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Business ‘Power of Presence:’ Foreign Capital, Industry Practices and Politics

of Sustainable Development in Zambian Agriculture

S. Manda, A. Tallontireand A. Dougill
Abstract

Sustainable Development Goals/e brought optimism around ‘agriculture for development’ but

also questioned agribusinessin sustainable development. This paper assesses how an
agribusinesspower exploits domains to exert control over industry governance. Using interviews
and group discussions from three smallholder outgrower schemes under lllovo Sugar Plc, the paper
demonstrates that corporations can deploy‘po@er of presence’ to influence national policy
development, and sustainability in regional and local practices. Investment and trade policies
currently foster agribusinesses but overlook environmental assessments that expose social and
ecological contradictions such as on competing water uses. State-donor relations enable
smallholder integration in sugarcane as poverty reduction whilst agribusinesses are limiting their
participation through controls on resources and production systems. By analysing power
expressions, we show how possibilities of sustainable agriculture and rural development are
undermnined by agribusiness practices. We suggest that current policy efforts around ‘agriculture

for development’ in Zambia are about entrenching power and interests of an agribusiness,
neglecting industry expansion and sustainability. The paper highlights the limits and importance
of domestic institutions in framing large-scale agricultural investments as well as mediating
corporate practices that will be required to provide a greater focus on national planning processes

for sustainable agriculture and rural development.

Key Words: agribusiness power, Sugarcane, Sustainable development, Zambia, power of presence
foreign capital



1. Introduction

The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) have brought optimism around the
role of agribusinesseés development, enhancing the prominence of agriculture across many of the
seventeen SDGs (Spann 2017). However, existing literature on large-scale agricultural investments
(LaSAls) has tendetb overlook the different capacitied agribusinesseto adapt and shape
national regulatory environments. For instance, whilst neoliberal policy developments owstthe p
decades have been a source of power for actors, agribusinessesoliol&gower schemes have
somewhat been distanced from problematic ramifications of LaSAls (Elgert 2016; Bloomfield
2012. Global governance institutions suatithe World Trade Organisation explicigynphasise
agribusiness expansion, market access and increased global explessloping countries such
asthosein sub-Saharan Africa (Spann 2017; Weber 2014). Despite widespread acceptarce
deepening role of corporationa agriculture, the sort of power and influence exergd
agribusinessesn national settings and their implications on sustainability remains poorly
understood. Attemptid address sustainability concenmsLaSAls have failedo examine and
question how agribusinesses with outgrower schemes exert their poweluence industry
governance, sociand ecological relations (Spann 2017; Amanor J0LUAderstanding claim®
sustainabilityasenshrinedn SDGs thus requires thae understand how policy developmeirts

poor countries enable agribusiness powweshape governance dynamics.

A key concernin LaSAls has been the concentration of land into larger land-holdings,
driving powerful industrial actors which invokes land-grabbing narratives. Land-graistting
‘capturing of controlof relatively vast tracts of land and other natural resources through a variety
of mechanisms and forms, carried out through extra-economic coercion that involvesédege-
capital, which often shifts resourceaprientation into extraction, whether for international or
domesticgpurposes’ (Borras and Franco 2013, p.1725). For smallholders, powerful agribusinesses
can be exclusionary rather than inclusive and may not guarantee the more successful use of
agricultue for development (Akram-Lodhi 2013). Negative publicity surrounding agribusinesses
in the eraof ‘land-grabbing has meant that policy makers recognise the teadderstand who
holds poweto shape investment outcomes within their jurisdiction (Amanor 2012). Agribusiness
power and influence that shape micro-level agriculture and development dynamics remains a key
concernin critical agrarian literature (Ruttegt al. 2017; Hallet al. 2015; Gingembre 2015). A

wide-range of literaturen LaSAls focus on domestic institutioaspolicy makers, facilitators and



coordinatorsof foreign investments (Grajales 2015; Amanor 2012; Boetal. 201). Some
scholars have applied power dimensionbargaining processes (Ruttetal. 2017);in showing
power inequalities that underpin land acquisitions (Fairbairn 2013); with others focusing on
domestic entities and relationships land governance (Burnodt al. 2013). A focus on

agribusiness practices remain timrcritical agrarian literature.

This paper explores hoan agribusiness deploys power and influeteehape national
policy developments, industry governance, local development and sustainalifigycase of the
sugar sub-sectan Zambia. The takeover of Zambia Sugar Plc (ZaSBid)ovo Sugar Plan the
early 2000s, alongside the neoliberal policy ascriptions of the 1990s significantly modéneized
sugar industry, reshaping the narrative of foreign capitaral developmentin Zambia, the
dominant agribusiness that previously benefited from state financial and human resources has been
ableto shape neoliberal reforms its favour and carve off competitian the domestic market
(Richardson 2010)'he paper considers how national, regional and local level domains around the
sugar industry enables agribusinegsas<ert control and influence industry governamidea local
level, it focuses on howan agribusiness shapes land and labour relations and what this means for
wider development and sustainability. The specific objectives ate:ekplore local and regional
impacts of sugarcane expansion and howagribusiness shapes and influence sustainabilitg; 2)
examine national and industry policies shaping the sugar industry and how these processes have
been framedto deepenan agribusiness influence and implications for development and

sustainability; and 3p explore key actors involved and their influemeéhe sugar industry.

2. Agribusiness ‘Power of Presence’

This study uses the concepbower of presencdo referto how an agribusiness usefs existence
atjurisdictional scal@o influence policy developments and industry practatesmtional, regional

and local levels (Casht al. 2006). Powers the ability of one actoto prevail over othersn
achieving desired goals (Lukes 2005). Influeisdbe process of affecting the thoughts, behaviour
and feelings of another, but the actual capacitynfluence depends on power (Lefebvre 1991).
Agribusinesses organise national contexts, and deploy their existence, power, knowledge and
influenceto shape governance and regulatdifferent levels. That agribusinessesinfluence
policies or align their effort$éo a national agendat one level, and shape regional and local

governance dynamicg another level within the jurisdictional scale reflects their presence.



