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Abstract

In the 1996 World Food Summit the internationahoaunity identified
the root to follow in order to alleviate hunger, el hits nearly 800
million people in the world. Given the size of tpeoblem, the final
documents - the Rome Declaration and the Plan ¢ibAc encompass
several commitments related to different areasnéérvention. In this
research we focus on one specific topic: food kgparticular, we try to
assess whether there have been improvements utilization of this tool
in the directions auspicated in the Summit.

One specific Objective of the Commitment no. 5 tbe Rome
Declaration is to “promote triangular purchase” jg&live 5.3d). Since
triangular purchase is one of the modalities ofifaad procurement, why
did countries agree on promoting this modality eatthan others? The
paper does not take as granted the validity of tbigective, but
challenges it on a theoretical basis. Defining tineoretical concept of
“best food aid”, founded on criteria such as effestess, efficiency, and
transparency, we find that such commitment hashaeqatual justification.
However, it does not tell the whole story becatse partly affected by an
old vision of food aid strategies. Nowadays, irt,f#ds commonly agreed
that triangular purchase and local purchase caalteenatively the best
modalities, depending on the circumstances.

With this conceptualization in mind, we analyze thends in food aid
utilizations in four recipient countries in the NoiEast region of Africa:
Kenya, Uganda, Ethiopia and Eritrea. Using datanfiaterfais, World
Food Programme, firstly, we examine whether theneetbeen progresses
in the realization of the Commitment 5.3d in therigeé 1996-2006;
secondly, by analyzing combined trends local-tndag purchase, we
investigate whether there have been progressedhanbtoader sense
suggested by the theory.

The following step concerns the analysis by mainais. This analysis
aims at identifying good and bad practices in thikzation of food aid

among major donor countries.



As a conclusion of the empirical study, we ardws ho significant step
has been made towards the achievement of the ®aetdken into
consideration. Furthermore, the analysis by donafires that donor-
countries behave differently with respect to foodl a@nterventions.
Germany, as representing country of the Europeaar)shows to be an
example of “good” practice, while Denmark and eggfcthe United
States are examples of “bad” food aid practices.

Given the fact that Scandinavian countries hawayd been considered
as a good example of cooperation, the results comge Denmark are
particularly unexpected. Hence, it raises a furtierstion: should quality
aspects be considered in order to come out witkrfimdicators of

development assistance?
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security; developing countries.
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1. Introduction

In the Rome Declaration of the 1996 World Food 8um(WFS) the
international community committed itself to fighginvorld food insecurity, which
heavily hits developing countries. The Declaratwas followed by a “Plan of
Action”, which identified strategies and means @duce food insecurity in the
world.

The Plan of Action covers several matters sinarethare many possible
instruments that can be useful to alleviate hunfjee. paper intends to investigate
the use of one of them, food aid. The Commitmeot the Plan stresses the need
of reducing food insecurity through natural and maade disaster prevention,
thus ensuring access to food in situations of blotihg-run and transitory
emergencies. Within this Commitment, the Objectv& paragraph d), states that
the governments should “promote triangular foodapdrations”. This work only
briefly explains the general utility of food aid;mainly aims at understanding the
rationale behind this Objective and describing amdrpreting the progresses in
its achievement.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2ohices the concepts of food
security and food aid, and briefly discusses thie mayed by the latter in
promoting the former. Section 3 examines the dffércategories of food aid.
Section 4 conceptualizes the “best food aid” onliagis of specific criteria. This
analysis aims at addressing the relevance of idweguilar purchase as a means to
deliver food aid in order to verify the theoretidaundations of the Objective
5.3d. Next section concerns the analysis of foatteends for the purpose of
assessing whether there have been progressesperibd 1996-2006. Thus, after
providing information regarding data, variables ahdice of recipient countries,
the trend of the three delivery modalities of faad - triangular purchase, local
purchase and direct transfer — are shown and cobachelm section 5 an analysis
disaggregated by main donor countries is proposedrder to verify whether
there are significant differences in their behaweith respect to food aid

practices. Finally, section 6 concludes and drawmsespolicy recommendations.



2. Food Aid and Food Security

2.1 Defining food security

The definition of food security included in the WHPlan of Action is the
following: “Food security exists when all people,ad times, have physical and
economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritfioosl to meet their dietary needs
and food preferences for an active and healthy'. lifégnis shows that the
multidimensionality of the concept of food security nowadays widely
recognized; however, the idea that food securityngg only an issue of
availability takes time to be accepted.

The availability, which is the supply of food physically existenta region
due to production, imports or food aid, is stilhealered as a necessary condition
but not a sufficient one. According to Amartya &881a; 1981b), people must
have alsaccess to food through their own production, purchasethamarket or
public transfers in kind or cash; this entails teanmand over food and other
productive resources necessary to guarantee fandityeat national, households,
and individual level. Another essential dimensierthedutilization, which is the
physiological ability of the body to absorb thenmrits in food (FAO 2006).

