AFRICAN CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS, From “Africa’s Wealth of Seed Diversity and Farmer Knowledge Under Threat from the Gates/Rockefeller 'Green Revolution' Initiative,” a statement released at the World Social Forum in Nairobi, Kenya, Jan 25 2007.
…

We know, however, that the agroecological approach to farming, using traditional and organic methods, provides the real solutions to the crises that we face. Studies show that a biodiversity-based organic agriculture, working with nature and not against it, and using a diversity of mixed crops, produces higher overall yields at far lower costs than chemical agriculture. A 2002 study by the International Centre for Research on Agroforesty (ICRAF) showed that Southern African farms using traditional agroforestry techniques did not suffer from the drought that hit the region so severely that year.

We reject these new foreign systems that will encourage Africa’s land and water to be privatized for growing inappropriate export crops, biofuels and carbon sinks, instead of food for our own people. We pledge to intensify our work for food sovereignty by conserving our own seed and enhancing our traditional organic systems of agriculture, in order to meet the uncertainties and challenges that will be faced by present and future generations. Agricultural innovation must be farmer-led, responding to local needs and sustainability. We celebrate Africa’s wealth and heri- tage of seed, knowledge and innovation. We will resist these misguided, top-down but heavily-funded initiatives from the North, which show little or no understanding or respect for our complex systems. We ask that we be allowed to define our own path forward.

MIGUEL A. ALTIEIRI, AGROECOLOGIST, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA BERKELEY


FROM “AGROECOLOGY, SMALL FARMS, & FOOD SOVEREIGNTY.” MONTHLY REVIEW, JUL-AUG 2009.

…

Globally, the Green Revolution, while enhancing crop production, proved to be unsustainable as it damaged the environment, caused dramatic loss of biodiversity and associated traditional knowledge, favored wealthier farmers, and left many poor farmers deeper in debt. The new Green Revolution proposed for Africa via the multi-institutional Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) appears destined to repeat the tragic record left by the fertilizer dependent miracle seeds, in Latin America and Asia by increasing dependency on foreign inputs and patent-protected plant varieties which poor farmers cannot afford (for example, fertilizer costs went up approximately 270 percent last year) and on foreign aid.

…

Rural social movements understand that dismantling the industrial agrifood complex and restoring local food systems must be accompanied by the construction of agroecological alternatives that suit the needs of small-scale producers and the low-income non-farming population, and that oppose corporate control over production and consumption. Given the urgency of the problems affecting agriculture, coalitions that can rapidly foster sustainable agriculture among farmers, civil society organizations (including consumers), as well as relevant and committed research organizations are needed. Moving toward a more socially just, economically viable, and environmentally sound agriculture will be the result of the coordinated action of emerging social movements in the rural sector in alliance with civil society organizations that are committed to supporting the goals of these farmers movements. As a result of constant political pressure from organized farmers and others, politicians will, it is hoped, become more responsive to developing policies that will enhance food sovereignty, preserve the natural resource base, and ensure social equity and economic agricultural viability.

JEAN BERTRAND-ARISTIDE, FORMER PRESIDENT OF HAITI

From Bertrand's book Eyes of the Heart: Seeking a Path for the Poor in the Age of Globalization (2000).

…

The history of the eradication of the Haitian Creole pig population in the 1980's is a classic parable of globalization. Haiti's small, black, Creole pigs were at the heart of the peasant economy. An extremely hearty breed, well adapted to Haiti's climate and conditions, they ate readily available waste products, and could survive for three days without food. Eighty to 85% of rural households raised pigs; they played a key role in maintaining the fertility of the soil and constituted the primary savings bank of the peasant population. Traditionally a pig was sold to pay for emergencies and special occasions (funerals, marriages, baptisms, illnesses and, critically, to pay school fees and buy books for the children when school opened each year in October.) In 1982 international agencies assured Haiti's peasants their pigs were sick and had to be killed (so that the illness would not spread to countries to the North). Promises were made that better pigs would replace the sick pigs. With an efficiency not since seen among development projects, all of the Creole pigs were killed over a period of thirteen months. Two years later the new, better pigs came from Iowa. They were so much better that they required clean drinking water (unavailable to 80% of the Haitian population), imported feed (costing $90 a year when the per capita income was about $130), and special roofed pigpens. Haitian peasants quickly dubbed them “prince à quatre pieds,” (four-footed princes). Adding insult to injury, the meat did not taste as good.

…

There was a 30% drop in enrollment in rural schools, there was a dramatic decline in the protein consumption in rural Haiti, a devastating decapitalization of the peasant economy and an incalculable negative impact on Haiti's soil and agricultural productivity. The Haitian peasantry has not recovered to this day. … The dilemma is, I believe, the classic dilemma of the poor; a choice between death and death. Either we enter a global economic system, in which we know we cannot survive, or, we refuse, and face death by slow starvation. With choices like these the urgency of finding a third way is clear. We must find some room to maneuver, some open space simply to survive. We must lift ourselves up off the morgue table and tell the experts we are not yet dead.

NNIMMO BASSEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FRIENDS OF THE EARTH – NIGERIA

From “AGRA – A Blunt Philanthropic Arrow.” Pambazuka News, Sep 27, 2007.

…

What is not being said is that people are not going hungry today because of insufficient food production. Indeed, it is generally agreed that there is enough food in the world to meet everyone’s basic needs. An action plan adopted in March by ministers of the Economic Community of West African States admits that food production in West Africa has doubled over the last 20 years and that only 19 per cent of food needs are met from imports.

