
Donna M. Y. Read is a Research Assistant in the School of Agriculture and Wine Sciences and Kevin A. Parton is  a 
Professor in the Institute of Land, Water and Society at Charles Sturt University in Australia.  The authors offer 
thanks to Ms. Elizabeth Lukonji who provided the inspiration for the research, and to the anonymous reviewers for their 
guidance in improving the manuscript.   
 

567 
 
©2009,  Journal of Economic Issues / Association for Evolutionary Economics  

  JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC ISSUES 
  Vol. XLIII    No. 3      September 2009 
  DOI 10.2753/JEI0021-3624430301 

Economic Deregulation and Trade Liberalization in Kenya,  
Tanzania and Uganda: Growth and Poverty 

 
Donna M. Y. Read and Kevin A. Parton 

 
 
 

Abstract: With economic growth as a principal target, Kenya, Tanzania and 
Uganda have implemented deregulation and trade liberalization policies.  By 
tracing the trends in major economic aggregates, the progress of these economies is 
reviewed.  While acknowledging the conceptual arguments supporting the 
measures adopted, constraints in both the international economy and domestically 
have resulted in disappointing outcomes.  International trade rules and practices, 
particularly in the agricultural sector, have worked against all three countries. 
Moreover, their domestic economies lack crucial resources.  The results suggest that 
it may be a long time before the deregulation policies lead to a reduction in 
poverty.  
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This paper attempts to provide an overall picture of the deregulation and 
liberalization measures undertaken in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda and the 
consequences for growth and trade in these countries.  It also considers the effects of 
the World Trade Organization’s (WTO) rules and the trade practices of developed 
countries.  Finally, it considers the likely impact of the policies on poverty.  These 
three countries provide an interesting set of case studies because they have been 
grouped historically (prior to independence Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda were 
known collectively as “East Africa” under British colonial rule) and more recently 
formed the “East African Community” trading bloc in 2001. 

Trade liberalization as a means of encouraging growth emerged after a history of 
restriction on trade.  The overriding philosophy of the General Agreement on Tariffs 
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and Trade (GATT), at its inception in 1947, was that free trade should be the target 
with the exception that domestic industries could be protected from international 
competition in their infancy. It was then believed that this would encourage economic 
growth and poorer countries would be able to develop value-adding industry.  
However, in the 1980s this infant-industry approach was considered to have failed 
(Hunter 2003) and almost complete economic deregulation and trade liberalization 
became the accepted stimulators of economic growth and development.   

The “law of one price” asserts that in a free-trade world, without distorting 
practices, identical goods would sell for the same price throughout the world and the 
resulting economic efficiency would stimulate growth.  It is toward this ideal that 
trade liberalization and economic deregulation is aimed.  Market forces are allowed to 
set exchange rates and determine prices.  Trade liberalization has meant the reduction 
or elimination of import and export duties, the removal of non-quantitative barriers 
to international trade, tariff reforms and relaxing foreign direct investment 
regulations (Santos-Paulino 2002). 

Structural Adjustment Policies (SAPs) have been introduced in Kenya, Tanzania 
and Uganda on the premise that trade liberalization and economic deregulation 
stimulates economic growth.  There has been much literature supporting the 
hypothesis. The World Bank (1994) has found a correlation between growth of GDP 
per capita and exchange rate deregulation, smaller budget deficits and lower inflation 
rates. Hunter (2003) suggests trade liberalization brings about growth by increasing 
market access, enhancing international competition, improving efficiency in domestic 
markets and reducing prices for domestic consumers.  Additionally, Dornbusch 
(1992) notes that liberalization may act by better targeting of resources; being able to 
take advantage of economies of scale; increased competition; improved access to 
technologies, inputs and intermediate goods; and exposing the market to new ideas.  
Kanaan (2000) reports evidence that the phasing-out of trade restrictions in Tanzania 
has laid a foundation for sustainable growth through the revival of export trade and 
rationalization of imports.  Further, export duties negatively impact on export growth, 
and export performance has been observed to have risen as trade liberalization 
measures have been introduced (Santos-Paulino 2002).  

Adding weight to this view is the argument that trade restrictions and distortions 
act to reduce growth.  The high average tariffs in developing countries are thought to 
be a constraint on trade.  The World Bank has estimated that in 2002, developing 
countries would have been US$114 billion better off if their food and agriculture 
markets were more open to trade (World Bank 2003).  Further, de la Dehesa (2007) 
believes that globalization and its inherent larger volumes of trade allows countries to 
specialize in an area where they have a competitive advantage, producing a more 
efficient allocation of resources and a faster dissemination of technology.  In addition, 
the setting up of subsidiary companies in developing countries creates jobs and 
exports, raises employment levels, skills and incomes, increases migration flows and 
encourages the convergence of income levels between countries.   

Conversely, the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 
(UNCTAD 2002) could find little correlation between structural adjustment, which 
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includes trade liberalization policies, and growth.   They found that the rapid growth 
in nations identified as strong performers by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
was connected with special circumstances – not structural adjustment.  A number of 
commentators are more forcefully critical of SAPs arguing, for example, that free-trade 
can: 1) negatively affect the economic prospects of developing countries with little 
technological development (Rodriguez and Rodrik 2000); 2) lead to deterioration of 
infrastructure due to lack of government funding (Klein 1998); and 3) increase 
inequality (Jonakin 1997; Tanski and French 2001).  Additionally, Sachs (2005) 
contends that sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) is poorer as a result of World Bank and IMF 
policies.  There is some general evidence that trade liberalization has indeed been 
detrimental to economic growth; before trade liberalization, in the early1980s, Africa 
had 5% of the world markets but by 2002 the share was less than 2% (Huwart 2002).  
Further, Hahnel (2007) asserts that in free market conditions democracy is 
undermined, empathy and respect are discouraged, while mean-spiritedness and 
hostility are encouraged.   

Others argue that the growth-inducing capabilities of liberalization programs 
have been overstated and other factors that retard growth need to be addressed 
(Dornbusch 1992; Gibson and Tsakalotos 1994; World Bank 1994; Friis-Hansen 
2000; UNCTAD 2002; Hunter 2003). The structural weakness of poor countries can 
limit their capacity to exploit their resources and translate them into export earnings 
(UNCTAD 2002).  The reform and development of institutions is seen as vital as they 
provide essential services that allow the market to function (Gibson and Tsakalotos 
1994; Friis-Hansen 2000; Rodriguez and Rodrik 2000).   Economic development 
appears to be associated with increased quality-of-life (Greenwood and Holt 2008) but 
the theory that liberalization reduces poverty assumes the existence of functioning 
capital markets, strong financial and banking systems, appropriate institutional and 
technical capacity, efficient distribution networks, existence of property rights and the 
ability to implement and enforce regulatory frameworks. However these are absent in 
many developing countries (Hunter 2003), and as discussed below, rudimentary in 
most of Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda. 