More recentlystability has been added as a fourth dimension. The con€ept
stability is related to vulnerability, which refets all the factors which make
people at risk. The supply of food in developingitbies is often unstable thus
temporary increasing the food insecurity of peopiepmes and employment are
unstable as well thus hindering the possibilitypabple to buy the food they
need. The more people get food insecure the meie kibdies lose the capacity
to properly intake calories. Food insecurity, tiere, is generally not steady all
over the year but it tends to be pro-cyclical affécéed by natural events and

man-made disasters.

2.2 Defining food aid

According to Lowder and Raney (2005), the defomitmore in line with the

academic literature was given by Barrett e Max20l05). They define food aid



as the “international sourcing of concessional weses in the form of, or for the
provision of food” (Barrett and Maxwell 2005, p Fjut simply, food aid is

generally a form of commodity aid but it can als® dranted as a cash flow in
order to be exchanged with food. It must be pra¥ildg a foreign country, thus
excluding the Food Based Interventions (FBIS) as sge later. Finally, the

concessional basis means that food must be prowdedr freely or at a lower
price than commercial one (Murphy and McAfee 2005).

In 2003, some experts, gathered together in Beatbempted to give a wider
definition, which took into account the internatrand domestic actions and
programs and the role played by non-food resourtesyrder to follow the
evolution of thought occurred during the 1990s. riually, the experts managed
to come out with a broader definition which stateat, “food aid can be
understood as all food supported interventions dirae improving the food
security of poor people in the short and long temvhether funded via
international, national public and (sic) privatesaerces” (Lowder and Raney
2005, p. 1).

Food aid is usually differentiated from the FBAs stressed by Clay (2000),
“food assistance describes any intervention dedigtte address hunger in
response to chronic problems or short-term crig€tdy 2000). The FBIs can be
financed at both national and international le@gi.the contrary, food aid implies
that, at some point, the donor acquires the comtiesdi

The definition given by Clay (2000) is to some estt narrower and more
punctual than that of Barrett and Maxwell (2005 states that “food aid is a
commodity aid that is used either to support fosdistance action or to fund
development more generally, by providing balancgafment support in
substituting for commercial imports, or budgetanpsort through the counterpart
funds generated from sales revenues” (Clay 2000 Malance-of-payment
support is supposed to provide extra foreign curesr; which otherwise would
have been spent for food imports; on the other hdredbudgetary support should
reallocate national resources for development deionot only to provide food

but also to enhance its autonomous production (&tayStokke, 1991).



2.3 Food aid and food security

This section presents a brief review of the ongalebate on the role of food
aid in promoting food security. First of all, foad is only one of the tools
available to enhance food security. As seen alibeemultiple dimensions of the
food security concept tend to move the focus ofath@lysis from the availability
of food to the state of the overall socio-econord&velopment at national,
households and individuals levels. Food aid is ayrtbe most controversial tools
since, as many authors argue, it creates distsrtimmd dependency; other
researchers agree that food aid as a commoditisdebs fungible, thus it does
not contemplate the issues of how to spend mompicatl of financial transfers
(Clay and Stokke 1991). Most of the authors shiaeeidea that emergency food
aid is simply indispensable (Clay and Stokke 19BA0O 2006) even if its
definition should be reviewed and narrowed beirgglithits too blurred (Clay
2006; Lowder and Raney 2005).

As any form of aid, humanitarian concerns are aotays the underlying
reasons of food aid; very often the selfishnessoofie countries is the main aim
to policies and programs. The literature agreesttif@main justification for the
use of food aid is that it creates extra-consumpsimce it reaches people not
having enough purchasing power to buy it. Thishe so-called principle of
“additionality” (Murphy and McAfee 2005; Clay 2006Harris 2007).
Nevertheless, it is quite agreed that a relevant gfafood aid has much to do
with the disposal of surplus output rather thandfdeficits in the recipient
countries. Harris (2007) shows how food aid hasihesd by donors as a form of
export assistance to relieve domestic pricing pressin periods of over supply.
This creates distortions in the global supply ofmomodities, especially cereals,
and, as well as export subsidies, it provides itices for extra-production, thus
further depressing prices (Harris 2007). Most &f literature agrees that food aid
creates distortions in the global trade market\{Q[00; FAO 2006).

The effects on the local markets of the recipieountries are more
controversial. Firstly, they depend on the typesamhmodities distributed as aid,

but also on the duration of the interventions dratargeting mechanisms (Harris



2007). Some authors suggest that in case of foodfalh, food aid may work as a
“clearing mechanism”, bringing the supply back la equilibrium level (GAO
2007). It must be considered that the main rectpiehfood aid are agricultural-
based countries whose income and employment lareldighly dependent on
the production and sales of primary products. Tioeee displacement effects of
local goods and downward pressure on prices, duketancreased supply, may
seriously affect the main sources of livelihoodstludse fragile economies and,
consequently, food security.

