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front cover image: Ouma weeds her 

crOps in Guidan mOussa, niGer. in 2009, 

pOOr rains in the arid cOuntry caused 

widespread crOp failure. GrazinG 

land alsO dried up, which killed 

Or weakened milliOns Of animals 

that peOple depend On fOr their 

livelihOOds. By 2010, mOre than half 

the pOpulatiOn had nO fOOd reserves 

left, and hiGh prices left many peOple 

unaBle tO Buy fOOd. sOme 200,000 

children needed treatment fOr severe 

malnutritiOn.   

Save the Children for the IF campaign.

image right: a twice-weekly veGetaBle 

market in the tOwn Of Bara GaOn, 

india. the price Of staple fOOds such 

as rice and veGetaBles have risen 

thrOuGhOut india in recent mOnths.  
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image right: Beatrice Quayee, a cash-

fOr-wOrk participant, transplants 

rice in river Gee cOunty, liBeria. cash-

fOr-wOrk is availaBle frOm mOnday 

tO saturday, and all wOrkers are paid 
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ends at 4pm (Or earlier if the tasks are 

finished), with an hOur fOr lunch. the 

farmers tend tO their Own fields Once 

the jOBs are cOmplete. 
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‘the future DepenDS on 
What We Do in the preSent.’  
(GANDHI)

‘We have the meanS; We 
have the capacity to 
eLiminate hunger from the 
face of the earth in our 
Lifetime. We neeD onLy the 
WiLL.’ (JOHN F. KENNEDy, 1963) 

all around the world, a quiet and 
momentous change is happening – 
people are lifting themselves out of 
poverty. In the past 10 years more 
than 50 million children have started 
going to school in sub-saharan africa, 
while deaths from the great killer, 
measles, have fallen by almost 75 per 
cent.1 we are some way along one 
of the most important roads human 
beings have ever travelled – the road 
towards ending extreme poverty 
for everyone, everywhere. we are 
at a tipping point. we could be the 
generation to ensure every woman, 
child and man gets a fair chance  
at life.

There is still, however, a yawning 
gap. There is enough food in the 
world to feed everyone, yet one in 
eight women, men and children go 
to bed hungry every night.2 each 
year, 2.3 million children die from 
malnutrition;3 women are more likely 
to go hungry compared to men. There 
is enough food to feed everyone, but 
the majority of those going hungry 
are small-scale farmers. women, who 

represent 60-80 per cent of small 
scale farmers, often have their rights 
to land denied.4 There is enough food 
for everyone, but people cannot 
afford to buy it. food prices have 
recently been at their highest in 
decades and are increasingly volatile; 
and in developing countries, poor 
people often spend as much as three 
quarters of their income on food. 
even in the uK, many hardworking 
people struggle to find the money to 
feed their families, with high food 
prices compounding the effects of 
the economic crisis. and our climate 
is changing, making our global future 
increasingly uncertain.

some countries have made enormous 
strides towards reducing hunger. 
The proportion of hungry people in 
ethiopia fell from nearly two thirds 
to under half, and in malawi from 45 
to 23 per cent, in just a decade.5 but 
the world as a whole is failing badly. 
we promised at the millennium that 
by 2015 we would halve hunger, but 
there is little prospect of keeping 
that promise.

by failing now, we are failing future 
generations: by 2025 nearly a billion 
young people will face poverty 
because of the damage done to them 
now through hunger and malnutrition.

yet, no one need be hungry or 
malnourished. getting enough of 
the right food gives people their 
future and builds the potential for all 
societies to prosper – and there are 
real opportunities to make progress 
towards eradicating hunger. If we 
act to ensure small-scale farmers – 
women and men – can keep hold of 
their land to grow food; if we crack 
down on tax dodgers depriving poor 
countries of resources to ensure 
the right to food; if we work for 
global agreement on new sources 
of climate finance; if all of this is 
underpinned by transparency, rule 
of law and strong institutions; and if 
we fulfil our existing commitments 
of aid to developing countries and 
invest enough of this in agriculture 
and nutrition – then the world has a 
chance to end the scandal of hunger. 

executive Summary
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The uK has a golden opportunity to 
play a leading role in making this 
happen. while one country cannot 
do this alone, in 2013 the uK holds 
a plethora of global leadership roles 
and can lead by example, by changing 
some of its own policies. The uK will 
be chairing the g8 meeting and a 
food and hunger summit, setting the 
agenda and tone for global action. at 
the same time, the world will begin 

to debate a new set of development 
goals to set the ambition and vision 
for the fight against poverty over 
the next decade. The uK prime 
minister is playing a lead role as 
panel co-chair advising the secretary-
general of the united nations on 
the successor framework to the 
millennium development goals. The 
uK is also chair of a key forum on 
transparency, the open government 

partnership (ogp). all these positions 
that the uK is holding on the global 
stage provide opportunities for action  
in 2013: an imperative that must  
be seized.

and the uK has the ability to 
lead, particularly as 2013 is the 
year the government will meet its 
commitment to fulfil a 43-year-old 
global promise on aid: the first G8 
nation ever to do so. 

global hunger is a crisis. but crises 
present opportunities – and what 
opportunity for leadership could be 
more compelling than the chance to 
make real progress towards ending 
global hunger? we must seize it.

The prize of doing so would be huge 
– both in terms of the differences 
made to the lives of the hundreds of 
millions of people who will tonight 
go to bed hungry, and to the global 
economy. Tackling child malnutrition 
alone could add us$125bn to the 
global economy each year by 2030. 

if there iS enough 
fooD for everyone, 
What can be Done to 
reDuce hunger?

... the uK can LeaD the 
WorLD in meeting our  
aiD commitmentS

aiD SaveS thouSanDS  
of LiveS each Day

The uK’s commitment to meeting 
its promise to spend 0.7 per cent 
of national income on aid is a 
crucial part of meeting a range 
of development goals, including 
tackling hunger and food insecurity. 
In addition to tackling the structural 
causes of hunger, it is estimated 
that achieving a world free from 
hunger would cost us$42.7bn a 
year in agricultural investment, 
while addressing the scourge of 
malnutrition would cost us$10bn. 
by honouring existing commitments 
to fund agriculture and providing 
half the funding6 required to tackle 
malnutrition, g8 countries could 
support economic growth through 

OF ALL 
WOMEN, 
MEN AND 
CHILDREN 
GO TO BED 
HUNGRY 
EVERY 
NIGHT

14%
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investing in small-scale farmers, 
particularly women, and in child and 
maternal nutrition. If all developed 
countries met the decades-old 
pledge to provide just 0.7 per 
cent of national income in aid, the 
above investment would easily be 
achievable. Significant progress 
should be made towards this target  
in 2013. The remaining financing 
needed to tackle hunger and 
malnutrition would be financed by 
developing countries, from their own 
tax revenues.

The uK government is, laudably, 
on track to meet its 0.7 per cent 
commitment in 2013 and it is crucial 
that part of this finance is invested 
in interventions that prevent hunger 
and malnutrition. however, to ensure 
that our national commitment to the 
world’s poorest people is sustained 
into the future, it is also important 
for the uK government to enshrine 
0.7 per cent aid in law without delay.

… inveSt in SmaLL-ScaLe 
farmerS

targeting inveStment 
toWarDS Women farmerS, 
to proviDe them With aS 
equaL acceSS to reSourceS 
aS men, couLD reDuce the 
number of hungry peopLe 
by up to 150 miLLion7

small farms provide food for a 
staggering one third of the human 
race; over half of the world’s 
undernourished people live on and 
work these farms.8 Instead of being 
supported, small-scale farmers – both 
men and women – are all too often 
being deprived of their livelihoods. 
This danger is compounded for 
women who already struggle for 
equal access to land and other 
resources. supporting small-scale 
farmers is an incredible opportunity 
to reduce hunger, reduce poverty and 
increase productivity.9 

In addition to public policies, 
investment is also important. 
countries that spend more public 
money on agriculture tend to reduce 
hunger more.10 public funding 
provides small-scale farmers with 
technical advice, cheap credit 
for better-quality seeds or tools 
and access to markets, and allows 
them to get better prepared for 
when weather shocks strike. simply 
targeting investment towards women 
farmers to provide them with as 
equal access to resources as men 
could reduce the number of hungry 
people by up to 150 million.11

yet aid to agriculture collapsed in 
recent decades, from 17 per cent 
of all aid in 1980 to under four per 
cent in 2006.12 since then, there have 
been a number of g8 initiatives – for 
example, the 2009 l’aquila Initiative 
and the 2012 new alliance for food 
security and nutrition – but these fall 
far short of what is required. To help 
reach the ambitious goal of ending 

hunger by 2025, established by the 
un secretary-general’s Zero hunger 
challenge, we need to take steps 
towards closing the 51 per cent gap  
in country agriculture investment 
plans (us$27.43bn), for which 
donors would be responsible for half 
(us$14.65bn). The uK’s share for 
supporting this would be us$662m 
[£425m] per year,13 which could come 
out of the uK’s aid budget.

... inveSt in nutrition

the earning potentiaL of 
maLnouriSheD chiLDren 
unDer five iS LiKeLy to be 
reDuceD by nearLy one 
quarter

right now, children’s lives around 
the world are being blighted by 
malnutrition. by not getting the 
right nutrition, their development 
is irreversibly stunted. yet we 
know what works to stop this: 
health workers promoting exclusive 



9

breastfeeding and handwashing; 
children and pregnant women taking 
micronutrient supplements; access to 
clean water and sanitation; schools 
providing nutritious food. but like 
agriculture, this is an area that has 
been overlooked in recent decades. 

a relatively small amount of 
investment could make a huge 
difference in this area. It is estimated 
that some countries lose 2–3 per 
cent of their potential gdp because 
of under-nutrition.14 recent research 
suggests that children under five who 
are malnourished today are likely to 
see their earning potential reduced 
by almost a quarter.15 

Just us$10bn a year could provide 
a package of measures to improve 
nutrition that would reach all 
mothers and children who need help 
in the 36 countries that carry 90 per 
cent of the world’s undernourished 
children. The countries would pay 
half this cost, with donors investing 
us$5bn. The uK’s share would be 
under us$232m [£149m] a year.

… finance the 
aDaptation to cLimate 
change that iS maKing it 
harDer to groW fooD

cLimate change couLD 
haLve crop yieLDS by 2020 
in Some african countrieS

climate change is starting to increase 
the frequency of extreme weather 
events – from floods to droughts 
– spreading disease, undermining 
crop and livestock production, and 
affecting water supplies, and in some 
cases causing irreversible damage. 
crop yields from agriculture are 
likely to fall dramatically because 
of climate change – by up to half 
by 2020 in some african countries, 
and by up to nearly a third by 2050 
in parts of asia.16 further to this, 
extreme weather events could cause 
unpredictable food price spikes, 
disastrous for the poorest people. 

The global community has promised 
money to help poor countries deal 
with climate change, including to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
and support people to deal with its 
impacts. many governments including 
the uK have said they will contribute 
their share, and the global green 
climate fund has been set up. but 
progress has been glacial: the fund 
was announced over three years ago 
but is still not up-and-running and 
has no finance. Even worse, it looks 
very likely that climate finance will 
decline from 2013. This is particularly 
foolhardy, as delay now will mean 
vastly more cost later.

Climate finance needs to be 
additional to aid, and therefore new 
‘innovative’ sources of finance have 
a crucial role to play. a promising 
source for this purpose is carbon 
pricing of international shipping.

… enSure companieS Do 
not DoDge the tax they 
oWe, So that money 
that iS currentLy being 
SiphoneD off from poor 
countrieS iS inSteaD 
inveSteD in tacKLing 
hunger

tacKLing the corporate 
tax gap in DeveLoping 
countrieS WouLD raiSe 
enough money to Save 
a chiLD’S Life every Six 
minuteS.

Public finance is crucial to 
combatting hunger, and taxes are 
the most important, sustainable and 
predictable source of finance for all 
governments including in developing 
countries. african countries with 
broader tax bases have lower levels 
of undernourishment.17

however, multinationals are able to 
avoid paying taxes due in developing 
countries, particularly by using tax 
havens, creating artificial corporate 
structures to shift profits away 
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from the real locations of economic 
activity. The sums involved are large. 
The oecd estimates that developing 
countries lose three times more to 
tax havens than they receive in aid 
each year.18 This undermines the 
ability of poor country governments 
to lead their own fights against 
hunger, and reduces citizens’ 
confidence in their governments’ 
ability to provide for them.

dealing with developing countries’ 
corporation tax gap alone could raise 
enough public revenues to save the 
lives of 230 children under the age of 
five every day.19

Tax haven structures allow 
unscrupulous companies and 
individuals to hide the proceeds of 
corruption or evade tax while the 
beneficiary of this fraud is hidden 
from tax authorities and police. 
shining a light on this secrecy, 
through a new transparency 
convention, would help developing 
countries to collect tax for 
investment in challenging hunger and 
to pursue corruption effectively.

despite the rhetoric, existing 
initiatives to stem tax dodging in 
the uK and on the global stage, 
mediated through recent g8 and 
g20 meetings, have left the problem 
largely untouched. developed and 
developing countries alike have 
become increasingly vocal on the 
need for root and branch reform of 
the international tax system. we 
need to reboot international action 
against tax haven secrecy at the 2013 
g8, and ensure that the uK puts its 
own house in order first, making sure 
our own tax regime makes it harder 
for uK companies and individuals 
to dodge their due taxes in the 
developing world.

… prevent farmerS  
from being forceD  
off their LanD

an area of LanD the Size 
of LonDon iS being SoLD 
or LeaSeD in DeveLoping 
countrieS every Six DayS

private investment in developing 
countries has major potential as an 

important driver of development, 
and some companies are doing the 
right thing in poor countries: such as 
creating jobs and training farmers to 
improve yields; getting produce to 
market; upholding workers’ rights; 
respecting rights to land and water; 
and avoiding overburdening small-
scale farmers with risks. however, 
as foreign investors do deals on large 
amounts of land in poor countries – 
an area the size of london is being 
sold or leased every six days – these 
deals are all too often leading to 
harmful ‘land grabs’ that are forcing 
farmers and communities off their 
land. land deals have boomed since 
2008, when global commodity price 
rises made land more profitable. 
Around a fifth of farmland in Senegal 
and sierra leone, nearly a third in 
liberia and over half in cambodia  
has been acquired by companies.  
The speed and scale of growth 
in large-scale land acquisitions is 
outpacing the ability of governments 
to oversee this adequately, leading 
to poor people losing out in far too 
many cases.

The right kind of investment can 
benefit small-scale producers, but 
the current wave of land deals 
is ‘damaging the food security, 
incomes, livelihoods and environment 
for local people,’ according to a un 
analysis.20 women are particularly 
vulnerable, given their lack of 
rights to land, unequal voice and 
representation in decision making. 
Impacts on women are also likely to 
be more severe, being less educated 
and having fewer economic assets. 

shockingly, rather than supporting 
domestic food production, around 
two thirds of foreign land investors 
intend to export everything they 
produce on the land.21 currently much 
land is being left idle as investors 
wait for the value to increase, 
planning to resell.

