
AT THE 2013 NUTRITION FOR GROWTH (N4G) SUMMIT IN LONDON, MORE THAN 90 SIG-
NATORIES MADE SIGNIFICANT AND PUBLIC COMMITMENTS TO NUTRITION-RELATED 

actions, with the collective ambition of, by 2020, 

1. ensuring that at least 500 million pregnant women and children under age two 
are reached with effective nutrition interventions, 

2. preventing at least 20 million children under age five from being stunted, and 

3. saving at least 1.7 million lives by reducing stunting, increasing breastfeeding, and 
treating severe acute malnutrition. 

Tracking the commitments by the N4G signatories is inherently important, and 
failure to do so would breed cynicism and complacency. This report, an outcome of 
the N4G event, is meant to enable partners to hold each other accountable for their 
commitments and demonstrate the delivery of results. 

1. To make the process of preparing this report as accountable as possible, we have, among other 
things, undertaken external reviews, made statements of competing interest, provided open data 
access, been inclusive in soliciting contributions, and adopted a focus on country perspectives. 

2. Reporting on the Nutrition for Growth (N4G) 2013 commitments was challenging for all groups of 
signatories. Valuable lessons were learned in this “baseline year.”

3. More than 90 percent of the signatories responded to requests for updates against their N4G com-
mitments. Very few signatories were off course on their commitments, although there were many 
“not clear” assessments owing to vague commitments and responses.

4. In terms of progress against N4G targets, there were no obvious causes for concern from any group, 
at least at this early stage in the reporting period of 2013–2020. The assessment will be strengthened 
in 2015 by more data, more streamlined processes, and more motivated participants. 

5. Accountability can be built. Civil society actors are particularly important, although they need support 
to be more effective. National evaluation platforms and community feedback mechanisms are promis-
ing ways of strengthening nutrition accountability, but they need to be piloted and evaluated. 

6. National and international nutrition research systems driven by countries themselves are likely to pro-
mote more accountability at the national level.

THE NEED TO STRENGTHEN ACCOUNTABILITY IN 
NUTRITION8

KEY 
POINTS
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This chapter reports on the process we followed to identi-
fy and track the N4G commitments, and it presents findings, 
challenges, and ideas for strengthening the process in the 
2015 Global Nutrition Report. Improving the tracking process 
will be important as Brazil gears up to host the next Nutrition 
for Growth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 2016. Our attempts to 
track these commitments highlight the challenges of improving 
accountability in nutrition, and the chapter thus also makes 
suggestions about how to strengthen accountability in nutrition, 
drawing on a range of panels that are featured throughout the 
chapter.1 

TRACKING THE NUTRITION FOR GROWTH COMMITMENTS
Ninety stakeholders were signatories to the N4G Compact, 
and an additional 20 stakeholders made commitments after 
the Compact was formulated. As we describe our attempts to 
track these commitments, it is important to note two things: 
First, the N4G signatories made commitments to nutrition that 
are not captured specifically in their N4G commitments. Unless 
the signatories report on these other commitments, they will 
not appear in the online tables. Second, not everyone working 
in nutrition made N4G commitments, and their lack of involve-
ment does not make them any less important. Experience with 
identifying and tracking N4G commitments may have lessons 
for tracking similar non-N4G commitments, and the 2015 Glob-
al Nutrition Report will explore ways of doing this. 

We divided the 110 stakeholders into six groups: national 
governments, UN agencies, civil society organizations (CSOs), 
businesses, donors, and a group of organizations that did not 
fit easily into any of the first five categories. Assisted by the 
Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) Movement Secretariat and the SUN 
UN, Business, Donor, and CSO Networks, we followed up with 
all signatories to the Compact. Commitments were divided into 
financial pledges (to increase funding) and nonfinancial pledges 
(which did not involve explicit financial pledges to increase 
funding but involved resource reallocations) that could be cate-
gorized into impact, programmatic, or policy commitments. The 
timeline for commitments was 2013 to 2020. 

The process for identifying and tracking commitments was 
as follows: (1) identify the specific commitment in the Compact 

document, (2) remind the signatory of this commitment and ask 
it to report progress via a template tailored to each group, (3) 
clarify issues with those who responded, (4) enter the final re-
sponses into a set of detailed online N4G commitment tracking 
tables, and (5) make an assessment of progress.

The full, detailed N4G tracking tables are available online 
(at www.globalnutritionreport.org). They show responses from 
each signatory, with only minimal editing of language, giving a 
flavor of the rich variety of responses from different organiza-
tions and countries. 