Even avoiding these unintended outcomes — andeesgmized by FAO
(2006), “it is effectively impossible to avoid ooe both effects” (FAO 2006, p.
34) — there are other ways trough which food aielatas distortions. On the
demand side, it seems to affect people’s behawocrbating dependency and
increasing demand of food. Yet, it depends alsdhenincome level since the
higher the lower the elasticity of demand to th@eased supply. However, it was
showed that before a crisis, the expectancy of faind provision may create
incentives to get too risky, while, after a crismight disincentive people to
relieve thus creating dependency (FAO 2006). Theircal evidence, in this
sense, is quite mixed.

Finally, as shown by Clay and Stokke (1991), thesifive effects on
development due to the improvement of the balantgayments and the
budgetary support are crucially dependent on thiéigad choices of the recipient
governments concerning the allocation of the efktrals. It cannot be taken for
granted neither that they will be spent for therpoor that the food aid will be
effectively able to reach the poorest.

The debate regarding the unintended effects al fid is an open one. This
paper does not intend to enter this controversytarahallenge the relevance of
food aid as cooperation tool in comparison witheoghossible instruments. Given
its widespread use by donor countries, it aimxaitrening the characteristics that
food aid should have in order to minimize thesenterided effects and effectively
promote food security. For such purposes, it isesgary to present the different
categories of food aid.



2.4 Food aid categories

First of all, food aid can be sold on the markefreely distributed to targeted
beneficiaries. It can also be “monetized”, whichame that part or all of the
commodities provided as a grant are sold, and uhdd generated are used to
finance development projects or activities directiynected to the intervention.

Then, food aid targeting is generally defined @stricting the coverage of an
intervention to those who are perceived to be mbsisk” (Jaspars and Young
1995, p. 137). There are diverse methods of targeiut, generally, variables
such as income, consumption, health and nutritiemracognized as the main
indicators of a state of vulnerability (Jayne et2fl01). As stressed by Clay et al.
(1999), religious, cultural, and political factorgy further complicate the picture
and increase the costs of information; on the athes, they help to minimize the
errors of inclusion and exclusion.

Furthermore, food aid can be tied, which “inclutems, grants, or associated
financing packages with a grant element greaten @62 and defined as aid
which is in effect (in law or in fact) tied to th@ocurement of goods and/or
services from the donor country and/or a restrictechber of countries” (OECD
1987, quoted in OECD 2006, p. 50). An example efltfood aid is the
imposition of donor’s boats for the shipment of eoadities. It is estimated that
nearly 90% of world food aid is tied (OECD 200650).

The fourth distinction is made on the basis ofdhme of the intervention. The
International Food Aid Information System (INTERFAIof the World Food
Programme identifies three main categories:

. Emergency food aid: it is destined to victims of natural or man-maligasters.

It is freely distributed to targeted beneficiarpgps, and is usually provided on a
grant basis;

- Project food aid: it aims at supporting specific poverty-reducteomd disaster-
prevention activities. It is usually freely distnided to targeted beneficiary groups;
nonetheless, it is often monetized by selling itld® open market. It is generally
provided on a grant basis; and



Programme food aid: it is usually provided on a government-to-goveemin
basis; very often it aims at the improvement of tleeipient's balance of
payments or budgetary support. It is sold on thenomarket and therefore it is
not targeted. It can be delivered either as a gaards a loan.

Programme food aid accounts only for 13% of thaltédod aid, while project
and emergency account respectively for 24% and GR%P 2007a).

For the aims of this research it is necessaryidtindguish food aid according
to its delivery modé.The three typologies are the following:

Direct transfer (DT): it includes all food aid originating from the don
country;

. Triangular purchase (TP): it includes all transactions by which a donor
provides commodities that have been purchased dragmged in a third country
as food aid to a recipient country; and

Local purchase (LP): it includes food aid procured in a country andduas
food aid in the same country.

In 2007, 62% of total food aid delivered was precuthrough DT, 19% through
TP and 19% through LP (WFP 2007a).

3. Thebest food aid

Besides the limits, discussed in previous sectiohfbod aid as a cooperation
tool, in this chapter we try to investigate whewndaaid can be better used. For
this purpose we identify three core characterisifabe “best food aid”:

Effectiveness. Since the main goal is to reduce the number oplgesuffering
from hunger and the intensity of hunger within @g@phical area, for the food
aid to be effective it is necessary that it finatBaches the highest possible
number of real beneficiaries. Furthermore, espgdialemergency situations, the
timing of food aid delivery plays an essential radaly if it occurs at the right
moment it can contribute to reduce food insecurity.

Efficiency. The goal of food insecurity reduction should lehiaved at the
lower possible cost. Costs here mainly include Ipasing costs, distribution and

! In the literature on food aid, the terms “deliverode”, “procurement” and “supply mode” are
used as synonyms.
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transportation costs of agricultural commoditiedd asther operational costs.
Moreover, also “political” and “moral” costs, latexplained, fall in this category.
. Transparency. Food aid is supposed to be a means to promatenattonal
cooperation and not commercial interests; therefibris important not to use it
for purposes different from those originally assdnto it. Although it not
possible to know the real intentions of donor cdest there are some elements
that can reasonably show the “genuiness” of foat dalivery. First of all, it
should be analyzed when food aid produces loweordisns in international and
local markets and better fulfills the “additionglitprinciple, which justifies its
use within the current WTO rules. It follows thaetmore distorting a food aid is,
the more likely it is to hide vested interests. @el; the transparency of food aid
interventions is directly related to the degreeirofolvement of the recipient
country in the transaction process. For example,cbmmodities delivered can
reflect real needs of beneficiaries or, converseieds of recipient countries of
food surplus disposal. In the second case we hadenar-driven approach,
probably led by commercial purposes.

