












































31. Introduction

FIGURE �	 KEY STATISTICS ON MAFAP PROGRAMME COUNTRIES, ����
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Notes: * data for 2017; ** data for 2016. Final boundary between the Republic of Sudan and the Republic of South 
Sudan has not yet been determined. Final status of the Abyei area is not yet determined.
Source: Authors� own elaboration with data from World Development Indicators and MAFAP public expenditure 
database (accessed in June 2020). Conforms to Map No. 4170 Rev. 19 UNITED NATIONS (October 2020).
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BOX �	 FIVE KEY DEFINITIONS AND CONCEPTS USED IN THE REPORT

Expenditure on food and agriculture: includes all transfers to agents, as well as all general support 
expenditures that target the sector as a whole, including administrative costs (see Figure 2). This is the 
definition used in the report, unless otherwise stated.

Expenditure on food and agriculture � narrow definition: excludes transfers or payments to 
consumers (e.g. cash transfers and food aid). It is used in the report to address country performance 
in achieving the 10 percent target in the �Malabo Declaration�. Other approaches to classifying 
public expenditure tend to use this definition (e.g. the augmented classification of the functions of 
government, known as Classification of the Functions of Government [COFOG+] used by the African 
Union, and the World Bank Agriculture Public Reviews). 

Private goods: include transfers to producers, consumers and other agents. These are considered 
private goods because they target specific components of the agricultural sector, rather than the sector 
in general. 

Public goods: include general support to the food and agricultural sector (see Figure 2) that benefit 
groups of individuals, rather than specific agents (producers, consumers, others).

Research and development (R&D) and extension: covers four spending categories: research, training, 
extension and technical assistance. These categories are combined because: i) MAFAP labels expenditure 
that may be considered research by other public expenditure monitoring initiatives (e.g. Agricultural 
Science and Technology Indicators initiative [ASTI] of the International Food Policy Research Institute 
[IFPRI]) under categories other than research (e.g. agronomy faculty in a university classified under training 
in the MAFAP methodology) and ii) research and extension are o�en considered to be complementary 
and, as such, MAFAP takes the view that it makes most sense to report these categories together.

This categorization and breakdown of expenditure type allows us to study and interpret the 
data in more detail. Some key de�nitions of expenditures and concepts used throughout the 
report are summarized in Box 1 while Table A1 in Annex 1 provides a glossary of MAFAP public 
expenditure categories.

FIGURE �	 HOW MAFAP CLASSIFIES PUBLIC EXPENDITURE 
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Source: Authors� own elaboration based on MAFAP, 2015. 
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BOX �	 FIVE KEY DEFINITIONS AND CONCEPTS USED IN THE REPORT

Expenditure on food and agriculture: includes all transfers to agents, as well as all general support 
expenditures that target the sector as a whole, including administrative costs (see Figure 2). This is the 
definition used in the report, unless otherwise stated.

Expenditure on food and agriculture � narrow definition: excludes transfers or payments to 
consumers (e.g. cash transfers and food aid). It is used in the report to address country performance 
in achieving the 10 percent target in the �Malabo Declaration�. Other approaches to classifying 
public expenditure tend to use this definition (e.g. the augmented classification of the functions of 
government, known as Classification of the Functions of Government [COFOG+] used by the African 
Union, and the World Bank Agriculture Public Reviews). 

Private goods: include transfers to producers, consumers and other agents. These are considered 
private goods because they target specific components of the agricultural sector, rather than the sector 
in general. 

Public goods: include general support to the food and agricultural sector (see Figure 2) that benefit 
groups of individuals, rather than specific agents (producers, consumers, others).

Research and development (R&D) and extension: covers four spending categories: research, training, 
extension and technical assistance. These categories are combined because: i) MAFAP labels expenditure 
that may be considered research by other public expenditure monitoring initiatives (e.g. Agricultural 
Science and Technology Indicators initiative [ASTI] of the International Food Policy Research Institute 
[IFPRI]) under categories other than research (e.g. agronomy faculty in a university classified under training 
in the MAFAP methodology) and ii) research and extension are o�en considered to be complementary 
and, as such, MAFAP takes the view that it makes most sense to report these categories together.

2.1	 How the MAFAP approach is carried out
The MAFAP approach on public expenditure monitoring and analysis is standardized and 
includes a set of prede�ned steps represented in Figure 3. 	

Data collection and cooperation
A key feature of MAFAP methodology is that it provides a detailed mapping of the levels and 
composition of public expenditure for food and agriculture. Aware that the methodology is only 
as good as the quality of the underlying data and thus in order to provide a detailed classi�cation, 
access to detailed data on both budgeted and actual expenditures was sought from ministries. 
The MAFAP programme places importance not only on obtaining high-quality data but to creating 
processes that ensure it is feasible and sustainable to collect similar data on a regular basis. 
This process di�ers across countries. In some countries, data is sourced directly from ministries 
of �nance, whereas in others it is obtained through agreements with the ministries of agriculture. 

Data classification and compilation 
The MAFAP methodology places a strong emphasis on analysing spending composition, as this 
is critical to provide information on the quality of expenditures. This requires meticulously 
classifying individual projects and processing large volumes of data. 
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FIGURE �	 COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT PUBLIC EXPENDITURE MONITORING 
APPROACHES
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Notes: Each public expenditure monitoring approach was assessed against the four identi�ed criteria with a score 
from 0 to 5, where 0 means no orientation/focus towards the speci�c criterion, while 5 means the maximum 
degree of orientation/focus of the approach towards the speci�c criterion. RESAKSS: Regional Strategic 
Analysis and Knowledge Support System; SPEED: Statistics of Public Expenditure for Economic Development; 
ASTI: Agricultural Science and Technology Indicators; IDS/CRS: International Development Statistics/Creditor 
Reporting System; GEA: Government Expenditure on Agriculture. 	
Source: FAO, 2015.
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BOX �	 PLANNING AND COORDINATING EXPENDITURES ON FOOD SECURITY IN SENEGAL

In 2020, 17 percent of the Senegalese population are considered to be acutely food insecure  
(FSIN, 2020). Despite this, the government does not plan or monitor food security public expenditures 
(FSPE) in a comprehensive fashion. Because FSPE are multisectoral, Senegal�s Ministry of Finance, 
other ministries and donors have trouble budgeting them in a predictable, transparent and accountable 
manner. This a�ects the quality of budget management, increasing the risks of overlapping projects and 
programmes and underfunding specific food security dimensions. Ultimately, a lack of coordination 
reduces the e�ectiveness of the budget response to food insecurity, as well as its credibility and 
transparency when mobilizing resources from donors. 

MAFAP and food security spending in Senegal 

To tackle this challenge, the Ministry of Finance and the MAFAP programme worked together, 
in collaboration with all relevant ministries, to develop a methodology and budget process that would 
help identify, plan and monitor FSPE. A budget planning document � the Medium-Term Framework 
for FSPE � was designed and integrated with the standard budget cycle. This helps the government 
to identify the planned expenditures that contribute to food security in all its dimensions and to 
compile them in a three-year scheme. This tracks dimensions of food security, beneficiaries, function of 
investment, as well as the ministries involved. The MAFAP programme was heavily involved in steering 
the process to deliver an annual plan, of which there have been three to date. 

