
REPORT ON "MEETING WITH POLICYMAKERS: MADIA AND AID EFFECTIVENESS" V/
 

This 	report briefly summarizes the results of a conference held in
 

Annapolis Maryland, April 6-9, 1987, attended by senior government officials
 

from 	African countries in which MADIA studies have oeen undertaken,
 

representatives of the eight donor agencies pa:-ticipatir.g in the NADIA
 

study,! / and members of the research team (3ee Annex I for a list of
 

attendees). The purpose of the conference was to review the preliminary
 

findings of case studies by eight donners of aid effectiveness in the six MADIA
 

countries arid to begin to cull from these findings a number of cross-cutting
 

observations concerning the problem3 as well as successes of aid assistance in
 

the findings from
these countries.3/ The presentation and discussion of 


individual case studies was organized around topical themes germane to the
 

assistance of the donor whose experience was being reviewed during a given
 

1/ 	 MADIA (Managing Agricultural Developinant in Africa) is a three part study
 

being carried out in the Development Strategy Division, Development
 

Research Department, World Bank. One component of the MADIA study, which
 

was the focus of the conference summarized in this report, examines the
 

effectiveness of two decades of donor assistance for agricultural
 

developmert in Africa. A second component'examines the relationship
 

between domestic policies and agricultural performance -in. the six MADIA
 

countries. The third component examines the politics of agricultural
 

policy iii hese countries. A volume from each of the latter two
 

components is scheduled for completion in the spring of 1988 and the fall
 

of 1987, respectively.
 

2/ 	 The six MADIA countries are Kenya, Malawi, and Tanzania in East Africa
 

and Cameroon, Nigeria and Senegal in West Africa. Participating donors
 

are The World Bank, USAID, ODA, EEC, the French, GTZ, DANIDA and SIDA.
 

3/ 	 These case studies, once revised and edited, will be part of a volume to
 

be produced in the fall of 1987 entitled Aid to African Agriculture:
 

Lessons of Two Decades of Donor Experierce. A list of the case study
 

papers distributed for the conference is found in Annex III.
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session; for example, the DANIDA paper focused on technology transfer by small
 

donors and the French paper focused on export, crop promotion.l/
 

The conference was particularly useful, in at least three respects.
 

First, comparing the experience of various donors enabled participants to
 

identify a number of cowmmon and ofteon thorny problems snared by almost all
 

douors. The rl,- r.he faced
comparisons :evealed particular constraints by 

donocs depending on thi size, ,-it-ir overall. development assistance 

objectives, and the constiruency i'. ;lres to ,,hich they are subject. The 

insights that emerged Irem this comparat ive analvs s of the ways in which 

donors pursue their indi.idual objec-!ivos will help donors to examine and 

understand better their own ivdividual program ::ay.d modes of operation and 

enable donors to improve their interaction with recipient countries and other
 

donors.
 

A second particularly valable com.poncn of the meetings was the
 

contribution of senior government oi.icymakers who commented on the various
 

ways in which the differing, and on. tUioes conflicting, substantive interests
 

and operational modes of d .nor programs im.ria.t- ;cnrecipient country efforts to
 

promote agricultural and rural development. Accommodating the varying agendas
 

of donors and maximizing che hi neFi s of divergen: donors programs is a
 

continual challenge for recipient countries. Prc'vidin, specific examples of
 

these donor-initiated difficulti.es should increase the sensitivity of donors
 

I/ Annex II lists rhe Lo1,1i -; for each session of the agenda. While these
 
topics were chosen btccause they have been central to The assistance of a
 

given donor in the past., they do not necessarily represent the area of
 

current or future concent-arin of assistance or preference by that
 

donor.
 

http:difficulti.es


-3 ­ULD/5/12/87 


to such difficulties and promote both better individual efforts and greater
 

communication among donors.
 

A third set of insights is more specific to each donor. Here the
 

focus is on the impact of individual donor programs, particularly explanations
 

for the success achieved by donors in specific substantive areas, e.g., USAID
 

in agricultural training, the earlier French expertise in promotion of export
 

crop production, etc. This topic is addressed in considerable detail in each
 

of the donor case studies.
 

Some Central Themes
 

Though structured around specific topical themes, the discussion was
 

wide ranging and a brief report of this nature cannot summarize the discussion
 

in a comprehensive manner (nor can it begin to capture the detail of the case
 

studies). Ncnetheless, a number of troad themes repeatedly surfaced
 

thr6ughout the discussion. Some of the more prominent. of these are
 

highlighted below.
 

