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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

According to the Food and Agriculture Orgamzation of the Umted Nations (FAO), there are 
approximately 800 rmllion people in the world today who are food-insecure, m e m g  they do not have 
access to sufficient food to meet their needs for healthy and productive lives As part of its effort to 
enhance the world's food security situation, the Umted States has provided food assistance to numerous 
developing countries over the years, reaching hundreds of rmllions of people through programs 
mplemented by the U S Department of Agriculture (USDA) and U S Agency for International 
Development (USAID) worlung in partnership with recipient governments, international orgamzations, 
private voluntary orgamzations (PVOs) and cooperatives Cooperating Sponsors are PVOs and 
cooperatives that develop and implement P L 480 (Food for Peace) Title I1 food assistance programs that 
target households and communities where, due to many factors, food insecurity is a prevalent and chromc 
problem 

At the Policy Forum on Food Security, U S Government officials, congressional staff, General 
Accounting Office representatives, and Cooperating Sponsors explored the relationship between food 
security and food aid programs, and the practical experience of Cooperating Sponsors in developing and 
evaluating food aid programs with food security as a goal To put food security in context, an lrnportant 
observation was made during the Forum Food security is a developmental goal and, despite good 
planrung and best intentions, progress towards this goal can be derailed due to civil conflict, f m n e  and 
other crises Then, food aid becomes a critical element in a rmssion to save lives Strengthening food 
security in vulnerable cornmumties can help prevent, prepare for and lessen the impact of many types of 
emergencies 

Le~s la t~on  on Food Secunty 

Since 1954, the prlmary mechamsm for providing food assistance to developing countries has been the 
U S Food for Peace Program The policy direction of P L 480 was fundamentally changed with the 
1990 Farm Bill, in which Congress established the promotion of food security as the overall goal of P L 
480, replacing a more general foreign policy goal With the 1990 legislation, the linkage between food 
aid and broad-based economc growth was reinforced The 1990 legislation also emphasized the role of 
private sector involvement through the establishment of a Food Aid Consultative Group, comprised of 
Cooperating Sponsors and government officials, for the consideration of food aid policies, regulations 
and procedures As Congress begins deliberations on the 1995 Farm Bill, under which P L 480 will be 
reauthorized, the mplementation of these and other 1990 amendments will be reviewed 

"Food security" is defined in the P L 480 statute (Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954, as amended) as "access by all people at all times to sufficient food and nutrition for a healthy 
and productive life " It 1s further defined In USAID Pol~cy Directive 19 (PD-19) as encompassing the 
concepts of adequate availability of, access to and utilization of food at the household, community or 
country-wide level 

The General Accountmg Office Revlew 

In 1993, the U S General Accounting Office (GAO) completed a revlew of USAID food aid programs 
and concluded that it is difficult to determine whether they promote food security One of the reasons 
given by the GAO was that USAID had not yet established a clear policy and operational guidance to 



assist program managers In identifying food security objectives and evaluatron methodologies for food 
aid programs 

In the case of Title I1 programs, the emphas~s until the late 1980s was on operatlons accounting for and 
monltorlng the use of donated food or local currencies In recent years Title I1 has become more focused 
on developmental objectives and Cooperat~ng Sponsors have been seek~ng ways to ldentlfy Impacts In 
the past, evaluations were conducted and the data collected showed some positive results, and this 
~nformation was used to redirect some programs and to provide information to others on "lessons 
learned " However, untd recently, seekmg and measuring "lmpact" was not really emphasized dur~ng 
the design phase 

USAID Food Secunty Policy and Guldance 

US AID vlews food security as an essential component of its sustainable development strategy, with 
economic, environmental, populat~on and health, and democracy-building dimensions Facmg shr~nlung 
resources for Agency operatlons and staffing, and the concomitant pressures to demonstrate to Congress 
the impact of its programs, USAID is trylng to develop and systematically apply methodolog~es and 
performance ~ndicators for monitoring and evaluating impacts of various types of programs In order to 
do t h ~ s  in Title 11 and other areas of food ald, USAID recognizes that it will have to work closely with 
its partners In food aid programming - Cooperatlng Sponsors - to develop appropriate strategies to 
fulfill these requirements 

Since the 1993 GAO report, USAID has Issued food security guldance to the field on P L 480 Title 111 
programs (government-to-government commodity grants) and for FY 1995 has required Cooperating 
Sponsors to Identify food security objectives and lmpact indicators for Trtle I1 programs USAID IS 

currently working on a pollcy paper whlch would provide a clearer indication of the Agency's vlew of 
food security In addit~on, the USAID Bureau for Humanltarlan Response, particularly the Food for 
Peace Office, is engaged In strategic planning exercises to identlfy how food ald programs contribute to 
a food security goal and to evaluate food aid programs 

Withln USAID, there IS debate about the scope of food securlty policy Some belleve ~t necessar~ly 
encompasses the three aspects cited ln PD-19 - availabil~ty, access and utilization Do you grow and 
process food or is it available in the marketplace? Do you have adequate income or other resources so 
you can afford to purchase it7 Do you have assets or savings to use to augment your food production 
or when crops fa117 Do you eat adequate amounts of the right types of foods for nutritional well-being 
during different phases of life7 Others belleve that a food security policy should be more focused on 
agricultural productivity and consumption or nutritional issues, because the concept of "access" to food 
seems too broad - it encompasses the ability to purchase food, and therefore the underlying problems 
of poverty, a poor economy and lack of sufficient income 

Comments were also made that food securlty for "all people at all tlmes" IS not an achievable goal and 
that even wlthin a developed country such as the United States, food security has not been reached 
Therefore, the lmpact of a program on a part~cular problem whlch contributes to food insecurity would 
seem to be a more reahtic objective for a food ald program, particularly Title I1 

V l l l  



Ammg for Food Secunty m T~tle 11 Programs 

As Cooperating Sponsors prepare to meet the FY 1995 requirement of linlung Title II program objectives 
and unpact indicators to food security goals, two fundamental questions are raised 

Is food securlty an appropriate guidmg prlnc~ple for Tltle I1 programs? 

How are food security-related objectives best achieved through Title I1 programs? 

The Policy Forum provided an opportumty for examination of these questions 

Cooperating Sponsors stated that they believe food security is an appropriate goal for Title I1 food aid 
programs, but the focus should be on household and local unpact, and not on nationwide indicators 
Constraints to food security should be assessed for each situation, and the interventions developed should 
respond to local needs and opportumties, and should involve indigenous orgamzations or local 
cornmumties Availability of, access to and utilization of food are all Important elements, and none 
should be ignored when designing programs 

Several Cooperating Sponsors have developed their own strategies, systems and field gu~dance for 
collecting baseline data, analyzing food security problems and developing programs and evaluation 
methodologies - although these strategies are new and have only been partially unplemented Others 
have developed an operational defimtion of food security based on PD-19 It seems that all of the 
Cooperating Sponsors at the Forum have reviewed and revised their programs or designed new programs 
based on food security objectives, and have developed or are developing indicators to show progress 
towards food security 

However, several Cooperating Sponsors expressed concern that too much may be expected from 
individual programs Because Title 11 targets some of the neediest population groups, the programs may 
be of critical unportance to the people who participate, but it may be difficult to show unpact and results 
may take years Immediate results should not be expected Programs should be evaluated for progress 
towards food security Practical, inexpensive methods of collecting data and providing useful evaluation 
information should be sought 

In conclusion, it was emphasized that USAID should move forward with the development of a food 
security policy paper and operational guidance, and that consultations with Cooperating Sponsors is 
crucial Cooperating Sponsors will continue their internal program reviews and development of food 
security strategies, and their experiences and findings should be reflected in USAID policy and guidance 



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Ellen S Levinson 
Execuhve Director, Coahtion for Food A d  

Coalition Executive Director Ellen Levinson called the forum to order at 9 A M , thanlung USAID'S 
Ofice of Health and Nutrition for providing technical assistance to the forum through the IMPACT 
Project, and Laura Ziff, a graduate student from Duke University who has been intemng with the 
Coalition 

The purpose of the forum is to review the following issues 

1 Cooperating Sponsors' practical experiences in linking Title I1 food aid programs with 
food security objectives and mpact indicators 

2 The Intent of Congress in 1990 when food security replaced a more general foreign 
policy goal as the overall goal of P L 480 

3 How USAID is incorporating food security into its Agency policies, directives, and 
program reviews 

4 Whether food security is an appropriate goal for Title 11, and what steps should be taken 
to practically apply the concept 

The forum is tlrnely in 1990, there were amendments made to P L 480 as part of the o m b u s  1990 
Farm Bill, and that was the first tme that food security was made part of the policy goal of the U S 
Food for Peace Program Since 1990, USAID has established a policy directive, PD-19, which provides 
an Agency-w~de defimtion of food security Cooperating Sponsors are required in FY 1995 to 
demonstrate how their Title I1 objectives and mpact indicators are linked to food security and the General 
Accounting Office (GAO) is currently conducting a review of Title I1 to consider, among other things, 
how these programs relate to food security Because P L 480 must be reauthorized in 1995, this is a 
good tme  to start to think about how well the 1990 Farm Bill has worked in the area of food security, 
and whether it 1s an appropriate goal for food aid programs The most unportant part of the exarmnation 
of Title I1 and food security is to consider whether it is a practical goal, and whether linlung Title I1 
program objectives and mpact indicators to food security serves a worthwhile policy purpose This is 
where the rubber meets the road - what can realistically be expected in the field and at what price? 

To put food security in perspective, as a CS plans a Title I1 program, it must satisfy many objectives and 
audiences and is subject to multiple mandates and pressures, including (1) the objectives of the host 
country government's development plan, (2) the CS's own headquarters strategic plan, (3) the USAID 
Mission's strategic objectives, (4) the Title I1 food security mandate, and (5) the needs of the 
commumtles, indigenous orgmzations, and people with whom the CS works Theoretically, the last of 
the five should be the prmary focus of development interventions, and the other four requirements should 
support that work However, in practice, trying to meet all of these objectives places the CS in a difficult 
position It is within this context of multiple demands that the practicality and appropriateness of food 
security will be explored 



USAID POLICY ON FOOD SECURITY 

Terrence Brown 
Assstant Admmstrator, USAID Bureau for Pol~cy and Program Coordmat~on 

A How food a d  fits mto overall USAID strategc object~ves 

USAID and CSs have many common objectlves wh~ch ne~ther can ach~eve alone Both groups need to 
work together as partners - shared benefits and shared r~sks, w~ th  mutual respect and commitment to 
thew achievement The different perspectwes are a strength and not a weakness 

Food aid should be considered a mainstream foreign assistance resource Food securlty 1s essent~al for 
susta~nable development, which is one of USAID's strategic objectlves Food securlty is also an lssue 
of broad-based economlc growth, especially among the poorest Hunger prevents people from being 
economlc participants except as suppl~cants, the lack of economlc opportun~ty engenders poverty Food 
security is also (1) an env~ronmental Issue - food insecurity can drive the explo~tat~on of marginal 
lands, misuse of water suppl~es, exhaust~on of sods, and deforestat~on, (2) a population Issue - closely 
connected to poor maternal health, hlgh rates of Infant mortahty, and the d~sempowerment and ~lhteracy 
of women, factors that can worsen any hunger problem, and (3) a democracy issue - the pursuit of 
democracy IS hampered when bas~c human needs are unmet, while food lnsecurlty can contribute to clvd 
strife and create migration pressures 

Enhancement of food securlty is a worthy cause, and one for which food a ~ d  may be part~cularly 
appropriate At the same tlme, there may be situations where food ald may seem to be appropriate, but 
where the resources may not be ava~lable 

B USAID's new emphasis on "managng for results" 

W ~ t h  the reduction in overall resources, ~nclud~ng the number of USAID Missions, there has been a 
necessary sh~ft  from process or Input accountablhty to demonstrating results 

Continumg budget pressures, coupled with escalating emergency needs, requlre us to revlew all programs 
carefully to be sure we are ach~ev~ng and comrnunlcating results Congress 1s demanding that we 
demonstrate clear developmental results and benefits to the Arner~can people The recently enacted 
Government Performance and Results Act remforces the commitment of both the Execut~ve Branch and 
Congress to thrs effort The Clinton Admin~stration, w~ th  the Nat~onal Performance Review, is 
committed to mak~ng government more responsive and more effectlve USAID Administrator Br~an 
Atwood has personally committed himself to t h~s  effort, designat~ng all of USAID as a "remventlon lab " 

"Managing for results" means three thmgs 

1 A shift from managing Inputs to achieving results, wh~ch ~ncludes 

plannlng for results (tdentlfy objectlves, del~neate strategies, spec~fy targets), 

measuring for results (select ~nd~cators, set basehnes, collect data, analyze performance), 



using results (review performance, report on performance, and make decisions including 
resource allocations based on results obtained) 

This requires strong top-down leadershp, for effective bottom-up decision-makmg, occasional 
falures are acceptable, but we must learn from our experience 

A common programrmng system for the Agency, including 

strategic priorities, with guidelines to Missions, 

multi-year strategic plans (both Missions and the Washmgton programmmg offices), 

annual plans (Missions and Washington), 

annual performance reviews, and 

modified budgets based on performance 

Malung it work 

We are in the early stages of re-engineering the system (there are now 29,000 pages of 
guidance!), the thrust is to maxmze overall Impact 

The process will take place over several years Projects are st111 the focus, and Inputs must still 
be properly managed There are institutional biases preventing the desired shift to results More 
than 70 Missions now have strategic plans with objectives and 55 have performance indicators 

How "managmg for results" affects food a d  programs 

Cooperatmg Sponsors can expect the following changes 

procedures will be simplified, 

it will be easier to use resources, managers will be empowered with authority and 
information to make decisions, 

the emphasis will be on proactive, mformation-based management, 

expectations and requirements will be more clearly stated, reducing audit vulnerability, 

it will be easier for partners to participate in strategic plamng and program design, 
requirements will be simpler and w f o r m  regardless of the type of resource 

Illustrative is the new P L 480 Title 111 guidance, notifying Missions that USAID will focus these llmited 
resources solely on helping to resolve food security problems related to food consumption and production 
in the most food-needy least-developed countries In this way, USAID hopes to have a measurable and 
enduring impact that will eventually lessen or elmnate the need for food ald in those countries that now 
seem to need it the most 



D USAID is llmting its areas of involvement 

1 The USAID strategy is defined through the following areas of emphasis health and population, 
environment, democracy, economic growth, and humanitarian assistance Food security can be 
an important element of each Within this framework, country strategic plans will define the 
priority focus of USAID activities, including fbndlng for PVOs, as well as food aid resources 
These strategic plans will be an essential instrument in programming USAID resources 
Activities will be assessed in terms of how they contribute to the achievement of the objectives, 
allowing greater flexibility to reach these objectives 

2 USAID is limiting its geographic involvement Unless USAID does so, the U S risks scattering 
its resources too thinly and accomplishing little or nothing of enduring significance USAID is 
phasing out of 21 countries by the end of FY 1996, these were selected for one or more of the 
following reasons 

the country had reached graduate or near-graduate status (no longer requiring grant 
assistance as the most appropriate instrument of our cooperation), 

small country programs with excessive cost (these will be covered through a reglonal 
mechanism), or 

the government is a poor partner, making it unlikely that any type of assistance will 
result in progress toward sustainable development 

3 USAID is focusmg on results acrosz the board, and asking its development partners the same 
questions it asks itself What are your objectives7 How will you know if you've achieved them7 
How will you track progress? How will you use the information to adapt and adjust your 
programs7 USAID will be interested in seeing the kinds of planning, monitoring and evaluation 
systems that enable you to answer these questions 

4 USAID will continue to move to incorporate performance information into its budget and country 
strategy reviews, beginning with the FY 1996 budget cycle 

E Commmcating ulth CSs regardmg USAID's pol~cy and program changes 

The Agency will be moving as quickly as possible to ensure that it is keeping within a common 
framework with a consistent set of policles and procedures It will try to malntain as transparent and 
consultative a process as ~t can throughout 

USAID is looking forward to worklng with PVO partners to make "managing for results" work so that 
everyone can 

meet challenging development needs and this administration's foreign policy objectives, 

forge more effective and participatory relationships with all our development partners, 

help establish the leadership role of the U S in addressing the challenges of development 



Quest~ons and Responses 

Levznson You mentioned that "greater flexibility" will be given regarding program activities so that 
program sponsors can focus on trying to reach objectives Do you mean that if a CS has 
a multi-year plan in place, and the CS determines that changes must be made due to 
changing circumstances, the CS will have greater flexibility to make program changes, 
or are you spealung of USAID officials only? 

Brown We mean both USAID and our development partners The major shift in managing for 
results is that we should be less concerned about input plamng and more concerned 
about results We have a contract - an agreement - about mutual expectations based 
upon outcomes, and it should be easier to modify tactics in order to achieve that overall 
outcome One of the problems with project structure is getting locked into a design 
structure that prevents seelung infomation about what is happemng along the way, so the 
md-course corrections that are inevitable in any program are more difficult to make In 
the new system, we expect to decide more carefully what outcomes we are seelung, how 
to measure them, and how to report on them This should be less onerous m terms of 
deta~led up-front mcroplanmng of activities for a 3-4 year period This is a definite 
change in the way we do business, and Title I1 will be part of that new system 

Etah-Jane Morgan-Harm 
Afncare You mentioned that some of the changes will be to elmnate food aid in countries that 

need it most What do you mean by that? 

Brown Our overall objective should be to go out of business One of the issues in dealing with 
food a ~ d  is that there is an infirute need, and a firute resource There are more places 
that need a program built around food security than we can manage m terms of our total 
resources These are difficult choices, but by focusing our use of resources on a smaller 
number of countries, we can have more sustainable unpact The process of chooslng the 
21 Missions to close down was very difficult, it included a Mission In which I spent five 
years Although on a day-to-day basis it may seem as if we are havmg some unpact m 
certam countries, within a longer period of tune it becomes more apparent that the 
program may not be sustainable The most effective use of resources is where we can 
combine our total development and food assistance policy withm a country framework 
and achieve sustainable results 

Tom Marchlone 
BHRLJSAID Regarding new Title III guidance, will Missions be required to include food security 

objectives in order to obtain T~tle 111 resources? 

Brown We are narrowing our policy focus concemng Title 111 programs 



some countries will no longer be Title 111-eligible, and 

local currencies will focus more on the rural sector 

Bob Bell 
CARE What 1s the status of the USAID food security policy paper and the role of PVOS in 

drafting this paper? 