The wayin which ‘power of presence’ is appliedis non-linearastherecanbe changem
political and economic processes and environments. For instance, local and regional expressions
of power are interrelated, and linksthe national context. National policy actors relate differently
to agribusiness production, sector-specific configurations including agenda setting. Regional actors
include district administrators implementing development plans. Local actors include smallholders
asgrowers and their communitiels.is importantto recognise that actoet different levels have
widely different interests, perspectives and resources that means that understanding this context
vital (see Cornwall 2002).uke’s framework isolates three forms of power. Fissinstrumental
power — overt, measurable, and observable expressions of direct influence (for instance through
force, financial, social resources). Secoisd structural power— referring to the wider
socioeconomic and political context within which political agendas are shaped and decision-
making and actions are embedded. Thsrdiscursive power, which pointe how actors shape
socio norms, values, and identities, and how these favour dominant interests (Lukes 200%. Gave
(2006) addsaninsightful angleto these forms of power, relevaat studies on environment and
development. That isLuke’s three formsof power must also be understoodrelationto how
spaces for engagement are created, and the levels of power (froro Iglkddal),in which they
occur’ (p.25). Power analyses thirsszokes narratives of scaleas‘spatial, temporal quantitative
or analytical dimensions uséd measure and studyny phenomenonr and levels- asunits of

analysis that are located different positions on a scal@Cashetal. 2006, p.8).

In this paper, we map research domaysjurisdictional and institutional scalgs
demonstrate how agribusiness power and influence takesgbiditierent levels, which relatds
the guiding laws, regulations and operating rules around the sugar industrye(@hsB006).
Domains are illustrative, selectéal show different kinds of power, observed or perceived; the
former inclined towards local-level dynamics (land, labour) while the latter towards national-level
policy practices. Domains are closgbenfirms make decisions without broader consultation and
involvement; invited when agribusinesses invite actrsparticipate; and claimed/created
(organic) when the less powerful actors make sufficient pressure and claims on the powerful
(Cornwall 2002; Gaventa 2006).

The Zambia sugar industry withessed unprecedented growth and expansion particularly

with the entry of lllovo, which took over and operates ZaSPIc since 200the sub-sector,



competition for industry leadership and hegemanyisible, which, with supportive laws and
regulations, creates barrieis entry as well as spaces for manoeuvre for ZaSPIc (Kalinda and
Chisanga 2013 Regional and local level domains shawagribusiness can exercise power over
others for instance through shaping actions and thought processes of less powerful actors. Power
over reflect agribusiness practiagagegional development linkages and practices (embeddedness
and participationn regional/local development plans); land tenure relations; and labour regimes
(dynamics on employmenih outgrower schemes. Agribusinesses can also influence socio-
political and economic agendas (hidden power), shaping meaning andsvalcaeptable about

production or marketing (invisible power) (Gaventa 2006).

National level domains reveal agribusinesses can exercise power within when they shape
their sense of self-identity, confidence and awareness for actions. For instance, nan@atives
Vitamin A Fortification of sugar (Vit.AF), and how the public health policy has been juaktifie
shaped and implemented enables agribusingsseperate from a privileged angle, shaping
industry dynamics. For instance, donor-state-agribusiness collaborations around sugarcane
outgrower schemes under the donor-driven Zambia National Sugar Adaptation Strategy (ZNSS)
have been regional and around ZaSPIc, enabling corporate influence. Within thistpersgiate
agencies restrict the power of municipalities (water and land) through hierarchical mechanisms, or
where responsibilities of national state agencies conflict with lower ones (for instance overlapping
authorities) but maintaining agribusiness interests (Terraeed. 2010). Closely linked are
industry practices that shape sector strategies and policies including processes that underpin sugar
price formation and transmissiofigribusinessesanhold pover to expresseth actor’s capacity
to act. For instance, through financial power and investment scope, agribusinesses sign Investment
Promotion and Protection Agreements (IPPA) which protect their industry position and strengthen

their influence.

These processes ang no means absolute but highlight interdependences between business
and governments, which permits the fortmeenter crucial domains/spaces and influence the latter
(Richardson 2010). Within such interdependences, agribusinesses may deploy diverse strategies
a countermovemerdat different levels includingo-optation or closing spaces completely. Some

of these relateo financial and economic poweo seenin production expansion and industry



capabilitiesIn this paperye explore local, regional and national domam#ase out perceptions

of anagribusiness power and what this mean for sustainable development.

3. Research Design and M ethods
3.1 Setting

DubbedzZambia’s ‘Sugarbelt,” Mazabuka district in southern province is on€ahbia’s hotspots

for commercial agriculture (Lay et al. 2018) (Figure 1). With a population of about 261,907 and at
74% poverty rate, Mazabuka is one of the poorest in Zambia (CSO 2010). Both customary and
private landholding exist, the former being dominant among smallholders. Vast land and water
resources as well optimal agronomical conditions make Mazabuka a target for agribusiness

expansion particularly sugarcane (Manda et al. 2018).
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Figure 1: Map showing the Sugarbelt district of Mazabuka

The post-2000 period has seen ZaSPIc enhance smallholder integration and expand land area under
production through diverse production systems including outgrower schemes. In highlighting
industry dominance, ZaSPIc produced 3,246,000; 3,154,000; and 3,417,172 tons of sugar
compared to 260,000; 345,000; 305,000 tons for Kafue Sugar, the closest competitor (2013-2015)



(Drawn from industry stakeholder interviews). We focus in our study on three schemes: Kaleya,
Magobbo and Manyonyo (Figug, to highlight how firms with outgrower schemes exert their

power and influence across various levels.

Kaleya scheme started in 1984 and operates via an integrated limited company (KASCOL),
which provides extension services to smallholders such as input supply, managerial, marketing
including commercial operations. Farmers directly cultivate sugarcane on average 7.5ha household
plots whilst using an additional half-hectare for subsistence crop production. Cultivation of
sugarcane utilises household labour and capabilities that ensure: land preparation, irrigation,
weeding, fertiliser application and so-forth. All land belongs to KASCOL, and as tenants farmers

run a 14-year renewable lease.

Magobbo is a block-farm which amalgamates land from 80 households. Starting in 2008,
Magobbo scheme leases the block-farm to ZaSBlabsidiary Nanga Farms Plc. Its formation
responds to the European Commission’s 60% financing agreement, with the balance being covered
by ZaSPIc as farmer loans. Nanga Farms runs a centralised system that allows parties to conduct
joint activities such as bulk supply of production materials. Production and commercial aspects are
all controlled by Nanga Farms and farmers receive a share of profits made on their plots. Magobbo
thus provides opportunities to explore a novel coordination scheme where farmers do not

necessarily cultivate their land directly.

Finally, Manyonyo scheme started in 2009 and is considestate project but co-funded
by the Finnish government and the African Development Bank. Manyonyo is a clustered scheme
with multiple crops under consideration such as maize, bananas and other horticultural crops, but
only sugarcane is currently grown. Whereas farmers formed a farmer-based compamongdan
Irrigation Company), all production and management operations fall directly under ZaSPlIc.
Challenges in funding saw ZaSPIc fund operational costs whilst shifting the scheme focus to

sugarcane. As with Magobbo, smallholders receive a share of the profits.
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3.2 Data Collection

Data collection was shaped by a framework which esjierceptiorasevidence, measuring views
and perceptions ain agribusiness power and influenicevarious domains. Perceptions provide
insights into agribusiness legitimacy and acceptability of their actions, how and whycthbeg a
way they do and implications for tineactions. Perceptions also highlight how stakeholders
experiencan agribusiness with outgrower schemes (Bennett 2016).