So what is the real reason behind the emphasis on biotechnology? The biotech industry has invested hugely in attempts to penetrate Africa – through food aid channels and other channels of assistance …

AGRA’s biotech thrust is wrong-headed: rather than solving problems of hunger and poverty in Africa, it will deepen them. Genetically modified crops create dependence on chemicals such as herbicides as some varieties are engineered to be herbicide tolerant, which often leads to the emergence of super-weeds. Efforts at popularising GMOs have been carried out by both USAID and the International Institute for Tropical Agriculture in circles that have excluded critical opinion. Wherever contrasting views have been elicited, local people and farmers generally reject this technology. AGRA’s suggestion that Africa needs a 'green revolution' does not appear to have considered the many pitfalls of that revolution.

Efforts at introducing GMOs in Africa have so far yielded poor returns. To take just one example, that of cassava engineered to overcome the cassava leaf mosaic disease. This has so far failed. There are already non-GM varieties that do withstand the disease. Why waste resources that could be better used to strengthen agricultural production in Africa, drawing on the rich pool of local knowledge and ensuring food sovereignty, as demanded by farmers and civil society groups at the recent forum in Selingue, Mali? Africa is not seeking handouts in order to improve its agricultural production systems. And certainly not a push towards a so-called green revolution baptised in chemical fertilizers and other imported inputs. African farmers, along with peasants around the world, are seeking respect for their right to decide on what to plant and how to plant it, as well what to eat and how.

Agriculture means far more than the mechanical multiplication of seeds. It is the basis of the African’s life. It provides the platform for cultural, religious, economic and even political relations. If the Gates and Rockefeller Foundations wish to extend the hand of fellowship to the African continent, they should move away from strategies that favour monoculture, lead to land-grabs, and tie local farmers to the shop-doors of biotech seed monopolies. Instead, they can assist in the development of rural infrastructure such as roads and water supplies, and education to empower the younger generation in the study of useful science.

DEBORAH FAYE BRYCESON, ECONOMIC GEOGRAPHER, UNIVERSITY OF GLASGOW


FROM “SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA’S VANISHING PEASANTRIES AND THE SPECTOR OF A GLOBAL 
FOOD CRISIS.” MONTHLY REVIEW, JUL-AUG 2009.

…

Despite more than two decades of experimentation with non-agricultural work, rural producers face uncertain livelihoods. A laissez-faire perspective, arguing that smallholder farmers should simply find work elsewhere and let small-scale agriculture disappear, amounts to gross negligence in the absence of any policy provision for alternative non-agricultural employment. The politically destabilizing effects of agrarian labor displacement in economies without established industrial growth trajectories or other alternative employment opportunities militate for concerted efforts to raise smallholders’ productivity. This requires research, on-the-ground assistance, and infrastructure investment. Historically, peasantries have formed the demographic, cultural, and political bulwark of African nation-states, providing the ethical and social foundations upon which national stability has rested. Thus for the sake of human welfare, agricultural productivity, and national stability, smallholder agriculture is preferable to large-scale, highly capitalized agriculture.

…

In a better-late-than-never attempt to resuscitate the African agricultural advances that SAPs short-circuited in the 1980s, donors are now scrambling to think of ways of boosting smallholder agriculture. The Gates Foundation’s Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) program is mobilizing to invest heavily in improving agricultural research, extension, and input packages for African smallholders. It is too early to evaluate the program and its impact on small-scale African agriculture. However various environmental and social activists suspect that AGRA investments are intended to create new markets for western chemical and agro-industries, encouraging African farmers’ dependence on non-sustainable agricultural inputs and favoring larger more entrepreneurial farmers at the expense of others. Certainly, there is a need to be cautious and to ensure that the recommended inputs and practices are carefully researched and environmentally suitable for their target areas. Environmentally sound practices (including organic) are central to any long-term and sustainable solution to food production and national food security. However, it would be a mistake to hold back the long-delayed investment in research and extension, now beginning to be offered to African smallholders, which may fall short of environmental sustainability goals. All efforts are needed at present and they should be seen as complementary rather than competing with one another. African farmers, who have been deprived of research, extension, and marketing support for decades, are eager to increase their yields and sustainability. They are in the best position to experiment with what works for them.

…

DEMBA MOUSSA DEMBELE, DIRECTOR, FORUM FOR AFRICAN ALTERNATIVES, DAKAR

From “The Global Financial Crisis: Lessons and Responses from Africa.” Pambazuka News, Mar 19 2009.

…

The message from the lessons examined above is unambiguous: this is an opportune time for Africa to free itself from the shackles of neoliberal capitalism and explore new paths to an endogenous development by and for its people. Everywhere, in the rest of the world, countries and regions are moving away from the discredited neoliberal paradigm. Africa has been the main victim of ruthless neoliberal policies imposed by the IMF and World for nearly three decades, with catastrophic economic, social and political consequences that the African people are still witnessing.

Remaining within that paradigm and continuing to listen to the IFIs will only worsen the situation in Africa. Therefore, it is time for African countries to make bold and decisive moves toward an alternative development paradigm…

All the above policies have one single objective: Africa and Africans should reclaim the debate on their development. They should never accept again that others speak in Africa’s name. Genuine development is an endogenous process. No external force can bring development to another country. So, Africans should restore their self-confidence, trust African expertise and promote the use of African endogenous knowledge and technology. Since development should be viewed as a multidimensional and complex process of transformation, there can be no genuine development without an active state. However, the state is no longer the only player. It has to contend with civil society, which has become a key player in the debate on Africa’s development.