Brown It is still In preliminary draft form, not ready for out-of-Agency circulat~on It's hard to 
put a date on when a discussable paper will be ready, certainly in August sometime It 
is a very important statement for us Deputy Administrator Carol Lancaster is also 
mvolved Its development IS taking a bit longer than we had hoped, but ~t is central In 
defining our objectives well and where we are going I think a bit more time on the 
mternal process will result in a better product for you all to look at later 



CONGRESSIONAL STAFF PANEL 

Toplcs 

Moderator 

Panehsts 

Hanrahan 

A Brown 

1 Congressional debate and Intent d m g  consideration of the 1990 Farm Bdl 

2 How the concept of food secmty replaced the more general foreign pohcy 
goals of P L 480 

Charles Hanrahan, Senlor Specialist in Agriculture Policy, Congressional Research 
Service 

Kathleen Bertelsen, House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
Amta Brown, House Comrmttee on Agriculture 
Lynett Wagner, USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service (formerly with the Senate 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry) 

The 1954 enactment of P L 480 was a landmark Fundamental changes were made in 
1966, altering it from an emphasis on surplus disposal to one which linked food resources 
with development assistance In 1977 efforts were made to further reinforce the 
development link In 1990 the following sigmficant changes were made 

The policy direction was fundamentally changed, from an emphasis on foreign 
policy to one that linked enhancing food security in developing countries to U S 
foreign policy and U S agricultural productivity 

The link to development assistance was remforced, not only with creation of the 
new Title HI bilateral development grant program, but also under Title II which 
is the prmary focus of today's meeting 

The management of the program was clarified responsibility for Title I was 
glven to USDA, and Titles I1 and 111 to USAID 

The Food Aid Consultative Group (FACG) was established to assure a seat at the 
table for PVOs for the consideration of food aid policies and procedures 

Our panelists participated in the 1990 amendment process and will briefly review how 
food security became the policy goal 

In the process of preparing the 1990 Farm Bill, the House Agriculture Committee first 
believed it would be necessary to purge the old legislation of incomprehensible language, 
paragraph by paragraph, line by lme The House Foreign Affairs Committee and Senate 
Agr~culture Comrmttee went further and recommended a complete re-write 

The House Agriculture Comrmttee did not include a food security goal in its draft of the 
1990 bill However, the Foreign Affairs Comrmttee did, and we supported it It was 
eventually included in the conference report and the final bill that was passed We had 
no aversion to the concept We wanted to be sure that food security was not confused 



with food self-sufficiency, which implies that a country should produce all of its own 
food The notion of "access" is therefore important and is included in the statutory 
definition of food security Accessibility to food by a country means that a country is 
able to produce and purchase the food it needs 

Bertelsen The House Foreign Affairs Committee decided to rewrite the law I traveled with several 
members of the Committee to countries where we became convinced of the need for 
certain reforms 

Before 1990, P L 480 had multiple objectives with little cohesion, which often happens 
in legislation First, we had a problem with foreign policy and food aid, foreign policy 
didn't necessarily fit in with other objectives of P L 480 (emergency relief, development, 
and trade expansion) The State Department was trying to use food aid as a reward for 
good behavior or polltical favoritism, even if food aid was not useful There was too 
much waste and poor management, it was becoming a cash cow, a "freebie" for some 

Second, each of the objectives was valid and important, but they didn't hang together 
coherently We decided in the House Foreign Affairs Committee and later with the 
House Agriculture Committee to go back to fundamentals - what is food aid really for? 
That is how we arrived at the definition of food security 

The State Department objected to a rewrite, they did not want to have one of their tools 
removed You can never totally eliminate foreign policy, but you have to establish a 
framework in which it has to be justified for certain countries There are still problems 
with the concept of food security I don't think USAID has done enough to articulate 
what it means But we're golng into the 1995 Farm Bill, under which P L 480 will be 
reauthorized, and we have to know what needs to be fixed I would welcome input - 
practical and concrete solutions Our first hearing will be on August 3rd, and there wlll 
be more hearings in September 

Wagner First, rn agreement w~th  my colleagues on the panel, at the Senate Agriculture Committee 
in 1990 we felt that there should be a greater lntegratlon of food aid and foreign policy, 
and a greater emphasis on food security in needier countries We did try to raise the 
significance of food security in the bill, in contrast with using food aid as a straight 
foreign policy tool 

Second, we tried to raise the significance of private sector involvement and the role of 
PVOs through activities such as the Consultative Group Among the ways to use 
commodities, we emphasized an increase in private enterprise and greater democratic 
participation We had difficulty in comlng up with an appropriate definition of food 
security In the Senate Committee we supported a broad definition, including access to 
food as well as production Food security was meant to be a comprehensive term - 
access through broad-based sustainable economlc development, thus rejectmg the notton 
of food self-sufficiency, which assumes countries should produce all the food they need 
Instead, we recognized the role of trade and enhancing the ability of countries to generate 
the foreign exchange to import commodities they need, but don't have a competitive 



advantage in producing 

Hanrahan 

A Brown 

Bertelsen 

Wagner 

I would also like to have your Ideas on the 1995 Farm Bill The GAO reports on the 
P L 480 program will be out soon We required the GAO report in the 1990 bill to 
create a mechanism for follow-up, loolung at the use of commodities and the use of local 
currencies generated in meeting the overall policy objectives of the P L 480 program 

Where are you m your comt t ees  now regarding the 1995 food aid reauthorization? 

The subcommittees are getting information from around the country and planning 
hearlngs for September 

Our first hearings will be on Tltle I on August 3, then Titles I1 and I11 in September I'll 
be golng to Ethtopia and Kenya in the fall, then to Asia in December 

The Senate has no committee or subcomttee hearings scheduled, yet At USDA, we 
have started a process where we are loolung at food aid and export enhancement 
programs to see where we would like some changes in the 1995 Farm Bill We will hold 
"farm forums" dealing wlth both the domestic and international sides later this year 
We're always loolung for input, including today's discuss~ons on food security 

Questlons and Responses 

Frances Davzdson 
G/OHN 
USAID The discussion remnds me of why I went into nutrition - loolung at food and food 

production brlngs everything together, from the farmer to foreign assistance and forelgn 
policy 

Democracies do not have famines Issues of democracy and food security at macro and 
mcro levels are becomng increasingly lrnportant I wonder ~f your agencies and 
c o m t t e e s  have looked at the llnk between democracy and whether nations have an 
available supply of nutritionally adequate food 

Bertelsen Food securlty IS the underlylng current of all we do Every tune we look at food ald, 
an underlying concern is democracy and what kmd of role it plays The House Forelgn 
Affairs C o m t t e e  puts food aid into the larger context One recent example is the loss 
of democracy in Nlgeria and its relationship to the lack of food 



A Brown In the House Agriculture Committee, we think more of food than foreign policy, though 
the two are intertw~ned Our primary concern IS food availability for people of the 
developing world 

Dan Martz 
Rep Bereuter (R-NE) 

What is the House Agriculture Committee do~ng In the GATT Uruguay Round 
~mplementing legulation and how m~ght that affect funding for P L 4807 

A Brown The ~mplement~ng legislation is going to cost about $12 billion over five years and most 
of this is the cost of tariff losses due to trade liberalization In the area of agrrculture, 
we have an $800 mllhon agr~cultural tar~ff loss OMB has estimated that savlngs In 
agr~culture programs due to the new trade agreement w~l l  be $1 7 billion - $1 billlon 
from reductions in export subs~dy programs and $700 mllllon in hlgher farmer Income 
and agr~cultural prlces which w~l l  lead to lower defic~ency payments to farmers Wlth 
$1 7 btllion In savlngs and a loss of $800 million, that leaves about $900 m ~ l l ~ o n  
Members of our Committee, including the Chairman, have sponsored a bill wh~ch would 
take some of the savings generated and try to capture those savings and move them to 
other agr~cultural export and food a ~ d  programs In reahty I don't think there will be 
much money available - under the Export Enhancement Program the reductions were 
made on a commodity-by-cornmod~ty bas~s, therefore you would have to look at each 
commod~ty There m~ght poss~bly be a small amount of money that could be transferred, 
but I'm afraid we w~l l  probably have to give up all of the savings for implementing the 
bill 

hm Phzppard 
A CDI The panelists have ment~oned most of the highlights of the 1990 Farm Bill I was 

serving on the Senate Agriculture Committee staff In 1990 

F~rst, as an analytical framework, the work leading up to the 1990 Farm Bill looked at 
all food aid programs as a continuum of activities that could be Invoked in d~fferent types 
of situations, which In the past had been seen m ~solat~on and not as an integrated 
package A "continuum" of food a ~ d  includes emergencies, post-emergency transition, 
and post-trans~tion market development Concerning the 1990 process, a pol~tical 
coal~t~on developed based on the continuum, ranglng from people who were concerned 
about emergencles, nutrition, economlc development, and market development - some 
were amazed at how they all came together under one umbrella 

Second, Lynett Wagner commented on the importance the bill placed on the role of the 
private sector There is one element of that wh~ch bears repeating the emphas~s on the 
food aid transaction Itself as a development tool This relates to how you undertake 
programs and whether government-to-government activities contmue, as we saw in 
Eastern Europe and the Newly Independent States If there was a continuation of these 
government-to-government programs, the Senate was concerned that they could serve to 
reinforce the same power structure and people in power, which conflicted w~ th  our 



country's goals of helpmg to promote change Moving programs through the private 
sector, however, could actually enhance change 

Third, lmplicit was the fact that development is an important goal of food aid programs 
There is a whole range of ways that one could lmpact development within the panoply 
of tools available under Title I1 alone We need to keep that m mnd as we see so many 
emergencies, we need to rnaintaln a perspective of balance between emergencies and food 
for development programs 

Tim Frankenberger 
CARE There's been quite a bit of conceptual development in our understanding of food security 

recently, and the lrnportance of the relief-development continuum has been borne out in 
the legislation and in our work The problem is competition for llmted resources, 
emergencies are growing in number and food for development is essentially shrinlung 
because of t h~s  How will the 1995 legislation address this issue? Will you be 
operationalizing what "emergencles" are, so we can know whether or not an emergency 
has been declared, rather than relymg on a political defimtion of an emergency? 

Second, concermng cost-benefit analysis of investmg m vulnerable areas versus investing 
in more favored areas or where the infrastructure is already in place We have seen in 
Africa that money that could be put into capital development (e g , Zlrnbabwe) is instead 
being used to feed people during emergencles If you invest m vulnerable areas that tend 
to be food-deficit regions, you can reduce the amount of money to feed people in the 
long run Has any cost-benefit analysis been done vis-a-vis the 1995 legislation to prove 
that investing in vulnerable areas is a practical way to deal with the growing number of 
emergencies? Investing where infrastructure already exists is a short-term solution to a 
long-term problem 

Bertelsen "Emergency" in legislation is very difficult to define I want to keep the political element 
out As for investing in vulnerable areas, we have not asked for any studies I don't 
know, I hope you have some answers No legislation has been written yet 

A Brown From the House Agriculture Committee perspective, we try to stay out of forelgn policy 
How would you like us to define "emergency?" Come and talk to us 

Wagner I have no ready answer either As far as where to focus our resources, we should 
conslder FA0 and IFAD, where the focus is on increased food supply The FA0 
Director General has put a high prlority on food security, especially on helping net- 
importing, food-deficit countries, and a more targeted use of resources There may be 
room for us to work more closely with those types of organizations and other donors in 
lookmg at long-term development activities By helping countries develop basic 
infrastructure and production facilities, we can prevent some emergencies 



Peggy Sheehan 
CBI The panelists said their definition of food security began wlth a self-reliance concept, 

rather than self-sufficiency, and then was broadened to include private sector and PVO 
involvement and a more comprehensive concept of sustainable development USAID 
doesn't yet have a policy paper available on food security I suggest that we work with 
them on a definition that is as broad as the statutory definition In 1990, everybody 
thought that was a good definition Food a ~ d  1s a continuum, and not just individual 
isolated programs We did work on the continuum several years ago, and we need to get 
the program back on track and revive earlier legislation 

Hanrahan In conclusion, this forum is an important part of the process of reauthorization You've 
had an opportunity to talk with three of the principals mvolved In the 1990 legislation, 
who wlll also be involved in the 1995 legislation 



FIRST COOPERATING SPONSOR PANEL PATHWAYS TO FOOD SECURITY 

Moderator Emdy Moore, IMPACT Project Consultant 

Panehsts Peggy Sheehan, Chief Operating Officer, Cooperative Business International (NCBA 
Affiliate) 
Randy Pumance, Semor Manager, Adventist Development and Relief Agency 
International (ADRA) 
Tun Frankenberger, Food Security Advisor, CARE 

Levznson Introductory Remarks 

1 The Food Aid Consultative Group (FACG) was established in the 1990 Farm Bill to 
provide a forum where CSs could participate with USAID and USDA to discuss policy 
and guidance decisions on food aid programs Today's forum is actually an offshoot of 
a May 5, 1993 decision by the FACG that, as part of USAID'S strategic objectives 
regardmg hummtarian assistance and economc growth (a) llnkages should be made to 
food security, (b) food security should be emphasized within those strategic objectives, 
and (c) CSs should work with USAID to identify how Title 11 objectives and impacts 
could be linked to food security 

2 Regarding "managing for results," throughout the history of food aid the emphasis 
has been more on getting food to people, than on measuring the mpact of the activities 
carried out in conjunction with providing food or using local currencies Thus, 
momtoring the movement of food or the use of local currencies has focused on 
accountabrhty for the resources Nonetheless, evaluations were performed and 
developmental progress was evident in some cases Even though the term "food 
security" was not necessarily used when describing positive program outcomes, Title 11 
program results could often be associated with unproved food security 

3 Only recently has there been a shift to focusing on ways to better measure food 
secunty Impact when programs are being designed Therefore, this really is a new area 
in food aid As part of the 1990 Farm Bill, money was earmarked under Title 11 for CSs 
to pay for adrmnistrative and management costs for better oversight of programs in the 
field, this has also opened up the door for exploring more careful evaluation and 
measurement of mpact 

4 The focus of the next two panels will be on the llnkages between Title I1 programs 
and food security, the core of our discussion today 

Moore A Results of Cooperatmg Sponsor Questronnsure 

A Cooperating Sponsor Questionnaire was sent to eighteen CSs, fifteen of which were 
returned The questionnaire concerned CSs' experiences in worlung with the food 
security mandate, first in terms of formulating objectives that contribute achievement of 
the overall food security goal, and second in terms of creating and worhng with 



indicators that would measure or demonstrate achievement of the CS's objectives The 
results of the questionnaire are summarized in Annex D 

There was a remarkable commonality of responses Some comments concerned the "zero 
sum game" wh~ch pits emergency uses against development uses of food aid resources 
Others mentioned the continuing conflict between direct distribution and monetization 
Some CSs are experiencing problems in countries where food security is not among the 
strategic objectives of the USAID Mission And some CSs expressed concern with what 
appears to be a narrowing definition of food security within USAID Most CSs have 
found that they can use the definition of food secur~ty in USAID PD-19 (availability of, 
access to and utilization of food) as a basis for consider~ng food security problems and 
identlfy~ng program objectives which are linked to a food security goal However, a few 
CSs are developmg the~r own loglcal frameworks to provlde clearer guldance to thelr 
own field staff for des~gning programs and identifying Impact indicators related to food 
securlty A common theme throughout the responses IS that CSs use T~t le  I1 resources 
to seek impact at the household or community level, while PD-19 and USAID seem to 
focus on country-wide programs and policies, which are more appropriate for Title 111 
government-to-government programs 

B Pathways to Food Secunty 

A series of overheads were projected to illustrate the concept of "Pathways to Food 
Security" (Annex E) The purposes of these "pathways" Include 

a framework within which to review current programs, 

a quick way to check on our assumptions about presumed linkages, i e , ~f we 
do thls, then that should happen, 

a visual presentation that enables us to ascertain how far along the chain of 
presumed causality lies the CS's responsibility and interest, 

a way to determine at which step along the pathway the CS should formulate its 
"ownable objectives", and 

a way to show which steps should be turned into indicators of success to achleve 
the program objectives 

When a CS has interlocking projects under an umbrella program, the pathways may 
suggest ways in which to build their own "objectives tree " 

1 The three components of food security are avarlabrkty, access, and utrhzatron It was 
once common to believe that if we could just grow enough food, no one would be 
hungry A more sophisticated view emerged, primar~ly lnspired by the publ~cations of 
Amartya Sen, who pointed out that a person can starve in view of a full silo The FA0 
defin~tion of "food security" thus incorporated avadabdzty, stabrhty of supply, and 
access More recently the concept of utrkzatron has been added to the notion of food 
security - one can consume a sufficient quantity of appropriate food, but if the body 1s 



riddled with worms and other parasites, the food cannot be properly used 

Avazlabzlzty consists of three aspects production, which includes increased crop yields, 
more land under production, dairy and fisheries development, reduced post-harvest loss, 
which incorporates treatment and storage, and stability of supply, which mcludes access 
roads, storage, and markets 

Access is used to classify those who are temporarily or those who are permanently 
blocked from access to adequate levels of the right types of available food Those whose 
access may be temporarily blocked mclude pregnant and lactating women, infants and 
school-age children, and those for whom help is presumably a stepping stone to ultimate 
self-reliance The permanently blocked include location-specific groups such as widows, 
the elderly, the mfirmed, and witches or outcasts 

Uhkzatzon can be subdivided into factors that refer to knowledge of diet, food 
preparation, wearung foods, and food storage, and health status which, in turn, 
incorporates various aspects of environmental samtation, personal hygiene, and health 
services 

2 An overview of the major components of food and nutrition security (page 1 of 
Annex E) was presented The two major components - avazlabzlzty and access - 
together contribute to community and household level food security Factors that 
Influence these, such as number of household members, gender of the household 
members who control the income, and traditional customs affecting household distribution 
practices are also factored in Appropriate consumption (including intake commensurate 
with nutritional needs), influenced by factors such as personal health status and the 
principal caretaker's knowledge of feeding practices, should result in proper utilization 
of the food consumed, and finally this should lead to nutrition security or appropriate 
nutritional status 

3 The next chart concerns avazlabzlzty of sufficient food (page 2, Annex E), which 
includes adequate production of food, reduction of losses, and stabilized supplies (in both 
geographic and seasonal senses) 

4 A part of the preceding chart is expanded in the next one, which concerns adequate 
foodproduchon (page 3, Annex E) components could include expandedlunproved land, 
sufficient water, improved f a m n g  practices, and appropriate use of inputs At the 
bottom of this chart is agroforestry The presentation by ADRA on this panel will refer 
to the agroforestry and the tree nurseries pathways on pages 5 and 6 of Annex E, the 
CRS presentation will refer to the storage and treatment pathway on page 4, and the CBI 
presentation will refer to the income pathway on page 7 

5 The next chart (page 8, Annex E) is the pathway concerned with school feedzng, and 
is one of the more controversial It illustrates well the question of "how far along the 
pathway should the CS's responszbzlzty he?" We have heard that school feedmg does not 
count with respect to pathways to food security because the tune frame is too long, it 
takes a whole generation before impact can be expected The question is is increased 



enrollment and attendance as far as we need to look - do they constitute impact? Or 
must we go further in time and say what happens as a result of increased school 
attendance - do the children actually learn, and what do they do with that learnrng? 

It raises another issue what is the CS' respons~bility w~ th  respect to proving these 
linkages? There is an enormous amount of research that already demonstrates these 
linkages No one would expect a CS to demonstrate that vaccinations, properly 
admrnistered (in the right dose, at the right tlme, to the right people and so on), cause 
a decline in disease ~ncidence Similarly, if wells are properly s~ted, properly bullt, 
properly mamtained, and properly used, should the CS be obliged to demonstrate that this 
results in declines in fecal- and waterborne diseases? 

A school lunch or breakfast program can affect food security in two ways (1) ~mrnediate 
nutrition transfer (not a reversal of stunting or wasting, but temporary hunger alleviation, 
so that the children's attention span is increased, and therefore learnrng is facilitated), 
and, (2) income transfer to the child's famrly, which can be expected In some 
circumstances to result In increased enrollment and attendance and fewer drop-outs Page 
9 of Annex E presents a possible menu of related indrcators 

6 Next @age 10, Annex E) is a simple pathway illustratingprogram ofien assocmted 
wlth school feeding programs - gardens, technical assistance, and nutrition education - 
and how these can lead to improved availability and ut~lization of food 

7 The next pathway @age 11, Annex E) illustrates how school construction can 
influence food security I saw a remarkable connection recently In Ghana, where 
roofless schools are everywhere, and classes are often held under baobab trees Our 
evaluation team found that immediately following ADRA's construction of a proper 
school building, there was a surge in enrollment Enrollment can be tricky is the 
increase really "new" enrolles, or is the new school merely stealmg transfers from 
another school7 In the Ghana case there was also a surge in attendance, which could not 
be so easily explained Classes held under a tree are canceled when it rains and classes 
held in a roofless school are poorly attended when the sun is especially hot It was 
therefore not surprising that we found, for example, a newly burlt school in wh~ch 
attendance went from 60 to 85 percent The pathways chart then follows the same 
pathway up as the one for school meals, up to and including reduced fertility, etc 

8 These charts illustrate ideal pathways, or hypotheses The smooth passage from one 
box to another is obviously not always true Under the auspices of the IMPACT Project, 
IFPRI conducted a study in Ghana with the hypothesis that participation in credit schemes 
should lead to increased Income, wh~ch in turn should lead to improved food securlty at 
the household level But the remaining links are weaker as demonstrated in the chart on 
page 19, Annex E Possible explanations for the interrupted pathways appear laterally 
on the chart, these explanations emerged from a workshop In Ghana with policymakers 
and women farmers who were told the results of the IFPRI study 

9 Another example is the chain from producing seedlings to survrvmg trees that form 
wrndbreaks, which result in reduced wind erosion, improved soil fertility, and increased 
crop yields (in narrative form on page 17, Amex E) At this pomt the chain branches 



Moore 

the farmer can now either cultivate the same amount of land as before, deriving more 
produce, which can be used to feed the farmly or be sold for income, or she can cultivate 
less land, deriving the same amount of produce (because of increased yields), and use the 
time left over to sleep, drink, attend literacy classes, Improve child care, and so forth 
This chart illustrates that some pathways are indeed less-than-ideal, raising again the 
question - how far along the chain of presumed causality should we develop our 
indicators for measuring success, and should we separate the CS's responsibility from 
interest? Also, what do we do about unexpected outcomes? If we build a road, are we 
responsible for those who travel over it and where they go? Should we be concerned 
with who got the seedlings and what the farmers did with them? 