In 2020, it was estimated that the Senegalese Government was spending USD 349 million on food 
security-specific actions. Sixty-four percent of these funds were aimed at making food available to 
people, mainly through subsidies and irrigation projects under the Ministry of Agriculture. The remaining 
thirty-six percent was spent on accessibility measures, especially the Bourses de Sécurité Familiales 
cash transfers for vulnerable households.

The government also spent USD 36 million on food security supportive measures, spread between food 
stability (64 percent) and utilization (36 percent) dimensions. The bulk of these expenditures fell under 
the Ministry of Water and Sanitation and supported actions to prevent flooding around production 
areas as well as to guarantee safe drinking water (see Figure 5). 

FIGURE �	 KEY FUNCTIONS OF SPENDING ON FOOD SECURITY IN SENEGAL 
BY DIMENSION, ����
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Source: Programmation Triennale de SØcuritØ Alimentaire (DPTSA) 2020�2022.
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FIGURE �	 GROWTH RATE OF EXPENDITURE ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE BY COUNTRY, 
AVERAGE FROM ���������
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Note: For assumptions on these indicators, see Table A3 in Annex 2.
Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version).

FIGURE �	 SHARE OF ACTUAL PUBLIC EXPENDITURE ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
(NARROW DEFINITION) OVER TOTAL BUDGET
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Note: For assumptions on these indicators and di�erences with RESAKSS aggregates, see Table A3 in Annex 2. 
Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version).
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FIGURE �	 TREND OF EXPENDITURE ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
(NARROW DEFINITION) PER CAPITA BY REGION
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Note: For assumptions on these indicators, see Table A3 in Annex 2. 
Source: Authors� calculations based on SPEED data, 2019.

FIGURE �	 TREND OF SHARE OF EXPENDITURE ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
(NARROW DEFINITION) OVER TOTAL BUDGET BY REGION
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Note: For assumptions on these indicators, see Table A3 in Annex 2. 
Source: Authors� calculations based on SPEED data, 2019.
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extension services.9 Funds were generally released to NAADS in four equal tranches. However, 
this did not re�ect its needs, which usually peaked in the �rst and third quarters of the year 
when crops were being planted (World Bank, 2010). Therefore, funds released later were le� 
partially unspent.

Secondly, another factor behind the lower execution are the components of the expenditure 
compared to other social sectors (especially education), as certain categories like salaries are 
easier to execute. In the education sector in Africa, sta� compensation (for teachers and other 
education o�cials) accounted, on average, for approximately two-thirds of the total education 
expenditure during the 2004�2018 period (UNESCO, 2020). For agriculture, however, according 
to a World Bank review of public expenditure analyses in Africa covering the period 2005�2014, 
the share of salaries in total agricultural expenditure ranged from 6 to 53 percent (Mink, 2016), 
with this share being higher for countries at a higher level of development (e.g. Namibia and 
South Africa). For the countries analysed in this report, the share of salaries was below 10 percent 
in Senegal and Uganda and, between 10�15 percent in Burkina Faso and between 20�30 percent 
in Ghana and Rwanda (Mink, 2016). The lower share of salaries in the total expenditures 
increases the complexity of the execution of such expenditures as well as the implementation of 
agricultural projects. It is therefore important to increase coordination and develop capacity to 
manage and operationalize agricultural projects, even more so in highly decentralized contexts.

Finally, another explanation for lower and more variable execution rates in expenditures on food 
and agriculture is the high reliance on donor expenditures, as discussed in the following chapter. 

FIGURE ��	 EXECUTION RATES FOR FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL (NARROW DEFINITION) 
AND NON-FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL EXPENDITURE
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Notes: For assumptions on these indicators, see Table A3 in Annex 2. Ghana is excluded as actual expenditure data 
is partial for all years, therefore accurate execution rates cannot be calculated. 
Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version).

9	 More details are available in Box 10.
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3.3	 Source of funding

10	 For interpretation of Figure 12 please see footnote 8. As an example, execution rates of donor expenditures on 
food and agriculture in Burundi (second box with median value at about 40 percent execution rate) were a lot 
lower and much more variable than the execution rate of national expenditure, represented by the lighter blue 
box, which is smaller than the donor execution rate box and has a median value of about 90 percent. Execution 
of donor expenditure is particularly low and variable also in Burkina Faso and Kenya. In all countries, the box for 
national expenditure execution rate and the median value stand above the donor expenditure box and its median. 
Variability of national spending on food and agriculture is also smaller than that of donor spending.

Overall, the share of donor expenditure as a proportion of total agricultural spending is signi�cant 
in the countries in this study, averaging at 36 percent (see Figure 11). This implies that a number 
of SSA countries still strongly rely on donor-funding for the agriculture sector. 

FIGURE ��	 AVERAGE SHARE OF DONOR FUNDING TO THE FOOD AND 
AGRICULTURAL SECTOR 
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Notes: For assumptions on these indicators see Table A3 in Annex 2. Ghana is excluded as actual expenditure data 
is partial for all years, therefore accurate execution rates cannot be calculated.
Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version).

This trend could be problematic, as the execution rate of donor expenditures tends to be lower 
and more variable (see Figure 12) at about 61 percent on average, against an execution rate of 
91 percent for national expenditure.10 Here, the implications are that a large proportion of the 
available funds are not used, thereby delaying or hindering critical investments. 

The di�erence between national and donor execution rates can be explained by at least 
three factors. First, salaries, wages and other recurrent expenditures are typically more predictable 
and are usually �nanced by domestic sources as opposed to donor-funded expenditures, which 
mostly fund capital expenditures that are more di�cult to implement and more exposed to 
abrupt changes.  Second, investment projects � mainly funded by donors � may require legislative 
approval (even when resources have been budgeted) and procurement plans may not be dra�ed 
before budgets are made available, delaying the implementation of projects and undermining 
execution of expenditure by donors. Finally, donor-funded programmes tend to be large and 
require governments to comply with speci�c project-management rules, which add a layer of 
complexity to their implementation (Mink, 2016).
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Beyond the above-mentioned factors, there are also country-speci�c reasons why the execution 
rates of donor expenditure are lower than for national expenditures. For example, following 
the mismanagement of public funds in the hidden debt scandal11 (Jornal de Negócios, 2016) 
in Mozambique, several development partners either withdrew their support or implemented 
stricter controls. This led to a steep decline in the disbursement of expenditures in the 
agricultural sector (MASA, 2017). Similarly, in Burundi (see Box 3) and in Malawi (in 2012�2013 
mainly), donors temporarily withheld their support during the period under this study, due to 
the deteriorating governance, political instability and �nancial scandals. In Mali, especially 
in 2012, execution rates on donor projects dropped substantially, following political turmoil  
(FAO, 2014). In Burkina Faso (between 2004�2011) and Uganda (mainly in 2005�2007), complexities 
in procurement, weak coordination with donors and with decentralized governments were 
identi�ed as key constraints to the execution of donor support for food and agriculture 
(World Bank, 2010, 2013).	

