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They look like ordinary biscuits,
but for more than a million

Bangladeshi children, they may be a
ticket out of malnutrition, illiteracy,
and abject poverty.

Through a school feeding program
begun in 2002, the government of
Bangladesh and the United Nations
World Food Programme (WFP)

provide a mid-morning snack
consisting of eight fortified wheat
biscuits to about 1.2 million primary
school children in food-insecure areas.
At a cost of 6 U.S. cents per packet of
eight, the biscuits provide 300 kilo-
calories and 75 percent of the
recommended daily allowance of
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sustainable solutions for ending hunger and poverty

The Promise of School
Feeding
School feeding is increasingly seen as a way not just to improve poor children’s
nutrition and education, but as a vehicle for fighting disease and promoting local
agriculture. Can school feeding programs successfully meet all of these goals?
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When some 500 delegates from
across Africa left IFPRI’s 2020

Vision conference “Assuring Food and
Nutrition Security in Africa by 2020,”
held in Kampala, Uganda, in April 2004,
they were determined not to lose
momentum for real action to eradicate
hunger and malnutrition. Participants
generally agreed that until now the diffi-
culty in moving ahead has lain not in a
lack of knowledge about what actions
work, but in a lack of political will to
carry them out.With three African
presidents attending the conference to
affirm their determination to make
headway in the fight against food and
nutrition insecurity, however, political will
appears to be present like never before.

To take advantage of this opportu-
nity, members of the Conference
Advisory Committee (CAC) have been
hard at work since April building on the
commitment and enthusiasm the confer-
ence generated at the highest political
levels. In early June John J. Otim,
chairman of the CAC, and Achi Atsain,
CAC member and IFPRI Trustee, called
on President Abdoulaye Wade of
Senegal and President Olusegun
Obasanjo of Nigeria to present to them
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IFPRI News

Annan Commends Report on
African Food Security

On June 25, the InterAcademy Council (IAC) presented to U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan, the
findings of an important new report outlining ways to boost African agricultural productivity, prof-

itability, and sustainability through science and technology.The report, Realizing the Promise and Potential of
African Agriculture: Science and Technology Strategies for Improving Agricultural Productivity and Food Security in
Africa, was prepared by a panel of 18 development experts, many of them Africans. Jim Ryan, currently
interim director of IFPRI’s ISNAR division, directed the study.

The report suggests that to increase Africa’s inadequate food supplies and prevent future famines,
scientists, policymakers, farmers, extension agencies and representatives from the private sector together
should explore scientific and technological options in the four farming systems that offer the most promise
for improving agricultural productivity and reducing malnutrition.The effort should include analyses of the
factors that affect crop yield as well as food distribution. And African countries should invest in their own
scientific ability, in part by cultivating African centers of agricultural research excellence that carry out
strategic research. Pilot institutional innovation programs should be used to incorporate the latest scientific
and technological knowledge into the identified priority farming systems.The report also deems substan-
tially increased investments in rural infrastructure and agricultural R&D essential and suggests several other
near- and long-term actions for strengthening agriculture in the region.The report is available at
www.interacademycouncil.net/africareport. ■

Biosafety Program to Meet in
September

Most industry-led efforts in agricultural biotechnology focus their research on farmers and
consumers in the lucrative markets of industrialized countries. The Program for Biosafety

Systems (PBS), however, sees safe biotechnology as also helping to improve the lives of poor
people in developing countries. Launched in May 2003 to address biotech safety concerns in the
South, PBS brings together a consortium of international experts, national governments, and
regulatory organizations that helps African and Asian governments devise policies to evaluate
and manage the benefits and risks of biotechnology and its effects on the environment and
human health. 

PBS does this through activities that boost regional cooperation and research collaboration on
biotech-related issues and that improve biosafety management skills, such as the ability to
conduct safe experimental field trials. The program recently offered a course on food safety in
India to 28 researchers from South and Southeast Asia. In Kenya, another workshop focused on 
confined field trials.

PBS will hold its second annual meeting at IFPRI from September 20 to 24. The main objec-
tives are to review the program's work of the last year as well as to consider new models of
regulation, biosafety policy, grants for environmental risk assessment, field-trial strategy, and
communication strategy. An external advisory board will also be inaugurated at the meeting.

After September's meeting and program review, PBS will expand implementation of projects
on a country-by-country and research-by-research basis. For more information write to Joel
Cohen, IFPRI senior research fellow and PBS director, at j.cohen@cgiar.org. ■



An Epidemic of Non-Communicable Diseases

A new pandemic is spreading
worldwide with astonishing speed.

Carried by trends in globalization, urbaniza-
tion, and economic growth, this epidemic
of non-communicable diseases includes
obesity, cardiovascular disease, type 2
diabetes, and cancer.

