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Opening address 
Lord Ewen Cameron Co-chair of the UK All-party Parliamentary Group on Agriculture and Food for 
Development 

EAT is a really good title for a workshop on farming in 
Africa.  I strongly believe in helping smallholder 
farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) where the 
current population of 1 billion is due to grow to 2 billion 
by 2050. I am a farmer, which I believe is important 
when I visit African farmers, and I also chair the All-
Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) on Agriculture and 
Food for Development. Our raison d’ȇtre is to promote 
improved smallholder agriculture as the best tool for 
development and enabling people to stand on their 
own two feet. Like EAT, our APPG tends to focus on 
SSA.  
 
And I’m glad to say that while agriculture did not 
feature at all in the Millennium Development Goals it 
certainly features strongly in the context of last year’s 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Let me run 
through some of them: 
1. Ending poverty everywhere. If 70-90% of the 

poorest population are farmers what is the best 
way of helping them put money in their pockets?  
And, incidentally, what is the best way of 
preventing their children running off to add to the 
urban slums? The answer of course is to promote 
entrepreneurial agriculture to capture their 
imagination. School punishment, work, so if the 
excitement of being an entrepreneur can be 
added, adding value. 

2.  Nutrition and sustainable agriculture.  That speaks 
for itself, although the connection between 
agriculture and nutrition is not always as simple as 
it might first appear – but it can be made to work.  
In terms of sustainable agriculture one of the worst 
African shortcomings is soil health.  For a start the 
importance of crop rotation is not always well 
understood in many parts of SSA.  Again and 
again I come across people who grow the same 
crop again and again …., even crops like potatoes.  
But soil degradation is an economic killer.  Bear in 
mind that some 50% of SSA is either desert or 
steep mountains, so to have 16% of soils also 
degraded, some beyond repair, is a huge loss.  In 
fact the economic loss from soil degradation 
throughout SSA is thought to be $68 billion p.a.  In 
Malawi it could be as high as 11% of their GDP – 
in Ethiopia 4%.  So we all need to work on the 
message about soil health and how to prevent 
wind and water erosion of organic matter as well 
as crop rotation. 

3. Health and well-being.  Again, if a variety of local 
food products can be maintained and supplied, 
particularly to kids, then that is one of the best 
ways to achieve improved health.  School feeding 
programmes, based on local production, and 
where Ministries get together, are an excellent way 
of achieving better nutrition – both in schools and 
locally. Meanwhile one of the biggest scandals in 
the world is the fact that some 40% of kids in 
Africa are stunted – that’s 58 million children and 

growing by 500,000 p.a.  But some people are 
aware: e.g. President Paul Kagame of Rwanda. 

4.  Education.  If you ask any lady farmer what she is 
going to do now that she has learnt to make 
money from farming, I can guarantee 100% that 
the answer will be “I am going to educate my 
children”.  And believe me she does. 

5.  Empowering women.  70% of farmers in SSA are 
women, and if they can become the successful 
bread earners, it is more likely that they will earn 
the respect of their families and their communities.  
If they can keep their hands on the purse strings, 
they might be able to lead their families out of 
poverty.  Again improved agriculture is the key. 

6.  This Goal is all about water, and very often the 
economic justification of a good clean supply of 
water is that it enables the farmers to double the 
yield of their crops.  40% of the world’s food is 
grown on the 20% of its agricultural land that is 
irrigated.  Africa has the lowest percentage of 
irrigated crops in the world and the smallest 
amount of water-related infrastructure, although 
very often there are good supplies of water 
underground if they had the money and tradition to 
tap into it.  There is a difference between the 70% 
of water used by humans and the 2% in Africa of 
renewable resources.  Anyway this SDG on water 
is an important goal - and again agriculture is 
inherently involved and an important economic 
justification.  A lot of children die every year from 
poor water supplies, so if agriculture can help in 
the case for improved water supplies then that will 
be a job well done. 

7. Moving on to Goals 8 and 9, these are all about 
promoting sustained and inclusive economic 
growth – a slightly nebulous phrase it seems to 
me!  But if they were focussed on developing food 
production and food processing and 
entrepreneurial activity right down the food chain, 
then that effort could reach out to over 80% of the 
population and actually achieve some sort of 
inclusive economic growth.  And like China, if you 
can kick-start the rural economy in this way, who 
knows where it will lead.  One of the best steps 
forward recently in aid policy is the concept of pull 
rather than push.  Villages hard to reach, how do 
you scale up, etc?  The United Nations' World 
Food Programme (WFP) Patient Procurement 
Platform (PPP). 

8. The 10th Goal is about reducing inequality.  Many 
farmers in Africa are the poorest of the poor in 
their country.  But teach them to thrive with new 
seeds and simple agricultural and basic business 
knowledge, then we could end the 
intergenerational poverty that has long been the 
blight of Africa. 

 
I must stress that in the same way as the UK 
Department for International Development’s (DFID’s) 
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2015 “Conceptual Framework on Agriculture” did, and 
indeed your own title for this workshop does, that 
agriculture is and will always be just the bottom rung of 
the economic ladder.  To focus on agriculture is about 
drawing that huge proportion of rural poor that exists 
into their country’s economy.  It is about kick starting 
the rural economy, so hopefully it eventually diversifies 
into a whole range of different activities.  If in the 
meantime it leads to a well-fed and even well-educated 
nation then so much the better.  China, of course has 
moved on – it now makes its money from trade, which 
enables it to buy its food from other countries (but with 
22% of the world’s population and only 7% of the 
world’s agricultural land it was always going to have to 
adapt somehow).  Africa, on the other hand, if well 
managed could probably feed the whole world. 
 
I thought it might be worthwhile running through a few 
of the obstacles to be overcome for the development 
of entrepreneurial agriculture in SSA: 
1. Infrastructure – roads; storage – post-harvest 

losses; markets - physical and electronic, the 
Ethiopia Commodity Exchange for coffee, sesame 
and beans is an example; water.  

2. Finance 
3. Land registration and security of tenure 
4. Certification – the lack of certification is the blight 

of Africa: seeds that don’t germinate, goats with 
false pedigrees, fertiliser in Yara bags (one put into 
two and mixed with sand and chalk, etc), sprays 
which are diluted, cattle feed which is rubbish 
(there are hardly any nutritionists who could 
analyse the feed), medicines which can be 100% 
water.  Fraud could amount to several $ billion p.a. 

5. R & D. Local R&D is as important as help from the 
developed world.  The big change recently is about 

different ways to approach the problems.  It is not 
all about tonnes per hectare, it is better to think 
about nutrition per hectare – e.g. is maize the best 
crop to grow?  It might yield many tonnes, but 
maybe millet is better as it is more drought 
resistant and stores better (having a hard shell – 
finger millet) and also breaks down in the gut more 
slowly.  Unilever is interested for western diets. 

6. Knowledge and wisdom is the biggest shortage.  
Basic business literacy (i.e. join forces with others, 
work out about storage and transport, don’t sell at 
harvest, don’t cheat, use the internet on prices and 
contacts) and learn how to maximise and grow a 
quality crop.  It is not all about quantity; if you can 
get a higher grade then the market ought to reward 
quality.  Ethiopian coffee used to have six grades 
but 5 and 6 soon disappeared.  But the most 
important thing to remember about knowledge is 
that it is spread and take-up costs money.  For 
every $1 spent in R&D you need to spend $100, 
maybe even $1000, on agricultural extension.  I 
always say “All the agricultural scientific 
breakthroughs ever invented ain’t worth a row of 
beans unless the man growing the beans knows 
about it.”   But how do you do it?  Agricultural 
extension – using agricultural merchants – I’m 
doubtful about the integrity of the local merchants.  
As I said earlier, the new idea of pull seems to be 
the best idea and using the food chain itself to 
promote know-how and quality. 

 
Anyway, I’d better stop there.  I have given you a few 
of my hopes and aspirations as well as a few of what I 
see as the problems and obstacles.  I’m sure I have 
not told you anything new, but I hope it gives you a 
good background on which to base your discussions 
over the next day and a half.  

 
******************************************************************** 
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Report of the Scoping Study for “Entrepreneurship for Aid and Trade” 
Richard Sidebottom, Centre of Development Studies and Wolfson College, University of Cambridge 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the scope for a 
research proposal to investigate the role of young 
entrepreneurship in securing a food secure future for 
Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) through a re-examination of 
the concepts of Entrepreneurship, Aid & Trade (EAT). 
The first task is to diagnose the problems of food 
insecurity, rural poverty and jobless growth, and the 
second is to examine the existing solutions of 
entrepreneurship, trade and aid in order to question the 
linkage of the under-employment of youth with low 
agricultural productivity. Most youth enterprises are not 
in agriculture nor do they create many jobs. The 
underlying problems are lack of infrastructure, SMEs 
and vocational learning. The analytical framework can 
be shown as: 

Sub-Saharan Africa received approximately $400 billion 
in aid during the 2000-13 period and 35-40% of global 
aid from 1995 to 2013. Is this due to geo-politics and 
colonial and trade linkages, rather than development 
priority? Evaluating the impact of aid is beset with 
difficulties: conflicting studies that focus on governance, 
varied definitions and rationales especially of South-
South, and focussing on social stability, not economic 
development. There are similarly mixed results for aid 
and foreign direct investment (FDI) in that only a small 
portion of SSA FDI is market or efficiency seeking and 
very little goes to agriculture while their impact depends 
upon local absorptive capacity.  

Aid for trade is in trade-related assistance (TRA) and 
trade-related infrastructure. According to the OECD, 25-
35% of global official development assistance since 
2006 was US$264.5 billion, of which transport and 
storage was 29%, energy 21%, agriculture 18% and 
banking 10%. The EU was the largest global aid for 
trade donor (US$12 billion in 2015) of which 36% was to 
Africa. The questions are what are the right metrics? - 

what we trade, not just higher volumes, who we trade 
with – capacity barriers to value chains? and about 
infrastructure: is there scope for local pension funds and 
private equity too? 

There are also many question about entrepreneurship. 
Is it a change-agent, resource allocator or both? About 
new products, markets, standards, production methods, 
suppliers or firm reorganisation? Then there are those 
about financial risk, decision making and leadership. 
There is huge variation in the nature of entrepreneurship 
and the identity of entrepreneurs by time, place and 
sector. Entrepreneurship is not exclusive to sole 
innovators or SMEs. Youth show little evidence of being 

more innovative in terms of 
product range, sector choice 
or technology use. Micro-
entrepreneurial activity is 
not necessarily a positive 
sign of development. Then 
there are “necessity” and 
“opportunity entrepreneurs” 
so it is necessary to look at 
motives and people, not just 
metrics. 

80% of jobs in Sub-Saharan 
Africa are in some form of 
self-employment, mainly as 
retailers or farmers and 
most African businesses 
remain small or follow the 
“octopus” model (where, 
instead of growing a single 
firm in a clearly defined line 

of business, the entrepreneur engages simultaneously in 
several unrelated (and generally therefore unsuccessful) 
businesses). 64% of youth entrepreneurship is in the 
hotel, restaurant or retail sectors and less than 10% in 
agriculture. Most young entrepreneurs operate from 
home and are financed by their family. 

Micro-enterprises create less jobs in the long-term 
because survival rates are low - staying micro is a 
means of survival but vulnerable to stasis and high rates 
of failure – and micro-enterprises concentrate in low 
growth tertiary sectors with low barriers to entry and exit, 
especially women and the poorly educated. Most 
sustainable jobs are created by a few larger firms in high 
growth risk sectors and firms need to transition from 
informal sole proprietorships.  

There are three kinds of capital: financial, human and 
social.  
 
Financial capital - credit is the “single most binding 
constraint for entrepreneurs” (ACET, 2016:2). Only 11% 
of African youths have a formal bank account, most 
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start-up capital is from family and friends and bank 
finance tends to be restricted to firms who are already 
successful. “Finance is often the most visible constraint 
but it is not necessarily the primary inhibitor of youth 
entrepreneurial development” (Kew, 2015:19). A three 
year study of 20,000 entrepreneurs in nine Sub-Saharan 
African countries concluded that shortages of credit 
could be a signal of non-monetary obstacles to growth – 
training; intra-industry coordination or public goods 
(Kew, 2015). The Solar Market Garden scheme in Benin 
showed that finance is part of a holistic problem that 
includes irrigation, electrification, crop choice, logistics 
and marketing Burney & Naylor, (2012).  Quality and 
source, not quantity, is important, i.e. advice, mentoring 
and networks. Research needs to know more about the 
nature of the investor, not just the investee. An East 
Africa survey found that investors in Kenya were most 
likely to come from Europe but in Tanzania and Uganda, 
from South Asia or Africa – what are the implications?  

Human capital is more pressing than financial needs. 
Secondary and tertiary education, not primary, less 
educated entrepreneurs tend to remain in trading 
businesses and while Sub-Saharan African secondary 
education is improving, it is below 50% coverage and 
has a non-vocational focus. Experience and contacts are 
important - ex-employees of larger firms in the same 
sector and (current or ex-) politicians or civil servants 
have the advantage – these are not the youth.  

Social capital Social embeddedness influences 
decisions to migrate occupationally or physically and 
social status; and education level may be particularly 
strong in rural areas. Ties that bind may be informal 
close ties creating trust for access to credit but may also 
come with obligations, and choice may be linked to a 
family event such as marriage or death of a parent, not 
pursuit of a market opportunity. 

A focus on youth may be the result of the fusion of the 
agricultural productivity and youth problems. “Tapping 
into the continent’s youth dividend is critical not only to 
achieving food security but also in catalysing agriculture 
to play a pivotal role towards industrialisation & the 
creation of millions of meaningful jobs” (USAID, 
2015a:20) ‘Remarket’ agriculture as a more ‘attractive’ 
career path by improving access to credit, technology, 
land and markets. Rural youth and labour market issues 
are complex but poorly understood, especially about the 
landless and women. Many youths still work in 
agriculture but exits are increasing particularly in regions 
of diversified growth. In Ghana and Uganda, youth may 
be (marginally) more willing to set up a business but in 
low risk sectors. Engagement with agriculture is driven 
by short term accumulation goals, e.g. housing or 
marriage. Is this conducive to investment in long-term 
technological change? 

