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._Contrlbutlons of investments in agriculture and

Sthie fieed system to transformational
= development

s_ How this approach succeeded in Asia
e Special challenges in Sub-Saharan Africa
® |llustration of a way forward: NEPAD/CAADP
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= But poverty-reducing power depends on:
— [iype of agricultural growth fostered

— How agriculture and consumers are linked to the rest of
the economy
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Agriculture- Transforming Urbanized
hased countries countries countries

Demographic and economic information in 2002 (74 countries)
GDP per capita (2000 US$) 339 873 3.109
Rural population (nullion) 398 2.190 259
Share of rural population (%) 69 63 27
Share of agriculture m GDP (%) 31 15
Share of agriculture in GDP growth (%) (1990-2003) 27 8
Agricultural growth (%) (1990-20035) 32

Non-Agricultural growth (%) (1990-2005) 28

Paverty (32 a day) in 2002 (60 countries)
Number of rural poor (nullion)
Rural poverty rate (%o)
Urban poverty rate (%)

Source: World Bank, World Development h-'llr::imcgr ‘-,STATTE
Report 2008 ) '
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Engel’s Law
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| == oriented household-level production towards an
“[ntegrated economy based on specialization and
exchange.

® [inking of household to the knowledge system of
the wider world.
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~» Varket for non-agricultural products

* Incentives for more efficient (less liquid)
Investments
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SNDiiect participation

& = /s family farmers

S s farm laborers
Indirect (linkage) effects
— Production linkages (backward & forward)
— Factor market linkages
— Consumption Linkages
— Productivity linkages

* \Wage-good effects

ay/s between agriculiiiral s

i and poverty: alleviation

Both direct and indirect effects depend
oth on technology and institutions,
& especially markets
= ® Experience of Green Revolution in Asia
~ Wwas that the /ndlirect effects (especially
the consumption linkage and wage-
good effects) had bigger anti-poverty
effects than the direct effects.
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Agriculture’s Contributions te
ransformational' Developiment

IWPENGIS | Peace & | Good. Investing | Economic. | Humanitariar.
GOl AR SECU I A GoVerarceaWAEEspIe. | Growitis | ASS/Stalice.

FeoLildineg

Develogir

Local gov’t Spurring | Avoid/mitigate
F'S|3 = ? focus on Local tax broader | disasters &
gca food base for econ. improve their

priority EhTiTy education growth management

Sustaninag,
Partrersiip:

Restrictive

Global or Very important in Africa given small size of most African economies
Regronal.

pewadid it work in Asia? TJier
ASIan Green Revelution medel

serllplleleisi=

=Nlcomerincrease of adopters

~industries
— Big increase in employment in labor-intensive goods demanded
by richer staple food producers (and those in linked industries)—
often horticulture and animal products (e.g., dairy)
— Lower staple food prices:
® |ncreased real income of huge number of low-income consumers

* Held down wage rates, allowing expansion of non-agricultural
employment
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SSA=Sub-
Saharan Africa

SA=South Asia

LAC=L. Amer. &
Caribbean

EAP = East Asia
& Pacific

MNA = Middle
East & N. Africa

ECA= Europe &

Prevalence of undernourishment
(% of total population) 2003

@

3 2 1 0 1 Central Asia
Annual change in prevalence of malnutrition (%) 1992-2003

Source: World Bank, World Development MICHIGAN STATE
Report 2008 UNIVERSITY

Asian model appropicates
nsanarantAfHca?

same; hasic principles apply,
pilictlial differences between Asia and

A imply  that Africa’s green revolution(s)
E=illflook very different from those in Asia,
= 5liggesting the need for some different

strategies.
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Ll ation density. & infrastructure density.
= s\arketing costs
® Production/marketing risks
® Investment challenges
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PRSEEIE & spillovers
____-;"- Himportance of regional trade & transaction costs
&= \eed for regional cooperation
S Diversity of smallholders
— Size-ofi farm

— Asset base
— Market involvement
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' Therefore:
= — [he /nadirect impacts of agricultural growth

become extremely important for poverty.
reduction

— Need complementary investments (e.g., in
education, labor & land market improvements)
to help the most resource-constrained move out
of poverty agriculture
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i oiFsmallnelders
810, Vield stabilization vs. yield growth

= Value chains vs. making rural food markets
Work better

® Need to focus on both types of farmers
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"'H-.

Ilectlve action in input supply, marketlng and
& EXIEnsion

— SiComplementary investment to increase labor
= mobility, including intergenerationally
— Rural education
— Easing migration and remittances
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Source: World Bank, WDR 2008




Hlifg with the Small—_Country
fiellenge: The NEPAD/CAADP

How: does the Food Security 111 LWA
contribute to USAID’s transformational
growth objectives?

MICHIGAN STATE
UNIVERSITY

Iic Sector investment are a focal point for

__ ,__i".rhobilizing resources
= prioritizing resource allocation
= supporting regional and national policy change to
increase returns

® |nvestment programs organized in four pillars
through regional and country compacts
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Sielated capacities for market access;

Increasmg food supply, reducing hunger,
and' improving responses to food
emergency crises; and

4, Improving agriculture research,
technology dissemination and adoption.
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== Hallmarks of country and reglonal support
= Close collaboration with IFPRI and ReSAKSS
— Effective integration of in-country MSU faculty

— Build on foundation of core-funded applied research
drawing lessons across countries on what works
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g ?MOU with COMESA on applied research to
= Support regional trade expansion in food
staples

— Preparation for country level compact
preparation with ECOWAS and COMESA
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new agricultural research institute

— Evaluation of Malawi’s agricultural input subsidy
program and market-smart options

— Measurement of rural household income growth and
impacts of HIV/AIDS
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ERIgnNsize distribution:
SIS Sector

e -

= SSA, 2003: 3.5%

= — Cost of increasing Africa’s irrigation to India’s
in 1961: at least $114 billion

* Road density:
— India, 1950: 730 km/1000 km?
— SSA, 2003: 201 km/1000 km?
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JENn Agrlcultural RESearchl o

Figure 9—Distribution of national agricultural R&D capacity by number of fte researchers, 1961,
1991, and 2000
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Sources: 1961 and 1991 data are from Pardey, Roseboom, and Beintema (1997); 2000 data are compiled by authors
from datasets underlying the ASTI country briefs and Roseboom, Beintema, and Mitra (2004).

Note: Data includes all 48 Sub-Saharan African countries.

Source: Beintema & Stads, 2006 (ASTI)




