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Foreword
In the wake of the food crises of the early 1970s and the 

resulting World Food Conference of 1974, a group of 

innovators realized that food security depends not only on 

crop production, but also on the policies that affect food 

systems, from farm to table. In 1975, the International Food 

Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) was founded. For the past 

35 years, IFPRI has worked to provide solid research and 

evidence-based policy options to partners in donor and 

recipient countries. The issues have changed over time, going 

from food subsidies and commercialization of agriculture in 

the early years to country-led development, micronutrient 

malnutrition, and biosafety in the 2000s. Working with 

many longstanding partners, including the US Agency for 

International Development (USAID), IFPRI has produced food 

policy research that has contributed to 

reducing poverty and improving food 

security for the world’s poor.
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Long-Term Strategic Analysis to Support Investment 

Planning for Improved Growth and Poverty Reduction 

Outcomes

MOTIVATION

After years of declining investment and resulting 

low-productivity rates, Africa has greatly increased 

its commitment to agriculture in the past decade. 

In 2002 the African Union Commission launched 

the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development 

Programme (CAADP), under which African govern-

ments committed to spend 10 percent of their national 

budgets on agriculture and  achieve agricultural 

growth rates of 6 percent. To help plan and implement 

CAADP, USAID and other donors worked with IFPRI to 

provide technical assistance.

OUTCOMES

 X IFPRI carried out analysis of long-term growth and 

poverty reduction options to guide CAADP round-

tables, technical reviews, and business meetings in 

28 countries, resulting in the signing of compacts 

in these countries. These compacts specify coun-

tries’ commitments to agricultural policy, budgetary 

expenditures, development assistance, and policy 

dialogue to ensure that countries meet the CAADP 

growth and budget targets.

 X The investment plans and review results from the 

compacts have allowed six countries—Ethiopia, 

Liberia, Niger, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, and Togo—to 

obtain a total of $270 million from the multidonor 

Global Agriculture and Food Security Program. The 

plans have also allowed several bilateral agencies, 

including USAID, to start scaling up agricultural 

sector and food security assistance to a number of 

African countries.

Providing Food Policy Information for African 

Policymakers: The Regional Strategic Analysis and 

Knowledge Support System

MOTIVATION

Achieving the CAADP 

targets requires a 

mechanism for ana-

lyzing and monitor-

ing progress. IFPRI 

launched the Regional 

Strategic Analysis and 

Knowledge Support 

System (ReSAKSS) to 

track nearly 30 core 

indicators of countries’ implementation progress and 

economic performance. This information supports peer 

review, benchmarking, best practice adoption, mutual 

learning, and policy dialogue. It is available to African 

policymakers and development partners and as a global 

public good through the ReSAKSS website and through 

three regional nodes based in East, Southern, and West 

Africa. The Agricultural Trends and Outlook Report is 

published annually to serve as the main CAADP moni-

toring and evaluation report.

3



OUTCOMES

 X ReSAKSS developed the monitoring and evaluation 

framework used by the African Union Commission to 

monitor and evaluate progress on CAADP.

 X ReSAKSS research has been an important source of 

comparative data on CAADP implementation prog-

ress. For instance, its monitoring and evaluation 

shows that seven countries currently meet the 10 

percent agriculture spending target: Burkina Faso, 

Ethiopia, Guinea, Malawi, Mali, Niger, and Senegal. 

Seventeen countries have met or surpassed the 6 

percent agricultural growth rate target: Angola, 

Botswana, Chad, Ethiopia, Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, 

Malawi, Mali, Mauritius, Morocco, Mozambique, 

Namibia, Niger, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, and Tanzania.

Improving Agricultural Data and Policy Analysis for 

the Nigerian People: Nigeria SAKSS

MOTIVATION

In 2008 Nigeria’s Federal Ministry 

of Agriculture needed to align its 

activities with the CAADP frame-

work agreed to by African leaders. 

IFPRI’s Nigeria SAKSS is filling this 

need by improving the data and 

knowledge base that serve as the 

foundation for applied policy analy-

sis. It is also strengthening national capacity for applied 

policy research, which directly informs the country’s 

rural development strategy.

OUTCOMES

 X IFPRI’s support to the Federal Ministry of Agriculture 

led to rapid progress in Nigeria’s CAADP process.

NIGERIA
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 X From 2009 to 2010, the Nigerian government sharply 

increased budget allocations to meet its CAADP 

commitments.

