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ABSTRACT 

This study constitutes an analysis of the implication of the  World Trade Organisation 

(WTO) Agreement on Agriculture and trade liberalization on food security and 

realization of the right to adequate food in Uganda. The research was intended 

amogest other things to establish whether the implementation of the agreement on 

agriculture (AOA) has facilitated the the achievement for greater food security and 

promotion of the right to adequate food in Uganda. The promised market access under 

the (AOA) has been undermined by high levels of trade, distorting support and unfair 

competition caused by export subsidies. Agricultural trade liberalization has ineffect 

increased importation of the cheap agricultural products which has negatively affected 

the prices of the local produce forcing the rural communities off the the farms. The 

purpose of this study is to examine the implications of the WTO(AOA) provisions of the 

agricultural trade liberalization on the realization of the right to food and ensuring the 

realization of the right to food in Uganda. This study employed qualitative research 

methods from various secodary data colletion methods were used such as library 

research,study on books and juournals.Analysis was done considering in different laws 

were backed by qualitative analysis through legal perspective.The research findings 

indicated that if agricultural liberalization is not preceded by agricultural transsfornation 

can be an obstacle to food security and udernine the realization of the right to food in 

Uganda.it was recommended that government should put in place measures to protct 

farmers from an influx of cheap and subsidized imports which undernines domestic 

production,The AOA should be reviewed and afood security box that contains measures 

that create exemption for poor countries created in order to promote the realization of 

the right to adequate food in Uganda.           
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CHAPTER ONE 

GENERAL INTRODUCTION. 

1.1  Back Ground to the Study. 

Agriculture plays a critical role in the lives of the people of Uganda and other third 

world countries1. It provides basic food and other resources. It is a source of livehood 

and much needed foreign exchange2. The World Trade Organization (WTO), Agreement 

on Agriculture (AOA) by setting the overarching framework for agriculture trade and 

development has significant implications for sustainable agriculture.3 The AOA objective 

of full liberalization of agriculture by removing support and protection from small 

farmers in developing countries do not promote the goals of sustainable agriculture and 

food security4. 

This research is,therefore,intended to explore the implications of agricultural trade 

liberalization on food security in the third world developing countries with specific focus 

on Uganda. The researcher analyzed the genesis of the AOA, attempts by the 

government of Uganda to fulfill its international and constitutional obligation of ensuring 

food security for its population, Uganda’s national food status, towards the realization of 

the right to adequate food and implications of the agreement for the already fragile 

food situation. In conclusion, several recommendations are suggested.  

Governments the world over have found it increasingly difficult to implement good 

policies concerning economic activities5 because such activities often cross borders in a 

way that escapes the reach of national jurisdiction. This has been so in all international 
                                                                 
1Bazaara N, The view of food self sufficient Uganda: A Critical RE-Examination, conference presentation 

on population movements, food crisis and community response, (new Delhi 2012) atp.8 
2 Ibid at 1 
3Otieno Odek,  World Trade Organisation Agreement on Agriculture: Salient Features and Impact on East 

African States,Friedrich Ebert Stiftung Nairobi (2014), at p. 12. 
4Paragraph 5 of the preamble to the Agreement on Agriculture calls for full liberalization of agriculture 

and Art. 15 imply that Least Developed Countries which were not providing subsidies could not start, 

while developed and developing countries could continue providing subsidies with a commitment to 

reduce them in accordance with the agreed time schedules. 
5 Tim Lang, “Food Security: Does It Conflict With Globalization”, journal of society of international 

development, (2010)4, at p.2. Available at http://sidint.org/publications/development/fhtmaccessed on 

25/12/2016. 

http://sidint.org/publications/development/fhtm


2 
 

economic activities.6 Responding to such difficulties, the contracting parties of the 

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and other nations launched the eighth 

major trade negotiating round in Uruguay in September 1986.7 

The results of the Uruguay Round of negotiations were formally signed in Marrakesh, 

Morocco in 1994 and finally, the World Trade Organization came into being in January 

1995.8In addition to Marrakesh Agreement that set up World Trade Organization, 

thirteen other agreements swere concluded during the round.9 One of these 

agreements is the Agreement on Agriculture (AOA). 

The AOA is of particular significance to most third world countries and in particular to 

Uganda for some reasons. The Ugandan economy is dominated by the agricultural 

sector.10It accounts for 43% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP), 85% of export earnings, 

80% of employment opportunities and provides most of the raw materials to the mainly 

agro-based industrial sector comprising of coffee hulling, cotton ginning, tea processing, 

sugar production, textile mills, soap industries, edible oil industries, cigarette 

manufacturing grain milling, meat processing, dairy and leather products 

manufacturing.11 Eighty-percent of the population live in rural areas and depend mainly 

on agriculture for their livelihoods.12 

The sector is also the provider of food sufficiency and food security, agriculture is 

expected to be the principal engine and major source of future growth.13Agricultural 

                                                                 
6  Tim Lang, “Food Security: Does It Conflict With Globalization”, journal of society of international 

development, (2010)4, at p.2. Available at http://sidint.org/publications/development/fhtmaccessed on 

25/12/2016. 

 
7John H. Jackson, The World Trading System: Law and Policy of International Economic Relations, MIT 

Press, Cambridge/Massachusetts/ London (2 Edition 2013) at p. 17. 
8The world Trade Organization Agreement Series, Agriculture, WTO secretariat, Geneva (2013) 6. 
9Ibid at 8. 
10 The Republic of Uganda, Plan for the Modernization of Agriculture: Eradicating Poverty in Uganda 

Government Strategy and Operational Framework, MAAIF (2010), at p. 17. 
11 Uganda Census of Agriculture Report 2015-2016 MAAIF 10. 
12 Uganda Bureau of Statistics, Projection of Food Trends in Uganda, Vol 1 2015-2016 5. 
13 Uganda Bureau of Statistics, Projection of Food Trends in Uganda, Vol 1 2015-2016 5. 

http://sidint.org/publications/development/fhtm


3 
 

output at present comes mainly from about three million small holder farmers whose 

product constitutes three-quarters of the total output.14 

Food crop production predominates the agricultural sector contributing 80% of 

agricultural GDP while livestock products account for 10%, -export crop production 4%, 

Fisheries 4% and forestry 2%15, Only one-third of the food crop produced is marketed, 

compared to two-thirds of the livestock produced in the country16. About 42 percent of 

agricultural GDP consists of subsistence crops for home consumption is non-monetized. 

Export crops only constitute 8% of the cropped areas.17 

Over the last two decades, food production in East Africa only rose at a rate of 1% 

below the population growth creating large dependence on food imports and aid. For 

example, in Uganda, World Food Programme donated 278,771 metric tonnes of food 

worth the US $141,127,541 to displaced people between 2013 and 201418.  

With the liberalization of the economy, the country now imports a variety of 

unprocessed, semi- processed and processed foods19. These include salt, rice, wheat, 

sugar, milk products, and drinks20. Some of the imported foods, however, are 

substandard and tend to be cheap due to domestic export subsidies21. This may result 

in unfair competition since farmers in Uganda are not subsidized,22 yet they compete for 

the same market23.  

In addition to importing substandard and expired products, there are risks of 

introducing foreign diseases into the country. There is also the possibility of importing 

irradiated food (powdered milk, tinned meat) and bringing in genetically modified 
                                                                 
14Uganda Bureau of Statistics, Statistical Abstract 2015-2016 at page 70. 
15Ibid at 14. 
16The World Trade Organisation, Trade Policy Review, Uganda Report 2016 12. 
17Uganda Bureau of Statistics, A statistical Abstract 2015-2016 at p 71. 
18Ibid at 17. 
19 The World Trade Organisation, Trade Policy Review, Uganda report 2016 12.- 

 

 
20 Uganda Bureau of Statisticscs ,Projection of Food Trends in Uganda,vol 1 2015-2016. 
21Ibid at 20 
22Uganda Bureal of Statistics,Projection of Food Trade in uganda, volume 1 2015-2016 5. 
23Ibid at 20 
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food.24 Uganda has not yet attained the desired level of vigorous scientific 

research.25Consequently, the country would needs sufficient precautionary measures to 

implement the AOA without adverse effects on agriculture and in particular on food 

security26.Furthermore, Uganda’s exports mainly consist of traditional agricultural 

commodities, which cannot cope with the increasing need to earn foreign exchange27. 

The agricultural sector of the developed countries especially the United States and the 

European Union is still being subsidized, which leads to overproduction28. Surplus 

production in these countries leads to exportation at artificially low prices thereby 

having a dumping effect Protection of the agricultural sector implies that food prices 

and the food import bill of developing countries are determined mainly by the events in 

these countries. 

Before the Uruguay Round, agriculture sector trade was effectively excluded from 

international trading rules29. The consensus was that agriculture was a unique sector of 

the economy and for reasons of national food security could not be treated like other 

sectors of the trade industry.30 The sector was accorded special treatment and 

exempted from GATT rules.31 At the beginning of the Uruguay Round, agriculture was 

included as an item on the agenda.The major players in agricultural negotiations were 

the United States of America, the European Union, and the Cairns group.32 Agriculture 

by its nature became the most difficult item to bring under the international trade treaty 

                                                                 
24 The Republic of Uganda, the Uganda food and Nutrition Policy, Strategy, 2013,at p. 11. 
25Badrumulumba, members of parliament protest GMO Product. The Monitor, August 28, 2016 at p 3. 
26BadruMulumba, “Members of Parliament Protest GMO Products.” The Monitor, August 28, 2016 at p.3. 
27Bazaara N, the view of food self sufficient Uganda: a critical re-examination, conference presentation on 

population movements, food crisis and community response, (New Delhi 2012) at p.8 
28  FAO; state of food security in the world,(Rome2015) p5 
29Mathenge Christine, The Economics of Agricultural trade Liberalization in the sub Saharan Africa work 

shop presentation Nairobi (2014)at p2 . 
30 John madeley,hungry for trade, how the poor pay for free trade, zed Books, London, (2010) at p 30 
31Ibid at 30. 
32 The Cairns group was founded in 1986 in Cairns, Australia by three Commonwealth Countries, 

(Australia, Canada and New-Zealand), five Latin American Countries; (Argentina Brazil Chile, Colombia 

and Uruguay), Five Asian countries (Fiji, Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines, and Thailand) as well as 

Hungary. 
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of the GATT.33 The above states tried an almost do or die effort to make sure that the 

Uruguay round would succeed in bringing agriculture under the GATT trading rule 

system34. 

It is important to note that the USA and other countries that fought to see agriculture 

fall under the GATT trading system had in the 20th Century mechanized agriculture and 

increased efficiencies of agricultural production. The number of persons needed in 

agriculture work had dropped drastically, and less assistance was needed to protect the 

agricultural population, which had a lot of influence on the American electoral system.35 

As a result of agricultural mechanization, there was increased productivity, which 

created large surpluses on the market.  

The use of export subsidies greatly depressed the World prices of many agricultural 

commodities36. The effect was to distort international patterns of production to the 

detriment of the USA, which believed it had a comparative advantage in the production 

of many agricultural goods. It, therefore, remains an issue of investigation as to 

whether developing countries like Uganda have a lot to benefit from endorsing and later 

implementing such an agreement other than to be seen supporting the super powers 

that largely fund her national budget. 

The Agreement on Agriculture37 has far reaching implications on the agricultural sector 

in the developing countries and Uganda in particular,The agreement liberalizes 

agricultural trade Since developed countries are still subsidizing their agricultural 

production, commodities will be imported to Uganda at relatively low prices, and this 

will discourage local production. Ultimately, this will lead toareduction in the level of 

exports.  

                                                                 
33Food and Agriculture organisation, the right to food in theory and practice food and agriculture 

organisation of the United Nations Rome (2015) 16. 
34Ibid at 33. 
35 Tim lang, control of trade by multinationals impact of Uruguay round and GAAT on sustainable food 

security. Journal of the society for international development (2014), 6. 
36Ibid at 35 
37World Trade Organisation, Dispute, U.S.-Subsidies on Upland Cotton. Final Panel Report 

2013(WT/DS267/R) 8. 
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The AOA , therefore, have an adverse influence on the foreign exchange earnings. The 

world’s poorer countries lose about $ 24 billion a year because of the subsidies paid by 

rich nations to their farmers.38 In the  landmark dispute between Brazil and USA 

relating to cotton subsidies, the WTO dispute settlement body sided with Brazil that 

cotton subsidies distort trade and depressing world cotton subsidies39. Brazil 

successfully argued that U.S domestic support measures - that reached US$13.1 billion 

between 2010- 2013 cause serious prejudice to Brazil by depressing the world upland 

cotton prices. that elimination of protectionist farm policies in industrialized countries 

would allow developing countries to triple their net agricultural exports to around $ 60 

billion. The Agreement is also likely to influence the price of food, and hence increase 

the import bill In food deficit countries, the bill is set to rise.  

As developed countries continue to reduce domestic and export subsidies as envisaged 

under the agreement, agricultural production will reduce and prices of agricultural 

products will rise. As an importer of food, Uganda will have an increased import bill as 

world prices increase. It is such implications and particularly on sustainable food 

security that  constitute the subject of this research. 

1.4. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The right to food is included in the social and economic rights recognized by the 

constitution.40 

Uganda has been involved in policy reforms that culminated into the Poverty Reduction 

Action Plan (PEAP), which is an all-inclusive government development 

framework.41Modernization of agriculture intended to improve the incomes of the poor 

and improve food security is part of the overall objectives of PEAP. A Policy on food and 

                                                                 
38GichingaNdirangu, “African Trade Ministers Attempt New WTO Deal,” The East African, February, 16-22, 

2015, Media Group, Nairobi, at p.21. 
39 Tim lang, control of trade by multionals impact of the Uruguay round and GAAT on sustainable food 

security. Society for interntional development (2014). 
40 Under the 1995 Constitution of the Republic of Uganda, Objective XXII requires the state to take 

appropriate steps to encourage people to grow and store adequate food, establish national food reserves 

and encourage and promote proper nutrition through mass / education and other appropriate means in 

order to build a healthy state. 
41 The Republic of Uganda, Poverty Eradication Action Plan (2001)  at p. 20 
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nutrition whose goal is to ensure food security and adequate nutrition for all the people 

of Uganda was also put in place.42 

The policy framework on food security generally has been guided by the concept of 

trade liberalization. The plan for Modernization of Agriculture which is the policy 

framework for achieving the PEAP objective of improving incomes explicitly states that 

food security will be realized through the market,43National food reserves provided for 

as safety nets under objective XXLL of the consitution of the reblic of uganda had 

previously existed inform of food silos prior to economical liberalization policies that 

were emphasized by the poverty eradication action plan, the advice from the 

international institutions has been that poverty reduction, food security and the right to 

adequate food can only be achieved through trade liberalization.  

However ,with trade liberalization, the policy making mechanism has shifted away from 

national governments to international agencies, institutions, and private corporations. 

This has led to the erosion of national sovereignty and narrowed the ability of 

governments and the people of Uganda to make choices from options in economic, 

social and cultural policies hence undermining the peoples and government efforts to 

reduce poverty, achieve food security and progressively realize the right to adequate 

food. Indeed, the impacts of this approach on both incomes of the poor and food 

security have been largely negative.44Agriculture trade liberalization has in effect 

increased importation of cheap agricultural products, which negatively affect the Prices 

of the local produce forcing the rural communities off the farms.45 

This has further impoverished farmers making them more food insecure. The apparent 

reduction of barriers in some foreign market and expansion of exports have largely 

benefited commercial and largely benefited commercial and large scale producers who 

constitute asmall percentage of the population, small farmers have not benefited in 

                                                                 
42 The Republic of Uganda, the Uganda Food and Nutrition Policy (2003),at 13. 
43 The Republic of Uganda, the plan for Modernisation of Agriculture,(2001) 10. 
44 On this there is growing evidence that the rural poor and vulnerable groups are becoming poor and the 

income gap between the rich and the poor has widened further. See, The Republic of Uganda, 

background to the budget for the financial year 2015/2016. 
45 Uganda Bureau of Statistics, Projection of Food Trends in Uganda vol, 1, 2015-2016 17. 



8 
 

export oriented crops and face great competition in accessing resources such as land 

hence marginalizing their position further.  

Although there are other factors that have contributed to poverty and food security, 

agriculture trade liberalization has complicated the situation further and made the 

attainment of food security more difficult. Uganda is among countries, which did not 

effectively participate in the Uruguay negotiations but merely endorsed the Agreement 

to retain the goodwill of the strong nations.  

This study will therefore, address the impact of agriculturaltrade liberalization and 

implementation of the WTO, Agreement on Agriculture on food security and progressive 

realization of the right to adequate food. The researcher also proposed remedies for the 

resulting problems that threaten food security and the realization of the right to food in 

Uganda today. 

1.5 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

1. What are the implications of the world trade organization agreement on 

agriculture  provisions of  agricultural trade liberalization on the realization of the 

right to food and ensuring sustainable food security in Uganda. 

2 What are the effects of the provisions of  market mechanism under the WTO 

agreement on agriculture in ensuring the realization of food security in Uganda. 

3 What are the implications of the world trade organization agreement on 

agriculture with specific reference to provisions of export subsidies on food 

security in Uganda. 

4 What are the implication of the WTO agreement on agriculture articles on 

domestic support on the realization of the right to food and ensuring food 

security in Uganda. 

1.6. GENERAL OBJECTIVE 

The general purpose of this study is to examine the implications of WTO (AOA) 

provisions of agricultural trade liberalization on the realization of the right to food and 

ensuring food security in Uganda. The study also analyses the adequacy of the National 

Food Policy Framework and legislation in Uganda in addressing the right to food and 
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food security. The research is intended to provide analytical information to policy 

makers, particularly the ministry of Agriculture Animal Industry and Fisheries, Ministry 

of Tourism, Trade and Industry as well as other institutions involved in agricultural 

trade negotiations and implementation of international economic trade rules about the 

implications of these rules on sustainable food security in Uganda. 

1.7. SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES 

 

1. To examine the implications of the world trade organization agreement on 

agriculture provisions of agricultural trade liberalization on the realization of the 

right to food and ensuring sustainable food security in Uganda. 

2.  To examine the adequacy or inadequacy  of the market mechanism under the 

WTO agreement on agriculture in ensuring the realization of food security in 

Uganda. 

3. To analyze the implications of the world trade organization agreement on 

agriculture with specific reference to provisions of export subsidies on food 

security in Uganda. 

4. To analyze the implication of the WTO agreement on agriculture articles on 

domestic support on the realization of the right to food and ensuring food 

security in Uganda. 

1.8. SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

This study, attempted to link issues of food security and the right to food and trade 

liberalization in Uganda. The study provided an analysis of the implications of the WTO 

Agreement on Agriculture and agricultural trade liberalization on food security and 

realization of the right to food in Uganda. The research goes on to give the genesis of 

the (AOA),attempts by the government of Uganda to fulfill its international and 

constitutional obligation of ensuring food security for its population, 

Uganda’s national food status, challenges at the realization of the right to adequate 

food and implication of the agreement for the already fragile food situation several 

recommendations will be suggested. 



10 
 

1.10. METHODOLOGY 

(a) RESEARCH Design. 

This research report employed qualitative method of data collection,qualitative  

research is a method of looking at things holistically and comprehensively, to study it in 

its complexity and to understand it in its context, the study under took the implications 

of the world trade organization (WTO) Agreement on Agriculture on trade and 

Agricultural liberalization on food security in uganda. 

(b) Data collection.  

The various methods of data collection obtained data and selected methods of data 

collection. 

b(i) library research (source) 

This was intended to provide preliminary information before enganging in actual data 

collection, like use of text books, journals articles,dissertations,newspapers and other 

documents and analysis of the implication of the world trade organization (WTO) 

Agreement on agriculture on trade and agricultural liberalization on food security in 

Uganda,some of the library were the research was sourced include,Kampala 

International university Library, Paliament of Uganda library,Ministry of tourism, T rade 

and Industry library, Advocates coalition for Development and Enviroment library,Center 

for Basic Research Library, important stastical data was also obtained from the Uganda 

Bureaul of Stastistics and Uganda Export Promotion Board. 

b(ii) internet search (source) 

internet was  used especially when library, information was either not available or 

accessible,various sites on the internet was visited to access information on the 

international negotiations,which was not easily obtained from the literature found in the 

libraries on the implication of the world trade organization agreement on agriculture on 

agricultural trade liberalization . 

c Data Collection Instrument. 
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Data collection instrument includes document analysis where qualitative data was 

analysed using narrative and content analysis technique. 

C(i) Data analysis and processing. 

The researcher used different methods of data analysis and processing data used like 

cleaning,editing and analysis of information. 

Editing. It was used in completing without any missing content relevant to the 

study,checked ambiguity and vagueness of the context in the research study.  

Data analysis/Evaluation. 

Data collection was subjected to vigorous analysis evaluation. 

Inconclusion the findings were further linked to the research objectives to generate the 

meaning of the research report. 

1.11. LITERATURE REVIEW. 

There is ample literature on the issues relating to the world trade organization ,however 

less effort is made46 on the implications of the world trade agreements objectives on 

the economics of developing countries, which depend on agriculture to sustain their 

citizens has discussed below. 

John H. Jackson47 basically presents the economic principles of international trade 

policy and examines how they operate under the real world constraints.48 In particular, 

he examines the extremely elaborate system of rules that governs international 

economic relations. The author highlights the tension between legal rules designed to 

create predictability and stability, and the government needs to make exceptions to 

solve short-term problems. He also looks at the weakness of international trade policy 

                                                                 
46John Jackson The world trading system 2edition law and policy of international affairs 
https://www.amazon.com/world trading-system-international relation/dp/026260027acessed on 17 June 2017. 
47 Professor of food policy, City University of London, has published on food policy, Integrating health, 

Environment and society, food wars: The Global Battle For mouths and Markets. 
48 Jackson John, World Trading System 2 edition: Law and policy of International 

affairs,https://www.amazon.com/ world trading system-international relation /dp/o26260027 accessed 10 

June 2017 

https://www.amazon.com/world%20trading-system-international%20relation/dp/026260027
https://www.amazon.com/
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especially as it applies to developing countries and economies in transition. He, 

however, acknowledges’ that in the area of agriculture, achievements of the Uruguay 

Round are meager and notes that further attention in this area is required in the years 

ahead. Jackson notes that the WTO Agreement on Agriculture was greatly pushed by 

theUSA and OECD countries, which had surplus production in agriculture products and 

also believed they had a comparative advantage in the production of many agricultural 

goods and wanted policies that would open up the markets.49 

He argues that the AOA addresses the problem of agricultural trade by creating 

obligations to phase out non-tariff barriers including quotas, export subsidies and 

commitments on a domestic support (particularly domestic subsidies).50 

However, much less is said about the implications of this agreement on the agricultural 

economies of the poor countries and particularly its effects on sustainable food security. 

The researh  examined the implication WTO Agreement on Agriculture on food security 

in developing countries and particular Uganda. It also examines the policy and legal 

framework and its ability to respond to food security concerns. 

In another study, Jackson traces the evolution of GATT and its birth defects.51 He looks 

at the dispute settlement system under the WTO and notes that it is the heart of the 

WTO system, which has proved credible and effective in dealing with disputes. He notes 

that WTO, is becoming one of the significant multinational organizations in existence 

and perhaps the most significant for economic affairs.52 He basically concentrates on 

the working of WTO.  

                                                                 
49Ibid at 48. Jackson John, World Trading System 2 edition: Law and policy of International 

affairs,https://www.amazon.com/ world trading system-international relation /dp/o26260027 accessed 10 

June 2017 
50  Jackson john, world tranding system: Law and policy of International 

affairs,https://www.amazon.com/ world trading and policy of international relation/dp/026260027 

accessed 10 June 2017. 
51 Jackson, The World Trade Organization: Constitution and Jurisprudence. The Royal Institute 

International Affairs,https://www.amazon.com/world-trading-system-international 

relation/dp/026260027. Accessed on 12 june 2017. 
52Jackson, The World Trade Organization: Constitution and Jurisprudence. The Royal Institute 

InternationalAffairs,https://www.amazon.com/world-trading-system-international relation/dp/026260027. 

https://www.amazon.com/
https://www.amazon.com/
https://www.amazon.com/world-trading-system-international
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He notes that as an ever-increasing percentage of economic activity in the world 

involves cross-border activity, national governments are finding it increasingly difficult 

to regulate such activity effectively and to protect the efficiency and integrity of 

markets. In most situations, governments realize that some kind of international co-

operation is the only effective way to proceed.  

There is fear and mistrust of international institutions. Sometimes justified, sometimes 

not, because national or local officials are motivated by goals that are not compatible 

with some desirable policy objectives. He recognizes that the challenge of the WTO 

organization is to reconcile some of the justified worries with the need for international 

co-operation while diminishing the opportunity for success for those who pursue 

undesirable goals. Although the author acknowledges that in some cases, the WTO 

system has caused justified worries to national states, he does not examine such 

worries.  