Given the definition of “best food aid”, we nowfee to the food aid
categories outlined in section 2.4 in order to wbé&h one fulfills such criteria.
First of all, a targeted food aid ensures that faod/es to the real beneficiaries,
thus it is effective. Furthermore, the definitiohtargeting should go beyond that
discussed in the previous chapter. The targetimmuldhbe realized looking
simultaneously at the final beneficiaries and at fibod reaching them. Targeted
people should be those poor that need the spdaifid that the donor will
provide. This comprehensive definition ensures,ifigtance, that hungry people
will receive food that is socially acceptable ahdtthas the right properties. This
way, effectiveness rises because food insecurity & better fought. On the
contrary, targeting might increase the operatiagdts and timing since good
targeting methods generally require heavy inforamati

A second important element to analyze is whetbed faid is tied or not.
World main donors spend nearly half of their foad &udget for products
transformation and for their transfer with natiotr@nsportersThis way it was

estimated that around one third of overall food r@sgources are wasted (FAO
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2006, p. 9). Furthermore, it is improbable thatfthed provided with ties will be
able to adequately match preferences and nutritioeeds of final beneficiaries.
Finally, imposing ties produces high market distors. It follows that when food
aid is tied it is less effective, efficient andrisparent.

As previously stressed, most of food aid is em@rgdood aid. This is a quite
recent evolution caused by the sudden raise ofnilmaber of emergencies
especially in Africa (FAO 2006). The increase ofezgency food aid improves
transparency since, by definition, food aid prodide people hit by natural or
man-made disasters produces extra-consumption.efiney it is more in line
with the “additionality” principle. However, thelie an open debate also in the
Doha Round of WTO concerning the definition of “egency”’ given by WFP
and currently adopted. As Clay (2006, p.8) putsthis definition “includes
actions ranging from immediate post-crisis respsnie protracted relief and
rehabilitation operations up to five years afterement”. This wide and general
definition provides donors with the opportunityskip rules on export subsidies.
The point at issue is crucial also because, orother hand, any provision of ex-
ante assessment or approval might compromise ¢he df emergency food aid
(Clay 2006, p. 8).

Programme food aid cannot be considered neithectefe, nor efficient, and
not even transparent. By definition, it is not &egl since it is sold on the open
market; this decreases the effectiveness of tleeviention and creates distortions
at both global and local levels. Moreover, it igguaially a source of profit for
donors’ firms, which raises serious doubts regardne needs-based nature of the
transaction (Murphy and McAfee 2005).

Project food aid can be considered more effedtia® programme. In fact it
is usually freely distributed on the market andsitargeted to specific groups;
theoretically, this should increase effectivenesgenebecause timing is not
necessarily a key component like in emergency. l@nother hand, it cannot be
possible to say anything priori about the level of efficiency and transparency.
Operational costs, as we see later, depend moteeomodality of procurement
chosen. With respect to transparency, in the lamgproject food aid might have

some distorting effects and also reduce peopletentives to improve the
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situation with their own means. On the other hatlte creation of job
opportunities, like in the case of food-for-worlojarcts, is the best way to ensure
poverty alleviation (Harris 2007).

According to several authors (e.g. Clay 2006; Nyrand McAfee 2005),
monetization is not a good practice. Being food sald on the market, it
decreases the effectiveness and the transparertiog oftervention. As shown by
Murphy and McAfee (2005), operational costs of f@id are on the basis of the
spread of this practice among American NGOs. Nbe&ts, from the 1990s
onwards, monetization has become one of their maurce of revenues; the
possibility of control over funds has sharply desed and, consequently, the
“goodness” of the tool as a whole has declinedthieaumore, the low level of
transparency is somehow confirmed by referring he use of alternative
development instruments: why do not simply transgsh instead of monetized
food aid? Some authors claim that, in specificagitns, cash transfer is better
than food aid since it tends to increase consumpdiod investments without
causing distortions (Devereux 2006).

The most important issue in view of the aim okthaper concerns the way
food is procured. As seen above, most food aidiisctly transferred. By
definition, DT is a form of tied aid since at le&sbd has to be purchased within
the donor country; moreover, aid is often tied tbeo additional requirements.
This creates strong incentives for donors’ firms @ontractors so that targeting
the needs of the poor becomes a minor purposeeXample, Tschirley (2007,
cited in Coulter et al. 2007, p. 10) estimated thahe period 2001-2005 costs of
in-kind food aid from the US were so high that pdiavg it through LP (or
regional) would have increased by 75% the food ivece by beneficiaries.
Furthermore, the overall process of procuremembigtrolled by the donor and,
therefore, also the accountability is at the lowesel. It follows that DT is far
from being the first best in terms of effectivenedficiency and transparency.