The policy implications are that a focus on agricultural 
youth enterprise may not address the problem:  
• “the challenges facing African smallholder 

agriculture cannot be laid at the feet of young 
people; nor should keeping the youth on the land be 
a major objective” (Okali & Sumberg, 2012:56).  

• “entrepreneurship is not for everyone and so cannot 
be viewed as a large-scale solution to the youth 
employment crisis” (World Youth Report 2005 noted 
(cited in AGRA, 2015:89)) 

Initiatives to encourage enterprise need to extend 
beyond the individual and the technical, include SMEs, 
not just micro-scale enterprises, and be incorporated 
within a holistic approach to rural development to cover 
a wide range of measures including simple rural feeder 
roads or basic warehousing as well as human capacity 
building. 

There are three broad conclusions: 

1. Development problem: 
 Meaningful opportunity for youth is the social 

imperative of our time but the youth and 
agricultural productivity problems may not be the 
solution to each other. 

 Do we need more micro-entrepreneurs or simply 
more jobs? Sub-Saharan Africa does not lack 
‘entrepreneurs’ per se but has few large firms 
that create jobs. 

2. Implementation problem: 
Looking beyond disciplines and strict boundaries  
 Entrepreneurship is a social, economic and 

political, not a technical phenomenon.  
 Youth vs wider population; Entrepreneurship vs 

Labour; Industry vs Agriculture; Rural vs Urban; 
Public vs Private 

3. Research problem (and opportunity)? 
 There are significant knowledge gaps: what 

young people are doing in rural areas, especially 
women and landless labour, and how rural 
labour markets are impacted by global value 
chains. 

 Research needs to learn from local successes 
and failures to understand how firms are born 
and how they grow.  

 This would include placing the quantity and 
quality of financial capital in context, identifying 
which actors are best equipped to assist and 
understanding how isolated projects fit within the 
wider rural development strategy.  

 
(Richard Sidebottom’s Powerpoint presentation is 
available at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Planning%20Meetin
g%20Powerpoint%20%26%20Report?preview=01+
Scoping+Study+Entrepreneurship+Trade+and+Aid+
-+Richard+Sidebottom.pdf) 
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Policy issues on bioscience innovations, technology transfer and commercialization in Africa 
Dr Nicholas Ozor, Executive Director, African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS), Nairobi, Kenya 

The African Technology Policy Studies Network 
(ATPS), is a trans-disciplinary network of researchers, 
policymakers, private sector actors, and the civil 
society actors that promotes the generation, 
dissemination, use and mastery of science, technology 
and innovation (STI) for African development, 
environmental sustainability and global inclusion. 

Its rationale for supports policy are: 
 Food security challenges  
 Target misalignment e.g. between scientists and 

the private sectors 
 Imperfect market e.g. uncertainty regarding the 

value potential of scientific discoveries inhibits 
private investments, lack of finance or support 
infrastructure for innovation, etc.   

 System failures e.g. network, institutional and 
framework failures 

 
How do policymaking contexts affect business 
investment, technology transfer and 
commercialization? By providing sound, incentive-
compatible contexts with adequate capacity to plan 
and coordinate policy instruments, align the 
interests of key-stakeholders, mitigate asymmetries 
of information and institutionalize the process in an 
innovation system. 
 
What policies support business investment, technology 
transfer and commercialization? They include policies 
that: 
 alleviate funding barriers 
 support science-industry linkages 
 provide knowledge services 
 improve regulations to support the 

commercialization of IP 
 enhance education for business and 

entrepreneurship 
 
Policies that alleviate funding barriers can be achieved 
through: 
 combination of instruments that stimulate the 

demand for new technologies, i.e. innovation 
procurement schemes, direct funding schemes 
that supply firms the necessary credit to fuel the 
R&D process 

 proof of concept and scale-up centers 
 
Policies that support science-industry linkages can be 
achieved through: 
 Cluster policies 
 Grants for collaborative R&D 
 Centres of excellence  
 Innovation vouchers 
 Technology platforms and fora 
 Provision of knowledge services 
 Technology matching services 
 Market intelligence services 
 Technology foresight 

Frameworks for IPR creation, business investment, 
technology transfer and commercialization can take 
diverse forms:  
 as ad-hoc technology transfer laws with emphasis 

on IPR creation and exploitation  
 integrated into IP laws or other common laws such 

as employment laws and those dictating firm 
creation 

 they can take the form of Ministerial Decrees 

Policies that provide knowledge services can be 
achieved through: 
 Technology matching services - connects 

knowledge intensive organizations and expertise 
on new product development while increasing the 
potential of future tangible partnerships.  

 Market intelligence services - information collected 
by organizations to assess market opportunities, 
develop strategies to access markets, and make 
marketing decisions 

 Development of technical standards 
 
Business and entrepreneurship education policies that 
support to business investment, technology transfer 
and commercialization can be achieved through:  
 Participation of entrepreneurs in the delivery of 

education e.g. guest lectures and mentorship 
 Presentation of entrepreneurship experience into 

higher education institutions 
 Entrepreneurship chairs and incubation facilities at 

universities 
 Business-education institution partnerships and 

personnel exchanges 
 Better integration between the private sector and 

university start-up support facilities 
(Dr Nicholas Ozor’s Powerpoint presentation is 
available at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Planning%20Meeting
%20Powerpoint%20%26%20Report?preview=02+Poli
cies+for+technology+innovation+Africa+-
+Nicholas+Ozor+ATPS.pdf) 
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The challenge of Access to Seed and Low Value Addition by small holder farmers. How can Africa's leading 
seed companies bridge this gap?  

Josephine Okot, Managing Director, Victoria Seeds Ltd, Kampala, Uganda 
 

 
 
In 1990 value added contributed over 55% of GDP. 
Now agriculture contributes about only 25% of GDP. 
By itself this does not signify lagging production as 
much as it reflects rapid growth in the service sectors. 
However, stagnating growth in agricultural value is 
concerning. Since 2003, the Ugandan agricultural 
sector has not grown by more than 4% in any year. 
There are 17 major food crops: cereals, roots and 
tubers, banana and fruit, oil crops, pulses and 
vegetables. The performance of the agricultural sector 
has been completely stagnant over the last 50 years 
and, taken all together, paints a bleak picture of 
agriculture’s relative performance. The rate of 
urbanisation is growing exponentially creating added 
pressure to the population. The value of imports is 
growing at a high rate increasing the budget balance 
deficit. Population is growing at an annual rate of about 
2.5% over the last 35 years which is among the 
highest rates in the world. 
 
Uganda’s population is growing rapidly at an average 
annual growth rate of 3.1%. That of youths of 15 to 24 
years is growing the fastest. The population structure 
is dominated by the youth with about 70% of the 
population under the age of 25. A rapidly growing and 
youth-dominated populations presents a job-creating 
challenge since more people are entering the labor 
force than exiting. By implication, more jobs for youth 
should be created to match the labor force growth. 
Uganda’s urban population is growing rapidly at an 
average annual growth rate of 5% which is significantly 
higher than overall population growth rate. This 
presents a significant opportunity for agribusiness to 
feed the population. According to the World Bank: 
“Agriculture and agribusiness are projected to be $US 
1 trillion in Sub-Saharan Africa by 2030 (compared to 
US$ 313 billion in 2010) and they should be at the top 
of the agenda for economic transformation and 
development.” 
 
 
 

Agricultural sector performance: 
 Shift in GDP reflects rapid growth in service sector 

and not a shift away from agriculture for much of 
the population.  

 Ugandan yield growth has been outpaced by 
population growth. Yield increase by 33% for 
maize while population has tripled. 

 In August 2016 the Central Bank revealed that the 
agriculture sector leads in non-performing bank 
loans.  

 Unutilized factors of production. Irrigation, 
Tractors, weak value chain linkages, low rural 
electrification, access to quality inputs.  

 Rural electrification at 4% and national at 14%. 
 
Unutilized factors of production: 
 Productivity enhancing inputs - fertiliser  
 Agricultural machinery: Uganda has one of the 

lowest rates of mechanization in agriculture in the 
world, 9.3 per 10,000 hectares. There are 4,700 
tractors in Uganda and up to 800,000 vehicles 

 Irrigation - fewer than 1% of farming communities 
use irrigation. Established plantations, Kibimba 
Rice Scheme,  Flower growers in Wakiso and 
Mukono 

 River Nile used by Egypt and Sudan. No single 
irrigation pipe running from the river to a farm on 
the Ugandan side.  

 Potential of 560,000 hectares, only 14,418 
hectares in use (2.5%) 

 Absence of agriculture data  
 

The Access to Seeds Index Report 2016 presents the 
rankings, key findings on industry level and good 
practices for all measurement areas and scorecards 
for individual companies. 
(http://www.accesstoseeds.org/the-index/) 
 
Victoria Seeds’ business is to manage crop farming 
risks: We offer farmers more choices in our seed 
varieties, crop protection products, foliar fertilizer and 
provide extension support to transfer seed 
technologies from research into the hands farmers with 
the aim of improving their crop yields. The 
characteristics we strive to achieve are: 
 High germination   
 Drought tolerance 
 Early maturity 
 Better yields 
 Disease resistance 
 Characteristics for industrial use 
 
Victoria Seeds was founded in 2004 as a struggling 
start-up with a team of five people 
 2007 Research and development established 
 2007 Commissioned seed factory in Gulu 
 2010 Expanded products to include Crop 

Protection Products (CPP)  
 2011 Established seed factory in Masindi 
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 2014 Relocated Head Office and factory to 
Kampala Industrial and Business Park  

 2015  Leading seed house in Uganda, proudly 
celebrating 12 years of growth 

 2015: Expanded our geographic foot print in the 
Regional Market. Registered business in Rwanda. 
Contracts  small holder farmers over 900 mostly 
women in the seed industry’s supply chain 

 2017  Establish Value Addition of selected 
enterprises in Gulu 

 
Promoting hybrid maize and vegetable seeds: 
 Two hybrid maize varieties in 2013 
 Seven hybrid maize varieties in 2016  
 Open-pollinated varieties replaced by hybrids – 

tomato, watermelon, sweet pepper, eggplant.  
 
Providing extension with modern technologies: 
Toll-free farmer helpline - 0800208178 
Call Monday – Friday between 8:00 am – 5:00 pm 
Sponsored by Grameen Foundation and Victoria 
Seeds Ltd 
 
Promoting adoption through farmer field days: 

   

Finding innovative ways to reach rural markets 
with quality inputs: 

 

Promoting urban farming with hybrids:

  

Greenhouse to counter climate change:   
 

  

Seed insurance for maize and soya beans with 
partners Grameen Foundation, UAP and Acre 
Africa 

  

Unlocking opportunities for value addition: 
The five enterprises identified for value addition are 
maize, rice, millet, sorghum and soybean by using the 
success model of the input market supply chain to 
contract farmers in the output market chain. 
 
Recommendations for bridging the gap: 
 Rural Electrification - 25%  
 Policy to support increase in Agriculture production 

in tandem with population growth  
 Resolving financing for Agriculture  
 Investing in research for development 
 Data gap – registration of farmers, new soil map 

since 1957, fix extension   
 

 
 
(Josephine Okot’s Powerpoint presentation is available 
at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Planning%20Meeting
%20Powerpoint%20%26%20Report?preview=03+Afric
an+seed+companies+and+entrepreneurship+-
+Josephine+Okot.pdf) 
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Technologies and Markets as Catalysts in Africa’s Agricultural Transformation 
Dr Joe DeVries, Chief, Agricultural Transformation, Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA), 
Nairobi, Kenya

First some really good news: 

The area, production and yield of maize is shown to be 
rising in Ethiopia, Uganda, Ghana, Malawi, Rwanda, 
Zambia, and Mozambique, of rice in Uganda, Mali, 
Sierra Leone and Nigeria, and of beans in Rwanda. 

Today there is a new-found belief in African agriculture 
as is shown by several publications. Farmers 
everywhere want and need improved seed as is shown 
by the history of US maize yields: 

 

The benefits of improved, adapted varieties can be 
demonstrated by 
maize in Mali; on 
the left, a local 
land race maize 
variety, on the 
right, new, hybrid 
maize variety 
developed by the 
International 
Maize and 
Wheat 
Improvement 
Center, Sotuba, 
Mali (September, 
2008) 

The 
benefits 
of 
improved, 
adapted 
sorghum 
varieties 
in Mali; 
on the 
left, a 
local land race variety and on the right a new, hybrid 
sorghum variety developed by l’Institut de l’Economie 
Rurale. 

The benefits 
of improved, 
adapted rice 
varieties in 
Burkina Faso; 
in the 
foreground, 
local land 
race of upland 
rice, in the 
background, 
Nerica. 

 
Maslaha 
Seed 
Company, 
Nigeria 
producing 
certified 
seed of 
maize, 
rice, pearl 
millet, 
sorghum, 
and 
cowpea.  
  

FAGRI, 
Burkina Faso 
producing 
certified seed 
of maize, rice, 
sorghum, 
sesame, 
cowpea, 
groundnut 
and pearl 
millet. 
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Alheri Seeds, 
Niger producing 
certified seed of 
millet, cowpea, 
sorghum, and 
groundnut. 

 

 

Meru 
Agro, 
Tanzania 
producing 
certified 
seed of 
maize, 
sorghum, 
and rice. 

 

 

Iffa Seed 
Co, 
Tanzania 
producing 
certified 
seed of 
maize, 
sorghum, 
and rice. 

 

 

Peacock Seeds, 
Malawi 
producing 
certified seed of 
maize, beans, 
cowpea, and 
groundnut. 

 

 

Dryland 
Seed Co., 
Kenya 
producing 
certified 
seed of 
maize, 
beans, 
green gram, 
sorghum, 
sesame, 
and cowpea 

 

Oruwera Seeds, 
Mozambique 
producing certified 
seed of:  maize, 
beans, sesame, 
groundnuts, and 
sorghum. 

