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Threatening the Right to Food in Uganda

Agriculture plays a fundamental role for most develop-
ing countries, and this equally applies to Uganda: there, 
80% of the population derives its income from agricul-
ture. Furthermore, about 80% of the food is produced by 
smallholders. The smallholders can generally only farm 
a small patch of land. Productivity has been sinking as a  
result of scarce fertile land and increasing population. 
Approximately 40% of the population does not have  
access to sufficient food and lives in absolute poverty.  
For many people in 
Uganda, agriculture no 
longer has a positive 
connotation. According  
to an Ugandan saying,  
”it is better to be an 
American cow than an  
African farmer“. The word 
”farmer“ has now become 
an insult for many Ugan-
dans, even though the 
farmers‘ association notes 
that ”agriculture is the 
backbone of Uganda“.1  

Liberalisation steps have 
been undertaken in the 
past, resulting in some 
dramatic consequences 
for agriculture. At the 
insistence of interna-
tional institutions such 
as the International Mon-
etary Fund and the World  
Bank, Uganda conducted 

structural adjustment programmes that also deregu la - 
ted and liberalised the agricultural sector. As a result,  
e.g. production costs increased and smallholders sunk  
even more into poverty. Further liberalisation measures 
were also conducted within the framework of the World 
Trade Organisation (WTO), including reduction in tariffs 
in the agricultural sector, which make it harder to pro - 
tect the Ugandan market from import floods.

1  All quotations originally come from interviews conducted as part of a fact finding mission to Uganda in April 2008. 
FIAN, CONSENT (2008): The right to food of milk and maize farmers – report of an investigative mission to Uganda, Heidelberg.4

Milk is being processed into butter. Photo: Gertrud Falk



Liberalisation and deregulation took away the state‘s 
powerful role in agriculture. The Ugandan government 
now devotes 4% of its budget to this sector even though 
the African states agreed within the framework of the  
African Union to allocate 10% of their budgets for the 
support of agriculture. Investment in rural areas is how-
ever necessary in order to improve, for instance, infra-
structure such as streets and electricity, and also the 
know-how of smallholders regarding cultivation tech-
niques. Henry Kimera, Executive Director of the Ugan - 
dan consumer organisation CONSENT, ascertains 
on the matter: ”It is necessary to invest in agricultural  
infra structure but also in the production of superior prod-
ucts. The necessity of investment in infrastructure is enor-
mous.“

Uganda‘s scope of political action will however be further 
restricted in the future. Indeed, the Economic Partner-
ship Agreements (EPAs) that have just been negotiated 
represent a further step towards market opening vis-
à-vis the EU. These will not only further reduce tariffs;  
they will completely abolish them for the EU. Many  
countries of Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific  
(ACP countries) and organisations from civil society fear 
negative impacts on agriculture and especially on small-
holders in the developing countries. The East African 
Community (EAC), of which Uganda is a member, negoti-
ated such an EPA.

One reason for fearing fast and comprehensive mar-
ket opening lies in the European agriculture policy. The  
European Union‘s subsidised agricultural products are 
also exported into developing countries. This unfair com-
petition can wreck local markets in these countries and 
deepen the poverty of smallholders.

Thus there are concerns that the human right to food 
could be threatened in Uganda. This right is granted by 
Article 11 of the International Covenant on Econom-

5

ic, Social and Cultural Rights, in which it is defined as 
the right to an adequate standard of living. The United  
Nations further specified this right and declares it ful -
filled when regular and unrestricted access to adequate 
food is ensured. This food has to be available, accessible, 
culturally accepted and safe, and the people should be  
allowed to feed themselves in dignity. For this, small-
holders such as the farmers in Uganda require access to 
land, water, seeds and markets on which they can sell 
their products. States must grant these rights to their 
population if, like Uganda, they have signed the Inter-
national Covenant on Economic, Cultural and Social 
Rights; they are otherwise violating the human right to 
food. In addition, they have the obligation to grant this 
human right to people outside of their national territory 
too. Thus, the EU also has to ensure the fulfilment of this  
right in developing countries. The UN Special Rappor-
teur on the Right to Food, Olivier de Schutter, points out  
that trade in agricultural goods has to be designed in  
such a way that the right to food is not threatened in  
developing countries. Similarly, trade agreements such  
as the EPAs must not hinder states in ensuring this  
human right.

