





PART Il - RECOMMENDATIONS

that derive from American training provide valuable social capital for the United
States in these countries.

As recently as 1990, USAID was still funding 310 students annually from
developing countries to study agriculture and rural development at American
universities. But then the long-term training approach began to lose favor. USAID
moved to a new system for evaluating the impact of its projects, employing a
shortened five-year time frame that seriously devalued the benefits of long-term
training. USAID’s budget for international education and training consequently
began to decline, and agricultural training programs were hit particularly hard.
Within a decade, the number of international agricultural students supported had
fallen from 310 to just 82.> USAID-sponsored scholarships to Africans for overseas
postgraduate training in agriculture fell from 250 in 1985 to just 42 by 2008.5

There were a variety of reasons for these cutbacks. Costs per student were said
to be too high, and rates of return to the home country and professional employ-
ment were said to be too low. Also, fashions changed in the assistance community
after a World Bank study suggested that primary and secondary education con-
tributed more to economic growth than university and graduate training. Yet, the
drift away from supporting higher education was never adequately justified. The
low rate of return argument was largely undercut by one study of African partici-
pants in a USAID Advanced Training for Leadership and Skills Project (ATLAS) that
showed 85 to 90 percent of participants completed their degree programs and then
returned to their countries of origin.” Successful postgraduate employment was
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especially high for students in the agricultural sector (along with the educational
sector). More recent evidence from the World Bank has also confirmed that higher
education is important to economic growth, particularly through technological
advancement and innovation. Nowhere more than in the agricultural sector are
the poor countries of Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia in need of this.

As for the costs, these have been addressed through innovative new training
methods. Since 2004 USAID has piloted several less costly approaches to inter-
national agricultural education and training, including long-term training for
regional agricultural development in East Africa and in Mali using the “sandwich”
degree method, where time spent at a U.S. university is sandwiched between initial
class work and degree completion in Africa. Masters degree students have nowbeen
supported successfully with such programs at Ohio State, Michigan State, Montana
State, and the University of St. Thomas in Minnesota. With added resources, these
innovative new approaches could be expanded.

Expanding such programs and ensuring adequate inclusion for women
is entirely affordable. For example, with the sandwich program, high-quality
advanced degree training in the United States can be provided at a cost of only
$30,000 per student.® Using this program, USAID might return to the 1990 funding
level of international agricultural students (310) at a total annual cost of less than
$10 million. We recommend an expanded budget phased in over five years for
hosting African and South Asian agricultural students at American universities
thatis at least this large.

CcosT

First year: $6 million
Fifth year, when fully funded: $10 million
Total over five years: $40 million
Total over ten years: $90 million

ACTION 1b. Increase the number and extent of American agricultural university
partnerships with universities in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia urgently need to develop their own educational
institutions to take over agricultural leadership training in the long run. In Africa
currently, enrollment rates for higher education are by far the lowest in the world.
The gross enrollment ratio in the region for 18- to 23-year-olds currently stands at
only 5 percent, compared to 19 percent for East Asia.? The enrollment ratio in South
Asia is only slightly better at 10 percent.'” The donor community is in part to blame
for this underdevelopment of higher education because (as noted above) it became
fashionable two decades ago within institutions such as the World Bank to argue
that higher education was much less important to economic growth than primary
and secondary education. As a consequence, over the decade of the 1990s the share
of World Bank education lending to poor countries going to higher education fell
from 17 percent to just 7 percent."

Economists have more recently calculated that higher education is a good
investment. A one-year increase in tertiary education stock can boost per capita
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income by a potential 3 percent after five years and eventually by 12 percent.'
Considering that per capita incomes have recently been falling in some African
countries, an increase of this magnitude would be a major achievement.

Africa’s systems for higher education are struggling. They are typically short of
trained faculty. Often 30 to 70 percent of required faculty posts are not filled, in part
because wages are so low and working conditions so poor.® Trained faculty is in
short supply also because Africa’s universities have so few graduates at the masters
and doctoral levels. Rundown facilities and a lack of classroom space, laboratories,
laboratory supplies, and adequate Internet access are all serious roadblocks. Poor
facilities contribute to underenrollment in key science-based fields in particular,
especially agriculture, health, engineering, and technology. Less than 30 percent
of students in higher education in Africa are enrolled in these fields, even though

AFRICA’Ss HUMAN CAPACITY IN AGRICULTURE

Africa cannot have an efficiently functioning agricultural market economy to address

food shortages and crisis without the necessary market infrastructure. It is time now

that African countries and their agricultural development partners such as the United

States initiate collaborative programs that will develop human capacity and allocate

more resources to agricultural universities and to the rural and regional infrastructure

required to facilitate movement of agricultural products and resources between rural and urban areas.
Africa also needs to create centers of excellence in cutting-edge agricultural science, technology, and

innovation. To achieve this, agricultural universities in Africa must partner with American agricultural

universities, who can serve as mentors for capacity building in these areas. Such partnerships will create
networks linking research groups and agricultural policymakers, allowing them to effectively fight the
war against hunger and poverty and create an environment in which high-quality training and research
can flourish in Africa.

I'am proud that | am, like many of my colleagues at Sokoine University of Agriculture, a product of the
USAID Collaborative Research Support Program (Title Xll) of the 1980s, which was managed by Michigan
State University and Sokoine University of Agriculture, Morogoro, Tanzania.

—Robert B. Mabagala, Professor, Plant and Seed Pathology, and Founder and Coordinator,
African Seed Health Center, Sokoine University of Agriculture (Tanzania)

this is where the need for trained talent is most acute.”* In addition, women are
often excluded (the proportion of female teaching staff is only 4 percent)."” This is
particularly damaging for progress in the food and farming sectors in Africa, where
women traditionally play such a critical role.

Africa’s governments have recognized the need to improve higher education.
In January 2007 the heads of state of the African Union issued in Addis Ababa the
“Declaration on Science and Technology and Scientific Research for Development”
thataffirmed the priority ofthe issue. USAID has begunrecognizing thatlarge gains
can be made from new investments in higher education, particularlyin the agricul-
tural sector. In April 2008 USAID announced plans to collaborate with America’s
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) on
anew Africa-U.S. Higher Education Initiative to build African university capacity.
African universities will be more than happy to initiate and guide such partner-
ships based on their superior understanding of what is most needed.
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While the partners are willing, they need adequate resources. When such
resources were available in the past, USAID was highly successful in boosting
the performance of agricultural education abroad, particularly in Southeast Asia
and Latin America. The key, once again, is to make use of the experience and
talent within America’s agricultural education institutions. For example, Cornell
University used USAID funding to help elevate a Philippine college of agriculture
(Los Banos) to its current status as a leading regional training center. With USAID
funding, four American land-grant universities helped build agricultural educa-
tion capacity at four Brazilian universities. Also in South Asia in the 1960s and
1970s, USAID helped the government of India design and finance a new model of
state agricultural universities (SAUs) that were directly land-grant inspired. By
1997 India had thirty-four SAUs with an annual intake of 13,500 students at the
undergraduate level; 6,000 at the masters level; and 1,550 at the PhD level.'¢

USAID also initiated an upgrade of Africa’s agricultural education capacity in
a half dozen countries in the 1960s and 1970s. But then in the late 1980s, USAID
virtually withdrew from university capacity building in Africa. These efforts now
must be revived.

A simple return to the past is not what we are recommending. USAID must not
rely on simple transplants of American-style institutions that are not appropriate
to local circumstances or do not offer enough local ownership. New models are
available, including twinning agreements, joint research programs, postdoctoral

WEST AFRICA CENTER FOR

CROP IMPROVEMENT

The West Africa Center for Crop Improvement (WACCI) is a partnership between the University of Ghana Legon
(UGL) and Cornell University funded by the Program for African Seed Systems (PASS), a component of the
Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa supported by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and the Rockefeller
Foundation. WACCI was designed to train and retain African plant breeders in West Africa.

During the five-year program, roughly eight students per year from West African countries come to WACCI
for two years to complete coursework and develop research proposals. Core coursework is provided by the faculty
of UGL, while Cornell provides supplementary digitized lectures through its Transnational Learning Program and
works with the students via video conferencing to help in the development of their research proposals. In addition,
a Cornell faculty member is stationed at WACCI for a total of six months per year, contributing to key courses.
Guest lecturers from Cornell and elsewhere travel to WACCI throughout the year to deliver modules.

After the first two years, WACCI students return to their home countries for three years to conduct their PhD
research under local university supervision, supplemented by UGL and Cornell. Students return to the University of
Ghana in the last quarter of the fifth year to complete and submit their theses. Three of the students who started
in January 2009 were women, with the goal of having a male-female ratio of 60:40 by 2010.

Cornell provides access to its Mann Library along with any necessary electronic communication infrastructure
such as cellular modems and satellite modems to maintain continuous contact. UGL has a major grant from PASS
to support the activities in West Africa, and Cornell has a supplementary grant to support its activities with WACCI.
WACCI is modeled after an earlier, successful, ongoing partnership between the University of Kwazulu-Natal in
South Africa and Cornell, originally supported by the Rockefeller Foundation and now supported by PASS.

Source: Personal communication.
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UNIVERSITY PARTNERSHIPS

The need for plant scientists with the necessary skills to develop new plant varieties for Sub-Saharan Africa
has become very urgent. Brain drain in this area has taken a severe toll, as young scientists who leave for
several years of training do not return home, often because their training is not oriented to the needs
in their home countries. | believe we can take the necessary steps to change this undesirable situation.
Thanks to excellent collaboration with Cornell University, the West Africa Center for Crop Improvement
has shown in its first year that with the necessary support, universities in Africa can turn out the quality
graduates needed to address the critical brain drain problem. WACCI’s philosophy—to train plant breeders

in centers of excellence in their subregion on the crops that feed the peoples of that subregion—is cur-
rently the best model for training the next generation of plant breeders for Africa. Over five years we shall
have forty PhD students in the pipeline, all of whom will graduate by the tenth year. This will be the first
time that a single unit in the University of Ghana will turn out forty PhDs in a decade. Unquestionably, the
students will form a strong network in the subregion and with Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa’s
promise of start-up grants, the students will have a jump start in the workplace and will deliver varieties
soon after their PhD research.

—Eric Danquah, Director, West Africa Center for Crop Improvement (Ghana)

scientist exchange programs, and distance learning. One size will not fit all. African
partners will need significant local capacity investments, but in parts of South Asia
(especially India) the greater need may be improved networking with “knowledge
systems” from beyond the region. A key difference will be that while the United
States would fund the American institutions to provide expertise, the assessment
of self-needs and requests for support would come from the African and Asian
institutions themselves.

USAID is currently piloting several new models for enhancing university-level
training in agriculture. One example is a distance learning model supported
through the University of Florida, offering masters degrees in soil science and ento-
mology at the University of Nairobi in Kenya and Makerere University in Uganda.
Course content and methods are team developed, ensuring a sense of ownership
by local faculty. This model could be scaled up in other countries in Sub-Saharan
Africa and South Asia through other participating U.S. universities.

Another promising model is a new partnership between Cornell University
and the University of Ghana Legon (UGL), supported under AGRA by the Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation and the Rockefeller Foundation. This partnership
brings students from different countries in the region (currently from Burkina Faso,
Mali, Niger, Nigeria, and Ghana) to the West Africa Center for Crop Improvement
(WACCI). Students take courses taught by UGL faculty with supplemental library
and distance learning support from Cornell, backed by an on-site Cornell faculty
member. Over its first five years this program expects to have forty PhD students in
the pipeline, all expected to graduate by the tenth year. This is the first time a single
unit of the University of Ghana has ever turned out forty PhDs in just one decade.
This model could be replicated at agricultural universities in East Africa and in
South Asia, were adequate funding available.

USAID has started to develop improved models for partnering in the area
of agriculture with educational institutions in Africa. It has recently obligated
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$1 million to fund twenty partnership planning grants of $50,000 each.”” The grants
support the planning of long-term collaborations between African and U.S. institu-
tions focused on building instructional and problem-solving capacity in areas of
agriculture, health care, science and technology, business, and other disciplines.

cosT

See Action 1c.

ACTION 1c. Provide direct support for agricultural education, research, and extension
for young women and men through rural organizations, universities, and training
facilities.

Young women and men in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa yearn for education
and training both inside and outside a university setting. Institutions are often
available to provide this sort of training, but many have difficulty building strong
programs and retaining qualified instructors due to minimal operating resources.
USAID should do more to help provide such resources.

A number of successful agricultural education and training institutions have
been created by NGOs. One example is the African Rural University, an all-women’s
university associated with the Uganda Rural Development and Training Program
in Kagadi, Uganda, where girls and women are taught traditional school subjects
alongwith the latest agricultural practices, locally appropriate energy technologies,
and entrepreneurship skills. USAID missions in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia
should have a small grants programs available to support such institutions.

Another approach is the Farmer-to-Farmer (FTF) volunteer program, which has
been operating through USAID since 1985. To date over 12,000 volunteer assign-
ments have been completed, providing more than $34 million worth of contributed
volunteer time."® This program sends volunteers from the United States (persons
with experience not just in farming but also in farm-to-market operations) to pro-
vide training in developing and transitional countries, typically for a twenty- to
thirty-day stay. In Africa these volunteer programs have been operated through
NGOs such as the Citizens Network for Foreign Affairs. Approximately 19 percent

HIGH-LEVEL TRAINING FOR WOMEN

I strongly believe that food security in Africa cannot be achieved without investing
in the development of skilled human capital for each link in the agricultural value
chain, bearing in mind that women are an integral part of each link. As a beneficiary
of the USAID sponsored AFRGRAD fellowship in the 1990s, | can testify to the impact

and ripple effect that the provision of funds to women to pursue higher education
in the agricultural sciences can have. My leadership role in the USAID-funded, col-
laborative research programs that have directly benefited women involved in food
processing can be linked to the high-level training I have received.

—Esther Sakyi-Dawson (PhD), Professor, Department of Nutrition
and Food Sciences, University of Ghana, Legon
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IMPACT OF FARMER-TO-FARMER SUPPORT IN NEPAL

epal is one of the poorest and least developed countries in the world, with almost one-third of its population

living below the poverty line. The economy suffers from a lack of technology, a remote and landlocked geo-
graphic location, civil strife, and vulnerability to floods and other natural disasters. Roughly three-quarters of the
population earn their livelihoods from agriculture, but these farmers suffer from low revenues due to their remote
locations and limited technology in production and pest management.

From 1997 to 2002 the USAID Farmer-to-Farmer Program provided assistance to apple growers in the remote
Himalayan mountain district of Mustang, home to roughly 9,000 rural dwellers, most of whom were farmers.
Volunteer John M. Aselage, who owns and operates an orchard, nursery, and roadside market in Arkansas, worked
with apple growers to increase production; raise income from increased sales revenues; and improve the capabili-
ties, practices, and technology of apple production.

With Aselage’s knowledge and experience, the program helped to train apple growers in such areas as pruning,
storage, pest and disease control, and management. As a result, productivity increased by 48 percent on average
from 1998 to 2002, and sales increased by 20 percent from 2001 to 2002 for apple growers in Mustang. These
developments have made apple farming more profitable for these farmers and have been large contributors to
raising farm family incomes, improving health, and enhancing farms in the region despite problems due to their
remote location and inaccessibility.

Source: USAID 2009.

THE GLOBAL FOOD SECURITY BILL

he Global Food Security Bill is a five-year authorization to focus U.S. development assistance on long-range

agricultural productivity and rural development. It establishes a Special Coordinator’s Office for food security
within the Executive Office of the President and charges the office with developing a whole-of-government food
security strategy. The bill authorizes nearly $10 billion over five years for programs focused on improving the rural
environment for farming. It creates a new program, the Higher Education Collaboration for Technology, Agriculture,
Research, and Extension (HECTARE), to improve research capacity at foreign universities and the dissemination of
technology through extension services.

Source: Personal communication.

of volunteers worldwide have been women, and about 39 percent of all individuals
trained by FTF volunteers are women.'® With more resources, this program could
expand its operations, particularlyin the area of farm marketing and farm business
management, in both Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

All of these less formal rural training efforts for young men and women are
linked, in concept, to the successful approaches pioneered in the United States by
the Future Farmers of America (FFA) and 4-H, when America was still primarily
an agricultural country. USAID should look for ways to incorporate the energetic
and progressive spirit of the FFA and 4-H approach through exchanges, leadership
training, and organizational development when supporting agricultural institu-
tions and activities in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

The total cost for implementing Actions 1b and 1c would not be large. The edu-
cation and training goals of The Chicago Initiative will require sustained executive
attention and leadership, but not massive new budget resources. One representative
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estimate of the cost of developing an adequate response in this area can be found in
the proposed budget for the second title of the Global Food Security Bill introduced
in February 2009 by Senators Dick Lugar and Bob Casey. The National Association
of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges proposes that outlays for partner-
ships between U.S. and developing country universities, vocational partnerships,
South-South collaborations, and leadership training programs should total $126
million in the first year, increasing to $630 million annually by year five.?’ Actions
1b and 1c of The Chicago Initiative could be funded at that level:

COST FOR ACTIONS 1B AND 1C

First year: $126 million
Fifth year, when fully funded: $630 million
Total over five years: $1.9 billion
Total over ten years: $5.05 billion

ACTION 1d. Build a special Peace Corps cadre of agriculture training and extension
volunteers who work within Sub-Saharan African and South Asian institutions to
provide on-the-ground, practical training, especially with and for women farmers.

Peace Corps volunteers are particularly valuable assets at the local field level of
agricultural development. If new resources were available, The Chicago Initiative
could help inspire a new generation of Americans to reconnect with their nation’s
legacy of helping people around the world. Volunteers can be recruited based in part

VEGETABLE GARDEN COOPERATIVES WORKSHOP IN MALI

While volunteering for the Peace Corps in Mali, | organized a training workshop on basic and improved
gardening techniques for forty-five leaders of garden cooperatives, including fifteen men and thirty
women from fifteen different villages. They learned about techniques such as natural pesticides, bed
preparation, transplanting, composting, seed saving, and companion planting over the course of five

days. The workshop included Peace Corps volunteers from five different villages and was coordinated
with a German-sponsored Malian NGO.

After the workshop, my counterpart and | met with about thirty women and five men to talk and
share ideas learned at the workshop. These meetings were a follow-up in five individual villages in order
to share new information with additional cooperative members who did not attend the workshop.

— Laura Schairbaum, Peace Corps Volunteer, Kabe, Kayes Region, 2006-2009 (Mali)

on their familiarity with rural life and food production, but also their knowledge of

processing or marketing. They could then work side-by-side with their African and
Asian counterparts in extension services, train-the-trainer programs, and NGO
community development programs in rural areas. The Peace Corps’ presence goes
along way toward convincing people in these very poor areas that America knows
about their circumstances, is committed to partnership efforts to help lift them out
of poverty, and is willing to send hard-working young people as well as older, more
experienced agriculture practitioners to live and work with them for an extended
period.
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We propose doubling the present level of agricultural sector volunteers in
Sub-Saharan Africa from 300 to 600 volunteers. The United States should also
consider placing volunteers in South Asia, where currently there is no Peace Corps

presence.?

CcosT

First year: $10.8 million
Fifth year, when fully funded: $18 million
Total over five years: $72 million
Total over ten years: $162 million

ACTION 1e. Support primary education for rural girls and boys through school feeding
programs based on local or regional food purchase.

Providing meals to schoolchildren is a proven method for enhancing school
attendance. World Food Program (WFP) data show that during a school feeding
program’s first year, average enrollment increases by 28 percent for girls and 22
percent for boys.?? School feeding has shown dramatic results, specifically in
Africa. In Niger during an acute drought in 2005, schools with feeding programs
saw enrollment increases of 66 percent for girls and 23 percent for boys.?* In
Rwanda in 2005 schools with feeding programs saw an attendance increase from
73 percent to 94 percent.* Results are also impressive in South Asia. In Pakistan
between 2001 and 2005 enrollment for girls nearly doubled when feeding programs
were introduced. The director of schools and literacy in the provincial education
ministry in Peshawar noted that “of all the programs operating in the North-West
Frontier Province, school feeding has made the most visible impact.”*

Schoolfeedingprogramstargeted toward therural poor canalso helplocalfarmers
as long as the programs make use of locally or regionally purchased foods. The USDA,
through the McGovern-Dole Food for Education and Child Nutrition Program, and
USAID, through P.L. 480, should support more locally and regionally sourced school
feeding activities in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, including take-home rations
for infants and support for the local manufacture of safe and nutritious baby foods.
This recommended action would achieve a trio of high-priority objectives: improved
nutrition and health, enhanced education, and increased agricultural development.

A technical assistance program should also be fielded in countries in Sub-
Saharan Africa and South Asia to assist local governments in the design and
expansion of efficient safety-net school feeding programs. The professionals of
the Food and Nutrition Service of the USDA and the School Nutrition Association,
with its Global Child Nutrition Foundation training, can be recruited to provide
institution-building assistance. A small staff might be assembled within USAID or
USDA to identify countries’ needs and capacities; to design a model process; and to
set up assessment teams, long-distance communication for ongoing support and
technical assistance, and monitoring systems.

One additional step would be to build a South-South technical assistance
dimension into the program, utilizing experts from Chile, Mexico, and other coun-
tries with advanced school feeding programs. Latin America has a well-developed
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MCGOVERN-DOLE FOOD FOR EDUCATION

AND CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM

oday, roughly 120 million school-age children worldwide are not enrolled in school, partly due to hunger and

malnutrition. Poverty, the need to earn a living, and the need to look after family members can result in
children—mostly girls—missing school. The McGovern-Dole Food for Education and Child Nutrition Program (FFE)
provides meals, teacher training, and related support in developing countries to improve poverty, hunger, literacy,
and academic performance. The program gives special attention to girls who tend to have lower attendance than
boys and whose education benefits the entire family. Some schools reward girls who attend regularly with take-
home food rations for their families.

Support for an international school lunch program evolved from the success of the National School Lunch
Program established in 1946 that provides nutritionally balanced, low-cost or free lunches to school children in
the United States. In 2003 the FFE program replaced the Global Food for Education Initiative that fed nearly seven
million children throughout the world from 2001 to 2003. Through this program, USDA donates surplus U.S. agricul-
tural commodities to school feeding programs in developing countries in order to improve school attendance and
childhood development. The ultimate goal is to contribute to more self-reliant, productive societies by fostering
universal access to primary education.

In fiscal 2007 FFE provided $99 million for feeding programs in fifteen developing countries in Africa, Asia,
Latin America, and Eastern Europe that benefited over 1.5 million children. These efforts led to higher average
attendance in school, improved student performance, and greater community involvement in education.

Enrollment and attendance rates for girls increase significantly in areas where school meal programs are
offered. During a school feeding program’s first year, average enrollment increases by 28 percent for girls. In schools
with feeding programs operating for more than one year, average attendance for girls increased to 93 percent.

In areas where enrollment rates for girls are particularly low, organizations like the World Food Program (WFP)
work with families and communities to help make it possible for girls to attend school. Realizing that traditional
school feeding was often insufficient to reach girls and close the gender gaps in education, the WFP has developed
an innovative way of using food aid to help educate girls: “take-home rations.” Basic food items are distributed to
families in exchange for the schooling of their daughters. The take-home rations can be an important source of
food for the family or sold to compensate for the loss of the girl’s labor at home. Currently, half of all WFP school
feeding programs offer take-home rations. Programs that combine take-home rations for girls with on-site feeding
for all students saw sustained increases in girls’ enroliment of at least 50 percent. For instance, results from WFP
surveys conducted in Cote d’lvoire, Gambia, Kenya, Malawi, and Mozambique from 2001 to 2004 indicate school
feeding programs led to an over 8o percent enrollment increase for girls. In Niger, schools with feeding programs
saw enrollment increases of 66 percent for girls, and attendance reached record rates of 98 percent for girls in
2005. In Pakistan between 2001 and 2005, enrollment for girls nearly doubled. The director of schools and literacy
of the Provincial Education Ministry in Peshawar noted that “of all of the programs operating in the North Western
Frontier Province, school feeding has made the most visible impact.”

Sources: USDA/FAS 2009; Friends of the World Food Program 2009; Lewis and Lockheed 2007.

school feeding network capable of providing experienced school feeding profes-
sionals at all levels to help other developing countries build their programs.

The anticipated annual cost of providing school feeding technical assistance
programs of this kind is approximately $10 million per year.? This does not include
the costs of food aid purchases for the school feeding programs.

CosT

First year: $10 million
Fifth year, when fully funded: $10 million
Total over five years: $50 million
Total over ten years: $100 million
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Increase support for agricultural research in Sub-Saharan Africa and
South Asia.

Basic and adaptive agricultural research must be at the foundation of any serious
effort to increase agricultural productivity. Studies that calculate annual rates
of return on alternative investments for increasing growth and reducing poverty
in poor countries find that investments in agricultural research have either the
highest or second highest rates of return, in some cases only exceeded by invest-
ments in rural infrastructure and education.

The International Food Policy Research Institute estimates that if public
investments in agricultural research are doubled during the next five years
and those levels then sustained, and if the increased investments are allocated
specifically to meet needs in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, the resulting
improvements in agricultural output would lift 282 million people out of pov-
erty by 2020.%7

Agriculturalresearch and developmentisagoodinvestment. The World Bank’s
World Development Report 2008 has documented rates of return on investments
in agricultural research in Africa averaging 35 percent per year, accompanied
by significant reductions in poverty.?® Agricultural science is also strongly sup-
ported by the public in the United States. In fact, The Chicago Council’s 2008
survey revealed that 77 percent of Americans favor supporting research to
develop new farming methods that would increase agricultural productivity.
Africa’s leaders have also accepted the importance of agricultural research. The
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program, which was adopted in
2003 by the African Union’s New Partnership for Africa’s Development, identified
“agricultural research and technology dissemination and adoption” as one of its
four pillars necessary for progress in the region.

New research is sometimes described as unnecessary by critics who notice
that many farmers in Africa and South Asia fail to make use of available science-
based technologies already on the shelf such as hybrid maize seeds or nitrogen
fertilizer. With appropriate investments in agricultural education and extension
to stimulate the use of these existing technologies (see Recommendation 1) and
with investments in rural infrastructure to make their use more affordable (see
Recommendation 3), productivity and crop yields could increase significantly
without any new research at all.

Yet for many of Africa’s local food crops such as millet, cassava, and cowpea,
past research investments have either been inadequate or have not been
adequately tailored to the local agroecologies and climate zones of Africa, where
these food crops are grown. In addition, anticipating significant climate change
in both Africa and South Asia in coming decades, the agricultural research solu-
tions of the pastwill nolonger suffice. Increased heatand droughtwill require new
breakthroughs in crop and animal science simply to protect vulnerable farming
and herding populations in hot and dry areas from falling farther behind.




Fortunately, the gains that can be anticipated from increased research invest-
ments are enormous. Whether the problem is a shift in local pest populations, a
drop in soil nutrients, a reduction in reliable rainfall, or a need to develop food
crops with more micronutrient value (such as more iron or vitamin A), modern
agricultural research is a powerful tool for providing solutions. Crop improvement
can now be pursued not only through traditional plant breeding, but also through
marker-assisted selection at the molecular level, which also speeds the develop-
ment of improved animal vaccines. Such techniques are now in widespread use
throughout the advanced industrial world and should be brought more frequently
to bear in solving local problems in Africa and South Asia.

The use of genetic engineering in agriculture deserves separate comment.
Genetically engineered seeds have performed well for more than a decade now,
not just on commercial farms in the United States, Canada, Argentina, Brazil, and
South Africa, but also in the hands of small farmers (e.g., cotton farmers) in China
and India. All of the world’s most respected science academies, including those in
the United Kingdom, Germany, and France, have concluded in recent years that the
genetically engineered crops currently on the market present no new documented
risk either to human health or to the environment. Particularly when financed by
the public sector to solve problems facing the poor, genetic engineering can be a
crop improvement method of substantial help to small farmers in Africa who need
new and sustainable methods to protect againstinsects, plant disease, and drought.
The United States should thus remain willing to support research on all forms of
modern crop biotechnology by local scientists in Sub-Saharan Africa and South
Asia, while also providing technical assistance to help develop adequate regulatory
and approval systems to protect the public interest.

THE GHANA GRAINS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

he Ghana Grains Development Project, launched in 1979, is an example of how long-term donor support can
significantly strengthen national research and extension for agriculture production.

The purpose of the project was to develop and diffuse improved technology for maize and grain legumes.
The Ghanaian Crops Research Institute and the International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center served as the
primary executing bodies; several other organizations provided support. The project’s funding was terminated
in1997.

The project’s structure integrated farmers in all levels of research to ensure that the recommendations
developed were appropriate for farmers’ circumstances. For example, technological design and development was
based on extensive farm-level testing. Moreover, once recommendations had been formulated, technologies were
publicized through a national program of demonstration trials.

Technological development efforts, complemented by large-scale extension programs, led over half of the
maize farmers in Ghana to adopt improved varieties, fertilizer, and planting methods by 1997. The project also
provided graduate-level training for nearly fifty scientists. Annual maize production jumped from 380,000 tons
in 1979 when the project started to more than one million tons by the project’s end. Maize yields increased by 40
percent from 0.4 tons per acre to 0.6 tons per acre.