TP and LP are generally considered better prooeménmodalities in
comparison with DT; nevertheless, globally, thely atcount for a small share of
total food aid. Buying food locally implies a retlibution of commodities within

the recipient country; efficiency should rise singperational costs tend to
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decline. Moreover, food is more likely to meet tpheeferences of the final
beneficiaries, making the intervention more effextiFinally, LP does not create
displacement effects, allows a reallocation of weses by stimulating local
supply and can potentially cause an improvemerdgoicultural infrastructures
such as storage facilities.

Nevertheless, Murphy and McAfee (2005) show som@tsomings of LP
procurement. The increasing demand creates prjaks, svhich, paradoxically,
might spread the food crisis in the whole countyyniaking more difficult the
access to food. Moreover, other constraints hauvgetoarefully considered, like
the sufficient availability of food and the possilyiof delivery especially in case
of economic, climatic, or political crises.

Another critical aspect concerns the political amaral domain. Starting from
the widely recognized principle according to whitational governments are
primarily responsible for food security in theirurdries” (Garagnani and Gaudot
2006, p. 2), where there is enough food its reatioa through international food
aid cannot be easily justified. For instance, Inthaditionally stocks huge
amounts of food although a large part of its popaais food insecure. The
Indian government initially chooses not to diredttyervene through domestic
food assistance, but then sells food to internatidlonors in order to reach both
objectives of raising revenue and providing foothtmgry people.

The final delivery mode, triangular purchase, assl likely to hide vested
interests of surplus disposal since food aid isdiectly transferred but provided
by a third country. Therefore, without having infation regarding other
possible ties attached to it, it is clearly morangparent than DT. Moreover,
assuming that the donor chooses as third courgtsta that is in the same region
of the recipient and generally on the basis of lowansaction costs, the
intervention will be more efficient. This is comfied by the fact that more than
85% of food provided for triangular operations orages in developing countries,
where the food is certainly cheaper (WFP 2007ajalBi, TP does not have
displacement effects at local level but, insteady melp to alleviate poverty in
both the recipient and the third country. As argterd_P, the increasing demand

can cause prices spikes which risk to spread thd fwises at regional level;
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unlikely in LP operations, in TP transaction théfisient availability should not
be a problem since it is assumed that the thirehizgwill be chosen on the basis
of a sufficient food supply.

In terms of food adequacy, LP is certainly bettben TP and, consequently, it
is likely to be more effective. Moreover, operabrcosts of LP are generally
lower even where poor infrastructures increasesprart and delivery costs up till
making more convenient to buy food regionally. Theck of adequate
infrastructures and storage facilities, and thercdedor surplus at local level
affect also the timing. Finally, TP can be consedemore transparent from a
moral and political perspective.

Summing up, the WFS Objective is justified frorthaoretical perspective but
other aspects have to be carefully consideredt &frall, TP is more likely to be
tied and not targeted than LP; on the other hamjsLless transparent from a
political and ethical perspective being considetleel government as the main
responsible for the national food security. Both eertainly more effective, more
efficient and more transparent than DT. In any c#se evaluation of the best
modality of procurement has to be made case-by-e&ss@osette Sheeran argues,
in order to respond to a wide spectrum of functiansersatile “toolbox” is
needed (WFP 2007b).

Finally, the reflections made in this chapter aadidvon a pure theoretical
basis. Then, all the times it is necessary to motite procedures followed for the
procurement of food aid through LP and TP. Theeeamly few studies that have
evaluated specific cases of food aid deliveriesoAgithose, Coulter et al. (2007)
examined these procedures in two countries on whett chapter will focus,
Uganda and Ethiopia. Coulter et al. (2007) condlutieat LP and TP within the
region are better from any perspective, but thezeeiwwo main weaknesses in the
procedure. The first one was a high concentratidioad aid procurement in few
main suppliers due to restrictive WFP food stanslanad to largely bureaucratic
and costly tenders, which excluded small produd@rsthe one hand, this caused
price manipulation; on the other hand, especialyyganda, it gave incentives to
some of these big suppliers to divert grain prodacaway from exports, thus

reducing regional trade. The second problem ocdurréJganda and concerns the
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logistics. Food was procured in northern producargas, then it was sent
southwards in Kampala, where WFP pushed for invesstenby local suppliers, to
be cleaned and dried. Finally, the food was trartsdoagain to the north, where
the refugee camps were. This increased inefficiemd/resulted in lower amount
of food finally given to beneficiaries.

As a conclusion, an adequate study of the locaket@&nvironment as well as
good logistical choices are essential parts of Bewvade food aid intervention;
otherwise, there is a serious risk that these factegatively affect the advantage

of using LP and TP in comparison with DT.
4. An empirical investigation of food aid practices

This chapter deals with the descriptive analysite food aid trends between
1996 and 2006. Building on the conclusions drawntha previous section
regarding the rationale behind the definition a¢ thommitment 5.3 d), here we
intend to monitor progresses towards the achieveroksuch Objective. The
analysis goes beyond this minimal scope sincesd akamines the levels and the
trends of the other two delivery modalities — loparchase and direct transfer.
This is because a positive combined trend LP-TRilshioe generally interpreted
as an improvement in food aid utilization.