This issue needs to be tackled by 
global players. The world bank 
has a particular role to play in 
preventing irresponsible ‘land grabs’, 
as it supports much investment in 
this area. The uK can use its g8 
presidency to make progress. It 
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should also continue to actively 
support implementation of the 
existing, strong un voluntary 
guidelines on governance of Tenure.

… put an enD to LanD 
being uSeD to groW fueL 
for carS, Driving up the 
price of fooD

the uK burnS enough fooD 
aS fueL to feeD 10 miLLion 
peopLe every year

one major reason for land grabbing 
that displaces men and women small-
scale farmers is the recent expansion 
of biofuel production. as much as 58 
per cent of global land acquisitions 
in recent years are estimated to have 
been to produce crops that could be 
used for biofuels.22 This reduces land 
available for farming, pushing food 
prices higher and higher.

biofuel production globally has 
increased six-fold from 2000 to 
2010, a trend set to continue.23 This 
is the result of targets set with the 
intention of combatting climate 

change, such as the eu’s target to 
source 10 per cent of transport fuels 
from renewable sources. but this 
target is mainly being fulfilled with 
land-based biofuels – crops burned 
as biofuels in the uK are enough to 
feed 10 million people every year.24 
many land-based biofuels emit more 
greenhouse gases than conventional 
petrol. This is because forests and 
other vegetation, which help to 
keep carbon in the ground, are 
cleared when agriculture is displaced 
onto new land, as farmland is used 
to grow biofuel crops instead of 
food. however, the eu’s method 
for calculating the climate impact 
of biofuels does not take these 
emissions into account.

In recognition of these challenges, 
the eu has proposed to change its 
biofuel target, but those proposals do 
not go far enough – biofuels targets 
should be scrapped because they are 
fuelling hunger. meanwhile, the uK is 
increasing the amount of food being 
burned in petrol tanks while poor 
families go hungry.

… puSh buSineSSeS anD 
governmentS to be 
tranSparent about 
their affairS So that 
citizenS can hoLD to 
account the poWerfuL 
pLayerS in the fooD 
SyStem

tranSparency anD 
accountabiLity are vitaL 
Within the gLobaL fooD 
SyStem, aS conSiDerabLe 
poWer iS concentrateD 
in a SmaLL number of 
muLtinationaL companieS

decisions that have an impact 
on the lives of millions of small-
scale producers are usually taken 
behind closed doors, without the 
participation of those affected. lack 
of transparency about contracts 
and revenues relating to land deals 
prevents local communities from 
knowing who is acquiring their land 
and for what purpose. If women and 
men farmers do not know about 
proposals to acquire their land, they 
stand little chance of organising 

themselves in opposition or receiving 
proper compensation. 

more broadly, if developing country 
governments do not publish their 
budgets and details of how they 
spend the taxes collected, then 
poor communities cannot make 
sure that promises are being kept, 
check how money is spent to ensure 
their children get the services they 
need, or point to where the money 
has gone astray. If companies do 
not report on the impact of their 
activities, they cannot be held to 
account for their impacts on the food 
system beyond the bottom line. 

Transparency and accountability are 
all the more vital given that, within 
the global food system, considerable 
power is concentrated in a small 
number of multinational companies 
controlling food production, trading, 
processing, retail and more.
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the unique opportunity  
to act on hunger

All this adds up to a global food 
system of rigged rules and deep 
inequalities that allows a few 
to make billions while leaving 
hardworking poor farmers – 
especially women and their 
children – and vulnerable and 
ordinary people everywhere to  
face the highest food prices in  
a generation.  

markets are part of the solution, but 
as uK prime minister david cameron 
has said, this does not mean ‘a naïve 
belief that all government has to do 
is to step back and let capitalism rip’. 
making the market work well for all 
requires effective government action.

Tackling hunger from its very 
roots cannot be done through a 
silver bullet. but 2013 provides an 
important opportunity for the uK 
to take the lead in making changes 
in four areas – aid, land, tax and 
transparency – that would start to 

make real inroads into the problem. 
2013 will not be the end of hunger, 
but it could be the beginning of  
the end. 

as the uK prime minister has said: 
‘It is only when people can get a 
job and a voice that they can take 
control of their own destiny and build 
a future free from poverty.’ however, 
a person cannot get to this point if 
she is weakened by constant gnawing 
hunger, if she falls ill because her 
body does not have the nutrients it 
needs, if she is spending all she has 
on healthcare for her undernourished 
children, if she cannot access the 
resources she needs to earn more 
money on her land, or if her land is 
taken away from her. It doesn’t have 
to be like this – there is enough food 
in the world for everyone. The uK 
must act, while the global stage is 
ours – it is the right thing to do, and 
it is possible. 2013 can be the year we 
change the future.

the uK can LeaD the WorLD to Start enDing  
hunger During 2013…

… if the uK LeaDS the WorLD to inveSt in  
SmaLL-ScaLe farmerS, nutrition anD cLimate

The UK government should:

a) Ensure the G8 makes strides 
towards a world free from 
hunger, by:

• Mobilising Development 
assistance committee (dac) 
donors to commit to funding 
the 51 per cent gap in country 
agriculture plans, including 
the comprehensive africa 
agriculture development 
programme (caadp), as 
detailed in the 2012 g8 
accountability report 
(us$27.43bn). donors are 
responsible for half of the total 
(us$14.65bn). donors should 
also undertake to help support 
the development of new 
country plans for those 

 countries yet to get involved, 
and that no good plan should  
not be implemented for want  
of resources.

• Making commitments to support 
country plans submitted by 
scaling up nutrition countries 
(for a package of direct nutrition 
interventions) on the scale of 
us$5bn per year until 2015.

 The UK contribution to 
achieving this should be to: 

• Fulfil existing commitments to 
spend 0.7 per cent of national 
income on aid by 2013 and bring 
forward legislation in or before 
the 2013 queen’s speech. 

• Commit to spend at least an 
additional us$661.7m per year 
[£425m] in sustainable small-
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 scale agriculture to achieve  
food security for over 418,500 
people annually. 

• Commit to spend US$232.3m 
[£149m] per year to prevent child 
and maternal malnutrition in the 
36 high burden countries.

b)	 Ensure	finance	is	mobilised	for	
climate adaptation

• Push for global agreement 
on mobilising new sources of 
climate finance, additional to 
aid, in particular by taking a lead 
on agreeing the delivery of an 
effective and fair international 
shipping mechanism.

• Demonstrate commitment to 
other innovative sources of 
finance for climate change, 
and encourage those who have 
committed to mobilising new 
sources of finance to invest 
these in tackling climate change.

• Agree that 50 per cent of global 
climate finance will be allocated 
to adaptation, prioritising 
delivery through direct access – 

particularly through the green 
climate fund on which the uK 
has a board seat.

… if the uK LeaDS the 
WorLD to enabLe 
countrieS to raiSe 
tax revenue to tacKLe 
hunger

The UK government should:

a) Change UK rules to help ensure 
developing countries receive 
the taxes they are due

• Introduce a requirement in 
the uK’s disclosure of Tax 
avoidance schemes regulations 
for companies and wealthy 
individuals to report their use 
of tax schemes that impact on 
developing countries.

• When such schemes are 
recognised under these or  
other mechanisms, notify 
developing countries’ tax 
authorities, and assist in the 
recovery of that tax.

b) Take a lead on improving global 
tax transparency

• Launch a Convention on Tax 
Transparency at the g8, to 
reinvigorate the global challenge 
to tax havens. The convention 
would prevent companies and 
individuals from hiding wealth, 
by initiating a global standard for 
public registration of ownership 
of companies and trusts.

• Push tax havens to sign the 
convention on Tax Transparency 
and join the convention that 
supports multilateral exchange 
of tax information. commit to 
taking countermeasures against 
tax havens that fail to participate 
by the end of 2013.

• Introduce country-by-country 
reporting for all sectors within 
the g8’s jurisdiction and push 
for country-by-country as a new 
global accounting standard.

… if the uK LeaDS the 
WorLD to enSure fair 
anD SuStainabLe uSe  
of LanD

The UK government should:

a) Work to improve governance of 
large-scale land acquisitions

• Push for the World Bank 
to review the impact of its 
funding of land acquisitions 
on communities and the 
environment, and change its 
policies to make sure they 
prevent land grabs. world bank 
lending involving large-scale land 
acquisitions should be frozen for 
six months to provide space to 
start this process.

• Put land grabbing on the 
agenda of the g8; promote g8 
action to improve governance, 
transparency and accountability 
in land agreements; and press 
for g20 discussions on this issue.
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• Push for implementation of 
all relevant aspects of the 
un voluntary guidelines 
on land tenure, and ensure 
renegotiation of the principles 
on responsible agricultural 
investment at the un 
committee for food security 
reflects the fact that good 
investment must work for  
poor communities.

b) End support for damaging 
biofuels policies

• Scrap the UK target to have five 
per cent biofuel in transport fuel.

• Lobby for zero land-based 
biofuel to count towards the 
eu’s 10 per cent renewable 
energy in transport target, and 
for the true scale of carbon 
emissions from biofuels to be 
accounted for at the eu level, 
by including ‘indirect land use 
change’ in calculations.

• Contribute to the expected 
european commission (ec) 
assessment of the social and 
environmental impact of the 
european biofuels mandate 
outside the eu, ensuring it 
recognises their impact on food 
security and land rights.

… if the uK LeaDS the 
WorLD to be more 
tranSparent about 
tacKLing hunger

The UK government should:

a) Corporate accountability

• Strengthen the reporting 
requirements in the uK 
companies act to include 
a specific requirement for 
companies to report on the 
full range of their social and 
environmental impact, including 
their human rights impact. back  

 this up with robust guidance 
and enforcement mechanisms to 
ensure companies comply.

• Ensure that EU legislation on 
corporate reporting includes 
a specific requirement for the 
same reporting. 

b) Use its G8 presidency to 
improve transparency in  
the use of land and other 
resources	to	benefit	
poor people and support 
sustainable, equitable growth

• promote action to improve 
governance, transparency 
and accountability in land 
agreements.

c) Budget transparency

• Encourage all G8 countries 
to join the ogp, commit to 
providing ‘extensive’ budget 
information and the highest 
standards of citizen participation 
in budgeting and support, and 
encourage other countries to do 
the same, in particular working 
with the g20 anti-corruption 
working group.

• Work with other OGP members 
to include a commitment in the 
open government declaration 
for countries to publish a full 
breakdown of all government 
revenues (including tax and 
development assistance) and 
expenditures in a way that is 
understandable and accessible 
to all citizens, and to improve 
on their fiscal transparency 
performance year on year.
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‘there iS nothing in the 
pot. We have no fooD for a 
meaL. often a pot iS put on 
the fire So chiLDren thinK 
a meaL iS being prepareD.  
it giveS them hope. if We 
toLD them there WaS no 
fooD they WouLD Start 
crying anD there WouLD  
be nothing We couLD Do. 
thiS Way they juSt go to 
SLeep quietLy.’ 
(ALIOU, mOTHER OF  
TwO CHILDREN, RURAL 
mAURITANIA, 2007)25

all around the world, a quiet and 
momentous change is happening – 
people are lifting themselves out of 
poverty. In the past 10 years more 
than 50 million children have started 
going to school in sub-saharan africa, 
and deaths from the great killer, 
measles, have fallen by almost 75 
per cent. we are a fair way along 
one of the most important roads 
human beings have ever travelled 
– the road towards ending extreme 
poverty forever, everywhere. we are 
at a tipping point. we could be the 
generation to ensure that everyone 
gets a fair chance at life.

There is still, though, a great  
yawning gap. There is enough food 
in the world to feed everyone, yet 
nearly 900 million women, men and 
children go to bed hungry every 
night. and gender inequality means 
that women are more likely to go 
hungry than men.

some countries have made enormous 
strides towards reducing hunger. 
The proportion of hungry people in 
ethiopia fell from nearly two thirds 

to under half, and in malawi from 
45 to 29 per cent, in the decade to 
2005. getting enough of the right 
food gives people their future and 
builds the potential for all societies 
to prosper. but the world as a whole 
is failing badly. we promised at the 
millennium that by 2015 we would 
halve hunger, but there is little 
prospect of keeping that promise.

by failing to act now we are failing 
future generations. by 2025 nearly 1 
billion young people will face poverty 
because of the damage done to them 
now as children through hunger and 
malnutrition.

yet no one need be hungry or 
malnourished. If we act to ensure 
small-scale farmers – women and 
men – can keep hold of their land 
to grow food; if we crack down 
on tax dodgers depriving poor 
countries of resources to ensure 
the right to food; if we work for 
global agreement on new sources 
of climate finance; if all of this is 
underpinned by transparency, rule 
of law and strong institutions; and if 

we fulfil our existing commitments 
of finance to developing countries – 
then the world has a chance to end 
the scandal of hunger.

one country cannot do this alone, 
but the uK has a golden opportunity 
to play a leading role to make this 
happen. In 2013 the uK holds a 
plethora of global leadership roles. 
most importantly, the uK will be 
chairing the g8 meeting, which 
means setting the agenda and tone, 
and the prime minister has already 
committed to hold a food and hunger 
summit in the days leading up to it. 
The world will also begin to debate 
a new set of development goals with 
ambition and vision for the next 
decade – and the uK prime minister 
will play a lead role as panel co-chair. 
The uK is also chair of a key forum on 
transparency, the open government 
partnership. and the uK has a strong 
track record to lead from, being one 
of a handful of countries that in 2013 
will meet the global pledge on aid. 

global hunger is a crisis. but with 
crises there are opportunities – and 
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what opportunity for leadership could 
be more compelling than the chance 
to make real progress towards ending 
global hunger?

the extent of hunger

The world produces more than 
enough food for everyone.26 and yet 
the global system by which food is 
produced, distributed and consumed 

is failing to meet the needs of much 
of the world’s population. almost 900 
million people – some 868 million – 
are hungry. These people live mainly 
in sub-saharan africa and south asia, 
and comprise one in eight of the 
human beings alive today.27 women 
continue to be more likely to go 
hungry than men, because of deep 
gender inequalities.

hunger is not just about how much 
you eat, but also receiving the 
essential nutrients to keep you 
healthy. even more people – over 2 
billion – suffer from lack of essential 
micronutrients.28 undernutrition, 
coupled with illness, causes 2.3 
million children to die unnecessarily 
every year.29 for many of those that 
survive, long-term undernutrition 
causes irreversible damage since the 
lack of nutritious food, coupled with 
infection, impairs their physical and 
cognitive development. although 
the number of children under five 
affected by stunting (those too short 
for their age) has fallen in recent 

decades, the number still stands at 
more than a quarter of all children.30  

hunger is endemic, and the trends 
are not positive. while change is 
in the right direction, it is glacially 
slow. although the proportion of the 
world’s people that are hungry has 
gone down, the world is off track to 
meet the millennium promise to halve 
hunger by 2015. The absolute number 
of hungry people has also gone down, 
but very slowly.

Figure 1: Number of hungry  
people worldwide31
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The absolute number of hungry 
people living in africa has increased 
in recent years, and research by save 
the children shows that in 2012, the 
absolute number of hungry children 
in the world recently rose for the first 
time in a decade.32

The hunger crisis is not only a human 
tragedy – it also exerts a massive 
brake on economic development. 
hunger weakens the health, growth 
and productivity of people and 
countries. around 2–3 per cent of  
the national income of a country  
can be lost to undernutrition,33  
while undernourished adults earn  
on average almost 20 per cent less 
than others throughout their  
lives.34 research conducted by the  
If campaign suggests hunger is 
costing poor countries us$125bn  
a year to 2030.

if there iS enough 
fooD for everyone, 
Why So much hunger?