Sources: World Bank 2007; Morris, Tripp, and Dankyi 1998.
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THE DROUGHT TOLERANT MAIZE FOR AFRICA PROJECT

he Drought Tolerant Maize for Africa Project (DTMA) combines the efforts of farmers, national governments,
private seed companies, community-based seed organizations, NGOs, and donor organizations to support the
development and dissemination of drought-tolerant maize in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Maize is vital to the lives of more than 300 million of Africa’s most vulnerable. When recurrent droughts
in Sub-Saharan Africa ruin harvests, lives and livelihoods are threatened, even destroyed. Experts say that the
situation may become even worse as climate change progresses. Developing, distributing, and cultivating drought-
tolerant maize varieties is a highly relevant intervention for reducing food insecurity in Sub-Saharan Africa.

The International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT) and the International Institute of Tropical
Agriculture (IITA) have been working for over ten years with national agricultural research institutes to adapt
these breeding techniques to Sub-Saharan Africa. Thanks to their efforts, over fifty new maize hybrids and open-
pollinated maize varieties have been developed and distributed to seed companies and NGOs for dissemination,
and many of them have reached farmers’ fields. These drought-tolerant maize varieties generate about 20 to 50
percent higher yields than other maize varieties under drought conditions.

The future objective of the DTMA Project is to significantly scale up efforts to reach a greater number of poor
farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa with maize varieties that have proven to increase levels of drought tolerance. Over
the next ten years, CIMMYT and IITA’s goals are to generate maize varieties with 100 percent superior drought
tolerance, increase productivity on smallholder farms by 20 to 30 percent, and reach 30 to 40 million people in
Sub-Saharan Africa.

Source: CIMMYT 2009.

The Chicago Initiative on Global Agricultural Development proposes five sepa-
rate actions to implement Recommendation 2.

ACTION 2a. Provide greater external support for agricultural scientists working in the
national agricultural research systems of selected countries in Sub-Saharan Africa and
South Asia.

All agricultural research must ultimately be local, involving scientists from local
institutes and universities who can work with small farmers in their fields to solve
productivity problems. Most of the researchers tasked with such efforts in Africa
and South Asia work within public National Agricultural Research Systems (NARS).
These are institutions with huge potential, but they have recently been starved for
resources.

The potential for local scientists to solve problems is high. On average, the
annual rate of return on national agricultural research investments in developing
countries as a whole is 60 percent, higher than for investments in rural education or
roads. Even in the relatively weak NARS of Africa, rates of return are high, estimated
recently by the International Food Policy Research Institute to be roughly 50 per-
cent.? Unfortunately, much of the potential of these national research systems has
recently gone to waste, in part because of declining international donor support.

The United States has not provided adequate assistance to agricultural science
through the NARS of South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa for most of the past two
decades. From the mid-1980s to 2004, USAID funding directed toward agricultural
research conducted by national agencies in the developing countries as a whole
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declined by 75 percent, adjusted for inflation. In Asia annual funding fell from $45
million (in 2000 dollars) to zero.*® In Africa annual funding was cut by 77 percent
inreal terms.*' By 2004 in the whole of Sub-Saharan Africa, USAID was committing
only $15 million to national agricultural research and development.*

The Chicago Initiative recommends that the United States restore the levels
of support provided routinely to NARS in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia two
decades ago. This would be approximately $100 million annually in 2009 dollars.
These restored contributions would revive the centrality and dynamism of pro-
poor, public sector agricultural research and encourage closer links between NARS,
local universities, private innovators, farmers’ organizations, nongovernmental
organizations, and extension agencies.

Of course, it would not be wise to create duplicate research capacities in every
separate small state of Sub-Saharan Africa. The African states themselves under-
stand the need for regional coordination when investing in national agricultural
research. In Eastern and Southern Africafor the past dozen years, governments have
supported regional strategic planning through the Association for Strengthening
Agricultural Research in Eastern and Central Africa (ASARECA). Working through
Africa’s own regional associations, including ASARECA, the United States should
begin now to put greater financial resources behind local agricultural science
efforts. The goal should be to create strong national agricultural research systems
in leading states that can also serve as regional centers of excellence to serve the
needs of smaller neighboring states.
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COosT

First year: $60 million
Fifth year, when fully funded: $100 million
Total over five years: $400 million
Total over ten years: $900 million

ACTION 2b. Provide greater support to agricultural research conducted at the
international centers of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research.

Importantagriculturalresearch takes placeatinternational centersaswellaswithin
separate national institutes. The Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR) is the leading network of international research centers respon-
sible for developing innovations in agricultural science useful to poor farmers in
the developing world. This Consultative Group system was originally created in
1971 with strong USAID support. It eventually expanded to include fifteen separate
international agricultural research centers, mostly located in the developing world
and funded by a collection of bilateral donors, private foundations, and the World
Bank. Total annual funding for the system increased tenfold during the 1970s and
then doubled once again in real terms during the 1980s, eventually reaching an
average annual level of $337 million by the end of that decade.®

The achievements of thisinternational research system have been considerable.
As of 2002, 68 percent of the developing world’s total wheat area was sown to vari-
eties of wheat that contained germplasm developed by the CIMMYT, the CGIAR’s
wheat and maize breeding center. The additional annual wheat production made
possible by these improved varieties has a value between $1 to $4 billion, which is
somewhere between 50 and 390 times the original cost of wheat breeding research.
Atthe same time, improved varieties of rice developed by the CGIAR’s International
Rice Research Institute (IRRI) have now been released in more than seventy-seven
countries. The adoption of semidwarf varieties such as those developed by IRRI has
more than doubled rice production from 256 million tons in 1965 to more than 630
million tons by 2007. Shifting to these modern varieties increased farmers’ yields
by 0.85 tons per acre, on average, resulting in an annual benefit estimated at $10.8
billion. Since the 1990s, a new rice variety for Africa (named New Rice for Africa,
or NERICA) developed by the Africa Rice Center (WARDA) in West Africa has ben-
efited smallholder women farmers in Benin, Cote d’Ivoire, and Uganda. In some
instances it has provided income gains of $109 to $192 per acre.** Rates of return on
CGIAR research investments focused in Africa have recently been estimated at 68
percent, even higher than the rate of return on research investments made at the
national level through NARS.*

Nevertheless, the CGIAR system has struggled for two decades to hold onto
adequate donor funding. Some donors believe the system spends too much time
doing crop science under artificial conditions rather than in actual farmers’ fields
and that the system suffers from poor coordination and duplication. Further,
the centers have varying degrees of success and competence. Yet the struggle for
funding has also been a result of the CGIAR’s early success in boosting the produc-
tivity of farms in East and Southeast Asia and parts of South Asia, which led by the
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1980s and 1990s to an erroneous impression that the world’s food problems had
been solved. It seemed to some that support for more productivity was no longer
needed; food problems came to be understood in some circles as only problems of
“distribution.”

Between the early 1980s and the late 1990s, U.S. contributions to the CGIAR
were cut by 47 percent. As late as 1996 USAID was still providing $90 million
annually in unrestricted funding to the CGIAR. By 2007 that number was down
to only $22.5 million (see Figure 8). The CGIAR had to respond to this weakened
donor support by cutting back on its agricultural research. CGIAR spending on
productivity-enhancing agricultural research was cut in real terms by 6.5 percent
annually between 1992 and 2001.%

America’s cutback in support for the CGIAR also left the system far more
heavily dependent than ever before on money from Europe. By 2004 the European
nations were providing 41 percent of total funding for the system.?” This tended
to marginalize American influence inside the CGIAR. Under European influence,
for example, the CGIAR system has been constrained from making adequate
investments in modern agricultural biotechnology. As of 2007 only 7 percent of
the budget of the CGIAR system ($35 million) was spent on any kind of modern
biotechnology, and only 3 percent was going to work on crop improvements using
genetic engineering.’®

In the spring 0of 2008, just as the world’s attention was refocusing on the need for
greater farm productivity due to high international food prices, reduced funding

CGIAR ROLE IN COMBATING WHEAT RUST

heat stem rust is a fungal disease that causes cereal plants to produce fewer tillers, set fewer seeds, and, in

serious cases, die. Past outbreaks of the disease have been managed by planting wheat varieties immune to
the fungus. However, in 1999 a new strain, Ug9g9, surfaced that is resistant to the three major antirust genes used
in nearly all the world’s commercially grown wheat.

Ugog has affected farms in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. Farmers in Africa have been hardest hit, with the
majority of wheat farms in Uganda, Kenya, and Ethiopia suffering from the epidemic. Kenyan smallholder farmers,
who account for 20 percent of the country’s total wheat production, have lost as much as 50 percent of their wheat
in a year because of the disease. If new wheat varieties are not created, as much as 10 percent of the world’s wheat
crops, an estimated value of $9 billion, could fail. Moreover, aided by natural wind currents, wheat rust pathogen
spores have spread to Yemen. There is concern that the epidemic could spread to Pakistan and India, where millions
of people depend on wheat for their livelihoods.

The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) created the first rust-resistant, high-
yielding wheat varieties that stemmed the wheat rust crisis of the 1950s. The institution is again best positioned
to lead the efforts to solve this crisis. In 2005 two CGIAR organizations—the International Center for Agricultural
Research in the Dry Areas and the International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center—launched the Borlaug
Global Rust Initiative (BGRI) in cooperation with the Kenyan Agricultural Research Institute and the Ethiopian
Agriculture Research Institute. BGRI is an interdisciplinary research and development consortium through which
wheat varieties that bear resistance to the new stem rust races will be developed and deployed, thereby containing
the danger of wheat rusts and continuing the improvements in productivity required to endure future global
threats to wheat.

Sources: CGIAR 2005; McKenzie 2008.
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levels inside USAID, along with budgeting rigidities, obliged USAID to briefly
cut its annual funding to the CGIAR to only $5 million, a 75 percent drop from
already reduced funding levels. At this point, alarm bells went off and a number
of American food and farm groups that had benefited from CGIAR research came
forward to complain. Complaints from these groups, plus a mobilization of protest
from development advocates, helped supporters of research inside USAID find
enough funding for 2008 to restore funding levels to $18.5 million, but this was
still a cut of almost $4 million from the 2007 level. Despite the 2008 food crisis and
much larger U.S. support for food assistance in poor countries, USAID core funding
for long-term CGIAR research thus remained in decline in 2008 and uncertain for
2009.

Figure 8 - U.S. Government Support to the Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research (1972-2007)
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Source: Personal communication.

CGIAR centers have recently adopted a research agenda designed to deliver
strong additional benefits to the rural poor, particularly through increased yields
for staple food crops, development of drought-resistant crops, organic and inor-
ganic soil nutrient combinations to increase crop productivity, and an expanded
role for women in agricultural innovation. To carry out this agenda, the CGIAR
calculates that it needs to roughly double its current budget.*® The United States
should take the lead in helping the CGIAR reach this funding goal by restoring its
own unrestricted support for the core research missions of the CGIAR to an annual
level of $100 million, more than a tripling of U.S. support. If announced in 2009, a
U.S. commitment at this level would be the clearest possible signal that the long
era of America’s relative neglect for publicly funded, agricultural research for the
benefit of smallholder farms is over. It would serve notice to other donors, including
the European Union (EU), that a new era of American leadership is about to begin.

The timing for such a revived commitment to the core research budget of the
CGIAR system could not be better. In 2008 the leadership of the CGIAR heard find-
ings from an independent review panel and launched a new “Change Management
Initiative” designed to tighten the structure of the system, reduce organizational
complexity, and clarify overlapping research mandates. A new “Consortium of
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Centers” will unite the separate research centers under a chief executive officer,
supported by a consortium office reporting to a consortium board. Concurrently,
research funders will be organized under a new “Fund Council.” This redesign was
intended to increase strategic flexibility inside the system and eliminate redundan-
cies. An enlarged U.S. contribution to unrestricted core funding would be a strong
complement to this internal reorganization effort. But this level of commitment
requires aggressive management oversight by the relevant U.S. government agen-
cies and continued involvement in programmatic priority setting over time. The
U.S. government has to stay actively involved in the governance of the CGIAR at
appropriate levels, with a commitment to ensuring the efficiency of operations and
effectiveness of programs.

cosT

First year: $50 million
Fifth year, when fully funded: $100 million
Total over five years: $365 million
Total over ten years: $865 million

AFRICAN WOMEN IN AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND

DEVELOPMENT (AWARD) PROGRAM

hilewomen in Africa produce 60 to 8o percent of Africa’s crops, less than 20 percent of agricultural researchers
in Sub-Saharan Africa are female. Many women enroll in agricultural science programs, but few reach leader-
ship positions due to their minority status.

The African Women in Agricultural Research and Development (AWARD) Program, established by the
Gender & Diversity Program of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research, is a program
designed to boost the careers of promising African women scientists. The program offers a series of two-year
fellowships intended to support the professional growth of high-performing women scientists upon completion
of their BS, MS, and PhD degrees. While other initiatives focus on the need for academic support, AWARD aims
at strategic career enhancement through increasing skills, visibility, networks, and contributions in the service of
fighting hunger and poverty in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Based on its successful pilot programs conducted from 2005 to 2008, AWARD is built on three cornerstones:

* Mentoring: AWARD matches each fellow with a senior scientist mentor, and MS- and PhD-level fellows pass
on their knowledge by mentoring junior women scientists.

- Building science capacity: AWARD offers opportunities such as competitive research placements at research
institutions and support for attending science conferences and joining professional associations.

- Developing leadership: Leadership training courses teach fellows to address organizational gender issues,
leverage team talents, and manage conflict.

Currently, AWARD envisions supporting 360 women fellows, 220 women junior mentees, and 360 women and men
mentors in African countries, including Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, Mozambique, Nigeria, Tanzania, Uganda,
and Zambia. The program aims to increase the number of young women inspired to pursue careers in agricultural
research and development as well as to increase the number of people aware of the importance of women’s con-
tributions in Africa.

Source: CGIAR 2006.
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CGIAR AND MAIZE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

Gross benefits from use of improved varieties generated by the Consultative Group on International
Agricultural Research centers that work on maize—International Center for the Improvement of Maize
and Wheat and International Institute of Tropical Agriculture—are estimated at between US$1.9 and $5.6
billion per year for increased yield alone, with an additional US$149 million per year attributable to more
stable yields. CGIAR germplasm figures in more than half the improved maize varieties used in Africa, and
new drought-tolerant varieties provide 20 to 30 percent higher farm yields.

Approximately USS5 million per year is available to the CGIAR centers as core funding for maize. This is

only about one-tenth of the funding needed to ensure delivery on key challenges faced by the developing
world—exploding demands for maize, climate change, fertilizer, and water scarcity. Scientific and techno-
logical solutions are available to develop more productive maize cultivars that can withstand drought and
reduce natural resource degradation, but they will not become available to the poor unless we increase
our investment in international public maize improvement programs and enable them to effectively link
with seed companies and national research and extension institutes.

—Marianne Banziger, Director, Global Maize Program,
International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (Kenya)

ACTION 2c. Provide greater support for collaborative research between scientists from
Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia and scientists at U.S. universities.

America’s land-grant universities are home to some of the world’s best agricultural
scientists, and many are eager to engage in collaborative research to bring improved
farm crops and farming practices to the rural poor in Sub-Saharan Africa and South
Asia. Since 1975 USAID has financed this kind of mutually beneficial international
research through its Collaborative Research Support Programs (CRSPs). These pro-
grams fund team research by American and international scientists in partnership
with NARS, the CGIAR, U.S. agricultural companies, and nongovernmental orga-
nizations. The traditional research focus has been precisely on improving crops
important to poor farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia such as sorghum,
millet, beans, cowpeas, and groundnuts. There are currently eight separate CRSPs
in operation, with research areas that also include livestock, fisheries, integrated
pest management, and sustainable agriculture.

The collaborative CRSP approach has multiple advantages. With its problem-
oriented focus, it directs research at America’s best universities toward solving
agricultural problems in poor countries that would otherwise be ignored. Second, it
builds valuable research networks between American researchers at different uni-
versities and between institutions with counterparts in the developing world. For
developing countries, the CRSPs are also an extremely valuable source of long-term
training. One calculation done in 1995 showed that more than 1,700 international
scientists had at that time completed their academic degrees with some level of
CRSP support.* The CRSP model leverages resources. While USAID provides core
funding, universities provide cost share. CRSP funding also leverages contributions
from host countries. For degree training inside the CRSP system, only 25 percent of
total costs are paid by USAID.*

Most importantly, the CRSP approach builds institutional capacity inside the
developing world because under the CRSP model, significant funds are always spent
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IMPORTANCE OF COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAMS

The Collaborative Research Support Programs are among the most innovative tech-
nical assistance programs that the U.S. government has ever implemented. The CRSPs
were created to mobilize the scientific prowess of U.S. universities in the fight against
hunger, alleviation of poverty, and conservation of natural resources in developing
countries. CRSP contributions to both U.S. and developing country agriculture have

been immense, with high calculated returns on program investments and lasting
impact on research, education, and institutional capacity building. Numerous agricultural professionals,
trained and mentored under CRSP programs, now hold key academic, private, and institutional leadership
positions around the world.

—Gebisa Ejeta, Distinguished Professor, Plant Breeding & Genetics,
International Agriculture, Purdue University (Ethiopia)

supporting research activities inside the institutions of partner countries. This
makes the CRSP model ideally suited to low-capacity regions such as Africa and
some of the countries of South Asia. The past achievements of this model include
developing crop management techniques able to reduce the use of pesticides for
insects, weeds, and diseases by 50 percent, 60 percent, and 25 percent, respectively;
teaching farmers in Africa how to manage soil resources under adverse conditions
likely to increase due to climate change; developing millet cultivars and hybrids
with increased yields and resistance to abiotic and biotic stresses; improving
cowpea processing techniques for use by female microentrepreneurs in Niger and
Ghana; and creating a Livestock Early Warning System (LEWS) to help predict
forage conditions in pastoral regions in East Africa grazed by 100 million cattle,
sheep, and goats.*?

The CRSPs have also been forced in recent years to operate under severe budget
constraints. In their peak year of operation in 1983, the CRSPs received nearly $45
million (in current 2008 dollars) from USAID. By 1991 that total had fallen to just
$27 million. As of 2007 total USAID core support for the CRSPs was down to less
than $25 million (see Figure 9).

The CRSPs are not the only available model for funding collaborative research
through American universities under Title XII of the Foreign Assistance Act. USAID

Figure 9 - USAID Core Support to Collaborative Research Support Programs
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Source: Personal communication.
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CURRENT COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAMS

Sorghum, Millet, and Other Grains CRSP

University of Nebraska, Lincoln

Enhances production and use of sorghum, millet, and other grains to improve nutrition and increase income in
developing countries and the United States.

Dry Grain Pulses CRSP

Michigan State University

Provides research and training to support international partnerships that increase the availability of beans and
cowpeas and related pulses.

Peanut CRSP

University of Georgia

Provides technical knowledge to boost productivity of peanut crops and increase the economic advancement of
small-scale farmers in the developing world, particularly for women in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Global Livestock CRSP

University of California, Davis

Works to increase food security in developing countries through collaboration between U.S. land-grant institutions
and national and regional institutions abroad that are active in livestock research and development.

Aquaculture & Fisheries CRSP

Oregon State University

Cultivates international partnerships that advance science, research, education, and outreach in aquatic
resources.

Integrated Pest Management CRSP

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

The IPM CRSP develops and implements approaches to integrated pest management that help raise the standard
of living and improve the environment in countries around the world.

Sustainable Agriculture & Natural Resource Management (SANREM) CRSP

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

Supports sustainable agriculture and natural resource management between decision makers in developing coun-
tries by providing access to appropriate data, knowledge, tools, and methods of analysis and by enhancing their
capacity to make better decisions to improve livelihoods and the sustainability of natural resources.

Broadening Access & Strengthening Input Systems (BASIS) CRSP

University of Wisconsin, Madison

Researches the poverty and income distribution dynamics of rural economies and crafts creative policies and
programs that broaden the base of economic growth and offer sustainable pathways out of rural poverty.

Sources: CRSPs Web sites and personal communications.

should consider alternatives to current CRSP system and should also look for ways
to energize and modernize the CRSPs. Additional resources will make it easier
to innovate new approaches. The Chicago Initiative recommends that annual
USAID contributions to the CRSPs and to other collaborative research programs
be increased to $100 million. This restoration of American support for collabora-
tive research to approximately the 1980 level would immediately be welcomed by
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researchers in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia who partner with American
universities to carry out collaborative research agendas.

CoST

First year: $50 million
Fifth year, when fully funded: $100 million
Total over five years: $365 million
Total over ten years: $865 million

ACTION 2d. Create a competitive award fund to provide an incentive for high-impact
agricultural innovations to help poor farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

Restoring support for agriculture and food systems through conventional and
already proven institutional arrangements may not be enough. To overcome the
particularly challenging obstacles to growth in Africa and South Asia, we should
also experiment with innovative new funding mechanisms. A particularly prom-
ising approach involves royalty-like award funds, disbursed to innovators in
proportion to measured benefits from adoption of their new technique. The United
States should partner with private foundations to offer such awards, which would
recognize and accelerate the spread of the highest-impact innovations. Payments
would be made proportional to a clearly defined objective, measured through
controlled experiments and household surveys in the target areas. This would

i
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encourage all types of improvement and avoid the disincentive effects associated
with winner-take-all competitions. There could be one large award competition
or many smaller ones targeting specific technologies or regions. An independent
award secretariat would solicit submissions, audit the data, and compute mea-
sured value. This approach would provide a uniquely powerful signal of success,
rewarding and recognizing new technologies in proportion to their value to actual
farming households.

The awards, offered to African and Asian scientists based in their home
regions, would be designed to guide and stimulate other investments, both private
and public. Payments would cover only a small fraction of the large fixed costs of
conducting agricultural research and extension and just enough of the variable
costs to inspire the pursuit of innovations most likely to help the poor. The Chicago
Initiative proposes testing this approach at first by offering two annual cycles of
$1 million in rewards, with a focus on African agriculture. Administering such a
programinatransparent and credible manner would cost about $500,000 per year.*
These costs could be shared by USAID and an appropriate private foundation.

COST:

One-time cost per research topic to USAID: $2.5 million

RECOMMENDATION 3

Increase support for rural and agricultural infrastructure, especially in
Sub-Saharan Africa.

Improved infrastructure must be an essential component of any serious effort to
increase the productivity and income of poor farmers. The rural poor in Africa and
South Asia need improved access to low-cost irrigation, transportation, electrical
power, and storage and marketing systems for their crops. Rural infrastructure
programs were important to the development of American farming in the twen-
tieth century (e.g., the Rural Electrification initiative launched during the Great
Depression of the 1930s). Particularly in rural Africa today, poverty and hunger
persist because the rural infrastructure needed by farmers is sparse, seldom
improved, and often poorly maintained.

Even in the more advanced countries in Africa, rural infrastructure remains
seriously underdeveloped. Visitors who leave capital cities notice this immediately.
Itis easy to travel in town by passenger car, but a trip into the country will require a
4x4 with an extra-high wheel base to navigate the frequent washouts and potholes.
Heading into agricultural communities, the pavement will end entirely, along with
roadside electricity poles. The result is substantial rural isolation that inhibits
market-led development. Because of high rural transport costs, fertilizer is too
expensive to bring in, and surplus production is too costly to send out to market.

In Sub-Saharan Africa today roughly 70 percent of all rural dwellers live more
than a thirty-minute walk from the nearest all-weather road (see Figure 10a).
As a result, most rural transport still takes the form of walking and carrying, a
physically punishing task typically assigned to women and girls.
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Because of the absence of improved roads, other essentials are also missing
in rural Africa. Only 10 percent of the land in Sub-Saharan Africa is irrigated (see
Figure 10b). In Kenya, for example, only 46 percent of the rural population has
access to an improved water source (versus 83 percent of urban Kenyans), only 4
percent have access to electricity (versus 51 percent for urban Kenyans), and only
6 percent have access to a telephone (versus 37 percent of urban households).* In
Ethiopia only 11 percent of rural dwellers have access to an improved water source,
and only 2 percent have access to electricity. Telephones are essentially absent.
This is mostly because only 17 percent of rural dwellers in Ethiopia live within one
mile of an all-season road.*

Without roads, safe water, electrical power, and communications, the coun-
tryside becomes a poverty trap. No matter how hard poor farmers work, they will
be held back because they lack affordable access to innovative new technologies,
essential inputs, and markets for their output. They also lack affordable access to
schools, health clinics, and public political institutions, which as a consequence
often ignore their needs. Without much larger public-sector investments in rural
and agricultural infrastructure, these circumstances will not change. Profit-
making private companies have little incentive to do this job. Private investments
go into the countryside only after the better roads are built or repaired, only after
the water supply is cleaned up, only after telephone service has been established,
and only after electrical power lines have been put up.

Publicinvestmentsinruralinfrastructureare a provenkeyto povertyreduction.
In India, according to calculations done by IFPRI, investments in rural roads were
even more powerful than investments in agricultural research and development for
the purpose of lifting people out of poverty.*® Similar impacts have been measured
in Uganda and Ethiopia. A recent IFPRI study found that spending on rural roads

EXPANDING IRRIGATION IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

Sub-Saharan Africa has a large untapped potential for irrigation. Only 4 percent of the total cultivated area is
irrigated, with a mere ten million acres added in the last forty years, far less than in any other region.

Investment in irrigation projects steadily declined in the 1980s, partly in response to the many failed irrigation
investments, and partly because of poorer market opportunities and higher investment costs than in other regions.
But with the new generation of better-designed irrigation projects, costs in Sub-Saharan Africa are now compa-
rable to those in other regions, thanks to improvements in institutions, technology, and market opportunities for
high-value products. For instance, the average economic rate of return for irrigation projects in Sub-Saharan Africa
from 1995 to 1999 was 30 percent. For irrigation projects during the same time period that were not implemented
in Sub-Saharan Africa, the average economic rate of return was 17 percent.

These economic returns can be realized only if a significant share of the area is sown with higher-value
crops. This underlines the need for complementary investments in roads, extension services, and access to
markets. Small-scale irrigation is also showing recent successes, especially in Nigeria’s Second National Fadama
Development Project. The Fadama Project invested in irrigation equipment, other farm assets, rural infrastructure,
and advisory services. Incomes of the participants of this community-driven project increased by more than 5o
percent on average between 2004 and 2006. In the dry savannah zone, where farmers invested mainly in small-
scale irrigation, average incomes increased by nearly 8o percent.

Sources: World Bank 2007; AfDB and others 2007.
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Figure 10a - Market Access Figure 10b - Agricultural Potential
(Time Spent to Get to the Market) (Arability of Land)
in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa
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in Uganda had better than a 9 to 1 ratio of benefits (in terms of agricultural growth
and rural poverty reduction) relative to costs.*” The World Health Organization has
calculated that if all Africans were simply provided with improved water and sani-
tation services, along with household water treatment at point of use, the annual
health, financial, and productivity benefits would exceed the annual costs by a
ratio of about 14 to 1.%

Africa’s total rural infrastructure needs are substantial, far more than the
United States can or should attempt to finance on its own. The African Development
Bank (AfDB) has cited an estimate by the Commission for Africa that Africa’s total
infrastructure needs (not just rural infrastructure) will require roughly a doubling
of current external assistance to the region, up from the 2006 level of $7.7 billion
to somewhere between $10 and $14 billion per year.” The needs are large, in part,
because in recent decades the donor community cut back on support for infrastruc-
ture development. Infrastructure’s share of bilateral development assistance in
Sub-Saharan Africa fell during the 1990s from about 25 percent to just 10 percent.>
World Bank lending for infrastructure fell from about 40 percent of total lending to
just 21 percent by 1999.%

Since 2000 external support from the G8 countries for infrastructure worldwide
has increased, from $2 billion in 2000 to about $5.1 billion by 2006, but not specifi-
cally for rural infrastructure.’> The goal of the United States should be to lead the
way for support for infrastructure development, raising this issue in all appropriate
international fora and ensuring that an adequate share of external assistance goes
not only to South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa, but is specifically targeted to the
needs of the rural poor. New international airport terminals and repaved streets in
the capital city are politically popular, but they do little to help the rural poor. The
United States should also use its considerable funding commitments in the area of
infrastructure, recently made through the Millennium Challenge Corporation, to
leverage larger and better-focused rural infrastructure efforts by others. Africa’s
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ownregionally developed plans and priorities for rural infrastructure development
should be the starting point.

The Chicago Initiative proposes two complementary actions to implement
Recommendation 3.

ACTION 3a. Encourage a revival of World Bank lending for agricultural infrastructure
in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, including lending for transport corridors, rural
energy, clean water, irrigation, and farm-to-market roads.

Multilateral institutions such as the World Bank have long taken the lead in
funding infrastructure development, based on many decades of technical experi-
ence in this area and their institutional capacity to raise substantial sums from
multiple donors. The World Bank in recent years has taken a revived interest in
infrastructure, including in Africa. In 2005 at the time of the fourteenth replenish-
ment of the World Bank Group’s International Development Association (IDA), it
was determined that half of all resources would go to Sub-Saharan Africa and that
the share of IDA projects in Africa committed to infrastructure would be increased
to 40 percent (up from 34 percent previously). By 2007 IDA was allocating $2 bil-
lion annually to infrastructure projects in Africa, a substantial commitment (see
Figure 11).%® These important new World Bank commitments were to go in roughly
comparable proportions to water supply and sanitation, energy, and transport and
to a lesser extent communications.