Once considered diseases of affluence,
such chronic illnesses now strike individuals
both rich and poor in nations that are still
struggling to eliminate hunger and malnutri-
tion. Countries experiencing rapid
economic growth are struck the hardest.
Chronic diseases now account for nearly
half (47 percent) of the global burden of
disease, causing 60 percent of all deaths
worldwide. And, contrary to common
wisdom, nearly 80 percent of all deaths
caused by non-communicable disease are
now occurring in developing countries.

On May 22, 2004, the member states of
the World Health Organization (WHO)
endorsed WHO’s Global Strategy on Diet,
Physical Activity and Health, a broad
blueprint for nations to encourage their
citizens to prevent chronic illness by eating
less saturated fat, salt, added sugars; eating
more whole grain cereals, fruits and vegeta-
bles; and exercising.

By acknowledging the role of public
policy in the fight against the chronic disease
epidemic—as opposed to the traditional,
narrow focus on individual responsibility—
WHO member countries took a historic
step. But they also threw a major challenge
to policymakers, advisers, and researchers
to come up with effective food and agricul-
ture policies to reverse current trends.

Indeed, this is the goal of IFPRI’s new
research program on Diet Quality and Diet
Changes of the Poor: to develop a set of
tools for developing-country governments
to identify and implement food policies that
will help redirect current trends and hasten
a general transition from hunger and
disease to health. WHO’s new strategy
gives added recognition to the importance
of this research. ■
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The Road from Kampala (continued from page 1)

a statement called “A Way Forward from the 2020 Africa Conference.”
Developed out of the conference deliberations, this statement recommends
a number of actions that African stakeholders, traditional and new, should
take to help assure food and nutrition security. Otim and Atsain also met
with Mohamed Ibn Chambas, executive secretary of the Economic
Community of West African States (ECOWAS), who pledged support to
pursue the goals described in “A Way Forward.” As a step toward that he
invited Atsain to participate in the ECOWAS Ministerial meeting in late June
in Burkina Faso.

Presidents Wade and Obasanjo, as well as President Yoweri Museveni of
Uganda, have thrown their support behind the idea of mainstreaming the
ideas expressed in “A Way Forward” and are carrying the messages of the
conference to international forums in Africa and elsewhere. In mid-June
Presidents Museveni, Obasanjo, and Wade traveled to the G-8 Summit in the
United States, where they called for the industrialized countries to work with
Africa in pursuing an agenda that will help reduce food and nutrition insecu-
rity. G-8 leaders commended the 2020 Vision Africa Conference and the
new focus on agriculture that it reflects. And in early July, President Museveni
is expected to carry key conference messages to the African Union summit
in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, in an effort to extend the commitment to
addressing food and nutrition security issues across Africa. ■
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In May, Joachim von Braun, director general of
IFPRI, and Chelston Brathwaite, director general
of the Costa Rica-based Inter-American Institute
for Cooperation in Agriculture (IICA), signed an
agreement to collaborate on research and capacity
strengthening in Latin America and the Caribbean.

IFPRI and IICA 
Sign Agreement

More IFPRI News



“The inclusion

of 10 new

member states in

the EU from 

1 May 2004 

is a historic

milestone in the

remaking of

Europe after

nearly a century

of destructive

divisions 

engendered by

war and 

ideological

conflict.” 

Franz Fischler, a policymaker with long experience in the agricultural sector, talks to IFPRI
Forum about the recent EU expansion and its implications for agriculture within and outside
the EU.

FORUM: The European Union (EU) expansion this May to 25 countries is an historic accom-
plishment. What are the implications for agricultural policy within the EU?

Fischler: Numerically, the impact on EU agriculture is dramatic. Four million farmers will be
added to the existing farmer population of 7 million. The new member states will add about 38
million hectares of utilized agricultural area to the existing 130 million hectares, an increase of
30%, while production will expand by 10 to 20% for most products. The gross value added of
agriculture will increase only by 6%. The difference between production potential—as expressed
by land area—and the income generated from land use illustrates the significantly lower intensity
and profitability of agriculture in the new member states. Inevitably, competition will be stiffer—
but in a larger market of 454 million consumers free of tariff restrictions, export quotas, or trade
barriers.

The inclusion of 10 new member states in the EU from 1 May 2004 is a historic milestone in
the remaking of Europe after nearly a century of destructive divisions engendered by war and
ideological conflict. Europe as a whole will gain from an assured political stability and security,
as well as from the expansion of the internal EU market by 74 million people. This larger market
will also offer new and important opportunities for the development of European agriculture and
of the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).

Farmers in the 10 new member states will have access to a large single market, to its relatively
stable prices, and to its increased opportunities. The CAP will provide them with direct income
support (in full after an initial phasing-in period), and access to rural development measures and
funding. Farmers in the new member states will not only enjoy the (potentially huge) benefits of
free access to a single EU market, they will also benefit from policies designed to develop their
agriculture to its maximum potential. Without enlargement, these benefits would not have been
available.