 

Faso Kaba, 
Mali 
producing 
certified 
seed of 
maize, rice, 
sorghum, 
and cowpea. 

 
 

Highland Seed 
Growers, 
Tanzania 
producing 
certified seed of 
maize, 
sorghum, and 
beans. 

 

 

Alamayehu 
Makkonen Seed 
Company, 
Ethiopia 
producing 
certified seed of 
maize, teff, and 
wheat. 

 

Yeava 
Seed Co., 
Sierra 
Leone 
producing 
certified 
seed of 
rice, 
groundnut, 
and maize. 
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Certified Seed Produced by Year 2007-2014 

 

Certified Seed Production by Country, 2014 
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New Opportunities for Science and Business in 
Africa  
 Fertilizer blending 
 Technologies for commodity markets in Africa  

 
Five Things That Make a Difference 
1. Develop capacity at national level 
2. Approach markets for smallholder farmers as a 

business 
3. Train African companies to produce high-quality 

products 
4. Increase farmer awareness of the value of new 

markets 
5. Build marketing chains where farmers live 

African Seed Systems:  Stages of Development 
Stage 1 (South Sudan, Liberia, Sierra Leone, DR 
Congo) 
 No original breeding 
 No formal variety release process 
 No private  seed companies 
 No/very few agro-dealers 

 No outside seed investors. 
 Limited farmer awareness of improved seed 
Stage 2 (Niger, Mozambique, Rwanda, Ghana) 
 Some original breeding 
 Few small/medium seed companies 
 Variety release formalized 
 Growing agro-dealer network 
 Evolving seed policy environment 
 Early stage outside investors 
Stage 3 (Burkina Faso, Mali, Ethiopia, Tanzania, 
Nigeria) 
 Strong breeding systems 
 Many small seed companies 
 Significant policy issues, esp. foundation seed 

policies, preventing further growth 
 Outside investors showing reluctance 
Stage 4 (Uganda, Zambia, Kenya, Malawi) 
 Robust breeding pipeline 
 Multiple stable seed companies 
 Strong interest from outside investors 
 Favorable seed policies 
 High farmer awareness

 

(Dr Joe DeVries’s presentation is available at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Planning%20Meeting
%20Powerpoint%20%26%20Report?preview=04+Cat
alysts+for+Africa's+agricultural+transformation+-
+Joe+DeVries.pdf) 
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Creating self-employment opportunities for Village-based Advisors to catalyse the adoption of improved crop 
varieties and management practices by small-holder farmers 
Dr Paul Seward, Managing Director, Farm Inputs Promotions (FIPS), Nairobi, Kenya 

FIPS-Africa is a not-for-profit company with the vision 
of creating food security for all farmers in Sub-Saharan 
Africa. Its mission is the cost-effective and rapid mass 
dissemination of the appropriate farm inputs, and 
development of associated advisory services. It works 
in Kenya, Tanzania and Mozambique and its donors 
are the Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa 
(AGRA), the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) and others. 

The challenges are: 
1. Large numbers of small-holder farmers producing 

very little on impoverished soils, using local 
varieties susceptible to disease due to 
 lack of awareness of new varieties 
 inputs rarely available at the village level 
 majority of farmers live below the poverty line 
 farmers complain of lack of extension services 

2. Local varieties infected with pests such Cassava 
Mosaic Virus 

3. Farmers lacking basic skills in agronomy 
4. Farmers complain of lack of extension services 
5. Improved technologies have been developed but 

how do we develop a self-sustaining extension 
service to disseminate inputs and information to 
empower small-holder farmers to improve their 
food security? 

 
Crop Constraint 
All crops Soil hard pans 
Most crops Poor soil fertility 
Maize 

Local varieties 
  

Sorghum 
Pearl Millet 
Cowpea 
Sunflower 
Sweet 
potato 
Cassava 
Tomato Lack of access to 

improved varieties Onion 
 
An effective approach developed has been developed 
over the last five years which has five pillars: 
 
1.   Farmer needs assessment; identify constraints to 

improvement of agricultural productivity at the farm 
level 

2. Partnerships  
 Private sector and public sectors; seek the 

appropriate farm inputs for promotion 
 Ministry of Agriculture; identify, train, and license 

Village-based Advisors 
 Donors; seek funds to develop and implement 

methodology 
 

3.  Self-employed Village-based Advisors (VBAs) 
Inputs and information on improved agronomy are 
promoted through honest, hard-working farmers, 
who are willing to share information with farmers in 
their villages.  

 
District Council Staff assist in: 
 the identification of VBAs 
 the Training of VBAs in Good Agricultural 

Practice 
 the Training of VBAs in production of Quality-

declared Seeds and other income-generating 
activities 

 forming VBAs into Associations 
Ministry of Agriculture, Food Security and 
Cooperatives (MAFSC) staff from Dar-es-Salaam 
assist in: 
 Training of VBAs in Seed, Fertilizer, and Crop 

Protection Acts 
 Provision of Certificates for attending training 
 Licensing VBAs as agro-dealers 
 Partnerships with agricultural research 

institutes to supply seed of new crop varieties 
not available from private sector 

Networks of Self-employed Village-based Advisors 
(VBAs): 
 Village-based Advisors (VBAs) are selected 

by farmers in village meetings 
 Hard-working farmers 
 Trusted by farmers in their villages, and 

willing to share technology with ALL farmers 
in their villages 

 50 - 150 VBAs / district 
 1 VBA to advise 200 - 500 farmer families 
 VBAs taught how to disseminate wide range 

of improved varieties of their most important 
crops using small pack/s to ALL farmers in 
their villages, and advise them on soil/crop 
management 

 VBAs taught on Best Agricultural Practices 
for range of crops and livestock in their 
farming systems 



14 
   

 

 VBAs trained on opportunities to generate 
income from offering inputs and services to 
farmers 

Methodology:  
 Advice on efficient use of inputs integrating 

methodology to improve soil/crop management 
 Advice on efficient use of inputs, e.g. deep 

tillage with Spring jembe 
 

 
 

4.  Simultaneous Multi-technology Dissemination 
Diverse range of inputs that farmers need to 
improve food security are disseminated. 
Activities provide income for VBAs throughout the 
year. 
 

5.  Small pack/Whole Village Approach 
ALL farmers in the village empowered to learn-by-
doing with new improved inputs on small plots on 
their own farms, with little risk. Approach designed 
to rapidly create demand for inputs offered by 
VBAs. 
 

 
 
All farmers, even the poorest, get to:  
  Try a small promotion packs of seed 
  Avoid exclusive nature of group/ lead farmer 

approaches 
  Learn by doing on their own farms 
 
Small promotion packs of seed:  
  50 g seed enough to learn (5m x 2m) 
  1 tonne of seed can reach 20,000 households 
  Cheap, cost-effective, large uptake 
 Having succeeded with small packs, farmers 

mobilise resources and return to local stockist 

or VBA to purchase larger quantities of seed to 
improve food security and income generation 

 
Self-employment opportunities generated for 
Village-Based Advisors 
 Sale of maize seed and fertilizer 
 Production of Quality Declared Seed (QDS) of 

Beans in Mbeya district 
 Production of QDS of Rice (TXD306) in Kilombero 

district 
 Difficult for VBAs to sell cassava “seed”. VBAs 

make money from sale of harvested tubers 

 
 Production and sale of “clean” potato seed 
 Sale of tree seedlings (US$ 0.1- 1/seedling) 
 Banana macropropagation (1 Plantlet = US$1) 
 Sale of crop protection chemicals for pigeon pea, 

mango crops 
 Sale of diatomaceous earth for post-harvest grain 

protection 
 Coffee management services including sale of 

lime, fertilizers, crop protection chemicals, 
seedlings of improved varieties (?) 

 Pruning of cocoa in Kyela district 
 Construction of energy-efficient wood stoves 

(US$6.5/Stove 

 

 Chicken vaccination against Newcastle disease. 
Cost per farmer = US$0.05/chicken; profit for VBA 
= US$0.025/chicken 

 Rearing and sale of improved chicken breeds 
 Sale of cockerels of improved chicken breeds 
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 Painting chicks blue so as not to attract predators 
 Services to improve dairy production (under 

development) including Village Bull, sales of 
dewormers and acaricides 

Activity VBA 
Targets  

Annual 
Income 
(TZS) 

Average 
Monthly 
Income 
(US$) 

Sale of 
maize seed 

3000 kg 
per year 3,000,000 125 

Sale of 
fertilizer 

2500 kg 
per year 5,000,000 210 

Sale of 
QDS 
(beans) 

2000 kg 
per year 3,000,000 125 

Chicken 
vaccination 

800 
chickens 
per 
month 

480,000 20 

Sale of tree 
seedlings 

5000 
seedlings 
per year 

2,500,000 105 

TOTAL   13960000 585 
 

Impact of work of VBAs - A few examples 

 Farmers improving their food security through 
improved maize varieties 

 Impact of Spring Plough on harvest 
 Farmers improving their food security through 

adoption of improved maize varieties 
 Farmers saving their seed from small pack seed 

loans of new millet variety to plant over larger land 
areas 

 Farmers saving their 
seed of new cowpea 
varieties from small (50g) 
pack seed loans 

 

 

 
 Farmers saving their 

seed of improved 
(Record) sunflower 
variety from small 
(50g) pack seed loans 

 Farmers improving their food security through 
improved cassava varieties 

 Farmers improving their food security through 
improved sweet potato varieties 

 

 Farmers benefiting 
from the introduction of 
the drought-tolerant 
Dolichos lablab crop 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 Farmers benefiting from adoption of certified seed 
of vegetable crops 

 Farmers benefiting from new pumpkin varieties 
 

 Farmers 
benefiting 
from new 
papaya 
varieties 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 Farmers 
improving their 
food security 
through 
improved 
chicken 
survival 

 
 

 
 
 
Adoption & Impact – Independent Reviews by SUA 
1.  Prof Joseph Hella from Sokoine University (October 
2011) concluded: “…we propose for the government, 
through their respective DALDOs, to emulate a similar 
promotion strategy in other districts since it is a 
quickest win and the most cost-effective approach ever 
used in this country.” 
 2.  Prof. Kallunde Sibuga from Sokoine University 
(November 2012) concluded: “For almost all crops, 
farmers reported yield increases of over the targeted 
30% (generally between 30 and 70%) across the three 
districts 
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Impact: Cost-effective Outreach 
 

 

A team of seven field 
workers can reach up to 
60,000 farming households 
over a period of three years 

 

 

Scaling up 
Approach can be applied anywhere that has improved 
varieties and emerging private sector for supply of 
seed  
 Kenya, Tanzania, Nigeria  

Applicable for range of crops, also livestock 
Need for a Village-Based Advisor in every farming 
village strategy 

 Institutionalise approach with Ministries of 
Agriculture 

 Teach private sector companies to establish their 
own VBAs 

 
Methodology adopted by Private Sector 

 
 
Isa Buba – 
Notore 
Village 
Promoter, 
Bali LGA, 
Taraba 
State, 
Nigeria 
 
 

Next Steps in development of approach 
 VBAs into business - loans from banks to expand 

their agricultural enterprises (under development) 
 VBAs as aggregators of farm produce 
 How can VBAs involve the youth in agriculture? 
 

Where are the youth? 

 

 

 

 

- on their own, 
struggling with 
little advice, no 
business plans 

 

 
 
 
 
 
How can VBAs encourage youth participation in 
agriculture? 
 Teach groups of young farmers how to “Farm as a 

Business”.  
 Need to develop business plans with farmers 

whilst improving on their crop/soil management 
 Demonstrate technology to produce high value 

crops on small plots of land e.g. vegetables, 
bananas, chickens, pigs which require small plots 
of land 

 Enthuse school children to grow high value crops 
 Demonstrate how to add value to produce e.g. 

coffee 

This VBA earns 10 
times more by 
depulping and 
selling her coffee 
directly to a miller. 
Can youth earn 
even more from 
roasting and 
developing 
specialist coffees? 
 
(Dr Paul Seward’s Powerpoint presentation is available 
at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Planning%20Meeting
%20Powerpoint%20%26%20Report?preview=05+Villa
ge-
based+advisors+to+catalyse+improved+agric+practice
+-+Paul+Seward+FIPS.pdf)  
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Mobile Telephony and Agro-Biotechnology - The two modern tools to revolutionalize African economies 
Dr Erostus W.Njuki-Nsubuga, Chief Executive of AGT Group of Companies and Chairman of Uganda 
Biotechnology and Biosafety Consortium (UBBC), Kampala, Uganda 

A majority of sub-Saharan Africa’s population live in 
rural areas where poverty and deprivation are the most 
severe. Since over 95% of all rural households depend 
directly or indirectly on agriculture, it is pretty obvious 
that agriculture should be a key sector in development 
of these countries. Agriculture-led growth therefore 
should play an important and leading role in reducing 
poverty and transforming the economies of many of 
sub-Saharan African countries. Although this has been 
proved as a fact, Governments and leaders of many 
African countries have not realized this and as a result 
many African countries have remained in poverty and 
backwardness. 
 
Most African countries have failed to meet the 
requirements for a successful agricultural systems, 
and as a result, productivity in African agriculture lags 
far behind the rest of the world. This has recently led to 
renewed debate concerning the role of agriculture, 
particularly small farms, in African development. 
 
In recent years, African agricultural policies have been 
haphazard and inconsistent. Some countries have 
neglected smallholders in favor of commercial farmers. 
Others have given them attention but focused narrowly 
on increasing their productivity. African farms’ harvests 
are indeed much smaller than harvests elsewhere, so 
increasing productivity is important. But agriculture is 
about more than yields. A vast food system spreads 
beyond farm and table to touch almost every aspect of 
life in every society. Making that system to succeed in 
Africa will not merely prevent starvation but it will also 
fight poverty, disease and malnutrition, create 
businesses and jobs, boost the continent’s economies 
and improve its trade balances. In order to do this 
Africa shall need to at the problem in a more holistic 
way and not only to look at the farmer and the 
productivity but to pay attention to spectrum of 
“agricultural value chain”.  
 
