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A. Introduction

Globally, about a billion people eat far too muabout another billion eat far too little. Mass deadisease and
misery are caused both by nutrient deficiency andttirient excesSYet far too little food is transferred from
the overfed to the underfed by trade, migratiofir@ncial transfers, as they affect food consurmpéind/or the
use of land and other farm resources. That isatest failure of economics in the world todays ibnly partly
the result of poverty and inequality. It is not stamtially the result of "market failure”. It isy part, the result of
marketsuccess, combined with human failure to manage incentiiestjtutions (including those of control over
land), information, and technical progress. Inipatar, we need much better policies to make ingesf institu-
tions and public goods, affecting production amdérin food staples, favourable to low-income, fgsbased
smallholdersand, in particular, to "subsistence farmers.

Subsistence farmers are smallholders. They usteifymainly or wholly on family labour. They growaimly
staple foods, in amounts at best sufficient to et families - or, in most cases (sub-subsistedfood)defi-
cit farmers), less than sufficient. Food deficit farm familigow mainly food for home consumption, but need
more food than they grow. They buy in the diffeemgth income from selling non-food farm produdtsed
labour, or products of small non-farm enterprise.

"Subsistence farming" has become a term of lowahdsst writing about farms, especially Africanrfer, as-

sumes (a) a stark contrast between subsistencecamaercial farms, (b) inefficiency of subsistenaars and

(c) the need for a rapid shift from subsistenceaimmercial farms - and sometimes from small toddegms -

for successful development. Yet, as almost allcadjtiral economists (but few macro-economists?kribe

three assumptions are dead wrong logically, ecoraliyj historically and in political practice.

* Logically, subsistence farms, even deficit farnas) be commercial. They can and do obtain cashvierake
ways (see below), including sale of farm outputeyl are substantial buyers and users of farm inputs.

» Economically - where savings are scarce, and taibalur still plentiful and increasing - such farare more
socially efficient than large farms. That's notdngse theiproduction costs, per unit of output or of land, are
very different. It's because small farms, with draedas and mainly family workers, enjoy lower uréinsac-
tion cost in managing labour. Thus small subsistencedaincluding deficit farms, normally produce mpes
unit of scarce land and water, with less use afcgceapital, and more employment. And they arevatige as
big farmers: in many studies small farms actuadlg more fertilizer per hectare.

* Historically, Asia's take-off since 1965, into rdgjrowth with massive poverty reduction,- is based green
revolution in food staples output, mainly on sutesise and near-subsistence smallholdings. (Argubkly
same was true of much of Europe in the nineteegnitucy.) Combining the history and the economics big
majority of countries in Asia, Africa and Latin Amiea with decennial agricultural censuses, propogiof
farmland in small farms have risen - reflectingitiedficiency and ability to innovate.

* In political practice, labour forces in Africa (apdrts of Asia) will grow at over 2%/year for deeadThese
people won't escape poverty without extra demanthfibur and/or cheaper locally available food lgsyDe-
spite urbanization, neither will happen withouttaireed growth of farm output, especially staplessobsist-
ence smallholdings. The political consequencesaif loesn't happen - mass poverty amid elite tékare

YIn 2008, some 1-5bn adults were overweight (B®B kg/m2), including 500mn who were obese (B80 kg/m2): M. Finucane, G. Stevens,

M. Cowan, G. Danaei, J. Lin, C. Paciorek, G. SinghGutierrez, Y. Lu, A. Bahalim, F. Farzadfar,Riley and M. Ezzati, 'National, regional, and glbba
trends in body-mass index since 1980, Lancet Z&hl12:377(9765):557-67. In 2011, about 310mn ufides were mildly, moderately, or severely
stunted and about 260mn - plus hundreds of millafresver-fives - were mildly, moderately, or sevgnenderweight: G. Stevens, M. Finucane, C.
Paciorek, S. Flaxman, R. White, A. Donner and Mzéiz 'Trends in mild, moderate, and severe stgraimd underweight, and progress towards MDG 1
in 141 developing countries: a systematic analyspulation representative data’, Lancet, 203215880(9840): 824-834. 'Mild, moderate and
severe' mean, respectively, 1, 2 or 3 standardatiens below the NCHS norm.

2 See below & M.Lipton, Land Reform in Developingu®ries: property rights and property wrongs, LamdRoutledge 2009; R. Eastwood, M, Lipton
& A. Newell 2010, 'Farm size', in Handbook of Agrittiral Economics, 4: Agricultural Development: falPolicies & Regional Development: 3323-94.




cloudy, but bad. Yet Asia's green revolution resgahbcticable pro-smallholder, pro-subsistencecjgdithat
are efficient, equitable, and sustainable polilycdiscally and environmentally.
With such policies, poverty reduction spreads tbdat regions and groups, even in hard economiccimatic
conditions. And each "unit" of poverty reductiomg@uces better nutritional outcomes. Such "pro-siésce"
policies, apart from reducing misery, are not angiele, but steer public and private resourcesayswhat in-
crease trade. Efficient subsistence farming isnibéher of food trade, not its enemy.

That is the substance of this talk. First | neeggell out some of the relationships between pgyaritrition,
food staples and subsistence - and, without drogwau in data, to set out some facts, and some avbare we
think we have the facts but don't.

B. Facts

1. Facts- World trendsin poverty, nutrition and food staples, 1960-2010

1. A reduction of over two-thirds - more than ih@kvious human history - in the proportion of pleowho are
absolute, severe consumption-poor (here caltesdlute poor): those consuming below $1.25(2005PPP)
/person/day. In the early 1960s these absoluteywene almost certainly over 66% of people in depilg re-
gions (Asia, Africa, Latin America and eastern Bagp In 1981 the proportion was 52%; in 2008, Z2%India,
$1.25 poverty incidence halved, from 66% to 33%uePty gaps - their average shortfall below the $1.25 poverty
line - also fell substantially, e.g. in India frd@8% in 1978 to 7% in 201D.