In the search for an alternative paradigm, Africa should revisit key documents, such as the Lagos Plan of Action (LPA), the African Alternative Framework to SAPs (AAF-SAPs), the Arusha Declaration on popular participation, and the Abuja Treaty, among others. An update of these documents and the integration of contributions made by the struggles of civil society organisations in the areas of gender equality, trade, finance, food sovereignty, human and social rights should help Africa come up with its own development paradigm.

JAMES FERGUSON, ANTHROPOLOGY, STANFORD UNIVERSITY


FROM THE ANTI-POLITICS MACHINE (1993), A STUDY OF A LARGE-SCALE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
IN LESOTHO FROM 1975-1984

…

By making the switch to market production, and by purchasing recommended inputs and following improved cultivation practices, "farmers" in the project area were supposed to increase their incomes dramatically. Yields were projected to rise from 300 kg/ha to 1,000 kg/ ha for maize and from 400 kg/ha to 1,300 kg/ha for wheat by Year 3 of the project... The anticipated switch to cash crops, however, did not occur. A 1978 CIDA report noted the attempts to alter the cropping pattern in favor of cash crops (wheat in particular) "have been ineffective and prospects of creating such a shift do not appear promising for the foreseeable future"... "the market" turned out not to be such a novelty as had been imagined, and the road, which was supposed to make all the difference, ended up having no significant effect on cropping patterns.

The road did indeed reduce "farm to market" transportation costs, but it soon became clear that, in the "farm to market" scheme, the "isolated" mountain villages were not the farm but the market. With the new road, imported South African goods could be brought in more cheaply than ever, and the grain-laden trucks of the planners' dreams ended up coming up the mountain road, not down it…. Instead of providing a channel for the export of agricultural surpluses, the new road only lowered the price of cheap imported food, making it harder than ever for a local farmer to profitably produce for the market.

…

JOHNATHAN FOLEY, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE ON THE ENVIRONMENT, UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA


“THE THIRD WAY.” NEW YORK TIMES OPINION, 29 OCT 2009.

The future of agriculture must address several goals simultaneously. First, it now appears that we will have to double world food production in the next 40 years…

We will also have to dramatically reduce the environmental impacts of our farming…

We will also have to improve food security for the world’s poor. While the Green Revolution of the 1960s made it possible to feed hundreds of millions more people than in earlier eras, the number of undernourished in the world has started to rise again.

Finally, we will have to increase the resilience of agriculture. Today, our high-efficiency, globalized world has many benefits, but it is vulnerable to disruption, whether from drought, disease or price spikes. We must start building more resilience into food systems to better insulate us from future shocks.

Currently, there are two paradigms of agriculture being widely promoted: local and organic systems versus globalized and industrialized agriculture. Each has fervent followers and critics. Genuine discourse has broken down: You’re either with Michael Pollan or you’re with Monsanto. But neither of these paradigms, standing alone, can fully meet our needs.

Organic agriculture teaches us important lessons about soils, nutrients and pest management. And local agriculture connects people back to their food system. Unfortunately, certified organic food provides less than 1 percent of the world’s calories, mostly to the wealthy. It is hard to imagine organic farming scaling up to feed 9 billion.

Globalized and industrialized agriculture have benefits of economic scalability, high output and low labor demands. Overall, the Green Revolution has been a huge success. Without it, billions of people would have starved. However, these successes have come with tremendous environmental and social costs, which cannot be sustained.

Rather than voting for just one solution, we need a third way to solve the crisis. Let’s take ideas from both sides, creating new, hybrid solutions that boost production, conserve resources and build a more sustainable and scalable agriculture.

There are many promising avenues to pursue: precision agriculture, mixed with high-output composting and organic soil remedies; drip irrigation, plus buffer strips to reduce erosion and pollution; and new crop varieties that reduce water and fertilizer demand. In this context, the careful use of genetically modified crops may be appropriate, after careful public review.

INTERNATIONAL CENTRE OF INSECT PHYSIOLOGY AND ECOLOGY (ICIPE), KENYA

 
FROM ICIPE “ABOUT” WEBPAGE

icipe is a tropical organisation with a tropical agenda. But why study insects? Because in the tropics, insects are a fact of life to be reckoned with. Insects pose a greater risk to food production, often causing the loss of entire crops and destroying about half of all harvested food in storage. The 'old' tropical vector-borne diseases of malaria, dengue, kala-azar and the like are making a dramatic comeback, and frightening new ones are emerging. Livestock succumb in their millions of insect- and tick-borne diseases, resulting in loss of milk, meat and traction power. Underlying all of these issues is the fundamental poverty of most tropical countries and inability to harness their natural resources for themselves.

Established in Kenya in 1970, icipe's founders recognised that the mainly developing countries in the tropics had special problems that were not being adequately addressed by scientists and organisations in the North. Furthermore, there was a serious lack of indigenous expertise to resolve these problems. It should come to no surprise therefore that icipe's objectives for this millennium are essentially the same as they were three decades ago:

· To help ensure food security and better health for humankind and its livestock;

· To protect the environment;

· To conserve and make better use of natural resources.

icipe's mission is to help alleviate poverty, ensure food security and improve the overall health status of peoples of the tropics by developing and extending management tools and strategies for harmful and useful arthropods, while preserving the natural resource base through research and capacity building.

LUCY JAROSZ, GEOGRAPHER, UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON


FROM “A HUMAN GEOGRAPHER'S RESPONSE TO GUNS, GERMS, AND STEEL: THE CASE OF 
AGRARIAN DEVELOPMENT AND CHANGE IN MADAGASCAR.” ANTIPODE (2003).