This should include but not least: 
1. Agricultural research in order to create a strong 

and a robust source and capacity to continuously 
come up with solutions of clean seed and other 
seeds which are resistant to both biotic and abiotic 
problems African agriculture is facing today. 

2. Mechanization, especially in the area of harvesting 
in order to reduce on post-harvest losses. 

3. Transportation of agricultural produce from farm to 
market. 

4. Establishment of silos in farming communities for 
safe and clean storage of farmers produce. 

5. Work on the total value addition chain (processing, 
packaging, branding, marketing, etc.) 

 
While doing all the above, a successful agricultural 
revolution will only happen in those countries where 
Governments are innovative and fast in taking up the 
emerging/emerged technologies which are already 
available and accessible in the world today, including 

in Africa, as well as realizing the important role the 
private sector plays in forming partnerships. The two of 
those technologies are the following: 
1. Mobile telephony, and 
2. Agriculture biotechnology. 
 
What is required is the Governments to recognize and 
to consider all the stakeholder in the above value chain 
and to take a collective action and coordination role as 
well as putting in place conducive regulatory frame 
works for them to do their work. The exchange of 
knowledge among diverse actors, the skills, incentives 
and resources available to form partnerships and 
develop businesses, and enabling conditions that 
make it possible for actors to innovate is key for a 
successful agricultural revolution to occur in Africa. 
These conditions and complementary interventions 
have not been consistently addressed in many of the 
African countries to date. 
 
I am proud to mention that I have been lucky to be one 
of very few who have participated in the introduction of 
both these technologies to many African countries 
where I worked and to the African farmers in particular. 
Even with the use of the above two technologies, the 
people of Africa and their Governments will have to be 
more innovative because “innovation” MUST be taken 
and understood in its broader sense.  
 
Innovation in this sense is defined as the purposeful 
implementation of new technological, economical, 
organizational and social problem solutions that are 
oriented to achieve specific objectives in a new way 
(UK Essays, 2014).  
 
The World Bank (2011) noted that agricultural 
development depends on innovation. It stressed that 
innovation is a major source of improved productivity, 
competitiveness, and economic growth throughout 
advanced and emerging economies, and plays an 
important role in creating jobs, generating income, 
alleviating poverty, and driving social development. 
The World Bank added that if farmers, agribusinesses, 
and even nations are to cope, compete, and thrive in 
the midst of changes in agriculture and economy, they 
must innovate continuously. Thus, investments in 
science and technology have key roles to play as they 
are a key component of most strategies to improve 
and maintain agricultural productivity and innovate. 
Research, education, and extension investments are 
necessary components but have not been sufficiently 
taken up by African Governments for the agricultural 
revolution/innovation to occur on the continent.  
 
1. Mobile Telephony: 
Food innovative systems as previously described, 
cannot be created quickly. They tend to evolve 
incrementally over time. But in digital technology, 
today’s African leaders have a powerful tool they can 
deploy to help clear away the primary obstacle to 
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progress: the profound isolation of the vast majority of 
important players in the agricultural value chain (which 
I love to call “AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRIALIZATION 
VALUE CHAIN” including smallholder farmers). Until 
now, it has been very hard to get information to or from 
smallholders, preventing their efficient integration into 
the value chain and in the broader economy. But 
mobile communications can shatter this isolation and 
enable the creation of a new food system suited to 
contemporary needs. If ambitious leaders seize this 
opportunity, they can transform African agriculture 
from a symbol of poverty and backwardness into a 
powerful engine of economic and social development. 
 
The Impact of Mobile Telephony in Rural Africa 
 
1. Direct Impacts: 

1.1. Access to price information. 
1.2. Access to market and money. 
1.3. Access to input suppliers. 
1.4. Access to middle men traders. 
1.5. Access to money transaction services. 
1.6. Access to medical information. 
1.7. Easy reach to relatives in urban areas. 
1.8. Access to transport information. 
1.9. Access to world information on almost 

everything using mobile data, etc. 
1.10. Increased productivity. 
 

Productivity gains from the operation of mobile 
telephony can also be substantial. This is analyzed 
through a range of factors, e.g., the number of workers 
reliant on a mobile phone and the revenue or time 
savings that access to a mobile phone (instead of fixed 
line) may bring. Deloitte (2008) categorized the 
productivity benefits of mobile phones into five broad 
areas:  
(a) Business Expansion: e.g., in the import/export & 

small trade business at Odessa Seaport, Ukraine, 
mobiles were a powerful tool to estimate demand 
and seek out new customers  

(a) Employment Search: This is particularly important 
in countries such as Serbia, which has high 
unemployment (20%) or Thailand, with its high 
level of temporary employment  

(b) Entrepreneurialism: Mobile phones reduce the cost 
of operating and starting up businesses. For 
example, beauticians in Pakistan, prostitutes in 
Serbia and taxi drivers in Thailand  

(c) Mobile Banking: Mobile phones reduce the need to 
meet face-to-face to conduct business. For 
example, Wizzit in South Africa offers the option of 
total substitution of banking.  

(d) Transaction Costs: Improvements in the 
information flows between buyers and sellers, 
allow for the exchange of information without 
traveling (we shall explore more later on).  

 
2. Indirect Impacts: 

2.1. Job creation. 
2.2. Increase in tax revenue. 
2.3. Entrepreneurship and job search. 

2.4. Market influences, etc. 
2.5. Country’s GDP growth. 

 
3. Intangible Benefits: 

3.1. Education and Health. 
3.2. Disaster relief. 
3.3. Social capital and social cohesion. 

 
2. Agro-biotechnology 
Biotechnology can contribute to future food security if it 
benefits sustainable small-farm agriculture in 
developing countries. Presently, agro-biotechnology 
research cites ethical, safety, and intellectual property 
rights issues. Protection of intellectual property rights 
encourages private sector investment in agro-
biotechnology, but in developing countries the needs 
of smallholder farmers and environmental conservation 
are unlikely to attract private funds. Public investment 
will be needed, and new and imaginative public-private 
collaboration can make the gene revolution beneficial 
to developing countries. This is crucial for the well-
being of today's hungry people and future generations. 
 
The right to food is one of those most consistently 
mentioned in international human rights documents, 
but it is the one most frequently violated in recent 
times. Targets set by the World Food Summit in 1996 
for the reduction of hunger have largely failed, despite 
food production having grown faster than world 
population. Global, national and human security issues 
are increasingly converging, and in some regions 
overlapping. Some 840 million people worldwide are 
malnourished, the highest percentage of these being in 
Africa. The magnitude of the problem in Africa has now 
reached unprecedented crisis levels - some 38 million 
people face “an urgent and imminent threat to their 
peace, security and stability”. 
 
There is widespread concern at continuing and 
deepening poverty and food insecurity in Sub-Saharan 
Africa and the lack of broad-based economic growth. 
There is also debate about agriculture's role in driving 
pro-poor economic growth, some arguing it has a 
critical role while others see it is as largely irrelevant. 
We suggest that both sets of arguments pay 
insufficient attention to important institutional issues, 
and that agriculture has a critical role to play, largely 
by default, as there are few other candidates with the 
same potential for supporting broad-based pro-poor 
growth. There are, however, immense challenges to 
agricultural growth. In considering the costs and 
benefits of investment in agricultural growth, however, 
regard must also be given to the economic and social 
costs of rural stagnation and to providing safety nets in 
situations of enduring poverty. Policy needs to focus 
more on agriculture, and recognize and address the 
diversity of institutional, trade, technological and 
governance challenges to poverty-reducing growth in 
Africa. 
 
The reasons why action plans to address food security 
have continued to fall short can be attributed to faulty 
analysis and faulty actions. What is needed is an 
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understanding that goes beyond conventional, 
orthodox wisdom to work more strategically in 
developing and implementing effective, international, 
national and regional policies. Availability, access and 
affordability are all elements of food security, complex 
issues that encompass a wide range of interrelated 
economic, social and political factors, internal and 
external, which challenge Africa's ability to address 
food security. Ultimately hunger is a political creation 
which must be ended by political means. 
 
From the above mentioned therefore, the introduction 
of agro-biotechnology could result in net benefits to 
small-scale farmers in sub-Saharan Africa. In order to 
do so, the following questions and issues need to be 
considered and addressed: 
 
• Prospects for biotechnology  
The successful application of agro-biotechnologies, 
including GM-technology for agricultural development 
and poverty alleviation, This requires the promotion of 
national and regional research and development 
(R&D) efforts, in generating improved local staple food 
and cash crops.  
 
The combined effects of climate change, the continued 
volatility of fuel prices, the recent food crisis and global 
economic turbulence have triggered a sense of 
urgency among policymakers, industries and 
development practitioners to find sustainable and 
viable solutions in the area of biofuels. This sense of 
urgency is reflected in the rapid expansion of global 
biofuels production and markets over the past few 
years. Biofuels development offers developing 
countries some prospect of self-reliant energy supplies 
at national and local levels with potential economic, 
ecological, social, and security benefits. Forty-two 
African countries are net oil importers. This makes 
them particularly vulnerable to volatility in global fuel 

prices and dependent on foreign exchange to cover 
their domestic energy needs. The goal therefore is to 
reduce the high dependence on imported petroleum by 
developing domestic, renewable energy. 
   
• Policy Options  
Realistic policies and strategies must be available to 
East and Southern African (ESA) governments and to 
ensure that technology transfer and R&D efforts are 
dedicated to solving the productivity and livelihood 
problems facing small-scale farmers? 
 
• Institutional arrangements  
Institutional capacity has to be established and made 
operational, and policies need to be implemented, at 
the national and regional levels, to ensure safety (both 
environmental and health), and facilitate the 
introduction of GM-local crops.      
 
Unfortunately, African countries tend to look at agro-
biotechnology as a tool to combat problems of 
crop/livestock breeding constraints ONLY and that is 
both biotic (diseases, pest etc) and biotic production 
(e.g. climate conditions etc), and did not include any of 
the socio-economic challenges (e.g. post-handling 
issues, value addition, international quality standards, 
markets, partnerships, infrastructure, credits, tenure 
etc). If ESA can manage to tackle crop-biotechnology 
constraints (biotic diseases, pest etc.) and abiotic (e.g. 
climate conditions etc.) together with the above 
mentioned social-economic challenges, there is explicit 
evidence that agricultural biotechnology can contribute 
to assisting small-scale vulnerable farmers improve 
food security, rural livelihoods and contribute to 
sustainable development in ESA countries. The impact 
of biotechnology on animal health and livestock 
breeding and its relevance for farmers in ESA shall 
also not be under estimated.

 
******************************************************************** 
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Survival in the Time of (Commons) Tragedy 
Bruce Robertson, Gulu Agricultural Development Company, Uganda 

I studied here at Cambridge in the late-1980’s and 
have been an entrepreneur in rural Africa ever since. 
Operating agricultural businesses in Africa is tough: Of 
the 15 cotton ginning companies that started out with 
me in Uganda in 1995, 12 no longer exist. The cotton 
sectors I invested into in Zimbabwe, Malawi and South 
Africa thrived for much of the past two decades but are 
now all but dead. Three of the six international cotton 
merchants we have sold to have disappeared, one of 
which was the largest cotton company in the world a 
year prior to its demise. I have been technically 
bankrupt twice. Why, though, is it worth persevering?  

Because the opportunities are tremendous. I started 
my current company, Gulu Agricultural Development 
Company Ltd (GADC), with $US 15,000 of capital in 
2009. At first appearances northern Uganda was not a 
promising investment destination: For 15 years it had 
been one of the most dangerous places on earth and 
Gulu is the capital. The Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA), 
led by the paranoid schizophrenic Joseph Kony, had 
ravaged the population and had only just been ejected. 
The new peace seemed fragile.  

Seven years later our company has annual sales of 
$US 10 million, mostly exports to premium markets in 
Europe and Japan. We employ 700 people in our 
cotton and sesame processing operations and have 
just started a maize and animal feed milling business. 
We have 84,000 certified organic cotton and sesame 
farmers, to whom we provide basic training in 
agronomy and financial literacy. And we pay them 
cash from their crops. We’ve bought land and planted 
600 hectares of timber and macadamias. Financial 
services to farmers is our next venture. Where else in 
the world is such growth in a basic agricultural 
enterprise possible?  

In this tumultuous environment it’s often not clear to 
me what creates success. Does a deeper 
understanding of development economics help build 
businesses, or just create confusion? 

Amongst the 24 registered cotton ginners in Uganda 
there are three university degrees. All three belong to 
me. Yet I am regarded as a soft target in the tough 
world of cotton buying. My competitors are wilier, and 
manage their businesses with tighter control than I do. 
Their lack of flowery ideas and ideals seem to help 
rather than hinder their performance. I struggle to 
compete against them.  

Yet part of our company’s success is that I’ve been 
able to turn around the apparent disadvantage of a 
good education.  

There are two specific examples I’d like to describe. 
The first is at a company level, where my ability to talk 
the same language as donors and NGO’s has created 
enormous developmental impact and helped build our 
company. The second is at an industry level, where an 
understanding of the principles behind the Tragedy of 
the Commons turned around the decline of the 
Ugandan cotton sector. 

GADC and donors: Productive partnerships 
Following the LRA’s depredations, Northern Uganda 
desperately needed development services, far more 
than a straight commercial business could provide. 
Government had neither the funds nor the capacity to 
deliver. Donors found it difficult to deliver into such a 
remote region, where transaction costs are high. They 
needed partners who could deliver yet also talk their 
language.  

At GADC we needed partners to help us build our 
farmer base without the burden of costs damaging our 
competitive position. What’s good for the farmers is 
good for our business - increases in their crop yields 
and quality flow directly to our company’s turnover and 
bottom line. We’ve found five great NGO partners, 
each operating in discreet areas. By combining our 
business and developmental skills, over six years 
we’ve trained just under 100,000 farmers, significantly 
increased their crop yields and crop quality and 
improved household incomes. They are starting to 
invest their surplus cash in productive assets rather 
than consumer goods. 