In order to take action to address the 
unacceptably high levels of hunger, we 
need to look at the causes of hunger. 

The majority of the world’s hungry 
people are themselves food 
producers: small-scale farmers 
working plots of two hectares or 

less.35 small-scale farmers, 60–80 
per cent of them women,36 support 
a staggering one third of the human 
race.37 eighty per cent of the world’s 
undernourished people live in rural 
areas, the majority of these on 
small farms.38 one third of africa’s 
undernourished children live on small 
farms.39 and yet, small-scale farmers 
and particularly women are under 
supported and often their land is 
under attack. 

The global land rush is pushing 
people off the land they relied on 
to grow food and make a living. 
private investment in agriculture 
is crucial, but investment at any 
cost is not acceptable. In the past 
decade, global land sales have 
rapidly accelerated; in poor countries 
investors are buying up an area of 
land the size of london every six 
days, divesting small-scale farmers  
of their land in the process. 

The land acquired in the last decade 
has the potential to feed a billion 
people.40 most land deals happen 
in countries with the weakest 
protection of rural land rights;41 the 
deals are all too often land grabs, 
with inadequate consultation or 
compensation to those affected. and 
60 per cent of foreign land investors 
intend to export everything they 
produce on the land, rather than 
make it available on local markets.42 

biofuel projects are a major driver of 
land grabs, with 58 per cent of land 
acquisitions in recent years intended 
for producing crops that could be 

 AN AREA THE  

 SIZE OF  
 LONDON
 IS BOUGHT UP EVERY

6 DAYS
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turned into biofuel. They are also a 
significant factor behind food price 
rises and volatility. an effective 
global push to end unsustainable land 
acquisitions and biofuels policies 
would contribute enormously to 
tackling hunger.

a lack of transparency means 
that people cannot see what is 
taking place within the affairs 
of government and corporations 
particularly, and of those who control 
the food system. opacity prevents 
citizens from being able to hold 
to account those with power over 
their food security. If poor people 
were meaningfully involved in the 
negotiations of land deals and had 
the right to say no; if they could 
see where their governments were 
spending both tax and aid funds; if 
they could hold companies to account 
for all their impacts – then we would 
be well on the way to empowering 
people to feed themselves.

denied access to their land, people 
are more dependent on volatile food 
markets. rising food prices, caused 

in part by land being diverted to 
fuel, are pushing more people into 
poverty and hunger. poor families 
may spend as much as three quarters 
of their income on food, which means 
that even small increases in the 
cost of food can force them to make 
agonising choices. 

since 2000, real food prices on 
international markets have doubled;43 
even in the uK, many hardworking 
people struggle to find the money 
to feed their families. The countries 
most exposed to price volatility 
on international markets are 
those with the highest burden of 
undernutrition.44 International bodies 
predict that food prices are likely to 
remain high and volatile for the next 
decade, at the very least.45 oxfam 
estimates that average export prices 
may double between 2010 and 2030.46

climate change is contributing to 
hunger by increasing the frequency 
of extreme weather events, from 
floods to droughts, spreading 
disease, undermining crop and 
livestock production, and affecting 

water supplies – all of which affect 
smallholder farmers and women 
significantly. As a result of climate 
change, crop yields from agriculture 
are likely to fall by up to half by 2020 
in some african countries, and by 
up to nearly a third by 2050 in parts 
of asia.47 declining food production 
as a result of climate change could 
lead to 11–24 million more children 

being undernourished by 2050.48 
enabling women and men smallholder 
farmers around the world to adapt 
to climate change and continue 
producing food is fundamental in the 
fight against hunger. It is also vital to 
reduce the vulnerability of women to 
environmental shocks, for example,  
by increasing their access to education 
and employment in other sectors.
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finance is needed in several areas, 
notably investment in small-scale 
agriculture and nutrition: supporting 
the world’s small-scale farmers 
– men and women – is a huge 
opportunity to boost food security 
and tackle hunger. at the same time, 
simple things such as promotion of 
breastfeeding and micronutrient 
supplements can make a significant 
difference to nutrition levels. 

But finance does not all have to come 
from donor countries; much of the 
necessary investment will come from 
developing countries themselves 
through mobilisation of resources 
at a domestic level: taxes. african 
countries that have broader tax 
bases tend to have lower levels of 
hunger.49 however some companies 
are dodging the taxes they owe, 
which siphons money from poor 
countries that could be invested in 
tackling hunger. This undermines 
the ability of developing country 
governments to lead their own fights 
against hunger, and reduces citizens’ 
confidence in their governments’ 

ability to address the issues that most 
concern them. Tackling the corporate 
tax gap in developing countries would 
raise enough public revenues to save 
a child’s life every six minutes. all 
governments need to crack down on 
tax dodging.
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1. a coSt-effective inveStment
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‘Seventy per cent of 
the WorLD’S farmerS 
are Women, but moSt 
programmeS that offer 
farmerS creDit anD 
training target men. thiS iS 
unfair anD impracticaL.’ 
(HILLARy CLINTON, US 
SECRETARy OF STATE, 2009)50

having the money to do things does 
not guarantee success, but little can 
be achieved without it. certainly 
strong institutions, governance 
and transparency are crucial for 
development, but in discussion of this 
we sometimes seem to forget just 
how little money developing countries 
have to work with: by definition, 
less than about us$1,000 per person 
per year in low-income countries, as 
compared to more than 30 times that 
in most high-income countries. 

If we want to see hunger eradicated, 
finance – both domestic and 
international – is essential. almost 
all countries already raise far more 
public funding themselves through 
taxation than they receive in aid. 
supporting domestic revenue 
raising is both a short- and long-
term complement to aid. we look 
at this in more detail in section 
2; here we address the need for 
more investment in agriculture and 
nutrition, and climate finance.

1.1 the importance 
of Supporting 
SuStainabLe anD SmaLL-
ScaLe agricuLture 

countries spending more on 
agriculture tend to reduce hunger 
more. for example, all seven african 
countries that spent more than 10 
per cent of their national budgets 
on agriculture in 2004–07 achieved 
reductions in the proportion of 
hungry people over the past decade. 
gdp growth originating in agriculture 
is five times more effective in 
reducing poverty in low-income 
countries than growth in other 
sectors; in sub-saharan africa, it is 
11 times more effective.51 policies 
that support sustainable, small-scale 
agriculture can increase agricultural 
growth and raise farm productivity.

critically, there is an urgent need for 
much larger investments in small-
scale agricultural producers. The 
two countries that have reduced 
rural poverty the most in recent 
decades – china and vietnam – did so 
by empowering small-scale farmers 

with tiny plots of land. appropriate 
private investment has a role to 
play, but public funding is vital to 
increasing the productivity and 
incomes of small-scale farmers: for 
example, through access to advisory 
(‘extension’) and credit services and 
to markets, and through developing 
agricultural research relevant to  
their needs. Investing so that 
communities are prepared to cope 
with disasters (such as drought), 
including through building food 
reserves, and social protection 
schemes, are also essential.52

women farmers need to be targeted 
explicitly for support. currently, 
women own only one per cent of the 
land in africa, and receive only seven 
per cent of extension services and one 
per cent of all agricultural credit.53 
simply targeting investment towards 
women farmers to provide them with 
as equal access to resources as men 
could reduce the number of hungry 
people by up to 150 million.54

agricultural policies should promote 
sustainable agriculture, so that 

1. a coSt-effective inveStment: 
SmaLL-ScaLe agricuLture anD nutrition
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farming becomes less input-intensive 
and environmentally damaging, and 
small-scale producers can reduce 
input costs.55 growing evidence 
suggests that sustainable agriculture 
increases yields and builds resilience. 
The most comprehensive study of 
such projects found an average yield 
increase of 79 per cent.56 

also vital – given that most hungry 
people are farmers – is making 
nutrition an explicit objective of 
agriculture policies. enabling farmers 
to grow local staples, fruit and 
vegetables can increase incomes 
and make it possible for parents to 
provide their children with healthy, 
nutritious meals.57 

1.2 the coLLapSe anD 
recovery of aiD  
to agricuLture

In 2010, the share of dac bilateral 
aid going to agriculture, forestry and 
fisheries was 5.7 per cent, compared 
to 8.9 per cent for education;58 
just us$11 a year for every 
undernourished person in the world. 

It is unknown how much of  
this aid benefits small-scale 
producers, women or men, since 
aid donors including the uK do not 
disaggregate their agricultural aid 
spending in this way.

International aid to agriculture has 
still not fully recovered from massive 
declines in recent decades, which 
saw the level collapse from 17 per 
cent of aid in 1980 to just 3.4 per 
cent by 2006.59 after the 2008 food 
price crisis, g8 countries pledged at 
their 2009 summit in l’aquila, Italy to 
work ‘towards a goal of mobilising’ 
us$22bn for agriculture and food 
security within three years.60 This 
was an important and very welcome 
commitment. The uK committed and 
spent its £1.1bn l’aquila share during 
2009–12.61 overall, however, only 
one fifth of the promised funding had 
been disbursed by mid-2011.62 

a further g8 initiative was made at 
the 2012 summit at camp david in 
the us, the new alliance for food 
and nutrition security, focused 
mainly on the private sector. It was 

accompanied by pledges to provide 
only us$1.3bn of new public money63 
over 10 years – just us$130m a year. 
we recognise the important role 
that private sector investment plays 
in agriculture, and applaud the g8 
goal to lift 50 million people out of 
poverty. but we believe the new 
alliance, as currently structured, 
is the wrong global framework to 
achieve food and nutrition security 
through sustainable, equitable and 
resilient small-scale food production. 
Therefore we would not encourage 
the g8 to pursue development of the 
new alliance beyond the six vanguard 
countries without significant 
structural reforms. 

however, we recognise that the 
g8 and country governments are 
committed to implementing the 
new alliance in those vanguard 
countries, and that in order to 
achieve its stated aims and improve 
livelihoods for small-scale farmers, 
particularly women, significant 
reforms are necessary – including 
improving accountability mechanisms 
and ensuring small-scale farmers are 

involved in, and benefit from, the 
initiative. further, the new alliance 
must be recognised as a complement 
to, not replacement for, core public 
investments in the agriculture sector 
that are focused on supporting small-
scale food producers.

It has been calculated that an 
additional US$42.7bn per year 
globally is needed64 in agricultural 
investment to help achieve the 
ambitious goal of zero hunger by 
2025. This proposal, published by the 
un food and agriculture organization 
(fao), is wide-ranging, covering 
agriculture, forestry, fishing and rural 
development. The major investments 
are needed in: rural infrastructure; 
agricultural research; extension 
services; storage, marketing and 
processing; conservation of natural 
resources; and expanding rural 
institutions to promote concessional 
finance and land tenure security.65 
Investments must be targeted at 
women in particular. The us$42.7bn 
goal was welcomed by the uK 
and other governments when the 
fao launched the Zero hunger 
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hoW Support for Women SmaLL-ScaLe farmerS  
can maKe a Difference

mambo shazambura, 28, and her 
husband maybin Kalenda, 32, live 
with their two children, three-year-
old Richard and five-year-old Marise, 
in ntambo village, mumbwa district, 
central Zambia. last year the family 
experienced a particularly bad 
harvest, which was a huge loss since 
the majority of their crop was maize, 
used both as a staple for household 
consumption and as an important 
cash crop. 

In previous years, the couple dug 
their entire plot with a hand hoe. 
They are extremely poor and simply 
cannot afford to hire the oxen or 
plough needed to prepare their 
fields. But digging the land by hand 
was arduous work that both mambo 
and her husband undertook for 
months at a time, often delaying the 
crop and reducing its potential by 
denying it essential rainfall early in 
its growth, and robbing it of the time 

it needed to mature properly. The 
yield from their farm of 2.25 hectares 
was usually poor and rarely got them 
through the ‘hunger gap’ period 
between planting and harvest.

last year, the family ran out of food 
altogether and bought extra maize 
at the local market to get by. maybin 
would go there when he could afford 
to, maybe once every two months. 
The family’s ongoing poor diet had 
its greatest impact on their young 
daughter. ‘marise was in bad health 
and thin – much, much worse than 
now. she was very wasted,’ her 
father said. 

mambo was selected to join a 
concern farming advice project as 
a ‘smallholder model farmer’ last 
year; she now teaches 11 others on 
a weekly basis, advising them on 
how to grow more nutrient dense 
crops like beans and cowpeas. her 
husband says he is proud of her, 
and has learned a lot from his wife 
about the best ways to grow these 
crops. ‘other people are coming, 
even some that are not part of the 

programme, when they see what we 
are doing here,’ he says, pointing 
to the thriving plants in his home 
garden that surround their mud 
house on every side. This gives her 
an important role in the community. 

however, far more important, 
says mambo, is the fact that their 
daughter’s health has improved.  
‘she is doing far better than before,’ 
she says. ‘now when we take her to 
the health centre, we can see that 
her weight is slowly going up and up. 
she is healthier because she is eating 
all of the new foods that we are 
growing. we are not selling these, 
only keeping for ourselves so that  
we won’t need to go and buy food  
at the market.’ her husband 
concludes: ‘a lot of people in our 
community are changing their 
lifestyle and eating a better diet.  
we have learned that is important 
for the children and the whole family 
to have vitamins and protein.’
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initiative at the rio+20 summit in 
June 2012. A first step towards 
meeting this commitment would be 
to fulfil existing G8 commitments 
by closing the 51 per cent gap in 
country agriculture investment 
plans (us$27.43bn). If donors were 
responsible for half of the total, they 
would deliver us$14.65bn in addition 
to existing contributions, over the 
timescale of these plans. 

The uK government can meet its 
fair share of the global resources 
needed for agriculture by spending 
just under a sixth of the additional 
funds that will be available when aid 
is increased to 0.7 per cent of uK 
national income. It should provide 
an additional us$661.7m [£425m] a 
year.66 current uK aid to agriculture 
and rural development is low, at 
around us$737m [£462m] in 2010.67 

1.3 aiD for nutrition – 
negLecteD potentiaL, 
negLecteD reSuLtS

malnutrition is not only a 
consequence of poverty, but also a 

root cause. when children do not 
get the right nutrients at the start of 
life, it causes irreversible damage to 
their bodies and brains, to the extent 
that is can undermine future earning 
potential by as much as 20 per cent. 
In nigeria, the poorest 20 per cent 
are twice as likely to be malnourished 
as the richest 20 per cent. not 
addressing this problem inhibits  
the ability of those countries to 
challenge inequality.68 

simple, direct interventions delivered 
to children and their families at risk 
of undernutrition are well known 
and supported by nutrition experts. 
yet only around a third of current 
basic nutrition spending currently 
goes towards the 13 key nutrition 
interventions that The lancet 
medical journal has identified as 
beneficial to the nutrition and health 
of children and mothers. 