The pathways were created to stimulate thinlung about these and related questions and 
issues 

(To the panel) Please describe your orgamzational approach to using food security as a 
goal for Title I1 programs and your experiences in developing objectives and Impact 
indicators 

Sheehan A Food A I ~  Programs Can Show Results 
NCBAKBI 

Our experience at NCBA has demonstrated that food aid programs can show results and 
they actually do end The example of the NCBA Indonesia Title I1 program, which 
ended recently, illustrates this point The program began ten years ago with the goal of 
creating jobs and labor-mtensive new types of agriculture, especially those for the export 
market that would not compete with U S products We didn't call it food security then, 
but rather lrnproving the income of participants so they can buy their own food on the 
local market I was happy to hear Terrence Brown say that the Agency is now more 
results-oriented At NCBA, we've been trymg to measure results for many years Some 
results of the Indonesia project mclude an increase in the number of jobs, improved 
income levels, and higher volume of goods produced and exported 

B NCBA Examples - Improved Food Secmty 

As part of the NCBA Indonesia program, donated Title I1 commodities were sold and the 
funds generated were invested in a series of projects to help establish farmer-owned 
cooperatives intended to Increase agricultural productivity and marketing and to provide 
sustamable incomes and businesses We achieved excellent results in these areas The 
cooperative and busmess network we have helped develop is expanding into new products 
and marketing, as well as providing health care and other services to its members and 
others 

The project began with a cooperative in central Java, there are now regional offices all 
over Indonesia Ten years ago there were five employees, now there are 14,000 
employees The coop is reachmg out to mllions of farmers The project has developed 
a busmess in vmlla production Seventy-five percent of the vanilla we use in the U S 



is developed by this coop, wh~ch was assisted through a food aid program ten years ago 
The volume of product~on has increased ten-fold Incomes of lnd~vidual members are 
now three tlmes as large The coop IS now exporting mushrooms and baby corn 

When we reallzed that cred~t was becoming an obstacle, we then used food aid to deveIop 
a financial intermed~ary, w~th 42 members all over Indonesia It's extraordinary to see 
clnnarnon, cocoa, coffee, and other products all comlng along It is now a democratic 
Institution with economlc growth, run by a federat~on of cooperatives all over the 
country, sim~lar to what ACDI IS doing elsewhere 

The defimtion of food securlty IS strongly lrnked to Income generation and sustamable 
growth It's a continuum In our Indonesia program, there is now an emphasis on health 
and nutrition, wh~ch has resulted In another spinoff - a clinic and full-t~me doctor paid 
by the coop, as well as a store Th~s  project IS a model for repl~cat~on ~t fits the 
defin~t~on of food securlty and is economically sustamable, all within the context of 
democracy-buildlng 

A similar thing happened in the 1970s and 1980s w~th  an NCBA project m India With 
the same model, donated dairy products and oils were used to create da~ry and other 
farmer cooperatives for Improved production, marketing, and services to participants 
This resource lead to a self-sustaining program which currently employs millions 

C Proposed Program 

NCBA has proposed a program for FY 1995 wh~ch also bu~lds food security through the 
creation of sustainable and productive enterprises, farmer-owned cooperatives, and 
Increased Incomes in a poverty-stricken area However, it seems that questions about the 
scope of food securlty are holding up approval of this project The broad definition of 
food security as provided In the law and PO-19 is not necessarily being applied when 
USAID reviews projects 

Purvmnce A Food Secunty 1s a Useful Concept 
ADRA 

ADRA applauds the food securlty concept, it will help us direct our planmng efforts both 
at headquarters and in the field In the evaluat~on of existing programs, we can use ~t 
to determ~ne what to keep and what to close down, and also what areas we may need to 
add We believe it wdl asslst field personnel as they design new programs by helping 
them to get a clearer defin~tion of the problem they're try~ng to resolve They can see 
more clearly what Inputs are needed, and will be able to design indicators that will relate 
more d~rectly to resolution of the problem 

B A Tool for Decentralized Planmng and Implementat~on 

We are now startlng to transfer this way of th~nklng down to the grass roots, as we shift 
more and more plannmg and implementat~on functions from headquarters out to the field 
level The food securlty concept will also be useful as we concentrate our programs and 
more clearly define catchments, rather than placing projects in d~spersed areas For 



example, having a Child Survival program which is m 16 locations in one country, makes 
it difficult to measure mpact 

C Increased Work and Cost Assoc~ated wlth Impact Indmtors 

There is, however, increased work and cost associated with using mpact mdicators For 
example, there may be increased costs in programmng, such as additional personnel - 
a project which in the past required only construction and supervisory personnel, may 
now require public health or medical personnel to demonstrate changes m disease 
prevalence or parasite infestation There wlll also be expenses for baseline studies, 
management information systems, and evaluation Some of these components are already 
in place, but additional inputs will be needed We hope that the process will follow a 
path sunilar to that of Child Survival programs, with a more standardized process, 
standard indicators, and standard information systems, in order to avoid reinventing the 
wheel 

D When and to What Degree do We Measure Impact? 

We also have a concern, as Emly Moore said, about the level on the causality tree where 
a PVO will be required to show unpact The farther along the pathways, the more 
expensive it will be to demonstrate Impact Some of the earlier indicators that measure 
outputs are relatively easy and inexpensive to measure Beyond that, data collection 
becomes more time-consurmng and costly The tree nurseries pathway illustrates the 
same problem the higher up on the pathway, the more expensive it is to measure 
Impact, although the more fundamental changes may be there Increased biomass, 
unproved soil fertility, and higher crop yields are probably easier to measure than 
increased food available for f m l y  consumption 

Moore Responses to the Coalition's questionnaires included many who indicated that they need 
help - demonstratmg impact is placing a heavy burden on the CSs It's not just a 
question of inventing indicators, but desigmng entire momtoring and evaluation plans 

Curt Schaeffer 
CARE CARE concluded several years ago that we had become adept at measuring outputs, but 

rarely had we gone the next step We decided that the best way for us to get a handle 
on unpact was to critically look at the conceptual frameworks and defimtions comng out 
of IFPRI, Tufts, Arizona, IFAD, etc The process was difficult but we are further along 
now We adapted certain tools to our needs, mcluding rapid food security assessment 
Last year, we used rapid food security assessments in seven countries to better understand 
our programmng and to collect data to make management decisions about future 
programming The data may tell us to close a program, or to reformulate a project 
Using the food security concept has helped us in the following ways (1) all of CARE'S 
programmng now focuses on the household as the development unlt, (2) we now do a 
better job of collecting data to understand the dynamics of the household, which speaks 



to better geographic targeting of communities, and better monitoring and evaluation, 
(3) we look at development more broadly, castlng aside sectoral boundaries by focuslng 
everything we do, whether ~t is family planning or food distribution, on the household 
The dynamics of the household are always changing and keeping track can be expensive 

We are now committed to this concept in order to do responsible programming It is 
unfortunate that four years into the 1990 amendments to P L 480, USAID is sttll not 
able to come out wlth a food security policy paper 

Frankenberger 
CARE The following IS a discuss~on of CARE'S food securlty assessment process, and the 

concepts used to determine how to best integrate food security into our program 
objectives and activities 

A Detemmng Nutnt~onal Outcomes 

We use the UNICEF model at CARE to help us determine the factors that influence 
nutritional outcomes Nutrltional status is a result of the Interplay between food security, 
health care, and disease This perspectrve helps us to understand the relationsh~p among 
health programs, adequate nutritlon education, care for women and children, as well as 
adequate food availability and access 

Food is a cross-cutting resource which allows us to integrate various sectors, 
Incorporating agriculture and natural resources with the health sector We see nutritional 
security as the sum total of socioeconomlc, behavioral, cultural, and physical conditions 
that mutually reinforce each other to affect nutritional outcomes Nutrltional status is the 
biological manifestation of nutrltional security It can be influenced not only by people's 
access to food, but also by proper sanitation and care for children Improving food 
access may not necessarily bring about favorable nutrltional outcomes, however If we 
find that nutritional status has not improved, even lf access to food has improved, we 
may need to redirect our activities into health care for mother and child Therefore, 
household food security IS a necessary condition for nutritlon securlty CARE uses 
nutrition securlty much as USAID uses "utilization" as a component In food security 

B Household Food Secunty 

Household food security IS the capacity of a household to procure a stable and sustainable 
basket of adequate food CARE, like the World Bank and FAO, IS interested in the 
quantity, quality, and cultural acceptability of food supplies Food supplies can be 
sustained through time in the follow~ng ways (1) appropriate natural resources 
management, (2) maintenance of productive assets so that people can recover from 
drought or disasters and go on feeding themselves without food aid, (3) promoting self- 
rellance and human d~gnity (we don't want to promote beggars), and (4) not competing 
for resources used to meet other livelihood needs, such as health, education, shelter, and 
leisure There may be competition among food, health, and education needs 



Livelihood security is an overriding concept that is related to both food security and 
nutritional security Livelihood security means adequate stocks of cash and food to meet 
basic needs, i e , how people make a living It consists of a range of on-farm and off- 
farm activities that provide a variety of procurement strategies If people cannot have 
a secure livellhood, their ability to meet their nutritional and food needs will not be there 
From CARE'S perspective, the unportance of sustainable development is equivalent to 
livelhood security When we want to know what the food security problems of an area 
are, we ask about the livelihood strategies, the constraints people are facing, and whether 
those livelhoods are becomng more vulnerable over tune If people have secure 
livelhoods, they will have secure ownership of, or access to, resources and income- 
earmng activities that will allow them to deal with periodic disasters, and help them to 
offset those risks and meet those contmgencies A livellhood that is sustainable should 
be seen as a precondition to household food security and nutrition security That's why 
thls link between relief and development is so critical When we understand how people 
make their living, we understand how they meet their food and nutritional needs, and 
whether or not they are going to be vulnerable 

People do not adapt to changes in their environment arbitrarily, when it comes to meetmg 
their food needs There are many strategies they follow Some require less resources 
and their ability to return to the status quo is greater, but as tune goes on there is a 
greater comnutment of resources and their abdity to go back to the status quo is seriously 
jeopardized There are two key thresholds people pass through as they try to meet their 
food needs first they start to sell off their liquid assets, becomng more vulnerable to 
food insecurity, at the next level, they sell off their productive assets and become 
extremely vulnerable to food insecurity, which is when relief activities luck in We want 
to understand how relief and mtigation activities relate to one another It may be too 
late to save productive assets at the tlme of relief, therefore, we want to intervene sooner 
so people can eventually recover from the disaster and get on with leading productive 
lives Every development agency separates its development activ~ties from its relief 
activities We have to rid agencies of those artificial dividers in order to build truly 
sustainable, flexible programs 

There are three types of intervention activities for which CS would use Title I1 

1 Livelihood uromotlon trying to improve household resdience so they can meet long- 
term food needs They do so (especially m drought-prone areas) by diversifying crops, 
promoting soil and water conservation, reinforcing copmg strategies that do not degrade 
the environment, unproving food storage, unproving common property resource 
management, and mesolevel development (If there are surplus and deficit areas, and you 
can Improve the llnkages between them, you can make food cheaper for poor people to 
buy, most poor people are net purchasers of food ) By improving the mfrastructure, you 
create incentives for merchants to brlng food to deficit areas 



2 Livelihood urotectlon protecting households to prevent an erosion of assets and 
assisting In recovery If we can Intervene before they sell off thew productive assets, we 
can help them recover from disaster (slmilar to crop insurance In the U S ) This relies 
on three components First is to detect change soon enough so you can respond before 
people sell off their productive assets We need to have location-speclfic ~ndicators when 
food securlty is worsening Second are lnterventions that Improve the long-term vlabll~ty 
of communities so when the next drought hlts, they wlll not be as susceptible to lt 
These lnterventlons involve food or Income transfers focused on community derlved 
infrastructure lmprovements Th~rd is organizational coordination among donors, NGOs, 
and the government, respons~b~lit~es must be lald out In a non-cr~sis year, creatrng a 
contmgency plan 

3 Llvehhood povisionlna saving hves - th~s IS what much of food aid prograrnrnlng 
was for many years But we should also be concerned w~th how to malntain l~velihoods, 
not just Iwes, to break the dependence on food aid The ideal goal IS to get out of the 
food aid busmess altogether Thls IS why we combme livelihood promotion actlvitles 
with every provlsloning intervention 

There are three types of lndlcators that we are developing at CARE to Improve the food 
security Impact of our projects 

1 Targetlng One set of lnd~cators IS for targeting in order to find out where the 
chronically vulnerable populations are In an area These ~ndicators usually conslst of 
structural varlables such as access to resources (the landless and female headed 
households), or ~ndlcators that represent socioeconomic groupings (caste, ethnic~ty, etc ) 

2 Monitoring A set of indrcators IS used to demonstrate that a group is likely to suffer 
from transtory food insecurity, that IS, the food shortage that occurs wlthln a year 
There are three types of indlcators wlthln this category 

Leadlng indicators, whlch are normally monitored through early warning 
systems, tend to be collected on rainfall, crop production, and market prlces - 
varlables that suggest the conditions are worsening in an area They are 
collected unobtrusively 

8 Concurrent lndicators, based on coplng strategies such as crop adjustment, 
dietary changes, loans, selling anlmals, etc Some of these strategles are more 
desperate than others and will often call for livelihood protection measures 

Traillng indicators, or outcome ~ndlcators, that suggest the outcomes of the food 
problem, such as malnutr~tion levels, outmigration, and environmental 
degradation 

3 Evaluat~on In terms of evaluation, we want to know whether or not our 
lnterventlons actually have made a difference - did we have a food security tmpact on 



those households? What we want to look at carefully are the concurrent and trailing 
indicators We want to see if people's strategies are not as bad as they were before, and 
if outcome indicators are not as bad as before, then we have likely had a positive food 
security Impact on the area 

F Implementahon of the Food Secunty Strategy 

To get an orgamzation like CARE to adopt these concepts, we are undertalung a four- 
stage process 

1 First we do a rapid food security assessment in our food-assisted countries These 
assessments consist of the following 

rn Institutional assessments to detemne how projects are designed in that country, 
what criteria will be used for targeting, and what mformation they are using to 
monitor and evaluate impact We want to know the current status of CARE 
programs in the targeted area 

H We then go into an area and try to characterize the food and nutritional security 
situation in the areas where programs are targeted We collect information at the 
household level usmg a rapid assessment approach to see what people are doing, 
what their conditions are with respect to food and nutrition security, and whether 
or not the program makes sense for that situation Using multidisciplinary teams, 
we can identify a range of options that will lrnprove the food security situation 
An important part of the assessment is the capacity-building part - tralmng our 
field staff in monitoring and evaluation techmques The process also allows us 
to identify changes or adjustments needed in existing programrmng activities, as 
well as identify new project areas Also, we are not just focusing on food 
access, but we are trying to look at the whole food security picture, e g , if 
health services and samtation are seriously llmted in this area, we will try to 
focus our health programs there This doesn't mean a reversion to the old 
integrated rural development concept, but rather the coordination of very focused 
projects 

2 The next step is to do a baseline Rapid assessments help us lunit the lunds of 
information we collect in a baseline, malung it more cost-effective Baselines are useful 
for evaluatmg eventual Impact, and also for detemning priority interventions Usually, 
a rapid assessment tells what the existing problems are in the area, but it doesn't tell you 
what proportion of the population suffers from a particular problem nor does it tell you 
what would be the best intervention Baselines do that 

3 We then establish food security momtoring and evaluation systems to help us detect 
transitory food security changes as well as evaluate the impact of our projects The 
indicators we use in these systems are very location-specific Evaluating impact depends 
on the nature of the particular intervention You don't want to evaluate something for 
whch the project is not responsible 



4 Finally, project implementation, in which we are not only readjusting existing projects 
but we are also starting pilot projects to see if we really can have a food and nutrition 
security impact in that area 

H Food Secunty as a Pohcy Goal 

We are happy that the legislation has mandated that food securlty be integrated Into food 
ald programs A key problem, however, is that until USAID incorporates food security 
into its strategic objectives in country plans, ~t will be difficult to create coherency with 
existing USAID strategies Most USAID pollcy documents have focused more on Title 
I11 Title I1 programs need more guidance, are more focused on addressing local needs, 
and should be coordinated more effectively wlth Title 111 There is a need to do an 
inventory of what IS needed at both the macro level and the mlcro level 

Questrons and Responses 

Marchzone 
BHR/USAID Emdy Moore's question is critical to what degree IS there a burden of proof on the CS 

to show that all of these pathways and linkages exist? We should spend some time on 
that issue 

In addition, what population are we targeting? This is an easier question to deal with 
than to tease out all these pathways In some instances, judgements regarding the food 
security relevance of an intervention can be made based on what type of population IS 

being targeted Has there been any effort to develop targeting indicators as to where the 
vulnerable populations are? Are we addressing the chronically food-insecure? Are we 
addressing those areas subject to intermittent food insecurity, or those vulnerable to 
drought crises, or are we addressing areas that, relatively speaking, are not food- 
insecure? That's an important issue but not one that requlres a tremendous amount of 
analysis or puts a tremendous burden on the CS 

Returning to the question of pathways and the burden of proof Emily, you set up an 
extreme case with immunization, where you have a one-to-one correspondence between 
immunization and good health Many of the variables being addressed by the PVOs do 
not have anything like that correspondence When you look at better nutritional status, 
the relationship becomes very tenuous indeed It gets expenslve to measure at hlgher 
levels You elther have to invest in these measurements, or invest up front In terms of 
establishing that these linkages exist, that elther you or someone else has done those 
analyses in the relevant context, not applying Indonesian data to an African case Then 
you can monitor at lower levels 

Moore Right, I plcked the extreme of immunization to make the point But you have to ask if 

it's worth the extra money after you've shown that a well was properly sited, bu~lt, 



maintained, and used, or do we then have to measure declines in related disease 
mncidence? 

