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AGENDA 
USAID Workshop on Performance Measurement for Food Security 

December 11th 

8:30-9:00 Registration 

Morning Plenary Sessions: 

9:OO-9:30 Welcome Address 
Janet Ballantyne (PPCICDIE) 

Workshop Goals 
Scott Smith (PPCICDIE) 

9:30-9:50 The Inzportance of Food Security to USAID 
Nils Daulaire (PPCPHD) 

9:50-10:lO FoodAid in the Context of Food Security 
Robert Kramer (BHREFP) 

10:lO-10:30 Overview of Management for Results and Perfornzance Measurenzent Indicators 
Bearing on Food Security 
Gerry Britan (CDIEPME) 

10:30-10:45 Coffee Break 

10:45-11:30 Panel Presentation and Discussion: Issues in Perfornzance Measurenzent of Food 
Security -An  Overview 
Drs. Luther Tweeten, Ohio State University; Bea Rogers, Tufts University; and 
Mike Weber, Michigan State University 

11:30-12:30 Panel Presentation: Perspectives on Food Security at the Operational Level - USAID 
and In~plenzenting Partners 
(Facilitator - Bobbie van Haeften, LACtDR) 

USAID Mission Perspective: Peru - Bobbie Van Haeften 
India - Heather Goldman 

CARE: Food Security Targeting, Monitoring and Evaluation: The Issues and the 
Indicators Tim Frankenberger 

IMPACT Project: PVO Case Study - Developing Monitoring and Evaluation Systenzs 
for Food Security Bruce Cogill 

12:30-1:00 General Discussion 



2: 00-2: 10 Proposed Analytical Framework and Indicatorsfor Food Security 
Margie Ferris-Morris (PRISM Project) 

210-2:20 Breakout Group Instructions 
Mike Hendricks (MSI) 

2:20-4: 30 Breakout Groups: 
I )  Food Availability 
Facilitator - Hap Carr (MSI) 

2) Food Access 
Facilitator - Sam Taddesse (MSI) 

3) Food Utilization 
Facilitator - Mike Hendricks 

4:30-500 Plenary Session: Pre'cis and Housekeeping 
Facilitator - Mike Hendricks 

December 12 

8:30-8:45 Plenary Session: Agenda Review and Logistics 
Facilitator - Mike Hendricks 

8:45-9:30 Plenary Session: Agency- Wide Indicators Task Force Report and Discussion 
Carl Mabbs-Zeno (PCIECON) 

9:30-11:30 Breakout Groups: Continuation 

11:30-12:OO Plenary Session: Pre'cis and Housekeeping 
Facilitator - Mike Hendricks 

12:OO-1:00 Lunch 

1:OO-3:00 Breakout Groups: Continuation 

3:OO-3:45 Plenary Session: Breakout Groups - Report Back 
Facilitator - Mike Hendricks 

3:45-4:15 Discussion 

4:15-4:45 Panel Discussion: Panel Response and General Discussion 
Scott Smith (PPC/CDIE), John Lewis (GIEGIAFS ), Nils Daulaire (PPCFHD), 
Bob Kramer (BHNFFP), Robert Clay (GPHNkIN) 

4:45-5:00 Wrap Up and Next Steps 
Gerry Britan (PPCICDIEPME) 
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Forward 

On December 1 lth and 12th, 1995, USAID sponsored a workshop in Arlington, Virginia, on 
"Performance Measurement for Food Security" to discuss performance measurement issues and 
define a common set of indicators for food security. The workshop was facilitated by the PRISM 
Project. 

The workshop had three primary purposes: 

1) to share information on and experiences of performance measurement of food security at the 
operational level, taking stock of how USAID and its implementing partners currently 
measure the performance of their food security programs; 

2) to review candidate operational level indicators as to their utility and appropriateness and to 
make recommendations on a core set of performance indicators that would help demonstrate 
the impact of non-emergency aid; and 

3) to obtain feedback and reactions to a draft list of Agency-level indicators for tracking the 
status of food security country by country. 

Expected workshop products included: 

1) A review of an inventory of food security indicators currently used by USAID and its 
partners and assessment of that list in terms of their coverage, appropriateness, reliability, 
credibility and cost; 

2) A recommended short list of the most promising operational-level indicators accounting for 
a variety of circumstances, including assessing the impact of food aid on food security as 
defined in the Agency Food Aid and Food Security Policy paper (i.e., increasing agricultural 
productivity and increasing household nutrition). To the extent possible, this set of 
indicators would be consistent across geographical regions. (Refer to Annex I) 

Participants at the workshop included USAID policy makers from all the bureaus, as well as 
technical experts from USAIDIWashington, USAID Missions and USAID-funded projects; 
representatives of U.S. private voluntary organizations; the World Food Programme (WFP) and the 
United Nations' Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO); international aid donors (the European 
Union, the Canadian International Development Agency [CIDA] and Australia); university experts 
and researchers. A detailed list of participants may be found in Annex IV. 



The proceedings include the major speeches and supporting papers (Annex 11), discussions and 
recommendations of the workshop, a bibliography (Annex 111) as well as the refined list of 
indicators for food security. The refinement of the performance measurement indicators took place 
during the six months following the workshop. Two levels of review groups met to refine the 
indicators proposed at the workshop. Input from USAID field Missions and other food security 
experts was incorporated into the final common set of indicators developed. These two documents, 
USAID Performance Indicators for Food Security and Final Agency-level Food Security Indicators, 
may be found in Annex I. 

vi. 
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I. Opening Addresses 

Welcome 

Janet Ballantyne 

At the time of the workshop, Janet Ballantyne was the Senior Deputy Assistant Administrator of the 
Bureau for Policy and Program Coordination (PPC). 

I want to welcome everyone to this two-day workshop. This is the last of five workshops looking 
at indicators for the Agency. I recall the first workshop, where the technical people said, "it can't be , 

done." Two days later a series of candidate indicators emerged. This has been the pattern in 
subsequent workshops. We're not looking for something cast in concrete or eternal, but for a way 
in which we can really measure what we do in the Agency. 

The importance of performance indicators 

Performance indicators are very important. They help us determine what we want to achieve and 
how we will measure progress. They are really at the core of USAID's commitment to managing for 
results. Performance indicators are a key part of each operation's re-engineering, of the management 
systems and Agency strategic framework, of the Vice President's broader reinventing government 
effort, as well as a requirement of the Government Performance Results Act of 1993. 

Why food security? 

Last spring and summer, USAID's Center for Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE) 
convened a successful series of workshops covering four primary goals. These workshops identified 
core Agency-wide indicators and provided substantial feedback on the pros and cons of various 
performance indicators at the operational level. The results of these workshops were reflected in 
Agency and bureau program reviews and led directly to the Agency strategic framework approved 
by the Administrator in September 1995. The workshops did not, however, discuss how USAID 
would measure country progress in improving food security, or how we would assess the impact of 
our own food security programs. Food security is a significant concern of many of our sustainable 
development programs. Food aid, which is Congressionally mandated, enhances food security and 
represents nearly one-third of our development assistance resources. The Government Accounting 
Office (GAO) has specifically critiqued USAID's ability to assess impact on food security, and 
underlined the need for better food security performance indicators. Luckily, in this workshop we 
are not starting from scratch. The workshop brings together a vqiety of participants from the Bureau 
for Humanitarian Response, the Global Bureau Centers, our regional bureaus and field Missions, as 
well as private voluntary organization (PVO) and non-governmental organization (NGO) partners 
working with us in food aid programs abroad. All of you have struggled to make a difference for 



food security; all of you have experienced and shared in measuring the results of food security 
efforts. This workshop has brought you together in a forum where you can exchange information 
and experience, and learn from each other about measuring food security program performance. 

Workshop objectives 

Our objectives are to assess which food security indicators work better or worse, and under what 
circumstances; to reach consensus on a set of indicators for measuring food security at the 
operational level; and to begin hrther refining these indicators by opening continuing dialogues 
with colleagues in the field. In closing, I wish you well in a difficult task. I will try to come back 
tomorrow as the workshop winds up to see how far you have come. I think that you will surprise 
yourselves and that what you will be doing here will be very important for the Agency in future 
years. 

Workshop Goals 

Scott Smith 

At the time of the workshop, Scott Smith was the Director of USAID's Center for Development 
Information and Evaluation (CDIE) . 

Why are you here? As Janet [Ballantyne] mentioned, this is the fifth in a series of workshops on 
performance indicators for USAID programs. What we want to do here is to focus primarily on 
operational, field-level performance indicators of the food security impact of our programs, 
particularly the food aid programs which absorb a significant part of USAID program resources. 

What has worked 

This is not a blank slate. People are already carrying out programs that aim to achieve these food 
security objectives. Take stock of what we are doing, what has worked and what has not worked. 
What are some of the better indicators, the ones that worked better for operational level programs? 
From that analysis, from that sharing of information and experiences, hopefully we can begin to 
apply a smaller set of standard indicators that will enable us, as an Agency, to measure similar things 
across programs. One of the critiques that has been made of USAID's performance measurement 
system is that it is a mixture of apples, oranges, peaches and pears, and we are not able to say 
anything more than what is relevant at the operational level. To some extent I think that is inherent 
in our business, but what we are trying to do with these workshops is to see if there are some 
performance indicators that seem to work across different contexts in different countries, that we can 
use as the basis for saying something more significant about USAID's programs in this area. 

The second purpose of the workshop is to focus not only at the operational level, but at the Agency 
level. Some of you may be familiar with the Agency's strategic framework put together over the last 



several months, and I am sure that if you are not familiar with it now, you will be very soon. What 
we are looking at in the framework are the kinds of development changes that USAID is seeking to 
help bring about in the countries where we work. We are focusing here on indicators for tracking 
the status of food security on a country-level basis. With those we can make some comparisons for 
use as one basis for making decisions about our programs in the food security area. What we are 
attempting to do is to focus on operational-level indicators, best practices that have worked. We'll 
also take a look at Agency-level indicators, which are really focused on the country level. We'll have 
opportunities to discuss these and bring the conclusions of the small group discussions back to the 
plenary session in the afternoon, and then finish %4th the panel discussion of what we should do next. 

The Importance of Food Security to USAID 

Nils Daulaire 

Nils Daulaire is the Deputy Assistant Administrator in USAID's Bureau for Policy and Program 
Coordination (PPC). 

I have the distinct and sometimes dubious privilege of working at the interface of the programmatic 
world, where I've spent most of my career and most of my life, and the political world, which is what 
Washington is all about. This gives me the chance to look at what is seen as important, and to try 
to help move the process along. ' 

The importance of food security 

How important is this particular workshop? On the macro level, I can say fiom my position as a 
political appointee that the issue of food security has increasingly drawn the attention of USAID 
Administrator Brian Atwood, Under Secretary of State Timothy Worth, the Vice-President of the 
U.S., A1 Gore, and of both the President and the First Lady. It is not an issue that has simply fallen 
off the table; it is becoming increasingly an issue of concern at the political level as people recognize 
that this is perhaps one of the great issues of our time, and one that really has not been resolved as 
many people had thought it was. Food security is an abstract term for most people. For most 
Americans, probably most people in the world, the words "food security" or "food insecurity" or 
even "malnutrition" do not have a gut ring; what has had a gut ring fiom time immemorial is the 
word "hunger." When you talk to people about what the basic value of U.S. foreign assistance is, 
why it is that we should be involved, why the U.S. taxpayer should be involved in work overseas 
dealing with hunger is because hunger is recognized as one of the predominant forces, one of the 
driving moral forces. It goes back to ancient Greek times: we are all aware of the horsemen of the 
apocalypse, and certainly famine was predominant as one of the root causes of human misery and 
death. 



Food insecurity, or hunger, is one of the most fundamental and basic of human needs. When we 
talk about sustainable development as the overall goal or the mission of USAID, food security 
dealing with the problems of hunger in the developing world is right at the heart of that concern. 
There cannot be sustainable development in the absence of food security, and similarly, food security 
is a fundamental contributor to sustainable development. Over the past three years, the Agency has 
worked to refocus its programs and approaches, and I'll get into one of the issues that we talked 
about a couple of minutes ago, which is the strategic framework. But let me paint a broader picture 
before I go into some of the details. In the Strategies for Sustainable Development, which was one 
of the very first documents to come out of USAID in this new administration, a broad set of 
overriding strategic goals was laid out for the Agency. A number of fundamental operating 
parameters were laid out as well. 

Who are our customers? 

The operating parameters define who USAID is meant to serve; in the new-speak of re-engineering, 
our customers. They are fundamentally the women and children of the developing world. This is 
not to say that we are not interested in men as well, but the real core of who it is that this Agency is 
intended to serve is the women and children of the developing world. There is a "how" in there as 
well. This has been worked through for several years. The "how" is a process of maximum 
participation. In one of his first major speeches the USAID Administrator laid out a framework for 
broad participation, not just here in the U.S. in terms of policy formulation, but at the program level 
itself, bringing in our customers, our beneficiaries, the people involved in the program itself, to help 
us define what it is that these programs would do arid how they would do it. That whole process of 
participation is reflected in this working group with the very wide representation that you have seen 
this morning. 

Strategies for sustainable development: goals 

The five overriding Agency-wide goals that were laid out in the Strategies for Sustainable 
Development are notable both for what they say and for what they don't say. The five overriding 
goals are: 

a) encouraging broad-based economic growth, 
b) promoting democracy, 
c) stabilizing global population and protecting human health, 
d) protecting the environment, and 
e) providing humanitarian assistance. 

What is implicit in all of that, but explicit nowhere, is food security. What I'd like to do is to discuss 
our strategy framework, which has been developed over the last couple of years and was finalized 
this past year. We have a series of 19 objectives which are seen as the principal contributors to 
achieving those five goals. The strategic objectives that, to my mind, relate directly to food security, 
either as an underlying issue or as a supporting issue, are, starting with the objectives under the goal 
of achieving broad-based economic growth: 



a) strengthened markets, 
b) expanded access and opportunity for the poor, and 
c) increased human productive capacity through basic education. 

Objectives which contribute to the goal of democracy include: 
a) increased development of politically active civil society, and 
b) more transparent and accountable government institutions. 

These are hndarnental to decision-making about food flows. 

Under Agency goal three, "stabilizing global population and protecting human health," in which I 
have a certain proprietary interest in because that's been my main focus over the last four years, there 
are four objectives directly related to food security: 

a) reduction of unintended pregnancies, 
b) reduction in child mortality (relates strongly to childhood nutrition), 
c) reduction in maternal mortality (is similarly very strongly related to household food 

security), and 
d) a reduction in sexually transmitted infections and HIV transmission. 

I've been questioned as to how a reduction in sexually transmitted infections and HIV transmission 
might be related to food security. In fact, as those of you working in sub-Saharan Africa are well 
aware, the impact of the AIDS epidemic in Africa is fundamentally changing agricultural practices 
for the worse, and is having a very significant potential impact on food security in those countries. 

Moving on to the environment goal: 
a) biological diversity, 
b) global environment threats, and 
c) decreased urban and industrial pollution, particularly with respect to water and 

sanitation systems are all directly related to food security, as is the fifth objective: 
d) sustainable resource management. 

Finally, under Agency goal five the objectives have potential impact on food security: 
a) lives saved, 
b) suffering reduced, 
c) development potential re-enforced, 
d) humanitarian crisis reduced (clearly directly at the heart of much of our 

emergency food aid), 
e) urgent needs met in crisis situations (similarly) and finally, 
f) security established and basic institutions fimctioning to meet critical needs and basic 

rights. 

What is USAID doing to promote food security? 

Even though we have not said "Agency goal one: food security," or "Agency goal six: food 
security," it is very strongly incorporated into all we do. The question is, is that enough? And that's 



a question that we are very actively pursuing right now. As I said before, the Administrator, Brian 
Atwood, has become keenly aware of the critical importance of food security as a driving element 
in sustainable development. And he has taken a number of steps over the past six months in 
recognition of this important fact. He reconstituted the Board for International Food and Agricultural 
Development (BIFAD), which is a presidentially-appointed board with a mandate to advise the 
Administrator on very broad policy issues related to long-term food security issues. He sees this as 
a very important independent source of advice and information and one which, as a 
presidentially-appointed board, also has a direct influence on broader political constituencies as well 
as the White House. He has, as mentioned in terms of my role, recognized the importance in broad 
policy of food security and has asked me to serve as chief policy advisor on food security issues. I'm 
learning as I go along. I've worked as a doctor, not as a food specialist, but I certainly see this as 
probably the most interesting and challenging role that I have. 

Global food security initiatives 

The U.S. has started working with the European Union (EU), and I am very pleased to have one of 
our colleagues from the EU here in looking at issues of joint activities in food security. We have 
started looking at the possibility ofjoint activities under the U.S. - Japan Common Agenda. We will 
be active participants in the World Food Summit taking place next November in Rome. 
Undersecretary of State Tim Wirth, who has played a very prominent role in a number of high-profile 
issues, such as global population, and women's issues at the Women's Conference in Beijing is 
keenly interested and is becoming much more heavily involved in the policy issues related to food 
security, as well. 

Three USAID food security activities 

Three activities are being undertaken at USAID at this point, which are all interrelated and, as I 
described at a meeting last week, are something of a revolving wheel where we are trying to come 
in at as many places as we can, all at once, so that we can get a cohesive approach to the issue of 
food security. One activity is the broad policy approach. We do not, as an agency, have a broad 
uniform policy related to food security. We have a very good policy which was developed in the past 
year for food aid and food security, which is a subset of the broader food security policy, a very 
important subset, as Janet Ballantyne pointed out, given the large amount of resources that we have 
in food aid. But it certainly is not everything; we are also looking at issues relating to agricultural 
research, technical assistance to market reforms, and to the whole broad issue relating to food 
utilization, which largely falls under the health sector. 

At this point it is uncertain what we can and will do in the short term, but I expect the second activity 
will have longer-term repercussions for some of our frameworks. We're looking into how we can 
more explicitly incorporate food security into the strategic objectives of the Agency, and we are 
frankly looking at whether it is necessary to revisit the whole structure and to make food security 
more explicit. That's not likely to happen in the next year. At least the end product is not likely to 



be completed, as we are going through a period of considerable political twmoil, as those of you who 
have been following the Congress are aware. But it is something that is very much on our radar 
screen. And then, thirdly and certainly by no means lastly, we are looking at the nuts and bolts of 
food security, and this indicators workshop is a critical element of that. We are an agency that has 
defined itself over the last three years as being a results-oriented agency. We had been perceived 
(rightly or wrongly) for many years as being primarily interested in the inputs (How many tons of 
food can we ship? How many dollars have we put into country X?), with insufficient attention to 
what those food inputs and what those dollars are actually accomplishing, in terms of clear results, 
that reflected what our underlying goals and objectives were. 

These indicators are critical tools for measuring what it is that we are doing, and as someone 
who worked in programs for many more years than I worked in politics, I'm keenly aware that what 
you measure is generally what you wind up doing. What comes out of this workshop is therefore of 
critical importance in terms of what is actually going to happen at the field level. I'd like to urge the 
participants in this workshop in the break-out sessions to focus on two sets of parameters: 

1) Prioritization of indicators. One of the things that I have learned in the health sector is that 
there is no end to indicators. We can come out with a laundry list that could run to several volumes, 
but it's terribly important to know which of those indicators are critical. A) What is critical? A small 
set that by mutual agreement is seen as really being critical to the issues of food security in each of 
its three dimensions. B) What is important? These may be not critical, but important indicators that 
need to be fed into programming needs to be interlaced across our various strategic objectives. C) 
What is useful? "Useful" you may use sometimes, but it is not going to be a fundamental issue that's 
always going to be at stake. 

2) Focus on the operational level. Again, I've been witness to enough indicators that seem to 
serve only the function of feeding headquarters. Tell us what we can report to Congress or to the 
President. That is important, and in the political environment it is important to know what story we 
can tell, but much more important in terms of an operational agency, which is what USAID is, is to 
know what works to help managers at the local level, at the USAID Mission level, at the PVO level, 
and at the operational level to make programmatic decisions that are based on useful facts. I will 
reiterate: of the workshops that have taken place looking at indicators at USAID, this may be the 
most important, because it is an area which some people have feared has fallen off our map. It 
hasn't, but this workshop is very clearly going to locate the longitude and latitude of where food 
security sits on the USAID strategies for sustainable development. 



Food Aid in the Context of Faod Security 

Bob Kramer 

At the time of the workshop, Bob Kramer was the Director of the OfJice of Food for Peace in 
USAID's Bureau for Humanitarian Response (BHRIFFP). 

I was told I only have twenty minutes. Those of you who know me understand how difficult that is, 
because of the importance of the topic. 

A mismatch between USAID food resources and food aid 

For nearly half the children in the sixty least developed countries, being born is a shock from which 
they never recover. In these countries, most of which are in sub-Saharan Africa or the sub-continent 
of Asia, out of every 1,000 children born alive, 1 12 will die before their first birthday. Another 48 
will die before their fifth birthday, and of the remaining 840, some 300 will be significantly 
underweight. As school children they will be less able to learn. As adults, they will earn less income 
and accumulate less wealth. Only the remaining 540 children will emerge relatively unscathed. 
There has been progress in addressing malnutrition in the past 40 years. Eight hundred million 
people in the world are still chronically malnourished, more than 180 million children are severely 
underweight. Thirteen million children each year die fiom hunger, another 35 million people are at 
risk. We had to provide 4.5 million tons of emergency food aid in 1994. Despite some progress, we 
cannot be complacent about the future: the International Food Policy and Research Institute(IFPRI), 
the United Nations' Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) all predict a looming mismatch between food aid resources and food aid. 
Earlier this year, USAID, the State Department and the USDA commissioned a report by the 
Economic Research Service of the USDA.' 

This report is consistent with what IFPRl and the FA0 have predicted. It says that food aid needs 
will nearly double for the next decade, even with reasonably optimistic assumptions about 
governments' ability to produce their own food or to import food commercially. Total food aid 
requirements to meet and maintain current consumption levels, and to meet emergency needs, are 
projected to be 15 million tons in 1996. This will increase to almost 30 million by the year 2005. 
Obviously, far more food will be needed for consumption targets or to meet minimal nutritional 
standards. Food aid needs will be chronic and will be primarily in sub-Saharan Afiica, where food 
aid needs will more than double, under even the most optimistic scenarios. 

I remember when we were putting on the 20-20 Vision conference several months ago, it was said 
that "food security is a widely debated and much confused issue. It is time to demystify the concept 
of food security and its measurement. Food insecurity is hunger. Food security is elimination of 
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hunger." I cannot minimize the importance of this workshop to the Agency for International 
Development, other development organizations, and other donors. 

A challenge to develop valid indicators 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) of the American Congress issued a report in 1993 that was 
sharply critical of USAID's management of food aid? I use this as my bible. I want to quote from 
the report: 

After 40 years of experience and $60 billion in resources, USAID has not developed 
guidance on how food aid programs should be developed to enhance food security. It is 
implementing its food aid program without empirical evidence of the enhanced food security. 
USAID has not yet developed the methodologies for measuring what the long-term impacts 
of these food aid programs are, or whether food aid is an efficient method for achieving or 
sustaining food security objectives. USAID has not systematically collected relevant data 
or developed appropriate methodologies to assess the impact of food aid on food security. 
USAID has no strategy for assessing the impact of its programs on enhancing the food 
security of people of recipient countries. Again, furthermore, USAID has not systematically 
collected data to assess the long-term effects of projects on improved nutrition or improved 
infrastructure. USAID is required to develop quantifiable indicators to measure progress 
toward achieving food security. The GAO recommends that the Administrator of USAID 
develop and systematically apply methodologies and performance indicators to monitor and 
evaluate the impact of food aid programs on food security. The Administrator of USAID 
must direct that Missions and PVOs collect data necessary for such evaluation and report to 
Congress whether food aid is the most efficient means for addressing food insecurity. 

In its update done this year, the GAO reported that USAID has come a long way, but still has not 
established performance indicators to measure the impact of food aid on food security. This is a 
challenge for this workshop. As we commemorated the anniversary of Food for Peace last year, this 
Agency dedicated itself to a transformation in the way food aid is conceived, managed and used. We 
committed ourselves to increase the awareness of food aid within USAID, among our PVO partners, 
in international organizations, and in Congress, as a quality resource, one that plays a surely vital and 
unique role in meeting emergency and development challenges around the world. Unfortunately, 
not all of you are convinced. 

The Food for Peace Transformation Program 

Partly in response to the GAO report, but primarily because it was just the right thing to do, in the 
spring of 1994 the Food for Peace office initiated what we call the Food for Peace Transformation 
Program. We could be criticized for engaging in a bit of hyperbole when we talk of transformation, 
but we realized that a reform had to be made. And we realized that we had to change the way we 

General Accounting Office. 1993. "Food Aid Management Improvernents Are Needed to Achieve 
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do business and food aid is a very large percentage of the Agency's resource. We had a unique 
challenge and opportunity to initiate a thorough review and reform of the procedures used in the 
management, programming and evaluation of food aid. The agenda we established was ambitious 
and very comprehensive. 

The goal of the program was to enhance the credibility of food aid and the capabilities of the people 
who manage it. Among the specific tasks we set out were to: 

a) re-define and focus food security's strategic objectives, 

b) create a new streamlined project design and review process, 

c) develop a new food aid monitoring and evaluation plan, 
d) develop - and this is important for this workshop - a core set of performance 

indicators to better assess impact, and 
e) recruit the best and most dedicated new staff to manage food aid. 

The plural of anecdotes is not data 

As we implemented the agenda, we identified quite a number of significant weaknesses that had to 
be addressed. For example, we can always tell interesting anecdotes about the success of food aid, 
for example in helping to create basic social services, build productive assets, ameliorate starvation, 
etc., but - and you have heard me say this many times - the plural of anecdotes is not data. We 
did not have clearly documented evidence of success, of the positive impact that food aid has had 
on improving the lives of the poor and their access to food. We did not have a body of evidence that 
tells us what works, when, where and why. We needed to document the impact of food aid and 
establish monitoring and evaluation tools to permit us to document that impact in a routine, 
measurable and sustained way in the future. Despite the mind-set prevailing in this Agency and 
outside the Agency, food aid is now a very expensive resource, one that must be used as effectively 
and efficiently as ever. We firmly believe that adopting a more focused concept of food security 
as our strategic objective will give us the programmatic compass we need to guide us in our 
decisions. We also recognize, however, that the governing definitions of food security contained in 
PD 1g3 and the 1990 Farm Bill and other documents did not provide us with that compass. As we 
reflected on how to maximize the effective use of a very finite resource, it became clear that we have 
to sharpen the focus of food security. We would never be able to measure the impact of our food 
aid programs against a strategic objective if that objective was so broad that just about any activity 
proposed will address hunger. Hence, the drafting of the new Food Aid and Food Security Policy 
paper was critical to permitting the Agency and our PVO partners to set our sights lower and 
establish more precise indicators to measure progress with more confidence. As I mentioned before, 
the Food Aid and Food Security Policy was a very important tool for this Agency. It was very 
difficult to actually draft a policy that would achieve consensus, but the need to come up with very 
defined food security objectives to help us measure the impact of our food aid programs was 
essential. 

Policy Determination #19. Definition of Food Security; 1992. USAID. 



Food aid alone cannot achieve food security 

I will just briefly mention what the major conclusions of the policy are. Food aid will be used 
primarily for those regions and countries that are the most food-insecure, primarily sub-Saharan 
Africa and the sub-continent of Asia. Highest priority would be accorded to those activities that 
increase agricultural productivity or increase household nutrition; that is, provide food to women and 
children. That does not mean that food aid alone can achieve food security. We recognize that to 
really achieve food security we need to more broadly define access, utilization, and availability. 
Food aid cannot be considered as a self-contained resource. To be effective, food aid has to be 
integrated with other forms of assistance, primarily technical assistance and dollar resources. That's 
why I'm delighted that there is a such a large group assembled here that does represent more than 
food aid, because to me, this provides recognition that food aid alone cannot achieve food security. 
Many of you have heard me say this, but let me also explain why this workshop is so important to 
all of us. Twenty-two years ago Eugene Ravenholt directed Family Planning Resources. Family 
Planning Resources was being condemned by both the right and the left wings, especially in 
Congress. In order to be able to demonstrate the impact of that resource over a period of time, 
twenty-two years ago, the family planning community met. They had to defend their resource and 
they had to demonstrate over a period of time that they were having an impact. They decided at that 
workshop to establish one objective: fertility reduction. They also decided to adopt common 
performance indicators and monitoring and evaluation methodologies. 

Despite the discrete nature of family planning programs, be they community-based distribution, 
social marketing, voluntary sterilization and many more, they all had the same common objective 
(fertility reduction), and the same performance indicators. The child survival community did the 
same thing. There is no reason why we, sitting here today and tomorrow, cannot do the same for 
food security. Let's not mystify the concept of food security. In the two days that we are here, 
thousands of infants and children will die of hunger and diseases caused by malnutrition. Again, let's 
not mystify the concept of food security. I implore you not to permit this worltshop to turn into yet 
another series of academic exercises. Food security should not be the business of academics and 
professional kibitzers. I have admittedly very high standards for this workshop, but given the talent 
of the people assembled in this room, there is no reason why we cannot initiate what our colleagues 
have achieved in other disciplines. I don't underestimate the difficulties involved in developing core 
or generic indicators that will permit us to finally demonstrate the impact of food aid on food 
security. We must simply accomplish that task; if not, we will have again missed an important 
opportunity. 



-- - - 

Management for Results and Performance Measurement 
Indicators Bearing on Food Security 

' 

Gerry Britan 

At the time of the workshop, Gerry Britan was the Chief of the Performance Measurement and 
Evaluation Unit in the Center for Development Information and Evaluation within the Bureau for 
Policy and Program Coordination (PPC/CDIE/PME). 

I will give you a brief overview of USAID's program performance measurement system, and discuss 
the various activities you will be engaging in over the course of this two-day workshop. We in 
CDIE, as are our colleagues in other divisions of the Agency, were charged with a fairly 
straightforward but not necessarily easy task: creating a simple and comprehensive system to orient 
all USAID activities to manage for results. Now, there's an old parable that says if you don't know 
where you are going, any road will take you there. But this point is easily overlooked: if you don't 
have objectives, it's hard to measure performance. In other words, you need to have a clear idea of 
what you aim to achieve, in order to determine whether or not you have made significant progress 
towards accomplishing your initial objective. In addition, once you have collected performance data, 
you need to determine how to make the best use of it to improve your hture endeavors. 

Why measure performance? 

Nils Daulaire has already pointed out that one of the most important reasons for measuring 
performance is because other people want us to be able to explain to them what we've accomplished. 
Aside from the American public, whose support we must also win, there are other very important 
groups of people, such as those in the U.S. Congress, who control the amount of funding USAID 
receives and are thus able to determine the types and scale of present and fkture Agency activities. 
Performance measurement is critical to USAID and our development partners, who share our strong 
interest in promoting development and its benefits throughout the world, as we both recognize that 
helping people to improve their quality of life is the most rewarding outcome of this new approach 
to implementing assistance activities. 

Five years ago, when we began discussing the possibility of adopting a managing for results 
orientation, not much emphasis was placed on this type of approach. To determine if there was a 
great potential use for a system that tracked development activities in order to ascertain what was 
being accomplished and then using that information to improve assistance endeavors, we conducted 
several opinion surveys of those who work directly in the development field. The reception was 
overwhelmingly positive, since most people who do development work are motivated by a strong 
personal commitment to make a positive change in the lives of those who are less well-off. When 
Janet Ballantyne came back to CDIE last spring she told us we had to make sure that we made the 
process of managing for results concise and easy to understand, so that we would be able to convince 



even those who weren't development professionals that this new approach is not only worthwhile 
but also easily implementable. 

We don't need three thousand measures of what we've done, but two or three good ones, that clearly 
reflect what we are trying to achieve. Fortunately, we aren't starting fiom scratch, but instead are 
building upon the fairly long and devoted commitment of academic institutions, NGOs and PVOs, 
other donors, USAID, and our other partners in the development community. We had already 
completed three years of work on performance measurement, under the PRISM project: and had 
begun Agency-wide strategic planning efforts involving all of our Missions and partners all over the 
world. Now, under re-engineering, we are trying to institutionalize what we have learned and 
accomplished and incorporate into that some new ideas from the President's National Performance 
Review, fiom the Government's Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993, as well as lessons 
from private industry. The GPRA now requires that every government agency have clear objectives, 
set targets for what it hopes to accomplish, collect performance measurement data to determine if 
it is making progress towards the achievement of those objectives, and be able to report on the status 
of this information in a simple format to the American people. 

We have made considerable progress to date, however, our managing for results system is still a 
work in process that requires further refining. We measure performance for a variety of reasons: (1) 
To enable us to work with our customers and partners to make better program decisions at the 
operational level; (2) to determine how well our strategies are working in a country, and decide 
whether we should be pursuing different activities in order to make a more meaningful impact in 
enhancing food security and alleviating hunger. Performance measurement, then, tracks the progress 
of development activities so that we are better able to manage for results. It is a tool that anyone can 
use, fiom the relief worker who is implementing a particular food aid activity to the manager of an 
overarching food security program, to the head of a Mission or bureau, or to the Administrator of 
USAID. It requires that all levels of management have clearly-defined objectives, work with their 
customers, and have a clear idea of how they contribute to the Agency's overall goal of sustainable 
development. 

Keep it simple 

We want to keep the managing for results system as simple as possible. The point of having 
performance indicators is to provide a general idea or snapshot of what we have been or are currently 
achieving, not to understand all dimensions of a program, everything we are trying to accomplish, 
or any future endeavor we might conceivably be interested in pursuing. USAID should certainly 
conduct research that looks more broadly at development issues, and we should evaluate our 
activities, and to try to better understand more deeply the impact of our programs on host country 
aid recipients. However, performance indicators are more narrow in scope, as they are simply 
intended to show to what extent we were able to achieve the results we had anticipated, picking the 
two or three things we think are most important to track. Performance indicators are like the warning 
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gauges in a car: they let us know whether things are progressing as planned or if something is wrong, 
in order to help us make judgments about where we should direct our concern and attention. 

Evaluations, research, and warning systems 

Program performance measurement and program evaluations are related yet distinct tools. 
Performance measurement lets us hack our results are over time. Evaluations tell us more about how 
and why results are being achieved, what the intended and unintended impact of our activities are, 
and whether positive results can be sustained. Research, in contrast, helps us to gain a greater 
understanding of how the world works and what interventions can be used to stimulate development 
worldwide. To successfully manage our programs, we need both a warning system that lets us know 
where we are doing reasonably well, where we have problems that we need to focus on rectifling, 
and which enables us to have the capability to do in-depth analysis, to figure out what's going on and 
why, and how whether our programs are or are not working well. 

This workshop is not going to focus on how food security works, or how we can best contribute to 
food security. Its purpose is simply to determine how we can keep track of whether or not we are 
making progress. For this workshop, we want to concentrate on how to improve our ability to 
measure the performance of our food security interventions. Let me touch base on a couple of the 
concepts that we will be discussing, such as objectives and results for the outcomes we want to 
achieve. Key questions we must ask ourselves when we begin to create objectives and set targets 
for anticipated results are: is it clear ? is it simple ? is it as unidimensional as possible? Also, from 
the point of view of USAID, when we are talking about objectives and results for interventions at 
the operational level, they should contribute to USAIDts Agency Framework for achieving the goal 
of sustainable development. We're not necessarily going to directly demonstrate that connection, 
but we at least want to fit it within the framework of alleviating hunger or avoiding food insecurity. 
All of our individual activities on the ground won't affect that dramatically or directly, but we want 
to make sure that at the very least we have a reasonable basis for thinking that they will make a 
contribution. 

What are indicators? 

Indicators are the characteristic of a result that we choose to measure in order to assess progress. An 
indicator should be reasonably valid, meaning that it should measure data that tracks the path toward 
the result we are trying to achieve. That data must also be accessible, and we should know where to 
obtain it. Often the most valid measure is not very useful if the data is either impossible or too costly 
to collect. In addition, whatever measure we use in our operating program should be directly 
relevant to that program. An indicator should also measure information that we are capable of acting 
on in our operation, and such a measure should preferably be widely applicable to and useful in a 
variety of situations. To the extent that we can develop common measures to achieve universal 
results, so much the better. Achieving and tracking results must also be affordable or cost-effective, 
since we have very limited knds with which to implement and manage our programs and are facing 
even more severe budget constraints. Given the financial obstacles we face in USAID, as Nils 



Daulaire mentioned earlier, it is absolutely essential that we focus our resources and indicators on 
only those activities that are of human dimension, and that measure changes in the lives and 
opportunities and well-being of people. 

Let me provide you with more information on the context of this workshop. Thus far, we have 
discussed operational-level performance indicators and the Agency's strategic framework. USAID 
has considered two different but related levels performance measurements. We also talked about 
goals and objectives at the Agency level of USAID. Now, we must ask ourselves several critical 
questions: What contributions are anticipated from our interventions in support of sustainable 
development? What are the changes that we want to come about in an individual country for us to 
say this nation is working towards a sustainable goal? For the most part these are changes, hopefilly 
improvements, in country conditions, although we by no means want to claim all credit and say that 
we are or were the sole or the primary force in achieving those results. For in reality, we know we 
can only help achieve large-scale and lasting positive results with the help of our development 
partners, and through the work of the governments and the people in the developing world. 

Operational objectives 

On an operational note, we can ask what our operating units are actually doing. Our operating units 
have developed strategic objectives which they believe are feasible and for which they are willing 
to be held accountable. These objectives also represent outcomes that ow operating units (including 
field Missions) and offices feel are within their reach. As part of our new re-engineering of USAID, 
we need to identify the intermediate steps necessary to achieve those results. Such objectives have 
to be as ambitious as reducing infant mortality in a region, or in a country, and include intermediate 
results such as improving the use of vaccines or whatever intervention is critical in order to reach 
that objective. Then, there are also individual activities. We want all of our investments to 
interrelate, in that they should contribute to each other and be mutually reinforcing. 

Let me spend a minute going over the Agency's strategic framework, which has five Agency goals 
that together lead to the overall achievement of sustainable development. We ask ourselves the 
following questions: Can broad-based economic growth be realized in a given country? Is democracy 
sustainable? etc. We have indicators that we are using throughout the Agency that show whether 
those changes are occurring in a country. They serve as our reference point for ascertaining whether 
we are making progress, how serious a problem is, and ultimately deciding if our program is really 
making a meaninghl difference. 

Under each of the Agency goals, there are more operational objectives which also have common 
indicators. How can we determine if markets are being strengthened in the countries in which we 
work? How will we know if civil societies are becoming more active? We have developed some 
measures to help us answer such questions but they are not necessarily the best ones. We are trying 
out the first set of indicators this year and we will revise them again next year if we have to. We can 
assess whether countries are making progress and if the kinds of outcomes the Agency wants to 
achieve are in fact being furthered. 



Within each one of those objectives, we've also tried to develop a link to our operational-level 
programs. We ask ourselves: What are the primary approaches that USAID as an agency is using 
in its operational program to lead to strengthened markets? Are our operational programs focusing 
on appropriate policies and regulations? Are they making investments in infrastructure? Are they 
developing technology which supports agriculture? Those program approaches are empirically-based 
right now, as they show what we are actually doing in our attempt to group the different kinds of 
activities we are launching to contribute to this objective in a reasonable way. What are people in 
the field using? Can we make any summary statements about which indicators seem to best measure 
strengthening market institutions? Are there common indicators that might be applied around the 
world? Which indicators work best in a variety of different program scenarios? At the highest level, 
we in USAID/Washington and our field Missions are concerned about indicators for operational 
programs. 

Common indicators for food security 

All of our Missions and their individual programs are working on developing indicators for their 
specific activities, which vary a great deal. The U.S. Congress and the GAO have put considerable 
pressure on us to come up with more common indicators. We may go so far as to say if you're 
working in a certain area you should use such and such indicator; you might use other ones in 
addition, but we think this indicator is the most important one. 

Some of you might notice a disjoint when we talk about food security as if it is a part of the USAID 
strategic framework. This is because food security has not as yet been declared an Agency objective. 
Food security has not gone through the same process as other sector areas with CDIE working with 
policy advisers to identify an empirical set of program approaches. Nils Daulaire was quite right 
when he said that food security is much more than an Agency goal. It is something which, as a 
critical aspect of sustainable development, may be reflected throughout our strategic framework in 
terms of how we measure the extent to which we are reaching our objective. There may be a need 
to develop indicators at the Agency level that are more sensitive to food security issues, requiring 
a working group to work in parallel with conferences in order to help us track whether food security 
is improving. 

At this workshop, we are going to focus primarily on how we call tell if our programs are 
contributing to increased food security. We have created a draft USAID analytical framework for 
food security which I will briefly introduce and which Margie Ferris-Morris will discuss in more 
detail later on. The words "analytical framework" have a long history. Before we came up with an 
Agency strategic framework, we had earlier versions known as "analytical frameworks" that helped 
us to look closely at what we were doing. These frameworks went through several revisions, and 
could be changed dramatically before they became a matter of policy for the Agency. To help guide 
our discussion of indicators here, we will use our drafi food security framework. When we look at 
improved food security as a goal we see three main areas contributing to food security: 

a) increased availability of food, 



b) improved access to food, and 
c) improved utilization of food. 

Keeping that in mind, we need to ask ourselves: What are the categories of results that our programs 
on the ground are trying to contribute to when we talk about indicators? Then we move into the 
empirical data and ask: What kinds of indicators are our programs on the ground actually using? We 
then apply that knowledge to the three aforementioned categories. This is some of the information 
included in the primary working material in the book that you received. This framework is just a 
starting point, and can be changed as needed. 

11. Panel Presentations and Discussion 

Issues in Performance Measurement of Food Security: An Overview 

Luther Tweeten 

Luther Tweeten is the Anderson Professor ofAgricultural Marketing, Policy, and Trade, Ohio State 
University. (Additional comments on Agency-level indicators may be found in Annex 11.) 

I'm going to begin by talking about ten principles of food security, and then I will talk about some 
more specific means of measuring performance. Many of these principles came out of a study that 
Mike Weber referred to in the question and answer period. 

Food availability versus food accessibility 

I want to start by saying that in my judgment, food availability is not going to be the major problem 
over the next decades. Food accessibility will be a much greater problem. Food availability has been 
improving for the world overall at about one-half of one percent a year, measured as food output per 
capita. I would like to change the definition of food security to "utilization by all people at all times 
of sufficient food or sufficient nutrition for an active, healthy life." Chronic food inaccessibility 
stems primarily from poverty. Transitory food insecurity and famine are caused primarily by lack 
of economic growth, that is, poverty is the result of lack of economic progress. Also, transitory food 
insecurity is caused, in no small part, by civil unrest and armed conflict. These are also major 
difficulties. The most effective way to deal with poverty and reduce food insecurity is through 
economic growth. General poverty, as opposed to case or scattered poverty, is the result of public 
policy failures. I think one of the most important things we have learned over the last few decades 
is what works in terms of economic policy. We had a number of success stories. When I was a 
graduate student we used to argue what system is best. On theoretical grounds, you couldn't say; 
now we have a much better idea of what works in economic progress. 



The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) calling for quantitative measures 
of performance poses special challenges when applied to food security. The problem is not a 
shortage of aggregate measures of food security and insecurity, as is evident from the following 
numbers, which are mostly fiom the International Food Policy Research Institute. In 1995, some 800 
million people were chronically food insecure, defined as long-term utilization of too little food for 
an active, healthy life. Numbers were down from 950 million people in 1970. Progress came 
especially by cutting numbers of food insecure people in East Asia by half. Globally, at least another 
quarter billion people suffer acute food insecurity, defined as transitory utilization of too little food 
for an active, healthy life, 

South Asia is home to the most hungry people (270 million), followed by Afiica (1 75 million). But 
numbers of food insecure people are growing most rapidly in Africa - 45 percent since 1970. 
Trends are much more favorable in other regions. A reduction in child malnutrition is expected in 
all regions fiom 1990 to 2020 except sub-Saharan Africa, where numbers are expected to increase 
50 percent, to 43 million children. Protein and calorie deficiencies are widespread as noted above, 
but in addition nearly 2 billion people worldwide are deficient in iron, 125 million school children 
suffer from vitamin A deficiency, and 600 million people have iodine deficiency. 

Although the number of food insecure people is declining, the problem of income disparity between 
the rich and the poor is widening. The share of global income received by the poorest 20 percent of 
the world's population fell from 2.5 percent in 1960 to 1.3 percent in 1990. Problems again are 
especially acute in sub-Saharan Afiica where food production per capita is likely to continue to fall, 
per capita income will remain nearly static, and civil unrest will persist if current trends continue. 

Food security is often viewed in the context of food availability (necessary aggregate food supplies 
are available fiom production, commercial imports, or other sources), food access (individuals have 
adequate income or help fiom families and others to maintain an adequate diet), and food utilization 
(individuals with access to food are not inhibited by ignorance, habit, custom, or health from 
realizing nourishment). My assignment here is to emphasize the measurement of performance in 
food access. 

Measuring food access is challenging for several reasons. Ideally, a performance measure is 
unidimensional (includes only one phenomenon for measurement), direct (includes only one 
quantifiable goal or objective, and avoids proxy or indirect indicators), relevant (substantially 
influenced by USAID), usehl (informs agency administrators so they can make wise decisions), 
cost-effective (data available at reasonable cost), periodic (available regularly and prior to the need 
for decisions), and objective (clear, widely understood, and replicable). Many of these ideals cannot 
be met in judging food security performance. The challenge is to select a set of indicators that, 
though not necessarily ideal, can lead to better decisions by USAID. 

Despite apocalyptic forecasts by some of worldwide pestilence, environmental degradation, and an 
end to technological cornucopia, the problem of the next century is unlikely to be global food 



unavailability. Food production per capita has been increasing nearly one-half percent per year on 
average since 1950 and production per capita likely will be greater in year 2 100 than in year 2000. 

Food access will be a much greater problem. Hundreds of millions of people will command too few 
resources to produce their own food or to enter the market to purchase food. Many of these food 
insecure individuals will not be able to rely on family, neighbors, fiiends, or private charities for 
adequate food supplies. Agencies such as USAID will need to perform well to fill food gaps as l l l y  
as possible. 

Ten food security principles 

Perhaps the major challenge in measuring performance is that food security is difficult to quantify. 
And many of the most reliable measures of food insecurity come too late for USAID to make timely 
decisions. Thus much reliance must be placed on proxy indicators. The following set of conclusions 
give principles and background for choosing food security performance indicators. Several of the 
"ten commandments" of food security are from a Food Security Discussion Paper (Tweeten, et al., 
1993) prepared for the USAID. 

1. Food inaccessibility is a greater source of food insecurity than is food unavailability, as 
indicated earlier, but food availability and accessibility cannot be separated. A region characterized 
by lack of food availability is almost certainly also a region where people do not produce enough 
food or other goods and services to generate purchasing power to buy or barter food. 

2. Food inaccessibility stems primarily from poverty - of people lacking resources and 
technology to produce or purchase food for themselves and others. 

3. The most effective means to alleviate poverty is by economic growth. Economic growth 
directly lifts persons out of poverty and provides wealth which can be used to fund food transfers 
and other services. 

4. Transitory food insecurity is also the result of poverty, but wars, tribal conflict, and other 
sources of violence and civil unrest play a major role. I do not have the numbers, but I suspect more 
people in the last two decades have starved from upheavals caused by armed conflict than from other 
sources of food insecurity. 

5. General poverty (as opposed to case, scattered poverty) is primarily the result of public 
policy failure that brings slow economic growth. Man, not nature, is the principal source of general 
poverty and hence of chronic food insecurity. 

6. Proper economic policy can assure economic growth. The most important economic 
happening during my career has been empirical verification of a standard model of public policy that 
will bring economic development. Barring war, any nation that follows that standard model of 



broad-based sustainable development assures itself of food self-reliance, defined as food security 
either from domestic food production or fiom exports sufficient to pay for food imports. 

7. The second requirement for food security besides economic development is a safety net. 
The latter is for food transfers to those unable to provide for themselves. 

8. An imperfect political system, ignorance, greed, and apathy are the principal impediments 
to the standard model and hence to economic growth, reduced poverty, and increased food security. 
Even egregiously bad economic and social policies (including those that bring civil unrest and wars) 
tend to benefit someone. If in a position of power and authority, those served by unfavorable 
policies maintain them. Hence food security, poverty, and economic growth cannot be separated 
fiom politics. In general, food security is best served by democracy because it can help to reduce 
civil unrest, war, greed, and ignorance while creating the continuity of government needed for 
markets to work. 

9. It is best to address food crises before they emerge. Famine can exacerbate the civil strife 
or other conditions from which it arose. 

10. Severe food insecurity (famine) is often best addressed in the short run by food aid, in 
the intermediate run by broad-based, sustainable economic development, and in the long run by 
lower birth rates and reduced population growth. Families are more food secure when they lmow 
their infants are likely to survive to adulthood, they are protected in old age by social security, and 
they are able to control conception so as to havc no more children than they desire or can care for. 

11. Sustainable development required for food security requires protection of the 
environment. The environment will not be cared for by the market alone! Proper public policy is 
essential. Food insecure people cause deforestation, desertification, erosion, eradication of species, 
and other environmental degradation in their desperate search for food and firewood. 