The copenhagen consensus has 
highlighted these direct nutrition 
interventions as delivering greater 
returns on investment than 
any other intervention. yet, as 

dfId’s 2011 nutrition strategy 
notes, ‘undernutrition has been 
systematically overlooked in setting 
priorities for development’.69 In recent 
years, however, political momentum 
has grown, via processes like the 
scaling up nutrition movement.70 It 
is unclear precisely how much donors 
are spending on nutrition because of 
the way that spending is, or is not, 
reported, but it is clear that it is not 
enough, at between us$300–400m 
annually.71 72 The world bank has 
highlighted that ‘current investments 
in nutrition are minuscule given the 
magnitude of the problem’.73 

The cost of scaling up the ‘lancet 
package’ of 13 interventions (plus 
‘fortification’ – the process of adding 
vitamins and minerals to food) in 
the 36 countries that are home to 
90 per cent of stunted children is 
estimated to be US$10bn a year by 
2015 and us$9.8bn a year by 2020.74 
shared between developing and 
donor governments, this sum is easily 
affordable. It could save 2 million 
lives if it was delivered to children in 
these 36 countries.75

not only is ending hunger a moral 
imperative, but such investments also 
make good economic sense. stunting, 
caused by malnutrition, can reduce 
future earning potential by as much 
as 23.8 per cent.76 

The uK government supports the 
scaling up nutrition movement and 
has played a key role in pushing 
the related area of health up the 
international agenda and building 
a constituency for action.77 The 
uK’s nutrition strategy commits it 
to reach 20 million children under 
five during 2011–2015. dfId states 
that ‘since 2010, the uK has more 
than doubled resources for tackling 
undernutrition’.78 given the scale 
of this problem, this should be 
increased.

The uK’s share of the donor us$5bn 
for nutrition would be us$232m 
[£149m] a year, easily affordable 
within our existing aid commitment.
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1.4 DeveLopeD 
countrieS’ fair 
contributionS

developed countries have a long-
standing global commitment to aid 
levels: to provide 0.7 per cent of 
their national income in aid to  
the poorest countries. 

aid from rich countries stood at 
us$133bn in 2011, or just 0.32 per 
cent of the income of the donor 
countries. This represented a fall 
of US$3.4bn over 2010. Only five 
countries have met the 0.7 per 
cent target: sweden, luxembourg, 
norway, denmark and the 
netherlands. The uK is due to meet 
it during 2013, which will make the 
UK the first G8 country to hit 0.7 per 
cent, putting it in a unique position 
to encourage other g8 members to 
follow suit. In contrast, on average 
g8 countries gave only 0.33 per cent 
of their gnI in aid in 2011.79

aid spent well cannot only help end 
global hunger, it can also save lives, 
create the conditions for economic 
growth, help secure peace and 
promote good governance.80 a recent 
dfId-funded Tearfund project in 
malawi found that for every us$1 
invested, communities received at 
least US$24 in net benefits to help 
them overcome food insecurity while 
building their resilience to drought 
and erratic weather.81 countries in 
sub-saharan africa that received the 
most aid in the last decade made 
the most progress in child well-being. 
countries receiving large amounts 
of aid typically reduced childhood 
undernutrition by an additional two 
percentage points over 10 years, 
and infant mortality by an additional 
four deaths per 1,000, compared 
to countries receiving little aid. 
replicating this progress across 
sub-saharan africa could prevent 
2.7 million children from becoming 
undernourished and save 63,000 
children’s lives each year.82

aiD anD the uK: hit the 
target anD enShrine  
it in LaW

To its credit, the uK government 
has consistently increased its aid 
spending in recent years, even 
at a time of financial crisis and 
budget cuts, and is committed to 
reaching the 0.7 per cent target 
in 2013. In volume terms, the uK 
has the world’s third largest aid 
programme. spending £8.6bn on aid 
in 2011, amounting to 0.56 per cent 
of gnI, the uK allocates a higher 
proportion of its gnI to aid than 
any other G8 state, and is the fifth 
highest in the eu.83

research by christian aid shows 
that in the uK, 0.7 per cent 
amounts to 1.6 pence for every 
pound of government spending. If 
the uK reached the target, it could 
provide better nutrition for nearly 
10 million people, put 15.9 million 

more children in school, provide 
more than 80 million children 
with vaccines, and ensure 5.8 
million births take place in a safe 
environment, saving the lives of 
over 50,000 mothers.84

The uK government has one more 
step to take on aid: it should ensure 
that life-saving aid is protected 
and distributed in a consistent, 
sustainable way by legislating for 
0.7 per cent gnI to be spent on aid 
in future parliaments, as all main 
parties committed to do in their 
manifestos. legislation is important 
since it would help protect the aid 
budget from political jockeying 
and increase accountability to 
parliament and the public, as well 
as making a strong statement to 
international partners about the 
uK’s commitment to aid.85
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‘farming iS extremeLy DifficuLt theSe DayS  
becauSe of cLimate change.’

forty-seven year old folomina fombe, 
a small-scale farmer with two adult 
children and three grandchildren in 
southern malawi, says: ‘The climate 
has changed drastically. In the 70s, 
my parents would plant their maize 
crop on october 15. and surely, on 
the same day or the next day, the 
rain would fall. The rains would 
continue falling throughout the 
farming season without dry spells 
or droughts.’ she continues: ‘some 
people used to have three granaries 
of maize because there was so much 
harvest in those old days. These  
days some of our children do not 
even know what a maize granary 
looks like.’ 

crop yields are falling primarily 
because of changing weather patterns 
and reduced rainfall. In 2011, the 
first rains came on 25 November. But 
there was no more rain and almost 
all the maize planted withered during 
the long dry spell. 

When rains finally came again farmers 
sourced more seed and replanted 
their maize, hoping that this time the 
rain would continue. but more crops 
withered this time than when they 
had originally planted. no maize crop 
survived at all.

‘Farming is extremely difficult these 
days because of climate change. 
maize is not yielding the expected 
results. even cotton is not faring well 
as before. we are in a dire situation,’ 
says folomina. 

one of Tearfund’s partner 
organisations, eagles, is working with 
communities in malawi to help people 
to plant drought-resistant alternatives 
to maize and to diversify their 
livelihoods. They are also helping 
people adapt to the changing climate 
by supporting irrigation farming for 
those close enough to a water source, 
and by promoting afforestation.
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1.5 Surviving the 
StormS – funDing for 
cLimate change

‘Without action at the 
gLobaL LeveL to aDDreSS 
cLimate change, We WiLL 
See farmerS acroSS africa 

– anD in many other partS 
of the WorLD, incLuDing in 
america – forceD to Leave 
their LanD. the reSuLt 
WiLL be maSS migration, 
groWing fooD ShortageS, 
LoSS of SociaL coheSion 
anD even poLiticaL 
inStabiLity.’
(KOFI ANNAN, FORmER UN 
SECRETARy-GENERAL, 2011)86

Mobilising sufficient resources to 
combat climate change is an essential 
part of any strategy to promote food 
and nutrition security. The interface 
between agriculture and climate 
change is also important in a wider 

sense, in that farming itself generates 
perhaps a quarter of the emissions 
that contribute to climate change. 

at climate summits in 2009, 2010 
and 2011, world leaders committed 
to provide us$30bn of ‘fast-start’ 
finance for 2010–2012, and us$100bn 
a year by 2020, to help developing 
countries adapt to and mitigate 
climate change. Large-scale financing 
is urgently needed from developed 
countries, based on responsibility 
for emissions and capacity to pay, 
and also from new, innovative 
sources.87  since climate change needs 
to be dealt with alongside poverty 
eradication, climate finance should be 
additional to aid budgets, not taken 
from them.

little progress has so far been made 
towards the us$100bn commitment. 
Three years after it was first made 
in copenhagen in 2009, developed 
countries have yet to indicate where 
any of the money will come from. 
The european commission (ec) has 

said the eu will provide around a 
third of this amount,88 but at their 
most recent meeting, EU finance 
ministers failed to agree increased 
support for developing countries after 
the end of 2012. The uK government 
has said that it will contribute its ‘fair 
share’ of the us$100bn commitment89  
and was among the first developed 
countries to commit to providing 
climate finance beyond 2012.90 but 
there is a need for clarity on how the 
government will work with others to 
help mobilise the full amount.91 

only three eu countries – the uK, 
denmark and germany – have so 
far agreed to contribute to the 
running costs of the new green 
climate fund, the body established 
in december 2010 as the key channel 
for developed countries’ climate 
finance.92 progress in making the fund 
operational has also been slow. The 
UK, one of five G8 countries to sit 
on the fund’s board, has earmarked 
50 per cent of its climate finance 
for adaptation,93 reflecting a global 

commitment to ‘balance’ financing 
between adaptation and mitigation.94 
However, globally, financing of 
adaptation is receiving less than  
20 per cent of overall climate  
finance – an imbalance that needs  
to be redressed.  

The source of climate financing is 
also of concern, particularly the fact 
that most donors, including the uK, 
are taking their climate finance from 
aid budgets in blatant contradiction 
to their promises – made in the un 
framework convention on climate 
change (unfccc), the bali action 
plan and the copenhagen accord 
– to provide ‘new and additional’ 
resources.95 Much climate finance 
is in the form of loans not grants, 
which adds to developing countries’ 
debts and fails to reflect developed 
countries’ historical responsibility for 
climate change. for example, in 2011 
loans constituted 34 per cent of the 
€2.34bn disbursed by the eu’s fast 
Start financing.96  
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In the current economic climate the 
sums needed for climate finance may 
appear daunting, but the short-term 
cost is heavily outweighed by the 
long-term savings.97 according to lord 
stern’s estimates, investing 1–2 per 
cent of global gdp to tackle climate 
change could save us the 5–20 per 
cent of gdp that climate change 
could cost if the investment is  
not made.98 

Since climate finance cannot be 
taken from aid budgets, government 
pledges of the full amount required 
are unlikely; some of the funding 
will need to come from new, 
innovative sources. There are a range 
of proposals for these, including 
domestic proposals for carbon taxes, 
re-direction of subsidies currently 
spent on fossil fuel extraction, the 
use of special drawing rights (a form 
of international reserve currency) and 
a financial Transaction Tax.99  

One promising innovative financing 
source that could raise significant 
climate finance is carbon pricing 
for international shipping; a major 
– and rapidly growing – source of 
greenhouse gas emissions.100 The uK 
government has already welcomed 
progress towards establishing a 
global regime for reducing emissions 
from shipping, suggesting that 
carbon pricing could be part of 
the solution.101 a world bank report 
for the g20 states that a globally 
implemented charge of us$25 
per tonne of co2 on fuel used for 
maritime transport could raise around 
us$25bn a year by 2020. at the same 
time, it would reduce the industry’s 
carbon emissions by five per cent, 
mainly due to falling fuel demand, 
while only increasing the cost of 
shipping by 0.2 per cent.102 

1.6 a coSt-effective 
inveStment – poLicy 
recommenDationS

Donors must give more and  
better support to sustainable 
small-scale agriculture and child 
and maternal nutrition. 

In addition to tackling the structural 
causes of hunger, the level of 
investment in agricultural and rural 
development needed to achieve 
a world free from hunger by 2025 
is estimated to cost an additional 
us$42.7bn per year. providing 
life-saving treatments to 100 per 
cent of target populations in 36 
countries that carry 90 per cent of 
the burden of undernutrition may 
cost us$10bn.

a) The G8 can make great strides 
towards a world free from hunger 
by mobilising funds for investment 
in sustainable small-scale 
agriculture and child nutrition. 
This should include:

i) mobilising dac donors to 
commit to funding the 51 
per cent gap in country 
agriculture plans, including 
caadp, as detailed in the 
2012 g8 accountability report 
(us$27.43bn). donors are 
responsible for half of the total 
($14.65bn). donors should also 
undertake to help support the 
development of new country 
plans for those countries 
yet to get involved, and that 
no good plan should not be 
implemented for want  
of resources.
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ii) making commitments to support 
costed country plans submitted 
by scaling up nutrition countries 
(for a package of direct nutrition 
interventions) on the scale of 
us$5bn per year until 2015.

In so doing, governments should 
abide by the rome principles for 
global food security, in particular 
the guidance and recommendations 
of the committee on world food 
security. governments must remain 
transparent and accountable 
in relation to all g8 promises. 
private sector commitments should 
contribute to the goal of improving 
food security and undernutrition 
by supporting sustainable small-
scale production in a transparent 
manner. These investments must 
be additional to the public sector 
commitments identified above. 

The uK contribution to achieving 
this should be to: 

iii) Fulfil the existing commitment to 
spend 0.7 per cent of national 
income on aid by 2013 and 
bring forward legislation in or 
before the 2013 queen’s speech. 

iv) commit to spend at least an 
additional US$661.7m [£425m] 
per year on sustainable small-
scale agriculture to help achieve 
food security for over 418,500 
people annually. This represents 
just 16.5 per cent of the gap to 
hit 0.7 per cent. 

v) commit to spend US$232.3m 
[£149m] per year to prevent 
undernutrition for children in 
the 36 high burden countries.

b) Support and promote 
agreement on innovative sources 
of	climate	finance

Long-term climate finance promises 
cannot be met from aid budgets, 
so other sources must be agreed 
to help developing countries adapt 
to climate change and develop in 
a low carbon way. The uK should 
use its g8 presidency, along with 
its participation in the g20 and the 
unfccc summit at the end of 2013 
(cop19), to: 

vi) push for global agreement 
on mobilising new sources of 
climate finance, additional to 
aid, in particular by taking 
a lead (within EU, G20, IMO 
and other relevant fora) on 
agreeing the delivery of an 
effective and fair international 
shipping mechanism to raise 
additional climate finance in 
a way that does not burden 
developing countries with any 
net costs.

vii) demonstrate commitment to 
mobilising other innovative 
sources	of	finance	for	climate	
change, as outlined in the 
report to the un and g20 on 
climate finance, and encourage 
those who have committed 
to mobilising new sources 
of finance to invest these in 
tackling climate change. 

viii) agree that 50 per cent of 
global	climate	finance	will	
be allocated for adaptation, 
prioritising delivery through 
direct access, with substantive 
new and additional public 
finance being disbursed – 
particularly through the green 
climate fund, on which the uK 
has a board seat.
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2. reveaLing tax DoDgerS
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‘there are too many 
tax havenS, too many 
pLaceS Where peopLe anD 
buSineSSeS manage to 
avoiD paying taxeS.’  
(DAvID CAmERON, UK PRImE 
mINISTER, NOvEmBER 2012)103

‘juSt aS the DeveLopeD 
countrieS have been 
intereSteD in tax havenS 
anD Stopping tax evaSion, 
We are Saying that many 
of the tax havenS… aLSo 
have monieS of DeveLoping 
countrieS.’ (NGOzI OKONJO-
IwEALA, NIGERIAN FINANCE 
mINISTER, 2009.)104

In addition to tackling the underlying 
causes of poverty, public and private 
finance is needed to end hunger and 
undernutrition. The international 
community is one source. In  
addition, developing countries 
need to be able to raise more tax 
revenues, which already finance the 
lion’s share of public spending in 
virtually all countries, including most 
developing countries. 