Accession to the EU will bring about substantial modernization and restructuring of farming
and food processing in the new member states. This will result partly from the opportunities
offered by the single market but also from capital investment that can be backed by EU funds.

But the gains will not be one-sided. Consumption patterns are changing too with rising living
standards and spending power, generating new opportunities for producers in an open market
with nearly half a billion consumers. With disposable incomes in the newly joined countries
growing almost twice as fast as those in the former EU-15 group, consumers are increasingly
turning to higher-quality, healthy, and environmentally friendly products.

Farmers in the 15 “old” member states will also benefit, notably from the expansion of the
single market, but also from the widening of the EU’s product base and agricultural expertise.
The predicted income growth in the new member states will lead to growing markets for quality

Franz Fischler, European
Commissioner for Agriculture,
Rural Development, and Fisheries

Interview
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and branded products, meat, olive oil, fruits
and vegetables, fresh milk products and
cheese. And there lies a huge opportunity for
EU-15 farmers.

FORUM: What are the implications of this
expansion for developing countries’ agricul-
tural trade with the EU? Will their agricultural
export opportunities be reduced? 

Fischler: No, the opposite is true. They will
see a huge market with 450 million affluent
consumers without internal borders or tariffs.
On average, the farm tariffs in the 10 new
member states have gone down. And for the
few products, such as bananas or rice, where
the level of protection increases, the affected
developing countries will receive adequate
compensation. 

FORUM: Some developing countries—such as
Brazil, China, and India—are forming new
alliances in the context of the World Trade
Organization (WTO). What strategy does the
EU have to relate to these alliances?

Fischler: Our strategy is simple. We take them
seriously. We will only make headway in the
“Doha Development Agenda” if developing
countries are convinced that they are not
getting a raw deal from the WTO and trade
liberalization. If the poorer countries are to
benefit they need much better market opportu-
nities, they need support to meet international
production standards, they need a steep cut in
trade-distorting agricultural subsidies in rich
countries, including the EU, and they need
special treatment. That is precisely what the
EU is proposing.

FORUM: Agricultural subsidies remain a
contentious issue, both between the EU and
the United States and between the North and
South. In your opinion, what are the most
important steps that the EU could take to
overcome the tensions?

Fischler: We must show leadership and lead
the way toward much less trade distortion and
much more market-oriented farm policies in

developed countries. The EU has a unique
track record on reform, and this has earned us
much praise from our trading partners. In the
last decade, the EU’s farm policy has
undergone a tremendous change. Previously
much of the CAP operated through trade-
distorting subsidies. With the 1992 and
Agenda 2000 CAP reforms a large part of the
EU’s support for farmers can be classified as
belonging either in the WTO’s “blue box”
(support that is linked to production limita-
tions and therefore less trade distorting) or
“green box” (support that is minimally trade
distorting).

In addition to clamping down on agricul-
tural spending until 2006, the Brussels Summit
of EU leaders in October 2002 agreed to a
further freeze on CAP expenditure until 2013.
This covers the enlarged EU of 25 member
states. This means that EU expenditure for
agricultural market measures will have gone
from 0.61% of the EU’s GDP in 1993 to
0.33% in 2013.

The overall effects of the 1992 and Agenda
2000 reforms are that the EU has performed a
major turnaround in its farm policy. The CAP
in 2003 is not the CAP it was in 1990. The
EU uses export subsidies to support its
exports, but the subsidy amount has fallen
from 25% of the value of farm exports in
1992 to 5.2% in 2001 and in absolute terms
from €10 billion to €2.8 billion a year. All
these levels of support will fall further
following the CAP Reform of 2003, which
will make EU support to agriculture even
more trade friendly.

All these facts show that Europe is not only
talking the talk. We are also walking the walk
and we make the necessary reform decisions. I
wish our American friends would follow our
example and reform their Farm Bill.

FORUM: In your May letter with Trade
Commissioner Pascal Lamy you took an initia-
tive to move forward with WTO agriculture
negotiations. Does the response within the EU
and by negotiating partners satisfy you? What
can be done to revitalize multilateralism?

“Farmers in 

the 10 new

member states

will have 

access to a 

large single

market, to its

relatively 

stable prices,

and to its

increased 

opportunities.”
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Fischler Interview (continued from page 5)

“Our 

international

partners have 

to make clear 

that they are

ready to fully

match the EU 

on their 

forms of export

support such as

export credits,

abuse of 

food aid, or 

state trading

enterprises.”

Fischler: The response has been encouraging. It is clear that our initiative has injected new life
into the stalled negotiations. A deal on a framework for modalities in July is now within reach.
This is an extremely important signal as we are in a crucial phase of the negotiations. We have
only a small window of opportunity to conclude a framework agreement before the summer
break. If we miss this deadline, the chances of success will inevitably fade away. Paris meetings
have confirmed the general awareness of this situation.