This brochure is the result of a two-week fact-finding  
mission to Uganda, undertaken in April 2008 by the or-
ganisations Food First International Action Network 
(FIAN) Germany and FIAN International together with 
the UK Food Group, the Send Foundation in Ghana, the 
Civil Society Trade Network in Zambia and CONSENT in 
Uganda. This mission aimed at identifying the impacts  
of the European agriculture and trade policy on small-
holders in Uganda, especially on the production of 
milk and maize. The fact-finding mission is part of the  
project ”African smallholders in focus – a voice in EU 
trade policy“ coordinated by Germanwatch. Two further 
missions to Ghana and Zambia were undertaken within 
the frame of this project.
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Structural Adjustments with Devastating  
Consequences

Since the end of the 1980s and at the insistence of the  
International Monetary Fund and the World Bank,  
Uganda has been implementing measures for the de-
regulation and liberalisation of the entire economy as 
well as of the agricultural sector. The time when they 
began came after decades of dictatorship and civil war 
and the situation was complex: the social infrastructure 
and road network had collapsed and high inflation linked 
with enormous budgetary expenditure, corruption and 
blooming black marketing strained economic develop-
ment. Deregulation and liberalisation measures were 
meant to stabilise the economy as well as, since the early 
1990s, the agricultural sector. State institutions in charge 
of controlling the marketing and pricing of agricultural 
products were abolished, subsidies drastically reduced, 
cooperatives disbanded and the destroyed rural infra-
structure was to be rebuilt.

Private traders established a foothold in agriculture  
and replaced the semi-state controlled cooperatives.  
This led to a rise in production costs, such as the costs  
of fertilisers and pesticides. The prices obtained by the 
farmers for their goods, however, hardly increased in real 
terms when inflation is taken into account. The income 
of smallholders declined and exacerbated the poverty of 
farmer families. Henry Kimera of the consumer organisa-
tion CONSENT warns that social protection is no longer  
given any consideration and states: ”It is necessary to  
rebuild social networks in order to provide social protection 
for the people. The productive sectors that collapsed have  
to be supported and the government must provide social  
ser vices instead of leaving this to the private sector or  
public-private partnerships (PPP).“

Consequences for the Dairy Sector

The example of the dairy sector demonstrates the con-
sequences of this situation. Here too, the market was 
opened to private traders. Dairy production did increase 
but only due to the expansion of livestock, not because 
productivity could be increased. The costs of resources 
such as fertilisers and pesticides drastically increased. 
Consumer prices also increased and rendered the mar-
keting of dairy products more difficult. State institutions 
used to buy the milk from smallholders and offer it on 
regular markets. As these institutions disappeared, the 
significance of the informal market grew for dairy prod-
ucts – up to 80% of the milk is nowadays sold on the in-
formal market. It is not processed, not refrigerated and is 
sold at a low price. The prices obtained by farmers selling 
their milk to private intermediaries did increase; howev-
er, inflation and the high costs of resources and of living 
resulted in the price of milk actually lying below its pre-
deregulation level. Deregulation thus reduces the income 
of farmers and deepens rural poverty in Uganda.