Taxes are the most important, 
sustainable and predictable source 
of finance for developing country 
governments. moreover, as the 
uK government says, ‘governance 
appears to be better where 
governments have to earn their 
incomes by taxing a wide range of 
citizens and economic activities... 
well-managed taxation systems can 
play a major role in state building.’105 
effective tax systems are thus one 
of the key essential institutions 
underlying successful development. 
but low-income countries currently 
collect an average of only 13 per cent 
of their gdp in tax revenues, 

compared to 35 per cent in  
oecd countries.106 

The un estimates that if the world’s 
least developed countries raised 
at least 20 per cent of their gdp 
from taxes, they could achieve the 
millennium development goals.107 
Indeed, evidence suggests that 
african countries with higher tax 
collections generally have lower 
levels of undernourishment: countries 
collecting more than 20 per cent 
of their gdp in tax had an average 
level of undernourishment of 15 per 
cent during 2005–08, while those 
collecting less than 10 per cent had 
an average rate of undernourishment 
of 32 per cent.108

however, one serious barrier globally 
to countries being able to raise the 
required resources is that businesses 
and individuals are able to hide 
money in tax havens and thus dodge 
paying taxes. sometimes this is 
clearly due to illegal tax evasion; 
however there is also a grey area (tax 
avoidance) where the intention of tax 
laws is sidestepped.

2. reveaLing tax DoDgerS: 
enabLing DeveLoping countrieS to raiSe revenue 
to inveSt in tacKLing hunger anD fooD inSecurity

image previouS page: pupils in 

nOrthern Ghana cOllect their schOOl 

lunch, which is prOvided thrOuGh 

the GOvernment’s schOOl feedinG 

prOGramme. Ghana lOses at least 

us$36m in taxes thrOuGh its mininG 

sectOr alOne. if it cOuld cOllect the 

taxes it is Owed, it cOuld reach many 

mOre children in Ghana thrOuGh  

this prOGramme.
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‘peopLe rightLy get angry 
When they WorK harD 
anD pay their taxeS but 
See otherS not paying 
their fair Share. So 
thiS g8 WiLL SeeK to 
maintain the momentum 
generateD by the g20 on 
information exchange 
anD the Strengthening 
of internationaL tax 
StanDarDS... anD We WiLL 
WorK With DeveLoping 
countrieS to heLp them 
improve their abiLity to 
coLLect tax too.’ 
(DAvID CAmERON, UK PRImE 
mINISTER, NOvEmBER 2012)

far-reaching action is needed  
globally to break open the financial 
secrecy of tax havens, and make 
it possible for tax authorities to 
scrutinise the schemes used by 
transnational corporations and others 
to evade and avoid paying tax in 
developing countries. 

stopping this huge drain on 
developing countries’ public finances 
will help make it possible, eventually, 

for countries to tackle hunger and 
undernutrition with their own 
resources.

2.1 hoW tax havenS 
faciLitate tax DoDging

over half of world trade is now 
conducted through tax havens, half of 
all banking assets are held in offshore 
accounts and one third of foreign 
direct investment is channelled 

through these accounts.109 This secret 
world allows vast amounts of money 
to be hidden from public scrutiny, 
facilitating tax dodging and massively 
reducing revenues that could 
promote development. The oecd 
estimates that developing countries 
lose three times more to tax havens 
than they receive in aid each 
year.110 research by the Tax Justice 
network estimates that us$21–32tn 
in financial wealth is being hidden 
by rich individuals in tax havens. If 
the capital gains on this wealth were 
taxed at 30 per cent (a typical rate 
for developing countries), it would 
generate revenues of us$190–280bn 
a year.111 This overshadows the 
us$42.7bn estimate required to 
achieve zero hunger and the us$10bn 
required to address malnutrition. 

dealing with the ‘corporation tax 
gap’ in developing countries could, 
according to research by the If 
campaign, raise enough public 
revenues to save the lives of 230 
children under five every day; one 
child every six minutes.

THE OECD 
ESTIMATES 
THAT MONEY 
LOST BY 
DEVELOPING 
COUNTRIES 
TO TAX 
HAVENS
IS UP TO
THREE TIMES 
THE GLOBAL 
AID BUDGET
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many transnational corporations 
have complex corporate structures 
involving many subsidiaries registered 
in tax havens. a survey by ngo 
Tax Justice network of 95 of the 
largest quoted companies in the 
uK, netherlands and france found 
that all but one had subsidiaries in 
tax havens, the most popular being 
the cayman Islands.112 however, the 
tide is now turning, and this kind of 
behaviour is increasingly being seen 
as unacceptable.

Tax havens mainly attract businesses 
for reasons of low tax rates and 
financial secrecy. Low, or even zero, 
tax rates provide an obvious incentive 
for companies to shift profits out of 
the jurisdictions in which they do 
business into tax havens. secrecy 
helps to undermine the regulations of 
other jurisdictions while providing an 
effective shield against investigations 
into tax avoidance and evasion. 

a high proportion of world trade 
takes place between companies that 
are part of the same multinational 
group113 and carry out ‘transfer 

pricing’ transactions. These play an 
important role not just in distributing 
goods and services between group 
companies, but also in distributing 
profits and tax liabilities.114 actionaid’s 
investigation into the brewing giant 
sabmiller showed how one fTse100 
company, acting perfectly legally, 
uses inter-company payments to 
shift an estimated annual £100m 
of taxable profit from developing 
country subsidiaries, where economic 
activity is taking place, into its tax 
haven subsidiaries, where it incurs 
much lower tax rates.115

Tax havens increase the possibility 
of legal (but often still ethically 
questionable) tax avoidance. They 
also facilitate ‘illicit capital flight’, 
which refers to money leaving 
countries to evade tax, from 
corruption, from other criminal 
activities such as the drugs trade, or 
from illegal pricing mechanisms used 
by transnational companies. 

Illicit capital flight, often facilitated 
by tax havens, siphons money 
from countries, reducing revenues 

for financing public services. Just 
over half the money illicitly leaving 
developing countries every year is the 
result of ‘mis-pricing’ by companies.116 
christian aid has calculated that 
revenue losses to developing 
countries from transfer mis-pricing 
and false invoicing amount to around 
us$160bn a year.117 again, these 
resources are far greater than those 
needed to achieve zero hunger, as 
outlined in section 1.

2.2 Shining a Light  
on tax havenS

Tax dodging thrives when it is hidden. 
Ending financial secrecy, and ensuring 
transparency, would make a great 
contribution to help developing 
countries raise more tax revenues 
that could be invested in fighting 
hunger. consequently, two big issues 
need to be addressed. 

The first is the lack of information 
on assets, income and corporate 
structures held in other countries, 
and particularly in tax havens. If 
the tax authorities of a developing 

country want to investigate possible 
international tax evasion, they 
need to be able to get international 
financial information about the 
relevant citizen or company. This 
can be very difficult, particularly 
where tax havens are involved. 
There is a multilateral treaty for 
this purpose, the convention on 
mutual administrative assistance in 
Tax matters, which facilitates the 
exchange of this kind of information. 
but it will only be really effective if 
tax havens, as well as developed and 
developing countries, join it. In the 
longer term, more countries may wish 
to proceed to automatic exchange 
of financial information, as happens 
already in some circumstances in 
the us and in the eu. This could be 
done either bilaterally or under the 
multilateral convention.
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a second issue relates to the problem 
of even knowing who is the ultimate 
owner of a company or trust, called 
the ‘beneficial owner’. Obscure 
company ownership structures that 
disguise the identity of the beneficial 
owner, usually related to tax havens, 
can facilitate tax dodging and also 
other illicit activities. even law 
enforcement authorities often have 
problems identifying the beneficial 
owners of assets held by anonymous 
companies and trusts in tax havens.121 

a world bank review of 213 big 
corruption cases during 1980–2010 
found that more than 70 per cent 
relied on anonymous shell entities. 
firms registered in the uK and its 
crown dependencies and overseas 
territories were second on the list 
behind the us in providing these 
anonymous companies.122 

currently, eu states are not 
required under europe-wide anti-
money laundering rules to collect 
and publish beneficial ownership 
information on the companies and 
trusts in their jurisdiction.123 even the 

rules that do exist are being ignored: 
recent research shows that 48 per 
cent of company service providers 
are willing to ignore rules on setting 
up shell companies.124 The financial 
action Task force, a consortium of 
ngos and governments (including 
those of france, germany, Italy, 
Japan and the uK), has recommended 
that all jurisdictions should rectify 
this basic transparency point.125

2.3 a gLobaL reboot on 
tax haven action

Since the global financial crisis, there 
has been much greater scrutiny of 
tax havens and the tax affairs of 
transnational companies. The g20 
has declared that ‘we are committed 
to protect our public finances and 
the global financial system from 
the risks posed by tax havens and 
non-cooperative jurisdictions’.126 
It has called on ‘non-cooperative 
jurisdictions’ (tax havens) to share 
more tax information, leading 
to a proliferation of bilateral tax 
information exchange agreements.127 

the benefitS of internationaL tax cooperation:  
tax juStice for timor LeSte

The new nation of Timor leste, 
one of south-east asia’s poorest 
but also most rapidly developing 
countries, has been engaged for 
almost a decade in a struggle to 
access the books of some australian 
companies that have profited from 
Timor leste’s offshore oil and gas 
deposits since 2004. In the absence 
of a legal framework to access 
the companies’ financial records 
– which are held in australia – the 
Timorese government was unable 
to audit the expenditures and 
deductions that the companies 
were claiming to reduce their 
taxable profits in Timor Leste.118

It took until 2010 for an 
arrangement with australia’s 
Taxation Office to enable Timor 
leste’s forensic auditors to get 
information on these arrangements. 
In a single year of auditing alone, 

the Timorese government has 
reportedly recovered us$362m 
in taxes due from australian 
companies, equivalent to nearly 
four times the country’s annual 
health spending.119 on the basis of 
their findings, the government says 
it is now reviewing expenditure 
deductions in other oil companies 
that may net a further us$3bn  
in revenue. 

International tax avoidance 
arrangements often involve 
more than one country, and so 
international cooperation often 
benefits developed countries too. 
since the Timor leste investigation 
began, the australian national audit 
Office has been looking into the 
accuracy of petroleum taxes and 
royalties declared by companies 
operating in the Timor sea, and is 
requesting information from the 
Timor leste government.120



36

The g20 has also worked to open 
up the multilateral convention for 
global signature, and to consider 
making information available on an 
automatic basis.128  

These moves are welcome, but 
do not go far enough in practice. 
governments and tax havens who 
seek the economic benefits of global 
trade should be required to exchange 
full information about tax affairs, 
to enable states to generate greater 
revenues for development.

meanwhile, the rest of the world is 
increasingly demanding that wealthier 
countries stop dragging their feet and 
tackle tax havens and tax dodging. 
Indian president pranab mukherjee 
has called for the obligatory, 
global automatic exchange of tax 
information, describing it as ‘one of 
the most effective ways to reduce tax 
evasion’.129 India has also called on the 
g20 to ensure that tax havens join 
this regime.130 With insufficient action 
by the wealthiest countries, others 
are starting their own initiatives: 21 

african countries recently agreed the 
text of an african multilateral tax 
cooperation agreement, providing the 
legal tools to pursue tax avoidance 
and evasion across borders.131

The uK should use its g8 chair to give 
new impetus to action on tax havens 
at international level, through a new 
convention on Tax Transparency, 
providing a framework for all 
countries to cooperate in tackling tax 
haven secrecy.

2.4 the uK’S commitment 
to cLamp DoWn on  
tax DoDging

The uK government is in a 
key position to promote broad 
international action on tax havens 
and financial secrecy. Indeed, there 
is a particular onus on the uK to 
do so since three british crown 
dependencies and 14 overseas 
Territories, notably the cayman 
Islands and Jersey, are among the 
world’s leading tax havens.

The uK government recognises 
that ‘tax avoidance in developing 
countries deprives governments of 
the vital income needed to build 
and maintain their public services’, 
and dfId supports projects in 
developing countries to improve 
tax collection and administration.132 

david cameron has publicly criticised 
the way that companies ‘use the 
complexity of the tax and legal 
system to try and endlessly reduce 
their tax payments’.133 as recently as 
november 2012, in a joint statement 
with the German finance minister at 
the g20, george osborne called for 
‘concerted international cooperation 
to strengthen international tax 
standards that at the minute may 
mean international companies 
can pay less tax than they would 
otherwise owe’.134 Treasury minister 
david gauke has promised more 
international cooperation against 
tax havens.135 In particular, the 
government has championed the 
multilateral convention on mutual 
administrative assistance in Tax 

matters as a platform for such 
cooperation.136

however, these positive words now 
need to be followed by effective 
action to address the problem of 
tax havens and tax secrecy, and 
their impacts both at home and in 
developing countries. david cameron 
has said that the g8’s approach to 
global injustice cannot be about 
‘rich countries doing things to poor 
countries’. It must be about ‘us 
putting our own house in order  
and helping developing countries  
to prosper’.137 a recent enquiry by  
the all-party International 
development committee called 
on the government to give more 
consideration to the development 
impact of uK tax policy.138  
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the britiSh pubLic’S vieW 
of tax avoiDance

clamping down on tax havens 
and tax avoidance is certainly 
popular. a 2012 yougov poll found 
that 79 per cent of the british 
public believes the government 
is not doing enough to tackle tax 
avoidance by large companies.139 

another 2012 poll revealed that 56 
per cent believe that tax avoidance 
by multinational companies, 
while legal, is morally wrong, and 
half of people think it should be 
made illegal. some 79 per cent 
of people polled say it is too easy 
for multinational corporations 
in the uK to avoid paying tax. 
meanwhile 75 per cent believe that 
david cameron should demand 

international action to tackle tax 
evasion and avoidance, with only 38 
per cent saying the government is 
genuine in its desire to do so.140  

The confederation of british 
Industry has said that it supports 
‘the end of secrecy jurisdictions’.141 

uK businesses like John lewis and 
morrisons have also called for a 
crackdown on tax avoidance by 
multinational corporations, to allow 
domestic businesses to compete 
on a level playing field with 
multinationals booking profits in tax 
havens. as John lewis’ managing 
director says, ‘they will out-invest 
and ultimately out-trade us and that 
means there will not be the tax 
base in the uK’.142

The 2013 budget would be a good 
place to start. uK tax rules – 
particularly those governing the 
taxation of uK taxpayers’ overseas 
operations and income – should 
make it harder, not easier, for 
multinationals to shift profits out of 
developing countries and dodge taxes 
in other ways. 

uK tax rules could also help end the 
blockages preventing developing 
countries from obtaining information 
about the tax practices of uK-
headquartered multinationals, for 
example by expanding the uK’s tax 
disclosure rules to force companies 
and wealthy individuals to disclose 
their participation in a much broader 
range of international tax avoidance 
schemes, rather than the very 
narrow scope of the current rules. 
These disclosure rules may have 
helped to close down £12.5bn worth 
of sophisticated uK tax avoidance 
schemes since 2004, including two 
£500m tax avoidance schemes used 
by just one high street bank in early 
2012.143 Yet the National Audit Office 

has said that these rules have not yet 
tackled most of the tax schemes and 
arrangements currently being used.144  

It is time, therefore, that the uK’s 
anti-tax-avoidance toolbox was 
strengthened, both to protect the 
uK tax base and to shine a light on 
international tax dodging. This could 
make international tax cooperation 
– a game-changer for developing 
countries’ finances – a reality.
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‘noW i am not thinKing about the fooD to fiLL my peopLe.’

with a mischievous smile, samson 
napatia, from ghana, describes 
himself as ‘a happy farmer’. even 
though Ghana has made significant 
progress on tackling hunger since 
1990, and is rated one of the global 
hunger Index’s 10 best performing 
countries, his claim is surprising. 
many small-scale ghanaian farmers 

struggle to increase pitiful yields 
against a background of under-
investment in agriculture, but visiting 
Samson’s grain store, which is filled 
with an enormous pile of dried maize 
kernels, it’s easy to see why he 
makes it. 

life wasn’t always like this for 
samson. ‘we used to farm plenty 
but we didn’t know how to apply 
fertiliser,’ he recalls. ‘we only knew 
how to weed and wait for the rain to 
come. It wasn’t enough food. we ate 
three times – morning, afternoon  
and evening – but they were very 
small meals.’ 

samson’s community of fooshegu is 
one that has received support from 
northern presbytery agricultural 
support. ‘[previously], we didn’t 
know the good season for planting. 
we only waited for the rain to come 
but after the training we knew 
the exact time we must farm,’ he 
says. ‘and then we found out about 

fertiliser too and organic manure. It 
is easier than before because you can 
farm small but harvest more.’ 