Furthermore, the WTO trading system deals with a wide range of issues, which the 

author has alluded to without elaborating. This current study  will therefore, identify 

and concentrate on a specific aspect of the WTO, in particular the Agreement on 

Agriculture and how it threatens the food sovereignty of poor states with a specific 

focus on Uganda. 

Otieno Odek53 traces the origin of the Agreement on Agriculture and points out its 

objectives.54Odek broadly describes the general implications of the Agreement on East 

African states, especially in the area of agricultural export. He notes that under the 

GATT, the agricultural trade sector was effectively excluded and the consensus was that 

it was a unique sector of the economy and for reasons of national food security could 

not be treated like any other. The sector was accorded special treatment and exempted 

from important GATT rules.55 He points out that at the beginning of the Uruguay 

Round, agriculture was included on the agenda and the major players in the 

negotiations were the USA, the European Union, the Cairns group and to a lesser extent 

                                                                 
53 Professor of international Economic  Law at the Institute of Legal practice and Development, Rwanda  
54Otieino Odek, (ed) World Trade Organisation on Agriculture Fredrick Ebert stiftung (2010) 15.   

55Ibid at 54. 
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developing countries.56 It is noted that the USA was enthusiastic about promoting 

liberalization and keen to reduce protection and support enjoyed by producers in the 

European Union under the Common Agricultural Policy.57 

Odek argues that WTO Agreement on Agriculture have significant impacts  on the East 

African economies, but the level of impact will vary from country to country and sector 

to sector. Although Odek acknowledges that the Agreement will affect the East African 

economies, there is little analysis of the impact on any specific sector of the economy. 

The researcher intends to close this gap by specificallyanalyzing the impact of the 

agreement on sustainable food security in Uganda. 

Tim Lang58 argues that food security in the current era of trade liberalization and the 

spursuit of global markets is a lost cause.59 He questions whether free markets will 

increase food security and poses a challenge to the near consensus on the benefits of 

free trade.  

He reveals that the goal of food security is in danger of being rendered meaningless by 

the economic forcess of globalization and by the belief that all human needs are best 

met by the market mechanism. Lang further contends that reliance on trade to achieve 

national food security is usually not an appropriate policy for developing countries. 

Dependence on food imports creates vulnerability to world markets and prices. In 

reality, trade flows are controlled more by powerful corporations than by the 

government. He concedes that the unmet needs in the world are considerable. Food 

production has not been equitably distributed either within households, within countries 

or between countries. All the classic criteria for food security namely; access, 

                                                                 
56 Otieino Odek, (ed) World Trade Organisation on Agriculture Fredrick Ebert stiftung (2010) 16. 
57 Tim Lang has been professor of food policy at City University since November 2002 upto date. He was 

director of the centre for food policy at Thames Valley University from 1994 to 2002 and has published 

various articles on food security. 
58 Tim lang, Food security: does it conflict with globalization: journal  of the society of international 

development, (2012) 4 
59Ibid at 58. 
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affordability, availability and so on are routinely not enjoyed by the poor in both the 

wealthy and developing nations.60 

Given all the above, Lang concludes that the globalization process, driven by northern 

states and marketed everywhere in the name of northern culture and capital, offers 

formidable challenges to thinking about food policy in general, and food security in 

particular. That the world needs a shift away from cheap export- led food policies to 

more local production for local use everywhere.61 

This requires more people on the land, not throwing off people to make the financial 

audit of farming look more efficient. The goal should be to create a better quality of life 

in the countryside and not to drive people into towns, to reduce income inequalities and 

to make food security a right for all citizens.62 

Although TimLang generally sounds a warning against the near consensus that the 

market mechanism offers a panacea for all ills and arguing that increased trade is the 

way forward for humanity, his outlook is global. The researcher in this study  brings this 

argument in the local context and analyses whether the market mechanism will augur 

well with food security concerns in Uganda. 

Boaz Keizire63 underscores the importance of agricultural biotechnology for food 

security and argues that developing capacities  institutions and policies will drive the 

biotechnology revo1ution for food and agriculture.64 He presents a case for developing 

countries in Africa and increased agro-biotechnology for food security. He further 

contends that with well-developed policies, institutions and increased effort on handling 

the potential risks of biotechnology, countries will be able to meet their food security 

                                                                 
60 Tim lang, Food security: does it conflict with globalization: journal  of the society of international 

development, (2008) 4. 
61Ibid at 59. 
62 Tim lang, Food security: does it conflict with globalization: journal  of the society of international 

development, (2008)4 
63 Boaz B Keizire, Senior Advisor and team leader, Pan African Agricultural Reform Program, 

comprehensive African Agriculture Development Programs (CAADP), at African Union Commission in 

Ethiopia. 
64Keizire B, Agricultural biotechnology and food security in sub-Saharan Africa: policy and institutional 

considerations. Paper prepared for the advocates coalition for development and environment (2012) 12.  
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needs.65 For countries to benefit from agricultural biotechnology for increased food 

production and food security, there is a need to increase awareness among African 

countries on the safe handling of agricultural biotechnology development policies while 

developing sustainable institutions for the safe development of biotechnology, if it is to 

contribute positively to food security in Africa.66 

He further examines the status of biotechnology activities in Africa. Keizire explores the 

policy and institutional processes African countries have undergone in pursuit of 

agricultural biotechnology and notes that there is a lack of national capabilities and 

supportive policies. He argues that most of the current efforts are under funded and 

provide little, if any, governmental policy support.  

It is noted that some African countries have faced political and policy problems in a bid 

to strengthen their research in agricultural biotechnology for increased food security. 

These problems range from the lack of a strong and enough force of scientists, limited 

capacities within institutions, poor collaboration, insufficient funding and the lack of 

well-targeted policies for ensuring safety on agro-biotechnology products. He calls for 

the training of African scientists in new biotechnology techniques, the creation of 

national and regional arrangements to monitor developments in the domain of 

biotechnology. 

The establishment of strong national technology assessment centres and the training of 

an adequate number of government officials in bio-safety regulations, particularly policy 

making on bio-safety and reforming the existing policies to promote technology 

assessment. 

The author concentrates on the need to double food production to counteract the 

increasing food insecurity in Sub-Saharan Africa and the expanding population. 

Although the author acknowledges that there is increasing food insecurity in Sub-

                                                                 
65Keizire B, Agricultural biotechnology and food security in sub-Saharan Africa: policy and institutional 

considerations. Paper prepared for the advocates coalition for development and environment (2012) 15. 
66Keizire B, agricultural biotechnology and food security in sub-Saharan Africa: policy and institutional 

considerations. Paper prepared for the advocates coalition for development and environment (2012) 16. 
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Saharan Africa, he does not explore how the situation will look like with full 

liberalisation of the agricultural sector with the coming into force of the Agreement on 

Agriculture. The literature covers Sub-Saharan Africa region without looking at unique 

features of these countries. The current study examines the implications of agricultural 

liberalisation on food security particularly in Uganda. It takes into account 

characteristics of the country and makes conclusions that are more country specific. 

NyangabyakiBazaara67, analyses the magnitude of food insecurity in Uganda for the 

period between 2012 and 2013. He notes that in 2012, Uganda imported food worth 

UG. Shs.3, 013, 768, 370 = of which rice alone accounted for UG. Shs.118, 241, 938=. 

The 2012 famine is estimated to have killed over 30,00 people in Masindi District 

alone,and45,000 persons were reported to have suffered from acute food crisis in 

2012.68In 2012, over one million people in West Nile faced acute hunger and starvation 

and for this cause F.A.O contributed US dollars 230,000, the Lutheran World Federation 

25,000 US dollars and the Kuwait based Islamic relief agency promised 25,000 US 

dollars.69Bazaara further reveals that middle and poor peasants in most parts of the 

country are continuously in a situation of malnutrition.70 

Bazaara contends that food insecurity in Uganda has been mainly as a result of lack of 

appropriate National Food Policy and access to appropriate technology. He notes how 

imported inputs are encumbering poultry production and how lack of a proper policy on 

pasture and seed production and distribution in the country is hindering livestock 

development.71 

Bazaara further argues that International Monetary Fund (IMF) Structural Adjustment 

Programme (SAP) further compounded the problem of food insecurity. He notes that 

the elimination of co-operatives and Marketing Boards without alternative institutional 

                                                                 
67NyangabyaKibazzara   lecture at Islamic university in Uganda and has done extensive research on food 

industry in Uganda. 
68Nyangabyakibazzara ,The view of food self sufficient Uganda: Critical re examination (center for basic 

research), Kampala (2014) at p 7. 
69Ibid at 68. 
70 Ibid at 68 
71Nyangabyakibazaara,food markets and social development in contemporary Uganda, centre for basic 

Research, kampala, (2014)at p.14. 
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arrangements for agricultural marketing and strong private sector undermined rural 

production.72 

Although Bazaara gives an overview of food shortage in Uganda, he does not examine 

the effects of agricultural trade liberalization on food security. He does not examine the 

institutional, policy and legal framework for food security in Uganda.  

The current study is intended to add to this knowledge by analyzing the implications of 

the WTO Agreement on Agriculture on food insecurity in Uganda. The study evaluated 

the adequacy of national legal and policy framework in addressing food security 

concerns in Uganda. 

The Uganda National Food and Nutrition Council provide the status of food insecurity in 

Uganda. The council contends that food security implies the adequacy of food in terms 

of dietary, quality, quantity and its availability and accessibility to all people at all 

times.73 It is conceded that notwithstanding the policy of liberalization and the 

government call to produce more food crops, and traditional cash crops for income 

generation, there is still evidence of food insecurity problems in the rural areas of 

Uganda.74 Substantial inequalities in average income and expenditure on food across 

the regions exist with income in the North and the East at or below two thirds of the 

national average.  

It is argued that the principal food crops consumed such as bananas have low protein. 

The crop is also vulnerable to high post harvest losses and reduces household food 

availability. The poor food distribution systems and inadequate cash to meet all the 

family demand limit accessibility to food. The current epidemic of HI V/Aids in Uganda 

has also had a negative impact on household food production.75 

Although the Council portrays a true picture of the magnitude of food insecurity in the 

country, it does not relate the current situation in Uganda to the emerging global issues 
                                                                 
72NyangabyaKibazaara, Food Markets and Social Development in Contemporary Uganda. Centre for Basic 

Research, Kampala,(2014) at p. 14. 
73 The Republic of Uganda, Food And Nutrition Policy Strategy. Policy Paper No.1.MAAIF 2015, at p.9. 
74  The Republic of Uganda, Food And Nutrition Policy Strategy. Policy Paper No.1.MAAIF 2015, at p.9. 
75Ibid at73. 
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and how they are likely to affect the situation. The gist of this  research is therefore to 

close this gap. 

Lozenco Cotula examine the right to adequate food in emergencies.76 It is 

acknowledged that when disasters hit and violent conflicts arise, the right to food of 

innocent people is often endangered. Disruption in food production and distribution, 

looting, blockages, destruction of crops and mining of agricultural land are but some of 

the common concomitants of emergencies.77 

The authors further examine the international78 legal framework of relevancy to the 

right to adequate food in emergencies and articulate the applicable international human 

rights and humanitarian law as well as economic and environmental law.79 The authors 

argue that there is need to consider all these convergent branches of law forming a 

continuum to protect the right and dignity of affected persons, while protecting their 

livelihoods and environment for sustainable recovery, rehabilitation and development.80 

Whereas the aspects of international obligation to protect the right to adequate food in 

emergencies are treated extremely well, the study does not cover the effect of 

emerging international trade regimes on food security. It does not explore the countries 

compliance with the international instruments on the right to food.  

The current study therefore, is intended to explore the effect of the emerging 

international regime on food security and the national legal framework in place to 

address food security concerns both in normal situations and emergencies gives an 

                                                                 
76Dr LorenzoCotura is principal researcher, Law and sustainable Development and Team leader -LEGAL 

tools, Team natural resources group, International institute for Environment and Development.  
77Cotula L, Vidar M,  The Right to Adequate Food in Emergencies, Food and Agriculture Organisation of 

the United Nations, Rome, 2013 at p. 4. 
78Nanode vices legal frame work of relevancy to the right to adequate food in emergency 

https://azonano.com/book-reviews.aspx cat:17acessed on 17 june 2017. 
79Ibid at 77. 
80Ibid at 77. 

https://azonano.com/book-reviews.aspx%20cat:17


20 
 

overview of the international human rights system, the right to adequate food and state 

obligators.81 

It presents the Non-GovernmentalOrganizations (NGOs) actions in the field, the right to 

food in emergencies with special emphasis on the plight of internally displaced persons. 

The authors give an elaborate vision of the International Fund for Agriculture and 

Development (IFAD) for the rural poor and incorporation of the right to food in national 

legislation. The publication recognizes the obligation of parties to the International 

Covenant of Economic Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) to adopt measures necessary 

to realize the right to adequate standard of living including the right to adequate food.82 

Whereas the publication looks at international perspective, the current study reviews 

how Uganda as part of the international community has performed in putting in place 

instruments. 

Makubuya Apollo83 examines the international and national policy and legal framework 

for food security.84 He explores the right to food as recognized by international 

instruments and to what extent Uganda has recognized the right to food in its national 

policy and legislation.  

He contends that the national legal and policy framework are not emphatic on the right 

to food and the absence of strong legal provisions undermines the enforcement of this 

right. However, he does not give a critical examination of the effect of the emerging 

trade regime on the right to food. Therefore, the gist of this current study is the critical 

examination of the WTO Agreement on Agriculture and its implications on food security. 

                                                                 
81 Food and Agriculture Organization of United Nations, The Right to Food in Theory and Practice. FAO, 

(Rome 2008) at p. 12.  . 
82Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, The right to food in theory and practice, 

FAO,(Rome)at p.12. 
83 Apollo Makubuya is the non executive director of Equity BANK Uganda, leading lawyer at MMAKS 

Advocates. 
84Makubuya , A, the legal and related institutional frame work to ensure respect, protection and 

fulfillment of the right to adequate food in Uganda, UHRC(2012), pp 6-10. 
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Aliro Omara85 gives an overview of the international instruments that recognize the 

right to adequate food.86 He acknowledges that Uganda has not yet emphatically 

recognized its international commitments on the right to food in its policies and 

legislation.87 

He notes that Uganda is a signatory and has ratified the International Convention on 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and African Charter on Human Rights By signing 

and ratifying these instruments Uganda committed itself to recognize the right to food 

and in absence of a comprehensive food policy and legislation that incorporates this 

right,  

it suffices to assert that Uganda is yet to comply with its international obligations 

Although the literature captures the missing gaps in the national policy and legislation 

and examines the international instruments on the right to food, it does not cover the 

trade aspects on food security. 

The current research  therefore, examined the effect of emerging international trade 

regime on food security and how the national policy framework has responded to the 

international trading rules in light of the right to adequate food.88 

G. Schuh89 examines the causes of food insecurity in developing countries. He contends 

that food security in developing countries has been largely affected by neglect of 

agricultural development by governments and international donor community. Schuh 

                                                                 
85 A. J. Omara, the right to food, national implementation: the Uganda experience. Workshop 

presentation, Osolo 2012, at p. 1. 
86Ibid at 85. 
87Ibid  at 85. 

89.A.J. omara, the right to food,national implementation: the Uganda experience, workshop presentation, 

osolo 2012, at p.1. 
88A J Omara,The right to food,nationalimplementation;the Ugandaexperience,workshoppresentation,osolo 

2010, at p.1. 
89Schun Edward is APHD graduate from the university Geneva with technical expertise in food security.   
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concludes that the problem has been ineffective use of food aid and failure to capitalize 

on international trade as a means to ensure food security.90 

Although the professor fairly analyses the causes of food insecurity, he does not 

address the effect of the emerging international trading regime such as the WTO rules 

on food security especially in the poor countries. It is the purpose of the current study 

therefore, to examine the impacts of the emerging international trade regimes and 

especially the WTO agreement on Agriculture on food security in Uganda. The study 

also examines the national policy and legal framework and how it responds to the 

international trade regimes in ensuring food security. 

1.12 SUMMARY OF CHAPTERS 

Chapter one covers,Introduction, background to the study, statement of the problem, 

research questions, general objectives, specific objectives, general, objectives, scope of 

the study, methodology, literature review. 

Chapter two covers,The world trade organization and the agreement on agriculture. 

 Historical survey,  The birth of WTO and the position of agriculture during the Uruguay 

round of negotiation, the agreement on agriculture, the main components of the 

agreement on agriculture, the relationship with WTO agreements, agriculture, why 

Uganda has not benefited from the provisions of these agreements. 

Chapter three covers,The implication of the WTO agreement on agriculture on 

agriculture provisions of liberalization with specific reference to export subsidies on the 

realization of the right to food and ensuring sustainable food security in Uganda. 

The relationship between trade liberalization and food security and the agreement on 

agriculture. 

Policy and legal framework for food security in Uganda. The policy frame work, The 

poverty eradication action plan. The plan for the modernization of agriculture, the 

                                                                 
90Schun Edward, Global Food Security. <http://usinfo.govt/ites/0502/ijee/toch.htm.accesed on 

29/12/2016 20. 
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national agriculture advisory services program.The Uganda food and nutrition 

policy.The legal framework on food security in Uganda. 

Chapter four covers,The implications of the WTO agreement on agriculture provisions of 

market mechanism  and domestic surport on  food security in Uganda. Market 

accessibility tariffs standards, market mechanisms and genetically modified crops, 

towards a food secure Uganda.  

The adequacy or inadequacy of market under the WTO agreement agriculture, the 

implication of the WTO agreement on agriculture articles on domestic support on the 

realization of the right to food and ensuring food security in Uganda. national food 

status, food production, food imports, and aid 

Chapter five covers, Conclusions,summary of findings and Recommedations 

Protection of farmers lives hoods. Food security box.Improved access to markets of 

developed countries.Exclusion of agriculture from patentability and trips 

agreement.Rethinking agriculture deliberationStrong and action oriented national food 

security and nutritional policy.Strong legislative frame work. Accelerating 

democratization process. Adopt a human right approach to reduction and improve the 

participation of women inthedevelopment process. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE WORLD TRADE ORGANISATION AND THE AGREEMENT ONAGRICULTURE 

2.1.  Historical Survey. 

The great economic depression that followed World War II affected the performance of 

the global economy and raised a lot of concerns.91 This situation culminated in the 

Bretton Woods conference in which the great powers attempted to address trade 

distortions resulting from protectionism92.  

There are two strands of thought that influenced the Bretton Woods conference. One of 

these stemmed from the program of trade agreements begun by the United States after 

the enactment of the 1934 Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act, which formed the basis for 

tariff reductions93. 

The second strand of thinking stemmed from the view that the mistakes concerning 

economic policy during the inter war period, i.e. (1920 to1940) were a primary cause of 

the disasters that led to the Second World War94. 

The great depression is partly blamed on the war as well as a harsh reparations policy 

towards Germany, which resulted into nations taking many protectionist measures 

including quota restrictions, which choked off international trade95. This thinking led to 

several political statements about the importance of establishing post-war economic 

institutions that would prevent these mistakes from happening again.96 

The Bretton Woods conference was finally held in 1944 and established the 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the International Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development(IBRD) otherwise known as the World Bank.97The third organization that 

                                                                 
91John H the world trading system: law and policy of international economic relations, mit press, 

Cambridge/Massachusetts/London (2 edition 2010) at p. 17. 
92Ibid at 91. 
93By 1945, the United States had entered into 32 bilateral agreements reducing tariffs. 
94Baylis smith ed the globalization of world politics oxford university press, new York(2008) at p18. 
95Ibid at94. 
96Ibid at 95. 
97Baylis smith ed the globalization of world politics oxford university press, new York (2008)at p18. 
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was created but did not take off was the International Trade Organization (ITO), which 

was negotiated at Havana in Cuba.98The ITO was intended to be a world trade 

regulatory body but was opposed by the United States Congress, which failed to 

approve the charter of the organization.99The ITO was subsequently abandoned in 

favor of a much more informal arrangement known as the General Agreement on 

Tariffs and Trade (GATT) which had been negotiated under the auspices of United 

States almost simultaneously with ITO.100 

The GATT is one piece of the so-called Bretton Woods system.101 Therefore, the 

foundations of the international trade regime date far back to 1947 when the General 

Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was concluded. Over the period between 1948 

and 1994, eight negotiating “Rounds” took place under the auspices of GATT to further 

develop the international trade regime along these lines102.The first round (1947 to 48) 

involved 23 countries, resulting into 45,000 tariff concessions affecting US$ 10 billion of 

trade, about one fifth of the world total.103 The twenty-three members agreed to adopt 

the GATT and were rescued from the failed attempt to form the International Trade 

Organisation (ITO). Successive GATI rounds treated agriculture as an exception, and it 

was not subjected to the same disciplines as industrial products.104Some Scholars have 

argued that agriculture was excluded before the Uruguay round basically because it 

wasconsidered a unique sector of the economy and for purposes of food security 

concerns could not be treated like any other105.It is further argued that the USA. 

                                                                 
98oxfam international, rigged rules and double standards; trade, globalization and the fight against 

poverty, Macmillan 2012 at p5. 
99Ibid at 98. 
100Ibid at 98. 
101This agreement was designed in Post World War II environment to promote and manage global 

Economic Development. There are three pieces of Breton woods systems consisting of IMF, the World 

Bank and the world Trade Organization. 
102Mathenge, Christine, the Economics of Agricultural Trade Liberalization in Sub-Saharan Africa. 

Workshop presentation prepared for ACTS, Nairobi, (2010)at P. 2. 
103Ibid at 106 
104Mathenge, Christine, the ecomics of agricultural trade liberalization in sub-saharanAfrica,workshop, 

presentation prepared for acts (2010).Nairobi, at p.2. 
105Kindanemengsteal, beyond economic liberalization in Africa structural adjustment and alternative, zed 
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The European Union and the Cairns group who became the main agitators for the 

inclusion of agriculture had in the 20th Century increased efficiencies in agricultural 

production such that some persons required in agricultural work had dropped 

tremendously and less assistance was required to protect the agricultural population 

which had a weighty influence on the electoral system.106 

Consequently, because of improved means of production, there were surpluses on the 

market and use of export subsidies greatly depressed world prices of many agricultural 

commodities. The effect was a distortion of the international pattern of production to 

the detriment of the USA, which believed, had a comparative advantage in the 

production of many agricultural goods. Negotiations on agriculture were, therefore, 

intended to sort out the distortion of the pattern of production. 

While the United States at this point insisted on the inclusion of agriculture, its special 

treatment from the on set reflected the post war II demands of the US senate for a 

new deal, by which United States domestic agriculture policy would have supremacy 

over international obligation. Despite the heightening of the trade frictions as reflected 

in the “chicken war” of 1960 - 1961 in which United States was accused of subsidizing 

its chicken exports to Germany, the Dillion round (1961—62) failed to address 

agricultural issues107. 

 The nine different special agreements on non-tariff barriers that were concluded under 

the Tokyo round which were sometimes called Codes where so complex and the dispute 

settlement procedures did not work satisfactorily appearing obvious that a new round of 

negotiations was eminent108. 
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107UNEP, Environment and Trade. A handbook, UNEP/Canada IIS,(2010) at p.18. 
108Ibid at107. 



27 
 

2.2. The Birth of the WTO and the Position of Agriculture during the Uruguay 

Round of Negotiations - 

On the 15th day of April 1994 at Marrakesh in Morocco, ministers representing 124 

governments made a declaration called the Marrakesh Declaration.109This marked the 

climax of the Uruguay round of negotiation. The result of this round of negotiations was 

the Marrakesh Agreement establishing World Trade Organization. The eighth Uruguay 

round (1986 to 94) has been described as the largest negotiation of any kind in 

history)110 

At Marrakesh, the ministers affirmed that the establishment of the WTO ushered in a 

new era of global economic cooperation reflecting a widespread desire to operate in a 

fair and more open traditional system for the benefit and welfare of its people. The 

ministers further declared that the results of the negotiation would witness a favorable 

treatment of poor economies and the expansion of trade and investment opportunities 

in the developing countries111. Although the declaration appeared promising in wording 

for poor countries, the practice has indicated a different trend. 

Under the Uruguay round, unlike the previous rounds of negotiation, agriculture was 

placed at the center of the negotiation112. The rising protectionism in the European 

Union, the United States, and Japan had seen a growing juxtaposition between falling 

world prices, implying both an increase in costs to consumers and the rise in public 

expenditure on agricultural subsidies113.These and other problems convinced the GATT 

contracting parties that they needed to bring more discipline and predictability to world 

agricultural trade by preventing and correcting protectionism and distortions including 

those related to structural surpluses so as to reduce the uncertainty, imbalances and 

instability in world agricultural market. 

