
countries as a whole, the figure was 59%. Small-scale agriculture is not small in aggregate terms, 
accounting for much more employment and staple food production than larger commercial concerns, 
though the latter are dominant in food and other commodity trade. It is inconceivable, for the 
foreseeable future, that the cities, or commercial agriculture, could offer employment to the vast 
numbers of poor people in the countryside. For this reason alone, due attention to small-scale 
agriculture is essential for progress towards the OECD development targets for poverty reduction and 
sustainability. 
 
The future of small-scale agriculture in developing countries over the next twenty years is hard to 
predict. It will almost certainly decline in employment terms because of competition from larger-scale 
commercial concerns, and because of greater labour productivity in the farms that survive. The drift to 
the cities may also be encouraged by the expansion of urban employment, notably in the service 
sector, and by the relative attraction of urban life, particularly for the young. In the best scenarios, 
decline of the rural population will be a sign of successful economic modernisation. However, higher 
output in small-scale agriculture, the retention of a very significant number of jobs and an 
improvement in rural living standards are all possible, with the right national and international 
policies. The same policies will also benefit smaller commercial farms and rural enterprises, which are 
important further sources of employment in the countryside. 
  
Even though decline of rural employment is a historical certainty, it is both possible and desirable to 
influence the pace of the decline. In human terms, there is a huge difference between rural-urban 
transition occurring gradually over generations, and the crisis-generated migration of whole 
households to the urban slums. In the former, for example, the children might go to the city, stay with 
relatives, get secondary education, and then take up non-farm employment, and decades later, the farm 
is sold off – a process not without hardship, but not necessarily traumatic. In the latter, economic, 
social and cultural deprivation can be profound. 
 
This analysis leads to the definition of three long-term objectives in relation to rural poverty reduction: 
firstly, to improve the livelihoods of people who remain in agriculture, particularly women, by 
increasing their capacity to feed themselves; secondly to improve the capacity of the sector as whole 
to generate sustainable employment; and thirdly, to ease the transition of those who, sooner or later, 
will leave for the towns.4  However, strengthening small-scale agriculture and related rural 
industries can also bring vital benefits for the rest of the economy. Increased output can enhance 
a country’s food security by making the supply cheaper and less dependent on foreign exchange 
availability or political stability elsewhere. At the same time, increased demand for inputs 
combined with higher farm incomes can act as an important stimulus to the whole rural 
economy, and beyond that, to urban industry and commerce, generating higher rates of growth 
and employment.  
 
A policy of supporting small-scale agriculture and rural industries should form part of a broader 
poverty reduction strategy, based on the promotion of growth with equity and sustainability. It will 
take decades for growth alone, without changes in distribution, to significantly reduce poverty. 
However, targeted growth (and some redistributive measures, mainly in middle-income countries), 
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offer a shorter, complementary route. The World Bank has calculated that achievement of the 
international development targets is only possible with changes in income distribution.5 These 
changes flow not only from tax-financed ‘social wages’ but, crucially, state investment in economic 
and social development targeted at the poorer sectors of the community, and regulation of markets to 
achieve pro-poor growth. Distribution is not just a Latin American issue - some African countries are 
also highly unequal, and a number of Asian countries are becoming more unequal, notably China and 
Indonesia. Policies should also be designed to contribute to greater economic equality between the 
sexes. 
  
It is important to note that there is no necessary trade-off between equity and growth. Indeed, there is 
strong evidence of complementarity.6 In many countries, notably in Latin America, growth has been 
constrained by the restricted domestic market. As noted above in relation to agriculture, improved 
income distribution increases demand for basic consumption goods and services, which are more 
labour-intensive, and less foreign exchange-dependent than those consumed by the better-off. One 
explanation of Asian countries’ economic success was their relatively equitable income and asset 
distribution. 
 