The fundamental issue to be considered in this article is whether the 
institutional framework has developed far enough in the three countries to enable 
liberalization to generate growth.  The next section considers the liberalization 
measures undertaken. Relative to this, the third section then examines the growth 
performance of the three economies.  This leads in the subsequent sections to a 
consideration of international trade liberalization, and internal constraints to growth 
in the three economies and the consequent poverty. 

 
Liberalization Measures in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda 

 
The WTO has enthusiastically praised Tanzania and Uganda for their progress toward 
trade liberalization (WTO 2000a; 2001).  It has been more reserved in its comments 
about Kenya (WTO 2000b).  The satisfaction with Kenya’s economic management 
has been low for some time.  Uganda and Tanzania were rated as having a fair 
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macroeconomic policy stance in 1991-92 whereas Kenya’s stance was rated as very 
poor (World Bank 1995).   

Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda have all made significant progress toward 
liberalizing their exchange rate systems (Dhonte et al. 1994).  Deregulation was 
undertaken in the late 1980s/early 1990s by all three counties resulting in 
considerable depreciation of their currencies.  As this occurred the amount earned by 
producers, in domestic terms, from export cash crops increased.  Rising income was 
expected to create the incentive to increase production (Friis-Hansen 2000).    

In Kenya, a comprehensive policy framework for structural reform was first 
drawn up in 1986 but implementation did not start until the 1990s and the pace of 
reform has been slow (Karingi and Siriwardana 2001).  The WTO considers that 
Kenya has made some progress toward trade liberalization but there are many reforms 
still needed.  Nevertheless there has been a large number of legislative changes to 
improve transparency and accountability, the tariff structure has been rationalized, 
the average tariff rate lowered and quantitative trade restrictions lifted (WTO 2000b).  
Karingi and Siriwardana (2001) found that further trade liberalization would have 
allowed better trade performance.  Kenya’s exports in both the agricultural and 
manufacturing sectors rely heavily on imported inputs.  Therefore greater tariff 
reductions should result in more competitive exports.  

In Tanzania, macroeconomic reform has been substantial (Friis-Hansen 2000).  
The agricultural sector has undergone extensive liberalization; the Government no 
longer intervenes in production, processing or marketing (WTO 2000a).  The cotton, 
coffee and food-crop markets have been liberalized, while subsidies for inputs were 
eliminated by 1994 (Friis-Hansen 2000).  By the end of 1999 virtually all export 
restrictions had been eliminated and relaxation of foreign exchange constraints 
facilitated the liberalization of imports (Kanaan 2000).  Tanzania has simplified its 
tariff regime.  However, there is pressure to keep tariffs high because they are an 
important source of revenue (WTO 2000a).  Additionally, further improvements are 
considered necessary to make the tariff system more efficient and transparent (Kanaan 
2000). 

Following the installation of President Museveni in 1986, Uganda experienced a 
relatively stable political period.  Subsequently, Uganda has also undergone 
considerable economic reform including trade liberalization especially of the 
manufacturing sector (Friis-Hansen 2000; WTO 2001).  However, even before 
structural adjustment, food-crop and input markets were already fairly liberal and 
there were few subsidies for inputs (Friis-Hansen 2000).  Some liberalization has still 
occurred in the agricultural sector.  For example, by 1996 the coffee marketing 
board’s role was greatly reduced (Friss-Hansen 2000).  The tariff structure has been 
simplified and the average tariff rate has been lowered.  Additionally, all quantitative 
import restrictions have been eliminated and non-tariff restrictions are imposed only 
for moral, health, security or environmental reasons (WTO 2001).   

The agricultural sector is particularly important for Kenya, Tanzania and 
Uganda.  In Tanzania about 50% of GDP and the majority of its export earnings are 
derived from agriculture (WTO 2000a).   Agriculture provides about 90% of 
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Uganda’s export earnings, 42% of GDP and 80% of the employment (WTO 2001).  
In economic terms the agricultural sector is not as important in Kenya as it is in 
Tanzania and Uganda, contributing some 27% of GDP while 54% comes from 
tourism, financial and communication services.  However, 80% of the population 
depends on agriculture for its livelihood (WTO 2000c). 

Because of the importance of agriculture to their economies, Kenya, Tanzania 
and Uganda should stand to gain more than developed countries from liberalizing 
agricultural trade (Hunter 2003).  Generally, liberalization of the agricultural sector 
has followed a similar path in the whole of SSA.  The international market was 
liberalized first with exchange rate deregulation and then taxation of agricultural 
products was reduced. Later attention was turned to the domestic market and 
subsidies were also reduced.  Over the longer term there have been moves to 
eliminate remaining trade distortions such as input subsidies and trade restrictions.  
Government intervention has been restricted to the management of food security 
stocks and, in some countries including Tanzania, the control of the import and 
export of food crops (Friis-Hansen 2000). 

 
Growth in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda 

 
In Kenya, growth in GDP per capita slowed and stagnated in the early 1990s.  
Negative growth followed in the second half of the 1990s with some signs of recovery 
between 2003 and 2005.  In Tanzania, GDP per capita has remained fairly constant 
while Uganda’s GDP per capita has grown overall at a greater rate despite negative 
growth in some years (Figure 1).   Over the last two decades, growth rates have been 
disappointing in all three countries. 

The African Development Bank (AFDB) estimated Kenya’s average annual 
growth rate of total (as opposed to per capita) GDP to have been 2.1% between 1995 
and 2001.  Tanzania’s growth rate was 4.3% and Uganda’s 7.0%  for the same period.  
The AFDB also presents growth rates by sector.  Between 1995 and 2001 the 
secondary industry sector had the greatest increase in growth in Tanzania and 
Uganda, for Kenya it was the service sector.  The growth rates for the agricultural 
sector in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda were 1.8%, 3.9% and 4.1% respectively 
(African Development Bank Group 2006). 

