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Reviewer 1

1. It is important to focus on the need to revitalise rural development thinking and funding. ODI’s
recent special issue of the Development Policy Review and Briefing Paper on rethinking rural
development, as well as the Natural Resources Perspectives paper No. 79 on providing growth
and social protection in weakly integrated rural areas are all relevant.
2. It is also valuable that the WFS-fyl meeting have concrete outputs. A weakness of the WFS
was that the final document emphasized the target but did not have enough to say about
implementation.
3. It is good that the programme proposal doesn't just talk about food production, but also refers
to rural livelihoods and to the need for safety nets.
4. Further, I am in general in favour of doing more through the UN, and not just providing any
additional money through the World Bank (though the proposal does not position FAO to be a
major implementer, at least initially).
5. However, I am concerned at the lack of clarity as to what is being proposed. It is called an
'anti-hunger programme' on the cover, but is later described as an alliance of partners to fight
hunger, whose main objectives are advocacy, monitoring etc. This begs some questions about
membership, lines of authority etc. We want to beware of recreating the World Food Council
without resolving the issues of mandate, authority and funding that caused the WFC to fail. I think
we probably need a genuine 'programme' but with proper funding.
6. The trouble with a proper programme, however, is that I am opposed in principle to the
creation of special funds (including for HIV/IDS, TB, malaria). These complicate aid management
enormously. At country level, the emphasis is on integrating budgets and the need to prepare
SWAPs. At international level, we seem to do quite the reverse! I'd much rather the donors
committed to enhanced core funding of FAO, and that they took on the reforms that such a
commitment would need.
7. Of course, there are lots of questions about the substance of the proposals. Why $500 per
farm? Why so much focus on agriculture and not on other aspects of rural development (in the
end not much about livelihoods)? Why not a more rounded nutrition programme? I fear the lack of
detail and convincing rationale here may undermine the idea.
8. What should DFID say? I think it should be something like this: ‘This is a great idea. There is
obviously more work to do on the details. However, we don't think a special programme is the
way to go. We want to make a new emphasis on rural development central to FAO's future
programme. We are prepared to put a lot more money into FAO's core budget when we are
convinced that FAO can spend it properly. We want to work with partners to make that happen.
We propose a Commission on the future of FAO, to report within six months.'
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Reviewer 2

1. Assume, as a potential external investor, I have 13 billion dollars per year to burn.
2. As a potential investor, I like the boldness the report has in putting price tags on the various
components. Having said that as a potential investor I would have a few concerns.
3. The methods used are bound to be fairly crude given the available data, but it would be more
comforting for me as a potential investor if there were some background documents available to
understand how the estimates were generated. Now have to rely I have to rely on short footnotes
2-4.
4. The overall incremental amount of $24bn is over twice the figure of other estimates for a
similar target (see www.ifpri.org and IFPRI’s the 2020 Vision Report for example). Am I being
fleeced? See previous point.
5. The incremental amount of ODA suggested is double current (1999) spending levels as in
/para 49. What are my incentives for this to occur? Strangely, para 22 clouds the issue of returns
to the investment. If I faithfully invest in the menu of options mentioned for the next 13 years will it
not halve hunger? And if hunger is halved will that not result in the returns listed?
6. If this investment is to pay off, it will require other people (in country) to invest. What
assurances do I have that they will hold up their part of the bargain? Are there any accountability
mechanisms I can appeal to?
7. Even if the additional funding is forthcoming how do I know that the money will be managed in
such a way that it is not diverted to some other activity? How confident can I be in the existing
policies and institutions to safeguard my investment?
8. Even if I believe that the partnership money is forthcoming and that there will be a genuine
attempt to manage that money properly, what about the prospective returns of the component
investments I am being offered? The menu looks a little out of date and a touch ‘1970s’. I like the
emphasis on the agricultural development, but do not understand why more direct interventions
would only require about 30% as much incremenetal spending.
9. The quality of the investments proposed is not clear. For example, some targeted feeding
programmes can be very effective, but some can be very ineffective. The devil is in the design
and in the implementation. Has there been any new thinking about those details? It is not clear
from the document.
10. If I only had 1/3 of the money I have, which item on the investment menu should I give priority
to?
11. The paper is weakest on why hard nosed skeptics should finance this as opposed to
something else. It also does not give us any sense of priority of return to investments, just a
ranking of their costs. It also does not give a good sense as to the relatively small size of the
investment vis-à-vis other spending priorities in the Developed Countries. This would be helpful to
place the investment program in context.
12. In summary, I like the document's focus on costs. This is unusual. It is important because this
focus will engage a different set of actors – those who may be more focussed on money and on
value for money. They will want to know how on earth the estimates were arrived at. It will also
focus attention (inadvertently) on the governance issues (including community ownership) –
which are not really addressed properly. It also focuses us on responsibilities, roles and
sequencing. (e.g. should nutrition be the first investment?).
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Reviewer 3

1. In my view, the paper makes a strong case for focusing international development efforts on
reducing hunger and a valuable contribution by recognising a range of important issues that
affect progress towards reducing hunger, specifically:

•  the common interest all in the world have in fighting hunger and the need to develop a strong
political commitment to action against hunger;

•  the importance of the agriculture and food sectors and the need to mobilise resources and
increase investments of both ODA and other sources of capital in agricultural production and
rural development;

•  the importance of a twin track strategy of agricultural growth led by small farmers coupled with
social protection;

•  a useful analysis of the contradictions between policies for trade liberalisation and OECD
protectionism in agriculture;

•  the important roles a range of actors play, including international agencies, national
governments, civil society and a mention for the food insecure themselves;

•  a start to exploring the links between poverty and hunger;

•  a nod towards the complexity of livelihoods (beyond agriculture);

•  mention of the need for the emergence of self-reliant community institutions; and

•  concrete propositions for follow-up, monitoring and action among a range of actors to fight
hunger (principally through the International Alliance against Hunger).