Whatever the policy environment and the broader socio-economic trends, poor farmers in many 
countries and regions will remain vulnerable to the disruption and devastation of armed conflicts and 
‘natural’ disasters. In the case of sub-Saharan Africa, there is the added catastrophe of the AIDS 
epidemic. Analysis of these dimensions of rural poverty is beyond the scope of this paper, but it is 
important to note that the greater the economic health of the small-farm sector, the greater the 
resistance to these shocks. People close to the breadline need very little to tip them over the edge into 
destitution, and take much longer to recover. Evidence from Central America shows that farmers using 
low input, sustainable techniques bounced back quicker from the effects of Hurricane Mitch.7 
 
The sustainability of rural livelihoods also depends on the conservation of the natural resource base, 
which can be threatened by the short-term survival strategies of the poor themselves, by the actions of 
commercial concerns, or by the more impersonal forces of mass consumption patterns and consequent 
climate change. Technological alternatives to capital and chemical-intensive agriculture, spreading 
under the broad names of sustainable agriculture, organic farming or low-external-input-sustainable-
agriculture (LEISA), are particularly relevant to poorer farmers. Apart from environmental benefits, 
these approaches offer both high productivity per hectare and relatively intensive use of labour – an 
ideal combination for many developing countries.8  
 
What, then, are the specific long-term national and international policies which enhance the viability 
and performance of small-scale agriculture? In the space available, this paper can only offer 
generalised and summary answers, focusing on key economic measures, including trade policies. This 
is not to deny the importance of social policies, most obviously education and health, in the 
enhancement of rural livelihoods, nor to understate the importance of an integrated approach to rural 
development. 
 
2.  Domestic strategies for sustainable rural livelihoods 
 
Sound national policies favouring small farms and related rural industries are a necessary condition 
for rural poverty reduction, for coping with domestic and international competition in the home 
market, and for taking advantage of export opportunities. Trade liberalisation without these measures 
can aggravate poverty. The main challenges to small-scale agriculture are to increase productivity 
of both land and labour, to diversify production, to add value through processing, to retain a 
greater share of the final value of products through improved marketing, and to achieve 
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environmental sustainability. To this end, government action, with the support of official donors and 
the multilateral institutions, and with the active participation of farmers themselves, needs to ensure 
the following: 
 
Greater access to land, water and forests: In many countries, notably in Latin America, this access 
can only be achieved through redistributive agrarian reform. Demarcation and protection of land rights 
of traditional populations are also important. Women’s rights and entitlements often need 
strengthening. Secure access to natural resources helps ensure that small producers are not displaced 
by expanding export agriculture, and encourages sustainable forms of production. It is important to 
note that economic growth and poverty reduction in Taiwan and South Korea can be partially 
attributed to land reform measures.9 
 
Greater access to micro-finance: Agricultural credit is essential for growth and competitiveness. 
Other financial services such as saving schemes and crop insurance are also helpful. There are equity 
and economic arguments for subsidies, so service provision cannot be left to the private sector alone. 
 
Improved infrastructure: Small-scale agriculture, and related rural industries such as food 
processing, cannot grow and compete unless there is public investment in economic infrastructure in 
rural areas (roads, electricity, water supply, irrigation, telephones, etc.). 
  
Greater access to and control of knowledge: Small producers and their associations need 
appropriate technical assistance and training, based on research relevant to their needs. This should 
cover the development of processing activities and the challenging task of producing export-quality 
goods. Patent regimes should not deprive farmers of access to seeds and technology, or of the fruits of 
their own historical inventiveness. The development of human capital in rural areas, especially 
women’s potential, also requires the provision of good education and vocational training.  
 
Diversification of production: Diversification of crop, animal and forest production is a key strategy 
in all forms of sustainable agriculture production and should be encouraged by government policy. It 
reduces vulnerabilities to the vagaries of the market,10 has positive impacts on soil fertility and pest 
resistance, and translates into diverse diets (since poor farmers eat a significant proportion of their 
own production). Today’s dominant agricultural models, however, stimulate cash crop monoculture 
and thus tend to increase the vulnerabilities of smallholders. 
 