Datais drawn from interviewsat different levels,n-depth household interviews, focus
group discussions including detailed observations and field notes collected between June 2015 and
February 2016 (Details of interviews are listedection B of the Supporting Informatian;the
text, referencet interviews are identifiedy the interviewcode and date, e.g. D12:16.01.16). Key
policies and strategies shaping the industry were identified on wla@donducted a preliminary
content analysis and then went furthe®licit stakeholder views on the role and framinganf
agribusiness.

Different interviews were conducted with state, donor BIGIO actors, private sugar
consultants, sugarcane firms and companies, and academics and research thiokxtalekstand
the organisation of the sub-sectas well as perception of ZaSPIc (n=37). Interviews were
complementedy a review of policy document® identify drivers of sugarcane expansion and
narrativesof changen the industry including practices.

District interviews illuminated agribusiness practices and their impacts on local and
regional development prospects (n=15). Interviews considered district-agribusiness relationships
and implications for regional development. Meanwhile a diverse group of particgtasub-
district level were includetb generate a cross section of views on the agribusiness conduct and
practices. Thesacluded government departments, input suppteetise sugar industry and private

actors (Table 1).



Table 1: Summary data collection

National-level interviews State departments/agencies, NGOs, Donors, academic  n=37
and think-tanksetc

Industry related interviews Sugar companies, processors and dealers n=10

District-level interviews Government departments, input suppliers, commercia n=15
actors and NGOs

Sub-district data collection with diverse participants

Kaleya Magobbo Manyonyo
Key informant interviews 8 8 1
In-depth household interviews 6 6 -
Focus group discussions 5 5 1

Non-sugarcane/Contract participants (Magobbo)
Focus group discussion - 1 -

Wider community interviews 3 3 3

Household interviews were conducted across better-off, medium, and poor categoriesartaking
oral history style and linketb smallholder experiencesFocus group discussions were also
conducted across gender, age, and farmer associations, concentrating on agribusiness adaptation,
practices, capabilities, scheme governance and implications for industry participation.

Analysis considered broad themes developed from qualitative data manually and using
software NVivo. These were then subjed®thematic analysis and linked research objectives
(Kumar 2005; Bazeley 2007An open coding scheme was adopitedhe analysis of paty
documents. Coded fragments of the documents were then liokbé themesn the research
objectives. Concepts from the policy documents were labelled and defined into specicesteg
and dimensions for comparisons with agribusiness power domains. Policy analysianwith
inductive approach enabledtodink policy elementso practice, which was importaim exploring

agribusiness influence (Cole 1988).

4. Analysis
Intra-domain analyses show how an agribusiness combines different forms of power to shape
policy, regional and local dynamics. Analysis of interview data shows power with dominates an

agribusiness power expression across all levels followed by power to. As discussed in the following



sections, this was reflective of state-donor collaborations as well as corporate financial and

economic power.

4.1 Regional and local-level analyses. agribusinesses, rural and economic development

Objective 1 focuses on regional and local domains within which agribusiness power and influence

is perceived. These were selected based on their ability to show power to, power with, power ove

and power within as summarised in Table 2.

Table2: Domains and power dynamics (shaded boxes show emphasised power; blank boxes shows
less emphasised/missing power)

Power Power Power Power
to with over within

Level Domain/Space
Wider development linkages
Regional Land tenure relations
and local
Labour dynamics
Vitamin A Fortificationof Sugar
Zambia National Sugar Adaptation Strategy
National

level

Concessions e.g. Investor Promotion
Protection Agreement

Sugar price formation and transmission

National labour regimes

To demonstrate agribusiness power over, power to, and power with, regional and loca&sanalys

identified practices o&n agribusinessn three domains: 1) wider development linkagddand

tenure relations, and 3) labour dynamié& focus on thesm the following sections.

a. Agribusinesses Wider Development Linkaas

Agribusinesses have been promoted for regional and local developmg£atnbia. A senior

political representative believeslazabuka is privilegedto host the biggest agribusinessthe

region’ (D5:26.06.15), which has been accompanisdbusiness opportunitiesr banking,

construction, hospitality and fast-foods industries. Related investnmestscial andecnomic

infrastructure suchas energy, irrigation, health and education argualehhance the socio-

economic status of théistrict” and contributedo poverty reduction (D6:26.06.2015). However,



most public officers were critical, arguing ZaSPIc changed the patérdevelopmenin the

district/region.

Interviews revealed a lack of cooperation and engagement between ZaSPIc and the district
suchasin development planning, infrastructure and social-service delivery. One example was the
Spatial Development Framework for the Mazabuka Urban Integrated Development Plan (IDP)
which, driven by the theme Building Mazabuka Together, was designed to guide present and future
developments in the district. One officer in the Planning Department reported ZaSPéc kegis
stakeholder in the development of the IDP but became disinterested during impleméntation
(D12:16.01.16). Instead, the company was perceived to exert power to by generating its own
development plans mostly within the estate, whacbur responderin the Planning Department,

‘were incompatible with district sustainable developméais’ (D12:16.01.16). Planning Officers
accused ZaSPIc ofllegality in land development and planning withistates’ (D8:16.01.16) but
blamed this on thegribusiness’ power within national political and economic connections which

was perceiveadslimiting and undermining local regulations.

District interviews showed sugarcane expansion changed demographic dynamics of
Mazabuka. The largest migrant graapthe formal agricultural sectan Zambia are cane cutters
from North-Western, Western and Southern provinedazabuka (SDMa:12.06.16). This
transitory workforce predominantly male was cibgthe Planning Departmeasstraining public
infrastructure, housing and health services. The argument wassi@asonal workers stopped
returningto their villages; and ‘are acquiring and developing illegal pieces of lanthich
contributed to unplanned settlements (D12.16.01.16). A consistent theme across district
interviewees was that social service and infrastructure provisioning was less promiaSitic’s
social activities. For instance, powar and power with enabled ZaSRl restrict education,
housing, and health servicestheir estates and direct employees despite talgtend services
to wider areas (ActionAid 2011).

District officials expressed opinions the presencaroégribusiness undermined revenue
generationin the local authority (power over). Municipal Council officers bemoaned lack of
valuable service contracts sua$those around warehousing, distribution and hawagenduits
for securing economic benefits but instead perceivegrang foreign business involvemént

(D7:12.19. For instance, most warehousing and distribution on the one hand, and cane haulage on



the other are reportedly conductayg Barlow World Logistics and Rolling Thunder respectively
(Richardson 2010). Thus, many district officers believed ZaSPIc gave a false reputation about the

district: ‘that we receive a lot of money from therporation’ (D8:26.06.2015).