2. Similar, but slower, falls in malnutrition du deficiency (mainly stunting and wasting [enerkgalorie) de-
ficiency], anaemia [iron deficiency], impaired wisi [vitamin-A deficiency], and goitre, etc. [iodideficiency].
The incidence of significant underweight (>2SDbeNCHS standards) among under-fives in developeng
gions was well over 40% in the early 1960s, anidffiein 29% in 1990 to 19% in 200Amprovement was rapid
in China, slower in India, and almost absent inSabaran Africa (SSA).

3. Unprecedented increases in staples produc{egyecially yield), output, and probably shareswiput traded
within nations, but noamong them.

4. These three trends were strongest in develapieas (especially Asia and above all China). Howes8A has
largely missed out on all three trends.

5. A fourth, unwelcomelobal trend was burgeoning malnutrition due to excebegity because calorie intake
exceeds requirements) - and hence diabetes (alsmllto excess sugar), heart disease (also limkegdess fats,
especially animal and transfats) and cancer (wahyniriggers involving excess nutrients).

2. Facts - Malnutrition depends substantially, but not wholly, on poverty, via food staples

Undernutrition: The absolute poor devote about half consumplignvalue, to staples (and over 70% to all
foods). 70-80% of their kcalories, and most mictaeats, come from staples; the proportions fadrgly - i.e.
diets are diversified - as income rises. Most alisgboor work on farms - mainly (except in Latin &nca) their
own, but partly their employers' - and over 70%raral. Poverty is much more responsive to agniraltgrowth
than to growth in other sectotg\nd when staples yields rise, most of the podill; farmers and farm labourers
- normally get more labour-income and eat moregssiland is extremely uneqaaid farming inappropriately
capital-intensivelow staples output and productivity is a major cause of poverty and hunger. As Seff implies,
that is mainly because low staples output redutegoor's food entitlements (rather than becauséttie food
is available): low staples output per person méamnsncome for the poor, high local prices, and delow food
entitlements for the poor, and undernutrition.

%S. Chen and M. Ravallion, 'More relatively-poor pledn a less absolutely-poor world', Policy ReskaNorking Paper #6114 , Development Research
Group, World Bank, July 2012: Table 2; and World/Blepment Report 1990, World Bank, 1990, Table 3.2.
“http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/india/poverty-ghyglexmundi, also for other countries andtittp://www....poverty-headcount-ratiall from World
Bank Development Research Group. Other poverty-gaa: China 39%-3% 1981-2008; but Kenya 15%-179242005; Nigeria 22%-34% 1986-2010.
*UN SCN,_Progress in Nutrition"@®Report on the World Nutrition Situation, New Yo2Q10: Table 21 & Fig. 9. Other indicators showikintrends.

® In China underweight for children aged 0-3 fetirfr 19% to 7% in 1987-2002; in India, for childreged 0-5, only from 44% to 42% in 1998/9 to 42%
in 2005. In SSA, falls were negligible: of 42 caues with a post-2000 and an earlier survey of prtpn of children underweight, 18 show at leag®a
fall, 14 at least a 2%ise, and 10 no change (in Asia, with 25 national regpaaveys, comparable numbers are 14, 1 and 1®9@frican repeat national
surveys of child stunting, 12 show improvementdéferioration, and 6 no change (Asia 20: 13, TUB)SCN: 8-9, tables 21-3].

" A. de Janvry and E. Sadoulet, 'Agricultural growttd poverty reduction: additional evidence', Wdlhk Research Observer 25 (2010), 1: 1-2DP
growth originating in agriculture induces incomewth among the 40 percent poorest [about] threedilarger than growth originating [elsewhere]".

% A.K. Sen,_Poverty and Famines, Oxford, 1981.




Thus, despite the poor's huge concentration ofisaption and income on food, poverty causes mosgnumudri-
tion, measured by wasting and stunting. These areemed by food-disease interactions: the poargiajot af-
ford enough good food, (b) live in conditions thatrease exposure to malaria and dysentery. Asl@espape
poverty, they reduce exposure to dysentery and $bottage as best they can. Yet, though povertypliasmet-
ed since 1960 except in Africa, the persistently baalth environment of low-income groups meansuhéder-
nutrition (outside East Asia) has declined lessiia

Overnutrition: this has also exploded, even in middle- and lIpgeime countries and groups. It is, perhaps sur-
prisingly, also linked to poverty, partly via fosthples. Poverty is the main cause of undernutriifounder-
fives , and this helps caueeernutrition later. Undernutrition selects childrenavheed less food to survive, but
keeps them small; and children's hunger can ingghilt immune response. When the nation developglaiird
dren reach working age, they often move to urbarkweith better income but less movement, more diag,
greater need for energy-dense snacks, and dispkaterhhigh-fibre staples by fattier animal foo4.this may
help explain why early undernutrition is linkeditereased risk both of infection in middle age (Rie's Gam-
bia long series) and to diabetes and heart diseadd age (the Barker hypothesis). In any casédlevdvernutri-
tion in poor countries starts among the afflugrgpbn comes to be associated with poveRgod staples are
implicated as, when incomes rise, staples usesghiftn direct human consumption to consumptiotetdd’ via
meat and dairy products. This not only shifts comstion towards less fibrous, fattier foods, stiatinlgovernu-
trition, obesity and disease. Also, farm animals hugelerdégnand for staples and hence staples priceslymain
because producing 1000 human kcalories via megt/daés 5-7 times more land than via staples ehteatly

as cereals, roots or tubers). That also cuts emghts for consumers and increasinder nutrition among the
poorest.

Thus - while a normal accompaniment of rising inegaind a source of dietary diversification and qlea - the
shift of staples toward farm animals, carried @ é¢xtent that has been experienced in the pasidéeades, is a
main cause of both undernutrition and overnutrigod the diseases of affluence. The "dobblelen” of low-
mid-income countries, undernutrition and its digseslongside overnutrition and its diseases, ig muuble
problem: it is a single problem of policy for, or againstaples and subsistence farms.