THE CHICAGO COUNCIL ON GLOBAL AFFAIRS




PART Il - RECOMMENDATIONS
The  challenge is  to Figure 11 - World Bank Funding for
ensure that such mul- Rural Infrastructure

tilateral commitments

continue to grow and that a Il South Asia [  Sub-Saharan Africa
significant share goes to the
creation and maintenance
of new infrastructure in
the countryside rather than
primarily to urban areas, as
was so often the case in the
past. It is sometimes argued
that rural infrastructure is a
bad investment, particularly
in Africa, because of the low density of rural populations. However, since the coun-
tryside is starting from such a low initial level, payoffs from initial investments
in rural areas are often greater than from additional investments in urban areas.
The African Development Bank adopted a policy late in 2003 to emphasize water
investments in rural areas because costs were actually lower there than in urban
areas, per person newly served. Africa’s own leaders clearly want rural infrastruc-
ture to receive greater emphasis. NEPAD’s 2003 Comprehensive Africa Agriculture
Development Program specified that almost two-thirds of the resources planned
for investment in agricultural development go either to irrigation or to the building
and maintenance of rural roads.

Working in consultation with these African institutions and with partner
donors from the EU and Japan, the United States should nowinsist upon a sustained
increase in World Bank lending for rural and agricultural infrastructure. The effec-
tive delivery of this message will require close and sustained cooperation between
the administrator of USAID (including MCC) and the Treasury Department,
traditionally the agency responsible for representing U.S. interests with the World
Bank. Bipartisan congressional support for this priority will also be essential since
World Bank leadership is sensitive to the importance of congressional support for
the funding of IDA loans in particular.

Fortunately, the leadership at the World Bank has committed to using its
significant lending resources to address Africa’s rural hunger and poverty prob-
lems. In the spring of 2008 when concern over high international food prices was
peaking, World Bank president Robert Zoellick announced plans for a significant
increase in banklending for agricultural development in Africa, roughly a doubling
from current levels to an eventual total of $850 million. This was before the bank’s
attention was drawn away later in 2008 to the worsening global financial crisis. The
new U.S. administration and Congress should strongly urge in 2009 that the World
Bank’s important African agricultural development pledge be carried out, even
though the earlier panic over high international food prices may have now passed.
International food prices have come down, but the real hunger crisis will not have
passed until productivity on farms in the poor countries of Sub-Saharan Africa and
South Asia has been increased.
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PROMOTING AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT THROUGH

COLLABORATION: THE MILLENNIUM CHALLENGE CORPORATION
AND ALLIANCE FOR A GREEN REVOLUTION IN AFRICA

n June 1, 2008, the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) and the Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa

(AGRA) signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) to formalize their collaboration to assist African
countries in confronting hunger and poverty through viable solutions that increase the productivity and earnings
of rural smallholder farmers.

The agreement seeks to establish long-term, country-based solutions that promote agricultural growth.
Through their partnership, the organizations will strive to stimulate rural development to foster economic growth,
quell poverty and hunger, and protect the environment in a sustainable manner. AGRA’s current programs to pro-
vide agricultural education, develop improved seed varieties, and improve the health of Africa’s soils complement
MCC Compacts and Threshold Programs that focus on infrastructure, access to credit, and land tenure systems.

AGRA and the MCC have already demonstrated their commitment to African agriculture through substan-
tial investments. The MOU could strengthen their current efforts, while also offering the capacity to integrate
research and development “best practices” that reduce the infrastructure gap and accelerate agricultural produc-
tivity through the dissemination of technical assistance and improved crop varieties to smallholder farmers. Mali,
Ghana, and Madagascar will be the initial countries to bring the alliance into operation through their respective
country-based institutions.

Producing positive results through this partnership would demonstrate the power of pairing public and pri-
vate institutions with corresponding objectives and thereby help end the trend of reduced funding for agricultural
research institutions.

Sources: MCC 2008 and 2009.

ACTION 3b. Accelerate disbursal of the Millennium Challenge Corporation funds already
obligated for rural roads and other agricultural infrastructure projects in Sub-Saharan
Africa and South Asia.

The United States has recently made significant commitments to support agricul-
tural and other rural infrastructure projects in Africa through the MCC. Yet the
implementation of these commitments has moved at a slow pace. The new U.S.
administration must assign higher priority to the timely disbursal of America’s MCC
commitments to increase the vitality and credibility of this important assistance.

As explained in Part I, the MCC was established in January 2004 as an instru-
ment for providing development assistance to poor countries that qualify by
meeting a demanding set of performance standards (seventeen different perfor-
mance indicators in all) in areas such as democratic governance, anticorruption
efforts, investments in health and education (especially for girls), and economic
market reforms. MCC then works with eligible countries to design and propose
multiyear grants, called “compacts,” outlining the specifics of the programs to be
funded and the anticipated consequences for growth and poverty reduction. The
goal is to ensure that only well-functioning governments with a sense of ownership
over their own development plans will receive the bilateral grants. Benefits can
be realized even before any funds are transferred, as aspiring recipient countries
undertake the reforms necessary to qualify.
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PART Il - RECOMMENDATIONS

As 0f2008 the MCC had awarded eighteen grants, eleven of which are to African
countries (Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Ghana, Lesotho, Madagascar, Mali,
Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, and Tanzania). The total dollar commitment of
these grants is significant—$4.5 billion.** Also significant is the fact that a majority
of the African countries receiving these grants have requested a strong focus on
infrastructure, including in some cases rural and agricultural infrastructure.

e Ghana’s $547 million compact, signed in August 2006, includes road infrastruc-
ture, school construction, rural electrification, and rural water supply.

e Mali’s $461 million compact, signed in November 2006, includes several projects
to improve farmer income, including an irrigation project plus road rehabilita-
tion and increased access to financial services.

* Mozambique’s $507 million compact, signed in July 2007, focuses on water, sani-
tation, and transport infrastructure, including rehabilitation of key segments of
the nation’s most important road system.

e Tanzania’s $698 million compact, signed in February 2008, includes strategic
investments in transport, energy, and water, including both high-traffic roads
and rural roads.*

These are important commitments. When fully implemented, they could reestab-
lish the United States as aleading supporter of broadly based development projects




in Africa, especially rural Africa, where poverty is most extreme. As mentioned,
however, concerns persist over the slow pace of progress in the implementation
of these commitments. For example, the MCC signed its compact with Benin in
February 2006, but nearly three years later only 8 percent of funds have been dis-
bursed. The MCC compact with Ghana was signed in August 2006, and more than
two years later only 6 percent of funds have been disbursed.>

There are good reasons to go slow when developing and implementing sig-
nificant infrastructure investments, but worries have arisen that the MCC process
leads to some unnecessary delays. Beyond the need to meet seventeen different
performance indicators to qualify, MCC recipient countries must then create and
operate their own implementing agencies, hire staff, and set up systems to ensure
transparency. For many governments in Africa with limited technical and admin-
istrative capacity, such requirements can slow the process to a crawl.

Supporters of development assistance in Congress have grown impatient with
the slow pace of implementation because undisbursed MCC commitments show
up in the assistance budget as funds that have been appropriated but remain
“unexpended.” It is hard to justify allocating so much of the assistance budget to
what seems a relatively inactive program. It is particularly painful to see so much
of America’s commitment to support rural infrastructure in Africa held hostage
to such a slow-moving process. A means must be found to shorten the time frame

between country selection and project implementation. Otherwise, it may be nec-
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essary to relax the requirement that the MCC have appropriated money in hand
before committing to fund a compact.

Resolving these dilemmas surrounding the MCC compact implementation
process must be a high priority for the new administration and Congress in 2009.
Congress should consider the need for multiyear assistance commitments of the
kind incorporated into MCC work. At the same time, the MCC must ensure more
timely and efficient implementation. The sooner the MCC can show results on the
ground, the sooner America can leverage this success to demand parallel invest-
ments from the World Bank and other donor countries.

COST: $0

RECOMMENDATION 4

Improve the national and international institutions that deliver
agricultural development assistance.

Successful assistance policies cannot emerge from inadequate institutions or from
institutions that do not coordinate with each other and lack strong political leader-
ship at the top. Good ideas and adequate budget resources are not enough. A strong
institutional framework is required to turn good ideas into operational policies and
to ensure that any added budget resources appropriated by Congress will be put to
proper and effective use.

America’s institutional arrangements for making and implementing foreign
assistance policy have long been a target for criticism. Sometimes the issue is dis-
agreement over the fundamental purpose of foreign aid (e.g., should it be used for
economic development or for diplomatic and security purposes). Precisely because
U.S. foreign assistance is used for so many different purposes, multiple federal
agencies become involved on a regular basis, creating problems of coordination. It
is not the purpose of The Chicago Initiative to propose a comprehensive reform of
America’s entire foreign assistance system. What we propose is only the reform that
will be required to develop and administer the new actions called for in the specific
area of assistance for hunger and poverty reduction through rural and agricultural
development.

Several different kinds of institutional reform will be required. As a start, clear
lines of authority and command must be established inside the executive branch,
emanating first from the White House, then through a single lead agency for inter-
national rural and agricultural development and hunger reduction. We believe
a revitalized and strengthened USAID, with its own budget, should be that lead
agency. Second, in order to play this enlarged role in the area of agricultural devel-
opment, USAID must be given enhanced professional staff resources in addition
to an increased budget. Third, an adequate interagency coordination mechanism
must exist to enhance opportunities and avoid duplication or conflict with other
agencies. Fourth, institutions must be developed to ensure and maintain a strong
congressional focus on agricultural development assistance. And finally, initia-
tives must also be taken to sharpen and strengthen America’s use of international
institutions working in the area of food, poverty, and agriculture.
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Senator Richard Durbin,
Press Release, “Durbin,

Casey Link Food Crisis to
Global Security,”
April 28, 2008

“This is the worst food crisis in more that thirty years. With food prices
soaring, millions of the world’s poor risk deprivation and starvation—
many of them children. Feeding the hungry is no longer just a moral issue,
but one of global security. It is not only the right thing to do, it’s the safest
thing to do.”

The Chicago Initiative on Global Agricultural Development proposes five spe-
cific actions to meet the objectives of Recommendation 4.

ACTION 4a. Restore the leadership role of USAID.

USAID has suffered significant demotions in recent years. As one symptom of
its diminished status, most new American initiatives for providing economic
assistance—including the MCC, the President’s Emergency Plan for Aids Relief, the
Middle East Partnership Initiative, and various new efforts within the Department
of Defense—have intentionally been created outside of the agency. In 2006 USAID
was effectively folded into the State Department and told it would receive its budget
allocations through a process controlled by the department. Not surprisingly, the
new priorities then imposed on USAID, already drifting away from economic devel-
opment, included “peace and security” and “governing justly and democratically.”
Loud complaints from development NGOs eventually forced the State Department
to add an objective of “reducing widespread poverty” to the list. If USAID’s leader-
ship role in development assistance is not restored and clarified in 2009, many of
the actions recommended here (especially Recommendations 2 and 3) are likely to
falter.

The Chicago Initiative therefore strongly endorses the pledge made by President
Barack Obama during the 2008 campaign in his “Strategy to Promote Global
Development and Democracy” to strengthen the leadership role of USAID.5” We
believe this can and should be done immediately, without waiting for new legisla-
tion. The new president should take two specific steps to accomplish this goal:

e Reestablish USAID’s direct relationship with the Office of Management and
Budget, with its own budget process.

e Designate the administrator of USAID to serve as board chair of the Millennium
Challenge Corporation and head of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS
Relief and to work to meld the operations of all to avoid duplication, conflicting
procedures and policies, and confusing interinstitutional relationships, thereby
allowing more coherent interface with partners overseas.

We recommend these measures in part because they can be taken immediately
by the new president without having to wait for congressional action. If President
Obama were to use his executive authority to take the steps we describe here, it
would send a strong signal of presidential interest and support.

COST: $0
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ACTION 4b. Rebuild USAID’s in-house capacity to develop and administer agricultural
development assistance programs.

To ensure the administrative success of The Chicago Initiative, restoring the
status and authority of the administrator of USAID is only the first needed step.
In-house staff capacity at USAID must also be strengthened, specifically in the area
of agricultural and rural development. To be effective, agricultural development
assistance efforts must be technically informed through the judgment of agricul-
tural specialists: agronomists, economists, ecologists, and irrigation engineers.
These specialists must also be widely knowledgeable regarding local needs and
institutions, region-by-region and country-by-country.

USAID once had asignificantin-house staff capacity toinnovate and administer
effective programs in agriculture, but that capacity has been lost over the years,
and it is just now beginning to be restored. In 1980 USAID had 4,058 permanent
American employees working both at headquarters and in the field. By 2008 this
number had declined by roughly half, to just 2,200.® The attrition was greatest
among agricultural specialists. In 1990 USAID employed 181 agricultural specialist
foreign service officers. Currently, it employs only twenty-two.* In the field USAID
lost most of its full-time Africa-based agricultural and rural development officers
(ARDOs) in the 1990s at a time when attention in the agency should have been
turning to Africa’s growing rural food and poverty crisis.

USAID has tried to compensate for this loss of in-house staff by relying more
heavily on temporary private contractors. This makes sense for some kinds of
project implementation, but there are many jobs that temporary contractors either
cannot or should not do. Contractors should not set agency priorities, and they
should not be entrusted with the design of overall agency strategy in the area of
agricultural development. They should not be entrusted with program evaluation.
Also, contractors are incapable of expressing the voice needed from inside the
agency to sustain and defend an adequate portfolio of agricultural programs. Most
importantly, they cannot adequately represent the U.S. government in the field,
for example in consultations and negotiations with foreign governments and with
other donors.

There was a time when any important visitor to a foreign capital who was doing
work in agriculture would go first to the U.S. Embassy to get a USAID briefing on
the local political and technical landscape from America’s agricultural and rural
development team. Other donors were no match for American professionalism in
this field. When this strong field staff presence was lost, the few remaining agri-
cultural experts at USAID headquarters found themselves cut off from their most
important partners at the country level, which is where all successful programs in
the end must be implemented.

Efforts are now under way to address USAID’s staffing deficits. In September
2008 Illinois Democratic Senator Richard Durbin introduced legislation that would
authorize USAID to hire an additional 2,000 new foreign service officers over the
next threeyears. This measure was not targeted specifically at agricultural develop-
ment, butin response to the food security emergencies of 2008, the agency itself set
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an internal goal of hiring ninety-five new agricultural officers by 2012.% Initiatives
such as these should now be expanded and fully funded for the long term.

Substantial agricultural staff increases are needed not only at USAID head-
quarters in Washington, D.C., but also in the field. In countries with an agricultural
portfolio of $25 million or more, an embassy team of three agricultural specialists
should be available, trained in fields such as agricultural science, policy, marketing,
or extension. At all USAID missions in Africa and South Asia, a team of at least two
direct-hire agricultural specialists should be a minimum, with procedures estab-
lished to coordinate field office actions with headquarter actions when dealing with
foreign partners. Increased backstopping at headquarters will also be essential.

To meet these staffing needs, we recommend that 15 percent of the 2,000 new
personnel envisioned in the Durbin proposal be hired in the agricultural sector.
This would increase by 300 the number of professional agricultural specialists
employed worldwide by USAID. These newly hired agricultural officers will pro-
vide the strong voice needed within the agency to prevent agricultural and rural
development concerns from slipping back into eclipse.

Close coordination of the staff of the U.S. government’s myriad assistance
programs overseas is urgent. Presently, representation overseas is disjointed, unco-
ordinated, and presents a chaotic face to host country institutions, aid recipients,
partners, and others who must deal on a day-to-day basis with U.S. development
programs. America must be able to speak with one voice when developing its agri-
cultural development programs with foreign partners.
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COST

First Year: $25 million
Fifth year, when fully funded: $67.5 million
Total over five years: $232.5 million
Total over ten years: $570 million

ACTION 4c. Improve interagency coordination for America’s agricultural development
assistance efforts.

The management of an invigorated agricultural development assistance policy
needs to be integrated not only with other assistance policies, but also with the
nation’s commercial, diplomatic, and security policies. Interagency coordination
is a particular challenge in the area of foreign assistance, including food aid and
nutrition, where literally scores of different agencies can play a role. Even in the rel-
atively focused area of agricultural development assistance, multiple departments
have key functions to perform. To coordinate these functions, a new Interagency
Council on Global Agriculture (ICOGA) should be created within the Executive
Office of the President to provide active leadership and maintain consistent and
effective priorities and actions among the many U.S. government agencies engaged
in this area. Two additional steps should be taken to ensure coordination:

e Create the position of White House National Security Council deputy for global
agriculture, responsible for assuring active interagency coordination on agri-
cultural development policy.

e Name the administrator of USAID, along with the above National Security
Council deputy, as cochairs of the new ICOGA.

The membership of the council should include at a minimum USAID, USDA, the
Department of State, the Department of Treasury, the office of the U.S. Trade
Representative, and the Peace Corps, along with special programs relating to global
agricultural development in other agencies.

One important early agenda item for this new council should be a full review
of the various U.S. policies that we cite in Recommendation 5 as needing reform,
especially U.S. food aid and biofuels policies, which require extensive coordination
across multiple executive branch agencies.

COST: $0

ACTION 4d. Strengthen the capacity of the U.S. Congress to partner in managing
agricultural development assistance policy.

Congress has played a vital and positive role in U.S. assistance policy in the appro-
priations, hearings, and oversight process. The specific interest and persistent
voice of individual members of Congress is often the key to launching and keeping
alive assistance programs with a strong humanitarian dimension. Yet critics of
America’s development assistance institutions seldom spare the Congress. A 2006
Brookings—CSIS bipartisan task force report concluded the following:
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“Congressional interest in foreign assistance is too often limited to areas
of concern to one or more members, manifested in the form of earmarks...
[L]egislative initiatives on behalf of special interest or advocacy groups are
signed into law without due consideration of their cumulative impact.”®

Such critiques of the congressional role are at times well founded. Congressional
earmarks, in particular, have had a negative effect on the administration’s ability
to operate a coherent, long-term development strategy. At the same time, there is a
legitimate concern that some congressional views on agricultural and rural devel-
opment policy are not being adequately heard. There is a broad support base in
Congress for U.S. government actions that will reduce poverty and hunger abroad
(witness strong congressional support for food aid). Yet in recent years there has
not been a clear focal point for mobilizing and expressing this support. Nor have
there been adequate procedures for linking the concerns of key congressional
committees (beyond the concerns of individual members) to agricultural policy
leaders inside USAID. In part this is because the agricultural policy leadership in
USAID has been significantly reduced, as noted above, but institutional deficits at
the congressional end are also in part to blame.

To correct these deficits, we recommend that all the relevant committees in
both the House of Representatives and Senate, including both the authorizing
and appropriating committees, establish clear staff liaison responsibilities in the
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area of agricultural and rural development. This complements our recommended
enhancement of in-house agricultural staff at USAID. In addition, we recommend
that the House of Representatives reestablish the Select Committee on Hunger,
first created in 1983 but then allowed to lapse ten years later. Had this select com-
mittee been in operation during the high food price interlude of 2008, it would have
informed and shaped policy by conducting hearings and bringing worthylegislative
initiatives to the attention of the House committees on agriculture, foreign affairs,
and appropriations. The reestablishment of this select committee would highlight
the importance of the current global recession, with falling income among the
rural poor and increasingly rising hunger.

COST:

First year: $750,000
Fifth year, when fully funded: $750,000
Total over five years: $3.75 million
Total over ten years: $7.5 million

ACTION 4e. Improve the performance of international agricultural development and
food institutions, most notably the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations.

America must exert stronger leadership in multilateral institutions working on food
and agriculture, particularly the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations (FAO), the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), the
World Food Program (WFP), and the World Bank. This means paying strict atten-
tion to the setting of strategy and policies, decisions that affect technical capacity,
management oversight, and program evaluation. For example, an internal review
at FAO concluded the operations of that organization would be greatly improved
through decentralization—by increasing the proportion of staff in decentralized
locations to at least 40 percent and increasing the decentralized proportion of
expenditures to at least 50 percent.®? A greater delegation of authority and clari-
fied accountability at FAO are also important, along with increased monitoring,
evaluation, and oversight. The new U.S. administration should take special care in
choosing the U.S. ambassador to the UN Agencies in Rome (FODAG), the executive
board director of IFAD, and the executive director of the World Bank, with an eye
toward advancing these institutional issues. The United States must also play a
more active role in the selection of leadership of these international institutions.
This oversight role should be shared by USAID, USDA, and the U.S. Department of
Treasury, working through the appropriate State Department channels. These U.S.
government organizations should also coordinate with like-minded international
partners such as the United Kingdom’s Department for International Development.
U.S. relations with international food and agriculture institutions should be a per-
manent agenda item for the proposed Interagency Council on Global Agriculture.

COST: $0
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UNITED NATIONS AGENCIES DEDICATED

TO FOOD AND AGRICULTURE

There are three UN agencies based in Rome dedicated primarily to food and agriculture.

World Food Program (WFP)

The mission of WFP is food assistance to meet emergency needs and to support economic and social development.
Established in 1961, its mandate is to end global hunger and poverty with the ultimate goal of eliminating the need
for food aid itself. WFP operations aim to save lives in crises, to improve nutrition and quality of life for vulnerable
people, and to enable development through building assets and promoting self-reliance in labor-intensive work
programs. Under the Purchase for Progress initiative, WFP helps local economies by purchasing food through local
procurement in order to guarantee farmers access to reliable markets and competitive prices.

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)

The goal of IFAD is to empower the rural poor in developing countries to achieve higher incomes and improved
food security. Established in 1977 to finance agricultural development projects for food production, IFAD’s mandate
is to alleviate poverty and improve nutrition through lending. IFAD ensures the rural poor will have better access
natural resources, improved technologies and production services, financial services, and competitive markets.

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)

The main focus of FAO is to ensure that people have regular access to high-quality food in order to live healthy lives.
Founded in 1945, its mandate is to improve nutrition, agricultural productivity, and the lives of rural populations and
to contribute to the growth of the world economy. FAQ’s activities include providing information and knowledge
to aid development, sharing policy expertise to achieve hunger alleviation goals, and providing a forum for nations
to meet to negotiate agreements and policy. FAO’s flagship program to boost food production in low-income,
food-deficit countries is the Special Program for Food Security, which promotes tangible solutions to improve the
yields and incomes of poor farming households.

Sources: FAO 2009; IFAD 2009; WFP 2009.

RECOMMENDATION 5

Improve U.S. policies currently seen as harmful to agricultural
development abroad.

A new U.S. initiative to reduce poverty and hunger in South Asia and Sub-Saharan
Africa will not be credible without addressing some of our country’s own policies
in the area of food and agriculture. The Chicago Initiative on Global Agricultural
Development recommends that the following actions be taken immediately to
implement Recommendation 5, providing an international signal that the United
States is willing to change some of its long-standing practices in this area. We
believe change at home will help build support for the changes needed abroad.

ACTION 5a. Improve America’s food aid policies.

The United States is the world’s largest donor of food aid to help hungry people,
a matter of justifiable national pride. Hundreds of thousands of lives have been
saved through this assistance in Africa and South Asia over the years, and hun-
dreds of millions of lives have been improved. Yet our food aid programs do not
go far enough in dealing with long-term, systemic problems, and America does
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not get enough payoff from its very large food aid budget because of several long-
standing practices in the way we give food aid. Most of these are practices unique
to the United States that fall well short of international best practices. Some are
even used by America’s critics to dismiss our food aid programs as ungenerous
and damaging. For example, one such policy that Congress might reconsider is the
agriculture cargo preference requirement. This policy encumbers the food aid pro-
gram with time-consuming and complicated bureaucratic requirements and has
the potential to decrease the amount of food aid delivered overseas.®® The Chicago
Initiative recommends two U.S. policy changes in the area of food aid: (1) a move
toward the less expensive, more efficient local purchase of food aid, and (2) scaling
down the practice of selling food aid into local markets, which often distorts the
local markets.

Increase funding for local purchase of food aid.

The cost of delivering America’s food aid abroad is much higher than it could be
owing to a requirement that nearly all American food aid be purchased in the
United States rather than in foreign markets closer to the recipient. This require-
ment dates to the 1950s when the U.S. government was storing large crop surpluses
created by America’s farm price support programs. Food aid was seen as a way to
dispose of these American surpluses abroad in addition to using it as a response
to international hunger emergencies. Most other food aid donors in the developed
world have long since moved away from the practice of requiring national purchase.
In 2008 even Canada opened up 100 percent of its food aid budget to international
procurement, leaving the United States as the only significant donor country that
continues to resist the local purchase option.5

There are multiple arguments for procuring food for hunger relief from mar-
kets abroad rather than through U.S. purchase only. International purchase allows
food to be procured much closer to the beneficiary, reducing transport costs and
ensuring compatibility with local diets. It is far cheaper to provide food for refugees
in northern Uganda by purchasing maize available on local markets in southern
Uganda than it is to ship the food from the United States. When market conditions
make it possible, American food aid managers should have local purchase as an
option. Local purchases in the developing world are also good for putting money
into the pockets of poor farmers, boosting local agricultural development.

Changing this long-standing U.S. policy will not be easy. Repeated efforts by
President George W. Bush to make a small percentage of the U.S. food aid budget
usable for international procurement met strong resistance in Congress. Former
President Bill Clinton commended President Bush for trying to promote local pur-
chase of food aid in poor countries.®® The most that was achieved from these efforts
was the creation of a local and regional food aid procurement “pilot program” in
Title III of the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008. The program is funded
at $60 million over four years for the purpose of evaluating the effectiveness of
local or regional procurement.% The Department of Agriculture is to operate this
pilot project.

This token step is not a solution. The bulk of America’s food aid budget should
no longer be restricted by national purchase requirements. We do not propose

GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 105



THE GRADUAL BUT INCOMPLETE

MOVE TOWARDS CASH FOOD AID

ending in-kind food aid programs entirely, as they will always be necessary in
certain kinds of emergencies. We only recommend that the decision to purchase at
home or abroad be made according to recognized international best practices for
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ood aid volumes are at long-term lows, reflecting sharp reductions in regular program food aid not compensated

by increases in emergency food aid shipments. Emergency aid now dominates global food aid: More than 57
percent of global food aid flows from 2001 to 2004 were emergency aid. Emergency food aid has also ushered in
a geographic shift from Asia to Africa.

Major policy changes in Australia, Canada, and the European Union illustrate that donors are now more flexible
in sourcing food aid. In 1996 the European Union created the Food Security Budget Line, eliminating restrictions
tying the procurement of food aid to European suppliers. A significant departure from the past, it encouraged more
local and regional purchases. While local purchases can sometimes destabilize local prices, they are estimated to
be 30 to 50 percent less expensive to procure and deliver than food shipments from donor countries. In-kind food
aid and cash transfers are both open to mistargeting and corruption, but in-kind aid incurs higher distribution
costs. Local purchases can facilitate faster responses to crises by greatly reducing delivery time.

Today, most countries in Europe give almost all their food aid in cash for local and regional purchases by
nongovernmental organizations and the World Food Program. In 2005 a record 2.55 million metric tons of food
aid were sourced through local or regional purchases in developing countries. In addition to the European Union,
Australia and Canada have relaxed their domestic food aid procurement rules and moved toward more cash-based
programming. In Australia more than half the country’s food aid is purchased locally, while Canada recently opened
up to 100 percent of its food aid budget for local and regional purchases, with a special emphasis on purchasing
food in developing countries.

Despite these shifts, the United States, which accounts for more than half the world’s food aid, remains reliant
on U.S.-sourced food. In recent years, proposals to relax domestic procurement rules have been blocked under
pressure from a coalition of agribusinesses, shipping companies, and nongovernmental development and relief
organizations. Politics continue to dissipate the pressure for reform.

Sources: World Bank 2007; Riley and Urey 2004.

food aid delivery, unhampered by antiquated legislative mandates.

COST: $0

Scale down the practice of “monetizing” American food aid.

A second food aid improvement we recommend is to scale down the practice of
“monetization,” or selling U.S. food aid into commercial food markets in recipient
countries. Such local sales were originally encouraged by U.S. food aid programs
that delivered commodities directly into the hands of foreign governments, who
then sold them into their own markets. This kind of “program” food aid was a blunt
instrument for addressing hunger, and fortunately it has now been largely replaced
by better targeted “project” and “emergency” food aid. NGOs often play the lead
role in distributing development project and emergency food aid, and much of it
is provided directly to hungry people. Yet a significant portion is still being sold
without targeting into local markets. Recently, over a three-year period more than

$500 million in food aid was sold into local markets.%’
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NGOs use the proceeds from cash sales of food aid to implement worthy devel-
opment projects, yet managing the sales also costs them money. The sales will raise
much less money than the food is worth—on average, less than 50 cents on the
dollar, according to Government Accountability Office calculations. Commercial
sales into local markets do not usually target the needy; they lower food costs for
the well to do as well as for the poor and hungry. Sales of food aid into local markets
tend to displace food sales by local farmers, which makes local agricultural devel-
opment more difficult. Food aid sales into local markets also displace commercial
imports, including commercial imports both from the United States and from rival
exporters who understandably are angered by the practice.®® Monetization can
provide benefits to the hungry in some cases, such as food emergencies in urban
areas, yet most genuine hunger is still rural.

The NGOs that currently use food aid monetization to raise cash would much
prefer to finance their work with direct support from America’s development
assistance budget. Even without assurance of such support, many leading NGOs
have recently come to the view that monetization should be discontinued. CARE,
Catholic Relief Services, and Save the Children have signed a declaration, along
with British, French, and Canadian aid groups, stating that such sales are usually
inefficient and divert food from the hungry. CARE has decided voluntarily to stop
monetizing food aid with only a few exceptions by 2009.