Puwzance Part of the problem for us is that as a development agency, prunarily, it would cause us 
to become a research agency It is important to find the linkages that already exist to 
justify impact on food security in our programs, rather than to collect all the data 
ourselves We must keep it as sunple as we can 

Moore There needs to be some balance between talung data from one country and applying them 
to another - is it acceptable to take something we know about Burluna Faso and apply 
it to Ghana, rather than repl~cating an expenswe study? Probably the answer IS on a 
case-by-case basis 

Stephen Sposato 
ENI/USALD I complement the panel The linkages have been well laid out I can't speak for the 

Agency, but I offer my ideas for your consideration Back to the leg~slat~on, defimng 
food security as food available to all people at all tunes is very d~fficult to achieve Even 
m the U S we hardly achieve food security Tun Frankenberger spoke well regard~ng 
gathering information - we cannot go beyond what the project IS ~ntended to unpact 
For example, bringing in rice for a Food For Work (FFW) project and then measuring 
mcome of workers, the linkages have been well examned, but go beyond that - how 
do we achieve political stability, economc growth, and education beyond the project area 
- it is a mistake to try to measure more than feeding the people and coolung the food 
properly Look at the context Is there already polit~cal stability? But, do not try to 
associate the program with the continuance of that stability I'm disagree~ng with Tom 
Marchione, but agreeing with Randy Purv~ance 

Moore I was struck by the Food for the Hungry approach (though t h s  is not related to Title 11) 
It relates to the distinction between what a PVO is mterested m and what they agree to 
be held responsible for Food for the Hungry routinely mcludes education (usually health 
and nutrition) along w~th  their credit programs Although they declare that they are very 
interested m what people do with the new-found Income resultmg from their credit 
programs, they do not take responsibihty for what the participants choose to do with it 

Peggy, regarding Tom Marchione's quest~on, what do you do about conducting a 
program in a food-insecure reglon of a country whch overall is relatively food secure? 

Sheehan I realue because resources are lmted, prlorlties must be set, we're all trying to develop 
the most cost-effectwe approach Sometunes we know of a food-msecure area, where 
we began efforts years earlier, but meanwhile the country has graduated from grant 
assistance It's a difficult thmg to squeeze the focus down, but we need flexib~lity to 
choose among programs We have to target, as we can't feed everyone in the world 
In the Indonesia example, we were on the ground with cons~derable experience, and we 



knew what the problems were and had the ab~l~ty  to act on them We were targeting 
according to what we can do as a CS, and thus chose T~mor, which has s~gnificant 
poverty and food security problems, rather than trymg to pick up and transfer the model 
to Afr~ca 

Schaeffer Regardmg operat~onal~zing the definit~on of emergencies, you need to dist~nguish between 
rapid-onset disasters (as in Rwanda) and slow-onset livelihood fa~lure (much of the Sahel 
for the past 10-15 years) It will then be easler to operational~ze a defin~tion of 
emergencies In rap~d onset, they have to be addressed ~rnmed~ately Recurrent droughts 
and people's abll~ty to deal with them 1s erodmg because of populat~on increase, bad 
government policies, etc Our approach and how we target should be different We 
should find better ways to target the chronically vulnerable so that in the shrinklng food 
a ~ d  environment we can get more out of our food aid investment The only way is to 
understand the local context more effectively It IS easier to do a large feeding program, 
admin~stratively, than to do real food securlty development actlvlties For the latter you 
elther need a whole bunch of new resources, or you have to shrink the area to be 
addressed We don't want to own up to that W~th  respect to large-scale feedlng 
programs, you can deal wlth one-third of Eth~op~a, but to be involved with long-term 
food securlty, you may have to shrink to one-third of that If we're interested m 
developing the long-term capaclty for people to meet their own food needs, we have to 
look at resource requirements, wh~ch means that leg~slat~ve lnterventlons w~ll  be needed 
to ensure the resources are there Otherwise it doesn't make sense to talk about two 
types of emergencles You can't fix them the same way 

Glen Whlternan 
FAS USDA Many countrles will never be food self-suffiaent In the pathways, none of the three 

pathways addresses the need for food ~mports or ways to finance these Imports 

Moore Those pathways were drawn with CSs in mind, and they deal with household level food 
security, not the nat~onal level Not lncluded In the overheads, but In your packet, 
there's a footnote that md~cates that Income and education underhe everythmg else If 
you can't grow ~ t ,  you've got to buy it, whlch is true for both the natlonal and household 
level You're r~ght, I've not addressed the question of how to get the foreign exchange 
to buy the food at the nat~onal level, but we are trymg to address ~t at the household 
level 

Sheehan T h ~ s  was taken into account by the leg~slation, countries cannot always grow what they 
need, the defin~tion of food security 1s not just self-sufficiency, ~t was expanded into 
being able to buy what you need 

Moore In the questionnaire d~stributed to CSs before this meetmg, we asked for wh~ch categories 
of programs do you find it most d~fficult to meet the mandated goal of measurement and 
ver~ficat~on? CARE'S response was MCH and SF, whereas ADRA's response was In 



terms of where the catchment area is indefinite, or where impact can't be expected m a 
short perlod of tlrne What problems are others having? 

Ghandz Selvanathan 
OICI 

Frankenberger 

Moore 

Steve Gale 
CDIE/USAID 

CARE is a long-tune player in this field The notion of food security is rather recent 
Before that, CARE was involved in food distribution Has CARE any data or baseline 
information on food security in various countries? 

CARE has not done a good job in the past of collectmg baseline information, only 15 
percent of our projects have baseline information, and some of that is questionable 
We're the first to admit t h ~ s  needs to be corrected We have anecdotes about 
improvements, but not scientific proof of what it was before compared to now 

I recently participated in an evaluation of the CARE India program, the largest Title II 
program in the world, loohng at its unpact on 140,000 villages, 8 5 mllion 
beneficiaries Yet CARE in its contract with USAID was charged only with gettlng the 
food out, there is nothmg m the contract to say we were to measure impact I wish we 
had been doing so 10, 20, 30 years ago, but we have to start somewhere Until recently 
we were satisfied with reporting outputs only 

If even CARE can bare its soul and confess to this, surely others can do the same It 
does make some feel defensive when a CS is asked why they haven't been measuring 
impact all these years 

USAID and its development partners will have to spend more tune and energy on 
performance measurement 

1 We don't need new indicators, we need to thlnk about new questions 

When we say we have unpact, unpact compared to what? What's our baseline, 
what was our target? 

At what cost are we getting impact? Is the taxpayer willing to pay for that 
impact? 

Causality once we say we've achieved an impact, and this is its price, can we 
demonstrate it is a result of what we did? 

2 Momtoring and evaluation are quite different monitoring is never going to tell us 
what happened, it will only tell us how things are going Evaluation needs to be planned 
for in advance It is very hard methodologically to look back and say what the unpact 
was, so you need to plan ahead and have controls, baselines and targets 



3 As we change and elevate and become more complex with our terminology, such as 
"nutrit~onal security," there IS going to be more difficulty demonstrating impact While 
I applaud movtng from simple concepts to more tntegrated concepts, at the same time the 
integrated concepts will be more difficult to show to Congress and the American public, 
as well as more difficult to achieve 

Frankenberger CARE is trylng to break away from traditional Tltle I1 categories, from MCH and SF 
programs You should go into an area identify the problem, and determine what IS the 
most appropriate lnterventlon for that area, it mght mean a mix of interventions We 
want to be open to new ways of domg th~ngs Second, there is a difference between 
evaluating T~t le  I1 and T~t le  111 If all your Title I11 resources are being used to influence 
policy and then you use national level statistlcs to measure impact, we might overestimate 
the impact that USAID had on a country Loolung at changes in nutritional status in the 
whole country over the last five years may be unfair to the program We need to be 
realistic about the pollcy impacts poss~ble with Tltle 111 

What scares me are strategic planning exercises that use broad-based, national indicators 
USAID IS golng to have difficulty showing change at the natlonal level for wh~ch they 
can be accountable, unless the country IS very small There needs to be comparable 
development of food security ind~cators for Title I11 as well as for Title I1 



FOOD SECURITY CONTINUUM FROM RELIEF TO DEVELOPMENT 

M Douglas Stafford 
Ass~stant A m s t r a t o r ,  USAID Bureau for Humamtanan Response 

The central theme of the Bureau for Humanitarian Response is nongovernmental operations Improved 
food security is mportant to U S foreign policy, to USAID, and to mllions of poor and hungry people 
Rwanda is a grim remnder of this USAID understands the efforts needed to support the field operations 
we are now mounting I'm proud of the role USAID is playing, not the least of which is USAID's 
partnership with PVOs and international agencies 

The attention of the American people and of the world's people is now focused on how this partnership 
performs We will be able to save the people of Rwanda There are three million refugees and three 
million displaced people A refugee is dying every mnute Eventually the refugees will go home The 
real solution lies in the political accord - unless this happens by early August, the crops now in the field 
will be lost 

The real answer to Rwanda 1s broad-based development and popular participation in the creation of 
institutions which will help ease tribal conflict Easy to say, but almost mpossible to accomplish We 
are reachmg a consensus that development is the surest way to nutigate complex disasters The same 
partnership of PVOs, USAID, and international orgmzations that work effectively on emergencies is best 
positioned to mount the development programs required 

A relief-development continuum is quite simple successful development can prevent or help countries 
prepare for better managed disasters Effective emergency assistance prepares people to return quickly 
to normal economic, social, and political development The key to progress on both ends of the 
continuum seems to be anchored in food security Those countries that have been able to establish basic 
food security at the national, village, and household level have made the most development progress 
Bangladesh is an excellent example of a very poor country which has successfully used U S food aid to 
establish food security and is now begimng to experience broad-based economic growth On the other 
hand, food insecurity is often a major factor in convincing people to become refugees or internally 
displaced Once a crisis reaches the point where large numbers of people are on the move, it is very 
difficult to manage Some 20 mllion in the Horn of Africa, besides Rwanda, are at risk 

I recognize there are still some semantic and defimtional issues to be sorted out and there are some who 
don't care for the idea of the continuum We can no longer accept divisions which isolate development 
partners from those providing emergency assistance In 1989, the USG spent less than $300,000 on 
declared disasters, but five years later that has risen five-fold to $1 5 billion Therefore, the growing 
emergency requirements are putting pressure on development assistance, including PVOs and WFP Title 
I1 development programs We are comrmtted to preserving Title 11 development programs I am sure 
that everyone would agree we also need to respond to emergencies We must explore all options for 
meeting these two approaches We must have the resources for both Most unportantly, we must work 
together - PVOs, USAID, and international orgmzations, all have an Interest in food security and in 
the relief-development continuum 



Quest~ons and Responses 

Levrnson 

Frankenberger 

StafSord 

Levrnson 

If you're looking at emergencies in Eastern Afrlca, it seems the ttming is right for the 
USG to be creatlng contrngency plans for the future We really don't have a specialized 
food aid mechanism to rap~dly respond to emergencies Is there discussion about creating 
one so we don't end up with the situation agatn where the U S cannot commit adequate 
food resources in a timely manner? 

The analogy to Rwanda is Iraq, although Rwanda is an even blgger emergency than Iraq 
We knew that the PVOs and international agencles could not respond to such king-sized 
disasters With Iraq, you had the U S Army In place, and mfrastructure already in 
Europe and Turkey It was a major dec~sion to take on the task at all, you don't 
normally take care of people In the~r country of origln We had to cross a defin~t~onal 
hurdle and lt changed UNHCR significantly Then, the world community took on 
Yugoslavra We've taken on any number of disasters after that The response has not 
worked too badly, as in the drought in Southern Afrlca The Important thing to think 
about is whether the U S will think in terms of a milrtary role or a separate humanltarlan 
role There's a lot of room for criticism, and we all ought to do autopsies Yes (to 
Levinson's question), this 1s something that people need to look at A lot of food aid has 
gone on without a superhuman coordinated effort, a lot of mechanisms have worked 
fairly well 

How much long-term plannlng is golng on in additlon to the emergency response? Is 
anyone thlnking about how people are going to feed themselves after they go back to 
Rwanda') For example, a lot of the bean crops are not going to be planted this year so 
there will be a major food shortage SIX months from now 

Thts morning, National Security Council discussions are focused on the return of 
refugees If the RPF will behave as a government and demonstrate that minority rlghts 
will be taken into consideration, people will return, and people have been tasked with 
looking at that and at the long-term needs I'm not sure what direction this will go I 
can't tell you if we're into another 25-year Sudan 

I was glad to hear about the emphasls on the development side of food aid as the linkage 
to mitigate and prevent emergencles, and to improve local coping mechanisms and the 
abllity to adjust to disasters If we just focus on catching up with emergencies, how can 
we make progress in development? There have been budget cuts for food ald programs, 
as well as decreases in surplus stocks held by the Commodity Credit Corporation of the 
USDA The multiple goals of meetlng emergency needs at the same time as trying to get 
a foothold in development, and trying to focus on areas that are most vulnerable, are 
difficult to achieve A new mechanism is needed to deal with emergencies separately 
from these ongoing targeted assistance programs There's a need for creative thlnlung 
in that area 



SECOND COOPERATING SPONSOR PANEL PATHWAYS TO FOOD SECURITY 

Moderator Emdy Moore, IMPACT Project Consultant 

Panehsts Davld Plramo, Techca l  Umt Director, Catholic Relief Services 
V~cky Denman, Food Aid Techca l  Advisor, Catholic Relief Services 
Judy Bryson, Director of Food for Development, Africare 

Piraino 
CRS CRS welcomes the concept of food security as defined by PD-19 We had been 

struggling to find an overarching goal or tag, particularly as we make programming 
decisions and detemne the sectors in which to intervene PD-19 provided the structure 
we wanted - it is broad, yet useful to analyze our programs in context 

There may be some lessons learned in our efforts to show impact in CRS's MCH 
programs One of our overall goals was to lower childhood malnutrition rates It 
seemed like a good, measurable goal, but it is actually quite complex On the surface, 
both malnutrition and food secur~ty are easy tags, but once you go deeper, there are so 
many factors that come into play, that it is difficult to show causality The CRS MCH 
programs are comprised of various interventions that we assumed would lead to 
decreased malnutrition But, many evaluations were either inconclusive or concluded 
there was no Improvement in child malnutrition Loolung back, part of our problem was 
that we focused a bit too much and perhaps did not plan well enough in advance how we 
would evaluate our programs We did not take into account other factors that were 
unpinging on the expected outcome We also expected the government to take care of 
some of these other factors With the current focus on food security and the pressure on 
showing Impact, the pendulum is now swinging to the other direction - from measuring 
only inputs to measuring impact and attributing causality, this may be going too far We 
may now be at the point in food aid where we were with MCH - where we can't show 
impact or causality to the degree we are being required to show it Yet, there are 
positive results which we may be overloolung 

With respect to the concept of "managing for results," CRS field staff wants a 
framework, and CRS headquarters expects the field to show results, but the difficulty is 
in demonstrating causality The emphasis is now on "why we do what we do " Why, 
for example, do we intervene in agricultural production or in health? As long as we can 
demonstrate why we do these programs and why we expect them to Increase food 
security, I would hope we will be able continue them 

For example, we have not collected adequate baseline data in the past, so proof of impact 
now becomes difficult In Rwanda (before events of this year), we looked at what CRS 
could do to improve food security Most arable land in Rwanda is already cultivated, 
further expansion is out of the question Increasing yields from currently cultivated lands 
would also be very difficult because of the economc constraints of bringing in techca l  
assistance and fertilizers However, we realized 

post-harvest losses are extremely high (25-40 percent of the crop), 



there are surplus areas and deficit areas, and 

Denman 
CRS 

without storage, farmers must sell lmrnediately after harvest at very low prices, 
buying back at much higher prices in the hungry season 

We therefore chose storage as the most appropriate Intervention With FFW, CRS 
assisted in the construction of 90-ton silos, the project purchased crops at harvest tlme 
at the official government prlce, and farmers were then able to buy back later at only a 
small mark-up 

The project did three thlngs (1) reduced losses due to moisture and insects, thereby 
Increasing the total amount of food available, (2) stabilized supplies in a temporal sense, 
by Increasing the supply of food available throughout the year, and in a geographic sense, 
by placing silos in surplus areas wlth food sold to deficit areas, and (3) farmers had more 
cash income available by brlnging sale and repurchase prices closer together 

Indicators, admittedly not too sophlstlcated yet s~mple and less costly, included 
(1) percent loss due to use of silos, (2) amount of food moved from surplus to defic~t 
areas, and (3) the amount of additional cash available to farmers These were operational 
indicators to let us know whether we were doing what we intended to do 

The concept of the emergency-development continuum has been around a long time 
Rwanda is a good example of how Important it is not only to look ahead, but to meet 
people where they are In Goma today, what's hindermg food security right now is not 
food (for now, at least), the bigger problem is sanitation, whlch can undermme other 
activities The continuum, to me, means meeting people where they are and doing what 
is the most important thing for them at a particular point in time 

The MCH program is one of the largest food-assisted operations at CRS Traditionally, 
we have tended to focus mainly on food d~stribution, but this is only part of a package 
which can include health education, organization of women's groups for credit and 
savings, income generation activities, gardening, or environmental sanitation MCH 
programming works at both the household and individual levels It increases effective 
utilization of food - how it's absorbed, correct preparation of food, deworming 
med~cations, etc It also affects avallabillty of food because of the women's activities, 
worklng together on then gardens, credit programs, etc Savings (assets to fall back on) 
shouldn't be underestlmated, as they affect the availability of or access to food MCH 
also affects access by educating caregivers and focusing attention on vulnerable groups 
llke infants and pregnant women 

This examination of the pathways to food securlty ralses numerous questions How far 
up the chain of presumed causality w~ll  the PVO be held responsible7 To what other 
factors IS the impact relatlve7 What is the cost of measuring it appropriately7 If impact 
IS found, can it be attributed to the PVO7 Even with large-scale expensive studies, it 
may not be possible to demonstrate a causal relationship - examples are the many 
studles done in the U S on the school lunch program Nevertheless, those of us in more 
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difficult research environments overseas, may be pressed to demonstrate even more in 
our programs than can currently be demonstrated In U S domest~c programs 

We must also look at the long-term picture Changes in maternal and child health can 
take many years, yet we may be asked to measure unpact from a single project cycle of 
only a few years 

The Child Surv~val program, with its standard set of interventions, ~ntroduced some of 
the rapid assessment technologies The commonly used Rapid Knowledge and Practice 
Survey is a low-cost tool for management decisions whch focuses on whether you're 
doing what you said you would do It does not attempt to collect mortality, morbidity, 
or nutritional status data, nor does it attempt to measure unpact, because linkages have 
already been established and need not be proven again by each implementing agency 
USAID has accepted the Rapid Knowledge and Practice Survey 

Planned phase-out will become necessary, we cannot do large-scale programs if we must 
also do large-scale evaluations Program cost will be increased as emphasis is placed on 
unpact evaluations 

That leads us mcely into Judy Bryson's presentation, which focuses on assessment and 
evaluation, whch is similar to how we ended this momng's panel with CARE'S rapid 
appraisal techniques We've tried to structure both segments of these panels starting with 
food security and program design, then moving to measurement and unpact on food 
security 

Africare has pending a large Food for Work program in Angola Our largest food 
program is in Sierra Leone, where Africare is assisting the S~erra Leone Red Cross to 
deliver WFP commodities to 138,000 refugees, as well as conducting FFW programs to 
resettle households Our only Title I1 program now is a 100 percent monetization 
program 

Africare this year undertook a food security assessment of the unpact of our 100 percent 
monetization program in Guinea Bissau We found that food security can be an 
unportant conceptual framework for project activity, particularly in Africa Introducing 
village cornmumties to the conceptual framework of food security and using the PD-19 
defmtion, "when all people at all tunes have sufficient food to lead a healthy and 
productive life," and ~ t s  three facets - availability, access, and utilization - can be an 
mportant means of developing public awareness of the elements which mpact on their 
food security and the constraints to improvmg it Regularly meeting to detemne how 
well the strategies are workmg can provide means for momtormg, fine-hung, and 
eventually evaluating outcomes We belleve we can use this process as a data collection 
urstrument 

T h s  fits well into the types of data collection Tim Frankenberger talked about this 
momng We will have to start with a baseline if we are to measure unpact We now 



recognize the importance of trylng to develop methodologies and arriving at agreed-upon 
targets, similar to that in Child Survival programming The plural of anecdotes is not 
data All of us have wonderful stories of what our programs have achieved, but they are 
not data We have to have better methodologies 