FIGURE ��	 EXECUTION RATES OF NATIONAL AND DONOR EXPENDITURE ON FOOD 
AND AGRICULTURE (NARROW DEFINITION)
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Notes: For assumptions on these indicators see Table A3 in Annex 2. Ghana is excluded as actual expenditure data 
is partial for all years, therefore accurate execution rates cannot be calculated.
Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version).

11	 Between 2013 and 2014 Mozambican state-owned companies contracted a large amount of state-guaranteed debt 
(over USD 2 billion, according to an article from The Economist) and a substantial part of this debt was borrowed 
in secret, which explains the name of the scandal.
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BOX � (CONT.)	 BURUNDI: A RELIANCE ON DONOR FUNDING FOR AGRICULTURE

The lowest overall donor execution rate was experienced in 2009 (16 percent), partly due to the global 
financial crisis, which led to reduction in donor expenditures (World Bank, 2013). In 2015, the low 
rate was partly driven by surging political instability, which led to the suspension of direct budgetary 
support to the government and a�ected the implementation of ongoing projects. The EU, for example, 
suspended funding, which at the time accounted for about half of the annual budget of Burundi 
(The Guardian, 2016). 

The above-mentioned volatility in donor financing due to both internal and external factors ultimately 
undermines service delivery and public expenditure. Given that donors finance most of the food and 
agricultural expenditure and mainly public goods, which are recognized to be associated with higher 
returns on investment, a delay or a suspension in this funding is likely to have significant adverse e�ects 
on the sector. A World Bank review of Burundi�s public expenditures found that, during shortfalls of 
funds compared to contributions pledged, expenditure reductions mainly a�ected capital expenditures, 
rather than current expenditures (World Bank, 2013). 

Looking to the future, for Burundi to achieve its ambitious target of agricultural transformation by 2027, 
the government needs to scale up domestic financing for agriculture to ensure financial sustainability 
and improve the e�iciency of spending by increasing capital expenditure and provision of public goods, 
such as infrastructure and research and development services. 

NOTE

*According to an independent external evaluation of the Peacebuilding Fund projects in Burundi (see https://reliefweb.
int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/CABFEA3AB9A416D34925779C000EAE96-Full_Report.pdf).

Solutions for spending shortcomings
Given that a large proportion of donor funding for agriculture currently goes unspent, it is 
important that countries, together with their development partners, come up with solutions. 
These could include simplifying existing procedures, improving coordination, improving local 
capacities to manage and execute funds particularly among civil servants, or shi�ing to budget 
support as an aid modality.12 Box 4 presents the case of European Union (EU) budget support to 
Benin, which was made conditional on improving monitoring and analysis of expenditure �ows 
to identify issues and priorities. Following a technical analysis, the EU gave the green light to 
disburse EUR 9 million (3 percent of the average annual budget for agriculture) in budgetary 
support to the Government of Benin. 	

12	 Budget support generally entails a direct contribution to the recipient government�s budget. In terms of scope, 
it is generally broader in scope than project aid and aims to support the (general or sectoral) development strategy 
of the recipient government.

BOX �	 BURUNDI: CHALLENGES OF RELYING ON DONOR FUNDING FOR AGRICULTURE

Burundi�s agriculture relies heavily on o�icial development assistance (ODA). Donor allocations accounted, 
on average, for 70 percent of the agricultural budget during the period 2005�2017 (see Figure 13). 

Development partners predominantly fund public goods: 60 percent of the budget devoted to 
infrastructure, storage, marketing, training and extension activities is funded by donors. Conversely, 
private goods, such as input subsidies or cash transfers, are funded mainly by national sources, 
with donor expenditures accounting for less than 40 percent of these expenditures.	

FIGURE �� 	 FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL EXPENDITURE BY SOURCE OF FINANCE 
IN BURUNDI
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Note: Indicators not available for 2011 and 2013 due to lack of donor-funded expenditures.
Source: MAFAP, 2020.

More than half of donor funds are unused 

The execution rate of donor expenditure has been low and is decreasing (see Figure 13), with an average 
rate of 42 percent over the analysed period. As a result of the low execution, actual expenditure by 
donors represents only 50 percent of agricultural spending (against the 70 percent of budgeted 
amounts). The low capacity to disburse resources is mainly due to complex procurement procedures, 
governance issues, delayed payments, political instability, and limited fund absorption capacity (World 
Bank, 2013). For example, in 2006, only 39 percent of funds from the World Bank Emergency Programme 
were disbursed because of the donor�s concern over funds mismanagement.* 
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BOX �	 MONITORING AND ANALYSING PUBLIC EXPENDITURE TO MOBILIZE DONOR 
FUNDING IN BENIN

In 2019, the Ministry of Agriculture of Benin produced a comprehensive analysis of public expenditure 
on food and agriculture for the 2008�2018 period, following a collaboration with the MAFAP programme 
dating back to 2016 (see Baborska et al., 2020). This detailed analysis of trends and composition of 
sectoral expenditures was a precondition to receiving budgetary support from the European Union (EU). 
The EU programme aimed to support the Government of Benin in its ambitious structural and institutional 
reforms detailed in the Plan stratégique de développement du secteur rural (PSDSA) for the 2017�2020 
period. The main reforms were restructuring decentralized administrative units and adopting territorial 
approaches to value chain development. In order to release the funds, the EU established conditions of 
eligibility, which mainly related to addressing governance challenges, decentralizing the responsibilities 
of the Ministry of Agriculture, and supporting the development of key priority value chains as well as 
technical and financial aspects of implementation.

Late reforms led to slower release of funds

The regular monitoring of expenditure and the analysis of its composition provided a timely, comprehensive 
and credible assessment of public spending in the agricultural sector. The analysis found that introducing 
a programmatic approach to the Ministry of Agriculture�s budget improved the predictability of food and 
agricultural public expenditures. However, slow institutional reforms during the first years of the PSDSA 
led to low execution of public funds allocated to the sector. Indicators showed an important increase in 
public spending on agricultural research and knowledge dissemination as part of the reform aimed at 
promoting a territorial approach to value chain development. However, investments to promote activities 
beyond the farm gate, such as processing and marketing, remain limited.

Analytical evidence facilitated funding 

On the basis of this analysis, the EU granted EUR 9 million in budgetary support to the Government of 
Benin, representing about 3 percent of the annual average budget for agriculture. The results of the 
analysis also provide a basis for the government to elaborate its own funding strategy for agricultural 
sector development in the framework of the new PSDSA, which is currently underway. 	

13	 Fiscal decentralization refers to a shi� of some responsibilities related to expenditures or revenues to lower 
levels of government. For example, certain responsibilities that were held by the central government will now be 
implemented by a regional or a district government.