This support has removed samson’s 
constant worry that his children 
would go hungry: ‘now I am not 
thinking about the food to fill  
my people.’

The government has ambitious 
policies and goals to support 
smallholder farmers to increase 
their yields in a sustainable manner. 
however, so far, their interventions 
do not match these ambitions. more 
tax revenue could help them improve 
advice services for women and men 
farmers, supply small-scale irrigation 
and improve soil quality. 

‘Tax is vital in helping government 
meet its responsibilities to its 
citizenry. for example, if you take 
the agriculture sector improvement 
plan, these are great plans but it  
will need financial resources,’ says 

John nkaw of christian aid partner 
send-ghana.

unfortunately ghana currently loses 
vast sums through tax dodging. 
Indeed, ghana’s government 
estimates that it loses around us$36m 
every year through tax dodging in the 
mining sector alone.

If ghana had the means to raise more 
in taxes by ensuring companies and 
wealthy individuals paid what they 
should, it would be less dependent on 
foreign donors, and in better control 
of its finances and how it spends 
them. This would include ensuring 
that its plans for the agricultural 
sector are delivered and even scaled 
up. but if tax dodging is not tackled, 
this will remain something of which 
ghana can only dream. as edward 
gyamerah of the ghana revenue 
authority says, ‘revenue is fuel that 
propels the engine. so if you don’t 
have fuel, if you are short of fuel, 
how can you run your engine?’
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2.5 reveaLing tax 
DoDgerS - poLicy 
recommenDationS

The revenue lost from global tax 
avoidance and evasion could pay 
many times over the sums needed 
to achieve zero hunger. The uK must 
act to ensure that uK taxpayers are 
not able to avoid paying their due 
taxes. Tax avoidance and evasion 
must also be tackled through 
stepped-up global action to address 
financial secrecy in tax havens, a 
process which the uK can lead. Two 
areas in particular require action:

a) Changing UK rules to help 
ensure developing countries 
receive the taxes they are due

i)  Introduce a requirement in the 
uK’s disclosure of Tax avoidance 
schemes (doTas) rules in the 
finance bill for UK companies 
and wealthy individuals 
to report their use of tax 
schemes with an impact on 
developing countries.

ii)  require that when such schemes 
are identified under these rules, 
or under other mechanisms 
(such as the general anti abuse 
rule), the uK will use its existing 
powers under bilateral and 
multilateral treaties to notify 
developing countries’ tax 
authorities, and to assist in the 
recovery of that tax.

b) Take steps to gain meaningful 
progress in achieving global tax 
transparency, by:

iii)  Ending tax haven secrecy by 
2016: tackle global tax haven 
secrecy once and for all by 
launching a convention on Tax 
Transparency145 at the 2013 g8. 
g8 governments should be the 
first signatories, acknowledging 
that as some of the world’s 
biggest economies, they should 
lead in instituting transparency 
measures to prevent companies 
and individuals from hiding 
wealth – such as a global 
standard for registration of 

ownership of companies and 
trusts – and should report on 
their progress by 2014. 

 The g8 should also commit to 
pushing tax havens to sign this 
convention and the multilateral 
convention on mutual 
administrative assistance in Tax 
matters, committing them to 
sharing critical information on 
hidden wealth and assets at all 
levels of information exchange 
permitted under the multilateral 
convention; and should take 
robust and binding counter-
measures against tax havens 
that fail to participate in these 
initiatives by the end of 2013.

iv)  Ending corporate taxpayer 
secrecy by 2016: introduce 
country-by-country reporting 
for all sectors within the g8’s 
own jurisdictions, and push 
the International accounting 
standards board (Iasb) to have 
country-by-country reporting as 
a global accounting standard. 
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‘LanD acquiSitionS are a 
reaLity. We can’t WiSh 
them aWay, but We have 
to finD a proper Way of 
Limiting them. it appearS to 
be LiKe the WiLD WeSt anD 
We neeD a Sheriff anD LaW 
in pLace.’ 
(JOSé GRAzIANO DA SILvA, 
DIRECTOR GENERAL OF  
THE FAO, 2012)

agricultural investment in developing 
countries is vital and the right kind 
of investment can play a positive 
role in reducing hunger, increasing 
farm productivity and providing 
jobs in a more prosperous rural 
economy. however, if investment is 
not well regulated and conducted 
transparently, it can have the 
opposite effect. The last few years 
have seen a massive rise in land 
purchases in developing countries. 

as the acquisition of large tracts 
of land gathers pace, evidence is 
mounting that communities are 
paying an unacceptably high price for 
such investment: they lose their land 
and therefore their ability to grow 
food; they may also be forced to pay 
higher prices for local food. each of 
these impacts can exacerbate hunger.

land acquisitions for biofuels are 
particularly to blame here; and  
with a certain irony, in these cases 
crops that could have been eaten by 
hungry people are burned in petrol 
tanks instead. 

If companies ignore or undermine 
rights to land of small-scale 
producers, they reinforce the power 
relations that keep people poor. land 
investments need to be much better 
regulated and governed.

3.1 acquiring LanD, 
grabbing LanD

small-scale producers clearly need 
land to produce food. according 
to the fao, access to resources, 
especially land, influenced the degree 
to which households with comparable 
incomes coped with the 2008 food 
price spike, with higher food prices 
hitting landless households hardest.146  
for example, oxfam research shows 
that access to land and gardens has 
been a key source of resilience for 
Pacific Island households in the wake 
of the global economic crisis.147 

however, ownership of land is 
changing fast. between 2001 and 
2010, 203 million hectares of land 
around the world have been under 
consideration or negotiation in large-
scale land acquisitions.148 oxfam 

estimates that the land area sold 
off in the past decade amounts to 
eight times the size of the uK – this 
is enough to feed a billion people, 
more than the number who go to bed 
hungry every night.149 Around one fifth 
of farmland in senegal and sierra 
leone, more than 30 per cent in 
liberia and over half in cambodia has 
been acquired by companies.150 

all too often, large-scale land 
acquisitions constitute land grabs 
(see box overleaf). whether or not 
a land acquisition is a ‘land grab’ 
depends on the facts of the case, 
specifically whether or not it was 
concluded with the participation or 
consent of affected communities, and 
so it is difficult to get a sense of the 
scale of land acquisitions gone bad 
beyond counting up existing disputes. 
lack of systemic data does not mean 
that land grabs are not happening: 
communities may not speak up out of 
fear, because they don’t understand 
the process, or because they can’t 
afford representation, among other 
reasons. however, it is clear that 
the poorer the recognition of rural 

3. LanD to groW fooD: 
enSuring fair anD SuStainabLe uSe of LanD So it contributeS to fooD 
Security, groWth anD DeveLopment that benefitS poor peopLe 
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land rights is in a country, the more 
likely it is to host land deals,151 which 
suggests that many land deals are 
actually land grabs. 

The current wave of land grabs is 
often displacing farmers from their 
land with little compensation, or else 
violating their human rights.152 private 
investment in land can sometimes 
benefit small-scale producers – but 
all too often, investors fail to deliver 
on promised compensation and job 
creation, and skewed power relations 
in negotiations over access to land 
often lead to a bad deal for the local 
communities.153 a recent expert 
report for the UN finds that ‘large 
scale investment is damaging the 
food security, incomes, livelihoods 
and environment for local people’. It 
continues by saying that the rights of 
women, minority ethnic communities 
and indigenous people are particularly 
at risk.154 a dfId report notes that 
‘new research on the global rush for 
agricultural land shows how small-
scale farmer livelihoods and rights are 
increasingly at risk as land deals ignore 
local tenure rights and marginalise 

the tirana DecLaration  
on LanD grabS

The International land coalition 
(Ilc) consists of 116 organisations, 
from community groups to ngos  
to the world bank. at its assembly 
in Tirana, albania in may 2011,  
the ILC denounced and defined  
land grabbing: 

we denounce all forms of land 
grabbing, whether international or 
national. we denounce local-level 
land grabs, particularly by powerful 
local elites, within communities 
or among family members. we 
denounce large-scale land grabbing, 
which has accelerated hugely 
over the past three years, and 
which we define as acquisitions or 
concessions that are one or more of 
the following: 

(i) in violation of human rights, 
particularly the equal rights  
of women; 

(ii) not based on free, prior,  
and informed consent of  
the affected land users; 

(iii) not based on a thorough 
assessment, or are in disregard 
of, social, economic and 
environmental impacts, 
including the way they  
are gendered; 

(iv) not based on transparent 
contracts that specify clear and 
binding commitments about 
activities, employment, and 
benefits-sharing;

(v) not based on effective 
democratic planning, 
independent oversight, and 
meaningful participation.155

poor farmers and pastoralists’.156 
and a world bank report has said 
that ‘many investments... failed 
to live up to expectations and, 
instead of generating sustainable 
benefits, contributed to asset loss 
and left local people worse off than 
they would have been without the 
investment. In fact, even though 
an effort was made to cover a wide 
spectrum of situations, case studies 
confirm that in many cases benefits 
were lower than anticipated or did 
not materialize at all’.157  

Two-thirds of land deals by foreign 
investors are in countries with a 
serious hunger problem. yet, precious 
little of this land is being used to feed 
people in those countries or going 
into local markets. rather, around 
two thirds of foreign land investors 
in developing countries intend to 
export everything they produce on 
the land.158 at the moment much of 
the land acquired is being left idle; 
research suggests that 80 per cent  
of land projects are undeveloped, 
and only 20 per cent have begun 
actual farming.159  
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The international community has 
failed to act on this wave of land 
grabs. This conflicts strongly with 
the spirit of intergovernmental 
commitments made in the g8’s 
l’aquila food security Initiative and 
the comprehensive africa agriculture 
development programme (caadp), 
which support the role of small-scale 
women and men producers in tackling 
hunger.160 The uK government has 
said very little about the dangers 
posed by land grabs, though it has 
started to acknowledge the need to 
address the issue, including through 
its g8 presidency.161   

The level of risk associated with 
large-scale land acquisitions is 
unacceptable, and the potential 
consequences for people’s livelihoods 
irreversible. and yet the international 
community’s responses to the global 
land rush have been largely weak and 
uncoordinated, with the exception of 
the important step taken in may 2012, 
when governments, in consultation 
with civil society and private sector 
representatives, agreed on a set 
of voluntary guidelines on the 

responsible governance of Tenure  
of land (see box, right).  

The voluntary guidelines pave the 
way for much-needed reforms to land 
governance: for example promoting 
equal rights for women in securing 
land title and encouraging states to 
ensure that poor people get legal 
help during land disputes. The key 
now is to ensure that governments 
implement them in a process 
involving all relevant stakeholders, 
especially the most marginalised.162  
If they do, many of the problems 
associated with land grabs will be 
avoided. but efforts to implement 
the voluntary guidelines should 
not be undermined by fast-tracking 
principles related to responsible 
investment in land. The world bank 
principles for responsible agricultural 
investment are grossly inadequate, 
and it is crucial that participatory 
renegotiation of the principles on 
responsible agricultural investment 
(raI) at the un committee on world 
Food Security (CFS) reflect the fact 
that good investment must work for 
poor communities.

The world bank’s private sector arm, 
the Ifc, is the world’s key standard 
setter for investors, and the advice 
and support that the world bank and 
other donors give to a country can 
be fundamental in equipping that 
country to ensure that investment in 

land benefits communities. However, 
to date, efforts to cut red tape for 
business have been privileged over 
efforts to protect the rights of small-
scale farmers. since 2008 alone, 21 
formal complaints have been brought 
to the bank by communities affected 

voLuntary guiDeLineS on the governance of tenure: 
Key principLeS163 

States should:
• recognise and respect all 

legitimate tenure rights and the 
people who hold them

• safeguard legitimate tenure 
rights against threats

• promote and facilitate the 
enjoyment of legitimate  
tenure rights

• provide access to justice when 
tenure rights are infringed upon

• prevent tenure disputes, violent 
conflicts and opportunities for 
corruption.

• Non-state actors (including 
business enterprises) have 
a responsibility to respect 
human rights and legitimate 
tenure rights. The principles 
of implementation include: 
human dignity, non-
discrimination, equity and 
justice, gender equality, holistic 
and sustainable approaches, 
consultation and participation, 
rule of law, transparency, 
accountability, and continuous 
improvement.
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by bank investments, which they say 
have violated their land rights. In the 
past the world bank has chosen to 
freeze lending when poor standards 
have caused dispossession and 
suffering. It needs to do so again, 
to provide the space to implement 
reforms and to send a clear signal to 
investors and governments that the 
risks associated with large-scale land 
deals are unacceptable.

3.2 fooD ShouLD be for 
eating: the DemanD  
for biofueLS

‘moSt firSt generation 
biofueLS are neither 
environmentaLLy efficient 
nor coSt-effective WayS 
to reDuce greenhouSe 
gaS emiSSionS, anD the 
DemanD they pLace on 
LanD iS DeStabiLiSing 
WorLD fooD SuppLy anD 
increaSing priceS.’ (PAUL 
POLmAN, CHIEF ExECUTIvE OF 
UNILEvER AND CHAIRmAN OF 
THE B20 TASKFORCE ON FOOD 
SECURITy, 2012)164

almost all biofuels are fuels made on 
an industrial scale from agricultural 
crops: for example, maize, wheat, 
sugar cane and oil seeds. They have 
been put forward as a solution to 
climate change, energy security and 
rural development – but this view is 
disastrously mistaken.

The increasing production of biofuels, 
driven by government mandates 
and market distorting subsidies, is 
depriving small-scale producers of 
access to land by fuelling land grabs 
and contributing to rising world food 
prices. It is happening rapidly and 
on a massive scale. urgent attention 
must be given to ending damaging 
biofuel policies. 

crops that could be used for biofuels 
are estimated to be responsible for 
around 58 per cent of global land 
acquisitions in recent years and for 
two-thirds of the land acquired in 
africa.165 The land used to produce eu 
biofuels in 2008 was enough to feed 
127 million people.166 crops burned 
as biofuels in the uK are enough to 
feed 10 million people every year.167 

but small-scale producers have been 
displaced from their land as a result 
of biofuel projects in countries such 
as Tanzania, guatemala, Indonesia, 
brazil and colombia, as documented 
by ngos.168  scarce water resources 
are also being diverted from other 
uses to biofuels production in 
countries like mozambique and 
Kenya.169 Women are often first 
affected, especially when they do 
not have legal titles to the land 
they farm – land often identified 
by governments and investors as 
‘available’ for biofuel production.170  
moreover, the commercial stimulus 
to meeting eu biofuel targets by 
2020 means the land needed to 
grow biofuel crops is being acquired 
quickly. doing land deals properly 
takes time, often more time than 
biofuel companies have, which  
makes land deals for biofuels 
inherently risky.