The assessment of food security impact helps to clarify that it is important to develop 
programs that cover all three facets of the definition - access, availability, utilization - 
and to make partnerships with other organizations to ensure that all facets are covered, 
as David Piraino alluded to Africare focused first on agricultural development and 
production, and second on access to markets and incomes We also have Child Survival 
and other health programs, but in our food programs we had not been looking at 
utilization So, when we redesigned the program in Guinea-Bissau, we proposed to 
subcontract with the Mln~stry of Health to do nutritional monitormg We think this wlll 
help them in their outreach capacity, but wdl also help us to see if our programs are 
having an impact on utilization We will also be adding nutrition messages to other 
education provided to village associations 

In add~tion to other indicators, Africare uses "food processing" and "value added " 
These enhance time and place uses of food and also provide quality benefits - 
digestibility and assimilation improvements - that can come from food processing 
These impact access and utilization, as well as ava~lability 

Under access, there needs to be a third element - integrated, efficient markets supplying 
food at reasonable prices to poor populations Africare feels strongly about t h~s  One 
of the major problems In Afrlca is that it is not well integrated into foreign markets, nor 
are internal markets efficient and well-integrated We believe that monetization is a valid 
means of distribution for food aid PVOs can use monetization differently from market 
development programs such as Title I or Title I11 Differences include 

1 Training of traders and actively soliciting trader participation, particularly those who 
are supplying poor rural populations, it is not something that IS likely to be undertaken 
by Tltle I or Title I11 programs or by the Export Enhancement Program 

2 Expanding the number of traders and increasing their capitalization and turnover are 
also helpful for improving market efficiencies, competition, and the capacity to 
participate in the market 

3 Tailoring commodity packaging to incomes of the poor, there's a difference between 
those who want to maximize profit and those who wish to ensure that the cornmoditles 
moving Into the market are those that are consumed by poor populations 

Regarding moving up the causality cham as mentioned earlier, there has been a lot of 
research in Child Survival Johns Hopkins University and others have the resources to 
look at the causality questions thoroughly It is easier to do it in a discrete area such as 
Child Survival than in the complexities of these excellent food security pathways 
Organizations such as the World Bank, USAID, and other major donors have the budgets 
to begin to amass the information and experience in these many areas, especially at the 
higher level of causality There are things that relate to any sort of development project, 
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not just food aid CSs should establ~sh some of the lower links in the cham, such as sod 
fertility and yield increases, and the higher links should be established by an overarching 
data collection exercise Such a div~sion of evaluation responsibility would be very 
helpful to us, allowing us to concentrate on collecting data withm our budget resources 
It would make a very useful contribution to the battles over USAID's withdrawal from 
food-insecure countries According to USAID policy, if a PVO is permtted to continue 
food aid programs in those countries, it must meet strmgent requirements, ideally, to be 
able to demonstrate natlonal Impact or pilot programs that demonstrate what could be 
done to have an impact at national levels 

The following is a brief review of the major themes that emerged from the previous 
presentations 

1 The difference between measurable and verifiable objectives I hope we all agree that 
not all objectives must have numbers in them m order to be valid, but we must have 
ways of demonstrating that they have been achieved 

2 Pathways distinguishing between accountability and the CS's mterest For example, 
is the CS responsible for the ultlmate use of income, tune, roads? Is it worthwhile to 
replicate what we did in Burluna Faso in every country that has a school feeding 
program', David Piraino was modest m delineating the indicators they used in Rwanda 
Maybe those modest indicators were completely appropriate In Ghana, our evaluation 
team found that as a result of a grain storage program, a hundred farmlies who had been 
food-insecure for as long as anyone could remember were in just one year no longer 
food-insecure Harvest losses had gone from "very high" to zero In a short tune they 
had taken care of the hungry season problem, and were now tackling the "what if there's 
no rain" problem, they were already p l m n g  for a bad year buffer stock Is it worth 
taxpayers' money to measure more than that - isn't that enough? Are we letting the 
pendulum swing too far? 

3 Is there really a time frame? It can take five or more years for a health mtervention 
to pay off, compared with the grain storage project in Ghana which shows dramatic 
results in one year If you count school attendance as Impact, then school construction 
and school feeding may fall among the rapid tune-frame programs But are we to be 
llrmted only to programs that have a rapid payoff7 Or should we only do projects that 
are easy to measure? 

Questions and Responses 

Shzrley Pryor 
G/USMD The purpose of indicators is to help you adjust programs I don't hear anyone saying 

they want to adjust programs, just that they want to continue them as well as measure 
them 



Bryson 

Denman 

Pry or 

Denman 

Pryor 

Denman 

Pryor 

Denman 

Levtnson 

The food securlty conceptual framework would prov~de an excellent tool both for 
monltorlng and for workmg w~th local communltles, by contlnulng th~s  process, we w~ll  
be able to fine-tune and adjust programs 

W~th  the Ch~ld Surv~val program, one of the basic questlons in the survey is "w~ll 
answering thls questlon help me manage or adjust thls program " 

Not just adjustlng programs, but also comparing them IS one program more beneficial 
than another 

It's really hard to compare Is export agr~culture more beneficla1 to Th~rd World women 
than MCH? 

You have to be able to answer that questlon in order to know where to put money Do 
you have an alternat~ve for answering that quest~on? 

We need to say what an effective MCH program 1s If we can't, we should not be domg 
the program You look at that questlon In comparison to other questlons whose answers 
we already know, nutrltton educat~on for 300 women may not be as effective as ~t 1s for 
30 women The m~lhon dollar questlon for USAID is - do we want to help emergencies 
or development? Health or small enterpr~se? Those are often polltical decis~ons 

Are you saylng that we're hav~ng an Impact, we just can't measure lt? Is that so for all 
programs? 

Here's an example MCH versus Ch~ld Surv~val programs in Ind~a we vis~ted villages 
where there was a long-term impact, but ~t IS d~fficult to measure women slttlng at home 
all day versus women who can save money and send their chlldren to school How many 
organizations were set up, how many women now speak up at meet~ngs? Is female 
l~teracy effect~ve m improving the health status of women and chlldren? 

T h ~ s  is an lnterestlng dynam~c - which IS better for you, apples or oranges, versus a 
basket of mputsv Do we have a trlage mentality, how do we dtv~de up resources when 
they are scarce? They've always been scarce Each PVO and coop has ~ t s  own 
capab~l~tles wh~ch should be taken Into account What are your capab~l~t~es as a 
Cooperat~ng Sponsor and where are you best able to work? 

Frankenberger As a Cooperatmg Sponsor, we look at the context to determine whlch lnterventlon a 
appropriate and we look for synergistic effects w~th  other NGOs and partners 
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Bryson How do we choose? Food security efforts focus on poor reglons and poor people, where 
the economc returns may not be as great compared to more developed regions Take 
into consideration, though, that the cost of mtervention would be very high if we only 
addressed food needs durmg emergencies What do we gam with food security? It 
forces us to use more rigorous analysis - food alone is not a project We look at the 
overall development picture 



TOPIC PUBLIC POLICY PANEL GOVERNMENTAL VIEWPOINTS 

Moderator Peggy Sheehan, Ch~ef Operating Officer, Cooperative Business Internat~onal 

Panehsts Harold J Johnson, Director of International Affairs Issues, GAO 
H Robert Kramer, Office of Food for Peace, USAID Bureau for Humanitarran 
Response 
Glona Steele, Center for Economic Growth, USAID Bureau for Global Programs, Field 
Support and Research 

Sheehan Please explain your agency's or bureau's involvement in food security From your 
various perspectives, how do you define food security and analyze the impact of 
programs on food security? 

Johnson 
GA 0 The 1990 Farm Bill requires GAO to review P L 480 every two years and to consider, 

among other things, the impact these programs have In enhancing food security The 
first report on T~tles I1 and 111 was issued last July, and the GAO report on Title I w~l l  
be completed in August, 1994 Our second look at Titles I1 and 111 is just beginning, and 
the final report should be ready in Spring, 1995 

The first GAO report on T~tles I1 and I11 concerned the Washington Office of Food for 
Peace and activities In seven countries GAO concluded that USAID had no clear policy 
or strategy for how food aid should support food security and was unable to assess the 
impact that food aid had on food security because ~t was not collecting the necessary 
~nformation Therefore, GAO recommended that USAID should (1) clarify and provide 
gu~dance to regional bureaus, Missions and Cooperating Sponsors on how Title I1 and 
I11 programs are expected to meet the legislation's food security objectives, (2) develop 
and systematically apply methodologies and performance indicators for monitoring and 
evaluating the impact of food aid programs on food security, and (3) direct Missions and 
CSs to collect the data necessary for those evaluations 

USAID7s policy statement PD-19 focuses on economic growth as the long-term cure for 
food insecurity The GAO agrees that food security is inextricably linked with poverty, 
but PD-19 does not lay out the Agency's expectation for the impact that food aid could 
have or how the problem of food security could be approached Since the GAO report 
was issued, USAID Administrator Atwood has commented that food aid is a valuable 
resource for achieving food security, and USAID is now developing a food aid policy 
statement Some of the policy questions that should be addressed are (1) What is the 
appropriate balance between macroeconomic development as emphasized in the current 
policy statement and the need for short-term humanitar~an interventions? (2) For what 
purpose and at what points along the emergency-rehabilitation-development continuum 
are direct feeding programs appropriate? (3) What is the criterion for graduation from 
a d~rect feeding program? (4) How should CSs use food aid to enhance food security at 
the community and household level? (5) Are direct feeding programs still a priority? 
(6) How should monetization projects be linked to food security? 



The GAO's second recommendation is that USAID ensure that data are collected to 
assess the mpact on the reduct~on in food msecurity, and require the development of 
measurable performance indicators In its guidance for FY 1995 Title I1 Cooperating 
Sponsor projects, USAID emphasized that projects must be linked to food security 
objectives and indicators developed to assess Impact However, this guidance did not 
prioritize or discuss possible approaches for measuring Impact, which were left up to 
individual CSs to determine 

It is appropriate for USAID and CSs to work together to formulate strategies for 
achieving food security and for developing indicators Forums such as this one are 
lmportant in advancing the discussion This is a complex problem and developing 
indicators is not an easy task Many other factors outside USAID and CSs affect food 
security Rapid food security assessment is a promsing approach Although this method 
probably would not stand a strict academic test, it is cost effective CSs should have 
more than anecdotal evidence to evaluate project success Consistent monitoring and 
evaluation of projects can give information on what projects work best under a given set 
of circumstances, and result in better decision-malung 

Over the years, accountability for food aid has focused on management issues Thls is 
a mnlmal requirement, and evaluations must look beyond momtoring resources to 
program Impact The outlook for increased resources is bleak, and therefore it is more 
lmportant than ever to rigorously evaluate programs to make sure resources are used 
effectively 

Kramer 
BHR/USAID Thanks to the Coalition for engaging us in this critical dialogue In the three months 

since I took the position of Director of FFP, I have been struck by the dedication and 
u q u e  ability of CSs to understand and address the needs of people within the context 
of their local commuruties Even when USAID lost sight of its prlmary mandate, to 
mprove the lives of the poor, the PVOs stood steadfast in their objectives 

The FFP Office will be engaged in the following activities over the next few months 

1 Enhancmg the credlbhty of food a d  and the role of those who manage the 
resource mthm the Agency In doing so, we hope to help our PVO colleagues who 
face smlar  challenges For far too long, food aid has been considered marginal, 
abundant, and could be used indiscrmnately That must change 

2 Improvmg the management of P L 480 The GAO report issued a very stem, 
appropriate challenge - to significantly enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of food 
aid resources The results of this report surprised no one Food aid is nearly one-third 
of the resources of USAID, but very few staff members manage the program This 
reflects the bemgn neglect of many years 

3 Implementmg a Food for Peace Transformation Program The FFP Office has 
been chosen as one of the Agency's two headquarters "reinvention laboratories " The 
FFP transformation program (a) defines a strategy to increase the awareness of USAID 
staff at all levels about the role of food aid within the framework of the USAID strategy 



for sustainable development, (b) strengthens the professional capability of USAID staff 
responsible for food aid management, (c) provides comprehensive training and a career 
path for American and forelgn service national food aid managers from all regions of the 
world, (d) initiates a recruitment program for individuals with solid conceptualization and 
management skills, and (e) begins a strategic planning process 

We can all cite anecdotes of successful programs I've heard many today suggest, and 
I agree, that we don't have a documented body of evidence of success, what works 
where, when and why Not only are we beginning to document the impact of food aid, 
we are also establishing a monitoring and evaluation plan to document that impact in a 
routine way in the future These plans set forth the questions managers at different levels 
need to ask, the sources of information, and persons responsible for collecting and 
analyzing the data With these monitoring and evaluation plans, we can reduce the 
amount of useless information and develop more rehable and useful mformation systems 
By planning at the outset how lower-level objectives will be measured, we will be able 
to make better use of resources 

No one benefits from the Byzantine procedures and regulations that have been established 
over the years that govern P L 480 programng A process was begun last year by the 
PVOs to clarify authority and simplify procedures We will work closely to establish 
new processes and procedures that will meet all of our needs, as well as the goal of better 
management of P L 480 

4 Changmg the Title I1 program rewew process (Multi-year Operat~onal Plan 
rewews) from a perfunctory paper exerclse to an ~ssues-dnven, substantive program 
rewew that food a d  deserves Standards for program identification, design and review 
should fully reflect the critical importance of the resource To do less demeans both the 
resource and the professionals who manage it 

5 Re~nforcrng the cntical role of P L 480 and the PVOs by commemorating the 
40 year mversary of the P L 480 program this year 

I hope you agree that the above items are Important, and that you wrll collaborate with 
us in a spirit of partnership I have been told that this agenda is too ambitious Wlth 
your help, we will not fail To all, I issue a challenge the period of benign neglect 1s 
over We must work together to enhance the credibility of the resource we manage 

Food aid is an expensive resource Adopting a more focused concept of food securlty 
as our strategic objective provides a programmatic compass to guide our decisions 
Ongoing and planned new activities must meet the test of relevance to thls objective 
Sustainability of benefits is at the heart of the objective Indicators of progress toward 
achievement of the objective must be agreed upon, and information systems that measure 
progress must be developed for use at the project and overall program levels 

As FFP began the strategic planning process, we quickly realized that all the existing 
definitions of food security, including PD-19, did not provide us with that compass It 
became clear we had to sharpen our focus Measuring impact of food aid programs 
against a strategic objectlve so broad that just about any type of activity could be justified 



under it, was getting us nowhere 

Since the Agency is in the process of redrafting a food security policy paper, we dec~ded 
to lower our sights, and think about more precise objectives that we could use to measure 
progress with some confidence A two day workshop was too brief for such an ambitious 
process, but it served as the bas~s for a dialogue with our colleagues about strategic 
plamng We plan to hold another retreat in August with our colleagues, other U S 
government agencies, and the PVO community We believe we will be able to establish 
a consensus about our common objectives and begin to create a series of performance 
mdicators we can all use to measure the impact of our activities Recent reviews of CSs' 
FY 1995 Multi-year Operational Plans also revealed a need to know the definition of food 
security and to develop a more uniform set of performance indicators These reviews 
have also established a need to more precisely establish the circumstances in which food 
aid should be used for development activities In some cases, food is not the most 
efficient resource What is needed for some activities is cash, especially local currencies 
We have all been reluctant to look for other resources 

There are numerous issues we must address as we define food security and program our 
resources Food is an expensive resource when we consider the cost of the commodity, 
freight, and management Food security is highly variable among and within countries 
The most food-insecure countries are in Africa and South Asia, therefore, food should 
be targeted to those countries While monetization provides us with certain opportunities, 
it clearly must be focused on food security, we cannot afford to use monetized food to 
support any and every development activity We must also ensure that the intrinsic value 
of food is understood and that we make every effort to recover the cost of commodity, 
freight, and management It 1s critical that we articulate to our agencies and to our 
constituents that food aid is no longer to be considered a marginal resource We must 
continue to look at how we design, manage, and evaluate this resource 

Steele 
G/USALD The GAO expressed concern over the absence of policy guidance in food security 

USAID has a food security policy, what we do not have is operational guidance, and we 
are worlung on that The GAO report also expressed concern for what appears to be a 
proliferation of activities that attempt to achieve the food security goal However, food 
security is a broad problem Its three aspects - availability, access, and utilization - 
can result in very different strategies Further complicating the matter is that the problem 
may differ by country It becomes very difficult to provide across-the-board guidance 
on what can and cannot be funded CRS made an appeal to that effect, and we will take 
that into consideration in drawing up operational guidelines 

In desigmng food security strategies - usmg food aid in particular - we need to 
understand what specific food security problem we are trying to address I would like 
to emphasize what Tun Frankenberger said earlier Because the approach we take 
depends on the type of problem we are trying to address, we could derail, rather than 
facilitate, food security Lmes between the three aspects (availability of, access to and 
utilization of food) are thin, but they exist One intuitively thinks that bnngmg in food 
aid increases access to food for specific segments of the population, but that may not be 
the case It may increase the supply but will not necessarily mcrease access by 



vulnerable groups unless accurately targeted We have heard a lot about disincentive 
effects that poorly targeted programs cause We need to be clear about what we are 
trying to do, whether it is increasing supply or improving access 

As a result of growlng concerns regarding world hunger, a number of research 
institutions have begun to examine the world food outlook into the 21st century Thelr 
interpretatlons are contradictory in some cases I'd like to focus the rest of my 
discussion on access Concerning the global food crisis ~tself, some belleve the earth's 
capacity to produce food is In jeopardy, and others believe that the world can feed itself, 
well into the 21st century Technological policy and institutional innovation can help 
reverse current negatlve trends Another area in which there 1s not much consensus 
concerns the relatlve importance of increasing supply versus improving access to and 
utilization of food by the poor Most agree that there is sufficient food to feed the world 
on an aggregate bas~s, but that hunger exists on a more localized basis at the natlonal or 
reg~onal level The hunger problem is not due to an inadequate supply, but rather to the 
mability of people to purchase the ava~lable supply, as well as to underlying nutrition and 
health-related problems 

There are also areas of agreement hunger is most critical in Sub-Saharan Afrlca and 
South Asia Even in food surplus countries and regions, there are food-lnsecure people 
There 1s evidence to show that problems of access and poor utilization, rather than 
inadequate supply, are the most crltical food securlty problems today Unless the access 
and utilization problems are addressed, food supply wlll also become a severe problem 
in the future I don't mean to say that food supply programs should not be supported 
It 1s essential to advance yield-increasing technologies because they can also reduce the 
cost of food production I also belleve in the importance of research to adapt 
technologies for local application 

The lack of access to food is due to poverty Focus on food security forces us to focus 
on poverty Alternative solutions for improving access include 

1 direct dlstributlon (non-market distribution), 
2 helping the poor to increase income, and 
3 reducing the cost of producmg and delivering food 

Targeting of food transfers is not as important in emergency situatlons as it is in non- 
emergency situatlons In a situation where food aid is addltlonal to normal Import levels, 
we must be particularly careful about targeting to make sure that food goes to those who 
cannot express effective demand in the marketplace 

What we have learned, as in Mozambique, is the Importance of coordinating 
lmplementation and design of both emergency and non-emergency development 
programs Coordlnatlon between the two programs can be facilitated through increased 
information and communication It is also Important to focus on productivity gains, so 
that food costs can be reduced 

Defining income-diversifying strategies that can enable people to obtain food is one 
strategy, but costs of food must also be reduced so that food is available Our studies 



show the difficulty farmers face in trying to diversify out of food production when food 
is not otherwise available or food costs are high In trying to increase incomes we need 
to ensure that food is available at affordable prices to the people we are trying to 
diversify out of agriculture 

Questions and Responses 

Frankenberger 
CARE Everything that every CS is involved m should not be lumped under food security The 

key here is proper targeting of the food-insecure Identlfymg the food-insecure and 
understanding the local constraints to food security will tell us what the program ought 
to be We should not let the project m x  drive us Rather, the food security target 
population and the constraints they are facing should drive whatever intervention we 
select We should not llmt that toolbox to just a few things, but should keep it wide 
open As Gloria Steele has pointed out, different contexts will have different ways of 
dealing with the problem The key is having a good way to detemne who is and who 
is not food-insecure In loolung around at some small enterprise development activities, 
I sometunes question whether monetized food is bemg used to target food-insecure 
populations If we start loolung more carefully at who's bemg targeted, then the problem 
the FFP Office is facing as to whether or not all of these interventions should be allowed 
becomes irrelevant 

Marchzone 
BHR/USAID Gloria Steele said that focusing on food security forces us to focus on the poor Tun 

Frankenberger just made the point that there are places where food aid is not necessarily 
focused on the poor To a certain extent, there is a tradeoff between food security and 
development goals You can get into a situation where people are trying to balance the 
two and not doing either very efficiently When you're trying to deal with a food-- 
insecure population that may not be very productive, what implications does that have 
for our longer-term development strategy? 

