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Agricultural Policy and Public Finance in Africa Since Maputo:
Monitoring and Assessment

Ten years after the Maputo Declaration, which raised high hopes among African farmers, many actors wonder: have African
governments effectively invested more public funds in agriculture as they had promised to do? In this brief, we hope to
provide a partial answer to this question given the information—both official and independent—we have been able to collect.
We also seek to present in a more general fashion the interest and difficulty of this exercise in monitoring and examining
public spending allocated to agriculture. This is a major stake for civil society: to have the information needed to support
advocacy and demand accountability. It is also a stake for governments: to have reliable information (during a shortage of
statistics) to assess actions, compare them over time and distance, and improve policies. Accordingly, budgetary monitoring
and assessment are one aspect of public policy evaluation.

This brief draws on numerous examples within the ECOWAS zone, which in sub-Saharan Africa happens to have made the
most progress (both regionally and nationally) implementing the CAADP, the continental programme to revive agriculture that

was initiated in Maputo.

I/ The Maputo Commitments

Why these commitments in 2003? In 2003, African
governments were just recovering from the long and severe
‘austerity cure’ of the structural adjustment plans deployed in the
1980s. The New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD),
launched in 2001, was in some way a consecration of African
governments’ sudden awakening and an affirmation of renewed
will to revive national and regional economies. In the agricultural
field, this African awakening took the form of the 2003 launch in
Maputo of an ambitious continental programme, the CAADP.
Through this programme, the aim is for African governments, with
NEPAD's support, to ‘change course’ in agriculture and stem the
haemorrhage of funding from the sector. To mark their
determination, African heads of state pledged to devote at least
10% of their national budgets to agriculture and by so doing
progressively overcome the public investment deficit that had
long been building up in this sector. This promise raised high
hopes among farmers on the continent.

What did the Maputo Declaration contain? Let us recall a
passage in the official declaration, which showed a will to make a
change: ‘We, the Heads of State and Government of the African
Union (AU), assembled in Maputo at the Second Ordinary
Session of the Assembly, 10 to 12 July, 2003 [...] Resolve to: 1.
REVITALIZE the agricultural sector including livestock, forestry
and fisheries through special policies and strategies targeted at
small scale and traditional farmers in rural areas [..]; 2.
IMPLEMENT, as a matter of urgency, the Comprehensive Africa
Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) and flagship
projects and evolving Action Plans for agricultural development,

at the national, regional and continental levels. To this end, we
agree to adopt sound policies for agricultural and rural
development, and commit ourselves to allocating at least 10% of
national budgetary resources for their implementation within five
years [...]. These words show that the promise of 10% is not the
only Maputo commitment, and that this commitment more
generally addresses public intervention in agriculture and
implementation of the CAADP. The famous 10% drew attention
because it was a verifiable pledge, which was admirable on the
part of governments: by announcing such a commitment, they
exposed themselves to measurement and therefore possible
criticism.

Why a threshold of 10%? In short, one can say that a ‘Maputo
ratio’ of 10% (the share of a country’s public spending allocated
to agriculture) matched researchers’ estimates in 2003 of how
much public spending would be needed in African countries to
significantly cut hunger. According to the IFPRI's calculations for
Africa as a whole, a 1% increase in agricultural spending was
likely to bring about a 0.36% increase in agricultural growth. The
famous 10% was supposed to allow most countries to attain the
6% agricultural growth supposedly needed to halve extreme
poverty and hunger by 2015 or 2020 (the first Millennium
Development Goal). Of course, the situation varied from one
country to the next, but overall needs were between 8% and 15%
of total public budgets in each country. It so happens that this
was also the average rate of public spending on agriculture in
sub-Saharan African countries when the pledges were signed.
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Are governments monitoring their own commitments? Under
the auspices of NEPAD, African governments not only made
quantifiable pledges in Maputo but also agreed to the
establishment of monitoring and assessment mechanisms to
track fulfilment of these commitments in a context marked by a
paucity of resources and statistical data in many countries. To
monitor CAADP implementation in Africa and collect serious data
on its progress, a regional institution was created—the Regional
Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System (ReSAKSS),
which currently has relays (the SAKSS nodes) in some countries.
It partners with IFPRI and CGIAR (the global agricultural
research organization) and receives funding from international
donors (USAID, DFID, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, etc.). It
regularly publishes progress updates that are available on the
www.resakss.org website and constitute the ‘official’ reference on
the subject. However, the ReSAKSS gathers its data from many
sources (see below). There is also a recent initiative, called
MAFAP/SPAAA  (Monitoring African Food and Agricultural
Policies). Connected to the FAO and supported by the Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation, MAFAP notably takes an interest in
the impact of agricultural policies.