3. Facts - the extent of subsistence
"Of the [world's dollar-poor], the vast majorityeasmall farmers, who rely in a combination of s@lvisioning
and market sale¥.Yet, amazingly, for most developing areas theeenar estimates how much total, food, sta-
ples, or grain output is retained for consumptigrhz farm.
* In Russia in 2003-5, 66% of families grew for sshmmce, producingver half farm output by value (on only
3% of the land, mainly because large farms lefhsich fallow). 87% of these families derived no castome,
i.e. farmed only for subsistence. However, excepafpes, most main staples (wheat, barley, oad$ wgre
grown on agricultural enterprises, not small fafins.
« In Uganda in 2005-6, 42% of total farm output as@of food output was retained by grow&rs.
» Tanzania's 2002-3 National Sample Census of Adgurceiestimated that 69% of cassava was retained.
« In Orissa state, India, of the main staple (pad)y 35% was retained by groweérs.
All these numbers, though large, underestimateywtooh for subsistence, because they measurepittasit mi-
nus_gross marketed surplus. Ever since Naraint®pssiking work in Indid? it has been known that small "sub-
sistence" farms, having sold much of their stapbg @fter harvest, buy it back steadily until tlextrharvest. I'll
ask why this happens later. The point here isttieproportion of output that a family farm prodsi¢er subsist-
ence is much higher - typically perhaps 10-30% éigtthat the proportion fetains. The other side of this story:
the fact that a farm eats most of what it growssddenean that it does not sell much of it aftewst, so it has
cash to buy fertilizers and other things. Smallssstence farmers trade!

C. Staples production-trade by subsistence/deficit farmers, " commodification” and malnutrition

1. Production

° C. Monteiro, E. Moura, W. Conde and B. PopkingiBeconomic status and obesity in adult populatifréeveloping countries: a review', WHO
Bulletin, 2004:82(12): 040-946.

10 3. Quan, 2007: 'A future for small-scale farmii®R25: Foresight Project on Global Food and Farn@®ayt. Office for Science, London.

Y“The socioeconomic and cultural significance of fgaddening in Vladimir region, Russia L. SharashkinPhil.,U Missouri-Columbia, 2008.
12D, Krayhbill, B. Bashaasha & M. Betz. 2012, Prodootand Marketed Surplus of Crops in Uganda, 199820SSP 08, IFPRI, Kampala.

13a, Anmarinder Reddy. 2009. Factor Productivity amarketed Surplus of Major Crops in India: Orissgderabad: Administrative Staff College.
14 D. Narain. 1962._Distribution of Marketed SurphsSize-level of Holding in India, 1950-1. Bombasia.




Rapid rises in staples productivity almost alwagduce undernutrition where they happen, partlydsping lo-
cal staples prices down, partly by providing incdnoen work (employment or self-employment) for tleal
poor - still a large majority of poor people. Béktese paths - from higher staples productivityotedr poverty
and undernutrition - are usually most effectivstéplesyields rise mainly on smallholdings, and by means that
generate extra demand for labour rather than eqeripm

2. Trade

While a subsistence buffer has many advantages, -aanwe shall see, does not impede food tradevilfages

to farmonly a staple, for subsistence, doesn't promote develnpriirade assists specialization and affluence,
permits dietary diversification, and helps smoathsumption between times of good and bad harvést dven
shows up in the effects on undernutrition: withimincome, villages specializing almost whollyeither sta-
plesor rllson-staple cash crops experience significantly mmodernutrition than villages with significant ptergs
of both:

3. " Commodification”

Are poor people, subsistence farmers, staples ptiwdy, and nutrition helped or harmed when foedaom-
modified"? Many people are unhappy that certaingbiare "commodified" - turned into items valuetypar
almost entirely, for their cash returns when tradedxchanged. Nobody minds if a chess set or af jeaviar is
commodified. However, most people agree thatideexample, should not be treated like that: & @uty to
assist a wounded person if one can, even if tiseme reward. So what about commodification of essisrto

life: food, health care? There is legitimate condrsy about the extent to which profit motives apnaceuti-
cals, hospital space, or doctors' services makasri¢ or less likely that care for the sick and maed will be
available, and of high quality, when needed.

On some accounts, food is normally commodifiedwandns 'develop’. Human food started by being humted
(much more usually) gathered by each small kinqgifow its own use. From about 7500-5000 B.C., foed
farmed increasingly by settled agriculturists tially almost everyone, mostly small farmers, fegdihemselves;
but, with development, dwindling numbers of mailalsge-farmer specialists, trading staplers andrdéren
products to others engaged in industry and sesvloghis evolutionist approach, subsistence fagwioes and
should evolve into trade by a much smaller groupashmercial farm specialists. Quan cites a stanatende! of
transition from "Rural world 3" ("Farmers ... prinig self-provisioning") to "Rural world 2" ("Smafarmers are
primarily local market oriented, diversified andaathble, with ... some self-provisioning with vanyidegrees of
market engagement"), to the modern "Rural worldnith commercial farming, but even small farmerbbglly
competitive, embedded in agribusiness, commoditgyecers and processors ... export driven, adopteseen
Revolution and transgenic technologies ... hightykat integrated for both staple and higher-vahgharops™®

D. So why not squeeze out subsistence?

1. Themodel and the mistaken inference

From this model, much development policy derivealgof squeezing out subsistence farming. Formesta
Uganda's Poverty Eradication Action Plan aims tdaloe retained proportion of farm output from 8092002/3
to 30% in 2013/14’ This model sees "subsistence" - families feediegriselves - as the enemy of development,
and the replacement of small subsistence farmelargg food-selling farmers as evolutionary, norarad desir-
able. "Subsistence" farming is seen as an incrgigsimefficient” use of resources as countrieselep. Its re-
duction is seen as a natural process, to be aatstely good policy.