Others believedt was almost impossible for the local authority explore revenue
generating streams linked the agribusiness becaust continuous state interventian local
decisions suchsaround taxation. Respondents reported how state officials enter investment sites
to make policy pronouncements and express their support for ZaSPIc. Respondents constantly
referredto government decisioto abolish crop-levy (2009), which cost the local authoaity
estimated $400,000 annual cane levy from ZaSPIc (see Richardson 2010, p.929). Atctinding
area Member of Parliament, this has tedserious ‘erosion of financial capacityn the local
authority’ (D2:11.06.16). The decisioto scrap crop-levyis generally perceivedo illustrate
ZaSPIc’s influencein national politics (power with), but also highlights governance gajual
level. That the directiveo scrap crop levy came when the then President Rupiah Banda officiated

atthecompany’s launch of Nakambala sugar estet@009 confirms perceived power with:

‘I wish to assure South Africatmvestors...that their investmenin Zambiais secure,
safeguarded by the progressive politics and robust legal framework place bymy
government’ (Chishimba and Mulenga 2009, citedRichardson 2010, p.928).

One political representative reflected that this meant that the agribusiness had many ways of
achievingits objectives eveat the expense of local capacity. Consequently, most district officers
felt disempoweredy state-business relations sessundermining local authority not only on
taxation but also on abilitio intervenein estates/schemes suafion environmental regulation.

One reasois what respondents referréalasthe government’s ‘neoliberal lighttouch’ approach

to the sector, which allows policige oscillate between imposing taxes and removingnd

between strict socio-economic and environmental toleslaxing them.

b. Land Tenure Relations
Land tenure relations were selectechighlight agribusiness powdo and power ovein local
domains including engagement with smallholders. Revenue Authority records reveal that 93%
(n=38) of commercial entities producing sugarcane were bimsddazabuka, connectingp

ZaSPIc. One outcome has been conversion of vast customary land from subsistence agriculture



(maize, livestock)to commercial sugarcane under diverse land ownership and production
arrangements. Consequentl{0% of land in Mazabuka falls under commercigdrming’
accordingto one agricultural officer (D13:16.01.16) ardossibly titled’ (D2:11.06.16). The
launch of the first ever Citizen Economic Empowerment Initiativ@008 stems from a wide
perceived failure of Zambiarns benefit from foreign investments. However, despite some political
countermovement suchsin the previous regime of Levy Mwanawasa that reportedly stopped
ZaSPIc expansion through direct land acquisitionghe district, calling for enhanced local
participationas outgrowers (D15:23.06.15), ZaSPIc recently incorporated 10,500ha sugarcane
fields (2007) alongside a $200 million factory expansion2009. International financen
outgrower initiatives suchstheEU’s Accompanying Measesfor Sugar Protocol countries also

played a crucial a rol@ sugarcane expansiamMazabuka, enabling agribusiness power with.

However, that land belonde farmersin Manyonyo, leased oulh Magobbo and under a
management compaiity Kaleya reflects diverse wayswhichanagribusiness shapes production
and control land. Corporate take-over of the Manyonyo scire2@H 2 for instancies symptomatic
of the agribusiness power and influerinethe district. We focus on thisto demonstrate how
financial power enables power oweswell ashow political connections helgn agribusiness$o
consolidates land and shape production dynamics (power with). The idea of Mamyojeat
startedin 2000: with direct involvement of the Ministry @fgriculture’s Smallholder Irrigation
Project Unit. With the support of the Finnish government and the African Development Bank,
scheme designs, layouts, and construction stamtét)09. Manyonyo was originallyppen on
choice ofcrops” suchasmaize, bananas, horticultural crops, but excluding sugaesmoafirmed

by donor and state actors.

Officersin the MoA reveal thatZaSPIc claimed the project féii its expansion radius
(50km east of the Nakambataill) and suggestetnodificationto the scheme design ahgout’
(Z1:29.06.15). Accordintp officialsin the MoA, the government agretxiconvert the schente
sugarcane undean off-take agreement (power with) but leveraging smallholdensroduction
decision-making. Donoras well as officersin the MoA reveal that on linking the scheitoea
commercial bankdr possible financingpf Manyonyo operations, ZaSPIc changedposition
arguing that the bank processes were delaying the projebiscussions with ZaSPlc

representatives corroboratéhe bank gave uncomfortable clauses such as on disbursement of



funds’ and upon reviewing them,we thought these clauses could chain smallhelder
(ZaSPIc2:06.15) (power to). Group discussion with Manyonyo scheme representativesdreveal
how ZaSPIc undercut thank’s funding of ZMK13.5 million (595ha) and revised ZMK3.5 million
(250ha)at 20% interest rateo offer ZMK1.5 million (126ha)t 14% loan througlits brainchild
Mazabuka Cane Growers Trust (MCGm)2014 (X3:27.06.15). These perspectives also play out
among farmersn Manyonyo: ‘if not for ZaSPIc, no single cane would have been ghavthis
project’ (X3:27.06.15) (power overYVe returnto this positive view of ZaSPIc later but suffitee

say that this reflects the wider power witlof public image and reputation that ZaSPIc wants
entrenchn political and economic circlessbeing smallholder driven which was then highlighted
by the establishment of the Smallholder Development office within the compa®l4. ZaSPIc
prided itself that whilst the idea of Manyonyo project stame®002,it was within 2 years dfs

involvement that the projectagoperationalised/implemented.

Meanwhile ZaSPIc poweto and power over through financial and market power was
perceived across all schemés.Kaleya, the MCGT financed 6.2% smallholder equity siake
KASCOL giving farmers a total of 19.5%. Again, the real value of this financingebss being
pro-smallholders tham shaping decision-makingt KASCOL in favour of MCGT and thus
ZaSPlIc which already held 25% stakdhe intermediary. Elsewhene Magobbo, MCGT funded
and facilitated farmer relocatioaswell as 20% initial development costs which, accordingne
representativeat MCGT has conditions thatare incomparableto bank lending rates’
(ZaSPIc3:06.15. Themas a perception among district actors that these sorts of suppitact
extendZaSPlc’s power and influence. For instance, this way ZaSPIc was perdeidetlect wider
‘land grabbing’ narratives despite exerting central management of production that are characteristic

of plantations that ensures corporate land consolidation (Power within).