To assess progress, two members of the writing team 
reviewed the detailed N4G tracking tables for each signatory, 
making independent assessments and then—twice—reviewing 
and reconciling each of the two independent assessments.2 
Assessing progress on financial commitments was relative-
ly straightforward. If progress reported for 2013–2104 met 
or exceeded the commitment, we assigned a status of “on 
course”; if it was clear it did not, we assigned a status of “off 
course”; and if it was unclear, we assigned “not clear.” Assess-
ing nonfinancial commitments was more difficult. Again we 
looked for specifics. Was something promised actually reported 
as complete or near complete? Whenever on-/off-course status 
was not clear to either reviewer, independently and after two 
joint reviews, we assigned a status of “not clear.” On this basis, 
we compiled a series of tables summarizing each signatory’s 
progress. In these tables, we also make it clear which signatories 
did not send us the requested data by the date requested and 
which signatories did not make commitments in certain areas. 
In these tracking tables, readers can view the evidence on which 
our assessment was made and make their own assessments of 
progress.

Table 8.1 shows the rate of response to our requests, which 
were sent in collaboration with the Institute of Development 
Studies (IDS) starting in March 2014. For this report, we accept-
ed responses until September 15, 2014.

Country commitments
Twenty-five signatory governments committed themselves to 
making reduction of undernutrition a high priority, to increasing 
domestic budgets for improving nutrition, and to scaling up the 

TABLE 8.1 RESPONSE RATES TO REQUESTS FOR PROGRESS AGAINST N4G COMMITMENTS 

N4G signatory group Number of progress requests issued Number of responses Response rate (%)

Countries   25   24   96

UN agencies     7     6   86

Civil society organizations   15   14   93

Businesses   29   24   83

Funders – financial   11   11 100

Funders – nonfinancial   18   18 100

Other organizations     5     4   80

Total 110 101   92

Source: Authors. 
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implementation of national nutrition plans. Of the 25 govern-
ments, 15 committed to increase the domestic resources in-
vested in scaling up national nutrition plans and 12 announced 
national stunting reduction targets (some made both types of 
commitments). Of the 25 countries being tracked, 24 respond-
ed by the deadline.

N4G commitments were classified into the following cate-
gories: impact/outcome commitments (related to, for example, 
WHA targets such as exclusive breastfeeding, stunting, or acute 
malnutrition rates), financial commitments, policy commitments, 
and program commitments. Table 8.2 shows whether the 25 
countries are on or off course based on their reported progress 
against these targets.

For the 24 countries that responded, many are on course, 
particularly for policy commitments. For the impact commit-
ments, it is difficult to draw meaningful comparisons with 
countries’ baseline data because few new datasets have been 
collected. In cases where new data are available, two countries 

are on course and two are off course. For financial commit-
ments, three countries are on course and one is off course, with 
the rest of the commitments and responses being too vague to 
determine. 

Civil society organization commitments
Civil society organizations made financial commitments and 
policy/program commitments, and this report tracked both. 
Of the 15 civil society organizations approached, 14 respond-
ed. Most have made some progress on their commitments 
(Table 8.3). The financial commitments from civil society orga-
nizations are categorized as nutrition-specific investments,  
nutrition-sensitive investments, or both. A significant proportion 
of investment in nutrition-sensitive work is focused on linkages 
between nutrition and agriculture. Many of the policy/program 
progress updates provided by civil society organizations focus on 
specific countries and target groups being covered. This detailed 
information provides a rich picture of the reach that civil society 
organizations have within their programs and within countries.  

TABLE 8.2 COUNTRY PROGRESS IN MEETING N4G COMMITMENTS

Country Impact commitments Policy commitments Program commitments Financial commitments

Bangladesh Not clear On course On course On course

Benin Not clear Not clear Not clear None

Burkina Faso Not clear On course Not clear None

Burundi Not clear On course Off course None

Côte d’Ivoire Not clear None On course Not clear

Dem. Rep. of the Congo None On course Not clear Not clear

Ethiopia Not clear None On course On course

Gambia Off course None None None

Guatemala Not clear On course Not clear Not clear

Indonesia Off course On course Not clear None

Liberia None Off course None Not clear

Malawi None On course Not clear Not clear

Mali None On course None None

Mauritania Not clear Not clear None None

Namibia On course None Off course None

Niger Not clear On course On course Not clear

Nigeria No response No response No response No response

Senegal On course On course Not clear On course

Sierra Leone Not clear Not clear On course Not clear

Sri Lanka Not clear None None Not clear

United Republic of Tanzania Not clear On course None None

Uganda Not clear On course Not clear None

Yemen None Not clear Not clear Not clear

Zambia Not clear Not clear On course Not clear

Zimbabwe None Not clear Not clear Off course

Source: Authors.