                                                                 
109The world Trade Organisation Agreement Series, Agriculture, WTO secretariat, Geneva (2015) 19. 
110Ibid at 155 
111Paragraph 21 of the GATT, Ministerial Declaration of the Uruguay Round, Doc. 1396.GATT. Geneva. 

 
112Otieno Odek, (ed), The WTO Agreements: The Impact on Kenya. Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, Nairobi 

2010, at p. 12. 
113Ibid at 122. 



28 
 

The world instability in agricultural markets culminated into the Agreement on 

Agriculture, which was one of the thirteen agreements concluded at the Uruguay 

round.114 

2. 3. The Agreement on Agriculture 

Agriculture was the most difficult subject of negotiation in the Uruguay round.The 

Agreement on Agriculture was the first step towards bringing agriculture under the 

normal rules of trade law, mandating among other things the capping of the farm 

export subsidies and reductions in domestic support provided to farmers.115 

The objective of the Agreement on Agriculture is to reform trade in the sector and to 

make trade policies in agriculture more market-oriented. The idea is that this  improve 

predictability and security for both importing and exporting countries.116 

The Agreement on Agriculture allows the government, to support their rural economies 

but preferably through policies that cause less trade distortion.117 It also has some 

flexibility in the way commitments are implemented118. 

Developing countries do not have to cut their subsidies or their tariffs as much as 

developed countries are given their obligations. There are special provisions that deal 

with the interests of countries that rely on imports for their food supplies and the least 

developed economies. One year before the end of the implementation period, 

negotiations are to be initiated as a continuing reform process119. The table below 

shows the numerical targets for cutting subsidies at the close of the negotiation. 

                                                                 
114Otieno Odek, (ed), The WTO Agreements: The Impact on Kenya. Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, Nair obi 

2010, at p.12. 
115Ibid at 114. 
116Essentially there is trade distortion if prices are high or lower than normal e.g. importing barriers and 

domestic subsidies can raise crop prices on the countries internal market. High Prices can promote 

overproduction and if the surplus is to be sold on the world market where the prices are lower, then 

export subsidies have to be paid. 

 
117Agreement on Agriculture, Article 6. 
118Ibid at 117 
119Agreement on Agriculture article 20. 
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TABLE 1 

URUGUAY ROUND AGREEMENT ON AGRICULTURE REQUIRED TARIFF 

REDUCTIONS. 

Tariffs 

 

Developed countries 

 

Developing countries  

 

Average cut for all 
agricultural products 
 

- 36% 
 

- 24% 
 

Minimum cut per products 
 

- 15% 
 

- 10% 
 

Domestic Support 

 

  

Total Aggregate Measure of 
Support (AMS) cut for 
sector  

 

- 20% 
 

- 13% 
 

Exports 
 

  

Value of subsidies 
 

- 36% 
 

- 24% 
 

Subsidized quantities  

 

- 21% 

 

-14% 

 
 

Source: Normil and Simone, The AoA, Tariff Reduction commitments, available at Http: 

//www. 151.121.66. 126/briefing/wto/issues/uraa.htm accessed on 08 March 2017. 

2.3.1. The main Components of the Agreement on Agriculture 

The negotiations for the AoA resulted into general provisions on agriculture relating to 

commitments and restrictions on Market Access, Domestic Support, and 

ExportSubsidies.120 In the area of market access, non-tariff border measures are 

replaced by tariffs that provide substantially the same level of protection121. 

                                                                 
120 World Trade Organisation and Agreement on Agriculture,Department for Environment, Food and Rural 

Affairs,(2008) available at http;//www. defra.gov. ukfarm/wt o/wt o/paper. htm> Accessed on 24th 

march 2017. 

 
121Ibid at 120 
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It is provided that members shall not maintain, resort or revert to any measure that 

restricts foreign producer’s access to the domestic market and denying consumers 

access to agricultural commodities at lower world market prices.122 The provision 

prohibits market restrictions, which include qualitative import restriction and voluntary 

export restraints. Tariffs resulting from this purification process as well as other tariffs 

on agricultural products are to be reduced by an average of 36% in case of developed 

countries with a minimum reduction for each tariff line being required. 

Domestic support policies aimed at raising the incomes of producers and sustaining the 

profitability of domestic farming. Countries are required to reduce domestic support 

policies that have distortion effects on trade, especially those that provide farmer 

incentives to produce substantially more of the particular commodity than they would 

without such policies.123 

It is only the green, blue and amber box policies that are excluded from reduction 

commitments.124 Green box policies include general government services, for example 

in the areas of research, disease control, and infrastructure and food security. It also 

includes direct payment to producers, for example certain forms of decoupled income 

support, structural adjustment assistance, and direct payment under environmental 

programs and regional assistance programs on the other hand.125 

The Agreement also has Blue box policies which include direct payment under 

production limitation programs, certain government assistance measures to encourage 

agricultural and rural development in developing countries and other support which 

makes up only a low proportion. Policies that have a distortionary effect include 

government intervention to purchase farm produce at a higher price in order to 

maintain minimum guaranteed prices, border controls that restrict imports. 

                                                                 
122 Agreement on Agriculture Aricle 4. 

 
123Agreement on Agriculture Article 6. 
124Agreement on Agriculture, Annexure 2 world trade and international trade http// wto center. 

Un/wto/legal-documents/agreement on agriculture accesed on 17may. 
125Ibid at 124. 
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Despite these box policies, poor countries have not benefited. The false assumption was 

that clauses on domestic support would make farmers in the poor countries more 

competitive and lead to prices that reflect the true cost of production.  

However, domestic support only targets a small fraction of subsidy reductions in 

agriculture. Additional subsidies enjoyed by global agribusinesses such as subsidies for 

investment, fertilizer marketing, infrastructure, and farmer insurance schemes and 

direct payments to support the incomes of farmers are exempted.  

This exemption enabled the US government for instance in June 2010 to announce a 

US$ 7 1 billion increase in direct payment to US farmers.126 In contrast, the incomes of 

third world farmers are derived127 from production and trade but not the government. 

Farmers from developing countries like Uganda are, therefore, at a disadvantage as 

they are vulnerable to international prices of agricultural commodities. This has resulted 

in a massive surge of imports without corresponding increases in exports. This hardly 

creates a sustainable economy and undermines food security. 

In respect of export subsidies, each member country is required not to subsidise 

exports except as provided for under the Agreement128. Export subsidies have the effect 

of enhancing exports and disposal of surplus produce on the world market. Under the 

Agreement, members are required to reduce the value of direct export subsidies at the 

level 36% below the base period level over the  implementation period and the quantity 

of subsidized exports by 21 percent over the same period. In case of developing 

countries, the reductions are two-thirds those of developed countries129. 

The Agreement on Agriculture provides for some limited flexibility130between years 

regarding export subsidy reduction commitment and contains provisions aimed at 

                                                                 
126The US Department of Agriculture, The 2002 Farm act: Provisions and Economic implications. 

http://www. ersu.sda.gov/features/farm bill, accessed on march 15, 2017. 
127 Agriculture WTO Agreement on Agriculture 
128World Trade Organisation, WTO Agreement Series, Agriculture, WTO Secretariat,(2015) Geneva 

atp.14.Agriculture: fairer markers for farners. http://www.wto.org/english/the wto 

e/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htmaccesed on 20 may. 
129Agreement on Agriculture Article 9. 
130Agriculture:fairer markets for farmers http://.wto.org/english/thewtoe/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htm. 

http://www.wto.org/english/the%20wto%20e/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htm
http://www.wto.org/english/the%20wto%20e/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htm
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preventing the circumvention of the export subsidy commitment and set out criteria for 

food aid donations and the use of export credits131. 

Under the Agreement, member countries, which have been highly dependent on the 

supply of cheap food imports from major industrial nations which include poorest 

countries, have been given special treatment. A special ministerial decision sets out 

objectives and measures132 for the provision of food aid and aid for agricultural 

development133. 

It also refers to the possibility of assistance from the International Monetary Fund and 

the World Bank to finance commercial food imports. The package is conceived as part 

of a continuing process with the long-term objective of securingasubstantial progressive 

reduction in support and protection.134 

It should be noted, however, that export subsidies which are allowed to developed 

countries to cover the cost of marketing agricultural exports including handling, 

processing, transport, and freight, do not apply to poor farmers in LDCs because they 

do not export, only big companies do.  

The US department for agriculture still extends US$21 billion annually in export credit 

guarantees135. The rules, therefore, preserve northern corporate subsidies and 

withdraw support from third world farmers and rural communities. This creates unfair 

competition and countries like Uganda lose out. 

The Agreement on Agriculture also imposes import restrictions it requires members, 

who would wish to institute new export restrictions on foodstuffs to give due 

consideration to the effects of such restriction on importing members’ food security. 

Members-except developing member countries which are not net exporters of the 

                                                                 
131Agreement on agriculture Article 9. 

 
132Agriculture :Fairer Markets for Markets for 
farmarshttp://.wto.org/english/thewtoe/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htmaccesed on june 05 2017. 
133Ibid at 136 
134Agreement on Agriculture Article 9. 
135Clap Jenifer, WTO Agriculture Negotiators: Implication for the Global world, MacMillan 2OlO, 12. 

http://.wto.org/english/thewtoe/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htm
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product concerned- must notify the Committee on Agriculture before introducing new 

export restrictions on foodstuffs and consult with affected members if so requested.136 

This requirement increased the reliability of access to world market supply. The major 

provisions of the agreement relating to commitments and restrictions are summarizedin 

the table below. 

Table Two 

A summary of the key elements of the agreement on agriculture and related 

Commitments137 

Policy Area Instrument  Developing Countries 

Market Access 

 

Article 4,2,  

Article 4.1 and 

Schedules 

Article 5 

Schedules 

Schedules 

Prohibition on the use of restrictions on imports other than 

tariffs; all tariffs bound; 

Special agriculture safeguard mechanism against import 

volume surges or import price declines below a trigger 

level (limited to “tariffied” products and not applicable to 

imports under related tariff quota commitments); 

Tariffsresulting from conversion of non-tariff border 

measures under138 negotiation modalities (“tariffication”) 

plus pre-existing tariffs on all other agricultural products to 

be reduced; 

Implementation of current and minimum access 

opportunity commitments in respect of tariffed products. 

-  Schedules 

 

Average tariff reductions 

of 36%(minimum 15%)  

Average tariff of 24% 

(minimum 10%)  

Where “ceiling binding” 

commitments undertaken 

reductions not required except 

on ad hoc basis; 

                                                                 
136Clap Jenifer, WTO Agriculture Negotiations: Implication for global world, Macmilan 2010, 12. 
137Cymanislands:krisenergy announces proposd financial restructuring MENA report,Albawaba(London)ltd 
nov,2016,p.n/a. 
138WTO/Agriculture explanation of the Agreement summary.http://www.wto/english/tratop e/agriee/ag 

intro7summaryehtm accesed 0n june 05 2017.  

http://www.wto/english/tratop
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Least developed countries not 

required to undertake 

reduction commitments 

 Articles, 6,7 and 

Annex 2 

Article 6.5 

 

Policies divided into two groups; (I) permitted policies 

(Green Box), (ii) other policies included in the Aggregate 

Measure of Support (AMS) subject to reduction 

commitments (Amber Box); 

Decoupled direct payment associated with production 

limiting programme (Blue Box) not in Green Box but 

excluded from AMS 

Domestic 

Support 

Article 6,2 

Article 6,4 (a) 

and (b) 

 

 

Schedules 

Schedules 

De minimis provision 

allows exclusive support of 

less than 5% of output 

value from AMS 

Total AMS support to be 

reduced by 

20% over 6 years. 

Developing countries allowed 

to use some types of 

investment and input 

subsidies under certain 

conditions. 

 

De minimis provision allows 

exclusion from AMS of 

product- specific and non- 

product specific support less 

than 10% of respective 

current output value; 

Total AMS support to be 

reduced by 

13.3%; 

Least — developed countries 

must bind AMS support level 

if applicable but not required 

to reduce it. 

Policy Area  

 

Instrument 

 

Developed Countries Developing countries 
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Export 

subsidies 

Article 9  

Article 10 

 

Article 3,3 

Definition139 of export subsidies subject to reduction 

 disciplines relating to food aid; 

Prohibition on the use of export subsidies on products not 

subject to reduction commitments 

 Schedules 

 

 

 

Article 11 

Distinct reduction commitments 

On both volume (21%) and 

budgetary outlays (36%) over 

six years 

For incorporated/processed 

products budgetary outlays only 

(3 6%) 

Two — thirds of the 

reduction required for 

developed countries 

over ten years 

Exception during the 

implementation period 

in respect of certain 

marketing and internal 

transportation 

subsidies. 

Export 

prohibitions 

and restrictions 

 The requirement for notice and obligation to consult on 

request and supply information in case of new export 

restrictions on foodstuffs. 

 Article 12.2 Exception140for developing countries that are net-exporters 

of the foodstuff concerned. 

Sanitary and 

Phytosanitary 

Measures 

Article 14  Separate Agreement: Reaffirms the right ofcountries to set 

their own health and 

safety standards provided they are justified on scientific 

grounds and do not 

result in arbitrary or unjustified barriers to trade; 

encouragetheuse of international 

standardsincludes certain special and differential treatment 

provisions 

Source: World Trade Organisation, (2015), WTO Agreement Series, Agriculture, WTO 

Secretariat, Geneva. 

                                                                 
139 WTO/Agriculture-explanation of the agreement summary htt://www.or/English/trape/agric/agintro07sumary 
e.htm accesed on june 2017. 
140Ibid at 139. 
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Other than the main provisions on market access, domestic support and export 

subsidies, the Agreement on Agriculture also contains relevant provisions on the 

prohibition of non-tariff border measures, notification obligations, the peace clause, 

dispute resolution, a continuing clause and the ministerial decision concerning least 

developed and net food importing countries among others. These provisions are 

discussed below: 

Article 4(2) of the Agreement on agriculture prohibits141 the use of non- tariff measures. 

Such measures include quantitative import restrictions, variable import levies, and 

minimum input prices, discretionary import licensing procedures, voluntary export 

restraint agreements and non -tariff measures maintained through state trading 

enterprises. However, the Article does not prevent the use of non-tariff import 

restrictions consistent with the provisions of GATT or other WTO agreements, which 

apply to traded goods. Such restrictions include those contained in the Sanitary and 

Phytosanitary Agreement and the Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade. 

Under Article 18 of the A0A, there is no requirement for members to notify their tariffs 

to the committee on Agriculture. Applied tariffs are however to be submitted to other 

bodies of the WTO, including’ the Committee on Market Access and in the context of 

the trade policy review mechanism.  

Members with tariff quotas and the right to use142 the special safeguard provisions are 

required to make both ad-hoc and annual notification if the tariff quotas change. 

Members with a right to use the specialsafeguard provisions must notify their first use 

to allow their trading partners to establish the parameters of the special safeguard 

action such as the volume and price used to trigger the special safeguard action. The 

annual summary of notification of the use of the specialsafeguard is required. 

The Agreement on Agriculture contains a “due restraint” or “Peace Clause” which 

regulates the application of other WTO agreements to subsidies in respect of 

                                                                 
141 Agriculture wto. http//campus wto.org/admin/files/course 385/moduleisis/module Document/a -lg accessed on 
june 2017. 
142 Market access wtohttps://www.wto.org/english/trap tope/agrice/ag intro002 accese.thaccesed 20 june 2017. 

https://www.wto.org/english/trap%20tope/agrice/ag%20intro002%20acces%20e.th
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agricultural products143. The agreement provides that Green Box domestic support 

measures cannot be the subject of countervailing duty action or other subsidyaction 

under the WTO Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures, nor can they be 

subject to actions based on non-violation, nullification or impairment of tariff 

concessions under the GATI.  

Other domestic support measures which conform with the provisions of the Agreement 

on Agriculture144 may be the subject of countervailing duty actions, but due restraint is 

to be exercised by members in initiating such investigations. Furthermore, in so far as 

the support provided to individual products does not exceed that decided in the 2008 

marketing year, these measures are exempt from other subsidy action or nullification or 

impairment action. Export subsidies conforming to the Agreement on Agricultural are, to 

the extent relevant covered by corresponding provisions.145 

In the case of disputes involving provisions of the Agreement on Agriculture, the 

general WTO dispute settlement procedures apply. Nevertheless, the Agreement also 

provides for certain mechanisms that can be used by members to address their 

concerns without recourse to these procedures. In particular, the review process of the 

Committee on Agriculture provides a forum for discussion and consultation.  

This process is mainly based on the notifications and on a provision allowing any 

member to raise at any time any matter relevant to the implementation of the 

commitments under the reform program as set out in the Agreement.146 

There is also a counter notification provision147. Furthermore, the working procedures of 

the committee allow members to request the chairperson to mediate in concerns that 

may arise between them. The use of instruments under the auspices of the committee 

on Agriculture does not, however, prevent any member from seeking formal dispute 

settlement at any time. 

                                                                 
143Agreement on Agriculture Article 13. 
144 Market access wto. https://www.wto.org/english/trape/agrice/ag intro 02aces.e.thacssed on june 12 2017. 
145Ibid at 141 
146WTO Agreement on Agriculture, Article 18(6), 
147WTO Agreement on Agriculture Article 18(7). 

https://www.wto.org/english/trape/agrice/ag%20intro%2002aces.e.th
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The commitments taken under the Agreement on Agriculture and within the members’ 

schedules are part of an ongoing process. At the conclusion of the Uruguay Round, 

members agreed to hold further negotiations on agriculture commencing one year 

before the end of the  implementation period148. These negotiations were intended to 

examine what further commitments are necessary to achieve the long-term objective of 

substantial progressive reductions in support and protection resulting in fundamental 

reform. The negotiations were also supposed to take into account factors such as the 

experience gained during the implementation period, the effects of Uruguay Round 

reduction commitments on world trade in agriculture, non—trade concerns, special and 

differential treatment to developing member countries and the objective to establish a 

fair and market oriented agricultural trading system. 

The Ministerial decision on measures concerning the possible negative effects of the 

reform program on least developed and net food—importing countries was adopted as 

part of the outcome of the Uruguay Round negotiations on agriculture. The decision 

recognized that the implementation of the results of the Uruguay Round is likely to 

increase opportunities for trade expansion and economic growth.  

However, it was also acknowledged that in the short term, it is also capable of creating 

negative effects regarding the availability of adequate supplies of basic foodstuffs to 

poor and net food importing countries149. As a result, ministers agreed on some 

mechanisms to ensure that the implementation of the results of the Uruguay Round 

does not adversely affect the availability of food aid at a level which is sufficient to 

continue to assist in meeting the food needs of developing countries.  

These mechanisms include a review of the level of food aid150 established periodically 

by the Committee on Food Aid under the Food Aid Convention and the initiation of 

                                                                 
148World Trade organisation Agreement on Agriculture, Article 20. 

 
149World Trade Organisation agreement series, agriculture, WTO, secretariat, Geneva (2015). 
150 Net food importing developing countries wto.htttp.//.www.wto/English accesed on june 23 2017  

. 
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negotiations to establish a level of food aid commitments sufficient to meet the 

legitimate needs of developing countries during the reform.151 

The adoption of guidelines to ensure that any agreement by the developed members 

countries gives full consideration in the context of their aid programmes; a provision of 

technical and financial assistance to least developed and net food-importing developing 

countries to improve their agricultural productivity and infrastructure152. 

Ministers also153 agreed to ensure that any agreement relating to agricultural export 

credits does not make appropriate provision for differential treatment in favor of least 

developed and net food-importing developing countries. The decision recognised that in 

case of short-term difficulties in financing normal levels of commercial imports, net 

food- importing developing countries. 

To be eligible to draw on the resources of international financial institutions under 

existing facilities, or such facilities as may be established, in the context of adjustment 

programmes, in order to address such financing difficulties.154 

The Decisions’ follow—up is monitored by the Committee on Agriculture, and it is 

subject to regular review by the Ministerial Conference155.As part of a series of steps to 

make the decision operational, the committee established a WTO list of Least-

Developed and net food—importing Countries,  

 The total membership on that list stood at 19 developing country members (Barbados, 

Botswana, Cuba, Cote d’voire, Dominican Republic, Egypt, Honduras, Jamaica, Kenya, 

Mauritius, Morocco, Pakistan, Peru156, Saint Lucia, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Trinidad, Tunisia 

and Venezuela) plus all least-developed countries. Although the agreement covers a 

                                                                 
151WTO Agreement on Agriculture, Article 16. 1. 
152WTO Agreement on Agriculture, Article 16. 1. 

 
153 Export restriction and pronibition and net food importing developing countries  wto.http//www.wto/English 
accesed on june 24 2017. 
154Ibid at 153. 
155Export restriction and probation and net food importing countries wtohttp//www.wto/English accesed 

on june 24 2017. 
156WTO/Agriculture annual report 2000.https://www.wto.org/english//traptop e/agriculture/annrep2000 e 

htmaccesed on june 23 2017. 

https://www.wto.org/english/traptop
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number of issues as seen above, the salient areas that have deep-rooted implications 

for food security include market access, domestic Support, export subsidies, export 

prohibitions and restrictions and sanitary and pytosanitary measures. 

2.3.2. Relationship with other WTO Agreements 

The Agreement on Agriculture was negotiated alongside other agreements that relevant 

to agricultural trade liberalization and impact food security. These agreements include 

among others; the Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade, Agreement on Import 

Licensing Procedures, Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures, Agreement 

on the implementation of Article VI of the GATT (Anti-Dumping Code), the Agreement 

on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures and a decision on measures concerning the 

possible negative effects of the reform program on least developed countries157 and net 

food importing developing countries also formed part of the overall outcome of the 

Uruguay Round of negotiations158. It is important to note from the onset however, that 

where there is any conflict between these agreements and the Agreement on 

Agriculture, the provisions of the Agreement on Agriculture shall prevail159. The above 

agreements are discussed herein below. 

The Agreement160 on Technical Barriers to Trade was first reached during the Tokyo 

round of negotiations161. It deals with issues relating to technical regulations and 

standards like packaging, marketing, labeling, description, testing, and certification 

procedures, which should not be used to restrict trade. The preamble among other 

things provides that; Recognizing that no country should be prevented from taking162 

                                                                 
157Ephathathizing with france and Pakistan on agriculture,wtohttps://www.uanderb.t.edu/wpt 
content/upload/sites/78/bhala.pdfaccesed on june 25 2017. 
158World Trade Organization, WTO agreement series, agriculture, WTO, secretariat, Geneva,(2015) p. 4.  

 
159Article 21 of the WTO Agreement on Agriculture. 
160WTO –Technical Barrier and Sps Measure http//www.bril l .com/wtotechnical barriers and sps measures accesd 
on june 25 2017. 
161Jackson, H. world trading system law and policy of international affairs, MlT press,  Cambridge 

/Massachusetts/ London (2 edition, 2010)at p12. 

 
162 WTO-Technical Barriers to Trade agreement on technical barriers http//www.wto.org/englishdocs e legal 

e/tokyotb e.pdf accesed on june 26 2017. 

https://www.uanderb.t.edu/wpt%20content/upload/sites/78/bhala.pdf
https://www.uanderb.t.edu/wpt%20content/upload/sites/78/bhala.pdf
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measures necessary to ensure the quality of its exports, or for the protection of human, 

animal or plant life or health, for the prevention of deceptive practices,  

at a level, it considers appropriate, subject to the requirement that they are not applied 

in a manner which would constitute163 a means of arbitrary or unjustifiable 

discrimination between countries where the same conditions prevail or a disguised 

restriction on international trade, and are otherwise by the provisions of this 

agreement. 

The legitimate concerns of the member Countries include, among other things, 

protecting human, animal and plant life or health and the environment. These concerns 

however, should not constitute refined restrictions on trade.  

Article 2(2) provides that a technical regulation shall not be ‘necessary to fulfill a 

legitimate objective and shall not be retained in circumstances or objectives giving rise 

to its adoption, no longer exist or if the changed circumstances or objective can be 

addressed in a less trade restrictive manner. Notwithstanding these provisions, technical 

barriers have continued to be a hindrance to exports and international trade. Although 

the European Union tried to justify the 2010 fish ban on Uganda, it became apparently 

clear that technical barriers could be used as a tool to protect home markets.164 An 

earlier case of 2008 where theThe European Union imposed a ban on imports of meat 

from animals treated with growth hormones, and theUSA lost about the US $100 million 

without any scientific explanation suggesting a threat to human health, explains how 

technical barriers can be used to limit international trade.165 

According to Mulindwa, there are widely divergent measures that countries use to 

regulate their markets, protect their customers and preserve natural resources166. These 

measures can also be used to discriminate against imports to protect home industries. 