This relates to lllovo and the public face of smallholder sugar sourcsmuthern Africa.
For instance,Oxfam’s ‘Behind the BrandsCampaign’ withessed commitments from global
corporations suclas PepsiCo and Coca-cota ‘zero tolerance’ for land grabsn their sugar
sourcing (Oxfam 2013). Suppliers suab lllovo Sugar have made similar commitments with
respects$o smallholders and land rights. lllovo publishebwn guidelines on land and land rights
with referenceo sustainable farming practices and land acquisition withisupply chain:Illovo

prioritises alternative model investments, sasthe development of smallholder grower farming



operationsn areasn whichwe operate, rather than acquiring thamd for our owndevelopment’

it says (lllovo 2016). llloves now considered @hampion’ on‘just sugarourcing’ (Oxfam 2016).

In responsdo land-grabbing concerns suel from advocacy groups, a quote from the ZaSPIc
representatives illustrative of power within‘herewe don’t have land-grabs\e actually look for

land to benefit local people(ZaSPIc2:16.06.15). Whilst theis no technicalland-grabs in
Mazabuka, lllovo manage® control vast swathes of land, and through employing different
management systenisnit the uptake and participation, choice and opportunities for farmers

(power over).

c. Labour Dynamics
Labour dynamics enabled analysésigribusiness poweo and power withinn local level labour
regimes. We show hoanagribusiness exerts powerthrough economic power and power within
usingits image and reputatiasslarger employeto shapeaswell asundermine labour regimes. A
widely held public image about ZaSRicZambiais that the number of people employsdZaSPIc
provided not only a good example of hawagribusiness should interface with local economies
but also represented the biggeattributionto the national economy. Frequently quoted figures
show that the sugar industry engages over 11,000 people directly and 75,000 indirectly, most of
which are associated with ZaSRRalermet al. 2010, p.1) (Figure)3The importanceof job
creation cannot be undermined politicalhgthe governmenis clear: ‘we don’t wantto shake
these companies providingnployment’ (Z1:09.12.15). Som&lGOs believe that this narrative
raised challenges for agribusinesses regulation whilst others expressed opinions that policy
positions on rural employment and the ndedgarner political support fronan opposition

dominated southern region offers opportunities for ZagRdxert influence©3:14.06.15.
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Figure 3: Fixed-term and seasonal employment tranddanga Farms

Tight control over production systems permits ZaSBlinfluence diverse labour regimés
sugarcane. Financial and economic dominancproduction enables ZaSPic deploy skilled
expatriate staff whilst exploiting unskilled labour and limiting smallholder upiakechemes
(power to),as corroboratedby Richardson (2010). This dualism means that despite the much
publicised job creation, labour intensitysugarcanés low. One donor representatigethe ADB
illustrated that'$16 million spent on 165 farmeins Manyonyo could informally engage around
200,000 farmersn the cotton sectdr(K2:18.06.15). However, accordirtg one independent
consultant, ZaSPIc has always argued thhat theylon 't meet through direct formal engagement
of smallholders is off-set through massive recruitment of workéP2:15.06.15).At issue,
however,is that manyof these sugarcane related jobs are seasonal (Figure 3), depressing gross
disbursement of wages maein outgrower systems whevee found wages were reduceg a

factor of three, when comparemZaSPIc’s own plantations.

4.2 National level analysis: policy practices and businessinfluence

Objective 2 focuses on key national-level policies shaping the sugar industry, and how these
processes have been framedieeperan agribusiness power and influence. Analysis isolates five
domains where policies and praetsin sugarcane expansion play tmenhance different sorts of

agribusiness power.



Firstis ZaSPIc perceived policy influence around vitamin A fortification of sugar (VitAF).
Existing nutrition studies show that Zambia has multiple micro-nutrient deficiencies, including
vitamin A (Zhang et al. 2016). Frequently quoted figures cite Vitamin A deficiencies
(xerophthalmia) of over 65% and 53% among children and women respeasdelyerto Vit. AF
(Z13:23.18.16).In response, Iladomestic or imported sugar for direct consumpiioiZambia
require mandaty fortification with vitaminA. Interestingly, Vit.AF has been coordinateglthe
Food and Nutrition Commission (NFNC) under the MinisifyHealth. Despite low sugar access

among majority Zambians, Vit.AF continuesshape sugar politida Zambia.

The NFNC confirmed that the capacity and capabilities of Zai®Rle industry (power
to) gave the agribusiness advantage over alternative vehicles sastmaize meal. A senior
officer at the NFNC explained how using a production capacftypver 250,000MT (1998),
‘ZaSPIc convinced stakeholders iw$ capabilitiesto satisfy the domestic market amdorderto
receive state/donotupport’ (Z13:18.12.15)In immediately establishing itseali the Vit.AF and
public hedh policy developments, collaborations with international finance astiNICEF and
the Global Alliance enabled ZaSPIc power vifttsubsidizing/facilitating fortification, equipment

and other concessions.

A widely held view among respondents was N#tAF is effectively a non-tariff barrier
on sugar imports which limits entof new investors (power withT.o some actors the food and
beverage industry (FaBl), power with effectivelycks the market forlllovo’ (P4:15.12.15).
According to one Consultant, that ZaSPIc contributesgy 10% of total production of Illovo
against 3040% net profit of the group’ (P1:05.01.16) (lllovo 2016) is illustrative of how donor-
state collaborations around Vit.AF enable ZaSPlc to exploit the domestic market. Sugarcane
companies and private consultants resgalow prospective investmerits different parts of the
country failedto take-off for various reasons. However, interviewees implied that a deliberate
failure by governmento enhance competition, and intra-sector diversity through a financial focus
on outgrowers linkedo ZaSPIlc wago blame, which again reflected agribusiness power with.
Limited investments in the sector have thwen blamed on ZaSPlc’s power with seen as

discouraging new investments.

The links between Vit.AF and sugar import regulations impolsgdvarious state

departments and supportbgt ZaSPIc which calls for strict applicatiaf Vit.AF rules (power
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with) are strong. For instance, flexiitg industry presence within the politics of VitA&n NGO
representative explained how ZaSPIc called#f@orous scrutiny of emerging sugar processors
accusing them of failingp comply with packaging, labelling, quality and testing guidelines (power
over) (Q4:09.12.15). Through such influence, ZaSPIc was percticeetrce the governmetd

renege on possible industry reforms. For a long peridonaf FaBl andNGO actors have called

for abolishing Vit.AF alongside recommendaisdo allow sugar imports. They have also called

for deliberate policyto encourage more agribusinessn the industryas well as limit state
involvementin the industry for competition and market growth (E#isl. 2010). However, state
agencies insist on import peits from the MoA and elsewhere, entrenchingSPlc’s industry
position and limiting industry competition (GRZ 2Q1Whereas inabilityo allow imports was
seenby manyasprotecting the local market, state failtogoromote competitivenes the sector

is pointedto ZaSPlc’s power with (Richardson 2010). Some policy actorthe MoA corroborate:
‘agribusinesses lack transparency and wield too myehwer’ (Z1:29.06.15). Meanwhile, the FaBI
actorsas well as processors argue that whilst the public health objectives of Vit.AF are noble,
related processes have hindered market growth and industry competition. Think-tanks, FaBl and
NGO actors expressed concerns that the recently revised Food and Drugs Act (1994) which
maintains fortification shows thateforms in favour of VitAF will continueto shape the dynamics

of sugar’ (G2:18.12.15) andowill the presence of ZaSPIc.