In all three countries the balance of trade deteriorated overall between 1980 and 
2007 with an accelerating deficit in recent years.  Uganda was the only country to 
record a positive trade balance at any time over the period and that was between 1983 
and 1986 before liberalization measures had been implemented.  Uganda’s trade 
deficit increased from US$300 million in 1990 to US$1300 million in 2007 and the 
situation for Tanzania and Kenya is even worse. In value terms, Kenya’s exports 
increased in the first half of the 1990s but declined to US$4300 million in 2007. A 
similar pattern can be seen for Tanzania with their deficit standing at US$2600 in 
2007 (International Monetary Fund, n.d.). 
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Table 1 presents a summary of Kenya’s, Tanzania’s and Uganda’s liberalization 
and growth.  Data from 1990 are compared with data from the most recent year with 
accessible data.   The pictures produced are complex.  Kenya has been slowest to 
implement reforms and has the poorest growth figures, experiencing overall negative 
growth. Tanzania appears to have moved further on reforms than Kenya but not as far 
as Uganda and has had modest growth from 1990.  The best performer in terms of 
policy reform and growth has been Uganda.   This comparison across three countries 
appears to suggest that liberalization does result in growth.  However, in all three 
countries the overall balance of trade is moving further into “the red” and therefore 
any growth seen may not be sustainable. The value of imports has increased 
(compared to 1990) over twice as much as the value of exports for each of the 
countries.  In addition, Uganda’s labor participation rate fell during the 1990s 
(suggesting an increase in poverty) while Tanzania’s and Kenya’s rose slightly.  This 
suggests that any economic improvements have not been widely distributed within the 
three countries and that poverty is likely to rise, a negative indicator for future trends.   
 

International Trade Liberalization 
 
The importance of agriculture to Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda means that the 
international laws governing trade in this area are very important.  Prior to 1994 there 
had been little attempt to liberalize agricultural trade under the GATT because it was 
too politically and economically difficult for developed countries to accept.  The 
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 Kenya Tanzania Uganda 
Trade policy summary  Some rationalization 

of the tariff system 
 Quantitative 

restrictions lifted  
 WTO believes they 

still have a long way 
to go. 

 Extensive liberalization 
of markets 

 Subsidies on inputs 
eliminated 

 Virtually all restrictions 
on exports lifted 

 Simplified tariff system 
 WTO consider they 

have gone a long way to 
liberalizing but would 
like to see further tariff 
reductions 

 Liberalized 
markets 

 Tariff system 
simplified 

 Average tariff rate 
lowered 

 All quantitative 
restrictions lifted 

Exchange rate 
deregulation 

Late 1980s/early 1990s Late 1980s/early 1990s Late 1980s/early 
1990s 

Trend in GDP/capita A peak in the mid-1990s 
was followed by negative 
growth.  Some growth 
since 2001. 

Overall very slow growth 
with a negative downturn at 
the end of the 1990s 

Periods of positive 
and negative growth 
in the 1990s.  
Appears that growth 
may be slowing since 
2003. 

Annual growth rate 
1990-20051 

 

 
-0.1% 

 
Trend 

 
1.7% 

 
Trend 

 
3.2% 

 
Trend 

1990 -915 -779 -313 Trade balance  
(Millions US$)2 
 2007 -4258 

 
 
Trend -1296 

 
 
Trend -2634 

 
 
Trend 

1990 1090 408 178 Exports3 

 2006 3450 

 

Trend  1687 

 

Trend 991 

 

Trend  

1990 -2005 -1186 -491 Imports3 

2006 -7320 

 
Trend -3970 

 
Trend -2600 

 
Trend 

1990 48% 51% 52% Labor 
participation 
rate4 

2000 51% 

 
Trend 52% 

 
Trend 49% 

 
Trend 

 

Table 1: Summary of Kenya’s, Tanzania’s and Uganda’s Liberalization and Growth 

Data sources:  1Human Development Report 2007/08. New York:  United Nations Development Program, 
2003. 

2International Monetary Fund, n.d.   
3 World Bank, 2007b. 
4World Bank, 2007a.    
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Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) of the Uruguay Round introduced some reforms, 
but measures so far have been modest and many developing countries consider that 
there has been little meaningful liberalization of the sector (Hunter 2003).  The 
prospects for significant agricultural trade reform under the WTO’s on-going Doha 
Round are looking increasingly doubtful with the collapse of talks in July 2008 (WTO 
2008). 

The AoA’s main features are the conversion of non-tariff barriers to tariffs; 
reduction of tariffs; reduction of domestic support measures; maintenance of market 
access; and reduction of export subsidies.  Under the proposal, developing countries 
were given longer than developed countries to implement measures.  Furthermore 
tariffs, export subsidies and domestic support measures were subject to lower 
percentage reductions (Hunter 2003). 

Over time non-tariff barriers are being converted into equivalent bound tariffs.  
Tariffs are thought to be less trade distorting, do not impose quantitative limits, allow 
domestic prices to reflect changes in global prices, are more transparent and non-
discriminatory, and do not exclude the import of low cost goods (Wainio 2001).  
However, the removal of tariffs needs to be considered judiciously, taking into 
account the institutional situation of the countries concerned.  It has been argued 
that tariffs may be necessary to allow the development of a manufacturing sector 
(Schneider 2000), protect fair working conditions threatened by unfair foreign 
competition (Ramstaad 1987) or resist the increased concentration of power and 
wealth into a few multinational corporations (Tanski and French 2001).    

Hunter (2003) claims that despite special provisions being made for developing 
countries the AoA is biased toward the interests of developed countries.  This is 
because the provisions fail to address the problem of institutional and financial 
inadequacy and because non-tariff barriers were used most by developed countries.  A 
consequence is that in the conversion of non-tariff barriers to tariffs, developed 
countries’ tariffs are much higher even after the tariff levels are reduced.  The problem 
has been exacerbated by the practice of “dirty tariffication,” where the domestic price 
is overestimated and/or the international price is underestimated in order to increase 
the difference between the two prices (Francois, van Meiji and van Tongeren 2005).   
Tariffs can then be set at a higher level when converting non-tariff barriers. 

Wainio (2001) argues that while the AoA may not have achieved an overall 
reduction in the level of protection it did achieve greater transparency and eliminated 
the most trade-distorting policies.  Further the visibility of tariffs should make it easier 
to argue for reductions in future negotiations.  Non-ad valorem tariffs, however, can 
make it difficult to compare the protection for different commodities and countries 
and therefore negotiate reductions (Bouët et al. 2005).  Further, the agreement does 
not address tariff escalation in which higher tariffs are applied when the product 
undergoes processing (Hunter 2003).  This reduces the incentive of developing 
countries to develop their value-adding industries (Hunter 2003; World Bank 2003).  
The World Bank (2003) considers that tariff escalation can be seen as a “tax on 
development.” 
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Industrialized nations have tended to apply trade barriers in the two sectors that 
cause the most disadvantage to developing countries, agriculture and labor-intensive 
manufacturing (Oxfam 2002; UNCTAD 2002).  The policies of OECD (Organization 
for Economic Co-Operation and Development) countries, by protecting and 
subsidizing agriculture, restrict trade opportunities where developing countries would 
have a comparative advantage and therefore cause serious damage to the agricultural 
sector of poor countries (World Bank 2003).  In order to measure the difference 
between the free-trade principles professed by the rich countries and their protection 
practices, Oxfam (2002) have created a “Double Standards Index.”  The European 
Union closely followed by the United States are the worst offenders. Exports from 
developing countries to developed countries attract tariffs that are four times greater 
than those charged on exports from other developed countries, estimated to have cost 
developing countries US$100 billion – twice the amount received as aid (Oxfam 
2002).   