3.4	 Decentralization and expenditure at subnational levels
During the early 1990s, reforms on �scal decentralization gained momentum in Africa (Hobdari 
et al., 2018).13 Conceptually, increasing the proximity of policymakers to their bene�ciaries 
through decentralization could lead to a better alignment of local policies with stakeholder 
needs, especially the poorest people (Bardhan, 2002), as well as reducing corruption and 
strengthening accountability among local authorities (Fismann and Gatti, 2002). Nevertheless, 
there have been concerns around the risk of funds being diverted to cover the costs associated 
with the establishment and maintenance of new local governments (Mogues and Erman, 2016). 
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It is reasonable to expect the impacts of �scal decentralization on agriculture depend largely on 
the geographical distribution and composition of subnational expenditures. 

According to our analysis, the amount of expenditure on food and agriculture is smaller in 
countries where public funding decisions or their implementation are more decentralized. 
However, subnational (province, county or region) per capita expenditure on agriculture is 
generally higher where poverty rates are higher. Spending has targeted poorer areas with high 
agricultural potential, where returns of investment are likely to be higher.

As visible in Figure 14, countries with a higher value on the �scal decentralization index14 
allocate a smaller share of their budgets to agriculture. There is not much evidence available on 
the expected e�ect of greater decentralization on agricultural allocations and it is likely that the 
e�ect will depend on a number of country-speci�c factors, including the degree of autonomy 
exercised by the subnational governments, the policy priorities of local governments and their 
capacity to manage and execute agricultural expenditures (Akroyd and Smith, 2007). However, 
the negative relation between decentralization and food and agricultural expenditure shown in 
Figure 14 is consistent with general �ndings that higher levels of decentralization are normally 
associated with an increase in the share of health and education expenditures (Arze et al., 2016), 
which could explain the lower share allocated to agriculture. 

FIGURE ��	 CORRELATION BETWEEN SHARE OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL EXPENDITURE 
AND DECENTRALIZATION INDEX
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Note: For assumptions on these indicators see Table A3 in Annex 2.
Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version) and Ivanyna and Shah (2012).

14	  The �scal decentralization index is calculated by Ivanyna and Shah (2012). To calculate the value of the index, the 
authors assign weights to di�erent variables capturing i) the degree of local expenditure autonomy; ii) the degree 
of autonomy to tax; iii) the ability to borrow money; iv) the �scal vertical gap (share of central government 
transfers in local government revenues; and v) the share of unconditional transfers in the total. A higher value 
index denotes a higher level of �scal decentralization or expenditure autonomy.

BOX �	 MONITORING AND ANALYSING PUBLIC EXPENDITURE TO MOBILIZE DONOR 
FUNDING IN BENIN

In 2019, the Ministry of Agriculture of Benin produced a comprehensive analysis of public expenditure 
on food and agriculture for the 2008�2018 period, following a collaboration with the MAFAP programme 
dating back to 2016 (see Baborska et al., 2020). This detailed analysis of trends and composition of 
sectoral expenditures was a precondition to receiving budgetary support from the European Union (EU). 
The EU programme aimed to support the Government of Benin in its ambitious structural and institutional 
reforms detailed in the Plan stratégique de développement du secteur rural (PSDSA) for the 2017�2020 
period. The main reforms were restructuring decentralized administrative units and adopting territorial 
approaches to value chain development. In order to release the funds, the EU established conditions of 
eligibility, which mainly related to addressing governance challenges, decentralizing the responsibilities 
of the Ministry of Agriculture, and supporting the development of key priority value chains as well as 
technical and financial aspects of implementation.

Late reforms led to slower release of funds

The regular monitoring of expenditure and the analysis of its composition provided a timely, comprehensive 
and credible assessment of public spending in the agricultural sector. The analysis found that introducing 
a programmatic approach to the Ministry of Agriculture�s budget improved the predictability of food and 
agricultural public expenditures. However, slow institutional reforms during the first years of the PSDSA 
led to low execution of public funds allocated to the sector. Indicators showed an important increase in 
public spending on agricultural research and knowledge dissemination as part of the reform aimed at 
promoting a territorial approach to value chain development. However, investments to promote activities 
beyond the farm gate, such as processing and marketing, remain limited.

Analytical evidence facilitated funding 

On the basis of this analysis, the EU granted EUR 9 million in budgetary support to the Government of 
Benin, representing about 3 percent of the annual average budget for agriculture. The results of the 
analysis also provide a basis for the government to elaborate its own funding strategy for agricultural 
sector development in the framework of the new PSDSA, which is currently underway. 	

13	 Fiscal decentralization refers to a shi� of some responsibilities related to expenditures or revenues to lower 
levels of government. For example, certain responsibilities that were held by the central government will now be 
implemented by a regional or a district government.
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Di�erent countries in sub-Saharan Africa have made a di�ering commitment in terms of 
decentralizing the management of public budgets, especially in terms of the autonomy enjoyed 
by subnational governments in revenues collection and spending-related decisions. In some 
countries, local administrations may be responsible for both the allocation of resources and 
their implementation, whereas in other countries local governments may be only responsible 
for implementing expenditure. These commitments are usually driven by sectoral, political, and 
administrative authority considerations that, most o�en, are not linked to agriculture-speci�c 
concerns (Mink, 2016). 

In countries like Ethiopia and Kenya (see Box 5), transfers to subnational entities are 
unconditional, meaning that such entities have broad spending autonomy (Hobdari et al., 2018).17 
Conversely, in Mozambique, Uganda and the United Republic of Tanzania, most of the transfers 
are conditional and are designated by the central government for the provision of the speci�c 
services, leaving little �exibility on spending decisions to local authorities (Hobdari et al., 2018; 
Hart and Welham, 2016). 

In Ghana, although its constitution states that �scal decentralization allows unconditional 
transfers, the process seems constrained by legislative con�icts and repeated budget 
administration reforms, which undermine the authority and revenue collection systems of the 
local governments (Amoako-Asiedu and Domfeh, 2016).	

FIGURE ��	 SHARE OF SUBNATIONAL EXPENDITURE ON AGRICULTURE OVER 
TOTAL FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL SPENDING
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Notes: Expenditure data at the subnational level is available only for the following periods: Ethiopia (2016�2017); 
Ghana (2013�2017); Kenya (2014�2018); Mozambique (2009�2017); Uganda (2004�2016); and United Republic 
of Tanzania (2011�2017). This �gure shows the share of subnational expenditure on food and agriculture over 
total agricultural expenditure (i.e. expenditure at the central and subnational levels). For assumptions on these 
indicators see Table A3 in Annex 2. 
Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version).

17	 However, according to Hobdari et al. (2018), the rapid speed of �scal decentralization in Kenya has not been 
matched by the capacity of subnational governments to e�ectively carry out the spending assigned to them, 
and this has created problems for service delivery at the subnational level.
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BOX �	 INSIGHT AND CHALLENGES FOR AGRICULTURE IN A DECENTRALIZED KENYA 

The process of decentralization in Kenya dates back to the late 1990s with the introduction of 
geographically specific funds and transfers aimed at addressing emerging challenges of marginalization, 
inequality and resources management. With the approval of its new constitution in 2010, Kenya 
embarked on a major process of devolution, folding three levels of administration � provinces, local 
authorities and national functions � into one. The constitution also divided the government into two 
levels: a national central government and 47 county governments.