1. Country Performance and Policies. A January 1986 meeting of
 

MADIA researchers had examined, among other things, the question of how one
 

could assess thg effectiveness of donor assistance. Various researchers
 

argued that different donors not only have different criteria with which to
 

gauge the "success" of their aid, but they also use quite different assessment
 

methodologies. Besides where more than one donor operated, it is difficult to
 

attribute benefits to the programs of a single donor. Strict adherence to
 

cost benefit analysis, it was argued, was not possible because of the fairly
 

qualitative nature of some donor assistznce objectives and the general lack of
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further argued that, in addition to the analytical and
celiable data. It was 


donors did not have the resources to
methodological problems involved, most 


undertake a rigorous data-based analysis of the effect of their assistance
 

programs in specific recipient countries. It was, however, agreed that it was
 

essential that the aid effectiveness study as a whole have an overall analysis
 

of the agricultural performance and policies of individual countries which
 

could provide a context in which to review individual donor assistance
 

programs.- This would be particularly useful given that the study had a long
 

term (15 to 20 year) and a broad (sectoral) orientation.
 

The 1987 Annapolis meeting of policymakers therefore began with a
 

the six MADIA
presentation on the agricultural performance and policies of 


countries. The presentation also articulated a set of criteria, in the form
 

of several questions, for evaluating the nature of that performance, namely:
 

What has been the extent and nature of growth in each country, i.e., in terms
 

of food and export crop and regional balance? To what extent has there been a
 

between
reconciliation of growth with equity and what have been the tradeoffs 


these two concerns? What have been the major sources of increased
 

And what has been the cost of this
agricultural productivity in each country? 


growth? In particular, how have domestic macroeconomic and sectoral
 

(especially agricultural) policies influenced both the extent and nature of
 

l/ It should be noted parenthetically that the Bank, by virtue of its size,
 

resources and staff skills, is uniquely suited to play a lead role in
 

carrying out this kind of analysis of country performance and policies.
 
to
Doncrs with fewer resources recognize that they are less able 


undertake such analysis but are nonetheless keenly interested in
 

planning their assistance
obtaining it because it can be useful in 

is available on a comparative and
programs especially when such analysis 


a long term basis.
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agricultural growth? Lastly, what has been the relationship between the
 

the nature and pattern of agricultural
overall levels of aid flows and 


growth? Answers to these questions provided the general context in which to
 

discuss the long term contributions of individual donors to agriculzural
 

growth in specific countries.- The analysis documented in a systematic way
 

the fundamental importance of both domestic policies and the investment
 

patterns of the recipient countries in explaining performance.
 

2. Aid Coordination. All agreed that aid coordination is in
 

principle desirable to avoid overextension of recipient country resources
 

(broadly defined) as well as to identify conflicts and overlap in donors'
 

objectives. Some felt recipients should coordinate aid. However, recipient
 

country participants stressed that the idea of aid coordination had originated
 

from 	the donors and the objectives of aid caordination were often not
 

adequately articulated and explained to the recipients. Its most useful
 

function was seen by the recipients to be one of facilitating an exchange of
 

information. However, the recipients expressed a concern about donors ganging
 

up to push projects, programs, or macroeconomic and sectoral policies that the
 

country feels are inappropriate, either in substance or in terms of the speed
 

with 	which they.are implemented. This is especially a problem where the more
 

can affect the views of other donors, given that where
influential donors 


can affect overall aid flows. Moreover, if
conditionlity is involved, this 


I/ 	 There was no attempt to attribute causality, at least in any strict
 

sense, between the individual donor activities and country performance in
 

light of the problems referred to above in assessing the impacts of donor
 

programs.
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not handled carefully, aid coordination can create additional bureaucratic
 

burdens for recipients since coordination has substantial costs in terms of
 

scarce managerial capacity. Also, where aid coordination efforts are in
 

effect, there may be subtle pressures to ensure that each donor that is being
 

"coordinated" has projects to fund. This can 
produce situations where the
 

supply of good projects for funding is limited and less influential donors are
 

allocated weaker projects whose benefits may not exceed their costs. Lastly,
 

there are certain areas in which aid coordination should not be expected to
 

apply -- security related activities, where aid is tied and driven by
 

commercial interests, etc.
 

Ideally aid coordination is done by the recipient country and is
 

focused on specific projects and sectoral or macroeconomic concerns on a
 

continuing basis. However although it is the donors who are either more able
 

analytically and/or more keen on grounds of principle to coordinate aid no one
 

donor appears willing to take responsibility for ensuring that it happens.
 