Domestic production subsidies in developed countries can add further damage.  
For example, cotton is an important product for Uganda.  In 2001/2002 cotton 
producers in the United States received US$4 billion in subsidies (World Bank 2003) 
equivalent to 70% of Uganda’s GDP (US$5.7 billion) (World Bank 2007a) in 2001.  
In order to increase the market access of developing countries Oxfam (2002) 
suggested removing duties and quotas for imports from low-income countries; 
capping tariffs applied against developing countries at 5%; banning export subsidies 
and restructuring farm subsidies to fulfill environmental and social aims. 

Despite some improvements in the regime of import tariffs and export subsidies, 
the practice of dumping still continues.  This not only distorts trade, but it is also one 
of the major causes of damage to the agricultural sectors of developing countries 
(Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy, n.d.).  It is expected that developing 
countries would have a strong comparative advantage in agriculture if trade were fair.  
Developed countries, however, have flooded markets with artificially cheap 
agricultural products, depressing world prices and diminishing the growth and 
viability of producers in developing countries (Hunter 2003). The United States is 
one of the main perpetrators of dumping.  The Institute for Agriculture and Trade 
Policy (n.d.) has estimated that in 2001, wheat was exported at 44% less than 
production costs and cotton at 57%.  They also report that maize, soybeans and rice 
are also regularly dumped. 

Although the WTO has a number of mechanisms designed to guard domestic 
industries against “unfair competition,”  Ruffer and Vergano (2002) argue that these 
provisions do not provide the desired protection for the agricultural industries of 
developing countries and propose a “Special Agricultural Safeguard Mechanism 
(SASM)” for countries with low GNP per capita.  The SASM would impose duties on 
a short-term basis that could be re-invoked and would be limited to defined food 
security products.  The mechanism would free low-income countries from the detailed 
investigations needed to provide proof of injury, but on the other hand no 
compensation would be payable. 
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The stated long-term objective of the AoA to “establish a fair and market 
oriented trading system” (WTO 2004, 7) was reconfirmed in “Doha Ministerial 
Declaration” by WTO members of 2001.  The declaration called for further reforms 
through a substantial reduction in tariffs, domestic support and export subsidies – the 
“three pillars of agricultural trade reform.”  However, achieving these goals is proving 
to be very difficult (Elliot 2004; Wade Hunter 2004; WTO 2004).   It remains to be 
seen if there is any substance to the developed countries’ promises to reduce domestic 
support.  Additionally, what the WTO means by “fair” needs to be questioned.  The 
free market is only about the free movement of goods implying nothing about how 
those goods are produced (Atkinson 1998).  The notion of a “fair trading system” 
must encompass standards that ensure that producers and the environment are not 
exploited in the process (Nicholls and Opal 2005).   

Overall there is still a long way to travel before the international trade regime 
facing agriculture in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda could be considered “fair.”  The 
AoA has been useful in setting the agenda, revealing areas for improvement and 
indeed increasing the probability of future progress.  Nevertheless, multilateral trade 
negotiations can take many years to achieve useful outcomes, particularly for countries 
like these, which are in a weak bargaining position.  It needs to be recognized that 
trade is a social phenomenon, facilitated by shared understanding of rules and 
cultures and that even free trade occurs under regulation and supervision (Adams 
1987; Atkinson 1998).  Understanding and cooperation are needed for trade relations 
to develop, and external market rules must be compatible with all the societies 
involved, their cultures and institutions (Adams 1987).  Furthermore, Schneider 
(2003) argues that the global market has been to the detriment of African people; it 
has not helped to create the auto-centered economy that appears to be important in 
the development process.  

 
Constraints on Growth 

 
There appears to be a growing consensus that liberalization has failed to produce 
sustainable growth (Friis-Hansen 2000). The analysis presented in this paper tends to 
support this summation.  There are two subsequent questions: What are the reasons 
for this failure? What needs to be done to stimulate growth? 

The potential for growth in Africa may have been overestimated because it has 
not taken into account the constraints that may prevent market forces from 
stimulating growth (UNCTAD 1998).  The one-size-fits-all SAPs have failed to take 
into account institutional and cultural conditions (Atkinson 1998; Schneider 1999; 
Elliot and Harvey 2000).  Moreover, Sachs (2005) considers that it is vital that the full 
complexity of each country’s situation is taken into account.  He calls for a complete 
appraisal of those countries where extreme poverty occurs.  This would include 
poverty mapping with future threats, consideration of patterns of governance, cultural 
barriers to development, physical geography, human ecology, the country’s security 
and economic relationships as well as economic and fiscal structure.  While the 
World Bank has come some way in recognizing that there is a problem with failing to 
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consider context, it is still criticized for not adopting a holistic approach (Schneider 
1999; Jameson 2006). Giving consideration to individual circumstances, preferably 
with the inclusion of indigenous or local input (Nafziger 1993; Natarajan 2005), 
would entail tailoring policies to local conditions rather than using a generic formula 
such as the financial institutions have imposed (Friis-Hansen 2000).  Accordingly, the 
practice of making the market central to the design of all policies should be 
reconsidered as it can mean that important nation-building objectives are 
compromised.  Furthermore, flexibility and the ability to adapt and change as global 
markets change are also identifiable as characteristics of successful market institutions 
(Griffith 2002).  

Growth may be more effectively generated by policies that increase workforce 
skills and levels of employment (OECD 2003) and public investment in education 
and roads (Friis-Hansen 2000).  Education that fosters entrepreneurial spirit may be 
particularly effective (Griffith 2002).  Additionally, state-led investment may be 
essential in underdeveloped countries like Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda in order to 
build industrial and market capacity (Costello 1994). In this respect other 
infrastructure is also important.  For example information technology is important for 
an efficient financial sector (Adams and Brunner 2003). Schneider (2000) argues for 
the use of protectionism in the development of a manufacturing sector, using the 
example of South Africa. In addition, the privatization and lack of sufficient tariff 
protection have reportedly been responsible for the financial difficulties of the Indian 
electricity industry (Trebing and Voll 2006).   