                                                                 
163Agreement between the government of the Argetina Republic http.//www.since.oas.org/investment/bits 
bycountry/bits/ARG NEW ZEALAND pdfaccesed may 15 2017. 
164Mulindwa M., Uganda fish exports: a study of selected fish processing and export firms in Uganda, 

Uganda Export Promotion Board, 2010at p. 46. 
165Mulindwa M., Uganda fish exports: a study of selected fish processing and export firms in Uganda, 

Uganda Export Promotion Board, 2010 at p. 46. 
166Ibid at 155 
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With the removal of tariff barriers, countries have continued to experience growing 

market disruptions based on health and safety claims that cannot be justified on 

specific principles167. As already noted, such technical barriers limit Uganda’s exports to 

international markets, and it is therefore denied the foreign exchange that would enable 

it to meet its food requirements. 

Import licensing is one of the trade barriers, which is applied, in international trade. 

Both developing and developed countries use import-licensing procedures to regulate or 

abolish imports into their countries. The Agreement on Import Licensing Procedures in 

part provides that import-licensing procedures should not be utilized in a manner 

contrary to the principles of GATT 1994 and the flow of international trade should not 

be by inappropriate use of import licensing procedures. Although the right framework 

exists, the practice has been that country still use-licensing procedures to limit the flow 

of imports in their countries168. In the year 2010, Uganda experienced export 

restrictions to the Egyptian market, which are contrary to the international trading 

rules.169 

The Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures was intended to do away 

with the subsidies that distort trade. The agreement allows non-distorting subsidies 

such as research and development funding and subsidies to adopt existing facilities to 

new environmental requirements. Least developed countries are given special 

treatment. The agreement gives them a period of exemption from the operation of the 

rules170. Notwithstanding the provisions of these agreements, developed countries have 

continued to apply trade-distorting subsidies to the detriment of developing and least 

developed countries. 

                                                                 
167 Mulindwa M., Uganda fish exports: a study of selected fish processing and export firms in Uganda, 

Uganda Export Promotion Board, 2010 at p. 46. 

 
168Ibid at 165 
169Bibangamba, J, food security through the market: is it a feasible option, paper prepared for acode and 

presented at a work shop at hotel ridar, Kampala, 2014 at p.6. 
170Agreement on Agriculture, Article 6. 
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Agreement on the implementation of Article VI of the GATT (Anti-Dumping Code) 

basically provides for anti-dumping measures. The GAIT requires the contracting parties 

to enforce anti-dumping measures. This basically implies that the export price of the 

product in the domestic market of the exporting country should not be below its normal 

value171. The agreement establishes a committee on anti-dumping practice and clarifies 

the role of dispute settlement panels in disputes relating to anti-dumping actions taken 

by the domestic authorities. The agreement has strengthened the provisions regarding 

anti-dumping measures. These measures ordinarily expire after every 5 years from the 

date of imposition unless a determination is made that in the event of termination of 

these measures, dumping and injury would be likely to continue. There has been less 

compliance with the provision of this Agreement and dumping has continued to occur 

and hence devastating local production especially in the developing countries. Cheap 

imported rice and sugar in Uganda have negatively affected the local production. - 

The Agreement on Agriculture is supplemented by the Agreement on Sanitary and 

PhytosanitaryMeasurers (ASP), and the two must be considered together172. The ASP is 

intended to ensure that the consumer countries are being supplied with food that is 

safe to eat. Strict health and safety regulations need to be used not as an excuse for 

protecting domestic producers, but as set out in the Sanitary and Phytosanitary 

Measures agreement. Countries are allowed to set their standards, but these 

regulations have to be based on science. They should be applied only to the extent 

necessary to protect human, animal and plant life or health but not as arbitrary or 

unfortunate means of discriminating between countries where identical or similar 

conditions prevail173. 

The agreement allows countries to use different standards and methods of inspecting 

products174. The Agreement contains provisions on control, inspection and approval 

                                                                 
171Article 2 of the Agreement on the Implementation of Article VI of GATT (Anti-Dumping Code). 

 
172Under article 14 of the Agreement on Agriculture, members agreed to give effect to the agreement on 

the application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures. 
173Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures, Article 2 and 7. 
174Agreement on sanitary and phytosanitary measures, Article 2 and 7. 
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procedures. Governments are required to provide notice of new or changed sanitary 

and phytosanitary regulations and establish national inquiry point to provide 

information. The Agreement complements technical barriers to trade. 

The agreement allows member countries to adopt measures and set standards to 

protect human175, animal and plant life subject to the requirement that these measures 

are not applied in a manner, which would constitute barriers to trade176. 

During the Uruguay Round of negotiations, some figures of gains for the developing 

and least developed countries were projected, and they were used to induce these 

countries to come on board177. However, the reality is that high tariffs on selected178 

items of potential interest to the developing countries have only reduced slightly. In the 

first year of the Agreement, there were tariff peaks at very high rates in the United 

States (Sugar 44%, Peanuts 74%), the EU (beef 21%, wheat 68%), in Japan (wheat 

53%) are in Canada (butter 60% and eggs 36%)179. According to the agreement, 

developed countries had to reduce their tariffs by only 36% on average by the end of 

the year 2008 which they did not do. Thus the rates for some products remain 

prohibitively high. 

Although the agreement was supposed to result in a decrease in domestic support in 

agriculture, the overall value of such support has in fact increased. According to OECD 

data180, the producer subsidy equivalent (PSE) for all developed countries rose from the 

US$247 billion in base period (2008-10) to US $ 274 in 2009181. What is even more 

ironic is that most third world countries, by contrast, had previously little or no domestic 

                                                                 
175NON Tariff Measures- southern custom union http://www.sacu.int/docs/eftaftal/estho/presentations tarriff 
measure pdfaccesed on june 17 2017. 
176Agreement on Sanitary Paragraph one of the Preamble. 

 
177Third world Network, The multilateral Trading System: A Development Perspective, Third world 

Network, (2010)at p. 33. 
178 The multilateral trading system: A Developing country perspective http:// atp org/files.multiateral trading 
system and development accesed on 26 june. 
179Ibid at 165 
180 The WTO Agricuture on Agremaent Features http:www.htw.my/title/latestwto/AOA FAO doc accesed on june 
27. 
181Ibid at 180. 
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or export subsidies. These countries are now barred by the AoA  from having or raising 

them in future. This is a major imbalance in which developed countries can offer 

subsidies and raise their level by branding them not actionable, while countries such as 

Uganda with no subsidies are prohibited from having them. 

Apart from these specific problems in the area of subsidy and protection, there is a 

basic problem with the Agreement.  

The WTO Agreement on Agriculture is based on the assumption that production and 

trade in this sector should be conducted on a commercial basis. Agriculture in Uganda 

like in many other developing countries is not a commercial operation. It is instead 

carried out largely on small and household farms. Most farmers resort to agriculture, 

not because it is commercially viable, but because the land has been in possession of 

the family for generations and there is no other source of livelihood.  

If such farmers are subjected to international competition without strategic programs in 

place, they will certainly lose out. This will result into large- scale unemployment and 

collapse of the rural economy, which is almost entirely based on agriculture in a large 

number of poor countries. The collapse of the rural economy naturally translates into 

poverty, conflicts and food crisis. Such situation undermines government effort and 

ability to progressively realize the right to food and ensuring food security. 

2.4. Has Uganda benefited from the Provisions of these Agreements 

There are some reasons that have hindered Uganda from taking benefit of the 

envisaged by the WTO agreements. These reasons include non-participation of all 

actors in setting the rules and non-transparency in the WTO negotiating system, 

unfavorable procedural aspects of the dispute settlement mechanism, lack of sufficient 

resources and technical capacity among others. 

It should be noted that most poor countries did not participate effectively in the 

negotiations of the WTO agreements during the Uruguay round182. The agenda was set 

                                                                 
182Third World Network, The multilateral Trading System: A Development Perspective, Third World 

Network, 2010 at p. 33. 
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by developed countries and agricultural issues, which are so dear to developing 

countries, were never tabled. Even those tabled were titled in favor of developed 

countries183. The exporters of tropical agricultural products, for example, did not design 

the agriculturalliberalization agenda during the Uruguay Round, and quotas left tariffs 

very high184. Uganda, in particular, was ill prepared for the negotiations. There was no 

national position generated and agreed upon by the national stakeholders before the 

negotiations. The national delegation that was headed by the then Minister of Trade in 

effect attended the signing ceremony.185 

Unequal capacity has also led to unequal degrees of participation by developing 

countries, a problem made worse by a lack of transparency in the key WTO 

operations186. Most LDCS are understaffed both in capitals and Geneva and are thus 

unable to effectively follow or take part in WTO deliberations. Consequently, a few 

major countries dominate decision making at the WTO187.The WTO needs to involve 

more inclusive, participatory and transparent methods of discussion and decision 

making, in which all members are fully enabled to participate and make proposals.188 

The Dispute Settlement Body (DSB) is a powerful arm of WTO. The dispute settlement 

system has the potential to protect aggrieved trading partners. In practice, however, 

developing countries especially Least Developed Countries are highly hand- capped by 

the system. Enforcement of rights and obligations by taking retaliatory action against an 

earring country is often impractical for a weak country which, given the economic and 

political cost, will be hesitant to take retaliatory action against the strong one. The 

ultimate relief provided by the enforcement mechanism is thus heavily weighed against 

                                                                 
183Third World Network, The multilateral Trading System: A Development Perspective, Third World 

Network, 2010 at p. 33. 
184Ibid at 183. 
185OtienoOdek, world trade organisation agreement on agriculture: salient features and impact on east 

African states, Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, Nairobi (2010)at p 12. 

 
186FAO WTO Agreement on Agriculture: The implementation experience: developing country case studies 

Rome: faoonline at: http:// www.fao. Org/3/contents/dacdea accessed on10 march 2017. 
187Ibid at 186. 
188FAO WTO Agreement on Agriculture: The implementation experience: developing country case studies 

Rome: faoonline at: http:// www.fao.  Org/3/contents/dacdea accessed on10 march 2017. 
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weak states189. Furthermore, the high cost of raising and pursuing a dispute in the 

Panel and Appellate Body CAB) makes most poor countries hesitant to do so190. 

Procedural delays in seeking relief also work against poor countries. 

The poor counties especially Least Developed Countries also lack the necessary 

resources to meet the standard requirements of the developed countries and the 

promised aid to enable them meet the standards is not enough. Although poor 

countries are allowed to support domestic farmers in a manner that does not distort 

trade, there are no resources to do it. For example,poor countries have not been able 

to benefit from the boxes provided under the AOA 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE WTO AGREEMENT ON AGRICULTURE  

PROVISIONS OF  AGRICULTURAL LIBERATION WITH SPECIFIC REFERENCE 

TO EXPORT SUBSIDIES ON ENSURING SUSTAINABLE FOOD SECURITY IN 

UGANDA. 

Introduction. 

This chapter presents a discussion on the implication of the provisions of agriculture 

trade liberalization more so the provisions of export subsidies under the world trade 

organization agreement on agriculture on food security and realization of the right to 

adequate food in Uganda. 

3.0 The implications of the provisions of agricultural trade liberalization 

The implications of the provisions of agriculture trade liberalization of the provisions of 

export subsidies under the world trade organization agreement on agriculture on food 

security in Uganda and the realization of the right to adequate food in Uganda. 

Export subsidies have the effect of enhancing exports and disposal of surplus produce 

on the world market. Under the Agreement, members are required to reduce the value 

of direct export subsidies at the level 36% below the base period level over the  

implementation period and the quantity of subsidized exports by 21 percent over the 

same period. In case of developing countries, the reductions are two-thirds those of 

developed countries191. 

The Agreement on Agriculture provides for some limited flexibility192between years 

regarding export subsidy reduction commitment and contains provisions aimed at 

preventing the circumvention of the export subsidy commitment and set out criteria for 

food aid donations and the use of export credits193. 

                                                                 
191Agreement on Agriculture Article 9. 
192Agriculture:fairer markets for farmers http://.wto.org/english/thewtoe/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htm. 
193Agreement on agriculture Article 9. 
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Under the Agreement, member countries, which have been highly dependent on the 

supply of cheap food imports from major industrial nations which include poorest 

countries, have been given special treatment. A special ministerial decision sets out 

objectives and measures194 for the provision of food aid and aid for agricultural 

development195. 

It also refers to the possibility of assistance from the International Monetary Fund and 

the World Bank to finance commercial food imports. The package is conceived as part 

of a continuing process with the long-term objective of securingasubstantial progressive 

reduction in support and protection.196 

It should be noted, however, that export subsidies which are allowed to developed 

countries to cover the cost of marketing agricultural exports including handling, 

processing, transport, and freight, do not apply to poor farmers in LDCs because they 

do not export, only big companies do.  

The US department for agriculture still extends US$21 billion annually in export credit 

guarantees197. The rules, therefore, preserve northern corporate subsidies and 

withdraw support from third world farmers and rural communities. This creates unfair 

competition and countries like Uganda lose out. 

The Agreement on Agriculture also imposes import restrictions it requires members, 

who would wish to institute new export restrictions on foodstuffs to give due 

consideration to the effects of such restriction on importing members’ food security. 

Members-except developing member countries which are not net exporters of the 

product concerned- must notify the Committee on Agriculture before introducing new 

export restrictions on foodstuffs and consult with affected members if so requested.198 

This requirement increased the reliability of access to world market supply. The major 

                                                                 
194Agriculture :Fairer Markets for Markets for 
farmarshttp://.wto.org/english/thewtoe/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htmaccesed on june 05 2017. 
195Ibid at 136 
196Agreement on Agriculture Article 9. 
197Clap Jenifer, WTO Agriculture Negotiators: Implication for the Global world, MacMillan 2OlO, 12. 
198Clap Jenifer, WTO Agriculture Negotiations: Implication for global world, Macmilan 2010, 12. 
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50 
 

provisions of the agreement relating to commitments and restrictions are summarizedin 

the table below. 

Table Two 

A summary of the key elements of the agreement on agriculture and related 

Commitments199 

Policy Area Instrument  Developing Countries 

Market Access 

 

Article 4,2,  

Article 4.1 and 

Schedules 

Article 5 

Schedules 

Schedules 

Prohibition on the use of restrictions on imports other than 

tariffs; all tariffs bound; 

Special agriculture safeguard mechanism against import 

volume surges or import price declines below a trigger 

level (limited to “tariffied” products and not applicable to 

imports under related tariff quota commitments); 

Tariffsresulting from conversion of non-tariff border 

measures under200 negotiation modalities (“tariffication”) 

plus pre-existing tariffs on all other agricultural products to 

be reduced; 

Implementation of current and minimum access 

opportunity commitments in respect of tariffed products. 

-  Schedules 

 

Average tariff reductions 

of 36%(minimum 15%)  

Average tariff of 24% 

(minimum 10%)  

Where “ceiling binding” 

commitments undertaken 

reductions not required except 

on ad hoc basis; 

Least developed countries not 

required to undertake 

reduction commitments 

 Articles, 6,7 and Policies divided into two groups; (I) permitted policies 

                                                                 
199Cymanislands:krisenergy announces proposd financial restructuring MENA report,Albawaba(London)ltd 
nov,2016,p.n/a. 
200WTO/Agriculture explanation of the Agreement summary.http://www.wto/english/tratop e/agriee/ag 

intro7summaryehtm accesed 0n june 05 2017.  
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Annex 2 

Article 6.5 

 

(Green Box), (ii) other policies included in the Aggregate 

Measure of Support (AMS) subject to reduction 

commitments (Amber Box); 

Decoupled direct payment associated with production 

limiting programme (Blue Box) not in Green Box but 

excluded from AMS 

Domestic 

Support 

Article 6,2 

Article 6,4 (a) 

and (b) 

 

 

Schedules 

Schedules 

De minimis provision 

allows exclusive support of 

less than 5% of output 

value from AMS 

Total AMS support to be 

reduced by 

20% over 6 years. 

Developing countries allowed 

to use some types of 

investment and input 

subsidies under certain 

conditions. 

 

De minimis provision allows 

exclusion from AMS of 

product- specific and non- 

product specific support less 

than 10% of respective 

current output value; 

Total AMS support to be 

reduced by 

13.3%; 

Least — developed countries 

must bind AMS support level 

if applicable but not required 

to reduce it. 

Policy Area  

 

Instrument 

 

Developed Countries Developing countries 

Export 

subsidies 

Article 9  

Article 10 

 

Article 3,3 

Definition201 of export subsidies subject to reduction 

 disciplines relating to food aid; 

Prohibition on the use of export subsidies on products not 

subject to reduction commitments 

                                                                 
201 WTO/Agriculture-explanation of the agreement summary htt://www.or/English/trape/agric/agintro07sumary 

e.htm accesed on june 2017. 
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 Schedules 

 

 

 

Article 11 

Distinct reduction commitments 

On both volume (21%) and 

budgetary outlays (36%) over 

six years 

For incorporated/processed 

products budgetary outlays only 

(3 6%) 

Two — thirds of the 

reduction required for 

developed countries 

over ten years 

Exception during the 

implementation period 

in respect of certain 

marketing and internal 

transportation 

subsidies. 

Export 

prohibitions 

and restrictions 

 The requirement for notice and obligation to consult on 

request and supply information in case of new export 

restrictions on foodstuffs. 

 Article 12.2 Exception202for developing countries that are net-exporters 

of the foodstuff concerned. 

Sanitary and 

Phytosanitary 

Measures 

Article 14  Separate Agreement: Reaffirms the right ofcountries to set 

their own health and 

safety standards provided they are justified on scientific 

grounds and do not 

result in arbitrary or unjustified barriers to trade; 

encouragetheuse of international 

standardsincludes certain special and differential treatment 

provisions 

Source: World Trade Organisation, (2015), WTO Agreement Series, Agriculture, WTO 

Secretariat, Geneva. 

 

The liberalization of agriculture in Uganda started in the early 1980s with the 

introduction of structural adjustment program SAP (by the International Monetary Fund 

(IMF) and the World Bank203.  

                                                                 
202Agreement on Agriculture Article 12.2. 
203 The world Trade Organization, Uganda Trade policy Review Report, Wtosecretariant (2015) p 8. 



53 
 

The IMF and world bank insisted that the country must “structurally adjust” the 

economy if it was to continue getting development aid or assistance to overcome 

balance of payments problems204 Uganda was convinced that open trade policies are 

essential in promoting economic growth and that protectionism was regressive in nature 

since 1987, the government of Uganda has been successfully implementing trade and 

structural adjustment policy investment at tax regimes205 measures taken include the 

liberalization of agricultural input and output trade, liberalization of domestic and export 

produce marketing and processing removal of restrictive206tariff and non tariff barriers 

particularly those for agricultural inputs and the abolition of tax on agricultural 

exports207. There have been institutional reforms resulting in privatization and 

divestiture of public enterprises the key one being coffee marketing border and inter 

marketing board, which were replaced by regulatory and promotional bodies with 

strong private sector representatives on the boards. The Uganda tea grower and seed 

project have been privatized and ministry of agriculture, animal husbandry and fisheries 

extension directorate has been disbanded. 

The World Trade Organization (WTO) agreement on agriculture (AOA) by setting the 

overarching frame work of agriculture trade and development has significant 

implications for sustainable agriculture.208 

In 1995, the year that the WTO was established209, the first effective rules governing 

international trade in agriculture and food were introduced following the Uruguay round 

                                                                 
204 The world Trade organization, Uganda Trade policy Review Report, wtosecretariant (2015) p 8. 
205 The world Trade organization, Uganda Trade policy Review Report, wtosecretariant (2015) p 8.  
206  Hill Richard, liberalization and producer price risk: examining subjective expectations in Uganda 

journal of African economics 2010 p 19 
207 Ibid  
208Otieno Odek, World Trade Organization Agreement on Agriculture; salient features and impact on East 

African States, Fredrick Ebert Stiftung Nairobi(2010) at p 12 

 
209 The Agreement on Agriculture Action aid uk. https://www.action aid uk.sites/default/fi les/doc lib/sll agreement 
on Agriculture aessed on 18 may 2017. 
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of negotiations210, all agriculture products were brought under multilateral trade rules 

by the WTO agreement on agriculture. 

The agreement is made up of three pillars market access export competition and 

domestic support, all WTO members were required to make commitments in all these 

areas toliberalize agricultural trade. 

Export subsidies, the provisions of the world trade organisation AOA export subsidies 

states that211 members must reduce existing export subsidies, and they may not 

introduce new export subsidies not already in operation, developed countries must 

reduce their export subsidies by 36% in the value terms and by 21% in terms of 

volumes benefiting from subsidies over period212. 

Developing countries are subjected to fewer obligation in this regard, and they have 

longer implementation periods. The Ldcs are under no obligation to reduce which ever 

export subsidies they have213, however, since the introduction of any new export 

subsidies is prohibited the system has in fact been advantageous to the developed 

countries, as these were the only category of states to have significant export subsidies 

in place prior to the entry in the AOA 214. 

The WTO agreement on agriculture emphasized the existing injustice between 

developed and developing countries  regarding the availability of export subsidies as a 

tool of agricultural policy by permitting past users of export subsidies to maintain these 

subsidies with certain reduction obligation215, while prohibiting the introduction of new 

subsidies the agreement sealed up the unfair competitive advantage held by developed 

                                                                 
210 Action aid food right in the world trade organization agreement on agriculture action aid 2010, 12. 
211Agreeement on Agriculture  Article 10 
212 Olivier de schutter,international trade in agriculture and the right to food. Friedrich stiftung 2010,12.  
213 Olivier de schutter, international trade in agiculture and the right to food.friedrichstiftung 2010,12. 
214Article 10 of the agreement on agriculture. 
215Jelenabirovijev, The implication of the wto agreement on agriculture on food security in developing countries 

university of sad 2009 
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country producers because the developing countries are deprived of an important tool 

of agricultural policy which may be used to increase export revenues and create 

employment opportunities in the agricultural sector216. 

Export subsidies are the most harmful form of subsidies for the developing countries; 

they lead to subsidized products arriving on the domestic market and displacing local 

products which can not typically benefit from levels of support which would allow it 

remain competitive217.  

This has led developing countries net food importing countries and their population in 

general to be hurt by the inflationary impacts of the removal of subsidies, aggravating 

the impact on food security of the current pick in prices218the provisions contained in 

the AOA are insufficient to allow countries to react to disruptions caused by import 

surges, under the AOA members resorted to clarification of their non  trade barriers  

and may impose special safe guards measures (SSG) in the form of additional tariff 

when confronted to import surges of certain products i.e. imports surges exceeding 

aspecified trigger level, or whose prices falls below a specific  trigger level, or whose 

price falls below as specified trigger price (article 9)219 however most developing 

countries didnot use tariffication, 39 WTO members , including 22 developing countries, 

have reserved the right to resort to the special safe guard option on the hundreds of 

products the special safe guards measures(ssg), the special safe guard measures 

mechanisms was triggered by only 10 members including 6 developing countries, 

between 2010 and 2011, and between 2012 and 2014 developing countries triggered 

                                                                 
216Arvindpanayariya; Agricultural liberalization and least developed countries, six fallacies; world 

economy: Global trade policy(2015) p127 
217 Olivier de schutter, international trade in agriculture and the right to food friedrichebertstiftung. 201 0,12 
218Olivier de schutter, international trade in agriculture and the right to food friedrichebertstiftung. 2010 

12. 
219 Agreement on agriculture Article 9 
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the special safe guard measures  in only 1 percent of the cases in which they could 

have applied it220. 

These figures may be compared with the number of import surges experienced by 

developing countries221against such surges, the current SSG mechanism is ineffective, 

because they did not under take tariffication most developing countries could not 

reserve their right to invoke SSG. As to who did reserve their right to invoke SSG. As to 

who did reserve that right, only 6 out of 22 did make use of this possibility, either 

because of their limited capacity to collect data or cause of complexity of the safe guard 

process, making it difficult to use222 

The import surges experiences by developing countries are the result of lowering of the 

import tariff barriers at levels significantly below the tariff bound under the AOA223, 

which these countries consented as part of the structural adjustment programs imposed 

on them as conditionality to receive loans, combined with the declining prices on the 

international markets partly attributable to subsidies provided to their agricultural 

producers by OECD countries and the resulting over production, this led to the arrival of 

cheap commodities on the domestic markets which the local producers in developing 

countries were unable to compete with224. The supply constraints are low productivity 

due to reliance on low agricultural technology, lack of access to credit and agricultural 

in puts, lack of training and technical assistance and lack of rural infrastructural inputs, 

lack of training and technical assistance and lack of rural infrastructural services. 