 X IFPRI facilitated the updating of the national agri-

cultural strategy submitted to the ministry in 2010 as 

input into the National Agricultural Investment Plan.

Food Security in South Asia

Supporting Agricultural Markets in South Asia: Rural 

Business Hubs in India

MOTIVATION

The Indian agrarian sector needs to involve the pri-

vate sector in improving services that can increase the 

incomes of farmers, particularly women and small-

holders. IFPRI’s rural business hubs research, devel-

oped under USAID’s Partnership for Innovation and 

Knowledge in Agriculture, provides detailed market 

information to retail partners to guide them in reduc-

ing the cost and improving the quality of inputs and 

services provided to small farmers. Research was 

undertaken in three Indian states, across 2,400 farming 

households, 300 agro-input retailers, and 300 agro-

output traders. The study found that farmers prefer to 

buy seeds and fertilizers from state-owned companies 

because of subsidized prices and quality assurance. 

Rural business hubs are emerging as preferred destina-

tions for high-quality inputs, although some farmers do 

not use them because they are too far away.

OUTCOMES

 X This study acted as a forerunner for the Indian gov-

ernment’s decision to liberalize foreign direct invest-

ment in retail.

4



 X The research findings will help the partner private 

sector companies leverage additional investments in 

the three states that took part in the study.

 X In the state of Uttar Pradesh, the study was instru-

mental in identifying opportunities and constraints 

in the dairy sector. This resulted in a $1,130,000 

investment in dairy development in the state by 

Hariyali Kisaan Bazaar (HKB), a private Indian com-

pany. The findings also resulted in a $359,000 invest-

ment by HKB in contract farming for production of 

certified wheat seed.

 X In Madhya Pradesh, ITC made an additional invest-

ment of $855,620 to develop markets for herbicides 

and pesticides following the survey’s evidence of 

high demand for these chemicals by the farming 

community.

 X The study’s findings will help replicate the rural 

services hub model in other Indian states to expand 

retailing of modern inputs in rural areas and benefit 

millions of farmers.

Policy Dimension of the Cereal Systems Initiative for 

South Asia

MOTIVATION

The Cereal Systems Initiative for South Asia (CSISA) is 

designed to raise agricultural productivity and enhance 

farmers’ incomes by improving germplasm and crop 

management practices for rice, wheat, maize, and live-

stock systems, but it will have its intended impact only 

if accompanied by efforts to strengthen the wider insti-

tutional context. IFPRI’s contribution to CSISA addresses 

the policies needed to promote adoption of new 

technology and to enhance its productivity and income 

benefits. IFPRI research on intellectual property rights 

(IPRs) and public–private partnerships helps clarify the 

steps needed to deliver improved cultivars to farmers 

by addressing the legal, regulatory, and policy frame-

work. Similarly, IFPRI research on the role of national-

level policies and institutions helps in setting the overall 

macroeconomic policy environment for the adoption of 

new technologies.

OUTCOMES

 X Research findings from this work provide robust 

evidence of the link between India’s IPR regime, 

private investment in crop genetic improvement, and 

agricultural productivity. Recommendations suggest 

pathways for accelerating rice and wheat productiv-

ity growth through private investment.

 X The research also provides new insights into the 

structure of India’s cereal seed and agricultural 

biotechnology industries and its potential effects 

on innovation and social welfare. Recommended 

policies may improve both industry performance and 

the delivery of new technologies to smallholders in 

India’s cereal production systems.
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Improving Nutrition in 
Vulnerable Countries

Breeding Crops for Better Nutrition: HarvestPlus

MOTIVATION

Micronutrient malnutrition, or hidden hunger, afflicts 

billions of people.

OUTCOMES

 X Sweet potato: A USAID-supported study of the 

adoption of vitamin A–biofortified orange sweet 

potato found that project activities led to a 68 per-

centage point increase in adoption in Mozambique 

and a 61 percentage point increase in Uganda. 

Vitamin A intake for women and children doubled in 

Mozambique. In Uganda, vitamin A intake increased 

by two-thirds for children and nearly doubled for 

women. With USAID support, a vitamin A–bioforti-

fied orange sweet potato will reach 225,000 house-

holds in Uganda by 2016.

 X Cassava: Cassava varieties with high vitamin A con-

tent have entered farm testing in Nigeria. Research 

found that although much vitamin A is lost in 

processing of cassava, the vitamin A in that crop is 

two to three times more bioavailable to the body 

than originally assumed.