Can official numbers be trusted? Studying public agricultural
spending in sub-Saharan Africa does not always have the rigor of
an exact science. First, the data consolidated by official
institutions, whether from national sources or international
organizations, run up against a considerable limitation:
governments’ budgetary transparency. In this regard,
governments vary greatly. For example, according to the
International Budget Partnership (IBP) scores, Senegal, Niger
and Nigeria are among the least transparent countries in regards

to their budgets while Mali and Burkina Faso score better. These
elements may perhaps explain the gaps sometimes seen
between the authorities and civil society when it comes to data
handling. Senegal provides a good illustration of the extent of
possible disagreement. While Senegal officially figures among
the countries that invest the most public funds in agriculture in
proportion to the national budget (a Maputo ratio greater than
10%), an independent report produced in 2009 by a citizen group
including farmers’ organizations concludes, on the contrary, that
in Senegal, 4.87% of the national budget is allocated to
agriculture, and only 2.5% is effectively devoted to this sector’
(http://www.cncr.org/spip.php?article390).

Beyond the issue of transparency, the methods and procedures
used to process available information is a challenge (see
sidebar) that may lend itself to debate.

Finally, official monitoring may cover certain questions (for
example, monitoring the share of spending allocated to
agriculture) while remaining silent on other elements deemed
crucial for civil society. For example, the destination of public
funds (where do they go? to whom are they paid?) is an
extremely important question for civil society organizations, but
one that official bodies address little today.

All these elements explain why certain civil society organizations
have mobilized to monitor the use of public funds independently.
Yet, official results—while they must invite a degree of caution
and are sometimes contested by civil society—have the merit of
existing and remain a compelling source of information, including
to reveal some of governments’ own failings or contradictions. As
we shall see, the ReSAKSS results enable one to cast a
relatively critical eye on agricultural governance in sub-Saharan
Africa.

What is tracked in the monitoring of public agricultural spending (or ‘agriculture budgets’)?

e In order to analyze public spending in agriculture specifically, one must first define with precision the scope of what is covered and
tracked in this framework. NEPAD recommends the definition used by the Classification of Functions of Government (COFOG)
system. For example, this classification excludes spending on rural roads, WATSAN (water supply and sanitation) spending and non-
productive infrastructures (such as schools, etc.), but includes spending on research (see paper: "Guidance Note for Agriculture
Expenditure Tracking System in African Countries”, September 2005).

o Yet, African governments—with a few exceptions—do not comply with this classification system. Analysts must therefore reconstruct
and reconsolidate the data provided by governments and compare them with data from various sources (national, IMF, World Bank,
regional organizations, AU, NEPAD, etc.). Sometimes, several contradictory sources must be compared.

e One must also distinguish between agriculture budgets and real spending on agriculture. As a reminder, the budget calendar has
three stages: the initial finance bill, the amended finance law, and execution of spending. It is important to specify what one is
analyzing, particularly as the gaps between the various stages are considerable. In Burkina Faso, agriculture budget execution was
only 48% in 2001. In addition, budget allocations and execution can vary considerably from one year to the next. This is why it is
preferable to look at trends rather than at figures for a single year.

e Finally, the compiled data are not exhaustive. In particular, there is a considerable fog surrounding the data on projects set up by
development partners outside of any budget procedures. Yet, such spending can sometimes represent large amounts: for the 2004-
2011 period, it is estimated that 22% of agriculture spending in Burkina Faso was done outside the budget (RDP). Similarly,
agriculture is frequently the subject of presidential initiatives, special programmes outside the control of Ministers of Agriculture.
Finally, it is very difficult to draw up exhaustive bookkeeping on public spending on all territorial scales, especially in countries such as
Nigeria, a federal republic where agriculture spending is done by three levels of government (federal, state and local).