Seconds the donor-driven formulation of the Zambia National Sugar Adaptation Strategy
(ZNSS). The ZNSS respondts trade policy shiftsn the EU that departs from fixed regulations
and price managemeint sugar marketto building partnerships and private sector development,
considered the primary means for governing traditional export sdot@sveloping countries
(Orbie 2007).In this transition, the European Commission offered financial assist@nce
developing countries for trade capacity (CEC 2012). Knasthe Accompanying Measures for
Sugar Protocols Countries (AMSP), objectives of thig for tradeinitiative’ pointto enhancing
sugar industry competitiveness, diversifying the economies of cane growing areasrassdiagld
wider impacts of the reforma adjusting countries (Richardson and Richardson-Ngwenya 2014).

The ZNSSs one major specific measure for promoting sugarcane. Formuta2€06, the
ZNSS prioritised sugar expansion through: 1) outgrower schemes; 2) sugar diversification; 3)
infrastructure; and 4) the development of a national sugar trade policy (lRa&r2010) As with

Vit.AF, the implementation of the ZNSS revolved around ZaSPIc, with state-donor actors lauding
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the resulting integration of smallholders, bioethanol production and infrastructure development.
That smallholder integration points Magobbo and/or Manayonyo schemes means the ZNSS
inserted ZaSPIc directly into state-donor programs (power with). Again, using scakgtycapd
financial capabilities, ZaSPIc positioned itgelplay a crucial rolén actualising state-donor policy
developments including guaranteeing their fuimdie developmendf outgrower schemes which
further playsto its image and reputation (Powtg) (Palermet al. 2010). Consequently, ZaSPIc
effectively brought additional 1000ha under direct production and control within two years.
Analysis shows that a macro fodasthe ZNSS neglected environmental issues. That donors and
the government belatedly conducted a Strategic Environmental Assessment for sugarcane
expansion- 4 years after the ZNSS confirms these concerns (Paleenal. 2010). Crucially,

whilst the ZNSS expands scope for produciioMazabuka and around ZaSPlc, the SEA warns
about serious water availability challenges stemming from competing uses: power generation,
agriculture, mining and urban consumptionthe main‘sugarbelt Kafue River. A neglecin
environmental regulatioby the local authority highlight ZaSPIc power ovarregional/local
authority.

Third is a widely held perception that ZaSPIc deploys poweand power with through
financial and economic opportunitisexploit the domestic market through acdessoncessions,
including influence on trade policy rules that govern sugar imports. rits historic factory
expansion investment, ZaSPIc sigaedPPA, which interviewees believed effectively granted the
agribusiness three advantages. First, was guarantggimyestmentsn Zambia. Second was
depressingts import bill suchason machinery whilst helping access cheap finance. Third and
most importany was compelling the governmenttreat sugaasa ‘sensitive and priority product
within policy guidelines’ (Mataka 2008 citeth Richardson 2010, p.929). With effective state bias
towards foreign businesses and that only multi-million-dollar projects qualify for IPRa8RBIc’s
economic poweis perceivedo play a crucial rolén accessing concessions and shaping industry
dynamicsascorroboratedy Richardson (2010).

Fourthis ZaSPIc’s perceived power oven sugar price transmission and dynamics. Zambia
is a low-cost sugar producing country, averaging US$169/tonne contpas&$263/tonne world
average (Elliset al. 2010). In highlighting pricing politics, the CPCC fined ZaSPIlc 5%
(ZMK76,728,650) of 2013 annual turnover for ‘price discrimination and unfair pricing’ (GRZ
2017). The CPCC reports that one category of industrial consumers was charged 22% more than
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others and that household consumers paid 28% more than the former also paying 41% higher
compared to regional/export consumers. To one NGO representatiie,fine is long
overdue...and hoped‘this will unlock the market to encourage competition’ (Q6:25.10.17).
However, other NGO representatives were sceptical that concrete demands for ZaSPIc to
immediately effect new price structure are missing, addihg:e are lessons to be learnt on how
agribusinesses commit injustices with impunity’ (Q7:26.10.2017). FaBl actors who command 24%
of the overall 41% o¥aSPIc’s overall domestic sales gave examples of how the firm increased
sugar prices five times (oscillating between 7% and 14914, whilst 2015 saw increases of
12.5% and 17%, sparking negative reaction among industrial consumegsponse, industrial
consumers complaingd the Competition Commission (CPCC) calling for reductiopricesto
world market levels alongside a 10% surchameover local conditions or allow sugar imports
(Chisangaetal. 2014). However, interviewees argued thtter than addressing concerns through
a wider stakeholder consultation and representation from FaBMoA and ZaSPIc met and later
sent adjustegrices’ (power with) (P5:15.12.15). A general perception was that this highlighted
not only the way decisions were being madéhe industry and how ZaSPIc shaped competition
(power to) but also how absence of government action on market issues entrenched agribusiness
influencein national politics (power with).

The final domain reflects the way labour issues playatnétional policy levelo highlight
power within. National policies have allowed reduced minimum wages for the agricaltara
sugar industryn Zambia. National interviews revealhow inadequate regulation and rules that
permit ZaSPIc and strong lobby grougsnegotiate and influence discounted sector minimum
wages contributeo poor labour conditionatlocal level. A senior economist at the largest national
farmers union (ZNFU) explained that the combination of seasonal, long and short-term labour
engagements make agriculture unique, and that the sensitivity of the sector\weeeasnot put
anyone on a minimum wag€N1:04.12.15). That the Ministry of Labouhas allowed this
arrangement to continueneans thatfor now we are not affected by the labour legislatibe
added. Sector-based approach to wages and conditions of services for farm workers have been
adopted such as such as with the National Union for Plantation, Agricultural and Allied Workers
(NUPAAW) as corroborated by an officer at Nanga Farms (SDM2:20.01.16). Given the dominance
of ZaSPIc, many respondents perceive the influence of ZaSPIc in sugarcane-specific wages and
conditions of service (power with). Not only that, power within projected through the powerful

13



image and reputation as the largest employer that puts ZaSPIc in good terms with national politics
further enables it to exert influence on sector labour dynamics. While discounted sector-specific
wages suggest a neglect of labour legislatipalso reflects the economic power wieldsdthe

agribusinessswell aslimits of state powein state-business relationships.