As a member of the World Trade Organisation (WTO), 
Uganda signed an agreement on agriculture with the aim 
of abolishing trade barriers and further reducing exter-
nal tariffs. In 1998, tariffs were reduced and import bans 
lifted. In addition, Uganda is a member of the East Afri-
can Community (EAC), a regional organisation comprised 
of several countries in South Eastern Africa that agreed 
on common external tariffs. Tariffs vis-à-vis other trading 
partners are reduced within the framework of the EAC 
and to be abolished in 2011. As a result of the various 
liberalisation processes, Uganda now is the country with 
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Structural Adjustments with Devastating  
Consequences

Some farmers use oxen and ploughs to farm the land. Photo: Gertrud Falk

the lowest tariffs, not only across the whole of Africa,  
but also in the group of Least Developed Countries  
(LDCs). The average tariff for agricultural goods is ap-

proximately 11%. Low tariffs mean that Uganda can 
hardly protect itself from the threat of import floods of 
subsidised European and American agricultural goods.
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2  The concept ”informal sector“ was coined by the ILO – International Labour Organisation – in the early 1970s following a study of the labour market in Kenya.  

There, the researchers came across working arrangements which they could not classify according to the typical ”formal“ criteria and therefore named ”informal“.

European Agricultural Policy –  
Unfair  Competition on African Markets

The European Union is an important trade partner for 
Uganda. Close to 50% of all of Uganda‘s exported goods 
go to Europe while the EU, for its part, exports agricul-
tural goods to Uganda. The EU, 
together with the Middle East 
and South Africa, account for 
more than half of the milk sold, 
for the most part in the form of 
powdered milk.

Within the framework of its Com-
mon Agriculture Policy (CAP), the 
European Union is supporting 
agriculture in the European coun-
tries through subsidies. Original-
ly, this aimed at securing supplies 
in the European countries, but 
there is now an overproduction 
of agricultural goods. These are 
exported to other countries, both 
industrialised and developing. 
The subsidised goods push prices 
down on the world market and 
have a competition advantage over local products on the 
markets of developing countries. They thus put the local 
production of agricultural goods at risk and can cause im-
port floods in the developing countries.

In the case of milk, it seems at first that milk exports ex-
ert no direct impacts on local dairy producers in Uganda 
since the EU distributes its dairy products on the formal 
market while smallholders sell local dairy goods nearly 
exclusively on informal markets.2 There is, however, a  
risk that this could change. For one, the EU has decided 

to increase the milk quota at first by 2% and then by 1% 
annually until 2015. Thereafter, the milk quota will be 
entirely abolished. This means an increase in production, 

lower prices and more exports. 
Powdered milk in particular is 
mostly exported into African 
countries. Already one can find 
Dutch powdered milk in Uganda 
too. Even a slight increase in Eu-
ropean milk exports can lead to 
prices on the world market drop-
ping drastically. Second, the EU 
had reintroduced export subsi-
dies for butter, cheese and pow-
dered milk between January and 
November 2009. These export 
refunds reimburse the producers 
with the difference between the 
low prices on the world market 
and higher prices in the EU. In this 
manner, a good can still be ex-
ported at a profit, even when its 
world market price lies below its 

level in the European Union. The EU did at first promise 
that these export subsidies would not be paid for goods 
exported to developing countries. In reality though, two 
thirds of these exports do go to developing countries and 
if prices on the world market continue to decline, the EU 
could once again pay export subsidies for further goods.

The European agricultural policy threatens to infringe 
upon the human right to food in developing countries, 
despite the fact that European countries have committed 
to granting people in Uganda this right too.

The future of smallholder farmers and traders in Af-
rica depends on the policies of the EU and the WTO. 
Photo: Iris Albrecht
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Dairy farmers in Nyakisharara