And what of independent initiatives to monitor public
agriculture spending? In parallel to the monitoring by official
bodies, there are many independent initiatives to monitor
government budgets in countries. These analyses go beyond the
strict scope of the study of the ‘Maputo ratio’ (share of national
spending allocated to agriculture) and often extend beyond
agriculture. With the support of some NGOs, many civil society
organizations are being trained in monitoring budgets with an eye
to advocacy. The idea is to be vigilant as to governments’ main
intervention tool to ensure that governments are accountable to
taxpayers regarding the use of public funds. There are a
multitude of citizen initiatives aiming to analyze and decrypt
finance bills and real agricultural spending in their countries and
regions. For instance, there is a global network of initiatives to
analyze government budgets, the International Budget
Partnership (IBP). In Africa, bodies such as the Institute for
Democracy in Africa (IDASA) based in South Africa do similar
work and can provide technical support in this area to other
organizations (associative think tanks, farmers’ organizations,
etc.). In 2012, the association Alternative Espaces Citoyens in
Niger published the Rapport d'analyse des politiques publiques
et du financement du secteur de I'alimentation de 2000 a 2010

report analyzing public financing in the food sector from 2000 to
2010. Similarly in Nigeria, with the support of Oxfam, the
association Nants has published various reports on agriculture
budgets, while in Senegal CONGAD and other organizations
have joined forces to monitor agricultural spending.

Farmers’ organizations (FOs) also help verify public agriculture
spending (in Mali, Niger and Senegal notably). ROPPA will speak
on the topic for the tenth anniversary of the Maputo Declaration
and is conducting research to this aim. ‘Since its creation,
ROPPA and its members have fought for transparency in the
management of public resources, both finances and natural
resources. Because our activities contribute funds to government
budgets, it is perfectly natural that we know how these budgets
are used, says Mamadou Cissokho, honorary chairman of
ROPPA.

Several international NGOs (Oxfam, One, Action Aid, etc.) have
also taken up this subject. According to our sources, these
studies are still limited to certain countries or certain specific
questions. It is too soon to say that real, uniform and independent
expertise exists throughout the extent of the field covered by
ReSAKSS.

l1l/ Partial Results of Official Monitoring of the Maputo Commitments

Very few countries have reached the 10% threshold. Of the
37 African countries for which ReSAKSS has data covering a
sufficiently long period of time (2003-2009), only seven have
reached or exceeded the target of 10% of annual public spending
allocated to the agricultural sector. Many of them are in West
Africa: Mali, Senegal, Niger, Guinea and Burkina Faso (the other
two are in East Africa: Malawi and Ethiopia). Other countries
such as Chad, Madagascar and Zimbabwe have reached this
level of budget allocation some years. Let us remember that

government budgets are voted every year and consequently vary
from one year to the next. Some governments reach the 10%
threshold one year and then not the following year. The African
government that devoted the most public funds to agriculture
proportionally over the period is Burkina Faso. It is the African
‘winner’ in terms of budget shares allocated to agriculture, and
the only country in the Sahel to have attained the target of 6%
annual growth in agricultural GDP between 2001 and 2006.

Figure 1: Average Share of Agriculture Spending
in Total Public Spending per Year from 2003 to 2009
Average annual agriculture expenditure share in total expenditures,
2003-09
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The ECOWAS Zone: Maputo’s Star Pupil?

e The majority of countries that have attained the 10% target are located within ECOWAS. In addition, ECOWAS is the region that has
made the most progress in implementing the CAADP: it is the only regional organization to have signed its regional compact, all its
member-countries have signed their national compacts, and many countries in the zone have held their business meetings. These
elements point to greater vitality in public agriculture investments in this region then in other regions of Africa.

e But this picture must not be taken entirely at face value. Within the ECOWAS zone, we can see a sharp division between Sahelian
countries generally meeting or exceeding the 10% target and coastal countries often lagging far behind. In addition, while the
‘snapshot’ indicates clear progress in Sahelian countries, the ‘movie’ shows a general downward trend in agricultural spending in
Sahelian countries and a stable or slightly upward trend in coastal countries. Indeed, it is enlightening to compare agriculture budget
allocation rates in Sahelian countries in the 1990s to the rates in the years following Maputo. The drop is nearly universal. While
Burkina Faso devoted more than 30% of its resources to agriculture in 1996, it did not devote even 10% to agriculture in 2008, the
year when the food crisis led the government to decide in favour of emergency interventions not recorded as agricultural spending.

e Regarding progress with the National Agricultural Investment Programmes (NAIPs), it should be pointed out that while the sub-region
has made the most progress, the NAIPs are not for all that exempt from reproach: they are criticized for the inadequacy of national
financial commitments, their lack of realism and of innovation, and their failure to prioritize issues and take into account

implementation instruments and current challenges (urban food demand, rural unemployment, cross-border trade, etc.).