The donors do impact and evaluation studies on all our 
projects. They show conclusively that our partnerships 
are delivering development services at low cost and 
high impact.  

Yet success at a company level is a necessary but not 
sufficient requirement for survival in our environment.  

The problem we keep encountering is side-marketing. 
Those who invest in the rural economy are cheated by 
free riders. How this is addressed varies across 
different countries, yielding dramatically different 
results.  

Tragedy of the Commons – how an understanding 
of economics can unlock apparently intractable 
development problems.  
In the 1960’s and early 1970’s, Uganda produced 
450,000 bales of cotton lint annually, supporting over a 
million small holder farmers. Peak production, 
ironically, was in 1971, the year Idi Amin seized power 
in a bloodless coup. In 1972, following a vivid dream, 
Amin expelled all of Uganda’s 82,000 Asians, including 
the bulk of the country’s cotton ginners. Within three 
years, cotton production had plummeted by 98% to 
10,000 bales.  

In the early 1990’s, President Museveni established 
the Cotton Development Organisation (CDO) to attract 
foreign investors and rebuild the cotton sector. 
Progress was initially encouraging: Investors 
overhauled ginneries and provided cotton farmers with 
seeds, pesticides and basic tillage equipment. Farmers 
responded enthusiastically – production increased 
from 55,000 bales in 1995 to 110,000 bales in 1996. 
The industry which had built Uganda’s rural economy 
was reviving itself. Cash streamed into rural 
households; spending on education and basic health 
care burgeoned.  
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But to build on this promising start required investment 
in production. Encouraged by the farmers’ eager 
response to the revival of cotton in Uganda, ginners 
provided production loans to farmers on a large scale, 
up to $US 500,000 per ginner. To achieve the 
economies of scale required for even a small ginnery 
required loans to at least 10,000 farmers, as plot sizes 
are seldom more than an acre.  

What followed was a dispiriting and economically 
disastrous case of the tragedy of the commons. With 
the commons being cotton produced by small holder 
farmers, it was in the collective interests of all ginners 
to invest in production through farmer loans, but in the 
interest of each individual ginner to hold back on 
investment and maximize their buying of cotton 
produced through investment of neighbouring ginners. 
Enforcing 10,000 contracts is not possible and farmers 
did not have the experience or financial literacy to 
understand the importance of sticking to loan 
conditions.  

Ginners who invested lost fortunes, whilst free-rider 
ginners made a quick buck. One season was enough 
to obliterate any investment in further production loans. 
Cotton production plummeted from 110,000 bales to 
33,000 bales. 

At this point nobody in the cotton sector knew what to 
do. The problem was clear: the cheats destroyed the 
industry and would continue to do so as the temptation 
of quick profits on the backs of investing ginners was 
irresistible. But the solution was not clear at all. What 
followed was a decade of confusion, with wild swings 
in the size of the national cotton crop, determined 
entirely by the international lint price with the farmers 
basing their cotton plantings purely on last year’s price. 
Around 70% of ginners who had invested in the 
promising story of Ugandan cotton revival went 
bankrupt during this directionless period.  

Eventually, out of desperation, the surviving cotton 
ginners met with the CDO and worked out a solution 
which accepted the free rider problem as a reality and 
found ways to overcome it. In an unconscious nod to 
Albert O. Hirschman we allowed for trespasses 
between politics and economics and started to work 
with effective reality rather than wishful thinking. In 
2010 I was elected Chairman of the Uganda Ginners 
and Cotton Exporters’ Association (UGCEA), dragged 
Garret Hardin’s ideas out of the mists of memory and 
together with leading ginners, farmers’ representatives 
and the CDO parastatal, crafted a solution which 
neatly skewered the free riders.  

We worked out what amount of money would be 
required for all cotton inputs in the country in the 
following season. We hired an audit company to check 
the tonnage of each ginner’s seed cotton purchases. 
Then we persuaded all ginners to accept to pay an 
amount per kilogram of seed cotton purchased to a 
central bank account held in the name of the UGCEA. 
In the first year we collected $US 10 million and in the 
second year $US 16 million which we used to fund the 
following season’s crop. All ginners could now buy as 

much as they wanted, at any price, but through the 
Cotton Development Fund which contributed 
commensurately to their purchases. The solution 
sidestepped the troubles of fixing prices, restrictions on 
movement of cotton and the difficulties of monitoring 
each ginner’s investment in the crop. All farmers 
received all the inputs they needed and the cotton crop 
boomed. One or two of the most virulent free rider 
ginners objected and have tried to stop the program 
through legal action, but their court cases have been 
dismissed with costs. We are about to start our 
seventh year of collecting the Cotton Development 
Fund.  

So through an understanding of economics, coupled 
with carefully negotiated politics amongst cotton 
ginners and the sector’s parastatal, we’ve overhauled 
the Ugandan cotton industry. The benefits are 
immediate and extraordinary: 300,000 cotton farming 
families receive timeous and complete inputs, get 
training in basic agronomy in their farming areas, and 
get paid a competitive price as there are no restrictions 
on ginners’ buying due to loan contracts. It’s an 
intelligent system, devised through deep consultation 
with all participants 

Zimbabwe and Malawi followed different paths with 
disastrous consequences.  

Zimbabwe was for decades the lodestar for mass-
based smallholder cotton operations in Africa. Four 
large ginning companies provided tens of millions of 
dollars of inputs on credit to cotton farmers and 
achieved remarkable yields and loan repayment rates. 
When Zimbabwean agriculture crashed following the 
land grabs of the early 2000’s, cotton was barely 
affected. In fact production increased from 2000 to 
2009, surviving hyperinflation and lawlessness. It 
outperformed all other agricultural sectors by several 
orders of magnitude. As it is grown in dryer regions far 
away from urban centres, and is sold in $US to 
international markets, cotton played a significant, if 
unheralded role in tackling poverty when all other parts 
of the economy were buckling.   

But around 10 years ago, several small ginners 
entered the market, invested token amounts in loans to 
cotton farmers then bought from farmers financed by 
the established ginners. These opportunistic free riders 
made fortunes and grew exponentially. Government 
had taken for granted the massive investment of the 
established ginners in the rural economy and lauded 
the newcomers as they paid higher prices to the 
farmers. The stakes were high but the authorities had 
no idea what was going on. Investing ginners lost 
fortunes, naturally stopped providing inputs on credit 
and cotton production dropped from 300,000 metric 
tonnes to 40,000 metric tonnes within half a decade. 
The simple act of allowing cheats to enter and thrive 
unchecked cut off tens of millions of dollars of 
investment into the most vulnerable parts of the 
country.  

Malawi’s recent experience was depressingly similar. 
Cotton was the one drought resistant crop which 
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provided food security for farmers in dry areas. From 
1995 to 2010 two and then latterly three companies 
supplied inputs and cotton production increased from 
15,000 metric tonnes to 60,000 metric tonnes. Farmers 
in the most remote areas thrived. But it dropped back 
down to 12,000 metric tonnes in the last five years as 
free riders entered the market and destroyed the 
incentives to invest. The suffering of farmers excluded 
from a thriving cash crop remains undocumented.  

A low point in this sorry story was when the Malawian 
minister of agriculture met with a group of potential 
investors in Washington and was challenged by 
Cargill, one of the companies which had been cheated 
out of millions of dollars by unchecked side-marketing. 
Instead of trying to understand the Cargill predicament 
and use the knowledge to improve the agricultural 
investment environment in Malawi, the minister took 
Cargill’s angry outburst as a threat and vowed to never 
allow them back. The pathos of a stricken country 
outlawing first class agricultural investors is poignant. 
They had within their grasp a constructive solution, an 
easily applied policy which would have attracted 
private sector investment into the poorest parts of the 
country and yielded much-needed foreign exchange. 
But they did not understand what they were missing.  

In conclusion I set out some things I’ve learned over 
the past 25 years about the relationship between 
business and donors and academics.  

Good businesses based in rural areas are the 
cornerstone of development in Africa. 
Good businesses in rural Africa are rare examples of 
sustainability: Investment in frontier economies is risky 
- infrastructure is weak, financiers are wary, skilled 
employees are scarce and there are few examples of 
success. So returns to those who succeed are 
generally high. Yet they are unattractive to outside 
buyers. So good businesses build themselves to last, 
not to establish and sell. If recognised as part of the 
development process, they provide access, stability 
and longevity. 

Moreover, businesses have a natural incentive to build 
relationships deep into rural households. They rely on 
farmers to grow crops – coffee, cocoa, cotton, tobacco, 
tea, maize, sunflower and soya. The closer the 
businesses work with farmers the more secure their 
supply of raw material. Their relationships with farmers 
are not voluntary or charitable. Peasant farmers’ 
performance is fundamental to their success. They are 
not temporarily engaged, ending with the completion of 
a project. They are permanently reliant on the success 
of farmers’ enterprises.  
Yet in practice, donors are donors, business is 
business and never the twain shall meet.  
Or that’s at least how it appears in rural Africa now. 

The people running businesses in remote parts of 
Africa are resourceful, frontier investors, unversed in 
the language and practices of development 
economics. They are suspicious of NGO’s, seeing 
them as naïve disbursers of charity who distort the 

rural markets and up and leave when the project ends 
or head office loses interest.  

The donors are represented by degreed people, well 
versed in development theory but with little experience 
of business and often sceptical about its motives and 
role. They mix easily with academics at conferences, 
but have little common ground with business owners. 
The byzantine application processes they devise for 
projects shut out all but the multi-nationals.  

This state of affairs is debilitating in ways we don’t 
understand. 
There is no counterfactual so we don’t know the 
impact of this non-communication, but we can guess at 
it by looking at ways in which it undermines delivery to 
the rural poor.  

Take for example innovation. Everybody wants it. New 
ideas and practices are essential to tackle rural 
poverty. Yet in my experience business and donors 
differ distinctly in their approach to innovation.  

I’m generalising, but donors tend to want the silver 
bullet solutions. They love ideas which they imagine 
can radically improve the ways rural households grow 
crops, fetch water, receive loan finance and fight 
diseases. They award funds through a competitive 
process, rewarding tech-heavy new ways of tackling 
poverty. Creativity and innovation trump a patient, 
iterative approach to fighting poverty. Failure is not 
penalised – reasons are explained and funds raised for 
the next new thing. 

Business operates under tougher strictures. The 
penalty for failure is bankruptcy. Companies want 
innovation as it can increase farmer productivity, 
overcome clumsy payment systems and improve crop 
quality. But innovations are applied cautiously to find 
out what works, and grown pragmatically. The chances 
of failure are reduced but the pace of innovation is 
slow.  

The magic solution, cure-all approach of the NGO’s 
and the cautious, terrified-of-failure attitude of business 
restrict innovation potential. We have to find ways for 
them to reinforce each other.  

Another example is the identification of bottlenecks to 
development. Donors too often identify problems from 
afar, theorising about what should be done rather than 
working it out from practical experience. They 
incessantly identify marketing as a problem. If only 
farmers had a market for their produce, production and 
wealth generation would flourish.  

Yet ask any coffee, cotton, tea, tobacco or cocoa 
processor what is the most likely cause of bankruptcy 
and they tell you excessive competition in procuring 
the crop drives prices to loss-making levels. So market 
access is very seldom a problem, and given the track 
record of rural businesses, they overpay for crops. 
Rural Uganda is littered with grandly built warehouses, 
courtesy of Oxfam and other NGO’s, lying empty as 
they identified a problem which doesn’t exist. 
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Yet in my work I have seen how a carefully applied 
understanding of economic theory can immeasurably 
improve the business environment. It is the apparently 
intractable problems of development that require more 
than a common sense approach to business.  

I’ve also seen how good business practice can yield 
developmental impact in ways unimagined by NGO’s.  

 
We cannot expect a gradual meeting of minds 
between business and donors/academics; they’re 
cut from different cloth. To achieve cooperation we 
need catalysts: 
Academics and donors work cosily together as they 
are a natural fit. They study at the same universities, 
talk the same language and are culturally similar. They 
have long term ideas about development which fit into 
a broader international economic philosophy.  

Owners of businesses in rural Africa are generally not 
degreed, are manically focused on short term survival 
and have no theory of development outside of 
immediate profit maximisation.  

It’s no wonder that the little contact there is between 
them ends in tears.  

Yet I believe I’ve made a strong case that by 
cooperating, business and donors can do fantastic 
work.  

We urgently need people and organisations who can 
play a catalytic role, to get business, and not just the 
multi-nationals, but smaller businesses operating in 
rural markets, together with donors, NGO’s and 
academics studying this area.  

Perhaps Biosciences for Farming in Africa can play 
this role. 

 
******************************************************************** 
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The Experiences of the IITA Youth Agripreneurs 
Evelyn Ohanwusi, Head of the Partnership, Advocacy and Resource Mobilization Arm, Youth Agripreneurs, 
Ibadan, Nigeria. 

The Africa Agriculture Status Report 2015 
(http://www.rural21.com/fileadmin/downloads/africa-
agriculture-status-report--2015.pdf) estimates that 364 
million Africans are between 15-35 years old, by 2045 
the number will double, 10-12 million new young 
workers are seeking job and 60% of Africa’s 
unemployed are young adults. Sub-Saharan Africa 
(SSA) including Nigeria continue to face challenges of 
youth unemployment. The youth account for 70% of all 
the unemployed in Nigeria and the unemployment rate 
in rural areas increased from 8.2%  to 9.9% in the third 
quarter of 2015 (National Bureau of Statistics). 
 
The average age of the farming workforce is above 60 
years, youth need to take up the challenge of 
embracing agriculture as a business. For agriculture to 
be sustainable, it needs to be viewed as a business 
introduced into all aspects of agriculture – inputs 
(seeds and fertilizer), farming, processing, marketing, 
distribution, and sales. The youth have the greatest 
education, enthusiasm and strength with too few 
opportunities to apply talents. Agribusiness offers 
realistic opportunities for food security, job and wealth 
creation for young people. 
 