However, important points are still open. Our international partners have to make clear that
they are ready to fully match the EU on their forms of export support such as export credits,
abuse of food aid, or state trading enterprises. Our offer is clearly conditioned to the extent that
our American, Australian, or Canadian friends will commit themselves to eliminating their forms
of trade-distorting export subsidies.

These as yet non-disciplined forms of export subsidies represent sizable skeletons other
countries have in their cupboards. US$3.2 billion the U.S. used in 2003 for export credits to give
their exporters an unfair advantage on the world market; the billions the US spends every year on
export subsidies under the guise of “food aid”; Canada, Australia, and New Zealand’s state
trading monopolies; or the export taxes that Argentina applies to soya and soybean flour are
potent examples. All of them do enormous harm to developing countries and if we are to address
the overall problem, they will have to be tackled with every bit as much vigor as the European
export refunds. We have now engaged in technical talks to clarify these issues.

Market access is unanimously perceived as being the most complex and difficult area of nego-
tiations due to the different sensitivities involved and to the various levels of ambition. We
continue to believe that the so-called “blended formula” is capable of striking the right balance,
as it carefully addresses these different concerns. But we remain open to any viable alternatives
that achieve the same result. One has to be clear, however, about what issues any formula,
including the one developed by the G-20, needs to address. These issues have to do with the
problem of different tariff structures and the need to fully integrate our sensitivities into a single
formula, including the possibility of WTO members choosing which products they considered
sensitive.

FORUM: The EU has a strong science system for agriculture. How can that science and
knowledge system be used to address the problems of agriculture and food security in developing
countries?

Fischler: It is a fact that the EU and more specifically the European Commission (EC) is interna-
tionally the biggest supporter of agricultural research for development. With nearly €500 million
annually, we provide half of all donor support for agricultural research for development
worldwide. Our policy extends both to the international/global level as well as to regional and
subregional levels. Both the member states and the EC have made considerable investments and
have agreed successfully to a mechanism of policy coordination, which has increased visibility
and efficiency of the efforts of the European Initiative for Agricultural Research for Development
(EIARD).

Overall, global food demand is growing rapidly and will continue to do so in the following
decades, especially in the developing countries. The obvious answer is to increase cultivated areas
while at the same time remaining consistent to the needs of preserving natural environments.

In an effort to address the chronic problem of food production, quality, and supply in devel-
oping countries, the EU has been supporting research cooperation since the early 1980s in the
field of scientific and technological development between institutions in the member states and
their counterparts in Asia, Africa, the Mediterranean basin, and Latin America. This cooperation

(continued on page 8)



Good roads are rare in Ethiopia, a 
country with perhaps the lowest

road density in the world. For the past few
years, the first modern highway has been
under construction in Addis Ababa.
Observing the productivity and attitudes of
the workers during road construction, the
managers of the foreign company awarded
the bid asked,“Do these people have
another country? Don’t they know this is
their road?”

Most discussions on food security and
poverty in Africa give varying levels of
emphasis to one or all of the following:
technology transfer, capital mobilization, and
trade. At the recent 2020 Africa conference
organized by IFPRI in Kampala, Norman
Borlaug, father of the Green Revolution,
reiterated his view that Africa’s hunger will
be solved by getting the right technology to
the people that need it. Noted economist
Jeffrey Sachs emphatically pronounced that
the Millennium Development Goals could
be achieved with a massive resource
transfer from industrial countries. Finally,
three African presidents emphasized that
trade was the essential element to spur
Africa’s growth.

Of course, all of these positions are valid
and hark back to core macroeconomic
arguments about the sources of economic
growth. In addition to the well-known
arguments for trade as the engine of
growth, the neoclassical treatment of
economic growth in the post-Keynesian
period relied on land, labor, and capital.Yet,
Solow’s empirical investigation of output
over time revealed that these factors did
not fully explain growth and identified the
missing link as technical change. Even so, a
“Solow residual” persisted that could not be
explained by technical change alone.
Attempts to explain this residual led to

“endogenous growth theory,” which posits
that technical change is based on previous
conditions and spillover effects.

Alternatively, the new institutional
economics recognizes the importance of
social interaction—embodied in what we
may call institutions or the rules of the
game—in influencing economic growth.
Similarly, a burgeoning literature on social
capital, norms, and trust suggests that
culture itself, as a manifestation of social
cohesion, matters for economic perform-
ance.These perspectives imply that
collective will and social cohesion need to
be taken seriously. Although economics is
after all a social science, perhaps it has gone
too far in the direction of the “science” and
neglected the “social.”