The Maputo ratio in sub-Saharan Africa is tending to drop
over the long term. While it was nearly 15% of budgets in the
1990s (at the height of the structural adjustment period),
agriculture has been allocated a smaller and smaller budget
share in sub-Saharan Africa, falling persistently under the 10%
threshold in 2002. Allocation then increased to approach the
Maputo target but the 2007 food crisis interrupted this growth.
However, it is difficult to determine with precision the impact of
the food crisis on agricultural investment in sub-Saharan African
countries. First, this requires the most recent data but collecting,
processing and compiling data takes several months, even years.
Then, public agriculture spending since the food crisis seems to
have been subject to two contradictory effects: stimulation (new
spending in line with post-2008 revival policies) and eviction (new
decisions against agricultural spending such as emergency
interventions).

Figure 2: Average Share of Agriculture Spending (in %) in
Total Public Expenditure in Africa and sub-Saharan Africa

(SSA) from 1990 to 2008
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The scores received by ‘star pupils’ can partially be
attributed to international aid. In fact, Sahelian countries—the
ones that, despite a downward trend, continue to show a
tendency to invest more than other countries in the agricultural
sector—are the most dependent on outside finance. Burkina
Faso and Mali are telling examples. They employ less than 30%
internal resources in their agriculture investments, with this figure
falling to 5% on average in Niger. These countries’ relatively
‘good performances’ when it comes to attaining the Maputo
targets are therefore very closely tied to outside resources. And
while the trend in most coastal countries is a regular increase in
financial autonomy, this is not the case in the Sahel. In Burkina
Faso, the agricultural investment spending only exceeded 10% of

the national budget for the first time in 1997, and has only
exceptionally exceeded 15%.

Public investment in agriculture outside of aid is generally
small. Let us remember that a distinction is generally drawn
between two major categories of spending: investment
spending—'the accumulation of capital that yields a stream of
returns over time’ (FAO)—and recurrent expenditure from which
one does not expect future yields and that must be renewed
every year. The distinction between these two categories is not
always obvious. Nevertheless, public spending linked to
infrastructures such as irrigation schemes are generally seen as
investments while input purchases or the salaries of civil servants
are generally seen as recurrent expenditures.

Two certainties appear clearly in West Africa on this subject, as
does a clear division between Sahelian and coastal countries.
According to ReSAKSS, investments are largely favoured in
Sahelian countries while coastal countries privilege recurrent
expenditures (see Figure 3). However, this analysis should be
viewed in light of the fact that most investments in Sahelian
countries are financed with external resources (international aid).
Consequently, one can say that in general agriculture
investments funded with domestic resources are low in ECOWAS
countries. According to ReSAKSS, ‘this situation is the result of
structural adjustment programmes that led to the dismantling of
public agriculture support systems.’

The fact remains, however, that certain observers decry this
tendency to favour the short term to the detriment of support for
or anticipation of structural transformations. In Senegal, the input
subsidy system launched in 2003 did of course enable
agricultural production to revive between 2006 and 2009, but at
the cost of huge public efforts whose long-term sustainability is
questionable. Criticisms have also been put forth as to its
effectiveness (the farmers targeted by the measure are not the
ones who benefited the most from it).

Agriculture is still not a priority for African governments. In
2009, the CAADP itself analyzed the obstacles to implementing
the Maputo commitments in these terms. First, there is a problem
of public will: few country leaders have truly made agriculture one
of their priorities and interiorized the Maputo commitments. More
fundamentally, the member States have not given the AU the
means to penalize countries that do not comply with its decisions.
The second problem is the authority and credibility of agricultural
administrations: they struggle to define appropriate, effective
strategies, convince other Ministries of the leverage effects that




agriculture can have on national economies, and even to spend
the amounts allocated to them... The budget execution rate in the
sector is very often lower than the overall budget execution rate.
In other words, agricultural administrations are generally less
likely than other administrations to conduct projects and disburse
the sums planned in a timely manner.