Milking remains manual work in Uganda. Photo: Tobias Schwab

In Uganda, milk is a product that farmers consume  
themselves as well as sell. 80% of dairy farmers live in 
rural areas and sell their milk on local markets. The cows 
graze exclusively on pasture land. The milk production 
thus depends on the season: in the rainy season, the cows 
provide considerably more milk than in the dry season. 
Many farmers have replaced the native breed with cows 
of the Friesian breed in order to increase milk production. 
The increased milk production, especially in the rainy  
season, leads to supply exceeding demand on the in-
formal market. In this period, up to 100,000 Litres are  
wasted every day due to insufficient refrigerating and 
processing capabilities. Furthermore, smallholders 
who sell their milk to intermediaries during this period  
receive an even lower price than in the dry season. Farm-
ers of the Mbarara District Farmers Association explain: 
”Unprocessed milk is a highly perishable product. After six 
hours already, bacteria are present and when the milk is 
transported by bike, the quality decreases.“ The farmers 
have no refrigeration and storage opportunities.

Before deregulation, state institutions were in charge 
of controlling milk prices and of marketing the milk. Bad 
management, such as delayed or too little payments, 
called for a reform. The government privatised trade re-
sulting in a decrease in the price that farmers obtained 
for their milk, while production costs increased as input 
resources, e.g. fertiliser, became more expensive.

The demand for fresh milk and powdered milk has been 
increasing in Uganda since 2006. At particular times, such 
as the beginning of the school year, local suppliers can-
not meet the demand on the formal market and milk or 
powdered milk is imported at low prices. This in turn de-
ters local suppliers from investing in processing plants.

This is a paradoxical situation: on the one hand, demand 
for milk is increasing as is milk production, but at the 
same time, one can observe an increase in poverty among 
Uganda‘s dairy farmers. Two factors account for this. 
Firstly, the farmers have had to invest in new cow breeds 
in order to increase productivity. Secondly, the farmers 
have lost their access to formal markets due to deregula-
tion and can only sell their milk at low prices to private 
traders.
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A farmer in Nyakisharara milking his cows. Photo: Gertrud Falk
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3 Name changed.

Dairy farmer John Besigye 3 

John Besigye is 35 years old, is married and has five chil-
dren. Dairy farming provides his economic basis. The 
family owns ten cows, five of which produce milk in the 
rainy season. He sells his milk to a private trader who di-
rectly resells the unprocessed milk. However, he did not 
conclude any contract with the trader. Should the trader 
not come one day, John Besigye cannot sell his milk and 
receives no income on this day. Besides dairy farming, 
he grows products such as bananas, sweet potatoes and 
beans to ensure his family does not suffer from hunger. 
In the dry season though, he has to buy expensive maize 
flour. During this period, the family has to reduce the 
number of meals from three to two a day. The main rea-
sons for his low income are the low prices obtained from 
the private trader, the small number of cows and the high 
costs of production and living. He pays a lot of money 
for paraffin, school fees and the malaria treatment of his 
eight-year old daughter.

John Besigye lives in Nyakisharara, a village in the Mbara-
ra district, the ”home of milk“. The village is not con-
nected to the water-mains; only four of the 34 farming 
families have running water. Some of the smallholders 
only have three cows while others possess up to 200; in 
average, they own 100 cows each. The farmers generally 
lease the land they farm. None of the farmers feed hay to 
their cows; they all let them graze on pasture land. This 
makes the farmers dependent on seasons. A Ugandan 
farmer reports: ”The price used to be stable. Now, there is 
inflation and the price goes up and down.“ With inflation 
and the increase in production costs – e.g. for pesticides 
and prescription drugs – milk prices have de facto gone 
down for the farmers.

During the dry season, some farmers suffer from hunger, 
in particular those farmers who possess only few cows 
and cannot sell any milk during this period. The farmers 
have no possibility to save up so income losses during  
the dry season cannot be compensated for.

The farmers in Mbarara sell their milk on the informal 
market while imported milk from the EU reaches formal 
markets. Ugandan supermarkets sell fresh and long-life 
milk as well as powdered milk. The latter is produced 
by, among others, Nestlé in Kenya. There is thus no  
direct competition between milk from the EU and the  
locally produced milk. Indirect impacts of EU milk im - 
ports to Uganda are however entirely plausible; the  
imports can reduce the prices on informal markets too. 
Investors can be deterred from investing in local process-
ing plants. This thus restricts smallholders‘ marketing 
opportunities. If no processing plants are set up, locally 
produced milk remains unprocessed and can never reach 
the formal market.