The deprivation of resources in countries in SSA, such as Kenya, Tanzania and 
Uganda, is likely to have impeded growth.  Growth stimulating measures such as 
research and extension services are under-funded (Friis-Hansen 2000), even though it 
is generally acknowledged that there is a strong link between the amount of research 
and development being carried out by the business sector and the rate of growth 
(OECD 2003).  It is likely that SSA does not have sufficient income to stimulate rapid 
growth (Burnside and Dollar 2000; UNCTAD 2002).  UNCTAD (2002) calls for this 
shortfall to be made up by official financing, and estimates that US$10 billion will be 
needed per year for at least a decade to provide the boost required.  To support this 
measure they also want policies that increase investment and savings so that the 
resource gap and dependence on aid will be reduced. 

The lack of transport and markets particularly retards growth in the agricultural 
sector (Friis-Hansen 2000).   In general, before liberalization farmers were not allowed 
to trade crops outside their local district so there was little need for extensive 
transport infrastructure.  This has left a legacy where access to markets can be a major 
constraint to increased production.  Investment in transport infrastructure must 
address more than the road system, as it does not guarantee access to motor vehicles.   
The availability of trucks has increased in regional towns but they are often run 
inefficiently and are very costly.  In rural areas the access to trucks is still poor, 
therefore transport between villages is still a problem and so the integration of rural 
markets is made more difficult.  Further, most transport takes place on the farm or 
between villages and is undertaken by foot, bicycle, carts or donkey and therefore 
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investment in intermediate transport and path maintenance is needed.   This kind of 
infrastructure investment is only likely to come from public sources (Friis-Hansen 
2000).   

Aid may have been able to compensate for the deteriorating conditions in the 
international market.  However, Official Development Assistance (ODA) and official 
lending have failed to make up for the declining export prices and deteriorating 
external financial conditions that have hampered the growth of export earnings in 
Africa.  Economic growth and structural change have therefore been impeded 
(UNCTAD 1998).   Liberalized trade policies along with significant amounts of aid (3 
to 7% of GDP) may provide the best conditions for growth (Burnside and Dollar 
2000).  Conversely, granting of aid increases debt.  Tanzania, for example, is one of 
the world’s most indebted nations; the nation’s large debt burden is considered an 
obstacle to its trade and economic development (WTO 2000a).  

As yet another explanation, Fasno-Filho (1995) blames the lack of economic 
growth in SSA from the mid-1970s to 1993 on poor economic management.  
Evidence from Mexico suggests that even when implemented successfully 
liberalization strategies failed to overcome economic structural weaknesses (Peters 
1998).  In SSA, the alleged poor economic management has manifested itself in a 
high fiscal deficit, high dependence on a few export products, poor performance in 
the agricultural sector, low productivity and an inefficient financial sector hindering 
domestic savings and investment.   The informal sector in Tanzania, for example, has 
grown since liberalization, accompanied by a reduction in the tax-to-GDP ratio, 
particularly in the areas of income and sales tax.  Reform of the domestic tax system 
may be warranted to redistribute the benefits from increased growth (Kanaan 2000). 

 
Growth and Poverty 

 
Central to the aim of development policies of a country should be to improve the 
well-being of its citizens (Doryan 1993; Jameson 2006), but liberalization seems not to 
have produced such improvement (Rodriguez and Rodrik 2000).  The low-income 
majority of developing countries may not experience the welfare benefits of market 
driven economies (James 2000).  The lack of “credible institutions” (political, legal 
and economic) and a skilled labor force have been posited as reasons that some 
countries have not benefited from the liberalization of trade and the globalization 
process (de la Dehesa 2006).  It is also argued that free markets are unlikely to achieve 
a fair allocation of resources because of externalities, slow reaction of the market to 
price indicators and non-competitive practices (Hahnel 2007).   

The reduction in trade barriers of developing countries can increase their 
vulnerability to external market instability.  Temporary shocks and market 
fluctuations can have severe adverse and long-lasting effects on small farmers and the 
poor (Ruffer and Vergano 2002).   However, policies that help to eliminate trade 
distortions may help to create an environment in which growth can occur as long as 
aid is provided to overcome the constraints (Burnside and Dollar 2000).  Indeed, 
Sachs (2005) considers that economic development can and does increase human 
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welfare but that very poor countries are likely to need help to get them on the “first 
rung of the ladder of development.” 

De la Dehesa (2007) asserts that globalization and free markets tend to reduce 
poverty and inequality.  However, poverty has often increased due to dislocation 
related to the too rapid import of liberalization (Oxfam 2002) with inequity increasing 
under market deregulation (Jonakin 1997; Hahnel 2007).  Further, Bazaara (2001) 
finds that the inequalities of Ugandan society have increased, as large companies and 
those with strong commercial sector linkages benefit from growth in the export 
market.  Karingi and Siriwardana (2001) also suggest that falling employment and 
therefore declining household income are the result of liberalization. Kenya’s labor 
participation rates grew over the decade to 2001, Tanzania’s remained roughly the 
same as previously and Uganda’s fell from 52% in 1980 to 48% in 2001 (African 
Development Bank Group 2006). The United Nations Development Programme’s 
(UNDP) Human Development Index (HDI) incorporates average life expectancy, 
adult literacy, school enrolments, and GDP per capita.  The index trends demonstrate 
the lack of improvement in these important measures of development. Indeed, 
conditions appear to be entrenched with some deterioration apparent in Kenya and 
only slight improvements identifiable for Tanzania and Uganda (Figure 2).   However, 
96% of Ugandans survive on less than $2 per day and 82% on less than $1 per day 
(UNDP 2003).  The divide in Uganda between the rich and the poor continues to 
grow with fewer members of the population participating in the workforce.  Arjona, 

Figure 2.  Human Development Index (HDI) 1975-2005 
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Ladaique and Pearson (2002) indicate that social protection enables more people to 
participate in the workforce and therefore be economically productive.  However, they 
also warn that social welfare policies may retard growth by diverting money from 
investment and innovation, and discourage people from working and saving. 

The Gender-Related Development Index (GDI) considers the same measures of 
quality of life as the HDI, but adjusts for gender inequality.  Kenya’s GDI values 
experienced a period of slight decline in the first part of this decade but now maybe 
showing some signs of recovery (Figure 3). In 2006, Kenya ranked 127 in the world 
with a GDI of 0.521 (UNDP 2007). Uganda was ranked 132, with a GDI of 0.501 
(UNDP 2007), but with a trend toward greater equality in recent years.  Tanzania’s 
inequality has increased since the early 1990s.  In 2006 it was ranked at 138, with a 
GDI of 0.464 (UNDP 2007). Thus the overall picture on the GDI is one of little 
change, with only Uganda showing any real improvement. 