Finally, there is a problem of arbitrating between agriculture and
other sectors and challenges. National emergencies such as
epidemics, crises and natural disasters win out over agriculture;
industry is generally favoured over agriculture; the false and
persistent idea that agriculture already receives ample support
from donors and it is therefore important to concentrate on other
budget lines reigns. The 10% pledge does of course push
governments to invest more public funds in agriculture but also
forces them to reconsider budget choices as a whole. For
instance, in 2011 and 2012 Mali allocated more than 10% to
agriculture, which was the second largest budget line after
education (20%) and ahead of health (approximately 8%). Can
one take from education or health to give more to agriculture? In
addition, governments have made other pledges as well: the
Abuja Declaration (2001) commits them to devoting 15% of the

budget to health, and the Dakar Declaration (2000) commits
them to devoting 20% of the budget to primary education. Under
these conditions, what budgetary latitude do African governments
still have?

Figure 3: Breakdown of Agricultural Spending by Funding
Source
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A Few Orders of Magnitude and Elements of Comparison

Annual agricultural budgets in most ECOWAS countries, with the exception of Nigeria, vary between 3 and 300 million dollars per year
(respectively Liberia and Senegal in 2007). The upper limit is equivalent to the price of an airlines or the budget of a French city such as
Dijon.

ECOWAS's own contribution to ECOWAP exceeds the Maputo ratio: 15% of its total budget.

ECOWAS's own contribution to ECOWAP is equivalent to the agricultural budget of Cote d'lvoire (one of the ‘worse pupils’ when it
comes to the Maputo 10%), or less than 100 million.

Nigeria, far below the 10% threshold, invests (of own funds) ten times more than Burkina Faso (above the 10% threshold, but largely
with foreign funds). In addition, its population is ten times greater.

The projected budget (not entirely financed) in ECOWAP's first plan was 900 million dollars over five years, or less than 200 million per
year. The budget for the European Union’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) comes to €50 billion per year, or $65 billion (325 times
more). In other words, ECOWAP’s annual budget is roughly equivalent to one day’s budget for the CAP. It should be noted that the CAP

‘replaces’ the national agriculture policies of the member countries whereas the ECOWAP is in addition to such policies.

Is attaining the 10% threshold really a good indicator?
Narrow examination of the ‘Maputo ratio’ involves many biases,
and institutions such as ReSAKSS recognize this. First, there are
situations where the proportion of agriculture spending in the total
budget is dropping but increasing rapidly in absolute value (in
Ghana, for instance). This is explained by the even faster growth
of the government budget. Next, attaining the 10% threshold is
not always synonymous with poverty alleviation (its initial
objective). Indeed, there are situations where a sustained
increase in agricultural spending coexists alongside worsening
nutrition. In fact, the Maputo stars are often the poorest rated
when it comes to poverty and nutrition indexes. The infant
malnutrition rate in the ECOWAS zone was more than 25%
during the 2003-2009 period, more than in COMESA and SADC,
which devoted a smaller share of their budgets to the agricultural

sector.

Beyond the amount of money spent on agriculture: what has
the quality of agricultural spending been? Steering at least
10% of public funds to agriculture is not an end goal. Beyond
amounts, the underlying issue is more qualitative: How are public
funds spent? Is the spending well targeted? Is it reaching its
targets? Is it effective, efficient, relevant and lasting? These
questions are much more difficult to answer. They touch on
agricultural policy assessment, an important field for research
and monitoring for FOs notably, but one that goes beyond
analysis of agriculture budgets. In fact, one can note that the data
available today deal more with the amounts allocated than the
end destination or effectiveness of the spending. A few of these
major issues are discussed below.

d4d1d9 ALNOIJ4ddNAOS dOO4
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The Impact of Agricultural Spending: Farmers’ Organizations’ Concern

For the 10th anniversary of Maputo, the farmers’ movement launched studies (not yet available) focusing on the degree of application
and impacts of the Maputo commitments beyond monitoring the 10%. ‘To us, it is not the percentage of spending that matters but the
impact it has,” says Mamadou Cissokho, honorary chairman of ROPPA. Policies and their impact will be assessed through the (i)
collection and analysis of scientifically tested information, and (ii) the conclusions and perceptions of various groups of actors concerned
by these policies, notably farmers’ organizations. ROPPA is also mobilizing to set up independent information mechanisms on

agriculture policies and the beneficiaries of these policies, farmers.