 X Maize: Maize with a high level of vitamin A is under-

going performance testing in Zambia. Research 

showed that the vitamin A in maize is about twice 

as bioavailable as originally assumed. A study also 

found that the orange color of vitamin A maize does 

not prevent consumers from accepting the crop.

 X Other crops: Breeding is also underway for high-

iron beans, high-iron pearl millet, high-zinc rice, and 

high-zinc wheat.

 X The program influenced the creation of biofor-

tification programs in Brazil, where the Brazilian 

Agricultural Research Corporation has invested in 

biofortification research on maize, cassava, beans, 

sweet potato, cowpeas, and wheat; China, where 20 

Chinese research institutions are developing bioforti-

fied rice, wheat, maize, and sweet potato; and India, 

where the Department of Biotechnology is bioforti-

fying rice, wheat, and maize.

 X HarvestPlus has helped prove that biofortification 

works to overcome micronutrient malnutrition. 

These efforts have led to organizations, such as 

USAID’s Feed the Future, to include biofortification 

in their strategies.
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Addressing Child Undernutrition: Prevention or Cure?

MOTIVATION

Is it better to treat child undernutrition or prevent it? 

To answer this longstanding policy question, IFPRI and 

Cornell University compared the impact on childhood 

nutrition of two different models of providing food 

assistance and health and nutrition interventions in the 

context of a USAID-funded program implemented by 

World Vision in Haiti. The first program provided nine 

months of assistance to underweight children aged 

six months to five years, whereas the second program 

targeted all children between the ages of six months 

and two years. Both approaches also targeted preg-

nant women and breastfeeding mothers. The study 

found that preventing infants and young children 

from becoming undernourished is much more effec-

tive than treating children who are already moderately 

malnourished.

OUTCOMES

 X Results of this study contributed to new thinking 

about how to address the widespread problem of 

child undernutrition well beyond the borders of 

Haiti. Prevention has become the accepted standard 

among aid agencies and NGOs for dealing with 

child undernutrition. For example, all organizations 

that were part of the 2008 USAID Title II Program 

adopted the preventive model (blanket targeting 

of all children under two years of age), as recom-

mended in IFPRI’s evaluation. World Vision has 

adopted this same model for their programs in other 

countries in Central America and in Ethiopia.

 X The findings provided evidence that the first one 

thousand days are a critical window for investing in 

nutrition. This is the fundamental basis of the 1,000 

Days initiative launched by the US and Irish govern-

ments in 2010.

Supporting Responsible 
Development and Use of 
Biotechnology

The Program for Biosafety Systems

MOTIVATION

Today, smallholder farmers in more than 15 developing 

countries successfully grow crop varieties developed 

through biotechnology. Other developing countries, 

however, have not integrated biotechnology into their 

agricultural systems. Often, this hesitancy is due to the 

lack of a biosafety framework that facilitates safe access 

to products and varieties. IFPRI works with these coun-

tries to develop science-based, functional biosafety 

systems that expand producer choice, inspire consumer 

confidence, facilitate trade, and promote agricultural 

research and development.

OUTCOMES

 X Kenya: IFPRI research and technical assistance 

played a critical role in the process that led to the 

formulation of a draft biosafety bill. The result-

ing National Biosafety Act, passed by Parliament in 

2009 and signed into law in 2010, paved the way for 
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transparent, science-based decisionmaking on bio-

technology crops in Kenya.

 X Ghana: IFPRI provided input into a draft biosafety 

policy. Many of the recommendations in that 

draft policy have been implemented. The National 

Biosafety Bill was passed by the Parliament and will 

facilitate the introduction of agricultural biotechnol-

ogy into Ghana.

 X Nigeria: IFPRI provided input for the development of 

Nigeria’s Biosafety Law, which was later approved by 

the government.

 X Vietnam: IFPRI facilitated the first confined field trial 

of a genetically modified (GM) crop in Vietnam.

 X Malawi: IFPRI provided analysis that helped policy-

makers approve the country’s first confined field trial 

of a GM crop.

 X Indonesia: IFPRI training has helped increase the 

competency of the newly established National 

Biosafety Commission.

Developing Agricultural 
Strategies at the National 
Level

Country Development Strategies

MOTIVATION

Developing countries are implementing various 

strategies to achieve development goals. However, 

policymakers often have to make decisions based 

on limited resources and minimal technical exper-

tise. Lack of evidence makes it extremely difficult to 

assess trade-offs between different goals and policy 

options. IFPRI has been invited by several countries to 

develop and implement national support programs 

to help policymakers obtain evidence-based research 

to guide their decisionmaking process. Currently 

IFPRI operates such programs in Bangladesh, China, 

Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Nigeria, 

Pakistan, and Uganda.