Figure 3.  Gender-Related Development Index (GDI) 1998-2005  
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The agricultural sector has a large role to play in alleviating poverty and enabling 
food security (Hunter 2003).  Therefore, how trade liberalization affects this sector is of 
vital importance. Food security has become an increasingly urgent problem that needs to 
be addressed, with the prices of all major food commodities rising dramatically in the 
early part of 2008 (Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 2008).  The seriousness of 
the issue was highlighted by the High-Level Conference on World Food Security in June 
2008, attended by Heads of State and Government, Ministers and Representatives of 180 
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countries.  Production shortfalls caused by weather events, reduced stocking levels of 
important crops such as wheat, rising fuel prices, and the emerging biofuels market 
have been identified among the underlying factors that are combining to exacerbate 
the food security crisis (FAO 2008).  Bazaara (2001) asserts that food security has been 
compromised as more lucrative exports or cash crops have replaced food crops.  Most 
of the increased productivity appears to have been restricted to export crops (although 
not all export crops) while food-crop production has responded poorly; especially in 
areas remote from major markets (Friis-Hansen 2000).  Importantly, production of 
food crops has failed to keep pace with population growth with negative average 
annual growth per capita in total food production being recorded in all three 
countries from 1990-2004 (minus 0.6% in Kenya and Uganda and minus 1.2% in 
Tanzania) (World Bank 2007b). The shortfall is made up by an increase in imports 
(Friis-Hansen 2000).  This is especially worrisome in light of escalating global prices as 
already in the last decade in SSA the percentage and the number of undernourished 
children has been increasing with countries in Eastern Africa being most severely 
affected (Chopra and Darnton-Hill 2006).  Clearly, market forces cannot ensure food 
security (Schneider 1999).   

 
Conclusions 

 
Under pressure from the financial institutions, Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda have 
implemented a range of liberalization measures.  Kenya has been the country that has 
been most reluctant to follow this path and of the three countries has achieved the 
lowest growth rates.  However, it is Kenya, and to a lesser extent Tanzania, that has 
been able to achieve growing labor participation rates that may translate to better 
living conditions for the general population.  Tanzania has undertaken many 
initiatives toward liberalization, although tariffs are still seen as being too high, and 
has achieved modest growth.  Uganda has been the country to most enthusiastically 
embrace liberalization.  This appears to have been accompanied by the highest rate of 
growth.  However, the labor participation rate in Uganda has fallen at an increasing 
rate since 1990 and in most recent years Uganda’s growth rates have declined.  In all 
three countries the growth in GDP has been outpaced by the growth in the trade 
deficit.  The value of imports has shown consistent growth while the value of exports 
has not been able to keep pace.  This is especially true for the most eager liberalizer, 
Uganda.  Additionally, the growth of the agricultural sector has barely kept pace with 
population growth in all three countries.  This situation looks even worse when food 
production alone is considered.  Clearly the growth achieved in the context of the 
underlying economic performance is unsustainable and food production must better 
match population growth to prevent poverty from becoming an even greater problem 
in these countries. 

It is perhaps unsurprising that this pattern of rising imports and falling exports 
has occurred when the international trade conditions in which Kenya, Tanzania and 
Uganda must operate are considered.  Trade by definition is done in partnership.  
The way in which trading partners, especially those in the developed world, conduct 
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business has a profound effect on economic growth in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda. 
Developed countries have been especially slow to liberalize their agricultural sector 
policies, the area in which the three SSA countries are likely to be most competitive.  
Recently, some progress toward liberalization of the agricultural market has been 
made under the AoA, and the Doha Round may produce further progress.  However, 
recent years have seen tariff escalation, dumping and other trade distortions, and may 
not have achieved an overall reduction in protection for agricultural commodities.  
Additionally, developed countries add to the difficulties of developing countries by 
applying tariffs on imports from developing countries at significantly higher rates than 
would be applied on goods from another developed country.  According to Oxfam, 
the European Union and the United States have the highest double standards in 
terms of the amount of protection they afford their own markets and the trade 
liberalization they expect from others. 

Moreover, liberalization has taken place without considering the constraints and 
conditions that exist in these three countries. The predicted increase in agricultural 
production, generally, has not occurred.  This may be due to placing too much faith 
in market forces without considering the supporting conditions that are necessary.  
Additionally, the income of many primary producers may have actually fallen in 
Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda because of falling prices, poorer quality of produce, 
increased costs of imported inputs and decreased value of the national currency.  The 
stimulus that was expected to increase production was, therefore, not actually present.   

Further the lack of infrastructure, especially transport and markets, and 
insufficient income for increased spending are major constraints to growth.  
Transport infrastructure is vital to allow producers access to markets.  The building of 
roads alone is not enough.  Haulage by motor vehicles needs to be efficient and 
affordable and transport around farms and between villages also needs to be 
addressed.  Additionally, the now privatized state marketing institutions previously 
provided a number of important services such as: quality control and coordinating 
sales agreements that the private sector has largely failed to fulfill.   

In addition, lack of economic growth has been blamed on poor economic 
management.  There is some evidence to support this view – Kenya has been seen by 
western institutions as being the poorest economic manager and they have had the 
lowest growth.  However, Uganda has been held up by the WTO as an exemplary 
model for complying with structural adjustment, but even so there now appears to be 
a downturn in the country’s rate of growth.  The argument also ignores the impact of 
external factors.  To blame poor economic management alone therefore appears to be 
an oversimplification of the problem. 

Liberalization has made the populations of Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda more 
vulnerable for a number of reasons. Perhaps most worryingly, food security appears to 
have been put at risk as agricultural production has concentrated more intensively on 
cash crops for export.  With recent soaring prices this is becoming an increasing 
concern. Additionally, making trade more open in these countries has made them 
more vulnerable to external market instability. 
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Increased aid has been suggested as a means to stimulate growth.  This approach 
must be examined judiciously because entrenched problems already exist in these 
countries because of their levels of indebtedness.  Rich nations may best be able to 
help these countries by applying to themselves the same standards of liberalization 
that they require of the developing countries.  

It is perhaps too early to tell whether the liberalization of the markets in Kenya, 
Tanzania and Uganda has resulted in sustainable growth.  However, the current 
situation appears to be facilitating the developing countries to import from developed 
countries.  It does not appear to be working in the opposite direction.  This suggests 
the liberalization they have undertaken has been of more benefit to rich nations 
rather than themselves. 