Now let us return to those workers on
the Addis Ababa road construction site.
Why were they working in an unmotivated
and less productive manner? Were they
being unfairly exploited? Were they working
on empty bellies? Frustrated because they
did not feel they would benefit from this
road? Or even angry about the possible
displacement of the many poor to pave the
way for progress? I don’t know. Even more
striking is that, in parts of the city where the
new highway was completed, incidents
were reported of individuals’ stealing parts
of the highway, dismantling metal railings,
and removing bulbs from the street lamps.

This story reminds me that, growing up
in Kenya, I used to have a twisted copper
and brass bracelet, very popular at the time.
I later found out that these bracelets were
made from telephone wires in remote rural
areas where, as you and I might imagine,
telecommunications could transform
economic life. Obviously, the villagers who
looked up at the wires connecting faraway
towns did not see it that way.

These stories should give us pause.
What leads individual citizens, usually the
very poor, to feel so disenfranchised and
disengaged from the very core of their
country’s progress?

There is something other than capital,
technology, and trade that drives economic
progress. Call it collective will, pride, social
cohesion, trust, or culture. History offers
repeated examples of the power and
impact of collective will and social
consciousness on economic progress,
including China’s recent economic transfor-
mation, the rise of Singapore, and the
dramatic reduction of HIV/AIDS in Uganda.

Most development organizations focus
their energy on promoting resource mobi-
lization, technology transfer, and trade
expansion.While all of these are critically
important, less thought has been given to the
social cohesion and trust that are also
necessary. Perhaps it is time to think more
concretely about the role of culture, the
social contract between citizens of a country,
and the importance of collective will.

Not all the money in the world, the
modern seeds, irrigation canals, or opening
of markets will resolve Africa’s scourge of
hunger, poverty, and environmental degra-
dation if Africans themselves do not take
charge of their destiny with collective
pride and the shared determination of all.
As expressed at the conference by the
great African writer, Nobel laureate Wole
Soyinka, we are the world, but we make
our world. ■

Eleni Z. Gabre-Madhin is program
leader of IFPRI’s Ethiopia Country
Strategy Support Program based in
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.

Commentary
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On Pride and Progress:
Reflections after the 2020 Africa Conference
by Eleni Z. Gabre-Madhin 



covers research relating to sustainable crop, animal, and fish production; food processing; human
health; and the sustainable management of natural resources in developing countries.

Successive EC Framework Programmes for Research and Technological Development have
included a component for international cooperation. The 6th Research Framework Programme is
providing €285 million to support the participation of third country entities. In addition €315
million are available for research focused on the specific needs of groups of third countries,
including developing countries Food security and the rational exploitation of resources are among
the priorities.

Our intention is to mobilize on a global scale the critical mass of expertise needed to achieve
our ambitious objectives. The consolidation of the European Research Area in years to come will
create a vast intellectual, scientific and cultural “space,” which the EU is willing to share with
other countries and regions for the benefit of sustainable and equitable development.

FORUM: What do you see as the outlook for EU production of and trade in biotechnology-
related agricultural products?

Fischler: The outlook for agricultural biotechnology in the EU is first and foremost that it is
conditioned by consumer acceptance and demand. The EU policy is very clear: products that are
placed on the market should be safe. This is why we have established a case-by-case authorization
regime for biotech products. In addition, we believe that our citizens should have a practical
choice between genetically modified (GM) and non-GM products. With the new regulation that
entered into force in April 2004 traceability and labelling of biotech products will be guaranteed,
thus providing consumers with this choice.

With respect to EU trade in this area, I want to draw your attention to the fact that trade in
biotech products has been significant in the last couple of years. For example, the European
Federation of Feed Manufacturers estimates that a substantial share of the compound feed
currently produced is derived, at least partly, from biotechnology. With respect to food, as you
know, many consumers in the EU currently have a preference for non-GM food. European food
producers and retailers are used to respond to consumer demand. Many European retailers have
refused to put on their shelves food produced from genetically modified organisms (GMOs). This
clearly reflects business choice.

Therefore, I believe that the outlook for EU production and trade in biotech agricultural
products will largely be driven by demand factors. European farmers are pragmatic. They have
learnt to listen to their clients, including the final consumers. They will only grow GM crops if
there is a market for such products. It is possible that consumer attitude towards GMOs will
change once products that have more clearly identifiable benefits for consumers will come on the
market.

But agricultural biotechnology does not equal transgenic crops. More and more classical
breeding techniques use genomics knowledge to activate or enhance inherent properties of plants,
such as stronger drought resistance. In the future, we will most likely need biotechnology to
address some major socioeconomic challenges, such as feeding an ever-increasing world popula-
tion with its growing demand for safe and affordable food. Another, more long-term challenge is
related to the limited availability of fossil resources, which will need to be replaced by renewable
resources. Fossil resources are also the major source of greenhouse gas emission, which threatens
our climate and the health of our citizens. The transition to a sustainable economy based largely
on renewable resources, mainly plants, is therefore as inevitable as it is desirable. Scientific and
technological progress, in particular in plant biotechnology and genomics may contribute to
achieving the goal of sustainable food production, in particular under the constraints of limited
availability of arable land. ■
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It is a government’s duty to ensure a safe
food supply for its citizens, but doing this

while participating in an open global trading
system is a daunting task. A new book, coau-
thored by IFPRI researcher David Orden,
examines food regulation efforts and the
ways in which developed and developing
countries can best regulate food markets for
consumers and producers.