The Chicago Initiative recommends that U.S. food aid provided to NGOs for
monetization be scaled down, with the eventual objective of limiting monetization
to extremely rare and unusual circumstances. These circumstances would include
market conditions or development assistance requirements that make monetiza-
tion a best practice for hunger relief or poverty reduction.

COST: $0

ACTION 5b. Repeal current restrictions on agricultural development assistance that
might lead to more agricultural production for export in poor countries in possible
competition with U.S. exports.

First passed by Congressin 1986, Section 209 of Public Law 99-349 (also known as the
Bumpers Amendment) prevents USAID from supporting agricultural development

MoVING AWAY FROM MONETIZATION

After 50 years of working with USAID’s Food for Peace (FFP) program, CARE recently
turned down USS45 million of annual monetization funding because it found the

funding was not only inefficient, but also harmful to the very poor farmers CARE
was trying to help. The selling of U.S. commodities in local markets to raise cash for

antipoverty programs, though well intended, discourages local production of similar

or replacement products. Having worked extensively with farmers in various parts of rural Africa, | am
convinced that providing cash for local purchase is a more sustainable way to help farming communities
pull themselves out of poverty.

—George Odo, Regional Technical Advisor, CEP Investments, CARE International (East Africa)
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research in foreign countries that might result in crop production for export, “if
such an export would compete in world markets with a similar commodity grown
or produced in the United States.”®® This amendment was originally intended to
stop a USAID research project, INTSOY, from developing soybean varieties suitable
for cultivation in countries such as Brazil and Argentina. At the time the law was
passed, U.S. agricultural exports and crop prices were in deep collapse, partly due
to a competitive export subsidy war between the United States and the European
Union. It is now time to repeal this outdated measure. It does little or nothing in
the current environment to help U.S. farmers, and it sends the wrong signal to poor
farmers abroad regarding America’s priorities. The Amendment even gets in the
way of national security at times, for example in blocking USAID assistance for
cotton production as an alternative to opium poppy production in Afghanistan.”

COST: $0

ACTION 5c. Review USAID’s long-standing objection to any use of targeted subsidies
(such as vouchers) to reduce the cost to poor farmers of key inputs such as improved
seeds and fertilizers.

As demonstrated by recent experiences in Malawi in East Africa, subsidized access
to technologies already on the shelf such as improved seeds and fertilizers can lead
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to a quick increase in food production in the short term.” The U.S. government
should bewilling to support “smart” subsidies (e.g., subsidies designed to offset high
transport costs pending larger investments in infrastructure) so long as they can
be targeted, efficiently run on a large scale, and terminated when their purpose is
accomplished. Even the original Green Revolution of the 1960s and 1970s depended
to some extent on subsidies. Market fundamentalists have prevailed for the past
several decades in ruling out the use of input subsidies in USAID programs, which
has eliminated a potentially useful tool for jump-starting the uptake of productive
new technologies in the agricultural sector.

The U.S. practice of telling developing countries not to spend foreign assistance
funds to subsidize farm inputs risks being viewed as hypocritical, given America’s
own lavish farm subsidy programs. The provision of targeted vouchers to support
technology use by small farmers should be restored as one possible option in the
design of USAID agricultural programs in Africa and South Asia, particularly in
circumstances where rural credit markets and transport infrastructure remain
inadequate. Since 2008 the World Bank has taken a more relaxed view on this issue,
and USAID should now do the same.

COST: $0

ACTION 5d. Revive international negotiations aimed at reducing trade-distorting
policies, including trade-distorting agricultural subsidies.

Experts agree that poor farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia are hurt
when agricultural subsidies artificially boost production, thus driving down world
prices. This adverse effect was temporarily masked in 2007-08, when a combina-
tion of several factors temporarily drove international prices up to very high levels.
Nevertheless, the problem could return if prices fall again. In any case, an interna-
tional perception remains that American, European, and Japanese farm subsidies
harm poor farmers abroad, for example poor cotton farmers in Africa. The legality
of the U.S. cotton support program was challenged in the World Trade Organization
(WTO) and found to have distorted international prices. The United States was
instructed by the WTO to change its policy or pay compensation, but to date the
United States has not fully complied with this requirement. Some of the offending
policy measures were even reaffirmed by Congress in the 2008 Farm Bill.

The Doha Round of multilateral trade negotiations that was launched in 2001
is an appropriate setting in which to reduce America’s trade-distorting subsidies,
along with EU subsidies, so as to win back America’s reputation for giving devel-
oping country farmers fair treatment in the trade arena. A Doha deal that focuses
on trade distortion need not prevent the American government from supporting
agriculture, since that support can be provided in ways that do not distort incen-
tives to produce or export specific products. For example, direct income transfers,
especiallyif needs-based, could be used effectively to substitute for current policies
that distort production and trade.

The United States and the other high-income countries that subsidize or pro-
tect their farm production should now show the added negotiating flexibility that
will be needed to bring the Doha Round to a successful conclusion. A useful set of
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2006 INDEPENDENT TASK FORCE ON U.S. AGRICULTURE POLICY

SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS (See Appendix H for the full Executive Summary.)

Grow new markets
« Restart Doha Development Round of trade negotiations
- Offer to change domestic programs and U.S. export subsidies

« Ensure labor needs of the agriculture and food sectors by enacting comprehensive immigration reform

Replace trade-distorting policies with new domestic approaches
« Sanction the use of direct payments delinked from specific types of production
« Create universal revenue insurance program
 Sanction a land stewardship program that rewards environmental contributions
« Set up farmer savings accounts backed by government matching contributions
« Invest in public goods that benefit the entire farming sector

« Enact transition measures that protect farmers against investment losses

Provide food to vulnerable populations
« Link federal feeding programs to USDA-backed nutritional goals

+ Make the least nutritious foods ineligible for the Food Stamp Program, while magnifying the value of
stamps used to purchase the most nutritious foods

« Reorient nutrition programs to comply with published dietary guidelines

« Provide subsidies to schools that ban products with low nutritive value from vending machines

Safeguard land and water
« Strengthen land-use planning efforts
« Restore spending on research and technical assistance

« Stress the efficient use and protection of water resources

Bolster rural communities
« Help rural communities diversify their economic structures
« Create off-farm jobs

+ Provide universal access to modern information technologies (i.e., Internet)

Support research on biofuels
 Continue current subsidies to new biofuel companies

« Focus research on developing usable energy from cellulosic (rather than corn-based) ethanol that can be
grown on lesser-quality land

- Insistthat biofuel industries develop business models that accommodate the scaling back of federal funding
for their projects

Provide more food aid to reduce global hunger
* Replace current concessional loans to foreign governments with overseas school feeding initiatives
« Shift funding requirements for cargo preference from the USDA to the Department of Defense

Source: The Chicago Council on Global Affairs 2006.
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basic principles for agricultural reform was agreed to in the WTO in July 2004, and
careful negotiation over the following four years added greater specificity to this
draft agreement. But the negotiations hit an impasse and were suspended in July
2008. If the new American administration and Congress wish to address agricul-
tural development policy in Africa and South Asia with full credibility, they must
provide the necessary leadership to revive these important WTO negotiations on
trade-distorting agricultural subsidies.

A comprehensive discussion of the reforms we would like to see can be found
in the Executive Summary of the 2006 Report of the Agriculture Task Force of The
Chicago Council on Global Affairs titled “Modernizing America’s Food and Farm
Policy: Vision for a New Direction” (see Appendix H).

COST: $0

ACTION 5e. Adopt biofuels policies that place greater emphasis on market forces and
on the use of nonfood feedstocks.

When international food prices spiked to dangerously high levels in 2008, many
pointed to America’s increased promotion of corn use for ethanol production
as a major factor. Between 2000 and 2007 the worldwide production of biofuels
from food and feed crops had more than tripled. Some even condemned U.S.
biofuels subsidies directly for having taken food away from hungry people. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture attempted to show that diversions of food and
feed to biofuel were only a small part of the food price problem. But studies done
by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD) contradicted this claim, reinforcing the
impression that America’s biofuels policies needed serious reform.”

The excessive diversion of food to fuel use that did take place in 2007 and 2008
was driven primarily by extremely high global petroleum prices, not by American
biofuels subsidies. These unusually high petroleum prices have now subsided,
thanks to dramatically changed macroeconomic conditions. Food prices also fell
sharply, for the same reason. Yet the use of food for fuel remains a sensitive interna-
tional issue. The United States should take steps to ensure that its biofuels policies
do not reduce world food supplies in the years ahead.

Some of America’s policies that promote the use of corn for ethanol (tax credits
and import tariffs) have attracted criticism and controversy for decades, largely
on grounds that they provide too much market-distorting protection to a single,
politically connected industry. However, the Energy Independence and Security
Act of 2007 went much further, mandating that 36 billion gallons of renewable fuel
be used in the United States by 2022, with up to 15 billion gallons of that to come
from corn.” Mandates of this kind that are insensitive to market forces can easily
be criticized as a threat to global food supply. To address the criticisms U.S. biofuels
policies encountered worldwide in 2008, consideration should now be given to
either waiving or reducing these biofuels mandates.

The United States should also move away from its heavy dependence on corn
as a feedstock for biofuels. Some important progress has already been made in this
direction. The 2008 Farm Bill reduced incentives to divert corn to the production of
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REVITALIZING THE AGRICULTURAL SECTOR IN SOUTH ASIA

The United States has been the largest investor in agricultural research and education, and U.S. support
was one of the factors that ushered in agricultural development in many Asian countries in the past. Green
Revolution technologies lost steam in the 1990s and beyond, when India witnessed a very slow growth
rate in agriculture. The globalizing world, the World Trade Organization and Intellectual Property Rights
regimes along with the unfolding economic crisis warrant reorienting agricultural research priorities to

meet the emerging requirements of a growing economy. The need for revitalizing the agricultural sector
in South Asia is more compelling than ever before, as a majority of the poor live here. In this context, the
efforts of The Chicago Council on Global Affairs in advocating that the U.S. government increase support
for agricultural education and extension in this region is laudable and a step forward in achieving the first
UN Millennium Development Goals of reducing hunger and poverty by half by the year 2015. | wish the
best for this Initiative.

—C. Ramasamy, Vice Chancellor, Tamil Nadu Agricultural University (India)

ethanol and provided new incentives to invest in techniques to derive energy from
cellulosic biomass produced by nonfood plants such as switchgrass or miscanthus.
There is reason to hope that nonfood plants such as these can be grown on inferior
soils that currently contribute little to global food and feed production. These cel-
lulosic feedstocks have the added advantage of generating a larger net reduction
in greenhouse gas emissions relative to gasoline, compared to the alternative of
corn-based ethanol. America’s biofuels policies should be driven by our common
energy security and environmental concerns, not by the narrow preferences of a
small collection of domestic industries.

COST: $0

Taken together, these five recommendations form the basis of a small but critical
step toward lifting millions out of poverty and putting them on the path to self-
reliance. While many of these actions are not entirely new, they have been proven
effective in the past—through the remarkable earlier achievements of the Green
Revolution—when adequately funded. What is new is the effort to improve, modify,
refresh, and append these measures for a new age and a new challenge. This is an
ambitious policy agenda at a time when our own economy is under severe stress.
But we believe that America can and must act now to address the worsening crisis
of the world’s suffering millions.



PART Il - RECOMMENDATIONS

A

GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT







PART [l

Breaking the momentum of the gathering rural emergency
in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia will take sustained
effort by many partners working in tandem, but the United
States should begin now to renew its commitment to
reducing hunger and poverty among those most in need.
Bringing agriculture back to the center of U.S. development
policy will open a path to partnerships with the peoples and
nations of Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia whose futures
are linked to the prospects for global peace and prosperity
in the twenty-first century.

New U.S. priorities and policies can strengthen cooperation with other developed
nations and with international institutionsin the service of shared goals. Increasing
rural incomes will, over time, support social and political progress in Sub-Saharan
Africa and South Asia and advance the national security interests of the United
States. Overall, The Chicago Initiative will help restore America’s standing and
influence in the world and align America with the forces of positive change to meet
the most basic of human needs and the most lofty of human aspirations.

AMERICAN SUPPORT FOR THIS INITIATIVE

Mobilizing the U.S. government in 2009 to lead and support such an effort will be
no simple task, particularly given the strain on leadership attention and govern-
mental resources of economic turmoil and other demands at home. Nonetheless, it
is critical that the United States take the initial steps in 2009 to galvanize support
for agricultural development internationally.

GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 115



116

We believe the recommendations contained in The Chicago Initiative will
be welcomed and supported by both the American public and by a wide range of
American leaders across the political spectrum. Actions such as offering the sup-
port of America’s best educational and research institutions to the peoples and
nations of Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia are not divisive in political terms.
They are consistent with the development assistance thrust of President Barack
Obama’s presidential campaign in 2008 and with his early statements as president.
Theyarealso consistent with statements made in 2008 by the presidential campaign
of Senator John McCain. Restoring the priority of agriculture in U.S. development
policy is a goal supported today by both Democratic and Republican leaders in
Congress. Helping to boost the income of small farmers, many of them women, in
Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia is a project that holds strong appeal in America
across cultural, political, and geographic divides.

Thisis confirmed in surveys of the American public and a sample ofleaders with
influence in agriculture and development issues commissioned by The Chicago
Council on Global Affairs in the autumn of 2008.* The surveys were designed to
examine the salience of global hunger and poverty issues and policy preferences
for addressing these problems.

In these surveys both the public and leaders show strong support for energetic
U.S. action to reduce rural hunger and poverty in developing countries. Among the
public, 77 percent agree that “addressing global poverty by helping improve the
productivity of poor farmers in developing countries” is an important policy pri-
ority and a very important way for the United States to improve its current standing
in the world (see Table 2). More specifically, 74 percent agree that the United States
should “provide renewed international leadership” for a second Green Revolution
by refocusing world attention on increasing agricultural productivity. Two-thirds

Table 2 - Support for Various Approaches to Help Small Farmers

in Poor Countries (percent in “favor”)

Research in developing world universities 93% 7%
Better infrastructure 90% 75%
Opening the U.S. market 87% 42%
Assistance and education for women 85% —
Better equipment, seeds, fertilizer 83% 76%
Small loans 83% 63%
Research in U.S. universities 81% 75%
Source: Agricultural Development 2008: Public and Leadership Opinion Survey, The Chicago Council on Global Affairs.

*The survey of the general population was conducted via Internet in August 2008 with a total sample
of 1,094 adults representative of the American population over the age of eighteen. The leaders survey
was conducted with a total sample size of 192 leaders from Congress, the executive branch, NGOs and
think tanks, and relevant business associations and corporations. All leaders in the sample have a
vested interest in or knowledge of international development and agriculture and are in a position
to influence the public. The leaders survey was conducted via telephone, with a small portion of the
sample reached via Internet in fall 2008. A full description of the survey methodology can be found in
Appendix E.
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of Americans believe it is a “moral duty” for rich countries to help the poor out of
poverty.

The publicis also in favor of some of the more specific recommendations of The
Chicago Initiative.

e 75 percent favor conducting research in U.S. universities and 77 percent
favor supporting research in universities in the developing world to find
improved farming methods. This supports the actions proposed under both
Recommendations 1 and 2. In general, 73 percent of Americans favor increasing
investment in agricultural research.

e 76 percent favor providing new types of seeds, fertilizer, and equipment to poor
farmers. The American people are not opposed to bringing more science-based
farming methods into the developing world. This again supports actions pro-
posed under both Recommendations 1 and 2.

e 75 percent of Americans favor developing better infrastructure such as roads
and irrigation in poor countries to help farmers grow and sell more. This is an
endorsement of the actions proposed under Recommendation 3.

* When given the choice between taking a long-term approach toward addressing
hunger in poor countries through agricultural development and directly pro-
viding food aid, 73 percent of Americans prefer the long-term approach. They
believe food aid should be used only as a response to emergency situations,
which is consistent with the recommendations of The Chicago Initiative.




118

The approximately 200 leaders surveyed show even greater support for the goal
of addressing hunger and poverty in developing countries. Among the leaders, 71
percent see combating world hunger as “very important” to U.S. foreign policy,
compared to 42 percent of the public. A majority (60 percent) of the leaders believe
that addressing poverty through agricultural development would help improve
U.S. standing in the world. This view is shared by just under one-third of the public,
about the same proportion that sees action on health and climate as important to
improving U.S. standing. Significantly, a majority of the leaders (60 percent) favor
funding major programs to improve the agricultural productivity of poor farmers
in Africa and Asia even if it means cutting back on development assistance com-
mitments in other areas such as health and education. More members of the public
give health the higher priority, even though they also favor action on agriculture.

Both leaders and the public are very positive on the specific question of helping
to reduce poverty through agricultural research, technology, and infrastructure
investments. Among leaders, 90 percent favor improved infrastructure, and 83 per-
cent favor improved equipment, seeds, and fertilizers. This compares to 75 percent
and 76 percent, respectively, for the public. Among seven possible approaches to
helping small farmers in developing countries, the most Americans (among both
the public and leaders) support research in developing nation universities.

ACTION PRIORITIES

Strong and sustained bipartisan American leadership is required to take the neces-
sary actions and bring the necessary resources to bear. That leadership, in most
instances, must come from the executive branch of the U.S. government, beginning
with personal leadership by the president himself.

Executive Actions

Themostlogicalstarting point forimplementing The Chicago Initiativeis toimprove
institutions that deliver agricultural development assistance (Recommendation 4).
These actions can be taken entirely within the executive branch at the direction of
the new president.

The first step should be for the president to make clear the administration’s
intent to give high priority to agriculture in U.S. international development policy.
The president’s message should be echoed and elaborated by key members of his
cabinet, in particular the secretary of state. The administration should then move
quickly to restore the leadership role of USAID and improve interagency coordina-
tion for America’s agricultural development assistance efforts (Actions 4a and 4c).

On his own initiative, the president could immediately reestablish USAID as
an agency with a separate budget. He could then designate the administrator of
USAID as board chair of the Millennium Challenge Corporation and head of the
President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief, appoint a National Security Council
deputy to be responsible for global agricultural development, and create an
Interagency Council on Global Agriculture ICOGA) with the USAID administrator
and NSC deputy as cochairs.
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The ICOGA would provide the appropriate interagency venue for advancing
and coordinating the following additional executive branch actions recommended
under The Chicago Initiative:

e Encourage, through the U.S. Treasury Department and USAID, revival of World
Banklending for agricultural infrastructure (Action 3a).

e Accelerate disbursal of MCC funds obligated for rural roads and other agricul-
tural infrastructure (Action 3b).

* Improve the performance of international agricultural development and
food institutions using Department of State, Treasury, and USDA channels
(Action 4c).

* Review U.S. objections to the use of targeted input subsidies (Action 5c).

e Revive international negotiations aimed at reducing trade-distorting agricul-
tural subsidies (Action 5d).

Joint Executive and Congressional Actions

The Chicago Initiative’s other recommended actions require expanded congres-
sional appropriations and authorizations. This increase of outlays and investments
is the core of The Chicago Initiative, and it should begin promptly. Securing ade-
quate appropriations from Congress will require strong leadership from both ends
of Pennsylvania Avenue. Interagency discussions in the ICOGA will be essential,
but key congressional leaders should also be involved from the start. The Lugar-
Caseybill, introduced in February 2009 is an excellent example of the congressional
leadership that will be required. Consultation with NGOs, private companies,
foundations, and the relevant international partners will also be required. The
actions that require this coordinated approach include:

¢ Enhance efforts in support of international education and extension in Sub-
Saharan Africa and South Asia (all five actions under Recommendation 1).

e Enhance efforts in support of agricultural research in Sub-Saharan Africa and
South Asia (all four actions under Recommendation 2).

e Rebuild USAID’s in-house capacity to develop and administer agricultural
development and assistance programs (under Recommendation 4, Action 4b).

* Reform food aid (5a), repeal the limits on foreign assistance that might lead to
exports (5b), and modify American biofuels policies (5e).

In addition, Congress can take the following action on its own:

e (larifystaffliaison responsibilities and reestablish the House Select Committee
on Hunger (Recommendation 4, Action 4d).

A Catalyst for Public-Private Partnership

The broad publicand leader support for putting agriculture back at the center of U.S.
development policy should strengthen the resolve of the new administration to act
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quickly. In doing so, it is critically important that the Initiative not be understood
simply as a U.S. government program. The greatest promise of the recommenda-
tions we offer derives precisely from the fact that nongovernmental institutions
will be engaged, including universities, private companies, NGOs working the area
of development assistance, and private philanthropies.

In addition, The Chicago Initiative will catalyze and rely on more effective part-
nerships abroad, with governments in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, other
donor governments, regional organizations, international financial and research
institutions, andlocal and international NGOs. This reflects the new architecture of
international public policy and international development assistance. To be effec-
tive, policy initiatives today must be fully participatory for multiple stakeholders,
highly interactive, and tightly networked with civil society and the private sector.

The long-term success of The Chicago Initiative will rely perhaps most impor-
tantly on the impetus and sustained effort made by the governments and other
institutions of Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia. The United States must from the
outset adopt a stance of working alongside its African and South Asian partners to
listen to and support their needs.

The Gain from Immediate Action and the Cost of Further Delay

It will take time for most of the recommended actions of The Chicago Initiative
to produce their full impact on the ground, in farmers’ fields across Sub-Saharan
Africa and South Asia. This is precisely why there is no time to waste in getting
started. Under a “business-as-usual” scenario, rural poverty and hunger in South
Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa will continue to worsen. These problems will become
far more difficult to address with every year of inaction. Taking the impact of
climate change into account, the number of hungry people in Africa could triple
between now and 2080 if nothing is done.

The requirements of The Chicago Initiative are not primarily financial, as the
costs are relatively small. Required instead is leadership for change, along with
patience and persistence in implementation for a decade or longer. This is some-
thing America knows how to do, and the patience will pay off. With every added
year, the actions recommended under The Chicago Initiative will produce more of
its intended result: higher productivity on small farms in Sub-Saharan Africa and
South Asia, higher incomes for small farmers and their families, greater opportuni-
ties for their children, and a wider path of escape from rural hunger and poverty.
This success will be the best catalyst for more resources directed at agricultural
development in the future.

Yeteven as The Chicago Initiative seeks to take thefirst critical stepsin amassive
humanitarian rescue effort—which alone would justify its costs—it is ultimately
an investment in America’s future, in its institutions; its political, economic, and
security interests; its people; and its ideals. It is an initiative that embraces our
global leadership role as the world’s most powerful nation, to be a force for good
and to understand that when the neediest are lifted up, so are we all.
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APPENDIX A

THE CHICAGO INITIATIVE’S COSTS TO THE
U.S. GOVERNMENT

The Chicago Initiative on Global Agricultural Development recommends increases
in U.S. government (USG) funding for a variety of programs and activities over a
ten-year period. This appendix details the annual costs required to implement the
Initiative’s five recommendations over each of those ten years.

The budget calculations are limited to the costs required to implement the
actions recommended for smallholder agricultural development in Sub-Saharan
Africa and South Asia as described in the five recommendations. These costs must
not be misconstrued as representing budget requirements for the overall agricul-
tural development assistance program of the United States for all purposes and
regions. The costs estimated for The Chicago Initiative are a subset of that broader
program and that larger budget.

The USG currently spends approximately $85 million annually on activities
included in The Chicago Initiative. If implemented, the first year costs of the
Initiative would be approximately $340 million. Funding for the Initiative would
then scale up over the next four years so that the Initiative reaches its full funding
level in year five. Fully funded, the Initiative will cost approximately $1.03 billion to
the USG annually. This annual funding level should be maintained over the subse-
quent five remaining years of the Initiative. At year ten of the Initiative, funding for
these activities should be continued, but reconsidered. A detailed chart of the costs
is on the following pages.
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Recommended Action

Current Annual USG
Commitment

Recommended Total
First Year Commitment

Recommendation 1 - Increase support for agricultural education and extension at all levels in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

1a Increase USAID support for Sub-Saharan African and South Asian
students—as well as younger teachers and researchers and
policymakers—seeking to study agriculture at American universities.

$5 million to fund approx.
80 students.

$6 million to fund approximately
130 students.

1b Increase the number and extent of American agricultural university
partnerships with universities in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

1c Provide direct support for agricultural education, research, and extension
for young women and men through rural organizations, universities, and
training facilities.

$450,000 for one
agriculture-focused
university partnership; $1
million to fund twenty general
U.S.-African university
partnerships, some of which
may be agriculture focused.

$126 million to fund a

combination of

— U.S.-developing country (DC)
partnerships focused on
education and extension;

— DC-DC partnerships focused
on education and extension;

— Leadership training;

— Technical training

1d Build a special Peace Corps cadre of agriculture training and extension
volunteers who work closely within Sub-Saharan African and South Asian
institutions to provide on-the-ground, practical training, especially with and
for women farmers.

$9 million supports ~300
agriculture-focused
volunteers in Africa.

$10.8 million to fund ~360
agriculture-focused volunteers in
Africa and South Asia.

1e Support primary education for rural girls and boys through school feeding
programs based on local or regional food purchase.

$0

Recommendation 2 - Increase support for agricultural research in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

2a Provide greater external support for agricultural scientists working in
the national agricultural research systems of selected countries in Sub-

$15 million to NARs in Sub-
Saharan Africa in FY04,

$10 million to provide technical
assistance to governments in
Sub-Saharan Africa and South
Asia to set up school feeding
programs based on local
purchase.

$60 million to NARs in
Sub-Saharan Africa and

Saharan Africa and South Asia. the most recent NARs South Asia
contribution available.

2b Provide greater support to agricultural research conducted at the $18.5 million $50 million
international centers of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research.

2c¢ Provide greater support for collaborative research between scientists from ~ $27 million $50 million
Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia and scientists at U.S. universities.

2d Create a competitive award fund to provide an incentive for high-impact $0 $2.5 million

agricultural innovations to help poor farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa and
South Asia.
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Recommended Annual

Commitments, Years 1-5

Cumulative Cost:  Cumulative Cost:

Years 1-5

Years 1-10

APPENDIX A

1. $6 million/130 students $40 million $90 million Recommended commitments calculated to provide students
2. $7million/175 students with a variety of education programs ranging from Internet
3. $8 million/220 students courses ($10,000/student), MA coursework ($30,000-
4. $9 million/270 students $60,000/student), and PhD programs ($250,000/student).
5. $10 million/310 students; sustain
1. $126 million $1.9 billion $5.05 billion Recommended commitments provide an increasing number
2. $252 million of the following components, so that by year five the target
3. $378 million number is reached:
4. $504 million — U.S.-developing country (DC) partnerships focused on
5. $630 million; sustain education and extension (target — 100 partnerships)
— DC-DC partnerships focused on education and extension
(target — 50 partnerships)
— Leadership training (100 individuals)
— Technical training (50 individuals)
1. $10.8 million/360 volunteers $72 million $162 million Recommended commitments calculated based on the current
2. $12.6 million/420 volunteers cost to support Peace Corps agriculture-focused volunteers in
3. $14.4 million/480 volunteers Sub-Saharan Africa.
4. $16.2 million/540 volunteers
5. $18 million/600 volunteers; sustain
1. $10 million $50 million $100 million Recommended commitments for the technical assistance
2. $10 million program needed to develop in-country school feeding based on
3. $10 million conversations with World Food Program personnel.
4. $10 million
5. $10 million; sustain
1. $60 million $400 million $900 million Recommended commitments based on previous U.S. funding
2. $70 million levels in 1980.
3. $80 million
4. $90 million
5. $100 million; sustain
1. $50 million $365 million $865 million
2. $60 million
3. $70 million
4. $85 million
5. $100 million; sustain
1. $50 million $365 million $865 million The primary vehicle for collaboration between U.S. and
2. $60 million developing country scientists occurs through the Collaborative
3. $70 million Research Support Programs based in the land-grant university
4. $85 million system. The costs for this recommendation are derived from
5. $100 million; sustain current funding for these programs. Reaching the target funding
level of $100 million restores funding to the 1980 level when
CRSPs were most effective.
To be determined, based on success ~ $2.5 million $2.5 million U.S. commitment to be matched by a private foundation or

of first year program.

business.
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Recommended Action

Current Annual USG Recommended Total

Commitment First Year Commitment

Recommendation 3: Increase support for rural and agricultural infrastructure, especially in Sub-Saharan Africa.

3a Encourage a revival of World Bank lending for agricultural infrastructure $0 $0
in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, including lending for transport
corridors, rural energy, clean water, irrigation, and farm-to-market roads.

3b Accelerate disbursal of the Millennium Challenge Corporation funds already ~ $2.8 billion has been $0

obligated for rural roads and other agricultural infrastructure projects in
Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

allocated towards
infrastructure projects in
Sub-Saharan Africa

Recommendation 4: Improve the national and international institutions that deliver agricultural development assistance.

4a Restore the leadership role of USAID. $0 $0
4b Rebuild USAID’s in-house capacity to develop and administer agricultural $8 million for 16 agriculture- ~ $25 million to fund 50
development assistance programs. focused staff agriculture-focused staff
4c Improve interagency coordination for America’s agricultural development $0 $0
assistance efforts.
4d Strengthen the capacity of the U.S. Congress to partner in managing $0 $750,000
agricultural development assistance policy.
4e Improve the performance of international agricultural development and $0 $0

food institutions, most notably the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations.

Recommendation 5: Improve U.S. policies currently seen as harmful to agricultural development abroad.