Thus food security depends on economic growth, health and population, democracy, environment, 
and humanitarian assistance - all priorities of USAID. This interdependence means that all USAID 
performance indicators directly or indirectly relate to food security. Thank you. 

Issues in Performance Measurement of Food Security: An Overview 

Bea Rogers 

Bea Rogers is the Academic Dean and Professor of Economics and Food Policy at the Tufts 
University School of Nutrition Science and Policy. 

The definition of food security has evolved considerably over time. The earliest definitions focused 
on "access to food at all times by all people." We all remember that. Food utilization (called 



nutrition security in some frameworks) represents an enlargement of the concept of food security, 
in acknowledgment of the fact that availability and household access alone are not enough to assure 
that all people obtain and use the food they need for an active and healthy life. 

Focus on the outcome 

In a brief presentation, it is important to emphasize the few key messages one would hope people 
take home with them. I would like to start with these key points. Number one: in looking at 
indicators of utilization, or of anything else, it is important to remember that the indicators need to 
stick as closely as possible to the outcome of interest. Focus on the outcome. 

Stick to the level of interest 

Second: stick to the level which is of interest. We all know, and have known for many years, that 
national food balance sheets tell you nothing about the prevalence of inadequate consumption among 
vulnerable households and vulnerable individuals, of whom women and children are key groups. 
If individuals are the focus, outcome measures must be at the individual level. 

Progress is location-specific 

Third: the proxy indicators selected depend on the model of causality you are working with. A point 
made frequently in the literature is that proxy indicators tend to be more location-specific than 
outcome indicators. Outcome indicators are generalizable and comparable across countries, while 
proxies depend on linkages that have been identified in the particular location and situation. For 
example, height for age and weight for height carry the same meaning everywhere. Caloric intake 
as a percent of caloric requirement is culture free. Intermediate indicators, like increase in women's 
control over resources, like access to clean water: these are indicators of food utilization that are 
based on assumptions about processes which result in the outcomes we wish to bring about. 

Measuring outcomes and processes 

There are two purposes for identifying indicators of food security, and it's important to distinguish 
them. We need outcome indicators, comparable across regions, to determine the accomplishments 
of a program. We need process indicators (output indicators in USAID terminology) to understand 
why an outcome was or was not accomplished. The output indicators demonstrate the performance 
of specific projects in addressing what were perceived to be the barriers to the food security outcome 
in a given context. The list of proposed indicators prepared for this workshop was clearly based on 
a set of assumptions about the links between such factors as access to safe water and sanitary 
disposal of waste, on the one hand, and improved food utilization on the other. Good household 
health and nutrition practices, increased use of primary health care services: these are results we 
seek because we think that improvement in those results will alter morbidity rates. But the outcomes 
of central interest are reduced morbidity: infection, parasitic infestation, and improved metabolic 



efficiency. So again, the emphasis should be on looking at the outcome we really care about: 
morbidity. 

Interpreting anthropometric measures 

We all know that anthropometric status is a function of the amount of food consumed by an 
individual and that individual's need for nutrients. The measures of utilization proposed in the 
framework implicitly suggest that the focus is on morbidity. I would argue that this focus should be 
acknowledged and made explicit. One reason is that the focus on morbidity leaves out one important 
factor determining food utilization: activity level. Many studies which look at food consumption as 
a predictor of anthropometric status have identified activity level as an important intermediate 
variable. Work burden imposes calorie costs which raise the requirement for energy intake. I don't 
know that this group can develop an easy measure of activity level, but we should recognize its 
importance to the accurate interpretation of anthropometric measures as outcomes. 

Look at the short-, medium-, and long-term effects of interventions 

These points relate to the identification of measures of food utilization, a component of food security 
in the USAID framework. The fourth message I would like to emphasize is that in utilization, as in 
other aspects of food security, we need to be conscious that the proposed measures look at impact 
in the short- and the medium-term. This is essential. We have a responsibility to ensure that 
programs are having their desired effects. At the same time, we should be aware of the very 
long-term potential effects of the interventions we are evaluating. Here is an example. A 
presentation of preliminary data from the Guatemala feeding studies conducted at Institute of 
Nutrition for Central America and Panama (INCAP) suggested that there are effects in the second 
generation on birth weights of babies born to girls who received nutrition supplements as children. 
While we must focus on a shorter (two-, five-, at most ten-year) time horizon in performance 
evaluation, we should be aware of the possibility that some program effects are long-term, even 
multi-generational. Similarly, we can look at the accomplishment of keeping children in school 
through sixth grade as a final indicator of program performance, but we know that in fact there are 
outcomes, in terms of mothers' ability to care for their children in terms of economic performance, 
that are a generation away. In evaluation, you don't see what you don't look for. We need to be very 
careful to look for the entire range of impacts which are important, and to be conscious of the fact 
that some of those effects are simply not measurable except in the extremely long term. 

Proxies depend on understanding the local situation 

I would like to make a few practical comments on the suggested outcome indicators for food 
utilization, keeping in mind the points made earlier about keeping the measures as close to the 
outcome as possible. An example is access to potable water. If access is defined as it is in the 
glossary, in terms of distance and time, it captures a terribly important determinant but risks missing 
other critical factors. For example, labor force participation of women or cultural restrictions on 
women leaving the home might be barriers missed by the time- and distance-variables. This is even 



women leaving the home might be barriers missed by the time- and distance-variables. This is even 
more true of health service access: distance is one of many factors known to affect use. Others are 
quality of care, availability of staff and medications, hours of operation, cash costs of participation. 
Once again, this suggests that proxies depend on understanding the local situation. If the real 
indicator of interest is use of the service, or if it is change in measures of morbidity in children, then 
these are what should be measured. Proxies are selected based on a model of causality. For 
example, if I am interested in dietary adequacy, I may choose to use dietary diversity as a reliable 
proxy. Diversity is a characteristic of wealthier households with a wider range of choice in the foods 
they consume. In some settings it is also a characteristic of desperate households that are turning to 
wild foods, foods not usually consumed except when other food is not available. The local situation 
must be known before such a proxy can be used. Similarly, the work of researchers at IFPRI, 
Michigan State University, and elsewhere have shown that diversity of income sources is a 
characteristic of relatively income-secure households, and of desperate households. 

Aggregates can mask information 

In selecting measures, it is critical to be careful of using aggregates which may mask information. 
Rather than using averages, such as average consumption or average water use, it is better to identifjr 
thresholds and look at the percent of households falling below the threshold (with a measure of how 
far below the threshold they fall). Further, it is essential to specify the population being referenced 
in a performance evaluation. Very different conclusions may be reached if percentages are based 
on the whole country, the target province, or only the community targeted by the project. Obviously, 
these can lead to very different conclusions. 

Weigh the costs of NOT collecting data 

Any evaluation faces a dilemma: we must often choose between cheap, easy measures, and those 
which really get at what we need to know. The focus of performance evaluation suggests that we 
care enough to consider not just the cheap, easy measures, but those which require some investment. 
A recent paper by Haddad and colleagues in Food Policv discussed the costs of collecting data, and 
the costs of not collecting data. The cost of not collecting data is the risk of spending a lot of money 
- much more than would be spent on an evaluation - for a program which is not having the 
desired impact. This leads me to end where I began: if we are interested in household food security 
and individual food utilization, then we should measure outcomes at the household and the 
individual level. We should measure anthropometric status, food consumption, and morbidity, 
because these are the cross-cutting outcomes that have meaning in every place. We should conduct 
evaluations on a statistically valid sample of households and individuals representing the underlying 
population of interest, even if it costs more. Because otherwise, we may be measuring things, but 
we may not know what we are measuring. 

(Refer to Annex I1 for additional paper by Bea Rogers on 'Indicators of Improved Utilization as 
an Element of Food Security') 



Issues in Performance Measurement of Food Security: An Overview 

Michael Weber 

Michael Weber is a Professor ofAgricultura1 Economics at Michigan State University. 

I was asked to make some comments about food availability. I strongly agree that poverty is at the 
heart of access to food. When it comes to Africa, there is a very close relationship between 
producing more food and raising incomes over the long run, and getting the growth cycle going. 
And while we all wish there were other sectors and other mechanisms to do it in Africa, I firmly 
believe, as do a lot of others, that there is really no one sector. It does not mean you have to stay 
there, but you have to do a lot with that sector. So, food availability is a really important issue, 
particularly in Africa, and I am going to make very brief comments about five things we've been 
working on that I think are relevant for this discussion. 

Market prices as an indicator 

If there is one indicator I would use, it is market prices. What can we learn from market prices? We 
recently did some important work for the Africa Bureau Sustainable Development division, where 
they observed that real prices have been going down in Africa. We've done six case studies, and we 
concluded that for the most part they are correct: real food prices have been going down in Africa. 
Their hypothesis is, prices have been going down because productivity has been going up, and we 
didn't know it because we didn't measure output the right way. We conclude that the reason real 
prices have been going down is that policy reform has been working and the marketing margins have 
been reduced by a whole series of factors that make a lbt of sense when you make markets work 
better and cut transactions costs. Policy reform has really been working in that area, and in just a few 
days or weeks the Africa Bureau will be coming out with reports on some of this work. So, real food 
prices: what are they doing and where are they going? It's a very important issue; this helps us 
understand availability. 

Sustainable capital intensification 

Think of sustainable capital intensification if we are going to talk about increasing output in Africa. 
It's no longer possible to address some of the issues that Luther Tweeten talked about, the 
environment on the one hand and well-being on the other, and not look at capital intensification. We 
simply can't do it anymore because it does not work very well from the production standpoint, and 
it has a tremendous negative effect on the environment. It is therefore important to understand what 
we are doing in terms of making more food available and how we are using capital more intensely. 
Some of the other really interesting work that we've done for the Africa Bureau shows where 
productivity has been going up. One of the things ow work has shown is that productivity goes up 
in those interesting places where you can find that farmers and governments and private sector firms 



are very skillful, in combining cash crops and good crops and letting the dynamics of those systems 
work. A number of markets then work better together to let farmers intensifl their output. 

Food system productivity 

The third point really derives from the first two. If you are going to look at productivity and you 
want to measure something that is important, you should not just measure productivity on the par. 
You have to look at food system productivity and when we get at the issues of where real prices are 
going, we are starting to move in that direction. Point number four: we've done a lot of work with 
USAID Missions in a number of key countries in West Africa and southern Africa and now in 
Ethiopia, where food aid is a major commodity, a major resource. If there is one single thing that 
I think we've learned, it's that we have not done nearly enough to figure out important indicators and 
understand how to make food aid more friendly to markets. Food aid planners have been worried for 
years about making food aid friendly to farmers, but not a disincentive. Obviously we also worried 
about food aid reaching the right people. I believe we have missed the boat because we have 
under-invested in seeing how food aid affects the market. The market is so critical in the longer run 
to getting at the real problem of making income grow. If you don't have dynamic marltets, if you 
don't have private sector investors, you'll never get real income growth. So making food aid market 
friendly and finding indicators are important issues. 

Why measure the market price of food aid wheat? 

And the last issue, which is probably the most important one of all: is there a useful indicator 
showing whether we have really succeeded in building the local capacity to understand the market 
into which food aid is being injected? This is a common problem seen in Mali, and in Mozambique, 
among other places. Currently we are discussing ways to help the Ethiopian government set up a 
price-monitoring system. Part of the debate within is: why should we measure the price of food aid 
wheat? Because food aid wheat is supposed to be in the market? Probably a third or more of the 
wheat food aid in Ethiopia is monetized by the participants, or the people who got it before the 
participants got it. It has a tremendous effect on the market, but we don't even have a price series 
in Ethiopia on food aid wheat. That's not easy to measure because they get lots of different kinds 
of wheat. We need to really understand the local capacity. We've made a lot of progress working 
with USAID in Mali and USAID in Mozambique in building that local capacity. It's interesting and 
productive to see how the USAID Missions themselves help them refine their abilities to really use 
food aid more productively. 



Discussion 

Question: How do you measure income? 

Weber: Why measure income? If you can measure prices and you can study those and see 
how they change over time in relationship to lots of other things, you've got two 
mighty powerful insights of what's going on. There is a clear need that governments 
periodically conduct income expenditure studies. Those are very positive but they 
probably take too long to do. However they seem to be the things that give us one of 
the greatest insights particularly about different kinds of household income. 

Rogers: I just want to add one clause to that. My experience is that when there is a household 
survey, word goes out and people are on that survey like a pot of gold, which it is. 
If you look at the fact that the World Bank finally decided to do their living standards 
measurement surveys, that everyone I know who looks at the kinds of things in 
utilization uses the Demographic and Health Surveys, that when household income 
and expenditure surveys are performed, people find myriad uses in nutrition, in 
health, in education, in agriculture, suggests to me the marginal benefit of 
conducting surveys, keeping an ongoing survey capacity in the country, and getting 
the input of new potential users to make the most use of them. I would like to raise 
the question, can we really not do household surveys? Given the power - you can 
get prices, you can get real income, you can get food consumption indicators - once 
you're in the household, you can get anthropometric information at fairly small 
additional costs. I'm throwing that out as a question. 

Tweeten: I want to reiterate that these bottom line items are very important measures of height, 
weight, etc. And surveys and school records and that kind of thing are what we are 
ultimately concerned about. But I also think that we could get carried away with that, 
and we can end up doing a lot of little things that really don't add up. In these 
countries that are having food security problems, I think if we work on also some of 
the big things, such as getting the policies in order, a lot of those little things will fall 
in line and we won't need to worry about those things. And we should also remember 
that even in this country, we have an incredible amount of malnutrition. We are 
never going to get all these indicators right. But I hope being concerned with the 
small does not divert us fiom improving agricultural productivity and things like that, 
which are so important to being able to do the small things. 

Hendricks: Let me just mention that the new USAID guidance in terms of costs, says that 
roughly between three and ten percent of the monies allocated to activities ought to 



be spent on monitoring and evaluating program activities. That's a larger chunk of 
money than has ever been suggested be made available before. 

Weber: We are working on a global sustainable agriculture and natural resources 
management project in five sites. Our major mission or goal is not food security; 
however, we would like to identifl in our monitoring and evaluation system, a group 
of indicators that would show us both global impact and indicators of process that 
would show us that the work in natural resources management is having impact and 
also we need indicators for population. For agriculturists, height for weight and price 
are indicators we are unlikely to measure. What other indicators would link 
agriculture with food security issues? 

Tweeten: If you're working in the desert area, the indicator is desertification, if you are in a 
forest area, deforestation. I'd be concerned about erosion rates, almost anywhere. I'd 
be concerned about land abandonment, I'd be concerned if you're in parts of Africa 
where they're using shipping rotation system, how frequent that rotation is occurring. 
I'd like to know about the chemicals found in ground water or surface water, I'd like 
to know about chemicals found in food and so forth; where you're spraying five times 
is it showing up in the coffee beans? I know this is too long a list, but there is a lot 
we'd like to know about those indicators. 

Perspectives on Food Security at tlze Operational Level: USAID 
and Implementing Partners 

USAID Mission Perspective: India 

Heather Goldman 

Heather Goldman is the USAID/India, OSD/Director for the Title 11 Program/India 

In this talk I briefly describe maternal and child nutrition problems in India, and efforts of the 
USAID Mission to assess and address those problems. I have also tried to give a bit of a 'human 
face' to the subjects of malnutrition discussed during this meeting. 

The Title I1 program ( Integrated Child Development Services) in India is implemented jointly by 
CARE (Cooperative for American Relief Everywhere) and CRS (Catholic Relief Services). The 
Integrated Child Development Services (ICDS) scheme is the most extensive outreach program, and 
probably also the largest child development program in the world. A great part of the Title I1 
resources go to this program, and over the years, much of USAID development assistance resources 
have been used to support this program, which reaches both mothers and children. We are also 



trying to improve the geographic focus of the India Mission resources so that the food aid program 
is targeted to the neediest states and is well integrated into our development assistance programs. 

Malnutrition: a chronic cycle 

One of the most pervasive problems in India today is chronic maternal malnutrition, which gives rise 
to a vicious circle: Very short mothers have premature, low-birth-weight babies; who are especially 
susceptible to infections, with consequent malnutrition and poor growth; and who, in turn, will likely 
grow up to be small mothers. This is fbrther compounded in cultures such as that of India, where 
many girls have early arranged marriages and become pregnant while still adolescent. Because she 
has not finished growing, a pregnant adolescent has greater than normal nutritional needs. Both she 
and her fetus are then especially subject to under-nutrition where food is limited and labor demands 
high. Chronic maternal malnutrition is thus both endemic and insidious in India. 

A visit to villages in India may lead to the exclamation, "These kids look okay - they don't look so 
bad!" This is because the growth stunting that results from prolonged under-nutrition can leave a 
child very short, but normally proportioned. The truth is only revealed when one knows the age and 
can make comparisons. It is not hard to find stunted 2-year olds no taller than a healthy 1 -year old, 
or 8-year olds the size of a normal 5-year old. [See Tables 1-3: Undernutrition in India; Underweight 
by Age and by State] These tables show stunting in more than half of all children. 

Data collection considerations 

I would emphasize that USAID Title I1 programs operate in India's more remote areas, often under 
very harsh conditions, which affects all activities, including data collection and program monitoring. 
Consequently, we need to think twice before adding new data collection systems to those which 
already exist. In India there are regular monsoons. When a monsoon occurs, bridges are washed 
away, malting it difficult for people in remote rural areas to provide food supplements or 
immunizations. During the monsoon season, it is also difficult for supervisors to reach villages and 
collect data. 

On the positive side, one of the most striking things in India has been the government's commitment 
to programs such as the Integrated Child Development Services (ICDS). The Indian government has 
successfully used U.S. food aid for over 40 years, and has a very well-developed system, without 
which, people would not receive critical services and food assistance. About once every two months 
a "anganwadi worker" who is a village nutrition worker, comes all the way from the village, crossing 
mountains, streams, and many fields -walking a good two hours, and then taking local transport 
to pick up food for the ICDS center in her village. This contract with ICDS program supervisors 
provides an opportunity to strengthen program monitoring. 



Reaching the needy with multiple services 

Beyond just providing calories, food aid has the potential to leverage other types of assistance for 
those in greatest need. In a country with widespread hunger, food aid sources can be a highly visible 
entry point to other services. This is especially important in populations which are not easily served. 

India has great disparities among social classes. Aggregate, nation-wide measures of health and 
well-being may mask not only regional disparities in food security, but also tremendous social 
inequalities within regions. Landless laborers are an example - an occupational category often 
comprised of ostracized social groups whose condition may be much worse than other groups. In 
ICDS centers, occasional provided by communities, but more often by the government, laborers can 
leave their children in the care of the nutrition worker who also does some preschool education. 
Although facility conditions are poor, women from these marginalized groups do bring their children 
for child care, and thus gain access to other services, such as referrals, nutrition education, and health 
education. However, the system doesn't always work perfectly. 

I'm giving this background to show where we come from when we have to approach the question 
of indicators. Problems in India include lack of personal hygiene, the disease burden, and inadequate 
sanitation. Although the government has done a good job of getting water out to communities, it has 
done little else to address sanitation problems, which are especially acute in urban areas. Another 
point to consider is that young girls, inexperienced and ignorant of health hazards, are often charged 
with caring for smaller children. Growth monitoring is something one would ideally want to 
promote, but it is highly complex in a country where illiteracy is a major problem. When we speak 
of obtaining regular nutrition information, we have to be very practical about whether such data can 
ever be used, because its quality may not be that good. Fortunately, breast-feeding in India is the 
norm in rural areas, where about 70 percent of the population lives. 

Data from the recently completed Demographic Health Survey (known as the National Family and 
Health Survey in India) show much lower use than in other countries of suitable complementary 
weaning foods, such as imported corn-soy blend, which, together with the oil in which it is cooked, 
delivers much-needed calories and protein for the CARE supported village nutrition centers. It's 
quite surprising that administrators, many of them male, often do not think that infant feeding is 
important. They think it is some sort of 'automatic' thing that mothers do as they have for 
generations -but what a difference sound infant feeding makes to whether a child survives its first 
ten months! Excessive reliance on bottle-feeding (14%) rather than breast-feeding (exclusive breast- 
feeding under four months -5 1 %) is not a big concern in rural India right now, but it is a growing 
problem in urban areas. 

When a food aid program works as it should, you get children who can be graduated and mothers 
who go on to have healthy children. We at USAIDAndia have really worked hard over the last few 
months, with both CARE and CRS, to figure out how we can measure the impact of the food aid 
program and other activities and projects which support the goal of enhanced food security. 



Although India represents about 16 percent of the world's population, it is the home of 40 percent 
of the absolute poor in the world, and has the greatest concentrations of poverty and malnutrition in 
the world. Thus it is comforting to have listened to the speakers in this gathering talk about the 
thinking they have done to select indicators to measure food security. What all Missions have to do 
is propose some ideas, which can be refined as a result of all the discussions taking place here. 

At the USAID Mission in India, we have had to grapple with all the varied and often synergistic 
forces that have an impact on our development assistance and food aid programs. How do we lay 
out that scenario conceptually - to capture program impact, but still represent realistically the 
results USAID resources are having in a country the size of India? 

(Refer to Figures land 2: Results framework USAID4ndia) We have four main sub-goals: accelerate 
broad-based economic growth, stabilize India's population, enhance food security, and increase 
environmental protection, all of which are interrelated. India's population grows by approximately 
18-20 million people each year, which is like annually adding to it a country the size of Sri Lanka. 
So trying to insure that agricultural production keeps pace with a growing population is a major 
challenge for India. To that end, USAID has always been a lead donor in the population field, 
providing support to India and other countries which are trying to reduce their fertility rates. 

Enhancing Food Security and the Role of Women 

Enhancing food security and stabilizing India's population are intimately related. Another difficult 
question is how to promote women's empowerment. One of the big problems the Indian sub- 
continent faces in terms of enhancing food security is the low status its women suffer, so it 
desperately needs to transform the situation of women. As we all know, women have an enormous 
impact on food security, since they play a major role in determining not only their own physical 
welfare (health, nutrition, and sanitation), but also that of the households they run. Their ability to 
go out and seek services also determines what happens to future generations. We are therefore ever 
increasing our efforts toward women's empowerment, by, for example, providing women with more 
economic and educational opportunities. These indicators are: increased enrollment and retention 
of girls in primary schools (in one district in UP) e.g., Percentage of 6-1 1 year old girls in lower 
primary and percentage of girls enrolled in class 1 who dropped out by class 8. We decided on the 
following indicators of progress, or upward trend, in child survival and nutrition in northern India: 
child and infant mortality rates, and percent underweight among children less than four years old. 

Measuring performance of child survival programs 

Down at the program outcome level, for indicators which can be measured more frequently (ideally 
annually), we look to service statistics and better targeting, because the Agency, and especially our 
PVO partners, can discuss with the government, and work at state and local level to improve these 
areas. To improve quality and coverage of child survival programs, we have some indicators for 
infant feeding, immunization coverage, micro-nutrient supplementation, and targeting. (See Tables 
4 though 7) 



Targeting is our most complicated indicator. The PVO's would like to show that they're reaching 
the neediest members of communities, but with center-based programs, one sometimes only reaches 
those who come to the center. Those mothers and children may not be the most needy. The Mission 
does this with several projects, in: population, reproductive health, projects which have provided 
improved services for maternal and child health through the NGO sectors, improved quality for 
immunizations, and our huge Title I1 program. For targeting of Title I1 commodities, we've selected 
number of children who received food supplement/total number of 6-24 months old children. These 
baselines and targets can be established only after PVO baseline studies. 

Demographic & Health Surveys @HS) 

The Agency should feel extremely proud of the Demographic Health Survey (DHS). This survey 
in India has really been a landmark. Never before in India have we been able to have reliable 
estimates at the state level of so many health and nutrition indicators. This is internationally- and 
Agency-comparable data. One can see what's going on with priorities for different health and 
nutrition indicators. When the DHS team came out to India and presented the results, it was 
surprising to see that of all the countries surveyed in the last three years, India has the highest percent 
of underweight children. When we talk about having an impact on nutrition, whatever happens in 
India is going to profoundly affect the nutrition picture in the world because of the numbers of 
people involved. 

The DHS data showed that in areas of India and also of the subcontinent, over 53 percent of the 
children are more than two standard deviations below the standard median weight-for age. In other 
words, they are less than 80 percent of the expected weight for their age. The distribution of 
malnutrition amongst states shows clearly why the Mission has worked with the PVO partners and 
with the government to move North, up to the Hindi speaking belt. The DHS results had enormous 
impact for the government. They highlight that although India is doing very well in many areas, the 
government has not been able to deal well with the malnutrition problem. 

Eighteen percent of children being wasted (i.e., too thin) is similar to the rate of malnutrition I used 
to see. India also has a very high rate of chronic malnutrition. Under this ICDS program that I was 
mentioning, India has not been very successful in targeting their most vulnerable group, and yet one 
can see that in most cases, the children are already malnourished by the time they are two years old. 
Programs must do a better job of reaching the younger population. One of the things that the 
USAID-hded survey pointed out for the government, and everybody working in the health field, 
was that only 3 1 percent of children were receiving food in addition to breast milk by six months of 
age. So that's one of the indicators we selected for regular use. We can thus see how we defined 
interests at the strategic objective level. 

As a representative of a field Mission, I have tried to approach indicators from an operational point 
of view. I would like to bring up some of the practical issues that we had to consider when working 
on these indicators. Some of these are: 



Decision to use a nutrition indicator as proxy for food security rather than food production 
or distribution indicators because of nature of USAID program in India 

• Look at those indicators that could: be measured at a reasonable cost; be generated from 
existing data systems; are easy to collect; are critical in affecting nutritional status in the 
Indian context; and be changed through USAID assistance 
Are in congruence with PVO programs 
PVOs have a mechanism to measure 

Obviously we at the Mission are going to benefit a lot from discussions here, because in the process 
we shall get a chance to try to refine these indicators. I very much agree with what Bob Kramer has 
said about the importance of a good definition for food security. When you're talking with people 
in government and the not-for-profit sector overseas, what they really cannot understand is that there 
is too much hunger. The Mission has focused on both "access" and "utilization" variables. When 
we talk about better targeting, we have not yet looked at income levels and how that would be taken 
into account of, if at all. How do we marry what the PVO's are already doing -the data they can 
collect at a reasonable cost - with existing government systems and private assistance? How do 
we do that - using what sort of samples - so that we do not create huge new systems in trying to 
meet the need for reliable measurement and results monitoring? 





Table 2 :  Underweight by Age for India 
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Figure 2: INDIA - SO3 
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I Mission Sub-Goal 
Enhance Food Security 

Strategic Objective 3 
Increased child survival and improved 
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Performance lndicators 
3.1 Under-five mortality rate declines in selected states in North lndia 
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3.4 Percent of births occurring in less than 24 months since previous birth 

Intermediate Result 3.1 
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Table 4: Infant Feeding Practices 

rn Use of Colostrum 

Number of infants given Colostrum at birthltotal number of live births 

Timely Complementary Feeding 

Number of 1-2 year old children who received breast milk plus solid/mushy foods at 6-7 monthsltotal number of 1-2 
year old children 

State 

UP 
MP 
Orissa 
Bihar 

Baseline 
1992-93 

10% 
28% 
36% 
NA 

Targets 

Data source: 
Baselines: NFHS, 1992-93, state rural figures 
Targets: 
1997-98 NFHS, 1992-93, national urban figures CAREII's tentative targets 
2000 (INHP draft proposal) 

3.- _ Actual: CARE and CRS program data collected through surveys/special studies 
\ - - ?  

1997-98 

30% 
40% 
50% 
30% 

State 

UP 
MP 
Orissa 
Bihar 

2000 

50% 
50% 
60% 
50% 

Baseline 
1992-93 

19% 
19% 
19% 
NA 

Targets 

1997-98 

40% 
40% 
40% 
40% 

2000 

70% 
70% 
70% 
70% 



i? 

Table 5: Immunization 

Children 

Number of 1-2 year old children fully immunized by age oneltotal number of 1-2 year old children 

Pregnant women 

Number of pregnant women who received two shots of Tetanus Toxoid vaccine during pregnancyltotal number of 
women who delivered in the past year. 

State 

UP 
MP 
Orissa 
Bihar 

Baseline 
1992-93 

17Yo 
26% 
35% 
NA 

Targets 

Data source: 
Baselines: NFHS, 1992-93, state rural figures 
Targets: 
1997-98 NFHS, 1992-93, national urban figures CARED'S tentative targets 
2000 (INHP draft proposal) 

1997-98 

50% 
50% 
50% 
50% 

State 

UP 
MP 
Orissa 
Bihar 

Actual: CARE and CRS program data collected through surveys/special studies 

2000 

85% 
85% 
85% 
85% 

Baseline 
1992-93 

32% 
37% 
51% 
NA 

Targets 

1997-98 

80% 
80% 
80% 
80% 

2000 

85% 
85% 
90% 
85% 



Table 6: Micro-nutrient Supplementation 

Number of pregnant women who delivered in the past year who 
received 100 Iron-Folic acid tablets/total number of pregnant women who delivered in the past year. 

Data source: 
Baselines: NFHS, 1992-93, state rural figures 
Targets: 
1997-98 NFHS, 1992-93, national urban figures CAREA's tentative targets 
2000 (INHP draft proposal) 
Actual: CARE and CRS program data collected through surveys/special studies 

State 

UP 
MP 
Orissa 
Bihar 

Baseline 
1992-93 

25% 
39% 
47% 
NA 

Targets 

1997-98 

69% 
69% 
69% 
69% 

2000 . 

75% 
85% 
90% 
85% 





USAID Mission Perspectives: Peru 

Bobbie Van Haeften 

Bobbie Van Haeften is with the USAID/Latin America and CarribeadDR Bureau. 

Poverty is at the Heart of Food Insecurity 

The workshop organizers selected Peru as a case because, not only is it the second biggest Title I1 
program in the world, but also because last year the Peru Mission commissioned a food security 
strategy which has had a lot of impact in terms of how the USAID Mission has reorganized its own 
program. It is also having some impact on the government and how it sees food security, and how 
it is reorganizing its own investment program. And it had a big impact on the Title I1 program; I do 
want to mention a couple of things about the food security strategy, because it highlights some of 
the points that were made earlier. One of the major conclusions of the food security strategy that was 
done for Peru was that poverty is really at the heart of food insecurity in Peru. We have numbers 
from several household surveys, including one in income and expenditure, which showed that 20 
percent of the Peruvian population are in extreme poverty, which means by definition, that they do 
not have sufficient income to purchase a nutritionally adequate diet. One of the other very 
interesting things that came out of the security strategy for Peru was that when you look at where the 
food-insecure are, where the extreme poor are, they're primarily up in the highlands of the Andes, 
and they primarily live in rural areas. We were also able to determine fiom the information 
available, that the food-insecure also tend to be the non-Spanish speakers. This has had a very major 
impact on the Title I1 program, because (while there were some reason for it during the economic 
crisis at the end of the 1980s and the 1990s) a major share of the Title I1 resources were going into 
the coastal area, particularly in Lima. 

One of the major outcomes of this food security strategy is that the program is being refocused to 
move more of the resources up into the Andes and into the rural areas. I think another thing that 
came out of the food security strategy was that although poverty alleviation is the key to reducing 
food insecurity in Peru, there is a serious problem of malnutrition among young children in Peru. To 
deal with that problem, we could not wait for poverty alleviation strategies. We needed to have a 
very important sort of health and nutrition program that was targeted to where most of the 
malnourished children are. And again, related to the location of the extremely poor and 
food-insecure, the bigger percentage of malnourished children are up in the highlands area. 
According to the latest year surveyed, 55 percent of children under five are chronically malnourished 
in the highlands of the Andes. So, the food security strategy has had a very important impact on 
redesigning of the Title I1 program in its influence in the government investment program. 



A Separate Food Security Objective Focuses on the Poor 

Let me mention that Peru has four cooperating sponsors on its food aid program: CARE, ADRA 
[Adventist Relief and Development Agency], CARITAS and PRISMA. Past Title I1 programs had 
been spread around the country, but now more of the resources are going to go up into the rural 
highlands. Consistent with the food aid policy, more of the resources are going to be going into the 
directed portions including household nutrition and towards improving agricultural productivity. 
The food security strategy has had an important impact on how the Mission now sees its strategic 
framework. Peru is somewhat unique as a Mission program, at least with respect to Latin America, 
because the Peru Mission has decided to have a separate strategic objective for food security. It also 
has a strategic objective of increasing access and income among the poor. And it has another 
strategic objective that is related to health: improved health for high-risk populations. There were 
several arguments for having a separate food security strategic objective. One of the arguments was 
that it has a more limited target group: the extremely poor and food-insecure. The income and access 
strategic objective is focused on the poor, which is a broader group than the food-insecure. The 
health strategic objective is focused on high risk, but again, it is a broader strategic objective and it 
is not oriented to the rural highlands of the Andes. The strategic objective that the Mission has 
focused on is stated as "improved food security of the extremely poor," to indicate what the strategic 
objective is. They are the indicators the Mission has selected, and then three program outcomes and 
the indicators. The performance indicators for the strategic objective in Peru are: the rates of global 
malnutrition or weight for age, the rates of chronic malnutrition in extremely poor areas or height 
for age, per capita food availability and primary educational completion rates of girls and boys. There 
are three program outcomes. The first is nutritional rehabilitation of children under five in program 
households; and the indicators the Mission is proposing to use here are: number of high-risk 
children participating in Title I1 nutritional rehabilitation programs, and the rate of graduation of 
high-risk boys and girls from this program. The second program outcome is increased income 
available in extremely poor households for food consumption. Here are the indicators: 

a) number of extremely poor households adopting improved agricultural production 
technology, 

b) hectare gender intensified management through program interventions, 
c) number of micro-enterprises assisted in extremely poor areas (broken down by male 

and female. 

This whole strategic objective includes both Title I1 resources and development aid sources. Other 
indicators related to the micro-enterprise program are: 

a) the rate of loan revolving find repayments, and 
b) the number of men and women temporarily employed through food for work. 

The final program outcome is increased basic education for the extremely poor. Here the indicators 
are drop-out rates of school age children boys and girls in program households and level of 
government-approved budgetary commitment to primary education in extremely poor areas. I also 
want to point out that the resources here are not coming from Title 11. They are coming from the 
World Food Program, remaining program Title I11 B sources, the Ministry of Education and the 



government-approved assistance food program. I think the Peru Mission has done a good job of 
integrating food aid resources with the other resources of the Mission. 

CARE: Food Security Targeting, Monitoring and Evaluation: 
The Issues and the Indicators 

Tim Frankenberger 

Tim Frankenberger is the senior advisor for CARE'S Food Security Unit. (For further discussion of 
this topic, see Frankenberger papers in Annex 11) 

Greetings. I can't speak for all of the NGOs/PVOs in the audience, but I think some of the comments 
I am about to make are consistent, based on conversations I have had with the other PVO 
representatives in the audience with regards to USAID-funded food security activities and projects. 
Food security indicators are used for a variety of purposes. They are used for identifjring particularly 
vulnerable groups of people. They are used as criteria for selecting certain households or individuals 
to include in project activities or as recipients of direct food assistance. They are used for monitoring 
transitory food-insecurity changes as part of an early warning system for famine detection. They are 
used for evaluating projects and programs that are intended to have some beneficial impact on food 
security. Selection of which indicator to use is very much dependent on the following questions: 
what is the purpose of the indicator'? what is the decision that will be based on the use of the 
indicator? what is the level of specificity required? and how quickly is the information needed? One 
of the most important factors in food security programming has to do with targeting. USAID-funded 
activities span the relief and development continuum. The ranges of targeting decisions are: 

a) targeting food and other resources to populations that are facing emergency 
conditions and strengthening their survival; 

b) targeting food and other resources to populations in absolute poverty that are eroding 
their livelihood base; 

c) targeting nonfood resources to poor populations to improve their food access and 
utilization, and 

d) targeting nonfood resources to poor populations for improving national food 
availability. 

Linking high potential areas to low potential areas 

All of these objectives are critical to food security for particular countries and they should be 
considered in strategic planning exercises of country offices. What is missing in many country 
offices, however, is an understanding of the linkages that exist between these different objectives. 
We often try to plan for these things separately, rather than together. For example, when you target 
food aid resources to populations that are in need of food, because their survival is threatened or 



because they are in an area where their livelihood base is eroding, why not also target high potential 
areas nearby so that food availability can be increased, and link these two areas up? What tends to 
happen in strategic planning is that high potential areas may be totally separate from the low potential 
areas where much of this food aid is targeted, so the linkages between the two areas are not created. 
For example, in a low potential area where agriculture is of limited potential, we can focus our 
resources on human capital development. In the adjacent high-potential areas, we can do 
capital-intensive agricultural production, creating jobs for people that are being trained in the 
low-potential areas, using food-for-work to create linkages between the two. Another example of 
linking these programs has to do with combining nonfood resources and food resources in targeting. 
It has been fiustrating for some NGOs, but I understand why the Food for Peace ofice is trying to put 
limits on uses of food aid. What is unfortunate is that there is not also a strong lobbying effort on the 
part of regional offices to support nonfood resources in the same places that food resources are being 
targeted. So, if a program is working in an area where income generation is key to food security 
(non-agricultural income generation) there should be a link between regional bureau non-food 
resources as well as Food for Peace resources. Food for Peace offices should not be responsible for 
providing all the food security support resources that NGOs will need to effectively deal with food 
insecurity. If we are serious about improving food security, then the Bureaus have got to get together 
in supporting the implementing agencies that are working in these areas. 

A related dilemma that is facing a lot of the Missions, is the emphasis on performance management. 
Cost and inefficiency are what normally characterize the food-insecure areas, or the vulnerable areas 
in which many of these vulnerable populations live. Higher rates of return are often obtained by 
investing in regions where an infrastructure is already in place and resource potential is high. So, 
there's a targeting dilemma, with regard to the Missions. If they are going to be judged on how much 
they've increased output within a particular area, there is going to be a bias towards high potential 
areas where infrastructure already exists. This is contradictory to what most of the PVOs are trying 
to target in terms of food insecurity. They tend to be focusing where the most vulnerable populations 
are. This dilemma can be overcome if we use weighted criteria for investment such that incremental 
improvements in lower potential areas are given more weight than similar changes in high potential 
areas. If you link the low potential and high potential areas through programming, then it's probably 
easier to see the linkages between those two. What's important here is that when we target, we need 
to understand where the food insecure are, and why there are food insecure in those areas. Food 
security profiles, much like the ones that Roberta van Haeften just talked about for Peru and Heather 
talked about for India, are extremely important for determining where to target resources. I believe 
that if USAID really believes food security is one of the most important strategic objectives of the 
Agency, food security profiles should be generated for every country that USAID works in. 

Early Warning Systems 

In terms of surveillance, USAID has pioneered early warning systems through efforts such as the 
Famine Early Warning System (FEWS) in a number of countries in Africa. FA0 has also contributed 
very much to early warning system development. What national early warning systems cannot do 
however, is pick up on pockets of vulnerability within regions. NGOs or PVOs can therefore play 



a very complementary role to these national early warning systems. NGOs or PVOs can help design 
and implement contingency plans for areas where food insecurities start to increase dramatically, 
either due to drought or conflict, or to market failures. What is key, and I think what needs to be 
emphasized in this conference, is that protecting livelihoods is just as important a food security goal 
as trying to make livelihoods more sustainable by protecting the asset base that people already have 
access to. In terms of impact monitoring, two critical questions have to be taken into account. Is the 
impact calibrated to the appropriate population unit? Is the change being measured attributable to the 
activities of the program? Indicators being monitored may be aggregated at a level that is too high to 
be sensitive to the location-specific interventions being implemented. 

It is important as in India's case, that the Demographic Health Swvey (DHS) information has helped 
us determine which states are the most vulnerable. If you look at the size of the actual projects that 
are being implemented, or the PVO activities that are involved, they are at a much lower scale than 
for the whole state. So, you are limited to sub-regional or regional measurements to make sure that 
the data is disaggregated at a level which lets us pick up on changes brought about by the project or 
the program. If we stay at the national level or at too high of an aggregate level, then it is quite likely 
that there are not enough resources to really demonstrate change in that area. In terms of what changes 
can be realistically brought about by a given project, it is important to realize that if we have a food 
access program or project, one that is focused on increasing productivity in an area, there may be 
other problems (such as health access or child care) that are having just as a great an influence on 
nutritional status as food access. This does not mean that we would not want to measure nutritional 
status in that area, because if we know that we've increased production in the area yet we still see no 
demonstrated change in nutritional status, it means that we need to target other kinds of interventions 
to that area. It can be an important tool for targeting. 

Three Levels of Indicators 

We need indicators at three levels. First, we will always need to know whether the project is 
delivering the inputs that it says it is supposed to be delivering in a timely and effective manner. So, 
goods and services and the delivery of those goods and services need to be monitored. The second 
level has to do with the actual effect of the project. This is a change brought about in knowledge, 
attitude or practices which that project is trying to promote. These are very location- and 
project-specific. However, that does not mean that we are not also interested in conditional changes 
that are brought about by the project, or that might be brought about by the project. There are the 
standardized indicators that we are interested in across all programs or projects. These are changes 
in well being, such as nutritional status, some proxy for consumption andfor access to income. What 
is important is to remember which level you are talking about when you are talking about indicators. 
Are you talking about project delivery? or are you talking about some particular knowledge, attitude 
or practice that is related to the project activity? or are you talking about some global well-being 
changes that you are hoping can be brought about by the project? We should be trying to measure all 
of these. However, we should not view a project that brought about positive behavior change but did 
not bring about nutritional change as a failure. Other intervening variables may be influencing 
nutritional outcome. 



We want to keep monitoring nutritional changes so that we can target additional projects, either at 
the micro-level or at the macro-level, to bring about the desired outcomes. In summary: Country 
Missions must target their programs in such a way to address short-term food access and long-term 
food availability in the same regions. Second, decentralized food security monitoring systems 
operated by NGOs might be seen as complementary and not as redundant to national early warning 
systems. Third, impact measurements must be calibrated to the appropriate population unit and must 
be attributed to the activities being promoted by the project. 

IMPACT Project: PVO Case Study - Developing M&E 
Systems for Food Security 

Bruce Cogill 

Bruce Cogill is a senior advisor with IMPACT Food and Nutrition Monitoring ProjectlISTI 
(International Science and Technology Institute) 

Today I want to explain a little bit about what we are doing to assist PVOs and their sponsors in 
tackling this beast of monitoring evaluation systems and indicators for performance measurements. 
I represent IMPACT-a project serving a collection of individuals and institutions. I am not here to 
sell IMPACT, but to represent that process, which is evolving and will evolve beyond this workshop. 
But this workshop is an important focus for a number of things that are happening in support of 
PVOs. 

This support is now two or three years old, and has come fiom an earlier request to assist Africa in 
review of their multi-operational plan-to help them in their redesign, and more importantly, to focus 
more directly on impact measurement. About the same time-1993, 1994-a GAO report5 that Bob 
Kramer referred to this morning made very clear what the Agency had to do to address the 
deficiencies in this two day program. We are focusing primarily on Title I1 and that effort. 

The principle of what we are doing is applicable to other areas and, of course, other programs like 
child survival. Population has moved very aggressively in this direction as well. So, we are not the 
original nor are we the specialists in this area. 

This process of assisting PVOs-and I should add, in cooperation with the missions, who are critical 
partners in the development of the information system-has now moved ahead. We've learned as we 
have gone along that there are a number of other issues emerging in indicator selection in 
measurement and evaluation design. 

General Accounting Office. 1993. "Food Aid Management Improvements Are Needed to 
Achieve Program Objective." Washington D.C. GAO. 



Our partner in the exercise was Tulane University. Frank Riley is a principal author of a document 
that I will talk a little bit about and share with you. He and his colleagues at Tulane worked in 
developing these materials, because there is a basic need. The NGOs and PVOs identified that need 
by saying they were required to do performance monitoring reporting as the Agency has established 
guidelines. Interim Food for Peace guidelines are very clear about what is expected in terms of the 
type of information, but not very clear about what and how it can be done. The draft guidelines and 
the Food Aid and Food Security Policy Paper6 were key documents directing this effort. 

This effort is now taking place in several countries. We are calling them case studies, but they are 
more than simply an experiment: they are actual, ongoing technical assistance to these countries. 
What we are trying to do is get some experience with the different types of food aid Title 11 programs, 
the different country settings that PVOs work in, and the different kinds of Missions. Fortunately, 
we had the opportunity to work with India, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Honduras and Guatemala, which I think 
represent a broad spectrum of different types of Title I1 programs. 

These programs are primarily Mother and Child Health programs (MCH), but also pertain to other 
areas Title I1 has been used for - for food for work, access in some cases, availability type of 
programs that Title 11 has been used for. These materials we are developing call it a pattern of simply 
describing what food security is, of developing a conceptual framework of food security in which the 
PVOs are operating, which needs to shed light on the mission of food security programs. This must 
also be seen in the context of a national, and in some cases regional food security initiative. 

That conceptual framework is discussed, analyzed, and re-analyzed in terms of activities that the 
PVOs and Missions are undertaking. The PVO participants and their national counterparts are invited 
to discuss, review and analyze their programs in terms of food security definitions and terminology. 
That agreement on common terminology is critical to moving to the next stage, which is the 
development of the M&E [measurement and evaluation] system. 

That element and that part of it is simply a description of terminologies or a set of agreements as to 
what we mean by impact as opposed to inbut, output, or outcomes. All these words are very 
conhsing, unless you have seen some of the Requests for Proposals (RFPs) that have been submitted 
to Food for Peace last year. We see that there is now a shortage of indicators, but grouping and 
analyzing those indicators has not always worked as well as it could have. The exact type of technical 
support which the PVOs themselves had been very aggressive internally organizing themselves and 
building capacities for will take time. That is very much part of our support. 

The monitoring conceptual frameworks are then married or combined to examine what the activities 
under the program are, what sort of information has been collected, what could be collected, and how 
it relates to the overall program structure. The experiences in India, Ethiopia, Eritrea and Honduras 
and Guatemala, have raised many issues of program design. Is the program integrated in any way that 
really achieves the expected outcomes and impacts? What's the time line for that? 

Food Aid and Food Security Policy Paper, USAID, February 1995 
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There are a number of technical issues that also relate to the indicator selection in the M&E system 
design-costing issues, sample size, capacity among partners and the PVO institutions to collect, 
analyze, interpret and report on that information. All those challenges are not resolved easily. We've 
been working with the PVOs on that, and some are working among themselves. 

This document - 'Food Security Indicators and Framework for Use in the Monitoring and Evaluation 
of Food Aid Programs" is a draft of the output. It is a handbook. As I mentioned, there is a series of 
workshops being followed by technical support to the PVOs in the design of the M&E system. This 
parallels the project proposals that we're developing. The implementation of the M&E program is 
also part of our support. This document-which outlines food security M&E concepts and examples 
of different types of Title I1 programs-does not actually give you a how-to on setting up an M&E 
system. That is a complex issue. We don't pretend we have accomplished that yet. But I think we need 
to move to that direction. The experiences fiom the PVOs and other groups in this set of guidelines 
on what constitute an M&E system, what is an acceptable minimum data need for different uses, for 
a program manager, beneficiary or participant, right through for Congress or other general uses. That 
ability to stratify or rank information system and manage that as far as the cost, taking into account 
the cost available, is critical in the M&E design. 

We are not at that stage yet with this document. There is a description of what an M&E system is, 
with examples of the different types of M&E systems. But we need to move much farther. We have 
included an inventory of indicators that are often used in M&E systems, and descriptions of all these. 
This is being done by many different groups. 

In summary, we are trying to develop a process that will provide a range of indicators for a wide 
range of activities under Title 11 programs. We think that the issue of coming up with one indicator 
is an extremely difficult exercise. However, what we want to do is establish a framework so that 
USAID and its partners, cooperating sponsors, can select, understand, and accept those indicators 
without being told to. I believe this issue about what is acceptable requires leadership on the part of 
the Agency and its partners. We need to communicate perhaps a conference level as well, what is 
acceptable, or at least establish the criteria for it, because there is some confusion and mystification 
about the concept of food security. Thank you. 

Discussion 

The theme emerging fiom the food aid field practitioners' and academics' remarks is the importance 
of targeting on a national basis to reach all food insecure people. This will be effective and measure 
one's effectiveness more accurately. There is a disconnect here which is fairly important: it is 
important to be effective in measuring effectiveness, not only for the rosy glow that it gives or for 
organizational survival, but also to have the most impact we can with resources. 



Food development assistance resources are not allocated on a sub-national basis. They are allocated 
on a national basis, where we cannot effectively measure the disconnect, that it is not countries but 
people who are food insecure and hungry. We are not putting our money where their mouths are. 

The point was made how difficult it is to get reliable data, versus data sources that might provide 
good data for the agency to defend its program and show results on a greater time period. It's a 
serious question. The monitoring and evaluation seems to have preoccupied a great deal of PVO 
efforts. In Honduras, for example, they are wrestling with this issue and one of the questions is how 
much the Agency is prepared to put out with an impact statement or indicator. The level of precision 
quality they are willing to live with has not been established. 

PVOs and their counterparts face very clear technical challenges such as monitoring systems, 
evaluations, and experimental design questions. It's critical to evaluate impact statements on 
programs and how much attribution the Agency is prepared to consider. For example, a beneficiary- 
level impact versus a community, district, provincial or national level impact. 