Steele Food security forces you to think of the poor Whereas in development, the focus is just 
loolung at what the most productive areas are, many times it isn't investing in the poor 
The highest payoff may not be from investing in the poor 

Sheehan 
CBI Have we gotten to the point where we no longer consider food security a development 

goal? 

Steele I hope not You cannot achieve food security goals if you don't try to do development 
at the same tune, one of the most effective ways of unproving access is through 
development 



Marchzone There may be a tradeoff between food security and the most efficient growth strategy 
I've seen that tension in some USAID Mlssions 

Steele A number of studies have examined the potential for addressing food security in low- 
potential zones in Afrlca, and to what extent investing in high-yield technology brlngs 
about development The conclusion is that it is necessary to "jump-start" development 
by investing in something other than low-potential enterprise 

Kramer When I said my office concluded that current definitions of food security are too broad, 
I thought that would e l u t  a stronger reaction Earlier, people seemed concerned about 
the issue of causality If you have a strategic objective, you want to be able to deterrmne 
that your activities are having the desired impact One of the reasons why I thmk you 
have to lower your sights is that food securlty is a goal, and you can't measure a goal 
Whereas a strategic objective can be achieved, measured, and competently managed So 
we came up with lower level, strategic objectives, resultmg In the problem of causality 
that has plagued some of us for many years Also, something called "plausible 
association" means that it 1s unnecessary to demonstrate a causal relationship between a 
program output and a strategic objective if we are reasonably assured that there is an 
associat~on People are hung up on the problem of bemg able to develop causality 
When we talk about how to develop monitoring and evaluation plans, some of that 
uneasmess w~l l  start to dissipate 

Sposato 
EM/USAID I would hke to react to Bob Krarner's statement that the food securlty goal is too broad 

I agree that the legislation is broad - we don't even have food security in the Unlted 
States So asklng USAID to demonstrate it overseas is an onerous task I'd llke to put 
the question to GAO, did you consider that the legislation is a political statement, not a 
working level statement meant to be implemented? 

Johnson The leg~slatton IS a statement of a broad goal, but at the same tlme would requlre that the 
agency charged with implementing it define a strategy for accomplishing the goal That's 
what we at GAO did not see the first time we looked at these programs It is necessary 
to break it down into component parts measurable objectives need to be identified at the 
start of projects There's a need for a road map showing how that goal can become a 
reality 



CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Charles Sykes 
V~ce Pres~dent, CARE 

A Is food secunty appropriate as a grudmg pmc~ple for P L 480 T~tle I1 programs? 

The particular value of today's forum is its t m n g  in relation to forthcoming 1995 legislation The 
fundamental question of food security as an appropriate guiding principle for Title I1 programs was the 
same question the members of the Coalition for Food Aid considered in 1989 when we were invited to 
comment on the reauthorization for 1990 At that tune, we took the FA0 defimtion of food security 
After passage of the 1990 Act, USAID defined food security as an unportant objective within the context 
of its overall mssion 

Food security has now gone beyond its original m e m g  What we saw in mtroducing the concept was 
that it provided an overarching objective, bringing Titles I, 11, and 111 under a single objective It still 
has validity Lookmg at the next 23 years, however, we're anticipating another two and one half billion 
people in the world With some one billion people currently below the poverty line and 700 mllion 
people considered food-insecure, food security is not a bad objective for now and for the future While 
we cannot deal with all the problems now, we are able to focus on some Macroeconomc policies play 
an important role in increasing food production We also recogmze a sharp decline in investment in 
agricultural production We don't have the same Impetus as we did during the Green Revolution, nor 
the same comtrnent  today 

M S Swammathan's memorial lecture four years ago on the issue, available from the Hunger Project, 
speaks to how many of the problems of access to an adequate supply of food for a healthy and productive 
life can be addressed through nutrition, as well as water 

There has been a tremendous lag tune between reauthorization of the P L 480 statute and 
operationalizing it For example, USAID still has no revised handbook for the 1985 and 1990 legislation, 
and Regulation 11 was revised only two years ago As we move into a new cycle of legislation, we have 
not made the changes which operationalize the objectives set forth in legislation that is currently 9 and 
5 years old We need to close the gap I appreciate that FFP's major objective is to close that gap In 
section 207 of current law, there are provisions that call on USAID to do just that to streamhe Title II 
regulations and procedures, but they've not been fully unplemented 

Today we talked about evaluation, Impact, and the diverse ideology of malnutrition and hunger Surty 
years ago in the Umted States, we started the school lunch program, we mght see the number of student 
loans today and make an interesting correlation How long should the tune h e  be in devising indicators7 
We really needed to define a new context in which we know more accurately what these programs were 
about 

The old way of p rog ramng  food aid as political reward resulted in the use of scarce resources where 
there was little or no food insecurity The adoption of a food security goal for P L 480 was intended 
to curtail the use of food a d  as a political reward 

We are deeply disturbed by the closing of USAID Missions where there are so many food-insecure 



people We hope that USAID will reconsider There is little correlation between the number of USAID 
staff and the qual~ty of programs USAID can find proxles that will enable programs in food-lnsecure 
countries to continue w~thout the presence of USAID misslons 

Two years ago, only two USAID M~ssions had food securlty among the~r strateg~c objectives We 
appreciate Bob Kramer's efforts to change this 

There are two d~gn~fied ways of acquirmg food buy it or grow it We could add "work for ~ t "  We 
heard about a wide range of programs from CSs that mdicate that there are success stories and important 
results 

We should look at the problem that there may be a long gestation per~od before food aid program results 
are evident Funds have been made available to CSs through USAID Institut~onal Support Grants to 
evaluate programs and to conduct baselme stud~es It is Important to have money available to do baselme 
studies, to meet extraordrnary expenses, and to Improve overall performance We'll come back to thls 
in the next round of leglslatlon 

B To acheve food secunty objectives through ntle I1 programs, whch areas need to be 
further strengthened? 

New USAID food secur~ty pol~cy would be a major step in that direct~on, servlng as guidance for the 
presentation of programs as well as in the legislatwe review 

The Cooperating Sponsor is pulled In many directions and has multiple respons~bilities In the field when 
designing a Title I1 program - the local mission, USAID Title I1 guidance, the CS's own misslon, needs 
of the local cornrnunlty and the host government In India, the school feeding program helped to increase 
the number of g~rls  enrolled in and completmg school, and the host government ~nvolvement was an 
important part of the program A recent Washmgton Post art~cle referred to the Tam11 Nadu program, 
which went from 100,000 pup~ls in 1969 to 1 6 m~llion In 1972, half of them girls Now the girls are 
at reproductive age and the fertility rate in Tam11 Nadu 1s at replacement level In that program CARE 
looked at nutrit~onal Impact, while the Tam11 Nadu government was look~ng at attendance and enrollment 
levels 

Other factors affectmg food aid needs and ava~lab~lit~es are the agricultural provisions in the GATT 
agreement What implications do these provisions have generally on internat~onal food aid and 
internat~onal food security? As global agr~culture becomes more market-oriented, there's golng to be a 
drying up of those res~dual food a ~ d  resources that had served the food aid programs for the last four 
decades This is gomg to come quickly as subsidy programs are phased out and the tar~ff barriers are 
reduced In developed countries The countries most severely hit are the food-mecure, debt-strapped 
countries The only way they'll be able to become food secure IS through food imports (for which they 
do not have enough money), or by growing it themselves We've seen a cons~derable amount of 
stagnation in many of these countries So the implicat~ons are profound for the international community's 
ab~lity to cover that gap 



Levznson Wrap-up 

Today we covered the broad scope of issues surrounding the relationship between P L 
480 Title I1 and food security We started from the broadest picture of food security in 
the law and what it encompasses Then, we focused on what it is like to develop Title 
I1 program objectives and Impact indicators, and the various ways that Cooperating 
Sponsors are loolung at these issues m the field, assessing local food security problems, 
identifying appropriate objectives and interventions, and deciding how to measure Impact 
Finally, we looked again at the broader policy perspective, the role of food security in 
USAID policy and guidance, and what is the best operational defmtion of food security 
Our discussion has probably stirred a lot of thoughts and raised some new questions 

The next step I would llke to suggest is to actually follow through on the May 5, 1993 
resolution that was passed by the Food Aid Consultative Group It called on CSs and 
USAID to work together to identify objectives and indicators whch are practical and 
appropriate for lidung Title I1 to food securlty We are not here to answer all questions, 
but rather to lay the foundation for the next step USAID's Food for Peace Office is 
p l m n g  an August meetmg to start that process, and CSs are developing strategies to 
approach food security in a practical way 
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ANNEX A 

COALITION FOR FOOD AID 
FOOD SECURITY POLICY FORUM 

July 25, 1994 
Washmgton Court Hotel 

Washngton, D C 

Technical asszstance provlded by the U S  Agency for Internatzonal Development, 
through IMPACT, Food Securrty and Nutrztzon Monztorzng Project 

Purpose To draw upon the expenence of Cooperatmg Sponsors and USAID offic~als to ~denbfy 
the praclxal apphcahons of food secur~ty as a goal for P L 480 T~tle I1 programs 

AGENDA 

8.30 AM Coffee, juice and rolls 

9 00 AM Introduction and Background Ellen S Levmson, Executive Director, Coalition 
for Food A d  

9 15 AM USAID Policy on Food Security Terrence Brown, Assistant Administrator, 
USAID Bureau for Policy and Program Coordination 

9 30 AM Congressional Staff Panel, moderated by Charles Hanrahan, Congressional 
Research Service 

Kathleen Bertelsen, House Committee on Foreign Affars 
h t a  Brown, House Comrmttee on Agriculture 
Lynnett Wagner, USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service, 

formerly of Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry 

(1) Congressional debate and intent durmg consideration of the 1990 Farm 
Bill 

(2) How the concept of food security replaced the more general foreign 
policy goals of P L 480 

10 15 AM Coffee Break 

10 30 AM First Cooperating Sponsor Panel Pathways to Food Security, moderated by 
Emily Moore, Facilitator 



Representatives of the National Cooperative Business Association, ADRA 
International, and CARE will describe their experiences with developing food 
security-linked objectives and impact indicators for P L 480 Title I1 programs 
A series of "Pathways to Food Security" wl l  be identified and discussed, tracing 
various Tltle I1 program objectives and activities to the broad goal of food 
security 

12 15 PM Lunch Hosted by the Coalition for Food Aid 

1 15 PM Food Security Continuum from Relief to Development M Douglas Stafford, 
Assistant Administrator, USAID Bureau for Humanitarian Response 

1 30 PM Second Cooperating Sponsor Panel Pathways to Food Security, Representatives 
of Catholic Relief Services and Africare 

2 30 PM Break 

2 45 PM Policy Panel, moderated by Peggy Sheehan, Chief Operating Officer, 
Cooperative Business International 

Harold J Johnson, U S General Accountmg Office (GAO) 

H Robert Kramer, Food for Peace Office, USAID Bureau for Humanitarian 
Response 

Gloria Steele, Center for Economic Growth, USAID Bureau for Global 
Programs, Field Support and Research 

The panel members will discuss food security issues from their various 
perspectives GAO - assessing Impact as part of a congressionally mandated 
review of P L 480, USAID - revlewng Title I1 operational plans for food 
security linkages and exploring new directions for USAID food security policy 

3 30 PM Concluding Remarks, moderated by Charles Sykes, Vice President, CARE 

Is food security appropriate as a guiding principle for P L 480 Title I1 
programs? 

To achieve food security objectives through Title I1 programs, which areas need 
further work or strengthemng? 

4 00 PM Adjourn 



ANNEX B 

COALITION FOR FOOD AID 

FOOD SECURITY POLICY FORUM 

PARTICIPANT LIST 

Stephen Abrams 
House Committee on Forelgn Affairs 

Scott Adams 
Food Ald Management 

Susan Anthony 
U.S. Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Tracy Atwood 
U.S. Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Bob Bell 
CARE 

Kathleen Bertelsen 
House Committee on Forelgn Affairs 

Robert Boyer 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Will Brockman 
House Commlttee on Agrlculture 

Anlta Brown 
House Committee on Agrlculture 

Terrence Brown 
U S. Agency for International Development 

Judy Bryson 
Af rlcare 

Kate Bunting 
CARE 

Frank Catania 
Save the Children 

Mary Chambllss 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

EunYong Chung 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 



Bruce Cogill 
IMPACT 

Marc Cohen 
Bread for the World 

Bette R. Cook 
U S Agency for International Development 

Douglas Coutts 
World Food Program 

Kelth Crawford 
U.S. Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Ralph Cummings 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Frances Davidson 
U S Agency for International Development 

Philip Davies 
Feed the Children 

Gerry Dyer 
House Hunger Caucus 

Davld Elmer 
Food Aid Management 

Susan Epstein 
Congressional Research Service 

Anne Fitzcharles 
International Orthodox Christian Charities 

Ken Flemmer 
ADRA Internatlonal 

Tlm Frankenberger 
CARE 

Joseph Fredericks 
U S. Agency for International Development 

Margaret Gaddy 
U S. General Accounting Office 

Steven Gale 
U S Agency for International Development 



Robert Goldman 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Kate Grant 
House Commlttee on Forelgn Affalrs 

Randy Green 
Senate Commlttee on Agrlculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry 

Charles Hanrahan 
Congressional Research Service 

Jlm Herne 
Technoserve 

Vlckl Hlcks 
U.S Department of Agrlculture 

James Hlgglston 
U S Department of Agrlculture 

Kate Howard 
Senate Commlttee on Agrlculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry 

Ron Howard 
Opportunities Industrialization Centers 
International, Inc 

Roohl Husain 
IMPACT 

Samlr Ishak 
Internatlonal Orthodox Christian Charities 

Harold J Johnson 
U S General Accounting Office 

Todd King 
Agricultural Cooperative Development 
International 

Leesa Klepper 
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry 

H Robert Kramer 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Marlanne Leach 
CARE 



Ellen Levlnson 
Coalltlon For Food Ald 

Debble Logan 
U S General Accounting Offlce 

Tim Love11 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Carl Mabbs-Zeno 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Jeanne Markunas 
U S. Agency for International Development 

Dan Martz 
Offlce of Representative Bereuter 

Peggy Meltes 
U N Food and Agriculture Organization 

Alice McNutt Miller 
Office of Management and Budget 

Margaret Missiaen 
U S Department of Agriculture 

Emlly Moore 
IMPACT 

John Morr~ll 
Congressional Hunger Caucus 

Joseph Muldoon 
House Committee on Agriculture 

Ted Okada 
Food For The Hungry 

Alex Palaclos 
U S. Agency for International Development 

James Phlppard 
Agricultural Cooperatlve Development 
Internatlonal 

Janet Piller 
Office of Management and Budget 

David Piraino 
Catholic Relief Semlces 



Shlrley Pryor 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Randy Punlance 
ADRA International 

Frank Relly 
Tulane Unlverslty 

Kerry Reynolds 
U S Department of Agriculture 

Nydia Rivera-Suarez 
U S Department of Agriculture 

Len Rogers 
U S. Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Rafael Rosarlo 
U.S. Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Curt Schaeffer 
CARE 

Davld Schroeder 
U.S. Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Kathy Selvaggio 
Bread for the World 

Ghandl Selvanathan 
Opportunities Industrialization Centers 
Internatlonal, Inc 

Krlstin Shafer 
Committee on Agricultural Sustalnabllity 
For Developing Countries 

Ron Shaw 
Marlne Overseas Services 

Peggy Sheehan 
Cooperative Buslness Internatlonal 

Catherine Spaur 
Feed the Chlldren 

Steve Sposato 
U S Agency for International Development 

M Douglas Stafford 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 



Rainer Staub 
House Committee on Agrlculture 

Glorla Steele 
U S Agency for Internatlonal 3evelopment 

Andrew Swlderskl 
U.S Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Charles Sykes 
CARE 

Davld Taylor 
World Vlslon Rellef & Development, Inc. 

Claude Theophin 
Polimore Associates 

Llz Turner 
National Cooperative Business Association 

Michael Viola 
Marine Overseas Services 

Lynnett Wagner 
U S Department of Agriculture 

Patrick Webb 
Internatlonal Food Policy Research Institute 

Carolyn Weiskirch 
U S Agency for Internatlonal Development 

Bruce Whlte 
House Committee on Agrlculture 

Glen Whlteman 
U S. Department of Agriculture 

Marletta Yancy 
U S Department of Agriculture 

Laura Ziff 
Coaltion For Food A l d  

Tom Zopf 
Food Ald Management 



ANNEX C 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

P L 480 - The Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended Commonly 
referred to as the "Food for Peace Program," it authorizes the provision of U S commodities to 
developing countries (as a grant or through very concessional loans) to enhance "the food security of the 
developing world " P L 480 is comprised of three Titles 

Title I - concessional loans made by USDA to foreign governments for food purchases from the 
u S 

Title 11 - donated food aid used as part of targeted assistance programs conducted by PVOs, 
cooperatives or WFP in developing countries, and donated food a d  for emergency use 

Title III - food aid grants provided by USAID to foreign governments in developing countries 

Food Secmty - Defined in the P L 480 statute as "access by all people at all tunes to sufficient food 
and nutrition for a healthy and productive life " 

Pnvate Voluntary Orgamzatlon ("PVOtt) - Defined in the statute as "a not-for-profit, nongovernmental 
orgamzation that receives funds from private sources, voluntary contributions of money, staff time, 
or in-lund support from the public, and that 1s engaged in or is p l m n g  to engage m voluntary, charitable 
or development assistance activities (other than religious activities) " 

Cooperatwe - Defined in the statute as "a private sector orgamzation whose members own and control 
the orgamzation and share in its services and its profits and that provides business services and outreach 
in cooperative development for its membership " 

P L 480 Title I1 - Title I1 of the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as 
amended, which is adrmmstered by the U S Agency for International Development (USAID) The 
objectives of P L 480 Title 11 are to address emergency needs, to mplement activities to alleviate hunger 
and its causes, and to promote econormc and commumty development and sound environmental practices 
The law requires a m i m u m  level (1 550 MMT in FY 1995) for "non-emergency Title 11 programs," 
which are malnly multi-year programs that (1) target populations and regions with chromc food deficit 
andlor nutritional problems and (2) are Implemented by PVOs, cooperatives or the World Food Program 
An additional 475,000 MT of commodities must be made available each year and is prmarily reserved 
for emergency needs 

Cooperatmg Sponsor ("CS") - A PVO or cooperative which designs and mplements humamtarian or 
development assistance programs in developing countries using agricultural commodities donated under 
P L 480 Title I1 

Goal - Something distant, on the horizon, out of reach, towards which a program can only make a 
contribution, usually it is never fully realizable (such as "total health" or complete eradication of a 
particular disease) While a Mimstry of Health may set an achievable objective for itself, such as a 
certain percent declme in maternal mortality by a particular year, the CS malung only a partial 
contribution towards realization of the Mimstry's objective would consider it a CS goal 



Although the goal is not expected to be achieved by the CS itself and should therefore not be measured 
by the CS, progress towards its achievement is measured by evaluating success or failure to achieve the 
goal's supporting objectives 