It may be time to reassess the dogma that insists on trade liberalization and the 
sanctity of the market for the sake of millions of Kenyans, Tanzanians and Ugandans 
living in poverty.   After all, the WTO has recognized that distorting trade practices 
may be acceptable in vulnerable countries to ensure food security.   At the same time 
trade efforts need to be made to allow trade liberalization to achieve increased growth 
in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda.  In order to make this happen there needs to be 
capable financial institutions and infrastructure to support the market, and loopholes 
such as tariff escalation must be eliminated.  Finally, the individual circumstances of 
each country need to be taken into consideration so that an equitable set of trade 
rules can be applied to allow significant positive economic development that will 
enable their citizens to build lives free of extreme poverty. 

 
References 

 
Adams, John. “Trade and Payments as Instituted Process: The Institutional Theory of the External Sector.” 

Journal of Economic Issues 21, 4 (1987): 1839-1860. 
Adams, John and Hans-Peter Brunner. “Technology and Institutions in the Process of Economic Reform: 

Achieving Growth with Poverty Reduction in South Asia.” Journal of Economic Issues 37, 2 (2003): 
363-369. 

African Development Bank Group. The ADB Statistics Pocketbook 2006. Tunis: ADB, 2006. http://
www.afdb.org/pls/portal/docs/page/adb_admin_pg/documents/statistics/pocketbook_2006_ 
web.pdf (accessed August 13, 2008).  

Arjona, Roman, Maxime Ladaique and Mark Pearson. “Social Protection and Growth.” OECD Economic 
Studies 35, 2002.  

Atkinson, Glen. “The Political economy of Liberalization and Regulation: Trade Policy for the New Era.” 
Journal of Economic Issues 32, 2 (1998): 419-426. 

Bazaara, Nyangabyaki (Patrick). “The Impact of Liberalisation on Agriculture and Food Security in Uganda: 
Final Report.” Kampala:  Center for Basic Research, Structural Adjustment Participatory Review 
Initiative Uganda, 2001.  

Bouët, Antoine, Jean-Christophe Bureau, Yvan Decreux and Sébastien Jean. “Multilateral Agricultural 
Trade Liberalization: The Contrasting Fortunes of Developing Countries in the Doha Round.” 
World Economy 28, 9 (2005):  1329-1354. 

Burnside, Craig and David Dollar. “Aid, Policies and Growth.” American Economic Review  90 (2000): 847-
68. 

Chopra, Mickey, and Ian Darnton-Hill. “Responding to the Crisis in Sub-Saharan Africa: the Role of 
Nutrition.” Public Health Nutrition 9, 5 (2006): 544-550. 



 
584 

 

Donna M. Y. Read and Kevin A. Parton 

Costello, Matthew. “Market and State: Evaluating Tanzania’s Program of State-led Industrialization.” World 
Development 22, 10 (1994): 1511-1520. 

de la Dehesa, Guillermo. Winners and Losers in Globalization. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2006. 
———. What do we Know About Globalization?: Issues of Poverty and Income Distribution. Malden: Blackwell 

Publishing, 2007. 
Dhonte, Pierre, Daudi Ballali, Gilbert Terrier and Stephane Cosse. “Economic Trends in Africa: the 

Economic Performance of Sub-Saharan African Countries.”  Working Paper No. 94/109.  
Washington, DC:  IMF, 1994. 

Dornbusch, Rudiger. “The Case for Trade Liberalization in Developing Countries.” Journal of Economic 
Perspectives 6, 1 (1992): 69-85.  

Doryan, Eduardo. “An Institutional Perspective of Competitiveness and Industrial Restructuring Policies in 
Developing Countries.” Journal of Economic Issues 27, 2 (1993): 451-458. 

Elliot, Dawn and John Harvey. “Underdevelopment in Jamaica: An Institutionalist Perspective.” Journal of 
Economic Issues 34, 2 (2000): 393-401. 

Elliot, Larry. Deal on Global Trade Holds out Hope for Poor Nations. The Guardian, August, 2, 2004. 
Fasano-Filho, Ugo. “Economic Policy Making in Sub-Saharan Africa and IMF Involvement.” Quarterly 

Review of Economics and Finance 36, 1 (1995): 115-152. 
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO). “Soaring Food Prices: Facts, Perspective, Impacts and Actions 

Required.” High-Level Conference on World Food Security: The Challenges of Climate Change and 
Bioenergy. Rome, June 3-5, 2008. www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/foodclimate/HLCdocs/
HLC08-inf-1-E.pdf (accessed 13 August 13, 2008). 

Francois, Joseph F., Hans van Meijl and Frank van Tongeren. “Trade Liberalization the Doha Development 
Round.” Economic Policy 20, 42 (2005):  349-391. 

Friis-Hansen, Esbern (ed.). “Agricultural Policy in Africa after Adjustment.” Copenhagen: Centre for 
Development Research, 2000. 

Gibson, Heather and Euclid Tsakalotos. “The Scope and Limits of Financial Liberalization in Developing 
Countries: A Critical Survey.” Journal of Development Studies 30, 3 (1994): 578-629.  

Greenwood, Daphne and Richard Holt. “ Institutional and Ecological Economics: The Role of Technology 
and Institutions in Economic Development.” Journal of Economic Issues 42, 2 (2008): 445-452. 

Griffith, Winston. “A Tale of Four CARICOM Countries.” Journal of Economic Issues 36, 1 (2002): 79-106. 
Hahnel, Robin. “The Case Against Markets.” Journal of Economic Issues 41, 4 (2007): 1139-1159. 
Hunter, Jordana. “Broken Promises: Trade, Agriculture and Development in the WTO.” Melbourne Journal 

of International Law 4, 1 (2003):  299-323.  
Hunter, Wade R. The WTO Still has a Long Way to Go. International Herald Tribune. August 2, 2004. 
Huwart, Francois. We Must Fight Poverty, and Terrorism, with Both Trade and Aid. European Affairs. 

Washington, DC, Spring 2002. 
Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy. “United States Dumping on World Agricultural Markets.” 

Minneapolis: Cancun Series Paper No. 1. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy, (no date). 
International Monetary Fund. International Financial Statistics (IFS) database, (no date).  

www.imfstatistics.org/imf/ (accessed August 14, 2008). 
James, Jeffrey. “Do Consumers in Developing Countries Gain or Lose from Globalization?” Journal of 

Economic Issues 34, 3 (2000): 537-551. 
Jameson, Kenneth. “Has Institutionalism Won the Development Debate?” Journal of Economic Issues 40, 2 

(2006): 369-375. 
Jonakin, Jon. “The Interaction of Market Failure and Structural Adjustment in Producer Credit and Land 

Markets: The Case of Nicaragua.” Journal of Economic Issues 31, 2 (1997): 349-357. 
Kanaan, Oussam. “Tanzania’s Experience with Trade Liberalization.” Finance and Development 37, 2 (2000):  

22-23. 
Karingi, Stephen and Mahinda Siriwardana.  “Structural Adjustment Policies and the Kenyan Economy: A 

Computable General Equilibrium Model Analysis.” African Development Review 13, 1 (2001):  24-45.  
Klein, Philip. “Rethinking American Participation in Economic Development: An Institutionalist 

Assessment.” Journal of Economic Issues 32, 2 (1998): 385-393. 
Nafziger, E. Wayne. “Debt, Adjustment, and Economic Liberalization in Africa.” Journal of Economic Issues 

27, 2 (1993): 429-439. 