Note: On course = progress made is on course for meeting the N4G commitment. Off course = not enough progress has been made toward the N4G commitment. 
None = no N4G commitment was made. Not clear = the commitment was too vague to assess whether the commitment was met, or the reported evidence on progress 
was too vague or only partially reported. No response = country did not respond to requests for information.
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Business commitments
Twenty-nine companies committed to putting good nutrition at 
the core of their business practice. Specifically, they stated that 
by June 2016 they would (1) introduce a nutrition policy for a 
productive and healthy workforce and (2) improve policies for 
maternal health including support for breastfeeding mothers in 
their workforce. It was anticipated that these steps would deliv-
er improved nutrition, and consequently better productivity and 
health, for more than 1.2 million workforce members in more 
than 80 countries. 

For 2014, we worked with the SUN Business Network to 
send out requests and receive reports on these business com-
mitments.3 Companies were asked to assign themselves a rating 
of between 1 and 6 where 1 = little or no progress, 2 = some 
progress, 3 = good progress, 4 = final developmental stage,  
5 = partial rollout, and 6 = full implementation.

Of the 29 companies tracked, 24 companies reported on 
their commitments (Table 8.4). No pattern in the responses 
could be detected by region, size, or sector. Table 8.5 lists 
responses by company. Companies that self-reported well on 
one workforce dimension tended to do so on both. The mode 

TABLE 8.3 CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS’ PROGRESS IN MEETING N4G COMMITMENTS 

Civil society organization (CSO) Financial commitments Policy/program commitments

Action Against Hunger (ACF International) On course On course

CAFOD None Not clear

Comic Relief No response No response

Concern Worldwide Off coursea None

Helen Keller International None On course

Interaction On course None

Mercy Corps None Not clear

Micronutrient Initiative On course On course

One Campaign None On course

Oxfam None Off course

Save the Children International On course On course

SUN CSO Alliance Zambia None Not clear

UK Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council None On course

Vegan Society None On course

World Vision On course None

Source: Authors.
Note: On course = progress made is on course for meeting the N4G commitment. Off course = not enough progress has been made toward the N4G commitment. 
None = no N4G commitment was made. Not clear = the commitment was too vague to assess whether the commitment was met, or the reported evidence on prog-
ress was too vague or only partially reported. No response = CSO did not respond to requests for information. 
a Concern Worldwide reported enormous progress against its very substantial commitments but fell just short, hence the assessment.

TABLE 8.4 SELF-ASSESSMENTS OF N4G BUSINESS COMMITMENTS ON WORKFORCE NUTRITION

Responses Number of companies with given responses on progress

Introduce a nutrition policy for a productive and healthy workforce Improve policies for maternal health of workforce, including 
support for breastfeeding mothers

1 = little or no progress   2   3

2 = some progress 11 12

3 = good progress   6   3

4 = final developmental stage   0   2

5 = partial rollout   3   2

6 = fully implemented   0   0

Total responses 22 22 

No response   7   7

Total number of businesses 29 29

Source: Authors.



60  GLOBAL NUTRITION REPORT 2014

and median of both dimensions is 2. We then went one step 
further to bring the business assessments in line with other 
N4G stakeholders by classifying the companies’ progress as “on 
course” (a rating of 3 or higher), “off course” (a rating of 1), or 
“not clear” (a rating of 2).

The 2015 Global Nutrition Report will expand its focus on 
business accountability (see Panel 8.1 on some of the ongoing 

initiatives). It will also attempt to follow up on a broader set of 
business commitments.

UN commitments 
Seven UN agencies made N4G commitments; these were less fi-
nancial commitments than programmatic and policy-based com-
mitments. As of September 4, 2014, we had responses from six 
of them. The responses were substantive and well linked to the 

TABLE 8.5 COMPANY PROGRESS IN MEETING N4G COMMITMENTS

Company

Introduce a nutrition 
policy for a productive 
and healthy workforce

Size of affected 
workforce (healthy 
workforce)

Improve policies for maternal 
health including support for 
breastfeeding mothers

Size of affected 
workforce 
(breastfeeding)

Acciona On course (5) 33,000 On course (5) 4,200

Ajinomoto On course (3) Not applicable On course (3) Not applicable

Anglo American Off course (start tracking in 2015) Not applicable Off course (start tracking in 2015) Not applicable

Aslan Group No response No response No response No response

Associated British Foods No response No response No response No response

Barclays On course (3) Not applicable On course (3) Not applicable

BASF Not clear (2) Not applicable On course (4) Not applicable

Bayer Crop Science Not clear (2) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

BP Not clear (2) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

Britannia Industries Not clear (2) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

Cargill Not clear (2) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

DSM On course (3) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

Gallup On course (5) 670 On course (5) 670

GlaxoSmithKline Not clear (2) Not applicable On course (4) Not applicable

Gujarat Cooperative Milk Mar-
keting Federation Ltd (Amul)