…

The first wave of Madagascar’s colonization established settled forms of agriculture and developed international trade in agricultural products to build and maintain the wealth and power of local, regionally based elites. In the second wave, the goal was to reshape the economy and commerce so as to reorient and extract wealth and profit for French companies and creditors, rather than for the further enrichment of the Malagasy living on the island. Coffee and peas were introduced as export crops, timber was extracted, and environmental disruption and degradation ensued as taxation and forced labor laws spurred waves of regional migration and increased shifting cultivation as a crucial way to address food insecurity. Rice and beef were requisitioned to feed French troops and the slaves on sugar plantations on Mauritius. Famine and chronic food shortages were two key outcomes of the second wave of colonization.

…

Environmental history and differences alone do not explain why today Madagascar is one of the poorest countries in the world. The importance of geopolitical relationships, the development of capitalism, and dynamics of regional, national, and global food networks within specific environments are critical components of an accurate understanding of inequality and poverty. It is not enough to focus on environmental difference at the millennial scale, since the forms and processes of contemporary disparity are maintained by relationships established in the recent colonial past and reworked and deepened in the postcolonial period. We must not neglect the complex linkages and relationships among European and African societies and environments, as well as the realities of imperialism, power, and racism,when explaining the harsh realities of inequality and poverty that surround us.

…

GERTRUDE KENYANGI KABUSIMI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, SUPPORT FOR WOMEN IN AGRICULTURE AND ENVIRONMENT (SWAGEN), UGANDA

From “Hands Off Our Food!” Voices from Africa (2009), Oakland Institute.

…

In a world of increasing uncertainty and complexity, African peasant farmers want agricultural practices and agro-ecosystems that they control and that ensure both social and ecological resilience. These are the best disaster-prepared community responses during times of vulnerability caused by market shifts, natural disasters, climate change, and seasonal disruptions to livelihoods.

Linking African peasant farmers to input-dependent agriculture such as inorganic fertilizers, genetically modified seeds, and chemicals to control pests and diseases has the potential to expose livelihoods to the uncertainty of international commodity markets and create dependency on a product that is inextricably linked to fossil fuels for its manufacture and transport. Yet, Africa is constantly bombarded with demands to protect and conserve the environment. What double standards!

…

We demand to be consulted, not hoodwinked! You cannot purport to address hunger without addressing the hungry. Africa is not a homogeneous mass of land inhabited by obscure subspecies of human beings who have no capacity to weigh issues, make independent choices, and take informed decisions. Africa is the cradle of mankind and origin of civilization. We demand respect for our indigenous knowledge and locally appropriate technologies. We are not guinea pigs to be used in unproven theories and experiments. Give us a break!

LAKE VICTORIA FISHERS,  REPRESENTING FISHERS OF UGANDA, KENYA, AND TANZANIA


FROM “THE KISUMU DECLARATION,” 20 NOV 2006.

…

We, the representatives of civil society and artisanal fishers and fishing communities from the East African Community gathered in Kisumu-Kenya from 20th November, 2006, take note and appreciate efforts of the EAC to put in place the EAC Protocol for Sustainable Management and Development of the Lake Victoria Basin…

However, we note the following:

…

· The liberalization of Fish Trade around the Lake Victoria basin has resulted into negative social (loss of job and livelihoods, food insecurity, poor nutrition) and adverse economic effects now being felt by the majority poor lake dependent communities.

· Export-Led Growth (ELG) Strategy being pursued by the three EAC partner states subordinates human needs and human rights to corporate greed and corporate profit.

…

· The rights and livelihoods (food security, nutritional status, and employment) of the poor Lake Victoria dependent fishing communities, and more especially women fisherfolk as well as fish workers on the fishing boats and fish processing factory establishments are being threatened by the expanded fish export trade within the Lake Victoria region.

· Multilateral and bilateral aid agencies are continuing to fund huge, multi-billion regional development projects and programmes on Lake Victoria, that do not in any way offer a solution to poverty in fisheries and among the fishing communities.

…

· The failure of governments to protect and enhance the sustainable livelihoods of artisanal and traditional fishers as required by the protocol.

…

We further resolve:

…

· To request UFFCA… to undertake the following activities in our respective countries:

· Disseminate and sharing of information and education campaigns.

· Engagement with the ILO process towards developing new labour standards for the fishing sector, with a view to reaching a greater portion of the world’s fishers, particularly small-scale and artisanal fishers.

· Raise the level of awareness of the EAC/LVDP/LVFO fisheries processes and to advocate for the full participation of fisher representatives in these processes.

· Advocacy and lobbying programmes to improve the plight of artisanal fishers.

· Mobilization and organization of artisanal fisher groups and networks in all our countries.

· Constructive collaboration with our respective governments in terms of the implementation of the protocol. …

MANOR HOUSE AGRICULTURAL CENTER, KITALE, KENYA


FIRST SELECTION FROM “ADVICE TO FARMERS,” A NEWLETTER


SECOND SELECTION FROM MANOR HOUSE “ABOUT US” WEB PAGE

…

In light of increasing prices of food and farm inputs which have affected small scale farmers with less than two acres of land more adversely, we advised the farmers to think of alternative source of improving soil fertility by applying compost manure as a source of soil nutrients to cut down on the cost of such input. To have confidence in the importance of compost manure, we advise farmers to prepare a piece of land crop bed of 9m², measuring 1.5m x 6m, apply three  wheelbarrows of well rotten farm yard manure or compost and mix well with soil then plant crops e.g. maize. Weed the crops well and monitor the crops performance up to the harvesting time. Comparison of the resulting yield with that of conventionally grown crops in same land  size will lead farmers to appreciate the value of compost manure.