                                                                 
220 Olivier De Schutteer, International trade in agriculture and the right to food, Friedrich Ebert Stiftung (2010) at 
pg 29 
221Fao, trade policy briefs on issues related to the WTO negotiation on agriculture on special safe guard 

mechanism for developing countries. Available at ftp;// ttp-fao.org/docree/fao/008 accessed on 4 may 

sss2017. 
222 UNCTAD, Implication of the reform process in agriculture on LDS and food importing developing 

countries and ways to address their concerns in multilateral negotiations. Available UN DOC td/B/com/ 

1/EM/11/2 AND CORR para 28 accessed on may 5 2017. 
223 Olivier de schutter, international trade in agri culture and the right to food, friedrich Ebert stiftung 2010,29. 
224 Olivier de schutter, international trade in agriculture and the right to food, friedrichebertstiftung 2010 at pg 29  
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3.1 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TRADE LIBERALISATION AND FOOD 

SECURITY: A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

The arguments for trade liberalisation are strong, and typically inform policy advice to 

governments from international institutions. The arguments are that trade liberalisation 

improves resource allocation, spurs economic growth, contributes to the attainment of 

human rights and ultimately contributes to long run development. These arguments are 

based on the Ricardian “conventional” or “neoclassical trade theory”, and in particular 

the theory of comparative advantage225. The simplest version of the theory is based on 

two countries two commodity model. It states that even if a country has absolute 

advantages in the production of both the commodities, it will be better for the country 

to produce that commodity in which it has a comparative advantage over the other 

commodity. The country can meet its demand for the second commodity by importing it 

from another country, which hasarelative comparative advantage in producing that 

commodity226.  

The theory is based on the assumption of free mobility of goods and not on capital or 

labour. The theory argues that difference in productivity and opportunity costs of 

production between countries form the underlying reasons why it is advantageous for 

countries to engage in trade227 

Other advocates of free trade also argue that trade liberalizationmaximizes potential 

economic welfare internationally, by creating a situation where no country can be made 

better ‘off with another being made worse off.228 

It is argued that trade liberalizationcreate more goods and services, promotes food 

security and enhances the well-fare of the world population.229 This theoretical 

                                                                 
225CUTS, Trade Liberalisation and Food Security. CUTS Briefing Paper NO.6. (2008) Available at 

http.//www.gatts.org/trastare.htnil accessed on 24th april, 20I7. 
226 CUTS, Trade Liberalisation and Food Security. CUTS Briefing Paper NO.6. (2008) Available at 

http.//www.gatts.org/trastare.htnil accessed on 24th april, 20I7 
227Ibid at 213. 
228Winters L, A. Trade Policies for Poverty Alleviation in Developing countries. World bank 

(2012),B.Hoekman, P. English and A. mattoo,(ed). Trade Policy Economic Development and Multi -latetral 

Negotiations; A source book. Washington DC; world Bank,(2012) p.21. 
229Ibid  at 216. 
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approach underpins the policy advice concerning trade liberalization given by 

governments by international institutions as wellas the approach adopted by the World 

Trade Organisation Agreement on Agriculture.230 There are some important 

qualifications to these predictions of the model. However, that must be held in mind.  

First, the consequences described are dependent on the assumption231 of competitive 

markets (a level playing field).232 In the absence of a level playing field, countries may 

be better off intervening to restrict free trade.  

Second, countries will not necessarily gain equally from trade: the relative gains will 

depend on the terms of trade. Thirdly, there are no mechanisms in place to ensure233 

that losers in the world market will be compensated by those that benefit, so the gains 

remain potential.234 

If the theory is applied in respect of food production, it becomes apparently clear that 

trade liberalization can greatly hamper countries from realizing food security. In the first 

place, it fails to take into account the new context of international capital mobility.  

In the context of food and agriculture, the search for absolute advantage by capital can 

often be at the cost of local food security and farmer’s survival. For example suppose a 

country has a comparative advantage235 of rice production which has been largely 

produced236 by large farmers, and comparative disadvantage in the production of 

maize, produced by small subsistence farmers. If we apply the logic of comparative 

                                                                 
230Winters L, A. Trade Policies for Poverty Alleviation in Developing countries. World bank 

(2012),B.Hoekman, P. English and A. mattoo,(ed). Trade Policy Economic Development and Multi -latetral 

Negotiations; A source book. Washington DC; world Bank,(2012) p.21. 

 
231The impact of trade liberalization on developing countries.http:ippmedia.com/en/features/impact-trade 
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advantage, the country should export rice and import maize. First, there will increase in 

the price of rice in the country. Secondly the economic base of poor farmers will be 

destroyed because of imports ofmaize. Food security and the right to food are therefore 

undermined by the liberalization of exports and imports. 

The second reason why trade liberalization in food is flawed stems from the security 

aspects of food production.237 The logic is that food is something which almost every 

society has produced to ensure supply in times of war when the borders are closed by 

the enemy. Thus no country can afford the luxury of ignoring food production. The 

underlying theme of the theory of comparative advantage is the enhancement 

ofefficiency in resource use. However, maximising market238 efficiency in food 

production can often be associated with the collapse of food entitlements. Although this 

theory is the basis of modern “orthodox” trade economics, this does not mean that it is 

accepted without question: there are gaps in the theory’s coverage and question marks 

over some of its predictions.239 

In this context, it is also important to question the thinking of major international 

Agency, the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO), regarding trade 

liberalization and food security. FAO is strongly optimistic while defining the central role 

of trade in food security in developing countries. FAO argument is based on two central 

assumptions-imports will permit consumption growth by reducing domestic prices and 

increase supply in domestic markets, and trade liberalisation raises the general level of 

efficiency both in sectors liberalised and in the wider economy.240 All these assumptions 

are theoretically perfect. However, when it comes to reality, the results are different. 

First it is true international trade in food products will raise consumption of imports. 

This is precisely part of the food security problems for many countries. For example 
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when the Mexican maize market was opened following the signing of North America 

Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), imported cereals became cheap and there was a shift 

of consumption from the local maize, imported grain causingadecline in production with 

the attendant consequences of loss of income and food security. 

The theoretical validity of the second assumption is also questionable. In fact, free 

trader’s argument has always been that trade liberalization intheagriculture sector will 

increase efficiency through expansion of higher value added export crops. However, the 

argument doesn’t take into account the structural problems faced by least developed 

countries’ agriculture. The assumption is that people have access to land and credit and 

will be able to be absorbed in the expanding commercial sector. What happens, in 

essence, is that multinational companies will start investing in high value-added exports 

to the detriment of local level food production.241 

Furthermore, with liberalization, the policy making mechanism has shifted away from 

national governments to international agencies, institutions, and private corporations.242 

This has led to the erosion of national sovereignty and narrowed the ability of 

governments and people to make choices from options in economic, social and cultural 

policies.243Liberalisation has enabled transnational corporations and financial institutions 

to control such huge resources than what most governments can marshal, that they are 

thus able to have great policy influence. Since multinational corporations are driven by 

profit and not the well-fair of the world population, human rights concerns become 

secondly.244 

The social movements have argued that globalization is a threat to basic principles for 

sustainable societies and attainment of the right to food. The report of the International 

Forum on Globalisation has highlighted some core principles for sustainable societies 
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that must not be derogated.245 These include; democracy, ecological sustainability, 

diversity, human rights, equity, food security, and safety. This new group of thinkers 

has insisted that liberalization mirror opposite of these principles. Their conclusion is 

that imperatives of the system of liberalisation create self reinforcing drive towards 

privatisation and monopolisation of common heritage resources, the centralisation of 

power and authority for the few who are shielded from legal accountability for the 

impact of their decisions on the well being of the people, a life and death competition 

that divides the world into big winners and big losers, the destruction of cultural, 

biological and economic diversity and the disregard of deadly risks to human and 

environmental health. 

The Human Development Report 2008 shows that over the last three decades economic 

decline for most of the developing world has gone deeper than during the great 

economic depression of the 1930’s. While the rich countries mostly rebounded from 

economic depression within half a decade, the economic stagnation in some developing 

countries has continued for the last 30 years. In some cases, people have become 

poorer, with little hope of rapid improvement. It is on this basis that this research 

questions the ability of trade liberalization to deliver on food security and realization of 

the right to food. 

The AOA objective of full liberalization of agriculture by removing support and 

protection from small farmers in developing countries do not promote the goal of food 

securityand sustainable agriculture and food security in Uganda246. 

Advocates for agriculture liberalization have argued that it promotes economic growth. 

The United Nations food and agriculture organization have argued that the cure for 
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hunger is trade.247it has consistently advocated for agriculture liberalization contending 

that money earned from food exports enables people to buy more food than they could 

have produced themselves.248 

The policy direction in Uganda seems to be inclined to this position. The plan for the 

modernization of agriculture provides that food security shall be attained through the 

market.249 The research, however, suggests that agriculture liberalization, if not 

preceded by agriculture transformation, can be an obstacle to food security and 

undermine the realization of the right to food. 

Trade liberalization has shifted policy making mechanism away from national 

governments to international agencies institutions and private corporations. 

This has led to the erosion of national sovereignty and has rowed the ability of 

governments and the people of Uganda to make choices from options in economic, 

social and cultural policies hence undermining the peoples and governments efforts to 

reduce achieve food security and progressively realize the right to adequate food. 

Indeed, the impacts of this approach on both incomes of the poor and food security 

have been negative250. 

Trade has been viewed as an important stimulus to economic growth, Uganda 

development policies have been largely pursued though continuing liberalization with 

the aim of increasing involvement of private sector, deregulation, privatization and 

participation in international trade negotiations. 

During the Uruguay Round, countries lobbied hard for agricultural policies that shifted 

farming away from food crops for domestic local consumption to cash crops in poor 
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countries primarily for export251 liberalization of all sector was viewed as policy that 

would promote economic progress in poor countries many countries pushed for 

agricultural trade policies away from supporting small farmers and food self-reliance, 

towards increased dependency on imports. 

The advice for the developing countries has been “buy do not grow your food” 252.In 

fact, the Uruguay round policies have forced nations to open their markets to food 

imports, even for items they have in surplus asaway to increase trade as Whitely 

Macmillan has put it. 

There is a mistaken belief that the great agricultural need in the developing world is to 

develop the capacity to grow food for local consumption. That is misguided;countries 

should produce what they produce best and trade in subsistence agriculture encourages 

misuse of resources and damages the environment253.Policies based on the above 

assumption have fostered greater dependence by many countries on imported goods, 

thereby expanding markets and raw material for developed countries254. This policy 

approach does not help a country like Uganda to implement its international and 

constitutional obligations of guaranteeing its population the enjoyment of the right to 

adequate food255. 

Agriculture liberalization more so the provisions of export subsidies under the 

agreement on agriculture  if not preceded by agriculture transformation can be an 

obstacle to food security and undermine the realization of the right to food as discussed 

below; 
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3.2 Declining incomes and surge in food imports 

In Uganda, the assumption has been that trade liberalization would improve agricultural 

production and lead to better prices for farmers256. This has not been the case.257 

The overall impact on food security258 by agricultural liberalization has been 

negative259Farmers incomes are declining post primary education has become more 

expensive, medical expenses are high and farmers part with all they have and remain 

with nothing for farming costs and to buy in times of shortage.260 

Liberalization of agriculture has increased the cost of farm inputs, as farmers no longer 

receive subsidized inputs. Persistent food deficient decreased incomes, families going 

for one meal a day increased alcoholism, hooliganism and loss of any reasonable 

protection of farmers are new characteristics of rural life261.Itis estimated that between 

2012/15 and 2015/16, the incidence of poverty increased more in rural areas. 

In terms of absolute numbers of people in poverty rural areas experienced an increase 

from 7.0 million people in 2014/15 to 8.5 million people.262 

Liberalization has increased the number of fillet processing industries around Lake 

Victoria, causing pollution of the lake waters and food insecurity as much of the fish is 

exported as filled leaving the communities to feed on bones. In the 1950s fishermen 

used to catch 300 tilapia a day. Now with changes in government policies, the fishing 

boats have increased, and the population of fish declined, on average fishermen catch 
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20 per day or none.263 Indeed this situation has led to the loss of incomes and 

undermines the ability of the local communities to buy nutritious foods. 

Liberalization more so the provisions of export subsidies under the agreement on 

agriculture has also led to the importation of cheap agricultural products, which has 

negatively affected prices of local produce, prices of sugar cane have been declining 

due to cheap imported sugar hence affecting the farmers in Busoga and other regions 

of the country.264 

Cotton production has been largelydeclining due to poor prices as a result of subsidies 

in the developed cotton growing countries.265 

This has largelyaffected farmers in the eastern and northern Uganda commonly 

described as the cotton corridor266. Dairy farmers in Mbarara and rice growers in 

eastern and northern Uganda have cheap imported dairy products and rice respectively 

hence reversing the anticipated benefits of liberalization. According to the agricultural 

policy committee(Bank of Uganda) the country still imports wheat, rice, sugar and 

processed food mainly for urban consumers.267 

A united nations economic commission for Africa (UNECA) report has outlined the short 

falls of the structural adjustment programs as follows; “SAPS have not succeeded in 

addressing the real issues and in many cases have even failed to address and deal with 

the real issues behind the African crisis”268. 
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It is argued that programs generally failed to capture the political, social and economic 

realities of the African countries.269 

Drastic budgetary reductions undermine human condition and the future potential for 

development.270 Indiscriminate promotion of imported foods undermines production and 

self-sufficiency, while unbalanced import liberalization leads to greater and more 

external dependence and jeopardize national priorities such as food security.271 

While the report covered Africa as a continent, the situation in Uganda does not differ. 

The withdrawal or reduction of support to afarmer under SAP has hit the poor farmers 

hardest and led to a huge increase in the number of people who have become 

destitute272. Agricultural liberalization and the push for production for the market has 

led to domestic shortages and into some instance (compounded with varies of nature) 

even to famine Uganda is now in serious danger of failing to feed itself.273 

The agreement on agriculture provisions of export subsidies, which accelerated 

agricultural liberalization worsened the already fragile situation. The agreement by 

setting the overarching frame work for agricultural trade and development has 

significant implications for achieving food security. The agreement objective of 

removing support and protection have not promoted the goals of sustainable agriculture 

and food security not have theyadequately addressed food security, and agricultural 

development needs inacountry like Uganda. 

This agreement is based towards developed countries and multinational agricultural 

businesses and is unfair to developing countries. They allow developed countries to 

continue subsidizing their domestic agriculture and exports but do not address the 
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problem of dumping by private firms of agricultural products on the world market at 

less than the cost of production. The outcome is the influx of cheap imports which 

compete unfairly with the agricultural goods produced by farmers in the developing 

countries like Uganda withoutthebenefit of subsidy. 

Between 2012-2014 some values added agricultural products were imported from the 

European union, which is Ugandans major trading partner. These products include milk 

powder, maize, wheat flour, rice, cotton and cotton fabrics274. 

The European Unionwithstanding the current agricultural reforms to reduce subsidies, 

which is dumped in poor countries.275 The European Union supports producer prices 

atalevel that is generally below the world prices.276 

The above products are exported at prices below the production cost hence creating 

the effect. The effect of subsidized exports and dumped products depress prices and 

threaten the local food production. This has undermined the country’s’ ability to fulfill its 

commitment to protect the right to food. 

Despite the commitment to allow more market access, the rules also allow developed 

countries to maintain high tariffs on the so called sensitiveproducts,e.g., processed 

coffee which is often those products of greatest export value to Uganda.  

As a result, the world export market share of uganda has remained either static or 

declined since 2011.277 The effects of subsidized export and dumped products depress 

price and threaten the local food production in Uganda. 

Agricultural liberalization has consequently created a high surge of imports into the 

country but not an increase in exports, forcing thousands off their firm278 small farmers 
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in Buridibugyo, Kasese, and Mbale who produce a lot of maize, beans, milk and bee 

couldn’t obtain economic prices for them in the market.279 

Their produce cannot compete with imported juices, maize flour, rice, chicken, beef and 

milk powder. 

In the year 2014, the maize in southern Uganda went down to as low as 600 shillings 

per kg280farmers made big losses most farmers run out of business and abandoned 

farming, production of beans fell from 140000 to 105000 tones281 through the prices 

mechanism food production is being destroyed. There are very few business oriented 

peasants that can be encouraged continue investing in farming under this present 

situation of unstable and low prices. This is dangerous to the food security of Uganda. 

As a result, small holder incomes have fallen, and malnutrition among children and the 

poor has risen282. Food production has failed to keep pace with populationgrowth, and 

the poor are dying of hunger.283 

The special treatment that Uganda would receive on processed food stuff is again 

negative. A system of tariff escalation means that higher tariffsare placed against their 

processed products. The higher the value added, the higher the tariff. This hinder 

processing by the developing countries like Uganda. It is important to note 

thatcountries that import raw coffee from Uganda are the largest exporters of 

processed coffee and earns much more than a Ugandan farmer on each kilogram of 

coffeeexported. 
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3.3 Impoverishment of small farmers 

Since the agreement on agriculture was signed and since the application of neoliberal 

policies, the assured prosperity of free trade in agriculture and satisfaction of the food 

and nutritional needs and the population isnowhere to be seen. The study confirms 

entrenchment of poverty marginalization of the farmer especially women and increased 

food insecurity. Echoing the suffering of the farmers, GodberTumushabe284 had this to 

say; indeed, these were empty promises and for households farmers and peasants, 

especially women the result has seentheentrenchment of poverty destruction of 

livelihood, increased burdens and for many it has meant empty stomachs.285 It is very 

clear that agricultural trade liberalization has indeed harmed small farmers and 

impoverishedthe poor further making them more food insecure, women are the worsth 

it in the process of liberalization.286 

The table below shows the price difference between the locally produced and 

imported food stuff. 

Item Market price of good 

localstuff (in UGshs) 

Market price of importedfoodstuff (in 

UGshs) 

1 kg of Mbale Rice 

 

3500 

 

1 kg of Vietnam Rice 3000 

 

1 kg of Kakira sugar 

 

4000 

 

1 kg of sugar imported sugar 3000 

 

1 of the locally 

produced wheat 

4200 

 

1 of import wheat flour 2000 

 

SourceUltimate marketing solutions (2016) delivery of food security in-through the 

market Kampala survey pg. 
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Being unable to face the unfair competition, small and subsistence farmers have 

suffered a loss of income, increased bankruptcy from depressed prices and the high 

costs of production, displacement, loss of land and livelihoods. The same is happening 

to sugar came out growers who can no longer get economic prices due to cheap sugar 

imports. Kakira sugar works Ltd one of the biggest producers of sugar has raised its 

concerns in the following manner means stranded with over one hundred thousand of 

bags of unsold sugar. We are reluctant to produce more the out growers are stranded 

with their sugar cane. The problem is the availability of cheap imported sugar that has 

flooded the market287. 

The desperate situation in the country has been captured in the words of trade, 

tourism, and industry. 

We have to protect our farmers make them more efficient and raise their income. The 

issue is the influx of the food import as a result of unfair practices in the developed 

countries. We need a two plunged approach; raising tariffs on food import and then 

negotiate with developed countries a phased removal of their subsidies288 

Many farmers have started shifting from food crops to cash crops like fruit, flowers, and 

cotton289. This has been mainly because food crops are falling due to the increased cost 

of production290 and lack of market access. The flower gardens along Entebbe road, 

which used to accommodate food crops, are classical examples, yet the market for 

flows has been affected by unfair competition and stringent international labor 

standards. As a consequence, most flower farmers have become bankrupt, and most of 

their properties sold as public institutional credit widened under structural adjustment 

program. 
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Uganda has been involved in policy reforms that culminated into the poverty reduction 

action plan (PEAP), which is an all inclusive government development frame work291. 

Modernization of agriculture intended to improve the incomes of the poor and improve 

food security is apart of the overall objectives of PEAP.  

Policy and nutrition whose goal is to ensure food security and adequate nutrition for all 

the people of Uganda has also been put in place292. The policy framework on food 

security generally has been guided by the concept of trade liberalization. The plan for 

the modernization of agriculture which is the policy framework for achieving the PEAP 

objective of improving incomes explicitly states that food security will be realized 

through the market293. Policy and legal frame work for food security in Uganda.  

The general policy and legal frame work for Uganda reflect food security concerns, like 

many other developing countries, Uganda has been at a centre of implementing 

structural adjustment programs since the early 1980s,294 some of the prescriptions from 

the IMF and the world bank meant that government had to cut back support to the 

agricultural sector, abandoning national storage facilities, liberalization proof the 

agricultural sector and cutting off most of the needed support to farmers to boost 

production and storage facilities295 Although this has been seen as a positive move by 

government to obtain macro economic stability, the outcry among the rural population 

offers another story. 

It is therefore, important to review the impact of these and other policies on food 

security in Uganda. As much as macroeconomic concerning which include fiscal, 

monetary and trade policy reforms are given due the priority, there is still need to give 

particular attention to food security as an important factor in the national development 

process. For example, some of the gains like the achievements in economic growth over 

the last decade have not directly benefited the poor in the rural areas as income 
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inequality has been increasing.296 The situation threatens food security directly 

diminished. As mentioned before, the rural population engages in selling all sorts of 

things including food stuff meet their other economic obligations like the payment of 

tax. In the process, many households sell most of their food stocks making themselves 

vulnerable to food insecurity and sometimes famine. 

3.4 Policy frame work,The poverty eradication Action plan 

The poverty eradication action plan (PEAP) is Uganda’s comprehensive development 

framework.297 The PEAP often referred to as poverty reduction strategy paper (PRSP) 

among the Brettonwoods institutions, was first formulated and adopted in 2010/2011 at 

a time when poverty levels were estimated at 44% of the population.298 

Under the PEAP, its believed that poverty reduction depend on economic growth, which 

is estimated at an annual average rate of 7%.299The PEAP recognizes the need for food 

security in the country, it focuses on economic management, good governance, 

security, increasing productivity and incomes of the poor and enhancing human 

development, which are all important factors in addressing causes of food insecurity’300 

the PEAP treats food insecurity and malnutrition concerns as cross cutting issues, which 

should be addressed by increasing incomes of the poor. 

The PEAP is an over allpolicy and it does not reflect precisely detailed specific food 

security concern , in addition although PEAP realizes the need to have growing income 

in order to eradicate mass poverty it does not emphasize income distribution and 

therefore does not adrees issue of equity. The specific plan, which affects food security 

systems and contains more specific details on infrastructure ,is the plan for the 

modernization of agriculture301 

The plan for the modernization of Agriculture  

                                                                 
296The Republic of Uganda, Background to the budget for the financial year, 2015/2016 at MEPED at P.28 

 
297 The Republic of Uganda, Proverty Eradication Action Plan (2001-2003) 
298 The Republic of uganda, uganda participatory poverty assessment report, MFPED, 2015, at p.2  
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Under the plan for the modernization of agriculture (PMA) government recognizes the 

need for a food security policy of a comprehensive nature302. It also highlights need to 

revise the existing food law were considered to be national priorities in the 2014 

consultative group meeting303. The process has taken much longer. At the same 

meeting, governments approach was considered within the three broad options of 

putting in large scale irrigation systems, publicly held grain reserves and compulsory 

retention of reserve of designated food crops bythefarmer304. However, the PMA goes a 

head to down play these options on several grounds. First, it recognizes that large scale 

irrigation systems are not economically viable from international experience305. 

Secondly, it also considered publically held food reserves as expensive to manage to 

minimize losses due to spoilage like wise consideration for compulsory stocks held by 

farmers as a measure to increase food security provides levels of public intervention in 

the market and this marks a reversal of the liberalization processes.306 

Within the PMA frame work,the government emphasizes that food security would only 

be promoted from the market perspective through interventions geared towards 

increasing household income.307 Through the private sector, government aspects to 

improve incentives for framers and the traders to engage in inter-temporal crop storage 

and catering for short falls in food supply through a market mechanism308. However, 

the research indicates that attainment of food security through the market for the 

vulnerable groups of people is impossible because of lack of effective demand309. 
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A good number of Ugandans lack the requisite purchasing power and cannot satisfy 

their food requirements through trade alone.310 

It should be noted that PMA recognizes the countries financial constraints and 

challenges posed by the international rules and policies311. It is therefore, premised on 

the assumption that donor aid will be forth coming and developed countries will remove 

trade barrier and allows access for agricultural commodities from developing countries. 

The success of the plan apparently depends largely on external factors over which the 

country has limited control. Therefore, the sustainability and viability are still largely 

questionable. 

3.5  National agriculture advisory services programs. 

The national agricultural advisory services (NAADS) is one of the five312 core programs 

of the PMA whose vision is to have a decentralized farmer-owned and private sector 

services extension system contributing to the realization of the agricultural sector 

objectives.313 The rationale for this program was the failure of the traditional extension 

approach to being about greater productivity and expansion of agriculture, extension 

approach to bring about greater productivity and expansion of agriculture, despite 

costly. 

3.6 The Uganda food and nutrition policy 

The Uganda food and nutrition policy recognizes that food security is necessary to 

promote nutrition and normal health314 the overall policy goal is to ensure food security 

and adequate nutrition for all the people in Uganda. The policywas developed in context 

off the overall national development policing and international treaties conventions, and 

                                                                 
310Ibid at 297. 
311 Plan for the Modernization of Agriculture  at p 70. 
312The effectiveness of agriculture extension with respect to Uganda http:// ageconsearchu.m.n.edi/bit 

stream/494714/ Effectiveness%20%of20 agricultural20%. Accessed on june 28 2017. 
313The Republic of Uganda, National Advisory Services (NAADS) program, MAAIF at p 4 
314 The Republic of Uganda National Advisory Services (NAADS)programe s.2(1)maaif. 
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resolution to which Uganda is a party315. That food is treated as a national strategic 

resource. 

