SMALL, FAMILY, SUBSISTENCE, PART-TIME:
“FOUR NO’S” OF FARM DEVELOPMENT?
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The argument 1 Fif 1

General view of small, family, subsistence, part-time, farming: Four No’s!
BiBAA: PEERDIE. REX., Eirdimsl Rl “FO4R7 |
They are assumed well defined, well measured, and tightly linked.

AMIAARLUEEM A EFEE LR, Ef1zEBERENKER.

Each allegedly typifies underdevelopment, and shrinks with development.
MBS ENEARLZEWHBLFIE, 2 (IS ZREIEIHLT.
Policymakers, it 1s assumed, should drive out the Four No’s, with institutions

and incentives to shift farmers towards larger scale; corporate/non-family

modes of production; market orientation; and full-time farming.

MTVAABERSHIEE RIZEGEX UKL, LUK EF0E fthF R 15 e (2 5
RPEEARE. ARXNHIERERXNWE~LTN, @RHHE~BER
ER



The argument 2 Fif 2

* This neglects what farmers do; what pays them; empirical work
since 1950; and Green Revolution experience. Such policies
don’t work. With proper policy, the Four No’s are Yes’s. They
secure agricultural growth and trade. They can mitigate climate

change, water shortage, and employment squeeze.

RBERIKRRMT A BEITHZ; 1950FRLRMARME; FEEGH
250, XEHRFRBEMEH. MRERES, X ‘MR AJRAZR “TE” .
ETATRURERIIERMNE S . ENHLURE SIRZ WK FIRBEREE, £
Al 7



Structure of the talk 1
HERNZE ]

The situation re small, family, subsistence,
part-time operated farms; trends; causes;
private  and  social  impact;  hence
meaning/role of farming; futures.

A, REIN ETTRL R ERIEIIR; AR
iﬁ%*%* ST A2 RE; Rl AERRE




Structure of the talk 2
HEERNS 2

Small farms [Lowder et al. 2016 World Dev], predominate in area and

labour. Except in richest countries & despite land grab, farmers
increasingly choose smallness. The reasons are understood; the crucial
links of smallness to subsistence, family and part-timeness are not.

T NES AR FRRIZEERZNIIELXKIA [Lowder et al. 2016
World Dev]. BRT7T REHRMEZR, WHB LR, HREZHERELE L
ZTIMNEEE ., RERREZIERE; MEITEKXA. REXKgFFR1M LRI
S5NRZ BN EZRRN S FIER.




Structure of the talk 2
HEERNS 2

Subsistence farms thrive despite transport bias. Weak knowledge

base.

FHBRGELZRSAE, RECNEIREHWVERE, FIREMES.
Family farms [Graeub et al. 2016 World Dev] have most farmland
& employment. Huge spread and resilience.

K EIN A IA[Graeub et al. 2016 World Dev]Fr GBIt %, Ml EHBHZ.
B2 FEm B A a5 minE.

Part-time farms: very weak evidence; little sign of dwindling.

AR : HHRIRD; "B AR EEEESE.




Farm size: the situation & I 4= IR AK

Household surveys (LSMS plus) undercount bigger farms; ag censuses don’t
explore IR; farm (cost) surveys miss family facts. Best overall source: FAO
ag censuses (Lowder 2016). They show, for 106 countries with 450m farms
(80% of world farms, 85% of farmwork, 80% of population, 60% of
farmland), that:

KEPE (EFEKFEUNEHRRT) MEAMENRIGEENE; RUIEEHNR
7 (EIRM~ER) REEXRER; Kl (RER) BENSZHZBKEFI.
TR RBERKREERRADAN R EEHIE(Lowder 2016). EIRRT
106N EZRASZARIGHER (HEEKRKRIFEHAI80%, RIFEIHES%, AO
HY80%, FMHBEERIAY60%) -

* 84% of the farms ,are smaller than 2 ha; operate 12% of farmland (Figure 1).