Published by the Institute for
International Economics, Food Regulation and
Trade:Toward a Safe and Open Global System
highlights reforms that can achieve both
more open trade and adequate food safety
and quality. It documents the benefits
flowing from the adoption of World Trade
Organization (WTO) agreements on

sanitary and phytosanitary and other
technical barriers to trade. And it examines
cases of emerging or longstanding trade
frictions over food regulation, such as those
involving “mad cow” disease and genetically
modified foods, and analyzes the limits to
resolving these frictions with existing WTO
disciplines.

Authors Tim Josling, Donna Roberts, and
Orden envision several improvements in
food regulation. At the national level, assess-
ments of the benefits and costs of regulation
should play a larger role in regulatory deci-
sionmaking. Governments can increase
investments in monitoring and inspection
services, private-public partnerships can facili-
tate assessment of certification and other

compliance mechanisms, and policymakers
can be more flexible in deciding how to
achieve desirable standards.

At the international level, the WTO can
help enhance transparency and accounta-
bility, and governments can invest more in
the skills and institutions needed to adopt
common standards. Regional and multilateral
risk-mitigation efforts can also be strength-
ened.The capacity of developing countries
to meet the standards of international
markets can be raised.The authors argue
that these are the steps necessary to ensure
that agricultural and food trade serves a
dynamic role as an efficient means of
providing consumers with a diverse, safe,
and high-quality food supply. ■

More IFPRI News

www.ifpri.org 9

Regulating Food Safety in an Open Global Market 

“It is important that the poor have a say in the way that
private sector development evolves in their countries, and that
they have an equitable share in its benefits.”

Aileen Carroll, Canadian Minister for International Cooperation.“Making business work for
the poor.” Remarks made at the 12th annual Canadian Awards for International
Cooperation. Calgary, Alberta: April 22, 2004. Reproduced with the permission of the
Minister of Public Works and Government Services, 2004.

“The number of countries facing serious food shortages this
month declined to 35 from 38 in February, but in Africa the
number of countries needing food aid remains unchanged at
24…. [An FAO report] blames civil conflict, adverse weather,
particularly drought for much of the food shortages, but [also
HIV/AIDS as] ‘a major contributing factor’.”

“Food emergencies in 35 countries worldwide: Civil strife, bad weather and HIV/AIDS said
to be main causes,” Food Crops and Shortages news release, Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations, May 31, 2004.

“...corruption...jeopardizes democracy and 
democratic governance, weakens institutions,
undermines economic and social development
and the fight against poverty, erodes public
trust, and disrupts political stability.”

Draft Declaration of Quito on Social Development and Democracy, and
the Impact of Corruption. Organization of American States' general
assembly at its 34th Regular Session: Quito, May 8, 2004.

“Malnutrition packs the mortality equivalent of
a 9/11 attack every 3.5 hours, except that
most of the victims are small children, all the
deaths stretch out in torturous misery for
weeks, and there are another quarter-million
such attacks, each with 3000 victims who,
instead of being killed, are left disabled or
seriously ill.”

John Teton, director, International Food Security Treaty Campaign,
“Congress and the International Food Security Treaty: Ending Hunger
with the Aid of International Law,” testimony given to Congressional
Human Rights Caucus (CHRC),Washington, D.C., March 3, 2004.

If you have something of interest to share with IFPRI Forum readers, please 
send it with full reference information to Christina Lakatos at c.lakatos@cgiar.org.

What Others Are Saying . . .
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vitamins and minerals.This small snack represents a sizable increase in poor children’s food consumption.
The Bangladeshi children who participate in this program are the lucky ones. Across the globe about

300 million children are chronically hungry, and 100 million of them, mostly girls, do not attend school.
Through the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), nearly 200 countries around the world have
pledged to halve hunger and ensure universal primary education by the year 2015. Some experts
believe school feeding programs could be key to achieving these goals. “School feeding programs bring
many synergies that support each other,” says Pedro Sanchez, co-coordinator of the Millennium Project
Task Force on Hunger, which is working to help countries achieve the MDGs. “They have positive spin-
offs—those are the kinds of activities that we are trying to encourage.” School feeding programs have
been shown to increase children’s nutritional status, raise school enrollment, improve attendance, and,
more recently, address community health problems. And some development practitioners see them as
having the potential to do even more. Designed correctly, these practitioners say, school feeding
programs can serve as a tool for helping farmers in developing countries boost their food production.
But other observers warn that creating the conditions to make this approach successful can be a
daunting task.