That the policy on food and nutrition is part and parcel of the overall national 

development policy. 

That the policy emphasizes the cross cutting nature of food and nutrition as they affect 

the human resource; 

That the policy seeks to provide a legal basis of the already existing food nutrition 

structures, sectoral policies and action plans and that the policy sets strategies for 

responding to food nutrition concerns at all levels and that Uganda meets its 

international obligation as set out in international instruments. The policy also seeks to 

establish the Uganda food and nutritional council as a legal entity to perform the 

coordination role at the national level316. 

The policy recognizes that the country still lack sufficient food supply and 

accessibility.This situation is attributed to limited use of appropriate technology over 

dependence onrain fed agriculture, inadequate rural financial services and poor 

infrastructure among others317. Although the policy provides good starting point in 

providing a round map for achieving food security it has still failed to adequately 

address some key patinent issues. 

In the first place, the policy among other important issues, acknowledges that 

genetically modified products are still controversial318. There is still a strong view that 

there are potential human impacts such as allergens transfer of anti-biotic resistance 

markets and unknown potential environmental impacts such as unintended transfer of 

transgenes through cross pollination,theeffect on other organizations (e.g. soil microbe) 

and loss of flora and fauna biodiversity319. In Uganda the debate on genetically 

                                                                 
315 Ibid  
316The Republic of Uganda National Advisory Services (NAADS)programe s.2 (1)maaif 
317 The Republic of Uganda National Advisory Services (NAADS)programe s2 (3) 
318The Republic of Uganda National Advisory Services (NAADS)programe 53 (4) 
319Human genome project: GMO products. Benefits and controversies, available at 
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modified products is still on320 it has been argued that the introduction of genetically 

modified foods should be hated until at a time when a proper policy and law have been 

put in place to mitigate the possible harm. It has been further argued that food 

insecurity in Uganda like any other Sub Saharan Africa is not a result of failure to 

embrace GMOs.321 

The legislators are divided on the potential benefits of GMOs and are still reluctant to 

advice their governments to allow importation ofgenetically modified products scientist 

from international agricultural research organization have also warned against the 

importation of GMOs.322 

The peasants have also joined the debate and expressed their dissatisfaction against 

the introduction of GMO technology in the country without carrying out extensive 

research on its implications on the population and environment.323 Exporters of organic 

growth foods have also expressed fear that they are likely to lose market in the 

European markets if Uganda introduces GMO technology and seeds. European union is 

still opposed to the opening up of other marketers for GMO products324. The Uganda 

national farmers have also opposed president Museveni over GMO food clearance while 

presiding over the launch of a multimillion biotechnology laboratory at Kawanda 

research institute, the president of Uganda K.Y Museveni, welcomed GMO technology 

because it enhances productivity325. He also indicated that importation of genetically 

modified foods would be allowed although he will not allow genetically modified seeds. 

It is surprising to not that despite all this debate the only strategy adopted in the 

Uganda food and nutrition policy is that GMO food and nutrition policy is that GMO 

                                                                 
320Mulumba, Badru, “mps protest “gmoproduct”. The Monitor August 28/2013 at p3 
321 Ibid at 263 
322Mulumba,Badiru, mps protest Gmo product, The monitor 28/2013 
323Emojong John, peasants RejetGMOs”the Monitor, august 28, 2015 at p 13 
324Naluwairo,r, parliamentary public hearing on genetically modified organisms in Uganda. A new 

approach to soliciting peoples views on emerging issues in society. A code public dialogue series, no, 

2,2015, at p6 
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foods, seed or livestock which are still controversial shall be discouraged because of 

their unknown effect on agriculture, health and environment.326 

The policy does not adopt a concrete precautionary approach bond is not emphatic 

enough. It is too soft on the introduction of GMOs and can easily be abused. 

Notwithstanding this provision the president has already indicated that he will allow the 

importation on GMO foods.327 It is surprising to note that despite all this debate, the 

only strategy adopted in Uganda food and nutrition policy is that GMO foods, seeds or 

livestock which are still controversial shall be discouraged because of their unknown 

effect or agriculture, health and environment328. The policy does not put a concrete 

precautionary approach and is not emphatic enough. It is too soft on the introduction of 

GMOs and can easily be abused not withstanding this provision the president has 

already indicated that he will allow the importation of GMO food.329 

It is also important to not that in the area of food supply availability processing and 

preservation, the policy conflicts with the strategies envisaged under the plan for the 

modernization of agriculture.330 

The marketing and agro processing strategy envisaged under the PMA should be looked 

at which within the context of liberalization. Consequently the policy should indicate the 

levels and duration of support that can be provided to farmers with a phased out plan 

of action and locking towards full liberalization, unplanned liberalization hastheeffect of 

creating import surges without corresponding increase in exports.  

If liberalization proceeds while conditions for successful export growth are not in place, 

the resulting losses in economic growth will be enormous. This will further complicate 

the attainment of food security. 

                                                                 
326Nyanzi, peter, UNFA opposes museveni over gmos foods clearance, the monitor September 9,2013 at 

p3  
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3.6 Legal frame work,The Constitution of Uganda, 1995 

Under the 1995 Constitution the Republic of Uganda, objective XXLL requires the state 

to take appropriate steps to encourage people to grow and store adequate food, 

establish national food reserves and encourage and promote proper nutrition through 

mass education and other appropriate means to build a health state.  

Although these provisions may not easily be enforced in courts of law where the 

government has abdicated its national responsibilities, they provide a legal basis for the 

country’s legal frame work.National food reserves provided for as safety nets under 

objective XXLL331had previously existed inform of food silos prior to economical 

liberalization policies that were emphasized by the poverty eradication action plan, 

following economic liberalization policies that came a long with the poverty eradication 

action program of deregulation mainly involving the adoption of privatization and 

decentralization policies mechanisms aimed at reducing state constraints on the free 

market, this undermines the right to food security in Uganda. 

3.7 The food and Drugs Act 

The act provides for the prevention of adulteration of food and related matters access 

to safe food is a vital component of food security. Section 2 of the act makes it an 

offence to sell food for human consumption in which any substance or ingredient has 

been subtracted of added so as to make it injurious to health. Sections prohibits selling 

of good, which is not of a nature or quality demanded by the purchaser. Section 5 

makes it offence to give or display food under a false description or in such a manner 

that is calculated to mislead the public as its nature, substance or quality.  

Section 6 makes it an offence to sell, offer to sell, offer or expose for sale or to have in 

ones possession for the purposes of sates or to prepare for sale or to have in ones 

possession in for purpose of sale, or to prepare for sale or deposit with or consign for 

purposes of sale any food intended for, but unfit for human consumption. 

                                                                 
331  The Constitution of the Republic of Uganda 1995  
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The act also provides for matters related to food safety such a the right to examineand 

seize food intended for human consumption, which has been sold or is offered 

orexposed for sale but appears to be unfit for human consultation.  

The Act empowers the relevant bodies to examine food in the course of transit, inspect 

premises used for the preparation and manufacture for the purpose of sale certain food 

such as ice cream, sausage preserved food, inspects and control the sale of milk from 

diseases cows and adulated milk332. 

3.7.1 The National Environment Act 

The act provides for sustainable management of environment among other things. The 

relevant sections include sections 25, 26, 27, 31, 35, 37, 38 and 41. These provisions 

impact on the right to food such as establishment of environmental standards in 

relation to quality water, quality standards or discharge or affluent into water soil 

quality standards, limits on the uses of lakes and rivers, management of river bankers 

and lake shores, restriction on the use of wetlands, management of wetlands 

management of hill side, hill tops mountainous areas. The purpose to ensure health 

environment that enhances food production among others. The act, therefore,promote 

food security. 

The penal code Act 

The penal cod Act provides for awide range of criminal offences including offences 

relating to food. Section 172 of the penal code provides that any person who 

adulterates any article of food or drink,so as to make such article noxious as food or 

drink, intending to sell such article as food or knowing it to be likely that the same will 

be sold as food or drink, is guilty of a misdemeanour.section 173 also prohibits the sell, 

offer or exposing for sale, as drink, any article, which has been rendered or has become 

noxioue as food or drink. These provisions are intended to ensure that food,which is put 

on market for sale is safe for human health. 

                                                                 
332Section 9-16 of the Food and Drug Act 
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The children Act 

The children Act in section 5 provides that it is the duty of every parent,guardian,or any 

person having custody of achild to maintain that child and in particular to provide 

adequate diet to the child.This provision is intended to protect the childrens right to 

food. 

In conclusion the impact of the agriculture liberalization and provisions of export 

subsidies under the WTO (AOA)  is to create a two viewed system of food security with 

rich countries enjoying abundant and affordable foods supplies and poor nations like 

Uganda are suffering from malnutrition and foodinsecurity further the policy and legal 

frame in Uganda  is tenable to argue that it hasattempted to address food security 

concerns and the right to food by putting in place the enabling policy framework. 

However, there is no legislation or legal instrument that specifically addresses the right 

to adequate food, the majority of the laws that have a bearing on the right to food 

aretoo general in nature and content. The absence of specific legislative under pinning 

that would specify rights, freedoms, and obligations about access to food renders more 

the later a gift than an entitled. Other loopholes within the scattered existing legislation 

are that the penalties as provided are not deterrent enough, and the enforcement 

mechanism is very poor. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE WTO AGREEMENT ON AGRICULTURE 

PROVISIONS OF MARKET MECHANISM AND DOMESTIC SURRPORT ON THE 

REALISATION OF FOOD SECURITY IN UGANDA 

4.0 Introduction 

This chapter presents the implication of the market mechanism,under the world trade 

organization (WTO) agreement on agriculture on the realization of right to food and 

ensuring food security in Uganda 

4.1 Market Accessibility 

In the area of market access, non-tariff border measures are replaced by tariffs that 

provide substantially the same level of protection333. 

It is provided that members shall not maintain, resort or revert to any measure that 

restricts foreign producer’s access to the domestic market and denying consumers 

access to agricultural commoditiesat lower world market prices.334 The provision 

prohibits market restrictions, which include qualitative import restriction and voluntary 

export restraints. Tariffs resulting from this purification process as well as other tariffs 

on agricultural products are to be reduced by an average of 36% in case of developed 

countries with a minimum reduction for each tariff line being required. 

 

Under the AOA, All quantitative restrictions or other tariff measures except  those 

justified by health and safety reasons should be replaced by tariffArticle 4.2335 and 

members should subsequently bind themselves to reduce these tariffs336products that 

are predominant staple in the traditional diet of a developing country may be exempted 

                                                                 
333 Agreement on agriculture Article 4. 
334 Agreement on Agriculture Aricle 4. 

 
335Agreement  on Agriculture. 
336  Agreement on agriculture Article 4.1 . 
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from the tariffication obligation however article 5337 despite its promises, the process of 

tariffication and subsequent lowering of tariffs did not work equally for benefit of all 

developing countries. 

Some developing countries rely more on manufactured goods for their export revenue. 

Yet average agricultural tariffs remain much higher than tariffs for on agricultural 

products. However despite the special advantagerecognized to least developed 

countries like Uganda, high tariffs were maintained on developing countries exports 

such as cotton, sugar, cereals and horticulture. 

Tariffs 

Market access formed one of the key elements of the Agreement on Agriculture AOA. 

The purpose of agreement among others is, therefore, to curb national policies that 

have created distortions in agricultural production and trade on a global scale338. The 

market access restrictions involve limiting foreign producers’ access to the domestic 

market and denying consumers access to agricultural commodities at the lower world 

market price. Restrictions on market access normally take the form of tariff, levies, 

import quotas and other non-tariff barriers339. 

The process of certification and reduction of tariffs under the AOA was expected to 

provide market access to products from efficient producers of agricultural commodities. 

After sixteen years of implementation of the Agreement on Agriculture, the access for 

products from developing countries and in particular Uganda continues to be impeded 

in developed countries markets due to their higher trade distorting domestic support 

policies coupled with a high tariff, tariff peaks and escalations and a plethora of not 

tariff barriers340. Other trading initiatives like African Growth and Opportunity Act 

(AGOA) are being undermined by the rules of origin, which are barriers to trade 

                                                                 
337 Agreement on Agriculture  developed countries were to cut their tariffs by an average of 36% 

developing countries were to reduce their tariffs by an average of 24% least developed countries are not 

imposed any reduction commitment. 
338 Action aid food right in the wto agreement on agriculture action aid 2010, 20. 
339 The WTO agreement on agriculture article 4 and 5. 
340Nuwamanya, Dick, negotiations on agriculture civil society perspective,(2012) at page 4. 
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themselves. The initiative is also undermined by American subsidies that are distorting 

local production. 

The Cotton Development Organization (CDO) of Uganda has indicated that cotton 

production in Uganda has been declining and in the financial year, 2014/2015 is likely to 

fall drastically due to poor prices. Cotton earnings by farmers fell fromUs$58.24m in 

2014/2015 to US$ 36.96m in 2014/2015.341 In 2014/2015 a kilo of cotton cost UGX 600 

fetching US$ 44.40m in export revenue whereas in 2015/2016 a kilo of cotton fell to 

UGX300, earning US$ 32.56m in export revenue342. 

According to Helga Josupeit, tariff escalations take place for value added products 

especially for imports into the European Union because there is a strong interest to 

protect local processing industries.343 The implication of this is that Uganda will continue 

to export raw products, which fetch less on the foreign market. This in effect leads to 

loss of income, which could be used to purchase the food requirements of the 

population. This situation undermines the country’s ability to progressively realize the 

right to food and ensure food security. 

Standards. 

Under Article 14 of the AOA, members committed themselves to give effect to the 

Agreement on the application of Sanitary and Phytosanitarymeasures. The said 

Agreement states in its preamble; 

Re-affirming that no member should be prevented from adopting or 

enforcing measures necessary to protect human, animal and plant life or 

health, subject to the requirement that these measures are not applied in 

a manner which would constitute a means of arbitrary or unjustifiable 

                                                                 
341Namirembe, Jovita, “Cotton Product/on to fall in 2015/2016” The New Vision, January 2 1,2015atp 45  
342Ibid at 327. 
343 Helga Jouepeit, Trade Opportunities for Processed Fish. UNCLAD Report, (2014) at page 12,  
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discrimination between members where the same condition prevail or are 

disguised restriction on international trade344. 

It is clear from the preamble that countries must protect human, animal and plant life 

by using certain standards or measures, but these measures should not be applied to 

restrict trade. There is evidence however, that countries have continued to adopt 

measures for protectionist purposes. Globefish gives an example of Australia, which 

prohibits importation of chilled, frozen and cold smoked salmon through a quarantine 

regulation claiming that the alleged disease agents in discarded fish wastes would find 

their way into Australia lakes and streams and destroy the country’s aquaculture 

industry.345 

However there is no scientific evidence hat has been produced to back such action. In 

Uganda, when European Union slammed a ban on fish exports from lake Victoria in 

2010 following what was described as “insufficient measures” applied by the sanitary 

authorities in country to control outbreak of cholera, FAO issued a scientific report to 

the effect that cholera does not present a health hazard to people through Nile Perch 

under the circumstances of lake Victoria.346 The ban therefore, did not have sufficient 

scientific backing. 

According to the Export Bulletin, when the ban was imposed by the European Union 

about 775,000 Ugandans directly and indirectly involved and dependent on the fishing 

industry were negatively affected.347 Uganda lost up to US$ 40 million in fish export 

earning in because of the ban.348 Mr. ShabanSerunkuma of Uganda Consumer 

Protection Association also confirmed this loss.349 African News Agency estimated the 

                                                                 
344 Paragraph 1 of the preamble of the WTO Agreement on sanitary and Phytosanitaty Measures  
345Golberfish,  The impact of Uruguay round on international trade in fish, Uganda Export Promotion 

Board, 2013 at p. 11. 
346Bigirwenkya, N.K, restricions on Uganda’s fish exports to the European union. background report, 

USAID(2013), Kampala atp. 2. 
347Uganda Export Bulletin, Expo 2012 special edition June — Dec. 2012, at p. 4. 
348 Uganda Export Bulletin, Expo 2012 special edition june- Dec, 2012, at p.4. 
349Serunkuma, R, the impact of WTO Agreements the multilateral trading system on the environment, the 

Uganda experience, Uganda Export Promotion Board,(2013) at p. 5. 
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loss of revenue to be the US $156,250 every week.350 This loss has serious significance 

on the food security of the country since it denies the country and the population the 

means to purchase the food that is not locally available and in time of scarcity. 

The recent situation where America denied the entry of fruit exports from Uganda into 

the American Market relying on the Agreement on Sanitary adPhytosanitary (SPS) 

measures without laboratory evidence is a clear manifestation on how difficult it to 

access markets in the developed countries.351 Lack of access to the markets is certainly 

a big threat to food security since it denies the country badly needed foreign exchange. 

Uganda is likely to continue being blocked from accessing developed country markets 

because it still lacks the scientific, technical staff to challenge the measures imposed on 

its exports. In some cases though, the product quality is poor and cannot meet the 

required standards.352 

Under the Agreement there is provision for technical assistance to help poor countries 

to meet the required standards.353 However, in most cases the assistance is not 

extended. For example in EU claimed to have discovered salmonella microbes in some 

fish fillet samples en-route to the EU markets. The EU imposed a ban but failed to 

timely extend relevant technical assistance to rectify the situation.  

Where as poor policies have denied the country badly needed foreign exchange which 

has led to the growth of external debt and heightened levels of poverty, social 

exclusion, dependence and food insecurity, it is also worth nothing that developing 

countries are compelled to use international standards unless where it is proved that 

they are not appropriate or practical for its specific solution, However, Uganda like 

many LDCs’ is not able to participate in setting the standards. While the developed 

countries are represented on the International Standards Organization and being the 

main bodies that set standards, Uganda and other poor countries are not due to lack of 

                                                                 
350Ibid at 335. 
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expertise and financial resources to participate in the meetings. As a result, standards 

are set without taking into account the special situation of the poor countries, which will 

continue to limit market access of their products. 

4.2 Market Mechanisms and Genetically Modified Crops. 

The agreement on agriculture provisions of market mechanism and agricultural trade 

liberalization argue that food security can only be obtained through market 

mechanisms. Policy makers in Uganda seem also to share the same view and it is not 

surprising that the PMA emphasizes that food security shall be delivered through the 

market mechanism.354 

Professor Tim Lang questions whether free trade will actually increase food security.355 

Reliance on trade to achieve national food security is certainly not an appropriate policy 

for poor countries.  

Dependence on food imports creates vulnerability to fluctuations in world market prices. 

Vulnerable groups of people are an impossible mission basically because there is no 

effective demand.356 A good number of Ugandans lack the purchasing power and 

therefore cannot satisfy their food requirements through trade. 

Furthermore, agriculture trade liberalization has opened doors for genetically modified 

(GM) crops and foods with the argument they provide a solution to food 

insecurity.357The GM food industry over the world is basically dominated by five large 

companies; Monsanto, Austra Zeneca, Dupont, Novartis and Aventis.358 In the United 

States, Monsanto controls 88% of the GM seed market. These companies trade in 

                                                                 
354 The Republic of Uganda, Plan for Modernization of Agriculture, (2003) 7, at p. 36. 
355 Tim Lang, food security does it conflict with globalization journal of society of international 
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356Bibangamba,j. Agriculture in Uganda, current state and future prospects. Paper prepared for maiif and 

presented at a civil society work at hotel equatorial, Kampala on 20 feb 2014 at p.4. 
357Bibangamba, J. Agriculture in Uganda, current state and future prospects. Paper prepared for maiif and 

presented at a civil society work at hotel equatorial, Kampala on 20 feb 2014 at p.4. 
358Bibangarnba,j. Agriculture in Uganda, current state and future prospects. Paper prepared for maiif and 
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genetically modified crops across borders to realize their profit potential and not 

necessary to solve food insecurity problems.  

These companies are eying poor countries. Monsanto has already tendered its 

application to the government of Uganda to be allowed to start trading in genetically 

modified seeds.359 If it can persuade policy makers that genetically modified seeds and 

foods are essentially a scientific breakthrough required to feed the hungry population 

and reduce poverty in Uganda, then the business will take ground.  

Policy makers in Uganda and some other developing countries seem to show signs of 

being convinced, His Excellency Y. K. Museveni in his statement launching the 

Biotechnology Laboratory at Kawanda, indicated that he had been urged by the US 

President to take on GMO crops during his visit to the states and he was now mobilized 

to accept the biotechnology.360 

The trade in genetically modified crops gained prominence in the 1990s and expanded 

rapidly in the current decade.361 The GM debate was sparked off by the developments 

in early 1998 when a US based company Delta and Pine Land produced and put on the 

market seeds, which could only germinate for one season. The innovation is officially 

known as Technology Protection System (TPSC) commonly referred to as “terminator 

technology” as it stops production of viable seed cycle making the second generation 

sterile. Thiswould therefore, terminate the ancient farmer practice of saving seed from 

one season for use in the next.  

This in effect means that farmers would buy seeds from the company each year. The 

genetically modified crops provide the greatest threat to food security because it 

transfers the ownership of seed and food production process to the monopoly control of 

multinational trade companies. However, several years after their introduction, there’s 

                                                                 
359 The Minister of Agriculture andAnimalhusbandiy, disclosed this information at a weekly media briefing 
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no evidence that the crops are capable of yielding more food per hectare of land. A 

study by the United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service shows 

that in 2008, yields of genetically modified crops were not significantly better than 

conventional varieties.362 

This was confirmed in another study examining more than 800 field trials, which found 

that “Round up ready Soya bean seeds” produced fewer bushels than similar 

conventional bred varieties.363 Consequently, the likely impact of the agriculture 

liberalization is to create a two-tiered system of food security, with rich countries 

enjoying abundant and affordable food supplies and poor nations like Uganda suffering 

from malnutrition and food insecurity. 

The WTO Agreement on agriculture did not enable trade liberalization in OECD 

countries; developed countries used dirty clarification, selective tariff reduction and the 

agreements Article 5364 safe guard provision and weakness in the minimum markets 

access requirements for avoiding the agreements market access obligations. 

Developed country markets were not open for developing country producers;Some 

developing countries were engaged in dirty traffication but most developing countries 

did not engage in trafficking at all. 

Many of the developing countries have declared bound tariffs which were a subject to 

reduction commitments by the terms of their individual, country schedules. However 

limitations on the forms of their individual schedules. 

However the use of the agreement Article 5365 safe guard provision can compromise the 

developing countries in protecting domestic producers, Or to protect domestic 

producers from unfair competitions from subsidized developed country farmers, many 
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developing countries agreed in implementing a uniform rate of binding and reduction 

for all agricultural products which resulted with very little flexibility to provide higher 

protection for basic food stuff and other sensitive agricultural products. 

Not only do developed countries continue to provide their agricultural sector with huge 

subsidies, they are also protecting key agricultural product behind high tariff barriers. 

This is possible because of tariffication under the Uruguay round. 

At the outset of the agreement on agriculture, many developed366 and some developing 

countries set very high tariffs, enabling them to implement tariff reduction 

commitments without experiencing any real loss, Or protection for the domestic 

producers. 

As a result of the agreement final binding for the EU for the U.S more than three 

quarters higher, for 2000 are almost two thirds higher than the actual tariff equivalents 

for 2000-2010367 further more because countries are allowed to achieve tariff reduction 

commitments by aggregating reductions across arrange of different products across a 

range of different products, they have been able to reduce tariffs on less sensitive 

products. 

The ones they do not produce themselves while maintaining high (tariff peaks) on 

goods they do produce, and in order to protect domestic food manufacturers from 

competition, it is common for tariff rates to increase with each step in the processing 

ladder. 

This is known as tariff escalating and in habits the growth of agricultural processing in 

developing countries like Uganda. Mean while, developing countries are opening up 

their markets through reduced tariffs.Consistent with their commitments under the 

Uruguay round.improved market access is an important issue for some developing 

countries. 
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4.3 Domestic support 

All forms of domestic support are subject to all rules, the WTO classified domestic 

subsidies into three categories known as the amber, blue and Green boxes.368 Amber 

Box all domestic subsidies in this category are expressed in terms of total aggregate 

measurement of supports in one single figure. Amber Box subsidies are subject to WTO 

reduction commitments369. 

BLUE BOX subsidy payments that are directly linked to acreage or animal numbers but 

under schemes which also limit production by imposing production quotas or requiring 

Famers to set aside part of their land370. 

These are deemed by WTO rules to be particularly developed from production and are 

not subject to WTO reduction commitments. In the EU they are commonly known as 

direct payments371. 