…

…

75% of Kenyans make their living from farming, and over 85% of these are small-scale, family farmers. Kenya’s agricultural policies have historically focused on growth objectives at the expense of equity issues and have largely neglected the small farmer. Despite the fact that the majority of Kenyan farmers work on an average holding of 1.1. hectares, policies have focused on the development of cash crops destined for export. Such policies provided a net gain in exports, but today, Kenya imports 80% of its food. 

MHAC is an indigenous organization that for over two decades has been at the forefront of helping the neediest Kenyan families to achieve ongoing food security through improved soil fertility and increased farm production, and a modest level of prosperity through marketing of their excess crops. Since its inception, MHAC has been a leader in the movement in Kenya to increase food security by introducing small-scale farmers to farming practices that make efficient use of limited resources, require few, if any, external inputs, and protect natural resources (particularly soil fertility) for future generations.

…

MAKHATHE MOAHLOLI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, KATLEHO MOHO ASSOCIATION, LESOTHO

From “Are New Technologies an Answer to the Needs of Small-Scale Farmers?” Voices from Africa (2009), Oakland Institute.

…

In one of these visits, 78-year-old Ralobisi Seleke from Ha Moahloli village stood up to say: “I am sure that I am the oldest among those who are here. I have learned that these technologies are meant to make the poor poorer and the rich richer. This Green Revolution has damaged our nature and continues to make it worse. We need to stand up and voice strongly our opposition to the developers of this technology and ask them to stop with immediate effect.”

He went on to list some of his concerns, including threats to biodiversity as large land areas are planted under a monocrop; prioritizing market and export crops over crops for domestic consumption; increased mechanization, use of chemicals, and irrigation; use of hybrid seeds that need to be bought yearly; increased dependency on multinationals for chemical seeds and inputs; and environmental and health risks associated with the industrial model of agriculture. Seleke also indicated the benefits of ecological agriculture, including protection of biodiversity and environment and the ability of farmers to use available resources (saved seeds, animal manure).

In our experience, the use of traditional seeds and farming systems are also the best means to reduce poverty in rural areas such as Semonkong in Lesotho. The CBDC’s Seed and Food Security Programme has made a strong case for promoting traditional farming systems, stating that local seeds and indigenous knowledge will benefit the current population and future generations. Ever since the inception of the CBDC program in 2006, many target farmers have improved their livelihoods. As a result, our approach is gaining acceptance among smallholder farmers who believe in food sovereignty and are joining hands to campaign against technological solutions such as the New Green Revolution for Africa. For instance, Mrs. Makaizara Molapo, a farmer, told our staff, “I find CBDC useful because it tackles prevailing food insecurity and challenges that face smallholder farmers. The CBDC has helped us reduce dependency on agricultural inputs because it promotes seed multiplication, and use and conservation of indigenous seeds instead of buying hybrids or using emerging technologies.”

…

THE OAKLAND INSTITUTE

From Voices from Africa (2009).

…

It is time for an end to business as usual. African farmers do not need top-down, force-fed technocratic solutions. They want cost-effective options that take into account unique challenges and opportunities that face Africa, including the integration of multipurpose crop systems, improved access to land, and support for traditional plant varieties and breeding techniques. This is a choice between profits or people. Policies that support food sovereignty are the clear choice as far as Africans are concerned, and it is time to stop touting the benefits of GE and listen to the chorus of voices from Africa calling for sustainable and lasting change.

SOPHIA MURPHY, SENIOR ADVISOR, INSTITUTE FOR AGRICULTURE AND TRADE POLICY


FROM “FREE TRADE IN AGRICULTURE: A BAD IDEA WHOSE TIME IS DONE.” MONTHLY REVIEW, 
JUL-AUG 2009.

The argument that tied food security to unfettered trade went something like this: liberalize world agricultural markets by ending subsidies to inefficient producers, tear down tariff walls, and end the practice of holding government-controlled food stocks. World market supplies will then move to where need is greatest. In turn, world prices for agricultural commodities will rise, which will be good for the farmers who are profitable in the deregulated markets. At the same time, consumers will pay less, benefiting from the efficiencies created by sharper competition. Environmental efficiencies are gained by concentrating production of particular crops in countries that have the greatest “comparative advantage,” and private companies are able to manage the business of getting food from where it is grown to where it is needed, cutting significant costs out of government budgets in those countries where the state used to play all or some of this role. Even the apparent losers—those farmers unable to compete on the supposedly level playing field of the world market—would win in the end, because wider economic development was said to depend on releasing labor from agriculture for other sectors, so the displaced farmers and farm laborers would hypothetically find work in cities or non-farm rural activities instead. … 
For most countries, trade in agriculture is necessary to balance supply with demand.… Trade is not, however, an end in itself. It is a tool that needs to be regulated to meet the goals of individual countries. It is important not to let trade rules dictate agricultural policy—trade is not a proxy for development. Increased trade is associated with all kinds of outcomes: economic growth and zero growth; increased employment and increased unemployment; decreased poverty levels and increased poverty levels. Trade among equals can make everyone better off. But trade across the disparities that mar our world has concentrated enormous wealth in the hands of very few people, while ushering in policies that have worsened the lives of several billion people, who must now compete with a global market place even to grow food on their own half hectare or less of land.