Otherwise stated, only 16% of the world’s farms are larger than 2 ha, but they
represent 88% of the world’s farmland.

o 4%RIRIHEF/PNT2AM, XEXRIGEHMMESEIRI12% (E1) . #a)1E
i, £IKRE16%MRIFEIAAT2AM, BEN1HE T #th 2 miRae8%.



Farm size: the situation & IR IR

(a) Low-/low middle-income countries (b) S & E Asia (inc. India,
China), SSA: 70-80% of farms < 2 ha, working 30—40% of land. (¢)
High middle-& high-income countries (ex China), (d) LAC, MENA,
North Africa: most farms < 2 ha, but operate < 10% of farmland.
(a) RN / PIREAEZR, () FREL (SIFENEMFPE) « HiEH
IAREAEIMHEX : 70-80%BY KIAEFR N T2, S S EERRY30-40%;
(¢) FERABERMSWAEZR (RERR) , () RrTEM. mEhte
By PRAMILIEER: REHKRIGIRNDT240, BEANE]10%895#
EEA,
High-income: >50% farms, <1% farmland, <2ha. [>20ha: 70%: and
5%].
SWAER: BE50%MRFMENT220, GIFEFAEI1%HHE S
R (RIZERBI2020: 70%: 5%)
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Figure 1. Distribution of farms and farmland area by land size classes, 106
country sample.
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Mean farm size: trends
AEIERKRIHELIMIRLE &
(Lowder et al 2016)
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Figure 2. Average farm size, 1960-2000
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Mean farm size country trends: comments 1

P EIERRIHFEIMREEE L RiES : L |

Low/middle income: Clear average (mean) size fall 1960-2000: 55 country

falls, 9 rises (7 LAC), 2 unclear. 2000-10 confirm, inc. China. Some big
SSA countries missing, but all with data show falls

YN / RFWRAEZK: 1960-2000FHAB RIZFHEIR (FHAH) BHETEFE—-51
ERTE, IMERLA ONMEER , 2MNERNEE AR, 200082010512
Wk, BIFEHE. —LEKNEER FEERNEIERSK, ERFHENEREETRT
38

Upper-middle income: 19 falls, 5 rises (most LAC), 1 neither.

PEWAEZR: I9IMERKIGEHAERTRE, STEXR (REHREER) £, 11TE
K XBLT,

In High-income: 7 falls, 26 rises, 4 neither. Even EU trend slow; most
farms small: mean size 14.4 ha 2010, 16.1 2013 (EU Ag Briefs 2015)
SRAER: TMERKIGEIERTE, 26MERLEH, 4TMERIBEL. KB
(LFA) BEBHET;, RSHRFERAK, 2010FRIGEIRFEHE R 1442100,
20135 916.1/AL01 (EU Ag Briefs 2015)




Mean farm size country trends: comments 1

PEIERRIGFEHIMRRE L RiEEE : L |

Notable are falls in Russia and Eastern Europe

BT H AR RIHE I T FERA R

Trends in share of farms below 2ha etc, in median farm size,
and 1n size of farm with median hectare more telling but less
widely available: see Eastwood et all. 2010

AR T2AMAARIAET SR & Ei#EEE . K1Y
hFERAVULERATPFNRIAMENTILFRTE, ABFK
(IR FAE Z o), BIfEEIEAE (see Eastwood et all.
2010)




Farm size falling except in richest areas: why? 1

(R = E#MER, EMERKIHEIREENT

HHA? 1

Mainly because many factors (workforce growth, land reform) spur
response to inverse relationship (IR) of size to output per hectare-year
(strong), profit, TFP (weak). If size causes IR, no efficiency case v. land
reform. If IR reverses below 0.3ha, its case stronger.

FERRAABRZIEE (WFNEK. T ES) REAMIGRERES =

(R-5F) zEREEXZR FliH. 2EZRZE~F2FFHRN. HPREEXR
HEIMERERE, SERE~RPZMERRSE. RER IX) FEREEX
&, PR EMRIATHRM L IE; TR b 3 R 703 AL R IR 5
BE%EE, ABREERAENRIER.