The International Institute of Topical Agriculture (IITA) 
was established in 1967. It is one of the global 
research centers of the Consultative Group on 
International Research (CGIAR) and is governed by a 
Board of Trustees.  IITA’s mission is to work with 
partners to help resource-poor farmers raise 
agricultural production, improve food security, and 
increase incomes in SSA. Its mandate is on cassava, 
maize, yam, soybean, banana/plantain, cowpea and its 
headquarters are in Ibadan, Nigeria, with research 
Hubs in West, Southern, East, and Central Africa. 

 

 
The need for youth empowerment was widely 
recognized and agribusiness incubation identified as a 
key reorientation strategy (with many interpretations). 
The IITA Youth Agripreneurs started in Nigeria in 2012 

with a multi-disciplinary, gender balance etc. policy for 
training, mentoring and enterprise formation. IITA was 
launched to additional groups in DRC, Kenya, 
Tanzania, Uganda and elsewhere during 2013 to 
2015.  

 
It works on the basis of a hypothesis at: 
 the individual level that agriculture business can 

provide employment for youths moving our income 
from $0 – $200 – $700 in 3 years and 

 the institutional level that youth will create an 
independent youth agribusiness enterprise. 

This model will be replicated in the IITA hubs and in 
SSA countries. 
 
Agripreneurs group activities 
 Incubation program and trials established 
 Exit mechanisms in place namely: 

 Development of detailed business plans 
 Loan applications facilitated 
 Linkage to commercial lenders initiated 
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Exit strategy 
 Path 1 – Individual or group-based (partnerships) 

agribusinesses set up 
 Path 2 – Spin-off of successful group enterprises 

created during incubation period to successfully 
run independently (privatized) 

 
IITA’s approach is formalized into published 
guidelines and training material 
 flexible guidelines 
 assist new and 

existing groups 
 adjusted to 

national 
requirements  

 leadership, 
teamwork. 
gender balance 
and democratic 
norms 

 experiential 
learning from 
group ventures 

 leads to 
agribusiness 
plans and 
creditworthiness 
 

So many opportunities: agricultural eco-tourism; 
animal feed production; cereal, legume and root crop 
production; establishing out-grower networks; 
greenhouse and field vegetable production; farm input 
supply; fish farming; fish hatchery and fingerlings; 
floriculture; irrigation and pond design and services; 
flour milling and blending; herb and spice production; 
land conservation services; leather works; market 
aggregation centers; organic fertilizer production; pest 
control services; plant propagation; potting mixtures; 
poultry raising; private extension services; product 
representation; seed production and marketing; 
soymilk manufacture; tree seedling nurseries; value 
addition to agricultural products; vermiculture and 
more! 
 
The African Development Bank (AfDB) in collaboration 
with the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture 
(IITA) established the ENABLE (Empowering Novel 
Agri-Business-Led Employment) Youth Program “to 
create business opportunities and decent employment 
for young women and men along priority agricultural 
value chains”.  
 Youth in Agribusiness work stream endorsed 

within the Agricultural Transformation Agenda 
(2015) 

 31 African countries respond to call for ENABLE-
Youth participation  

A complex landscape of project partners and tasks has 
developed. Operations and planning are in different 
stages across Africa. IITA key strengths and roles 
include policy analysis, knowledge management, 
program sensitization and outreach, capacity 
development, M & E and hosting key youth activities. 
 
ENABLE Project Components 
1. Enabling Environment for Youths  Empowerment 

 Mindset change to see agriculture as a viable 
business 

 Favourable policies enhance 
2. Entrepreneurship and agribusiness incubation  

 8 - 12 months agripreneur incubation 
experiential learning (greenfield option) 

 Youths attached as interns with established 
agribusinesses (brownfield option) 

3. Business development and financing  
 Development of winning agribusiness plan and 

a creditworthy loan application (departure 
incentive under consideration)  

 Risk sharing facility 
4. Project coordination, monitoring and evaluation  

 Operating at multiple level: Federal 
coordination, state implementation and local 
agribusiness incubation, commercial risk 
sharing and IITA services 
 

Expanding ENABLE activities 
 IYA established at IITA is providing liaison, 

communication, training and management and 
educational (M & E) services as country 
projects are formulated 

Guidelines for IITA Youth 
Agripreneur Business 

Incubation

August 
2015
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 serve on identification and appraisal mission 
and assist in preparing project concept notes 
and country agreements 

ENABLE activities 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Evelyn Ohanwusi’s Powerpoint presentation is available at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Planning%20Meeting%20Powerpoint%20%26%20Report?preview=06+IITA+
Youth+Agricpreneurs+initiative+-+Evelyn+Ohanwusi.pdf) 
 

******************************************************************** 
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Rural entrepreneurial ecosystems and intervention policies: Insights from Uganda 
Professor Peter Rosa, George David Chair of Entrepreneurship and Family Business, Global Development 
Academy, University of Edinburgh Business School 

The Sri Lankan Mahaveli B Follow up project 
(Kodithuwakku and Rosa, 2002) was a quasi-
experimental design controlling for resource and 
environment.  In 1985 320 landless villagers were 
resettled on 2 hectares of irrigated paddy land (with a 
grant). 1995 research found that 30 or so 
entrepreneurs dominated the village, the rest had 
mortgaged their land to them and many were working 
for them. The entrepreneurs showed great personal 
qualities that the non-entrepreneurs had not displayed. 
They succeeded while the rest did not. They had high 
status and were rich - but only in the village. In Sri 
Lankan terms, they were still poor. 

 
There are large numbers of successful entrepreneurial 
Africans. All sectors including the local “subsistence” 
rural sector have highly entrepreneurial members. If 
there is value to be found, they will find it according to 
their level of awareness. Theoretically, entrepreneurs 
(a minority) should be using the majority of non-
entrepreneurs to optimise value for themselves - and 
at the same time trickling down part of their wealth  
 
In the Ugandan indigenous rural ecosystem population 
growth and meteoric rise of cities provides a great 
demand for rural products (e.g. food and charcoal). 
There are no formal distribution systems but all get 
provisioned every day by rural producers. The system 
operates through thousands of traders sourcing rural 
goods and supplying local markets and shops. This 
system is poorly understood and researched (it does 
not need aid to operate efficiently). Roadside Markets 
in particular (Balunywa) are important agents of rural 
development and wealth accumulation. Recent 
improvements in road infrastructure has broadened the 
reach of traders to remote parts of the country hitherto 
not reached by many. 
 
There is little research on who the entrepreneurs are 
but we hypothesise that: 
 Rural producers are usually non-entrepreneurs 

who are commissioned by trading entrepreneurs  
 Entrepreneurial rural dwellers soon leave for more 

profitable urban opportunities (many become the 
traders) 

 Entrepreneurial RDs often start by petty rural 
production but soon move on  

 Rural family households commonly have 
entrepreneurial members in the city with jobs or 
businesses feeding back money to the rural plot.  

 Many well off middle class urban Ugandans are 
now investing in rural plots for status and/or profit. 

 Hence there is high rural/urban interdependency 
 
Improving entrepreneurship through AID, for example 
by 
 Transferring improved farming technology - 

Required by formal export markets and some elite 

local markets – but irrelevant to the needs of the 
main ecosystem? 

 New Innovative crops and livestock - Attracts 
some rural entrepreneurs but prices soon fall if 
many adopt them? 

 Improving value chains cutting out middle men - 
Unlikely to work sustainably as middle men are the 
entrepreneurs and backbone of indigenous 
system? 

 Export promotion - So much easier to sell to the 
trader? 
 

In the export and import ecosystem every 
entrepreneurial Ugandan knows that there is money in 
importing. Thousands of entrepreneurs have 
businesses relying on imports trading. But few export 
formally - there are not enough returns except in 
informal cross border trading   
 
Large scale rural enterprises are dominated in Uganda 
by large scale portfolio entrepreneurs and their families 
acting as hubs of thousands of outgrowers and 
employees. They grew using traditional Indian models 
of lateral expansion from trading and retail to property, 
manufacturing and large farms. None started with a 
small farm and grew it big. 
 
But new large scale entrepreneurs no longer invest in 
large scale agriculture as there is much easier and 
better profits in other sectors (e.g. real estate, hotels, 
malls, finance). Corruption money is believed to fuel 
and exacerbate the attractiveness of these sectors. 
Even traditional agricultural families are now turning to 
trade and imports, and property 
 
The macro trends are: 
 GEM Uganda 

(http://www.gemconsortium.org/country-
profile/117) 
has shown consistently high rates of 
entrepreneurial activity including employees (38% 
have enterprises on the side). 

 There is high association globally between high 
levels of entrepreneurialism and economic growth. 

 Growth is through portfolio entrepreneurialism, not 
single businesses. 

 They have also high rates of competitive business 
churn (start-ups and discontinuance) conditions 
associated in USA with high economic growth 
(Reynolds). 

 This churn is urban-concentrated. 
 The non-moneyed economy in Uganda (that 

produced by subsistence) has shrunk from 36% in 
1998 to only 14 % today (Ministry of Finance, 
Planning and Economic Development, 2013).   

 
Is this a sign of the effectiveness of the indigenous 
rural ecosystem? 
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Percentage GDP Growth at Constant Prices 
Correlated with Early Stage Entrepreneurial 
Activity (Spearmans) 
 
GDP 

GROWTH 
YEAR 

Number 
of GEM 

Countrie
s 

 
TEA 

TEA 
Opport
-unity 

TEA 
Necessity 

2004 34  .500* .477* .479* 
2009 53  .639** .627** .545** 
 
Uganda has a high churn of new businesses- a 
process associated in USA with high levels of 
economic growth (Reynolds) but mostly in urban 
centres, not rural. 
 
Some conclusions: 
 Most effective intervention under the indigenous 

system is improvements in road infrastructure 
allowing more producers to be reached by 
entrepreneurial traders? 

 Until more formal regulated food distribution 
systems emerge based on supermarket value 
chains, improvements in agricultural technology 
will only have a marginal effect? 

 Until the farming sector retains its best 
entrepreneurs it will remain subservient to the 
urban? 

 The most dramatic immediate impact on rural 
productivity could be to attract more young large 
scale entrepreneurs from leading business families 
into the sector. HOW??? 
 

(Professor Peter Rosa’s Powerpoint presentation is 
available at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Planning%20Meeting
%20Powerpoint%20%26%20Report?preview=07+Rur
al+entrepreneurial+ecosystems+in+Africa+-
+Peter+Rosa.pdf) 
 

 
******************************************************************** 
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Risks, Constraints, and Risk Management in the Value Chain 
William Dick, Agricultural Insurance Development Program, Cambridge and Senegal 

Outline: 
 Risk management - context 

– Risks and constraints 
– Risks for farmers  
– Risks for value chain participants 

 Role of insurance as a risk management tool 
– Agricultural and index insurance 
– Opportunities and constraints in Africa 
– Lessons learned 
– R4 Rural Resilience Resilience Initiative 

 
Risk management context 
 Risks in agriculture 

– Risks are uncertain events which cause 
loss 

– Examples: production risks, price/market 
risks, political and institutional risk;  

 Constraints in agriculture 
– Constraints are predictable conditions and 

lead to low productivity and low income 
– Examples: ineffective value chains, poor 

access to finance and markets, poor prices 
and margins, lack of reliable input supply, 
low technology, lack of feeder roads, 
infrastructure, extension services …. Etc 

 Understanding risks and constraints 
– Country and region specific 
– Dependent on farming systems, livelihoods, 

climate and many factors 
– Understanding context for households and 

value chain participants 
-> Risk assessment is key to planning risk 
management strategies and tools 
-> Risk management steps include: 
Assessment; Avoidance/reduction; 
Mitigation;   Coping; Transfer 

 
Farmers and supply chain actors have to 
manage production and other risks 
 Farmers and rural households are 

directly affected by loss of crops, 
livestock or assets 
– Example strategies to manage 

production risks and build resilience 
• Selecting products with low risk 

exposure  
• Choosing varieties with short 

production cycles 
• Diversifying  agricultural 

production activities 
• Improving farm management 

practices, notably soil and water 
conservation 

• Access to extension and climate 
change adaptation extension is 
important 

• Community risk sharing and saving, off-
farm family income diversification 

 Supply chain actors  are indirectly affected 
through «business interruption» e.g. Lack of raw 
materials, or impact on credit repayments 
– Example strategies to manage production risks 

• Risk assessment 
• Measures such as geographical 

diversification of clients, limits of seasonal 
finance or input credits, collateral etc 

• Formal instruments e.g. insurance, credit 
guarantee  

• Farmer group mutual guarantees  
• Strengthening supply chain contractual 

arrangements e.g. contract farming 

 
Strategies to Manage Weather Risk Facing Small-
Scale Farmers 
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Agricultural insurance: a challenging environment 
in low income countries 
 Agricultural insurers face barriers 

– Insurers lack rural networks, expertise, data 
– Technically complex to insure crops and 

livestock 
– Catastrophe risk exposures  
– High transaction and loss assessment costs 
– More profitable opportunities exist in 

commercial and urban areas 
 Clients 

– Small size, geographically spread 
– Lack insurance awareness 
– Lack capacity or willingness to pay premiums 
– Lack incentives to insure if there is 

government disaster assistance 
 Inadequate data and infrastructure 

– Poor statistical base (crop production, risks, 
losses) 

– Poor rural services including credit 
– Difficult to establish distribution channels and 

linkages 
 But –penetration is high in high income countries 
 

 
“Protection” or “promotion” role of insurance 
Agricultural insurance considered to have 
complimentary roles, targeting different strata of 
farmers 

 Promotion: role in supporting stable or increased 
productivity and incomes, for emergent farmers 
with growth potential and/or for key value chain 
actors 
– Insurance linked into supply chains and 

specifically linked to agricultural credit in a 
packaged approach 

– Agricultural insurance to promote investment in 
increased productivity, adoption of technology 
etc 

– Integrated approach where insurance is 
packaged into a value-added proposition is 
necessary 

 Protection: role in supporting vulnerable farmers 
in case of major shocks, integrated into a 
government safety net or disaster assistance 
programme. 
– Insurance may be integrated into safety nets  

by e.g. “insurance for work” - building risk 
reduction assets at village level in exchange 
for insurance policy (E.g., United Nations 
World Food Programme (WFP)/Oxfam R4 
Rural Resilience Programme) 

– Premium often paid by donors and/or 
government 

 Insurance can form part of development objective 
where farmers graduate from a safety net to more 
market-based agriculture, and moving from a 
“Protection” role to a “Promotion” role of insurance 
– Insurance may not be an appropriate or 

sustainable mechanism for chronically food 
insecure areas, where productivity gains are 
not possible, for example chronically degraded 
soils or very marginal climatic conditions 

– For the purposes of this course the target 
farmers are generally likely to focus on 
promotion rather than protection.  