5a Improve America’s food aid policies. $0 $0

5b Repeal current restrictions on agricultural development assistance that $0 $0
might lead to more agricultural production for export in poor countries in
possible competition with U.S. exports.

5¢ Review USAID’s long-standing objection to any use of targeted subsidies $0 $0
(such as vouchers) to reduce the cost to poor farmers of key inputs such
as improved seeds and fertilizers.

5d Revive international negotiations aimed at reducing trade-distorting $0 $0
policies, including trade-distorting agricultural subsidies.

5e Adopt biofuels policies that place greater emphasis on market forces and $0 $0
on the use of nonfood feedstocks.

TOTAL $83.95 million* $341.05 million

*Excludes funds allocated to infrastructure by the Millennium Challenge Corporation since allocation not done annually.
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Recommended Annual

Commitments, Years 1-5

Cumulative Cost: Cumulative Cost:

Years 1-5

Years 1-10

APPENDIX A

Notes

$0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

1. $25 million/50 agriculture staff $232.5 million $570 million Based on calculations in Senator Durbin’s recent legislation,

2. $35 million/70 agriculture staff cost per USAID staffer is approximated at $500,000/annually.

3. $47.5 million/95 agriculture staff Year five target number of staff (135) would provide three

4. $57.5 million/115 agriculture staff agriculture-focused staff in each mission office in Sub-Saharan

5. $67.5 million/135 agriculture staff Africa and South Asia and provide adequate junior, mid-level,
and senior staffing in regional offices and Washington, D.C. The
number of staff necessary in mission, regional, and the national
offices was determined through consultation with USAID
agricultural experts.

$0 $0 $0

1. $750,000 $3.75 million $7.5 million Recommended commitment calculated by Representative Tony

2. $750,000 Hall, who established the House Select Committee on Hunger.

3. $750,000

4. $750,000

5. $750,000

$0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

$3.43 billion $8.61 billion
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The Chicago Council on Global Affairs

AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 2008:
PUBLIC AND LEADERSHIP OPINION SURVEY

In the autumn of 2008 The Chicago Council on Global Affairs commissioned sur-
veys of the American public and a sample of public and private leaders to gauge
attitudes toward combating hunger and poverty through agricultural development
in the context of overall U.S. foreign and development policies.

The public survey was based on 1,094 respondents representative of the adult
American population. The leadership sample was based on 192 cases with the
following breakdown: twenty-six members of Congress, fifty-six members of the
executive branch, fifty-five respondents from relevant nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs) and think tanks, and fifty-five respondents from relevant business
associations and corporations.

The opinions of the public and leaders differ on some points, but overall alarge
majority of both groups agree itis veryimportant for the United States to improve its
standing in the world and believe that providing developmental assistance to poor
farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia will help accomplish that goal.

The following summarizes the results of the surveys and provides a comparison
of the two.

Public Survey

Most Americans have only partial knowledge of the role small farms play in global
poverty. Only 29 percent correctly believe most of the very poor people in the world
live on farms, compared with 71 percent who erroneously think they live in cities.
However, a large majority (79 percent) is aware that most of the farm labor in Africa
is done by women.

Although there is little awareness of the concentration of povertyin rural areas,
when respondents are presented with the statement that most of the really poor
people in the developing world are small farmers who cannot produce enough to
get out of poverty, a majority agree (62 percent) that efforts to reduce global pov-
erty should be focused on helping these farmers become more productive. And a
substantial majority (74 percent) also agrees that the U.S. should “provide renewed
international leadership” in another Green Revolution by refocusing world atten-
tion on increasing agricultural productivity.

Furthermore, when given two choices about the role of the United States and
the international community in addressing the problems of hunger, malnutrition,
and food production, a strong majority (73 percent) thinks that the focus should
be on a longer-term goal of supporting agricultural development and that directly
providing food should be a response only to emergency situations.
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The American public is not set on one agricultural development method.
Instead, it supports a variety of approaches.

e 77 percent favor supporting research in universities in the developing world to
develop new farming methods that would increase agricultural productivity

* 76 percent favor providing new types of seeds, fertilizer, and equipment to poor
farmers that would help them improve their productivity

e 75percentfavor conductingresearch in U.S. universities to develop new farming
methods that would increase agricultural productivity in poor countries

e 75 percent favor developing better infrastructure such as irrigation and roads in
poor countries to help farmers grow and sell more

* 63 percent favor providing small loans to poor farmers to help them purchase
seeds, fertilizer, and farming equipment

The only option where there is majority opposition on the part of the public (56%) is
when Americans are asked if they favor opening U.S. markets more fully to imports
of farm products from poor countries.

But the public does not believe the responsibility for agricultural development
rests predominantly on American shoulders. Asked to think about the effective-
ness of measures to respond to the recent rise in global food prices, the largest
percentage of respondents believe the most effective measure would be to persuade
developing country governments to give greater priority to agricultural develop-
ment (82 percent say this would be “very” or “somewhat” effective). In addition,
68 percent say getting developing countries to open their markets to food imports
would be “very” (19 percent) or “somewhat” (49 percent) effective.

American Foreign Policy

While a majority of Americans think increasing agricultural productivity in poor
countries is a “somewhat” or “very important” goal of U.S. foreign policy, this goal
ranks seventh out of ten possible foreign policy goals. Majorities of Americans
believe it is “very important” to secure adequate supplies of energy (74 percent),
promote and defend human rights (55 percent), improve America’s standing in the
world (54 percent), and address health problems such as HIV/AIDS (50 percent).
Fewer people believe that combating hunger (42 percent), increasing agricultural
productivity (37 percent), reducing poverty worldwide (33 percent), and helping
poor nations develop more rapidly (19 percent) are “very important” goals. The
topics of hunger, health, and agricultural productivity seem to resonate more
favorably than poverty and development assistance generally. It is also evident that
goals seen as more directly related to U.S. interests, such as securing adequate sup-
plies of energy and promoting human rights, generate more responses in the “very
important” category.

However, the survey found a strong relationship between the highly rated
foreign policy goal of improving U.S. standing in the world (54 percent think it
is “very important”) and agricultural development. When asked what steps the
United States might take to improve its standing in the world, a strong majority of
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respondents (77 percent) say that U.S. leadership in addressing global poverty by
helping improve the productivity of poor farmers in developing countries would
be “very” or “somewhat” important in achieving this goal. Only expanding U.S.
leadership in addressing global public health problems such as AIDS and possible
pandemics drew a stronger positive response, with 78 percent saying this would be
“very” (33 percent) or “somewhat important” (45 percent) in improving America’s
standing. It is also important to keep in mind that when health/education and
agricultural development are directly contrasted, 64 percent oppose increasing aid
for agricultural development if it means cuts to aid for health and education.

Leaders Survey

The survey of U.S. government, nonprofit and business leaders clearly indicates
strong support forincreased focus on agricultural development. Indeed, combating
world hunger ties with improving America’s world standing as the top foreign policy
goals among leaders, with 71 percent saying they are “very important.”

Furthermore, high percentages of leaders also believe that reducing poverty
worldwide (66 percent) and increasing agricultural productivity in poor countries
(63 percent) are “very important” foreign policy priorities. Securing adequate sup-
plies of energy is another priority for a significant number of leaders (69 percent).

While a majority of leaders label all of the seven goals asked about as “very
important” (none waslower than 61 percent), there are some interesting differences
in priorities among the different groups of leaders. Securing adequate supplies of
energy and improving U.S. standing in the world are the two biggest concerns for
Congress and members of associations. In contrast, combating world hunger is a
top priority for members of the executive branch, NGOs, and think tanks, while
securing adequate supplies of energy is relatively less important to them.

Research and Technology Key to Improving Agricultural Productivity

Much like the American public, a majority of leaders do not support direct food aid
as an effective approach to dealing with global food issues. Only 19 percent think
providing direct food aid would be a “very effective” way to respond to the recent
rise in global food prices, the lowest among the five approaches provided.

Instead, leaders strongly favorresearch to aid agricultural development. Indeed,
93 percent support investing in research in universities in the developing world to
cultivate new farming methods that would increase agricultural productivity as
an approach to helping small farmers in poor countries. There is also a widespread
perception among leaders (92 percent) that increasing investment in agricultural
research would be an effective response to the recent rise in global food prices (57
percent “very effective” and 35 percent “somewhat effective”).

While leaders consider investing in research as one of the best ways to advance
agricultural development, a significant majority also favors agricultural technology
transfer as a way to help poor farmers increase productivity. They strongly support
providing new types of seeds, fertilizer, and equipment (83 percent), developing
better infrastructure such as irrigation and roads (90 percent), and conducting
agricultural research in U.S. universities (81 percent) as possible approaches to
helping small farmers in poor countries become more productive.
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In addition, a very large majority (85 percent) favors targeting assistance and
education towomen in farm families, a question that was not asked of the American
public. American leaders are also not protectionist, with 87 percent in support of
opening U.S. markets more fully to imports of farm products from poor countries.

Perceptions of Public Support for U.S. Assistance to Poor Farmers

Forty-seven percent of leaders believe that a majority of the general public would
support a program to help small farmers in poor countries become more produc-
tive through conducting research and providing new types of seeds, fertilizer,
equipment, infrastructure, and small loans. In addition, 50 percent of leaders who
think the public would support this program believe that support would be greater
than 60 percent. Forty percent think public views would be evenly divided, and
only 11 percent think a majority of the public would oppose it.

The various leader groups do not differ much in their estimates of public sup-
portforaU.S. agricultural development program. Members of the executive branch,
associations, NGOs, and think tanks who believe that a majority of the public would
support such a program are slightly more optimistic in their estimates regarding
the strength of this support. Small majorities of these three groups think that
public support would be larger than 60 percent. In contrast, 56 percent of congres-
sional leaders who believe a majority of the public would supporta U.S. agricultural
development program think this majority would be less than 60 percent.

U.S. Standing in the World

As mentioned above, leaders believe that improving America’s standing in the
world is a top foreign policy goal. The survey indicates that leaders think agricul-
tural development could play a key role in accomplishing that task. Sixty percent
of leaders agree addressing global poverty by helping to increase the productivity
of poor farmers in developing countries would improve America’s standing in the
world, ranking second only to taking a leadership role in the international effort to
limit climate change (62 percent).

Public and Leader Attitudes Compared

The American public and leaders both strongly support measures to combat world
hunger and reduce world poverty, though neither group favors simply handing over
direct food aid to struggling countries. Instead, majorities of both groups favor
investing in agricultural research to help farmers in poor countries increase their
productivity.

Majorities of both groups also agree that improving America’s standing in the
world (54 percent public, 71 percent leaders) is a “very important” foreign policy
goal. While the general public places a greater relative priority on addressing global
health issues as a means to accomplishing that goal, leaders believe addressing
poverty by helping with agricultural productivity ranks a close second to taking
the lead on climate change.

Both leaders and the public strongly support investing in research, which is
clearly considered one of the best ways to improve agricultural productivity.
Ninety-three percent of leaders and 77 percent of the public favor supporting
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research in universities in the developing world to cultivate new farming methods
as approaches to helping small farmers in poor countries, the highest level of sup-
port among both groups. There is also a common perception among leaders and
the public that increasing investment in agricultural research would be an effec-
tive response to the recent rise in global food prices (92 percent leaders, 74 percent
public).

Conclusion

There is widespread support among the public and leaders to restore the United
States’ global leadership in the war against poverty. Significant majorities believe
that addressing global poverty by increasing the productivity of poor farmers in
developing countries will improve America’s standing in the world. A substantial
portion of the public and leaders also believe combating world hunger should be a
priority, with 71 percent of leaders making it a top foreign policy goal and 42 percent
of the public saying it is “very important.” Neither group widely supports direct
food aid except in emergencies. Instead large majorities believe helping poor rural
farmers increase productivity is the key to combating world hunger. To accomplish
that goal, both groups strongly support investing in research in universities, pro-
viding better equipment, seeds and fertilizer and developing better infrastructure
such as roads and irrigation.
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The Chicago Council on Global Affairs

AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 2008:
PUBLIC AND LEADERSHIP OPINION SURVEY

U.S. PUBLIC SURVEY RESPONSE DATA

August 2008
CONTENTS
General Population
Survey Question
Question Topic Number Page Number
Foreign Policy Goals Q1 134
Federal Government Programs Q5 138
Percent Budget to Foreign Aid Q10 139
Appropriate Percent Budget to Foreign Aid Q11 139
Poor People Living on Farms or in Cities Q15 140
Farm Workers — Male or Female Q20 140
U.S. Efforts to Reduce Poverty/Hunger Q30 140
Importance of U.S. Efforts to Reduce Poverty/Hunger Q35 140
Role of U.S. in Hunger/Food Production Q40 141
Agricultural Subsidies Q50 141
Arguments for Agricultural Assistance to U.S. Farmers 065 142
U.S. Commitment to Poverty Reduction Program Q70 143
Helping Small Farmers Q72 143
Approaches to Helping Small Farmers Q75 144
Trade in Farm Products Good/Bad Q80 144
Arguments Production of Ethanol Q90 146
Priority of Ethanol Development Q95 146
Arguments for GM Seeds to Poor Farmers Q110 146
Globalization Good/Bad Q112 147
U.S. Standing in the World Q115 148
Response to Rise in Food Prices Q120 149
U.S. to Lead New Green Revolution Q125 150
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DETAILED FINDINGS

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding. Numbers were calculated to
two decimal places before final rounding. Where questions from this survey overlap
with questions from The Chicago Council’s regular series of public opinion surveys, the
historic results are shown for comparison. The results of this Agricultural Development
2008 survey for the Global Agricultural Development Project (GADP) are listed as “2008
GADP (Internet).” The sample size for all questions is 1,094 unless otherwise noted.

Question 1

Question 1(1-10): Below is a list of possible foreign policy goals that the United States
might have. For each one, please select whether you think that it should be a very
important foreign policy goal of the United States, a somewhat important foreign
policy goal, or not an important goal at all.

1/1. Combating world hunger

Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
e R R R
1974 61 31 5 3 100
1978 59 31 5 5 100
1982 58 33 & 4 100
1986 63 31 4 2 100
1990 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
1994 56 36 6 2 100
1998 62 32 4 2 100
2002 (telephone) 61 35 4 - 100
2002 (Internet) 54 40 6 0 100
2004 (Internet) 43 47 9 2 100
2006 (Internet) 48 43 8 1 100
2008 POS (Internet) 46 45 8 1 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 42 43 14 1 100
Change in % points POS-GADP -4 -2 +6 -0

Very Somewhat Not sure/

important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Year ............................................................................................................................................................ SOOI . .........com

2008 POS (Internet) 83 15 2 1 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 54 36 10 0 100
Change in % points POS-GADP -29 +21 +8 -1
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1/3. Limiting climate change

Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
e G
2008 POS (Internet) 42 40 18 1 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 39 38 22 1 100
Change in % points POS-GADP -3 -3 +4 0
Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
e R A
1974 75 18 2 5 100
1978 78 15 2 5 100
1982 70 23 S 4 100
1986 69 25 3 3 100
1990 76 20 1 3 100
1994 62 30 5 3 100
1998 64 30 2 4 100
2002 (telephone) 75 21 2 2 100
2002 (Internet) 70 27 3 1 100
2004 (Internet) 69 27 2 2 100
2006 (Internet) 72 25 2 2 100
2008 POS (Internet) 80 18 2 1 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 74 23 4 0 100
Change in % points POS-GADP -6 +5 +2 -1
Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
2008 GADP (Internet) 19 52 28 1 100
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1/6. Strengthening the United Nations

Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Year ............................................................................................................... .
1974 46 32 14 8 100
1978 47 32 13 8 100
1982 48 32 13 7 100
1986 46 33 16 5 100
1990 52 36 8 4 100
1994 51 33 12 4 100
1998 45 39 11 5 100
2002 (telephone) 57 28 13 2 100
2002 (Internet) 55 33 12 1 100
2004 (Internet) 38 43 17 2 100
2006 (Internet) 40 39 19 2 100
2008 POS (Internet) 39 40 21 1 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 28 43 28 1 100
Change in % points POS-GADP -1 +3 +7 +0
Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Year ............................................................................................................... .
2008 GADP (Internet) 88 46 20 1 100
Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Year ............................................................................................................... .
2008 GADP (Internet) 37 47 15 0 100
Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Year ...............................................................................................................
2008 GADP (Internet) 50 38 12 0 100
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1/10. Promoting and defending human rights”

Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
2006 (Internet) 28 58 13 1 100
2008 POS (Internet) 31 57 12 0 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 55 37 8 0 100
Change in % points POS-GADP +24 -20 -4 +0

*2006 and 2008 question wording was “Promoting and defending human rights in other countries.”

Summary of 1: U.S. Foreign Policy Goals

Ranking of U.S. Foreign Policy Goals (by Very Important)

Very Somewhat Not sure/
important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Goal
1/4. Securing adequate supplies of 74 23 4 0.0 100
energy
1/10. Pr(_)motmg and defending 55 37 8 0.3 100
human rights
.1/2. Improving America’s standing 54 36 10 0 100
in the world
1/9. Addressing global health
problems such as HIV/AIDS and 50 38 12 0 100
possible pandemics
1/1. Combating world hunger 42 43 14 1 100
1/3. Limiting climate change 39 38 22 1 100
1/8. Incrqasmg agrlcultura_l a7 47 15 0 100
productivity in poor countries
1/7. Reducing poverty worldwide 33 46 20 1 100
1/6_. Strengthening the United 28 43 28 1 100
Nations
1/5. Helping poor nations develop 19 52 28 1 100

more rapidly
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Question 5 (1-5)

Question 5 (1-5): Below is a list of present federal government programs. For each,
please select whether you feel it should be expanded, cut back, or kept about the same.

5/1. Economic Aid to Other Nations

Expand Cut Back Keep Same Not Sure Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
.
1974 10 55 28 7 100
1978 11 50 31 8 100
1982 8 54 31 7 100
1986 11 48 35 6 100
1990 7 61 27 5 100
1994 9 58 28 5 100
1998 13 48 36 3 100
2002 (telephone) 14 48 35 3 100
2004 (telephone) 10 49 38 3 100
2004 (Internet) 8 64 26 2 100
2008 POS (Internet) 8 55 36 0 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 9 58 32 0 100
Change in % points POS-GADP +1 +3 -4 +0

5/2. Subsidies to U.S. farmers

Expand Cut Back Keep Same Not Sure Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Year | H : H
2008 GADP (Internet) 42 26 31 1 100

5/3. Food aid to other nations

Expand Cut Back Keep Same Not Sure Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

e R R
2008 GADP (Internet) 20 29 50 1 100

5/4. Agricultural development assistance to Africa and Asia

Expand Cut Back Keep Same Not Sure Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

e R
2008 GADP (Internet) 28 30 4 1 100
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5/5. Support for international research to improve farming methods in developing countries

Expand Cut Back Keep Same Not Sure Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Year | H : H
2008 GADP (Internet) 35 23 4 1 100

Summary of 5: Federal Government Programs — 2008 agriculture study data only

Ranking of U.S. Federal Government Programs (by expand)

Not sure/
Expand Cut Back Keep Same Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
T .
12 Subsidies o U, farmers [ 42 ........................... 25 ........................... 31 ..................... 1 . o

5/5. Support for international
research to improve farming 35 23 41 1 100
methods in developing countries

5/4. Agricultural development

assistance to Africa and Asia 28 %0 M ! 100
5/3. Food aid to other nations 20 29 50 1 100
5/1. Economic aid to other nations 9 58 32 0

Question 10

Question 10: Just based on what you know, please tell me your hunch about what
percentage of the federal budget goes to foreign aid. You can answer in fractions of
percentage points as well as whole percentage points.

Mean: 24.35

Median: 20.00

Question 1

Question 11: What do you think would be an appropriate percentage of the federal
budget to go to foreign aid, if any?

Mean: 13.34

Median: 10.00
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Question 15

Question 15: Do you think that most of the very poor people in the world live on farms
or live in cities?

10. Poor people farms or cities

Farms Cities Not sure/ Decline  Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
2008 GADP 29 71 0.7 100
(Internet)
Question 20

Question 20: Based on what you know, do you think that most farm labor in Africa is
done by men or women?

20. Farm labor men or women

Men Women Not sure/ Decline  Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
2008 GADP 19 79 2 100
(Internet)
Question 30

Question 30: Overall, do you think the U.S. is doing enough or not doing enough to help
reduce extreme poverty and hunger in the world?

30. U.S. efforts to reduce poverty and hunger

It is doing enough It is not doing enough Not sure/ Decline  Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
2008 GADP 62 37 1 100
(Internet)
Question 35

Question 35: You indicated the U.S. is not doing enough to help reduce extreme poverty
and hunger in the world. How important do you think it is in the years ahead that the
U.S. do more to help reduce extreme poverty and hunger?

35. Importance of U.S. efforts to reduce poverty/hunger

Very important Somewhat important Not important Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
(Internet)
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APPENDIX C

Question 40: Here are some arguments about the role of the U.S. and the international
community in addressing the problems of hunger, malnutrition, and food production.
Please say which argument comes closest to your point of view.

40. Role of U.S. in hunger/food production

The U.S. and the
international community
should focus on directly
providing food because it
saves lives and combats

hunger, even though in
some instances it has
been shown to undercut

The U.S. and the
international community
should directly provide
food only in emergency
situations and focus
primarily on supporting
agricultural development
in poor countries, because

The U.S. and the
international community
should not provide
food aid or agricultural

it will help local farmers development assistance
increase their incomes and but let poor countries
the total supply of food, fend for themselves

even though this is a more

because they know best

local farmers by lowering  challenging and expensive how to solve their own Not sure/
food prices. long-term task. problems. Decline  Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
2008 GADP 13 73 13 1 100
(Internet)

Question 50

Question 50: Here are two arguments for and against the U.S. providing agricultural
subsidies to American farmers. Please indicate which one is closer to your point of view.

50. Agricultural subsidies

It is unfair for U.S. farmers to get
government subsidies so that they can
sell their products below the cost of
production, making it impossible for

It is good for the U.S. to subsidize
its farmers because then they
are able to provide food to people
around the world at very low prices, Not

poor farmers in developing countries to enabling poor countries to feed their sure/
compete. populations and reducing hunger. Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
2008
GADP 36 60 5 100
(Internet)
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Question 65

Question 65 (1-5): When it comes to rich countries providing assistance to poor
countries, here are some arguments for and against providing such assistance. For
each argument, please say whether you agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree
somewhat, or disagree strongly.

65/1. Helping poor countries grow economically prevents social unrest and contributes to

international stability.

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Not sure/
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 22 51 22 4 1 100

65/2. In the long run, helping poor countries to develop is good for the U.S. economy because many of

them will become trading partners who will buy American goods.

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Not sure/
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 17 51 24 7 1 100

65/3. It is the moral duty of rich countries to help the poor countries out of poverty.

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Not sure/
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 19 48 22 10 1 100

65/4. Development assistance is ineffective because it has to go through local governments and ends

up in the pockets of corrupt officials.

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Not sure/
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 30 48 19 2 1 100

65/6. Development assistance is not the best use of resources. It rarely works and everyone benefits

more if developed countries concentrate their efforts on growing their own economies.

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Not sure/
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 18 3| 34 6 2 100
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Question 70

Question 70: Suppose the developed countries set a goal of reducing world poverty
by funding major programs to improve the agricultural productivity of poor farmers
in Africa and Asia. Would you favor or oppose the United States committing to such

a program, even if it meant cutting back on development assistance commitments in
other areas such as health and education?

70. U.S commitment to poverty reduction program

Favor Oppose Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 35 64 2 100

Question 72
Question 72: Do you agree or disagree with the following statement:

Most of the really poor people in the developing world are small farmers who cannot
produce enough to get out of poverty. Therefore efforts to reduce global poverty
should focus on helping those small farmers become more productive.

72. Focus on small farmers

Agree Disagree Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 62 36 2 100
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Question 75 (1-6)

Question 75 (1-6): Here are some possible approaches to helping small farmers in
poor countries become more productive. Please tell me if you favor or oppose the U.S.
government pursuing each of the following:

75. Approaches to helping small farmers in poor countries become more productive

Favor Oppose Not sure/ Decline  Total

75/1. Conducting research in U.S. universities to
develop new farming methods that would increase 75 24 1 100
agricultural productivity in poor countries

75/2. Supporting research in universities in the
developing world to develop new farming methods 77 22 1 100
that would increase agricultural productivity

75/3. Providing new types of seeds, fertilizer, and
equipment to poor farmers that would help them 76 22 2 100
improve their productivity

75/4. Providing small loans to poor farmers to
help them purchase seeds, fertilizer, and farming 63 36 1 100
equipment

75/5. Developing better infrastructure such as
irrigation and roads in poor countries to help 75 23 2 100
farmers grow and sell more

75/6. Opening the U.S. market more fully to imports
of farm products from poor countries

Question 80 (1-8)

Question 80 (1-8): Now turning to something else, please select whether you think that
international trade in farm products is good or bad for:

80/1. American companies

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%)
v OO . ....cc.om oo
2008 GADP (Internet) 61 37 2 100

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%)
O
2008 GADP (Internet) 54 43 4 100
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80/3. Consumers like you

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%)
I
2008 GADP (Internet) 63 33 4 100

80/4. Creating jobs in the U.S.

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)

I
2008 GADP (Internet) 47 51 2 100

80/5. American farmers

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%)
I R
2008 GADP (Internet) 52 46 2 100

80/6. Farmers in poor countries

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
I
2008 GADP (Internet) 74 24 2 100

80/7. Consumers in poor countries

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
e R
2008 GADP (Internet) 7 27 3 100

80/8. Poor countries’ economies

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%)
P I
2008 GADP (Internet) 76 22 2 100
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Question 90

Question 90: Here are some arguments for and against the increased use of ethanol
produced from corn or other food crops as a transportation fuel. Which argument
comes closest to your point of view?

90. Ethanol arguments

Using ethanol is a good idea because

it is an American-made substitute Using ethanol is a bad idea
for gasoline that reduces our because it reduces the supply of Not sure/
dependence on foreign oil. food and drives up food prices. Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
2008 GADP 51 47 2 100
(Internet)

Question 95

Question 95: Do you think the U.S. should put a higher priority on developing ethanol
for transportation fuel, a lower priority, or about the same priority as now?

95. Priority of ethanol development

About the same Not sure/
Higher priority Lower priority priority as now Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
e A SOOI .......................... OO
2008 GADP (Internet) 36 35 29 1 100
Question 110

Question 110: Currently there is a debate about providing poor farmers in developing
countries with genetically modified seeds. Which argument is closer to your point of
view?

110. GM seeds

Providing poor farmers in developing Poor farmers in developing
countries with genetically modified countries should not use
seeds, such as those that are drought genetically modified seeds
and disease resistant, will increase because the effects on human
their productivity and help them get ~  health are not widely understood Not sure/
out of poverty. and accepted. Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
2008 GADP 61 37 2 100
(Internet)
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APPENDIX C

Question 112 (1-8): Overall, do you think globalization is good or bad for:

112/1. American companies

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
o008P0S 52 44 4 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 58 38 5 100
Change in % points POS-GADP +6 -7 +1

112/2. The U.S. economy

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%)
.
2008 POS 46 51 4 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 49 45 7 100
Change in % points POS-GADP +3 -6 +3

112/3. Consumers like you

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Year
2008 POS 56 40 4 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 56 38 6 100
Change in % points POS-GADP +0 -2 +2

112/4. Creating jobs in the U.S.

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
M\‘(ear
2008 POS 38 58 4 100
2008 GADP (Internet) 42 53 6 100
Change in % points POS-GADP +4 -6 +2

112/5. American farmers

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)

“‘Year
2008 GADP (Internet) 48 46 6 100
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112/6. Farmers in poor countries

Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Year .............. . .
2008 GADP (Internet) 67 26 7 100
Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Yea e R R
2008 GADP (Internet) 65 29 6 100
Good Bad Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
e R R
2008 GADP (Internet) 69 24 7 100

Question 115

Question 115 (1-7): Some observers think that U.S. standing in the world has diminished
over the last few years. Here are a few steps that some have suggested the U.S. might
take to improve that standing. For each, please indicate if you think it would be very
important, somewhat important, not very important, or not important at all.

115/1. Expanding U.S. leadership in addressing global public health problems such as AIDS and

possible pandemics

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
important important important important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 88 45 14 6 2 100

115/2. Becoming more involved in and supportive of multilateral organizations such as the UN

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
important important important important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 22 40 24 12 3 100

115/3. Addressing global poverty by helping improve the productivity of poor farmers in

developing countries

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
important important important important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 30 47 16 6 2 100
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115/4. Increasing U.S. development assistance to developing countries

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
important important important important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 15 46 28 10 2 100

115/5. Opening the U.S. market more fully to products from poor countries, especially farm products

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
important important important important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 15 42 31 11 2 100

115/6. Including developing countries more fully in the decision making of international organizations

such as the World Bank

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
important important important important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 17 44 26 11 3 100

115/7. Taking a leadership role in the international effort to limit climate change

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
important important important important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 31 M 16 10 2 100

Question 120

Question 120 (1-5): Here are some measures that have been proposed in response to the
recent rise in global food prices. For each one, please indicate if you think it could be
very effective, somewhat effective, not very effective, or not at all effective as a way of
responding to this increase.