How reliable is any organization collecting data? CARE, for instance, has tried to be very rigorous 
in their data collection. In fact, PVOs provided an excellent model for other USAID funded projects 
as to how to target, to do sampling for measuring impact, what kinds of indicators to collect, and how 
to do minimum data sets for baseline assessment. PVOs have come a long way with staffing 
professionals and at being more rigorous about evaluations and in making impact in general. 
However, there remains a range in capability among PVOs. For example, the PRISMA (Peru) 
organization is very basic because they began as an operations research unit and then moved into 
implementing. It's one of the better integrated food aid and maternal child health programs around. 
There is a range, but there are very capable groups and others that are learning. 

Another remark was made that food security activities cover a wide range of things - such as 
building roads in Cambodia to increase rural markets, or doing something to improve women's credit 
or to reduce family size - all may have tremendous impact on food security. 
Trying to reflect everything that a Mission is doing and everything the Agency is doing at a higher 
level is a challenge. We need to focus on data sources because we can get very ambitious very 
quickly, and then the reality is that you only have so much money and so many human resources. It 
takes a lot of time and effort to try to get the PVOs, the contractors, and the Mission to agree on how 
to report on the enhancement of food security. 

In one presentation, the point was made that survey data were critical to making a major policy 
impact which made the government pay attention. For the first time we could have empirical data on 
which to base targeting and prioritization of impact. I think the point is self-evident that we're talking 
about a fairly expensive way of data collection and a fairly high payoff. The Demographic and Health 
Surveys @HS) are a perfect example. However, the socio-economic indicators are weak. DHS may 
have information on education and sanitation, but lack information on sources of income and 
livelihood. USAID, especially in responding to Congress, needs reliable indicators that are 
representative of the country. If we just look at places that are already getting aid and not at nationally 
representative populations, then we'd never find out that the highlands of Peru, for example, where 
there are no programs, is where they are needed. At the heart of this workshop were the questions who 



is collecting which data and at what level should the data be collected? Is the data only looking at 
symptoms, or does the data also look at causes of food insecurity? 

From the beginning: who collects the data? If we are working in countries where national 
governments have pretty good data collection systems, then USAID does not need to set up a huge 
monitoring system. That information is already being collected and we can utilize the information, 
particularly if it is disaggregated at various levels of political units. Unfortunately, a lot of the 
countries USAID and PVOs work in do not have good data collection systems. The second question 
then becomes: who should be collecting the data? Should U S D  be responsible for collecting this 
information across all of its project areas? Or, should each project be responsible for collecting data? 
The problem is that NGOs are expected to collect some levels of data, and USAID Missions are 
expected to collect other levels. 

More importantly, are we collecting data for the same reasons? PVOs are collecting data to determine 
whether projects have impact. USAID is collecting data to determine whether other changes are being 
brought about by programs that may have nothing to do with PVO activities. It was noted that data 
used for targeting, for instance DHS information, may not be appropriate for monitoring impact 
because it is not disaggregated at the level that allows us to measure that impact. That is critical. What 
you use for targeting may not be what you use for impact monitoring. It can be the same kind of data, 
but if it isn't disaggregated at the level that makes sense in relationship to the resource we are 
contributing to the project activity, then we aren't going to be able to measure the impact, because 
there are too many other variables and factors that are impacting the outcome at a higher aggregate 
level. DHS surveys are available for a lot of countries but only every five years. They can't be used 
for monitoring, but they can be used for targeting and evaluation. Are the resources to support the 
DHS surveys disappearing? Perhaps. USAID along with the World Bank, PAHO and UNICEF are 
jointly financing these surveys. So in some countries, they will continue to be available, but not every 
year. 

Plenary Sessions 

Proposed Analytical Framework and Indicators for Food Security 

Margie Ferris-Morris 

Ms. Ferris-Morris is a USAID/CDIE/PME/PRISM Consultant, and the worhhop coordinator. 

This morning we had an opportunity to hear the Agency's perspective on food security and some of 
the issues and concerns facing USAID Missions and private voluntary organizations in terms of their 
measuring the impact of food programs. Now we're going to turn to the task at hand: coming up with 
a set of common indicators. 



The objective of my talk is to walk you through the process of how we came up with an analytic 
framework and the indicator list of tables that you have in your folder. 

Why did we design aframework? Basically, this is really the first effort within USAID to come up 
with a framework for food security. We needed an analytical tool for this workshop, a framework to 
hang our indicators on. And we needed to clarify where indicators belong, under which objective, 
under which result. And so, this is a tool for us to work through identifying a common set of 
indicators. 

How was it designed? It was designed on the principles outlined in Policy Determination 19, which 
is the Agency's definition for food security- when allpeople at all times have both physical and 
economic access to sufJicient food to meet their dietary needs for productive life. Under that policy, 
the Agency sees availability of food, access to food and the utilization of food as three key elements 
that will help us reach the objective of improved food security. 

The analytical framework was also based on the Food Aid and Food Security Policy paper. In terms 
of improved food security, what will optimize use of the Agency's resources, taking into account 
current program approaches? 

The working group for this workshop chose a narrower focus on food security, and we didn't consider 
everything related to food security- democracy, human rights, and environmental factors, for 
example. As a working group, we decided to find the most important aspects that the Agency deal 
with, that we feel we can deal with. We wanted a realistic way to reach the goal; a best fit between 
usage, definition of food security, and current policies at the Agency. The analytical framework, as 
developed, is broad enough to encompass the elements needed to achieve this goal. 

The framework is meant to be a flexible tool to fit the needs of the Agency. The results from the 
framework are represented to lead up to fulfilling that objective. Under each of these boxes in the 
attached chart are intermediate results which contribute to the major results in the framework. What 
this framework does not show are secondary causal linkages. It does not show the additional 
intermediate results that lead to each of these results because we wanted to keep things as simple as . 
possible so that we can identify the best core set of indicators. An example of the intermediate results 
that might fall under this result: Sustained increases in resource and net domestic food production. 
You would have improved natural resource management practices contributing to that result, and 
improved agriculture infrastructure and practices contributing to that result. 

Under the result: increased level of household income. resource-based you would have employment, 
asset ownership, social security, public service, and safety net activities contributing to the household 
resource-based. There are other boxes underneath these, and there are probably other boxes under 
those as well. 

Is there another way to do it? No doubt there are other approaches. This framework was designed 
to be as flexible as possible to accommodate discussions, new thinking and ideas. That's why you are 
here. This is not a perfect tool; it is just a tool. 



Indicators for food security 

The USAID Missions data comes from CDIE's PRISM Project data base, which includes data and 
indicators on performance and impact of USAID programs in every sector of USAID Missions 
worldwide. The data comes from their strategic plans, country plans, action plans, PRISM trip reports, 
and assessments of program impact which the Missions have sent to PRISM for entry into the 
database. Data is submitted on an annual basis. These data are used by analysts around the Agency 
to examine the efficiency of program purchase and progress towards Agency goals and objectives. 
It is also used for audiences such as the USAID Administrator, and the Congressional Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB). 

Gabrielle Dennis (of the PRISM Project) was the primary person putting these tables together. Key 
words relating to food security in the database. There are some limitations of the PRISM search: key 
words relating to food security in non-emergency situations were used. There was a humanitarian 
workshop held in June [I9951 which looked specifically at emergency situations. Missions may 
express their objectives related to food security in different ways. Some of these plans were very 
recently received, and some plans are very old, some are a year and a half to three years old. It is only 
recently that the Agency has been reporting on food security and not all Missions have explicit food 
security objectives. We found 13 Missions with explicit objectives relating to food security, out of 
over 67 in the PRISM database. The tables are a compilation of the types of activities that the 
Missions are using toward food security. Indicators are categorized under three areas: access, 
availability and utilization. 

I would also like to acknowledge the efforts of the Agency working group including Global Bureau 
and especially, the Ofice of Nutrition, Agriculture and Food Security Center for Economic Growth, 
and BHR's Office for Food for Peace. They all had a lot of input and comments on formation of this 
framework and these materials. Thank you. 
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Discussion 

Gerry Britan: USAID, as a matter of policy, will emphasize a smaller group of indicators in 
some areas, or even require a particular indicator for some programs. Our job is 
to come up with some usehl feedback to the field. 

What we don't have in the humanitarian assistance area is an analysis, collation, 
summary and synthesis of all the discussions in the workshop about operational 
level indicators. Our hope is to translate that into a set of manuals for the field by 
the spring. Some sections are in better shape than others. It's a difficult area for 
USAID to synthesize because it's a very diverse area. 

Bob Kramer: After a tremendously critical report by Congress, those of us who are involved 
in food aid, which is now 40 percent of this Agency's development project, must 
come up with generic core performance indicators that demonstrate the impact 
of food aid on food security. Let me just explain some mis-impressions. We don't 
want to marginalize food aid. We don't necessarily want to have a separate set of 
indicators just for food aid. Those of you who have been with us for the last two 
years realize that we are trying to demonstrate that food aid is as important a 
development resource as dollar aid. 

So we are not using different standards for food aid than we would use for dollar 
assistance. When the GAO issued its recommendations, they said the 
Administrator shall develop performance indicators to demonstrate the impact of 
food aid on food security. There isn't anything built into the structure of this 
workshop to give a cross-fertilization. There are obviously indicators that will cut 
across all three and sometimes two of the different objectives. There are other 
cross-cutting indicators that are not even listed which you can note in your 
particular group. When we get together in the discussion session, we'll be able to 
flesh that out a little bit more. 

Nils Daulaire: Just a quick comment in response to these cross linkages: When I was in graduate 
school in public health, we were told that the world was divided into splitters and 
lumpers. Of course, it was the splitters who said that. But in fact, one of the 
problems that we face in coming up with an overall framework is how do you get 
such an incredibly complex web. Development as we all know is not simple, and 
not linear. 

There are four levels results, objective level results and intermediate level results. 
Indicators tell us whether we are making progress towards achieving those results. 



How do we know we have improved access to food is the question. The answer 
is that we have to have some indicators of improved access to food. 

In doing that, there are three types of indicators that we have come across in the 
past several years. "Process indicators1' are things we do and outputs that we 
produce. For example, in the economic area, if we have policy reform, it's a 
process indicator and the achievement of it. 

A good indicator has to be measurable, quantitatively or qualitatively. Second, 
it has to be a direct measure of the result. It has to be useful for judging progress 
and for managing your program. When it is difficult to find direct measures, we 
use proxy indicators. They have to be objective in the sense that they have a 
familiar measure. It has to be replicable, so that if you are transferred to another 
place, whoever replaces you will be able to generate that indicator. And 
information is costly, so it has to be cost-effective. We cannot produce all kinds 
of data if we cannot use it. Data also has to be uni-dimensional: if the result has 
many dimensions to it, we want to have different indicators for each dimension. 

We are required to report progress periodically, so the indicator should also be 
available on a periodic basis. As a rule of thumb, measure at the results level in 
a two to three year time frame; measure at the objective level in a three to five 
year time fkame. We know it takes longer to accomplish results at the objective 
level than at the result level. You tell us what the indicator should be and what 
the period should be for indicators for various results. 

Every year the Agency is going to have to depend on the budget. Every year, the 
Missions have to contend for resources for projects. When we have indicators that 
really reflect what we are doing, they will determine the period and the size of aid, 
what data sources were available, and what intellectual resources can be put into 
more data. We need annual data sources and something that says USAID 
resources made a difference this year. 

Gerry Britan: At some level, the Agency needs a kind of annual measure for everything it does, 
to show whether it's making progress. In some cases that may be inputloutput 
data. To the extent that there is reasonable annual data on outcome, that may serve 
the Mission more sensibly. The bottom line is, what would be usehl to people 
in the field managing their programs? Ultimately, Missions would rather measure 
which programs make a difference even if it means spending less money on their 
programs. If the programs don't make a difference, then they won't spend money 
on them. Most people in the field want to know whether their programs can make 
a difference. We want to focus this workshop primarily on the kinds of changes 
that we think result from our programs. We may decide that the program is an 
appropriate program, but we are not starting out by saying what we are measuring 
at the national level. One of the things that would be helpfil fTom this workshop 
for Missions is to understand the importance of showing that USAID resources 



had a specific impact, versus showing that USAID resources contributed to a 
greater impact. Messages coming from headquarters often imply that we need to 
be even more stringent about showing what has been the specific impact of the 
USAID resources on an outcome. 

Agency-level Indicators for Food Securiq: Report of the Task-force 

Carl Mabbs-Zeno 

Carl Mabbs-Zeno is an agricultural economist working in USAID/PPC/ECON 

We are looking at Agency-wide indicators, which are contrasted with operational indicators, so there 
might be something not operational about these things that I am going to talk about. These are not 
analytical in the sense that we are saying necessarily we can attribute their results to our activities. 
These are more the context on which we operate and help us to discuss where things ought to be done. 

We operated independently of this workshop and we're not necessarily assigned to use the breakdown 
of indicators that are being used here, but you can see some similarities. We added one fourth 
category. We use availability, access and utilization, because we thought that it were understandable 
to the people in the Agency, but in addition to make sure that we get through another element we 
added sustainability. So, we assigned ourselves to come up with two or three indicators in each of 
these areas. 

It also seems like in a poor idea for us to turn back to the Missions and ask them to go out and collect 
data, so we also limited ourselves to existing databases for all of these items. It's somewhat different 
than what you experience in the operational kind of exercise in that an individual project or activity 
may be willing to spend something on collecting indicators, but for the Agency level, we were 
limiting ourselves to existing measures. 

Let me just show you what the indicators were for each of these. On availability, we decided to look 
at national aggregate levels of food available and we thought it might be more useful to express that 
in calories which was highly correlated with other measures of availability. 

There was some question in the group as to whether we have to include food aid, because in some 
sense the presence of food aid indicates a failure of food security, rather than a success, particularly 
if you are thinking in terms of sustainable availability. So we thought the best thing would be to 
include both measures, the aggregate food available and the aggregate food available less food aid. 

Remembering that in the end, these would be used in a discussion of food security. We're not saying 
that this represents food security, we're simply saying that this useful information in a discussion and 
something that ought to be maintained in the database of CDIE. We thought that this was a useful 
measure because it was easily understood and because it was widely available. 

For access we thought we would measure two things: the number of people living in absolute poverty 
and the levels of malnutrition. From the speakers yesterday and from the discussion in the group that 



I attended, which was on access, there was a lot of convergence here. The level of absolute poverty 
was one of the indicators that we will probably adopt and expect in the access group here, and there 
was some discussion yesterday about ultimately we need to looking at the impact on people, therefore 
various measures of malnutrition are important. 

We thought it a most useful measure of poverty would be one which uses food basket as a numeraire. 
In fact different countries eat different kinds of things, and the fact that prices change and therefore 
the income level should be adjusted according to other things going in the economy that impact the 
income. However, we were also aware that since we were depending on our exercise on available 
data, than often unavailable. So we would supplement that with other measures of poverty where it 
was necessary to do so. So, the preferred measure was the poverty measured as the number of people 
living in poverty expressed in terms of food as a numeraire but where there was unavailable, we 
reduce to a more conventional measure of income. 

Malnutrition can also be measured. Both indicators - stunting and wasting should be measured 
because they measure different aspects and therefore we have different kinds of food security 
problems. 

Utilization, of course, is fundamentally really what you're after. When somebody always tried to 
separate these things, and that's why you see malnutrition repeated here -- exact same thing. The 
point being that the data that we would presume will be maintained on malnutrition would be useful 
both for the discussion on utilization and the discussion on access. Because we expect that stunting 
and wasting data to say something about gender and regional and other kinds of distributions, we will 
then be able to say something about the access dimension. 

In addition, we thought we would try to capture something about the environment or infrastructure 
that was relevant to utilization. We thought that there was relatively good information on access to 
potable water, this being relevant for saying something about the prevalence of diseases from the 
viewpoint of environmental infrastructures. So, recognizing that this is a flawed measure, but 
relevant for the discussion we thought we would include it as an faulty but available measure. 

We thought it was good idea to come up with some measure of sustainability because the notion was 
not well captured in one of these other things, and yet we were not able to come up with a very good 
measure. So, for the moment, anyway, our main contribution in this will be to one people that they 
need sometime next year to say something about sustainability. 

We have included the agricultural productivity of land. The point here being that in countries where 
food insecure people are heavily dependent on agriculture, the quality of land may change according 
to how they use it. For example, like erosion would reduce the productivity and therefore would be 
captured over a period of years in this measure. 

For the measures often used for other aspects of the food security issue, we're suggesting that it is a 
useful piece of information in discussing sustainability. But we've also cautioned in hearing that it's 
not useful everywhere; in a country which is basically urbanized, the agricultural productivity may 
not be so relevant particularly in our role of speaking about sustainability. 



These are the proposals from the task force to the Agency and that they will go forth through a further 
process before they are actually introduced into the database. 

Discussion: 

Why we did not use health facilities as a measure of infrastructure? Perhaps because it's such a simple 
measure (access to potable water) and more transparent. 

These indicators would not be used expressly for targeting resources in the Agency. That's a very 
different process. It may have some impact in'helping people to think about how to make national 
comparisons which may have some relevance. 

The problem of national aggregates is a very big problem, but when you rely on data which is already 
existing and that is widely available across the world, including countries where USAID does not 
work, because that's part of this discussion, then it is very difficult to make comments and to provide 
data that gets below the national level. I think that's the main reason why we relied on data which is 
national. 

It is not within the manageable interest of USAID to affect probably any of the elements on this list, 
certainly not to affect food security in the world. We don't have enough resources coming out of 
USAID to take responsibility for the changes in food security in the world. 

A question arose about use of two measures for nutritional status. The argument during our 
discussions was that one of them is long-term (stunting) and one of them is short-term (weight for 
age), but we thought they were both relevant for measuring changes which tell us different 
information. As for use of the poverty measure, it is a little bit open in our group as to what exact 
data we're trying to here. The argument was, that there were some measures out there that took 
account of the price and quality of food when they set their poverty level, and that those measures 
were more useful for our purposes but that they were less common. And so, we agreed to go back 
and examine the actual data that was available and see where we would use measures of that type 
where others were commonly available. 

There is a problem with this data being available often enough. The annual report to the 
Administrator comes out every year. So, we will use what we have, understanding that we may be 
repeating the use of some data from year to year. But a lot of these five year reports and individual 
country may be every five years, but it might be a different set of countries each year which is coming 
in, and therefore we might have something new to say, even though on an annual basis we don't have 
a full set. 



IV. Breakout Group Sessions 

Summaries 

Breakout Group on Food Availability: 

Our group had an interesting discussion on sustainable increase in domestic foodproduction. We 
tried to identifjr the various levels of availability at the household level as well as at the national and 
regional level. In addition, we discussed a number of indicators that would be relevant to measure 
that availability. 

One of the first indicators was the value ofproduction, not only in the overall value of production, 
but in terms of per vulnerable households. When we talk about availability of food so that households 
that are net purchasers of food can get access at a lower cost, then we have to have 
production/productivity increases or improvements in availability in the same region where our 
vulnerable populations live. That is, they should be within an adjacent region. Targeting criteria for 
where we do productionlproductivity increases and targeting criteria for other types of interventions 
for food insecure households have to be in the same areas. 

We decided not to use net value ofproduction because we felt it was an access question. In collecting 
household level of information, we'll find the net value of production for the access level of 
information. Our focus is on overall availability. 

We were interested in the next indicator, diversity of food production, for two purposes. First, 
diversity can provide stability since certain crops have better yield under changing environmental 
conditions. Some production can be obtained whether a drought year or a high rainfall year. Second, 
diversity of food production with regards to balanced diets is oftentimes when staples replace locally 
grown foods and diets have not necessarily improved in a nutritional sense. So, we want to make sure 
that it has both sides of the equation, the risk side as well as the dietary quality. 

We're interested in the percent ofnon-major staple food crops growing in an area, starting at the 
baseline and looking at the change over time as a result of the project. What do we mean by crop 
ranking? How important were these crops to farmers in the beginning before we began to intervene? 
How important are these crops after the interventions have proceeded for a number of years? 

There must be a distinction between field level diversity versus farm level diversity. If you only have 
a couple of plants of a different crop in the same field, does it mean that diversity is increased? Does 
it have to be a certain percentage change of total crop production to really be a significant change in 
terms of diversity? We believe that several of these issues still need to be discussed, and an expert 
panel needs to focus on how they will be measured. 

We also talked about yield orproductivityper unit of land. Another controversy is crop cuts versus 
farmer interviews or are there more important ways to get the information. If an expert panel is 
created, it can address that issue as well. 



In terms of changes in degradation, we're trying to get at the sustainability part of availability. We 
were interested in measures of soil, water and vegetative erosion. Now we know that there are certain 
levels of skills that are needed for this as well as precision that may not exist in a lot of the NGOs that 
are going to be collecting this information. Therefore, we need an appropriate model for the agri- 
ecosystem that this area is in, and then a sampling frame to validate that information. 

We also realized that it takes a longer time to collect this information to see demonstrated changes, 
so five year project cycles may not be enough to see significant change. So, we have to have a longer 
time frame if we're really serious about sustainability. 

In terms of sustainable changes in production practices, we're interested not only in the number of 
people that are affected by adopting these changes, but also the hectarage that is affected. These are 
improved practices, such as improved crop varieties, agri-forestry techniques, soil erosion techniques, 
etc. So we're looking at adoption rates, but in terms of sustainability. Oftentimes a farm family may 
adopt a practice for one year and then abandon it. It has to be more than just adopting it on a one year 
basis. We're interested in changes in prevalence rates over time. 

We also talked about autonomy, with regards to the following measure; you can become dependent 
on a subsidized external input that can bring about changes and availability, but may not be 
sustainable. So we need to factor into the equation the autonomy or the ability of farm families to 
maintain that sustained change with their own resources and what is made available to them in their 
local markets. 

The group decided, after much discussion, that the second result would be effective use of world 
nzarkets (including commercial and food aid). Realizing that imported food, whether it is food aid 
or commercial basis, does increase the availability of food, just like increases in production. But we 
have to deal with this somewhat differently as we work with world markets versus confessional or 
food aid. 

On a commercial side, one of the indicators is a reduction in their rates of protection, and we want 
to emphasize this for both input markets as well as commodities, whether it is food, feed or fiber. 
Often times, we will find in a country that the protection rates or trade barriers are higher on the 
agriculture inputs, which could include trucks, refrigeration equipment, or packaging materials. And 
they may be a greater detriment to agricultural productivity because of those trade protection barriers. 
Therefore, farmers cannot get modern technology into the country and they can't produce. 

So let's look at commodities as well as inputs. We can easily measure those by the rates of tariffs and 
the number of quantitative restrictions. The smaller margins between the world market price or 
border price are domestic prices. The wider the spread, the greater the trade protection. 

If we look at the percentage of total food imports that are food aid versus commercial, the greater use 
of food aid means that the economy is not well developed or there's a disaster going on. 

As we go through the development process, if we start in an emergency situation, whether drought 
or famine, we are going to have a lot of food aid instead of commercial food imports. As you go up 



the transitional food aid and development food aid ladder, and hopefully into confessional sales like 
the GSM program, eventually there will be a greater reliance on commercial imports. 

Let us remember that imports in and of themselves are not a bad thing in the development ladder. The 
U.S. is the largest exporter of food in the world, but we are also the largest importer. So trade works 
both ways - over $20 billion each way. If you don't understand the General Agreement on Trade and 
Tarrifs (GATT) or the World Trade Organization (WTO), you better learn it, because that is the way 
of today and the future. G A T  - the Uruguay Agreement - is changing the face of trade throughout 
the world, and it includes food aid. It's a very essential piece of economic development. I encourage 
all of you to become familiar with it, because it could be a God send when you are dealing with 
economic policy reform. It gives you a language to use with your constituents out there on the farm, 
and in the processing sector to deal with your government in staying competitive. I've got to have 
lower restrictions in imports, so that I can have more competitive prices for fertilizers, for seeds, for 
modem technology so I can compete with my neighbors. It gives you a whole new language to use, 
and it really empowers those local indigenous groups to fight the policy battles that we have been 
fighting as donors for a long time. 

Reduced reliance on preferential market access could be like the sugar quota in the U.S. and in some 
European countries. This should be considered as temporary measures to get people into markets, 
but should be phased out as quickly as possible. 

Food aid needs to be market friendly, first and foremost. For a price stabilization indicator, the higher 
the peaks and valleys in prices over time, the more difficult it will be to manage food aid and to 
coordinate with donors. Better donor coordination on quantity, timing, the commodity mix and also, 
greater use of the private sector in the global country for distribution of that food aid, is needed. So 
rather than disrupt private markets, we should build and strengthen them with our food aid. 

Under increased availability to food is the Result 1.3, improved marketing and distribution systems. 
(Refer to Fig. Page 53) Three groupings of various indicators are reduced food marketing cost in an 
absolute and temporal and spatial dimension; the cost and availability of key inputs in agricultural 
production (both food crops and livestock); and availability with emphasis on facilitating services, 
an infrastructure for inputs and outputs. We need streamlined indicators, those that are indicative of 
the process one will go through to specify very precise measures that are implementable across 
countries. An example would be intra-annual staple foodprice variation. Over time what we expect 
are the costs of performing temporal arbitrage to go down: with less risk, less losses, less financial 
costs, the cost of carrying food from the harvest to the lean season is going to go down. That's an 
improvement in the marketing and distribution system. We can try to measure that by looking at price 
at harvest in a major city for major staples, and price in the lean season for those same commodities 
in those same cities. Likewise you can do the same thing, but for a rural deficit market, which is 
probably some of your most vulnerable groups, being net buyers who have to operate in those rural 
markets. 

There are a lot of different ways to specify margins, we have retail series margins in an ideal world 
and in OECD countries, we have f m  wholesale and retail with variations. Many countries now have 
retail series and some have farm levels. If we've got these series, we can look at the aggregate of a 
lot of marketing services and costs, and we can try to see what's happening over time. 



Secondly, prices of key agricultural inputs-retail prices for major farm inputs in major growing 
areas. Clearly, these would have to change by country, commodity and interest projects. 
We talked, for example, about the price of nitrogen fertilizers in major growing areas. To the extent 
that it's beyond world market levels, we really discriminate against domestic growers. That is an 
important indicator to the extent it changes over time. 

We don't have any indicators for the third area, because it's the most difficult to implement with clear 
indicators. However, an example of an interesting facilitating service would be small holders in 
Malawi today that had significantly improved their household food security because they now have 
the right and the ability to market barley and tobacco. And they didn't have that right before. There 
was no service, there was no marketing opportunity for them to grow and sell barley and tobacco. 
Today, they can do that and it's had a significant effect on their household food security. That's a very 
important new marketing service. 

In Harare, Nairobi, Lusaka, and many other countries, we can find small-scale hammer milling 
services that five years ago didn't exist. And because those hammer milling services exist today, 
medium and poor income households have a new product available that is at a significantly lower 
price than the alternatives they had before. That's a major improvement in food availability because 
something changed and allowed those new facilitating services to operate. 

It is difficult to measure. But this is the grist for the real change in the system. So to the extent that 
we can create indicators to identifjr those things, even if done through anecdotes documentation, they 
are helpful. 

Changes in Degradation-Natural Resource Management - The key to this results component is 
the fact that measures of soil, water, and vegetation erosion must be based on established models 
for given regions. It is not necessary to set up measurements for every project activity . 
Sampling may be done to validate the model for different sub-regions. In addition, a time-frame 
for a period greater than 5 years is usually required for obtaining these results, consequently, this 
must be factored into project designs. 

Sustained Changes in Production Practices - It is critical to take into account a number of factors 
in the measurement of this results component at the household level. For instance, when 
considering adoption rates, it is important to determine who is adopting the change and whether 
that change is being maintained over time. At the regional and national levels, the changes in 
production practices can be calculated on the basis of the number of people (including women) 
and hectares affected. Changes in production rates can be determined at the household and 
regional levels, as well as at the national level, depending upon the size of the target area of the 
program. 

Diversity of Production - The key issues to focus on for this results component are the stability 
of production to avoid risks (weather-induced) biological, and market) and the importance of 
promoting balanced diets. Diversity of food production includes both crops and animals. The 
design of interventions aimed at promoting diversity must incorporate regional market 
considerations. Interventions aimed at promoting the diversity of food production are not 
typically aimed achieving impact at the national level, nevertheless, such diversity should be 



monitored and tracked at this level. To measure this results component at the household level, 
indicators should include the % of non-major staple food crop production (measured through 
farm records or baseline and follow-up surveys); crop rankings; and measures of both field level 
and farm level diversity. At the regional level, the first two indicators would apply. 

Yield-Productivity per Unit of Land - The key issue associated with this results component is 
whether crop cuts or farmer interviews should be used. Recent studies have shown that widely- 
used crop-cutting methods for estimating crop yields are not only highly resource- intensive, but 
that they can also result in serious measurement errors which range from 10-30 percent. Farmer 
estimates, on the other hand, are less resource-intensive and may be just as accurate. While crop 
yield estimates are usually available from government secondary sources, this type of data cannot 
be disaggregated to distinguish between program participants and non-participants. Thus, the 
best way to derive this information is through household surveys. 

Breakout Group on Food Access: 

Group two came up with some indicators under the objective of improved access to food. We will 
then discuss indicators for results 2.1 and 2.2. 

There was not a specific focus on food aid, prices, or retail markets, but there was a specific focus on 
incomes, expenditures and other critical things to understand and improve access. 
The result were two good indicators under the overall objective: the change in the percentage of 
households meeting minimum caloric intake standards and the change in the level of real per capita 
food expenditures. 

With regard to result 2.1, increased level of real household income -four of the five indicators 
essentially dealt with income. One indicator dealt with income and the other dealt with expenditures. 
Several questioned whether or not they were one and the same because of measurement issues. 

Income can be measured through expenditures. I think if anybody here was from Iowa State Center 
for Agricultural Development, they would certainly point that out. And economic theory will suggest 
that's the best way to measure income. But in fact, there was an indicator for income and one for 
expenditures, an indicator for employment and an employment related indicator, and another indicator 
that was an asset related indicator. People were trying to come up with a comprehensive set of 
indicators that really captured everything that was important, vis-a-vis, the income, asset portfolio 
side of households. 

And this links back to the fact that food aid was not explicitly discussed. The fact remains that 
because we are talking about households, we're talking about household level income and assets, and 
therefore household nutrition. 

But the income indicator was a change in real per capita income at the national, regional and local 
level. The expenditure-related indicator was the per cent change in per capita expenditure. The assets 
(all household) are all measured in terms of household level. 



The third indicator in terms of assets was change in the value of household assets, complementing 
any income measures. The employment measure indicator was change in the number of retail 
businesses whether it was family owned or not. The group concluded with not family owned, but 
change in the number of retail businesses in target areas. 

In theory, one indicator was completely separate from the others- the percentage of children in 
school. 

I thought there would be some discussion about prices but they were captured implicitly. For 
example, we talked about real per capita income and everything was measured in real terms for prices. 
And incomes would be measured in real terms, deflated by prices. But the group had no indicators 
related to retail prices which might be worth reconsideration. 

For the second result, which was sustained reduction in the number of and proportion of people in 
poverty, we came out with a smaller list consisting of only two. One was the change in the number 
of people falling below the poverty line. There was some debate as to whether the poverty line was 
measured in terms of food or food and non-food. We used the expanded definition of poverty line 
- change in the number of people below the poverty line. 

The other indicator, which was left a little bit unclear, was change in the poverty gap. By poverty gap 
we meant the spread between an essentially estimated poverty data line and the "average" household 
income level. It is unclear whether that be in terms of the lowest decile, or whether that be in terms 
of all income categories. Some specificity would be needed to refine that particular indicator in order 
to use it. 

Regarding indicators for result number 2.3, people questioned whether we were talking about inter- 
household allocation, gender issues, women -what exactly were we talking about. It was a divided 
opinion about how to capture this important dimension. As the next activity to pursue an indicator 
for this particular objective, we will need more time thought and consideration to deal with the 
question of control, authority, use of resources within the household context, particularly as it relates 
to some important gender issues that everyone recognized were pertinent. 

We did not have time to complete result 2.4. 

Breakout Group on Food Utilization: 

Regarding objective number three, we looked at the definition of improved utilization of food and 
decided that a few words in the definition should be changed. Ow revised version is "Food utilization 
is the proper biological use of food, requiring a diet providing sufJicient energy and essential 
nutrients, potable water and adequate sanitation. Eflective food utilization depends in large measure 
on knowledge within the household." And here we recommend that "knowledge" should be 
substituted for "practice within the household." For basic principles of nutrition of food storage and 
processing techniques, we asked that health and proper maternal and child care be included. So 
basically three words, "practice" instead of knowledge; "health" is added after nutrition, and "proper 
maternal and child care." 



We then looked at the three results and felt more comfortable with a definition closer to the objective. 
We felt sustained improvement in dietary intake would be one result, and improved retention of 
nutrients reached all of the results relating to the utilization of food. 

We recommend that the results that are on the analytical framework be substituted for the results we 
have. Number one is sustained improvement in dietaiy intake, and number two is improved retention 
of nutrients. 

Going back to the objective of the level of improved utilization of food, we looked at the indicators 
that we felt should be measured. We did not spend as much time on the actual descriptions of the 
indicator itself. We just described it very broadly. 

The first measurement indicator we felt should be stunting; second, weight-age, bearing in mind that 
they both depend on the age of the child. Weight-for-height could be used as an impact indicator, 
either in emergency situations or directly with beneficiary populations, when it is not possible to make 
measurements at the level of the population. These measures should be at the level of the population. 
We also talked about the weight-for-height of pregnant women or women at seven months of 
pregnancy, which apparently is an up and coming indicator. Vitamin A deficiency, iron deficiency 
and iodine deficiency as the micronutrient deficiencies should be at the level of the objective. The 
percentage of births less than 24 months after the previous birth should also be at the level of the 
objective. We did not get a good definition on the number of episodes of diarrhea per child, but we're 
basically looking at the episodes over the year that a child had diarrhea in any specific area. Those 
were all our indicators for the objective level. 

Our first result is sustained improvenzent of dietary intake in individuals. First recommended 
objective is the percentage of the population consuming 80 percent of the required intake - meal or 
food frequency calibrated at the local level, number two is meallfood frequency. Number three is the 
prevalence of exclusive breast feeding. Some thought that six months is what you aim for but it's 
probably rather ambitious in many countries. We could lower it to six full months or we could use 
that indicator as an average change in months if we're not getting exclusive breast feeding in any 
country. 

Number four is the prevalence of adequate weaning practices consistent with WHOIUSAID 
recommendations. Number five is the introduction of a colostrum, consistent with those 
recommendations. Number six is continuous feeding of children with infectious diseases, including 
all infectious diseases, and continuous feeding both with solid food and with breast feeding. The 
frequency of consumption of local indexed food reflective of micronutrients would have to be locally 
defined in each region. Number eight is reduction of cultural barriers to feeding practices during 
pregnancy and lactation, which again is very region specific. 

Our second result is improved retention of nutrients. Number one is the percent of fully immunized 
children at 12 months. We felt that measles in some parts of the world is important enough to be a 
separate indicator; the percentage of measles immunization at 12 months. Number three is the 
percent of mothers using oral rehydration therapy for diarrhea and other infections during the last two 
weeks. We had a discussioil about ORT versus ORS, and felt it very important that the concept of 
ORT basically come with this indicator which is continued breast feeding and continued feeding 



during diarrhea, as well as liquids and/or oral rehydration solution. But it is not just oral rehydration 
solution. 

Number four is the percent of mothers introducing weaning foods in children fiom six to nine months. 
Number five is percentage access to potable water for both drinking and sanitation. We didn't have 
an exact definition and we would like to look at the JSQrWHO definition. 
Number six is the percentage access to sanitation facilities, both latrines and waste disposal. And 
number seven is the percent of time and distance from health services. 

We went through a great length to come up with this list of indicators and we reduced it considerably. 
Between the two groups we found that we duplicated many indicators. 

The group had two recommendations or concerns. We feel that PVOs should be involved in the 
indicator definition and discussions on implementation. In some cases, PVOs may need help with 
the mechanisms for the collection of some of these indicators. Also food should not be evaluated 
alone; it should be evaluated as a package with other interventions such as the maternal and child 
health care interventions. 

Discussion of Breakout Group Presentations: 

Bea Rogers: 
I am concerned that there is something that might be considered access, but is probably better 
considered household use of food or practices. But the issue of how household level food 
consumption is translated into consumption by individuals who are particularly vulnerable 
individuals, has not been explicitly addressed. I think it's very clear that you could make a case for 
it, being in either access or utilization. I would like to suggest that we add something that would get 
at that translation when we look at the access measures of households achieving their age and sex 
composition adjusted caloric adequacy. We know that is enough, but not necessarily sufficient for 
individuals in the vulnerable groups to receive enough food. 

Ted 0kada (Food for the Hungry): 
In the last presentation, I think one of the elements was categorically left out which was something 
that we had included on increasing or reducing the time division allocation for women. Such as 
getting fuel, retrieving water, as well as health services. I don't know if we are able to revisit issues 
of analyzing the time division problems that women face, and factoring it in terms of the utilization 
of food and the access. 

I think we may be underestimating the centrality of that role in our issues, for example, the obtaining 
of fuel. There are problems that, in the environment and in reforestation in the case of the Sahel and 
particularly with the Horn of Africa, where eight or nine hours are spent a day on retrieving fuel. It 
is difficult to categorize whether it is environment or agri-forestry. I'm wondering if there was more 
comment in response from the group on the issue of time division problems that women face. 



V. Panel Discussion 

PANEL RESPONSE AND GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Nils Daulaire (PPCPHD), Bob Kramer (BHlUFFP), Scott Smith (PPCICDIE), 
John Lewis (GJEGIAFS), Robert Clay (G/PHN/HN) 

Nils Daulaire: 
We started out yesterday by reviewing where all of these might sit within the overall Agency 
framework. I spent most of the last two days sitting in on breakout group two [on Food Access] 
because to my mind in many respects, the issues of access is the most difficult to encapsulate, to bring 
forth in relatively simple, translatable terms, in terms of indicators and clear outputs. I was not 
disappointed and in fact, it is clear to me from both the discussions that I took part in and the 
presentations today, that access really is as yet unsettled in terms of getting a clear handle on it. To 
me, this reinforces the need for us as an Agency and for you as our partners and colleagues to 
continue working on this. I think we made some progress there, and-based on the presentations-the 
issues of availability and utilization have been quite well and quite clearly addressed. We've made 
a good start, but not come to closure on the access issues. 

While these reports were being made, I was thinking of this in the context of our initial framework. 
I am thinking about when I presented yesterday morning and I underlined the areas which I thought 
had particular relevance to food security. 

Based on what I heard today, I circled five of the Agency-wide strategic objectives that were 
discussed over the last two days. In terms of availability, access, and the importance of strengthened 
markets, what's come out of this workshop will help us to more closely define what areas of market 
strengthening we need to focus on. It will also help us to really get some precision in our overall 
economic growth portfolio. 

Similarly, expanded access and opportunity for the poor was clearly the major topic of our discussions 
in breakout group two [on Food Access]. I think that data on the percent of households living in 
poverty is going to be very useful, and will help direct relevance to the issues of food security. 

Because of my own background in health and nutrition, I am personally most comfortable with the 
work of breakout group three [on Food Utilization]. In terms of child mortality reductions, 213 of what 
we have listed up here were directly related to what is already currently the core of the Agency's child 
survival programs. This clearly points out the need to coordinate our food security and food aid 
efforts, but it does not mean that we have to change things. I think, it means that we have to 
concentrate more. Similarly, the reduction in unintended pregnancies was highlighted in terms of 
child spacing in that group report. A number of the key interventions in our maternal mortality 



activities are focused on maternal nutrition and will, of course, feed into the child mortality rate as 
well. 

Within the environmental aspects, certainly within the utilization category, there was a lot of 
discussion about the importance of water and sanitation. While not clearly defined as a specific 
Agency objective, either in health or in environment, it is dealt with under "pollution", Agency 
objective 4.3. I think we are going to need to return to that issue as we look at ways of better 
integrating o w  various Agency-wide objectives to get broad results in food security, 

I will let Bob Kramer discuss the issues that go under Agency Goal 5. The urgent need to meet crisis 
situations is central to much of our emergency food aid. We also need to more clearly define within 
this entire framework how our development food aid can directly fit into this, or what we need to add 
to it in order to make it more substantive. 

It's been a tremendously useful couple of days. I've learned huge amounts and I really benefitted from 
sitting through the small group discussions. How we organize the structure of our ideas, whether there 
are cascading elements of security going up from food security to nutritional sub-security, and so 
forth, are certainly issues that we need to explore in much greater depth. And I appreciate your 
bringing it to us. 

Bob Kramer: 
Last night I was thinking of ways to put into a human perspective the work that you've been engaged 
in the last two days. I was not quite sure how to do it. 

We have a lot of posters in our office showing very healthy people consuming food, and that is not 
necessarily the picture I want to present to you all. What I was planning to do and not do, was to find 
a very large photo of children who are really seriously at risk. I found one in the cover of last year's 
World Food Day report, but unfortunately, I did not have a very large photo to show. It shows three 
severely malnourished young kids. This was submitted as the President's Report to the U.S. Congress 
last year. 

I was going to issue a challenge to all of you: if these kids survived, you were successful; and if the 
kids did not survive, then the group was not successful. I think the kids survived. But they are still 
severely malnourished. This workshop has really progressed. I would have preferred it to be a totally 
full glass, but I will accept a glass that is half full. 

What you've done the last two days really helps us in the process, and will permit us to go to Congress 
fairly quickly with the core of generic performance indicators that are so critical to defending the 
resources that we now have. 

It is not just an academic exercise. It's interesting as an academic exercise, but the future of our 
resources-be they food resource or dollar resource-is in jeopardy. You all know that. We have to 
be able to be conclusively demonstrate to our colleagues, our friends and certainly our antagonists that 
the resource that we have-which are declining-really have had and can continue to have an impact. 
Not just anecdotes, but an empirical impact. 



In the Food for Peace office-and this is what Bureau for Humanitarian Response (BHR) has been 
doing as part of our strategic planning process-we have come up with our strategic objectives. They 
have been discussed and established in consultation with our PVO colleagues. 

We've come up with a number of indicators of performance. We came up with two strategic 
objectives: on the emergency side, one that is particularly important is sustained improvements in 
household nutrition and agricultural productivity for vulnerable groups served by USAID food aid 
programs. We have a number of what we call "intermediate results". They are very similar to what 
you have worked on here. 

The attempt to put together indicators of performance for these results were a best-attempt by us with 
some help, certainly from the PVO community and others. We attempted to come up with indicators 
that were measurable, that did not place a tremendous burden on those collecting data, that could help 
us demonstrate to everyone over time that we were using food aid resource wisely, effectively and 
with a definite impact on food security. 

Since what you have come up with today may permit us to come up with more precise indicators, it 
will be very, very helpful. 

The next step for us is for strategic objective teams (core teams inside the Agency) to come up with 
more definite indicators. We mentioned last Friday to the food aid council group participants that we 
will be establishing expanded strategic objective teams on both the emergency and the development 
side in the very near future. Ultimately a third team will be established to deal with transition. 

The teams will have a tremendously difficult but challenging agenda. We will again discuss the 
performance indicators, and we will achieve consensus on the performance indicators. We will come 
up with the kinds of systems that will permit us to demonstrate impact. Now, that's something that 
I believe breakout group three [on Food Utilization] mentioned in terms of its recommendations. I 
subscribe to them. 

I disagree a bit with the recommendation and concerns that PVOs should be involved in indicator 
definition, and given help with mechanisms for collection. It's not that PVOs should not be involved 
in indicator definition. What we do in this Agency has been done in partnership. When we established 
strategic objective teams at the mission level, Washington level, the teams are a part of the process 
of dialogue among PVOs, USAID missions, international organizations, other clients, certainly 
recipient governments. Everyone is a stakeholder, a member of the strategic objective teams in the 
field. 

The PVO has not seen this in the field because I have been involved in this strategic planning process 
in the field. The PVOs have the major burden. Our counterparts actually collect the data. USAID in 
the field does not collect data. We have to make sure that we give PVOs the capability to collect that 
data. We all together analyze that data and report to Washington, and that's why it is so important that 
ultimately we have core or generic indicators of performance. I spent most of my career in the field 
and I was always very frustrated when I got generic performance indicators from Washington because 
I thought that I was straight-jacketed. Now I am in Washington. Because we are fighting a battle of 
survival for our resources it's very important that we achieve a consensus on a few core indicators. 



That does not mean that the Missions or the PVOs cannot establish far greater numbers of indicators, 
but we have to establish a few core ones. I think the analogy that I used yesterday in the family 
planning community and child survival communities: we're helping for constructive result. So again, 
I just want to congratulate you all. I think you have done an excellent job, there are some next steps, 
and we will be working very, very closely with you in the next few weeks and certainly next month 
in the establishment of our strategic objectives. 

John Lewis: (John Lewis is the head of the Ofice ofAgriculture and Food Security, which is within 
the Global Bureau's Center for Economic Growth) 
As for economic growth, everybody who works closely with the Environmental Center of the Global 
Bureau-and David Hale who is head of that Center-keeps asking what we've done with $14 million 
of his money, because there is an attribution in our agricultural research portfolio of $14 to $16 
million to environmental impacts, which we see, of course, totally consistent with food security. And 
we see it again up here, several times. 

I agree with Bob, this is probably as good a list of indicators as you're going to get or as good a list 
as we want. The question is, if we do it as rigorously as discussed and presented here, would there 
be any money left for the food aid, let alone for the transitions investments in increasing productivity? 
The answer is yes. Fortunately, a lot of you and a lot of other people are already doing what was 
presented. It would seem to me that the next step is figuring out who is counting what, where, and 
make sure that they reference the same way. I didn't hear it in the presentations in the group 
discussions of geographic information systems, which dramatically reduce the cost of doing some of 
these fine-tooth combing of these three aspects of food security. 

A lot of what we heard fiom the utilization presentation is data that USAID still has money to spend 
on, the DHS surveys. Many, many of those are geo-referenced, and some of them are, coincidentally, 
geo-referenced in the same way that we do ow different world resources: land use, green mapping. 
We're part of the land quality indicators group at the World Bank, which, thanks to God, uses some 
of the same mapping coordinates as some of the DHS surveys. So, you can actually look at nutrient 
mining, land use degradation and some of these utilization indicators, even though the people who 
actually collect the data on the other side don't know each other or if they do, they don't talk to each 
other, because they are fighting for the same budgets. But they are studying the same villages, and so, 
you can say something intelligent about the relationships and the trends of baselines, etc. 

Within the data set that we have all agreed on here, there are other kinds of economies of scale. There 
is data on margins on the availability side, there is data on investments, savings, discussions on the 
access side. These in many, many cases are two sides of the same coin. 

At the risk of throwing out some proxy indicators, I would recommend that we develop a handy set 
of things that will reflect income and, of course, productivity change. I copied this down as quickly 
as I could, and I have two pages on [food] availability and a half a page on the other two [food access 



and food utilization]. As I look back through the pages on availability, I see many, many things that 
are proxies for access data. 

You would want to think of people out on the ground. We have a list now of 10 things to count, 
which gets me to my second point: indicator counting is not only to keep Congress off our backs, and 
put us on Congress's back, as it were, but to help all of us help our on-the-ground job better. Many 
of you work in situations where government is more or less absent. You have your own teams and 
the capacity building by-products of your work, with many local leaders and potential leaders in local 
areas. We want to think of that list of 10 indicators that you are out on the ground collecting that are 
going to help us at least on access and availability, and those aspects of utilization that are already 
being tracked. These have to be valid area frame samples of some kind. 

What are you going to learn doing your job better? You want also that benefit, because we will be 
asked why you are spending so much money counting the same things. Not only to keep Congress off 
our back, but also to learn how to do our jobs better, and to train the people we are working with 
better. You will be asked what it is all about, and where it is supposed to lead. 

My final point is about the by-products of doing some of these same kinds of work. This is about 
getting the governments of some of these food-insecure countries to lead their countries out of food 
insecurity by policy reform. And that's what in my office we are particularly interested in: how this 
knowledge and these experiences and the transition information will lead to development; how that 
information can be used to make a linkage (not in the Cold War context) between marginal 
development resources-not to be confused with humanitarian or relief development resources, but 
development investment resources-say in the agriculture sector, to use those resources, or to 
program those resources in countries that are performing better against these indicators. 

If we are going to use these ten things we are collecting in the field for this other purpose, there has 
to be some agreement up the line, about what those indicators mean and what story they really tell, 
like women's access to land. That's a very important indicator for us in our discussions in international 
reforms. 

Countries work with regional organizations that have a certain monitoring capability. Some have 
these GIs technologies themselves. We agree on a report card for countries in the food security area, 
and the countries then in the transfer process see themselves getting more or less of these 
development resources as a function of what that their three- or four-year report card looks like. 

We seem to have so little money now, that we have to stop thinking about our development resources. 
Now, we don't have 40 percent of development assistance resources that the Agency like. I don't know 
what percentage it is in agriculture. I hate to think - but it ain't much and what we want to think about 
using that not only to, you know, get better kind of sweet potatoes in that valley, but in so doing in 
that valley, in one country, instead of another valley and another country - since we can't afford to do 
both countries and both valley any more. But the country knows why one country is getting the money 
and the other country is not. And that would be linked to performance against these indicators. 