No response No response No response No response

GUTS Agro Industry On course (5) 25 On course (3) 2

Indofood Not clear (2) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

Infosys Off course (1) Not applicable Off course (1) Not applicable

KPMG On course (3) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

Lozane Farms No response No response No response No response

Malawi Mangoes On course (3) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

M&S Not clear (2) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

Netafim No response No response No response No response

RAB Processors Off course (1) Not applicable Off course (1) Not applicable

Shambani Not clear (2) Not applicable On course (3) 3 mothers given extra 30 
days paid maternal vacation 
and could work half-day for 4 
months after maternal vacation

Syngenta Not clear (2) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

Tanseed Not clear (2) Not applicable Off course (1) Not applicable

Unilever On course (3) Policy will be available at 
all sites, reaching about 
174,000

Not clear (2) Policy will be available to all 
working women of child- 
bearing age, about 44,000

Waitrose On course (3) Not applicable Not clear (2) Not applicable

Source:  Authors.

Note: Codes are as follows: 1 = little or no progress; 2 = some progress; 3 = good progress; 4 = final developmental stage; 5 = partial rollout; 6 = fully implemented. 
Not applicable = companies were not asked to respond about the size of affected workforce if they ranked themselves from 1 to 4. No response = company did not 
respond. The report authors classified response 1 as “off course,” response 2 as “not clear,” and responses 3 and higher as “on course.” 
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original commitments made. All agencies that responded were 
“on course” (Table 8.6). Most of the commitments focused on 
further strengthening of UN agency commitments in countries 
where significant work is ongoing. Some UN agencies are also 
building and improving on workforce indicators to better assess 
the nutrition and dietary status of populations and improved 
coordination with governments. 

Donor commitments
Eighteen donors made commitments at N4G. Seven made 
both financial and policy/program commitments, six made only 
financial commitments, and five made only policy/program com-
mitments. As noted in Chapter 7, we cannot report on donors’ 

N4G financial commitments because of lags in the reporting 
process for official development assistance. Nevertheless, the 
13 donors that made financial pledges at N4G all provided us 
with financial data reported in that chapter. We also received 
responses from all donors that made policy and program com-
mitments (Table 8.7). Generally, the donors reported positive 
progress, with many of them forming unique collaborations and 
innovative partnerships that will shape how programs are rolled 
out. 

N4G commitments from other organizations
We received four responses from the five remaining (“Other”) 
organizations that defy easy labeling. The responses received 

TABLE 8.6 UN PROGRESS IN MEETING N4G COMMITMENTS

UN agency Policy/program commitments

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) On course

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) On course

Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) No response

United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) On course

SUN UN System Network On course

World Food Programme (WFP) On course

World Health Organization (WHO) On course

Source: Authors.

Note: On course = progress made is on course for meeting the N4G commitment. No response = agency did not respond to requests for progress.

PANEL 8.1 SCALING UP NUTRITION THROUGH BUSINESS

JONATHAN TENCH

Despite the involvement of businesses in 
over 20 Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) coun-

try multistakeholder platforms, countries’ 
strategic or implementation plans express 
little understanding or articulation of the role 
of business. Country strategies analyzed by 
the SUN Business Network typically included 
the following goals: access to direct nutrition 
services, behavior-change communication, 
increased technical and institutional capacity, 
resource mobilization, research, data collec-
tion and analysis, and monitoring and eval-
uation. The plans to meet these goals rarely 
identified the role of business. 

Furthermore, countries’ implementation 
plans reveal a high dependence on public 

sector resources and capacities, but little 
information on the resources available in 
the private sector. One plan even notes that 
it “does not include business investments, 
which, by nature cannot be planned” (SUN 
2014a, 29). Another plan states that busi-
ness can play a role in food fortification, but 
restricts this engagement to traditional cor-
porate social responsibility donations from 
companies to public sector schemes, with no 
recognition of the core business proposition 
food producers can offer.

When asked, business leaders in SUN 
countries express strong interest in joining 
multistakeholder initiatives and national 
conversations about public policy incentives 

related to regulation enforcement, taxes, and 
infrastructure, which can stimulate greater 
investment. To fully leverage business invest-
ments, countries will need to integrate these 
kinds of incentives into their national plans. 
National and global efforts to improve trans-
parency and monitoring mechanisms, such 
as the Access to Nutrition Index (ATNI), work 
with the largest food and beverage compa-
nies. The SUN Movement’s work developing 
a strong understanding of how conflicts of 
interest can be brought into the open and 
how risks can be minimized can support 
responsible and regulated engagement. 
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TABLE 8.7 DONOR PROGRESS IN MEETING N4G NONFINANCIAL COMMITMENTS 