The empirical study is carried out on four reaipieountries located in the
North-East Africa: Kenya, Uganda, Ethiopia and féat The first reason of this
choice lies in the fact that Africa is the contihenth the lowest progress (and
sometimes even regress) in the achievement of thiendium Development
Goals? The second reason is that the North-East area dmub good case-study
because it is characterized by a wide heterogem¢iggevelopment conditions.
For example, in countries such as Eritrea and Biaiahe international
community has been mainly concerned with emergesmgrations, while in
Uganda and Kenya many interventions have takere @so for development and

re-construction.

2 Seehttp://www.mdgmonitor.org/
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The source of data is the INTERFAIS/WFP, whichlestik the statistics for
the monitoring of food aid transactions. The ddtasgers information regarding
donor and recipient countries, delivery modes, ttyanf food aid measured in
(thousands of) tonnes and its year of arrival ie tlcipient country. More
detailed data on issues such as purchasing argptdrcosts as well as data on
“third” countries involved in the triangular purdes are lacking. The latter is a
problem that also international organizations sash OECD and WFP are
encountering since donors do not report such irdtion. For this reason, the
empirical analysis cannot be used also to validiaée hypothesis made on the
“best food aid”.

The graphs presented in figure 1 to figure 4 shoth absolute and relative
trends of food aid delivery modes in the four remip countries taken into
consideration. Although a ten-years period is matugh to track a trend, it makes
possible to have a general view of changes aciross t

The first point to outline is that overall foodddnas increased in all the four
countries. Regarding the composition, some chahgee occurred. First of all,
the proportion of food aid delivered through DT lhe®n very high in the whole
region: the range goes from a minimum of 31% (Ugatb@96) to a maximum of
100% (Eritrea 1998). Although starting from vergthilevel, the trend of DT has
been usually upwards with respect to the otherysement methods; however,
intensity and timing of changes vary across reoip@untries. In the countries
with higher food deprivations — Ethiopia and Eitre the use of DT is even
larger, especially during time of crisis such as 1898 conflict in Eritrea and the
2000 famine in Ethiopia.

The trend of food aid deliveries through TP is daards in Kenya, Uganda,
and Ethiopia, while it is upwards in Eritrea. Beisgnply concerned with the
commitments of the 1996 World Food Summit, this ldosuggest that only in
Eritrea there has been a progress in the achievenfethe Objective 5.3d.
However, besides the temporal variations, the uséhie delivery mode has
always been very low in all the countries, with thaximum being nearly 33% in
Eritrea in 1999.
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Finally, since 2000 donors have generally incréafe®d aid procurement
through LP in all the countries, except for Eriire@ghere almost no food was
procured locally.

The overall picture emerging from the examinatbithese figures is that the
choice of procurement does not follow the guiddirdentified at the WFS, and,
even worse, that food aid intervention is rarelpelm the “best” way since local
purchase and triangular purchase play only a margwle. Some changes of
direction are only visible in Kenya and Uganda, wehical purchase — a good
delivery mode especially under the conditions of¢afood availability and short
timing — in the last few years has registered \alsieilar to the direct transfer.
On the contrary, it seems that emergency situatimagnly occurring in Ethiopia
and Eritrea, justify a far larger use of direchster.

The analysis here proposed was based on the afjgre@f donor countries
within one single group. Next chapter, insteadgstrto outline differences in

donors’ behavior with respect to food aid practices

Figure 1. Kenya: Food Aid by Delivery Mode
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Figure 2. Uganda: Food Aid by Delivery Mode
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Figure 3. Ethiopia: Food Aid by Delivery Mode

2,000
1,800

1,600

1,400 -

1,200
1,000 -
800

600 -
400 ~
200 ~

0

1996 1997

1998

1999 2000 2001

2002 2003 2004 2005

DT 0OLP

TP

2006

Source: Interfais

19




Figure4. Eritrea: Food Aid by Delivery Mode
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5. An Analysis by Donor

This chapter draws attention to the behavior efrttain donor countries with
respect to the delivery modalities of food aid. &hrdonor countries were
selected: United States, Germany and Denmark. if$teohe is the largest donor
of food aid also in the region examined (see talpjlat the same time, it is one of
the smallest donors of development assistance metipect to national GDP
(around 0.22%). Germany, instead, has been chaseapaesenting country of
the European Union, which is the other big food @mhor. German ODA has
been stable since 1990 and in line with the aveodd@airopean Union; Germany,
in fact, is somehow between small donors such asnSttaly and Greece and
large donors such as Belgium, Austria and Franagh&rmore, the US and EU
have been selected because they have oppositéopssiegarding the role of
food aid in WTO. Finally, the choice of Denmark daexplained by referring to
the traditional Scandinavian good practices of tgueent cooperation, with
high shares of GDP destined to ODA. Moreover, Daknsaems to be a more
active player than other Scandinavian states id fid transactions in North-East