The national government retained the responsibility of formulating policies and setting priorities for 
the agricultural sector. On the other hand, county governments implement the national policies on 
agriculture, and facilitate and oversee all other agriculture-related matters, including service delivery. 
This organization of the responsibilities involves a high level of collaboration and coordination between 
the two levels of government. In terms of public allocations, transfers from the central level to the counties 
are mainly unconditional, granting a high degree of spending autonomy to the local authorities.

Problems encountered at county level 

While decentralization can be an important opportunity for enhancing public participation in the 
agricultural sector, several factors have limited the scale and impact of such participation. The transfer of 
functions from the central level to the counties, originally planned to take place over a three-year period, 
was compressed into one year during which total spending by the counties quadrupled. The speed of the 
process hindered the delivery of public services as the new county authorities lacked the knowledge and 
capacity necessary to e�ectively manage the resources allocated to them for agriculture (Hobdari et al., 
2018). The situation has been further constrained by the lack of coordination between central and 
decentralized authorities.

Looking ahead 

The Kenyan Agriculture Sector Growth and Transformation Strategy (ASGTS) foresees a central role for 
county governments in implementing the strategy and advocates for increased coordination between 
county authorities, the central government, development partners and the private sector (MoALF, 
2019). The lack of a solid reporting system for public expenditure at local level can lead to duplication of 
expenditures, impede in-depth analysis of spending composition and, therefore, an e�icient management 
of public resources. Developing a systematic mapping and reporting of expenditures on food and 
agriculture at the county level could help overcome such setbacks. 

Higher expenditure in poorer areas 
While overall food and agricultural expenditure by subnational authorities remains low, 
below USD 4.5 per capita (constant USD, 2011), it is higher in areas with greater poverty rates 
(see Figure 16). This can be explained by a number of factors. 	

First, areas with a high incidence of poverty are more likely to receive food aid and cash transfers. 
Second, in areas characterized by low poverty levels and high agricultural potential, the initial 
stock of expenditure is likely to be higher, implying lower returns on additional investment. 
In addition, the private sector may also be more likely to invest in these areas, reducing the 
need for public transfers. Correlation of subnational expenditure per capita and the poverty rate 
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are reported in Figure A1 in Annex 4. These relationships are positive for all countries, but the 
strength of the association di�ers between countries.18

FIGURE ��	 CORRELATION BETWEEN POVERTY RATE AND SUBNATIONAL EXPENDITURE 
ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE PER CAPITA
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Note: For assumptions on these indicators, see Table A3 in Annex 2.
Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version) and various national sources.

Figure 17 to Figure 22 present various maps indicating country spending per capita (also de�ned 
as spending intensity) and poverty rates. 

In Ethiopia, the average food and agricultural expenditure per capita at the regional level 
was USD 13 in 2016�2017, with four regions (Gambella, Afar, Benishangul-Gumuz and Tigray) 
spending more than the regional average. Gambella, where expenditure per capita is almost 
USD 40, is sparsely populated with fewer than 500 000 inhabitants, most of whom are poor and 
rely on subsistence agriculture. 

Situated in the western-most corner of Ethiopia, Gambella is characterized by optimal 
agroecological conditions, rich water resources, and vast and untapped agricultural potential. 
These characteristics likely prompted the Ethiopian Government to select it, along with 
Benishangul-Gumuz, as high-potential areas for public and private investments in food and 
agriculture (Degife et al., 2019), thereby drawing regional-level expenditure towards agricultural 
development. Benishangul-Gumuz and Tigray, in addition to having high agricultural potential, 
have high poverty rates, making these regions priority areas for pro-poor expenditures on 
education, health and agriculture.19 Afar has the second highest expenditure per capita but, 
relative to the other regions, has low overall agricultural potential. The dry lowlands are a�ected 
by both drought and �ooding. However, as part of the Awash River basin, there is irrigation 

18	 Correlation coe�cients range from 0.08 (weak correlation) to 0.61 (moderate-strong correlation), vary substantially 
by country, and are signi�cant in the cases of Ghana, Kenya and Uganda.

19	 In the past, large-scale agricultural land acquisitions in these regions faced local and international criticism for a 
lack of transparency and consultation with a�ected communities (Olay and Okumo, 2017). Higher spending may 
be an indirect mechanism to compensate for these land acquisitions.
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This organization of the responsibilities involves a high level of collaboration and coordination between 
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are mainly unconditional, granting a high degree of spending autonomy to the local authorities.
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BOX �	 COVID-�� AND PUBLIC EXPENDITURES: IMPACTS, RESPONSES AND OPTIONS 
FOR THE FUTURE 

Despite sub-Saharan Africa registering, so far, a number of COVID-19 cases and casualties lower that 
other regions in the world, the latest economic projections from the International Monetary Fund (2020a) 
expect a contraction in regional economies by about 3 percent, with an average GDP per capita drop up to 
5.4 percent back to levels of the beginning of the decade. 

The continent is facing an unprecedented health and economic crisis which could push an additional 
5 to 29 million people into poverty, destroy up to 19 million jobs on the continent and the number of 
undernourished people in food-importing countries could increase by an additional 14.4�80.3 million 
(UNECA, 2020; ILO, 2020; FAO, 2020). As a result, and in order to minimize and mitigate the potential 
negative e�ects of a COVID-19-induced lower growth, many African governments have resorted to fiscal 
stimuli. However, with fewer resources at their disposal, they are likely to face some di�icult choices.

How have sub-Saharan African countries responded to the first wave of the pandemic? 

In March 2020, FAO called on countries to minimize the e�ects of the pandemic on agriculture by:

�	 expanding and improving food assistance and social protection programmes; 

�	 helping smallholders to enhance their productivity and sell their output; 

�	 addressing key logistical bottlenecks; 

�	 keeping global food trade open (Torero Cullen, 2020); 

�	 putting food and agriculture at the centre of the economic recovery packages (FAO, 2020).

Most of the countries reviewed in this report have already implemented a number of these policies. In the 
short term, the main policies have aimed at expanding safety nets to protect the most vulnerable people, 
introducing subsidies in support of agricultural production, and providing fiscal exemptions.*

Measures to support farmers

To protect smallholders� profits from price shocks, Mozambique has implemented a cotton subsidy, 
Burkina Faso announced the acquisition of agricultural inputs and animal feed to support food and pastoral 
production, and Kenya announced a K Sh 3 billion (USD 28 100 000) stimulus package to provide inputs 
to farmers and a further K Sh 1.5 billion (USD 24 050 000) to support flower and horticultural producers 
accessing the international market. In Rwanda, where a bumper harvest has occurred, the government 
has proactively sought to purchase key food commodities (beans and maize) to increase the amount of 
stored food in its national food reserves and absorb some of the excess supply, which could result in a 
decline of producer prices.
Economic measures to protect the poorest people

An increasing number of measures aimed at protecting poorest consumers have also been undertaken by 
some countries. The most common measures are the expansion of cash transfers and food aid. Malawi, 
for example, has announced a USD 40/month (roughly the minimum wage) transfer for vulnerable 
populations. In Mali, Senegal and Uganda, governments pledged large-scale food aid programmes, 
with cereals distribution in Mali, massive food procurement for one million poor households in Senegal, 
and the announcement of a food distribution scheme for about 1.5 million urban poor people in Uganda. 