Nor is it always clear that donors have carefully thought through the
 

mechanisms necessary to achieve effecti.ve coordination. Most importantly, aid
 

coordination does not work in situations where the recipient country does not
 

have the necessary economic management or the capacity; thus the importance of
 

donor support for improving recipient country capacity for economic policy
 

planning and implementation was stressed as being a necessary condition for
 

achieving a reasonable macroeconomic context.
 

A subsidiary issue of the aid coordination issue concerns the idea of
 

donor comparative advantage -- the idea that specific donors are much better
 

at some kinds of projects or technical assistance than others. While it was
 

generally agreed that the topic is important and merits further rigorous
 

http:effecti.ve
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thought and discussion, there was little consensus on the precise meaning of
 

donor comparative advantage. Some participants argued that the idea of donor
 

comparative advantage in the strict economic use of the term is not
 

appropriate and one should instead speak of "areas of excellence" or simply in
 

terms of areas of competence in which donors might concentrate. Moreover, if
 

one combines the notion of donor preferences (perhaps deriviig from
 

constituency pressures) with that of donor technological supeclority or
 

economic efficiency, the resulting donor agendas may diverge rather
 

substantially from that suggested by the classical economic notion of
 

comparative advantage.
 

Thus, while the idea of donor comparative advantage proved to be
 

conceptually somewhat elusive and was not defined to the satisfaction of all
 

participants, there was nonetheless considerable debate throughout the
 

conference concerning the virtues of-greater donor specialization and division
 

of labor as a means of improving the effectiveness of donor assistance. At
 

the heart of this discussion was the thesis that it is useful for individual
 

donors to base their programs on their own relative strengths and not to
 

encourage recipients to dissipate resources on aid activities well beyond
 

their absorptive capacity by promoting those activities in which the donor may
 

not be particularly strong. An equally important corollary argument is that
 

donors must attempt to transfer their special expertise to developing
 

countries. Thus the concentration of donors should not only be on doing what
 

they do well but also on teaching recipients the requisite skills involved.
 

The concern to maximize "excellence" among donors stemmed from the
 

fact that MADIA studies indicate that donors have felt compelled to spread
 

their efforts over a wide range of activities. Often their ability to
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mobilize resources in the aggregate is dependent on their being active in
 

(different) areas that appeal to various constituencies or their being
 

responsive to changing "fads" over time (that may or may not correspond with
 

the recipient country needs). By providing aid in many different areas,
 

however, they fail to give the highest quality aid in any one area, including
 

the areas in which individual donors have particu'.ar strengths. Thus,
 

overextension of donor involvement beyond their planning and implementation
 

capacities leads to investments that are marginal, resulting in misallocation
 

of recipient country capital. This is particularly a problem where a given
 

aid activity becomes popular among all donors (e.g., integrated rural
 

development projects or, more recently, agricultural research) and all donors
 

attempt to do the same thing.
 

The counter situation, namely one of greater donor specialization,
 

is, however, not one that necessarily appeals to recipients. If donors did
 

only what they did best, the donor in the area (e.g., dairy) would by
 

definition be the "besc". However, the donor concerned may not be willing to
 

share its skills with the recipient, or may not be acceptable on other (e.g.,
 

political) grounds, etc., although this must aiso be balanced off against the
 

current high information costs to recipients in assessing the quality of
 

/

various donors' programs).I
 

It was also pointed out that, even where donors would like to
 

emphasize their "areas of excellence", there are major constraints on their
 

1/ Against this background of an emphasis on specialization, the decline in
 
the capacity of some donors to assist African countries in the areas of
 
their traditional expertise was noted, e.g., the export crop expertise of
 
the British and thA French.
 

http:particu'.ar
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ability to concentrate on just areas in which they have comparative technical
 

or economic expertise. These include the pressures noted above to provide a
 

smorgasbord of activities that respond to the full range of the domestic
 

constituency interests in donor countries and also political and economic
 

constraints to developing expertise in certain areas (e.g., ones that compete
 

with 	economic interests in donor countries).
 

3. Policy Conditionality. This area was again one in which strongly
 

felt views were expressed. While all agreed that conditionality is valuable
 

in enabling recipient countries to achieve certain policy reforms, recipient
 

country representatives were also quite vocal in indicating some of the less
 

attractive aspects of this process. These include the "faddish" nature of the
 

policy advice- / the problem of insufficient attention being given to the
 

magnitude and pace of adjustment, inadequately specified objectives of reforms
 

that are mandated (e.g., devaluation), calls for dismantling of old
 

institutions or creation of new institutions without sufficiently detailed
 

consideration of the consequences, etc.
 