So that we can have some impact or we don't spend money, because it will be known why we are not 
spending money there or spending the money we have there, and not just where we do end up 



spending a little bit of money we have left. And I think if we start having those impacts, that would 
be recognized again, because we have these indicators in our finger tips. 

To conclude, I still think there's a lot of work to do here, and it's not that what we have up on the list 
here aren't the right things, it would take a few - how did they get collected, what's already been 
collected, and how can it be used, and then, what do we need to get out there and get in addition. 
Thank you. 

Nils Daulaire: 
The Global Bureau is broken out according to the strategic goals of the Agency, and another one of 
the Centers in the Global Bureau is the Center for Population Health and Nutrition, and within that 
center is the Office of Health and Nutrition. Robert Clay is the deputy chief of the office, and has 
been heavily involved in child survival activities here in Washington, ever since child survival 
became a recognizable phrase in the mid-80s. 

I'd like to stress the important that I think this workshop has brought out, integrating our health and 
child survival activities, which incidentally are one of the few areas I think in our budget, which is 
not under huge stress. It's under stress but it's probably the best protected of all our budget areas, 
besides direct food assistance. And I think this certainly lends to conclusions that we need to more 
tightly integrate our activities between what has been traditionally the health sector and the food and 
food security sectors. 

Robert Clay: (Robert Clay is the Deputy Director of the OfJice for Health and Nutrition, which is 
in the Global Bureau's Population Health and Nutrition Center) 
I think the first important thing to note is that this is the Office of Health and Nutrition. As many of 
you know, we have combined these two offices together. I think that is significant, because it really 
reinforces the way we look at nutrition in our office. That is, it is an underlying program for a lot of 
our strategic activities and strategic objectives. 

I was impressed as I heard the report out saying that nutrition is really a critical component. And it 
certainly reinforces the strategy that nutrition is critical to the achievement of the goals that our office 
has set out to focus on. Nutrition clearly is a critical element in terms of child survival and maternal 
mortality. The sessions also highlighted the clear link to food security of other PHN focus areas of 
family planning and HIVIAIDS. 

The Group 3 report out was of particular interest. There was a long list of indicators, such as 
breastfeeding, measles, potable water, child spacing, the list went on. This list of indicators clearly 
illustrates that there is a whole other community that is also committed to achieving the results that 
G/PHN is focusing on. 

This brings up the important point of the collaboration which is going to be essential to achieving 
Agency objectives. We have already been working closely with BHR, with IMPACT and other 
projects, in support of improving the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of food aid 
programs. 



But I think there is a lot more that we need to talk about, given the sort of objectives that you have 
outlined here today. One group report brought out the need for data collection, and actually how we 
are going to achieve the collection of data on the various indicators that were mentioned. That's one 
area where we have had a long history in Population, Health and Nutrition, which would be important 
to share, to learn from and to make use of. 

One of the exercises we have gone through in ow strategic planning process is to look at all the major 
PHN indicators and note which ones could be collected from the Demographic Health Surveys, which 
ones could come from country specific surveys, or other mechanisms, and then finally to identifjr 
those indicators that need further development in order to be useful. I think this kind of 
categorization of indicators would be helpful and we would value your opinion on these issues. 

What can we do as an office in the Global Bureau? Clearly we can have our staff work with you on 
the working groups, so that we are sharing information together. We should also look at the 
indicators to see how we can better coordinate support of both improved reporting and improved 
activity implementation. In our current portfolio we will be addressing many of the indicators that 
you mentioned, particularly in the breakout group on food utilization, but we also have specific 
programs of nutrition, looking at policy and programs, which will be very important as well. We can 
certainly discuss that and see how our programs can help support some of the work that will be done 
under your activities. 

Let me share with you one other story. The head of our center recently returned from WHO, where 
he participated in a large international meeting. In that meeting they were looking at indicators, and 
it turns out that one of the most critical factors and most influential pieces of work was actually the . 

indicator development that we had done here at USAID on the HIVIAIDS program; indicators that 
have been worked on in a similar fashion to what you have been doing here today. 

That was then used as a basis for determining some of the U.N. benchmarks, as well as for some of 
the collaborating donor organizations. I mention this anecdote here, because I noticed that this effort 
that brought us here today has already entailed a lot of work, you spent two days here, and there is a 
lot more that is going to be required. But I believe USAID has a unique sort of role to play. Our 
office has done quite a bit of work in this area, and I think the impact can be felt beyond just our 
program to organizations which some of you represent, as well as international organizations, which 
were a key member and play a key role. So, it is important work, and we will be with you, working 
side by side on achieving some of these indicators. We will be talking with BHR on how we can 
continue to collaborate. Thank you. 

Scott Smith: 
A few years ago, some attempts were made to analyze how much is being spent now on evaluation 
in USAID. And those numbers usually come out to be less than one percent of the amount of funds 
that we have. PVOs and Missions should take three to 10 percent of the budget as a target measure. 
It gives some sense that USAID does indeed mean that we should be putting more emphasis and more 
resources on monitoring and evaluating the performance of our programs. 

This is not just a rhetorical thing and back to business as usual, but that this is important, that it is 
important in managing for results to have some systems that would enable us to judge whether we are 



making the kind of results, making progress towards the kind of results that we laid out and then to 
be able to do something with that information in return. 

One should look at that as a reflection of two things, one the recognition that these things do cost 
money, and they are expensive, and also that a recognition that fundamental management systems, 
collecting information that will be useful for helping us manage the programs that we re funding, is 
an important priority for the Agency. 

Unlike my colleagues on the panel, I don't bring any particular technical expertise or even recent field 
experience with these kinds of things. So the lens that I have looked through, and in listening to the 
reports earlier this afternoon and reflecting on that, was really more one of management, may be 
senior management in the Agency, and also from the standpoint of the Agency's performance 
monitoring and evaluation systems in all of their broad dimensions. 

Let me congratulate the progress that you've made, and say that I think we've all benefitted from the 
sharing of experiences, from the input that everyone has made again from diverse group of people 
from different perspectives bringing your experiences, bringing the benefits of what has worked and 
what has not worked, I think is very valuable. Begin applying these indicators to your programs, while 
we refine and reduce the list we have generated here. 

There's a bit of a risk to say that food security is everything having to do with sustainable 
development. Despite the fact that we've done the strategic framework and the Agency has cast 
strategies in terms of these five goals, clearly it is not intended to mean that they are isolated from 
each other, their whole integration, the cross cuts of this are very important. And this is one area that 
cross cuts most of what we are doing. 

It was very beneficial in a chronological sequence to do this workshop last, after we have done the 
ones on environment and democracy and some of the other areas. There are many linkages. And there 
was real value in getting all you specialists together around one issue. 

My final appeal - let's build on what others are already doing, and then look at it through the prism 
of food security. The challenges to define those key things that will be most sensitive in telling our 
story to management in the Agency and through partner agencies, have in fact, that much of these are 
already being collected, I think we are much further ahead perhaps than people might think. Thank 
you again, particularly those from outside USAID, who've come to share your time and ideas and 
experiences with us. 



VI. Concluding Remarks and Follow-up Steps 

Gerry Britan 

Three comments before we do that about what I think the next steps. First of all, where we are. We 
came up with 30 - 50 indicators in a total for about ten results boxes. 

We certainly want to identifl a smaller subset of that to be very useful for USAID managers. It is a 
reasonably good beginning, by comparison to the other four workshops, that I had the privilege of 
sitting in on. 

We have developed a set what you call candidate indicators, which is a lot smaller than the kind of 
laundry list of two thousand indicators that we had just when the people were using at operating level. 
And it won't be that hard to think about where we go fiom here. 

The first step, I think that we, my office, can play a role in, is to begin sharing and consulting and 
refining and deciding and then the roles are to shift away fiom my office, where do we go from here. 
I think that we have a good group of people here, but there are an awful lot of people who aren't here, 
that we need to share this with other PVOs. We certainly need to share this with USAID field staff, 
who have some representation here, but I am sure a lot more representation in the field. We need to 
share it with other people who could not make it here, to get input from, what they think we have 
done, what they think we forgot, if it is good, to help make those decisions, which I think we're 
probably going to have to make some of them - some of them you'll have to make yourselves, some 
we'll have to make jointly. 

To do that, I think we have to get as people suggested, the product of this workshop, a summary of 
the list of the candidate indicators, and ultimately a proceedings out to the participants. One way to 
do that would be in hard copy, and we'll do that. We're also exploring, and I presume we'll act on 
other mechanisms, electronic mechanisms. We have the capability fairly easily to do an electronic 
conference with our field missions, to actually share some of the materials, and to get their comments 
and thoughts. Hopellly we can do that more broadly, with the PVO community and other academic 
colleagues and others, by making this information available, either for comments via E-mail, or do 
some sort of an electronic conference, that go beyond USAID, where that might even include efforts 
and information to our Web site. Or maybe some of you people would take some of the initiative 
from us, and use your own capabilities to share this information with others. 

Secondly, once we figure out where we are in terms of measuring the performance of our efforts to 
enhance food security, we need to figure out where we go fiom there. I think USAID's position in 
terms of resources in food security evaluation is not characterized fairly well, 3 to 10 percent of h d s  
available for monitoring and evaluation was somehow pulled out of a hat. We certainly we don't want 
to spend one dollar less than we are capable of spending to save certain people, but what we are 



recognizing very clearly is, that if we don't know whether our spending those resources save people, 
we're probably not going to spend it very well. We want to invest enough money, so we know that 
what we are doing is having the effects we want. And three to ten percent is a reasonable amount to 
spend on evaluation and on various kinds of monitoring performances. 

But secondly, once we figured out where we are going and we're getting ready to spend some this 
money, hopefully, we need to coordinate, mobilize and support those efforts. But they're not just 
going to involve USAID collecting data, they're not going to just involve PVOs, they're going to 
involve PVOs, host governments and other agencies. Certainly if there are 10 programs in a country 
focusing on different aspects of food security in different regions, it does not make sense to have 10 
actors work independently to collect, often some of the same data. 

So, we look, primarily with our colleagues, in the Bureau for Humanitarian Response, particularly 
in the Food for Peace office, and in the Global Bureau offices, to help, not do all the work but 
mobilize the effort to make sure it is coordinated. For example, to make sure if we need a facility to 
support one of the implementations, or household surveys to determine impact for some of the 
indicators. We may need a central capability to support these efforts - that it gets developed, whether 
funded by USAID or by another donor, or however. We're not going to have all the answers, but I 
think we have a responsibility to help make good evaluation happen. What I am hearing from 
colleagues in Global and BHR, is that they are certainly ready, willing and able to shoulder that 
responsibility. The tasks I see for us, are sharing, consulting, refining and deciding, jointly with you 
and others, and coordinating, mobilizing and supporting so that we actually do it. Thank you. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Participants of the USAID Workshop on Food Security Performance 
Measurement and to All Other Interested Parties in Food Security 

FROM: PPCJCDIEJPME, Mike Rechcigl 
PRISM, Margie Ferris-Morris 

SUBJECT: Performance Indicators for Food Security 

Attached you will find the f m l  output of the December 1995 USAID Workshop on Food Security 
Performance Measurement, i.e. a core of common indicators for food security at an operational 
level, organized in a conceptual framework. The detailed proceedings of the workshop, highlighting 
the speeches and the issues raised during the discussions will be forwarded to you in the foreseeable 
future. 

The document has been organized in two parts. In the first part we have attempted to summarize 
the process which led to the final product and have enumerated several key points and issues the 
users of this document should be aware of. The second part comprises of three food security 
conceptual frameworks charts, one on food availability, the second on food access, and the third 
on utilization, with the proposed core of performance indicators, accompanied with explanatory 
notes. 

We would like to stress at the outset that the proposed conceptual framework and the recommended 
core of performance indicators are the result of a teamwork and represents the effort of many 
individuals in the field as well as their colleagues in the Washington Metropolitan area. 

The only purpose of this document is to make your job easier. We realize that some sets of 
indicators may still be untested in their entirety under actual field conditions. Consequently we 
would welcome your feedback as to their utility or any problems you may have encountered. 

Several USAID Missions have indicated the need for a field manual which would provide more 
details and enumerate practical steps on the collection and interpretation of the data, and other 
practical information regarding the availability and reliability of the data sources, etc. We would' 
like to ascertain how many Missions would have use for such a document and are therefore 
soliciting your opinion on this point. 

And finally, we would like to express our thanks and sincere appreciation to everyone who 
participated in this important endeavor and who assisted in the preparation of the final hopefully 
useful document. 



Performance Indicators For Food Security 

Part I 

HOW WERE THE FOOD SECU.RITY INDICATORS SELECTED 

Last year CDIE was asked to host a workshop on performance measurement in food security. A 
working group comprised of people across USAID was formed to assist in the development of the 
workshop. The primary objectives of the workshop were to share information and experiences of 
performance measurement of food security at the operational level, taking stock of how USAID and 
its implementing partners currently measure their food security programs and to generate a core set 
of performance indicators that will help demonstrate the impact of non-emergency aid. 

In December 1995, USAID sponsored a two-day workshop to achieve the above purpose. Drawing 
upon the knowledge of over 120 USAID Washington staff, Missions, implementing partners and 
other experienced practitioners, and WFP, IFPRI, World Bank, Economic Union to name a few 
organizations, the workshop facilitated deliberations over best practices for measuring performance 
measurement of food security in the field. Key speakers from USAID, PVOs and academia outlined 
important issues of performance measurement of food security in developing countries. Where 
relevant, indicators which specifically addressed the role of food aid and food security were 
highlighted. Experts divided into breakout groups to generate and discuss indicators to measure 
improved availability of food, improved access to food and improved utilization of food. Clearly, as 
a joint effort of many, a draft list of seventy plus indicators was generated. Due to time limitations, 
however, not all tasks were completed during this workshop, which necessitated post-workshop 
follow-up. 

Following the December workshop on additional input on the draft list of indicators had to be sought 
from USAID Washington, USAID Missions, PVOs, as well as outside experts, notably World Bank, 
IFPRI, Institute of Development Studies (IDS), to mention a few. A number of meetings were held 
to fill in the gaps where indicators were not identified or others had to be refined, specific terms 
defined and additional information sought concerning the availability and reliability of the data 
sources. Finally, a technical review group, comprised of knowledgeable persons from USAID, 
USDA, IMPACT Project, and PVOs, was convened to finalize the list of proposed indicators. 

HOW TO USE THIS DOCUMENT 

Inasmuch as the USAID programs relating to food security vary widely throughout the Agency, the 
respective USAID Missions will need to determine which of the parts of the conceptual framework 
fit their programs or activities. Some USAID Missions may have programs addressing the 
improvement of food availability, improved access to food, or improved utilization of food, or a 
combination of part of two or three of these areas. Please refer to the attached three conceptual 
frameworks. 



Cross-cutting issues. Food insecurity reflects a complex phenomenon, arising fiom a host of diverse 
factors. For this reason, developing a common set of generalizable indicators is a difficult task. 
Program focus may differ depending on the nature of the etiology of food insecurity and special needs 
of the vulnerable populations. The set of indicators proposed in this document addresses that concern 
with a choice of performance measures, allowing sufficient flexibility to meet the uniqueness of 
individual programs and the particularities of the environmental situations. 

Linkages and causality. For some indicators, evidence is sparse as to direct linkage to food security, 
while for others, causality can be imputed from years of research and data. Links between access to 
food, availability of food and utilization of food were not drawn in the frameworks presented here. 
Needless to say, such linkages do exist which may need to be delineated, where applicable, in order 
to determine other areas of need and potential interventions. 

Who is the target audience? These indicators are designed to help track program progress against 
food security aimed at food insecure populations. Who those populations are needs to be clearly 
defined, as well as the nature of the households in question. 

Levels of indicators. Different levels of indicators were proposed in the December workshop. 
USAID Missions may be working at the national level, and cooperating partners at the regional or 
community level. Indicator selection and measurement will need to be appropriate to the level of 
program operation. Attention should be paid to levels of aggregation and possible change of 
relevancy of their measurement when they are aggregated or disaggregated. 

Focus on performance. Although the emphasis of the workshop was on impact, it was felt that some 
process indicators need to be included, for a variety of reasons e.g. poorly-designed or lack of impact 
indicators; measuring certain impacts was not in the manageable interests of USAID Missions, cost 
factors, etc. The process indicators are important in monitoring progress towards the end results; they 
are meaningful indicators which lead to the overall goal of enhancing food security. The need for 
measuring and reporting on impact indicators cannot be, however, underemphasized. "Keep it 
Simple!" was the guiding principle in all follow-up discussions. While it is important to look for 
impact, it is also desirable to assure that interventions continue without a distracting overemphasis 
on data collection. 
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PART II 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR FOOD SECURITY 
I. FOOD AVAILABILITY 

Strateaic Obiective 1 
Increased availability of food for vulnerable 

populations 

Indicators: 
'Intra-annual price variation of staple food 

commodities 
'Per capita calorie availability 

Intermediate Result 1 .I 
Sustainable increase in domestic food production 

linked to vulnerable populations 

Indicators: 
*Production (per vulnerable household) 

*Yield 
*Area under improved natural resource 

management practices 

Intermediate Result 1.2 
Effective use of world markets 

Indicators: 
*Rates of trade protection 

*Trade diversity (partners and commodities) 
'Value of total trade 

Intermediate Result 1.3 
Improved marketing and distribution systems for 

vulnerable populations 

Indicators: 
*Food marketing costs and margins 

*Costs of key agricultural inputs 
"Availability of key agricultural inputs 
*Post-harvest management lossess 



PART II  
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR FOOD SECURITY 
2. FOOD ACCESS 

Strateaic Obiective 2 
lmproved access to food for vulnerable populations 

Indicators: 
'Percent of vulnerable population consuming 

minimum standards of daily nutrient requirements 
'Percent of population in poverty (based on two or 

three measures) 

lntermediate Result 2.1 
lncreased level of real household income for  

vulnerable populations 

Indicators: 
'Real per capita income 

'Real per capita expenditures 
*Value of household assets 

Proxv Indicator: 
*Percent of children in  school 

lntermediate Result 2.2 
lncreased access and control of resources by 

women 

Preferred Indicators: 
*Increase in  household income earned by women 
'Women's effective rights to use, own, and inherit 

land and other production assets 

Proxv Indicators: 
'Percent of all small loans given to and repaid by 

women 
*Percent of all girls completing primary education 

I lntermediate Result 2.3 
lmproved safety-net for food insecure populations I 

Indicators: 
'Safety-net effectiveness 

*Percent of safety-net funded from domestic 
sources 

'Percent of beneficiaries reaching predetermined 
cut-offs for nutritional status 

'Percent of population receiving safety-net 
assistance 



PART II 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR FOOD SECURITY 
3. FOOD UTILIZATION 

Strateaic Obiective 3 
lmproved utilization of food by the vulnerable population 

Indicators: 
*Nutritional status: 

A. Height-for-age (C5's) 
B. Weight-for-age (4%) 

Indicator; 
*Percent of infantslchildren less 

than 24 months after previous birth I - - - - - - - L  
Other Activitv 
Birth Spacing 

Su b-Obiective 
Diarrheal disease 

Indicator: 
*Diarrheal episodes per child per year I 

Intermediate Result 3.1 
Sustained improvements of dietary intake i n  vulnerable 

individualslpopulations 

Indicators: 
*Percent of vulnerable population consuming minimum standards 

of required intakeldiet 
*Meallfood frequency 

*Frequency of consumption of local index foods reflective of 
adequate amounts of micronutrients 

'Appropriate mother and Infanuchild feeding practices 

Intermediate Result 3.2 
lmproved absorption and utilization of nutrients in vulnerable 

populations 

Indicators: 
'Percent of measles immunization at 12 months 

*Percent of mothers continuing infanuchild feeding during diarrhea 
*Average personal water consumption 

'Percent of target population with access to potable water for 
drinking and sanitation 

*Percent of households with functioning sanitation facilities 

Optional Indicators: 
*Percent of population with appropriate hand washing 

behaviorlpractices 
*Percent of households possessing soap 



Performance Measurement Indicators for Food Security 
Explanatory Notes7 

Objective 1 Increased Availability of Food for Vulnerable Populations 

1. Intra-annual price variation of staple food commodities 

2. Per capita calorie availability (From food balance sheets) 

Result 1.1 Sustainable increase in domestic food production linked to vulnerable populations 
Note: Targeted areas for increasing domestic food production can also be 'bread basket' areas 
as long as linkages (e.g. markets, roads, transport, etc.) are made from targetedproduction areas 
to the vulnerab Ee populations. 

Indicators: 

1. Production (per Vulnerable Household) 

Indicator Measures: 
A. Amount of different crops can be converted to grain equivalents, then totaled for 

household level 

B. Total production (volurne/commodity) 

C. Value of production (overall production per commodity) 

D. Number of months of self-provisioning (number of months per year a household is 
able to subsist from the last harvest) (Note: selfprovisioning is NOT equivalent to self 
sutciency) 

2. Yield 

Indicator Measures: 
A. Production per unit of land averaged over 3-5 year period (per crop) 

B. Standard deviations of annual yields over 3-5 year period 

' A. Data f i r  objectives should be compiled at Mission level. The selection of core indicators will, for the most part, 
depend on interventions/programs. And in many cases, culture, environment, agro-ecological contexts and other norms of the 
countty/regiodethnic group will need to be taken into account. All indicators should include numbers ofpeople compared to 
target population affected- to provide perspective on the degree dimension of impact. 

B. Indicators qziantifed with datafionz lrozisekold surveys will need extra budget considerations, or require 
obtaining data fionz secondary sources. 

CDIEPME April 1996 



Bibliography 

Frankenberger, Timothy R. 1992. " Indicators and Data Collection Methods for Assessing 
Household Food Security," in Simon Maxwell and Timothy R. Frankenberger, Household Food 
Security: Concepts, Indicators, Measurements. A Technical Review. New York and Rome: 
UNICEF and IFAD. 

Maxwell, Daniel. 1995. Monitoring Food Security in a Complex Emergency: A Decentralized 
Food Security Information System for CAREJSierra Leone. CARE-USA. Atlanta. 



SpeciJic Points: 
Weigh indicator relative to country/region situation (in some cases progress, can mean 
stabilizing yields, e.g reverse or halt declining yields) 
Collect annual data, observe trend over 3-5 years 

~ e a s u r e ~ :  
C. Weighted yield gap analysis: 

Yield gap is the difference between actual and potential yield 

Specific Point: 
Weighted yield gap of crops produced, averaged over crops for a single indicator 

3, Area Under Imwoved Natural Resource Management Practices 

Indicator Measure: 
A. Unit/area - (i.e. hectares- under improved conservation practices at the farm, regional 

and national levels.) (e.g. bunding, wind-breaks, agro-forestry, reforestation, 
organic fertilizer use, water management interventions, etc.) 

Result 1.2 Effective Use of World Markets 

Indicators: 

1. Rates of Trade Protection 

Indicator Measuresg: 
A. Producer and consumer subsidies equivalent (PSE & CSE) 

B. Nominal Protection Rate (border vs. domestic commodity price) 

C. Effective Protection Rate (border vs. domestic commodity price and is corrected for 
product and input price interventions) 

SpeciJic Points: 
Agricultural inputs for food crops and basic food and feed commodities 
Overall trade protection 

2. Trade Diversity 

* In some cases this indicator may be a usefulproxy for yields. 
OECD collects these data routinely for OECD countries 
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Indicator Measure: 
A. % total exports to top 1-2 trading partners or top 1-2 commodities 

3. Value of Total Trade 

Indicator Measures: 
A. Value of total imports plus exports 

B. Value of total exports 

C. Value of total non-traditional exports (NTE) or nontraditional agricultural exports 
(NTAE) 

Result 1.3 Improved Marketing and Distribution Systems for Vulnerable Populations 

Indicators: 

1. Food Marketing: Costs and Marains (expressed as market margin ratio and as %) 

Indicator Measures: 
A. Marketing margins (to be factored with inflation rate) for staples by month or by 

season (Ratio of retail price and farmgate price in vulnerable areas) 

B. Expressed as a % of retail price 

I. Difference in retail price at harvest and retail price during the lean season in 
the major rural deficit market . . 

11. Difference in retail price at harvest and retail price during the lean season in a 
major city 

2. Costs of Kev Agricultural Inputs 

Indicator Measure: 
A. Retail price for major inputs in major growing areas, e.g. fertilizer, seeds, 
pesticides 

3. Availability of Key A~ricultural Inputs 

Indicator Measure: 
A. Availability of major inputs in major growing areas, e.g. fertilizer, seeds, pesticides 

(Quantityheed of inputs compared to market availability) 

Specific Point: 
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Quantityheed of inputs is based on demand, determined by many factors that may not 
be in the manageable interests of the Missions 

4. Post-harvest Management Losses (storage/handling/transport) 

Indicator Measures: 
A. Proportion of stored crops lost to pest damage, environment (expressed as percent of 

total crops) 

B. Estimated percent of produce lost or unsold for lack of transportation 

C. Available transport facility (in tons)/tons of produce to be transited 

D. Reduction in processing and/or handling losses 

Objective 2 Improved Access to Food for Vulnerable Populations 

Indicators: 

1. Percent of vulnerable population consuming minimum standards of daily nutrient 
requirements 

Indicator Mea~ures'~: 
A. 24 hour recall survey 

B. Food frequency survey 

C. No. meals/day and food diversity1' 

SpeciJic Points: 
Country defines which nutrients should be examined (e.g. calories, protein, 
micronutrients) 
May want to disaggregate by gender and age for programs dealing with intra- 
household allocation issues that do not also have a food utilization program focus 

2. Percent of targeted population in poverty (based on 2 or 3 indicator measures) 

Indicator Measures: 
A. Based on absolute poverty (determined by cost of food basket for caloric adequacy 

calculation) 

lo Conduct small validation surveys first. 
I '  Food Diversity is defined as number of dflerent foods or food groups consumed. 



B. Severity of poverty l2 

C. Percent < 5 year old population below <-2 SD height-for-age 

Result 2.1 Increased level of real household income for vulnerable populations 

Indicators: 

1 .  Real per capita income (national, regional and local program levels) 

2. Real per c a~ i t a  expenditure (national, regional and local program levels) 

3. Value of household assets 

Proxy: 

4. Percent of children in school 

Indicator Measure: 
A. At 3rd-6th grade at the community level; compared with % total child population of 

school age (disaggregate by gender) 

Result 2.2 Increased access to and control of resources by women 

Preferred Indicators: 

1 .  Increase in household income earned by women (in their own account enterprises) 

2. Women's effective rights to use. own. and inherit land and other ~roduction assets 

Indicator Measures: 
A. Percent women who have acquired a joint or separate land titles 

B. Percent women who have acquired production assets 

SpeciJic Point: 
Disaggregate % farms with recognized title for men and for women (This is important 
to both genders for differing reasons) 

l2 FTG squaredpoverty gap equation 
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Proxies: 

3. Percent of all small loans given to and repaid bv women 

4. Percent of all girls completing primary educationI3 

Indicator Measure: 
A. Number of girls enrolled at grade 1 compared to number of girls graduated at grade 6 

(or normal year of graduation) 

Result 2.3 Improved safety-net for food insecure populations14 
Note: Many types of safety-nets exist: welfare, structural adjustment, emergency, seasonal, other 
focus here is not on welfare, nor emergency. 

Indicators: 

1. Safety-Net Effectiveness 

Indicator Measures: 
A. % of targeted poor who receive assistance (% of target beneficiaries who are not in 

the program but should be) AND 
B. % of the program or safety-net beneficiaries who do not meet targeting criteria 

Specific Point: 
Programs determine denominator 

2. % of safety-net funded from domestic sources15 

Indicator Measure: 
A. Tracking estimates in % of in-kind (transfers) and cash from government to 

beneficiaries 

% beneficiaries reaching: pre-determined cut-offs for nutritional status16 

Indicator Measure: 

l 3  Longer-term, important relation tojbod security. Other indicators to be developed at 
countrytprogram level 

l 4  Respondents were not content with the indicators derivedfrom the workshop for safety-nets. Discussion 
of these indicators was carried out by the technical review group however, further work may be needed. 

l5 Measure of host government safety-net efficiency 
l6 Evidence of an "Exit strategy" 
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A. Weight-for-age by age category (<3, <5 yrs.) (<-2, <-3 SD cutoffs) 

4. % uo~ulation receiving. safety-net assistance 

Objective 3 Improved Utilization of Food by the Vulnerable Population 

Definition of Utilization": 
Revised definition: "Food utilization is the proper biological use of food, requiring a diet 
providing sufficient energy and essential nutrients, potable water, and adequate sanitation. 
Effective food utilization depends in large measure on practice within tlze Izousehold of food 
storage and processing techniques, basic principles of n utrition and It ealtJt, and proper 
maternnl and clzild care. " 

Indicators: 

Nutritional Status1*: 

1. Height-for-Age (stunting) 

Indicator Measure: 
A. < five year old population (disaggregated by gender) 

SpeciJic Points: 
Recommended primary indicator for long-term impact on food security 
Also good indicator for poverty and for use in targeting programs 

2. Weight-for-Age (undernutrition) 

Indicator Measure: 
A. < three year old or other age groupings- ( e.g. <6-36 mos. and 36-60 mos.) 

(disaggregate by gender) 

Specz9c Points: 
Measure age grouping which is most appropriate for field situation; priority given to 
under three year olds 
Age categories are required in presentation if the prevalence or means due to 
influences of stunting in older children makes the interpretation difficult 

l7 Revised definition arosefrom December workshop which dgerssfrom PD 19. It is a working dej?nition 
only, and is a tool to help explain the mix of indicators below. 

l g  Measures should be mean Zscores AND % of children below a given cut-off(<-2). This will give 
greaterprecision than the latter alone, esp. when sample size is small (WHO 1995). 
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Sub-objective: 

Indicator: 

1. Diarrheal e~isodes per child per year 

Indicator Measure: 
A. Algorithm to calculate annual basis from survey question: "Did the infant child less 

than 24 months have diarrhea in the last two weeks? " 

SpeciJc Points: 
Best composite indicator of water and sanitation programs and child feeding 

practices 
Blood in stools and severity of persistent diarrhea are better indicators, however not 
as commonly used 
Conduct surveys during the dry season 

Other Activity: 
Note: Complimentary activity for food security programs. (Important longer term indicator of 
food insecurity) 

2. % of infantskhildren less than 24 months old after previous birthI9 

SpeciJic Points: 
Reflective of mother and child nutritional state, time allocation of mother, population 
control, and health service access and use related to food security 

Result 3.1 Sustained improvements of dietary intake in vulnerable individuals/populations 

Indicators: 

Preferred Indicator: 

1. % of vulnerable ~opulation consuming minimum standards of required intakeldiet 
(disaggregated by age and gender) 

Indicator Measureszo: 
A. 24 hour recall survey 

I 9 ~ n  additional proxy indicator for longer-term food security is Total Fertility Rate. Reducedpopulation 
growth also has linkages to access to food and availability offood. 

20 Conduct small validation surveys first. 
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B. Food frequencies survey 

Specific Point: 
Gold standard- this would be ideal, however it should be optional to obtain, 
depending on programs and resources 

2. Meal/food fiequencv 
No. of meals per day and food diversity (two  indicator^)^' 

Indicator Measures: 
A. 24 hour recalls survey 
B. Food frequency survey 

SpeciJic Points: 
No. of meals/per day is good indicator of food insecurity 
Proxy indicator for caloric consumption 

3. Frequency of consum tion of local index foods reflective of adequate amounts of 
micronutrients 

Indicator Measure: 
A. Food frequency of six index vegetables22 ( region specific) 

B. Alternative indicators for micronutrient deficiencies, program specific: 
- % of children 6-60 mos. who received vitamin A capsule (VAC) in past six 
months 
- % of all mothers of infants 4 2  mos. who received VAC within 8 weeks of 
delivery 
- % of pregnant women receiving iron supplement 
- Proportion of households using iodized salt 
- % of households using fortified food 

SpeciJic Point: 
Program specific; indicator should not be in core set unless program is addressing 
micronutrient(s) deficiencies 

4. Appropriate mother and infanvchild feeding practices 

Indicator Measures: 
A. Exclusive breast-feeding from birth to 6 months (key indicator) 

21 Food diversity is defined as 'number of dflerent food or foodgroups consumed' . 
22 John Hopkins University index for vitamin A rich-foods 
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B. Initiation of breast-feeding (introduction of colostrum) within 8 hours of birth (within 
one hour of birth is gold standard) (important indicator) 

C. Prevalence of adequate weaning practices (infants fed complementary foods: % of 
infants between 6 and 10 months, who are being fed complementary foods in 
addition to breastmilk) ( important indicator) 

D. % infantslchildren < 24 mos. given continued foods and breastmilk during diarrheal 
episode 

E. % infantslchildren < 24 mos. given extra food (one extra meallday) and breastmilk 
following a diarrheal episode for at least two weeks "catch up growthJJ 

F. Other improved foodlfeeding practices 

Result 3.2 Improved absorption and utilization of nutrients of vulnerable 
individuals/populations 

Indicators: 

1. % of measles immunization at 12 months 

Indicator Measure: 
A. Measles coverage by card: % of children 12 to 23 months who received measles 

vaccine (preferred proxy for immunization coverage) 

2. % of mothers continuing infantlchild feeding during diarrhea 

Indicator Measures: 
A. % infantslchildren < 24 mos. given continued foods and breastmilk during diarrheal 

episode 

B. % infantslchildren < 24 mos. given extra food (one extra meal/day) and breastmilk 
following a diarrheal episode for at least two weeks "catch up growth " 

3. Averace personal water consumption 

Indicator Measure: 
A. Liters/per persodday 
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Specific Points: 
Preferred indicator for water and sanitation access and use 
Reflects most important part of the equation for use of water - quantity 
Households with unlimited use of water should be excluded from the calculation or be 
given a high value 
Measure is more sensitive if surveys are conducted during the dry season 

4. . % of target ~ouulation with access to potable water for drinking; and sanitation 

SpeciJic Points: 
At national level, generally found from secondary data sources 
Most commonly collected indicator and can be compared to other situations (with 
some caveats) 
Process indicator; proxy for average personal water consumption 

5.  % of households with functioning sanitation facilities in household 

Optional Indicators for Sanitation: 

6 .  % ~ouulation with ap ro~riate hand washing behaviodpractices 

Indicator Measures: 
A. Washing hands after defecation (key indicator) 
B. Washing hands before food consumption (key indicator) 
C. Washing hands after child defecation by mother/caregiver 
D. Washing hands before meal preparation by mother/caregiver 

Specific Points: 
Gold standard - is to collect all four indicator measures of hand-washing behavior 
Is relatively new indicator with limited field testing 

7. % households possessing. soap 

Specific Points: 
Proxy for more difficult to obtain indicators on hand-washing behaviors 
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To: Members of the Task Force on Agency-level Food Security Indicators 
From: Steve Gale, CDIERME and Margie Ferris-Morris, PRISM Project 
Subject: Final Agency-level Food Security Indicators and Supporting Documents 
Date: September 9th, 1996 

The last meeting of the Task Force on Agency-level indicators for food security was held on June 
21 st, 1996. A number of people were absent, however the group did come to agreement on the 
final list of indicators attached. 

Briefly, there was general agreement that the indicator on Birth Spacing (percent of 
infants/children less that 24 months after birth) would be a good indicator to include representing 
population issues related to food security, in addition to the reflection of food security of mothers 
and infants. 

The group had a long discussion about the inclusion of an indicator representing the importance of 
a democratic state and its relation to food security and an indicator of short-term food insecurity, 
such as number and percent of displaced persons. There was universal agreement that some 
indicator or indicators representing the above two situations or combination thereof, would be 
advantageous and should be further discussed, however not be included this year. 

Task Force members also discussed the terminology concerning the "minimum food basket". The 
group moved to adapt a more accurate term "food poverty level". There was agreement upon 
using two measures -percent ofpopulation unable to purchase a nutritionally adequate food 
basket and intensity of the calorie gap, to elaborate information on the food poverty level. These 
are presently calculated by USDAIEconomic Research Service. 

Margie distributed seven figures highlighting linkages of food security with the Agency Strategic 
Framework, as requested and agreed upon by the group (see attached figures). The shaded boxes 
represent areas of linkages. Indicators in italics without an asterisk are indicators presently in the 
Strategic Framework and Agency-level indicators for food security. The indicators with an 
asterisk represent unique indicators for tracking food security at the Agency-level. A set of 
figures showing overlap of food security indicators with Agency Program Approaches was also 
distributed, however time was insufficient time to discuss them in detail. 

The attached document and figures represents then, the final product of the Task Force on 
Agency-level indicators. Items for discussion and follow-up include: 1)an indicator for democracy 
and/or short-term food insecurity; 2) how the work of USDAfERS will be integrated into tracking 
of food security at the Agency level; and 3) who will track the Agency-level indicators for food 
security and present reports to Congress and to the Agency. 

We wish to acknowledge Mike Rechcigl and all the work he has put into this task force and food 
security issues over the past year. Until CDIE/PME designates a staff member to follow-up on 
food security, please direct any comments and questions to either Margie or myself. 
Thank you again, for your participation and productive efforts. 



FIGURE I 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR FOOD SECURITY 

Strateaic Obiective 
Enhanced food security for vulnerable populations 

Indicators: 
*Nutritional status: 
A. Height-for-age 
B. Weight-for-age 

C. Weight-for-height 

Sub-Obiective 1 
lmproved availability of food 

Indicators: 
*Calorie supply per capita 

'Change in agricultural productivity (yield) 

Sub-Obiective 2 
lmproved access to food 

Indicators: 
*Absolute poverty - headcount index and food 

poverty level 
*Intensity of calorie gap 

*Percent of population unable to purchase 
nutritionally adequate food basket 

Sub-Obiective 3 
Improved utilization of food 

Indicators: 
"Annunal diarrheal episodes per child (<5 years) 
*Percent of population with access to safe water 
*Percent of infantslchildren less than 24 months 

after previous birth 



Food Security Indicators at the Agency Level 
Recommendations by the inter-agency Task Force 

Background: 

In the fall of last year, an Agency-wide working group was organized to assist with 
preparations of the workshop on Performance Measurement for Food Security held in December 
1995. During the organizatianal meeting, it was decided to have the workshop focus on 
operational level indicators. Furthermore, the working group recommended that a separate Task 
Force be formed to work concurrently on Agency level indicators. 

This Task Force comprised the following members: Coordinators: Mike Rechcigl 
PPCICDIEPME, arid Margie Ferris-Morris PPCICDIEPRISM Project; Participants: Gerald 
Britan PPCICDIEPME, Eunyong Chung GPHNIHN, Bruce Cogill IMPACT Project, Ralph 
Curnrnings, Jr. GtEGlAFSEP, Nils Daulaire PPCPHD, Carl Mabbs-Zeno PPCBCON, 
Francesca Nelson BHRIPPE, Shirley Pryor GBGIAFSEP, Lisa Smith PPCPHD, Roberta van 
Haeften LACIDR, Kimberly van Wagner PPCICDIEIDI, Jim Vermillion PPC/DEM, Carolyn 
Weiskirch PPC/HR, and Dan Whyner PPCfENV. 

Various indicators were proposed, discussed and researched in relation to the objective of 
showing trends in country's performance towards enhancing food security for their populations. 
A number of internal and external discussions of the proposed indicators took place over the past 
few months. External experts, including persons from the World Bank, IFPRI, USDA, WHO, 
UNICEF were consulted. Their input, along with additional technical information was brought 
into the Task Force deliberations. The Task Force considered the best indicators that are 
reflective of improved food security in a broad context - encompassing the objective of 
improved availability, access, and utilization of food, as well as sustainability aspects. It was felt 
that the final list of indicators should be limited to a broader set reflecting food security, bearing 
in mind factors such as ease of data collection, accuracy, availability of data, etc. The group 
recognized that there are specific indicators for environment and humanitarian assistance relating 
to food security. However, they were not included because the Task Force felt humanitarian 
assistance indicators reflect short-term food insecurity and to some extent the diarrheal disease 
and safe water indicator would reflect some aspects of the environment. In the final meeting of the 
Task Force, indicators for democracy were deliberated. Recognizing the importance of democracy 
and the stability of the State were important, yet complex factors to consider for food security, the 
Task Force decided to footnote this in this list of indicators. It will be further explored over the 
next few months. 

The basis for selection of these indicators was the desirability to develop a core set of 
common indicators that could be tracked and compared across countries to compare progress 
towards enhanced food security; It is understood that these indicators would not necessarily 
reflect the performance of USAID'S programs alone since other donors are involved. 
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The recommended indicators: 

The recommended indicators are listed below followed by a brief description of their 
rationale for selection. 

Overall indicator: 
Nutritional status: 

Under 5's and under 3's nutritional status: 
Height-for-age 
Weight-for-age 
Weight-for-height 

Sub-o bjective leve 1 indicators: 
Calorie Supply per Capita 
Absolute Poverty: Headcount Index 
Absolute Poverty: Food Poverty Level 

- Percent population unable to purchase nutritionally adequate food basket 
- Intensity of the Calorie Gap 

Percent of Population with Access to Safe Water 
Annual Diarrheal Episodes per Child (< 5 years) 
Percent of Infantslchildren less than 24 mos. after Previous Birth 
Change in Agricultural Productivity 

Nutritional status in children are expressed by a combination of measurements: height, weight, 
and age. Height-for-Age (stunting) is the best reflection of long-term food insecurity (chronic 
malnutrition, whereas Weight-for-Height (wasting) best represent short-term food insecurity 
(acute malnutrition). The most commonly reported measure for nutritional status is Weight-for- 
Age which reflects the combination of chronic and acute food insecurity, and predictor of 
mortality (in non-emergency situations). 

Calorie supplyper capita is a widely indicator of trends in aggregate food supply at the national 
level. In addition to in country production, it takes into account food imports and exports. 

Absolute Poverty - Headcount Index 
The values for absolute poverty as calculated by the World Bank will be used for the present. 
Headcount index is the most common poverty measure to compare across countries. 
USDAfERS is calculating absolute poverty based on a food poverty level (minimum cost 
nutritionally adequate food basket) for about 20 African countries (funded by the Africa Bureau). 
This need arose as a result of recent reviews of food aid needs, and the inherent problems with 
aggregate data masking real need. ERS will calculate the poverty line based on local food prices - 
not world market prices, and food consumption data (where available) or, where actual food 
consumption data is not available, they would use an estimation of a nutritionally adequate diet 
using typical grains, pulses and fats consumed in each country. This methodology is laid out in 
Attachments 1 and is fixther explained in Attachment 2. 
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Absolute Poverty - Food Poverty Level 
Two measures which further elaborate information on absolute poverty have been calculated by 
USDAERS: e.g. percent population unable to purchase a nutritionally adequate food basket and 
intensity of the calorie gap. USDAERS calculates calorie distribution and intensity of the calorie 
gap information based on income distribution from per capita income (PCI) data and FA0 food 
balance sheets. Methodology for calculation is laid out in Attachment 1 and Attachment 1- 
Tables C and D. 

Percent ofpopulation with access to safe water is commonly reported and data, although of 
mixed quality, are available for select years. The Task Force recognized, however, that 
prevalence of diarrheal disease yields more information on food security, particularly if safe water 
activities and water infrastructure improvements were having impact. 

Prevalence of diarrheal disease is a very good overall indicator for the impact of a number of 
health-related interventions, including water and sanitation and diarrheal disease linkages to 
nutritional status. Difficulties with accuracy and availability of diarrheal data were noted, 
however most Task Force members felt it was worth collecting. 

Percent of Infants/children less than 24 mos. after Previous Birth (from the same mother) has 
an important longer-term relationship to food security. Population programs help reduce unwanted 
pregnancies and contribute to the ability of women to control family resources. Reduction in 
unwanted pregnancies also helps reduce the need for food production. This also represents aspects 
of food security of the mother and newborn. 

Change in agriculturalproductivity is a good indicator that must, however, be reviewed in the 
context of each country. It provides a 'sustainability' component to food security. It is a 
commonly used indicator for food security. 

Some Task Force members made a suggestion to also include information on food aid 
inzports for cereals and wheat and wheat flours. Because food security is a complex and 
overriding phenomenon, no one indicator can give an accurate picture. Further analysis may be 
needed to ascertain the basis for the trends in the data reported in terms of understanding their 
impact on food security. The Task Force felt that the above indicators would provide USAID 
with a good picture of how countries are faring overall, in regards to their ability to enhance food 
security. 

Attachments: 

Table 1 provides specific information for each indicator for tracking food security, including data 
sources, their availability, as well as further definitions, limitations and other comments. 
Table 1A provides information on the internally displaced persons indicator under consideration 
by the Task Force. 

Table 2 provides illustrative data on selected countries for which information was readily 
available utilizing sources as indicated. Additional sources could be tapped to provide more data, 
particularly for nutritional status and diarrhea. 



Attachment 1 provides a sample of some work USDA/Economic Research Service has compiled 
to calculate absolute poverty based on a food poverty level. Data for actual minimum food basket 
calculations and percent of population able to purchase this basket have not yet been calculated 
for all countries. 

Attachment 2 defines poverty indicators. 

Attachment 3 depicts Demographic Health Survey data available (and the age of data) world- 
wide for three commonly used social indicators. (UNICEF, Progress of the Nations 1995) 



Overall: 
Under 5 and under 3 nutritional status 
(three indicators): 

Height-for-age (stunting) 
We~ght-for-age undernutrition) 
Weight-for-heig I, t (wasting) 

Food Availabiliv: 
Calorie Supply per Capita 

II Food Access: 
Absolute Poverty - Headcount Index 

Food Utilization: 
Percent of population with access to safe 
water 

Diarrheal Episodes Per Child Per Year 
(<5 years olds) 

Percent of infants/children less than 24 
months after previous birth 

II Sustainabili!y: 
Change in Agricultural Productivity 

TAU1.E 1: Notcs on Sources a ~ ~ d  Availability 
- 

D a u  Sources 

Demo ra hic Health Surveys (DIIS); 
enter for Int'l IIealth Information (CIHI); USAI% 8 

World Health Or aniz. (WH0)AJN Admin. Com. 
on Coordination kubcommiltee on Nutrition 
(ACCISCN) 
National.Surve s; UNICEF; 
World ~ b k - ~ i b a l  Indicators of 
Nutritional Rlsk 

FAO, FAOSTATIPC (Food Balance Sheets: 
Consumption) 

World Bank- World Tables, and World Bank 
*STARS* (Production of Food per Capita) 

World Bank-Social Indicators of Development 
*STARS* 

~ A I E c o n o m ~ c  Research Serv~ce 

WHO International Drinking Water and Supply 
and Sanitation Decade Series; 
WHO Health for All Database 
world Resources, 1994/95; 
Human Development ReportNNDP; 
World Bank-Social Indicators of Development 
*STARS*; 
UNICEF & UNICEF Cluster Surveys; 
DliS 

World Heal!h Organization; 
Demo raph~c Health Surveys; 
UNIC~F: 
National ~urveys,  Primary Data Sources 

DHS Surve s 
USAIDICII~I 
UNICEF 

FAO, FAOSTATIPC (A ricultural Productivity for 
Cereals and Wheat ~lourf  

~f Proposcd USAID Food Security Indicators 

I .., 
Pala Availability NorulD$r& 

I 
Other tllan DHS, databanks not 
readily available 

Data generally reported as <-2 SD and <-3 SD 

FA0 data available, most countries, 1961-92. 

Data available for about 25 countries I Poverty indicator - per capita income by income 
group quintile 

FA0 reports caloric supply per capita 

World Bank data available for 1965-1993 

I m A / E R S  calculations on  absolute rrovertv 

World Bank reports production o f  food per 
capita 

I line- Food Poverty Level (based on m'inimuin 
urrcnt ata aval a e t rou cost nutritionally adequate food basket will be 

Fs,,LnO,i': ~ I & & I ~ I  &vice for about available in the future from USDA/ERk for 
60 countries I around 20 African countries. 

DHS data available for > 60 countries I 

World Bank data since 1960s available for 
most countries: s ecific years 1980, 1983, 
1985,1988,199{ 1991 

-- 

Methods of measuring this indicator differ by 
Definition for measurement a taken Km"'h0. 