Getting Students to School—and
Keeping Them There
When parents are deciding whether to send their
children to primary school, they must weigh the
long-term benefit of education against the short-
term costs of school fees and loss of the child’s
labor. Governments can change the cost-benefit
calculation in favor of school enrollment in several
ways.They can offer school feeding (a meal or
snack served at school), food for schooling (a
ration of food that goes home to families that
enroll children in school), cash for schooling (cash
given to such families), or more than one of these
options. School feeding is by far the most
common of these programs, but all act as
transfers of resources to poor families.

“If the transfer is enough to offset the costs of
schooling,” says Akhter Ahmed, a senior research
fellow at IFPRI, “poor children will go to school.”

Ahmed has found that by providing the fortified biscuits to schoolchildren, Bangladesh has raised school
enrollment by 14.2 percent, reduced the probability of dropping out of school by 7.5 percent, and
increased school attendance by about 1.3 days a month. Most studies from other countries show similar
increases.

Girls are most likely to not attend school, and school feeding can help close the education gap
between boys and girls, with enormous benefits societywide. “You get other synergies when you
educate girls,” says Sanchez. Research shows that educating girls can help delay their marriage age,
reduce their future family size, help make them more productive in earning a livelihood, and improve the
nutritional status of their future children, he says.

Besides drawing poor children into school, school feeding programs provide vital calories and
nutrients. For many poor students, the food they eat at school is the most nutritious they will get all day.
The food served at snacktime or lunchtime ranges from beans and grain, to soup, to fortified biscuits, to
high-energy foods blended out of grains, vitamins, and minerals, made especially to help meet the dietary
needs of malnourished children. And although experts have been concerned that families may respond
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to school feeding by serving children less food at home, studies
show that this is not in fact what happens. Children who participate
in school feeding programs do receive a net nutritional benefit. In
Bangladesh, participation in the program raised children’s body mass
index by an average of 7.5 percent—a sizable increase that is partly
due to the fact that most participating children were malnourished
to begin with.

These nutritional benefits also serve educational goals, for school
feeding has been shown to increase students’ academic performance.
In Ahmed’s study of the Bangladesh program, school feeding partici-
pants scored significantly higher on an achievement test than did
nonparticipants. Mothers also reported that their children were livelier
and happier and had greater interest in their studies than before.

The most effective way to improve both school enrollment and
nutrition among poor, malnourished children, says Ahmed, is to offer
both school feeding and food for schooling. Food served at school
can alleviate the short-term hunger that interferes with children’s
learning, while food sent home can boost a family’s commitment to
enroll their children in school and keep them there. Such programs,
he adds, are most effective in poor areas where undernutrition is
initially high and school enrollment and attendance are low.

A Full Menu of Services
Getting children into school is only half the battle.To benefit from
schooling, children need to actually attend school on a consistent
basis, yet illness keeps millions of schoolchildren at home.“Food alone
is not enough,” says Flora Sibanda-Mulder, United Nations Children’s
Fund (UNICEF)-WFP coordinator.“You need food, health, and care.”

In response to these broader needs,WFP and UNICEF have
been working on a “minimum package” of health and nutrition
interventions to accompany school feeding, including support for
basic education; de-worming and micronutrient supplementation;
potable water ; separate sanitary latrine facilities for boys and girls;
health, nutrition, and hygiene education; HIV/AIDS awareness and
prevention; and malaria prevention.

Health interventions directed toward schoolchildren can aid
whole communities. “Schoolchildren are more responsive to
preventive education than many other potential target groups,” says
Arlene Mitchell, chief of the School Feeding Service at WFP. “They
understand and take the message home very actively. And treating
school-age children for certain infectious diseases reduces the trans-
mission and infection rates for the whole extended family, because
school-age children are the vector through which other family
members get infected.”

Getting Local Farmers into the Act
Until now, providing a market for small, developing-country farmers
has not been one of the main goals of school feeding programs.
Although the WFP buys food from local farmers where possible,

the bulk of the food served to schoolchildren comes from agricul-
tural surplus countries like Australia, Canada, and the United States.
Given that most poor people in developing countries live in rural
areas and earn livelihoods in the agricultural sector, school feeding is
now being seen as a mechanism for jump-starting local agriculture.