Farm size falling except in richest areas: why? 1

R T EHBIER,

=LAt [E ZRAV K 17

HHA? 1

——

H

NERT /N T

IR more nonfallow, doublecropping, high-value crop-mix than crop-

specific yields.

AR#RY. WEMESMEEIRNRALLTMER —(EIRNREAE

RERA BRI R LE KRR o

Why IR? Not small farms’ land quality; nor changed demographics,
land scarcity, ag-tech. Theory, facts: 2 paths from smallness to higher

output per hectare-year.

AT LFERIEXR? ARAMNRHRGE, BAZEE

AOZAE LGRS CRA AR RE . i, F3k:

st (RH-F) HFAFREER.

1N AR



Farm size falling except in richest areas: why? 2

fR2 T EMAIESK, %Eaﬁ’miﬁ 7 FED
WINT jjﬁL

 Labour-linked TC (transaction cost) 1s lower on
small/family farms.
INRIRR YD / RENKIAWFE RN NI Z5 AR

* So is output-disposal TC. On net-staples-deficit
(small/subsistence self-provisioning) farm more output cuts
staples disposal cost & price risk, so stimulates output; on big
farm more output raises cost (disposal=marketing) & price
risk; & consumer price > farm-gate.
FEH-LERAZZ M A L E . NRRRYE / EH B ERE R
HEmEARLEHBECEH, Z2ATBIZ, E4MBER K, MEFK
R HERE RN . Bk, FHE SRR LR T ~ma AR
AR AN S X, BRI T ERERK; MAKRG~LHEE, SRS
EEAA (LE=HE) REZMEXK; HREENME>KIAZEN

8o




Farm size falling except in richest areas: why? 2

fR2 T EMAIESK, %Eaﬂﬁz‘ziﬁ R
WINT jjﬁL

* Richest areas: trend to rising farm size: IR reversed, as
importance of capital, market-ing (& saving of linked TC)
displace labour, self-provisioning (& saving of linked TC).

- REMBMX: KIFERGT AWEE: REEXRBESE
?P"zz AREE, i (R E TROELR S RA)
ElggtTﬁﬂljﬁﬂﬁ%EE (AR T8 T RRVE R 3 55 Ak




Farm size: some problems, and a longer view 1

RIAPIR: —E OB —PERTAN S 1

Though “smaller farms on better land” doesn’t explain IR, it needs testing -
and size trends need reassessing - with “size” weighted by land quality (e.g.
“in LAC a few farms > 1000 ha [operate] half farmland” — yes, but ...).
Research needed.
“BUNARIEREEFR LM HFAEBRBERIEXR, XEFFRIE; MR
TEEBFEREM, B “BR” ©FEMLLMFENRE (F,
“ERIER M SMXEZR, —E£EAKRT1000 2R EFE—FHE
Mi” -2XE, B2) o FEEEZSHMR.

NO IR 1n input provision, post-harvest, marketing; but scale economies

avoidable, and complementarities of small and big farms feasible (sugar,
tea; bulking-up).

AR RWELIE., SHEMTAGFERIEXRRDE, EEREZFE
AT R, MBEXRIGIMNRIGZENEEAFTBIAITRY (B &F; &~
m&E B0



Farm size: some problems, and a longer view 2
RIAMIR: —LEIFFN—PERZAIMN S 2

But historical view robustly supports IR outside richest areas.
Owners/controllers of big farms could manage labour only via
slavery/servitude; or forced it out (& competed against small family
farms) by poll/head-tax (and output subsidy/protection); or moved farm
operation to smaller managers, tenants, labour tenants, sharecroppers; or
failed (big-farm implants, Africa; big state/collective farms).

BREsEMERIMVEMBXBHESIMUERR T REEX R K
RKIAWETBE / 56 REBE QRIS FZ XA NEEST; X
BEH T / AKBRBEFE) (EFMRE~LHME / &7, K5/
MEREXNRYTF) ; B RPZEESHESR/NEEE. Hi
ﬁg%\%l\ﬁ&;ﬁ%MEﬁ(ﬁ%k&%;kﬁEﬁ/%%

Smallholder-based green revolution, often building on land reform.