Objective - Objectives are "ownable " The CS takes responsibility for their achievement The CS is fully 
accountable at the level of the objective If the CS works indirectly through counterparts, objectlves 
should be formulated in partnership with the counterparts, the CS then shares in the counterpart's 
responsibility for achievement of the objectlves If the counterpart fails to "produce," the assisting CS 
has several alternatives withdraw support from the counterpart, support the counterpart in different or 
stronger ways, or (together with the counterpart) adjust the objective to be more realistic and achievable 

Not all objectives need be formulated in quantifiable terms but they should somehow be measurable or 
verifiable Achievement of an objective is usually verified through periodic evaluation techniques, while 
progress toward its achievement is routinely tracked through monitoring procedures 

Strategy - The general approach, route, or pathway chosen as the way the CS plans to achieve its 
objectives Although a strategy is not "measured," it should be periodically assessed to make sure it is 
the most appropriate pathway toward achieving an objective 

Act~vlty - A cluster of activities make up a strategy Activities are "actions" undertaken in order to 
achieve an objective (Activities can be further broken down into tasks ) Activities are often (mistakenly) 
considered as ends in and of themselves, but they are only the "movement" necessary to arrive at the end 
point, which is achievement of an objective It is essential to ensure that planned key activities have 
actually taken place before attempting to evaluate achievement of an objective It 1s meaningless to search 
for "results," "effects," or "impact" of an intervention, for example, if the training materials sit unused 
in a warehouse, or if those trained retired immediately thereafter and never put their training into use 

Lists of activities form the basis for a time line, or Gantt chart - designating "who" should perform these 
activities, and "when " 

Effects, Impact - There was once a near-consensus that "effects" referred to short-term results, while 
"impact" meant long-term consequences Recently, the distinction on the basis of a time frame has to 
some extent given way to a distinction on the basis of the strength of the observed change "effects" are 
not considered (by some) as important as "~mpact," a word which seems to have a more dramatic rmg 
to it than "results," "consequences," or "effect " 

Also quite recently, the distinctions have nearly disappeared and the terms are used interchangeably 

Let us, however, for the sake of time-saving in the course of this one-day forum, agree to revert to the 
earlier usage, and reserve"lmpactU for results or consequences (good or bad) that occur after at least a 
year following the key intervention, and refer to "effects" as those results which can be verified 
(measured or observed) more quickly 

In both cases, when there are multiple interventions or influences that affect an outcome, attributing an 
observed change or portion of a change (whether improvement or deterioration) to a single intervention 
can be both difficult and expensive 



Momtor, Evaluate - Momtoring is continuous, routine, and asks "what happened?" It is focused on 
(1) process (did inputs and resources arrive on time, at the right place, in the right quantities? were they 
used appropriately7) and (2) on short-term effects (did the trainees know more at the end of the course 
than at the begimng7) Evaluation is periodic, builds on information collected during routine monitoring 
but expands further, loolung at long-term Impact, and asks not only "what happened?" but "why did it 
happen or fail to happen?" and "was the strategy selected the most appropriate one for achieving the 
objectives?" An evaluation can also challenge the appropriateness/feasibility of the original objectives as 
well 

Inchcator, Benchmark, Mestone - Benchmarks (and mlestones) are Intern indicators, markers along 
the way toward eventual achievement of an objective If 9000 surviving seedlings are expected after 3 
years, benchmarks could suggest an even distribution in thirds (3000 each in years one, two, and three), 
or b e ~ c k ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l d  assume that 12,000 seedlings were all planted in year one, that 11,000 were still 
alive by year two, and 9000 by the end of year three 

Indicators used "before-the-fact" (before a project has been fully designed or launched) provide 
information on who and where the vulnerable are, they indicate the population to be served, or to be 
involved 

Indicators used "after-the-fact" (but built into a momtoring and evaluation plan before the project begins) 
are used to provide information on success or failure in achieving an objective 



ANNEX D 

Food Security  Pol icy Forum 

Questlonnalres were sent to Cooperating Sponsors ("CSs") asklng 
about t h e l r  experiences wlth "food s e c u r l t y "  -- as an objective, 
and efforts to measure success In achlevmg lt Flfteen of the 18 
questlonnalres were returned 

1 Tonnaae CSs respondlng utlllze anywhere from no tonnage at 
all (some use food ald from non-Tltle I1 sources, one no longer 
uses Tltle I1 but had considerable experience wlth lt In earller 
years) to over a quarter of a mllllon metrlc tons a year 

2 USAID's defln~tron of food securlty tPD19) Nearly all 
respondlng CSs agreed that ~t 1s an acceptable deflnltlon, but one 
sald lt 1s too vague and confusmg, one sald the deflnltlon 1s 
clear, but 1s lnterpreted too narrowly, and another sald lt 1s 
£me, provlded lt 1s lnterpreted broadly 

3 CSs' deflnltlons of food securltv Most CSs do not have thelr 
own def~nltlon, or have one whlch closely parallels PD19 (e g , 
lncludlng essential elements referrlng to all people at all tlmes 
havmg access to sufflclent food for a healthy llfe) One would 
exclude free feedlng from any such deflnltlon One wrote of the 
prospects for access to sufflclent food (according to the World 
Health Organlzatlon concept), not for all but for the majority 
One referred to the three components In PD19 (avallablllty, access, 
and utlllzatlon) One dlstlngulshed between food security, 
nutrltlon securlty, and llvellhood securlty And one sald that 
"access" should refer to poor dlstrlbutlon among reglons 

4 Dlstlnaulshlna nutrltlon and food securlty Three had never 
heard of nutrltlon securlty Nlne said nutrltlon securlty should 
be consldered part of food securlty One sald that nutrltlon 
securlty 1s a step beyond food securlty, and one sald lt should be 
consldered "beyond" lf that means "broader " One, referrlng to the 
questlon of attrlbutlon (attrlbutlng nutrltlonal improvement to the 
lngestlon of Tltle I1 commodltles) wrote that "nutrition securlty 
mlght be becomlng too technically sophlstlcated to use In the 
fleld, slnce lt IS dlfflcult to measure levels of nutrltlon of 
other foods eaten by reclplents If we provided all food ~ntake, 
there would not be a problem " 

5 How the CSs formulate obiectlves for Tltle I1 Drocrrams Elght 
respondents sald thelr process 1s a mlxture of startlng wlth food 
securlty objectlves from whlch relevant programs and projects are 
then developed, and startmg wlth exlstlng programs and then 
determlnmg how thelr objectlves support achievement of an overall 
food securlty goal Two described then own procedures 



I) Flrst, we do an lnstltutlonal assessment to understand 
our current status wlth regard to the goals, ob~ectlves, 
and actlvltles of ongolng programs Second we assess the 
food securlty sltuatlon In the area we are worklng In to 
see lf the projects are addressmg the food securlty 
constraints effectively Thlrd, we make program 
adjustments In targeting, mterventlons, and monltorlng 
based on thls new lnformatlon Fourth, we deslgn other 
projects to address gaps not f~lled by current projects 

Nelther We ldentlfy the problem and determine the best 
solutlon as well as the most loglcal way to fund and 
implement 

6 Llnk~nq food securlty wlth proqram obiectlves Seven CSs sald 
they have no problem, two sald it's been a blt dlfflcult, two flnd 
~.t very dlfflcult, and two say lt depends on the type of project 
(wlth one of these ldentlfylng maternal and chlld health programs 
and school feedlng as more problematic, and the other saylng that 
(1) short-term prolects, (2) those operating where the catchment 
area 1s lndeflnlte, and (3) those where lmpact cannot be expected 
In the short-term are most dl£ f lcult) One CS polnted out here (as 
others dld elsewhere) that one problem 1s that food securlty 1s not 
among many USAID mlsslonsl objectlves Another noted that USAID 
emphasizes emergencies, wh~ch makes full monetlzatlon dlfflcult 
Another sald they had "no problem" provlded that the deflnltlon 1s 
sufflclently broad 

7a CSsl experience In worklnu wlth food securlty as an umbrella 
concept Nlne found lt posltlve, one was neutral, one found ~t 
unhelpful One added that although ~t was expected to be helpful, 
lt has turned out that AID'S narrow xnterpretatlon got In the way 

7b Constrants In uslnu the food securltv concept Agaln, 
USAID's narrow lnterpretatlon was mentioned (by two CSs) One 
noted that lncreaslng lncome as a means toward lmprovlng access 
(one of the key components of food securlty) was not considered a 
"legltlmate" objectlve under the food securlty mandate Two polnted 
out that ~f food securlty 1s not among a USAID mlsslon's 
objectlves, the CS can flnd ltself In a confllct sltuatlon Others 
noted tlme constraints, CS staff's unfamlllarlty wlth the concept, 
a blas agalnst houslng as a legltlmate objectlve under the 
umbrella; lack of clear deflnltlons, and appropriate llnkages but 
ways to measure success are poor 

One commented that "the great dlverslty of Tltle I1 programming 
makes lt dlfflcult to flt lnto anythlng but a broad deflnltlon. 
Also, food lnputs are often such a small portlon of overall lnputs 
to a famllyls wellbeing, that ~t 1s d~fflcult to measure thelr 
lmpact wlth any preclslon " 



8 Developlnq lmpact lndlcators related to food securltv (some 
CSs already addressed thls lssue above when dlscusslng thelr 
experiences In formulatlng related objectlves) Three found no 
problem In dolng so, 7 found lt a blt dlfflcult (one commented that 
~t 1s especially hard when a USAID mlsslon does not lnclude food 
securlty among ~ t s  ob~ectlves), and two found lt very dlfflcult 
One polnted out that creatlng lndlcators 1s slmple when food 1s 
dlstrlbuted to a controlled population (as In a refugee camp) but 
very hard when food 1s only one of many lnputs 

9a CS experlence In developmu lmpact lndlcators Seven found 
lt to have been a posltlve experlence, two were neutral, one found 
lt not helpful, one sald they are st111 formulatlng mdlcators, and 
one sald they cannot get over the flrst hurdle of monetlzatlon 
versus dlrect feedlng (USAID's preference apparently belng for the 
latter) One CS noted that the process of formulatlng lndlcators 
has forced them to focus more on lmpact, and has resulted In grater 
knowledge of just how dlfflcult lt is to do a preclse analysls 

9b Constraints In develo~lna food securltv indicators Three 
clted lack of baselme data agamst which to compare current 
condltlons, two polnted to a need to have standardxed ~ndlcators; 
others remarked on the need to dlstlngulsh process from impact 
mdlcators), some USAID mlsslons' deflnltlon of strategic 
objectlves for then countries, and a lack of an overall USAID 
strategy (resulting In wlde varlatlons among country mlsslons) 

10 Indicators used bv CSs currentlv There was such a wlde 
range of responses to thls questlon that they cannot be synthesized 
here One CS lndlcated that they do not have any lndlcators yet 
slnce they haven't yet had an evaluation One referred to 
lndlcators by sector In health, they use lmmunlzatlon coverage, 
Vltamln A use, In small enterprise development, they use increases 
In household Income. One presented a full set of quantltatlve and 
qualltatlve lndlcators 

Concludlnq ueneral comments lncluded the followlnq 

a The need for assistance In developing baselme data, 

a the commonality of CSs' need to lmprove skllls ~n needs 
assessment and evaluatlon, 

a the d~ff~culty of deallng wlth USAID's apparent 
preference for emergencies over dlrect dlstrlbutlon, and 
dlrect dlstrlbutlon over monetlzatlon, and 

the problems concerning the absence of any interest In or 
focus on food securlty ln many USAID missions 
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OVERVIEW MJaA COIIW((EIITS M FOOO M WTRITIOII SECURITY 

NUTRITION SECURlTY u 

AVAIUBIUTlof SUFFICIENT FOOD results f roa  grouing enough (yields per hectare o r  acre, p rduc t i v i t y ,  land under cul t ivat ion) 
losing Less o f  i t  (proper treatment and storage) 
being able t o  buy uhat you can't grow (income) 
s t a b i l i t y  o f  supply, both across seasons and zones (storage, rosds, market systems) 

proper u t i l izat ion ,e good health 
o f  foods consumed (e g absence 

care- caretakers' knowledge 'r- , of  parasites) 

ACCESS to  the vulnerable, or those with special needs, refers both t o  the categories uho u i l l  forever need assistance (the t r u l y  des t i tu te)  and those 
fo r  whom help i s  presurrsbly a stepping stone t o  u l t imate self-suff iciency (the poor who can be helped t o  become less poor, those uhose age o r  
condition i s  temporary, ctc ) 

UTILIUTIOH of the food which i s  available and t o  which one's access i s  not blocked i s  then affected by a var iety of intervening variables, such as 
one's state of health, trsditional practices uhich may prevent the m s t  needy from receiving adequate n u t r i t i o n  (even i f  the food avai lable a t  t h e i r  
household Level i s  theoretically adequate), by the nutrition/sanitation/hygiene knowledge and practices o f  the pr inc ipa l  family caretaker (uhich i n  
turn can be strongly affected by her time and energy constraints), and by the propensity of the one who controls the al locat ion o f  fami ly resources 
t o  spend on family wellbeing 

t health services 
(+ health, nu t r i -  
tion, sanita- 

taker's nutrition, food 
time -3 preparation, food appropriate 

t ion, hygiene 
education) 

and storage, feeding consul.pt ion 
energy practices (e g , 'by individuals 

' 
household 

ueaning) d is t r ibu t ion+ t rad i t iona l  customs (e g , father eats f i rs t / .ost /best ,  a l l  
chi ldren eat from same pot -- L o n g e s t / s t r ~ e s t  arm uins) 

member uho controls I nube r  o f  meabers i n  the household I 
COHHUNITY LEVEL FOOD SECURITY 

AVAIUBILITV OF 
ACCESS ( t o  the vulnerable, 
those u l t h  special needs) 

SUFFICIENT FOOD < + I 
mnimal post- 
harvest Losses 

poor, refugees, ill, 
infants, school-age 

dest i tute (lepers, 
uitches, uidous) 

sufficient 
purchasing 

chi ldren, pregnant 
& Lactating women r 

s t a b i l i t y  
of supply 

adequate food 

power 

[ grow I ( pathway1 1 d e f i c i t  zones) 
[see income 

temporal geographic 
(seasonal) (surplua vs 



adequate food produced r 
> 

- 

see fmd product~on 
pathway 

A V A I l A B I L I T Y  OF S U F F I C I E N T  FOOD 

c 

minimal pst-harvest Loss - m 

stabi l i ty of supply 

seasonal 
I 

[food for training1 Cfmd for uorkl [food for uorkl [food for work, cooperative 
marketing, auctions Local 
traders tr iangular transactions, 
private sector i n f  restructure3 

appropriate 
treatmrnt 

storage 

see 
storage 
pathway 



ADEQUATE F W  PROWCTIOW 

~aproved/expanded 
land and soi ls  I 

ADEQUATE FOOD PRODUCTION 

T I 

I land tenure reform1 

see agro- 
forestry 
pathway 

use of inputs deve Lopment 
practices 

extension, i r r iga t ion  
schemes 

development 



HOUSEHOLD LEVEL FOOD SECURITY 

e 
I m r e  food available f o r  f a n  l y  consulrption I 

surplus sold 

insect d a m e  reduced rroisture 
reduced o r  n i  L 

I I 

food stored 

harvest treated (fumigated 

-$ corn de-cobbed etc 1 

appropriate storage f a c i l i t y  F-I 
food f o r  t ra in ing ( 1 focd f o r  work ( I food fo r  start-up stock I 

An elaboration on the above s i .p le storage sch- i s  a cooperative comaunity grain bank Honetized T i t l e  I1 c d i t i e s  provide the start-up capi ta l  
so that the ccmp can purchase the coop umbers' harvest ( instead o f  t h e i r  having t o  s e l l  a t  very Lou prices t o  middlemen) The members grain i s  
stored u n t i l  regional prices r i s e  i n  the Lean season, at which t i n e  the coop m e h r s  buy back the i r  grain a t  only a s l i gh t  margin above what they were 
paid fo r  i t  a t  harvest time (and much Louer than Lean season pr ices charged by middlemen) The s m l l  p r o f i t  made by the cmp goes fo r  adainist rat ive 
costs and increasing the stock i n  storage so that eventually there w i l l  be m g h  not m l y  t o  t i de  members over during the lean season, but t o  provlde 
a t  least a one-year local buf fer  stock I n  case of crop f a i l u r e  



HOUSEHOLD LEVEL FOOD SECURITY 

T' r 1 

more/better food purchased 
rrr 

biomass created reduced soi l  degradation deep-lymg nutrients brought [TITI FFI c-1 to the surface 

lore food available for 
hone consulpt ion 

I 

trees provide shady canopy 

I 

increased income 

tree roots reach way down + 

L 'I' 
surplus sold 



TREE WUiKERIES 

m r e  faad available fo r  family consuq~t lon 

f i  

r m r e  food purchased '7. 
I 

wood products, 
f r u l t  harvested 
and sold 

) 

80% seedlings survrve 5- 
I seedlings wtp lan ted i n  

umdlots/agroforestry p lo ts  I 

T 
higher crop yields per hectare o r  acre 

A 

higher 
rn- 

t r ee   seedling^ sold t o  farmers 
(expecttd t o  generate p r o f i t )  

< I 

improved s o i l  f e r t r l i t y  + 
b i w s s  i s  increased I 

M/ trees survive u 
I 

seedlings outplanted i n  egroforestry p lo t s  
(a l ley cropping) 

Ih 
I 

seedlings fo r  s o i l  enrichment provided f ree  

I I 

I' 
- 

A 

seeds are planted i n  tree nursery 
-- and properly tended 

nursery workers earn FFU 
andlor cash wsg. 

suds  gram in to  seedl~ngs 



HM) DOES INCREASED I- LUD TO INCREASED F M P  SECURIW 

IMPROVED U T I L I Z A T I O N  OF 
AVAILABLE FOOD 

IMPROVED QUANTITY AND QUALITY OF 
FOOD AVAILABLE AT THE HOUSEHOLD LEVEL - 

A 
A 

improved health status increased expenditures on more/ 
better food 

increased expenditure on 
health services 

increased incore 

inproved far. 
inputs 



S m  FEEDUIG W DOES/CAn IT LEAD, VIA VARIOUS PATWAYS, TO FOOD SECURITY 

I I 

increased a t ten t ion  span m r e  regular attendance 

BETTER UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE FOOD BORE FOOD AVAILABLE 

+ T I 

1 I I 
LL 'r 

hunger a l lev iated increased enrollment fewer dropouts 

Jr 
i d i a t e  nu t r i t i on  income transfer - 
transfer t o  ch i l d  t o  ch i ld 's  family 

SCHOOL BREAKFAST/LUNCH 

lower m r b i d i t y  

Food has many properties -- asthetic, sp i r i tua l ,  social, psychological, cerelonial, nutr i t ional ,  and econcaic 

Because food i s  f d ,  we have tended i n  the past t o  focus on i t s  nu t r i t i ona l  value only Ye & not expect w j o r  nu t r i t i ona l  changes i n  a ch i l d  who 
receives a s c h l  Lunch or breakfast during the school year, stunted chi ldren u i l l  not catch up u i t h  t h e i r  classmates i n  height, uasted chi ldren need 
w r c  intensive nut r i t iona l  input than a lunch or  snack can provide But children who walk long distances, o r  chi ldren who t a t  no breakfast a t  ~MC, 

can be prov idd  an i q o r t a n t n u t r i t i o ~ l  input which u i l l  a l l ev ia te  t he i r  hunger and f a c i l i t a t e  the learning environment A 3-country study i n  Benin, 
Togo, and Burkina Faso (by University of D i j m )  f d  that  the presence of a schml canteen uas one o f  three (out o f  m r e  than 50) m s t  predict ive 
variables posi t ively associated u i t h  lcarnrng on a standardized exam given t o  MOO second-graders i n  each o f  the countries The researchers interpret 
t he i r  unexpected ( t o  t h n )  f inding on the basis o f  a probable mixture of the canteen's pos i t i ve  e f fec ts  both on regularity of attendance and M the 
wake-up-ad-pay-attention ef fect  of the n u t r i t i o n  t ransfer  

greater levels of l i te racy  7- ? 