Regulatory measures on and beyond agriculture

Governments also implemented regulatory measures to ease key logistical bottlenecks, reduce the 
cost of basic services (electricity, fuel and water) and/or curb food prices. Mozambique, for example,   
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BOX �	 REFORMING THE FARM INPUT SUBSIDY PROGRAMME IN MALAWI: 
BETTER EFFICIENCY AND SHIFTING EXPENDITURE

The Farm Input Subsidy Programme (FISP) reintroduced agricultural input subsidies in Malawi during 
the 2005/06 cropping season, having been abolished in the 1990s. During 2005�2017, FISP accounted on 
average for 60 percent of the total budget on food and agriculture, and 8 percent of Malawi�s total budget. 

Its main aim is to provide fertilizers and seed subsidies for maize, targeting poor smallholder farmers 
through vouchers. Inputs for other crops were subsidized in the past, such as fertilizers for tobacco 
(until 2008/09), legume seeds, cotton seeds and chemicals in certain cropping seasons. Evidence 
suggests that FISP has had positive e�ects on maize productivity as a result of increased fertilizer use. 
Studies show an increase in maize yields of up to 500 kg/ha and higher production a�er the first year of 
implementation (from 1.2 million tonnes in 2004/2005 to 2.6 million tonnes in 2005/2006), reaching a 
record production level of 3.7 million tonnes during 2011/2012.*

Important reforms of the FISP have been implemented since 2015/16 and these enabled Malawi to 
reduce the FISP budget by almost half, which allowed the government to reallocate these resources to 
other sectoral investments. 

Nevertheless, the total cost of the programme increased nominally until 2016, mainly driven by the 
devaluation of the national currency and hyperinflation starting in 2012. These factors raised the cost 
of inputs, which are almost all imported. In 2017, FISP spending declined to 27 percent of food and 
agricultural spending, making room for increased maize procurement for food aid in order to address 
the humanitarian crisis caused by repeated weather shocks in 2015 and 2016. These cuts (approximately 
MK 31.2 billion, or USD 42.6 million) also enabled a reallocation that resulted in increased expenditure 
on public goods, such as irrigation and agricultural research (see Figure 27).

FIGURE �� 	 COMPOSITION OF EXPENDITURE ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE IN MALAWI

������������������������

��������������������
�������������������
�������	�������

�����
������	�������
 ������������������������������������	���

�
�������������������������

���� ���� ���� ���� �������� ���� ���� �������� ��������
�

��

��

��

��

���

 �
��

��
��


�
�›�

�

Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version).











Public expenditure on food and agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa: trends, challenges and priorities50

BOX �	 PRODUCTIVE SAFETY NET PROGRAMME IN ETHIOPIA: CONNECTING SOCIAL 
PROTECTION AND AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 

MAFAP data shows that food and agricultural transfers targeting consumers in Ethiopia was, on average, 
7 percent of total government expenditure, and 33 percent of expenditures on food and agriculture 
during 2007�2017. 

These transfers are mainly carried out through the Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP), considered 
the second largest safety net programme in Africa (a�er South Africa) and among the largest in the 
world (Cochran and Tamiru, 2016). 

Since its inception in 2005, with the objective of achieving sustainable food security for chronic and 
transitory food insecure households in rural Ethiopia, the PSNP has provided timely and predictable 
food and cash transfers to smooth consumption over the lean season, thereby preventing the distress 
sale of assets. A combination of food and cash is provided, o�en in return for labour on public works 
programmes. These are usually labour-intensive projects, such as road rehabilitation, soil conservation, 
and reforestation, which benefit the community in terms of improved soil fertility and land productivity, 
access to market infrastructure, drinking water and irrigation structures, education and health centres 
(Reach Project, 2019). Roughly 20 percent of households that benefit from the PSNP are unable to 
supply labour and thus receive an unconditional transfer known as direct support (FAO, 2014). 

Social, agricultural and rural development safety net

While the PSNP is a social safety net scheme, it also encompasses agriculture and rural development. 
Through the Household Asset Building Program (HABP), PSNP beneficiaries are provided with 
employment so that they can attain sustainable food security and �graduate� from the programme. 
These complementary interventions include microcredit for agricultural inputs, and technical support 
for productive investments in irrigation, terracing, and livestock fattening. The PSNP is implemented by 
the Ministry of Agriculture and usually equals over half of the Ministry�s budget.

Scaling up

The PSNP has been strongly supported by donors since its launch, and the government however is 
gradually increasing its contribution. It has demonstrated the benefits and long-term cost savings of a 
wide, predictable and sustained safety net scheme that enhances the population�s resilience to shocks, 
rather than relying on ad hoc humanitarian and emergency responses (Endale et al., 2019). In light of 
this success, social protection schemes in Ethiopia are being scaled up to include more beneficiaries 
with diverse needs. Since 2017, the PSNP started to include urban households among its beneficiaries 
(Endale et al., 2019). The programme�s budget also increased in 2015/16 in response to the worst 
drought in decades, which a�ected nearly 10 million Ethiopians (Endale et al., 2019). 
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FIGURE ��	 SHARE OF EXPENDITURE ON AGRICULTURAL R&D AND EXTENSION OVER 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
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Source: Authors� calculations based on MAFAP database (2020 version).

BOX ��	 AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICES IN UGANDA AND THE ROLE OF 
THE NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY SERVICES

In Uganda, agricultural extension services are a fundamental tool for promoting rural development 
and agricultural transformation. Before 2014, agriculture extension services fell under the National 
Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS), a semi-governmental authority under the Ministry of Agriculture, 
Animal Industry and Fisheries (MAAIF). NAADS was established in 2001 to address ine�iciencies in 
the agricultural extension system and facilitate e�ective delivery of agricultural advisory services 
(ESAFF, 2016).

NAADS promotes private-public partnerships in districts by connecting farmer organizations to 
private firms that provide specialized advisory services according to farmers� priorities and needs  
(Benin et al., 2011). Despite a positive start, the NAADS programme has faced several challenges, such 
as a weak relationship with the research institutions, lack of participation of farmer groups, inability to 
address adequately farmers� needs and related issues. This led farmers to rely directly on the private 
sector for the provision of extension services. Indeed, since the liberalization of the Ugandan economy 
in the late 1980s, private companies have played a prominent role in the agricultural sector and  
extension services. 
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BOX �� (CONT.)	 MEASURING TECHNICAL EFFICIENCY USING DATA ENVELOPMENT ANALYSIS 

The degree of technical e�iciency (or ine�iciency) is determined by how close (or far) the observed unit 
is from the frontier. E�iciency can be calculated using di�erent orientations. Input-oriented measures 
(used in this report) help assess how much a given country could decrease its inputs while maintaining 
the same level of output (e�iciency is determined by the ratio of distances from AB to AP in Figure 35). 
Output-oriented measures assess how much output could increase with no increase in inputs (e�iciency 
is shown by the ratio of distances CP and CD in Figure 35). In this report, we assume variable returns to 
scale (VRS), which implies that increases in the inputs will lead to larger increases in the output at lower 
levels of inputs.