The increasing global demand for 
biofuels is pushing food prices higher 
and higher,171 by reducing the amount 
of land available for growing food 
and by diverting crops to biofuel use. 

The fao estimates that the 2007-08 
food price spike contributed to an 
eight per cent rise in the number of 
undernourished people in africa.172  
demand for biofuels was estimated to 
account for around 30 per cent of this 
price spike.173

In 2009, a study suggested that 
achieving a 10 per cent biofuels share 
in transport fuel globally by 2020 
could raise world food prices so much 
that an extra 140 million people 
could be at risk of hunger.174 evidence 
of the contribution of biofuel policies 
to rising and increasingly volatile food 
prices on international markets is so 
compelling that it led 10 international 
bodies – including the International 
monetary fund, the world bank, the 
fao and uncTad – to recommend in 
2011 that g20 governments abolish 
biofuel mandates and subsidies.175   

This pattern of increasing food 
prices is set to continue. research 
commissioned by the ec shows that 
by 2020 the use of eu biodiesel (fuel 
made from palm or rapeseed oil) 
could push oil seed prices up by as 
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much as 20 per cent, vegetable oils 
by as much as 36 per cent, and maize 
and wheat by as much as 22 per cent 
and 13 per cent respectively.176 oil 
and cereals are key foods for poor 
people. and as biofuel production 
displaces local, national and regional 
food production, it has an impact 
on prices that is not captured in the 
modelling of effects on international 
prices. The force of these price rises 
will hit at a time when local food 

markets will be affected by large 
tracts of land themselves being taken 
over for biofuel production. 

despite fuelling land grabs and food 
price rises, biofuel production has 
massively increased. between 2000 
and 2010, global biofuel production 
rose from 16 billion to 100 billion 
litres; it is heavily concentrated in 
the us, brazil and the eu.177 by 2021, 
the fao and oecd estimate that 14 

per cent of world maize production, 
16 per cent of vegetable oil and 34 
per cent of sugar will be used to 
produce biofuels.178

The biofuels boom is being driven 
by government subsidies and 
mandates (targets) aimed, laudably 
but mistakenly, at mitigating climate 
change. global subsidies for biofuel 
programmes amounted to around 
us$22bn in 2010 – more than those to 
wind power (us$18bn) or solar power 
(us$12bn).179 The amount is more 
than twice the level of agricultural 
aid to developing countries. such 
subsidies are set to more than double 
by 2020.180 

The eu’s biofuels mandate, 
established in 2009, commits eu 
governments to source 10 per cent 
of their transport energy from 
renewable sources by 2020; they 
are set to meet this target almost 
exclusively using biofuels made 
from food crops.181 as a result of this 
target, all 27 eu governments have 
introduced biofuel mandates, which 
by 2011 ranged from 2.5 per cent in 

cyprus to seven per cent in france.182  
another piece of eu legislation – the 
fuel quality directive – requires 
fuel suppliers to reduce their carbon 
‘intensity’ by six per cent by 2020, 
and thus also encourages the use  
of crop-based biofuels. In october 
2012, however, the ec proposed a 
change in policy to the effect that 
food crop-based biofuels could count 
for only five per cent of the transport 
fuel target.183 

In the uK, concerns regarding 
the sustainability of biofuels have 
prompted the government to restrict 
its biofuels target. The renewable 
Transport fuels obligation (rTfo) 
requires fuel suppliers to ensure that 
road transport fuel includes four and 
a half per cent biofuels in 2012 and 
five per cent in 2013 and beyond.184 

The principal rationale for promoting 
biofuels is that they reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions compared 
to using fossil fuels. yet ‘there is 
little evidence that the majority of 
current policies associated with first 
generation biofuels contribute to 
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climate change mitigation’, in the 
words of the un’s high level panel of 
experts.185 Indeed, biofuels can result 
in more greenhouse gas emissions 
than conventional petrol and diesel, 
as suggested in studies by the eu’s 
Joint research centre,186  the uK 
government’s advisory committee on 
climate change187 and the Institute 
for european environmental policy.188 

The problem at the root of the 
eu’s biofuels mandate is that when 
greenhouse gas emissions from 
biofuel production are calculated, 
they do not take into account the 
extent to which this displaces 
agricultural production onto forests, 
peat lands and grasslands, all of 
which are high carbon stores – known 
as Indirect land use change (Iluc). 
studies suggest that Iluc driven 
by the eu’s biofuel mandate could 
convert up to 69,000km2 of natural 
ecosystems into cropland by 2020, 
releasing 27–56 million tonnes of 
extra co2 per year; this is equivalent 
to putting 12–26 million extra cars 
on european roads.189 yet, in october 
2012, the EC specifically rejected 

calls to include Iluc in emission 
calculations and as part of the eu’s 
sustainability criteria for biofuels.190 

some ‘second generation’ biofuels 
(that is, those manufactured from 
energy crops, agricultural residues 
or waste) could provide significant 
greenhouse gas reductions compared 
to fossil fuels. however, this is 
far from guaranteed since second 
generation feedstocks might still be 
produced on land that could be used 
for growing food or else remove, for 
example, straw that protects soil 
from erosion and keeps carbon and 
nutrients in the ground.191 moreover, 
many second generation biofuels 
technologies are a long way from 
becoming commercially available: 
International energy association 
projections show conventional 
biofuels to be predominant up to 
2050.192 more research and political 
will needs to be applied to promote 
alternatives to biofuels. analysis by 
actionaid suggests that the uK, for 
example, could meet its renewable 
transport energy commitments 
without using current land-based 

biofuels, or indeed any land-based 
crops or trees, by using small 
quantities of sustainable advanced 
generation biofuels from wastes 
and residues, other wastes such as 
cooking oil and tallow, and electric 
vehicles from renewable sources.193  

The eu’s renewable energy directive, 
which contains the 10 per cent 
transport fuel target, requires the 
commission to prepare a biennial 
report on the social impacts of its 
biofuels policy. The first of these 
reports was due by the end of 
2012.194 when the renewable energy 
directive comes up for review in 
2014, eu governments have the 
opportunity to press for the abolition 
of the 10 per cent renewable energy 
in transport fuel target that drives 
biofuels demand, which they  
must seize.195  

meanwhile, on 17 october 2012, the 
european commission published a 
proposal to cap, at five per cent, 
the amount of food crops that can 
be used to meet the european 
targets for renewable energy in 

transport. while the commission’s 
acknowledgement of the negative 
social and environmental impacts of 
eu biofuels mandates is welcome, the 
current cap does not go far enough. 
In fact, at that level it would still be 
incentivising burning enough food to 
feed tens of millions of people.  
It now falls on the european 
parliament and the council of 
ministers to ensure that the cap is 
brought down to zero per cent and 
covers all land-based biofuels. It is 
completely unacceptable that we are 
burning food in our petrol tanks while 
poor families go hungry and millions 
are being pushed off their land.  
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‘thiS jatropha project haS ruineD my Life.  
i have nothing noW.’

This is the story of 34-year-old yaya 
diallo*, who agreed to plant the 
biofuel crop jatropha on her farm in 
senegal. The foreign company has 
since left the area but she is still 
suffering from the consequences of 
the jatropha project.

‘when the jatropha project came 
here... men, women and the young 
were involved in the project and we 
were paid three dollars a day. we 
were asked to grow jatropha on our 
farms. I planted jatropha on my farm 
where I used to grow groundnuts. 
In previous years my harvests were 
good; I used to have 1,100kg of 
groundnuts. with these groundnuts, 
I cooked for my family and sold the 
rest to be able to buy school supplies 
for my children. but when I grew 
jatropha, my groundnut production 
decreased to 300kg. now, I am facing 

a lot of difficulties, My children and 
I are hungry and I don’t have money 
to buy them school supplies. even 
the small grocery shop that I opened 
is closed now; I sold all the groceries 
and used the money to buy food, 
but this was not enough for me to 
survive. I am still supported by my 
brothers and sisters. 

‘This project has ruined my life.  
I have nothing now, and [food]  
prices are so high, I cannot afford  
to buy rice or maize to eat with  
my children.’

since yaya gave this testimony to 
actionaid, yaya’s son did not enrol in 
school in october 2012 because she 
did not have the money to support 
his education. 

*This is not her real name

caSe StuDy

A
ct

io
n

A
id

 f
o

r 
th

e 
IF

 c
am

p
ai

g
n



48

3.3 LanD to groW 
fooD – poLicy 
recommenDationS 

a) Improve governance of  
large-scale land acquisitions

The UK should use its financial and 
political influence, including in the 
g8 and g20, to improve governance 
of large-scale land acquisitions in 
developing countries, including 
ensuring both men and women’s 
rights to land and to participate in 
decision-making that affects them.  
It should:

i) push for the World Bank 
to review the impact 
of its funding (direct or 
indirect) of land acquisitions 
on communities and the 
environment; and to change 
bank policies to make sure 
that they prevent land grabs, 
including through social and 
environmental safeguards 
and investment-climate policy 
advice. world bank lending 

involving large-scale land 
acquisitions should be frozen for 
six months to provide the space 
to start this process. 

ii) Put land grabbing on the 
agenda of the G8, and 
promote G8 action to improve 
governance, transparency 
and accountability in land 
agreements. given the potential 
for increased pressures on 
natural resources to seriously 
undermine sustainable and 
inclusive growth, it should also 
press for G20 discussions to 
address this.

iii) push for implementation of 
all relevant aspects of the 
voluntary guidelines on land 
tenure and ensure that the 
renegotiation of the principles 
on responsible agricultural 
investment (RAI) at the 
committee on world food 
Security (CFS) reflect the fact 
that good investment must work 
for poor communities.

b) End support for damaging 
biofuels policies

The uK should also take steps 
towards abolishing the uK and eu’s 
distorting biofuel mandates, which 
represent one of the most significant 
drivers of food price increases 
and large-scale land acquisitions. 
concretely, the uK should in 2013:

iv) end its use of land based 
biofuels, scrapping the 
renewable transport fuel 
obligation and instead 
promoting only genuinely 
sustainable renewable transport 
energy sources such as: 
domestic biofuels from wastes, 
residues and by-products, and 
electric vehicles powered by 
decarbonised and renewable 
electricity (not biomass).

v) In the context of the existing 
ec proposal on biofuels policy, 
ensure zero land-based biofuels 
can be counted towards eu fuel 
quality and renewable energy 
targets and lobby for the true 
scale of carbon emissions to 
be accounted for by including 
‘Indirect land use change’ 
(Iluc) in emission savings 
calculations.

vi) Contribute to the ec 
assessment of the social and 
environmental impact of the eu 
biofuels mandate outside the eu, 
ensuring the EC recognises the 
full impact of biofuels on food 
security and land rights.
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4. Seeing cLearLy

To
m

 P
ie

tr
as

ik
/A

ct
io

n
A

id
 f

o
r 

th
e 

IF
 c

am
p

ai
g

n



50

‘Different actorS – 
inveStorS, government, 
LocaL peopLe – enter the 
negotiationS With highLy 
aSymmetric information 
anD poWer. conSequentLy, 
LocaL peopLe uSuaLLy LoSe 
out, anD governmentS 
LoSe both revenueS anD 
opportunitieS to achieve 
Long-term benefitS for 
their popuLationS.’  
(HIGH LEvEL PANEL OF 
ExPERTS ON FOOD SECURITy 
AND NUTRITION, COmmITTEE 
ON wORLD FOOD SECURITy, 
2011)196  

policy decisions and investment 
deals impacting on the livelihoods 
of millions of small-scale producers 
are regularly taken behind closed 
doors, without their participation 
or even their being informed on 
how they will be affected. a new 
international drive to end hunger 
requires greater transparency in key 
areas of government and corporate 
activity. It needs these powerful 
actors to be held more accountable 
for their operations, and for citizens 
to participate more in the design 
and implementation of policies or 
projects that affect them. 

citizens, both men and women, must 
have greater access to information 
on land and natural resources 
investments in ways they can make 
use of. and government budgets 
need to be opened up to greater 
public input and scrutiny. Increased 
transparency, accountability 
and participation will help make 
governments more accountable 
to people locally, nationally and 
internationally. 

ensuring that companies are held 
to account for their activities – by 
affected communities and by their 
investors – is equally vital, given 
their major role in the global food 
system, in current land investments 
and as sources of public revenue. 
companies have more information 
about citizens than ever, but citizens 
have little reliable information about 
the impact of company operations on 
their communities and rights. greater 
transparency in companies’ financial 
reporting, and on their social and 
environmental impacts, should help 
investors, consumers and citizens 
to challenge or engage with food 
companies to help address problems. 
Improved corporate reporting is also 
important for businesses themselves 
to evaluate the impact of their 
decisions more effectively and take a 
long-term view of the financial, social 
and environmental sustainability of 
their business models.

4.1 Seeing cLearLy What 
iS happening to LanD 

as we saw in section 3, current 
land investments often amount to 
‘land grabs’, displacing small-scale 
producers from their land and 
deepening hunger. Transparency is 
not an end in itself, but the secrecy 
that cloaks many land deals is one of 
the most disturbing characteristics of 
the global land rush.

lack of transparency and consultation 
is a fundamental problem in many 
large-scale land acquisitions. 
negotiations between company and 
government, and often local leaders, 
can take place behind closed doors 
and provide little or no information 
even on who is actually financing or 
managing a land investment or on the 
contracts signed, even after projects 
begin.197 neither do legal regimes 
in the home states of transnational 
corporations require full transparency 
with respect to land investments in 
developing countries.198 governments 
often fail to ensure that affected 
rights-holders are even at the 

4. Seeing cLearLy 
improving tranSparency anD citizen participation in DeciSion-maKing 
to enSure that pubLic anD private inveStmentS promote fooD Security 
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negotiating table, never mind 
empowering them to be strong 
players. where local communities 
are consulted, the process tends 
to bypass women, even in cases 
where their (primary and secondary) 
land use rights are affected, often 
since women have no formal land 
ownership rights.199  

lack of transparency prevents local 
communities from knowing who is 
acquiring their land and for what 
purpose. It makes it harder for 
people to assess the impacts on 
their lives and food security, gain 
fair compensation for their losses, 
and find out to whom they can 
appeal. It can also foster corruption. 
Furthermore, the benefits of the 
investment – which could include 
new jobs, spin-off businesses and 
tax revenues – are difficult to assess 
and guarantee when there is no 
contract or revenue disclosure.200 
affected communities need support 
to know what information they are 
entitled to, and how to access and 
use it without fear of reprisal.201  
greater transparency and citizen 

participation in land acquisitions 
will help maximise the benefits for 
small-scale producers and minimise 
the costs.