Within the labour perspective, there have been concerns that state institutions face
challenges of howo enforce tax and labour laws. District officials reportegkualisation’ of
labour and poor health and safety standardsigarcane, which they blamed on weak frameworks
for monitoring agricultural conditions on plantations/estates. Some of thesetodlzd®ility of
local actorgo enter production sitde assess adherenoeagricultue and sustainability guidelines.
Accordingto one agricultural officer;/t] here is politics involvedin sugarcaneAs civil servants,
we have stepped-back leste get accused of supporting an [opposition] politigakzy’
highlighting power over (D13:16.01.16). Analyses reveal that this way agro-investments
contributedto the informality of the sector and continued absesfcgocial security. There have
been complaints about alienation of local authoritigbe business of sugarcane and general lack
of embeddedness the regional economy that potentially produces regulatory blind spots (power

over).

4.3 Actors, structure and organisation of the sugar industry

Thefinal objective explores key actors, and their influendbe sugar sub-sector. Our evaluation
of the sugar industry startdxy identifying key actors/institutions shaping national and industry
policies and practices. These were then linicethe perceived number of individuals (Figure 4).
Whilst various institutions interplato influence the sugar industry, analysis shoitgs state-
donor-agribusiness relations that dominate, enabling expression of agribusiness patienal,

regional and local domains.
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State institutions exert poweto formulate national and industry policies, whilst promoting
outgrower schemes. Nutrition bodies swhthe NFNC shape agribusiness/industry practices
through controversial public health policies suab those on fortification (Vit.AF). The
Competition Commission (CPCC) regulate and shape market guidelines, accepting agribusinesses
as private-sector development. Other institutions facilitate land acquisitions (Ministry of Lands,
MoL), promote agro-investments (Zambia Development Agency, ZDA), and regulate whter-rig
whilst fostering renewable energy (Ministoy Energy and Water Development, MOEWD). The
Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) promotes commercial farming, whilst others facilitate trade and
sugar related policies (Ministry of Commerce and Trade, MpC3dcial and environmental
sustainability alignso the environmental management agency (ZEMA) which approves sugarcane

projects but suffer political influence (Giles 2017).

Multilateral and bilateral development institutions provide technical and financial support.
However, through resources and infrastructure, donors hold poglkeape policaswell aspower
with state institutions and agribusinesses®xpand sugarcane production (Maredaal. 2018.
State-donor induced irrigation infrastructure enables smallholder integration through outgrower

schemes whilst entrenching agribusiness concentration (Mdatid2018).

Associations suchsthe National Farmers Union (ZNFU) influence sector labour politics
and policies suclas on electricity tariffs and trade, production and market dynamics but their
influence remains mixed. Local authorities intervémdand issues, with chiefs actirap key
facilitators but are limitethy state or agribusiness actors. Local and internatid@&sthat focus
on welfare (CSPR), livelihoods (Oxfam), land rights (Zlas)well astax justice (ActionAid) also
exertlittle industry influence, with efforts being more sectoral and less vigorously pursued (Phiri
et al. 2015; ActionAid 2011). Similarly, household consumars unableto engage the
government/corporations su@s on product quality and potentiadliscriminatory and unfair
pricing’ (GRZ 2017). Industrial consumens the FaBl exhibit power withiio organise and
influence sector dynamics suels prices, but identify lack of competitioas inhibiting their
business potential (GRZ 2017

Overall data suggests that expanding state, donor and agribusiness inflnénspaces
for broad-based stakeholder participationthe industry suctas thosein FaBl and advocacy

groups. One FaBl actor expressauopinion that‘the biggest problerns that ZaSPIc has no



competitor at a large-scalegnablingit to ‘establish a dictatorship line of doing business
(P6:15.12.15). This was largely blamed on industry lack of competition, particlglewbynment’s
disinterestin inviting other playersto enter the marketand through‘granting significant
incentivesto ZaSPIc (Q4:09.12.15). Accordingo a Fellowat the Research-Tank IAPRI, the
government has allowedlifferent authoritiean the sugar industrywhich at times ‘seemsto
contradictits own policy on investment promotion and private-sector participaf{®®:14.06.15).
However, donor and state collaborations enable and su&talic’s expressions of power and
influence in industry practices. State institutions were particularly accused of entrenching
agribusiness interests. For instanmepur respondenat the Competition Commission, lack of
wider industry participatioat large-scale level was probably becatibe markets not conducive
erough for other playert® enter’ (Z10:18.12.15Z) enablingn agribusiness power and influence

across multiple levels and domaamshighlightedin previous sections.

5. Discussion

This paper highlights perceptions of hawagribusiness usés powerto shape sustainabilitiy

policy and industry practices. Through a combination of different sorts of power inteaplay,
agribusiness exerts control over the governance dynamacsagfo-industry chain, whilst limiting

its commitmentto social and economic sustainability. While various actors shape national and
industry dynamics of sugarcane, state-donors-agribusiness relations dominate, ensuring
agribusiness rolén national development and agriculture. One outcisrtbat possibilities of
sustainable agriculture, rural and economic development have been undebyirsedual
agribusiness practicesexemplifiedin local-level domainsBy identifying different domainaye
highlight thelimits and importancef domestic institutions framing LaSAlsaswell asmediating
corporate practices that will be requiredenable a greater focas sustainable agriculture and

rural development.

The push for LaSAlf Africa remains centrah international policy on development and
agriculture, ensuring agribusiness expansion. Donor and state actors shape mechanisms that
underpin transformations agriculture, but also raise governance issues (Geshah 2016).
Gaventa’s power framework enables analyses of agribusiness power between and within various
levels and domains. Agribusinesses deploy thpower of presenceto influence policy

management around sugarcane expansion, aasikey facilitators of government/donor projects



through their willingnesgo incorporate smallholders (Richardson and Richardson-Ngwenya
2014). However, this power witls problematic for genuine stakeholder participation and

agriculture sustainabilitygshighlightedin national and sub-national domains. For instance, control
in land tenure relationas well as labour regimes means resource-bearing communities remain

peripherain key production decisions, affecting local economic benefits.