Achieving scale and valued-added: Small producers can only survive in more open markets if they 
acquire ‘critical economic mass’, and this means developing associative forms of economic activity, 
covering joint purchasing of inputs, warehousing, refrigeration, processing and marketing. Although 
marketing and agro-industrial co-operatives and their variants have a chequered history, they remain a 
key condition for development of the sector.11 The state’s role is to actively stimulate these 
associations through education and advice, and by providing a favourable legislative and fiscal 
framework.12   
 
Competitive markets: Related to the above is the need for governments to ensure that the agricultural 
sector as a whole is competitive i.e. that there are not effective monopolies operating in input supply 
(such as agro-chemicals), in processing, in wholesaling, in domestic retailing or in exporting. Market 
domination by a few companies is common at both provincial and national levels, sometimes because 
of state favours. These firms take the lion’s share of the value generated in agriculture, and of the 
benefits generated by export growth. In remoter areas, there is a case for the state acting as a ‘buyer of 
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last resort’. The state also has a role in ensuring small producers have access to regular market 
information, e.g. over the radio. 
 
Finding a niche: The combination of state assistance with know-how, capital, infrastructure, 
information, etc. strengthens the chances of small producers and related rural industries finding more 
profitable niches in both domestic and overseas markets. These opportunities might include organic or 
specialist products, including those marketable through the expanding Fair Trade sector in 
industrialised countries. 
 
Fair and stable prices: Governments often intervene in domestic agricultural markets by setting 
official prices, by engaging directly in commercial activities, by holding stocks, or simply through tax 
policy. These interventions, while sometimes legitimately aimed at securing stable, low prices for 
urban consumers, must give due weight to the interests of small-scale rural producers. If they are 
aimed at supporting agriculture, they should favour the poorer producers. Price fluctuations in 
international commodity markets are a major deterrent to exporting by smaller farmers. A combination 
of risk management and insurance schemes, as well as use of buffer stocks, could help stabilise farm 
gate prices, thereby extending to smaller producers the security routinely enjoyed by big companies 
and traders. These initiatives would, however, require a substantial injection of ideas and finance from 
international institutions.  
 
Strengthening social capital: An intangible but essential ingredient of successful rural economic 
development and competition in markets is ‘social capital’, which can be augmented or diminished by 
the actions of government.13  Most of the policy recommendations above could increase this asset – 
much depends on how policies are implemented. The development and spread of sustainable 
agriculture technology, for example, is particularly successful in farmer-to-farmer extension 
systems.14 The promotion of associative forms of economic activity both requires and builds relations 
of solidarity and trust. 
 
Gender equality: On both equity and efficiency grounds, it is important that governments ensure 
women are fairly and, in some cases, preferentially treated in all these areas of policy. Discriminatory 
property laws or credit rules should be reformed, for example, while education and training services 
should often prioritise women, or seek to maximise their participation. Governments should also help 
ensure that shifts from staple crop production to cash crop monoculture, stimulated by technological 
change such as irrigation or by changes in the market, do not transfer decision-making power and 
income-earning opportunities from women to men, nor reduce the diversity and quantity of family 
diets.15 
 
3.   National-level trade policy 
 
The most critical area of trade policy from the perspective of small-scale agriculture is the 
import regime. Governments in many developing countries will need to provide a degree of 
protection and support for small-scale agriculture for the foreseeable future. Small-scale 
producers cannot compete with industrialised-country exporters, even if the latter’s massive subsidies 
are reduced, nor can they compete with the most efficiently produced developing-country exports 
(Argentine beef, Thai rice, West African palm oil, etc.).16  Exchange rate policy must also be managed 
with due consideration for their needs; an overvalued currency, in particular, can be as damaging for 
domestic agricultural producers as a rapid reduction in tariff protection.  
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The government actions needed to stimulate the export capacity of small producers has been largely 
covered in Part 2 above, while the problems those producers may face in accessing foreign markets 
are dealt with below. There are two further points to note here. Firstly, even with a favourable policy 
environment for exporting, small farmers in most developing countries will still depend on the 
domestic market for survival, and government policies must recognise that fact. Secondly, 
encouraging agricultural exporting in an indiscriminate way can damage the livelihoods of the rural 
poor and the environment. This has evidently been the case with the trade in tropical hardwoods in 
Brazil and elsewhere. Expansion of cash crops or cattle raising can lead to the expulsion of tenant 
farmers or appropriation of water resources. At a more general level, the growth in agricultural trade 
increases the volume of air and road transport, with corresponding damage to the environment. The 
existence of these social and economic ‘externalities’ requires state intervention, market-based or 
otherwise.   
 