This is, in crucial respects, completely wrong. \WMbavrong is NOT the perception - inherited frordafn Smith
- that specialization and trade are keys to "tharahprogress of opulence" and the retreat of ggy& What is
wrong is to infer that, because trade and speei#dz are desirable, subsistence staples farmitigeisnemy:
backward, inefficient, reactionary, to be driven.dthis is wrong for five reasons.

(1) The account of food commodification/trade/exaas the rival of food self-consumption or subsise,
bound to drive it out, is empirically false. Oftesubsistence is efficient, and then it is the aflfrade and spe-

!5 Schofield S. 1979 Developmentind the Problems fillage Nutrition. London: Croom Helm.

18 Quan 2007, citing Vorley.

7 Kraybill et al 2012.

¥t is less clear that governments shamldsidize trade, e.g. through free roads, in countries waithost no irrigation, or farm capital or research.




cialization, even of commercialization - not theiremy. Often, too, subsistence is linked to housgdod secu-
rity, and thus the base from which less-affluentféamilies trade more.

(2) Small-scale family farming, including and pgrhaspecially subsistence farming, slashes theo€osanag-
ing the work process. This savingtodinsaction costs makes such farming a more "efficient” use of reses -
and of higher land yields - where labour is pledt#nd capital scarce.

(3) Small, "deficit" and subsistence farms are asstcommercial" as big farms, only smaller.

(4) The story of staple foodstuffs - and the gaind losses from shifts between subsistence ane triaddiffer-
ent from the story of other foods, in ways favogreubsistence farming.

(5) The global retreat of mass poverty since 1980ngside burgeoning inequality since 1980 - Iéf$esl popu-
lations into three groups: the ultra-rich 1-5%, dldequately-off, and a dwindling but persistentaairpoor. On-
ly the last groumormally does not eat quantities and qualities of food edddr a healthy life. Poor populations
suffer caloric undernutrition and micronutrient aadyar/fat malnutrition in low-income countriestaa over-
nutrition and sugar/fat malnutrition in high-incomeuntries; and both in middle-income countriesl snlow-
income groups as they become better off. More ®ingty, especially in poor bur fast-growing cotes; pov-
erty and undernutrition in early life conduce teadises abvernutrition in later life._All this makes a new cdse
small-scale subsistence staples farming.

What do these five points say about the interpfastaples production, commodity exchange, and pggver

2. Subsistence farmstrade!

The standard picture - commercial farming with &ad an alternative to tradeless subsistence fgrmestined
to drive it out - is wrong. Commercial and subsisgefarming have three other relationships, baseti®fact
that most subsistence farms grow less staplestiieggmfamily needs, and must fill the gap.

() In India in 1950-1, many farmers sold mosttwit grain soon after harvest, to pay off loartsentbought
back the grain over the year, as needed (fn. 1¥edbtmdia has been transformed since 1950-1 Hisirémains
true. Subsistence farmers need loans well befargebia to buy consumer goods, but also, increagifgtm in-
puts. Far from evolvinrom subsistence to trade and green revolution, husdredillions of Asian subsistence
farms tradeo obtain green-revolution seeds and fertilizers. Indeeel siinaller a farm, the more, normally, is its
annual per-hectare fertilizer use - and outputZ8).

Such grain sales and buybacks bring problems., Fisstsport is costly and risky. Second, lossestagles in
transport, and in large (especially public) grdores, dwarf the storage losses of staple foodsnall farm
households - which, contrary to myth, are smaiidglly below 5% (Indeed, these extra losses are part of the
hidden cost of the passage from subsistence, edlgatartificially accelerated in advance of pision of effi-
cient storage and other post-harvest arrangemehether market-driven or State-led.) Third, stapl@assport
and storage costs are paid, plus profit, to foaddrs by subsistence and deficit farmers - uspaldy. Yet such
farmers can often finance year-round consumptiod,parchase of key Green Revolution inputs onlyolays
linked to post-harvest staple-crop sales.

(i) Households mainly farming staples, but stillstaples deficit, enter into trade in other waysey grow crops
like vegetables, cotton and coffee, and sell thelvuly staples and farm inputs. They trade by usormgfarm
income, typically 30-40% of subsistence farm hoot#mcomé® (from non-farm enterprise and off-farm activi-
ty, including work on other people's farms, oftendan kind). And they trade by using remittancesf rela-
tives, rural as well as urban and international.

(i) Deficit farmers, while commercial and tradjnare poor, food-insecure and risk-averse. Hifbaa produc-
tion-for-consumptiomaises their readiness to trade, by reducing their pgvand food insecurity. A bad harvest,
health costs, twins, sharp rises in the cost ofawd purchases, mean discomfort instead of disaBes reduc-
tion in "existential risk" - at worst of starvaticat best of forced sale of land or animals, dampjefuture produc-
tion prospects - makes poor farmers more willintate other risks: to trade, to seek out marketsjriovate

with new techniques, to try new crops, staplesahdrs. With more, and more secure, staples primohufcir
subsistence, a poor farm family's staples (andptharketinggise. Again the crude, static arithmetic of "more
subsistence means less trade and development" fails

¥R, Boxall, 1991, 'Post-harvest losses to insectsorld overview', alttp://www.aseanfood.info/Articles/11014662.p(if fact treating all sources of
loss) cites 9 careful farm studies showing 'lossentained at about 5% or below over the stosagson' and explains the huge prevalent overégsma
For confirmation see M. Greeley, 1978, ' Recenidn@éxperience with farm-level food grain storagsearch', Food Policy, 39-49; R.Boxall, M. Greeley
& D. Tyagi. 1979. "The Prevention of Farm Level BdBrain Storage Losses in India," Bulletin of TieadiStored Products Centre, 37: 11.

23, Haggblade, P. Hazell and T. Reardon. 2007. Toeming the Rural Non-farm Economy: opportunitiesl dhreats. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins.