FIGURE �� 	 STOCHASTIC FRONTIER ILLUSTRATION

A

�

B

C

D

P

q

�����

x

Source: Coelli et al., 2005

E�iciency is measured by a score that ranges between 0 and 1. For a given set of inputs, a country is 
considered e�icient when the score is equal to 1.

Since this is a relative measure, there will always be at least one country in the sample that will get 
the maximum score. This means that, given the country�s features (i.e. hectares of arable land per 
rural capita and share of employment in agriculture), it achieves the highest observed agricultural 
outcome (agricultural GDP per rural capita). The set of inputs was restricted to land endowments and 
labour market characteristics for two reasons. First, the subsequent interpretation of the correlation 
coe�icients is more straightforward since the correlations speak directly to the productivity of these 
inputs. Second, there were substantial data gaps for other inputs (e.g. capital), which would reduce 
significantly the sample size. 

When the score is below 1, a country is considered ine�icient. The distance between the actual 
score and 1 represents the proportion by which all inputs would need to be reduced in order for the 
country to be considered e�icient (Coelli et al., 2005). For example, an e�iciency score of 0.5 means 
that an e�icient country would achieve the same level of agricultural GDP per rural capita using half of 
the inputs.

The main advantages of DEA over SFA is that it does not require either: a) specifying a functional form 
for the production function; or b) specifying a distribution for the ine�iciency term. DEA is also able to 
simultaneously handle multiple outputs and inputs. However, it is more sensitive to measurement error 
and, in a panel setting, it treats each period as a di�erent sample (Salerian and Chan, 2005; Coelli et al., 
2005; Zhu, 2015).

agricultural sector. Speci�cally, we investigate the relationship between the allocation of public 
resources and the capacity of the sector to reach its potential as determined by the characteristics 
(land and labour) of a given country. 

The purpose of this analysis is to deliver clear information to policymakers about how the sector 
performance could be improved through a better allocation of the available resources. To do so, 
we must determine whether the level and � more importantly � the composition of expenditure 
on food and agriculture are associated with higher technical e�ciency. 

To that end, we need to measure the capacity of a country to reach its maximum obtainable 
agricultural GDP per capita given its land endowment and its labour market characteristic using 
the following steps (see Box 11, for methodological details).

First, we calculate agricultural e�ciency in all African countries for which data are available by 
combining data from two expenditure data sources: the MAFAP programme and the Regional 
Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System (ReSAKSS) platform. The latter is the primary 
platform for tracking CAADP progress and compiles data for countries where the MAFAP 
programme does not operate. 	

Second, we look at the relationship between e�ciency and per capita expenditure on food and 
agriculture. In simple terms, we look at whether countries that spend more tend to have higher 
levels of technical e�ciency.

Third, we use the group of sub-Saharan African countries in the MAFAP programme to analyse 
how the shares of spending devoted to certain types of expenditure are associated with 
agricultural e�ciency. Here, recognizing that the di�erent expenditures have very di�erent 
levels of cost-e�ectiveness, we assess whether certain types have a stronger correlation with 
technical e�ciency scores. Moreover, since these relationships can be in�uenced by varying 
degrees of agricultural transformation in countries, we complete our analysis by showing how 
the relationship between the allocation of resources and e�ciency di�ers, depending on the 
level of agricultural transformation achieved. 

The method we use (i.e. e�ciency analysis described in Box 11) is determined by the data we 
have available. Given data constraints, we were unable to use more robust quantitative tools, 
such as an econometric analysis. This prevents us from determining a causal link between public 
expenditure and agricultural e�ciency. Nevertheless, the following analysis is a �rst step towards 
a more complete understanding of the relationship between the composition of spending and the 
performance of the sector. 

BOX ��	 MEASURING TECHNICAL EFFICIENCY USING DATA ENVELOPMENT ANALYSIS 

Data envelopment analysis (DEA) is a non-parametric statistical method used to measure relative 
e�iciency. Together with the parametric approach, known as stochastic frontier analysis (SFA), it is 
the most common technique for evaluating e�iciency in economics. DEA has been used extensively 
to assess the e�iciency of public spending (Herrera and Pang, 2005; Dutu and Sicari, 2016; Minviel and 
Latru�e, 2016) since it allows analysts to compare performance among a set of countries. The main 
idea behind DEA is that, by observing the input-output sets of decision-making units (e.g. countries), 
a frontier of best-practices (f(x) in Figure 35) can be constructed by �enveloping� the data (Dutu and 
Sicari, 2016). Countries in the frontier (e.g. B or D) are considered e�icient, whereas countries that are 
not on the frontier (e.g. P) are not considered e�icient. 
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BOX ��	 RWANDA: TRADE-OFFS WITHIN AGRICULTURE BUDGET FRAMEWORKS

When implementing agricultural strategies, scarce resources mean that budget holders need to make 
hard choices around the allocation of public resources. In Rwanda, an analysis of public expenditures for 
food and agriculture undertaken by MAFAP in collaboration with the Ministry of Agriculture and Animal 
Resources (see Tuyishime et al.,2020), allowed us to track actual investments in the Strategic Plan for 
the Transformation of Agriculture, Phase Three (PSTA3 2013�2017), and compare them to planned 
expenditures outlined in the Agriculture Sector Investment Plan, Phase Two (ASIP2). The comparison 
helps identify funding gaps by programmatic area over time. 

Planned allocations vs realized expenditures

Planned amounts for the four PSTA3 Programmes (Programmes 1 to 4 as seen in Figure 40) accounted for 
an average 54, 7, 30 and 8 percent of the total PSTA3 budget, respectively. However, the results revealed 
that actual spending across programmes did not reflect the planned expenditures in the ASIP2. Actual 
expenditures on Programmes 1, 2, 3 and 4 accounted for an average 65, 7, 20 and 1 percent of the total 
budget, respectively. In a context of scarce resources for the implementation of PSTA3, budget holders 
and policymakers seem to have reallocated some expenditures to Programme 1 (mostly inputs for the 
soil fertility and irrigation and water management subcomponents) at the expense of Programmes 
3 and 4. In particular, the pattern of spending suggests significant underfunding for Programme 3, 
which focused on value chain development and private sector investment, despite its importance for 
leveraging private investment, a key contributor to agricultural growth and job creation. 

The take-away message here is that embedding strategic development objectives in budgets is a good 
initiative. However, it is less useful if there are no monitoring systems in place to track how disbursed 
expenditures deviate from the established and agreed policy orientation.