Available periodically for most countries I Longer-term, important relationship to food 
security 

Available on1 for those countries that have 
been surveye$(~Il!3 - 5 I countries '! (WHO - periodically; for most LD s) 

Good indicator for food security. other than 
DHS, databanks not readlly avadable for 
diarrhea! disease. Indicator generally takes 
seasonal~ty of d~arrhea into account. 
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TABLE 2 

USA1 D Food Security Indicators 
Prepared by the Economic and Social Data Service (ESDS), PPC/CDiE/DI 
and PRISM Prolect 

Exam* data from select countries 
Nutritional Status 
Predicted prevalence of underweight children, (below <-2 SD WIA), (0-59 months) 
The Second Report on the World Nutrition Situation ACCISCN 1993; 
The State of the World's Children 1996 

1975 1980 1985 1990 1992 1994a 1994 
Bangladesh 84.4 70.1 70.9 65.8 67 
Cote d'lvoire 
Haiti 
Honduras 
lndonesia 
Kenya 24.8 21 .I 17.5 17.4 22 
Zaire 28.1 27.9 31.9 33.2 28 
a (From State of the World's Children, percent of children 1980-1 994 moderate & severe) 

Predicted prevalence of stunting, (below <-2 SD HIA), (24-59 months) 
The State of the World's Children 1991, 1996 

1975 1980 1985 1990a 1992 1994b 
Bangladesh 70 63 
Cote d'lvoire 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Indonesia 46 n.a. 
Kenya 42 33 
Zaire n.a. 43 
a (percent of children 1980-1 989) 
b (From State of the World's Children, percent of children 1980-1994 moderate & severe) 

Predicted prevalence of wasting, (below c-2 SD WIH), (12-23 months) 
The State of the World's Children 1991,1996 

1975 1980 1985 1990a 1992 1994b 
Bangladesh 28 17 
Cote d'lvoire 17 9 
Haiti 17 5 
Honduras 2 2 
Indonesia 11 n.a. 
Kenya 10 6 
Zaire n.a. 5 
a (percent of children 1980-1 989) 
b (From State of the World's Children 1996, percent of children 1980-1 994 moderate & severe) 



TABLE 2 

USAlD Food Security lndicators 
Prepared by the Economic and Social Data Sewice (ESDS), PPCICDIEIDI 
and PRISM Project 

Example data from select countries 

Per Capita Calorie Supply 
Source: FAO. FAOSTATIPC. Food Balance Sheets 1995 - - - . - .  . . 

1976 1981 1986 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Bangladesh 1,977 1,874 1,936 1,971 2,019 
Cote d'lvoire 2,530 2,857 2,682 2,447 2,491 
Haiti 2,052 2,062 1,994 1,733 1,706 
Honduras 2,146 2,106 2,108 2,318 2,306 
Indonesia 2,144 2,532 2,632 2,685 2,752 
Kenya 2,256 2,132 2,125 1,919 2,075 
Zaire 2,183 2,065 2,124 2,116 2,060 

Upper poverty line, headcount index (% of pop) 
World Bank, Social lndicators for Development, 7995 

1976 1980 1982 1986 1990 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Bangladesh 78.8 52.0 47.5 
Cote d'lvoire 
Haiti 
Honduras 
lndonesia 
Kenya 
Zaire 

Lower poverty line, headcount index (% of pop) 
World Bank, Social Indicators for Development, 7995 

1976 1980 1982 1986 1990 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Bangladesh 54.1 22.0 28.0 
Cote.dTlvoire 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Indonesia 28.6 
Kenya 
Zaire 



TABLE 2 

USAlD Food Security Indicators 
Prepared by the Economlc and Social Data Service (ESDS), PPCICDIEIDI 
and PRISM Project 

Example data from select counfrles 

Percent of population with access to safe water 
WB, Social Indicators of Development, 1995 

1975 1981 1983 1985 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Bangladesh 56.0 40.6 78.2 
Cote d'lvoire* 44.0 
Haiti 12.0 
Honduras 41 .O 
Indonesia 11.0 
Kenya 17.0 
Zaire 19.0 

* 1970 data are used for 1975. 

Annual Diarrheal Episodes per <5 Child 
WHO, Table 1, September 25, 1995 

1976 1981 1986 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Bangladesh 3.5 
Cote d'lvoire 5.0 
Haiti 7.0 
Honduras 4.0 
Indonesia 1.9 
Kenya 4.3 
Zaire 5.9 

Note: Estimates of annual episodes are taken from the CDRtWHO Household Survey for 1994. 
For Haiti and Honduras, CDRWHO estimates are used if judged reasonable. 
Note:Additional data exists on annual diarrheal episodes than reported here. 

. 
Agricultural Productlvity: Cereals (MTIhectare) 
Source: FAO, FAOSTATIPC, Agricultural Production 1995 

1976 1981 1986 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Bangladesh 1.77 1.94 2.15 2.60 2.64 2.61 2.72 
cote d'lvoire 0.75 0.91 0.86 0.89 0.90 1.14 1.05 
Haiti 1.24 1.05 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.93 0.93 
Honduras 1 .OO 1.38 1.36 1.32 1.33 1.33 1.37 
Indonesia 2.47 3.02 3.48 3.86 3.82 3.92 3.86 
Kenya 1.58 1.56 1.88 1.52 1.51 1.22 1.88 
Zaire 0.75 0.82 0.79 0.80 0.81 0.89 0.91 

For ofiicia U.S. ~civarr;r;ie:s LSD c 5 1 ~ .  A,, a*F- 



TABLE: 2 

USAlD Food Security Indicators 
Prepared by the Economic and Soclal Data Service (ESDS), PPCICDIEIDI 
and PRISM Project 

Example data from select countries 

Food Aid Imports (MT) 
FAO, FAOSTATIPC, 1995. 

1976 1981 1986 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Bangladesh 

Cereals 1,001,800 1,005,460 1,588,862 1,354,130 71 9,357 776,936 776,936 
Wheat & Wheat flour 904,400 953,160 1,450,955 1,330,980 699,327 769,719 769,719 

Cote d'lvoire 
Cereals 290 877 0 36,464 40,639 51,198 51,198 
Wheat and wheat flour 100 600 0 0 0 4,695 4,695 

Haiti 
Cereals 66,700 89,930 89,122 49,904 73,730 113,302 113,302 
Wheat and wheat flour 44,100 49,000 65,875 27,7@4 33,389 67,466 67,466 

Honduras 
Cereals 30,500 33,710 137,283 156,072 63,923 146,106 146,106 
Wheat and wheat flour 24,600 27,160 101,977 149,207 48,919 120,782 120,782 

Indonesia 
Cereals 801,100 106,650 378,749 58,563 39,627 53,993 53,993 
Wheat and wheat flour 331,100 74,230 361,207 43,463 27,837 46,693 46,693 

Kenya 
Cereals 8,300 127,230 106,597 166,167 286,703 . 290,189 290,189 
Wheat and wheat flour 6,600 73,360 83,600 147,986 125,615 117,300 117,300 

Zaire 
Cereals 14,500 97,450 56,153 121,201 26,921 54,731 54,731 
Wheat & wheat flour 4,000 93,450 49,900 112,812 0 3,000 3,000 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Income-Nutrition Relationships in Developing Countries 

by 
Lindo Scon and Shahla Shapouri 

Abstract Chronic undernutrition in developing countries is closely linked to poverty 
and income distribution. In the last decade, per capita income growth in the developing 
world has stagnated or declined. A 'Food Purchasing Power (FPP) Threshold' was cal- 
culated by estimating the income needed to purchase a nutriaionally adequate food bas- 
ket. Just over 1 billion people, or 52 percent of the population of the 60 developing 
countries studied, are too poor to meet their minimum food needs. Income would need 
to grow an average of 9 percent a year during the next 10 years to bring the poorest 20 
percent of the population above the FPP threshold. 

Keywords: Nutrition, undernutrition, income growth, purchasing power, developing 
countries, consumption requirements. 

Malnutrition in Developing Countries There is a lack of consensus on the most effective way to . - 
Global food supplies are adequate to meet the food require- 
ments of the world's population. Malnuuition. however, is 
widespread in many developing counuies. Lack of purchas- 
ing power due to low incomes, high food prices. highly 
skewed income distribution, and poor access to productive 
resouras with wbch to grow food are the most frequent 
causes of chronic undernuuition in these counmes. 

These facuxs are often compounded by other indicators of 
poverry thar affect nutritional status, including poor healtb 
and sanitap conditions, disease, and low educational levels. 
This paper measures the lowest uicome needed to suppon a 
minimal nuuitional standard given current world food prices. 
and determines the number of people who lack the purchasing 
power to safisfy their nuvitional needs. 

alleviate chronic undernuuition. However, most agne that 
chronic undernutrition is closely linked to poverty and income 
distribution. The debate over the impact of income on nutri- 
tional status has intensified in the last decade as income 
growth in much of the developing world has stagnated or 
declined. 

In 1992, wr c . i u  incomes in the world's lowest income 
countries .averaied S370, compared with $2.490 in middle 
income countries such as Turkey and Poland, and S2.160 in 
the developed world (18). Meanwhile, income distribution 
has been skewed in favor of a small percentage of the popu- 
lation. In many low income countries. the top 20 percent of 
the population conmls more than 50 percent of total income 
on average, while the poorest 20 percent conuols less than 6 
nercent of GDP. In most high income developed counuies, 
ihe wealthiest 20 percent of b e  population controls between 

One way to measure the impact of declining income growth 35 and 40 percent of total GDP. 
on the nutritional status of the wor is to use a consumption- 
based poverty threshold (18).  his threshold m e a s k  the 
extent to which per capita incomes are adequate to meet 
minimum nutritional needs. Such information can assistpoli- 
cymaLers in designing nutrition-sensitive agricultural policies 
and rargeting nuaition interventions and food aid to the most 
vulnerable groups. 

Nutrition and Poverty Linkages: 
An Overview 
Became agriculnm: is the primary source of income in most 
developing counmes. malnutrition occurs most frequently in 
those countries and regions where arable land and other ag- 
riculnrral resources are limited and agricultural productivity 
is low (18). Small-scale subsistence farmers and landless 
agriculurral laborers are most vulnerable to inadequate food 
intake. Food access for these groups may be significandy 
r e d u d  by drought-induced fluctuations in crop and livestock 
production. n a W  disasters or civil conflict. Seasonal fluc- 
tuatims in food consumption due to mop cycles can also 
seriously affect nutritional levels. particularly in rural areas. 

At the same time, rapid population growth and declining 
agricultural productivity have caused a steady decline in per 
capita agricultural output and consumption. Falling per capita 
production means that people must purchase a greafer per- 
centage of their food requirements in the marketplace. De- 
clining per capita incomes mean that fewer people have the 
purchasing power to do so. In many developing countries, 
households spend two-thirds or more of their incomes on food 
and are still unable to meet their minimum nutritional require- 
ments (figure 17). In this situation. a domino effect occun: 
increased malnutrition leads to declining health and produc- 
tivity, which in turn has an additional negative impact on 
nutritional levels. 

The Food Purchasing Power Threshold 
A "Food Purchasing Power Threshold" (FPP threshold) was 
calculated by estimating the income r equ i~d  to purchase a 
nutritionally adequate food basket. By comparing per capita 
incomes in 60 developing counuies with the cost of such a 
dieL it is possible to determine Lhe number of people who 

'A -tul̂ . 
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Food Expenditures as Share of Personal 
Consumption, Selected Countries 
Percent 

" 
Sudan India Jamaica Zimbabwe I/ 

Philippines Honduras South Africa U.S. 
I1 F w d  a n c u  in Zhaacw* nave hlsoncaUy toen nwy subnurod. 
Swrc.: Pumam. .ubm and .an. E. Almaru. ?&d Conwmotlm. Cncp. ~IW Ewmdfuru. 7970-92. Stad.llcal Bulk(ln 
Nummr 867. E c m c r r ~ c  Ruoarcn S m s .  ?993. 

lack the purchasing power to satisfy their nutritional needs 
(see table 37 for list o f  countries). The degree to which 
incomes fell below the threshold was estimated by disuibuung 
per capita GDP across five income quintiles using income 
dismbution data from the World Bank. Where actual data 
were unavailable for an individual counuv, income disuibu- 
tion was assumed to be companble to that of counaies with 
similar per capita incomes. 

A daily per capita intake of 2.200 calories was used to build 
the food basket This intake level was derived by averaging 
country-specific minimum daily caloric intake standards rec- 
ommended by the UN Food and Agriculture Organizarion, 
a x s  all devebping country regions. The caloric require- 
ments are those necessary to sustain life with minimum food- 
ga&hering activity and are based on several variables, including 
the age and s e i  distribution of the population and the physical 
size of the people. The requirements are compmble to the 
activity level for a refugee in that they do not allow for play, 
work or any activity other than food gathering. The require- 
ments also do not account for the special nutritional needs of 
infants and children. pregnant and lactating women. or those 
associated with infectious disease. 

To estimate the purchase price of the food basket. the 2.200 
calories were distributed among specific food and nutrient 
groups according to several criteria These criteria included 
typical developing counvy food consumption patterns, 
F A O M 0  nutritional guidelines for developing countries, 
and the U.S. Recommended Daily Allowances for specific 
nutrients (2). The diet is largely plant-based, consisting of 
65 p m n t  carbohydntes. 15 percent protein. and 20 percent 
fa t  No attempt was made to Ylalyze the a&quacy of micro- 
nyrrients such as iron or Vitamin A in the dier Bowever, low 

. /J 

calorie i n d e  is typically closely related to the reduced con- 
sumption of a wide range of essential vitamins and minerals. 

The price and commodity composition of each nutrient group 
was based on h e  share of specific foods in the average diet 
for all developing countries during 1985-90 (figure 18). Ce- 
reds were assumed to be the major source of a h h y d r a t e s  
while protein was obtained from a combination of cereals. 
pulses. tree nuts and animal products. A n i d  products ac- 
counted for Iess than 10 percent of total caloric intake. Vege- 
table oils were the primary source of fat 

World market prices for 1992 were used to estimate the cost 
of each commodity, although this may overstate food costs 
in those countries where basic food staples are heavily s u b  
sidized by the govenunenr A 100-percent margin for mar- 
keting, vansportation and processing costs was added to all 
commodity prices to approximate actual consumercosts. This 
is a modest assumption: In the United States. average retail 
food prices are typically 3-5 times higher than farm-values. 
For staple foods such as bread, rice. and wheat flour. retail 
prices are typically 8-20 times higher than farm values (5). 

Results 
The Food Purchasing Power Threshold was estimated at 90.44 
per day or S162 per api ta  annually. Assuming an individual 
spends 60 percent of his income on food and the remainder 
on such essenrid non-food items as housing. clothing, and 
cooking fuel. g m u d  income of S271 would be necessary 
to purchase the minimum food basket describe4 above. 

Households could ;iicnase their food purchasing power by 
reducing their non-food expenditures or by subs t i t u~~g  lrss 

1 k $  
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Developing Country Food Consumption, 1985-90 

ncrm i e  
Number of People Below the FPP Threshold 

Africa 

est A f f i  100.2 

Central Africa 35.0 
North A f h  1 1.3 
Latin America 19.3 

Millions 
Total = 1-1 billion people 
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expensive sources of nutrients for some commodities in the 
food basket Studies have shown that at very low income 
levels commonly referred to as "absolute poverty," individuals 
can spend as much as 80 percent of their incomes on food 
while still being unable to meet their food needs (9). By 
spending only 20 percent of rheir incomes on non-food items. 
they could purchase the minimum fwd basket with an annual 
income of S203. 

However. such limited expenditures on non-food items are 
likely to have additional negative impam on nuuitional stacus 
by reducing access to clean water, sanitation and health can, 
and increasing morbidity. Simiiarly, there is mom within the 
food basket for the substitution of less expensive sources of 
nutrients. However, depending on the specific foods in- 
volved such adiet may be deficient in dories  andlor essential 
mimnuuienrs and too bulky for young children. 

Just over 1 billion people. or 52 percent of the total population 
of the 60 developing countries included in this analysis. have 
incomes that fall below the FPP threshold and are therefore 
too poor to meet their minimum food needs (figure 19). East 
and Central M c a  had the greatest percenrage of their popu- 
lations below the FPP threshold. while food purchasing power 
was strongest in North M c a  and Lah America Nearly 
threequarters of East Africa's population lac!& tbe income to 
meet its nuaitional needs. In all regions. the percentage of 
the populatioa below the FPP thnshold was greatest in the 
lowest income quintile. However. in many countries in Sub 
Saharan Africa and in several counuies in Asia. 80 percent 
of the population had incomes too low to afford the minimum 
food basket Many of these countries have historically de- 
pended on food aid to meet their food needs. 

Figure 20 indicates rhe magnitude of the income &Gcit among 
the poorest 20 percent of the population in different develop- 
ing country regions. On average. incomes were 40 percent 
below the FPP threshold across al l  developing counaies while 
incomes in b t  and West Africa were most deficient at SO 
and 74 percent below the threshold. In East Africa. annual 
incomes were $200 short of required levels. Incomes wen 
most deficient in Tanzania and Mozambique, where the poor- 
est individuals have only 5 percent of the resources needed 
to meet their food needs. In Ethiopia and ;Mazambique. 
incomes were still well below the FPP threshold even among 
tbe wealthiest 20 percent of the' populati&. .!Only in North 
Africa were people in the lowest income group able to exceed 
the FPP threshold. 

Given the extent of the income deficit in most of the study 
countries. average annual incomes would have to grow 9 
percent over a 10-year period to move the poorest 20 v e n t  
of the population above the FPP threshold (table 37). An 
annual growth rate of nearly 17 percent would be needed in 
East Aliiu, while a growth rate of less than 7, percent would 
bring purchasing power among Egypt's poorest up to the 
nutrition target 

More than half of the countries, nearly all of them in SubSa- 
haran Afirica, required annual income growth rates in excess 
of 10 percent to meet nutritional needs. In four fican 
- - 

The annual averqe gmanh me required to m e  locomu above the FPP 
W h o i d  over 10 y u n  waa G = (lny*-lny)R where G = rhe growth 10 tncocnc 
needed to meet the nwt ioo mgu. 1 = ome penod ~n wh~ch h e  carga u lo 
be mcf y = a d  pa apta GNP m 1992 ID ach  Income qu~nole. and y* 
= Food Purchasing Powa h h o l d  (4). 
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Tabla 31--Per c a p i t a  Income growth ra tas .  h l s t o r l c r l  and r a t e s  n e c d d  t o  r e r c h  FPP t h r e s h o l d  ................................................................................................................. 
Real Per c a p i t a  m n u a l  growth needed t o  wet FPP t h r e s h o l d  I n  

p a r  c a p i t a  10 y e a r s  I n  d t f f c r m t  i n c o w  q u l n t l l c s  
1992 incow growth ---.--------------------.---.-----.-------------------*.. 

p e r  c a p l t a  1970-92 L o w a t  Second Thlrd F o u r t h  H1 ghest 
Countrylreg ton 6WP 11 1987s 20% qulnt l l t  p u i n t l l r  q u l n t l l e  20% ................................................................................................................. 
6 r o n b  r a t e  f o r  ............................ .. l#ts t  l n c 0 w  group  u . s . ~  ----perc~nt--.------..-...------.-.------... 

15-20 p e r c e n t  
)btr*tque* 
T r n z m l ~  
Cuinea-Blssau 
S w l l r *  
SI errr Leone* 
11 btri a* 
klrul* 
Ethiopia 
Madagascarf 
Zaire* 
Qtd* 
Kenya 

10-15 p e r c e n t  
WtgerC 
W l u r r q u r  
Burklna Faso* 
Uganda 
Mil. 
u a l t l  
r l o c r r a  
kepa l 
Honduras 
Sudan* 
Lesotho 
6arrblr* 
Z l a b l r  
Togo* 
Wsur t tm(a  
Y I  etnam* 
Afghanistan* 
C. A. R. 
Bent n* 

5-10 p e r c e n t  
k l i t a a l  r 
Bangladesh 
ZfabiIbwe 
Culnea* 
Rranda 
I n d l a  
S t n t g r l  
Bhanr 

0-5 p e r c e n t  
Pakl s t a n  
Bol lv l r*  
Cameroon* 
Q p t  Verde* 
Angola* 
Doll nl  can %pub1 l c  
EOYP t* 
a r z l l  and* 
~l S a l v a d o r  
PC ru 
S r l  Lankr 
Panma 
Cote d ' l v o i r e  
Phil  { p p l n e s  
T u n l s l r  
Morocco 
Jamalca 
Indohesl r 
Costa R l c a  
Algert  a 
Burundf* 

Average: 60 c o u n t r l  ts 5 
---------------I--.-- ------ .- .--- -- - Incomes. a l r e a d y  a t  o r  above 
11 FPP t h r e s h o l d  I s  based on totr 
Sources: world Bank. ERS ertlaat 

14 -0.15 12.15 8.16 5.48 3 .OO 0.65 .................................................................... l-.l.-.l-l-- 

:PP threshold:  * - Income d ~ s t r l b u t l o n  ee t lmr ted  by ERS. 
1 6NP d l s t r l b u t e d  among d l f f e r ~ t  f n c o m  q u l n t l l e r .  
!S. 
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countries, Mozambique. Ethiopia Somalia and Guinea-Bis- 
sau. growth rates of more than 20 percent annually would be 
necessary. 

In &k incomes would have to grow more rhan 10 percent 
a year for the poorest segment of the population in Bangladesh 
and Nepal to meet their food needs. Although thc growth 
tates required to bring income groups up to the FW threshold 
declined in tbe higher income quintiles across all regions, a 
4.5-percent annual growth in income was needed to bring 
those in the fowh highest income group in East Africa up to 
the FPP threshold. 

These estimates compare v w y  unfavorably to actual growb 
in real per capita income levels realized by most of the 60 
countries over the past two decades. Between 1970 and 1992 
d per capita growth in GDP in the study countries declined 
.3 percent on average, more than 8 percentage poinu below 
the growth rate required to meet the FPP threshold. More 
than half of all countries experienced negative per capita 
growth rates during this period. Even at positive m t  
growth rates. it would be decades btforc many in the lowest 
income groups have sufficient incomes, at current prices, to 
meet their minimum nuuitional needs. 

Policy Implications 
X wide variety of factors is responsible for the low, stagnating 
income grow& that has caused nutritional deprivation in d& 
veloping counuies over the past two decades. Among these 
are dedining terms of trade, falling world demand and prices 
for primary commodities such as oil, tea coffee, and cocoa 
and copper. Agricultural policies that have favored urban 
consumers ovet nrral producers have held down domestic 
commodity prices and fam! incomes and have slowed pro- 
duction growth. Macroeconomic and rrade policies encour- 
aged import substitution and reduced efficiency and mwth 

During the 1980's. many developing countries, with the sup  
pon of the World Bank and International Monetary Fund, 
enacted economic reforms under broad-based s a u d  ad- 
jusanent measures designed to reverse tbese trends. These 
included exchange rate adjustments, Iibemlization of agricul- 
turai marketing, deconml of producer and consumer prices. 
and the removal of input subsidies. Although in the long run, 
these measures are expected to stabilize macroeronornic im- 
b a h a  reduce debt burdens and budget deficits. and lead 
to increased economic growth, in the short term. such meas- 

to increase expon growth and reduce impmi  has. in many 
cases. resulted in sharply higher food prices. Real increases 
in producer prices asociated with s u u a  adjusanent cui 
improve nutritional sutus by increasing fanner incomes. But 
beuuse most producers ye net purchasers of food. this p s i -  
tive effect may be offset by higher red1 food prices. 

To cushion the short-term impact on the poorest households 
of higher food prices associated with sauctyai adjusunent 
some middle and upper middle income developing counmes 
have begun to incorporate nutritional considerations into ag- 
ricultunl, social, and macroeconomic policies. These meas- 
ures have combined macroeconomic adjustmenrs designed to 
improve long-term economic growth with sociai "safety net" 
measures to improve nuuitional status. These include the 
provision of direct income support to vulnerable households. 
the targeting of food subsidies by seographic region or s e  
cio-economic group, the reduction of prices on lower quality 
foods most Erequently consumed by the poor, and the im- 
provement of social conditions associated with poverty in- 
cluding housing. sanitation. and provision of clean water 
supplies. Direct nutrition interventions. such as feeding e n -  
ters, fair-price shops. food mtioning, and food stamps, can be 
effective in improving food intake in certain cases. However. 
in most low-income counuies, budget consmints and lack of 
adminismtive capacity limit the implementation of such poli- 
cies (16). 

In the short term, f d  aid can be helpful in alleviahg acute 
food shonages associated with sudden and severe losses of 
food availability and purchasing power due to drough~ civil 
strife, or similar disruptions in crop production. However. in 
the long term. increasing the purchasing power of the poor 
while improving related social conditions thar affect nutri- 
tional status. can be the most effective way to raise food intake 
and reduce nutritional deficits in vulnerable groups (10). 

Raising agricultural productivity and increasing food avail- 
ability through improved marketing systems can increase food 
purchasing power by raising farmer incomes and reducing 
consumer food prices. However, soldies have shown that 
even among the poorest households. increases in income are 
often used to in- the consumption of higher quality but 
less nument-dense foods (9.12). improving women's acces.s 
to financial resources. educating food providers about appro- 
priate food choices, and improving women's educationai lev- 
els can affect the way in which increases in incomes ye used 
to improve the nutritional quality of the diet (8.16). 

ures have had a negative impact on the nuaitional status of ReferenceS poor households (3). 
1. Caliendo, Mary Alice. Nutrition and flu World Food Crisis. 

Because they influence food purchasing power through 
changes in income, access to food uroducinn resources. and Macmillan Publishing Co.. New York. 1979. 

foodprices and availability, agricul&ral poli& changes ass& 
ciated with structural adjustment often have a significant 
impact on nutritional status (11). In many countries, suuctural 
adjus&ntheasWt.d vipioYY4ncome growth have signifi- 
cantly affected food prices, through the reduction or e b i m  
tion of food subsidies. and farmer incomes through changts 
in producer prices and input costs and availability. The de- 
valuation of exchange rates undertaken by many govcrnmcnu 

"-4, 

2. Christian. Janet L. and Janet L. Greger. ,Vufritionfor kving. 
Tbe BenjamidCummings Publishing Company. Menlo 
Park. 1985. 

3. Dommen. Arthur. "Nutritional Status of People in Devel- 
oping Counuies". Nutrition' Earing fir G G ~ C  Heaith. 
Agriculture Information Bulletin No. 685. U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Washington. D.C.. 1994. 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Minimum Food Basket 

Methodology: 

To estimate the food purchasing power of different income groups, a "Food Purchasing Power 

Threshold" (FPP threshold) will be calculated. FPP estimates the income required to purchase a 

nutritionally adequate basket of food. By comparing per capita incomes with the cost of such a 

diet, it is possible to determine the number of people who lack the purchasing power to satidy 

their basic nutritional needs. Income distribution data will be used to estimate the degree to 

which incomes fall below the threshold. 

A daily per capita of 2,100 to 2,200 calories will be used to build the food basket. These intake 

levels wilI be derived from country specific minimum caloric standards recommended by the 

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO). The caloric requirements are those necessary to 

sustain life with minimum activity and are based on several variabIes. including the age and sex 

distribution of the population and the physical size of the people. The requirements are 

comparable to the activity level for a rehgee, in that they do not allow for play, work, or any 

activity other than food sathering. They also do not account for the special nutritional needs of 

infants and children, pregnant and lactating women, or those with infectious diseases. 

To estimate the cost of the food basket, the recommended calories will be distributed among 

specific nutrient groups (carbohydrates, protein, and fat) according to several criteria. These 

criteria include country food consumption patterns, FA0 nutritional guidelines for developing 

countries, and the U.S. Recommended DaiIy Mowances for specific nutrients. The diet will be 

largely plant-based, consisting of 65 percent carbohydrates, 15 percent protein, and 20 percent 

fat. No attempt will be made to analyze the adequacy of micronutrients such as iron or Vitamin .A 

in the diet. However, low calorie intake is typically closely related to reduced consumption of a 

wide range of essential vitamins and minerals. 

Depending on the diet of the countries, one or a few commodities will be selected to represent 

each nutrient group. For example wheat and rice, or rice and corn will be selected to represent 

tYSDAiEconornic Research Service x 
P- 
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the carbohydrate group, meat (red and white meat) and/or pulses to represent protein, and 

vegetable oils (cottonseed, sunflower, palm, or soy oil) to represent fat. Where consumer price 

data are not available, weighted import unit values plus transportation costs will be used to 

estimate the cost of each nutrient group in each country. In addition, a 100-percent margin for 

marketing and processing costs will be added to all commodity prices to approximate actual 

consumer costs. This is a modest assumption. In the United States, average retail food prices are 

typically 3-5 times higher than farm values. For staple foods such as bread and wheat flour, retaiI 

prices are typically 8-20 times higher than farm values. 

For countries where consumer price data are available, the ratio of commodity border prices 

(world prices adjusted for transportation costs) to domestic consumer prices can be used as an 

indicator of regional (country) food scarcity, marketing efficiency, and market intervention. With 

the cooperation of agencies with field staffwe should be able to compile price data for some 

countries. This additional information wiI1 be the unique contribution of the project. These data 

also can be used to estimate the quantities of imports (or exports) required to reduce (or increase) 

domestic prices. The estimation will be based on the price fl exibiIity concept-often treated as the 

inverse of the price elasticity--which gives the percentage change in price associated with a one- 

percent change in quantity. 

LSDA Economic Researcl~ Service 



Table A-Per capita income by income group ------- 
Per capita Popula- Lowest Second Third Fourth Highesl 

Country GNP $1993 Uon 20% quinlile quintile quintile 20% 

Asia: 
Afghanistan 
Bangladesh 
India 
Indonesia 
Nepal 
Pakistan 
Philippines 
Sri Lanka 
Viet Nam 
Letln Amerlce: 
Bolivia 
ColmMa 
Costa Rica 
Dominican R. 
Ecuador 
El Salvador 
HaiU 
Honduras 
Jamaica 
Guatemala 
Nicaragua 
Panama 
Peru 
North AM-: 
Algeria 
EgYPt 
Mwocco 
Tunisia 

---- - - -- 
Per capita Popula- Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest 

Country GNP 1993 lion 20% quinlile quinlile quintile 20% - 
Sub-Saharan Africa: 
Angola 
Benin 
Burkina Faso 
Burundi 
Cameroon 
Cepe Verde 
Chad 
CAR 
Cote d'lvoire 
Ethiopia 
Gambia 
Ghana 
Guinea 
Guinea-Bissau 
Kenya 
Lesolho 
Liberia 
Mauritania 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Mali 
Mozambique 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Rwanda 
Senegal 
Sierra Leone 
Somalia 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Tanzania 
~oso 
Uganda 
Zaire 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 
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Table &Per capita calorie conrumptlon dlstrlbutlon (Income calorle elastlclty = 0.3) 
--------*-*---------*.-.--.----.----------------------*------.------------.-----.----.- 

Average Popula- Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest 
Country calorle con tlon 20% quintile qulntlle qulntile 20% 
-.1-----111-_11--1_111-1----------.-*------*------------------.------------------ 

Asla: 
Afghanlstan 
Bangladesh 
India 
Indonesia 
Nepal 
Pakistan 
Phlllpplnes 
Sri Lanka 
Wet Nam 
Latin Amerlca: 
Bollvla 
Colombla 
Costa Rlca 
Domlnlcan R. 
Ecuador 
El Salvador 
Halt1 
Honduras 
Jamalca 
Guatemala 
Nicaragua 
Panama 
Peru 
North Africa: 
Algeria 
EWP~ 
Morocco 
Tunlsia 

- -  ~ - - ~ - - ~ -  

Average Popula- Lowest Second Third Fourth Hlghest . 
Country calorie co lion 20% qulnllle qulntlle qulntile 20% 

Sub-Saharan Afrlc 
Angola 
Benin 
Burkina Faso 
Burundi 
Cameroon 
Cape Verde 
Chad 
CAR 
Cote d'lvoire 
Ethiopia 
Gambia 
Ghana 
Gulnea 
Guinea-Bissau 
Kenya 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Mauritania 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Mali 
Mozambique 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Rwanda 
Senegal 
Sierra Leone 
Somalia 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Tanzania 
Togo 
Uganda 
Zalre 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 
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Table O-Number of hungry people by reglon (consumlng less that 2100 calorle per caplta per day) \>% -.-- ----- -- --.--- ----- -.-.-.--- -----------.---*-.-------em.-- --*---.- - -  - - -  . -  - -  - -  --...---.---....... .--- ---..--.----- ............-..-.-.---.--------*................-..---.- - -.-...--------.- -- ---*.--- % 
Average Popula- Lowest Second Third Fourlh Highest Average Popula- Lowesl Second Third FwN, Hiphest. .$2$ 

Country calorie con. tlon 20% quintlie qulntile qulntile 20% Country calorie con. tion 20% qulnllle qulnllle qulntlle 20% 
--1_-11--- -- --.--------.--~--.------------------------...-- -----------_-------*----------.--.-.~~.---------.----------**------.--*...---.....--.-.-.-------------------------- 
Grand Total 834 391 197 157 90 0 
Asla: # hungry 21 94 44 1 266 86 58 31 0 SSA: # hungry 2102 336 101 97 87 51 0 
Afghanlstan 1523 18 4 4 4 4 0 Angola 1840 10 2 2 2 2 0 
Bangladesh 2019 115 23 23 23 23 0 Benin 2532 5 1 0 0 0 0 
India 2395 898 180 0 0 0 0 Burklna Faso 2387 10 2 2 0 0 0 
lndonesla 2755 187 0 0 0 0 0 Burundi 1941 6 1 1 I 1 0 
Nepal 1957 21 4 4 4 4 0 Cameroon 1981 13 3 3 3 3 0 
Paklstan 2316 123 25 25 0 0 0 Cape Verde 2200 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Phlllpplnes 2258 65 13 13 13 0 0 Chad 1989 6 1 1 1 1 0 
Srl Lanka 2275 18 4 4 0 0 0 CAR 1691 3 1 1 1 1 0 
Vet Nam 2250 71 14 14 14 0 0 Cote d'lvoire 2491 13 3 0 0 0 0 
La! Am: # hungr 2324 58 24 14 12 8 0 Elhiopla 1610 52 10 10 10 10 0 
Bollvia 2100 7 I 1 1 1 0 Gambla 2360 I 0 0 0 0 0 
Colombla 2678 36 7 0 0 0 0 Ghana 2206 16 3 3 3 0 0 
Costa Rica 2889 3 0 0 0 0 0 Guinea 2390 6 1 1 0 0 0 
Domlnlcan R. 2500 8 2 2 0 0 0 Gulnea-Blssau 2556 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Ecuador 2587 11 2 0 0 0 0 Kenya 2075 25 5 5 5 5 0 
El Salvador 2663 6 1 0 0 0 0 Lesotho 2201 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Haiti 1707 7 1 1 1 1 0 Liberia 1640 3 1 1 1 1 0 
Honduras 2306 5 1 1 1 0 0 Mauritania 2685 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Jamalca 2306 2 0 0 0 0 0 Madagascar 2135 14 3 3 3 0 0 
Guatemala 2255 10 2 2 2 0 0 Malawi 1827 11 2 2 2 2 0 
Nicaragua 2100 4 1 I 1 1 0 Mali 2279 10 2 2 0 0 0 
Panama 2239 3 1 1 1 0 0 Mozamblque 1680 15 3 3 3 3 0 
Pew 1883 23 5 5 5 5 0 Niger 2257 9 2 2 0 0 0 
N Afdca:# hungr 3138 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nlgerla 2125 105 21 21 21 0 0 
Algeria 2897 27 0 0 0 0 0 Rwanda 1821 8 2 2 2 2 0 
Egypt 3336 56 0 0 0 0 0 Senegal 2265 8 2 2 0 0 0 
Morocco 2985 26 0 0 0 0 0 Sierra Leone 1695 5 I 1 I 1 0 
Tunlsla 3333 9 0 0 0 0 0 Somalia 1505 9 2 2 2 2 0 

Sudan 2202 27 5 5 5 0 0 
Swaziland 2706 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Tanzania 2021 28 6 6 6 6 0 
Togo 224 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 
Uganda 2162 18 4 4 4 0 0 
Zaire 2060 4 1 8 8 8 8 0 
Zambla 1931 9 2 2 2 2 0 
Zimbabwe 1989 11 2 2 2 2 0 
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Tablea--Intensity of  Calorle Gap (calorle consumption ratio to requirement--2100 calorie per capita per day) 

Average 
Country calorle co ----- ----- 
Ade: total 
Afghanlstan 
Bangladesh 
India 
Indonesia 
Nepal 
Pakistan 
Philippines 
Sri Lanka 
Vlet Narn 
Lat Am: total 
Bdlvla 
Colombia 
Costa Rlca 
Dominican R. 
Ecuador 
El Salvador 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Jamaica 
Guatemala 
Nicaragua 
Panama 
Peru 
N Afrlca: total 
Algeria 
EWP~ 
Morocco 
Tunlsla 

Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest 
20% qulntlle qulntlle quintlle 20% 

,-------.--------------------.----------------------------- 

--------.------- percent ---- a ---------------me--.--- 

82.1 87.9 93.7 101.9 133.1 
54 59 63 70 100 
77 83 88 94 117 
91 97 103 111 144 

104 110 118 127 167 
74 79 85 9 1 115 
87 94 100 109 136 
82 87 94 104 145 
86 93 99 106 133 
84 89 95 104 139 

84.3 90.5 97.9 109.6 166.5 
73 78 85 95 146 
92 99 108 122 187 

106 114 121 133 184 
87 93 101 113 1 74 
90 96 104 117 180 
92 99 107 121 186 
59 64 69 77 119 
78 83 89 101 173 
83 89 96 107 149 
75 8 1 88 100 169 
73 78 85 95 146 
74 8 1 89 102 163 
66 72 78 87 1 26 

113.7 122.5 132.0 146.0 199.0 
106 114 122 133 184 
121 130 140 156 21 1 
108 116 126 139 189 
119 130 141 156 21 1 

Average 
Country calorie co ------------.------.-------------.. 
SSA: total 
Angola 
Benin 
Burkina Faso 
Burundi 
Cameroon 
Cape Verde 
Chad 
CAR 
Cote d'ivoire 
Ethiopia 
Gambia 
Ghana 
Guinea 
Guinea-Bissau 
Kenya 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Mauritania 
Madagascar 
Malawl 
Mali 
Mozambique 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Rwanda 
Senegal 
Sierra Leone 
Somalia 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Tanzania 
Two 
Uganda 
Zaire 
Zambla 
Zlmbabwe 

Popula- Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest 
lion 20% qulntile qulntlle qulntlle 20% 

.----*-----------------*--------------*----------.--.----------------.----------- 

-.---------.-------.------.------.--- percent -------------.---.--.--. 
506.1 73.9 80.1 86.8 96.7 140.3 

10.3 66 71 76 84 121 
5.1 90 97 105 116 167 
9.7 85 92 99 109 157 

6 69 75 80 89 128 
12.5 72 78 84 93 123 
0.4 80 87 94 103 1 36 

6 71 76 82 91 131 
3.2 60 65 70 78 111 

13.3 91 98 106 117 1 54 
51.9 6 1 65 69 74 97 

1 86 93 101 11 1 146 
16.4 8 1 87 94 103 137 
6.3 79 87 96 110 172 

1 85 93 102 117 184 
25.3 71 76 8 1 90 153 

1.9 74 80 87 99 160 
2.8 55 59 64 73 122 
2.2 92 105 115 128 170 

13.9 82 87 92 99 125 
10.5 70 74 79 85 107 
10.1 78 89 98 109 144 
15.1 57 61 66 76 122 
8.6 77 88 97 108 143 

105.3 75 82 89 98 139 
7.6 70 74 79 85 106 
7.9 77 89 97 108 144 
4.5 57 61 66 76 126 

9 50 54 59 67 112 
26.6 74 79 86 98 164 
, 1.0 91 98 107 122 197 

28 68 72 79 90 151 
3.9 77 88 96 107 142 
18 81 87 92 100 131 

41.2 69 74 80 92 1 54 
8.9 69 74 80 89 127 

10.7 69 72 77 87 148 
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Tableo-lntenslty of Calorle Gap (calorle consumption ratlo to requlremenl--2100 calorle per caplta per day) &-.- 
------I-...---- ---.----.-----I-U---*--I-..------L.--*-----.---.-.---..-----1------*-------------- ....................................................................................................................... 

Average Popula- Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest Average Popula- Lowest Second Third Fourlh Highest 
Country calorle co lion 20% qulntlle qulntlle qulnlile 20% Country calorie co tlon 20% qulntlle qulntlle qulntlle 20% 
---I ----I-I--I------------------------------------------------------*---- ~~~~~~..~-__-.~~~~--~-__~.~-~~-_.__~I_~-_-____~~._~--.___~~~~~....---~...~~~.--~-~-~~~~~.~-----~~~.~.*--.-----~ ----------------- percent .................... - ------- -.---.----.--..-.--...-.-.-.-.---... prcenl---- --------.-.-.-...--- 
Ada: total 2194 1,515.9 821 87.9 93.7 101.9 133.1 SSA: total 2102 506.1 73.9 80.1 86.8 96.7 140.3 
Afghanistan 1523 17.7 54 59 63 70 100 Angola 1840 10.3 66 71 76 84 121 
Bangladesh 2019 115.2 77 83 88 94 117 Benln 2532 5.1 90 97 105 116 167 
India 2395 898.2 91 97 103 11 1 144 Burkina Faso 2387 9.7 85 92 99 109 157 
lndonesla 2755 187.2 104 110 118 127 167 Burundi 1941 6 69 75 80 89 128 
Nepal 1957 20.8 74 79 85 . 91 115 Cameroon 1981 12.5 72 78 84 93 123 
Pakistan 2316 122.8 87 94 100 109 136 CapeVerde 2200 0.4 80 87 94 103 136 
Phlllpplnes 2258 64.8 82 87 94 104 145 Chad 1989 6 71 76 82 91 131 
Sd Lanka 2275 17.9 86 93 99 106 133 CAR 1691 3.2 60 65 70 78 111 
Vlet Nam 2250 71.3 84 89 95 104 139 Cole d'ivolre 2491 13.3 91 98 106 117 
Let Am: total 2324 84.7 84.3 90.5 97.9 109.6 166.5 Ethiopia 1610 51.9 61 65 69 74 

154 
97. 

Bdlvia 2100 7.1 73 78 85 95 146 Gambla 2360 1 86 93 101 111 146 
Colombla 2678 35.7 92 99 108 122 187 Ghana 2206 16.4 81 87 94 103 137. 
Costa Rice 2889 3.3 106 114 121 133 184 Guinea 2390 6.3 79 87 96 110 172 
Domlnlcan R. 2500 7.5 87 93 101 113 174 Guinea-Bissau 2556 1 85 93 1 02 117 1 84 
Ecuador 2587 11 90 96 104 117 180 Kenya 2075 25.3 71 76 81 90 153 
El Salvador 2663 5.5 92 99 107 121 186 Lesotho 2201 1.9 74 80 87 99 160 
Haltl 1707 6.9 59 64 69 77 119 Liberia 1640 2.8 55 59 64 73 122 
Honduras 2306 5.3 78 83 89 101 173 Maurllania 2685 2.2 92 105 115 128 170 
Jamalca 2306 2.4 83 89 96 107 149 Madagascar 2135 13.9 82 87 92 99 125 
Guatemala 2255 10 75 81 88 100 169 Malawl 1827 10.5 70 74 79 85 107 
Nicaragua 2100 4.1 73 78 85 95 146 Mali 2279 10.1 78 89 98 109 144 
Panama 2239 2.5 74 81 89 102 163 Mozambique 1680 15.1 57 61 66 76 122 
P ~ N  1883 22.9 66 72 78 87 126 Niger 2257 8.6 77 88 97 108 143 
NAlrlca:total 3138 117.7 113.7 122.5 132.0 146.0 199.0 Nlgerla 2125 105.3 75 82 89 98 139 
Algeria 2897 26.7 106 114 122 133 184 Rwanda 1821 7.6 70 74 79 85 106 
Egypt 3336 56.4 121 130 140 156 211 Senegal 2265 7.9 77 89 97 108 144 
Morocco 2985 25.9 108 116 126 139 189 Slerra Leone 1695 4.5 57 61 66 76 126 
Tunlsla 3333 8.7 119 130 141 1 56 21 1 Somalia 1505 9 50 54 59 67 112 

Sudan 2202 26.6 74 79 86 98 164 
Swaziland 2706 1.0 91 98 107 122 197 
Tanzania 2021 28 68 72 79 90 151 
Tog0 2243 3.9 77 88 96 107 142 
Uganda 2162 18 81 87 92 100 131 
Zaire 2060 41.2 69 74 80 92 1 54 
Zambla 1931 8.9 69 74 80 89 127 
Zimbabwe 1989 10.7 69 72 77 87 148 



- . -  ATTACHMENT 2 

Economic and Social Data Service 
.Agency for InternationaI Development 
POUCDIE/DI 
S.4- l S K ~ ~ I I I I  203 \\'~shtngon. I><: :0523- In02 c rO3) X I1-l)i;O 'I'ci. T0.3) ?( 12-'j77') 1 % ~  

Poverty Indices and Summary Welfare Measures 
Some B a s i c  A r i t h m e t i c  

This short note describes the methodology behind four 
variables : [I] the poverty headcount index (HC) ; [21 the poverty 
gap index (PG); [3]  the human development index (HDI) ; [4] the 
physical quality of life index ( P Q L I ) .  Only the first two 
variables are directly indicators of poverty status; the latter 
two indices are attempts to quantify the socioeconomic well-being 
of a s0ciety.l An appendix presents summary data for all four 
indicators. 

Poverty Headcount Index 

This is the most basic indicator which addresses poverty. 
It is simply a measure of haw m a y  seople, or.what percent of the 
total population, are impoverished. The headcount index, as well 
as the poverty gap index, uses either an income- or expenditure- 
based norm to set a poverty line. 

One approach was taken by the World Bank's World Development 
Xegort for 1990 .  There are two parts to settlzg the poverty 
line.: First, the income or expenditure needed to acquire a 
minimum standard of nutrition and other basic 2ecessities is 
estimated. This can be done by analyzing the diets of low-income 
people, and then looking at the prices for those basic 
necessities. Second, an additional amount of income or 
e-wenditure is estimated- that which varies from country to 
country and reflects .the cost of ~articipatlng in everyday 
society. This is a.much more subjective measurement than the 
first part of the poverty. For example, in some societies basic 
telephone ser~ice is seen as a necessity, but it is an 

I - 
;r. c r + r  z z  xake =he X D I  and :he zoncepc.~ally z~mparabie co che =wo 

. . -. 
?over=-! :ncr=*s. :he 5aca musc be iisaagraqarrsd 'sy ?csr,caic z i a s s .  .-.owever. =;?is -. - r L  . .- sf =he =aca 2s afzen noc reaaiiy availabic. 

- + e  x+es 2 5 - 2 7 .  Ir, =he NYR, an ~xpenditurt- .=r -~?nsumpclon-based 
zovcrcy i i ~ a  r s  used. The same logic xouid apply co an income-based line. 
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extravagance in others. 

Another approach is to adopt a less rigorous approach to 
estimating the poverty line. In some cases, the shortage or 
unreliability of data have prompted the use of relative measures 
of poverty lines, e.g., a marker set at thirty percent of the 
mean household income. The resort to a "percentage-based1' 
Doverty line might also be useful in the cross-country-conparison 
A. 

context. When such markers have been adopted, however, it is 
important to differentiate between studies of poverty itself, and 
the closely-related, but not equivalent, problem of inequality. 

After the poverty line, or multiple poverty lines3, have 
been determined, the next step is simply to estimate the number 
of individuals falling below that line. An adjustment must be 
made for household size, a factor with obvious implications for 
the cost of attaining nutritionai minimums and basic necessities. 

Household suneys are a common method for estimating the 
number of people living belcw the poverty line(s), although there 
are also other methodologies employed. Once the estimate is 
made, the arithmetic of the headcount index is extremely simple. 
LectFng P represent the number of poor, and n the total 
population, then the headcount index (HC) is defined as: 

Of course, p itself is an indicator of povercy, but not in 
percentage terms. Because n, the population size, is readily 
available for virtually every country, it is a simple matter to 
calculate HC once p has been estimated. 

Tor cross-country com~arisons of the headcount index, the 
biggest prcblem is that poverty lines are typically specific to 
each country and measured in local currency. The World Bank 
developed a poverty line of $370 for all countries, with the 
dollar-units being adjusted for purchasing power parities. 
Although this global benchmark is useful from a trends-analysis 

J 
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perspective, it has less utility as a policy evaluation measure 
in the country-specific context. 

A commonly-cited flaw of the headcount index is its failure 
to estimate the depth or severity of poverty. For example, if 
the worst-off households fall even further below the poverty 
line, the headcount index is unchanged. However, poverty has 
unarguably increased. By juggling a combination of two or more 
poverty lines, an analyst can only make a partial assessment. 

Poverty Gap Index4 

This indicator addresses the question of the depth of the 
poverty in a country or region. The poverty gap index is defined 
as the headcount index multiplied by the gap between the mean 
inccme of the poor and the poverty line. The gap is expressed as 
the ratio of che mean income gap of the poor to the poverty line, 
e.g. ,  if mean income is three hundred dollars and the poverty 
line is four hundred dollars, then the gap would be Q.25. 

There are several parts to the calculation of the poverty 
gap index. 3ecause the headcount index is part of the formula 
for estimatizg the poverty gap index, all of the steps in the 
first section of this note must be carried out. To estimate the 
"poverty gag ratio," incomes or expenditures must be arrayed in 
ascending oreer, with the lowest inccme or e-wenditure listed 
first. We can define this lowest value as y, and the poverty 
line as I .  The "poverty gap ratio" (PG) is then measured as: 

(Note: for iacomes above the poverty line, y, is not included in 
the summation.) The poverty gap ratio represents the mean 
proportionate poverty gap across the population. 

The right-hand term in the equation for PG includes the 

- . .  . , -  - - -  - . - -.. -..-= seccion, I am borrzwing heas-:,y from Marcin Zavallion's 1992 
rnonccrzph, "?cvsrty Comparisons : X Guide t= f-ncepts and klechods, " LSMS Working 
.?aper ?Ic,nber 54, The World Bank, paaes 25-43. 

BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



calculation of the "total income gap" for those in poverty. That 
calculation can also be expressed as the "mean income gapw 
multiplied by the number of those in poverty, which we have 
defined as p. Why not just use the "mean income gap" as our 
indicator? As Ravallion points out, this is a flawed indicat~r.~ 
If economic changes pushed the least poor above the poverty line 
(i.e., closed their "gapu) while leaving everyone else the same, 
then the "mean income gapu will increase. The situation will 
appear to have worsened, even though the only change is that some 
households got lifted out of poverty. By multiplying the 'me* 
income gap" by either p or the headcount index, the indicator 
signals the improvement. 

The "mean income gap" multiplied by p is a measure of the 
. transfer that would bring every poor person up to the poverty 

line, assuming that transfers could be perfectly targeted. (From 
a p0lic-y-analytic perspective, it is often useful to express this 
transfer as a percentage of GDP. )  By contrast, if transfers 
cannot be targeted at all, then the transfer needed to bring 
every gcor person up to the poverty line is simply the poverty 
line income multiplied by the number of people in the entire 
population. As Ravallion notes, these can be interpreted as the 
minimum and maximum costs of eliminating poverty.' 

With the Foverty gap index, we no longer have the problem of 
not knowing the degth of poverty. However, what World Bank and 
other analysts call the severity of poverty remains unmeasured. 
In response to chis need, the squared poverty gap index has been 
devises.' The insight behind the squared poverty gap, for which 
we use the shorthand SPG, is that the worst-off poor are 
proportionately more 'impoverished' than the group of poor near 

6 
Sse Appecdix 11 For the mathematical expression sf :hese concepcs. 

' This conc2pc has a long backgrcund in the literature. Among the key 
arcicles are: Amartya Sen's "Poverty: An Ordinal Approach to Measurement," 
Zcanomecrica, (44) Yarch 1976, pages 219-231, and Povercy and Famines: An Essay on 
Zncic2emer.c zr?c Gegri-.-scion, OUP, 1981; Nanak Kakwani, "On a Class of Poverty 
Xeasures, " Zc=-zr?onrrziza, (48) Narch 1930, gages 437-446 ; .Tames toster, Z. Greer, 
and 2 .  T!-.orSecke, "A Class of Seccmposable Povercy Measures," ~conomecrica, (52 )  - - 
1934. ?ages 7 5  1- 5 5 :  3availicn8 s 1992 rnoncgraph, cp. cic. ; and, Soniya ~arvalho 
ar.a Iicward Uhite, "Tnaicators for Monitoring Poverty Reduction," Xorld aank 
Discussicr: 3r;pers.  :h.unber 254, i995. 
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but still below the poverty line. 

It seems at least plausible that transfers or changes in 
fortune within the poverty population should have an impact on 
the measure of poverty. Under either the headcount index or the 
poverty gap index (unsquared), these economic changes do not 
affect the poverty measure. 

A hypothetical example illustrates this point. Assume that 
the poverty line is five hundred dollars, and poor households are 
either at two hundred- or three hundred-dollar-income levels. In 
the next period, all the two hundred-dollar-income households are 
pushed down to the one hundred-dollar-level; all the formerly 
three hundred-dollar incomes are now four hundred-dollar-income 
levels. (The groups are the same size.) What happens to the 
poverty measures? The number of poor is unchanged, so the 
headcount index is also unchanged. The average poverty gap is 
unchanged, so the poverty gag index is unchanged. However, the 
squared poverty gap index picks ug this development, and 
registers an ugtick in poverty as measured. 

The squared poverty gag index is defined as: 

I l:Yi , 

SPG = - E[-] 
11 , = r  1 

with variables as above in the poverty gap index. It gives more 
weight to the goverty gap of the least well-off. Although SPG 
does provide an estimate of the severity of poverty, changes in 
the index mil~ht be hard to interpret. Ravallion suggests that 
the index can be thought of as having two inputs or sources: 

the poverty gap itself; and 
inequality among the poor. 

In the case of perfect equality among the poor, the squared 
poverty gap index becomes comparable to the poverty gap index. 
The greater the inequality of income among the poor population, 
the higher will be the squared poverty gap index. At a given 
averzge povert:f gap, greater inequality imglies the presence of 
more householeis at even lower incomes among the poor population. 
So long as we hold the view that income or expenditure 
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I 
- of data 3" 

t table below gives the average age of the latest internat- 
ally available data for three key social indicators - the under- 
- mortality rate, the percentage of children who reach grade 
~ n d  the percentage of children who are malnourished. 
;he more up-to-date statistics used by most governments 
i all international organizations are often interpolated 
;/or extrapolated from past surveys. The table shows the 
nber of years that have elapsed, on average, between the last 
'ional on-the-ground surveys and the year 1995. 
n some cases, governments may have more recent statistics 
i have not yet been made available to the United Nations. 
.'he average age of data has recently been sharply reduced in 
47 countries with published DHS surveys. (See box this page.) 
i small number of countries have no known data at all under 
tain headings. Published data for such countries usually 
resent estimates based on neighbouring countries at similar 
:ls of GWP per capita. 

wage age of data (in years) on three =ial indicators 

SAHARAN AFRICA 
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Dates of DHS surveys i ! 
The DHS surveys drawn upon for pages 26-27 and 42-43 of The i 

i Progress of iVations 1995 have been undertaken in a total of 47 i 
countries over the last decade. The dates of each country survey ' 
are given below. 

The DHS programme is funded by the United States Agency , 

for International Development (USAID) and administered by 
Macro International, Inc., Maryland, USA. 
1985 El Salvador I 

1986 Brazil. Liberia 
I 

! 

1987 Burundi. Ecuador, Guatemala, :Mali, iMezico, SR Lanka. Thailand. j 
Trinidad/Tobago I 

1988 B o u w n a ,  Ghuna, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda (1988/89), Zimbabwe 1 1 9 W X  I 

1989 Sudan ( 19#/90) 

1990 Colombia. Jordcrn. .Vigeria. Pakistun f1990/91), Paraguq 
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Measuring Food Security Performance of the U.S. 
Agency for International Development 

by 
Luther Tweeten 

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) calling for quantitative measures 
of perfonnance poses special challenges when applied to food security. The problem is not a 
shortage of aggregate measures of food security and insecurity as evident from the following 
numbers mostly from the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI, October 1995, pp. 
8, 9). 

In 1995, some 800 million people were chronically food insecure, defined as long-term utilization 
of too little food for an active, healthy life. Numbers were down from 950 million people in 1970. 
Progress came especially by cutting numbers of food insecure people in East Asia by half. 
Globally, at least another quarter billion people suffer acute food insecurity, defined as transitory 
utilization of too little food for an active, healthy life. 

South Asia is home to the most hungry people (270 million) followed by Africa (175 million). 
But numbers of food insecure people are growing most rapidly in Africa ! 45 percent since 1970 
(IFPRI, October 1995, p. 8). Trends are much more favorable in other regions. A reduction in 
child malnutrition is expected in all regions from 1990 to 2020 except Sub-Saharan Africa where 
rumbers are expected to increase 50 percent to 43 million children. Protein and calorie 
deficiencies are widespread as noted above, but in addition nearly 2 billion people worldwide are 
deficient in iron, 125 million school children suffer from vitamin A deficiency, and 600 million 
people have iodine deficiency. 

Although the number of food insecure people is declining, the problem of income disparity 
between the rich and the poor is widening. The share of global income received by the poorest 20 
percent of the world's population fell from 2.5 percent in 1960 to 1.3 percent in 1990 (IFPRI, 
October 1995, p. 10). Problems again are especially acute in Sub-Saharan Africa where food 
production per capita is likely to continue to fall, per capita income will remain nearly static, and 
civil unrest will persist if current trends continue. 

Food security is often viewed in the context of food availability (necessary aggregate food 
supplies are available from production, commercial imports, or other sources), food access 
(individuals have adequate income or help from families and others to maintain an adequate diet) 
and food utilization (individuals with access to food are not inhibited by ignorance, habit, custom, 
or health from realizing nourishment). My assignment is to emphasize the measurement of 
performance in food access. 

Measuring food access is challenging for several reasons. Ideally, a performance measure is 
unidimensional (include only one phenomenon for measurement), direct (include only one 
quantifiable goal or objective, and avoid proxy or indirect indicators), relevant (substantially 
influenced by USAID), useful (inform agency administrators so they can make wise decisions), 
cost-effective (indicator available at reasonable cost), periodic (available regularly and prior to the 



need for decisions), and objective (clear, widely understood, and replicable). Many of these ideals 
cannot be met in judging food security performance. The challenge is to select a set of indicators 
that, though not necessarily ideal, can lead to better decisions by USAID. 

Despite apocalyptic forecasts by some of worldwide pestilence, environmental degradation, and 
an end to technological cornucopia, the problem of the next century is unlikely to be global food 
unavailability. Food production per capita has been increasing nearly one-half percent per year on 
average since 1950 and production per capita likely will be greater in year 2100 than in year 2000. 

Food access will be a much greater problem. Hundreds of millions of people will command too 
few resources to produce their own food or to enter the market to purchase food. Many of these 
food insecure individuals will not be able to rely on family, neighbors, friends, or private charities 
for adequate food supplies. Agencies such as USAID will need to perform well to fill food gaps 
as fully as possible. 

Ten Food Security Principles 

Perhaps the major challenge in measuring performance is that food security is difficult to quantify. 
And many of the most reliable measures of food insecurity come too late for USAID to make 
timely decisions. Thus much reliance must be placed on proxy indicators. The following set of 
conclusions give principles and background for choosing food security performance indicators. 
Several of the "ten commandments" of food security are from a Food Discussion Paper (Tweeten 
et al.) prepared for the U.S. Agency for International Development. 

1. Food inaccessibility is a greater source of food insecurity than is food unavailability, as 
indicated earlier, but food availability and accessibility cannot be separated. A region 
characterized by lack of food availability is almost certainly also a region where people do 
not produce enough food or other goods and services to generate purchasing power to buy or 
barter food. 

2. Food inaccessibility stems primarily from poverty and of people lacking resources and 
technology to produce or purchase food for themselves and others. 

3. The most effective means to alleviate poverty is by economic growth. Economic growth 
directly lifts persons out of poverty and provides wealth which can be used to fund food 
transfers and other services. 

4. Transitory food insecurity is also the result of poverty, but wars, tribal conflict, and other 
sources of violence and civil unrest play a major role. I do not have the numbers, but I 
suspect more people in the last two decades have starved fiom upheavals caused by armed 
conflict than fiom other sources of food insecurity. 



5. General poverty (as opposed to case, scattered poverty) is primarily the result of public policy 
failure that brings slow economic growth. Man, not nature, is the principal source of general 
poverty and hence of chronic food insecurity. 

6 .  Proper economic policy can assure economic growth. The most important economic 
happening during my career has been empirical verification of a standard model of public 
policy that will bring economic development (see Annex). Barring war, any nation that 
follows that standard model of broad-based sustainable development assures itself of food 
self reliance, defined as food security either from domestic food production or fi-om exports 
sufficient to pay for food imports. 

7. The second requirement for food security besides economic development is a safety net. The 
latter is for food transfers to those unable to provide for themselves. 

An imperfect political system, ignorance, greed, and apathy are the principal impediments to 
the standard model (see Annex) and hence to economic growth, reduced poverty, and 
increased food security. Even egregiously bad economic and social policies (including those 
that bring civil unrest and wars) tend to benefit someone. If in a position of power and 
authority, those served by unfavorable policies maintain them. Hence food security, poverty, 
and economic growth cannot be separated from politics. In general, food security is best 
served by democracy because it can help to reduce civil unrest, war, greed, and ignorance 
while creating the continuity of government needed for markets to work. 

9. It is best to address food crises before they emerge. Famine can exacerbate the civil strife or 
other conditions fi-om which it arose. 

10. Severe food insecurity (famine) is often best addressed in the short run by food aid, in the 
intermediate run by broad-based sustainable (BBS) economic development, and in the long 
run by lower birth rates and population growth. Families are more food secure when they 
know their infants are likely to survive to adulthood, they are protected in old age by social 
security, and they are able to control conception so as to have no more children than they 
desire or can care for. 

11. Sustainable development required for food security requires protection of the environment. 
The environment will not be cared for by the market alone ! proper public policy is essential. 
Food insecure people cause deforestation, decertification, erosion, eradication of species, and 
other environmental degradation in their desperate search for food and firewood. 

Thus food security depends on economic growth, health and population, democracy, environment, 
and humanitarian assistance ! all priorities of USAID. This interdependence means that all 
USAID performance indicators directly or indirectly relate to food security. 



Food Security Performance Indicators 

In this section I list indicators of food access proposed by USAID (1995a,c) and discuss their 
usefulness. I will also list and comment on USAID proposed indicators of food utilization and 
availability because these indicators are difficult to separate from those measuring food access. 
Finally, I list and discuss additional performance indicators of potential value to USAID. 

Indicator Availability of Aggregation Comments 
(Proposed by USAID) Indicator 

Food availability Available National Need calorie supply per 
capita without USAID 
contribution as well as with 
USAID contribution to 
measure performance 

Further comments: Estimates of past and forecast food balances are available for major staples. 
Balances include carrying stocks, production, and imports on the supply side and consumption, 
exports, and carry out on the utilization side of the balance. Production can be estimated from 
forecasting of crop/livestock yield and areafanimal units. Yield and production over time are 
especially important in measuring the success of research and extension to improve agricultural 
technology and practices. 

Food Access 

Safety Net ? 

Absolute poverty Belated 

Real GDPiCapita Yes 

Purchasing Power Yes 
Parity (Real exchange rate) 

% of population of 
displaced persons 

Yes 

? Noncomparable, qualitative 

? Important indicator. Need 
number of persons and percent of 
population in poverty 

National Important indicator 

National Not as good measure of 
performance 

National Not as good measure of 
performance 



Indicator (Proposed Availability Aggregation Comments 
by USAID) Of Indicator 

Food utilization 

% of population consuming ? NationalIRegional Useful measure of 
80% (or 70%) of calorie Local under consumption. 
requirements 

% of population with access Available NationaVRegional Usehl to measure 
requirements to safe water Local Chronic food insecurity 

Under 5 mortality rate Available RegionalNillagel Data not always 
Local reliable 

Heightlage mother 3 Village Not good indicator of 
current situation 

Policy 

Privatization of 
agriculture ? 

% of government budget ? 
spent on mil~tary 

% of government budget ? 
spent on social services 

Other 

Dependency ratio ? 
(worker %of population) 

% of female headed ? 
households 

National 

National 

National 

National 

National 

Partial indicator of 
sound policy 

Partial indicator of 
sound policy 

Weak indicator of 
sound policy 

Weak indicator of 
food security 

Useful, but can 
mislead if father 
working elsewhere and 
Sending money to family 

I suggest several other indicators of chronic food insecurity of children obtainable from schools 
and health clinics: 

1. Weight and height by age to compute weightheight, weight/age, and height/age ratios. Time 
series of ratios can indicate food security performance. 



2. Current food prices, along with the level, trend, and variability of prices over time for key 
markets. 

3. Improved input use including fertilizer, irrigation, and superior variety seeds over time. 

4. Food aid imports over time. 

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations has prepared a food security index 
derived from four measures: 

a. the proportion of population without sufficient food to maintain body weight and 
- - 

support light activity. 
b. the food gap shortfall of the undernourished in (a) below the national average 

requirement for dietary energy. 
c. the extent of risk associated with facing temporary annual shortfalls in dietary energy 

supplies, and 
d. the effects of cereal food aid shipments. 

The importance of economic development and humanitarian assistance for food security prompts 
more in-depth attention to these indicators. 

Economic Development 

Many of the above performance indicators measure only the end product (poverty and GDP) of 
policy reform, investments in infrastructure and human capital, agricultural research and 
extension, etc. essential for broad-based sustainable economic development. Several years may 
go by before these intermediate indicators express themselves in poverty rates and real GDP per 
capita. While it may be important to measure intermediate objectives such as policy reform, these 
measures of performance perhaps can be "borrowed" from other bureaus within USAID 
measuring economic growth, the environment, democracy, and health and population. 

Another shortcoming is that the highest priority for chronic food security (obtaining proper 
economic policies) traditionally has been mainly the responsibility of the International Monetary 
Fund and World Bank rather than USAID. USAID could do more in this regard, but it does not 
have much leverage. 

Many donors in addition to USAID contribute to chronic food security through investment in 
human capital, infrastructure, agricultural research and extension, protection of the environment, 
family planning, health promotion, and furtherance of democracy and rights for all including 
women. Overall efforts of necessity are far more ambitious than USAID can undertake alone. 
USAID can work with PVOs, NGOs, and public agencies to measure and improve performance in 
those important areas for food security that indigenous governments and markets will not do for 
themselves. In this regard, I submit that the comparative advantage of USAID lies in improving 
agricultural technology, practices, and management through supporting agricultural research and 
extension. The fruits of that effort should be apparent in (1) increased crop yields and production, 
(2) falling real food prices, and (3) less malnutrition. These measures of performance can be 
documented. 



Humanitarian Assistance, Food Safety Nets, and Early Warning Systems 

Food insecurity changes almost day to day among households and regions in low-income 
developing countries. The above indicators mostly focus on progress to end chronic food 
insecurity but are not sufficiently sensitive and timely to warn of imminent transitory food 
shortages. Anticipation of such shortages can trigger critical immediate remedial policies such as 
interregional or international food transfers. 

Alternatives to forecast food shortages include crop reporting throughout the growing season by 
the Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Extension Service, or other public agencies. In addition, 
private voluntary organizations, non-government organizations, churches, schools, health clinics, 
and other agencies and individuals scattered throughout the country can provide early warning of 
crop failure or other sources of impending food shortages. Only local observers are likely to spot 
pockets of acute malnutrition in vulnerable groups such as landless peasants, minorities, displaced 
persons, migrant workers, and the like. 

The food security officer at the USAID mission or other food security authority needs to 
coordinate timely intelligence from the field to sketch as full a picture as possible of impending 
food shortages, the means available to address the shortage, and the coordination necessary to 
respond to the need. 

Humanitarian assistance is a key contribution of USAID. It may gain in importance because 
humanitarian assistance is likely to continue even as funds are cut for other activities and even if 
countries do not have acceptable economic, social, and human rights policies to warrant other 
donor assistance. (However, short-term humanitarian assistance will not treat the larger problem 
of chronic food insecurity.) 

The above early warning system suggests how to respond but does not measure performance. 
Possible measures of performance include: 

1. Proportion of transitory food insecurity correctly predicted in advance and the proportion 
incorrectly predicted forecast to occur but did not occur. The timeliness of prediction of a 
poor harvest of other problems is of concern. 

2. Reaction time. Speed in getting food and other supplies to needy people after the early 
warning systems predicted food shortages. 

3. Success in targeting vulnerable people to reduce morbidity and mortality in affected areas. 
Health clinics and schools can be especially useful in documenting trends in malnutrition 
including energy, protein, iron, vitamin A, and iodine deficiencies, and in recording the 
performance of USAID in reducing or avoiding these deficiencies. 



An Alternative Approach to Judge Performance 

My considered judgment is that some measures of payoff not ordinarily considered to be 
performance indicators can provide some of the most reliable guides to where USAID can best 
invest its resources to promote food security. I refer to social rates of return on investment in 
public goods and services. A series of papers have been prepared by various authors (see 
McClelland) on the payoff from policy reform, land reform, and from investments in 
infrastructure, agricultural services (e.g., credit), agricultural technology creation and 
diffusion, and sustainable agricultural methods. To this series I have recently added papers on 
human resource investments, emphasizing education, and on food security. 

Rates of return are difficult to compute for policy reform but, because it is a precondition for a 
high payoff from almost any other investment, I give reform highest priority. Investments 
offering very high payoff for USAID or other donors include human resources, agricultural 
technology development and diffusion, and infrastructure. We can feel quite confident that 
USAID's performance will be high investing in any of these efforts, but comparative advantage 
probably rests with agricultural technology development and diffusion and human resource 
development. 

Humanitarian emergency assistance to avoid famine may be justified even for countries unwilling 
to follow core elements of the standard model (see Annex). Thus humanitarian assistance for 
food security also receives high priority but for equity rather than for cost-effectiveness in 
promoting economic development. 

Conclusions 

Contributions of USAID or any other agency to food security are not easily measured for many 
reasons. While poverty, economic growth, and food consumption per capita, stunting, wasting, 
and the like can be useful measures, it may sometimes be helpful to include intermediate or proxy 
measures of progress towards food security. 

These latter performance measure could include, for example, increases in food production per 
hectare where USAID has devoted resources to applied and adaptive research and extension to 
improve agricultural productivity and marketing costs. Or accuracy and timeliness in predicting 
food shortages and responding with food aid may be appropriate performance indicators in 
countries that have faced food shortages and have needed humanitarian assistance. 

Finally, I appeal for use of careful studies of the payoffs from alternative development strategies 
(see final section) as performance measures. The strength of these scientific studies is that they 
are mostly rigorous efforts with appropriate controls. The weakness is that they are mostly not 
from USAID experience, and may not generalize to USAID programs. 
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ANNEX 

The Standard Model 

Providers of foreign assistance often are in a position to promote dialogue, educate, and support 
appropriate public policies in the developing world; hence knowing what is appropriate public 
policy to support the private sector is important to donors and developing countries alike. 

The seminal economic revelation of the past five decades is the triumph of the standard model for 
prescriptive economic policy. The standard model is neoclassical macroeconomics at its core but 
with a patina of monetarism and Keynesianism recognizing the public role in providing sound 
macroeconomic policy essential for an efficient private sector. 

It has triumphed not because of its neat conceptual foundation dating to Adam Smith and others, 
but because it works as evident from experience ranging fiom Hong Kong to Chile. Meanwhile, 
competing systems have failed spectacularly as evident fiom the experiences of Cuba, North 
Korea, and the Soviet Union. 

The standard model is deceptively simple. Its essential elements are so straightforward and few 
that they can be written on the back of an envelope. The model does not represent the end of 
economics ! refinements will occur over time. Not all elements of the standard model need be 
fulfilled; even the economically most successful countries do not meet all requirements, but 
failure to honor key elements relegates countries to poverty and food insecurity. On the other 
hand, meeting the elements ensures economic growth to provide the wherewithal essential for 
food security, although rates of progress will differ among countries due to varied endowments of 
natural resources, institutions, and cultures (work ethic, entrepreneurial zeal, savings rate, etc.). 

The overriding current issue is not what works but how to progress from current systems to the 
standard model. That requires knowledge of how to change dysfunctional cultures and 
institutions including political systems. No social or any other kind of scientist is much good at 
that, partly because the prescription for cultural and institutional change has neither the elegant 
theory nor experience underlying the standard model. No attempt here is made to address that 
great task of developing a workable prescription for change (perhaps it is a job for religion) but 
the elements required for a successful economy are outlined. 

Worldwide experience provides telling evidence that a dynamic, growing economy capable of 
meeting food and other needs of people must rely mainly on the private sector, on markets, and 
the price incentive system for most economic decisions and activity. Markets work best where 
goods are rival, exclusionary, and transparent. Where these characteristics are sufficiently absent, 
the government is needed to provide public goods or direct incentives for the private sector to act 
in the public interest. 

The conclusion of the World Bank in their World Development Report, 1990 exposition on 
poverty was that countries most successfully reducing poverty have induced economic growth 
with policies that encourage efficient use of labor and that add to human capital of the poor. A 
role for the public sector is to provide public goods and correct externalities to help the private 
sector hnction more effectively. A relatively lean, modest-size but effective public sector is 
essential for a well-hctioning private sector. The public sector needs to perform well 



several activities for economic development. 

Provide a supportive, stable macroeconomic environment where long-term investments can 
be planned and carried through. 

Establish rules of the economic game. That includes an institutional system of 
property rights with official commitment to respect private property, including that 
owned by foreign farms. Rules need to avoid monopoly power of private or public 
firms; natural monopolies regulated as necessary. Openness to foreign trade and 
investment is one of the best protections against exploitation by concentrated 
domestic industries. Parastatals (state owned and operated industries) should be 
avoided. The economy needs to be as open and free of market distortions as possible 
consistent with collection of taxes to support essential functions. These fhctions 
need to be supported or guided by the public sector, but are often performed most 
efficiently by private firms. 
Security, law, and order (democracy?). This must be accompanied by a judicial 
system to adjudicate conflicts and protect human rights. 
Fiscal responsibility. Long-term balanced current account. A capital account deficit 
(borrowing) is justified only where returns are sufficient to leave a social dividend 
after paying interest and principal. 
Monetary restraint. Increase money supply no faster than growth in real output. A 
key ingredient is a central bank as independent of politics as possible and with one 
overriding mission: stabilization of the general price level. 

2. Infrastructure such as road, bridge, seaport, airport, and major irrigation facilities. 

3. Social services such as common schooling, agricultural research, extension, information 
systems, grades and standards, primary health clinics (e.g. immunization, family planning), 
and sanitary water supplies. The most critical of all these finctions is broad-based human 
resource development, with major emphasis on universal elementary education upgraded as 
resources allow to secondary and higher education. Education and opportunity for women is 
a special need in many countries. 

4. Protection of the environment. 

5.  Fair taxation (e.g., sales, valued added, graduated property tax). High deadweight taxes such 
as on exports or profits should be avoided if possible. 

In conclusion, a development policy for food security must be broad-based, sustainable, and 
market oriented (BBS). The interests of food security are best served by allowing prices to reflect 
scarcity values and guide resource allocations while using targeted food assistance and 



broad-based growth policies such as investments in human resources to serve the food insecure 
lacking resources to meet basic needs. 

The standard model for economic development provides considerable scope for tradeoff between 
goals of economic growth, equity, and stability. The appropriate tradeoffs are best chosen by 
representative, informed governments. A useful rule of thumb for governments is to pursue 
policies and investments that raise real national income. Ordinarily, it is inappropriate to 
intervene in the operation of efficient, competitive markets to promote equity. But one 
component must be added to make necessary conditions sufficient for food security as a safety 
net. Thus the standard model in a BBS system is necessary but not sufficient for food security. 

Food and Income Transfer Safety Net 

A safety net is required for those unable to achieve a socially acceptable level of well-being by 
depending on the market, family, and other sources. Examples of vulnerable groups include 
landless peasants, small landholders, and the urban poor. These groups often have 
underdeveloped human resources, have few material resources, and are therefore prone to food 
insecurity. 

The food insecure form a gradation which offers scope for programs ranging from developmental 
to straight redistributional. For example, food distribution programs can provide free food to the 
non-able-bodied poor and destitute, education programs can include school lunches that attract 
children to school and relieve food insecurity directly, and road building programs can employ the 
food insecure and pay them with either food or cash for purchasing food. Targeted food 
assistance is the only option to provide food security for some, but public investment in schooling 
and infrastructure can be both equitable and efficient. 

Safety net efforts can be public or private sector initiatives. Public efforts to address short-term 
food insecurity can promote development and need not be solely redistributional transfers. With 
proper advance planning, public works projects can be initiated to build or repair roads that raise 
private agricultural efficiency. Private voluntary organizations frequently provide early warning of 
famine and take the lead in distributing food supplied by the public sector. 

Many people can be made food insecure in the short run by sound economic policies to restrain 
money supply, balance government budgets, downsize bureaucracy, privatize, and end a nation's 
living beyond its means. Here, a food safety net to help the disadvantaged can cushion structural 
adjustment pains. However, persons released from overstaffed government bureaucracies and 
state owned enterprises usually have more human and material assets than the average worker, 
and most can adjust without assistance to more productive (if not more remunerative) private 
employment or business opportunities. 



Food Security Performance Measurement Workshop Paper: 
Indicators of Improved Food Utilization 

as an Element of Food Security 

Beatrice Lorge Rogers 
Tufts University School of Nutrition Science and Policy 

February 22, 1996 

Program evaluators make a critical distinction between process evaluation and impact 
evaluation. The process evaluation determines whether the program or intervention is successfully 
implementing the activities which were planned; this is measured by the production of project 
outputs (to use AID terminology). In the design phase of a project, outputs are identified which 
are judged to be important to achieving the impact or outcome (again, to use AID terminology) 
intended by the project. 

The distinction between process and impact assessment, and between output and outcome is 
central to performance evaluation. The critical elements in performance evaluation are: to 
determine whether the desired change in outcome occurred; and to be able to attribute that the 
change to the influence of the project (Riely et al., 1995). An intervention may fail to achieve its 
impact because (a) it was not implemented successfully, or (b) though successfully implemented, 
it was not sufficient to effect the desired outcome. In the second case, the problem diagnosis may 
have been incorrect, or simply incomplete (that is, one genuine barrier to the desired outcome was 
successfully removed, but others remain). Equally important for performance evaluation, a desired 
outcome may occur, but it may not be clearly associated with the intervention. 

This means that, no matter how strongly we believe that a particular output (clean water, for 
example) is likely to produce a particular outcome (e.g., reduced diarrhea), the performance 
evaluation must measure the outcome, in case (to continue the hypothetical example) the morbidity 
in this setting is due to consumption of inadequately reheated food, and not to unsanitary water at 
all. Process evaluations can monitor the increased availability of clean water, but this is not 
sufficient for a performance evaluation of a program intended to reduce morbidity. 

Performance evaluation is central to AID'S current strategy for allocating resources. 
According to the 1992 USAID Policy Directive (#19), all projects should be evaluated in their final 
year, presumably to determine whether they should continue to receive funds and resources. 
Evaluation is distinct from monitoring, which is an ongoing effort to collect data on project 
implementation and the achievement of outputs. By contrast, performance evaluation includes 
assessment of outputs, but goes beyond this, to measuring the achievement of the planned 
outcomes. 

Evaluation is an occasional event, not an ongoing process. Because the allocation of millions 
of dollars worth of resources depends on the performance evaluation, sufficient resources should 
be devoted to such evaluation to permit informed and accurate judgments to be made. A 
performance indicator should not be rejected out of hand because it is time-consuming or costly; 
less expensive and simpler indicators should be seriously considered, but if they are in fact not 
valid indicators of the outcome itself, the more valid and accurate measure should be used. A 



corollary is that evaluations should be comprehensive, covering the entire range of intended project 
outcomes to the extent possible. Otherwise, the risk is that the project's accomplishments will be 
underestimated because some will be omitted. 

Indicators useful for performance evaluation are conceptually different from those which might 
be used for program targeting or needs assessment. For the latter purposes, the indicator should 
be a characteristic associated with food and nutrition insecurity, whether or not it is an actual 
measure or proxy for the outcome of interest. For example, household size and (in many cases) 
region of the country are useful indicators to identify the food insecure (Haddad et al., 1994). 
Obviously, neither household size nor location would be useful indicators of having achieved a 
change in food insecurity or food utilization as the result of a project. 

1. Conceptual Frameworks for Food Security 

The determinants of food security have been diagramed in schematic form in various ways, 
but the differences among the conceptual frameworks tend to be minor compared to their 
similarities, a matter of emphasis more than of the underlying analysis. 

One main difference among the frameworks is whether the concept of Nutrition Security is 
considered a separate objective, or whether it is included in the basic concept of Food Security. 
The AID definition of food security, "When all people at all times have both physical and economic 
access to sufficient food to meet their dietary needs for a productive and healthy life" (AID, 1995 
FSPP), emphasizes availability and access, but the official definition of food security adds a third 
element central to the attainment of food security: utilization, defined as "the proper biological use 
of food, requiring a diet providing sufficient energy and essential nutrients, potable water, and 
adequate sanitation", and notes, "effective food utilization depends in large measure on knowledge 
within the household of food storage and processing techniques, basic principles of nutrition, and 
proper child care". This element of Food Security in the AID framework would be defined as 
Nutrition Security in, for example, the IFPRI (Haddad et al., 1994) or CARE (Frankenberger, 
1994) frameworks. 

Figure 1 shows a compilation of the conceptual frameworks showing the determinants of 
effective utilization of food (also called Nutrition Security). As can be seen, the critical elements 
shown in the framework are adequate dietary intake (of macro and micronutrients) and adequate 
nutrient retention or biological use. 

The retention of nutrients is shown to be a result of the level of health or morbidity of the 
individual (including infections and parasite infestation which sap energy and raise the body's 
demand for nutrients); and work burden or activity level. Work burden is a determinant of nutrient 
needs, and it is also an outcome of the level of adequacy of dietary intake. Work output is clearly 
a choice variable: individuals can decide to conserve calories by lowering the duration and the 
energy intensity of their work or leisure activities. However, to some degree work output is also 
a determinant of "nutrient (i.e., calorie) retention": for most household members, there may be 
some unavoidable level of energy expenditure required for essential household activities. (For 
example, grain pounding, carrying water and fuel, and agricultural tasks may be activities which 



cannot be avoided, so the caloric requirement is a constraint on the adequacy of dietary intake.) 

Morbidity is generally recognized to be a function of the sanitary environment (access to and 
use of adequate quantities of clean water; safe preparation and storage of food including infant 
weaning foods; and the safe disposal of personal and household waste). For children, morbidity 
is in part determined by the attentiveness and quality of care given them by their mothers or other 
caretakers; this in turn is a function of the caretaker's time constraints and caretaking behavior. 
Constraints on the mother's time are, of course, a function of her paid and unpaid work obligations; 
household composition is another important determinant, specifically the number of young children 
(to be cared for) and the number of older girls and adult women (to assist in caretaking). The 
quality of caretaking is determined by the caretaker's knowledge and awareness of correct practice, 
and her ability to perform it. Caretaking behavior has been shown in many studies to be associated 
with higher levels of formal education, independent of specific nutrition education or mothercraft 
training. 

The adequacy of the diet consumed by the individual is a result of the way in which the 
household's supply of food (determined by availability and access) is distributed among household 
members. Many studies have demonstrated that adequate food availability at the household level 
is not a guarantee of adequate consumption by any given individual (e.g.. , Garcia and Pinstrup- 
Andersen, 1990), although the more the household's food exceeds its minimum needs, the more 
likely it is that all members will get enough. Many factors determine the degree to which an 
individual receives a greater or lesser share of the household's food, including not only age and 
sex, but more complex factors such as particular role within the household. (For example, an 
unpublished study from Bangladesh found that married women living in their husbands' households 
received a less adequate share of household food if they had not yet borne children than if they 
had had children. Women as a group were not disadvantaged relative to other members, but this 
one category of women was [Chaudhury, 19821 .) 

The effects of characteristics such as age and sex are not consistent, but vary with the cultural 
context. Gender discrimination in the allocation of food, for example, is not universally 
documented. Discrimination against girls and women has been documented in many studies in 
South and East Asia, but not often in Latin America nor in Sub-Saharan Africa. In some studies, 
children appear to be disproportionately favored in times of scarcity; in others, children receive a 
less adequate share of family food than adults. One factor in intrahousehold allocation patterns is 
the degree to which resources are controlled by particular members: there is evidence from many 
studies that, at the same level of household food adequacy, children in households where women 
exercise control do better in terms of their health and growth (e.g.., Rogers, 1996; Johnson and 
Rogers, 1993). 

There is some evidence as well that discrimination against girls in the allocation of household 
food is lower where women have perceived economic value (for example, where a brideprice rather 
than a dowry is paid [Svedberg, 19881, or where there are income-earning opportunities for 
women [e.g.. , Rosenzweig and Schultz, 19821). 

This relationship between economic roles of women and their consumption of household food 
as girls is a good example of the risk inherent in managing by performance evaluation discussed 



by Tweeten (1995): the time lag between generating earnings opportunities for women and the 
measurable effect on intrahousehold allocation to girls is likely to be much longer than the typical 
five year project period. (Other examples include the effect of school feeding, by keeping more 
children in school longer and improving their achievement, on the health and nutrition of their own 
children in the next generation.) 

Dietary adequacy is determined not only by the quantity of food the individual consumes, but 
by the degree to which nutrients in the food have been preserved. Food storage and preparation 
practices may reduce the micronutrient content of food or its bioavailability; consumption patterns 
may result in reduced bioavailability (as when iron fiom vegetable sources is consumed at the same 
time as tea or coffee, or of whole wheat, which contains phytates). 

The binding constraint(s) on effective food utilization are different in different contexts. 
Further, any given program or intervention may address some of the constraints on food utilization 
but leave others unaffected. This is precisely the reason why performance evaluation must collect 
information on process (outputs) as well as impact (outcomes): so that the evaluation can provide 
guidance on whether to eliminate an ineffective program or to expand a successful program so that 
it can address additional constraints. 

2. The Concept of Utilization of Food 

The best and most directly interpretable variables reflecting improved food utilization are 
direct measures of nutritional status and health. As one moves further away from these outcomes 
in the conceptual framework (Fig I), the indicators of the less proximate causes of nutrition 
security require more and more assumptions if they are to be interpreted as indicators of the 
outcome. If the assumptions are well verified for a given setting, changing an underlying or basic 
cause of nutrition insecurity might be chosen as the goal of the project, rather than nutrition 
security itself. In such a case, evaluators may decide that only the achievement of the specific goal 
is required for a project's performance evaluation, but this means that nutrition security has not 
been measured, 

Conceptually, the three components of food security, availability, access, and utilization, have 
important measurement differences, notably the level at which they are measured. Food availability 
is typically measured at the community and household levels; access, at the household level. 
Utilization, as defined in the AID PD, is measurable as an outcome only at the level of the 
individual. No matter how much food a household has, only the individual member can make 
biological use of it. Thus the key indicators of the utilization component of food security must be 
measured at the level of the individual. 

The working group on utilization at the Performance Measurement Workshop subtly altered 
the definition of Utilization from that defined in AID'S PD. The definition agreed to by the group 
is: "the proper biological use of food, requiring a diet providing sufficient energy and essential 
nutrients, potable water, and adequate sanitation. Effective food utilization depends in large 
measure on practice within the household of food storage and processing techniques, basic 
principles of nutrition and health, and proper maternal and child care." This change from 



"knowledge" to "practice" emphasizes that what matters for measuring food security outcomes is 
actual behavior, not the knowledge and attitudes which may, but might not result in the behavior. 
Actual practice should be measured whenever possible, in preference to variables which are 

believed to be related to the behavior of interest. 

3. Measures of Improved Utilization 

Indicators of change in food utilization include: anthropometric status, dietary intake, and 
health status, measured at the level of the individual. For the evaluation of a project, results will 
be reported in terms of changed percentages of the target population reaching a certain level, but 
the data themselves must be aggregated from individual measurements taken on a statistically 
representative sample of the target population. Whether the intervention of interest is a change 
in macro policy such as exchange rate liberalization or the freeing of food prices to be determined 
by the market, or whether it is a targeted program such as the distribution of supplementary food 
in maternal and child health clinics, the impact on nutrition security or food utilization is only 
directly measurable with reference to the status (health, nutrition, diet) of individuals. 

3.1 Anthropometric Status 

The clearest indicator of improved food utilization (contingent on adequate food availability 
and access) is that all adults and children are healthy and well-nourished, as indicated by their 
patterns of morbidity and their anthropometric and nutritional status. Satisfactory anthropometric 
status (achieved growth) is a summary indicator of adequate nutrition: adequate food intake and the 
ability to make use of the food biologically. Furthermore, it is interpretable without reference to 
geographic or cultural differences. That is why improved anthropometric status of children and 
adults is a good summary indicator of food utilization. 

There are three widely used measures of the adequacy of anthropometric status of children, 
standardized on a large population of well-nourished children, so that they are generally comparable 
across geographic settings. These are height for age, weight for height, and weight for age, usually 
calculated in termsof standard deviations from the population mean (NCHS or WHO standards). 
Height-for-age is a measure of stunting, and is usually taken to reflect long-term nutritional status 
(that is, long term adequacy of food intake and its biological utilization). Weight for height is a 
measure of wasting, or current adequacy of food intake and use. Weight for age combines the 
effects of stunting and wasting, and thus is less useful for distinguishing between changes in acute 
versus chronic problems of food consumption and biological use. Its chief advantage is that, in 
field situations, it may be more difficult to measure height and weight than to measure weight 
alone, because an extra piece of equipment is needed (and scales are usually more readily available 
than height boards). 

Among children under six, it is reasonable to expect height as well as weight to respond to 
project-induced changes within the two-to-five year time frame of a typical project, since children 
up to this age are still growing rapidly, and in fact may experience catch-up growth if their health 
and diet improve. Weight-for-height of children is quite variable in the short term: in emergency 
situations of food shortage, changes in the percentage of children with low weight for height may 
be good indicators of improved utilization, but this measure is subject to short term variations in 



health status and/or food availability which may obscure longer term improvements in nutrition 
reflected in height. (Of course, in a truly food secure population, wasting would not be observed 
at any time.) 

The measurement of anthropometric status in adults has only recently begun to receive 
attention equal to that which has been given to children for decades (James et al., 1988). The most 
widely used measure of satisfactory anthropometric status in adults is BMI: body mass index, which 
is calculated from weight and height (weight in kg divided by height in meters squared). Clear cut- 
offs for adequacy and obesity are not universally recognized, but it is generally agreed that a BMI 
below 16 represents severe undernutrition for both men and women, and a cut-off of 18.5 has been 
suggested for defining normal status (James, 1994). Logistically, the measurement of adult height 
and weight requires different height boards and weighing scales than are used for children, so that 
measuring BMI of adults adds to the difficulty of a performance evaluation survey. But a critical 
element of improved food utilization is improvement among adults. In any evaluation, performance 
will be judged on the outcomes chosen for measurement. To ensure that improvements in adult 
food utilization are recognized, the status of adults must be measured as well as that of children. 

Recent work by WHO has investigated the establishment of standards of anthropometry for 
pregnant women. This work suggests that weight-for-height at seven months of pregnancy may be 
a reliable indicator of nutritional status. This could be a valuable indicator of improved food 
utilization, reflecting food consumption and its use in these women, and possibly also indicating 
improvements in food allocation practices (since in many parts of the world pregnant women do 
not increase their food intake or reduce their activity levels sufficiently to accommodate the 
increased nutrient demands of pregnancy). To the extent that a project focuses on improving the 
food utilization of pregnant women specifically, this measure may be useful in a performance 
evaluation. In a general population, though, there may be problems of measurement: ensuring that 
the month of pregnancy is accurately estimated, and finding enough women in the population who 
are in their seventh month. 

All of these anthropometric measures have the clear advantage of representing the actual 
outcome of interest in an evaluation of food utilization. They show the combined effects on 
individual nutritional status of dietary adequacy and biological use of nutrients, and reflect 
whatever processes of food allocation, health promotion and disease prevention, and (for children) 
appropriate child care produced the outcome. To interpret the anthropometric information, it is 
useful to have complementary data on the processes, but anthropometric status is the closest 
variable to the outcome programs intend to affect. 

Anthropometric measurements are quicker and simpler to perform than more lengthy surveys 
covering morbidity by recall, dietary intake, or health care practices. Careful training and 
standardization are required (UN, 1986), but the time to weigh and measure several household 
members is considerably less than that required to conduct household and individual interviews. 
Statistically valid measurement of anthropometry, though, does require a population based sample, 
so that the logistic requirements of conducting a household survey are not eliminated by the choice 
of anthropometry as the key measure of food utilization. 



3.2 Micronutrient Status 

Anthropometric status largely reflects adequacy of macronutrient intake and its biological use. 
Improvements in micronutrient status can be most directly measured by clinical or biochemical 

assessment. These assessments, like anthropometry for macronutrients, have the advantage of 
representing directly the outcome of interest, in a way that dietary intake measurement does not. 
(For example, adequate iron intake may not produce adequate iron nutriture in the presence of a 
high parasite load or inflammatory disease.) 

The appropriate measures may be difficult to take, however. Assessment of iron status 
requires a finger-stick blood sample, which in turn requires fairly complex logistics to ensure that 
the blood draw is safe both for the subjects being studied and for the workers. Compliance 
(willingness to allow the sample to be taken) may pose a problem in some settings. The 
assessment of vitamin A is even more difficult. Serum vitamin A is relatively invariant over a very 
wide range of levels of vitamin A adequacy, so that a very large change (or improvement from a 
very low level) would be needed for the change to be observed by means of serum vitamin A. 
Furthermore, it is difficult to measure serum vitamin A under field conditions. This means that, 
in addition to the complex logistics of collecting blood in the field, the cold chain must be 
maintained between the field and a laboratory where the blood can be reliably analyzed. Still, these 
direct assessments are the most valid way to determine whether micronutrient status as an outcome 
has improved. 

If the project being evaluated is clinic-based (as with maternal and child supplementary 
feeding, for example), there might be an inclination to overcome the logistical barriers to 
biochemical and clinical assessment in the field by simply measuring the status of clinic attenders 
(using non-project clinics as a control group), but of course this would produce a biased sample 
which could not be used to judge the effect of the program on the population at large. 

3.3 Dietary Intakes of Individuals 

Anthropometric status is a good proxy for dietary adequacy: improved anthropometry suggests 
improvement in dietary intake. As shown in the conceptual framework, though, there are at least 
two other pathways besides diet-reduced morbidity, reduced energy expenditure-by which 
individuals may improve their rate of growth. To attribute anthropometric change to dietary 
improvement, direct measurement of individual diets is essential. Furthermore, a project which 
successfully improves the dietary adequacy of individuals is very likely having an impact on overall 
food security. "Sustained improvements of dietary intake of individuals" is one of two project 
results central to the achievement of improved food utilization. 

The key indicator of improved dietary intake suggested by the working group on utilization 
is the percent of the population consuming 80% or more of requirements (based on WHO 
standards). This kind of indicator depends on accurate, quantitative data on total food consumed 
by individuals. 



Direct Measurement of Consumption 

24-Hour Recall 

Measurement of dietary intake is most commonly done through the 24-hour recall, a procedure 
in which trained interviewers ask respondents to describe exactly what they ate in the previous 24 
hours, with estimates of quantities. An alternative approach sometimes used is for data collectors 
to measure the foods prepared in the household by weighing them as they are being prepared, and 
then to measure the plate waste and leftovers afterward, to obtain an accurate estimate of the 
quantities of food actually consumed. 

The latter method-measuring dietary intake concurrently rather than by recall-may be more 
accurate in estimating what is consumed on the measurement day. But because of its intrusiveness 
and the burden it imposes on respondent households, it is quite likely to be a less valid measure of 
usual diet than recall would be. Concurrent measurement is logistically more difficult, since 
enumerators must be present at mealtimes; it is also much more time consuming: a recall can be 
performed in 20 to 45 minutes, while it take the whole day to measure intake on the spot. This of 
course greatly reduces the number of households whose intake can be measured in a given period 
of time. One final note on the use of recall versus concurrent measurement: in either case, foods 
consumed away from home must be estimated using recall. These considerations suggest that the 
recall approach is preferable: the possible loss in accuracy of measurement is compensated by the 
probably greater validity and considerably lower time and logistic burden. 

My own work and that of colleagues in several household surveys (see, Rogers and Swindale; 
Johnson, 1987; Swindale et al., 1995) has demonstrated the feasibility of performing 24 hour 
recalls to measure both household and individual food consumption using volumetric estimates, not 
weighed estimates of quantities consumed. Respondents estimate quantities in their own containers 
using raw rice or beans as a model of the food they are estimating; the rice is then transferred to 
laboratory beakers to be recorded in milliliters. The conversion from volume to weight in grams 
is easily performed by computer. Water can be used in the same way to estimate quantities of 
liquids. We have used cardboard, two-dimensional models for estimating sizes of solid foods such 
as plantain or cassava; clay, measured volumetrically by the water-displacement method, can be 
used for smaller volumes such as pieces of meat or cheese. 

Careful training of interviewers is an essential part of this or any dietary measurement 
approach. With training and a couple of weeks of experience, data on consumption at the 
household level can be obtained (as mentioned above) in 20 to 45 minutes. Using the household 
level data as a point of departure, it is relatively easy to obtain quantitative estimates of individual 
consumption from each dish consumed in the household. Others have also reported success in 
using recalls with estimates rather than direct weighing (Gibson et al.). 

While the recall method can be applied directly to individual consumption, there are 
advantages to having information on both the household and the individual level. One, of course, 
is that dietary intake at the household level is needed to estimate the value of total consumption if 
this is used as a proxy for income. Another is that having household as well as individual intake 
estimates permits a determination whether individual intake deficits are due to a shortfall in the 
entire household, or to inequity in distribution among members. 



Among nutritionists it is generally recognized that a single 24-hour recall is a poor indicator 
of an individual's usual dietary intake, because the day-to-day variation in an individual's diet is 
as great as the variability between one person and another (Gibson, 1990). The same would apply 
to households' diets. Thus for an accurate measure of diet to be used in the assessment of an 
individual person or household, the recommendation is to collect at least three or four non- 
consecutive dietary recalls. The more variable the intake of a nutrient, the more days of recall 

\ 
would be needed to obtain a valid measure of an individual's usual intake. In a performance 
evaluation, the concern is with changes in the population affected by the project, in comparison 
with a population not receiving project benefits. Thus identification of the dietary status of 
individual persons or households is not necessary. 