By increasing the milk quota, the EU is threatening the 
right to food of the smallholders in Uganda. The indirect 
impacts of EU milk exports into African countries threat-
en local food production and create unfair competition. 
The European agricultural policy can therefore hinder 
Uganda‘s development and the strengthening of the 
smallholders‘ economic situation – in spite of develop-
ment policy.
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Maize farmers in Bugiri

Maize serves as food for the farmers but is also sold to 
prisons and schools as well as exported to Tanzania and 
Kenya. In the 1980s, the government distributed maize 
to its population in cases of food shortages; only the 
surpluses were exported. Maize has remained an impor-
tant staple food in Uganda to date. The maize sector was 
also entirely deregulated in the 1990s and made acces-
sible to private traders. These small traders were not able 
to invest in infrastructure and storage facilities. Due to 
this shortcoming and with insufficient capital to rectify 
the problem, they are still not 
able to sell the whole of the 
available maize; losses after 
a harvest can amount to up to 
20%. As increasing numbers 
of farmers cultivated maize 
and also improved cultiva-
tion techniques, e.g. by using 
oxen and ploughs, the sup-
ply of maize grew. However, 
even today the smallholders 
that are primarily responsi-
ble for maize cultivation ob-
tain only small yields. As the 
state stopped issuing guide-
lines regarding quality stand-
ards with its withdrawal, the 
maize quality significantly 
decreased. While production 
costs, such as for the upkeep 
of ploughs, increased, the 
prices obtained by the small-
holders from private traders 
dropped, and there was high 
price volatility. The prices 

for consumers have continuously increased - the private 
traders take advantage of these increased prices on the 
back of smallholders. Since deregulation the number of 
mills has increased, resulting in intense competition; this 
has at least caused the costs of milling to drop for the 
farmers.

The Bugiri district in the East of Uganda is the country‘s 
most significant region for the cultivation of maize.  
Many people in this district suffer from food shortage: 

A farmer in the Bugiri district working on his maize field. Photo: Gertrud Falk
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Maize farmer Abdullah Mulabya 4 

Farmer Abdullah Mulabya is married and leases land. 
He cultivates maize, soya, peanuts, beans and cotton 
on 11 acres of land and uses fertilisers. He sells maize, 
soya and cotton to an intermediary. He ploughs his 
field in January, sows the seeds in February and ap-
plies fertiliser in March. In April and May, he irrigates 
his fields, and he harvests in June and July. There is 
a second growing season from August until Decem-
ber. During the months of May and June, the couple 
is forced to reduce their number of daily meals from 
three to two.

One cannot determine any impacts of European ag-
ricultural policy on local maize production. Hunger, 
however, is omnipresent for the maize farmers, es-
pecially from April to June and October to December. 
Some farming families eat two meals a day, others 
only one. Even though the European exporting strat-
egy in the agricultural sector does not directly affect 
the smallholders in Uganda, it becomes evident that 
the consequences of liberalisation are enormous for 
these farming families. Whether further liberalisa-
tion measures such as the trade agreements between 
the EU and the African countries, the so-called EPAs, 
can strengthen the smallholders thus remains ques-
tionable.

approximately 86% of households are affected by food 
shortages four to six months a year. Most farmers are 
subsistence farmers. 60% are smallholders with less than 
two acres of land. The farmers not only cultivate maize, 
but other crops as well. They sell the maize to intermedi-
aries who can dictate their own prices, due to the farm-
ers’ dependence on them to be able to sell the goods.  
The farmers are not insured against bad weather, they 
have to sell at low prices as they negotiate individually 
with the intermediaries, there are no sufficient storage  
facilities available, credits are expensive and a pest can 
compromise the entire maize harvest. The farmers in  
Bugiri also deplore: ”Bad streets and awkward transport  
reduce the price we receive from intermediaries and deter  
us from producing more.“