A subtler effect involves price risk. Wealthy stegpfarming households, almost all their stapleputuand buy-
ing mainly non-staples, are worried about riskasfer prices ofsold staples; this induces them to grbess (and
buy fewer fertilizers and other inputs) per hect&eor, staples-deficit farm households are woraieout risk of
higher prices ofpurchased staples; this induces them to growre, and buy more farm inputs, per hectdrSo
subsistence farms, even in maize near-monoculag@s Mozambique, may grow more than big farms.

So "subsistence" and deficit farmers are "commErei@ot only profit-motivated, but also engagimgsubstan-
tial sales, which permit substantial purchasegudiag farm inputs. The crude arithmetic of "moedf-s
consumption means less trade", so subsistenceapldstrade are enemies, is wrong.

3. Subsistence, family, and smaller farmsin poorer countries ar e efficient, often dynamic

In capital-intensive, labour-scarce rural regions, big commercial farms increasingly rent in, buyd alisplace
small semi-subsistence farms. In much of North Acae\W Europe and Australia this is desirable. Bhaot
because big farms have significantly lower yndduction costs. It's because they have lowansaction costs
(per hectare and per unit of output) in borrowing amanaging capital equipment.

The opposite logic works iiabour-intensive, capital-scarce rural regions: most of rural Africa and Asia and
much of Latin America and Russia. There, it is $ri@ams that have lower unit transaction costs {ptare and
per unit of output), due to cheaper search, scngeiviaining and supervision of their largely fayridbour. That's
why in these areas successive Censuses of Agrieutiech decade from the 1970 round to the 201tdraihow
a market-led drift (sometimes supported by landrraj tosmaller farm size, alongside small-farm green revolu-
tions in many cases. In such areas, the revershisofirift to smallness, and artificial stimulatiof shifts from
subsistence to big farms - e.g. by land grabsnaftm-consensual, ill-managed, untransparent oupbr make
for inefficiency. Such land shifts reduce demanddbour. With workforces increasing at over 2%decades -
and non-farm development that has failed to steemoyment - anti-subsistence is socially harmdol’

As compared with large-scale commercial farms, batalle family farms, including "deficit" and susEnce
farms, slash cost (per hectare and per unit ofubutd managing labour, but raise cost of acquiang managing
capital. In low-income and many middle-income coiast this means that small-scale, including sidsce and
deficit, farms have lower unit transaction co&, are a more "efficient” use of resources wheryeudais plentiful
and capital scarce. Nor are subsistence farmeggaids: in many countries they have enthusiastiealbpted
irrigation, fertilizers, and radically improved sise

Two caveats. First, as development proceeds, bHuaitasupervision advantages of small, family arlassience
farms loom less large, and the capital-managent@trdages of large farms loom larger. But the gfeomoliti-
cal position of bigger farms mean that such tremitidoe recognized, probably too soon, in land asijons:
state support for farm enlargement is the lasgthnieeded, especially given the power of large aitsl the
weakness of small and poor farmers) to lobby arabtoupt.

Second, small farms, including subsistence anditiédirms selling post-harvest for later buybadik, aften
claimed to have major disadvantages in dealing prititessors, supermarkets and export marketseast for
staple foods. This is a huge issue, but there largypof cases where bulking-up, marketing co-ojpeza, and
intermediation have allowed small farms to delisempetitively to large processors, traders and rsngekets,
each with lower unit transaction costs in its owhese (see belowy.

4. Trading plus efficient equals commercial

It is obvious that, if subsistence and deficit farane efficient resource users and enter subdtgiitieo trade,
they are commercial. The common distinction betwsebsistence farmers", to be wound down, and "cemm
cial farmers", to be stimulated, is little morertealazy group libel on subsistence farmers.

5. Subsistence and staples

The data for crop-mix on subsistence and otherdara scrappy, but in most of Asia and Africa tbk lof sta-

ple foods is still grown on subsistence, often fdeficit, farms, including urban farms. Yet suchnia' competi-
tive advantages are due to labour-intensity. Sovoméd expect concentration on high-value hortiogf espe-

cially vegetable crops, where yields can be shagied without much capital. And there are margesa from

2T, N. Srinivasan 1972, 'Farm size and productiviyplications of choice under uncertainty', SankBgaB), 4:409-20; C. Barrett 1996, 'On price risk
and the inverse size-productivity relationshipDével. Economics 51:193-215.

2 M.Lipton, Land Reform in Developing Countries: pesty rights and property wrongs, London: Routle@8@9; R. Eastwood, M, Lipton and A. New-
ell 2010, 'Farm size', in Handbook of AgricultuEadonomics, 4: Agricultural development, farm pagiand regional development:3323-3394.

% gee Lipton 2009:87-91, and numerous papers byReandon and his colleagues referenced there.




Russia, via Ghana and Kenya, to Indonesia and&#rkd. - of widespread, competitive vegetable pradndiy
tiny farms (often called "home gardens"). Wherensiacms are in or near big towns, the vegetablegswn
mainly for sale; elsewhere as supplements to rariritn either case, even a small home gardersisceged with
significant nutritional improvement$ A widely implemented 'homestead food producti@tiage of 'home gar-
dening, [poultry/pig] production and nutrition edtion ... improved household food production aret duality'
in several developing countries, notably Bangladesmpared to control groups without the packadtowev-
er, the impact is mainly on caloric adequacy amdifeecurity, rather than on micronutrient staRrsbably, the
poorest cannot afford to keep the vegetables aioitants for diversity and nutrients, but rather sa#im to get
closer to caloric adequacy.