120/1. Providing more food aid to countries where food price rises have caused the most distress

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
effective effective effective effective Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 14 42 33 9 8 100

120/2. Increasing investment in agricultural research to improve farm productivity in

developing countries

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
effective effective effective effective Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 24 50 19 4 3 100
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120/3. Opening developed country markets to greater imports of farm products from
developing countries

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
effective effective effective effective Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 16 49 26 5 4 100

120/5. Persuading developing country governments to give greater priority to agricultural development

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
effective effective effective effective Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 34 48 13 2 3 100
Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Not sure/
effective effective effective effective Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 19 49 23 5 4 100

Question 125
Question 125: Please say whether you agree or disagree with the following statement:

A key lesson of the recent food crisis is that the world has given too little attention to
improving agricultural productivity, especially in the developing countries. Much of the
world’s poverty is concentrated in those regions of Africa and Asia where small and less
productive farms are concentrated. The U.S. led the scientific and development effort
of the 1960s and 70s known as the Green Revolution and can provide the leadership

in refocusing world attention on increasing agricultural productivity. Thus the U.S.
should make it a priority to provide renewed international leadership in improving
agricultural productivity for poor farmers.

125. Green Revolution

Agree Disagree Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
2008 GADP (Internet) 74 25 1 100
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The Chicago Council on Global Affairs

AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 2008:
PUBLIC AND LEADERSHIP OPINION SURVEY

U.S. LEADERSHIP SURVEY RESPONSE DATA

Fall 2008
CONTENTS
U.S. Leader Survey
Question Topic Question Number Page Number

Foreign Policy Goals of the United States Q1 152
Institutions That Could Help Improve Agricultural
Production 0z 154
U.S Commitment to Poverty Reduction Program Q3 156
Approaches to Helping Small Farmers in Poor Countries Q4 156
Ethanol Arguments Q5 158
Genetically Modified Seeds Q6 158
Improving U.S. Standing Q7 159
Responses to Rising Global Food Prices Q8 161
Public Favor for Programs to Help Small Farmers Q9 162
Majority of American Public in Favor of Programs Q9A 163

GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 151



DETAILED FINDINGS

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding. Numbers were calculated
to two decimal places before final rounding. The sample size for all questions is 192
unless otherwise noted.

Question 1(1-7)

Question 1(1-7): To start, | am going to read you a list of statements about foreign
policy. For each, please tell me if you think that it should be a very important foreign
policy goal of the United States, a somewhat important foreign policy goal, a not very
important foreign policy goal, or not an important goal at all.

1/1. Combating world hunger

Somewhat Not sure/
Very important important Not important Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 5 0 ..................... 39 ........................ 34100 .......
Executive Branch 71 27 100
NGO/Think Tank 84 16 0 0 100
Associations 67 33 0 0 100
Leaders (all) 7 27 2 1 100
Somewhat
Very important important Not important Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 6 9 ..................... 27 ........................ 4 ......................... 0 .................. 100 ......
Executive Branch 70 27 4 0 100
NGO/Think Tank 66 33 2 0 100
Associations 78 22 0 0 100
Leaders (all) 4l 27 2 0 100
Somewhat
Very important important Not important Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 5 4 ..................... 35 ........................ 3 ......................... 4 .................. 100 ......
Execuwe B ran Ch .............................. 5 3 ..................... 32 ........................ 5 ......................... 0 .................. 1 00 ......
NGO/Think Tank 84 13 4 0 100
Associations 53 33 13 2 100
Leaders (all) 65 27 7 1 100
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1/4. Securing adequate supplies of energy

Somewhat
Very important important Not important Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 7 3 ..................... 23 ........................ 4 ......................... 0 .................. 100 ......
. Execu t.\,e B ran Ch .............................. 5 7 ..................... 33 .................................................. 0 .................. 1 00 ......
. NGO/T h mk Tank ............................... 5 7 ..................... 29 ........................ 2 ......................... 2 .................. 1 00 ......
A SSOC |at|ons .................................... g 0 ..................... 13 ........................ 0 ......................... 2 .................. 1 00 ......
Leaders (all) 69 28 3 1 100
Somewhat
Very important important Not important Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
C 0 ngress ......................................... 5 0 ..................... 35 ....................... 12 ........................ 4 .................. 1 00 ......
. Execu t,\,e B ran Ch .............................. 6 6 ..................... 29 ........................ 5 ......................... 0 .................. 1 00 ......
. NGO/T h mk Tank ............................... 7 3 ..................... 13 .................................................. 0 .................. 1 00 ......
A SSOC |at|ons .................................... 5 0 ..................... 36 ........................ 4 ......................... 0 .................. 1 00 ......
Leaders (all) 66 29 5 1 100
Somewhat
Very important important Not important Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 4 5 ..................... 42 ........................ 3 ......................... 4 .................. 100 ......
. Execu t,\,e B ran Ch .............................. 5 3 ..................... 30 .................................................. 0 .................. 1 00 ......
. NGO/T h mk Tank ............................... 7 3 ..................... 26 ........................ 2 ......................... 0 .................. 1 00 ......
A ssoc |at|0ns .................................... 6 2 ..................... 35 ........................ 4 ......................... 0 .................. 1 00 ......
Leaders (all) 63 32 5 1 100
Somewhat
Very important important Not important Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 4 5 ..................... 42 ........................ 3 ......................... 4 .................. 100 ......
. Execu t,\,e B ran Ch .............................. 5 g ..................... 41 .................................................. 0 .................. 1 00 ......
. NGO/T h mk Tank ............................... 7 5 ..................... 24 ........................ 0 ......................... 0 .................. 1 00 ......
A SSOC |at|ons .................................... 5 5 ..................... 42 ........................ 4 ......................... 0 .................. 1 00 ......
Leaders (all) 61 37 2 1 100
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Question 2 (1-6)

Question 2 (1-6): For each of the following types of institutions or organizations that
could help improve agricultural production in developing countries, please tell me if
you think each may be very effective, somewhat effective, not very effective, or not
effective at all in achieving this goal.

2/1. International institutions such as the World Bank

Somewhat Not very eff’e\,-‘gttive Not sure/
Very effective effective effective atall Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 15 ..................... 3 g .................... 31 ................. 3 ................ 3 ............. 1 00
Executive Branch 21 57 16 4 100
NGO/Think Tank 20 47 27 6 0 100
Associations 31 42 20 7 0 100
Leaders (all) 23 47 22 5 2 100
Not
Somewhat Not very effective Not sure/
Very effective effective effective atall Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 3 1 ...................... 5 4 ..................... g .................. 4 ................ 4 ............. 1 00 .....
ExecuweBranCh .............................. 3 343 .................... 11 ................. 0 ................ 4 ............. 1 00 .....
NGO/T h mk Tank ............................... 3 1 ...................... 5 2 ..................... 7 .................. 0 ................ 0 ............. 1 00 .....
Associations 24 67 9 0 0 100
Leaders (all) 31 58 9 1 2 100

2/3. Private companies specializing in agriculture and food production

Somewhat Not very effggttive Not sure/
Very effective effective effective atall Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 2 7 ..................... 4 2 .................... 27 ................. 0 ................ 4100 .....
Executive Branch 43 43 9 0 5 100
NGO/Think Tank 31 49 20 0 0 100
Assomat,ons .................................... 4 2 ..................... 4 7 ..................... 7 ................. 2 ................ 2100 .....
Leaders (all) 37 46 14 1 3 100
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2/4. Government agencies such as the United States Agency for International Development

Somewhat Not very eflegttive Not sure/

Very effective effective effective at all Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 3 1 ...................... 5 0 .................... 12 ................. 4 ................ 4 ............. 1 00
ExecutweBranch .............................. 3 443 .................... 20 ................. 0 ................ 4 ............. 1 00
NGO/T h mk Tank ............................... 2 2 ..................... 5 0 .................... 16 ................. 0 ................ 2 ............. 1 00
A SSOC |at|ons .................................... 2 0 ..................... 5 4 .................... 13 ................. 4 ................ 0 ............. 1 00

Leaders (all) 26 55 16 2 2 100

2/5. Nongovernmental organizations such as CARE

Somewhat Not very eflegttive Not sure/

Very effective effective effective atall Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
S T 5 4 .................... 12 ................. 0 ................ 4 ............. 1 00
A - . 45 .................... 23 ................. 2 ................ 4 ............. 1 00
S e 5 1 ...................... 9 ................. 4 ................ 0 ............. 1 00
R T 5 8 ..................... 4 ................. 0 ................ 4 ............. 1 00

Leaders (all) 32 52 12 2 3 100

Somewhat Not very eﬁ’(\e‘gttive Not sure/

Very effective effective effective atall Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 2 745 .................... 15 ................. 0 ............... 12 ............. 1 oo
ExecunveBranCh .............................. 4 345 ..................... 5 ................. 2 ................ 4 ............. 1 00
N(;o/'rhm kTank ................................ 3 5 ..................... 5 3 ..................... 6 ................. O ................ 0 ............. 1 00
Assoc|at|ons ..................................... 3 344 .................... 15 ................. 0 ................ 4 ............. 1 00

Leaders (all) 38 49 9 1 4 100

GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 155



Question 3

Question 3: Suppose the developed countries set a goal of reducing world poverty by
funding major programs to improve the agricultural productivity of poor farmers in
Africa and Asia. Would you favor or oppose the United States committing to such a
program, even if it meant cutting back on development assistance commitments in
other areas such as health and education?

3. U.S commitment to poverty reduction program

Favor Oppose Not sure/ Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ............................................... 5339 ............................ 4100 ..........
Execut,\,egranch .................................... 4641 ............................ 13100 ..........
NGO/Thkaank ..................................... 7320 ............................ 7100 ..........
Assomat,ons .......................................... 5433 ............................ 4100 ..........

Leaders (all) 60 32 7 100

Question 4 (1-7)

Question 4 (1-7): Here are some possible approaches to helping small farmers in poor
countries become more productive. Please tell me if you favor or oppose the U.S.
government pursuing each of the following:

4/1. Conducting research in U.S. universities to develop new farming methods that would increase
agricultural productivity in poor countries

Associations 82 16
Leaders (all) 81 17

4/2. Supporting research in universities in the developing world to develop new farming methods that
would increase agricultural productivity

Associations 87 13 0 100

Leaders (all) 93 6 1 100
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4/3. Providing new types of seeds, fertilizer, and equipment to poor farmers that would help them
improve their productivity

Associations 89 9 2 100
Leaders (all) 83 16 1 100

4/4. Providing small loans to poor farmers to help them purchase seeds, fertilizer, and farming
equipment

Associations 73 26 2 100
Leaders (all) 83 14 8 100

4/5. Developing better infrastructure such as irrigation and roads in poor countries to help farmers
grow and sell more

Associations 91 7 2 100
Leaders (all) 90 8 2 100
Favor Oppose Not sure/ Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ............................................... 31 ......................... 1 2 ............................ 8100 ..........
ExecutweBranch .................................... 33 ......................... 5 ............................. 7100 ..........
NGO/Thkaank ..................................... 93 ......................... 6 ............................. 2100 ..........
Assomatmns .......................................... 32 ......................... 1 5 ............................ 4100 ..........
Leaders (all) 87 9 5 100
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4/7. Targeting assistance and education to women in farm families

Associations 82 18 0 100
Leaders (all) 85 13 2 100

Question 5

Question 5: Which of the following arguments for and against the increased use of
ethanol produced from corn or other food crops as a transportation fuel comes closest
to your point of view?

5. Ethanol arguments

Using ethanol is a good idea because

it is an American-made substitute Using ethanol is a bad idea
for gasoline that reduces our because it reduces the supply of Not sure/

dependence on foreign oil. food and drives up food prices. Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ...................................... 54 ............................................... 39 ................................ 3100 ......
ExecutweBranch .......................... 20 ............................................... 53 ............................... 13 100 ......
NGO/Thkaank ........................... 15 ............................................... 32 ................................ 4100 ......
Assomat,ons ................................. 45 ............................................... 53 ................................ 2100 ......

Leaders (all) 30 62 8 100

Question 6

Question 6: Currently there is a debate about providing poor farmers in developing
countries with genetically modified seeds. Which argument is closer to your point of

view?
6. GM seeds
Providing poor farmers in developing Poor farmers in developing
countries with genetically modified countries should not use
seeds, such as those that are drought genetically modified seeds
and disease resistant, will increase because the effects on human
their productivity and help them get health are not widely understood Not sure/
out of poverty. and accepted. Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress 89 8 4 100
Executive Branch 86 5 100
NGO/Think Tank 67 31 2 100
Associations 87 1 2 100
Leaders (all) 81 15 4 100
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Question 7 (1-7)

Question 7 (1-7): Some observers think that U.S. standing in the world has diminished
over the last few years. Here are a few steps that some have suggested the U.S. might
take to improve that standing. For each, please indicate if you think it would be very
important, somewhat important, not very important, or not important at all.

7/1. Expanding U.S. leadership in addressing global public health problems

such as AIDS and possible pandemics

Somewhat Not very imp'\:)(rj':ant Not sure/

Very important important important atall Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
C 0 ngress ............................. 35 ........................ 54 ........................ g .................... 4 .................. 0 .............. 1 00 .....
Execu t,\,e B ran Ch ................. 45 ........................ 43 ............................................. 0 .................. 2 .............. 1 00 .....
NGO/T h mk Tank .................. 53 ........................ 35 ........................ 7 .................... 0 .................. 0 .............. 1 00 .....
A ssomat,on S ........................ 33 ........................ 51 ........................ 9 .................... 0 .................. 2 .............. 1 00 .....

Leaders (all) 45 46 7 1 1 100

Somewhat Not very Not important ~ Not sure/
Very important important important atall Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ........................... 35 ........................ 3 g ...................... 1980 ............. 100 .....

Executive Branch 18 48 23 11 0 100
NGO/Think Tank 49 35 1 6 0 100
Associations 29 44 22 6 0 100
Leaders (all) 32 42 19 7 0 100

7/3. Addressing global poverty by helping improve the productivity

of poor farmers in developing countries

Somewhat Not very Not important ~ Not sure/
Very important important important atall Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ........................... 50 ........................ 3 9 ....................... 304 ............. 100 .....

Executive Branch 59 34 0 0 100
NGO/Think Tank 66 31 4 0 0 100
Associations 60 36 4 0 0 100
Leaders (all) 60 34 5 0 1 100
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7/4. Increasing U.S. development assistance to developing countries

Somewhat Not very Not important Not sure/

Very important important important atall Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress53 ...................... 353 ...................... 00 ............. 1 00 .....
ExecutweBranch43 ...................... 339 ...................... 2 ................................... 1 00 .....
NGO/ThkaanKSS ...................... 406 ...................... 00 ............. 1 00 .....
Assomat,onsgs ...................... 49 ...................... 1 1 ...................... 22 ............. 1 00 .....

Leaders (all) 48 4 8 1 2 100

Somewhat Not very Not important Not sure/

Very important important important atall Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
S T 394 ...................... 1 2 ................... 4 ............. 1 00 .....
A . 36 ...................... 1 62 .................... 2 ............. 1 00 .....
T, . 3570 .................... 2 ............. 1 00 .....
R p 42 ...................... 1 52 .................... 0 ............. 1 00 .....

Leaders (all) 47 38 12 3 2 100

7/6. Including developing countries more fully in the decision making

of international organizations such as the World Bank

Somewhat Not very Not important Not sure/

Very important important important atall Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
S e 50 ...................... 1 2 ...................... ‘.1 ..................... 0 ............ 100
T 5 43 ...................... 2 5 ...................... ‘.1 ................................... 100
ST, e 33 ...................... 1 1 ....................... 2 ..................... 2 ............ 100
R P 49 ...................... 1 3 ...................... 4 ..................... 2 ............ 100

Leaders (all) 34 46 16 3 2 100

Somewhat Not very imp’\:)OrIant Not sure/

Very important important important at all Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
S o 39 ........................ 1 2 ................... 3 ................. 0 ............. 100 .....
K T — . 352 .................... 0 ................................ 100 .....
o i 154 .................... ;1. ................. 0 ............. 100 .....
i e 27 ........................ 1 5 ................... ;1. ................. 0 ............. 100 .....

Leaders (all) 62 28 7 3 1 100

160 THE CHICAGO COUNCIL ON GLOBAL AFFAIRS



APPENDIX D

Question 8 (1-5)

Question 8 (1-5): For each of the following measures that have been proposed in
response to the recent rise in global food prices, please tell me if you think it could be
very effective, somewhat effective, not very effective, or not at all effective as a way of
responding to this increase.

8/1. Providing more food aid to countries where food price rises have caused the most distress

Somewhat Not very eff’e\,-‘gttive Not sure/

Very effective effective effective atall Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 15 ..................... 5 4 .................... 23 ................. 3 ................ 0 ............. 1 00
Execunve B ramh .............................. 13 ..................... 5 0 .................... 29 ................. 9 ............................... 1 oo
NGO/T h mk Tank ............................... 2 0 ..................... 5 3 .................... 24 ................. 4 ................ 0 ............. 1 00
A SSOC |at|ons .................................... 2 5 ..................... 5 1 ..................... 15 ................. 7 ................ 0 ............. 1 00

Leaders (all) 19 52 23 7 0 100

8/2. Increasing investment in agricultural research to

improve farm productivity in developing countries

Somewhat Not very eff’:gttive Not sure/

Very effective effective effective atall Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 5 2 ..................... 3 5 ..................... 4 ................. 0 ................ 0 ............. 1 00
Execunve B ranCh .............................. 5 5 ..................... 2 5 ........................................ 2 ............................... 1 00
NGO/T h mk Tank ............................... 5 5 ..................... 3 3 ..................... 6 ................. 0 ................ 0 ............. 1 00
Assomat,ons .................................... 4 742 ..................... g ................. 2 ................ 0 ............. 1 oo

Leaders (all) 57 35 7 1 0 100

Somewhat Not very eflecc:)ttive Not sure/
Very effective effective effective atall Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress ......................................... 4 2 ..................... 5 0 ..................... 8 ................. 0 ................ 0 ............. 1 00
Executive Branch 29 45 21 2 100
NGO/Think Tank 33 44 18 2 4 100
Assomat,ons .................................... 4 444 ..................... g ................. 4 ................ 0 ............. 1 OO
Leaders (all) 36 45 15 2 2 100
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8/4. Persuading developing country governments to give greater priority to agricultural development

Somewhat Not very eflet?ttive Not sure/
Very effective effective effective at all Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
A 3 9 ..................... 5 8 ..................... 4 ................. 0 ................ 0 ............. 1 00
A - 4343 ..................... 7 ................. 0 ................ 2 ............. 1 00
R, 4 7 ..................... 3 3 .................... 18 ................. 2 ................ 0 ............. 1 00
Assomatmns .................................... 4 942 ..................... 5 ................. 2 ................ 2 ............. 1 oo
Leaders (all) 47 42 9 1 1 100
Not
Somewhat Not very effective ~ Not sure/
Very effective effective effective atall Decline Total
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
A 23 ..................... 5 3 .................... 19 ................. 0 ................ 0 ............ 100 -
e 30 ..................... 5 4 .................... 14 ................................................. 100
. N Go/'rh mk Tank ............................... 1 5 ..................... 4 9 .................... 29 ................. 6 ................ 2 ............ 100 -
. As SOC |at|0n S .................................... 3 1 ...................... 4 6 .................... 20 ................. 4 ................ 0 ............ 100 -
Leaders (all) 25 51 21 3 1 100

Question 9

Question 9: 1 would like to know how you think the American public would feel about
a U.S. program to help small farmers in poor countries become more productive
through conducting research and providing new types of seeds, fertilizer, equipment,
infrastructure, and small loans. Do you think:

9. Public support for programs to help small farmers

A majority would favor A majority would Views would be Not sure/

such a program oppose it evenly divided Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
o e 19 ......................... 31 ......................... 0 ................. 1 00 ......
T e 11 ......................... 33 ......................... 2 ................. 1 OO ......
oY e 7 .......................... 42 ......................... 2 ................. 1 00 ......
Assoc|at|0ns42 .......................... 11 ......................... 44 ......................... 4 ................ 1 oo ......

Leaders (all) 47 11 40 2 100

162 THE CHICAGO COUNCIL ON GLOBAL AFFAIRS



APPENDIX D

Question 9A

Question 9A: Would that be a majority smaller than 60% or larger than 60%?

9A. Majority smaller or larger than 60%

Smaller than 60% Larger than 60% Not sure/ Decline Total

(%) (%) (%) (%)
Congress .................................... 55 ............................... 39 ............................... 5100 ...........
ExecutweBranch ......................... 44 ............................... 50100 ...........
NGO/Thkaank .......................... 42 ............................... 55 ............................... 3100 ...........
Assomat,ons ................................ 41 ............................... 52 ............................... 7100 ...........

Leaders (all) 45 50 5 100
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The Chicago Council on Global Affairs

AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 2008:
PUBLIC AND LEADERSHIP OPINION SURVEY

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Public Survey

The public survey is based on the results of a survey commissioned by The Chicago
Council on Global Affairs. The survey was conducted August 14-21, 2008, by
Knowledge Networks (KN), a polling, social science, and market research firm in
Menlo Park, California. The August survey has a total sample of 1,094 American
adults. There were 1,148 completes but fifty-four cases were excluded due to item
nonresponse and/or completing the survey in less than three minutes. The margin
of sampling error is plus or minus 2.96 percentage points.

The survey was fielded using a randomly selected sample of KN’s large-scale,
nationwide research panel. This panel is itself randomly selected from the national
population of households with telephones. These households are subsequently
provided Internet access for the completion of surveys (and thus the sample is not
limited to those in the population who already have Internet access). The distribu-
tion of the sample in the Web-enabled panel closely tracks the distribution of United
States Census counts for the U.S. population eighteen years of age or older on age,
race, Hispanic ethnicity, geographical region, employment status, income, educa-
tion, etc. To reduce the effects of any nonresponse and noncoverage bias in panel
estimates, a poststratification ranking adjustment is applied using demographic
distributions from the most recent data from the Current Population Survey (CPS).
The poststratification variables include age, race, gender, Hispanic ethnicity and
education. This weighting adjustment is applied prior to the selection of any client
sample from KnowledgePanel*™. These weights constitute the starting weights for
any client survey selected from the panel.

Once the study data are returned from the field, the final qualified respondent
data are subjected to an additional poststratification process to adjust for any nonre-
sponse and noncoverage as aresult of the study-specific sample design. The primary
purpose of this poststratification adjustment is to reduce the sampling variance for
any characteristics highly correlated with the representative study population’s
demographic and geographic totals (these are referred to as the population bench-
marks). This adjustment also helps reduce bias due to survey nonresponse.

The panel is recruited using stratified random digit dialing (RDD) telephone
sampling. RDD provides a nonzero probability of selection for every U.S. household
with a telephone. Households that agree to participate in the panel are provided
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with free Web access and an Internet appliance (if necessary), which uses a tele-
phone line to connect to the Internet and uses the television as a monitor. For more
information concerning the methodology of the U.S. sample, please visit the KN
Web site at www.knowledgenetworks.com.

Leader Survey

Theleader sample has a total sample size of 192 respondents. Given the nature of the
target population, sampling of leaders was not random. The leader sample is based
on the following breakdown: twenty-six members of Congress, fifty-six members of
the executive branch, fifty-five respondents from relevant NGOs and think tanks,
and fifty-five respondents from relevant business associations and corporations. It
isnot possible to compute a margin of sampling error for the leader sample because
itis not a random sample of all possible leaders.

Nearly all of the respondents in the leader sample were interviewed by tele-
phone. All of the respondents in the executive branch, NGO, think tank, business
association, and corporation categories were interviewed by telephone. However,
as a result of a poor response rate on the part of members of Congress (likely due
to the financial crisis and proximity of the upcoming election at the time of the
survey) GlobeScan attempted to recruit some additional respondents with an iden-
tical online version of the telephone survey. Thus, the Congressional group includes
eighteen respondents interviewed by telephone and eight respondents interviewed
online. There were no major noticeable cross-modal differences in congressional
responses. All telephone interviews were conducted between September 8 and
October 3, 2008. The online option to members of Congress was available between
November 5 and 27, 2008.

GlobeScan and The Chicago Council selected leaders in different areas from
comprehensive membership lists in each type of position (i.e., selecting congres-
sional leaders based on relevant committee membership). These lists are good
approximations of the population of leaders in each leader category included in
the sample. This lends greater confidence in the generalizability of the sample to
the population of leaders, at least as far as the population parameters are defined
simply as active membership in each leader category. All leaders included in the
sample are based in the United States, with the exception of USAID mission direc-
tors working abroad.

The leader survey employed a wide-ranging definition of what constitutes a
“leader.” Leaders included congressional members and senior staff; administration
officials involved in agricultural development, foreign aid, and foreign policy; busi-
ness leaders with interests related to international agriculture and development;
high-ranking members of NGOs and think tanks that have a stake in agriculture
and development; and presidents of major industry associations and interest groups
with interests in agriculture and development. The motivation for including all of
these groups under the category of “policy leaders” was that all of these groups
have interest or knowledge of international development and agriculture.

Members of the House of Representatives and Senate were selected based
on committee involvement. Committees covered included the Committee on
Foreign Affairs; Committee on Foreign Relations; Committee on Appropriations;
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and Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. Subcommittees covered
included the Subcommittee on the Middle East and South Asia; Subcommittee on
State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs; Subcommittee on Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies;
Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies; Subcommittee
on International Organizations, Human Rights, and Oversight; Subcommittee
on Specialty Crops, Rural Development, and Foreign Agriculture; Subcommittee
on Energy and Water Development; Subcommittee on Conservation, Credit,
Energy, and Research; Subcommittee on Africa and Global Health; Subcommittee
on Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry; Subcommittee on Horticulture and Organic
Agriculture; Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific, and the Global Environment;
Subcommittee on General Farm Commodities and Risk Management; and
Subcommittee on Department Operations, Oversight, Nutrition, and Forestry. If
the House or Senate member was not available, the interview was conducted with
a senior staffer responsible for foreign affairs.

Administration officials were chosen based on involvement in international
development and agriculture. Officials were also selected based on the relative per-
manency of their position in an attempt to capture professional bureaucrats rather
than officials who are temporary appointments that will change with the incoming
administration. These officials included those from the African Development
Foundation, the Foreign Agricultural Service, the United States Agency for
International Development, the United States Department of Agriculture, the
Department of State, the Department of Energy, the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Department of the Treasury, and the Executive Office of the President.

Leaders of NGOs and business associations were chosen based on vested interest
in international development and agriculture. These leaders included those from
CARE, World Vision Inc., the Grameen Foundation, and Catholic Relief Services,
among others. The list of business associations included the National Council of
Farmer Cooperatives, the Biotechnology Industry Organization, the American
Bankers Association, the American Meat Institute, the Association of Equipment
Manufacturers, the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges, the American Association of Crop Insurers, the Irrigation Association, the
Food Marketing Institute, the National Farmers Organization Inc., the Livestock
Marketing Association, the National Corn Growers Association, the American Farm
Bureau Federation, the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture,
the Tobacco Merchants Association, the National Association of Home Builders, the
American Iron and Steel Institute, the National Association for the Specialty Food
Trade Inc., the American Manufacturers Association, the United States Council for
International Business, the American Seed Trade Association, and the National
Academy of Sciences, among others.

The list of interest and advocacy groups was also chosen based on vested
interestininternational development and agricultureissues. These groupsincluded
the American Family Association, the National Association of Evangelicals, the
Christian Coalition of America, Concerned Women of America, the National
Council of the Churches of Christ in the USA, the United States Conference of
Catholic Bishops, the Pew Charitable Trusts, the Traditional Values Coalition, and
the American Civil Liberties Union, among others.

THE CHICAGO COUNCIL ON GLOBAL AFFAIRS



APPENDIX F

RELATED READINGS

Key Readings on Agricultural Development

Board for International Food and Agricultural Development. “Higher Education: A
Critical Partner in Global Agricultural Development.” Report from the Conference
of Deans (9 September 2008).

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. The State of Food
Insecurity in the World: High food prices and food security — threats and opportuni-
ties. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (December
2008).

Paarlberg, Robert. Starved for Science: How Biotechnology Is Being Kept Out of Africa.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press (2008).

Taylor, Michael. “Beating Africa’s Poverty by Investing in Africa’s Infrastructure.”
Washington DC: Partnership to Cut Hunger and Poverty in Africa (October 2007).

von Braun, Joachim, Shenggen Fan, Ruth Meinzen-Dick, Mark W. Rosegrant, and
Alejandro Nin Pratt. International Agricultural Research for Food Security, Poverty
Reduction, and the Environment: What to Expect from Scaling Up CGIAR Investments
and “Best Bet” Programs. Washington DC: International Food Policy Research
Institute (September 2008).

World Bank, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, International
Fund for Agricultural Development. Gender in Agriculture Sourcebook. Washington
DC: The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank
(2009).

World Bank. World Development Report 2008: Agriculture for Development.
Washington DC: World Bank (2007).

Food Security

Ahmed, Akhter U., Ruth V. Hill, Lisa C. Smith, Doris M. Wiesmann, and Tim
Frankenberger. “The World’s Most Deprived: Characteristics and Causes of Extreme
Poverty and Hunger.” International Food Policy Research Institute. 2020 Discussion
paper No. 43 (October 2007).

Government Accountability Office. “International Food Security: Insufficient
Efforts by Host Governments and Donors Threaten Progress to Halve Hunger in
sub-Saharan Africa by 2015.” GAO-08-680 (May 2008).

GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 167



168

New Partnership for Africa’s Development. “Implementing the Comprehensive
Africa Agriculture Development Programme and Restoring Food Security in Africa:
The Road Map.” Prepared by the NEPAD Secretariat for the NEPAD Food Security
Summit, Abuja, Nigeria (8-12 September 2006).