Donors Policy/program

Australia On course

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation On course

Brazil On course

Canada None

Children’s Investment Fund Foundation and Save the Children On course

Children’s Investment Fund Foundation On course

European Union None

Finland None

France On course

Germany None

Ireland On course

Japan Not clear

Netherlands None

United Kingdom On course

UK Food Standards Agency On course

United States On course

United Arab Emirates None

World Bank On course

Source: Authors.
Note: On course = progress made is on course for meeting the N4G commitment. Off course = not enough progress has been made toward the N4G commitment.  
None = no nonfinancial N4G commitment was made. Not clear = the commitment was too vague to assess whether the commitment was met, or the reported evidence on 
progress was too vague or only partially reported. No response = donor did not respond to requests for progress.

PANEL 8.2 HOW CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS BUILD COMMITMENT 
TO NUTRITION

CLAIRE BLANCHARD

In Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) countries and 
non-SUN countries, civil society has played a 

key role in building and maintaining commit-
ment for nutrition. Why are civil society orga-
nizations (CSOs) so important for achieving 
nutrition goals, and how can they sustain their 
effectiveness? 

First, there is scale. More than 1,500 CSOs 
are engaged in the SUN Movement, and there 
are coordinated civil society alliances (CSAs) 
in 30 countries. 

Second, CSOs are good at engaging in 
social mobilization and awareness-raising 
efforts in collaboration with the media and 
through Global Days of Action (SUN 2014b). 
The recent June 2014 National Nutrition Day 
in Madagascar provided an opportunity for 
the civil society alliance to meet with the 
prime minister, who committed to holding 
a meeting with all ministers on increased 

investment in nutrition and engagement of 
sectors. 

Third, CSOs can aggregate efforts. Coor-
dinated alignment of goals identified through 
internal mapping and scoping exercises con-
ducted by, for example, the Ghana Coalition 
of Civil Society Organizations for Scaling Up 
Nutrition, the Civil Society Alliance for Nutri-
tion-Nepal, and the Partnership for Nutri-
tion in Tanzania helps influence government 
action. Through position papers, public mobi-
lization, participation in strategic meetings, 
and constructive support to government goals, 
CSAs can influence policy, as Kenya’s SUN CSA 
did recently in influencing changes to Kenya’s 
health policy. 

Fourth, CSOs can transcend political 
cycles. In Ghana, CSO work with parliamen-
tarians helps prioritize nutrition regardless of 
the party in power. In 2014, inspired by Peru’s 

example, Malawi’s Civil Society Organization 
Nutrition Alliance (CSONA) obtained signed 
commitments for nutrition improvements from 
presidential candidates, ensuring that nutri-
tion remains a priority. 

Fifth, with so many countries decentral-
izing health and nutrition policy, civil society 
is well placed to energize and even shape 
subnational efforts. For example, civil society 
alliances have actively started building on dis-
trict- and region-level efforts by, for example, 
setting up district-level CSAs, as has occurred 
in Malawi and Mozambique. 

Challenges remain, however. CSOs need 
to be supported in their efforts to build their 
capacity to deliver programs in partnership 
with other stakeholders, to influence policy, to 
demonstrate results, and to hold governments, 
others, and themselves accountable. 
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are comprehensive and sometimes mapped well onto the stated 
N4G commitments (Table 8.8).

Conclusions 
• A response rate of 92 percent is respectable. Nonetheless, 

given repeated requests and offers of help completing the 
templates over a five-month period, it is disappointing that 8 
percent of signatories did not respond. 

• There are more “on course” ratings than “off course” ones, 
which is encouraging. 

• The “not clear” category is dominant. This reflects the 
difficulty of identifying clear commitments (what do they 
actually mean? who actually made them? are they time 
bound?), tracking progress, and identifying accountability 
(have commitments been met?). 

• A rating of “on course” can be achieved by making and 

meeting a very modest commitment, while an “off course” 
rating can be achieved by making a challenging commitment 
and then falling just short of it (as happened, for example, 

TABLE 8.8 OTHER ORGANIZATIONS’ PROGRESS IN MEETING N4G COMMITMENTS

Other organizations Policy/program commitments

CABI Not clear

CGIAR On course

Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition (GAIN) On course

Naandi Foundation No response

Grand Challenges Canada Not clear

Source: Authors.

Note: On course = progress made is on course for meeting the N4G commitment. 
Not clear = the commitment was too vague to assess whether the commitment was 
met, or the reported evidence on progress was too vague or only partially reported. 
No response = organization did not respond to requests for progress.