LUNMER P ARG EES, BREFEMIMNEHEES.



Farm size: some problems, and a longer view 2
RIAMIR: —LEIFFN—PERZAIMN S 2

But do small farms or correlated family, subsistence, part-time
farms “cause” IR?

BE, MIERZSIRENK., EHERGULFRIMERIGZS
“FH TREEXR?

IMPACT of smallness: good for poverty-reduction, employment
(key: demography), distribution; good, but decliningly so, for
growth, equity; environment-neutral?

INRARBRCM . WP B Wl (R AO) « SBECEBF; XHsE
Mgk, FFEF, EEXHEIEABRNSS; XMHERTFM?



Family farms 3 EXK 1%

Graeub 2016: For 98 countries (85% world ag output) 98% farms have >

half labour from farm family, on 53% ag area. Asia 99% (85% area); Africa

97% (67%); S Amer 82% (18%); Europe 98% (69%); N/Centl Amr 88%

(68%)

Graeub 2016: ZEFEMH T £ TK85% AV R~ HAVISITMERE, HIS%RIR

H—3F A ENFHIIRBERE, EINFHFFES3%MNEHEmIR. T

99%HI R CGHHE585%) ; EMI7% (67%) ; FE 82%
(18%) ; EIM98% (69%) ; H4L3EiM88% (68%)

Family farms meet 36-114% country calorie requirements: Europe 114%,

Asia (112%), Africa (64%), N/Cent America (60%), S Amer 36%.

RKERIHHE T EE36%-114%FEEEK: BM114%; ILiMN112%;
EM64%; HLZEIM60%; FEIEIM36%.



Family farms 3 EXK 1%

FF pluses: production-consumption-fungible time, space, cash, cart
KERIIWEM A E: E£/~-HE-AIERNETE,. 26, We. #HE
Little known on FF trends but why expect decline? Corporate farms don’t

out-perform family farms, even in European Union and N America.

RERNEREZDLAAA, BAFAANImEERBLIR? BIE

AERBEMILEMX, ARKAEHANERERIADMISELT .

‘Family’ complex, changing (size, extended, share ...) €= 4 No’s?
RE" GAK, BOETK O, ¥R, H8) > “ER 2

Are family labour effects, not associated smallness, main “cause” of IR?

EREFNIMARES ZHREVNRERE “BEa” TREEXRR?



Subsistence (1) E1TRIAK LA (1)

Scrappy knowledge (Lipton 2017). 0.5 bn farms provide livelihoods for 2.2bn
people relying substantially on self-provisioning (Quan 2007).

— L FF RIS 2 (Lipton 2017)e 22 ATESZNKRIALEBHEBE, #HFFE1T (Quan
2007).

Uganda 2005-6: 42% farm output kept by growers. Tanzania 2002-3: 69%
cassava kept. Malawi: c. half calories consumed by smallholders self-
provisioned. Rural China 2003: >80% grains, beans, potatoes consumed were
self-provisioned. India: <30% grains retained 2011-12 (70% c.1952). Russia
2003: Over half farm output value, on 3% land (?), grown for subsistence by
66% of Russian families (57% subsistence only). Half EU’s 12m farms retained
over half production.

2005-2006F ZF1k: Q2% KRTMEBEZERE. 2002-20031HF I : F~=ERE T 60%HY
KRE, Oh%E: NEFEAE—FNRERBRETESEENES. 2003FFERF: BT
80%MIAY. BEX. T ERHABEEMN. ENE: 2011-2012F L F30% MR FiER (X
—LEEBITE19524E 49 970%) « 2003FERIRTE: £EB% (7 ) AILH_FH /= T2 ET <494
WeE i E, RH66%BTERE ((XB57%E BRI #H, #HAH. RKEI1200/8 MK
4, BFEHERFFREBTEBEEX—FK "R,



Subsistence (2) Ei1T#IAX1g (2)

Subsistence shares probably falling; still surprisingly large.
FFBIRIAREE BT REAE T FE, (BINIRSES NIRRT
Home gardens: most <0.2ha, efficient (low TC water, fertiliser), good for

nutrition, but not all subsistence - much veg for sale (Galhena 2013, Hanstad-
Mitchell).