grow m r e  food buy m r e  food 

Crc + 
higher produc- 

t i v i t y  
increased 
earning capacity 



SAMPLE HEWU OF INDICATORS FOR A SCHOlK lKAL PROGRAM 

1 Enrollment percent increase, by gender Don't expect an INCREASE i f  the program i s  ongoing Caution how much o f  an observed increase i s  
rea l ly  NEW enrollees, adding onto the previous t o t a l  i n  the zone, the region, the country7 and how much o f  the increase i s  transfers from another 
school7 Can pupils enrol l  at any age, o r  only up t o  age 6 or  7' can pupi ls  en ro l l  a t  any time i n  the year (such as when a school Lunch program 
begins Late i n  the academc year)' can they enro l l  i n  any school (1 e , i s  i t  l i k e l y  that  a lunch-providing school "steals" pupi ls  from a nearby no- 
Lunch school3) 

2 Attendance percent now conpsred wi th the percent before or  a f t e r  a change (a school newly integrated i n  the program, or a school 
suspended), percent attendance i n  a lunch school corpared with no-lunch schools (Attendance ra te  t o t a l  number o f  pupil-days attended div ided by 
the t o t a l  nuakr  of possible pupil-days i n  the year -- i e , school open, teacher present, non-holiday -- times 100) 

3 Repeat rates percent of grade X who are taking the course a second time Caution i s  repeating i n  t h i s  context a p r i v i l ege  or  a disgrace7 

4 Drop-outs percent who began the school year who are no Longer enrol led a t  the end o f  the year Caution t h i s  applies only t o  school- 
year a t t r i t ion ,  number 5 below applies t o  t o t a l  a t t r i t i o n  Some teachers/school don't declare a much-absent ch i l d  t o  be a "drop-out" u n t i l  a f t e r  a 
certain number of consecutive absences 

5 A t t r i t i on  percent of an entering class (e g , PI) who are no Longer enrol led some (e g , f i ve )  years later  (when they should hve 
reached P6) Caution should the s ta r t  or the end o f  the P6 year be considered' I f  there's a great deal of i n  and out enrollment, the a t t r i t i o n  
figures can be misleading -- many of the o r i g ina l  P I  class have Left but have been replaced by others, and a f te r  f i v e  years i t  seems there 's been 
L i t t l e  a t t r i t i o n  judglng from to ta l  numbers Was a new school b u i l t  nearby that  siphoned o f f  many pupils9 

6 - Exams percent who succeed on a national, standardized examination (usually not administered u n t i l  s ix th  grade or la ter )  

Raw nulnbers rarely t e l l  us much We need some kind of comparison -- the s i tua t ion  a f t e r  an intervention compared with what i t  was before (1 e , the 
need for  baseline data) Or a contrast between a "treatmentu population and a "control" population that  i s  very s imi lar  i n  important ways 



ACTIVITIES OFTEN ASSOCIATED WITH SCHMX urwweaurcFAST PROGIUII 

IHPROVED U T I L I U T l O N  OF AVAILABLE FOOD rn increased faad prbductim . 
imcdiate increase/ 
cnr ichmt (e g , 
vegetables) of local 

foDd supply I- 
I school gardens 

cultivated I 

increased knovledge 
and ski l ls  i n  farming 

practices 

I technical assistance 
provided I 

increased k w l e d g e  of 
of nutrition and feeding 

practices 

builds an garden project 



1 
IHPROVED UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE FOOD MORE FOOD AVAILABLE FOR FAMILY CONSUHPTIOH 

decreased family i l l ness  

fewer household aembers 

increased adoption o f  
family planning 

increased crop y ie lds - 
readier adoption of improved farming practices 

w 

Improved family caretaking s k i l l s  m r e  learning occurs (and 
Learning how t o  learn, - 
wider "world view") t- 
T ,  f 

I I 

I reduced conservative attitudes and 
Lower resistance t o  innovation 

increased enrollment increased regular i ty  
o f  attendance I I improvedattention span I 

I te lporary hunger a l lev iated I 

I school now nearer t o  home, 
Less d~stance t o  walk 

parents decide i t  i s  W 
worthwhile enro l l ing  the i r  
chi ldren ~n school 

chi ldren transfer frol a "school" enrol led chi l d r m  no 
longer skip on hot o r  
rainy days 

I' 
new school b u i l t  o r  o l d  
school rmfed/rehabi l i tated 



I P 

less fecal aatter I 
) present i n  open areas 

decraased incidence 
of diarrhea 

I 

individual hwschold 
latrines bui l t ,  
raintaincd and 

properly used 

decreased incidence 
of r&rm infection 

c m n i t y  Latrines 
properly sited, 
properly bui l t ,  

maintained, and used 

I 

one Hozambique slab 
per household bui l t ,  
mintaincd, and 
properly used r 

'r 
fever f l ~ e s  children don't play i n  and around 

fecal waste 

4 



ROVED UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE FOOD 

T 
I 

decreased illness in the family 

+ 

I improved cooking, preservation, 
food storage, and child care 

less time rquired for wren t o  

I decreased incidence of diarrhea, guinea worm (bi lharr ia)  I 

well appropriately used 6 
well  correctly maintained u 

I 

well properly b u i l t  

T 
L s i t e  for  well  appropriately chosen 

near dwellings, not adjacent t o  latrines, etc 



IHPRWED U T I L I U T I f 3 4  OF A V A I W L E  FOOD 

m 

decreased ~nc~dence of 
water-borne and fecal-borne 

d~scases 

In d~rt/they wash 
huds, under n m l s  

I I 

iqroved personal hyglme 

dP. 

cducat~on in hygiene/san~tatron 

m r e  convenient, closer 
water sources 

I 

lkauay I 1 drains I 1 latr 



TRAIIIIffi OF VIUAGE HEALTH YOllKERS 

increased product iv i ty  ' I 
increased production u 
iaproved s o i l  f e r t i l i t y  5- 
I biodegradable waste 

becows f e r t i l i z e r  I 
I 

covun i  t y  clean-up 
caqaign organized 

T 
( v i l l age  health I 
1 workers p r o a t e  I 

IMPROVED UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE FOOD 

+ 
decreased prevalence o f  anemia m 

reduced incidence 
of n l a r i a  

d i r t y  voter sinks 
b e l w  ground (rather 
than rest ing i n  stagnant 
pools beside the house) 

breeding places fo r  

hwscholds construct 
various a c t i v i t i e s  ind iv idur l  soakaway p i t s  

houses don't collapse 

v i  Llage health 
workers are t ra ined I 

rosquitos reduced or  
e l  i r ina ted 

' 
A 

pigs no longer root 
around house foundations 



IHPROVED UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE FOOD INCREASED FWD AVAILABILITY 

* A h 

improved samtat ion & h y g i ~ e  

bet te r  food preparation & preservation, increased energy 
increased faniLy bet te r  feeding practices, bet ter  ch i l d  product iv i ty  

and family care 

ra t ion  substi tutes 
f o r  purchased food 

ra tmn i s  
additional A 

t o  usual 
fami Ly food 
intake 

rat ion i s  d ist r ibuted 

increased i n c m  1- 

family caretaker behavior i s  1.proved - K depletion syndrome I I reduced mte rna l  

I 

wonen learn at t i tudes change 

A A  
vaccinations 

i t o r i ng  & prcmt ion  
pre- 8 postnatal 
care provided 

ta l k /de rn r t ra t i on  given health services provided +- worn part ic ipate 
i n  associated 

a c t i v i t i e s  
I 

pp 

r a t ~ o n  acts as i n c m t ~ v e  f o r  ra t i on  acts as compensation f o r  time and 
health center attendance opportunity costs of a t t m d ~ n g  center 

JF 4 

HCH i s  increasingly referred t o  as "UCH" -- Uolcn and Child Hemlth -- because o f  the i rpor tmce o f  good heal th and nu t r i t i on  fo r  young uwen BEFORE 
they experience the i r  f i r s t  pregnancy 



As we fo l lou  these separate pathways, i t  becomes clear that each indiv idual  type of intervention requires a separate conceptualization o f  how far  
along that pathway i t  i s  appropriate t o  go when def in ing indicators o f  "success1' o f  the intervention 

I n  some cases, the Linkages are so well-established that  i t  would be a waste of resources t o  do the research a l l  over again, I F  vaccines are properly 
administered (r ight  dosage, r ight time, r i gh t  age and so on), i t  i s  NOT necessary t o  measure the inev i tab le  decl ine i n  disease incidence and 
prevalence 

Almost as clearly linked, Latrines ( I F  properly sited, constructed, maintained, and used) WILL resu l t  i n  reduced incidence o f  fecal-borne diseases, 
and these not be measured ( In t h i s  case, even i f  a disease decline i s  found, the a t t r ibu t ion  o f  t h i s  happy resu l t  t o  the construction and use of the 
latr ines can be an expensive undertaktng and almost certa in ly not worthwhile ) 

But what about a real ly  LONG chaw of expected (and some unexpected) causali ty -- some pathways leading t o  food security, while others Leading t o  just  
the opposite How far  along such a chain should a PVO be held accountable? Uhat's the nursery manager's respons ib i l i t y  may be a t  a very d i f ferent  
point along the chain than the PVO and NG0 counterpart who expect that outplanted seedlings are not the "end1' o f  the chain, but only inter im points 
along the pathway Here's such a chain, o r  pathway 

seeds are planted the seedlings are tended a certa in proportion of seedlings survive (does the nursery manager s accountabil i ty end here?) some 

or a l l  of them are sold or given away (or does his/her accountability go t h i s  far3) the receiving farmers outplant them and again a certa in 

percentage survive the seedlings grow up t o  be trees which form a windbreak which cuts down wind erosion and so s o i l  f e r t i l i t y  improves so 

now yields per hectare must necessarily improve Now the pathway begins t o  branch the happy farmer can e i ther  p lant  fewer hectares next year 

(because s/he can get the sane amunt from less area) i f  so, s/he can use the extra time t o  sleep, perchance t o  dream, t o  take a Literacy course, t o  

star t  an income-generating activity, t o  drink beer, t o  increase and improve ch i ld  care Each o f  these branches, o f  course, leads on t o  other 

desirable OR UNDESIRABLE outcomes ( I s  the PVO who sponsored the nursery responsible fo r  increased beer-drinking?) The same happy farmer could also 

opt t o  farm the same area as last year and thus reap m r e  produce Again we branch The extra food can be consumed by the family, which may improve 

the famtly nutrition (or i t  could make i t  worse) O r  the farmer could s e l l  some o f  the surplus and use the money t o  buy more beer t o  buy a radio, 

t o  pay off the moneylender, to buy more f a n  l y  food, t o  buy better family food, t o  buy convenience food, o r  even t o  buy worse food f o r  the family I n  

the last option, family food intake deteriorates Convenience food creates free t i re ,  which as we saw above can be used i n  "goodn and "bad1' ways 

Even more and/or better fam l y  food does not necessarily then lead t o  improved nut r i t iona l  status of vulnerable faml l y  members, instead, i t  could lead 

t o  overfed males or  overfed stronger chi ldren 



By tracing such a pathway, we note several things 

h a t  m y  be an output i n  one project context might be considered ef fect  i n  another, and possibly even "intpact" i n  another 

r i t s necessary t o  d ist inguish between uhat a PVO should be INTERESTED i n  (how d i d  they use the new m e y 9  uhat d i d  they do 
with t he i r  new Leisure" time?) and uhat the PVO should be RESPONSIBLE f o r  accomplishing I f  a new raad carries people 
not only t o  the c l in ic ,  the market, and the sckml, but also t o  the bar and the bordello, should the  PVO be held accountable? 

INDICATORS are only one part  o f  a CWPREHEHSIVE HONITORING AND EVALUATION PUN (which should also include UHO should measure or  ver i fy  UHAT? using 
WHAT INSTRUHENTS or DATA SOURCES7 gathering information FROM UHOH3 UHEN, HOU OFTEN? t o  be analyzed BY UHCW to  be synthesized BY UHOH9 t o  be 
s l luar izcd / rcp~r tcd  on BY UHOH3 f o r  use BY YHOn7 f o r  UHAT PURPOSET) The las t  -- fo r  uhat purpose -- should be determned before any of the others 
arc rapped out so as not t o  co l lec t  r m f u l  o f  data f o r  no good use 

Ue shouldn't t r y  t o  measure everything i n  sight I f  you've got well-formulated ~ b j e ~ t i ~ e ~ ,  deciding what t o  measure (or verify, i n  the case of non- 
quant i f iable objectives) shw ld  not be that d i f f i c u l t  

Ue shouldn't assume Linkages have been demostrated just because they seem plausible or  because there are many anecdotes that confirm them (e g , 
household Level food security dcesn't autovrt ical ly  ensure good n u t r i t i o n  fo r  a l l  household areebers any more than community Level f d  security 
ensures that a l l  households i n  the c o m n i t y  have enough t o  eat) 

I t ' s  s t i l l  useful t o  dist inguish between short-term ef fects and medium- or long-term impacts I t ' s  rare t o  f i n d  impact r igh t  away 

Host, but not a l l ,  objectives can be formulated i n  quant i f iable terms I f  so, the pr inc ipa l  indicator ( u h ~ c h  w i l l  help us know i f  we achieved our 
objective) should be one wi th numbers i n  i t  i e , an quant i tat ive indicator Sometimes however, a qua l i t a t i ve  objective i s  perfect ly  legitimate, 
i t  would be Ludicrous t o  t r y  t o  attache nuhers t o  i t s  attainnent Find a non-quantitative uay t o  ve r i f y  i t s  achievement 

Benchmarks (or r i lestones) are rarkers along the way t o  ult imate achievement ( I f  LOO flowers are expected t o  bloom by the end of the t h i r d  project 
year, do we expect theu t o  do so i n  i nc re rw ts  o f  33, 33, and 347 o r  10, 30, then 60 i n  the t h i r d  year?) 



WHY doesn't HWSEHOLD-LEVEL FOOD SECURITY ( theoret ical ly  enough food for everyone I n  the household) necessari ly_translate i n to  improved nu t r i t i ona l  
status for vulnerable household individuals (wowen, infants, children, elderly, the inf i rm)? 

(not ach~eved) 

(not achieved) 

iqwoved chi ldren's nu t r l t lona l  status 

'r 
1 I 

I ~mproved women's 
nu t r i t i ona l  status J* uorms, parasites 

household 
distribution 
(older, stronger 
ch i ld  gets l o r e  
from covon pot) 

m n ' s  energy expended ( I n  order 
t o  Increase production or  generate ignorance of 
income) exceeds the increment ~n diet, weaning, 
energy intake that  resul ts therefrom 

I 1 

HOUSEHOLD LEVEL FOOD SECURITY 



AFRICARE'S IWlCATOllS ((;ulna BISSW) 

IWNETIZATLOH - INDICATORS OF IMPACT AND SUCCESS 

Indicators o f  Ivract  

w Level o f  disturbance o f  norm1 functioning o f  
national market f o r  each imported co l lod i ty  

w Disincentive e f fec t  on local  production o f  
i q o r t e d  c d i t i e s  

I qx i c t  on cwn t r y  s pr iva te  trading system 

Fairness and ef f ic iency o f  traders selection process 

QI food securlty s~tuatron 

w I w c t  on iqmr ted c d i t i c s  prices 

w 1.pact on national supply o f  c d i t i e s  

w I q a c t  on cwnt ry 's  foreign currency reserves 

I lpact  on high-risk groups from a food secur i ty  
perspective (pa res t  hwseh lds )  

Indicators o f  Success 

Generation o f  the desired a r u n t  o f  m e t i z e d  
funds t o  supp r t  the work o f  TSRIP 

Very small o r  none 

Very small o r  none 

0 lkmetization process reinforces i t  

Process f a i r  and e f f i c i en t  

Small Lowering impact on prices 

Stabi l iz ing ef fect  on national supply 

Contribution t o  foreign currency savings 

Appropriate proportion o f  i.parted food reaches -rest 
households 

Note A m i n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  ucasuring the i q a c t  o f  m e t i z a t i o n  i s  t o  recognize tha t  the anunt of food a id  imported i s  re la t i ve l y  s m l l  coqared t o  
the size of the M~IOCL.~ mrke ts  f o r  those prcducts 



Indicators of Effectiveness 

INDICATORS OF EFFECTIVEESS AW BUlUlURKS (FSIF) 

Benchmarks 

Development of  a detailed methodology and reporting 
approach on food security 

Baseline study of foad security situation of association 
v i  L Lsges 

Rate of disbursement of  programmed FSIF  funds 

Number of prolects processed, approved, and executed by 
FSIF each year 

Actual work h e  i n  the association villages 

Completed within f i r s t  3 m t h s  

Completed within f i r s t  6 m t h s  

Disbursing equivalent of  US S50,OM) i n  GP 
each year 

About 20 processed, 10 approved/executed 
each year 

Socio-econmc infrastructure/environnnt 
of 30 vil lages illproved by end of MYOP (about 
40 projects done) 

Indicators of I l ~ c t  Indicators of  Success 

1.proveKnt i n  nut r i t iona l  value and diversity 
of household diets 

Decrease i n  incidence of malnourished children 

CSimilar approach can be used with pregnant 
uoKn i f  additional indicator i s  desired] 

Improvement i n  adult household m r s '  
nut r i t iona l  knowledge 

a A t  Least 30/ of  surveyed household improved diets 

0 By 40/ fo r  association children households 
(10X per year) 

By 30% fo r  FSIF-supported vi l lages (7 5 /  per year) 

0 By MI( fo r  3 sectors of  Tcmabli overa l l  (SX per year) 

Adequate Level of knowledge attained by 40% of  
surveyed adults i n  FY-98 



Ava i l ab i l i t y  

0 INCREASED FOOD PROWCTIW 
r increased crop y ie lds  

0 i q roved  s o i l  f e r t i l i t y  
0 windbreaks 
r agrofarestry 
irrigation 

0 i lproved farming practices 
coqcrsting 

0 use o f  inputs 
0 higher prcduct iv i ty  

0 k t t e r  health 
0 a r e  e f f i c i en t  use 

o f  time and energy 
m r e  Land under p r d u c t l o n  
r suaqs drained 

grazing Lad converted 
0 herd mmnt 

herd reduction 
paddocking 

dairy developwnt 
0 f isher ies d e v e l w n t  

0 REDUCED POST-HARVEST LOSS 
treatment and storage 

0 STABlLIN OF SUPPLY 
+ r o d s  
r storage 
0 aarkets 

Access - 
0 ACCESS BY THE DESTITUTE 

r widows 
0 orphans 

refugees 
displaced 
Lepers 

r uitches, outcasts 
elderly, infirm, etc 

0 ACCESS BY OTHERS 
0 pregnant uo&en 
0 Lactating u o ~ n  
0 infants 
r school chi ldren 
0 poor, very poor 

U t i l i z a t i o n  

0 IHPROVED KNWLEDGE OF DIET AND 
APPROPRIATE FEEDLHG PRACTICES 

n u t r i t i o n  education 
0 heal th eduction 
0 school, c o r u n i t y  gardens 

IHPROVED HEALTH STATUS (af fect ing 
ind iv idue l  body's use of food 
conswcd) 
0 m v l r o n r m t a l  sanl tat lon 

0 soakaway p i t s  
0 garbage disposal 

Latrines 
cleanup campaigns 

r environmental education 
0 personal hygiene 

0 clean uater 
accessible water 

r hygiene education 
r health services 

0 1un1zat1ons 
r prenatal, postnatal care 

NB School feeding, school c o n s t r u c t i m / r ~ ~ L i t a t i o n ,  and incme-generating interventions support a var iety o f  the above i n  a l l  three categories 
(v ia Literacy, eduction, porchaslng panr f o r  l p r e  and better  food as u e l l  as health services) 