FIGURE �� 	 DIFFERENCES IN ALLOCATED SHARES OF PUBLIC EXPENDITURE ON 
FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACROSS PSTA� PROGRAMMES IN RWANDA
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Note: Di�erences are computed as actual share minus planned share.
Source: Tuyishime et al., 2020. 
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BOX ��	 MONITORING THE NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL INVESTMENT PLAN OF 
MOZAMBIQUE: A TOOL TO IMPROVE DECISION MAKING 

National Agricultural Investment Plans (NAIP) are an essential part of the CAADP process. At their core, 
NAIP allow countries to identify opportunities and fill investment gaps in the agricultural sector as 
well to use public funds as a catalyst for private sector development. With these objectives in mind, 
the Government of Mozambique developed its National Agriculture and Food Security Investment Plan 
(PNISA) 2013�2017 (subsequently extended to 2019). In 2018, following a request from the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food Security (now the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development), the MAFAP 
programme developed a tool to assist ministry analysts to track PNISA expenditures, which could also 
be used to monitor future investment plans. 

Low execution rates

An analysis of the data captured through this tool revealed that until 2016 (one year before the planned 
end of the PNISA), the overall execution rate of the plan was low at around 18 percent (see Figure 41). 
In addition, PNISA execution rates di�ered significantly by component of the investment plan. 
Specifically, while components related to land management and natural resources had high execution 
rates, spending on other components, such as agricultural production and productivity, were very low. 
Indeed, the execution rate of public investments in agricultural R&D was among the lowest in the PNISA. 

This is not surprising, since R&D spending is usually over-reliant on donor resources (which tend to 
have lower execution rates) and is underfunded in Africa (Stads and Beintema, 2015). However, it is a 
worrying trend, as R&D expenditures are more likely to have high returns on investment in the long term 
(Mogues et al., 2012).

Main issues to tackle

As highlighted by the PNISA assessment (MASA, 2017), the yield trends for some crops (e.g. potato and 
sugarcane) were promising during the period covered by the plan. Nevertheless, the plan fell short 
of its potential to serve as a catalyst for broad-based agricultural development. Among other things, 
the assessment highlighted issues related to resource mobilization, forecasting of resource availability 
and an inadequate M&E system. This highlights the importance of developing monitoring tools for 
public expenditures early in the NAIP process, in order to enable evidence-based decision making with 
respect to budget allocations as well as to allow corrective actions throughout the life of the plan.

FIGURE �� 	 EXECUTION RATES OF THE NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL INVESTMENT PLAN 
COMPONENTS IN MOZAMBIQUE 
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Source: MAFAP and MASA calculation based on E-Sistafe data.
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BOX �� (CONT.)	 OPTIONS TO IMPROVE QUALITY OF SPENDING IN FOOD AND 
AGRICULTURE: SOME CASE STUDIES 

Examples of how quality of expenditure can be improved 

In Mali, in 2017, the MAFAP programme supported the review of the national public stockholding/
storage strategy (Gourichon and Pierre, 2017), which accounted for a sizeable proportion of food 
and agricultural public expenditures (from 1 to 7 percent) in the years between 2006 and 2014. 
Among other aspects, the analysis found that small changes could generate potentially large cost 
savings. For example, if public purchases were made between November and February (when prices 
are lower) rather than a�er March (when prices are typically higher), this could reduce procurement 
costs by an average of 11 percent, potentially saving the government an average of FCFA 200 million 
per year (roughly USD 340 000). In addition, the analysis also found that further cost savings could be 
achieved if the public stockholding scheme prioritized commodities with the lowest price per calorie, 
such as sorghum and millet, which are the crops most consumed by the poor, rather than focusing 
on rice and maize. This would not only decrease procurement costs, but could also reduce the losses 
associated with storage, since millet and sorghum can be stored for a longer period before the quality 
of the product starts to deteriorate.

These examples highlight how the quality of expenditure can be improved, either through reallocation 
of expenditures or by improving the e�iciency of specific types of expenditure. In countries where 
resources are scarce, ensuring the maximum value-for-money of public spending is crucial, since there 
may not be a lot of room for increasing total expenditure.

FIGURE �� 	 SIMULATED PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN COMMERCIALIZATION 
IN BURKINA FASO, BY CROP AND SCENARIO (���������) 
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Source: Authors� elaboration from Artavia et al., 2020. 

The MAFAP programme stands ready to work hand-in-hand with governments, policymakers 
and the wider development community to make African agricultural transformation a reality, 
to support the e�orts of countries to recover from the current unprecedented recession, to meet 
their CAADP commitments and to reach the Sustainable Development Goals. 

BOX ��	 OPTIONS TO IMPROVE QUALITY OF SPENDING IN FOOD AND AGRICULTURE: 
THE CASES OF BURKINA FASO, GHANA AND MALI

Many countries in Africa simply do not have the means to significantly increase their public expenditure 
on agriculture. In countries where this is the case, better outcomes require improving the composition 
or the e�iciency of public expenditures, or both. MAFAP has provided technical support to governments 
seeking to improve the quality of their expenditures, both at the aggregate level (e.g. Burkina Faso and 
Ghana) and for specific spending categories (e.g. Mali). 

Analysing policy trade-o�s

The analysis in Ghana evaluated an ex ante increase in the food and agricultural budget combined with 
shi�s in the composition of expenditures (Aragie et al., 2019). The analysis focused on extension services 
and input subsidies as two important components of Ghana�s agricultural development strategy, 
while controlling for other types of expenditure, such as investments in irrigation infrastructure and 
rural roads. 

The results of the Ghana study suggested that doubling agriculture�s share in the total public budget 
can accelerate agricultural growth to somewhere between 7.6 percent and 8.6 percent against a 
business-as-usual scenario of about 3.5 percent, depending on agricultural policy. An input subsidy-
oriented spending strategy may yield significant benefits in the short term (1�5 years), but investments 
in e�ective extension services are more sustainable and rewarding in the medium to long term  
(6�10 years). 

In Burkina Faso, MAFAP conducted a simulation exercise, in close collaboration with the Ministry of 
Agriculture, to understand how changes in the level and composition of the agricultural public budget 
could a�ect agricultural productivity and other development objectives. The results highlighted 
important policy trade-o�s. 	

For example, prioritizing public expenditure on perimeter irrigation could help close the maize yield 
gap by 30 percent, but would only have a limited impact on sorghum and millet yields, which are 
predominantly rainfed crops (see Figure 42).* The heterogeneous e�ects on productivity are also 
reflected in commercialization, measured as change in the output produced and sold in markets. 
Increased spending on irrigation would marginally increase market participation among sorghum and 
millet smallholders, while maize yield gains would also translate into a higher rate of commercialization 
(see Figure 42). While beneficial for the maize sector, prioritizing public expenditures for perimeter 
irrigation may fail to address the challenges faced by millet and sorghum producers, despite the 
significance of these crops for rural household incomes and calorie consumption. 

A more diversified set of investments � rather than a focus on a specific investment category �  
is therefore needed to pursue multiple development objectives. 	

NOTE

* The (exploitable) yield gap is the di�erence between the maximum attainable yields (which are the potential yields that 
can be reached in real life farming conditions) and the actual yields.
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