FERRPIE: REZBHUNT020M, £WES (XGMAMRK. K. B,
BESR, BEANRRAMERA—RZIRRMEE (Galhena 2013, Hanstad-
Mitchell)

In general, subsistence staples form a securing bridge to trade and markets
B2, WEMEHREEREET —EBEERZSHIINEEN.

Are subsistence staples effects, not associated smallness, main element of
[lower output-disposal-linked TCs contributing to] causal IR? Research needed.

REEBRBENFMESTEREXRAZFENETEZSE? (FLHE~LAY
HAXZZAAER) MIESZHXRI/PRR? FEEZHR.




Part-time farming FeMl Al

Even scrappier knowledge, but no global evidence for either decline or general
inefficiency REXAHEEBEEEMTR, BEEKREIEFERAECERDIIE
(A

Thailand, Ireland, Norway, Tennessee: no efficiency effect [refs] =[E. Z/R
e EEHEARM: EEVERZ

Haiguang 2013, Taipusi N China: part-time increasing share; older labour, more
capital access, higher capital/labour ratio, so output less per ha, more per work-
hour. Good for devel, bad for employment? Haiguang 2013, E L FRIKINF
ME: FRARIGWBEERNE; ZBEFENN, EREZRT, ESWER/
FNJILER, FtE AR~ HER, SASHNER~H EF. BFT%
&, 1BAFTFmlk?

“By 2040 Indian ag [following] ongoing trends and other countries will be
dominated by part-time [<50% income from ag] ... small, efficient, state-of-the-art
technology” (Kohli and Sood 2013) “#J2040%, ENEXRI GEE) Mk RIS
BREMER—F, RUEERBATR (RIGALEFIRTS50%) ... )
iR, S38E, |AHEAR” (Kohli and Sood 2013)

AV



Attitudes: small, family, subsistence, part-time 1

e

SR AR REN EEL FRollett ]

CAADP Maputo vs. ruralised fiscal squeeze. AGRA vs national
research cash. Water. Data.

ADEREZITRVAEMRW RS & RITRHI S R U EREGTE. IF
MgeEaikBESERMRES. K, HiE.

“Museveni singled out continued subsistence agriculture by [most] of
the Ugandan population as a major factor that has made it difficult for
the country to reap enough from its cherished agricultural potential”
(Amia 2017). Few African leaders are as frank, but fewer show
commitment to small/family/subsistence/part-time farming.

“BEFR (BTEE%) A, (KFH) SFEAHITHE
BEHERUEXTMERRERTEZERKINESRESN, AREE
MER” (Amia 2017). RPBIEMAF AR 48, EEEREE
SR REN EHEL R IAIENRFARED
I



Attitudes: small, family, subsistence, part-time 1

S R KEN 1R FRlltt ]

For most leaders in politics (& macro-economics),
small/family/subsistence/part-time are a hierarchy of worsening
developmental sins.

FIRZHEGE (FMEMWEST) S AKR, PME, RKER.
iti‘l'%\ ﬁﬂk'li&ﬂmElﬁu%%ﬂ’]k%ﬂ’]ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁ, H—
tt—1MEE.

Talk of smallholder efficiency but attitudes, actions extracting
“surplus”, biasing prices, denying expertise and services: Asia
until the 1965-75 turn; sub-Saharan Africa still?

%L%ﬁduﬁiﬁm WER, BEEMTEIEIR7EEE

“FIR” : MIREITIE, BEMNIBNEIIEAIR, TAEHEH
AR5, JLJ\I\IE@J1965-19752“7§$$§|‘=ﬂ; R AR IE M e [X
RN ?