The United Nations World Food Programme (WFP) is an 
important buyer of maize in Uganda. The smallholders in 
the Bugiri district, however, do not fulfil the strict criteria 
of the programme and are therefore excluded from this 
market. In fact in order to supply to the WFP, they would 
have to produce a minimum of 50 tons per season, store 
the crops in one single deposit, manage to keep insects 
away and have financial reserves large enough to bridge 
the three-month period before payment.

Since deregulation, the costs of production for maize, 
such as the costs for fertilisers, have increased faster than 
the sales revenues. Most of the smallholders do not use 
any fertiliser and only sow little hybrid seeds. The seeds 
have also become much more expensive since deregula-
tion and additionally need to be bought anew each year. 
The farmers are facing high costs for health care, food 
and education, on which they are spending about 70% 
of their incomes. Hence, many farmers have opted out 
of commercial maize farming and now cultivate rice and 
peanuts instead.

4 Name changed.



14

Women in Agriculture -  
A Lot of Work and Few Rights

In the Mbarara district, field work is split up between  
men and women. Men take on the milking, drinking 
troughs, fences and the sale of milk. Women are in charge 
of preparing the butter and of farming; they grow ba-
nanas, cassava and other crops destined for private use 
and not for sale. Women used to process the milk into 
ghee and sell it, but now only the men are in charge of 
sales. Women have lost access to the market and thus to 
a source of income.

In the Bugiri district, women carry out the main part of  
the work in the fields. They take care of planting, irrigat-
ing, harvesting, applying fertiliser, drying and hulling.  
In some families men take part in this work, while in  
others their sole responsibilities lie in sales and control-
ling money. The women are dependent on their hus-
bands, not least of all because they own no land them-
selves. This precarious economic situation often leads  
to domestic violence. For example, women report that 
they are beaten by their husbands when they buy food  
for the family without having asked the man for permis-
sion.

5 Name changed.

The Maize Farming Woman Paula Nangobi 5 

”My husband, my five children and I own no land. We 
rent 1.5 acres of land in order to grow maize and peanuts.  
I use traditional seeds as I experienced losses when  
I used hybrid seeds. We harvest seven to eight sacks 
of maize per season, of which we use four for our own  
supply. I have never had any agricultural training. We 
face food shortages from April until June. During this  
period, we eat maize porridge, potatoes and peanuts, 
and this only once a day. Sometimes, I can only eat tea 
with roasted peanuts as my one meal of the day. My  
husband does not help me with the farming, but we  
help one another in a group of women. When I work on 
the fields, my children are at home alone.“

In spite of the important role of women in agricul-
ture, they hardly have any rights and no opportuni-
ties to earn their own income. Thus it is necessary to 
strengthen the rights of women in agriculture and 
allow them their own autonomy, for instance to own 
land.
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Farming women harvesting a maize field. Photo: Gertrud Falk
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Market Opening as a Solution?  
The EPAs and their Consequences

Since 2002, Uganda and the other ACP countries have  
been negotiating the so-called Economic Partnership 
Agreements (EPAs) with the EU. Even though the nego-
tiations were to be concluded by the end of 2007, the EU 
and the regional negotiation groups did not succeed in 
agreeing on complete agreements. At the end of 2007, 
the European Union consequently concluded interim 
agreements with some countries and groups of countries 
that were regulating only the sector of trade in goods. 
Further sectors such as services and investment should 
be discussed in continuing negotiations, mainly under 
the pressure of Europe. Uganda initially negotiated with-
in the group of Eastern and Southern Africa (ESA) states, 
comprised of up to 16 countries. Eventually, Uganda con-
cluded its own agreement within the smaller group of 
the EAC countries. Ugandan non-governmental organi-
sations criticise: ”The ESA agreement was the best of the  
two. It feels as though this EAC agreement came out of thin 
air. For this agreement was not the subject of any negotia-
tion.“ The EU presented it to the EAC group at the last 
minute.