The Hunger Task Force and the New Partnership for Africa’s
Development (NEPAD), working with WFP and other partners,
have launched an initiative that will greatly expand school feeding
programs using local agricultural production as much as possible.
Besides feeding schoolchildren, says Sanchez of the Hunger Task
Force, this home-grown school feeding program would help small,
marginal farmers increase and diversify their production by
providing a reliable market and technical support for raising farmers’
output. “This program will directly stimulate demand—preliminary
estimates show that demand for agricultural products could go up
by 15 percent in Sub-Saharan Africa, triggering market mechanisms,
particularly when concentrated on marginal, rural areas,” says
Sanchez. “This is not an isolated program. It should be integrated
with other programs that help increase access to basic services,
eliminate market imperfections, increase investment in rural infra-
structure, restore central government support to agriculture, and
build capacity.”

Schools would initially offer farmers a contract that includes a
floor price for their products, reducing their risk. Governments and
nongovernmental organizations would also supply farmers with
information on soil fertility, seed supply, and water management.
And with a price guarantee, farmers may be better able to buy
high-quality seeds and fertilizer. Ghana and Uganda will be the first
two countries to carry out the program.

In Uganda the new program will begin in January 2005 with the
goal of raising the number of schoolchildren fed from 325,000 to
2.5 million over five years, according to Aggrey Kibenge, senior
assistant secretary in Uganda’s Ministry of Education. Uganda’s
farmers have the capacity to produce most of the food needed for
these schoolchildren, says Purnima Kashyap, a WFP program officer
in Kampala: “Parts of Uganda are very fertile, but when farmers
produce, there is not a strong market. If farmers have markets to
sell their goods, they have an incentive to produce more.This
program will work out a market for small farmers and milk
producers.”

The government is prepared to help farmers meet the
program’s quality and quantity requirements, explains Florence
Kasirye, dairy development manager in the Dairy Development
Authority–Ministry of Agriculture. “We will encourage farmers to
form into groups, because to capture this market they have to have
volume.We will encourage them to use appropriate seeds. For
example, some kinds of beans cook easily, and some don’t—farmers
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tend to plant several varieties all together and then harvest them together.We will teach them about
planting a single variety that cooks easily.”

The skills and knowledge that farmers develop through the home-grown
school feeding program—such as knowledge of improved varieties and group
marketing—will enable them to take advantage of other markets for their goods,
including export markets, Kasirye points out.

Although the program sounds like a win-win situation, Akhter Ahmed warns
that there is no empirical evidence yet showing that using locally produced food
for school feeding actually succeeds in helping farmers—it simply has not been
studied. But he points out a number of possible stumbling blocks.

“It’s important to make sure that conditions are in place so that farmers can
increase production,” Ahmed says. If farmers cannot produce more food to supply
the school feeding programs, the new demand for food created by these
programs will push up local food prices, thus cutting into poor people’s food
budgets. Higher food prices could even cause poor farmers to keep their own
children out of school to help with farm work. Among the most important condi-

tions to put in place, he suggests, are irrigation infrastructure and rural roads. Once farmers have access
to irrigation, they are more likely to adopt other agricultural technologies that will raise production, like
fertilizers and improved seeds. Rural roads will help farmers transport these needed supplies to their
farms as well as transport their agricultural goods to schools, processing facilities, and markets.

Phasing in and scaling up this initiative will also be tricky. “In many areas it would be difficult to begin
this effort on a large scale due to local farming and management capacities,” says Mitchell. “If scaled up
too quickly, it could fail, as it will take careful negotiation and training to do it right.”

Filling a Tall Order
School feeding appears to be uniquely positioned as a platform from which nutrition, education, health,
and agricultural interventions can flow. “Primary school infrastructure is basically the same worldwide and
is probably the single most universally available public infrastructure,” explains Mitchell. “This makes it
possible to reach large numbers of people cost-effectively.” And school feeding involves a tangible asset—
food—that draws children, parents, and communities to the school. “Community involvement seems to
evolve around school feeding even when there is no explicit requirement for that,” says Mitchell.

Nonetheless, can school feeding meet the high expectations it has generated? Perhaps—with enough
planning, coordination, and money.

Funding, of course, is key. According to Mitchell, “Our executive director [James T. Morris] has set
targets for us to double our school feeding programs to reach 32 million children by the end of next
year and to reach 50 million children by 2008.This is very possible—the demand is there.The challenge
is raising sufficient resources.” Government budgets are stretched in both developing countries and
donor countries, so raising the funds required could be difficult.Yet a failure to support such programs
can impose its own costs in terms of illiteracy, malnutrition, and poverty.

If school feeding programs and the accompanying interventions live up to their promise, the result
could be better lives for millions of people around the world. After all, says Sibanda-Mulder, “Good health
and good education are not only ends in themselves, but also means that provide individuals with the
chance to lead productive and satisfying lives.” ■

—Reported by Heidi Fritschel
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Quick Poll 
Do you believe that local farmers can
effectively supply food to school feeding
programs in developing countries? 

❏ Yes ❏ No 

(Please go to www.ifpri.org/forumpoll.htm to
respond to this poll. Results of this and earlier
quick polls can be viewed on our website.)
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