Trade-offs in trade policy 
 
Evidently, there are important trade-offs in trade policy, and governments therefore have difficult 
choices to make. Protecting domestic agriculture, at least in the short and medium term, means higher 
food prices for urban consumers, higher wage costs, and higher costs for domestic manufacturers 
using agricultural inputs. Import liberalisation can be used to negotiate market access for the export 
sector – indeed, the industrialised countries are so hard-nosed in trade negotiation that tariff bartering 
can seem the only option for developing countries. This paper cannot explore the complexities of these 
choices, or generalise about what they should be, but several points need noting. 
 
Firstly, trade policy should be formulated within an overarching strategy for sustainable development 
and poverty reduction. Governments should honestly admit the existence of trade-offs, carefully 
research them, and then subject the issues to public debate, with particular care to ensure that the 
voices and concerns of poor farmers are heard.17  Secondly, when a measure of agricultural import 
liberalisation is deemed advisable, this should be carefully paced, matching the implementation of the 
policies noted above and their impact on the competitiveness of domestic agriculture. Thirdly, other 
key ‘flanking measures’ should include an active industrial policy and a strategy of public investment 
to absorb the labour that will be shed by agriculture, rather than just leaving people to their fate. 
Public spending on education also clearly influences the capacity of households to ‘adjust’ to 
changing economic circumstances and opportunities. 
 
4.  International strategies and policies 
 
Appropriate aid and co-operation policies: Bilateral and multilateral aid programmes, whether in 
the form of grants, loans or technical assistance, should reinforce the national strategies outlined 
above. This should be part of an overall reorientation of aid and lending policies towards poverty 
reduction, focussing on the promotion of growth with equity and sustainability. For middle-income 
developing countries, it will be easier to finance these strategies with domestic resources, in some 
cases redirecting public spending from existing but less socially useful purposes. For the poorer 
countries, substantially increased external financial assistance will be crucial.  Trade-capacity 
building, and trade-negotiation capacity building, will be essential elements of external support. UN 
agencies, particularly, can provide help in researching the economic, social and environmental impacts 
of liberalisation, and the emerging policy lessons.18  
Appropriate policy conditionality: The policy conditionality attached by the IMF, World Bank, 
bilateral agencies and others to their lending to developing countries (including debt relief) should 
support rather than undermine the capacity of governments to pursue these strategies. This has often 
not been the case in the past. For example, Oxfam has documented in Southern Africa how the hasty 

  Agricultural trade and livelihoods - Oxfam GB, a paper for DFID 6



privatisation of state marketing boards under pressure from creditors has caused considerable harm to 
small producers. Excessive pressure for fiscal austerity and debt repayment led to cuts in support to 
the small farm sector in a number of countries. Most importantly, creditors/donors should not 
steamroll countries into premature and ill-considered tariff reductions. External prescriptions and 
policy advice should always be objective about the trade-offs in trade liberalisation, and justify 
recommendations in terms of gains in poverty reduction and sustainable development. 
 
Improving market access: Liberalising access to the markets of industrialised countries is essential if 
smaller agricultural producers are to export successfully. The obstacles that need to be removed 
include tariff barriers, including escalating tariffs and peaks, the high levels of trade-distorting 
domestic subsidy, quotas and seasonal restrictions, and the overly complex rules of origin.19 Faster 
liberalisation in the textiles and leather-goods sectors would help smaller producers who supply these 
industries with raw materials. In the short term, industrialised countries should phase out tariffs and 
quotas on all LDC exports, including agricultural products. 
 
Phasing out export subsidies: The subsidising and dumping of agricultural exports, most notably by 
the European Union, is destroying livelihoods in developing countries, and should be quickly phased 
out. In West Africa, for example, a flood of cheap European tomato concentrate has undermined local 
tomato production and processing, while heavily subsidised EU dairy products have led to a loss of 
income for the dairy sector in Brazil and Jamaica.20 How can a farmer earning US$230 a year 
(average per capita income in LDCs) compete with a farmer who enjoys a subsidy of US$20,000 a 
year (average subsidy in OECD countries). Apart from the direct impact on small-scale agriculture, 
subsidised exporting by the industrialised countries also depresses international prices and deprives 
developing-country exporters of market share. 
 