There are the countries that can ill afford to import food, but whose domestic capacity to grow food is so disrupted that they must buy food abroad to stave off hunger at home. These low-income food deficit countries could and should grow a lot more food than they do. Much of what they import is inferior in quality and culturally inappropriate. It also depresses the necessary spur to domestic production, which could generate jobs, capital, and a basis from which to eradicate poverty. Many of these countries have been impoverished by a vision for economic development that promised wealth through exports. It turns out that for them trade is a problem, not a solution.

Everyone has to eat. A functioning just food system cannot simply let prices fall as supply and demand dictate. Policy choices determine whose demand is effective in the market, and if we price those who live in poverty out of the market, then we need to find other ways to protect their right to food. … 
ANDREW MUSHITA, DIRECTOR, COMMUNITY TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT TRUST (ZIMBABWE)

CAROL B. THOMPSON,  PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL ECONOMY, NORTHERN ARIZONA UNIVERSITY


FROM BIOPIRACY OF BIODIVERSITY (2007), PG 210.

…

The nature of nature to most indigenous peoples is that “agri-culture” is as fully a part of their heritage as any other aspect of their cultures: language, religion, marital relations, and so on. How can one “own” the Shona or Zulu language?  Or from another perspective, to make local seeds available solely for single, private ownership and control is similar to someone trying to “own” Shona or Dine (Navajo) communities.  In the 21st century, such an usurpation of community rights is unacceptable and repugnant.  The African Union Model Legislation is clear: The rights of local communities over their biological resources, knowledge and technologies that represent the every nature of their livelihood systems and that have evolved over generations of human history are of a collective nature and therefore, are a priori rights which take precedence over rights based on private interests.

…

DIAMANTINO NHAMPOSSA, UNAC MOZAMBIQUE & VIA CAMPESINA AFRICA

From “What Kind of Aid Does Africa Need?” Grassroots International, Jul 13 2007.
If we look at the kind of agriculture policies that are being proposed for our countries today, we do not find any reason to believe that there is real interest in tackling the root causes of poverty or in promoting broad-based rural development. The economic structural adjustment programs have severely weakened our agriculture economies. And now, the Economic Partnership Agreements are a weapon that has the potential to destroy our local markets for agriculture products.

…[T]here is considerable evidence that the green revolution benefited those farmers who could afford the technology, at the expense of poor farmers who could not. …The irony of our global economy is that food flows through trade from areas were people are hungry toward areas where there is money.

Land access by peasant farmers is crucial for the development of agriculture in Africa. In Mozambique we were successful in passing land legislation that could assure land access and control by peasant families. However the spirit of this legislation is being restrained by a lack of agricultural policies that would support peasant and family farm agriculture. … The development of agriculture and rural areas require the state’s commitment to assure that pro-peasant and pro-family farmer policies are implemented that promote sustainable peasant based agriculture. Sadly, current policies in most countries favour large export producers and hurt peasant producers of food. It is urgent that we reverse such misguided policies. …
In today’s Africa, free trade agreements have made it easier for private traders – the only buyers and sellers of food left now that the marketing boards are largely gone – to import subsidized food from rich countries, than to negotiate with thousands of small local farmers, driving local farm prices below the costs of production. Faced with this negative panorama, peasant families in Mozambique and across the continent are abandoning agriculture in search of low-wage jobs in urban slums and in the international migrant stream. This is the sad reality, and EPAs can only make this worse. 

Our country, like other African countries, has become highly dependent on foreign budget support over the last 20 years. This funding was generally directed to implementation of an agenda based on policies directed towards the liberalization and privatization of the country’s economy. During all these years, almost nothing was directed to agriculture, especially peasant agriculture. Places that were once our green and productive lands, are now abandoned by farmers, and are becoming unproductive deserts. 

Today's rural life has been devastated by years of free trade and anti-peasant policies imposed on our governments by their bilateral and multilateral allies. The forced privatization of food crop marketing boards – which, though flawed, once guaranteed African farmers minimum prices and held food reserves for emergencies – and the closure of rural development banks, which gave farmers credit to produce food, have left farmers without either financing to grow food or buyers for their produce. We are living a policy-driven disaster.

What kind of aid does Africa need? Not dumping of food aid by rich countries that destroy local efforts to produce; not the imposition of industrial-style agriculture – based on chemicals and "high-yielding" seeds – in our countries, with the paradoxical outcome of greater production of a few food crops, accompanied by even worse hunger, and by environmental degradation. Pesticides and chemical fertilizers eventually degrade the soil, leading to declining productivity, and the high cost of those inputs will deepen the divide between rich and poor farmers, swelling the ranks of the hungry.
AGGREY NSHEKANABO, EDITOR, EAST AFRICAN BUSINESS WEEK


FROM “EAST AFRICA LOSES $700M TO STRIGA WEED.” EAST AFRICAN BUSINESS WEEK, 02 JUN 2009

…

East African countries lose over US$700 million worth of cereals per annum due to the striga weed.

…

Midega said if the weed got completely terminated from the region, the three countries would not be importing any rice, maize and other grains.

"Instead we would be having surplus which we would be exporting. We would be assured of food security. There would be no famine and all that but because of this disease, we are never food secure because it attacks the cereals that ensure that there is food security," Midega said.

Other than the striga weed, maize, the main cereal in the region, is also attacked by an insect pest called the stem borer...

"However, we have come up with smallholder farmer techniques to fight the weed without being dependent on expensive pesticides. We have developed what we call a push and pull technology to control the weed," Midega said.