Numerous governments of the ACP countries as well as 
organisations from civil society criticise both the manner 
in which this agreement was concluded and its content. 
The EU exerted strong pressure on the ACP countries to 
finalise the agreements by the end of 2007. If the conclu-
sion of the agreements failed, the European Union threat-
ened it would be forced to increase tariffs on important 
products of the ACP countries. Ugandan non-governmen-
tal organisations criticised that the agreement had been 
negotiated under exclusion of all civil society groups 
and had been solely decided on by the cabinet. Even the 
Ugandan Parliament was not involved in the process.

Protests by farmer organisations, ngos and Unions against the 
EPAs, Ghana, September 2007. Photo: Ulrich Döring
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Civil society organisations in Uganda tried to exert influ-
ence over the negotiation with three petitions, among 
other attempts. They point at the potential negative 
impacts of the agreement for the development of the 
country. They fear that regional integration could be 
compromised as the EU negotiated with sub-regions and 
individual countries and by doing so, destroyed already 
existing regional unions. Furthermore, the EAC-EPA  
ensures that products from Uganda will continue to be 
exported duty-free to the European market, the same as 
under the previous agreement; but the EU does not com-
mit to abolishing further trade barriers that presently 
hinder the access of Ugandan products to the European 
market. Conversely, the EU receives gradually improv-
ing access to the Ugandan market: practically the entire 
trade (82% of all tariff lines) will be affected. Over the 
course of a 15-year transition period, tariffs will not only 
be reduced, but will be completely abolished. Admit-
tedly, particularly sensitive products are excluded from  
liberalisation. The so-called standstill clause however 
bans tariff increases for these sensitive products too. 
Thus the countries cannot effectively protect their sensi-
tive sectors from import floods.

Civil society organisations assume that actors from the 
private sector in the EAC countries exerted pressure on 
their governments in order to secure duty-free market 
access for their exports into the EU. The smallholders  
in the EAC countries do not have such a strong Lob-
by. Many farmers are not aware of the EPAs and their 
con sequences even though this agreement can have  
dramatic impacts on Ugandan agriculture. Further to  
this, although the EPAs have already been negotiated, 
the representative for crop farming and marketing of  
the Ugandan Agriculture Ministry is hardly acquainted 
with the content of the agreement.

Uganda‘s farmers fear that the EPA will harm them, 
declaring that ”The agreement leads to the death of the  
agricultural sector. Indeed, the EPA means that we must  
accept complete liberalisation.“ For even if the EPAs  
hardly contain any explicit regulations for agriculture, 
the agreements nevertheless have impacts on the agri-
cultural sector. The agreements rob Uganda of politi-
cal scope of action since the country can hardly defend  
itself against import floods due to the standstill  
clause. The limited number of sensitive products addi-
tionally results in the fact that only those products that 
are presently of significance for Uganda‘s economy are 
protected. This handicaps future developments such  
as the strengthening of processing plants in the agricul-
tural sector and prevents the emergence of local food 
industries.

Protests against the EPAs in Nairobi (Kenya), 24 January 2007. 
Photo: Alexandre Seron
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Consequences

Agriculture, in particular small-scale agriculture, is in-
credibly important in Uganda. Particularly, maize and 
milk are important products for the smallholders. Even 
though close to 80% of the people draw their income 
from agriculture, poverty remains a large problem, dem-
onstrated by the fact that 40% of the people live in ab-
solute poverty. The liberalisation processes undertaken 
in the 1980s and 1990s exacerbated the situation of 
the smallholders in Uganda and reduced their incomes. 
The human right to food of the farming families is thus  
threatened. The EPAs can further aggravate the situa-
tion and increase the risk of unfair competition. EU milk 
exports to Uganda can have indirect impacts on the milk 
sector. Imports coming from Europe can hinder the de-

velopment of a local dairy industry as they decrease milk 
prices on the formal and informal markets and hamper in-
vestments in processing plants. This takes place against 
the background of increasing EU milk exports due to the 
abolition of the milk quota and of intensifying market de-
regulation in Uganda due to the EPAs.