Timmer, Peter C. and David Dawe. “Managing Food Price Instability in Asia:
A Macro Food Security Perspective.” Asian Economic Journal, Vol. 21 No. 1, 1-18
(2007).

United States Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service. “Food
Security Assessment, 2007.” Agriculture and Trade Reports (July 2008).

von Braun, Joachim. “The World Food Situation: New Driving Forces and Required
Actions.” Food Policy Report 18. Washington DC: International Food Policy
Research Institute (2007).

von Braun, Joachim and Eugenio Diaz-Bonilla, eds. Globalization of Food and
Agriculture and the Poor. Oxford University Press (2008).

von Grebmer, Klaus, Heidi Fritschel, Bella Nestorova, Tolulope Olofinbiyi, Rajul
Pandya-Lorch, and Yisehac Yohannes. The Challenge of Hunger 2008: Global Hunger
Index. Bonn, Washington DC, Dublin: Welthungerhilfe, International Food Policy
Research Institute, and Concern Worldwide (October 2008).

World Bank/World Bank Institute. “Making Agriculture A Development Priority.”
Development Outreach. Special Report. October 2008.

Smallholder Farmers

Berisha-Krasniqi, Valdete, Antoine Bouét, David Laborde, and Simon Mevel. “The
Development Promise: Can the Doha Development Agenda Deliver for Least-
Developed Countries?” International Food Policy Research Institute. Research
brief (October 2008).

Elliott, Kimberly Ann. Delivering on Doha: Farm Trade and the Poor. Washington
DC: Peterson Institute (July 2006).

Foster, Vivian. “Overhauling the Engine of Growth: Infrastructure in Africa.” Africa
Infrastructure Country Diagnostic. Washington DC: World Bank (September
2008).

International Food Policy Research Institute. The future of smallfarms: Proceedings
of a research workshop. Wye, UK, June 26-29, 2005. Washington DC: International
Food Policy Research Institute (2005).

Morton, John F. “The impact of climate change on smallholder and subsistence
agriculture.” Edited by William Easterling. Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences of the United States of America, vol. 104 no. 50 19680-19685 (December
11, 2007).

Reardon, Thomas, Christoper B. Barrett, Julio A. Berdegue, Johan F.M. Swinnen.
“Agrifood Industry Transformation & Small Farmers in Developing Countries.”
Working Paper. July 2008.

THE CHICAGO COUNCIL ON GLOBAL AFFAIRS



APPENDIX F

Rutton, Vernon W. “Controversy about Agricultural Technology and Lessons from
the Green Revolution.” International Journal of Biotechnology, Vol. 6, No.1: 43 — 54
(2004).

Tripp, Rob. Self-Sufficient Agriculture: Labour and Knowledge in Small-Scale
Farming. London: Earth Scan (December 2005).

Women in Agriculture

Quisumbing, Agnes and Lauren Pandolfelli. “Promising Approaches to Address
the Needs of Poor Female Farmers.” Washington DC: International Food Policy
Research Institute. Research brief (August 2008).

Ramachandran, Nira. “Women and Food Security in South Asia: Current Issues
and Emerging Concerns.” Research paper no. 2006/131. United Nations University,
World Institute for Development Economics Research (November 2006).

Agricultural Research

National Research Council, Board on Agriculture and Natural Resources. Emerging
Technologies to Benefit Farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia. Washington
DC: The National Academies Press (2008).

Pardey, Philip G., Julian Alston, Jenni James, Paul Glewwe, Eran Binenbaum, Terry
Hurley, and Stanley Wood. Science, Technology and Skills. InSTePP Report. St. Paul:
International Science & Technology Practice & Policy, University of Minnesota
(October 2007).

Thomas, Gareth and Rachel Slater. “Innovation, agricultural growth and poverty
reduction.” International Journal of Technology and Globalisation, Vol. 2, No.3/4 pp.
279 -288 (2006).

Water

African Development Bank, Food and Agriculture Organization, International
Fund for Agricultural Development, International Water Management Institute,
and World Bank. “Investment in Agricultural Water for Poverty Reduction and
Economic Growth in Sub-Saharan Africa.” Synthesis Report. Washington DC
(2007).

Rosegrant, Mark W., Ximing Cai, and Sarah A. Cline. World Water and Food to 2025:
Dealing with Scarcity. Jointly published by the International Food Policy Research
Institute (IFPRI) and the International Water Management Institute (IWMI).
Washington DC: International Food Policy Research Institute (2002).

Climate Change

Battisti, David and Rosamond Naylor. “Historical Warnings of Future Food
Insecurity with Unprecedented Seasonal Heat.” Science, 323: 240-244 (January
2009).

Cline, William. Global Warming and Agriculture: Impact Estimates by Country.
Washington DC: Peterson Institute (2007).

GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 169



170

Kurukulasuriya, Pradeep, Robert Mendelsohn, “How will climate change shift agro-
ecological zones and impact African agriculture?” World Bank Policy Research
Working Paper (11 September 2008).

Agricultural Projections

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. “World Agriculture:
Towards 2030/2050 — Interim Report.” FAO (2006).

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development and the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. “OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook
2008-2017.” OECD/FAO (2008).

Unites States Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service. “USDA
Agricultural Projections to 2017.” USDA/ERS (12 February 2008).

Foreign Assistance

Atwood, Brian J., M. Peter McPherson, Andrew Natsios. “Arrested Development.”
Foreign Affairs, November/December 2008.

Barrett, Christopher B. and Daniel Maxwell. Food Aid After Fifty Year: Recasting Its
Role. London: Routledge (May 2005).

Government Accountability Office. “Foreign Assistance: Various Challenges Limit
the Efficiency and Effectiveness of U.S. Food Aid.” GAO-07-905T (24 May 2007).

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. “Scaling Up: Aid
Fragmentation, Aid Allocation and Aid Predictability.” Report of 2008 Survey of Aid
Allocation Policies and Indicative Forward Spending Plans. OECD Development
Assistance Committee (May 2008).

Institutional Reforms

Independent Evaluation Group and the World Bank. Annual Review of Development
Effectiveness 2008: Shared Global Challenges. Washington DC: World Bank
(September 2008).

Independent Evaluation Group and the World Bank. World Bank Assistance to
Agriculture in Sub-Saharan Africa: An IEG Review. Washington DC: World Bank
(2007).

Report of the Independent External Evaluation of the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations. “FAO: A Challenge of Renewal.” (September
2007).

Biofuels

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. The State of Food
and Agriculture —Biofuels: Prospects, Risks, and Opportunities. Rome: Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (October 2008).

Renewable Fuels Agency, Government of the United Kingdom. “The Gallagher
Review of the indirect effects of biofuels production.”(July 2008).

THE CHICAGO COUNCIL ON GLOBAL AFFAIRS



APPENDIX F

Food Crisis

Benson, Todd, Nicholas Minot, John Pender, Miguel Robles, Joachim von Braun.
“Global Food Crises: Monitoring and Assessing Impact to Inform Policy Responses.”
Food Policy Report 19. Washington DC: International Food Policy Research Institute
(September 2008).

Congressional Research Service. “U.S. Response to the Food Crisis.” Congressional
Research Report (May 2008).

Fan, Shenngen and Mark W. Rosegrant. “Investing in Agriculture to Overcome the
World Food Crisis and Reduce Poverty and Hunger.” Policy Brief. International
Food Policy Research Institute (3 June 2008).

Trostle, Ronald. “Global Agricultural Supply and Demand: Factors Contributing
to the Recent Increase in Food Commodity Prices.” United States Department
of Agriculture, Economic Research Service. Outlook Report No. WRS-0801 (July
2008).

von Braun, Joachim, Josette Sheeran, and Namanga Ngongi. “Responding to the
Global Food Crisis: Three Perspectives,” Essays from International Food Policy
Research Institute Annual Report, 2007-2008 (September 2008).

World Bank. “Rising Food and Fuel Prices: Addressing the Risks to Future
Generations.” Human Development Network/Poverty Reduction and Economic
Management Network. Washington DC: World Bank (12 October 2008).

Hungry and Poverty

Bread for the World Institute. Hunger 2009 / Global Development: Charting a New
Course. Washington DC: Bread for the World Institute (November 2008).

Center for Strategic and International Studies. “A Call for a Strategic U.S. Approach
to the Global Food Crisis.” CSIS Task Force on the Global Food Crisis (July 2008).

Evans, Alex. “The Feeding of the Nine Billion: Global Food Security for the 21st
Century.” Chatham House Report (January 2009).

Rockefeller Foundation. “Africa’s Turn: A New Green Revolution for the 21st
Century.” July 2006.

Modernizing Foreign Assistance Network. “New Day, New Way: U.S. Foreign
Assistance for the 21st Century.” (1 June 2008).

Oxfam America. “A Billion Hungry People: Governments and aid agencies must
rise to the challenge.” Briefing Paper (January 2009).

Unger, Noam and Abigail Jones. “U.S. Foreign Assistance to Sub-Saharan Africa:
A Snapshot of Previous U.S. Priorities and Recommendations for the Obama
Administration.” Brookings Institution, Global Views No. 9 (November 2008).

GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 171



APPENDIX G

SELECT AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION AND
RESEARCH INSTITUTIONS IN SUB-SAHARAN
AFRICA AND SOUTH ASIA

This list identifies education and research institutions in Sub-Saharan Africa and
South Asia that have, or have had, partnerships with the Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research and/or U.S. institutions through the Higher
Education Program for Agricultural Development and Collaborative Research
Support Programs.

Sub-Saharan Africa

Education

Angola
Universidade Agostinho Neto

Benin
University of Benin

Botswana
Botswana College of Agriculture
University of Botswana

Burkina Faso

University of Oagagadougou
Burundi

Ngozi University

Eritrea
University of Asmara

Ethiopia

Addis Ababa University
Alemaya University
Axum University

Bahir Dar University
Debub University
Haramaya University
Mekelle University
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Ghana
Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology
University of Ghana, Legon & Accra

Kenya

Egerton University

Jomo Kenyatta University of Agriculture and Technology
Moi University

University of Nairobi

Liberia
University of Liberia

Malawi
University of Malawi

Mali
University of Bamako

Mozambique
Eduardo Mondlane University

Namibia
University of Namibia

Nigeria

Abubaker Tafawa Balewu University, School of Agriculture
Ahmadu Bello University, Institute of Agricultural Research
Amadou Bello University

Hawassa University

University of Maiduguri

Obafemi Awolowo University

Rwanda
Kigali Institute of Science and Technology
Universite Nationale du Rwanda

Senegal

Ecole Nationale d’Economie Appliquée
Ecole Nationale Superieure D’Agriculture
Université Cheikh Anta Diop

University of Thies

South Africa

University of Eastern Cape
University of KwaZulu — Natal
University of Port Elizabeth
University of Pretoria
Universiteit Stellenbosch
University of the Free State
University of the North
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Tanzania
Sokoine University of Agriculture
University of Dar es Salaam

Uganda
Makerere University

Zambia
University of Zambia

Zimbabwe
University of Zimbabwe

Research

Benin
Africa Rice Center
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture

Burkina Faso

Institut de 'Environnement et de Recherches Agricoles

Institut de 'Environmentet des Recherches Office de Kamboince
Institut de Recherche en Sciences Appligées et Technologiques

Cameroon
Institut de Recherche Agricole pour le Développement
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture

Cote d’Ivoire
Africa Rice Center

Democratic Republic of Congo
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture

Ethiopia

Ambhara Regional Agricultural Research Institute
Ethiopian Institute of Agricultural Research
International Livestock Research Institute
International Water Management Institute
Oromia Agricultural Research Institute

Gambia
National Agricultural Research Institute

Ghana

Crop Research Institute

Food Research Institute

International Institute of Tropical Agriculture
International Water Management Institute
Noguchi Memorial Institute for Medical Research
Savannah Agriculture Research Institute
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Guinea
Institut de recherché agronomique de Guinée

Kenya

International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture

International Livestock Research Institute

Kenya Agricultural Research Institute

National Range Research Center

World Agroforestry Center

Malawi
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture
International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics

Mali

Insitut de 'Environment et de Recherches Agricoles

Institut du Sahel

Institut Polytechnique Rural de Formation et de Recherche Appliqueé de
Katibougou

Institute D’Economie Rurale

International Livestock Research Institute

International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics

Mozambique

Instituto de Investigacao Agraria de Mocambique

International Livestock Research Institute

International Institute of Tropical Agriculture

International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics

Niger

Institut National de la Recherche Agronomique du Niger
International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics
International Livestock Research Institute

Nigeria

Africa Rice Center

International Institute of Tropical Agriculture
International Livestock Research Institute
Lake Chad Research Institute

Senegal

Africa Rice Center

Center of Research and Ecotoxicology of the Sahel
Institut de Technologie Alimentaire

Institut Senegalais de Recherches Agricoles

Réseau Africain de Développement de I'Horticulture
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South Africa
Agricultural Research Council - Grain Crops Institute
International Water Management Institute

Tanzania

Africa Rice Center

Agriculture Research and Training Institute, Ukiriguru
Agriculture Research Institute, Uyole

Eastern and Central Africa Bean Research Network
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture

Mpwapwa Livestock Research Institute

Serere Agricultural and Animal Production Research Institute
Tanzania Coffee Research Institute

Tanzanian Wildlife Research Institute

Uganda

Coffee Research Institute

International Institute of Tropical Agriculture
National Agricultural Research Organisation

Zambia
Zambia Agriculture Research Institute

Zimbabwe
International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics

South Asia

Education

Bangladesh
Bangabandu Shiekh Mujibur Rahman Agricultural University
Bangladesh Agricultural University

India

Andhra Pradesh Agricultural University
Indian Institute of Management

Punjab Agricultural University

Sri Venkateswara University

Tamil Nadu Agricultural University
University of Agricultural Sciences, Bangalore
University of Hyderabad

Nepal
Tribhuvan University

Research
Bangladesh
Bangladesh Agricultural Research Institute
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India

Indian Agricultural Research Institute

International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics
International Livestock Research Institute

World Agroforestry Centre

Nepal
Institute of Agriculture and Animal Science

Sri Lanka
International Water Management Institute
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The Chicago Council on Global Affairs

MODERNIZING AMERICA’S FOOD AND FARM
POLICY: VISION FOR A NEW DIRECTION

Report of the 2006 Agriculture Task Force

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The place of food and agriculture on the American national policy agenda has
never been more critical. American consumers have long taken for granted a
diverse, plentiful supply of safe, nutritious, and affordable food. American farmers
have long enjoyed competitive advantages in food production, the resilience of U.S.
natural resources, and a vibrant export trade. From 1950 to 2002 American agricul-
ture enjoyed a 2.1 annual percent increase in total factor productivity, while the
percent of personal disposable income spent on food by U.S. households dropped
by nearly one-half, from 20 percent to 10 percent.

Food policy is critical not simply to the farm community, but to the nation. Its
economic impacts are far-reaching. The food system—production, farm input and
supply, food processing, distribution, and retail—not only feeds the nation but also
provides up to 12 percent of American jobs and a similar proportion of the coun-
try’s gross domestic product. It includes many of our leading corporations and has
been a rare positive and continuing bright spot in the country’s otherwise negative
balance of trade. Agriculture affects regional economies throughout America,
and food policy affects our health, our safety, our environment, our culture, and
our global relationships. Agricultural trade can become a catalyst for change in
developing countries, and biofuels offer America an alternative to dependence on
unreliable overseas sources of fossil fuels.

Current trends, however, indicate that current agriculture policies are not suffi-
cient for addressing the challenges facing farmers and the nation as awhole. Federal
farm programs, while remaining popular with many producers, are not serving U.S.
agriculture as well as in the past and are having unintended consequences. These
programs have traditionally been justified as a way to provide insulation against
market fluctuations and keep more small farms in business. Current programs
do, in fact, increase incomes and provide some protection against sharp market
changes. But rather than keep smaller farmers on the land, they have contributed
to farm consolidation and higher land prices. This, in turn, makes it more difficult
for younger farmers to enter farming. In many cases the programs also discourage
producers of program commodities from switching crops as markets change and
undermine the incentive to innovate and develop the specialty products today’s
consumers want.
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Continued U.S. backing of our current farm programs is also one of the major
reasons for the recent collapse of the World Trade Organization’s (WTO) Doha
Round of negotiations. The view of this as a positive development by some U.S.
farm groups is shortsighted. If it can be restarted, the Doha Round could be a cata-
lyst for expanding markets for U.S. food and agricultural products. Additionally,
our current farm programs are vulnerable to WTO litigation for breaking current
international trade rules. We run the risk of losing these programs through litiga-
tion without receiving the benefits that a negotiated Doha Round agreement would
provide. Farm programs that serve a smaller and smaller portion of farmers may
also be vulnerable to Congressional budget-cutting because of their continuing
high cost and perceived inequity at a time of historic deficits.

To be efficient and environmentally sustainable, agricultural production must
be flexible and responsive to market opportunities. The biggest opportunity for
American farmers today is in the new markets created by dramatically changing
patterns of demand:

e Economic growth in developing countries

e Population growth and evolving consumption patterns in both the United
States and developing countries

e The expandingrole of agriculture in energy production

To secure these new markets, farm production must reorient itself to today’s
changing world, and public policy must support this goal. The Task Force is
optimistic about the future of American agriculture. Those countries whose gov-
ernments allow and encourage their farmers best to compete will win new domestic
and international markets resulting from anticipated growth in food demand, new
bio-based sources of energy, and better stewardship of natural resources. For the
United States, this result is within reach. We enjoy competitive advantages in our
natural resource base, production technology, and infrastructure. Our financial
infrastructure, from cash and futures markets to credit and sophisticated invest-
ment services, provides an essential foundation for farmers, agribusinesses, and
rural communities.

To maintain leadership, American policymakers must adopt a new vision,
replace outdated approaches, and reform ineffective programs. In 2007 Congress
will craft a farm bill to set the course of American policy for the next five years or
more. Every American has a stake in this process. The global economy as a whole
stands to benefit or lose. The farm bill covers not just farming, but helps set national
policy on nutrition, rural development, conservation, agricultural research, trade,
food safety, and a host of related topics. It has a substantial impact on consumers
through the cost, quality, availability, diversity, purity, and sustainability of the
food we feed our families. Now is the time to put new ideas on the table so they can
be debated, understood, refined, and fully considered.

The Task Force’s program for change covers seven crucial, interlinked areas of
food and agricultural policy. In general, the 2007 farm bill should use funds made
available from the elimination of current programs and price supports to provide
a blend of new non-trade-distorting alternatives, including revenue insurance,
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transition measures, and investments that support the agriculture sector as a
whole such as for research, conservation, and rural development. The Task Force’s
principal recommendations are described below.

A. Growing New Markets

The United States needs to make a commitment to getting the Doha Round
restarted. We must recognize that reform of U.S. agricultural policies is in our best
interest in order to ensure a competitive and sustainable agricultural sector. It
is essential that multilateral trade negotiations continue and result in an agree-
ment that opens markets, promotes growth in developing countries, and levels the
competitive playing field. The long-term success of the Doha negotiations is critical
to the future of American agriculture and that of other efficient farmers in devel-
oped and developing countries alike. Efforts by government and farm community
leaders should be directed toward this end. The United States must renew its offer
to change our current domestic programs as well as its few remaining U.S. export
subsidies. This will empower our trade negotiators to win the strongest agreement
for American export growth. It will additionally be critical for Congress to renew the
president’s Trade Promotion Authority, set to expire in July 2007, so that an eventual
multilateral trade agreement can be successfully navigated through Congress.

The sector’s competitiveness will also rely on the availability of sufficient labor
at a variety of fair and livable wage scales. Immigrant workers play a vital role in
fulfilling these labor requirements and the Task Force urges the enactment of com-
prehensive immigration reform to ensure that the agriculture and food sectors can
continue to have access to needed labor.

B. A New Regime for Domestic Support

The setback in the Doha Round should not be used as an excuse to avoid needed
changes to our domestic support programs. A new approach should address dis-
tortions current policy causes in farm structure and production as well as serve a
broader range of producers.

We propose that the entire grouping of product-specific, trade-distorting
income and support programs, including countercyclical and loan deficiency
payments, price supports, and federal crop insurance and disaster payments, be
replaced with a new portfolio of approaches that are nondistorting and compliant
with WTO green box rules, including:

e Direct payments that are delinked from specific types of production and from
market conditions so as to comply fully with green box standards and that are
only used during a transition period until other approaches are fully developed

* A universal revenue insurance program covering all commodities on a multi-
product basis that allows farmers to purchase coverage at subsidized rates to
protect against losses in price and in production

* A new land stewardship program that recognizes and rewards the value of the
environmental contributions made by farmers and pays producers according to
the kind and amount of environmental goods and services they provide
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e Farmer savings accounts similar in structure to tax-deferred 401(k) accounts
that are backed by government matching contributions and that could be
tapped for a variety of farm household costs, including health care, education,
or retirement savings

* A significant investment in public goods that benefit the entire farm sector,
including research and infrastructure projects; not less than 20 percent of the
federal baseline funds currently committed to trade-distorting domestic sup-
port programs (in addition to money spent on stewardship and conservation
programs) should be redirected to investments in these sectorwide public
goods

* Transition measures to protect farmers and owners of rented farmland against
investment losses such as declining land values as a result of the proposed
changes to support programs

The proper development, experimentation, and implementation of these new pro-
grams will take time, but should be accomplished within the five-to-six-year term
of the next farm bill.

C.Balancing Hunger and Nutrition

Anintegral part of U.S. agriculture policyis food policy, particularly providing food
to vulnerable populations. While the United States can be proud that nutrition edu-
cation and food access programs have served millions of low-income Americans,
hunger persists, and the country today faces an alarming rise in dietary health
problems. Diseases linked to nutritional imbalance are reaching epidemic levels,
especially among the poor, who are the principal beneficiaries of federal nutrition
programs. Obesity now plagues more than sixty million American adults, and
nearly twenty-one million Americans are affected by diabetes. Yet federal nutrition
and hunger mitigation programs have failed to reorient themselves effectively to
address these critical new problems.

The Task Force believes that federal feeding programs such as the Women,
Infants, and Children program (WIC) and the Food Stamp Program should be
formally linked to nutritional goals as outlined by USDA and the Department of
Health and Human Services in their published dietary guidelines. The recently
issued regulations on current WIC commodity allocations need to be finalized
to add fruits and vegetables as an eligible category. For the Food Stamp Program,
modern checkout counter technology can and should be used to make the least
nutritious foods ineligible, to magnify the value of stamps used to purchase the
most nutritious foods, and to shrink the value of stamps used to purchase less
nutritious foods.

Similar steps should be taken to reorient other nutrition programs such as the
National School Lunch Program to comply with published dietary guidelines and
to institute accompanying education programs. Schools that reflect the dietary
guidelines in their meals and ban products with low nutritive value from vending
machines would receive higher subsidies, while payments would be lowered for
those schools that did not. We recognize that many school districts, and even some
states, are moving in this direction already.
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D. Safeguarding Land and Water

Farmers and ranchers are the stewards of about one-half of the land surface of
the United States. They play a critical role in safeguarding the nation’s land and
fresh water. In addition to the new land stewardship program proposed as part of
the fundamental restructuring of domestic support programs, land use planning
efforts must be strengthened; spending on research and technical assistance must
be restored; and clear, aggressive goals must be established for existing programs,
stressing the efficient use and protection of water resources and other effective
conservation practices.

E. Bolstering Rural Communities

Rural communities today are less dependent on farming than ever before, and most
farmers earn the majority of their living from nonfarm sources, including tourism,
small businesses, and regional distribution networks. The Task Force proposes that
Congress reorient programs to help rural communities diversify their economic
structures and create off-farm jobs. Specific initiatives should target improving
education, health, and infrastructure, including universal access to modern
information technologies such as broadband Internet access and providing a more
investment-friendly environment.

F.Renewable Energy from Agriculture

The federal government should continue to support research on biofuels as a
meaningful alternative to unreliable sources of fossil fuel. Current subsidies, in
combination with support under the Energy Policy Act of 2005, are adequate to
seed these new industries. Research should focus on new technologies to produce
usable energy from cellulose or other feedstock that can be grown on lesser-quality
land. Federal support programs must insist that as these biofuel industries mature
and market conditions permit, companies benefiting from biofuel subsidies and
import restrictions develop business models that ultimately accommodate a
scaling back of such federal support to levels consistent with those given to other
fuel production sectors.

G. Global Hunger and U.S. Food Aid

Food aid remains a moral imperative in times of disaster and a key foreign policy
tool for the United States. To make it more efficient and effective, the Task Force
proposes the following:

e Current concessional loans to foreign governments should be eliminated and
replaced with support for the McGovern-Dole International Food for Education
and Child Nutrition Program, an overseas school feeding initiative.

* Funding requirements for cargo preference should be shifted from USDA to
the Department of Defense. Savings in the agriculture account of the budget
could then be used to purchase food aid from local producers in developing
countries.
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The Task Force’s goal is to advocate its view of the best direction for public policy.
It recognizes that once the direction is chosen, the process of change will have just
begun. It will take much hard work to flesh out these ideas and translate them into
workable, sound legislation, particularly in the domestic support area. Leadership
will be essential to break old habits. Stakeholders in this effort include interests
both in and beyond the agricultural sector. The Task Force urges voices from across
the spectrum of American life, including business, consumers, trade, development,
health, nutrition, and conservation, to join the debate. Change will occur whether
or not we plan for it. The question is whether we will have the foresight to embrace
change and shape it to our benefit, or whether we will allow ourselves to become
its victims.
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“BEST-BETS” FOR LARGE-SCALE
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH INVESTMENTS

The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) and the
International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) have identified several exam-
ples of “best bets” for large-scale research investments, ranging between US$10
million and US$150 million each over five years. These programs are focused on
three strategic areas: food for the people, environment for the people, and innova-
tion for the people. Key opportunities include:

1. Revitalizing Yield Growth in the Intensive Cereal Systems of Asia
Estimated investment: US$150 million over five years
People reached: 3 billion

2. Increasing Fish Production in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia
Estimated investment: US$73.5 million
People reached: 32 million

3. Controlling Wheat Rust
Estimated investment: US$37.5 million
People reached: 2.88 billion

4. Developing a Disseminating a Vaccine for East Coast Fever in Cattle
Estimated investment: US$10.5 million
People reached: 20 million, with additional indirect effects on many more

5. Developing and Disseminating Drought-Resistant Maize in Africa
Estimated investment: US$100 million
People reached: 320 million, with additional indirect effects on many more

6. Scaling Up Biofortification
Estimated investment: US$125 million
People reached: up to 672 million

7. Increasing Carbon Sequestration and the Livelihoods of Forest People
Estimated investment: US$45 million
People reached: 48 million

8. Conducting Climate Change and Adaptation Research
Estimated investment: US$127.5 million
People reached: 1.18 billion
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9. Combining Organic and Inorganic Nutrients for Increased
Crop Productivity
Estimated investment: US$55 million
People reached: 400 million

10. Promoting Sustainable Groundwater Use in Agriculture
Estimated investment: US$24 million
People reached: 261 million

11. Expanding the Exchange of Genetic Resources
Estimated investment: US$15 million
People reached: global impact, with a focus on developing countries

12. Improving Small Farmer Access to Trade, Market, and Value Chain Systems
Estimated investment: US$10.5 million
People reached: 45 million

13. Ensuring Women'’s Participation in Agriculture
Estimated investment: US$30 million
People reached: 200 million

14. Connecting Agriculture and Health
Estimated investment: US$75 million
People reached: global

Source: IFPRI 2008.
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WATER SCARCITY

Little or no water scarcity Approaching physical water scarcity Not estimated

[ Pnysical water scarcity B Economic water scarcity

Definitions and Indicators

Little or no water scarcity. Abundant water resources relative to use, with less than 25% of water from rivers withdrawn for
human purposes.
Physical water scarcity (water resources development is approaching or has exceeded sustainable limits). More than 75%

of river flows are withdrawn for agriculture, industry, and domestic purposes (accounting for recycling of return flows). This
definition—relating water availability to water demand—implies that dry areas are not necessarily water scarce.

Approaching physical water scarcity. More than 60% of river flows are withdrawn. These basins will experience physical water
scarcity in the near future.

Economic water scarcity (human, institutional, and financial capital limit access to water even though water in nature is
available locally to meet human demands). Water resources are abundant relative to water use, with less than 25% of water
from rivers withdrawn for human purposes, but malnutrition exists.

Sources: International Water Management Institute analysis done for the Comprehensive Assessment of Water Management in Agriculture using the Watersim model;
Chapter 2.
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CLIMATE CHANGE

Projected changes in agricultural productivity 2080 due to climate change, incorporating the effects of carbon fertilization.

-50% -15% 0 +15% +35%  No data

With our climate changes, we have to adapt our ways to a new environment—in most cases warmer and possibly wetter and drier. Projections on the climate

in the future provide some guidance for us, but how can we create models for how the human society reacts? This map presents a rough idea of changes in
agricultural output from increased temperatures, precipitation differences, and carbon fertilization for plants. Projecting climate is one thing, but agriculture adds
multiple dimensions of complexity—extreme events, crop rotations, crop selection, breeds, irrigation, erosion, soils, and much more.