Agribusinesses influence policy management, and outgrower arrangements, challenging
mainstream inclusionary narratives (Maretal. 201§. Dominancen production accompanied
by tight control over land and wataswell asmarket channels highlight regional and local level
power. While exploiting the publicly articulated focus on smallholdergtactice, agribusinesses
limit wider uptake of growerascanbe seerin its continued dominanda primary agriculturen
local domains (Richardson 2010). Even where these have been integrated, different production
systems split smallholders, affecting local cooperation. This increasingly facilitgteisgdrand
economic exclusion of smallholders both from agriculture and land whilst deepening ecological
and social contradictions of industrial agriculture (Maetal. 2018; Spann 20).7Sustainable
local development must thus be viewadhe context of how policy developments and practices
induce land concentration among powerful agribusinesses and how govessimmeed (Elgert
2016).

Policies and priorities for commercial agriculture prodanepposite effect, privilegingn
agribusinessat the expense of smallholder systems of agriculaséiighlightedin national
domains. For instance, the push for Vit.AF arowrdagribusiness reflect corporate power,
enabling power of presen¢€lapp and Scrinis 2017), whilst national policies adversely constrain
local policies and practices, sua$regulation and governanoé&outgrower schemes. While donor
and state infrastructure create opportunities for smallholder integration, this ssjppoblematic
for agribusiness concentration and commitmsnagriculture for development (Spann 2017).
Agribusiness and sugar promotion national policies conceal silent realities of industrial
agricultureashigh usenof water, agro-chemicals and land, which undermines sustainability claims
(Leguizamon 2016). However, eak interaction between and among high-level national
institutions and thosat the local government level, highlight governance challengéee latte,

for example accountability, power, responsibilities, decision-making.



Global debates aroungust sugarsourcing’ or ‘sustainable commodities’ increasingly
deflect attention from agribusiness practicesountries that view LaSABsmagic bullet for local
development (Elgert 2016ln our caseregulation and monitoring failures from local authorities
presents opportunities for unsustainable agribusiness practices (Giles 2017). A key governance
challengas the mandate of regional and &authoritieso engage with agribusine=ss The way
agribusinesssoperate, oscillating between national and local level domains of power means that
local auhorities are merely spectators of developméenthe sugar sub-sector, almost completely
excluded from policy and institutional formulation, implementation arahitoring. Our case
shows how the power framework illuminate scalar/governance mismatches, and the need for
institutional arrangement® account for multi-level and multi-actor interactions which shape
outcomes. Drawing from mono-governance perspectives, the role of the local aughtiniy
unclear (Van Alstine 2014).

There are clear mismatches between reaktiéscal level and what national actors believe
the wayto manage agribusinesses and LaSAls. But this lacks salience, credibilitygiintbiey
in the eyes of critical playee regional and local level (Cagttal. 2003). Powerful corporations
in agriculture present difficulties for poor countries like Zantbieverage socio-economic and
environmental benefits. Some of this reldate lack of agribusiness social and economic
embeddednesm the local economyas discussedn regional/local domains. Although state
officials can be excitetly the presence @&n agribusinesst local level, their abilityto regulate
corporationsis limited by an overlapin authority between national and local actors. District
officials especially civils servants spoke of the diffiagnlimonitoring and regulating agribusiness
activities, compoundetly national-level political involvement. Therg little evidence that the
local authority was acknowledgeas a monitoring and regulatory structuby ZaSPlc. More
widely, sugarcane issues, information sharing, and decision-making processes are highly
centralized, with the district level of governance often bypagsedlsewhere (Van Alstinet al.
2006), a lack of local government involvement and increased government control means that
authorityis being implicitly (or even explicitly) transferred foreign agribusinesses operating

the sector, raising social and ecological contradictions.



6. Conclusion

This paper highlights domains and haw agribusiness usets ‘power of presence’ within the
jurisdictional scalgo shape sustainabilityy policy and industry practicea Zambia. The paper

has assessed how different actors intdmshape domains underpinning agribusiness expression
of power. One key governance gap identified from analyses of multi-level interactionsibind

level actorss weak regional and local government capacity. Governance gaps and lirpaedyca

to monitor, regulate and influene@agribusiness were identifiéad three domains: agribusinesses
embeddedness (or ladk it) in wider development processes; land tenure relations; and labour
regimes and practices. Regional and local-level practices reflect mono-centric governance
perspectives which exerts state power and authority over the regional and local ecasoraies
asindustry policy. This feature not only enabkesagribusinesgo oscillate between national,
regional, and local levels but also permits enormous influence within the national ssales,
exemplifiedin five domains: public health policy on Vit.AF; the donor-driven Zambia National
Sugar Adaptation Strategy; accessivestor concessions; sugar price formation and transmission;
and national labour policy regimes. Through a combination of different sorts of power interplay
an agribusiness exerts control over the governance dynamias afro-industry chain, whilst
limiting its social and ecomic contributions including uptake of growers. By identifying different
domains around the sugar industry, we highlight the limits and importance of domestic institutions
in framing large-scale agricultural investments as well as mediating corporate practices that will

be required to provide a greater focus on sustainable agriculture and rural development.

Analysis provides insights into the centralipf relationships between and among
agribusinesses and development actorsletermining realities and prospects for sustainable
development including industry-specific practices within which smallholders are implicated.
Findingsof this study enables g reflect on thdimits of what national and local institutiooan
achieve with regards sustainability and set®ukink about howve can enable a greater focus on
sustainabilityat different governance scales and levels. Sugar related issues have beeraframed
national level through policy practices, but weak interactions with local-level aighg@rbduce
crucial mismatches. Agribusiness expansispathway for delivering sustainable developnisnt
consequently problematic for agriculture, local developrasmtell as sustainability. Top-down
nature of sugarcane promotion and expansion, control over land and water resources raises

problematic socio-economic and economic contradictions associatedaSiftis.



Our use of the concefiiower of presence’ is nhovelin thatit helps unpack levels and domains
throughoutanagro-industry chain within which agribusiness power unfdéfdsodoing, the paper
helpsto extend the existing literature on power dimensions of LaSAls and agribusinagses,
bringing national processes that shape investment outcomes and raising questiotsre
research. Our discussion of agribusiness paig@resence shows contested agro-industry chain
characterisedy different sorts of power across all levels, enabling agribusiness control and
influence. Our analysis suggests that despite claims that La8Ab® inclusive and account for
local realities (World Bank 2011), regional and local participatidecking.It shows that analyses
that examine power dynamics within policy and industry practices engitereflect on théimits
of what national and local institutiomsnachieve with regards sustainability. Most importantly,
the study highlights the ne¢d examine the industry structure under which diverse actors operate
and the power dynamics that shape actions and determine outcomes. This paper has identified how
the much-promulgated agriculture for development discourse and focus on agribusiness actors
entrenches power of presence whilst concealing ecological and social contradictionstoelated
LaSAls. These findings are context specific but raise promising questions for further réBearch.
fragmented governance of agribusinesses and LaBA¢general challenges simplistic claims

around the rolef agriculturein international and regional policy management.
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