I Multiple 24-hour recalls on a single household will reduce the variability in the estimate of 
household intake, so that a smaller sample is needed to draw conclusions with the same degree of 
statistical confidence. But it is a budgetary and logistical question whether to perform a single 24- 
hour recall on a larger sample, or to obtain a more accurate (less variable) estimate of dietary intake 
by performing multiple 24-hour recalls on a smaller sample. One advantage of performing 
multiple recalls is that there is some evidence of upward bias in the reporting of diet in the first of 
a series of interviews (Ohri, 1994; 1995). Unfortunately, it is not possible to start with the second 
interview! In large scale household income, expenditure and consumption surveys, questionnaires 
may be quite long, and may require multiple visits to ensure that all respondents within a household 
are contacted. In such cases, performing more than one 24-hour recall may not greatly increase 
the cost and logistical complexity of a survey. If only one household visit is possible, valid 
conclusions regarding diet can still be drawn for comparison among groups of households. 

Food Frequency Questionnaires 

The food frequency approach asks respondents to estimate themselves what their consumption 
patterns are over a longer period of time than the previous 24 hours. If reported correctly, the food 
frequency should in theory obtain a more valid estimate of an individual's usual consumption than 
any single 24-hour recall. Food frequencies can be used to divide a sample into categories of 
consumption such as high, medium, and low for a particular nutrient or type of food, but they are 
difficult to use for precise quantitative estimates of differences in caloric intake. There is also a 
risk, in asking respondents about their "usual" consumption, that the respondents will provide a 
normative answer, reflecting at least to some degree what they believe or wish to be true, rather 
than their actual consumption. Tying responses to a very specific and recent period of recall 
makes it less likely that respondents will unintentionally distort their reported consumption 
behavior. 

Food frequency questionnaires should take less time to administer than 24-hour recalls, though 
in practice this depends on the level of detail and the ability of respondents to self-administer the 
questionnaire. They do have the advantage of being more representative of the usual pattern of 
intake, but only if the respondent can answer correctly. In performance evaluations, though, 
representativeness can also be readily achieved through the aggregation of data on many 
households. 



Food frequencies have the advantage that they can be focused on a particular set of foods such 
as those providing a particular nutrient. For example, to evaluate the effect of a project on 
consumption of vitamin A and its precursors, information can be collected only on foods which are 
good sources of these nutrients. If the outcome of interest is limited to a single nutrient, and 
especially in the case of nutrients which can be stored in the body, a focused food frequency is 
likely to be a more efficient way to obtain evaluation information than a 24-hour recall. If the 
nutrient of interest is calories, the food frequency can be simplified by leaving out foods (such as 
green leaves) which are nutritionally important, but which are not significant calorie sources 
(although leaving out such foods may result in forgetting high-calorie accompaniments such as oil 
or fat consumed on vegetables). In an unpublished study in the US, food frequency questionnaires 
consistently resulted in higher estimates of caloric intake than 24-hour recalls. More important, 
the difference was not constant, but increased as estimated calorie intake increased (Goldberg, 
1992). 

Food frequency questionnaires to be used for the assessment of intake of a particular nutrient 
need to be developed and calibrated for the local diet and food practices. 

Measures Relevant to Infants 

Quantifying the dietary intake of infants who are being breast-fed is virtually impossible in a 
field situation. Evaluation of improved dietary intake of infants therefore needs to focus on 
appropriate practices relating to breast-feeding, weaning, and feeding during illness episodes. 
"Appropriate" practices include the following. 

- Exclusive breastfeeding up to four months 
- Initiation of breastfeeding within 8 hours of birth 
- Introduction of complementary foods by six months 
- Continued feeding (breast-milk, complementary foods, fluids) during episodes of 

diarrhea 

Evaluation measures would be the percent of children in each age group who benefit from the 
appropriate practice. Age at weaning was found to be a reliable predictor of nutrition insecurity 
of children in a study of multiple data sets by Haddad et al. (1994). Of course proxies always 
involve a sacrifice of information in the service of low cost and greater efficiency. In the case of 
complementary feeding, for instance, some quantitative estimate of the amount of complementary 
foods provided would be useful. (A study in Korea, for example, found that the proportion of 
mothers offering complementary foods to infants was extremely high, but the amount of food 
offered was nutritionally insignificant [Choi, 19901). In the case of feeding during diarrhea, the 
measure would be the percent of those suffering from diarrhea who received continued feeding. 
These measures must be obtained by report of the infant's mother or caretaker, by means of an 
interview. 



3.3.2 Proxies 

Quantitative estimates of individual food intake are useful because they permit the analysis of 
both macro and micronutrient adequacy. If complete quantitative information on diet is available, 
evaluators can experiment with various alternative cut-offs for defining adequacy (eg., both 70 % 
and 80% of WHO recommended levels have been suggested as useful indicators for identifying the 

I proportion of individuals consuming inadequate diets). They can decide after the fact to examine 
additional nutrients not originally included in the evaluation. This flexibility may be an expensive 
luxury, however, if proxies can be identified. Proxies, though, must be validated for each setting, 
while dietary intake, like anthropometric status, has the same meaning and interpretation in every 
cultural setting and geographic location-a major advantage. 

One of the proxies suggested as a marker of improved individual dietary intake is an increase 
in the number of meals consumed (or an increase in the percentage of individuals reporting three 
meals). Such a measure is appropriate only in settings where significant number of people were 
consuming fewer meals at the time the project was initiated, and of course would need to be 
verified for its relevance and meaningfulness in the specific setting. Number of meals is likely a 
sensitive indicator in certain cases, but risks missing changes in meal size and composition and in 
snacks. Demographic groups at particular risk (women, children) may be more likely to obtain a 
high proportion of their food outside of regular meals, in snacks and during food preparation (eg., 
Harbert and Scandizzo). 

Haddad and colleagues (1994) suggest that a better proxy for nutritional security than number 
of meals is the number of unique foods or food groups consumed. This information would be much 
less time consuming to collect than quantitative intake estimates, and could demonstrate improved 
intake based on two factors: greater dietary variety increases the likelihood of micronutrient 
adequacy, and variety is an indicator of relaxed economic constraints (since, by implication, variety 
reflects the incorporation of foods which are not the least expensive macronutrient sources), 
suggesting that caloric adequacy is at least close to being achieved. 

3.4 Health Status 

Along with dietary intake, the ability of the body to retain and use nutrients is a function of 
illness (infection, infestation) and of energy expenditure. 

3.4.1 Morbidity 

As with dietary intake, so with morbidity: the most valid indicator of morbidity is the direct 
measure. A two-week recall of diarrheal disease and acute infection among the target population, 
adjusted for season, is probably the best basis for comparison in determining the effectiveness of 
a project. Such data must be collected on a representative sample of the affected population and 
a comparison group, presumably in the context of a population based survey. Direct measure of 
morbidity prevalence (percent of each population group suffering from illness during the recall 



period) applies to children and adults, and it is directly interpretable across cultural and geographic 
settings. 

The working group suggested a number of proxies for reduced morbidity. These proxies fell 
into two groups: those which reflect use of health services, and those which reflect environmental 
sanitation. 

The proxies reflecting use of health services include the following. 

- Percent of children 12 months of age who are fully immunized 
- Percent of children 12-23 months of age who are immunized against measles 
- Percent of mothers of children with diarrhea who used oral rehydration therapy 
- Percent of children with diarrhea who received continued feeding of fluids, food, 

and/or breastmilk as appropriate 
- Time spent, distance traveled to health clinics 

The first two indicators (immunization levels) are probably good indicators of the coverage of 
the health care system. They would reflect nutrient retention in cases where the diseases prevented 
by immunization were responsible for significant nutrient loss at the initiation of the project, and 
where immunization was effective in reducing disease incidence. Measles is suggested as a proxy 
for full immunization because in most settings, if children receive the measles immunization, they 
probably have received the others. This must, however, be verified in the local setting. Note that 
immunization as defined is relevant only to the nutrition security or food utilization of children, not 
adults. 

Distance to the clinic and time spent traveling there are very indirect indicators of morbidity 
or improved child care practices, and their usefulness in many settings is questionable. If poor 
immunization coverage or low awareness of good child care practice is observed, distance to clinics 
may be an important explanation, but there are too many intervening variables (time constraints of 
the mother or caretaker, cultural barriers to use, poor quality of clinic services) to make this a good 
indicator of health. 

Two of these indicators refer to appropriate child feeding during diarrhea: continued feeding 
of food and fluids, and use of ORT. The first of these was suggested as a useful indicator of 
dietary adequacy of infants. This one and the second, use of ORT, might be good proxies for 
mothers' awareness of good child care practices, but once again is not a proximate indicator of the 
outcome, which is illness, though it is an important output of a project aimed at improving such 
practices. Many variables affect the use of ORT. Its use is time-consuming, so that some 
caretakers who know of it may still not use it; caretakers close to a hospital or clinic may choose 
to seek medical care rather than attempt to use ORT at home (Marlett). Thus low use of ORT 
would be difficult to interpret as an indicator of poor nutrient retention. 

The indicators of environmental sanitation proposed by the working group were the following. 

- Percent of population with access to potable water for drinking and for sanitation 



- Percent of population with access to sanitation facilities 

Measures of the actual use of safe water and proper waste disposal practices, obtained by interview 
or observation, would be better indicators that the more easily obtained information on access, 
defined in terms of distance, time, or presence in the house or compound. If direct survey 
information is not collected as part of a performance evaluation, then access to water and to a 

\ latrine are useful indicators of the presumed preconditions to achieving reduced morbidity. Once 
again, access is the output, presumed (but not proved) to be related to the desired outcome. 

3.4.2 Activity Level and Work Burden 

Activity level is an essential component of the conceptual framework linking behavioral and 
environmental factors with the outcome of improved food utilization. Measures of energy 
expenditure are difficult to implement in field situations. There are biological methods for 
determining calorie expenditure quite accurately (using doubly labeled water, for example), but for 
performance evaluation calorie expenditure is not really the outcome of interest, since its 
interpretation is problematic. (It can be both determinant and a result of nutritional adequacy.) 
Projects which address work burden as a constraint to nutritional adequacy are most likely 
concerned with unavoidable energy expenditure in home production and other work activities. 
Specific task frequency or time spent in specific tasks might be useful indicators of this required 
level of work output. If labor saving technologies have been introduced, time spent or frequency 
of use of these and the alternative technologies (manual grain milling rather than pounding, for 
example) would be an appropriate indicator, if placed in the context of overall time use. In certain 
settings, distance or time spent collecting fuel or water or walking with a load (eg., to the field or 
market) might be useful indicators of work burden. 

4. Performance Evaluation Design 

The foregoing discussion demonstrates that the best indicators of food utilization as an outcome 
are those which are collected at the level of the individual, and which directly reflect the outcome 
(nutritional status) or its proximate determinants (dietary intake, health, activity level). It is these 
indicators that distinguish performance evaluation from process evaluation or monitoring. 
Indicators of the accomplishment of project outputs are critical to the ability to attribute improved 
outcomes to the influence of the project, or, in cases where the outcomes did not improve as much 
as planned, to understand why. But if possible, a performance evaluation should not rely on output 
indicators to indicate improvements in the outcome itself. If direct indicators of anthropometric 
and micronutrient status, dietary intake, and health are not collected, evaluators must recognize that 
their results are suggestive and interpretive rather than conclusive. 

Collection of this kind of information requires a population-based survey approach, performed 
on a representative sample of the population intended to be reached by the project and compared 
with a baseline and with an appropriate comparison group. Compared with the analysis of 
secondary data or routine monitoring data, such approaches are costly in human and monetary 
resources and in time. If programming decisions are to be shifted to a performance basis, this 
increased investment in collecting performance evaluation data is essential. d: l ", i 

.J 

13 





References 

Chaudhury, Rafiz 
Unpublished data presented at International Nutrition Planning Program seminar series. 

1 Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, Mass., 1982. 

Choi, Haeryun 
The Relationship of Infant Feeding Practices and Linear Growth Retardation in Low Income 
Households in Korea. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Tufts University of Nutrition, 
Medford, Mass., 1990. 

Frankenberger, Tim 
Food Security Indicators: Issues of Targeting, Monitoring and Evaluation. Paper presented at 
Food Security Performance Workshop, sponsored by USAID, Washington, D.C., December 
12-13,1996. 

Garcia, Marito; Per Pinstrup-Andersen 
Data on Food Consumption by High-Risk Family Members: Its Utility for Identifying Target 
Households for Food and Nutrition Programmes. In Rogers and Schlossman, eds., Intra- 
Household Resource Allocation: Issues and Methods for Development Policy and Planning. 
Tokyo: United Nations University Press, 1990. 

Gibson, Rosalind 
Principles of Nutritional Assessment. New York: Oxford University Press, 1990. 

Golberg, Jeanne 
Lecture given at the Tufts University School of Nutrition, reporting unpublished data from a 
study of college aged women. 1992. 

Haddad, L.; E. Kennedy; Joan Sullivan 
Choice of Indicators for Food Security and Nutrition Monitoring. Food Policy 94:3,329-43, 
1994. 

Herbert, Lloyd and Pasquale Scandizzo 
Food distribution and Nutrition Intervention: The Case of Chile. Washington, D.C.: World 
Bank Staff Working Paper Number 5 12, May, 1982. 

James, W.P.T.; A. Ferro-Luzzi, J.C. Waterlow 
Definition of Chronic Energy Deficiency in Adults. European Journal of Clinical Nutrition 
43 1988. -9 

James, W.P.T. 
Introduction: The Challenge of Adult Chronic Energy Deficiency. European Journal of 
Clinical Nutrition 48:3, p.5 1-49, 1994. 



Johnson, F. Catherine; Beatrice Rogers 
Nutritional Status in Female and Male Headed Households in the Dominican Republic . 
Social Science and Medicine 35:11, 1239-1301, 1993. 

Johnson, F. Catherine 
Nutritional Status in the Dominican Republic. Report prepared for the Office of Nutrition, i 

USAID Mission to the Dominican Republic, Santo Domingo, September 30, 1987. 

Maxwell, Simon; Timothy R. Frankenberger 
Household Food Security: Concepts. Indicators. Measurements. New York: UNICEF and 
Rome: International Fund for Agricultural Development, 1995. 

Maxwell, Daniel 
Measuring Food Security: The Frequency and Severity of "Coping Strategies." Food Policy 
21:3, June, 1996. 

O'Brien-Place, Patricia; Tim Frankenberger 
Food Availability and Consumption Indicators. Tucson: University of Arizona, Nutrition in 
Agriculture Cooperative Agreement Report No. 3, June, 1988. 

Ohri-Vachaspati, Punam 
A~proaches to Measuring Household Food Consumption. Medford, Mass.: Tufts University 
School of Nutrition, unpublished doctoral dissertation, 1994. 

Ohri-Vachaspati 
Unpublished analysis of data from Honduras National Socioeconomic Survey (CIENS) 
1994,1995. 

Riely, Frank: Nancy Mock; Bruce Cogill; Laura Baily; Eric Kenefick 
Food Security Indicators and Framework for Use in the Monitoring and Evaluation of Food 
Aid programs. Arlington, VA: IMPACT Project, November, 1995, 

Rogers, Beatrice and Anne Swindale 
Determinants of Food Consumption in the Dominican (volumes I and 11). Report prepared 
for Nutrition Economics Group, OICD, USDA and Office of Nutrition, Bureau of Science 
and Technology, USAID, 1988. 

Rogers, Beatrice Lorge 
The Implications of Female Household Headship for Food Consumption and Nutritional 
Status in the Dominican Republic. World Development 24: 1, 1996. 

Rosenzweig, Mark and T. Paul Schultz 
Estimating a Household Production Function: Heterogenicity, the Demand for Health Inputs 
and Their Effects on Birth weight, Journal of Political Economv 91:5,723-746, 1985. 

Svedberg, P. 

Bea Rogers 



Undernutrition in sub-Saharan Afiica: Is There a Sex Bias? Stockholm: Institute for 
International Economic Studies, University of Stockholm, 1988. 

Tweeten, Luther; John Mellor; Shlomo Reutlinger; James Pines 
Food Security Discussion Pauer. Washington, D.C.: International Science and Technology 
Institute. Paper prepared for USAID., 1992. 

United Nations (UN) Department of Technical Cooperation for Development and Statistical 
Office 

How to Weigh and Measure Children. New York: United Nations National Household 
Survey Capability Programme, 1986. 

Bea Rogers 



Food Security Indicators: Issues of Targeting, 
Monitoring and Evaluation 

A Presentation Prepared for the USAID 
Food Security Performance Workshop 

Tim Frankenberger, CARE-USA 

December 10,1995 

Introduction 

To pursue positive, measurable changes in food security, a number of issues need to be 
addressed by USAID in its development planning efforts. These issues revolve around strategies 
for targeting development assistance, as well as monitoring and evaluation systems established 
for measuring impact. 

Food Security Indicators are used for a variety of purposes: they can be used for identifying 
particular vulnerable groups of people; they can be used as criteria for selection of certain 
households or individuals to include in project activities or as recipients of direct food 
assistance; they can be used for monitoring transitory food security changes as part of an early 
warning system for famine detection; and they can be used to evaluate projects and programs 
that are intended to have some beneficial impact on food security. Thus, in selecting the type of 
food security indicator to use, it is important to know what the purpose of the indicator is, the 
decision that will be based on the use of the indicator, the level of specificity required, and how 
quickly the information is needed. 

This paper addresses these issues and discusses a number of examples of indicators that can be 
used for food security targeting and impact monitoring. 

Targeting Issues 

One of the most important factors to take into account in food security programming is the issue 
of targeting. Because USAID funded activities span the relief to development continuum, a 
range of targeting decisions are facing each Country Office. These targeting decisions are not 
mutually exclusive, and may include: 1) targeting food and other resources to populations that 
are facing emergency conditions and their survival is threatened; 2) targeting food and other 
resources to populations in absolute poverty that are eroding their livelihood base; 3) targeting 
non-food resources to poor populations to improve their food access and utilization; and 4) 
targeting non-food resources for improved national food availability. All of these objectives 
could be critical to food security and should be considered in the strategic planning exercises of 
Country Offices. In many cases, a Mission will take on a number of these activities 



simultaneously. What is usually missing in this planning effort is an understanding of the 
importance of linking these various objectives in targeting decisions. 

For example, a synergistic effect can be obtained by targeting low potential areas where chronic 
food security is prevalent with food assistance programs to address food access, and adjacent 
high potential areas with dollar resources to address food availability. In this way, jobs that are 
created in the high potential area through increased productivity can be filled by people from 
the low potential area. Programs in the low potential areas can focus on human capital 
development to provide a viable labor force. 

Another example of targeting to achieve synergy that has great potential in addressing food 
insecurity is to combine non-food resource targeting with food resource targeting in the s m e  
area. In many food insecure areas, food access is related to food available to the household in 
the short-term and income access in the long-term. The types of interventions that will bring 
about an improvement in the food security status of households should not be restricted to those 
related to agricultural productivity and nutritional interventions. More concern should be given 
to identifying the food insecure populations and the constraints that are causing the food 
insecurity. This will allow us to target resources more effectively and to choose the intervention 
that is most appropriate to the given context. 

A dilemma currently facing USAID in its targeting of food security development assistance 
relates to the emphasis placed on performance management. Given the cost and inefficiency of 
addressing the food security needs of the absolute poor in low potential areas, higher rates of 
return are likely to be obtained from investment in regions where the infrastructure is already in 
place and the resource potential is high. Unfortunately, these are not normally the locations 
where the most vulnerable populations live. Thus there is a targeting dilemma as to where the 
PVOs are targeting there food assistance projects and where the Regional Bureaus want to 
target dollar resources. This has serious implications as to what indicators are used for 
measuring Mission performance, and what indicators are used for measuring PVO performance. 

To overcome this dilemma, weighted criteria can be developed for targeting and impact 
assessments, so that vulnerable areas receive adequate attention in Mission portfolios. In 
addition, higher potential areas can be selected in close proximity to vulnerable areas to create 
synergistic linkages. 

Targeting Indicators 

Targeting indicators should help designate chronically food insecure populations. These may 
include static or structural indicators such as access to resources, socioeconomic status, 
dependency ratio, gender, etc. Targeting indicators may also be defined on the basis of specific 
measures of well-being, such as income or nutritional status. Such indicators will be important 
to the development of food security profiles for countries and regions within countries. Since 
food security has become one of the primary development objectives of USAID, it is justifiable 
to develop food security profiles in every country that USAID works. Food and nutrition 



insecurity are excellent proxies for poverty, and could serve as criteria for focusing USAID 
programs. 

Surveillance (Transitory Food Security Monitoring) 
, 

Early warning systems must be designed to take into account changes in food security 
circumstances so that a timely response is possible before conditions worsen. USAID has helped 
pioneer such systems in Africa through the FEWS project. FA0 has also contributed 
substantially to the development of national early warning systems. 

Because these systems are operational at the higher aggregate level, it is difficult for such 
systems to identify pockets of vulnerability within regions. For this reason, PVOsINGOs can 
play an important role in detecting vulnerable areas at regional and sub-regional levels and 
developing contingency plans to address food security problems should they arise. An example 
of such an NGO system is the CARE Ethiopia Food Information System. National level systems 
are not substitutes for decentralized food security monitoring systems. These should be viewed 
as complementary. 

Indicators for Surveillance 

A number of indicators can be used for monitoring food security changes. Such indicators are 
important for early warning systems, and can be categorized according to their temporal 
relationship to food security crises: leading indicators, concurrent indicators, and trailing 
indicators (Frankenberger, 1992). Leading indicators give warning of future crises (perhaps not 
very far in the future): rainfall, estimates of crop production, changes in terms of trade, or in 
the wage increases to inflation, etc. Concurrent indicators provide information about what is 
happening at the current time, and include measures of food consumption, asset sales, increased 
coping strategies such as eating wild foods, reducing or rationing food, use of short-term credit 
for consumption, etc. (Maxwell, 1995). Trailing indicators give information about the extent 
and impact of crises that have already begun, or may even be past. They include nutritional 
status assessments, migration or displacement, etc. 

There is some debate as to the usefulness of nutritional assessments in food security monitoring 
(Maxwell 1995). It is widely believed that nutritional assessment is useful only in evaluating the 
extent of damage already done. Kelly (1992) and Galvin (1988) both argue that, if information 
is collected on a timely basis, nutritional assessments can be used to detect food security crises 
in-the-making, before they have become severe (and indeed before there is evidence of other 
concurrent indicators). The key, however, is regular and timely collection and reporting of 
information, if it is to be used for early warning purposes. 



Food Security Impact Monitoring 

Two critical questions to take into account in evaluating the food security impact of projects and 
programs are: 1) is the impact calibrated to the appropriate population unit; and 2) is the change 
being measured attributable to the activities of the program. Often times the indicators being 
monitored to determine impact may be at an aggregate level that is too high to be sensitive to 
the location specific interventions being implemented. For example, the DHS information is not 
disaggregated to the level that is relevant for many of the PVOINGO projects to measure 
impact. Similarly, if a USAID Mission uses national level data to monitor and evaluate program 
impact in a country that is quite large and the USAID program is quite small, it is unrealistic to 
expect measurable change attributable to the program. Measurements should be disaggregated 
to the appropriate level. 

It is also important to be realistic about the changes that can be brought about by a given 
project. For example, if an agricultural project improves food access, this may not bring about 
a corresponding change in nutritional status due to limited access to health facilities or 
inadequate child care. This does not mean that nutritional status should not be measured. It only 
means that the success of the project will not be judged on such measures. 

Indicators for Impact Monitoring 

Food security indicators may evaluate specific programmatic inputs, or they may evaluate 
program outcomes. An example of the former (with regard to food security) would include 
monitoring and verification of feeding programs; an example of the latter would include 
measures of food consumption or nutritional status (Maxwell 1995). 

In designing monitoring and evaluation systems using a food security perspective, indicators 
will need to be identified at three levels. The first two levels will be project and site specific, 
while the third level will apply across projects. The first level will consist of indicators that 
measure project delivery and output. These indicators measure the results of project activities 
(e.g. goods and services), and are usually quantified and timeframed. The second level consists 
of indicators that measure the effect of the project (e.g. intermediate goal level). These are 
changes in knowledge, attitudes or practices that result from the use of goods and services 
provided by the project. The third level will consist of indicators that measure fundamental 
change in human conditions or "well being". This is the final goal level for most CARE 
projects. The same set of indicators can be used across projects because conditional changes can 
be brought about by improved access to services or improved access to income and resources. 
Proxy indicators can be used for measuring improvements in well-being or food and livelihood 
security, such as improvements in nutritional status, consumption, health status, access to 
income etc. By measuring these standardized well-being or food and nutrition security 
indicators across projects, we can monitor program impact. 



If improvements occur at the outcome and effect level but are not recorded at the conditional 
level, then additional interventions may be required to address the constraints not being dealt 
with by the existing projects. These interventions can be either at the micro or macro level. 
Summary 

To ensure that positive food security changes are brought about by USAID funded projects and 
programs, the following issues must be taken into account. First, the Country Missions must 
target their programs in such a way to address short-term food access and long-term food 
availability in the same regions. Similarly, food and non-food resources must be combined to 
bring about a synergistic effect on the food insecure in the target area. Second, decentralized 
food security monitoring systems operated by NGOs must be seen as complementary to national 
early warning systems such as those being developed and maintained by FEWS. They are not 
redundant systems. Third, impact measures must be calibrated to the appropriate population unit 
and must be attributable to the activities being promoted by the project. 
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Executive Summary 

Poor people's basic livelihoods are being threatened the world over as a result of a number 
of interrelated economic, political, social and environmental change factors taking place 
globally. Currently, more that 1.3 billion people (more than 20% of the world's population) 
live in absolute poverty, and are not able to meet their basic needs. Taking this broader 
socio-economic context of poverty into account, CARE has taken steps to develop a new 
vision and program strategy that lays out a conceptual framework that pulls the various 
elements of CARE'S programs into a coherent whole. This framework is "Household 
Livelihood Security". 

An emphasis on households as the focus of our development efforts is justified on the 
grounds that households are the social and economic units within which resources are 
organized and allocated to meet the basic needs of the household members. Because the 
livelihood security of a household is determined by the cumulative actions of its members, 
the rights, responsibilities and tasks of all of the members must be taken into account in 
project design. 

Definition-Household livelihood security is defined, in general terms, as "adequate and 
sustainable access to income and resources to meet basic needsn. These needs may include 
adequate access to food, potable water, health facilities, educational opportunities, housing, 
time for community participation, etc. Specifically, livelihoods can be seen to consist of a 
range of on-farm and off-farm activities which together provide a variety of procurement 
strategies for food and cash. Food and nutritional security are subsets of livelihood security; 
food needs are not necessarily more important than other aspects of subsistence and survival 
within households. Livelihoods are secure when households have secure ownership of, or 
access to, resources and income earning activities, including reserves and assets, to offset 
risks, ease shocks, and meet contingencies. The greater the share of resources devoted to 
food and health service acquisition, the higher the vulnerability of the household to food and 
nutritional insecurity. 

CARE recognizes that poor households are not static in their ability to make a living. 
Therefore, a range of intervention options needs to be made available for the various 
circumstances that face poor populations. The livelihood systems approach is based on the 
notion that relief (livelihood provisioning), rehabilitationfrnitigation (livelihood protection), 
and development (livelihood promotion) are a continuum of related activities-not separate and 
discrete activities. CARE will put the continuum in practice by applying a broader range of 
technical expertise in emergency situations (e.g. combining large-scale food logistics with 
family planninz and reproductive health, water and sanitation, HIV/AIDs education etc.); 
focusing more on the transitional rehabilitationfrnitigation portion of the continuum by 
building livelihood protection and promotion activities into emergency responses at the 
earliest possible stage; and coordinating livelihood promotion activities across sectors through 
better program targeting. 

To help households meet their basic needs, two sets of interventions will be given emphasis. 
These are: 1) interventions focusing on expanding the income and resource base of the poor; 



and 2) interventions focusing on expanding the access of poor households to basic services. 
In addition to these micro-focused interventions, Country Offices and CARE Headquarters 
will give increasing attention to the role of advocacy and broader development initiatives in 
improving the opportunities of households in meeting their basic needs. It is important to 
note that households are a unit of analysis, and impact will be measured at this level. 
However, households are not necessarily the only unit of analysis, level of impact or 
intervention. Thus, improvements in household livelihood security can be brought about by 
interventions operating at various levels-at the household or community level through 
improved access to income, resources or services; at the regional level through improved 
access to markets, employment and services: at the national level through improved policy 
changes that affect the poor; and at the international level through improved policy changes 
of donor governments. The utility of the househoId livelihood security concept is that basic 
needs can be met through improving the immediate conditions' for participants and their 
families, strengthening community organizations and local support networks, andlor 
influencing public policies, practices and attitudes to confront the causes of poverty rather 
than merely alleviating the symptoms. 

Household livelihood security, by definition, incorporates sustainability as an essential 
element. Of the many potential aspects of sustainability, CARE will accord highest priority 
to the following three: 1) greater focus on partnerships, institution-building, and other forms 
of capacity building; 2) sound natural resource management and concern for the protection of 
the environment; and 3) more explicit focus on issues of social equity, including gender 
equity. 

Strengths-The major strengths of the household livelihood security approach are: I) it 
provides a unifying framework and common agenda for CARE programs; 2) its focus on the 
household as a unit of analysis: 3) it is people/client centered rather that technology centered; 
4) CARE as an organization resonates to the concept; 5) it helps determine where CARE 
should work and who should be targeted; 6 )  the various sectors can share resources in 
conducting joint assessments, baselines and measuring program impact; 7) intervention 
priorities can be established cross-sectorally depending upon the major constraints facing 
households; 8) sector-specific programs can be targeted to the same regions to obtain a 
multiplier effect on the beneficiary population; 9) it provides criteria for measuring impact; 
10) the ,framework is compatible with urban programming; and 1 1) it is perfectly compatible 
with the emphasis on institutional strengthening and capacity building. 

Weaknesses-The major weaknesses and concerns of the approach are: 1) the analytical skills 
of the organization are not yet developed to the level necessary to effectively use the 
household livelihood security framework to its fullest potential; 2) the difficulty of 
coordinating projects cross-sectorally in the same regions; and 3) the current structure of 
CARE does not always lend itself to a unifying framework. All of these weaknesses can be 
addressed through careful planning, additional training and better utilization of staff and 
resources, 



Action Steps-A number of steps have been proposed to operationalize the household 
livelihood security conceptual framework. These action steps help address the weaknesses 
and concerns discussed previously. These are: 1) the capacity of CARE staff to 
operationalize the household livelihood security framework will be strengthened through 
workshops, conferences, and proposal writing sessions; 2) partnership selection and capacity 
building will take into consideration the livelihood security perspective; 3) the Program 
Structural Review Committee will address the systems, procedures and structures that need to 
be in place at both Headquarters and in the Country Offices to implement a household 
livelihood security strategy; 4) regional strategies are being developed for some regions over 
the next several months using a livelihood security perspective; 5) a list of key livelihood 
security questions is being developed by each sector to be incorporated in the problem 
analysis stage of each Country Offices' Long Range Strategic Plan (LRSP) being carried out 
over the next year; 6) each sector is providing input in the design of cross-sectoral 
assessment tools and baselines to create a menu of options for Country Offices; 7) each 
sector is planning to participate in upcoming rapid livelihood security assessments; and 8) the 
Technical Assistance Group and the Regional Management Units are attempting to secure 
resources from various donors to support household livelihood security initiatives. 
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I. Introduction 

Large scale poverty persists in the world today due to a number of interrelated economic, 
political, social, and environmental change processes taking place within developing countries 
and globally. Economic crises experienced in the last two decades have forced many 
developing countries to make cutbacks in social services, weakening the ability of 
governments to provide social safety nets for their poor populations. Job creation has not 
kept pace with population growth, and inequalities in the distribution of income, resources 
and opportunities have increased. Political changes in the 1980s and 1990s have resulted in 
instability and military insecurity, contributing to increased global poverty. Complex 
emergencies having both political and natural dimensions are on the rise, such that 59 million 
people have been directly affected. In addition, population growth rates have outstripped the 
environmental carrying capacity in most parts of the world, leading to tremendous 
environmental degradation. This is manifested in the destruction of tropical forests, the loss 
of biodiversity, and water and air pollution. These environmental pressures have also 
increased the intensity and frequency of namral disasters. Finally, the HIV/AIDS pandemic 
has reached crisis proportion in the developing world. By the Year 2000, 90% of the 
infections (estimated to be over 90 million cases) will be in the developing world. 

As a result of these interrelated factors, poor peoples' basic livelihoods are being threatened 
the world over, especially in South Asia and Africa. In 1992, 1.3 billion people (more than 
20% of the world's population) lived in absolute poverty, and were not able to meet their 
basic needs in terns of access to adequate food, clean water, shelter, education, and basic 
health care. Nearly two-thirds of these people live in South Asia or Africa. By the year 
2010, the numbers in absolute poverty in the world could reach 1.8 billion. 

To help the poor maintain secure livelihoods in order to meet their basic needs, CARE must 
take into account the broader socio-economic context of poverty. This involves addressing 

' The members the Household Livelihood Security Working Group include Timothy R. 
Frankenberger, Larry Frankel, Susan Ross, Marshall Burke, Carlos Cardenas, Debra 
Clark, Anne Goddard. Kevin Henry, Maurice Middleberg, Dan O'Brien, Carlos 
Perez, Rand Robinson, and Jeannie Zielinski. 



the various obstacles confronting households such as poor access to resources and social 
services , limited employment opportunities, political instability, unchecked population 
growth and environmental deaydation. To address these multifaceted and interrelated 
problems, CARE's program vision and strategy will need to be comprehensive yet flexible in 
order to address context specific constraints. Program initiatives will also have to span the 
relief-development continuum since livelihood systems are not static and are constantly 
threatened by natural disasters and complex emergencies. 

Recent steps have been taken to develop a new vision and program strategy that will help 
CARE address the array of problems facing poor households. It is being proposed that the 
central focus of this vision be on sustainable household livelihood security as an organizing 
principle or integrating framework for CARE's work across the relief-development 
continuum. This approach does not call for a resurrection of integrated rural development, 
but rather gives emphasis to the development of strong sector-specific programs that are 
linked synergistically in a shared framework, The advantages of using a common framework 
include: 1) the various sectors can share resources in conducting joint assessments and 
baselines, and measuring program impact; 2) intervention priorities can be established cross- 
sectorally depending upon the major constraints facing households; and 3) sector-specific 
programs can be targeted to the same regions to obtain a multiplier effect on the beneficiary 
population. 

To operationalize the household livelihood security conceptual framework for CARE USA, a 
working group has been established with representatives from the various technical and 
regional management units. Each technical assistance unit and regional management unit has 
been asked to help determine how the conceptual framework can be operationalized in sector 
specific terms, taking regional differences into account. Field Offices have also been asked to 
provide feedback in this process. Issues being addressed include: 1) what does CARE want to 
include in the basic human needs element of this concept; 2) how to articulate the assessment 
and baseline instruments used by the various sectors as a menu of options for collecting data 
on livelihood systems; 3) outlining a process for identifying what indicators will be used for 
measuring livelihood impact; 4) reconciling the focus on household livelihood security with 
CARE'S emphasis on partnering; and 5) determining how a focus on livelihood security will 
inform CARE's approach to advocacy. 

This paper begins with a review of the livelihood security conceptual framework as it is 
currently conceived. This is followed by a discussion of the issues to take into consideration 
as CARE begins to operationalize the concept in its program activities. The paper concludes 
with a review of the next steps to be taken by CARE over the coming months as it further 
develops this framework and implementation stratesy. 



II. Household Livelihood Security: A Conceptual Framework 

A. A Definition of Household Livelihood Security 

Household livelihood security is defined, in general terms, as adequate and sustainable access 
to income and other resources to enable households to meet basic needs (including adequate 
access to food, potable water, heath facilities, educational opportunities, housing, time for 
community participation and social integration, etc.). (See figure 1). More specifically, 
livelihoods can be seen to consist of a range of on-farm and off-farm activities which 
together provide a variety of procurement strategies for food and cash. Thus, each 
household can have several possible sources of entitlement which constitute its livelihood. 
These entitlements are based on the endowments that a household has, and its position in the 
legal, political, and social fabric of society (Drinkwater and McEwan 1992). The risk of 
livelihood failure determines the level of vulnerability of a household to income, food, health 
and nutritional insecurity. The greater the share of resources devoted to food and health 
services acquisition, the higher the vulnerability of the household to food and nutrition 
insecurity. Therefore, livelihoods are secure when households have secure ownership of, or 
access to, resources and income earning activities, including reserves and assets, to off-set 
risks, ease shocks, and meet contingencies (Chambers 1988). 

A livelihood is sustainable, according to Chambers and Conway (1992), when it "can cope 
with and recover from the stress and shocks, maintain its capability and assets, and provide 
sustainable livelihood opportunities for the next generation.. . " (Frankenberger 1992). 
Sustainable refers to the maintenance or enhancement of resource productivity on a long-term 
basis (Chambers 1988:l). Unfortunately, not all households are equal in their ability to cope 
with stress and shocks. Poor people balance competing needs for asset preservation, income 
generation, and present and future food supplies in complex ways (Maxwell et al. 1992). 
People may go hungry up to a point to meet another objective. For example, de Waal 
(1989) found during the 1984-85 famine in Darfur, Sudan that people chose to go hungry to 
preserve their assets and future livelihoods. People will tolerate a considerable degree of 
hunger to preserve seed for planting, cultivate their own fields, or avoid selling animals. 
Similarly, Corbett (1988) found that in the sequential ordering of behavioral responses 
employed in periods of stress in a number of African and Asian countries, preservation of 
assets takes priority over meeting immediate food needs until the point of destitution. 

Thus, food and nutritional security are subsets of livelihood security; food needs are not 
necessarily more important than other basic needs or aspects of subsistence and survival 
within households (See figure 2). Food insecure households juggle among a range of 
requirements, including immediate consumption and future capacity to produce. 



B. Household as a Unit of Analysis 

In most societies, the household is the basic unit of social organization2. The functions that 
households normally serve in many societies include regulation over sexual access and 
procreation, formation of social linkages that provide for material needs, social support and 
cultural transmission, especially to children, and the creation of bonds with other households 
and between men and women to have access to labor and resources. The household can be 
understood as the place where individuals and families attempt to cope with and respond to 
external social and economic forces. 

There are many configurations on the arrangements of households, many of which do not 
resemble the nuclear family mode found in Europe or North America. Households can 
consist of polygamous units, extended families or female-headed units with men absent. What 
often defines households is the pooling or sharing of resources (although not necessarily 
equitably). Thus, the operational definition of a household will vary by context and cultural 
setting. 

An emphasis on households as the focus of our development efforts is justified on the 
grounds that households are the social and economic units within which resources are 
organized and allocated to meet the basic needs of the household members. These needs 
include food, income, shelter, health, education and leisure time. Because the livelihood 
security of a household is determined by the cumulative actions of its members, the rights, 
responsibilities and tasks of all of the members must be taken into account in project design. 

Households are not static, corporate units. Social differentiation exists across households and 
within households within any given community. Communities and households have 
established systems for social and economic interaction that regulate internally and externally 
the allocation of resources according to gender, ethnic affiliation, social status or class. 
Development interventions will contribute to improving the living conditions of a11 or a few, 
depending upon how responsive we are to this social differentiation. 

Intra-household dynamics are critical to take into account in the design of interventions aimed 
at improving the livelihood conditions of household members. Households are internally 
diverse. organizations of individuals with different preferences and access to goods and 
power. Each member faces a different set of constraints that can guide the allocation of 
resources and the contribution they can make to household livelihood security. Women and 
men often allocate resources and income differently. having differential impact household 
welfare. Women's income is more often used to help meet the basic needs of the household. 

Most of this discussion on households is derived from "CARE'S Guidelines for 
Assessing and Enhancing the Impact of Agricultural and Natural Resource Projects", 
Agricultural and Natural Resources Unit. CARE-USA. 1994. 



To improve our understanding of intra-household dynamics, gender analysis can be used to 
delineate the economic activities, division of labor, and access to and control over resources 
that exists among members within households. Such an analysis will help overcome 
conceptual bias and provide insights into the full extent of women's contribution to liveiihood 
security. This information will be critical to project design coupled with other social 
differentiation criteria; all of which will help insure that no further burden is imposed upon 
the most disadvantaged groups in society. 

Household livelihood security is not a phenomenon that is permanent or fixed. Households 
have to adapt to new social, economic and biological environments often with different 
degrees of success. Households not only have to insure that their needs are met in the short 
run, but also that the strategies for the continuous adaptation to new and changing 
environments remains strong over time. 

C. Household Coping Strategies When Livelihood Security Is Threatened 

To weather transitory disturbances to their livelihoods, people in risk-prone areas have 
developed self-insurance coping strategies to minimize risks to their household livelihood 
security. Examples of such strategies are dispersed grazing, changes in cropping and 
planting practices, migration to towns in search of urban employment, increased petty 
commodity trading, collection of wild foods, use of inter-household transfers and loans, use 
of credit from merchants and money lenders, migration to other rural areas for employment, 
rationing of current food consumption, sale of possessions (e.g., jewelry), sale of firewood 
and charcoal, consumption of food distributed through relief programs, sale of productive 
assets, breakup of the household, and distress migration (Corben 1988) (See figure 3). In 
general, coping strategies are pursued by households to insure future income-generating 
capacity (i.e., livelihood) rather than simply to maintain current levels of food consumption 
(Frankenberger 1992). These strategies will vary by region, community, social class, ethnic 
group, household, gender, age and season. The types of strategies employed by households 
also will vary with the severity and duration of the potentially disruptive conditions. Coping 
strategies can serve as good location-specific indicators that reflect livelihood vulnerability, 
and should be monitored to detect localized threats to livelihood security that could result in 
increasing food and nutritional insecurity. 

Livelihood systems in many areas of the world are likely to become more structurally 
vulnerable due to one or a combination of the following factors: 1) increasing population 
growth out-stripping the carrying capacity of local resources; 2) recurrent droughts; 3) loss 
of economic opportunities during transitional periods of market liberalization (e.g., structural 
adjustment measures); and 4) complex emergencies where political instability has increased. 
In addition, the HIVIAIDS pandemic has taken its toll on the productive members of poor 
households. A number of communities are experiencing a progressive erosion of their basis 
of subsistence, leading to the further degradation of their natural resource base to compensate 
for these shortfalls. Community level buffers against periodic income and food shorta, ~ e s  are 



beginning to disappear. At the same time, the allocation of government resources to social 
services, food transfers and agricultural development have been significantly affected both by 
structural adjustment measures and by resource allocation to emergency or drought relief 
operations. As a result, Iivelihood systems in many parts of the world are becoming less 
sustainable through time. 

D. The Relief-Development Continuum 

CARE recognizes that poor households are not static in their ability to make a living. A 
range of intervention options need to be made available for the various circumstances that 
face poor populations.To enhance the livelihood security of vulnerable populations found at 
different levels, a three pronged approach can be used. This livelihood systems approach is 
based on the notion that relief, rehabilitatiodmitigation and development interventions are a 
continuum of related activities, not separate and discrete initiatives (See figure 4). Household 
food, nutrition and income security can be enhanced by one or a combination of the 
following three intervention strategies. 

Livelihood Promotion-involves improving the resilience of household livelihoods to meet 
food and other basic needs on a sustainable basis (development). Interventions of this type 
often aim to reduce the structural vulnerabiliry of livelihood systems by focusing on: 1) 
improving production to stabilize yields through diversification into agro-ecologically 
appropriate crops, and through soil and water conservation measures ( agriculture and natural 
resource-type measures); 2) creating alternative income generating activities (small economic 
activity development-type interventions); 3) reinforcing coping strategies that are 
economically and environmentally sustainable (e.g., seasonally appropriate off-fam 
employment); 3) improving on-farm storage capacity to increase the availability of buffer 
stocks; and 4) improving common property management through community participation. 
Promotion-type interventions could also deal with meso-level development, where the 
linkages between food surplus areas and food deficit areas could be strengthened throu,oh 
investment in regional infrastructure and market organization. Such interventions could help 
improve the terms-of-trade for the poor by improving local access to income, food 
availability and lowering food prices. In addition, livelihood promotion activities could focus 
on preventive measures that improve the health and sanitation conditions and the 
population/resource balance to insure that any income and production gains are not lost to 
disease and unchecked population growth. 

Livelihood Protection-involves protecting household livelihood systems to prevent an erosion 
of productive assets or to assist in their recovery (rehabilitatiodmitigation). These types of 
intenrentions entail timely food and income transfers that can reduce long-term vulnerabilities 
resulting from the forced selling of productive assets to meet immediate food and other 
needs. The negative impacts of livelihood insecurity can be reduced by: 1) timely detection 
of where livelihood and food insecurity are likely to occur; and 2) establishing contingency 
plans that can be implemented in a timely fashion before a significant erosion of household 
assets occurs and other erosive copins strategies are activated. The capacity to detect 



changes in livelihood and food insecurity at an early stage and to respond in a timely fashion 
could considerably reduce the costs of dealing with a full blown emergency. Protection-type 
interventions would include infrastructural improvements or soil and water conservation 
measures carried out through food or cash for-work or some other means, to enhance the 
longer-tern viability and resilience of the communities. Child survival and other timely 
health interventions that prevent the population from becoming more vulnerable to disease 
and malnutrition would also fall under this type of intervention approach. Recovery measures 
such as infrastructure repair and rehabilitation, distribution of seeds and tools, reforestation, 
and repair of water sites would also be included in this intervention set. The types of 
interventions pursued would be selected and implemented by the communities themselves. 

Livelihood Provisioning-involves providing food and meeting other essential needs for 
households to maintain nutritional levels and save lives. These types of interventions usually 
entail food and health relief for people in an emergency or people who are chronically 
vulnerable. Chronic vulnerability is usually long-term in nature. Targeted food and health 
relief is critical and should be combined with promotion 'interventions, where possible, to 
phase out the food transfers. In relief situations where people have been displaced from their 
homes (refugees and internally displaced populations) promotion interventions will be limited 
to those that can be brought to the camps (e.g., health and nutrition education and family 
planning initiatives). Community focused interventions may be necessary for chronically 
vulnerable populations (e.g., MCH programs) to allow for the provisioning activities to be 
taken over by the community on a sustainable basis. 

This three-pronged approach should be seen as a whole rather than as separate parts, since 
the ultimate goal of any development intervention is to promote sustainable livelihood 
systems in intervention areas. This has often not been the case with most development 
agencies which view relief activities as distinct from development. Especially in emergency 
situations, provisioning of relief food and health measures has tended to be seen as an end in 
itself, rather than as part of a continuum oriented towards securing beneficiaries' livelihoods. 

III. Issues That Need to be Addressed When Operationalizing the Household 
Livelihood Security Framework In CARE Programming 

A. The Current Status of CARE Sectoral Programming 

1. Addressing Basic Keeds 

When one considers CARE'S current program portfolio from a household livelihood security 
perspective, much of the current sectoral work does focus on a range of the basic human 
needs that concern poor households. CARE has achieved and maintained technical exceIlence 
in a number of sectors, including food security, primary health care, agriculture and natural 
resources, small economic activity development. and population. Recently, girls education 
has also been brought in as a strategic focus. Across these sectors, CARE is addressing a 



number of income generating activities that will help poor households meet their basic needs, 
as well as addressing the social, political and health constraints that place limits on their 
resource access and allocation. Household-centered philosophies have also been incorporated 
into the Food Security, Agriculture and Natural Resource, and Population Unit's program 
strategies. In addition, the Primary Health Care Unit's HIVfAIDS activities have used mdti- 
sectoral approaches to address disease prevention (See figures 4 and 5). 

Using a household livelihood security framework. it is easy to understand how each of the 
program activities addresses the various causes of poverty for a given beneficiary group. For 
example, Emergency programs deal primarily with the symptoms and immediate causes of 
food and nutrition insecurity, which serve as good proxies for poverty for CARE targeting 
purposes. Health programs can also deal with the immediate causes to some extent, as can 
the other technical assistance units. With regards to the underlying causes of poverty, the 
Agriculture and Natural Unit, the Small Economic Activity Development Unit, the Food 
Security Unit and the Primary Health Care Unit all have something to contribute. In terns of 
the basic causes of poverty, the Population Unit helps address the potential mismatch 
between population growth and resource availability. The Agriculture and Natural Resource 
Unit and some other sectors also can contribute to addressing basic causes related to policy 
(See figure 6). 

In addition, water supplies and sanitation have received a great deal of emphasis in a number 
of countries in the past, and recent efforts on the part of the Primary Health Care Unit are 
aimed to increase activities in this area. CARE programs are currently not addressing 
household access to housing. 

Although CARE has done a good job in improving program quality within sectors, more 
could be done to achieve cross-sectoral coordination and synergy in targeting, program 
planning and implementation. Recognizing this, efforts along these lines have already been 
initiated by several of the technical assistance units. For example, the Population Unit is 
focusing its programming activities in sites where CARE programs are on-going. The 
Primary Health Care Unit is coordinating its activities with the Agriculture and Natural 
Resource Unit with regards to HIVfAIDS programming. The Food Security Unit has tried to 
involve the various other sectors in rapid food/livelihood security assessments that have been 
carried out in 16 countries. 