What categories of actors are targeted by agriculture
spending? This is obviously a vital question and a subject of
concern from the standpoint of farmers and smallholders. This
also touches on a commitment that appears in the Maputo
Declaration (as a reminder: ‘We [...] resolve to: revitalize the
agricultural sector including livestock, forestry and fisheries
through special policies and strategies targeted at small scale
and traditional farmers in rural areas [...]). Civil society is also
concerned with where the funds go. What types of farmers or
farms receive public support? All without discrimination? The
most productive? The poorest? Agro-industry? Smallholder
farms? What types of smallholder farms? Unfortunately, it is very
difficult to answer this due to a lack of both precise information on
the targeting of agricultural policy measures and sufficient studies
on their impacts. One can legitimately be surprised that while
official texts in the wake of ECOWAP claim to recognize the
importance and interest of supporting smallholder farmers (who
make up 80% of farms in Africa), most NAIPs do not contain
programmes focusing specifically on them. Based on IFPRI data
for Nigeria, Ghana and Burkina Faso, Oxfam notes that most
agricultural budgets in countries are devoted to a limited number
of programmes focusing mainly on large farms. The conditions
under which smallholder farmers can access financing, inputs,
land, the market and information are still very limited, and public
support to these farms is said to be very limited.

What agricultural services are targeted in priority? Here, too,
aggregate data are lacking. According to ReSAKSS,
‘disaggregated’ data—that is to say, data that provides a detailed
picture—are unfortunately available in only a few countries. The
conclusions from the data would, however, be telling and would
enable real discussions on the options taken or to take. From the
rare data that we have, we can note that strategies are very
different from one country to the next. Irrigation is clearly
prioritized in Sahelian countries such as Mali and Burkina Faso,
while it is nearly absent in coastal countries such as Togo and
Ghana. Less predictably, we note that coastal countries such as
Ghana and Benin are leaders in research and extension,
allocating approximately one third of agricultural spending to
these sectors, far ahead of Sahelian countries. Burkina Faso is
one of the sub-Saharan African countries that invests the least in
agricultural research and development (R&D). In addition, nearly
half of Burkina Faso's agricultural R&D spending comes from
agreements with technical and financial partners (TFPs), NGOs
or private companies, and this share is on the rise.

Figure 4: Breakdown of Agricultural Spending by Function
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What value chains are targeted in priority? For equivalent
reasons, it is currently difficult to form a precise idea of
government priorities when it comes to value chains. One
conclusion emerges for West Africa, however. In most countries,
especially in the Sahel, the livestock sub-sector accounts for a
large share of the agricultural sector but obtains only a marginal
share of agriculture finance. For the 2004-2011 period in Burkina
Faso, the livestock sub-sector was the source of 35% of
agricultural value added but received only 7% of agriculture
spending. In Senegal, despite contributing 31% of economic
activity, livestock received only 9% of the resources destined for
the agricultural sector as a whole from 2005 to 2009 (compared
to 7% from 2002 to 2004).

On the question of favoured production basins, some World Bank
data only provide the barest outlines of possible additional
answers. In Burkina Faso, ‘analysis indicates that the regional
distribution of spending is in line with the agricultural potential of
each region. When we compare the regional distribution of public
investments with each region’s contributions to the value of total
crop production for the 2002-2006 period, the overall trend that
emerges is that the regions with high agricultural potential are the
ones that also receive the largest share of public support [...].
However, the analysis indicates that the regional distribution of
spending is only moderately pro-poor.” In Senegal on the
contrary, ‘the most efficient regions do not receive more public
agricultural spending.” In Codte d'lvoire, 70% of agriculture
spending is on projects of national interest and shared by several
regions.




Can governments lastingly count on aid to compensate for
under-investment in agriculture? We have seen the extent to
which agriculture investment is still heavily dependent on
international aid, in particular in the Sahel and in Least
Developed Countries (LDCs). This undermines the efforts
undertaken. First, donors’ promises are not always kept and the
predictability of their support is not always guaranteed over the
long term. For example, at the G8 summit in Aquila in 2009, the
member states promised to grant $22 billion (€16.6 billion) to
agriculture, to be paid over three years. However, the NGO One's
estimates in 2011 showed that only 22% of the promised funds
had been disbursed. Furthermore, in many ways the situation
perpetuates itself. The weakness of national administrations
frequently causes them to mobilize donors for budgetary
decisions. This is particularly striking in regard to the NAIPs
elaborated as part of the CAADP. Finally, the question of aid
effectiveness has not yet been resolved. This problem is well-
known and the subject of many developments. As a recent