2. However, the document does not :

•  adequately develop the causative linkages between hunger and poverty;

•  adequately consider the implications of the complex and diverse livelihoods of the food
insecure (rural/urban; engaged in agricultural and nonagricultural activities etc);

•  address the importance of rights or the central importance empowerment and how to
contribute to the emergence of self-reliant organisations;

•  address the problem of shocks such as conflict, political instability and disease (e.g.
HIV/AIDS, TB, malaria) which are having catastrophic effects on the effectiveness of
initiatives to reduce hunger and poverty;

•  adequately and rigorously justify how the sums for increased investment were calculated
(possibly a ‘killer’ problem given debates on the accuracy of other FAO measures such as the
number of undernourished….) nor the rationale for split between public and other sources of
investment.

3. Further, despite the absence of statements concerning who will coordinate the new funds and
the International Alliance against Hunger, a number of things betray a desire to guide WFS-fyl
delegates’ decisions towards supporting the FAO’s institutional agenda – viz: the focus on
political will, mobilising resources, investment in agriculture and rural development that run
throughout.
4. Nor does the paper explain:

•  why, if sufficient food exists in the world and the main problems are associated with access
and distribution;

•  why a central proposal is a massive increase in investment in agriculture ;

•  why, despite significant ODA investments in development programmes over decades, poverty
and hunger are stable or increasing in some of the poorest and most marginal areas;
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•  while it is worrying that ODA investments have been falling, how recent pledges to increase
ODA will result in improved spending that achieves improved and observable reductions in
hunger;

•  who is accountable for reductions in hunger and how they are to be called to account;

•  how the International Alliance against Hunger will be coordinated and how it will relate to
poverty reduction processes;

•  how activities to reduce hunger at the global and national levels will be articulated with all-
important local level initiatives to reduce hunger and address the causes of hunger.

5. In summary, it seems to me that the main argument of the paper goes something like:
‘we know hunger exists in alarmingly large proportions in the world and we know how to
address hunger due to decades of development experience, but we just haven’t yet invested
enough resources. Now we know how much to invest ($24billion a year for a start) and we
just need the political will to take the decisions and actions needed to achieve this. While
these actions should involve a process of consultation and action by a full range of actors,
the primary initiative lies with states and priority given to public investments’.

While there is some truth in all of this, it is clearly incomplete, at times lacking in rigour and
slightly excessively biased towards agricultural development and food access, and insufficiently
focused on empowering the food insecure to claim their rights in diverse settings.
6. However, if the paper succeeds in drawing stimulating new investments in ODA and re-
emphasizing the important roles of agriculture, rural development and people’s empowerment
have to play in reducing hunger and poverty, that will itself be a good thing and the practicalities
can be addressed in partnership with a range of actors as a programme of action is worked out.
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Reviewer 4

Overall, this makes a plea for more resources, based on rightly emphasising that hunger-
reduction is extremely important. It is perhaps less persuasive that large additional sums will really
be well-spent and make the difference that they claim. Perhaps there’s a back-up paper saying
what the evidence is on the past, and what has been learned.
The Executive Summary starts weaker than the main document turns out to be:

•  There is indeed a logical explanation for why there is massive hunger in the world (line 4).

•  Isn’t it stretching a point too far (para 2) to say hunger leads to terror – desperation, anger,
yes – but the Palestinians, and the Saudi hijackers on 9/11 were not in the first instance hungry.

•  There is a lack of knowledge about how to fight hunger (contrary to para 3) – what to do is
known, but how to do it is often not, especially given governance problems. Successful rural
development is very difficult.

•  Para 4 should emphasise broader rural growth than just agriculture (line 3) – as indeed the
main text later on does.
As indicated in my previous comments of a couple of months ago, I think there is an
overemphasis on reducing hunger as a means to poverty reduction (paras 4-9) – the main
causation remains the other way.
Para 11 seems to me (as compared with the Executive Summary) a more carefully judged, and
defensible, statement about the what/how point made above.
Para 14 makes the key and valid point about productivity; it also rightly broadens beyond
agriculture and introduces non-farm rural activities.
Para 15, last sentence – disagree on the point of temporal sequence.
Par 16 – last line – I’d give more emphasis to non-farm rural as well as agriculture.
Good emphasis on women (para 18), and at various points on people-focus, and livelihoods.
Re. the five priorities for action, they seem broadly sensible though the cost figures attached
seem spurious:

•  Re. the first, it seems to combine too much – livelihoods and food security are rather more
objectives, with raising productivity a key instrument. Para 25’s emphasis on start-up capital
makes me a bit nervous – there’s a lot of experience warning against over-emphasis on this.

•  Re, the third, I agree with the emphasis on infrastructure
The plea (para 23) to start with feeding programmes I am not persuaded by. They can be
extremely important for humanitarian reasons, and to help get people into school; but experience
with them is often not good, and I don’t think the case has been persuasively made that they will
help kick-start broader development.
Financing the programme
Nothing here on finance from not-for-profit, or private sources. Is this a weakness? One focus for
public funding must be to leverage in enhanced investment from elsewhere.
The suggestions in paras 56 and 57 on hypothecating various taxes for the hunger programme
are not very convincing – but perhaps it’s useful as a presentational device.
The Alliance Against Hunger
It may be that there is a case for this – providing it does not limp along, and become an
embarrassment. What will it achieve that is different from the ‘without’ case?
They key will be to combine active leadership, including from some developing country leaders,
with some financial muscle. It will also be important that it does not become a diversion from
mainstream efforts to address poverty and food insecurity – whether at international or national
levels.