Should micro-farmers grow staples for direct calorieshigher-value vegetables for sale? High vegetaielely
from labour-power are often found, making tiny hog$ highly competitive - given the right technojogeeds,
fertilizer or manure, water control, and nearby kets. All these, especially markets, are often imgser unreli-
able in remote rural areas, so the rural subsistemcro-farmer often grows mainly staples. Theyam@moner
in densely populated areas, including towns. Therg,high land values make staples an unlikelgitarm land
use. Yet, from Kinshasa to Addis and Nairobi, tiagily patches of grains or even cassava springrugimost
any patch of unused private, or claimable, lanth w&arby domestic water or waste. The rural, abdnyrpoor
are desperately concerned for staple food secespecially with rising or gyrating prices. Redurinod inse-
curity - by agrotechnical progress in staples anthbd reform - will greatly reduce poor farmengesion from
risk, and raise the share of non-staples in thiep-mix.

The absolute poor get 70-80% of calo@ed most other nutrients from staples (proportions that fall as poverty
recedes). So poor farmers prioritise food "subs@in the case of staples, delaying full commiodifon -
farming for pure profit, and so shifting from stepto higher-value products - until food secunitpioves. The
very poor and food-insecure seek staples firsivAsaw this does not impede commercial, efficieatling be-
haviour, but it limits the spread of such behaviacoss farm practice. Also agro-economic besttipaoften
dictatesrotating staples with pure cash crops like cottonmbiing them with crops like beans. Such farmer good
sense influences farm policy, especially on reseamntich less than it should.

6. Inequality, nutrition and the case for expanded subsistence

The final, and most obvious, reason why it is wrémgqueeze subsistence production, and produs&guity.
Such policies probabhyorsen absolute consumption poverty and increalseipation.

Absolute poverty incidence (consumption< $1.25P&Rfm/day) has plummeted since 1960 (except in SSA)
Yet in 2008 over 1.1 billion people were absoluteip- 49% in two vast, fast-growing economies, énalind
China® Probably over 80% of the poor are rural, but diefigb-subsistence farmers are heavily over-reptede
among the ruradnd urban absolute poor. As they get less poor, they diveesifay from such farming. Howev-
er, meanwhile, policies to shrink it - for exampleshifting land into larger farms, or concentrgtiesearch up-
on their priorities - will harm the poor, except fan-fetched assumptions.

Squeezing subsistence farming also increases therability of the poor, who are much affected bgant up-
trends, and increased fluctuations, in the pricéneir main food staple. To the extent that theydpice for sub-
sistence, they are much less vulnerable. Furthernsobsistence farming interacts strongly with laqdality to
benefit the poor: where farmland is very equal pgveor subsistence farmers normally have a sufphusale, so
poverty may actually decline when food prices rigs in Vietnarff and probably China, which have experiencec
egalitarian reforms of land into small family farnbsit not elsewhere.

In many countries, the plummeting of poverty sitsmgside a huge rise in the income shares of tiest 10%,
and especially the top 1%. This implies polarizatigiddle-income groups are losing out, both tasthabove
and to those below. This reduces the power, anditheof the 'squeezed middle' to relate posityvil either the
rich or the poor, let alone to mediate politicddgtween them. Thus polarization increases soc#mte and

2 Home Gardens in Nepal, ed. R. Gautam, B. StlaapitP. Shrestha, UN-SCN 2006, esp. pp.101-3. latheghere was 'significant

association between the presence of home gardedrewer incidences of wasting and underweight, fiomutritional status of children in

households with or without home gardens in samateds is poor" (L. Makhotla and S. Hendriks, 'Dmkaardens improve the nutrition

of rural pre-schoolers in Lesotho?' Developmentti$enn Africa 21:2004:575-81).

L. lannotti, K. Cunningham and M. Ruel, 2009, 'llmying Diet Quality and Micronutrient Nutrition: hastead food production in Bang-

ladesh'. Washington, DC: IFPRI Discussion Pape809

Zhttp://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPOVCALNET/Reses/Global_Poverty Update_2012_02-29-12.8dfmner, A. (2012) 'Where do the
world’s poor live? A new update', Working Paper 388ghton: Institute of Development Studies.

2’M. Ivanic and W.Martin (2011), ' Short and Long-fampacts of Food Price Changes on Poverty', Woddk3 10 December (esp. p.7); --- and H.
Zaman (2011), 'Estimating the short-run povertyawtp of the 2010-11 surge in food prices', WorldiBRolicy Research Working Paper Series 5366.




damages social coherence. Widespread subsistaniaedeamong many people - middle-income as welias

- still exists in China, Russf Africa, and parts of South and East Asia, butngoat everywhere being squeezed
out by land grabs, policies on agricultural reskaand - perhaps above all - an ideology that stdrste farming

is reactionary and should be squeezed.

E. Palicy

The overriding policy lesson is that, in low-incoared lower-middle-income rural areas, subsisteagwifg,
especially of food staples, should be celebrateldw@iped, by appropriate policies, to become higiui and
scientific - not, as too often, mocked, denigratad squeezed out. There are at least six reasiosts skbsist-
ence farming is still a main source of nutritiompd security, income stability, employment and meo- e.g. in
SSA for over 60 per cent of families, and perh& of the absolute poor. Second, subsistence fgrouits
post-harvest transaction cost of staples outputlynby reducing requirements for there-and-baeklér (with its
associated transport and storage cost and lossiemedsary intermediation). Third, since subsigtgmoduction
is mostly on small, family farms, such post-hanexginomies aradditional to such farms' generally lower unit
transaction costs of labour in production. Fouggpecially with appropriate provision of public gge above all
those facilitating modern scientific farming metsedmproved farming of staples for subsistenagoisan ene-
my of specialization and trade, but a catalystliem. Fifth, despite considerable land inequalitgome cases,
much of S and E Asia's green revolution in stapfesluction - and much of the subsequent shift ghéri-value,
traded farm products - started and has been sedti&rgely on family, subsistence farms; this inasiced un-
precedented growth and industrialization in theaurding economies: it can be done. Sixth, thersté/e
mainly large-farm development path amid extreme laequality, as in most of Latin America, largelye to
much higher land inequality, has had much lessuelae impact on poverty, and on aggregate economic
growth: the alternative strategy has seldom wokkelll Seventh, binding all this together, is thg kssue of
employment: rural and urban unemployment has baeihmore severe and persistent in countries néggect
agriculture, or adopting large-farm strategy, tiadnere green revolutions have been sought mainly via
small/subsistence farms.