Reductions in agricultural subsidies granted by industrialised countries will increase the cost of food 
in net food-importing developing countries (NFIDCs). In the WTO Marrakech agreement, 
industrialised countries committed themselves to support those adversely affected, but there has been 
little action to date. While maximum effort should be made to increase and diversify domestic food 
production, in some cases it may also be necessary to provide compensatory balance of payments 
support. Food aid should still be avoided, except in emergencies, because of its negative effect on 
local producers. Resources to assist the NFIDCs could come from a UN-managed fund, financed by 
contributions from Northern agricultural exporting nations. 
  
Re-balancing intellectual property rules: Knowledge is becoming much more important in a modern 
economy, yet the ‘knowledge gap’ within and between countries is growing. Intellectual property 
rules increasingly favour corporate interests, thereby increasing the cost of technology for developing 
countries and leading to bio-piracy and the privatisation of social knowledge. The patenting of seed 
and plant varieties and the threat to seed-saving rights is the most problematic aspect of this trend for 
small producers. Industrialised countries should revise international agreements in this field, which 
include the WTO TRIPs agreement, to give greater weight to smallholder livelihoods, development 
considerations and the public good. The rules should allow countries to exclude patenting of life forms 
and biological processes, as the African group of nations proposed at the WTO.21  
 
Subordinate trade rules to environmental agreements: Multilateral Environmental Agreements are 
an important element of sustainable development policy. When they are binding to signatories, as in 
the case of the Convention on Bio-Diversity and its protocols, they should take precedence over WTO 
agreements. 
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EU consistency: Reforms are needed to bring EU agricultural policies and external economic policies 
into line with overarching human development objectives. Article 130 of the Amsterdam Treaty, for 
example, makes it a formal EU obligation to consider development objectives in the design of policy, 
but this is often not done. The EU Development Council has repeatedly called for reform to the CAP 
in order to reduce the damage to the production capacity and marketing of developing countries, but to 
little effect. According to the European Commission’s own Forward Studies Unit, international 
institutions should move from a ‘narrow focus on growth and the preservation of trade, to the more 
complex goal of sustainable development, which means integrating economic efficiency, macro-
economic stability, social justice and environmental sustainability’. Yet EU positions in multilateral 
forums, notably the WTO, in the negotiation of regional trade agreements, and above all in redesign of 
the CAP, still have precisely that narrow focus.  
 
The principal CAP reforms needed are, firstly, phasing out export subsidies and secondly, refocusing 
domestic support measures on social and environmental objectives, rather than simply stimulating 
output. The concentration of support on the small farm sector in Europe, as in the developing world, 
should be based on recognition of the ‘multifunctionality’ of agriculture and the need for equity. This 
strategy would also help generate the political support necessary for reform.  
 
There is also a need to reform the design of the EU’s existing and planned regional economic 
agreements, both with ACP and non-ACP countries. These treaties, which frequently centre around 
trade liberalisation, should take more account of human development objectives and should allow the 
partner states to protect their vulnerable, labour-intensive farm sectors, such as the dairy sector in 
Mexico, with whom the EU has recently concluded an agreement. This ‘asymmetry’ should be 
extended to other areas of policy embraced by the latest generation of agreements, such as intellectual 
property and investment. The loss of Lome trade preferences for ACP countries is creating stiff 
competition for their exporters, as the Caribbean banana case well illustrates. The EU should continue 
to provide technical and financial assistance for adjustment, especially diversification. 
 
In order to inform EU policy-making and ensure coherence with development goals, it is essential that 
the Commission evaluate the impact of its international economic policies. There has been a welcome 
start to assessing the sustainability of the EU-proposed comprehensive round of WTO negotiations,22 
but this is a very long way from the systematic and thorough analysis needed to ensure that Europe 
contributes to improving the welfare of the rural poor outside its boundaries. 
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Endnotes 
 
                                                           
1 The International Development Targets (IDTs) agreed at the OECD include the following: 
- The proportion of people living in extreme poverty in developing countries should be reduced by at least one-half by 

2015. 
- There should be a current national strategy for sustainable development, in the process of implementation, in every 

country by 2005, so as to ensure that current trends in the loss of environmental resources-forests, fisheries, fresh 
water, climate, soils, biodiversity, stratospheric ozone, the accumulation of hazardous substances and other major 
indicators-are effectively reversed at both global and national levels by 2015.  