PANEL 8.3 BUILDING CIVIL SOCIETY’S CAPACITY TO PUSH FOR POLICIES 
ON OBESITY AND NONCOMMUNICABLE DISEASES

CORINNA HAWKES

In 2011, the 193 member governments of the 
United Nations made a series of commit-

ments to prevent and control noncommunica-
ble diseases (NCDs) (United Nations General 
Assembly 2011). Governments committed 
to, among other things, advance policies for 
healthy diets, improve governance of obesity 
by engaging multiple sectors, and build the 
capacity of nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs). WHO established a roadmap for 
implementing and monitoring these commit-
ments in its Global Action Plan for the Prevention 
and Control of NCDs 2013–2020 (WHO 2013b) 
and Global Monitoring Framework (WHO 
2013a).

As public interest watchdogs, civil soci-
ety organizations (CSOs) have a unique role 
to play in monitoring the implementation of 
these commitments. Yet—as these documents 
recognize—to do so effectively, they need 
greater capacity. Significant investment can 
pave the way. For example, Denmark’s devel-
opment cooperation agency, Danida, has since 
2010 funded a series of NCD alliances in East 
Africa (Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, 
Zanzibar) (NCD Alliance 2014a). Modeled on 
the global NCD Alliance, the organizations 
bring together groups concerned with heart 

disease, cancer, diabetes, and lung diseases to 
raise the political profile of NCDs, build public 
awareness, and provide support for education, 
treatment, and patient concerns (Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs in Denmark [DANIDA] 2008). 
Another example is the Obesity Prevention 
Program at Bloomberg Philanthropies (2014), 
which has provided a US$10 million, three-
year grant to Mexican civil society organiza-
tions and research institutes to build obesity 
prevention into their work. 

Facilitated by funding and international 
monitoring tools, these CSOs work to hold 
governments to account. The Healthy Carib-
bean Coalition (2014b)—an alliance of more 
than 40 health-based NGOs—published an 
assessment of progress in 2014, guided by the 
benchmarking tool developed by the global 
NCD Alliance (2014b). The assessment identi-
fied nutrition as the area of least progress; no 
countries reported having nutrition strate-
gies or policies on food marketing to children, 
despite having committed to implementing 
the WHO recommendations on marketing to 
children (Healthy Caribbean Coalition 2014a). 

Investments in global-scale monitoring 
are needed to bring together national-level 
data. WHO has several instruments for 

assessing progress on international commit-
ments on obesity and NCDs, including a 2010 
survey of countries’ capacity to prevent and 
control NCDs (WHO 2010c) and the Global 
Database on the Implementation of Nutri-
tion Action (GINA) (WHO 2014d). CSOs have 
developed more detailed tools. For example, 
the World Cancer Research Fund Interna-
tional’s NOURISHING Framework includes a 
regularly updated repository of healthy eating 
policies from around the world (WCRF 2013). 
The International Baby Food Action Network 
(2014) and UNICEF monitor the actions of 198 
governments toward implementing the WHO 
International Code of Marketing of Breast-
milk Substitutes. 

To improve accountability, funders should 
invest in increasing staffing capacity in 
national CSOs. They should also finance the 
time-consuming process of collecting and 
collating information on NCD policy imple-
mentation and indicators of good nutrition 
governance. CSOs need to engage with the 
research community in this process and 
develop projects and proposals for monitoring 
policy and governance to hold their govern-
ments to account.
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with Concern Worldwide). We observed these tendencies 
on several occasions. These occurrences seem counter to the 
spirit of the accountability exercise, and we will explore ways 
of addressing this issue in the 2015 Global Nutrition Report. 

• A number of process improvements need to be made in 
preparing the 2015 Global Nutrition Report.4

In sum, the 2014 experience constructing an N4G account-
ability mechanism should be regarded as a learning experience. 
As with any baseline, the data reported should become more 
useful as data from subsequent years accumulate. 

STRENGTHENING ACCOUNTABILITY FOR IMPROVED NUTRITION
Chapter 9 focuses on filling key data gaps to improve account-
ability, but data are just one important component of account-
ability systems. Accountability systems evolve through a series 
of public commitments, the tracking of those commitments, 
comparing progress to targets, making use of the assessment of 
progress, and then strategizing about how to respond to that 
accountability. In addition to data, this cycle of accountability 
strengthening requires actors and mechanisms. This section 
presents innovations from the wider nutrition community in 
these two areas.

Actors
When civil society and communities put pressure on stakehold-
ers, social change happens more quickly (Gaventa and Barrett 
2012), because this kind of pressure strengthens accountability. 
Panel 8.2 describes the experiences from national civil society 
alliances within SUN. They are proving effective because they 
can scale up their efforts, mobilize communities, join together in 
alliances, transcend political cycles, and reach into district-level 
administrative units, which are so crucial for effective decentral-
ization. The SUN civil society experience, so far, is in the context 
of undernutrition. Panel 8.3 focuses on the role of civil society in 
influencing policy and governance actions on noncommunicable 
diseases and obesity. 