The new technology involves planting elephant grass on the fringes of the maize field whose smell attracts the stem borer off the maize. It also involves planting a legume fodder called desmodium within the maize rows whose smell is repellant to the stem borer.

…

"The desmodium legume… is [also] a cover plant that helps the soil regenerate its fertility, making it difficult for the striga to survive. … That is the new affordable technology we have developed to fight the weed," he added.

"If all smallholder farmers adopt this technology, we shall fight striga at a non-prohibitive cost and the three countries will have, say, an additional three million tonnes of maize from farmers. Our technology with desmodium which stimulates striga seed growth is called suicidal germination," Midega explained.

RAJ PATEL, INSTITUTE FOR FOOD AND DEVELOPMENT POLICY


“WHEN CHEAP OIL AND WATER DISAPPEAR.” NEW YORK TIMES OPINION, 29 OCT 2009.

The U.S. leads the world in genetically modified agricultural technology, yet one in eight Americans is hungry. Last year, with bumper harvests, more than a billion people ate less than 1,900 calories per day. The cause of hunger today isn’t a shortage of food — it’s poverty.

Addressing that will require not new agricultural technology, but a political commitment to making food a human right.

We do, however, need to transform the way we farm. Today’s industrial agriculture depends on fossil fuels and abundant water. The growing and processing of food for the average American every year takes the equivalent of more than 500 gallons of oil. The future will see both cheap water and oil disappear.

…

Over three years, more than 400 experts worked on a sobering report which has recently been published as “Agriculture at a Crossroads.”

The scientists concluded that genetically modified crops had failed to show much promise in feeding the world. Instead, the study suggested that to feed the world, we need both political and technological change. Tomorrow’s agriculture will need to be much more regionally controlled and locally adapted, and will need a diversity of approaches to meet the challenges of climate change and resource scarcity.

Among the farming techniques endorsed by the report is agroecology, which builds soil, insect and plant ecology. The result is a farming system that uses water frugally, sequesters vast amounts of carbon and doesn’t require external inputs.

This is cutting edge science, but it isn’t terribly profitable for large U.S.-based agricultural corporations. Perhaps that explains why, despite strong support for this report among governments overseas, the U.S. government last year refused to endorse it.

MICHAEL J. ROBERTS, ECONOMIST, NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY


“DECLINING YIELDS ON THE HORIZON.” NEW YORK TIMES OPINION, 29 OCT 2009.

…

[T]hree billion people — nearly half the planet — live on $2.50 per day or less. The poor typically spend a third to half of their income on food, composed mainly of staple commodities. If food quantities go down and prices go up, it’s the world’s poor who consume less.

…

Still, it could be that new genetically modified seeds will accelerate yield growth and offset projected damages from global warming. So far, genetically modified crops have shown yield gains in developing nations, but only modest gains in rich countries. And though yields have grown, my research shows no growth in tolerance to extreme heat, which is the key challenge going forward.

The green revolution didn’t come about from a wondrous market. It came from public investments in crop science that people like Norman Borlaug then spread around the world. But public funding of crop science research has diminished over the years. Now seems like a good time to increase that kind of investment.

THOMAS SANKARA, PRESIDENT OF BURKINA FASO


FROM WE ARE HEIRS OF THE WORLD'S REVOLUTIONS, A COLLECTION OF SPEECHES.

…

Very few countries have been inundated like mine with all kinds of aid. Theoretically, this aid is supposed to work in the interests of our development. In the case of what was formerly Upper Volta, one searches in vain for a sign of anything having to do with development. The men in power, either out of naiveté or class selfishness, could not or would not take control of this influx from abroad, understand its significance, or raise demands in the interests of our people.

In his book, Le Sahel Demain, Jacques Giri, with a good deal of common sense, analyzes a table published in 1983 by the Sahel Club, and draws the conclusion that because of its nature and the mechanisms in place, aid to the Sahel helps only with bare survival. Thirty percent of this aid, he stresses, serves simply to keep the Sahel alive. According to Jacques Giri, the only goal of this foreign aid is to continue developing nonproductive sectors, saddling our meager budgets with unbearably heavy expenditures, disorganizing our countryside, widening our balance of trade deficit, and accelerating our indebtedness.

…

The diagnosis was clearly somber. The root of the disease was political. The treatment could only be political.

Of course, we encourage aid that aids us in doing away with aid. But in general, welfare and aid policies have only ended up disorganizing us, subjugating us, and robbing us of a sense of responsibility for our own economic, political, and cultural affairs.

…

We swear, we proclaim, that from now on nothing in Burkina Faso will be done without the participation of the Burkinabè. Nothing that we have not first decided and worked out ourselves. There will be no further assaults on our sense of decency and our dignity.

LEOPOLD SEDAR SENGHOR, PRESIDENT OF SENEGAL


FROM “PRAYER FOR PEACE .”

I

Lord Jesus, at the end of this book, which I offer You
As a ciborium of sufferings
At the beginning of the Great Year, in the sunlight
Of Your peace on the snowy roofs of Paris
– Yet I know that my brothers' blood will once more redden 
The yellow Orient on the shores of the Pacific
Ravaged by storms and hatred
I know that this blood is the spring libation
The Great Tax Collectors have used for seventy years
To fatten the Empire's lands
Lord, at the foot of this cross – and it is no longer You
Tree of sorrow but, above the Old and New Worlds, 
Crucified Africa,
And her right arm stretches over my land
And her left side shades America
And her heart is precious Haiti, Haiti who dared
Proclaim Man before the Tyrant
At the feet of my Africa, crucified for four hundred years
And still breathing
Let me recite to You, Lord, her prayer of peace and pardon.