 
Agricultural insurance – product range 
 Traditional crop and livestock indemnity products 

– Named peril crop insurance (e.g. hail) 
– Multiple peril crop insurance (MPCI) (yield 

guarantee) 
– Revenue insurance (yield and some price 

protection) 
– Livestock mortality insurance 

 Index-based products 
– Weather index products 
– Area yield index products 
– Livestock index products 

 Rural non-agriculture insurance products 
– Health, life, property, motor… 
– Micro-insurance a growing sector enabling 

rural households to access simplified 
policies 
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Strengths of index insurance 
 Improved access to insurance to benefit 

smallholders:  
– Reduced administrative costs - no loss 

assessment required 
– Simplified claims process and timely payout 
– Can be bundled with other products and 

delivered through aggregators 
 Objective and transparent:  

– Eliminates most of the asymmetric 
information problems of MPCI (moral 
hazard and adverse selection)  

 Protects against covariate risks and can be used 
at different levels (micro, meso, macro)  

 Facilitates risk transfer outside of the local 
community (insurance/reinsurance) 

 
Challenges and weaknesses of index insurance 
 Basis Risk: mismatch between the actual loss and 

the payout 
 Development costs and replication: products need 

to be specifically tailored to each location and crop 
 Delivering at scale and low cost 
 Creating a value proposition for clients and 

partners (farmers/value chain actors/MFIs/ 
governments) 

 Insurance awareness and understanding amongst 
partners and clients 

 Local capacity and ownership 

 Limited quantity and quality of on-the-ground 
weather and yield data  

 
Risk assessment – analysis of yield volatility 
Senegal – groundnut départment level yields 
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Risk assessment – analysis of causes of loss or 
damage 
Senegal: Causes of Loss in Rain-fed and Irrigated 
Crops  

 

 
 
Weather index insurance payouts 
 Payouts made in drought years according to the 

rainfall index 
 BUT payouts will not correspond exactly to yield 

losses because: 
– Dry spells and seasonal distribution of rains is 

very important  
– Causes of yield losses other than drought are 

important 
– Poor farming practices mean that there are big 

differences in yields between farmers in any 
year, and reduced correlation with rainfall 

 BASIS RISK is always a major concern in index 
insurance 
 

Yield gaps 
 Massive variability of crop yields at individual 

farmer level, in same year in same villages 
 Difficult to assess “normal” farmer’s actual yields 

by crop models  
 Yield gap is important (optimal v actual yields 
 
 
 
 

 
Index insurance: scope, limitations and lessons 
 Opportunity to embed weather insurance into 

larger development projects and lending 
 Opportunity to embed weather insurance 

into larger development projects and 
lending 

 An integrated approach is needed linked 
to other rural services 

 Natural linkage to improved availability of 
agricultural credit 

 Climate adaptation and role of insurance 
 Insurance plays a supportive but not a 

leading role 
 Insurance is not a substitute for climate 

adaptation measures 
 Increased risk from climate change is a 

challenge to insurers  
 Lessons learned in agricultural and index 

insurance 
 Technically demanding and sometimes 

unfeasible or costly 
 There is no universal insurance product 
 Public-private partnerships are needed for 

agricultural insurance 
 Devil is in the detail  
 Insurance is only one component of risk 

management 
 Insurance is not a panacea 
 Practice may differ from theory 

Rainfed Crops: Causes of Crop Losses
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6%

Flood
5%

Locusts
5%

Other
4%

Theft
2%

Wind
1%

Fire
1% Drought

29%

Insects (excl. 
locusts)

16%
Animals

9%

Unseasonal 
rainfall

9%

Disease
13%

Irrigated Crops: Causes of Crop Loss
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R4 Rural Resilience Initiative – objectives 
 Build the resilience of food-insecure smallholders 

through integrated risk management:  
 Protect livelihoods with Safety Nets 
 Reduce risks to livelihoods 
 Protect household gains through insurance 

and financial services 
 Build government capacity to develop and 

implement integrated risk management programs  
 Contribute to the development of a rural financial 

market 
 
R4 Components: Risk Transfer 
 Farmers pay for insurance by working to reduce 

the impact of droughts and other hazards, through 
Insurance-for-Work. 

 When an insured loss occurs, insurance payouts 
are provided to farmers. 

 Compensation for weather-related losses prevents 
farmers from selling productive assets and helps 
them recovery faster.  

 The predictability of income can reduce negative 
risk coping strategies and stimulate household 
investment.  

 
R4 Components: Risk Reduction 
 Risk reduction activities steadily decrease 

vulnerability to disaster risks over time.  
 Community-Based Participatory Planning (CBPP) 

is used to identify risk reduction activities.  
 Typical activities include soil and water 

conservation, agricultural practices, disaster risk 
management practices. 

   
R4 Overview 
 R4 client profile 

 Transient (but not chronically) food insecure 
smallholder households 

 Clients with potential to graduate through 
financial literacy, by “crowding in” 
insurance/credit/savings/markets/knowledge/D
RR, building resilience 

 Clients who initially need insurance for 
“protection” should graduate to insurance for 
“promotion” of economic activities (mainly 
agricultural) 

 Adopting only limited inputs and improved 
seeds 

 Risk averse, not able or willing to invest in 
improved production 

 Knowledge Gap and Yield Gap 
 Access to formal credit, market, extension are 

normally limited in R4 areas 

 R4 design is country and context specific 
 Ethiopia: builds on government Productive 

Safety Net Programme (PSNP)  
 Senegal and Malawi: builds on WFP Food for 

Assets labour programme 
 Zambia: builds on FAO/ government 

conservation agriculture programme 
 A common feature: reliance on strong local 

partners and linkages for successful 
implementation 

 
What is innovative about R4? 
 Targets poor farmers:   

– R4 builds into government or WFP safety 
nets or to other programme and targets 
farmers who would not normally have 
access to financial services  

 Payment for insurance by labour:  
– The poorest farmers pay for crop insurance 

with their labour through Insurance-for-
Assets (IfA) schemes.  Farmers transition 
to cash-paying as their overall food security 
and productivity increases 

– Risk Reduction and resilience building:  
– Building resilience at household and village 

level is achieved through practical 
improvements to soil and water 
management, and through farming 
practices which can also help adaption to 
climate change.  

 Segmenting different levels of risk: 
– Index insurance to protect households 

against major drought events, using 
satellite rainfall estimates  

– Improved savings to buffer against short 
term needs and idiosyncratic shocks 
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 Rural financial services 
– To ensure long-term sustainability, R4 

contributes to the creation of rural financial 
markets, by building local capacity and 
gradually transitioning farmers through 
“protection” to “production”  

 
Impact study – Ethiopia 
 Savings doubled compared to those without 

any insurance 
 Invested more in seeds, fertilizer and 

productive assets, such as plough oxen 
 Grain reserves tripled, in some villages 
 Largest gains in female-headed households 
(See Madajewicz, M. Tsegay, A.H., Norton, M., 
2013. Managing risks to agricultural livelihoods: 
Impact evaluation of the HARITA program in 
Tigray, Ethiopia, 2009–2012, accessed at 
http://www.oxfamamerica.org/static/media/files/Oxf

am_America_Impact_Evaluation_of_HARITA_2009
-2012_English.pdf) 
 
Lessons from R4 
 Participatory processes in index-design work is 

critical to build farmers’ trust and confidence in the 
insurance products 

  Strong feedback mechanisms are necessary for 
effective education and active engagement of 
farmers in decision making.  

 Capacity building of both the supply and demand 
side is important to create a sustainable 
agricultural market 

 Influencing government policies related to risk 
transfer, social protection and insurance is 
important to ensure scale up and sustainability 

 Partnerships are crucial for successful 
implementation and scale up 
(Source: Oxfam America) 

 
(William Dick’s Powerpoint presentation is available at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Planning%20Meeting%20Powerpoint%20%26%20Report?preview=08+Risks%2C+co
nstraints+and+risk+management+for+the+agric+value+chain+-+William+Dick.pdf) 
 

******************************************************************** 
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Reflections on the establishment of agricultural biotechnology regulatory frameworks in Africa 
Professor Diran Makinde, Senior Advisor, NEPAD Agency African Biosafety Network of Expertise, 
Midrand, South Africa 

The Comprehensive Africa Agriculture 
Development Programme (CAADP) implementation 
& achievements - Over 50 Countries actively 
engaging 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The Malabo Declaration 2014 
 2014 declared Year of African Agriculture and 

Food Security by the African Union (AU) 
 Commemoration of 10th Anniversary of the 

Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development 
Programme (CAADP)  

 AU Joint Conference of Ministers of Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Fisheries and Aquaculture 
(May 2014) 

 A series of stakeholder dialogues reflected on 
strategic focus for African Agriculture and CAADP 
implementation in the next decade and beyond 

 AU Assembly in Malabo: culmination of festivities 
and declaration on the African Accelerated 
Agricultural Growth (July 2014) and 
Transformation Goals 2025 (3AGT). 

 Request made to the New Partnership for Africa's 
Development (NEPAD) Agency to develop an 
implementation strategy to translate the Africa 
Accelerated Agricultural Growth and 
Transformation (3AGT) into results. 

 
The Declaration 
Recommitment to enhance investment finance in 
Agriculture 
 Uphold 10% public spending target; 

Operationalization of an Africa Investment Bank 
Commitment to Ending Hunger by 2025  
 At least double productivity: Reduce Post Harvest 

Losses at least by half; Nutrition: reduce stunting 
to 10%. 

Commitment to Halving Poverty by 2025 
 Sustain Annual sector growth in Agricultural GDP 

at least 6% 
 Establish inclusive public-private partnerships 

(PPPs) for at least five commodity value chains 
with strong linkage to smallholder agriculture;  

 Create job opportunities for at least 30% of the 
youth in agricultural VC;  preferential participation 
by women and youth 

 
Commitment to Boosting Intra-African Trade in 
Agricultural Commodities & Services 
 Triple intra-Africa trade in agricultural commodities 
 Fast track continental free trade area & continental 

Common External tariff scheme 
 
Commitment to Enhancing Resilience to climate 
variability and other shocks 
 Ensure that by 2025, at least 30% of farm/pastoral 

households are resilient to shocks 

Commitment to Mutual Accountability to Actions 
and Results 
 Through the CAADP Result Framework – conduct  

a biennial Agricultural Review Process 
 
The Common Market for Eastern and Southern 
Africa (COMESA) Region 
 
Market: Comprehensive Africa Agriculture 
Development Programme (CAADP) PILLAR 2: 
Value-addition and Market access for Agricultural 
products 
Constraints: Institutional and infrastructure. 
 Transactions costs high due to: market 

inefficiencies;  
 poor organization of smallholders producing small 

amounts of variable quality,  
 poor infrastructure to production areas,  
 inadequate storage capacity at key locations,  

40 Compacts 
28 National 
Investment Plans 
25 Business 
meetings 
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 cumbersome customs and other border 
procedures, poor security, 

 lack of reliable market information, and lack of 
financing viable activities. 

 
Technology 
 Dependency on uncertain rainfall and nutritionally 

deficient soils.  
 Cultivated area under irrigation is only 9%;  
 Adoption of improved seed varieties is only 30%; 

and  
 Fertilizer intensity use is only 10 kg/ha compared 

to global average of 50 kg 
 
Status of Regulatory Frameworks in Africa 

 
Approved Events in Africa 
(Source: ISAAA Report 2015) 
South Africa: Maize 38, Soybean 11, Cotton 10, 
Canola 4, Rice 1 
Burkina Faso: Cotton 2 
Egypt: Maize 1 
Sudan: Cotton 2 
 
Biosafety Legislation Focus 
Countries that have adopted GMOs have 
recognized that there are benefits: South Africa, 
Burkina Faso, Sudan, etc. 
Countries that have been slow to adopt GMOs 
have focused only on risks:   Zambia, Zimbabwe, 
etc. 
Most international legislation focuses only on 
risks:  Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, EU Directives 
on GMOs 
 
Status of GM Technology Development in Africa 
1. Crop Improvement Projects 

– Insect resistant maize, cowpea 
– Nitrogen use efficiency and salt tolerance rice 
– Virus resistant cassava 
– Nutritionally enhanced cassava, banana, 

sorghum  

2.  The African Orphan Crops Consortium (AOCC).  
– Genomics Lab 
– The African Plant Breeding Academy 
– Whole Genome Sequencing began for 12 

species at the Beijing Genomics Institute (BGI) 
– Re-sequencing done for 40 accessions (P. 

vulgaris 12; Cleome gynandra 28) at the 
African Orphan Crops Consortium (AOCC) 
laboratory, World Agroforestry Centre 
(ICRAF), Nairobi. 