What about communities themselves? How can they be 
more effective at closing the “short” loops between citizens and 
service providers and the “long” loops between citizens and 
governments? Panel 8.4 focuses on program delivery in an un-
dernutrition context and highlights some community monitoring 
experiences from a range of sectors. 

PANEL 8.4 CAN COMMUNITY MONITORING ENHANCE 
ACCOUNTABILITY FOR NUTRITION?

NICK NISBETT AND DOLF TE LINTELO

Public accountability can work through 
both short routes (between citizens and 

nutrition service providers) and long routes 
(between citizens and elected officials) (World 
Bank 2003). Strengthening both routes has 
the potential to 

• enhance the quality of nutrition service 
delivery; 

• increase the motivation of frontline 
staff and midlevel bureaucrats and raise 
their ability to advocate for appropriate 
resources; 

• facilitate mainstreaming of nutrition across 
sectors such as agriculture, health, social 
protection, water, and sanitation; 

• make undernutrition more visible to 
affected communities, giving them 
a greater voice and amplifying their 
demands on this issue; and 

• increase the responsiveness of public poli-
cymakers and political leaders to nutrition 
as a national development issue.

Global nutrition commitment initiatives 
inevitably suffer from extended and blurred 
short and long routes of accountability (te 
Lintelo 2014). For instance, taxpayers in donor 
countries do not directly enjoy the nutrition 
services they contribute to and rarely vote on 
the performance of donor aid. Conversely, cit-
izens of aid-recipient countries, as taxpayers, 
may have weaker incentives for holding their 
governments to account for the performance 
of nutrition services, unless it is clear that they 
are co-funding these services. 

Can community-level feedback mech-
anisms strengthen short- and long-route 
accountability? The potential of mechanisms 
such as social audits and community monitor-
ing to promote accountability and to improve 

the provision of direct public services is clear 
(Gillespie et al. 2013; Haddad et al. 2010; 
Mansuri and Rao 2013). The experience in 
health has been mixed (see, for example, Joshi 
2013) with some startlingly positive results 
(for example, Björkman and Svensson 2009). 
Apart from some appraisal work (Swain 
and Sen 2009), however, the impact of such 
mechanisms on provision of nutrition services 
has not been empirically evaluated. Further 
work is required in this area to find out which 
models work best when applied to nutrition 
service delivery. Such work may have the 
potential to combine with the growing use 
of information and communication technol-
ogies and mobile technology to link citizens 
to policy advocacy and provide real-time data 
on community-level indicators to national 
accountability mechanisms.
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Mechanisms
Committed actors need a mechanism through which to exercise 
their agency on behalf of nutrition. Panel 8.5 summarizes 
experiences to date with National Evaluation Platforms, which 
are being piloted by four African countries. These platforms are 
helping develop the capacity within countries to use existing 
data to promote accountability more effectively.

Similarly, research can be a mechanism for data managers, 
analysts, and scientists to promote accountability for nutrition. 
Panel 8.6 makes the case that African research priorities are not 
sufficiently solution oriented or driven by African needs and that 
the data generated are scattered and often inaccessible. The 
authors propose a number of investments in research systems 
to guide action and strengthen accountability for improved 
nutrition. 

PANEL 8.5 NATIONAL EVALUATION PLATFORMS: POTENTIAL FOR 
NUTRITION

JENNIFER BRYCE AND COLLEAGUES

Governments need reliable and consistent 
data to report progress under national, 

regional, and international accountability 
frameworks for nutrition, such as the World 
Health Assembly Global Targets 2025 (WHO 
2012b). The National Evaluation Platform 
(NEP) is a systematic approach being used 
in Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, and Tanza-
nia to identify, compile, and analyze existing 
high-quality data from diverse sources across 
sectors, in order to evaluate the effectiveness 
and impact of health and nutrition programs 
(Victora, Black, et al. 2011). Country-led and 
country-owned, the NEP approach offers a 
core set of evaluation methods and builds 
sustainable national capacity to develop evi-
dence-based answers to pressing program 
and policy questions and track progress 
toward national and global scale-up targets. 

With support from the Government of 
Canada, the NEP brings together relevant, 
high-quality district-level data from a range 
of sources, including national surveys and 
routine reporting systems and databases. It is 
updated as additional data become available. 