4.2 Seeing companieS’ 
actionS cLearLy

within the global food system, 
considerable power is concentrated 
in a small number of multinational 
corporations controlling food 
production, trading, processing, 
retail and more. Such firms can play 
an important role in contributing to 
food security, but the concentration 
of power makes transparency 
and accountability all the more 
important. These companies should 
be required to provide public reports 
on the full range of their impacts, 
positive and negative, on social, 
environmental and human rights 
issues. greater transparency in this 
area would enable investors and 
citizens to engage with companies to 
address any shortcomings, and allow 
them greater choice in supporting 
companies that are performing well.  

In the uK, the 2006 companies 
act does require directors of most 
medium and large uK companies 
to ‘have regard’ to their impacts 
on employees, relationships with 
suppliers, customers and the 
environment. companies have to 
provide information to shareholders 
on these areas ‘to the extent 
necessary for an understanding of 
the development, performance or 
position of the company’s business’.202  

The act was an important step-
change in reporting, in that it expects 
companies to provide information 
on a wide range of social and 
environmental matters.203 however, 
it is not working well as a mechanism 
of accountability, either for investors 
or for producers and consumers. as 
the corporate responsibility coalition 
(core) has shown, the company 
reporting requirements are too 
vague, while a lack of good guidance 
and weak enforcement also mean 
that the act is not yet delivering 
high-quality analysis of companies’ 
environmental and social policies.204  

one critical gap in the act is that it 
does not explicitly require companies 
to report on their human rights 
impacts. human rights (including the 
right to food) can be conceived as 
being covered by the act’s reference 
to ‘social and community issues’, 
but human rights deserve a specific 
mention since the impacts can be 
great, and clarity is needed on 
what is expected of companies in 
their reporting. citing human rights 
impacts in the reformed legislation 
would provide that clarity and would 
make company reporting more 
consistent and reliable. an increasing 
number of international initiatives, 
such as the guiding principles 
developed by professor John ruggie, 
the un special representative on 
human rights and business, regard 
human rights reporting as a key 
part of corporate due diligence. 
uK investors have recognised this 
and in 2011 launched the corporate 
sustainability reporting coalition, 
calling on governments globally 
to develop an international policy 
framework on corporate sustainability 
reporting, involving ‘national 
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regulations mandating the integration 
of material sustainability issues  
(that is, their economic and social 
impacts) in companies’ financial and 
narrative reporting in annual report 
and accounts’.205 

at the time of writing, the uK 
government has taken encouraging 
steps. a commitment to amend 
reporting requirements of the 

Companies Act led first to a national 
consultation, then in late october 
2012 to a set of draft legislative 
proposals that would enshrine the 
need for companies to report on 
human rights issues. The act is on 
schedule to be updated in april 2013, 
with the legislation fully operational 
by october of the same year. It 
is vital that the department for 
business, Innovation and skills sees 

this through, with final legislation 
that requires companies to report 
on human rights impacts, and 
robust guidance and enforcement 
mechanisms to ensure companies 
then comply. action in the uK would 
cover not only major food retail and 
producer groups but also the full 
range of companies that have an 
impact on the food system.  

at the same time, the european 
union is beginning to look at 
companies’ social and environmental 
reporting, highlighting the need to 
address company transparency on 
social and environmental issues from 
the point of view of all stakeholders.  
as the world’s largest single market 
and key trading bloc for developing 
countries, similar action at eu level 
would potentially cover some of 
the world’s most significant food 
groups and biotech firms, and make 
possible a long-term approach to 
ensuring that companies’ impact on 
the food system is positive. The eu’s 
own draft proposals on corporate 
reporting are expected shortly. The 
uK can play a vital role in shaping 

the final EU reforms so that they 
require companies to report on their 
social, environmental and human 
rights impacts and they are enforced 
effectively, with clear guidance  
for companies.

citizens in most countries have 
very limited ability to scrutinise 
individual companies effectively, and 
therefore to hold them to account. 
even basic company information, 
such as rudimentary accounts or 
ownership structures, is often lacking 
in many developing countries, and 
many companies refuse to disclose 
this information. The International 
development select committee of 
the uK parliament recently called 
on dfId to stress to developing 
countries’ revenue authorities the 
importance of making corporate 
accounts available to the public  
and to encourage the oecd and  
other standard-setting fora to  
require the filing of public statutory 
accounts in all jurisdictions. It also 
called on the Treasury to press  
crown dependencies to meet  
these standards.206 

 OF GLOBAL
 TRADE IN
 GRAIN IS 
 CONTROLLED
 BY FIVE
 COMPANIES

90%



53

4.3 Seeing your 
government’S actionS 
cLearLy

citizens in developing countries 
often have little information on what 
governments are spending their money 
on. detailed agriculture budgets, for 
example, are often not available, 
especially at regional or district level, 
meaning that small-scale producers 
do not know what support they can 
expect or are entitled to, and have 
no way to hold the government to 
account if the finance does not arrive.

Transparency in government 
budgets207 enables citizens to 
see where money is being spent 
and helps to ensure that the best 
investments are made to promote 
food and nutrition security. budget 
transparency also promotes 
development by reducing corruption 
and holding the government to 
account for its spending. according 
to the IMF, fiscal transparency – as 
part of good governance – is key to 
sustaining macroeconomic stability 
and growth.208 yet few governments 

have transparent budgets: according 
to the open budget Index, 74 out of 
94 countries surveyed fail to meet 
basic standards of transparency 
and accountability; 40 countries fail 
to provide any meaningful budget 
information at all; and only seven 
provide extensive information.209  

In order for budget transparency to 
provide benefits, countries need to 
publish all key budget documents, 
consult with citizens and parliament 
at key points in the budget cycle, and 
provide a comprehensive breakdown 
of all government expenditures and 
revenues, including tax and aid.  
This budget information needs to  
be accessible and comprehensible to 
the public through initiatives such  
as a citizens’ budget (a non-technical 
and simplified version of the budget 
in everyday language) and open  
data portals. 

budget transparency should also 
include not just the revenues 
collected and spent, but also 
revenues forgone by governments 
through, for example, the provision 

of tax incentives and exemptions to 
large companies or individuals. many 
developing countries forgo significant 
sums in tax revenues every year 
by offering large tax concessions 
to companies, including foreign 
investors, often with little or no 
debate or information provided to the 
public. countries in east africa, for 
example, are losing up to us$2.8bn a 
year from such tax incentives.210

Through the global Initiative for 
fiscal Transparency,211 the Imf and 
other international actors are seeking 
to develop principles and guidelines 
for fiscal transparency that improve 
the status quo. progress is also 
currently being made through the 
open government partnership212  
(ogp) and the g20 anti-corruption 
working group.213 Through the ogp, 
established in 2011, the uK and 
more than 50 other developed and 
developing country governments have 
signed up to the open government 
declaration, which commits them 
to: ‘increasing our efforts to 
systematically collect and publish 
data on government spending and 

performance for essential public 
services and activities…’214

progress has already been made in 
transparency related to citizens’ 
budgets and open data portals with 
national and local budgets.215 but the 
open government declaration focuses 
only on some aspects of expenditure 
transparency and does not include 
revenue transparency, which is needed 
to follow the money all the way. 

The uK government has been chair 
of the ogp since september 2012 
and has an opportunity to set an 
ambitious agenda for deepening fiscal 
transparency and its contribution 
to development. The government 
has shown leadership in the ogp, 
being one of the eight founding 
governments, but the current uK 
vision for its role as co-chair in 2012–
13 lacks ambition,216 and risks missing 
an important opportunity to move 
the transparency agenda forward. 
The government should fulfil David 
cameron’s assertion that transparency 
is an essential part of a golden thread 
of successful development.217 
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hoW improveD tranSparency can heLp to enD  
hunger anD unDernutrition.

The mexican subsidios al campo 
(‘farm subsidies’) project illustrates 
how improved transparency in 
government budgets and public 
spending can help to end hunger and 
undernutrition218 by contributing to 
improved public services, reducing 
corruption and re-directing resources 
to poor communities.219 

In mexico, agricultural subsidies 
were the central part of a policy 
programme the government put 
into place to alleviate the adverse 
effects of trade liberalisation on 
poor farmers. however, low-income 
farmers were not benefiting from 
the subsidy programme. but in 
the absence of hard evidence and 
engagement from the media and 
other opinion-formers, there was 
little incentive for the government 
to make changes to the way it 
implemented its policies.

within the subsidios al campo 
project, citizens work with academics 

and technical experts to use mexico’s 
freedom of Information laws to 
obtain official data on the recipients 
of agricultural subsidies. The project 
discloses data, analyses the subsidy 
information and uses it to advocate 
for changes in rural policy in mexico.

subsidios al campo’s public database 
details the amount of money 
received by individual recipients, 
as well as aggregate information 
by municipality, state or region. It 
showed a concentration of subsidy 
recipients in the wealthiest 10 per 
cent of farmers. It also found that 
the top 10 per cent of beneficiaries 
received, on average, 16,000 pesos 
per year; the bottom 80 per cent, 
964 pesos per year.

The project helped to establish 
maximum and minimum limits for 
farm subsidies and reinforced calls 
from congress for cleaning up the 
recipient list, introducing a single 
identification number for producers 

and enforcing the operating rules 
more forcefully. congress also called 
on the two ministers of agriculture  
to testify before committees 
following revelations of the subsidios 
al campo information.
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at the 2011 g20 meeting in cannes, 
the g20’s anti-corruption working 
group, which has been chaired by the 
uK, committed itself to ‘publish their 
budgets in a timely, comprehensive 
and reliable way, ensuring that 
the content is accessible and 
understandable to the general 
public’.220 limited progress has been 
made and countries have reaffirmed 
their commitment for the 2013–14 
work plan.221 much more needs to  
be done.

not all g20 or g8 countries have 
joined the ogp or shown their 
commitment to budget transparency 
or accountability to their citizens 
for the use of revenues. by joining 
the ogp, and providing ‘extensive 
information’,222 publishing all relevant 
budget documents, producing 
citizens’ budgets and establishing 
better ways for civil society to 
participate in budget processes, g8 
governments would show leadership 
on anti-corruption and transparency 
and support developing countries in 
strengthening the rule of law.

4.4 Seeing 
cLearLy – poLicy 
recommenDationS

The uK should use its g8 presidency 
to show leadership on good 
governance, transparency and 
accountability. To achieve this  
it should: 

a) Improve transparency so that 
companies can be held to account 
for their actions in the food 
system. The UK should:

i) strengthen the reporting 
requirements in the 2006 uK 
companies act to include a 
specific requirement for 
companies to report on the full 
range of their social and 
environmental impact, including 
their human rights impacts.  
This needs to be backed up  
with robust guidance and 
enforcement mechanisms to 
ensure companies comply.

ii) Take a strong position in 
eu discussions to ensure 
that european legislation on 
corporate reporting includes 
a specific requirement for 
companies to report on the 
full range of their social and 
environmental impact, including 
their human rights impacts. 
again this needs to be backed 
up with robust guidance and a 
system for enforcement.

b) Use its G8 presidency to 
improve transparency to ensure 
the use of land and natural 
resources	benefits	poor	people	
and supports sustainable, 
equitable growth.

iii) promote action to improve 
governance, transparency and 
accountability in land 
agreements. 

c) Help ensure citizens in 
developing countries can hold 
their governments to account for 
use of revenues. The UK should:

iv) encourage all g8 countries 
to join the ogp, commit 
to providing ‘extensive’ 
budget information and the 
highest standards of citizen 
participation in budgeting and 
support, and encourage other 
countries to do the same, in 
particular working with the g20 
anti-corruption working group.

 v) work with other ogp members 
to include a commitment in the 
open government declaration 
for countries to publish a full 
breakdown of all government 
revenues (including tax and 
development assistance) and 
expenditures in a way that is 
understandable and accessible 
to all citizens, and to improve 
on their fiscal transparency 
performance year on year.
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‘of courSe i feeL hungry. i 
feeL hungry untiL i become 
WeaK. When i’m hungry, if 
poSSibLe, i prepare a broth 
for mySeLf anD my KiDS – 
otherWiSe We DrinK Some 
Water anD We SLeep.’
(ADJITTI mAHAmAT, 40, CHAD, 
DURING THE 2012 DROUGHT 
AND FOOD CRISIS)223

development is working. more 
children are in school, fewer 
children die young and fewer 
families are in absolute poverty. 
but the international community 
has not made enough impact on 
hunger. hunger is unnecessary and 
unacceptable in the modern world, 
and the extent of it – the fact that 
one in eight human beings go hungry 
– is nothing short of shocking. 

There is enough food in the world 
for everyone, yet not everyone has 
enough food. our food system allows 
a few to make billions whilst leaving 
hardworking small-scale farmers 
vulnerable and ordinary people facing 
the highest food prices in history.  

acting to end hunger is the 
responsibility of people everywhere. 
The g8 group of rich countries, to its 
credit, clearly shares this ambition 
and accepts its share of responsibility, 
having created two hunger initiatives 
in recent years, and having said as 
recently as 2011 that ‘the solutions 
to end hunger must be found in the 
immediate time frame’.224  

The g20 – the slightly larger grouping 
of powerful countries, which includes 
all the g8 countries – has also 
proactively supported many of our 
proposed solutions to hunger. for 
example, a 2012 g20 report said: 
‘g20 governments should commit to 
invest in sustainable approaches to 
productivity growth in their domestic 
agriculture sectors with particular 
attention to smallholder farmers.’  
other governments also agree. for 
example, Irish Taoiseach enda Kenny 
has said: ‘our shared humanity means 
we live in a continuous present. It is 
vital that through remembering and 
honouring the victims of our own 
great hunger that we strive to ensure 
food, dignity, opportunity... humanity 

itself… for all peoples in all parts 
of the world where starvation and 
undernutrition exist.’

hunger is complicated. but the good 
news is that action to ensure poor 
people can eat is within our grasp. 
2013 provides a unique opportunity 
for the uK to lead the world in 
making changes in four areas that 
would start to make inroads into the 
problem: investment, land, tax and 
transparency. 2013 will not be the 
end of hunger, but it could be the 
beginning of the end. 

The food and hunger summit 
hosted by the uK prime minister 
and the g8 lough erne summit both 
provide unique opportunities for 
the uK to make historic progress 
towards challenging the hunger 
that is crippling whole communities 
and societies. by showing global 
leadership, it is a unique opportunity 
to reshape the development agenda 
to one that not only addresses the 
causes of poverty but also ensures  
an enabling environment for growth 
and prosperity.

as the uK prime minister has said: ‘It 
is only when people can get a job and 
a voice that they can take control 
of their own destiny and a build a 
future free from poverty.’ a person 
cannot, though, get to this point if 
she is weakened by constant gnawing 
hunger; if she falls ill because her 
body does not have the nutrients it 
needs; if she is spending all she has 
on healthcare for her undernourished 
children. 

It doesn’t have to be like this – there 
is enough food in the world for 
everyone. The uK has an opportunity 
to act to end global hunger: an 
opportunity that will not be repeated 
until the lives of millions more 
women, men and children have  
been ruined by hunger. we must  
act, while the global stage is ours: 
it is the right thing to do, and it is 
possible. 2013 can be the year we 
change the future.

concLuSion
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