Oxfam study on donor coordination within ECOWAS recalled,
international aid still too frequently takes the form of a multitude
of small or medium-sized projects that are difficult to control.
According to the data collected by Oxfam, the agricultural sector
in Burkina Faso is said to have welcomed 131 projects set up by
27 TFPs in 2007. The NGO emphasizes that this project-based
aid can have many disadvantages: interventions are often
scattered and short-term (by periods of three to five years without
any guaranteed renewal); setting them up and managing them
often requires parallel management units to be created that
compete with government services rather than strengthening
them; and finally, these projects bring about many coordination
difficulties among them and with government interventions. The
2005 Paris Declaration was signed with the aim of mitigating
these effects. Even though efforts are being made, notably in
terms of project mapping and discussion platforms among actors,
the underlying problem has not been resolved.

Financial Autonomy: Another West African Exception?

While dependency on international aid is still preponderant on the national level in West Africa, particularly for Least Developed
Countries (LDCs, that is to say all countries in the zone except Nigeria, Cdte d’lvoire and Ghana), this is not the case with the regional
institutions WAEMU and ECOWAS. Indeed, in 2011, these two institutions were the wealthiest and most financially autonomous
intergovernmental institutions in Africa (ahead of the CEMAC, SADC, EAC and AU). The ECOWAS budget was $265.5 million, 80% of
which come from the community’s own resources (community levy set at 0.5% of the value of extra-community imports). It had a staff of
600 employees. For its part, WAEMU's total budget was even higher: $318 million, but its share of own resources was smaller: 62%
(community solidarity levy set at %1 of the value of extra-community imports). It had a staff of 232 employees.

Can governments increase their revenues? Ultimately, all
actors agree on the need both to lessen the percentage of aid
and also to increase public budgets in absolute value. This
challenge requires mobilizing more domestic resources, notably
through taxes, because considerable margins for progress exist.
Indeed, we can see that, despite their needs, poor countries in
Africa raise proportionally less taxes than wealthy or intermediary
countries. ‘Most low-income African countries still collect less
than 15% of their GDP in taxes, whereas upper middle-income
countries collect 35%, practically as much as OECD countries,’
(IMF). For several years, African countries have been aware of
this challenge and made real progress. Overall, the national
share of public spending is increasing, notably thanks to
considerable efforts to improve fiscal revenues. According to the

Since the Maputo Declaration, much effort has been expended
on monitoring the 10% (or the ‘Maputo ratio’, that is to say the
percentage of national budgets allocated to agriculture) and on
analyzing agriculture budgets, both by African authorities and
civil society organizations. This work has made a large body of
useful information available to actors and enabled a broad
debate on the use of public funds to emerge. Yet, many crucial
elements are still invisible solely through the lens of budget
monitoring. Ultimately, deepening the debate on using public
funds for agriculture will be a matter of addressing several
questions that go hand in hand with those covered here. These
questions deal first and foremost with targeting and impacts, or in
short the ‘quality’ of spending. Then, recent evolutions must be

African Economic Outlook (2010), many possibilities are thus
being explored: ‘possible options to reduce this dependency
include eliminating tax preferences (particularly for large
corporations and traders), cracking down on fraud, even dealing
with abuses of transfer pricing techniques by multinationals and
taxing extractive industries more fairly and more transparently.’
However, these reforms also face many constraints: limited
administrative resources, a very large proportion of the informal
economy, governments’ poor fiscal legitimacy, large exemptions,
and foregone revenues as a result of trade liberalization (in
particular the drop in customs revenues). Fiscal consolidation will
require deep-reaching tax reform, involving re-balancing and
diversifying levies, cutting exemptions, and especially building
administrative capacities.

able to be described more precisely. There is said to have been a
renewed interest in agriculture since the 2008 food crisis. Is this
really the case, quantitatively? Has there really been a break
from the trends we have seen until now and outlined here?
Especially in a context also marked by the financial crisis in the
West and the shrinking of international aid.