It also supports analytic approaches that 
address the contributions of nutrition and 
health interventions in settings where tradi-
tional evaluation designs are not possible. For 
example, the NEP can address multisectoral 
integration by assessing various programs 
together over time (such as management of 
acute malnutrition; vitamin A supplemen-
tation; water, sanitation, and hygiene; and 
immunizations). Finally, it empowers countries 
to build homegrown, sustainable capacity to 
answer complex program and policy questions 
and to hold themselves accountable. A public 
sector stakeholder serves as the “NEP home 
institution” that maintains the data and builds 
the capacity of other public sector monitoring 
and evaluation stakeholders to develop and 
use the NEP.

The effectiveness of the NEP will be 
judged by the extent to which the evidence 
produced is incorporated into decisionmaking 
processes. One year of use in the four coun-
tries has already produced important lessons: 

• Governments welcome the focus 
on program evaluation. In all four 

countries, health and nutrition program 
leaders welcomed the NEP as a means of 
(1) bringing together existing data to go 
beyond routine monitoring, (2) address-
ing questions on the relative effective-
ness of implementation strategies, and  
(3) strengthening in-country agenda set-
ting relative to donor agenda setting.

• Data on nutrition programs are scarce. 
A mechanism is needed to bring together 
available data across sectors, assess their 
quality, and promote their use in answer-
ing questions about program needs or the 
effectiveness of implementation.

• Countries’ capacity to assess and 
analyze data is limited. In most cases, 
analyses of anthropometric data and child 
mortality are conducted by external insti-
tutions. The national institutions respon-
sible for health, nutrition, and statistics 
reported that increasing capacity in these 
areas is a top priority. 
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PANEL 8.6 THE STATE OF AFRICAN NUTRITION DATA FOR 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND LEARNING

CARL LACHAT, JOYCE KINABO, EUNICE NAGO, ANNAMARIE KRUGER, AND PATRICK KOLSTEREN

Decades of investment and capacity build-
ing in nutrition research in Africa have 

produced an active nutrition research commu-
nity. The research output of the continent is 
considerable and growing steadily (Lachat et 
al. 2014). Recent studies and events, however, 
have highlighted areas where organization of 
nutrition research in Africa can be improved: 
• The nutrition research agenda, driven 

largely by research funders and academ-
ics in high-income countries, needs to be 
refocused toward African priorities (Hold-
sworth et al. 2014; van Royen et al. 2013). 

• There are too few evaluations of interven-
tions (Lachat et al. 2014).

• Research on how to create enabling envi-
ronments that prevent malnutrition is 
lacking (Masset et al. 2012). 

• The availability of data produced by 
researchers and others such as nongov-
ernmental organizations, UN agencies, 
and governments is highly variable. It 
could be less scattered and used more 
effectively (Chalmers et al. 2014). 
Recent economic growth in Africa offers 

a window of opportunity to build an African 
research system that is “fit for purpose” to 

deliver answers to African decisionmakers 
about how to tackle the nutritional chal-
lenges of tomorrow. Such a research system 
should hold the different actors in this system 
accountable in the following ways: 
• Those that produce information (academ-

ics from Africa, partners from high-income 
countries, government and development 
agencies that collect data) must produce 
the best information using the highest 
standards. Knowledge and data should 
be shared and made as accessible as 
possible. 

• Research funders need to maximize the 
uptake of evidence in programs and pol-
icies in Africa. This will require increased 
African ownership of research. Academics 
(predominantly from Northern America 
and Europe) need to establish equitable 
partnerships with African researchers (Chu 
et al. 2014), and research funders need 
to align with African-identified research 
priorities (Lachat et al. 2014). It would 
be helpful to develop a code of conduct, 
define ethical considerations in setting the 
research agenda, and establish data reg-
istries. National research councils can play 

a key role in connecting researchers with 
funders and users. 

• Users of nutrition research need to artic-
ulate clear research needs. A transparent 
process should be developed to systemat-
ically define research priorities. Initiatives 
such as the recently created African nutri-
tion knowledge network (EVIDENT) are a 
first step in that direction. Funders should 
subscribe to the resulting priorities, and 
the data generated should be registered in 
an open source data depository to support 
sharing. 
A data revolution is taking place in devel-

opment (United Nations 2013a), and the Afri-
can nutrition community can play a leading 
role. Data repositories and interoperable data 
systems for nutrition data are needed to host, 
curate, and repurpose nutrition data in Africa. 
Stakeholders in nutrition research in Africa 
need to capitalize on the commitment of 
research funders and international organiza-
tions to open access data. Making data acces-
sible is just a first step. More work is needed 
to turn this information into knowledge for 
better nutrition policies and actions. 

DATA GAPS
1. Many N4G commitments are vague, and progress updates are often vague as well.

2. N4G data are scattered, and collecting them has a high transactions cost.

3. There are not enough country-driven and country-owned nutrition data and research, and this gap runs the risk of weakening nutri-
tion accountability.