2. Program Activities Across the Relief-Development Continuum 

With regards to the relief-development continuum, CARE is currently engaged in activities 
that cover the full spectrum of relief, rehabilitation and development. In fact, CARE has a 
strong comparative advantage when matched up to other similar development organizations 
with regards to the breadth of its activities. Based on current resource allocation and 
popuIation served, CARE is predominantly focused on the relief and rehabilitation end of the 
continuum. In terms of relief, CARE is primarily involved in the area of large scale food 
logistics. In terms of rehabilitation. CARE is involved in basic infrastructure repair, seeds 



and tool distribution, improving water supplies and reforestation. Development activities are 
primarily sector driven, and address the intervention areas mentioned above. 

Using a livelihood security framework, it is apparent that certain sectors of the Technical 
Assistance Group are better oriented to address particular livelihood interventions across the 
continuum than others. For example, the Agriculture and Natural Resources Unit seems 
better positioned to deal with livelihood promotion and protection measures than food 
provisioning/relief-type interventions. The same holds true for the Small Economic Activity 
Development Unit. The Emergency Unit's programs are better positioned to deal with 
provisioning and protection-type activities. The Food Security Unit, the Primary Health Care 
and Population Units' activities cut across all of the intervention types (See figure 4). 

Although CARE'S activities span the relief-development spectrum, much more could be done 
in the emergency response area to help communities increase their resilience and make 
successful transitions to rehabilitation and development. Rather than only focusing on food 
logistics and distribution, the emergency response should help poor populations to recover so 
that they can meet their own basic needs. This could be done by combining livelihood 
promotion activities with provisioning interventions. 

In addition, more attention should be given to the rehabilitationlmitigation portion of the 
continuum for all sectors. This would involve both assisting populations to recover from 
emergencies and to protect livelihoods for those populations at risk of sliding back away 
from sustainable development. 

3, Targeting 

CARE USA is currently involved in 45 countries: 20 in Africa, 10 in Latin America, 9 in 
Asia and 6 in the Middle East, Europe, and the NIS. We served 28 million people in 1994, 
predominantly in rural areas (90%) (However the data used for these calculations are of poor 
quality). The majority of the people reached by CARE are women and children, primarily 
through relief and other food distribution efforts. 

Currently, CARE does not apply systematic criteria for determining who are the appropriate 
"target" .participants and/or beneficiaries. Although the basic program principle is to "work 
with the poor", this principle has not been clearly defined and operationalized. 

In addition, CARE presently has a limited focus in urban areas, despite the fact that people 
in developing countries are moving to cities at record rates. At current rates of urbanization, 
41 % of Africa's population, 76% of Latin America's, and 37% of southeast Asia's 
population are projected to live in urban areas by the year 2000. To address current trends, 
CARE needs to seriously consider undertaking more initiatives to deal with urban poverty 
and food insecurity. A livelihood security approach will be just as appropriate for urban 
settings as it is for rural areas. 



Adopting a household livelihood security approach will help CARE be more strategically 
focused in its targeting of participants and beneficiaries. By explicitly articulating the 
targeting criteria in relation to livelihood and/or food insecurity, Country Offices could 
narrow the focus of their programming activities. It will also help determine what services to 
deliver and set cross-sectoral priorities. 

In adopting such an approach, program planners must reaIize the trade-offs that exist in 
reaching beneficiaries through relief (provisioning), and working with participants in 
livelihood promotion and protection-type activities. Fewer people can be served as the quality 
of the contact goes up. This has implications for the type of program portfolio CARE wishes 
to maintain, and will have a determining effect on the segments of the population CARE 
wants to reach (the poorest of the poor vs. those segments of the poor that sustainable impact 
is likely to be achieved). 

B. Program Initiatives Aimed to Support a Household Livelihood Security Strategy 

1. Delineating the Set of Basic Needs 

Based on the data gathered in the program priority survey, the "basic needs" on which 
CARE has chosen to focus over the next five years are: income/employment (on-farm and 
off-farm); food security; water supply; basic education; and access to basic health and family 
planning services (See figure 7). 

2. Selecting Key Interventions 

There are two major clusters for CARE program interventions over the next five years that 
wiIl help households meet their basic needs. These are: 1) interventions focusing on 
expanding the income and resource base of the poor; and 2) interventions focusing on 
expanding the access of poor households to basic services. Under the first category, Small 
Economic Activity Development and Agricultural Production and Marketing are the key 
interventions aimed at increasing access to income and resources. Under the second, 
Maternal Child Health, Education and Population interventions are key. Improved Water 
Supply and Sanitation, identified as one of CARE'S highest priority interventions over the 
next five years, is seen as straddling these two categories (CARE Draft Program Strategy 
1995). 

In addition to these micro-focused interventions, Country Offices and CARE Headquarters 
will give increasinz attention to the role of advocacy and broader development initiatives in 
improving the opportunities of households in meeting their basic needs. Policy changes 
regarding prices, land tenure, government supported services, or access to credit can have a 
significant impact on the livelihood systems of the people that CARE serves, and more can 
be done to influence such changes. 



It is important to note that households are a unit of analysis, and impact will be measured at 
this level. However, households are not necessarily the only unit of analysis, level of impact 
or intervention. Thus, improvements in household livelihood security can be brought about 
by interventions operating at various levels-at the household or community level through 
improved access to income, resources or services; at the regional level through improved 
access to markets, employment and services; at the national level through improved policy 
changes that affect the poor; and at the international level through improved policy changes 
of donor governments. The utility of the household livelihood security concept is that basic 
needs can be met through improving the immediate conditions for participants and their 
families, strengthening community organizations and local support networks, and/or 
influencing public ~olicies, practices and attitudes to confront the causes of poverty rather 
than merely alleviating the symptoms. 

Household livelihood security, by definition, incorporates sustainability as an essential 
element. Of the many potential aspects of sustainability, CARE will accord highest priority 
to the following three: 1) greater focus on partnerships, institution-building, and other forms 
of capacity building; 2) sound natural resource management and concern for the protection of 
the environment; and 3) more explicit focus on issues of social equity, including gender 
equity (CARE Draft Program Strategy 1995). 

.. 
3. Giving More Emphasis to Rehabilitation-Mitigation in the Relief-Development 

Continuum 

In addition to relief and development activities, CARE should give more emphasis to the 
rehabilitation/mitigation portion of the continuum in future design efforts. This is a program 
niche which CARE is well suited to fill. In addition to helping populations to recover from 
disasters and complex emergencies, CARE could help protect community Iivelihoods before 
they fail. This will involve developing good localized monitoring systems to detect livelihood 
threats (similar to the CARE Ethiopia Food Information System), and contingency plans for 
food or income transfers to allow households to make it through transition periods without 
selling off productive assets and seriously jeopardizing their ability to recover. 

4. Targeting and Design Considerations 

More work is required in the area of establishing a livelihood security approach for tarseting 
CARE programs. Considerable work has already been carried out along these lines by 
several Country Offices. For example, the Honduras and Guatemala Country Offices 
constructed poverty profiles of their respective countries to determine which departments to 
focus on in future programming. These profiles involved constructing matrices which 
consisted of a series of poverty indicators, such as proxies for income, access to 
infrastructure, levels of malnutrition, literacy, access to water, sanitation, morbidity and 
mortality rates, exposure to conflict, and ethnic composition. Departments were then scored 
according to these variables. In the Philippines, targeting matrices are being created to target 
Municipalities according to a poverty index, improvement potential, accessibility, potential 



partners and potential for synergistic project coordination. This matrix attempts to recognize 
the trade-offs that exist between targeting vulnerable areas and achieving sustainable impact. 

Targeting and design should be carried out as a phased process, such that the fiist phase 
identifies potential regions for program targeting (geographical targeting) by utilizing 
existing secondary data. This phase could be carried out during the fast phase of Long 
Range Strategic Planning of the Country Ofice. The second phase could invoive identifying 
the various vuInerable groups in the area and the major Iivelihood constraints they face. 
This information would be collected through a cross-sectoral rapid livelihood security 
assessment. It is during this phase that decisions are made as to which target groups will be 
focused on, what set of interventions are most appropriate for enhancing livelihood security, 
and what is the minimal data set to be collected in a baseline. The third phase could 
involve coIlecting a baseline and identifying a set of indicators that will be monitored 
and evaluated for measuring impact. The fourth phase might invoIve selecting the set of 
communities in which to implement program interventions. These communities should be 
chosen in such a way that they have similar characteristics to a larger group of communities 
in order to maximize the spread effect of any successful interventions. 

By using such an approach to targeting and design, the opportunity for cross-sectoral synergy 
and integration can be enhanced. Instead of having an incremental sectorally driven approach 
that results in widely dispersed project sites, areas of concentration can be chosen for 
coordinated sectoral programming to achieve a multiplier effect on the beneficiary 
population. Even in regions where CARE sectors are not jointly operating, coordinated 
programming can be pursued with other institutions such as other NGOs or government 
agencies. The main objective is to enhance the livelihood security of the local population 
through coordinated programming. These proposed targeting and design considerations 
should also be incorporated into existing CARE design manuals currently being used by 
Country Offices. 

Targeting and design decisions should also address poverty in urban areas. Traditionally 
CARE has concentrated in rural areas, so there is limited experience in designing programs 
for the urban poor. Most of CARE'S experience is derived from Latin America, although 
urban programs have recently been implemented in parts of Africa (e.g.,Ethiopia and 
Zambia). Urbanization of the poor is a phenomenon that cannot be ignored, and the 
livelihood security framework gives CARE the necessary orientation to address poverty in 
urban areas. The Food Security Unit has already written a review paper that addresses the 
key issues to take into account in urban food security programming. Further work along 
these lines is needed. 

5. Coordination vs. Integration 

As stated in the introduction, the livelihood security approach does not call for a resurrection 
of integrated rural development. Constraints to such integration have been well documented, 
and include problems with budgeting (who pays and in what proportions), internal 



organization (who reports to who), staff roles and responsibilities (as the number of tasks 
increase the quality of program delivery often decreases), and multi-donor and or multi- 
agency coordination. Instead, the livelihood security approach gives emphasis to the 
development of strong sector-specific programs that are linked synergistically in a shared 
framework. In operationalizing this approach, the focus should be on capitalizing on 
strategically phased coordination of strong sector programs. 

Coordination occurs at a number of stages. First, in the compilation of secondary data to 
construct country profiles for Country Offices, a livelihood security approach helps ensure 
that each sector contributes to the long range strategic planning decisions regarding the 
targeting of future programs. There will be trade-offs between selecting the poorest regions 
and identifying those areas or segments of the population that have development potential for 
the various sectors. Second, cross-sectoral participation in rapid livelihood security 
assessments ensures that the various sectors can share resources in conducting joint 
assessments and can derive cross-sectoral intervention priorities. Priorities are determined by 
the major constraints facing households. Third, sector-specific programs can be targeted to 
the same regions to obtain a multiplier effect on the beneficiary population. Basic needs of 
project participants can be met either through improving access to services or through 
improved access to income and resources. Fourth, monitoring and evaluation systems for 
sector-specific projects can use the same set of indicators at the fmal goal level to measure 
program impact on livelihoods. These would be fundamental changes in condition or "well- 
being" brought a bought by a change in services or change in income or some combination 
of both. At the output (project delivery) and effect (changes in knowledge, attitudes and 
practices) level, indicators would still be project and site specific. 

In any attempt to coordinate sector activities, it is important to take into account the 
absorptive capacity of communities and households in adopting development initiatives. It 
may be necessary to introduce activities in a sequential fashion in order to avoid 
overwhelming the project participants. 

6 .  Tools for Data Collection 

Currently there are a number of data collection methods being used by CARE to collect 
household level data. There is a need to harmonize these various tools into a complementary 
set of options for gathering information on livelihood systems. 

a. Rapid Livelihood Security Assessments 

To establish CARE programs that utilize a Iivelihood systems approach, one of the first 
activities is to obtain an understanding of the specific livelihood systems and their major 
constraints in an area in order to identify appropriate types of programs for that region. 
Cross-sectoral needs assessments using multidisciplinary teams in the initial phases of project 
design could help obtain the required information. Rapid livelihood security assessments are 
one type of an assessment approach that should be considered given their short duration, 



cost-effectiveness and simple methods. Such assessments using a food and livelihood security 
focus have already been conducted by CARE in 16 countries. To insure that these assessment 
tools cover the full spectrum of livelihood information required for future sector-specific 
programming, these instruments are currently being further refined to include input from all 
sectors. 

Rapid assessments can contribute key information to program design through providing 
contextual, socio-economic information on livelihood, food, health and nutritional conditions 
that can be used for selecting appropriate interventions for the program area. Rapid 
assessments can also aid in the design of both baseline and impact evaluation surveys through 
the identification of both the specific information needs of a project and location-specific 
indicators. This assessment approach also allows for collaboration among sectors and 
agencies, and can lead to improved articulation of roles between the various actors involved. 
In addition, when carried out during project implementation, rapid livelihood security 
assessments can help staff to better understand the effectiveness of project targeting, and 
allow beneficiaries to express their perspectives regarding the program's impact on their 
lives. Finally, rapid assessments can provide ' training and capacity building for field staff in 
monitoring and evaluation methods, allowing them to better conceptualize the Iinkages 
between project impacts and inputs. 

b. Baseline Surveys 

Each of the sectors in CARE has developed baseline instruments for collecting sector-specific 
data at the household level. These tools should represent a menu of options to draw from for 
constructing cross-sectoral baseline instruments. Which options . will be used will depend 
upon the results of the rapid assessments. Livelihood constraints will vary from one localdo 
another, so the types of data that should be collected in follow-up surveys should be location- 
specific. Thus the assessment will help CARE delineate the minimum data set for future 
surveys. For example, the Rural Economic Programming tools developed by the Agriculture 
and Natural Resources Unit in conjunction with the Small Economic Activity Development 
Unit represent a menu of options for baseIine data collection for this specific sector. Baseline 
instruments developed by the other sectors are also being reviewed from this perspective. 
Further harmonizing of these various instruments will be required, and this is an area where 
each sector will have to contribute. 

c. Monitoring and Evaluation 

In designing monitoring and evaluation systems usins a livelihood security perspective, 
indicators will need to be identified at three levels. The first two levels wiI1 be project and 
site specific, while the third level wiIl apply across projects. The first level will consist of 
indicators that measure project delivery and output. These indicators measure the results of 
project activities (e .g . goods and services), and are usually quantified and timeframed. The 
second level consists of indicators that measure the effect of the project (e.g. intermediate 
goal level). These are changes in knowledge. attitudes or practices that result from the use of 



goods and services provided by the project. The third level will consist of indicators that 
measure fundamental change in human conditions or "well beingn. This is the fin;il god level 
for most CARE projects. The same set of indicators can be used across projects because 
conditional changes can be brought about by improved access to services or improved access 
to income and resources. Proxy indicators can be used for measuring improvements in well- 
being or livelihood, such as improvements in nutritional status, consumption, health status, 
education, access to income etc. By measuring these well-being or livelihood security 
indicators across projects, we can monitor program impact. If improvements occur at the 
outcome and effect level but are not recorded at the conditional level, then additional 
interventions may be required to address the constraints not being dealt with by the existing 
projects. These interventions can be either at the micro or macro level. 

IV. Action Steps for Further Operationalizing the Household LiveIihood Security 
Conceptual Framework 

A number of steps have been proposed to operationalize the household livelihood security 
coilceptual framework. These are Iisted below. 

1) To build the capacity of CARE staff to operationalize the livelihood security concept, 
workshops, conferences, and proposal writing sessions will be conducted over the 
next year. These activities will be incorporated into Country Offices' Annual 
Operating Plans and Individual Operating Plans. This will help insure that the skills to 
successfully design, implement, and evaluate household livelihood security projects 
exists in the Country Offices. 

2) The selection criteria for partners in future development activities will take into 
consideration whether the approach used by the partner is consistent with the 
household livelihood security approach used by CARE. Institutional strengthening 
activities for partners will also include a household livelihood security component. 

3) The Program Structural Review Committee will address the systems, procedures and 
structures that need to be in place at both Headquarters and in the Country Offices to 
implement a household livelihood security strategy. 

4) Regional strategies are being developed for some regions over the next several 
months. As part of this effort. country profiles and cross-cutting themes will be 
derived for each region, identifying the key livelihood security issues. The Technical 
Assistance Units working with the Regional Management Units and the Country 
Offices will work together in putting these regional strategies together. Currently, 
such strategies using a livelihood security perspective have been or are being 
developed for East Africa. Southern Africa, and Asia. 



5 )  Long Range Strategic Plans (LRSPs) are planned over the next year in Latin 
America (Peru and Haiti), Bangladesh, and numerous countries in Africa. To assist in 
the LRSP 1 process which involves the problem identification and analysis stage, each 
of the Technical Assistance Units has submitted a Iist of key questions to be asked 
that are relevant to their specific sector. This input will help insure that a good 
problem analysis is carried out that takes into account a livelihood security 
perspective. The key to this analysis is the development of decision making criteria 
that will help the country office decide what to do and not to do in terms of 
programming. Such criteria may include the severity of the problem, CARE'S 
comparative advantage, potential for CARE to have an impact, opportunities for 
funding, potential partners for program implementation, and potential for synergistic 
project coordination. 

6) In addition to the 16 assessments that have already been completed, Rapid Livelihood 
Security Assessments are scheduled for Mali, Bolivia, Bangladesh, and 'possibly El 
Salvador, Nicaragua and Peru over the coming year. Baseline studies are also 
planned for Honduras and Guatemala in the next several months. Each sector will be - 
asked to participate in these cross-sectoral assessments, either through direct 
participation or by identifying technical assistance. In addition, each sector is 
reviewing the existing topical outlines used in these assessments to ensure that the 
right types of information are being collected. Finally, each sector is compiling copies 
of all of the sector tools used for project design, baselines, monitoring and evaluation. 
This inventory will provide CARE with a menu of options that can be synthesized and 
shared with Country Offices doing assessments, baselines and setting up monitoring 
and evaluation systems. 

7) Country Offices need resources to make their household livelihood security activities 
a reality. The Technical Assistance Group and the Regional Management Units are 
atcernpting to secure resources to support these activities. Possible resources may 
come from the Institutional Strengthening Grant of the Food Security Unit, the Horn 
of Africa Strategy Proposal submitted to USAID, the new Partnership for Household 
Livelihood Security Proposal being submitted to USAID, Regional Management Unit 
discretionary funds, and the PEW Foundation. Donors have expressed a strong 
interest in the livelihood security approach. 
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Health Advisor on Diarrheal Disease Control in the Bureau for Science and Technology's Office 
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Human Development in USAID's Bureau for Policy and Program Coordination. He serves as the 
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decades to field work in international development and public health, principally in South Asia 
and Sub-Saharan Africa, but also in Southeast Asia, Latin America, the Caribbean, Central and 
Eastern Europe, and the Near East. During that time, Mr. Daulaire held a variety of different 
positions, such as Primary Health Care Advisor to Gonoshasthaya Kendra (The People's Health 
Centre) in Bangladesh, Public Health Advisor to the Ministry of Health in Mali, as well as the 
joint responsibility of Senior Health Administration Advisor and Chief of Party for the Integrated 
Rural Health and Family Planning Services Project with the Ministry of Health in Nepal. He also 
served as the Director for several public and private entities including the Bureau for Handicapped 
Children in the New Hampshire Division of Public Health Services, Rural Health Associates, the 
International Division of the John Snow Public Health Group, and The International Center for 
the Prevention and Treatment of Major Childhood'Diseases (INTERCEPT). In addition, Nils 
Daulaire has had faculty appointments at medical schools for Dartmouth and Harvard University, 
and his writings have been published in numerous international journals. 

Margie Ferris-Morris holds a B.S. and an M.S. in Nutrition Sciences. She was the Workshop 
Coordinator for this USAID Food Security Performance Measurement Workshop. She is a free- 
lance consultant in the areas of food security, maternal and child health, and nutrition with over 15 



years of international development and relief experience, of which more than 6 years were spent 
living in developing countries. Her expertise is in policy dialogue, micronutrient programming, 
emergency health operations and logistics, health program management, survey design and 
analysis, and training. Ms. Ferris-Morris commenced her international work through the World 
Food Programme (WFP) in Thailand, where she served as a Nutrition Coordinator for refugee 
camps along the Thai-Kampuchean border. Since then, she has completed several assignments in 
Cambodia with UNICEF, FAO, and World Vision International; and assisted USAIDys Bureau for 
Humanitarian Response's Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance with USDA, to evaluate famine 
mitigation activities in Cape Verde. Margie Ferris-Morris has also worked extensively for the 
U.S. Peace Corps' Office of Training and Program Support (OTAPS), in designing formal and 
informal training modules and in conducting training with the Ministry of Health and the Peace 
Corps for Volunteers in Niger. In addition, Ms. Ferris-Morris has both served with and provided 
consulting services regarding emergency operations to the National Headquarters of the American 
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analyses for the International Nutrition Unit of Logical Technical Support (LTS) and domestic 
community-based nutrition surveillance with Cornell University (CFNPP). In addition, Margie 
Ferris-Morris advised on Cornell University's Communications, Planning and Strategy course for 
government ministers worldwide. (Workslzop Coordinator) 

Tim Frankenberger received a B.S. with a major in Anthropology and minors in Biology, 
American Indian Studies, and African Studies; an M.A. in Applied Anthropology with a minor in 
Agricultural Economics; and is completing a Ph.D. in Anthropology with a minor in Agricultural 
Economics. He has 15 years of experience directing food security-focused research in Nigeria, 
Sudan, Liberia, Mauritania, Senegal, Botswana, Malawi, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Lesotho, Cape 
Verde, Kenya, Ethiopia, Nepal, India, the Philippines, Bangladesh, Guatemala, Honduras, Haiti, 
Peru, and Bolivia. Mr. Frankenberger is also a specialist in rapid rural appraisal methods, and is 
the previous editor of the Journal of Farming Systems Research-Extension. Among many 
international publications on food security and farming systems research, he also co-authored the 
book entitled "Household Food Security: Concepts, Indicators, Measurements: A Technical 
Review" (with Simon Maxwell, published by UNICEF and IFAD). Currently, Tim Frankenberger 
is the Senior Food Security Advisor for the Food Security Program Unit of CARE, which is 
tasked with promoting and contributing to the most effective use of food and other resources in 
order to help vulnerable populations to become self-sufficient and achieve household food and 
nutrition security. Frankenberger's work with the Food Security Unit also assists country offices 
to develop and implement food security needs assessments, baselines, monitoring systems and 
impact evaluations. Prior to his current position with CARE, Mr. Frankenberger worked for 8 
years as a Farming Systems Research Specialist with the University of Arizona's Office of Arid 
Lands Studies. 

Heather Goldman possesses a Bachelor's degree in Home Economics with a concentration in 
Food and Nutrition. She also has both an M.S. and a Ph.D. in Nutritional Sciences with a 
specialization in International Nutrition and Agricultural Economics. Ms. Goldman's Master's 
Thesis was on Vitamin A Deficiency in the Philippines, and her Ph.D. thesis dealt with the 
Nutrition of Children in Liberia. Heather Goldman has 2 1 years of overseas experience working 
for the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) in the developing countries of West 
and Central Africa, South Asia, and South America. Her overseas posts include Cameroon, the 



Central African Republic, Equatorial Guinea, Liberia, Mauritania, Zaire, Pakistan, India, and 
Peru. For USAID, Ms. Goldman directed programs in nutrition, primary health care, child 
survival, population, food assistance, girl's education and women's initiatives in micro-finance 
and violence against women. Through her expertise in designing and operating many 
interventions to address the needs and concerns of women and children worldwide, Heather 
Goldman has been involved in efforts to improve and better integrate programs and systems that 
aim at achieving the multi-faceted goal of food security. 

H. Robert (Bob) Kramer earned a B.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science and an M.A. in 
International Relations. Mr. Kramer is now the Associate Vice President for Humanitarian 
Response at Save the Children Federation, where he is responsible for the development and 
execution of new, large-scale programs that respond to the humanitarian and solid needs of 
societies in transition, such as Russia, the Ukraine, Angola, and Mozambique. Prior to this 
current occupation, Bob Kramer provided 19 years of service to USAID, as a Program Officer in 
Peru, a Regional Coordinator for Africa in the Bureau for Policy and Program Coordination, a 
Deputy Director and Program Officer in Bangladesh, a Deputy Director in Bolivia, a Senior 
Foreign Affairs Office for Human Resources in the Bureau for Management, and most recently (at 
the time of this workshop) as the Director for Food for Peace in the Bureau for Humanitarian 
Response. Before that, he was a professor of political science at Princeton University and the 
Universidad De Los Andes. He possesses expertise in strategic planning, program management, 
organizational management, and negotiationlteam building. Mr. Kramer also has experience in the 
areas of humanitarian aid, disaster relief, food aidlfood security, child survival, family planning, 
the environment, democracy and governance, women in development, private enterprise and anti- 
narcotics endeavors, gained from his work in Latin Amei-ica, Asia, and Africa. 

John Lewis obtained a B.A. in History, an M.A. in Cultural Anthropology, and a Ph.D. is Social 
Anthropology. He is now the Director of the Office of Agriculture and Food Security in the Center 
for Economic Growth of USAID's Bureau for Global Programs, Field Support and Research. Mr. 
Lewis began his 18 years of service to the Agency is 1978, as a Social Science Analyst with the 
Office of Rural and Administrative Development in USAID's Development Support Bureau. For 
that job, he designed and managed a portfolio of centrally-funded Regional Planning, 
Decentralization, and Local Revenue Administration projects. He later served as Assistant Rural 
Development Officer and Acting Chief of the Social Analysis and Rural Development Division of 
the Bureau for the Near East, where he designed, monitored and backstopped a half billion dollar 
Decentralization portfolio in Egypt and analogous local development portfolios in Yemen and 
Tunisia. Next, Mr. Lewis was a Rural Development Officer and Deputy Supervisory Agricultural 
Development Office for the AID mission in Haiti, where he helped to manage an Agricultural and 
Rural Development program. He then became the Chief of the Regional Affairs Division of the 
Bureau for Africa's Sahel West Africa Office, where he was tasked with administering a six 
million dollar annual portfolio of CILSS Interstate Committee for Drought Control In the Sahel) 
projects and adapting them to the objectives of the Development Fund for Africa. Prior to his 
current position, John Lewis was the USAID Representative and Deputy Director of the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (0ECD)'s Club du Sahel Secretariat, 
where he facilitated development policy analysis dialogue with nine West African States through 
the CILSS. He also held faculty and research assignments focusing on livestock and African 
studies in Mali and in the U.S. In addition, his writings on land tenure, food crop production, 



small farmer credit and other rural development concerns have been widely published in both 
African and American journals. 

Carl Mabbs-Zeno has a B.S. in Ecology, and both an M.S. and a Ph.D. in Agricultural 
Economics, and is currently an agricultural economist with the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA). He has focused on food and trade policy issues in developing countries since 1982. 
During this period, in addition to heading a research program at USDA, Mr. Mabbs-Zeno has 
served as a consultant for other major international donor organizations such as the Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO), the World Bank, the United Nations Development Program 
(UNDP), and the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). In addition, for the past 
three years, Carl Mabbs-Zeno has been seconded from USDA to USAID, where he has 
coordinated the formulation of an Agency policy on food security. 

Miloslav (Mike) Rechcigl is a native of Czechoslovakia who has lived in the U.S. since 1958. 
He holds a B.S., M.N.S., and a Ph.D. in Biochemistry, Physiology, and Nutrition. Since 1994, 
Mike Rechcigl has been associated with the Agency's Bureau for Policy and Program 
Coordination (PPC)'s Center for Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE), where he was 
responsible for food security performance measurement and served as the point person for this 
workshop. For a number of years, he was a Research Biochemist at the National Institute of 
Health. In 1968, he was selected to participate in a special executive program of training in grants 
administration and research management. The following year, Mr. Rechcigl was appointed 
Special Assistant for Nutrition and Health in the George Washington University Health and 
Mental Health Administration. In 1970, he became a Nutrition Advisor and then Chief of the 
Research Division at the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). Since that time, 
Mike Rechcigl has held several Agency positions dealing with various facets of research 
administration and management. In 1983, Mr. Rechcigl accepted the position of Research 
Director in USAIDys Office of the Science Advisor, where he was responsible for managing the 
newly-established and innovative Program in Science and Technology Cooperation (PSTC) and 
the U.S.-Israel Cooperative Development Research (CDR) Program. (Workslzop Coordinator) 

Beatrice (Bea) Rogers is the Academic Dean and Professor of Economics and Food Policy at the 
Tufts University School of Nutrition Science and Policy. Her work is focused on determinants of 
household food consumption, especially prices and income, and on patterns of inter-household 
allocation. For the past three years, she has been the co-principal investigator of a study on cost- 
effectiveness of Title I1 programs in Honduras. During the past four years she has consulted on 
projects in Mozambique, Ghana, Egypt, Morocco among other countries. She is an expert on cash 
transfer programs, structural adjustment, food price subsidies, and survey analysis. 

Scott Smith has both a B.A. and an M.A. in International Relations. At the time of this 
workshop, he was the Director of USAID's Center for Development Information and Evaluation 
(CDIE). Currently, he is a free-lance consultant on international issues. Mr. Smith has over 21 
years of experience as a foreign service officer with USAID, and has served overseas in Latin 
America and Southern Africa. He has also worked in various USAID/Washington offices, most 
recently as Director of CDIE after serving as the Deputy Director of CDIE. Prior to his work at 
CDIE, Mr. Smith held several positions overseas including that of Director of the Southern 



Africa Drought Emergency Task Force, and Deputy Mission Director in both Zimbabwe and 
Ecuador. 

Luther Tweeten is the Anderson Professor of Agriculture and Marketing Policy and Trade in the 
Department of Agricultural Economics at the Ohio State University. His research emphasis is on 
public policy for agriculture and on regional, national and international economic development 
and trade. He has authored or co-authored eight books and over 400 journal articles. Most 
recently, he has been the leader of a team which wrote "Food Security Discussion Paper" for 
USAID. 

Bobbie van Haeften is an agricultural economist with over 20 years of experience working on 
food and agricultural policy issues in over 20 developing countries in Africa, Asia, Latin America 
and the Near East. For her current position as a Food Policy Advisor at the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture's LAC TECH project, she has been working on issues related to food policy, food 
security, food aid, and the monitoring and evaluation of programs and projects with respect to 
their impacts on poverty and malnutrition. One recent thrust of her efforts has been to assist Latin 
American and Caribbean (LAC) missions to develop agricultural policy reform agendas to be 
implemented under the new Title I11 grant food aid program. Ms. van Haeften's significant 
previous accomplishments include the design and implementation of a body of pioneering 
analyses that demonstrated the importance of macro and agricultural sectoral policy reform as a 
prerequisite for achieving improvements in the incomes and diets of the majority of households in 
developing countries. She has also conducted agricultural trade and price policy reviews, 
agricultural marketing sector studies, and reviews of market potentials for traditional and non- 
traditional exports. In addition, Bobbie van Haeften has significant management experience 
particularly in the areas of applied policy research, program and project design and evaluation, the 
creation of information systems, and training and facilitation. 

Mike Weber is a Professor in the Department of Agricultural Economics at Michigan State 
University. He is also the Director of Food Security I1 Cooperative Agreement with USAID. His 
expertise is in agricultural marketing and food security, and he's currently directing the research 
project with a heavy focus on Africa. Mike also has lots of experience in Latin America, where he 
lived for a number of years and more recently in Africa. 

Break-out Group Facilitators: 

Happ Carr holds Master's degrees in Public Administration with a concentration in Policy 
Analysis and in International Relations. Mr. Carr has been associated with the U.S. government 
contractor/consulting firm Management Systems International (MSI) since November 1993, as a 
monitoring and evaluation specialist. His recently completed assignments include: 1) assisting the 
Bureau of Humanitarian Response (BHR) in the formulation of its Strategic Plan and, 
subsequently, the strategic plans of the five offices in the BHR bureau; 2) promoting USAID's re- 
engineering efforts by participating in the development of a Customer Service Plan for 
REDSOIESA and by facilitating the formulation of Results Frameworlts for the EN1 Bureau in 
both Ukraine and Moldova; and 3) helping USAIDNozainbique to identi@ indicators and 



monitor the impact of rural roads by leading a team in the design of a Project Impact Assessment 
System (PIAS) for the Mission's Rural Access Project. In addition, he served as the Chief of Party 
for MSI's West Bank and Gaza Technical Support Project, providing management technical 
assistance to the mission, serving as a monitoring and evaluation technical specialist for the 
program's U.S. PVO partners, and developing and revising reporting systems. Mr. Carr also 
served as Chief of Party for a strategic planning project in Mozambique, working with the 
national railroad to develop plans for restructuring the railroad's main Southern Corridor and other 
operations. His other institutional strengthening assignments include restructuring, improving and 
privatizing the Dhaka Water and Sewer Authority's financial administration operations. For the 
greater part of his career, Mr. Carr has served as a public administration consultant working 
primarily on USAID and World Bank on projects involving organizational development, public 
administration and institutional capacity building. He also served as a Senior Organizational 
Specialist with the Organization of American States carrying out programming, administration 
and evaluation studies for the Office of the Secretary General. 
In addition, he is co-author of An Inter-Country Evaluation of Municipal Development Institutions 
for USAID and published by Praeger in 1977. 

Mike Hendricks has a Ph.D. in research methodology. Mr. Hendricks has 20 years of consulting 
experience in conducting program monitoring and evaluations. Mr. Hendricks has considerable 
experience providing a variety of international development consulting services to number of 
different organizations, and is currently working with the Urban Institute to develop a 
performance monitoring system for United Way of America. He has completed many 
assignments for USAID and for CDIE, in particular. Mr. Hendricks has also drafted Agency 
guidance, especially on performance monitoring, has helped develop performance monitoring 
plans for several USAID Missions, and is currently assisting the Office of Food for Peace in the 
same area of expertise. (Master of Ceremonies) 

Sam Taddesse earned a Ph.D. degree in Finance and Applied Economics. Between 1974 and 
1977, Mr. Taddesse was an assistant professor of finance and economics at the Bernard Baruch 
College of the University of New York. Later, he went on to become a research economist at the 
Federal Reserve Bank (FRB) of New York, where he wrote occasional speeches for the Chairman 
of FRB, Mr. Paul Volcker. In addition, for 7 years, Sam Taddesse served as a District Manager 
for AT&T, heading several task forces charged with implementing the divestiture plan that 
created the Baby Bells. Subsequently, he helped formulate post-divesture plans that further 
redefined AT&Tts post-monopoly services, streamlined operations and downsized the labor force, 
thereby making AT&T more competitive. Since 1988, Mr. Taddesse has worked as an 
independent consultant to USAID, the World Bank, and the United Nations, among others, on 
topics such as feasibility analysis and development program monitoring and evaluations. 



Mailing List for the Food Security Performance Measurement Workshop Follow-up 

Name Address 

Gary Alex 

G. Tracy Atwood 

Janet Ballantyne 

Gerry Britan 

Eunyong Chung 

Ralph Cummings 

Vince Cusumano 

Brian D'Silva 

Dana Dalrymple 

Nils Daulaire 

Tel. # 

USAlD Washington 

ESDAR Rm. S-7-056 
World Bank 
1818 H St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20433 

GIEGIAFSIFP 
SA-2, Rm. 401 
Washington, D.C. 20523 

PPCIAA 
N.S. 3892A 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0004 

PPCICDIEIPME 
SA-18, Rm. 308-C 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
1802 

GIPHNIHN 
SA-18, Rm. 1200 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
181 7 

GIEGIAFSIFP 
SA-2, Rm. 401 - L 
Washington, D.C. 20523 

PPCIPC 
N.S. 3673 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0039 

AFRISDIPSGE 
Lynn 21 0 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0089 

G/EG/AFS/ST 
SA-2, 402-F 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0000 

PPCIPHD 
N.S. 3889 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0045 

Fax. # E-mail 

and Other US 

(202) 458-57761 

(202) 663-2536 

(202) 647-8592 

(703) 875-41 94 

(703) 875-4074 

(202) 663-2541 

(202) 736-4863 

(703) 235-5254 

(202) 663-2557 

(202) 647-841 5 

Government Offices 

(202) 522-3246 

(202) 663-2552 

(202) 647-8595 

(703) 975-4394 
(703) 875-4866 

(703) 875-4686 

(202) 663-2552 

(202) 647-8397 

(703) 235-3805 

(202) 663-2948 

(202) 647-9747 

galex@worldbank.org 

tatwood@usaid.gov 

jballantyne@usaid.gov 

gbritan@usaid.gov 

echung@usaid.gov 

rcummings@usaid.gov 

vicusumano@usaid.go~ 

bdsilva@usaid.gov 

ddalrymple@usaid.gov 

ndaulaire@usaid.gov 



Tel. # 

(703) 351 -01 02 

(202) 647-5680 

(703) 235-3808 

(202) 647-2943 

(202) 647-2962 

(703) 351 -01 66 

(703) 351-0106 

(703) 351 -01 38 

(703) 351 -01 68 

(202) 647-70341 
647-7059 

(202) 663-2633 

(703) 351 -01 16 

Name 

James Dempsey 

Don Drga 

George Gardner 

Rodger Garner 

Ricki Gold 

Dave Hagen 

Bob Kramer 

Tim Lavelle 

Jim Lehman 

Carl Mabbs-Zeno 

Jerre Manarolla 

Tom Marchione 

Fax. # 

(703) 351 -01 18 

(202) 647-8098 

(703) 235-3805 

(202) 647-3364 

(202) 647-3364 

(703) 351-01 18 

(703) 351-01 18 

(703) 351 -01 18 

(703) 351-01 18 

(202) 647-8595 

(202) 663-2950 

(703) 351-01 18 

Address 

BHRIPPE 
SA-8, Rm. 357 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0806 

LACIRSDIBBEG 
N.S. 2242 
Washington, D.C. 20523 

AFRISDIPSGE 
Lynn 210 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
1515 

AFRIDPIPFP 
N.S. 2733A 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
001 3 

AFRIDPIPFP 
N.S. 2733A 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
001 3 

BHRIFFPIER 
SA-8, Rm. 343 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0809 

BHRIFFP 
SA-8, Rm. 337 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
1809 

BHRIFFP 
SA-8, Rm. 335 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0809 

BHRIFFP 
SA-8, Rm. 31 5 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0809 

PPCIECON 
N.S. 3889 
Washington, D.C. 20523 

ANEISEAIEA 
SA-2, Rm. 103 
Washington, D.C. 20523 

BHRIPPE 
SA-8, Rm. 355 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0806 

E-mail 

jdernpsey@usaid.gov 

ddrga@usaid.gov 

ggardner@u.said.gov 

rgarner@usaid.gov 

rigold@usaid.gov 

dhagen@usaid.gov 

tlavelle@usaid.gov 

jlehrnan@usaid.gov 

crnabbs-zeno@usaid.gov 

jrnanarolla@usaid.gov 

fmarchione@usaid.gov 



Name I Address 

Jeanne Markunas BHRIFFP 
SA-8, Rm. 327 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0809 

Francesca Nelson 

Shirley Pryor 

BHRIPPE 
SA-8, Rm. 363 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0806 

GIEGIAFSIFP 
SA-2, Rm. 401 D 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0000 

-- 

Tom Ray BHRIFFP 
SA-8, Rm. 321 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0809 

Mike Rechcigl 

Alexis Robles 

PPCICDIEIPME 
SA-18, Rm. 308-F 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
1802 

BHRIFFPIER 
SA-8, Rm. 341 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
1801 

Larry Rubey GIEGIAFSIFP 
SA-2, Rm. 401 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0000 

David Schroeder GIEGIAFSIFP 
SA-2, Rm. 401- 1 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0000 

- 

Art Silver AN EISEAISPA 
SA-2, Rm. 102 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0000 

Lisa Smith 

i 
1 Mark Smith 

PPCIPHD 
N.S. 3881 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0045 

ENIIED 
SA-15, Rm. 31 0 4  
Washington, D.C. 20523- 

: 1501 

Tel. # I Fax.# I E-mail 



Name 

Scott E. Smith 

Erin Soto 

Roberta Van 
Haeften 

Jim Vermillion 

Carolyn 
Weiskirch 

Dan Whyner 

Tel. # 

(703) 875-41 56 

(202) 736-7875 

(202) 647-5682 

(202) 647-7 109 

(202) 647-7 1 1 7 

(202) 736-4920 

USAlD Missions 

Address 

PPCICDIE 
SA-18, Rm. 31 1 -D 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
1802 

GIDG 
N.S. 5258 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
181 7 

LACIRSD-BBEG 
N.S. 2242 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0048 

PPCIDEM 
N.S. 3889 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0045 

PPCIHR 
N.S. 3647 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0039 

PPCIENV 
N.S. 3947 
Washington, D.C. 20523- 
0045 

Ray Baum 

Greg Farino 

Antoinette 
Ferrara 

Jose Garzon 

Fax. # 

(703) 975-4394 
(703) 875-4866 

(202) 736-7892 

(202) 647-8098 

(202) 647-8595 

(202) 647-5 1 89 

(202) 647-9747 

E-mail 

ssmith@usaid.gov 

ersoto@usaid.gov 

rvanhaeften@usaid.gov 

jvermillion@usaid.gov 

dwhyner@usaid.gov 

USAIDILa Paz (Bolivia) 
American Embassy 
Unit 39 14 
APO AA 34032 

USAIDIKampala (Uganda) 
P.O. BOX 7007 
Kampala, Uganda 

USAIDIPhnom Pehn 
(Cambodia) 
Box P 
APO AP 96546 

USAIDIManila 
(Philippines)/PRM 
APO, AP 96440-8600 

gfarino@usaid.gov 

aferrara@usaid.gov 

jgarzon@usaid.gov 

591 -2-786544 

256-41 -235879 
256-41 -242896 

662 25-432871 

63-2-522-441 

591 -2-782325 

256-41 -23341 7 

855-23-427638 

63-2-52 1-481 1 



Name 

Heather Goldman 
Ashi Kohli 
Kathuria 

Anne Joyce 

Boyd Kowal 

Cameron Leuthy 

Margaret 
Missiaen 

Tel. # 

91 -1 1-686-5301 

(202) 647-6240 

(703) 305-2550 

(202) 395-3671 

(202) 21 9-0652 

Projects and 

Address 

USAIDINew Delhi (India) 
FFD 
The Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20521 - 
2030 

State Department 
Office o f  the 
Under Secretary for Global 
Affairs 
N.S. G7250 
Washington, D.C. 20523 

USDAIFCS 
31 01 Park Center Drive 
Rm. 206 
Alexandria, V A  22301 

The Office of Management & 
Budget 
725 17th St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Economic Research Service 
USDA 
1301 New York Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

USAlD Washington 

Katie Kampmann 
Bill Nall 

Bart Burkhalter 

Happ Carr 
(Workshop 
Facilitator) 

Bruce Cogill 
Anne Swindale 

Fax. # 

91 -1 1-686-8594 

(2021 647-0753 

(703) 305-2576 

(202) 395-5770 

(202) 21 9-0942 

Contractors 

E-mail 

hgoIdman@usaid.gov 

1euthycaI.eop.gov 

missiaen@econ.ag.gov 

FEWS Project 
161 1 N. Kent St., Rm. 1002 
Arlington, V A  22209 

Basics Project, 
John Snow Inc. 
600 Wilson Blvd. 
Arlington, VA  22209 

Management Systems 
International (MSI) 
600 Water St., S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 

l M PACT 
Food Security & Nutrition 
Monitoring Project 
1655 N. Fort Myer Dr.,Ste. 
300 
Arlington, V A  22209 

(703) 522-7722 

(703) 31 2-681 9 

(202) 484-71 80 
ext. 157 

(703) 807-2092 

(703) 522-7729 

(703) 31 2-6900 

(202) 488-0754 

(703) 807-1 126 

FEWS@cais.com 

bburkhal@basics.org 

bcogill@istiinc.com 
as windale @istiinc. corn 



Name 

Gabrielle Dennis 
Margie Ferris- 
Morris 
Amy Maglio 
(Workshop 
Organizers) 

Kasia Douglas 

Josephine (Jo) 
Gillman 

Mike Hendricks 
(Workshop 
Facilitator) 

Ellen Piwoz 

Sam Taddesse 
( Workshop 
Facilitator) 

Lane Vanderslice 
Laura Williams 

David Wilcock 

Tel. # 

(703) 31 2-7540 
ext. 12 
(7031 642-2536 

(703) 528-7474 

(301 1 71 8-8642 

(202) 884-881 6 

(703) 527-71 37 

(703) 875-4994 
(703) 875-4894 

(301) 71 8-8222 

Address 

MSIIPRISM Project 
161 1 N. Kent St., Rm. 803 
Arlington, VA  22209 

JSIIMothercare Project 
1 61 6 Nort Fort Myer Drive 
I 1 t h  Floor 
Arlington, VA 22209 

PRISMAIPeru 

1 1  1 S. Brook Lane 
Bethesda, MD 2081 4 

SARA Project 
AED 
1255 23rd St., N.W., Ste. 400 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

3325 20th Rd. North 
Arlington, VA 22207 

PPCICDIEIDI 
SA-18, 2nd Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20523 

Development Alternatives, Inc. 
7259 Woodmont Ave. 
Suite. 200 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

Fax. # 

(703) 31 2-7548 

(703) 528-7480 

(202) 884-8701 

(703) 527-7037 

(703) 875-5269 

(301) 71 8-7968 

E-mail 

gdennis@msi-rnfr.com 
ferris-morris @msi- 
m fr, corn 

Kasia-Douglas@jsi.com 

epiwoz@aed.org 

SamTad@aol.com 

Ivanderslice@usaid.gov 
lwilliams @usaid, go v 

david - wilcock@dai.com 



Tom Asher 
Jordan Einbinder 

Food Aid Management (FAM) 
3 0 0  1 St., N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Name 

CAREIGuatemala 
Avenida Reforma 6-64, Zona 9 
Plaza Corporativa Reforma 
Torre 1, 70. Nivel 
Ciudad, Guatemala 0 1  009  

Tel. # Address 

Salvador 
Barbizon 
Isabel Nieves 

Judy Bryson 

Fax. # 

Africare 
440 R St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

- 

E-mail 

(202) 462-361 4 
ext. 351 

Tom Remington CRS 
209 West Fayette St. 
Baltimore, MD 21 201 -3403 

(41 0)  625-2220 
ext. 3454 
ext. 3408 

-- - - 

tremington @ 
ca tholicrelie f. org 

Yemane B. 
Gebre-Micael 
Katie Robbins 

ygebre-micael@ wvus. org 
krobbins@ wvus. org 

WVRD 
220  1 St., N.E., Ste. 270  
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Bread for the World 
11  0 0  Wayne Ave. 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

Marc Cohen 

(202) 547-3743 
(202) 838-671 7 

(301 1 608-2400 bread@igc. apc. org 

Philip Davies Feed the Children 
9 1 7  2nd St., N.E. 

- - 

Children @ vita. org 

Washington, D.C. 20002 

Christopher 
Dunford 

Freedom from Hunger 
1644  Da Vinci Ct. 
Davis, CA 9561 7 

frankenb@CARE. org Tim 
Frankenberger 
Gloria 
Manzanares 

Gary Ender 
David Schroder 

Steven Hansch 

Todd King 

74457.7 757@ 
compuserve. corn 

CAREIAtlanta 
1 51 Ellis Street 
Atlanta, GA 30303-2439 

Abt  Associates, Inc. 
4800  Montgomery Lane 
Bethesda, M D  20814 

Refugee Policy Group 
1424  16th  St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

ACDl 
5 0  F St., N.W., Ste. 900 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

tking @acdi. org 



Name 

Lauren Landiz- 
Guzman 

Rudy Monsalve 
Randy Purviance 

Ted Okada 

Henry Panlibuton 
Paul Sevier 

Gandhi 
Selvanathan 

Katherine K. 
Williams 

Tel. # 

(202) 434-8734 

(301) 680-6388 

(202) 547-0560 

(203) 852-0377 
or (800) 99- 
WORKS 

(21 5) 842-0220 
ext. 121 

(202) 728-9500 

International 

Address 

Save the Children 
Headquarters 
1200 G St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

ADRA 
12501 Old Colombia Pike 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

Food for the Hungry, Itn'l. 
9705 Commonwealth Blvd. 
Fairfax, VA 22032 

Technoserve 
49 Day St. 
Norwalk, CT 06854 

OIC Int. Opportunities, 
Industry Center 
240 W. Tulpehocken St. 
Philadelphia, PA 191 44-3295 

Corporations to End World 
Hunger Foundation 
1 1  46 19th St., N.W., Ste. 
600 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Institutions and 

Rajul Pandya- 
Lorch 
Alison Slack 

Herwig Hahn 

James Hill 
Charles 
Riemenschneider 

Wierner Kiene 

Fax. # 

(202) 637-9362 

(301) 680-6370 

(202) 547-0523 

(203) 838-671 7 

(21 5) 849-7033 

(202) 728-6872 
(703) 281 -1 963 

Organizations 

E-mail 

llandis@savechildren.org 

7477.7 714@ 
compuserve. com 

Ted@FH. ORG 

hp@tns.org 

OlCl@delphi.com 

IFPRl 
1776 Massachusetts 
Ave.,N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

GTZ 
Dag-Hammarskhold-Weg 
1-5 (OE 426.2) 
Postfach 51 80 
65726 Eschborn, Germany 

FA0 Washington 
1001 22nd St., N.W. 
Ste. 300 

Washington, D.C. 20437 

World Food Program 
Via Cristoforo Colombo 426 
00145 Rome, Italy 
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