OUTCOMES

 X Ethiopia: Since 2004 the government has relied 

heavily on IFPRI’s analysis in formulating and imple-

menting the Agriculture-Led Industrialization 

Strategy. In addition, IFPRI worked with the Central 

Statistical Agency to create the 2007 Ethiopian 

Population and Housing Census Atlas and provided 

analysis to the Agricultural Growth Program, a 

major government project. Currently IFPRI is provid-

ing technical research, capacity building and policy 

communications support to Ethiopia’s Agricultural 

Transformation Agency. This new government 

agency, charged with promoting agricultural trans-

formation, is developing a national agenda to 

achieve growth and food security.

 X Ethiopia Commodity Exchange (ECX): IFPRI’s research 

and technical support on agricultural commodity 

markets led to the launch of the ECX. The ECX is now 
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generating market information for farmers, allowing 

them to sell at higher prices, making market-clearing 

prices more transparent, and promoting self-regula-

tion by enhancing the incentives for preserving the 

order and integrity of the system.

 X Uganda: The government’s Agricultural Sector 

Development Strategy and Investment Plan endorses 

the National Agricultural Advisory Services, using 

IFPRI’s research findings as key justification.

 X Ghana: IFPRI’s research showing that increased 

investment and promotion of cash crop production 

in northern Ghana would maximize the impact of 

poverty reduction efforts contributed to the gov-

ernment’s decision to establish the Northern Ghana 

Development Fund. IFPRI has also helped make 

agricultural data on Ghana more available. IFPRI’s 

collaboration with the Ministry of Agriculture and 

the Ghana Statistical Service led to the reappearance 

of the nationwide agricultural survey, which had not 

been conducted for more than three decades.

 X Bangladesh: IFPRI provides research and policy 

analysis that contributes to the implementation of 

Bangladesh’s food security investment plan. In 2010 

IFPRI helped organize the Bangladesh Food Security 

Investment Forum, at which major stakeholders 

discussed and coordinated plans, priorities, and 

strategies for advancing agricultural development 

and food and nutrition security in Bangladesh. IFPRI 

also evaluated the pros and cons of the Employment 

Generation Program for the Poorest—Bangladesh’s 

largest safety net program—and found that the 

$150 million-a-year program was highly successful in 

achieving its goals in most areas.

Food Price Crises

Preventing the Next One

MOTIVATION

When global food prices shot up in 2007–08, with some 

agricultural commodities doubling or even tripling in 

price, the consequences were particularly severe for the 

food and nutrition security of poor people. IFPRI, with 

its depth of expertise in agriculture, nutrition, and food 

security, was one of the first institutions to warn of and 

respond to the crisis and was well-positioned to reply to 

stakeholders’ requests for information.

Throughout the crisis, IFPRI used solid research to 

answer key questions: (1) What is happening? (2) What 

are the causes? (3) What are the consequences? (4) 

What can be done to mitigate the effects and ensure 

that a similar crisis does not happen again?

“[A hunger crisis] is a complex problem of infrastructure, governance, markets, 

education. These are things we can shape and strengthen. So that means this is a 

problem that we can solve if we have the will and we put to work the expertise  

that organizations like IFPRI possess.” 

—US Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, on the humanitarian crisis in the 

Horn of Africa, in a speech delivered at IFPRI on August 11, 2011
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OUTCOMES

 X By serving as a source of reliable, evidence-based 

information on the crisis for both policy audi-

ences and the general public, IFPRI contributed to 

a broader understanding of the crisis and to con-

sequent policy actions. The Institute produced 30 

publications on the food crisis and disseminated find-

ings through presentations and briefings by senior 

staff at high-level venues, resulting in more than 700 

media citations.

 X Seven of IFPRI’s eight proposed urgent actions 

released in 2008 were adopted as policy recom-

mendations in the United Nations' Comprehensive 

Framework for Action. The document used IFPRI 

data and cited two IFPRI policy briefs.

 X The 2008 G8 Summit report titled Double Jeopardy: 

Responding to High Food and Fuel Prices drew on 

IFPRI’s research in its justification for revising biofuel 

policies.