Which path will SSA governments choose? In th& &intury, many are shifting priorities towards agtture,
which by global standards they had neglected, ufidanced, or even sucked dry. Lead African in§titos such
as CAADP and AGRA, in the light of experience glibhaare committed to smallholder-led paths baseda-
entific farming and institutional change. Howevaitial power-holders in many countries oppose theh, in-
stead favouring severe land inequality and eved ¢mab. A powerful tool for such power-holdersagptesent
this, however misleadingly, as an economically sloaimd progressive strategy - and to denigrate I'signge"
farming as scientifically backward scratch-a-paiidie reality is that Asia's accelerated developrstarted with
policies to ease subsistence farmers' accessnosi@ence, better seeds and fertilizers; and tigavery low
availability of these to Africa's subsistence fanfidrmers underpins Africa’s its still sluggish dBpment.

We know the main requirements of small/subsistdan@-friendly policy for farm water, fertilizer aess, seed
research, trade, education, health, rural publadgpandsometimes rural financial services, including risk man-
agement. We also know the dangers of policies yndultoo long, based on subsidy rather than imeest. 1 list
five less familiar areas where policy improvemeant belp subsistence farmers to advance with scemdérade.

1. Improve staples output and employment data, especially for subsistence farms, for better policy to them
(a) To make sensible farm policy, a governmentias®me idea dévels and trends of farm output for main
products and regions. Reasonably accurate databesveavailable for India, Pakistan and Banglad@sabout
seventy years, and much the same applies in Chohanach of the rest of Asia (though data for miaid mixed
crops, so important for many subsistence farmswagk or absent). However, for some decades, notedyn
reliable data for subsistence, small-farm, nonrivdgonally-traded staples production - and, talastantial ex-
tent, for smallholder output altogether - have baemlable, nationally or regionally, for most S8auntries -
including, among the largest, DR Congo, EthiopigeXa and Sudan. (Data reported to FAO do ndh@se
cases, rest upguroperly collected and supervised crop-cutting samples or post-harvest farmers'ntepds a pol-
icy improving production, locally or nationally?pfoduction levels (let alone trends) are unknown worse, if

#sharashkin (2008), op. cit.
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there is an illusion of knowledge - agricultureateld policies on technology, prices and institigioannot be
assessed. (Micro-studies can help, but cannotaeiaowledge of output effects and trends natighall

Since the very few available studies suggest tinatleolder/subsistence production is 30-70 per oéfarm
output in much of SSA - and since levels and traxidsich output are usually unknown - policy susae®d need
cannot be properly evaluated, so correct policyaehis unlikely. Information, and therefore policgpact on
output, are weakest for small subsistence farnoaitput of traded cash crops from large farms isglénown
more reliably, so policies affecting such output ba evaluated, and changed if (and only if) apabg

(b) Absent such macro-data, micro-studies (vergaalrandom samples) can hint at share of output grown
for subsistence, or the gross and net marketed surplus. But stuches exist only in a few countries, and there
only for some crops, years and seasons. If pafipaicts vary for subsistence and large farms, tbexethe bal-
ance of appropriate policies (and their distribuitas well as production impact) cannot be propessessed. This
must shift policies and expenditures away fromuhknown - including crops mainly cultivated for sidtence;
but that balance is not due to knowledge of whéties work, but to ignorance about subsistencepcton.
Unfortunately we cannot usually guess at the sizven direction of bias around the casually regzbdfficial
numbers for staples output (let alone subsistelmame¥in most of SSA, though we know that they ustade
year-to-year fluctuation. Farmers' reports of otigre fairly reliable? butonly if gathered 3-6 weeks after har-
vest by properly trained, supervised and incergimvestigators using locally calibrated weighid aneasures.
(c) Policies to strengthen farm output data hawg lago largely succeeded in most of the developiodd; such
staff - for data collection, processing and uses-aapre-requisite. However, in many fiscally hprdssed (and
often urban-biased) countries of SSA, tla&onal commitment, whether to agriculture or to statetiofor-
mation, required to embed such staff into a natispstem, has been absent.

(d) Many data in sub-Saharan Africa, relevant ticgdor subsistence farms, are good or rapidlyrowing: land
use data, as satellite imaging increasingly comphgmagricultural census; food consumption and gpyp\data,
from LSMS and its successors; demographic andtdatt, from DHS. However, for the huge subsistaece
tor, data on inputs - especially non-market omeduding family labour - are as weak as for outptite Nigerian
official estimate of proportion of workforce mayr¢ngaged in agriculture around 2007 is 27%, bubA&nd
World Bank estimates adeuble that! SSA-wide estimates are typically around 78%g "careful field surveys
in 15 SSA countries suggest, contrary to receivisdewm, that proportions of young workers are evighdr"°

2. Screen major public decisonsfor impact on subsistence farms, especially in staples, and act accor dingly
Publicinvestments, policy, andincentives, not mainly aimed at subsistence staples farngag,much affect it.
Investments in transport, especially roads (usually free tg usften imply big subsidies to trade, i.e nn-
subsistence: the further the product is transppeed the higher its ratio of weight to value (&imas, usually, of
transport costs to production costs between a givence and destination), the greater the tradeicyubrhis is a
hidden penalty for subsistence production, and-adipction for local use - especially of staplEkat is not to
denigrate road investments - much needed in pa8SA to ease market access and economic andcpolitie-
gration - but to point out that their 'backwasleet§' on subsistence farmers, especially in stagihesild be (a)
evaluated and deducted from benefits when estignatmefit/cost ratios, (b) compensated to the fosaho are
also taxpayers, and poorer than most - with ap@atEpchanges in other policies.