Sources: Cline, W. R. 2007. Global Warming and Agriculture: Impact Estimates by Country. Washington DC, USA: Peterson Institute.
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GROUP
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Catherine Bertini
Former Executive Director, World Food Program
The United Nations

Catherine Bertini is a professor of public administration at the Maxwell School
of Citizenship and Public Affairs at Syracuse University and a senior fellow in
agricultural development at the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. Ms. Bertini pre-
viously served as UN under-secretary-general for management (2003-2005) and as
executive director of the UN World Food Program, the world’s largest international
humanitarian aid agency (1992-2002). Before serving at the UN, Ms. Bertini was
USDA assistant secretary for food and consumer services, where she ran the nation’s
$33 billion domestic food assistance programs. She also served at the Department
of Health and Human Services, the Illinois Human Rights Commission, and the
Container Corporation of America. In 2003 she was awarded the prestigious World
Food Prize—the foremost international award recognizing the achievements of
individuals who have advanced human development by improving the quality,
quantity, or availability of food in the world. Ms. Bertini earned a bachelor’s degree
in political science from the State University of New York at Albany.

Dan Glickman
Former Secretary of Agriculture
United States Department of Agriculture

Dan Glickman is the chairman and CEO of the Motion Picture Association of
America, Inc. (MPAA). Prior to joining the MPAA in September 2004, Mr. Glickman
was the director of the Institute of Politics at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy
School of Government (2002-2004). Mr. Glickman served as the secretary of agri-
culture from March 1995 until January 2001. Under his leadership, the department
focused extensively on improving America’s diet and nutrition, fighting hunger,
and forging international trade agreements to expand U.S. markets. Before his
appointment as secretary of agriculture, Mr. Glickman served for eighteen years in
the U.S. House of Representatives, representing Kansas’ 4" Congressional District.
Before his election to Congress in 1976, Mr. Glickman served as president of the
Wichita, Kansas, school board; was a partner in the law firm of Sargent, Klenda
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and Glickman; and worked as a trial attorney at the U.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission. He received his BA in history from the University of Michigan and his
JD from the George Washington University.

MEMBERS

Carol Bellamy
President and CEO
World Learning

Carol Bellamy is the president and CEO of World Learning. Ms. Bellamy previously
served ten years as executive director of UNICEF. She was also the first former
volunteer to become director of the Peace Corps. Bellamy has worked in the private
sector at Bear, Stearns & Co.; Morgan Stanley; and Cravath, Swaine & Moore. She
spent thirteen years as an elected public official, including five years in the New
York State Senate. In 1978 she became the first woman to be elected to citywide
office in New York City.

Doug Bereuter
President and CEO
The Asia Foundation

Doug Bereuter is the president and CEO of The Asia Foundation. From 1979 until
2004 he served in the U.S. House of Representatives, representing Nebraska’s 1°
Congressional District. He has served as an infantry and intelligence officer in the
U.S. Army, practiced and taught graduate courses in urban and regional planning,
led various agencies and programs in Nebraska state government, and served one
four-year term as a Nebraska state senator.

Eva M. Clayton
Former U.S. Representative
North Carolina

Eva Clayton is president of Eva Clayton Associates International and heavily
involved in global hunger, poverty elimination, rural development, and sustain-
able agriculture issues. She served five terms (1993-2003) in the U.S. House of
Representatives on behalf of North Carolina’s 1st Congressional District. While in
Congress she served as chair of the Congressional Black Caucus Foundation. After
Congress, Clayton accepted a three-year assignment with the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations in Rome, Italy, as assistant director-general and
special adviser to the director-general.

Tony P. Hall
Former U.S. Representative
Ohio

Tony Hall represented Ohio’s 3 Congressional District in the U.S. House of
Representatives for more than twenty years. He recently served as ambassador to
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations and chief of the U.S.
mission to the UN Agencies in Rome, which includes the World Food Program and
the International Fund for Agricultural Development.
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M. Peter McPherson
President
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges

Peter McPherson is president of the National Association of State Universities and
Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC). Prior to joining NASULGC, Mr. McPherson was
president of Michigan State University (1993-2004). From April to October 2003,
he took leave from that position and served as director of economic policy for the
Coalition Provisional Authority of Iraq. From 1987 to 1989 he served as deputy
secretary of the U.S. Treasury. He was also administrator of the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) from 1981 to 1987.

Phyllis E. Oakley
Adjunct Professor
Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies

Phyllis E. Oakley is currently an adjunct professor at the Johns Hopkins School
of Advanced International Studies. In 1999 Ambassador Oakley retired from the
Foreign Service as assistant secretary of state of the Bureau of Intelligence and
Research. She has served as assistant secretary of state of the Bureau for Population,
Refugees, and Migration and was deputy spokesman of the State Department under
secretary of state George P. Shultz. She was the first woman to hold that position.

Thomas R. Pickering
Former Under Secretary of State, Political Affairs
U.S. Department of State

Thomas R. Pickering is currently vice chairman at Hills & Company International
Consultants. Ambassador Pickering retired from the State Department as under
secretary of state for political affairs. He served as U.S. ambassador to the Russian
Federation, India,Israel, E1Salvador, Nigeria,andJordan. Healsowasthe U.S.ambas-
sador and representative to the United Nations in New York. After retiring from the
State Department in 2000, Ambassador Pickering joined Boeing Company as senior
vice president of international relations and member of the executive council.

Per Pinstrup-Andersen

H.E. Babcock Professor of Food, Nutrition, and Public Policy, Division of
Nutritional Sciences

Cornell University

Per Pinstrup-Andersen is the H. E. Babcock Professor of Food, Nutrition, and
Public Policy, the J. Thomas Clark Professor of Entrepreneurship, and professor of
applied economics at Cornell University and professor of agricultural economics
at Copenhagen University. He served ten years as the International Food Policy
Research Institute’s director general. He is past chairman of the Science Council of
the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) and past
president of the American Agricultural Economics Association (AAEA). He was the
World Food Prize Laureate in 2001.
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Pedro A. Sanchez
Director, Tropical Agriculture and Rural Environment Program
The Earth Institute at Columbia University

Pedro Sanchezis the director of the Tropical Agriculture and the Rural Environment
Program, senior research scholar, and director of the Millennium Villages Project
at the Earth Institute at Columbia University. Sanchez was director general of the
World Agroforestry Center (ICRAF) headquartered in Nairobi, Kenya, from 1991
to 2001 and served as cochair of the UN Millennium Project Hunger Task Force.
He is also professor emeritus of Soil Science and Forestry at North Carolina State
University. Sanchez is the 2002 World Food Prize Laureate.

Robert L. Thompson*
Gardner Endowed Chair in Agricultural Policy
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

Robert L. Thompson holds the Gardner Endowed Chair in Agricultural Policy at
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Development. This not-for-profit institution carries out projects in forty countries
to reduce poverty and hunger by increasing agricultural productivity and rural
employment, while protecting the quality of the environment. Thompson was
also assistant secretary for economics at the U.S. Department of Agriculture from
1985 to 1987 and senior staff economist for food and agriculture for the President’s
Council of Economic Advisers from 1983 to 1985.

MEMBERS

Ousmane Badiane
Africa Director
International Food Policy Research Institute

Ousmane Badiane is the Africa director for the International Food Policy Research
Institute. Dr. Badiane, a national of Senegal, was lead specialist for food and agri-
cultural policy for the Africa region at the World Bank from January 1998 to August
2008. He previously worked at IFPRI as senior research fellow from 1989 to 1997,
leading the institute’s work on market reforms and development.

192 THE CHICAGO COUNCIL ON GLOBAL AFFAIRS



Joyce Cacho
Chief Sustainability Officer
Novus International, Inc.

Joyce Cachois the chiefsustainability officer at Novus International. Previously, she
was director of the Agribusiness Initiatives Program of the Corporate Council on
Africa (CCA). Priorto joining CCA, Dr. Cacho consulted for Land O’Lakes, Rabobank
International, the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development and
the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Mary Chambliss

Former Deputy Administrator
Foreign Agricultural Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture

Mary Chambliss is currently an independent consultant on international food
aid issues. At the time of her retirement in 2006 from the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, she was a member of the Senior Executive Service, serving as deputy
administrator for export credits in the Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS). In the
past she has served as acting administrator of FAS as well as general sales manager
(and associate administrator) of the agency.

W. Ronnie Coffman

International Professor of Plant Breeding
Director of International Programs
College of Agriculture & Life Sciences
Cornell University

W. Ronnie Coffman serves as international professor of plant breeding and director
of International Programs of the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at Cornell
University. He also serves as principal investigator of the Agricultural Biotechnology
Support Project and the Durable Rust Resistance in Wheat project.

Nicholas Eberstadt
Henry Wendt Scholar in Political Economy
American Enterprise Institute

Nicholas Eberstadt holds the Henry Wendt Chair in Political Economy at the
American Enterprise Institute in Washington, D.C., and is senior adviser to the
National Bureau of Asian Research in Seattle, Washington. He currently serves on
the visiting committee for the Harvard School of Public Health. Previously, he was
amember of the President’s Council on Bioethics.

William Masters

Professor of Agricultural Economics, Associate Head
Department of Agricultural Economics

Purdue University

Will Masters is a professor and associate head of the Department of Agricultural
Economics at Purdue University. He is also coeditor of the journal Agricultural

GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

193



194

Economics. He has also been a lecturer at the University of Zimbabwe (1988-1990),
a visiting scholar at Harvard University (2000), a visiting professor at Columbia
University (2003-2004).

Robert Paarlberg
Betty Freyhof Johnson Class of 1944 Professor of Political Science
Wellesley College

Robert Paarlberg is the Betty Freyhof Johnson 44 Professor of Political Science at
Wellesley College and a visiting professor of government at Harvard University. He
has published books on agricultural trade negotiations, environmentally sustain-
able farming, U.S. foreign economic policy, the reform of U.S. agricultural policy,
and policies toward genetically modified crops.

Thomas A. Reardon

Professor, International Development and Agribusiness/Food Industry
Department of Agricultural Economics, Foods, and Resource Economics
Michigan State University

Tom Reardon joined the Department of Agricultural Economics at Michigan
State in 1992. Previously, he was research fellow at the International Food Policy
Research Institute in Washington, D.C., (1986-1991) and a Rockefeller Foundation
postdoctoral fellow in Burkina Faso at International Crops Research Institute for
the Semi-Arid Tropics and the University of Ouagadougou (1984-1986).

C. Ford Runge
Distinguished McKnight University Professor of Applied Economics and Law
University of Minnesota

C.Ford Rungeis Distinguished McKnight University Professor of Applied Economics
and Law at the University of Minnesota, where he also holds appointments in the
Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs and the Department of Forest
Resources. From 2004 to 2007 he served as director of the Center for International
Food and Agricultural Policy, which he also directed from 1988 to 1990. He has
previously served on the staff of the House Committee on Agriculture.

Asif M. Shaikh
President and CEO
International Resources Group

Since 1991 Mr. Shaikh has served as president and CEO of International Resources
Group. From 2004 to 2007 Mr. Shaikh was president of the Washington Chapter of
the Society for International Development. He recently served on the Millennium
Challenge Corporation’s (MCC) panel of experts to develop a natural resources
indicator for the MCC. He is currently a member of the Bretton Woods Committee.

THE CHICAGO COUNCIL ON GLOBAL AFFAIRS



EXPERTS COMMITTEE

Emmy Simmons
Former Assistant Administrator, Economic Growth, Agriculture, and Trade
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GLOSSARY TERMS

key words/institutions/agreements

2008 World Development Report—Report from the World Bank calling for greater
investment in agriculture in developing countries in order to achieve the goals of
halving extreme poverty and hunger by 2015.

absolute water scarcity—The condition when the per capita fresh water availability
of aregion drops below 500 cubic meters per year, leading to inherent water deficit
problems threatening public health and socioeconomic development.

Advanced Training for Leadership and Skills Project (ATLAS)—Project funded by
USAID from 1990 to 2003 to strengthen the leadership and technical abilities of
individuals serving in African public and private development institutions.

Africa Rice Center (WARDA)—One of fifteen international agricultural research
centers supported by CGIAR, established in 1971 to ensure sustainability in Africa
through research, development, and partnership activities to increase productivity
and profitability of the rice sector .

African Development Bank—Financial development institution established in
1964 to provide loans, equity investments, and technical assistance for projects,
programs, and capacity-building activities that aim to reduce poverty and aid
development in its member countries.

African Rural University—All-women’s university associated with the Uganda
Rural Development and Training Program in Kagadi, Uganda, where girls and
women are taught traditional school subjects as well as the latest agricultural prac-
tices, locally appropriate energy technologies, and entrepreneurship skills.

African Union—Continental organization that replaced the Organization of
African Unity in 2002 to accelerate the political and socioeconomic integration of
the African continent.

agriculturally-based country—Country whose economy is predominately depen-
dent upon agriculture; characteristic of much of South Asia and Sub-Saharan
Africa.
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Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA)—African-led partnership
working across the African continent to help small-scale farmers lift themselves
out of poverty and hunger by boosting farm productivity and incomes.

Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in Eastern and Central
Africa (ASARECA)—Non-political organization of NARS that aims to increase the
efficiency of agricultural research to facilitate economic growth and food security
through productive and sustainable agriculture

bilateral aid—Aid from one donor country to one recipient country.

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation—Private foundation established in 1994 to
enhance health care and reduce extreme poverty with a focus on boosting produc-
tivity and increasing incomes to accelerate agricultural development worldwide.

biofuels—Fuel produced by conversion of biomass such as bioethanol from sugar
cane or corn.

Bread for the World—A Christian citizens’ movement in the U.S. providing policy
analysis on hunger and strategies to end it.

Bumpers Amendment—See “Section 209 of Public Law 99-349.”

cargo preference—Preference given to U.S.-flag vessels in the shipment of U.S. food
aid abroad, established by the Cargo Preference Act of 1954 to provide food aid to
developing nations and revised by the Food and Security Act of 1985 to require that
75 percent of agricultural goods must be shipped on U.S.-flag vessels as opposed to
50 percent of all other U.S. goods.

Center for Global Development—Nonprofit policy research organization estab-
lished in 2001 dedicated to reducing global poverty and inequality through research
and strategic outreach to improve economic and social development prospects in
poor countries.

Change Management Initiative—Proposal to revive commitment to the core
research budget of CGIAR by making the system more effective, efficient, and
strategically flexible.

Citizen’s Network for Foreign Affairs (CNFA)—Wahington, D.C.-based nonprofit
organization founded in 1985 and dedicated to stimulating economic growth
around the world by nurturing entrepreneirship, private enterprise, and market
linkages.

Collaborative Research Support Programs (CRSPs)—Programs funded by USAID
that focus the capabilites of U.S. land-grant universities to carry out the interna-
tional food and agricultural research mandate of the U.S. government

Commission for Africa—Commission established by the British prime minister in
2004 to take a fresh look at Africa’s past and present and the international com-
munity’s role in its development path.
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ComprehensiveAfricaAgricultureDevelopmentProgramme (CAADP)—Program
developed by NEPAD in 2003 to assist African countries in achieving economic
growth through increasing sustainable land management, improving rural infra-
structure and market access, and increasing the food supply.

Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR)—Group
established in 1971 for the coordination of international agricultural research to
reduce poverty and achieve food security in developing countries.

Declaration on Science and Technology and Scientific Research for
Development—declaration issued by the African Union in 2007 that affirmed the
priority to upgrade the performance of African governments in higher education.

Department for International Development (DFID)—United Kingdom govern-
ment department with the function of sustaining development and eliminating
world poverty.

Doha Development Round—Current round of multilateral trade negotiations
under the auspices of the World Trade Organization; the name derives from a min-
isterial conference held in Doha, Qatar, in November 2001.

dry lands—Deserts, grasslands, and woodlands characteristic of Sub-Saharan
Africa and regions of South Asia that represent major problems for farm produc-
tivity and irrigation.

economic water scarcity—Condition when a population does not have the neces-
sary monetary means to utilize an adequate source of water; much of Sub-Saharan
Africa suffers under its effects.

extension—Program geographically extending the educational resources of an
institution to areas otherwise unable to take advantage of such resources.

extreme poverty—A level of income that is not sufficient to provide the material
needs viewed as minimal in a given society, usually characterized as less than $1
per day.

Farm Bill—A multiyear, omnibus U.S. law that contains federal commodity and
farm support policies as well as other farm-related provisions.

farm inputs—Resources used in farm production including chemicals, equipment,
feed, seed, and energy.

farm-to-market road—A state or county road that serves to connect rural or agri-
cultural areas to market towns.

Farmer-to-Farmer (FTF) Program—Program authorized by Congress in 1985 that
provides volunteer technical assistance to farmers and agribusinesses in devel-
oping and transitional countries to promote sustainable improvements in food
processing, production, and marketing.

food aid—Distribution of food commodities to support development projects and
emergency food assistance in situations of natural and man-made disasters.
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Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008—Act ensuring all parts of the Farm
Bill are enacted into law, including expanding food security programs, protecting
naturalresources, promotinghealthier food andlocal food networks, and reforming
commodity and biofuel programs.

food security—Assured access to enough nutritious food to sustain an active and
healthy life with dignity.

Food Security Act of 1985—Act establishing a comprehensive framework within
which agricultural and food programs would be administered for certain com-
modities, trade, conservation, credit, research, and marketings.

Ford Foundation—Private foundation chartered in 1936 to fund programs that
focus on strengthening democratic values, community and economic develop-
ment, education, and human rights.

Foreign Assistance Act—U.S. act in 1961 that reorganized the U.S. foreign assis-
tance programs by separating military and nonmilitary aid and mandating the
creation of an agency to administer economic assistance programs (USAID).

Future Farmers of America (FFA)—Organization dedicated to making a positive
difference in the lives of students by developing their potential for premier leader-
ship, personal growth, and career success through agricultural education.

G8 Countries—Forum to discuss issues of mutual or global concern, consisting
of the governments of the eight major industrialized democracies of the world:
Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United
States.

Global Food Security Bill of 2009—Pending legislation sponsored by Senators
Richard Lugar and Bob Casey to authorize appropriations to foreign countries for
fiscal years 2010 to 2014 in order to promote food security, stimulate rural econo-
mies, and improve emergency response to food crises.

Green Revolution—Modification of agriculture in the 1960s and 1970s to improve
agricultural production of high-yielding varieties of grains such as rice, wheat,
and corn through the use of new technologies, including new machines, fertilizer,
pesticides, irrigation, and cultivation methods.

Heifer Project International—Nonprofit charitable organization that helps poor
farmers in developing countries by providing them with animals such as cattle and
goats and giving them the support they need to breed the animals on the under-
standing that similar animal gifts will then be extended to others.

hunger—Condition in which people do not get enough food to provide the nutrients
(carbohydrates, fat, protein, vitamins, minerals, and water) for fully productive,
active, and healthy lifestyles.

Indian uplands—Highlands in northwestern India formed by desert erosion; the
rural poor suffer from poverty and lack of irrigation infrastructure.
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infrastructure—The basic facilities, services, and installations needed for the
functioning of a community or society such as transportation, communications,
financial, educational, and health-care systems.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)—Scientific intergovern-
mental body established in 1988 to provide decision makers with an objective
source ofinformation about climate change by assessing the risk of human-induced
climate change, its impacts, and options for adaptation and mitigation.

International Development Agency (IDA)—World Bank institution established in
1960 to reduce poverty in the world’s poorest countries by providing credits and
grants for programs that boost economic growth, reduce inequalities, and improve
living conditions.

International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI)—One of fifteen CGIAR
research centers, established in 1975 to strengthen research capacity in developing
countries and to seek sustainable solutions for ending hunger and poverty.

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)—Agency of the United
Nations established as an international financial institution in 1977 dedicated to
eradicating rural poverty in developing countries with a focus on aiding small
farmers.

International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT)—Nonprofit
research and training center established in 1943 in Mexico committed to increasing
food security, improving profitability and productivity, and sustaining natural
resources by breeding high-yielding corn and wheat varieties.

International Rice Research Institute (IRRI)—Nonprofit agricultural reasearch
and training organization established in 1960 to reduce poverty and hunger,
improve the health of rice farmers and consumers, and ensure environmental
sustainability.

land-grant university system—Set of U.S. institutions of higher learning that
receives federal support for integrated programs of teaching, research, and exten-
sion for agriculture, food, and environmental systems.

local or regional food purchase—Purchasing food from local or regional farmers
to promote community self-reliance and social justice as well as to affect the self-
esteem and health of children through school feeding programs.

local purchase of food aid—Providing food aid by purchasing food in markets
close to the recipients.

long-term training (LLT)—U.S. policy of supporting international agricultural
students for advanced training in agriculture and natural resource protection that
operated on alarge scale until the 1980s; much of the strong performance of Indian,
Brazilian, and East Asian agriculture can be traced directly to those agricultural
educators and scientists who spent time at universities in the United States; USAID
continues to fund a small number of students.
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malnutrition—Condition resulting from inadequate consumption or excessive
consumption of a nutrient, which can impair physical and mental health and can
be the cause or result of infectious diseases.

McGovern-Dole School Feeding Program—Program established in 2002 and
administered by the Foreign Agricultural Service to help promote education, child
development, and food security for the world’s poorest children through donations
of U.S. agricultural products and financial and technical assistance.

Middle East Partnership Initiative—Program established in 2002 to create edu-
cational opportunity in the Middle East at a grassroots level, to promote economic
opportunity and private sector development, and to strengthen civil society.

Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC)—U.S. government corporation
established in 2004 designed to reduce global poverty through the promotion of
sustainable economic growth.

moderately water constrained—Lack of water most likely due to low rainfall and
declines in river water.

monetization—Practice of selling U.S. food aid into commercial food markets
inside recipient countries, with profits from sales going to NGO and advocacy
organizations for development activities.

National Agricultural Research Systems (NARS)—Public research systems
established in developed and developing countries with the purpose of promoting
agriculture, sustaining agricultural growth, and eradicating poverty.

National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
(NASULGC)—The oldest higher education system in the United States, established
in 1887 with a dedication to support excellence in teaching, research, and public
service.

New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD)—Economic development
program established by the African Union in 2001 to eradicate poverty, place
African countries on a path of sustainable growth and development, and enhace
integration into the global economy.

New Rice for Africa (NERICA)—Rice variety developed by WARDA to improve the
rice yields in Africa with the potential to alleviate the desperate food situation and
fuel the economy in Sub-Saharan Africa.

nonfood feedstock—Raw materials used in industrial processes such as the pro-
duction of biofuels not intended for human consumption, including agricultural
and forestry wastes.

nongovernmental organizations (NGOs)—Groups and institutions entirely or
largely independent of government that have primarily humanitarian or coopera-
tive rather than commercial objectives.

official development assistance (ODA)—Term used by the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development for grants and loans to developing coun-
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tries undertaken by governments to pursue economic development at concessional
financial terms.

Peace Corps—Agency of the U.S. federal government established in 1960 devoted
to world peace and friendship that allows volunteers to live and work in developing
countries.

President’s Emergency Plan for Aids Relief (PEPFAR)—U.S. commitment to build
sustainable systems and to empower individuals, communities, and nations to
battle the global HIV/AIDS pandemic.

poverty—Lack of sufficient money or resources to provide the basic needs of sur-
vival for oneself and one’s family.

Public Law 480 (P.L. 480)—U.S. food aid program enacted in 1954 that provides
the majority of agricultural assistance and food aid to countries at different levels
of economic development.

The Rockefeller Foundation—Private foundation established in 1913 with the mis-
sion to identify and attack at the source the underlying causes of human suffering
to promote the well-being of humanity.

rotational cultivation—Cultivating a plot of land for one year and then leaving it
unused and under natural vegetation for extended periods of time to allow the soil
to gradually rebuild its nutrient content.

sandwich degree method—Training method where time spent at a U.S. university
is sandwiched between beginning class work and final degree completion in a
person’s home country.

Sasakawa-Global 2000 Project—Program of the Sasakawa Africa Association for
implementing technology in African countries where the citizens are poor, the
food is insecure, and the government is committed to agricultural development.

School Nutrition Association—National, nonprofit organization established in
1946 to ensure all children have access to healthful school meals and nutrition
education in the United States.

Section 209 of Public Law 99-349 (“Bumpers Amendment”)—Prevents USAID
from supporting agricultural development research in foreign countries that could
result in crop production for export that would compete with similar U.S. products
in world markets.

Select Committee on Hunger—Committee established in the U.S. House of
Representatives in 1983 and shut down ten years later that was instrumental in
drawing attention to the problem of hunger internationally and within the United
States through hearings on hunger issues; the committee was unable to pass
legislation.

severely water limited—Increased level of water stress due to environmental fac-
tors and climate change.
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smallholder farmer/small-scale farmer—Farmer involved in noncommercial,
subsistence agriculture usually owning or renting only a small plot of land.

stunted—Hindered from normal growth, development, or progress.

switchgrass—Prairie grass native to North America that can be grown on inferior
soils that contribute little to global food and feed production; 2008 Farm Bill pro-
vided incentives to invest in techniques to derive energy from nonfood plants such
as switchgrass instead of depending on corn for the production of ethanol.

targeted subsidies—Government grants such as vouchers for specific products that
reach only the most vulnerable groups such as input subsidies for poor farmers.

tertiary education—Post-secondary or higher education such as colleges, univer-
sities, and institutes of technology; increasing tertiary education has the potential
to boost per capita income.

total factor productivity—The portion of output not explained by the amount of
inputs used in production; access to factors including education, markets, essential
supplies, and improved techniques for specific climates, soil, and water endow-
ments help to increase productivity.

Uganda Rural Development and Training Program—Nonprofit organization that
provides education and training and promotes integrated rural development in the
poor Kibaale District of Uganda.

undernourished—Food intake that is insufficient to meet dietary energy require-
ments continuously.

United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)—U.N. agency special-
izing in agriculture, forestry, fisheries, and rural development; founded with a
mandate to raise levels of nutrition and standards of living, improve agricultural
productivity, and better the condition of rural populations.

United States Agency for International Development (USAID)—U.S. government
organization responsible for most nonmilitary foreign aid that advances foreign
policy objectives by supporting economic growth, agriculture and trade, health,
democracy, and humanitarian assistance.

University of GhanaLegon (UGL)—University that partners with Cornell University
to bring students from different countries in the region to a West Africa Center for
Crop Improvement (WACCI), where they take courses taught by UGL faculty with
support from Cornell; serves as a model to be replicated at agricultural universities
in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

U.S.-India Agricultural Knowledge Initiative—2005 intiative to facilitate tech-
nology transfer, trade, and investment to bolster agricultural research, education,
and extension in India.

water stress—Economic, social, or environmental problems caused by a lack of
water due to contamination, drought, or a disruption in distribution.
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West Africa Center for Crop Improvement (WACCI)—Regional plant breeding
training program to produce skilled, knowledgeable, and properly resourced
breeders to breed important crops to meet local needs.

World Bank—Intergovernmental agency that makes long-term loans to the
governments of developing nations; formerly called the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development.

World Food Program (WFP)—U.N. agency providing logistical support necessary
to get food to the right people at the right time in response to energency food short-
ages and in development work.

World Health Organization—United Nations agency established in 1948 to pro-
mote cooperation among nations in controlling disease.

World Vision—International Christian relief and development organization estab-
lished in 1951, dedicated to working with children, families, and their communities
worldwide to tackle the causes of poverty and injustice.

THE CHICAGO COUNCIL ON GLOBAL AFFAIRS



ACRONYMS

LIST OF ACRONYMS

AfDB—African Development Bank
AGRA—Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa
ARDO—Agricultural and Rural Development Officer

ASARECA—Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in Eastern and
Central Africa

ATLAS—Advanced Training for Leadership and Skills Project
AU—African Union

AWARD—African Women in Agricultural Research and Development
BGRI—Borlaug Global Rust Initiative

CAADP—Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme
CIMMYT—International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center
CGIAR—Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research
CNFA—Citizens Network for Foreign Affairs

CRSP—Collaborative Research Support Program

CSIS—Center for Strategic and International Studies
DFID—Department for International Development (UK)
DOD—Department of Defense

DTMA—Drought Tolerant Maize for Africa Project

EU—European Union

FAO—Food and Agriculture Organization

FFE—McGovern-Dole International Food for Education and Child Nutrition
Program

FFA—Future Farmers of America

FODAG—U.S. Mission to the United Nations Agencies for Food and Agriculture
FTF—Farmer-to-Farmer volunteer program

GAO—Government Accountability Office (US)

GDP—Gross Domestic Product

ICOGA—Interagency Council on Global Agriculture
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IDA—International Development Association
IFAD—International Fund for Agricultural Development
IFPRI—International Food Policy Research Institute
IITA—International Institute of Tropical Agriculture
IMF—International Monetary Fund
INTSOY—International Soybean Program
IPCC—Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
IRRI—International Rice Research Institute
LEWS—Livestock Early Warning System
LTT—Long-term training

MCC—Millennium Challenge Corporation
MOU—Memorandum of Understanding
NARS—National Agricultural Research System
NASULGC—National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
NEPAD—New Partnership for Africa’s Development
NERICA—New Rice for Africa

NGO—Nongovernmental Organization

NSC—National Security Council

OAU—Organization for African Unity

ODA—Official Development Assistance
OECD—Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
PEPFAR—President’s Emergency Plan for Aids Relief
R&D—Research and development

SAU—State Agricultural University

UGL—University of Ghana Legon

UN—United Nations

USAID—United States Agency for International Development
USDA—United States Department of Agriculture
USG—United States Government

USTR—Office of the U.S. Trade Representative
WACCI—West Africa Center for Crop Improvement
WARDA—Africa Rice Center

WFP—World Food Program

WTO—World Trade Organization
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