Africa.
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Table 1. Average Food Aid 1996-2005, by Recipient Country and Donor

Recipient
KENYA | UGANDA | ETHIOPIA | ERITREA
Donor
UNITED STATES 54.45% 61.03% 51.48% 59.30%
GERMANY 8.66% 5.63% 2.52% 1.10%
DENMARK 2.17% 1.08% 0.31% 0.31%
TOTAL 65.28% 67.73% 54.31% 60.71%

Source: Interfais

Being the donors’ behavior the same in the fourprent countries, only the
graphs for Kenya are reported. Then, since thigysisafocuses on the food aid
distribution across the procurement modalitiesy aelative trends (in %) are
shown. The graphs refer to the period 1996-2006esdata for 2006 were not
accessible.

5.1 United States

The US is the only donor with a specific legisatito authorize food aid
activities (Harris 2007). This legislation, based the Public Law (PL) 480, is
very complex since the US Department for Agricdt{tJSDA) and the US
Agency for International Development (USAID) shanethe administration of
food aid activities. The PL 480 has three main disnens (USDA-FAS 2006).
Title 1l - food donations for emergency situaticarsed non-emergency situations -
accounts approximately for 74% of total food aidfleT | - sales of food
commodities to developing countries on a governa@government basis —
accounts only for 3%, while Title Ill - food donatis to support economic
development on a on a government-to-governmentsbasis inactive (GAO
2007).

Finally other two programs have to be cited sirtbey both account
respectively for 10% of US food aid: a) Section @)6which includes donations
of surplus commodities and b) Food for Progresschvhonsists of donations or
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credit sales to countries supporting democracyoonmnitted to expand private
enterprises

US food aid is considered as highly distortionand neither effective nor
efficient. First of all, the US food aid is suggasto be related to specific forms
of market support policies, as shown by Harris @0lh the cases of both wheat
and skim milk powder the practices of US governnuodrdither purchasing goods
for food aid or directly supporting farmers througkport credits and prices
support schemes have increased production andssticharticular, 75% of US
wheat aid has been authorized under the Sectiotb¥p6ogram (Harris 2007).
This very complex framework of food aid legislatiand market incentives has
created what Murphy and McAfee (2005) call an “inpiangle”: agribusiness
firms, maritime companies and a restricted numlidarge NGOs, all make an
active lobbying in order not to change US foodaialctices.

In addition, the geopolitical use of food aid canbe underestimated. As
explicitly stated into the Fiscal Year 2008 Bud&etquest, “Foreign assistance
and the development it supports are therefore nmopertant than ever, now not
just in terms of our moral responsibility to allate suffering, but as foundational
pillars of our new national security architecturedahe Global War on Terror”
(US Department of State, p. 5). Finally, some ligissues tend to further cut
the degree of efficiency and effectiveness of titerventions: among them, the
lengthiness of funding and planning processes,htgbe costs of transportation
and contracting practices, the legal requiremepts contractors, the scarce
coordination among agencies and the lack of reighlrgeting methods and
setting assessments due to budget constraints ZRAD).

The figure 5 clearly confirms what stated. Exchgdihe year 1996, when no
food aid was delivered, in the period 1997-200%dhe no relevant change in the
delivery modes. The DT is definitely the primary aeoof food procurement by
accounting for at least 92.5% (2003). On the conttae levels of TP and LP are
quite stable and, even considered together, theyuat for less than 10% of the
total food aid delivered; there is a slight tendeotLP to increase from 2001 but
in 2004 it seems to shrink again. The spread betwWw&eand LP, on the one side,

and DT on the other, are also larger in the cakblgianda, Ethiopia and Eritrea.
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Figure5. US Food Aid in Kenya, by Delivery Mode
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Being the US the main food aid donor, it is cliéwat its failure in addressing
the WFS Objective 5.3d, leads to an overall failuRecently, food aid has
become an issue of debate within the WTO with tHe é&pposing the EU
position. The US, in fact, denies to cut the pragiof monetization and sales of
food aid (Murphy and McAfee 2005); this is not cstent with the 1994
Marrakesh Decision of providing as much food aidnasded on a fully grant
form. Furthermore, the US wants to exclude foodfeath the export subsidies
disciplines by claiming that the WTO should be @med only with
displacement effects of food aid; on the other hahne US points out that fully
untied food aid, such as proposed by the EU, nfigtiter decline the actual level
(Clay 2006).

5.2 Germany
Germany, as previously mentioned, has been sdlétterder to represent the
EU. The EU advocates a gradual inclusion of distgrifood aid within the

category of export subsidies. For such a reasas expected to use food aid in a

different way. Figure 6 shows the composition ofr@a&n food aid in Kenya.
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Figure 6. German Food Aid in Kenya, by Delivery Mode
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The use of TP as delivery mode shows an unstadteltiits use increases until
1998, then sharply decreases in 1999 and, finglightly increases since 2003.
On the other side, the other good form of procurgmieP, drastically increases
since 1999, and since 2000 becomes by far the witkdvery mode used by
Germany. In 2005 no food aid was directly transf@rio Kenya. Furthermore, the
results for Kenya generally overestimate the wemhDT in the whole North-
East regiori.As a conclusion of section 5.2, it can be easilyiad that Germany
is an example of good practice with respect to faiddutilization.