 

 Green box Subsidies that are deemed not distort trade, or at most cause minimal 

distortion and are subject to WTO reduction commitments372 for the EU and one of the 

most important allowable subsidies in this category is decoupled support paid directly to 

producers, such support should not relate to current production levels or prices373. It 

can also be given on condition374 that no production shall be requiredto receive such 

payments.375 

                                                                 
368 Agreement on Agriculture Article 6 and annexes 2, 3 and 4 
369 Action aid, food right in the wto agreement on agriculture action aid 2010,15. 
370 Action aid, food right in the world trade organization agreement on agriculture action aid 2010.15.  
371Wto agreement on agriculture action aid uk. http://www.action aid.org/uk/site/default/fi les/doc 

lib/sllagreement on agriculture acssed on june 20 2017. 
372Agreement on Agriculture Annex. 
373 Action aid, food right in the wto agreement on agriculture action aid 2010,10. 
374WTO Agreement on Agriculture action aid uk. http://www.action aid. Org/uk/site/default/fi les/doc accesed on 
june 27 2017. 
375 Other subsidies allowed in dude environmental programmes, government services programmes, 

government services programmes (e.g. research, pest control, extension: public stock holding for food 

security purposes, domestic food aid: relief from natural disasters , adjustment support during 

agricultural land privatization. 
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There are some exceptions to the domestic subsidy reduction commitments; the first 

exception is contained in the Blue Box, during the Uruguay round, the EU and other 

developed countries argued that reductions in Amber Box subsidies would have a 

detrimental impact on farmers in developing countries like Uganda. Blue box subsidies 

were introduced to offset this impact.376 

On the ground that supposedly they are only partially linked to production, they are 

exempt from reduction commitments.377 

The second exception is the deminimis level of support378 for the developed countries 

this exempts market price support if in year there aggregate value of this support does 

not exceed 5% of the total value of the production of that product. It also exempts 

non-product specific domestic support, such as input subsidies, if their value is less than 

production for developing countries the deminimis level is 10%. 

The third exception Article 86.2379 concerns subsidies for development purposes in 

developing countries. These measures of assistance, whether direct or indirect designed 

to encourage agricultural and rural development. 

The fourth exception is contained in the green box.380This allows subsidies that are 

deemed to have no, or at most minimal, trade-distorting effects. 

Despite these box policies, poor countries have not benefited. The false assumption was 

that clauses on domestic support would make farmers in the poor countries more 

competitive and lead to prices that reflect the true cost of production.  

However, domestic support only targets a small fraction of subsidy reductions in 

agriculture. Additional subsidies enjoyed by global agribusinesses such as subsidies for 

investment, fertilizer marketing, infrastructure, and farmer insurance schemes and 

direct payments to support the incomes of farmers are exempted.  

                                                                 
376 The WTO Agremeent on Agriculture http://www.action aid.org.uk/sites/default/fi les/doclib/si agreement on 
agriculture accessed on june 28 2017. 
377 Agreement on Agriculture articles.6.5 
378 Agreement on Agriculture Article 6.4 
379Ibid  at 317 
380 Agreement on Agriculture Annex 2 

http://www.action/
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This exemption enabled the US government for instance in June 2010 to announce a 

US$ 7 1 billion increase in direct payment to US farmers.381 In contrast, the incomes of 

third world farmers are derived382 from production and trade but not the government. 

Farmers from developing countries like Uganda are, therefore, at a disadvantage as 

they are vulnerable to international prices of agricultural commodities. This has resulted 

in a massive surge of imports without corresponding increases in exports. This hardly 

creates a sustainable economy and undermines food security. 

In respect of export subsidies, each member country is required not to subsidise 

exports except as provided for under the Agreement383. Export subsidies have the effect 

of enhancing exports and disposal of surplus produce on the world market. Under the 

Agreement, members are required to reduce the value of direct export subsidies at the 

level 36% below the base period level over the six-year implementation period and the 

quantity of subsidized exports by 21 percent over the same period. In case of 

developing countries, the reductions are two-thirds those of developed countries384. 

 

Unfortunately given their requirements and the fact that few developing countries have 

the financial resources to provide large subsidies, it is producers in developed countries 

that gain most of the exceptions living those in poor countries like Uganda at a risk of 

food insecurity. 

Since the AOA came into effect385, developed countries in the early 1990s have been 

juggling the way subsidies are provided to avoid reduction commitments386. 

                                                                 
381The US Department of Agriculture, The 2002 Farm act: Provisions and Economic implications. 

http://www. ersu.sda.gov/features/farm bill, accessed on march 15, 2017. 
382 Agriculture WTO Agreement on Agriculture 
383World Trade Organisation, WTO Agreement Series, Agriculture, WTO Secretariat,(2015) Geneva 

atp.14.Agriculture: fairer markers for farners. http://www.wto.org/english/the wto 

e/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htmaccesed on 20 may. 
384Agreement on Agriculture Article 9. 
385 The wto Agreement on agriculture.https://www.actionaid.org.uk/sites/default/fi les/doclib/slagreementon 
agriculture accessed on 19 june. 
386 Action aid ,food right in the wto agreement on agriculture action aid 2010. 

http://www.wto.org/english/the%20wto%20e/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htm
http://www.wto.org/english/the%20wto%20e/whatise/tife/agrm3.e.htm
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The EU has progressively moved domestic subsidies from Amber Box to the Blue and 

Green387 the majority of us already fall under green box provisions388 

The net result of transferring subsidies into different boxes is that between between 

1999 and 2001, developed countries support to agriculture was some 9% higher in 

nominal terms Than during 1988.389However, they have categorized substantial subsidy 

payments are still available to farmers and agri-business in developed countries. This 

has two inter-linked inputs, domestic and export subsidies lead to over production and 

dumping. 

Dumping is defined as the sale of product in third markets at less than the cost of 

production in the exporting country390. Dumping from developed countries occurs in 

part, because export391 subsidies bridge the gap between high domestic prices and 

lower world prices and direct payments bridge the gap between higher costs of 

production and the lower world price392. 

It is generally accepted that over that currently practically everything exported from us, 

it is calculated that it Involves some level of dumping.393 

In the U.S it is calculated that over the past ten years, maize has been sold in third 

markets some 5-35% less than its cost of cop, wheat 20-35% rice is -29% and 

soybeans 8-30 %394 in the Eu, the picture iS similar, recently wheat was sold at 30-35% 

                                                                 
387Soven F, Jensen. K Note on the Harbinson Draft on modalities WTO Agriculture negotiations, 

Agricultural Policy Research Division, Danish Research Institute of Food Economics 2013, frericksbey 

Denmark 
388 OECD, Agricultural provides in OECD countries monitoring Evaluation 2013, organization for economic 

co-operation and development Paris 14 
389 OECD, Agricultural provides in OECD countries monitoring Evaluation, organization for economic 

cooperation and development paris 2013 at p.14 
390 Action aid, food right in the wto agreement on agriculture action aid 2010, 15. 
391 The world trade agreement on agriculture.https://www.action aid.uk/sites/default/fi les/doclib/s/agreement on 

agriculture accessed on june 27 2017. 
392 Ibid  
393Elinarson, agricultural Trade policy as if food security really mattered; forumsyd, church of Sweden Aid, 

SSNc and the programme for global studies.2011 http//wen.formsyd.se/Arkiv/Global/ps-Global a studier-

upload/Agrtradepdf. accessed on 10 may 2017 
394Ritchcie,m.s United States Dumping on world Agriculture cancun Trade Paper No.1 institute for 

Agriculture and trade policy, IT publication 2010 . 
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less than the cop sugar 60-75% and skimmed milk powder some 50% below cop395 

dumping has three main effects in third markets and undermines domestic production 

in developing countries as local producers are un able to compete with the cheap 

imports. 

Dumping can have devastating impact on developing country famers like Uganda and 

depriving them of their livelihoods and forcing them to leave their lands. In the process 

it seriously undermines food sovereignty and food security. 

4.4 National food status 

The national food status is basically determined by the food production and distribution 

have been efficient over the last couple of years leading to food Insecurity,396 food aid 

and food imports have fallen below the demand. Civil wars also take a little for 

investment in food production.  

As a consequence, about 52% of the population in Uganda lives in districts with 

average per capita food consumption less than due daily energy requirements.397 This 

daily nutritional calorie intake in Uganda in respectproteins and fats is below the FAO 

minimum levels.398 

The FAO recommended and fats are 57.6g and 20.3g respectively yet the current daily 

intake in Uganda is estimated at 50g for proteins and 19g for fats399 it should be noted 

that lack of adequate food nutrient intake results into malnutrition and ill health, 

thereby reducing the ability of the population to develop optimally and thus affecting 

the country’s productivity. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
395Action Aid, The Development impacts of Agricultural subsidies.2012 Lodon UK. See also Oxfam, Rigged 

Rules and Double Standards Oxfam 2012, 20. 
396Overseas development institute, global hunger and food security after the 2010 world 

summit.<Available at http//odLojg. uk/brieting/1-97. Ntml/accessed on April 09, 2017  
397 Republic of Uganda,Uganda Poverty Participation Assessment Report Learning from the poor 

mfped,(2015)atp 3 
398 Republic of Uganda, Uganda Poverty Participation Assessment Report learning from the poor 

mfped,2016 at p 3 
399 Ibid  
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The Uganda food and nutrition policy recognizes that the country still face problems of 

malnutrition, famine and hunger.400 It is estimated that about 40% deaths in children is 

a result in malnutrition.401 

In Uganda, 89% of the population is believed to be living in rural areas where they 

engaged predominantly in agriculture.402 The sector employs more 80% of the 

labourforce.403 It is estimated that about 2.5million farm households, of which less than 

80% cultivate less than 2.5 hectares of land each, basically produce food crops, which 

accounts for 70% of total agricultural production in the country. During the 2010 to 

2015 period, food crops accounted for between two thirds to three quarter of 

agricultural output.404 

In his speech to the 2012 world summit, the president of the republic of Uganda 

indicated that Uganda produces 1.174 million metric tones of food per annum each 

year; Uganda sells approximately 33,000 metric tones of maize to the world food 

programme for distribution as relief in other parts of Africa and provides 800 million 

liters of milk per annum.405Between 2005- 2010, food production grows at anaverage of 

5.2 per cent per annum.406 

Despite the apparent food abundance as reflected from the above figures, a large 

number of the total population lives in districts with a high number of under fed people. 

In the country nearly a tenth of the districts are faced with what can be termed as 

chronic food deficits in most food items that are also regarded as food 

                                                                 
400The Republic of Uganda, the Uganda Food and Nutritional Policy 2003. 
401The republic of Uganda, the Uganda Food and Nutritional Policy 2003. 
402 Ibid  
403 Food and agricultural organization, analysis of incentives and disincentives: review of food and 

agriculture policies in Uganda 2011-2015 country report (fao)online from http.?fao stat org/down 

load/q/qc/e accessed 11 may 2017. 
404Ibid at 385. 
405 Speeches by the president of the republic of Uganda, his Excellency Y. K Museven4 world food summit 

1O-14/Jun/2012. Office of the presidential adviser on poverty state house Nakasero. 
406 Food and agriculture organization, analysis of incentives and disincentives: review of food and 

agriculture policies in Uganda 2011-2015 country report (FAO)online available from http./fao stat 

org/down load/q/qc/E. accessed 11 May 2017 
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security.407Commodities by the local population. Such commodities include cassava and 

millet, which have a long shell life. Since districts of Moroto, Kotido, Moyo, Bundibugyo 

and Luwero have had a continuous food deficit. These districts are perpetually faced 

with severe food shortages and can be said to be suffering from chronic food insecurity. 

The table, which follows, catalogues the situation in food deficient districts. 

 

Food scarcity or deficiency in various districts of Uganda. 

District Commodities 

Moroto beans, cassava ginger, millet, rice, potatoes and oil crops 

Kotido beans, cassava, ginger, rice, millet, potatoes and oil crops. 

Moyo beans, cassava, ginger, rice, millet, potatoes, live stock products and 

crops. 

Bundibugyo potatoes, cassava, rice, millet, maize, sorghum, live stock products an oil 

crops. 

Luwero potatoes, cassava, ginger, millet, rice, live stock products, Oil crop, maize, 

and sorghum. 

Source: Uganda National Food and Nutritional Council (2O16). Distract. 

Food balance, Uganda national food and nutritional council Kampala 

Research carried out in kabala in 2016 indicates that about 84% of the respondents 

were experiencing food shortage, 47% sell their labour for food and 4.4% largely is 

discouraging408 country wide yields in the nine major food crops (maize , millet, 

sorghum, cassava, beans, sweet potatoes, ground nuts and rice for the last two 

decades is discouraging409 growth in the cultivated area has continuously taken a 

                                                                 
407Ibid at 388. 
408Kabale District Action for Nutrition (KBPAN) (2012-2016) Kabale district local Government council 

(2012-2016) at p.1  
409 Food and agriculture organization, analysis of incentives and disincentives: review of food and 

agriculture policies in Uganda 2011-2016 country report (fao)online available from http./fao stat 

org/down load/q/qc/E. accessed 11 may 2017 
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negative trend although statistics indicate that generally the production total has 

increased.410 

production of cereals such as wheat, stagnated at about 5000tones for over a decade 

and declined severely in 2010,2015.411 Despite the government efforts to eradicate 

poverty and hunger, malnutrition and hunger, malnutrition and hunger remain wide 

spread. Almost the third of the population is estimated to be food insecure and food 

production rate of 1.5% compare unfavorably with the population growth rate of2.5%. 

Since 2010, natural food availability has been fluctuating leading to the country to 

import a substantial amount of food stuffs and calling the relief assistance  Uganda 

imported food carton Uganda shs. 3,013,708,370 of which rice accounted for Uganda 

Shs. 118,241,930.412 

In 2013 over million people suffered acute hunger in west Nile and the government of 

Uganda had to secure ug.shs 100 million for famine relief413 for the same cause same 

three nongovernmental organizations gave total of us dollars 280,000of which us dollar 

230,000 came from FAO, the Luther an foundation provided us dollars 25,000 and the 

Kuwait based Islamic relief agency provide another us dollars 25,000414. It is therefore 

tenable to argue that domestic food production has been greatly supported with food 

imports. 

 

 

 

                                                                 
410 Food and agriculture organization, analysis of incentives and disincentives: review of food and 

agriculture policies in Uganda 2011-2016 country report (fao)online available from http./fao stat 

org/down load/q/qc/E. accessed 11 may 2017 
411Nyangabyaki Bazara, the view of food self-sufficient Uganda: a critical re-examination. a paper 

presented at conference on population movements, food crisis and community response. New Delhi 

CBRATI 2015, P.4. 
412NyangabyakiBazara, the view of food self sufficient Uganda: acritical re-examination, apaper presented 

at conference on population movements, food crisis and community respose,New DELHI 2015 p.4 
413Ibid at 394. 
414Ibid at 394. 



98 
 

 

The table below indicates food imports to Uganda from 2010-2014. 

Table four: food imports in Uganda expressed in thousands of us dollars. 

 2010 
 

2011 
 

2012 
 

2013 
 

2014 

Live animals 1,171 200 99 398 369 

Meat and meat 
products 

290 
 

180 
 

1627 
 

414 
 

258 
 

Dairy products 
and eggs 

2376 
 

1485 
 

3,288 
 

1417 
 

1521 
 

Cereals 

 

448,448 

 

77,735 

 

72383 

 

58,383 

 

61159 

 

SOURCE: UBOS, statistical abstract 2016. 

The magnitude of food relief gives a clear picture of food insecurity that exists in the 

country. The period between 2015 and 2016 experienced severe droughts, and influx of 

refugees and growing number of internally displaced persons as a result of insurgency 

in northern Uganda. 

The need for food relief has been necessity by many factors including civil strive, 

liberalization, and attitude towards agriculture. Some of these occurrences have been 

transitional while others have been persistent over years. Most of the food relief in 

Uganda has been targeting the refugees comprising  Sudanese in Arua, Moyo and 

Masindi districts from war torn and cattle rustling areas of Moroto, Kotido, Soroti, Kumi, 

Pallisa, Lira, Kitgum and Gulu and dry areas of Moroto, Kotido, and Luwero.415 

According to world food programme, food relief has been mainly distributed in the 

districts of Moroto, Kotitdo, Rakai, Kumi, Soroti, Kabale, Masaka and Luwero416 during 

periods of drought, the need for food increases. An average 19,000 metric tones of 

                                                                 
415 FAO Special relief service, Uganda reaching the vulnerable .available at hftt.www.org/relief 

operations/appall 2015/Uganda accessed on may12 2017 
416FAO. Special relief service, Uganda reaching the vulnerable .available at httt.www.org/relief operations 

appall 2012/Uganda accessed on  12 may 2017. 
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maize grain and 5,500 metric tones of beans are distributed during bad years, either 

when there is drought or delayed rains.417 

Between 2014 and 2015, the world food programme (WFP) donated 278,771 metric 

tones of food worthy Uganda shs 141,127,541 to the displaced families.418 

In the year 2015 , the united nations consolidation inter agency appeal for Uganda 

included an agricultural component prepared by the food and agricultural 

organization(FAO) comprising seven project proposals for a total amount of US and 

3,815,050, to address the most urgent needs of the food in scarce population of 

Uganda.419 

During the same period, another us99. 000 was requested for emergency distribution of 

seeds and tools to households adversely affected by drought and disarmament in 

Karamoja region. Another US dollars 383,700 was solicited for food and income security 

for households affected by Hiv//AIDS inArua and Yumbe districts 

The appeal basically indicates that there is a need for material intervention in Uganda 

to assist the vulnerable population to move towards recovery from conflict, 

displacement and drought.420 Generally although Uganda has the potential of producing 

Enough food for all households and surplus for export, given this advantage of the rich 

natural resources, the country still faces the problem of famine and hunger. There are 

High levels of malnutrition both in children and mothers. 

                                                                 
417FAO. Special relief service, Uganda reaching the vulnerable .available at httt.www.org/relief operations 

appall 2012/Uganda accessed on  12 may 2017. 

 
418 United Nations for coordination of humanitarian affairs (UNNOcHA) (2016) Uganda: available at 

http/www/relief web int/w/rubn accessed on May 2017 
419 United nations for coordination of humanitarian affairs (UNOCHA)Uganda (2016)at http// www./relief 

web int/uganda accessed on may 2017. 
420Ibid at 401. 
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4.5 The agreement on agriculture and challenges to progressive realization of 

the right to food in Uganda. 

In the past, trade policies were an important mechanism available to a nation state for 

purposefully influencing domestic price relationships. As a result of the Uruguay round 

of negotiations, countries committed themselves to liberalize the agriculture sector and 

avoid policies and practices that are considered trade distorting.421 There are now fewer 

slopes for using national trade policy instruments to protect local consumers and smal l 

producers.422 

Uganda is already bound by the provisions of the AOA and most of the government 

interventions to help farmers such as fixing minimum prices and subsidizing costs of 

inputs when agriculture proves unprofitable are considered trade distorting. It is 

therefore difficult to see how free trade in agricultural products is expected to overcome 

these inherent problems. It instead could make them worse at the expense of 

consumers and small producers. It is not by accident that agricultural markets in 

developed countries remain highly regulated with the aid of the state423 living market 

forces to determine food, commodity as envisaged under the plan for the modernization 

of agriculture in the case of Uganda is inimical to food security. 

The implementation of none liberally policies by the government of Uganda for the last 

one decade has also compounded the problem of food insecurity. There seems to be a 

rather questioning acceptance by most international organizations.  

The Washington consensus that gives privacy of placed market forces (free trade and 

privatization) in development strategies.424These strategies are assumed to be 

necessary conditions for assuredly sufficient production425to food by the poor and also 

                                                                 
421Action Aid, The Development impacts of Agricultural subsidies.2012 London UK. See also Oxfam, 

Rigged Rules and Double Standards Oxfam 2012  
422Ibid at 403. 
423 Action AID, The development impacts of Agricutural subsidies action aid 2012. 
424  Food and agriculture organization, analysis of incentives and disincentives: review of food and 

agriculture policies in Uganda 2011-2015 country report (fao)online available from http./fao stat 

org/down load/q/qc/E. accessed 11 may 2017 
425Action Aid, The Development impacts of Agricultural subsidies.2012 London UK. See also Oxfam, 

Rigged Rules and Double standards Oxfam 2012 Hunger and food security after the 2010 world 
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for good government however, there is little in the history of the rich industrialized 

countries of the relatively successful developing ones to suggest that this has been the 

course that these state actually followed.  

Indeed a historical review of the developed strategies and agricultural policies followed 

by developed countries indicate that all of them have highly subsidized agriculture 

sectors as well as an array of institutions and policies designed to protect poor food 

producers everywhereface special problems that require skillful purposeful state 

interventions of a kind often antithetical to non- liberal dogmas426 The same is true of 

providing adequate food to those who lack it. 

In Uganda, there is increasing evidence that liberalization has hurt food security and led 

to food insecurity among sections of Ugandans.427 

Liberation led to increased production use of cash crops like coffee and tea at the 

expense of food crops. The concern is that when the prices for these products fall on 

the world market, the farmers will not be able to meet their food requirements because 

of devoting the land to coffee growing there is always food scarcity in most parts of 

Uganda. 

Lack of human rights approach to poverty reduction also undermines the progressive 

realization of the right to food in Uganda. The human rights approach requires that 

policies and institutions for poverty reduction should be based on the norms and values 

set out in human law.  

This approach requires that an issue like food insecurity shouldbe treated as human 

issue because of its importance to life and dignity of the individual. Food should not be 

treated as human rights issue because of its importance to life and dignity of the 

                                                                 
426  Food and agriculture organization, analysis of incentives and disincentives: review of food and 

agriculture policies in Uganda 2011-2015 country report (fao)online available from http./fao stat 

org/down load/q/qc/E. accessed 11 may 2017 
427 Environmental Alert, food security through the market policy Briefing paper No.5, Advocates coalition 

of development alert and voluntary efforts for development concerns,2014, at p.3.51 
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individual. Food should not be treated like a commodity to be determined solely by 

market forces.  

Both PEAP and PMA it is stated that food security shall be realized through the market 

This policy statement does not care of the vulnerable group that may not have the 

means to access the food through the market view of this approach, it is my considered 

opinion that Uganda policy approach to poverty reduction is indeed a challenges to 

progressive realization of the right to adequate food. 

In conclusion the provisions of market mechanism and domestic subsidies have 

negative implication on the realization of the right to food and ensuring food security in 

Uganda. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION,SUMMARY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. 

Agriculture is still a primary source of livelihood both in Uganda and the rest of the least 

developed countries. In Uganda, the economy continues to be dominated by the 

agricultural sector, which accounts for about 42% of GDP, 85% of export earnings and 

80% of employment.428 It also provides most of the raw materials429.  

With the population of about twenty four million people, the majority living in the 

countryside (villages) and depending on subsistence cultivation, using hand hoes,430 the 

challenge of producing enough agricultural products for domestic consumption and 

surplus for export is gigantic.  

The current policy approaches are dominated by the doctrine of liberalisation and 

globalisation, which are inimical to food security. This approach must give way to more 

inward looking policies that promote the right to food and sustainable food production. 

Some of the proposals in this direction form the subject matter of this chapter. 

The research findings of this study presents a discussion on the implications of 

agricultural trade liberalization on food and realization of the right to adequate food in 

Uganda. The findings suggest that agricultural liberalization if not preceded by 

agriculture transformation can be an obstacle to food security and undermine the 

realization of the right to food has seen below. In Uganda there is increasing evidence 

that liberalization has hurt food security and led to food insecurity among sections of 

                                                                 
428 The Republic of Uganda Plan for the Modernization of Agriculture: Eradicating Poverty in Uganda 

Government Strategy and Operational, 2015 MAAif at p. 17 
429 Ibid  
430The Republic of Uganda, (2016), Statistical Abstract.UBOS, Also available at http://www.obos.org. 

accessed on 05 May 2017 
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Uganda431liberalization has led to increased production of cash crops like and tea at the 

expense of food crops432 

The cocern is that when the prices of these product fall on the world market,the 

farmers will not be able to meet their their food requirement and they will not be able 

to meet their food requirement . in Uganda when the prices for coffe went up,most 

banana plantations. Because of devoting most of their land to coffe growing there is 

always scarcity in most parts of Uganda. 

In the past trade policies were an important mechanism available to nation states for 

purposefully influencing domestic price relation. As aresult of the WTO Agreement on 

Agriculture, countries committed themselves to liberalize the agriculture sector and 

avoid policies and practices that are considered trade distorting433there is now less 

scope for using national trade policy instruments to protect local consumers and small 

producers434 Uganda is already bound by the provisions of the AOA and most of the 

government intervations to help farmers such as fixing minimum prices and subsidizing 

costs of inputs when agriculture proves unprofitable and considered trade distorting435it 

is there fore, difficult to see how free trade in agricultural products is expected to over 

come these inherent problems. Instead, it could make them worse as expected to 

overcome these inherent problems. It is not by accident that agricultltural markets in 

developed countries remain highly regulated with the aid of the state436 leaving market 

forces to determine food commodity prices as envisaged under the plan for the 

modernization of agriculture in the case of Uganda is inimical to food security. 