VANDANA SHIVA, ACTIVIST AND AUTHOR


“THE FAILURE OF GENE-ALTERED CROPS.” NEW YORK TIMES OPINION, 29 OCT 2009.

Food security over the next two decades will have to be built on ecological security and climate resilience. We need the real green revolution, not a second “Green Revolution” based on genetic engineering. We need biodiversity intensification that works with nature’s nutrient and water cycles, not against them.

Genetic engineering has not increased yields. Recent research by Doug Gurian-Sherman of the Union of Concerned Scientists published as a study “Failure to Yield” has shown that in a nearly 20 year record, genetically engineered crops have not increased yields. The study did not find significantly increased yields from crops engineered for herbicide tolerance or crops engineered to be insect-resistant.

The International Assessment of Agricultural Science and Technology for Development carried out by 400 scientists over four years has also concluded that … small farms based on principles of agri-ecology and sustainability produce more food.

That is why I an so disappointed that the Gates Foundation in its global development program is supporting the use of genetically modified crops in Africa. Green revolution technologies and strategies, reliant on monoculture and chemical fertilizers and pesticides, have destroyed biodiversity, which has in many places led to a decline in nutrition output per acre.

As I have shown in my book “Soil, Not Oil,” industrial systems of food production are also a major contributor to greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. Industrial monocultures are more vulnerable to climate change since they reduce soil organic matter which is vital for moisture conservation and resilience to draught.

The claim by the genetic engineering industry that without genetically modified food we cannot respond to climate change is simply false. Climate resilient traits in crops have been evolved by farmers over centuries. In the community seed banks that I have helped create through the Navdanya movement, we have seeds for drought resistance, flood resistance and salt tolerance. This is the biological capital for the real green revolution.

The gene giants are now pirating and patenting the collective and cumulative  innovation of Third World farmers. Patent monopolies on seed cannot create food security. They can only push small farmers in debt.

The green revolution that we are building through Navdanya is based on conserving biodiversity and conserving water while increasing food production per acre. What we need is biodiversity intensification, not chemical intensification. What we need is to work with nature’s nutrient cycles and hydrological cycle, not against them. It is time to put small farmers, especially women, at the heart of this process.

DANIEL HOWDEN, AFRICA CORRESPONDANT FOR THE INDEPENDENT


FROM “HOPE FOR AFRICA LIES IN POLITICAL REFORMS.” THE INDEPENDENT, 08 SEP 2008.

…

For agriculture in Africa, the real problems stem from a global trade system that favours richer countries and large corporations, chronic under-investment by corrupt governments, and the gross distortion of food prices caused in large part by the explosion of biofuels.

Trade inequality has seen rich countries dumping subsidised food on to African markets, while erecting barriers themselves. Now prime African farmland is being switched from food to fuel – on the most food-insecure continent on the planet.

… The agribusiness giants who have developed and patented genetically modified crops have long argued that their mission is to feed the world, rarely missing an opportunity to mention starving Africans.

Their mission is, in fact, to make a profit.

Land rights for small farmers, political stability, fairer markets, education and investment hold the key to feeding Africa but offer little prospect of increased profits. 

The climate crisis was used to boost biofuels, helping to create the food crisis; and now the food crisis is being used to revive the fortunes of the GM industry.

RICK JONASSE, FOR FOOD FIRST

FROM FOOD FIRST POLICY BRIEF NO. 15, “THE DOHA COLLAPSE: TIME TO GET AGRICULTURE OUT OF THE WTO.” AUGUST 2008.

… Rather than give up subsidies, the U.S. has offered to provide development aid to, in the words of United States Director for African Affairs, “help West African farmers to improve production, transformation, and marketing of cotton in the region.”
 Translation: more free market reforms of the type that have destroyed Africa’s food systems, and possibly aid money going into BT cotton.
… Protecting subsistence farmers from the goliath of global trade is literally a matter of life and death for hundreds of millions of families trying to compete with subsidized, industrial agriculture. In an ideal world the function of the WTO would be to prevent unfair trading practices like dumping and monopoly control over markets. Instead it is part of the triumvirate, which includes the World Bank and the IMF, that forces Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) on poor countries. FTAs keep multinational commodity traders (such as ADM, Bunge, and Cargill) in control of the global food chain. Protectionist policies and subsidies on the part of developed countries add fuel to the fire by allowing brokers to purchase commodities at less than the cost of production and dump them on countries that have had their agricultural supports kicked away.  

As long as agricultural commodities remain ensnared in WTO negotiations, developed countries will hold their advantage when times are difficult for poor farmers (supplying loans and direct food aid, which mask the real crisis) and press for more reforms when harvests are good. This will lead to the continued ratcheting up of free trade policies that pit farmers around the globe against one another in a struggle that only benefits agribusinesses.
… Corporate actors are not elected. They have no constituents other than their shareholders and no vision other than to seek the highest return on investment. Their perspective is short term. To  the extent possible they externalize environmental and social costs. These costs are borne by peasants who are not shareholders; who do not have a seat on the board or a voice in global affairs. Intentionally or not, the WTO promotes these undemocratic and destructive values when it forces open market reforms on poor countries. Taking agriculture out of the WTO would mean bringing local control of food  systems back to the Global South. If they make poor choices, fine, let the market be an arbiter. But  let the choices about food be made at home, not in the boardrooms of global agribusinesses who most certainly do not have the best interests of poor farmers and peasants in mind.