Finally, the debate on the contributions from the private sector,
whether companies, banks or even farmers (individually or
through their organizations) to financing agricultural development
has not been addressed here. Yet, it is of great importance and
African leaders and their partners place considerable hopes in
these ‘new’ contributions. But is there any basis for these hopes?
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FOOD SOVEREIGNTY BRIEF

1. Official Sources

R1 ReSAKSS

Read in particular the Annual Trends and Outlook Reports (ATORsS), official CAADP monitoring and assessment reports, formally approved during the
annual meeting of the CAADP Partnership Platform.

http://www.resakss.org/

For instance, for West Africa: http://www.inter-reseaux.org/IMG/pdf/2010 ATOR regional FR.pdf

R2 Public Expenditure Reviews (World Bank website)

Public Expenditure Review Summaries for French-Speaking West Africa:
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTGRD/Resources/AgPERStocktakingCompilationfrench.pdf

One example: agricultural public expenditure review for Senegal, 2012:
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTGRD/Resources/Republigue-du-Senegal-Revue-Diagnostique-Des-Depenses-Publiques-De-Base-Dans-Le-
Secteur-Agricole.pdf

R3 MAFAP/SPAAA

Recent initiative to monitor the impact of agricultural policies in several countries, under the auspices of the FAO and in partnership with the Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation. One can notably find country studies, public expenditure studies and commodity chain studies there:
http://www.fao.org/mafap/en/

R4 CountrySTAT
Official database by country, under the auspices of the FAO: http://www.fao.org/economic/ess/countrystat/en/

2. Examples of (International) Civil Society Studies

R5 International Budget Partnership

See notably the country ranking based on budget transparency criteria. http://internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/OBI-2012-Rankings-
English.png

R6 Oxfam

Several studies are available and underway on the subject of the Maputo commitments. Also see the existing studies on the question of agriculture aid:
http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/rr-aid-coordination-alignment-ecowas-090911-fr.pdf

R7 Action Aid

Several studies are available and underway on issues pertaining to public investment in agriculture. See for example:
http://www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/assessing_progress towards the aus 10percent budget target for agriculture june 2010.pdf

R8 One

See in particular the latest report on public agriculture investments, including the NAIPs.

http://one.org.s3.amazonaws.com/pdfs/a_growing_opportunity report_en.pdf

R9 IDASA

IDASA is an independent African organization based in South Africa that has developed agricultural policy and public agriculture spending monitoring
activities.

http://www.idasa.org.za/

R10 ROPPA

The West African FO network is currently studying the outcome of the Maputo commitments ‘10 years later'.

http://www.roppa.info/

3. Examples of Studies by (National West African) Civil Society

R11 Nants, Nigeria
http://www.inter-reseaux.org/IMG/pdf/Report_of the Africa Maputo Declaration Dialogue organised by NANTS.pdf
http://www.inter-reseaux.org/IMG/pdf/NANTS Review of 2013 proposed Agric_budget.pdf

R12 Alternatives Espaces Citoyens, Niger
http://www.alternativeniger.org/

R13 IPAR, Senegal
http://www.ipar.sn/IMG/pdf/Etude PNIA Senegal-2.pdf

These Food Sovereignty Briefs are a joint initiative by Inter-Réseaux Développement Rural and SOS Faim Belgium. They aim to provide summaries of food
sovereignty—related subjects based on a selection of particularly interesting references. They are published every quarter and distributed digitally.

SOS Faim Belgium (www.sosfaim.org) supports farmers’ and agricultural producers’ organizations in roughly fifteen countries in Africa and Latin America. Inter-
Réseaux Développement Rural (www.inter-reseaux.org) is an association that aims to promote networked discussions, exchanges and reflection on the subject
of rural development in developing countries.

This brief was written by Vital Pelon (vital.pelon@inter-reseaux.org) with the contribution of Alexandre Goethals. Special thanks go to Roger Blein (ISSALA),
Francois Doligez (IRAM), Eric Hazard (Oxfam), and Jean-René Cuzon (AFD) for their contributions.

Translation: Lara Andahazy-Colo (laracolo@gmail.com)

You can subscribe to these briefs on Inter-Réseaux’s website: www.inter-reseaux.org

These briefs were produced thanks to the financial support of the General Directorate for Development Cooperation of the Belgian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
SOS Faim Belgium. Inter-Réseaux is supported by the Agence Frangaise de Développement.

If you would like to comment on the subject covered, give your opinion, provide additional information, or draw our attention to a document, please write to us at:
inter-reseaux@inter-reseaux.org — Inter-Réseaux, March 2013.