                                                                 
431Nalunga jane, international Trade and liberazation the impact on Uganda economy (SEATIN) WORK SHOP 

PRESENTATION, KAMPALA 2015 P.3. 
432Nalunga jane, international trade and liberalization the impact on Uganda economy (SEATIN) WORK shop 
presentation, KAMPALA 2015 P.3. 
433Nalunga jane, international trade and liberalization the impact on Uganda economy (SEATIN)work shop 
presentation ,kampala at 2015 p.8. 
434Nalunga jane, international trade and liberalization the impact on Uganda economy (SEATIN) work shop 
presentation, Kampala, at 2015 p.8. 
435Nalunga jane, international trade and liberalization the impact on Uganda economy (SEATIN) WORK shop 
presentation, kampala, 2015 at p.9. 
436Nalunga jane, international trade and liberalization the impact on Uganda economy (SEATIN) work shop 

presentation, kampala, 2015 at p.10. 
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In Uganda, the assumption has been that trade liberalization would improve agricultural 

production and lead to better prices for farmers437. This has not been the case.438 

The overall impact on food security439 by agricultural liberalization has been 

negative440Farmers incomes are declining post primary education has become more 

expensive, medical expenses are high and farmers part with all they have and remain 

with nothing for farming costs and to buy in times of shortage.441 

Liberalization of agriculture has increased the cost of farm inputs, as farmers no longer 

receive subsidized inputs. Persistent food deficient decreased incomes, families going 

for one meal a day increased alcoholism, hooliganism and loss ofany reasonable 

protection of farmers are new characteristics of rural life442.Itis estimated that between 

2012/15 and 2015/16, the incidence of poverty increased more in rural areas. 

In terms of absolute numbers of people in poverty rural areas experienced an increase 

from 7.0 million people in 2014/15 to 8.5 million people.443 

Liberalization has increased the number of fillet processing industries around Lake 

Victoria, causing pollution of the lake waters and food insecurity as much of the fish is 

exported as filled leaving the communities to feed on bones. In the 1950s fishermen 

used to catch 300 tilapia a day. Now with changes in government policies, the fishing 

boats have increased, and the population of fish declined, on average fishermen catch 

                                                                 
437Madeley John, Hungry for trade: How the poor pay for free trade, 2 edition books, Zed 

publishersLondon(2010) at p. 146 
438Nalunga Jane international trade and liberalization: the impact on Uganda’s economy (SEATIN) wo rk 

shop presentation, 2015 Kampala at p.3 
439Nalunga jane international trade and liberalization : the impact on ugandas economy (SEATIN) 

workshop presentation, 2015 kampala. 
440Ibid at 246. 
441Ibid at 246. 
442 The Uganda poverty status report of 2016 indicates poverty has increased from 35% to 38%. The 

income inequality has widened and poverty continues to be rural based with northern and eastern 

regions having the lowest of asset holdings 

 
443Ibid at 249. 
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20 per day or none.444 Indeed this situation has led totheloss of incomes and 

undermines the ability of the local communities to buy nutritious foods. 

Liberalization more so the provisions of export subsidies under the agreement on 

agriculture has also led totheimportation of cheap agricultural products, which has 

negatively affected prices of local produce, prices of sugar cane have been declining 

due to cheap imported sugar hence affecting the farmers in Busogaand other regions of 

the country.445 

Cotton production has been largelydeclining due to poor prices as a result of subsidies 

in the developed cotton growing countries.446 

This has largelyaffected farmers in the eastern and northern Uganda commonly 

described as the cotton corridor447. Dairy farmers in Mbarara and rice growers in 

eastern and northern Uganda have cheap imported dairy products and rice respectively 

hence reversing the anticipated benefits of liberalization. According to the agricultural 

policy committee(Bank of Uganda) the country still imports wheat, rice, sugar and 

processed food mainly for urban consumers.448 

A united nations economic commission for Africa (UNECA) report has outlined the short 

falls of the structural adjustment programs as follows; “SAPS have not succeeded in 

addressing the real issues and in many cases have even failed to address and deal with 

the real issues behind the African crisis”449. It is argued that programs generally failed 

to capture the political, social and economic realities of the African countries.450 

                                                                 
444 The Republic of Uganda, Uganda Participatory Assessment Process (UPPAP) Report MFPED 2014, at 

P.14 
445Ubos, statistical Abstract 2016 10.  
446Masige, J. “Government gives Sh. 64 billion cotton subsidy” The monitor 30th December, 2014 at P.1  
447 Agricultural policy committee, report on economics of crops and live stock production, processing and 

marketing, agricultural secretariat, Kampala 2014 at p3 
448Ibid at 254. 
449 B. K. Twinomugisha, challenges to progressive realization of the human right to food in Uganda, East 

African journal of peace and human rights, (2010)at p200.  
450  B.K. Twinomugisha, challenges to progressive realization of the human r ight to food in Uganda, East 

Afrian journal of peace and human rights, (2010) at p200. 
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Drastic budgetary reductions undermine human condition and the future potential for 

development.451 Indiscriminate promotion of imported foods undermines production and 

self-sufficiency, while unbalanced import liberalization leads to greater and more 

external dependence and jeopardize national priorities such as food security.452 

While the report covered Africa as a continent, the situation in Uganda does not differ. 

The withdrawal or reduction of support toafarmer under SAP has hit the poor farmers 

hardest and led to a huge increase in the number of people who have become 

destitute453. Agricultural liberalization and the push for production for the market has 

led to domestic shortages and into some instance (compounded with varies of nature) 

even to famine Uganda is now in serious danger of failing to feed itself.454 

The agreement on agriculture provisions of export subsidies, which accelerated 

agricultural liberalization worsened the already fragile situation. The agreement by 

setting the overarching frame work for agricultural trade and development has 

significant implications for achieving food security. The agreement objective of 

removing support and protection have not promoted the goals of sustainable agriculture 

and food security not have theyadequately addressed food security, and agricultural 

development needsinacountry like Uganda. 

This agreement is based towards developed countries and multinational agricultural 

businesses and is unfair to developing countries. They allow developed countries to 

continue subsidizing their domestic agriculture and exports but do not address the 

problem of dumping by private firms of agricultural products on the world market at 

less than the cost of production. The outcome is the influx of cheap imports which 

compete unfairly with the agricultural goods produced by farmers in the developing 

countries like Uganda withoutthebenefit of subsidy. 
                                                                 
451B.K. Twinomugisha, challenges to progressive realization of the human right to food in Uganda, East 

Afrian journal of peace and human rights, (2010) at p20. 
452Ibid at 257. 
453Nalungajane, international trade and liberalisattion: the impact on Uganda’s economy (seatin 2015) at 

p3 
454Olaka ,Onyango, Uganda’s benevolent dictatorship, 2016 available at http:/www.hartfordhwricom  

/achives/36/503.html>accessed on 1/05/2017. 
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Between 2012-2014 somevalues added agricultural products were imported from the 

European union, which is Ugandans major trading partner. These products include milk 

powder, maize, wheat flour, rice, cotton and cotton fabrics455. 

The European Unionwithstanding the current agricultural reforms to reduce subsidies, 

which is dumped in poor countries.456 The European Union supports producer prices 

atalevel that is generally below the world prices.457 

The above products are exported at prices below the production cost hence 

creatingtheeffect. The effect of subsidized exports and dumped products depress prices 

and threaten the local food production. This has undermined the country’s’ ability to 

fulfill its commitment to protect the right to food. 

Despite the commitment to allow more market access, the rules also allow developed 

countries to maintain high tariffs on the so called sensitiveproducts,e.g., processed 

coffee which is often those products of greatest export value to Uganda.  

As a result, the world export market share of such countries has remained either static 

or declined since 2011.458 The effects of subsidized export and dumped products 

depress price and threaten the local food production in Uganda. 

Agricultural liberalization has consequently created a high surge of imports into the 

country but not an increase in exports, forcing thousands off their firm 459 small farmers 

in Buridibugyo, Kasese, and Mbale who produce a lot of maize, beans, milk and bee 

couldn’t obtain economic prices for them in the market.460 

Their produce cannot compete with imported juices, maize flour, rice, chicken, beef and 

milk powder. 

                                                                 
455 The Republic of Uganda UBOS statistical Abstract Agricultural Exports from the European union, 2016. 
456 Catholic agency for overseas development, the damage cause by EU subsidies the developing world 

available at http://www.casod.orci.ukfalwere/policv/ide20030120.shtml ,accessed on 8/05/2017 
457 Catholic agency for overseas development, the damage cause by EU subsidies the developing world 

available at htto: Ilwww.casod.orauk)alwere/policv/ide20030120.shtml, accessed on 03/05/2017 
458 The republic of Uganda, the background to the budget 2015/2016 mfdd 
459Wasike Charles “farmers in a Big Loss” the monitor, October 12, 2015. 
460Wasike Charles farmers in abig loss, the monitor, October 12, 2015. 
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In the year 2014, the maize in southern Uganda went down to as low as 600 shillings 

per kg461farmers made big losses most farmers run out of business and abandoned 

farming, production of beans fell from 140000 to 105000 tones462 through the prices 

mechanism food production is being destroyed. There are very few business oriented 

peasants that can be encouraged continue investing in farming under this present 

situation of unstable and low prices. This is dangerous to the food security of Uganda. 

As a result, small holder incomes have fallen, and malnutrition among children and the 

poor has risen463. Food production has failed to keep pace with population growth, and 

the poor are dying of hunger.464 

The special treatment that Uganda would receive on processed food stuff is again 

negative. A system of tariff escalation means that higher tariffsare placed against their 

processed products. The higher the value added, the higher the tariff. This hinder 

processing by the developing countries like Uganda. It is important to note 

thatcountries that import raw coffee from Uganda are the largest exporters of 

processed coffee and earns much more than a Ugandan farmer on each kilogram of 

coffeeexported. 

Consequently,the likely impact of agricultural liberazation is to create atwo tiered 

system of food security with rich countries enjoying abundant and affordable food 

supplies and poor nations like Uganda suffering from malnutrition and food insecurity. 

 5.1. Protection of Farmers Livelihoods 

Food security and sustainable agriculture requires major changes in the AoA. There is a 

need to re-examine the current international trade rules relating to agriculture 

                                                                 
461Wasike Charles farmers in abig loos, the monitor, October 12, 2015. 
462 Ibid  
463 The background to the Uganda food and nutrition policy indicates that by 2016, 46% of the population 

lived below poverty line, 40% death of the children were due to malnutrition, 38% of the children below 

were stunted 40% of children were wasted 22.5% were under weight, iron deficiency and anemia was 

slightly above 50% and 1% of the women population undernourished. 
464New vision, MP Kotido disclosed there over 5000 families in karamoja in the year 2015 constantly 

suffered food shortage and the poor families were starving and other shad died. New vision, October 03 

2015. 
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liberalisation. Since the negotiation of the agreement is a continuous process, an 

exemption clause should be introduced in the WTO that allows phased out 

liberalization.  

This will give space to poor countries to reconsider their development goals. Export 

subsidies in all forms ought to be removed, including the disguised subsidies in export 

guarantee, credit schemes, investment and transport. Such subsidies create problems 

of “dumping” which distort the local markets and destroy local livelihoods.465 

Poor countries should be allowed to continue to impose quantitative and tariff 

restrictions untilthey are able to produce competitively. This will protect the infant 

industries and improve revenues since tariffs constitute the main source of revenue for 

least developing countries. 

The protection of domestic agriculture must be recognized as a food security 

imperative. Trade cannot and must not be the primary objective governing food 

production systems.  

Such a system place trading interests and global corporations that view food as a 

source of profits, above a system based on life and livelihood. Because corporate profits 

can increase by destroying livelihoods and self-provisioning systems of seed and food 

production, globalisation of trade in agriculture can easily lead to food insecurity. 

Putting up tariff barriers to ensure food security is therefore a moral imperative. We 

need to see an end to export subsidies and export restraints.  

Agriculture in developing countries suffers twice. In the first place, the subsidized over 

production off loads onto the world markets, depressing the prices and secondly, a 

provision of export subsidies where products are sold below the production cost 

(dumping) threatens local production. 
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Export restraints also undermine food security by promoting price variability and 

uncertainty. Shortages can be artificially created raising the prices and sometimes the 

quantity of imported foodstuffs. The net effect of these instruments is to undermine 

domestic production in poor countries and increase dependence on imported cheap and 

subsidized products, which is an unstable food system that promotes unreliability and 

fluctuation of world market prices. 

5.2. The food security box 

Food security should have top priority in the AoA and should be emphasised in the 

preamble to the Agreement as a general objective and should further be developed in a 

food security box. The measures in this box should target those countries, which are 

not able to substantially invest or subsidise their agriculture but need to protect 

indigenous, vulnerable small-scale producers to ensure their food security.  

The food security box, like the green and blue boxes would create exemptions to the 

AoA for the poor countries. This would help to further their food security cause. Poor 

countries would protect their agricultural sectors by being exempted from WTO 

demands of minimum access,reduction in tariffs and allowing and enabling them to 

increase domestic support for agriculture until they attain greater levels of food self-

reliance. 

5.3. Improved access to markets of developed countries 

Being a least developed country, Uganda has special treatment under the WTO 

Agreement on Agriculture. it exempted from tariff reduction commitments. It has no 

domestic support commitment except the notification obligation.  

It did not make a commitment to reduce tariffs or subsidies but again it cannot 

introduce tariffs and subsides considered distorting. It should be noted however, that 

by implementing SAP it had implemented unilateral liberalisation of market access 

provisions.466 
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Uganda’s access to markets in the developed world is still problematic. High tariffs 

continue to be a barrier to market access for poor countries. Zero export rates would be 

a welcome idea for developed countries but it is also recommend that the same 

treatment be extended to exports originating from small scale farmers in LDCs. 

Developed countries should abolish quotas, seasonal restrictions and other non tariff 

barriers as well as tariff escalations on added value and processed products. Food 

processing industries constitute a significant part of the manufacturing sector.  

While we are interested in ensuring adequate human, plant and animal health, we need 

a relaxation of the stringent phytosanitary measures as well as standards on processed 

products. The emphasis for trade negotiators should not only be ensuring that the rules 

and regulations in the phytosanitary and TBT agreements are not a measure of 

protection, but rather to press for assistance so as to be able to implement 

measuresthat will make it possible to meet food safety standards in developing country 

markets.467 

We need to see increased investment in food processing, capacity development and 

facilitation of participation by LDC, technology transfer and other form of assistance to 

exporters to meet new standards and to address market access issues.  

There is need for increased transparency and reasonable notification time when an 

importing country imposes new standards or reviews existing ones. If market 

accessibility is not improved,poor countries like Uganda will continue to have balance of 

payments deficits.Poverty will increase and attainment of food security will remain a 

nightmare. 

5.4. Exclusion of Agricultural Resources from Patentability under TRIPS 

Agreement 

Prior the TRIPS agreement there was no legal regime that allowed patentability of life 

forms. The belief was that nobody could own what existed in nature except nature 

itself. Countries had excluded patenting of life forms, biological resources and 

                                                                 
467Mugyenyi o., Naluwairo R, Uganda’s access to the European Agricultural Market: Challenges and 

Opportunities, ACODE Policy Briefing Paper No. 6,(2015) at p. 18. 
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knowledge of their use. This changed with TRIPS, which allows patenting of plants and 

animals.468 This is inappropriate method of rewarding innovations in the field of 

biological sciences or in relation to biological materials and processes.469 

Patents among other things now cover genes or natural compounds from plants that 

are traditionally grown in developing countries including rice, cassava, cocoa and genes 

in staple food crops originating from developing countries like maize, potatoes, bean 

and wheat. The thousands of cases of life patents and the increasing evidence of bio 

piracy have the effect of decreasing the farmers’ access to seeds, increasing genetic 

erosion, prevent seed and plant sharing and deny small farmers a source of 

livelihood.470 

The Article should be amended to disallow patenting of plants and animals including all 

their parts, which include genes and gene sequences, proteins and seeds. WTO rules 

must therefore, move away from these capitalistic and life threatening rules to more 

logical rules that prohibit chances of patenting life forms. 

5.5. Rethinking Agriculture Trade Liberalization . - 

The many problems in world trade, in particular the inequities in the sharing of benefits 

and the perception by some countries and groups that they have incurred costs and 

losses, calls for a rethinking of trade liberalisation, which has become a dominant model 

of trade policy prescribed -for poor countries.471 

Given the experiences of developing and least developed countries, an important 

conclusion is that trade liberalization should not be pursued automatically and rapidly as 

an end in itself or in “big bang” manner. Rather, what is important is the quality, timing 

sequencing and scope of liberalization (especially import liberalization) and how the 

process is accompanied or preceded by factors such as the strengthening of local 

                                                                 
468Article 27.3 (b) of the TRIPS Agreement 
469Third World Network, The multilateral trading system: a development perspectjve, Third World 

Network, 2010, at p.60. 
470 Ibid at 282 
471Third world network. The multilateral trading system: a development perspective. Third world network 

2010. at p. 60. 
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enterprises and firms, human resource and technological development and the building 

up of export capacity and markets. 

• A logical conclusion should be that if such conditions do not exist in the country, a 

decision to proceed with import liberalization could lead to negative effects and 

persistent recession.  

Such countries need policy space and freedom to be able to choose between different 

options to their trade policies. They should have the scope and flexibility to make 

strategic choices in trade policies and related policies in investment and technology; in 

order to make decisions on the appropriate extent and scope of liberalisation, taking 

into consideration their need for local production units to remain reliable and indeed to 

grow and thrive. 

The need for this kind of flexibility should be reflected in the rules and operation of 

institutions like the WTO, the IMP and World Bank which should review their loan 

conditionalties relating to trade policy.  

These important institutions should cease to operate as agents for multilateral 

corporations and the developed world but must promote fair play in the world trading 

system.472 While poor countries should be given more flexibility on import liberalization 

on account of their weaker capacities, developed countries should be required to 

implement liberalization more strictly in areas of exports of interest to poor countries 

especially agriculture. 

Uganda should not accept undertakings under the AOA frame work without ensuring 

that these commitments are fully compatible with their obligation to respect the right to 

food, this requires that any commitment, be limited in time and re evaluated 

subsequently since the impacts of trade liberalization on the ability of states to respect 

the right to food may be difficult to predict in advance. 

The parliament should be encouraged to hold regular hearings about the positions 

adopted by the government in trade negotiations, with the inclusion of all groups 
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affected, including in particular farmers organisation only through participation 

mechanisms can it be ensured that trade liberation will not result in bringing about 

benefits for the export sectors, without compensations for the sectors who will suffer 

most from foreign competition. 

The WTO Agreement on agriculture should flatly prohibit developed countries from 

subsidizing exportssubsidies(direct aid to producers that is not contingent on export 

performance. 

The agreement should contain biding obligation with respect to minimum interest rates 

and maximum credit terms in order to prevent developed countries from promoting 

export subsidies by providing government credit on concessional terms. 

5.6. Strong and Action-Oriented National Food and Nutrition Policy 

Whereas Uganda has moved a step to put in place a Food and Nutrition Policy, a close 

look at policy, indicates that it still needs to be cleaned up. In the first place, the policy 

lacks a policy direction on the issue of Genetically Modified Organisms. Considering .the 

ever-deepening controversy on GMOs, the draft policy should state in clear terms 

whether it is imposing a moratorium on GMO’s or not.  

It is imperative that a moratorium be imposed and the policy should state so. The 

government should c1arify its policy on the importation of GMO foods and generally the 

application of ago- biotechnology with particular emphasis on the interests of smaller 

holder farmers and the poor, including labeling requirements for GMO foods.  

As a pre-cautionary measure,-the European Union has already moved in this direction. 

Given the fact that the biggest market share of the country’s agricultural exports is the 

European Union, this would be a move in the right direction. It is also important that 

the policy addresses the upsurge of food imports by giving a policy direction and 

gradual or phased-out privileges of the agricultural and agro-processing sectors aiming 

at supporting the transformation of firms and farms into commercial oriented and 
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market integrated entities as envisioned under the Plan for the Modernization of 

Agriculture.473 

The policy should also address the issue of food reserves. All societies since the dawn 

of history have been pre-occupied with maintaining sufficient food reserves to tide them 

over during bad seasons when normal supplies diminished or were disrupted for some 

reason.  

In many countries, sizable buffer stocks are accumulated not only for possible need in 

emergencies but also to stabilise prices for producers and consumers during 

fluctuations in supply and demand. It is worth noting that most food stocks disposable 

at short notice to meet emergencies are controlled by large exporters in the north, 

especially the United States and the European Union.  

The possibility of withholding food to particular countries that may need it urgently and 

of subsidising cheap imports to others provides food-exporting states with a powerful 

political weapon. They occasionally use this weapon to advance their own political and 

trade agendas abroad, as well as to appease powerful support groups and governments 

at home.474 Uganda must take these political risks into account. 

5.7. Strong Legislative Framework 

As already noted, the other challenge to realisation of the right to adequate food in 

Uganda has been absence of a strong legislative framework.  

The absence of specific legislative underpinnings that would specify rights, freedoms 

and obligations relation to access to food renders more the later as a gift than an 

entitled. There is need put in place a specific policy instrument that lays down the basic 

legal and institutional framework.  

This can be done by enacting a framework law that provides benchmark against which 

the states performance can be judged. The law would re-affirm the commitment to the 

right to food as a human right and give effect to the core content of the right focusing 
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474South Centre, Universal Food Security, Issues for the South, South Centre, Geneva (2014)at p. 43. 
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on the poor and vulnerable .people. There is also a need to explicitly provide for the 

right to adequate food in the constitution. 

5.8. Accelerating Democratisation Process 

As already observed, a weak democratic framework undermines therealisation of the 

right to adequate food. Good governance is fundamental to the realisation of food 

security. Giving citizens an opportunity to participate in the decisions that affect them, 

transparent and accountable systems, elimination of corruption are all necessary 

conditions for realising the right to food.  

Therefore, the democratisation process that commenced in the country with the 

opening up political space need to be accelerated in order to ensure both respect and 

enjoyment of social and economic rights. 

5.9. Adopt a Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reduction and Improve the 

Participation of Women in the Development Process 

Lack of human rights approach to poverty reduction also undermines the progressive 

realisation of the right to food in Uganda. The human rights approach requires that 

policies and institutions for poverty reduction should be based on the norms and values 

set out in human rights law.  

This approach requires that issues like food security be treated as human rights issues 

because of their importance to life and dignity of the individual. Consequently there is 

need to review the poverty reduction strategies to adopt a human rights approach. 

It has been noted that the problem of food security is also compounded by neglect of 

women farmers. The majority of women are involved in agriculture, yet they are always 

neglected in the policy making process.  

The particular circumstances and problems they face are overlooked. They have 

difficulty in obtaining credit, as they do not own land. Although a gender policy has 

been enacted and the role of women in the development process captured in poverty, 

reduction strategies, the problems that they face which undermine their well being have 
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not been addressed. Therefore, there is need to ensure access to productive resources 

such as land and credit.  

In conclusion, government should adopt policies aimed at increasing food security. 

There is need for increased government investment in the infrastructure that supports 

production, processing, marketing and distribution. Most important are investments in 

land improvement, irrigation, physical infrastructure; research and dissemination of 

appropriate technologies that are cost effective and sustainable.  

State policies should aim at protecting both producers and consumers from fluctuating 

food prices by active interventions in food markets, they should ensure adequate access 

by farmers to credit on reasonable terms for the acquisition of necessary inputs, 

encourage reasonable equity in access to food and ensure necessary food entitlements 

to those who cannot afford adequate diets as envisaged in the constitution.475 

There is need to put in place a comprehensive legal framework that addresses the right 

to food, accelerate the democratisation process, adopt a human rights approach to 

poverty reduction and improve the participation of women in the development process 

At the international level, there is a need for government and civil society to intensify 

the move for debt relief. The debt burden has greatly hampered government capacity 

to take appropriate intervention measures to improve food security.  

The current global campaign on debt relief is a step in the right direction. There is also 

a need to re examine aid modify the present international policies and rules concerning 

trade and investment measures. 

The current trade rules predominantly benefit the rich countries at the expense of poor 

nations. Opening up markets in the rich north for agricultural products from poor 

countries are essential to improve foreign exchange earnings for poor countries to 

address food security concerns. 

                                                                 
475Under the 1995 constitution of the republic of Uganda, Objective XXJI the State is required to take 

appropriate measures to store adequate food, establish national food reserves and encourage and 

promote proper nutrition through mass education and other appropriate means in order to build a healthy 

state. 
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