Economic Deregulation and Trade Liberalization  
 

585 

 

Natarajan, Tara. “Agency of Development and Agents of Change: Localization, Resistance, and 
Employment.” Journal of Economic Issues 39, 2 (2005): 409-418. 

Nicholls, Alex, and Charlotte Opal. Fair Trade: Market-Driven, Ethical Consumption. London: Sage, 2005. 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). The Policy Agenda for Growth: An 

Overview of Economic Sources of Economic Growth in OECD Countries. Paris: OECD, 2003. 
Oxfam. Rigged Rules and Double Standards: Trade Globalisation and the Fight against Poverty. Washington DC: 

Oxfam International, 2002. 
Peters, Enrique. “Mexico’s Liberalization Strategy, 10 Years On: Results and Alternatives.” Journal of 

Economic Issues 32, 2 (1998): 351-363. 
Ramstaad, Yngve. “Free Trade versus Fair Trade: Import Barriers As a Problem of Reasonable Value.” 

Journal of Economic Issues 21, 1 (1987): 5-32. 
Rodriguez, Francisco and Dani Rodrik. “Trade Policy and Economic Growth: a Skeptic’s Guide to the 

Cross-national Evidence.” Macroeconomics Annual 15 (2000):  261-292.  
Ruffer, Tim and Paolo Vergano. An Agricultural Safeguard Mechanism for Developing Countries. London: UK 

Department for International Development, 2002. 
Sachs, Jeffrey. The End of Poverty: How we can Make it Happen in Our Lifetime. London: Penguin Books, 

2005.  
Santos-Paulino, Amelia. “Trade Liberalization and Export Performance in Selected Developing Countries.” 

Journal of Development Studies 39, 1 (2002):  140-165.  
Schneider, Geoffrey. “An Institutionalist Assessment of Structural Adjustment Programs in Africa.” Journal 

of Economic Issues 33, 2 (1999): 325-334. 
———. “The Development of the Manufacturing Sector in South Africa.” Journal of Economic Issues 34, 2 

(2000): 413-424. 
———. “Globalization and the Poorest of the Poor: Global Integration and the Development Process in Sub-

Saharan Africa.” Journal of Economic Issues 37, 2 (2003): 389-396. 
Tanski, Janet and Dan French. “ Capital Concentration and Market Power in Mexico’s Manufacturing 

Industry: Has Trade Liberalization Made a Difference?” Journal of Economic Issues 35, 3 (2001): 675-
711. 

Trebing, Harry and Sarah Voll. “Infrastructure Deregulation and Privatization in Industrialized and 
Emerging Economies.” Journal of Economic Issues 40, 2 (2006): 307-315. 

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD). Trade and Development Report 1998. 
New York:  United Nations, 1998. 

———. Economic Development in Africa: From Adjustment to Poverty Reduction: What is New? Geneva: United 
Nations, 2002. 

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). Millennium Development Goals: A Compact among Nations 
to end Human Poverty: Human Development Report 2003. New York:  Oxford University Press, 2003. 

———. Human Development Report 2007/2008. Fighting Climate Change: Human Solidarity in a Divided World. 
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007. 

Wainio, John. WTO: Uruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture, AoA Issues Series: Market Access: Tariffication 
and Tariff Reduction. Washington, DC: Economic Research Services, United States Department of 
Agriculture, 2001.  

 http://www.ers.usda.gov/Briefing/WTO/ tariffs.htm (accessed August 13, 2008). 
World Bank. “Better Macroeconomic Policies Boost Africa’s Growth.” Development Brief No. 

34.Washington, DC:  World Bank, 1994.  http://www.worldbank.org/html/dec/Publications/ 
Briefs/DB34.html (accessed August 13, 2008). 

———. “Adjustment in Africa: Update on Reversing Economic Decline in Sub-Saharan Africa.” Findings 
Africa Region, No. 34. Washington, DC:  World Bank, 1995. 

———. “International Trade in Agriculture: A Developing Country Perspective.” Agriculture and Rural 
Development. Washington, DC:  World Bank, 2003. 
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTARD/0,,contentMDK:20451160
~pagePK:210058~piPK:210062~theSitePK:336682,00.html (accessed August 13, 2008). 

———. “Uganda at a Glance.” Washington DC: World Bank, 2007a. 
http://devdata.worldbank.org/AAG/uga_aag.pdf (accessed on August 13, 2008). 

———.  World Development Report 2008: Agriculture for Development. Washington DC: World Bank, 2007b. 



 
586 

 

Donna M. Y. Read and Kevin A. Parton 

World Trade Organization (WTO). “Tanzania: February 2000, Trade policy reviews: first press release, 
secretariat and government summaries.”  Geneva: WTO, 2000a.  http://www.wto.org/english/
tratop_e/tpr_e/tp128_e.htm (accessed August 13, 2008). 

———.  “Kenya: January 2000, Trade policy reviews: second press release and chairperson’s conclusions.”  
Geneva: WTO, 2000b.  http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tpr_e/tp126_e.htm (accessed August 
13, 2008). 

———. “Kenya: January 2000, trade policy reviews: first press release, secretariat and government summaries.”  
Geneva:  WTO, 2000c. http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tpr_e/tp124_e.htm (accessed August 
13, 2008). 

———. “Uganda: December 2001, trade policy reviews: first press release, secretariat and government 
summaries.”  Geneva: WTO, 2001. http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tpr_e/tp182_e.htm 
(accessed August 13, 2008). 

———. “WTO Agricultural Negotiations: the Issues and Where We are Now.”  Geneva:  WTO, 2004. 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/agric_e/agnegs_bkgrnd_e.pdf (accessed August 13, 2008). 

———. “Day 9: Talks Collapse Despite Progress on a list of Issues.”  Geneva: WTO, 2008. http://
www.wto.org/english/news_e/news08_e/meet08_summary_29july_e.htm (accessed August 13, 
2008). 

 
 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck true
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <>
    /CHT <>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents that are to be checked or must conform to PDF/X-1a:2001, an ISO standard for graphic content exchange.  For more information on creating PDF/X-1a compliant PDF documents, please refer to the Acrobat User Guide.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 4.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [1382.400 907.200]
>> setpagedevice