It is necessary to ensure that the European agricultural 
policy does not threaten small-scale agriculture. The 
trade relations between the EU and Uganda also need to 
be designed in a way which focuses on the development 
of small-scale agriculture and ensures that smallholders 
are not subject to unfair competition. Uganda and the 
European countries have the duty to protect the human 
right to food of the people in Uganda. The EU has to  
revoke the abolition of the milk quota in order to not  
further increase its milk exports. The Ugandan govern-
ment should increase investments in agriculture in order 
to strengthen rural infrastructure.

A further task revolves around systematically strength-
ening the rights of women. The EPAs must also be subject 
to research regarding their implications for human rights 
in order to design a fair trade framework between the  
EU and Uganda.

Farmers in the Bugiri district milling maize. Investments in infra-
structure are necessary. Photo: Gertrud Falk



3 March 2009: African peasant representatives and parliamentarians after talks with the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and 
Development. Participants: Attac, FIAN, Germanwatch, Kirchliche Arbeitsstelle Südliches Afrika, Oxfam, terre des hommes, WEED et al. 
Photo: Jörg Peter, Oxfam 19



Germanwatch
Germanwatch is an independent, non-profit and non-
governmental North-South Initiative. Since 1991, we 
have been actively working on issues such as trade,  
environment and North-South relations on the German, 
European and international level. Complex problems  
require innovative solutions. Germanwatch prepares 
the ground for necessary policy changes in the North 
which preserve the interests of people in the South.  
On a regular basis, we present significant information  
to de ci sionmakers and supporters. Our work is being  
fun ded through donations, membership fees and project 
grants. Our central goals are:
• A policy framework for global food security and sus-

tainable agriculture.
• Effective and fair instruments as well as economic  

incentives for climate protection.
• Compliance of multinational companies with social and 

ecological standards.
• Ecologically and socially sound investments.
www.germanwatch.org

UK Food Group
The UK Food Group focuses its work on key international 
food, agriculture and related environmental issues. These 
include the need for a just, coherent, equitable and sus-
tainable food system that serves the interests of, espe-
cially small-scale, food providers, consumers and the en-
vironment, particularly in poor, rural areas of the global 
South. The network comprises about 35 organisations.

The UK Food Group also represents BOND (British Over-
seas NGOs in Development) on global food and farming 
issues.
www.ukfg.org.uk
    

FIAN
FIAN International is the international human rights  
organization that advocates the realization of the right  
to food. We are a non-political, non-for-profit organi za-
tion with sections and members in more than 50 coun-
tries. We expose violations of people’s right to food and 
strive to secure access to the resources that people need 
in order to feed themselves now and in the future. We 
envision a world free from hunger, in which every man, 
woman and child can fully enjoy their human rights in  
dignity.
www.fian.org

Both Ends
Both ENDS supports the work of environmental organisa-
tions, primarily in the South (developing countries) and 
the Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries. We 
support organisations through information, research, ad-
vocacy, campaigning, networking and capacity-building.

The core of Both ENDS‘ activities is in making connec-
tions, between South and North, environment and devel-
opment, and different sectors of the society. Both ENDS 
functions as a go-between to support individuals and  
social organisations all over the world whose speciali-
sa tion is ecological sustainability and social justice. The 
main focus is the realisation of sustainable forms of natu-
ral resource management and to promote policymaking 
in the Netherlands as well as worldwide.
www.bothends.org