Attitudes: small, family, subsistence, part-time 2
B PR HKEN EPEL Rl 2

* exclusive [Aunt Sally?] focus on smallholders as engines for growth
and poverty reduction .. much of the focus on smallholders may
hinder large scale poverty reduction.” Wrong: employment,
demographics? Right: “Smallholders are heterogeneous ... scope
for large scale farmers ... often in interaction with smaller scale
farmers using institutional frameworks that encourage vertical
integration and scale economies in processing and marketing.”

«  “AXEPNREFEABRKMBANEN ] (RRZH? ) ... Xt
INRARE RS B TS RARIIERARIRER" « & gl A
0?7 iEf: “IPIRREFETERA.... O KRARRGENIZ..... &
& I AT R B SuUh 0 THFNSHE R YA 1 BX & A SR AR 2 5T RO R
ERSBE/NIRER I ERITESI,



The Four No’s as supports for transformation

}ﬂzy‘j?l:g?::lgij]jjﬂ’\] T 4\”

[t seems common sense that: advancing small farming disadvantages large;

the more family, the less modern organisation; the more subsistence
farming, the less marketing; the more part-time farming, the fewer the
gains from specialisation. XL FE2—MEIR: ZR/NK1A, MAFT.
RARY; RERIZ#HS, DIRAARED; EirBRIES, ik
FAEMEE; Rk, NElHREPRREmED.
Even if these things were true, they would run against the trends towards —
or at least not away from — these Four Noes alongside green revolutions.
Such trends show the wishes of farmers. It is unlikely that non-farmers
know they are wrong.

BIEXLBERARSE, EMESIHNESEHEESE. BraEdE (%
EELDRHE) geEwS "IN #17. JEBERRTERERN
BE. AEBAARMRIET, XRBERXET .



The Four No’s as supports for transformation

}ﬂzy‘j?l:g?::lgij]jjﬂ’\] T 4\”

In fact the common sense 1s wrong. Trends to smallness, until quite late

development, reflect efficient factor use and TC-saving. Family ...
Subsistence ... Part-time ...

SR, XERERIHEN. NELEE, SIEMARIER, #KRY
HAEMNERER, MXZHRANTL. REAKT.... EiHER
17..... sl R



The Four No’s and the future of farming 1
AT SRIAEYREK 1

Farming’s greater labour-intensity & asset equality = farm growth good
for equity. Farm GDP: growth is more poverty-reducing; but share falls
with economic growth. So farms’ equity contribution increasingly
depends on keeping the Four No’s. And, into quite late development,
they help efficient growth. But sentimentality should be avoided, e.g.:

RUMFANERREERLATHES W T AFHRIIEK, &

\GDP: ERSRERRE; BR AL HHMEERFIERT NE,

B, R FTAFRREBEREAEX “EA” . FH, RN

ﬁzgﬂ’{lﬁf%ﬁ, BT LUEFHBMHIEK, (BIERER R RIF
, 15130 :



The Four No’s and the future of farming 2
TUAT SRAAYARK 2

Four No’s not anti- (or pro-) depletion/pollution/climate change. E.g.:
(1) In using increasingly scarce/risky water, low labour/water/transport
TCs favour small farms; big ones cut cost/risk of collective action. (2)
Self-pro-visioners = incentive to cut pesticide; marketers cheaper to
monitor. Farm groups need different policies — also to help ‘Four No’s’
work with grain of new social structures, issues, technology, services, &
farm types.