5.3 Denmark

As shown in table 1, the role of Denmark as a famtldonor in the area is
much less significant than that of US and Germéatowever, Denmark plays an
important role in the field. During the 1990s tharizh government made a
strong effort to review its food aid policy: thelgamged the composition of food
basket in order to better respond to recipientsdseand moved the responsibility

of food aid from the Minister of Agriculture to thdinister of Foreign Affairs.

% In Eritrea, only in four out of ten years Germamgvided food aid. Data concerning these years
show that almost the whole food aid was procuredllp.
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Moreover, they have explicitly stated that natiooammercial interests have to
be considered only if the priority goals of grovethd poverty eradication are not
compromised (Colding and Pinstrup-Andersen 1999).

The figure 7 shows that the trend of Danish fomdpsocured through DT is
quite stable until at least 2002, when a low spi&eurs in front of a high spike in
LP. In 2003, in fact, LP accounts for 70% of tdtadd aid delivered by Denmark
in Kenya, then it shrinks again but remains stalbigher levels; the same year,
DT rises yet again. The use of TP is, instead, muoke limited than both DT
and LP for the overall period and varying betwegnahd 9%.

Regarding the other recipients considered, in dgamoth TP and LP trends
are stable and almost nil for the whole period; BTy far the main delivery
mode used. In Ethiopia and Eritrea, the TP trerm® the 1996 onwards are even
decreasing; only between 1996 and 1998 in Ethiteee is a slight increase of
TP, in line with the WFS prescriptions, but in 1988uddenly collapses.

Figure 7. Danish Food Aid in Kenya, by Delivery Mode
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To conclude, Denmark does not seem to move towaloktter utilization of

food aid; the significant use of DT as delivery hwat in the whole North-East
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Africa does not place the country among the “suestsries” Furthermore, two

thirds of Danish food aid is still tied to the pooement of commodities in
Denmark and almost 40% of its cash contributiodieP is used for operational
costs (MFA 2006).

Concluding from section 5.3, there is a cleareddhce in the evaluation of
Denmark as donor whether we refer to quantitatiseumeters related to total
ODA or to qualitative aspects of food aitHowever, it should be outlined that
WFP data available for 2006 and referred to all id@pient countries show a
possible change in practices by the Danish govemtimeith LP, TP and DT
being respectively 58.6%, 27.7%, and 13.5% of dvéoad aid. This is also
confirmed by governmental documents, where it etest that Denmark is
planning to eliminate tied aid by 2009 (MFA of Degurk 2005).

6. Conclusions

Food aid is a cooperation tool with the specifmalgof alleviating food
insecurity in low-income countries. It is for thsason that at the 1996 WFS the
international community committed itself also tordmote triangular food aid
operations”. However, by combining three core date- effectiveness, efficiency
and transparency — in section 3 it was argued dlsat local purchase can be a
good delivery mode of food aid: according to spedftuations and contexts it is
better to use triangular or local purchase. Irttal cases, direct transfer of food
aid appears to be a bad practice since it is tiade distorting and donor-driven.

Building on this theoretical framework, in sectidnwe analyzed food aid
trends in four recipient countries — Kenya, UganBthiopia and Eritrea — all
featured by large food deprivations. Although snaliferences exist across the
four countries, it is generally clear that sinc®@%ere have been no progresses
in the direction suggested by the theory. Direahsfer is still the largest supply
mode of food aid, while donors gradually tend taftsthe use of triangular

purchase towards that of local purchase.

* The DT practice concerns mainly split peas, rapesél and a pea/wheat mixture (MFA of
Denmark 2005).
® Food aid accounts for less than 5% of total OD&QD 2006).
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The analysis by donor, presented in section &g ttdo examine whether there
were differences in donors’ behavior with respectaod aid practices. The US
food aid is an example of “bad practice”, with abnhall food delivered through
direct transfer. This was not an unexpected outcsimee the US legislation on
food aid clearly sets as priority the promotionnational rather than recipients’
needs. Germany, instead, well reflects the posthanthe EU holds in the WTO:
food aid should be gradually untied and deliveredash. The trends show a very
limited use of direct transfer by Germany in tharfeecipient countries. The last
country, Denmark, was chosen since, together whigh other Scandinavian
countries, it is conceived as a good model of coadmn intervention. The results
concerning food aid were quite disappointing: $till2005, much of food aid in
North-East Africa was transferred directly.

Finally, Denmark was a good case-study for thelyaisa of general
development assistance. It is a country with goedctes if referred to
quantitative parameters such as the proportion P @irected to ODA; on the
contrary, using some quality parameters appliedotal aid practices, it is an
example of “bad practice”. This raises an importgmestion: should not quality
aspects be considered in order to come out witkr findicators of development

assistance?
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