– Gene sequencing: 50 AOCC species and 
Genome size estimation: for 101 species (on 
going) 

3. GM technologies for Target Malaria  
 Transgenic insects for Malaria control 
 GM entomopathogenic fungus 
 Paratransgenesis using mosquito gut bacteria 

4. Genetically improved tilapia 
5. New plant breeding techniques 

 Oligonucleotide Directed Mutagenesis; 
 Zinc Finger Nuclease Technology ; 
 Cisgenesis and Intragenesis; 
 Grafting;  Agro-infiltration; RNA-dependent 

DNA methylation ;  
 Reverse breeding;  and Synthetic genomics 

 
Reflections 
1. Creating an enabling legal environment for 

biosafety regulation 
 The voices of pro-transgenic crops is being 

heard by a growing number of high-level 
authorities in more countries bringing about 
revised or strengthened biosafety laws 

 10 countries with non-functional laws and 10 
with workable regulation, some held hostage 
by activism. 

 In some technology, adoption preceded 
regulatory regimes. 

2. Building the critical mass of regulators with 
enhanced competencies in biosafety  
 Information Resources 
 Training & Education: Biosafety workshops; 

Short courses;  Online courses; Study tours; 
Internships 

 Technical Support & Consultations 
 Networking & Linkages 

 Training and workshops are not taken 
seriously; we are called to assist when a 
real dossier is received for permits. 

 Support: the African Biosafety Network of 
Expertise (ABNE) is expected to provide 
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all assistants; focal points have little or no 
budgetary allocation. 

 
Biosafety study tours and internships provide 
firsthand experience of functional regulatory systems 
through seeing-is-believing tours in the continent and 
elsewhere  
3. Enhancing biosafety communication and 

cooperation 
 Myths and misperceptions not addressed 

undermined later communication efforts.  
 The public did not view biosafety as a subject 

matter compartmentalized into technical areas 
e.g. food safety,  

 The media pointed out that unlike opponents of 
the technology, biosafety communicators 
hardly provided the media with headline stories 
and information resources including sharing 
photographs. 

 
Communication gaps 
Biosafety Communication is the weakest link and a 
long-term approach is needed including: 

 integrating biotechnology and biosafety into 
academic curricular,  

 in addition to B4FA trained journalists on 
agbiotech, training science communicators 
and continuous public engagement will be 
needed.  

 
Some suggestions 

 Africa Union member states need to develop a 
National Biotechnology Strategy that will 
address science-based innovation needs in 
the health, industrial & agricultural sectors of 
the economy. 

 Capacity building- Human and infrastructure to 
be continuous. 

 Encourage interests in the application of 
biotechnology for new diagnostics, vaccines & 
therapeutics, improved crops & livestock, 
cleaner & more efficient industries. 
 

 
 

Bt Cotton in Burkina Faso 
Bt cotton has made positive impact on the lives of 
more than 350,000 cotton farms and 3 million people 
who depend on the cotton trade. Bollgard II cotton 
benefits to the Burkinabe farmers account for 17% 
yield increase compared to conventional cotton, 60% 
reduction in insecticide use, and up to 50% increase in 
average farm income (INERA, December, 2014). 

 
Key take-home points 
1. Effective regulatory regime supported by R&D are 

keys to adoption of gene drives in Africa. 
2.  There is need for co-development of 

ideas/technology initiated in the north, and the 
need for increasing the technical capacity of African 
labs.  (Partnerships and Collaborations-Technology 
transfer is a marathon not a sprint). 

3.  The general level of trust within an agbiotech 
public-private partnerships (PPPs) is crucial in 
order to tailor regulations, standards and practices. 

4.  Africa future should not be seen as an extrapolation 
of its past. 

 
Conclusion 
 Absence of functional, efficient & technically 

competent regulatory system-major constraint. 
 Risk of backsliding by some countries.  
 No coherent position among government agencies 

or within key government entities. 
 Elections: a challenge and an opportunity. 

 
(Professor Diran Makinde’s Powerpoint presentation is available at 
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Planning%20Meeting%20Powerpoint%20%26%20Report?preview=09+Reflections+o
n+regulation+and+agricultural+development+-+Diran+Makinde.pdf) 
 

******************************************************************** 
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Lord Paul Boateng’s reflections on current Issues in African agriculture  
Lord Boateng began his talk with an account of his 
family’s history on a West African cocoa farm to 
illustrate the point about the constancy of history in 
policy. He said that “why are you here?” is the most 
important question and that agriculture is central to it.  
 
He suggested that ideology is changing by both 
collapsing around main political parties in the Western 
world and in its impact on Africa and trade. In Africa 
rural votes matter and leaders are pitching to the 
electorate about agriculture. There is the African 
Enterprise Challenge Fund (http://www.aecfafrica.org/) 
but R&D is collapsing in Africa and rail infrastructure is 
crucially needed. (See http://www.afdb.org/en/topics-
and-sectors/sectors/private-sector/areas-of-
focus/infrastructure-finance/)  
 
It is necessary to deal with the African Union and 
NEPAD (New Partnership for Africa's Development), 
and it is important that entrepreneurs work with these 
institutions. Evidence is needed and implementation 
and delivery is now important. Also essential are 
“holding government to the fire”, learning from partners 
in working with them, building links in the chain from 
entrepreneurs to market and pointing out the jobs that 
are being created. An important report will be 

published in the first week in September which is 
based around implementation and delivery and 
designed to disseminate knowledge and impact. 
(African Agriculture Status Report (AASR) released on 
6 September 2016 by the Alliance for a Green 
Revolution in Africa (AGRA) (http://agrinatura-
eu.eu/2016/09/2016-african-agriculture-status-report-
aasr/). 
 
Brexit provides an opportunity for developing 
relationships with Africa and bringing in knowledge, for 
example by the UK Department for International 
Development (DfID). However the moderating 
influence of the UK on the European Union will be lost 
following Brexit. Supporting higher education 
institutions in Africa is important because they are 
close to the ground and have the capacity to bring 
about change because of their position. 
 
Two points of key importance are: 
1. African paramount chiefs because they are the 

traditional leaders and are taking an interest in 
entrepreneurship for agriculture and 

2. African philanthropists in providing finance for it. 
 

 
 

******************************************************************** 
 
General discussion about the foregoing presentations 
Lord Paul Boateng said that there is ambiguity about 
private sector/academia/donor relationships and 
brokering partnerships is hard, including in Africa. 
There is also the ambiguity of African governments to 
entrepreneurs in that they support their own although 
conversation between governments is beginning to 
take place. A major initiative to support women 
entrepreneurs is lacking. There are many wealthy 
African entrepreneurs who should be asked for money 
as philanthropists. African governments also need to 
support agriculture from tax revenues. 
 
Sir Brian Heap said that the media needs to be 
informed about African philanthropists. 
 
Professor Peter Rosa asked why philanthropy should 
be involved as what is needed is to enable 
entrepreneurs to make money from agriculture then it 
becomes sustainable. Presently localised solutions 
such the Farm Input Promotions (FIPS) need 
publicising but the problems of scale-up need 
diagnosing.  
 
Dr Nigel Poole responded by saying that there are no 
business plans for scale-up of companies and that 
good companies will invest if there are good returns. 
He stressed that “scale-up is called communication”. 
 
Dr Paul Seward followed by saying that the way to 
communicate is by success stories. 
 

Sir Brian Heap asked how have governments 
achieved? 
 
Dr Nicholas Ozor said that there has been a serious 
move to form projects in Africa. However the UNESCO 
report “UNESCO Science Report: towards 2030” 
(http://en.unesco.org/USR-contents) shows that only 
South Africa is able to invest. ATPS has worked out an 
agenda but is not able to take it forward. The African 
Union (AU) meets with the African Technology Policy 
Studies Network (ATPS) but “the AU says it does not 
have money” and it has no facilities to implement 
programmes. Dr Ozor asked how can we take the 
agenda that ATPS has developed forward? Each 
country copies the World Bank’s recommendations but 
they are not adapted to the local conditions in different 
countries. 
 
Dr Njuki-Nsubuga stressed two points, namely that 
“giving Africans things has got to stop” and the 
importance of getting groupings together to solve any 
problems. 
 
Professor Makinde emphasised the importance of 
linking agriculture to health. 
 
Professor Leaver encouraged Josephine Okot to go 
into universities to give talks, saying “She is an 
entrepreneur!” 
 
Dr Poole pointed out two problems, namely that 
agricultural investment risk assessment is carried out 
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by bankers who do not know about agriculture and that 
of middle men taking money in the transfer of funds 
from banks to farmers. 
 
Lord Boateng quoted Cecil Rhodes in saying that 
“Pure philanthropy is very well in its way but 
philanthropy plus five percent is a good deal better.” 
He made three suggestions: 
1. to engage with major foundations such as the Bill 

and Melinda Gates Foundation, 

2. to build implementation into a project from the very 
start and 

3. that a number of donor agencies are prepared to 
take the risks, e.g. The Alliance for a Green 
Revolution in Africa (AGRA), which are composed 
of Africans with partners elsewhere. 
 

 

 
******************************************************************** 

 
Concluding discussion on whether to proceed to the development of a major project for the implementation 
of the workshop’s findings and recommendations for the channelling of aid to encouraging and supporting 
African agri-entrepreneurship for trade and, if so, how. 
Almost all participants contributed to the discussion 
with general support for a subsequent implementation 
project. The following summarises individual 
recommendations.  
 
Sir Brian Heap gave a brief outline of the Smart 
Villages project on providing off-grid electricity in 
developing countries which aimed to establish a 
demonstration smart village. Dr Bennett explained 
that Biosciences for Farming in Africa and the Smart 
Villages project had collaborated in the present 
Planning Meeting as off-grid electricity is a key 
enabling technology and infrastructure for food and 
economic security. 
 
Lord Paul Boateng said that farming is not seen as a 
source of wealth in Africa. The need is to address 
issues which link cultures with agriculture and with 
financing. The question is where do the interests lie? 
He suggested exploiting the international linkages of 
Cambridge, Oxford and other universities with their 
alumni networks, and utilising their convening power 
by holding a meeting in Cambridge inviting, for 
example, traditional rulers when government ministers 
would also attend. He said he would be happy to 
moderate such a meeting. Dr Nigel Poole, former 
Board Chair and now Goodwill Ambassador, 
International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-
Arid Tropics (ICRISAT), commented that Cambridge 
offers a “neutral space” for such a meeting and that 
donors present would attract other donors. 
 
Dr Joe DeVries, Chief, Agricultural Transformation, 
Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA), 
Nairobi, Kenya said that taking the science and 
technology which had already been delivered and 
capitalising on it together with focusing on the new 
generation is key. Business Development Services 
(http://bdsafrica.com/about/) provides management 
and technical advice and monitoring. Raising capital 
needs intermediaries such as venture capital firms, not 
banks. AGRA could make the linkages needed and 
bring in donors and business developers. He pledged 
AGRA’s contribution to such an initiative. 
 
William Dick, Agricultural Insurance Development 
Program, Cambridge and Senegal commented that 

Smart Villages is an innovative and demonstrational 
project. He remarked that “seeing is believing” and 
therefore supported building a demonstration smart 
village. 
 
Professor Chris Leaver, Emeritus Professor, 
Department of Plant Sciences, University of Oxford 
suggested establishing a six months entrepreneurship 
training and mentoring exchange programme between 
Africa and the UK, and Dr Nigel Poole recommended 
building people who know business into such a 
programme. 
 
Professor Diran Makinde, Director, NEPAD 
Planning and Coordinating Agency, African 
Biosafety Network of Expertise (ABNE), Pretoria, 
South Africa emphasised that capacity building for 
regulation of GMOs in Africa needs to be reinforced 
and suggested holding a three to four week course in 
Cambridge. 
 
Dr Erostus W.Njuki-Nsubuga, Chief Executive of 
"AGT Group of Companies" and Chairman of 
"Uganda Biotechnology and Biosafety Consortium 
(UBBC)", Kampala, Uganda stressed that 
encouraging entrepreneurship in agriculture is crucial 
and that the key question is how to get people, 
especially the many young people, interested in it. He 
suggested setting up entrepreneurship training 
centres, and identifying local entrepreneurs and 
learning from them. Separately he suggested holding a 
meeting of appropriate major donors together with 
leaders such as those represented in the present 
meeting in Cambridge. 
 
Evelyn Ohanwusi, Head of the Partnership, 
Advocacy and Resource Mobilization Arm, Youth 
Agripreneurs, Ibadan, Nigeria underlined the 
importance of involving leaders and sharing examples 
of entrepreneurs. 
 
Josephine Okot, Managing Director, Victoria Seeds 
Ltd, Kampala, Uganda emphasised that more people 
in Africa must be brought into business and that 
government should be told what is needed in order to 
do so. Dr Bennett commented that she would make 
an excellent role model. 
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Dr Nicholas Ozor, Executive Director, African 
Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS), 
Nairobi, Kenya stressed the importance of the social, 
political and economic context, the cross-cutting issues 
and involving the enablers in any activity. It is crucial to 
determine where we believe we can pitch these ideas. 
 
Dr Nigel Poole, former Board Chair and now 
Goodwill Ambassador, International Crops 
Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics 
(ICRISAT), Hyderabad, India commented that 
Cambridge offers a “neutral space” for meetings such 
as had been proposed by Lord Boateng and others, 
and that donors present would attract other donors. 
 
Professor Peter Rosa, George David Chair of 
Entrepreneurship and Family Business, Global 
Development Academy, University of Edinburgh 
Business School pointed out that there is a plentiful 
supply of potential entrepreneurs and the question is 

whether they can be developed in an area needing 
development. This requires links with government, etc 
and is two-way: increasing the supply of entrepreneurs 
into agriculture increases entrepreneurs into 
development. 
 
Dr Paul Seward, Managing Director, Farm Inputs 
Promotions (FIPS), Nairobi, Kenya recommended 
using the village-based advisor (VBA) model 
developed by FIPS, working at the village level and 
linking with the youth. FIPS already provides a 
thousand potential village sites for a possible project. 
 
Richard Sidebottom, Centre of Development 
Studies and Wolfson College, University of 
Cambridge commended involving traditional leaders 
and large companies, using venture capital not private 
equity funding and focusing on those who are already 
investing in investing, recognising their benefits and 
engaging with them. 

 
******************************************************************** 
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