“OAN” FHiER (8F) REFS /58 / ST, Flan: (1)
AF ARG / BXKERKEZERELSTE, URKFE1/. 7KF
B GRATE, DMNIBRRIZEEESF; KKIAELDERIT
HFEZMXE. (2) BREENEFES> th1E831 1B b KA
FH; BRIMEBRAERMEZR. TRINKIAZFTERNENBE
ig“@T”%fﬁMHAFﬂ\ﬁ SIEE. #AR. RES5KF




‘Four No’s’, farm futures, and new 1ssues 1
“TUA" Rl RSk K E o] 7 1

Thinking outside boxes/silos — & dichotomies. Small, family, subsistence, part-
time can complement/secure/stimulate trade, markets, scale. E.g.: (1) Arithmetic
/statics, output = self-consumed + sold; economic-psychology /dynamics, self-
provisioned staples secure/induce risk-taking in new crops/tech-niques =2 sales.
(2) Small-large complements:

ARELHMRX, ZREHEFE FHZ T, PRR KEN EITE,
F M RIZFTAANTE / 4RFE / RIFBRZ . i ESE. fFlan: (1) BESHIT, &~
H=BHERTm+EIL™m; {08 /51, BRBeN~nRiE / FEMIE
[EFEFTEY) / RRAFHRARS>HE. Q) PIHEFMXIEZ BRHEENTE:
Supermarkets, bulk-up, processing, “mentoring” ...

. &8, mL. “EETET ...

New social structures: demographics, Four No’s and complementarity
MRS A0 “FUR” DURE#MYE

New issues: health transition, exercise, urbanisation, family/farm types

Fhic)RE: BREEE., BT, BRI, HRE / RipEE




‘Four No’s’, farm futures, and new 1ssues 2

“TAA” o KRR E B0 2

New technology: smartphones, robots, ‘transitions from’ subsistence
MR BREFN. A NBBEE “H#F7

New services: supermarkets, standards, local/globalisation

WARSS: . fRfE. ATk / £k

In much of the world, demographics make the Four No’s into essential
Yes’s for employment — and so happiness, & political/economic
manageability
AEFRNARRRM, AORBIE “MUA” EREXREERN “UE”
imllE)@antt, X=EfE. BUR / £ A e IR 2301t
Chinese and Indian successes (and errors) crucial for African progress

PEMENERAD (53FiR) MEMNLARBEEEX




References and abbreviations
SEZEVEMSMREE

Amia 2017 at http://www.chimpreports.com/subsistence-farming-stifling-
realization-of-agricultural-potential-museveni/ 18 July

Collier & Dercon 2014: ‘African agriculture in a rapidly changing world’. World
Development Nov: 92-101

Eastwood, Lipton & Newell 2010: ‘Farm Size’. Handbook of Dev. Econ. Vol. 4, ed.
Evenson and Pingali

EU Ag Briefs 2015 at https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/rural-
area-economics pdf

Kohli and Sood 2013: ‘Vision of indian ag in 2040’ in Transforming Indian
Agriculture, ed. Ferroni

Galhena et al 2013 (citing Hanstad & Mitchell): ‘Home gardens’, at
https://agricultureandfoodsecurity.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/2048-7010-
2-8

Graeub, Chappell et al 2016: World Development 87 (Nov): 1-16

Haiguang, Xiubin and Jiping 2013: Journal of Resources and Ecology 4 (1): 70-79

Lipton 2010: Land Reform in Developing Countries: property rights & property
Wrongs




References and abbreviations
SEZEVEMSMREE

Lipton 2017: ‘Staples production and ‘efficient’ smallholders’ in Agriculture and
Rural Development in a Globalizing , ed. Pingali & Feder

Lowder, Skeet & Raney 2016: World Development 87 (Nov): 16-29

Part-time farms: Chalamwong et al at
https://kb.osu.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/1811/67532/
CFAESESO979.pdf?sequence=1 Lien et al, EAAE 2008; Singh & Williamson

1981 at http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/30129/1/13020061.pdf; OECD 2011;
O’ Neill et al http://www.teagasc.ie/research/ reports/ruraldevelopment/4498/eopr-

4498.pdf
Quan 2007: ‘A future for small-scale farming’ Foresight Project (London), Science
Review SR25.

AGRA: Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa. CAADP: Comprehensive Africa
Agricultural Development Programme. IR: inverse relationship. GDP: gross
domestic product. LAC: Latin America and Caribbean. MENA: Middle E & N
Africa. TC: transaction cost.