In addition, the World Food Summit in 1996 set the goal of reducing the number of hungry people from 790 million to 400 
million by 2015. FAO predicts that under ‘business as usual’, i.e. following current trends, the number would reduce by 
only 8 million a year, leaving some 638 million still undernourished in 2015. 
2 Oxfam GB and Novib, Oxfam International’s member in the Netherlands, have documented a number of cases of 
damaging import liberalisation: Zea Mays: the effects of trade liberalisation on Mexico’s corn-producing sector, Oxfam 
GB/WWF, 1999; Dumping in Jamaica: dairy farming undermined by subsidised EU exports, prepared by Novib for 
Eurostep, Brussels, 1999; Liberalisation and poverty in Zimbabwe and Zambia, Oxfam GB, (forthcoming). 
3 Financial Times, 19th February 2000 
4 Obviously, society is not divided neatly into rural and urban worlds. Many farmers live on the edge of towns, or combine 
waged work with agriculture; many rural families depend on income from seasonal labour in the cities or remittances from 
urbanised relatives. 
5 Demery and Walton (1998) Are Poverty and Social Goals for the 21st Century Attainable?, World Bank 
6 See Frances Stewart (2000) Income Distribution and Development, a paper prepared for UNCTAD X. 
7 Holt Gimenez, Eric (1999) The Campesino a Campesino Movement: agroecological vulnerability, resistance and 
resilience to Hurricane Mitch, World Neighbours, Managua, 1999. 
8 This is not to argue against mechanisation. Indeed, improving rural livelihoods requires an increase in labour 
productivity, which in turn requires the appropriate use of machinery in production and processing. 
9 Watkins, Kevin (1998) Economic Growth with Equity: lessons from East Asia, Oxfam GB.  
10 Frank Ellis (1999) 
11 These are the enterprises through which Oxfam Fair Trade and similar schemes can work. They offer the volumes 
needed for mail order or supermarket retailing in Northern markets, and they provide the institutional means for Oxfam 
and others to provide technical assistance in product development, marketing, quality control, etc. 
12 The alternative is for producers to work for agribusiness as ‘out-growers’, but this usually means subordination to a 
single company and accepting correspondingly low rates of return on their labour. 
13 A recent review by John Rowley of Oxfam’s work in food security reveals that all successful programmes involved 
support for people working together in local organisations and networks. 
14 Food Security in Nicaragua: Implications of Structural Adjustment and Stabilisation Policies, Oxfam/GNC/SNV, 1996 
15 Liberalisation and poverty in Zimbabwe and Zambia, Oxfam GB, (forthcoming). 
16 Import liberalisation reduces the revenue from trade taxes and thereby reduces the resources available for funding 
development, including rural development. This was Tanzania’s argument for withdawing from COMESA in 1999. 
17The livelihoods of half a million Mexican smallholders were wiped out by US corn imports after the NAFTA agreement, 
and it was scant consolation to them that Mexican agri-businesses were doing well exporting strawberries. Corn farmers 
and the broader Mexican public were not effectively party to discussions on these trade-offs during the NAFTA 
negotiations. 
18 On this point, and for a fuller discussion of all multilateral trade issues affecting developing countries, see Oxfam’s 
position paper Loaded against the poor: the World Trade Organisation, November 1999. 
19 Public health and safety standards applied to imports into Northern countries, backed by the WTO agreement on 
Sanitary and Phyto-Sanitary measures (SPS), have a legitimate role in consumer protection, but 1) developing countries 
should have more of a say in standards-setting, 2) industrialised countries should apply the same standards to their exports, 
and 3) developing countries should be given assistance to meet standards.  
20 Eurostep (1999), Eurostep Dossier on CAP and Coherence: coherence in EU policies towards developing countries, 
prepared by NOVIB. This paper contains detailed proposals for action the European Council and Commission should take 
on coherence issues. 
21 For futher details on the patents issue in agriculture, see Oxfam GB’s policy paper Genetically Modified Crops, World 
Trade and Food Security, November 1999.  
22 See A Critique of the EC’s WTO Sustainability Impact Assessment Study and Recommendations for Phase III, 
Oxfam/WWF/SCF/ActionAid, March 2000. 
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