Training the Next Generation 
of Agricultural Leaders

Collaborative Masters Program of Science in 

Agricultural and Applied Economics

MOTIVATION

In 2004, in response 

to strong demand for 

more African agri-

cultural and applied 

economists, a study 

conclusively stated that 

more postgraduate 

training was needed 

in Africa to transform 

the agriculture sector and reduce hunger and poverty. 

In response, IFPRI and the African Economics Research 

Consortium co-facilitated the Collaborative Master's 

Program in Agricultural and Applied Economics with 

students from 16 universities in 11 Sub-Saharan African 

countries currently enrolled in the program.

OUTCOMES

 X The program is training Africa’s future leaders in 

agricultural and applied economics. Since 2006, 240 

students have graduated from the two-year program, 

and student demand currently exceeds available slots.

 X IFPRI successfully transferred the management of 

the program to the African Economic Research 

Consortium. The results have led to significant 

funding from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 

the African Capacity Building Foundation, and the 

Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa.

Understanding the Challenge 
of Hunger

The Global Hunger Index

MOTIVATION

Countries can gauge their economic 

performance by looking at gross 

domestic product, but to assess their 

progress in fighting hunger, they 

must usually consider a multitude 

of complex indicators. To provide 

a simple way of ranking countries 

and illustrating trends in hunger 

worldwide, IFPRI developed the 

Global Hunger Index (GHI)—a tool for annually measur-

ing the state of hunger worldwide and by country. The 

GHI captures three interlinked dimensions of hunger: 
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inadequate food consumption, child underweight, and 

child mortality. In 2008, IFPRI published an India State 

Hunger Index (ISHI), applying the GHI scoring system to 

the states of India.

OUTCOMES

 X The GHI has helped raise awareness of hunger hot 

spots and served as a springboard for global discus-

sion of hunger. It has garnered heavy press attention 

in countries worldwide.

 X The 2008 GHI and ISHI received a high level of 

attention in India. Results from these reports were 

included in a policy brief published by a group 

of young parliamentarians in India, and an IFPRI 

researcher was invited to contribute to strategy for-

mulation in the state of Jharkhand.

 X USAID’s Feed the Future Guide uses GHI data to back 

up investments in vulnerable countries.

Feed the Future: Targeting and Evaluation of 

Sustainable Intensification Investments

MOTIVATION

As part of its Feed the Future initiative, USAID has 

committed to invest more than $100 million in sustain-

able intensification strategies for smallholder farmers 

in Sub-Saharan Africa. To implement those strategies, 

USAID needed to look at geographic concentration 

of poverty, reliance on agriculture, and key farm-

ing systems to make decisions about where boosting 

productivity would offer the most promising outcomes 

for poverty reduction, food security, and environ-

ment sustainability. Furthermore, it needs to track and 

maximize the effectiveness of those investments over 

time. USAID asked IFPRI’s HarvestChoice initiative to 

provide specialized targeting, monitoring, and evalua-

tion support.

OUTCOMES

 X Based on data and analysis provided by 

HarvestChoice, Feed the Future has identified three 

focal regions for sustainable intensification invest-

ment: the Sudano-Sahelian (Guinea Savannah) zone 

of northern Ghana and Mali, the Ethiopian high-

lands, and the maize-based systems of Eastern and 

Southern Africa.

 X Initial planning meetings in each of the three 

focal regions brought together partners from the 

Consultative Group on International Agricultural 

Research (CGIAR) to plan synergistic activities and 

select the specific subsystems upon which initial 

intensification efforts will be focused (for example, 

crop-livestock systems incorporating ruminants, 

wheat, and legumes in the Ethiopian highlands).

 X IFPRI will provide the monitoring and evaluation 

(M&E) platform for the sustainable intensifica-

tion initiative over the next five years. It will draw 

extensively on its spatial and household survey data 

collections from across Sub-Saharan Africa, as well as 

establish an M&E alliance.
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Looking Forward
Hunger and malnutrition are persistent problems that 

demand multifaceted solutions, involving agricultural 

investments, safety net programs, technologies, infra-

structure, markets, nutrition, and other elements. IFPRI 

provides the evidence base to support action in these 

and other areas. By serving as a trusted voice on food 

policy issues, IFPRI has helped to change the thinking 

about how to improve food and nutrition security, 

from national-level policy decisions to locally made 

implementation choices. As the world looks ahead to a 

future of increasing population, intensifying pressure 

on natural resources, and climate change, IFPRI’s rigor-

ous and pragmatic approach to food policy research 

will be more valuable than ever to support country-led 

policy development, donor investments, and develop-

ment practitioner approaches.
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