Policy: China and many other countries have succesdtiityulated exports through export processing zones,
usually coastal. Such stimuli usually (not always)balance harm other lines of production, esplgaiain-
traded goods such as subsistence staples. Agilis tiot to condemn EPZs, sometimes a very vatuadlicy
tool, but to request pre-assessment of their bashwéect on subsistence farms, and compensatiodidated.
Incentives: After decades of agricultural neglect and expluiin - and mainly subsequent (but overlapping} dec
ades of sometimes undiscriminating war againsgigicultural subsidies - SSA is moving towards &iile sub-
sidies, designed for "smart" avoidance of misdioecand leakage, and seeking to spread new andgingm
farm inputs, especially (as in Malawi) fertilizéfsGiven SSA's extremely low fertilizer u¥esuch kick-starting
may well be right in many cases, but tends to disoate against farmers with little cash (or castps), water

#In five African countries, they got at least asseldo whole-field harvests as did crop-cut samplés similar outlay: V. Verma, T. Marchant and C.
Scott (1988), 'Evaluation of crop cut methods adhers reports for estimating crop production'.dam Long-acre Agricultural Development Centre.
%0 M. Lipton (2012), 'Learning from others: increagimgricultural productivity for human developmemsub-Saharan Africa’. WP 2012-007. New
York: UNDP Regional Bureau for Africa), Table 2 gné.

A, Dorward and E. Chirwa 2011. 'The Malawi agriawl input subsidy programme: 2005-6 to 2008-@rimat. Jnl. Agric. Sustainability 9: 232-247.
*n 2007 10kg/ha of NPK, below 5% of S, SE and EaAbttp://faostat.fao.org/site/575/DesktopDefaatixe?PagelD=575#ancor
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control, or capacity to bear risk. Careful planniag in Malawi, can mitigate these dangers; otrshe pro-
grammes become not kick-starters but permanenosufmp richer farmers against "subsistence” cotibqrst

3. Release some areaslikely to be used for subsistence farming

(a) Home gardens are close to home labour, watkkitchen waste. Small ones, especially, show gk val-
ue-per-hectare. Often, apart from stimulating sstbace farmers to "spread their wings" and tradecal vege-
table markets, they significantly raise subsistestaples output. Policy can increase area in hardegs? Gov-
ernments should be readier to release superflugbigcpands, especially for the poor. Joint villagetion can be
stimulated to develop cultivable waste, standpipad,compost pits. Often, such land redistributias proved
feasible where larger-scale land reform was nat,ras reduced poverty and malnutrition.

(b) Much of SSA has the advantage (as did mostafdsE Asia) that agriculture is mainly in smalttiobs:
farmland is not very unequal. This, in part, acasdar the big role of subsistence staples farmhese€ are the
main source, especially for the poor, of employmealories and income; and small family farms gateseach
unit of these with less capital than alternativiivitees, and with less land than large farms. Seagnments
should refrain from undermining small-farm system#jl adequate and economic alternative sourcésoaf,
work and income are available. 'Land grab' in sabg8an Africa should be judged on that criteriavourably if
fairly negotiated with small subsistence farmengl anhancing their control over area and produgtie.g. with
carefully considered contract farming, nucleustestaor tenancy-crop purchase arrangements; unfavigu if
new owners destroying informal traditional tenunes after fair negotiation but through unmandatedegnment
action, or replace employment-intensive subsistémeas by capital-intensive large farms.

A few "settler economies" in S and E Africa staittmwery unequal farms. In such cases - given wadd evi-
dence of small family farms' major advantages ola-management - carefolit substantial redistributive land
reform is efficient' and equitable, and (as proven worldwide) can tigigadly feasible. At first, land redistribu-
tion raises the proportion of output used for sstiesice, cutting transport and storage costs. Misstéduce the
flow of staples to the towns? This need not bectse, and sometimes does not happen, because thsitiilou-
tion normally also increases both output per hegtamd the proportion of it comprising staples.

4. Help smallholdersto exploit forward linkages to new(ish) routes to processing and marketing

Some claim that post-harvest advantages of lar@e séor processing, storage, containerizatiorgting nation-
al or international "grades and standards", supdwhaales, and export horticulture - increasirgylamp the on-
farm advantages of small/subsistence producers.cl&im neglects history, theory and contemporaayity.
Historically, it has long paid large growers tol pelst-harvest services to small ones, from mitkcpssing in
India to tea-factory processing in Kenya. For ceatuAsian traders, large and small, have bouglmymaillion
tons of staples every harvest, to re-sell thene(otd the original growers!) in the slack seasons.
Theoretically, where micro-sellers face lower ymmidduction or transaction costs but higher ungales/process-
ing cost, if it pays neither buyers nor micro-sell@gen co-operatively) to link to each other, itlwibrmally pay
an intermediary to provide processing, storagetloerdinks, as has almost always been the casgdps such as
rubber and sugar; the same should apply to bulkmépr supermarket transport.

In contemporary reality, there are many succesg@sitro-farmers in selling crops (including sucages) to
modern grades and standards; liaising with supémigrand exporting horticultural products (seevabn. 23).
There is huge variation among, and even withinntdes (and crops) in respect of small/subsistéacaers'
success in accessing modern market outlets. Sitive &an help, but may not; for example, Indieggulated
markets' have long eased the path of subsistenesoneers into fruit and vegetable marketing in Malsatra,
but not in Orissa. It is worth screening policiestansport, inspection and, regulation for theipact on this.

5. Consider special paliciesfor the marginal/subsistence/small-deficit sector

In many respects, what is good for small farngoied for subsistence and deficit farms. (For exampis larg-
er farmers who gain most if seed research seaksximize economic yield with no regard to risk.)vWéwer, it

should not beassumed that the same policy set benefits these five appihg sets: small, family, subsistence,
sub-subsistence and deficit farmers. This cautpplies especially to policies on credit and miarahce.

*R. Mitchell and T. Hanstad 2004. Small home gamlets and sustainable livelihoods for the poor.teaRural Development Institute, for FAO.
% Lipton 2009, ch. 2.