Policy conditionality, it was argued, can only be successful to the
 

extent that it can be implemented; thus the importance of agreement on a
 

the means
reasonable and flexible timetable and sound analysis and research on 


for implementation. Lastly, recipient country participants indicated that a
 

real 	problem for the recipients has been the tendency of individual donors to
 

I/ 	 One interesting query that was raised concerned the degree to which
 

donors' policy conditions have contributed to policy instability.
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add more, and sometimes conflicting, conditions on top of those stipulated by
 

other donors. Aid coordination is essential to resolve this problem.
 

4. Equity Objectives. Given the donors' focus on basic human needs
 

in the 1970s, discussion of attempts to achieve equity objectives was a
 

prominent feature of the conference. In this area there was much vaciation in
 

donor experience. For example, SIDA's program was described as one in which
 

the primary objective was to express solidarity with the poor in Low income
 

countries largely through the provision in East Africa of subsidized public
 

services, namely, rural water and rural health facilities. Yet such a clearly
 

focused poverty orientation has not necessarily Led to increased equity nor
 

even to operational facilities. Sweden also appears to have been less
 

concerned, at least in the past, than other donors with evaluatiiug the
 

economic efficiency of the aid it has provided.
 

The World Bank has consistently focused its lending on the problems
 

of smallholder production. In the 1970s the leadership for smallholder
 

development programs shifted from the "traditional" bilaterals with knowledge
 

and experience of Africa to the World Bank. However, with the few notable
 

exceptions of tea and coffee in Kenya, cotton in Cameroon and maize in West
 

Africa, the Bank's programs in smallholder agriculture have in the main not
 

been very successful. Not all this lack of success can be explained by policy
 

failures in recipient countries. Fundamental technological and institutional
 

problems have constrained success. Yet few viable solutions evolved in the
 

1970s.
 

It was also noted that from the recipients point of view the concept
 

of equity is a particularly thorny one; there is always room for debate about
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both the nature of the growth that will be generated and the appropriate
 

between that growth and equity. In this regard, there

balance and tradeoffs 


was much discussion, largely centered around World Bank programs, concerning
 

an estate
the requirements of a smaliholier production strategy versus 


strategy. It was pointed out that governments have multiple objectives,
 

including surplus generation, that they must balance in choosing between these
 

two alternatives and the choice is rarely straightforward, especially where
 

for smallholder development are not
technological and institutional solutions 


readily apparent. There was also some disagreement about the extent to which
 

provide supporting services for the smallholder export
governments are able to 


resources
 
crop sector in a way that is competitive with efficient provision of 


in view of both
 
to the estate sector in a reasonably short time horizon. Yet 


the generally poor performance of the Bank's smallholder agriculture 
projects
 

in MADIA countries and the diminished role of the traditional bilateral donors
 

in this area, the source of needed innovative and experienced leadership for
 

This is particularly
achieving increased smallholder production is uncertain. 


worrisome given the lack (with the possible exception of the Kenya Tea
 

Development Authority and CFDT) of strong organizational and institutional
 

Given the public

models on which to base a smallholder export crop strategy. 


etc. which export
goods nature of.services in research, extension, roads, 


crops require and the scale economies in their processing in which the private
 

sector is not always able to participate, given the gestation lags in
 

a concern as
 
realizing production benefits from investments in them, there is 


to how smallholder export crop development will materialize, 
raising questions
 

about the role the public sector would be required to play.
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One variant on this theme of smallhoLder versus Largeholder
 

agriculture emerged in the comments of several participants regarding
 

Francophone Africa. They suggested that the farmer with middle size n~idifigs
 

might be a potential innovator and "pioneer" in providing the lead for
 

increased agricultural production.
 

5. Donor Constituencies. The influence of constituencies on bn,:.
 

the substance and modes of operation of donor programs was a central ­

each of the case studies and was continually referred to throughout '2 

conference. Constituencies present donors with a nvimber of operationa 

problems but they also are extremely useful allies in enabling donors to
 

generate public support for preserving or increasing development assistarr­

budgets. For example, the quite pluralistic German aj d program recei. 

support from a wide range of NGOs. Relatively little attention was­

strategic thinking about how to more effectively capitalize on this S 

though a number of participants expressed interest in this topic. Some oL .,. 

less desirable features of constituencies are the seemingly ever incr:.­

variety of constituencies that urge that their particular concern -­

environment, gender, etc. 7- feature prominently in the assistance p. 

These pressures tend to fragment donor programs acrpss wide range3 o., 

areas.
 

Perhaps the most pernicious form of consti-tuency pressures
 

with tied aid. This takes a number of forms, one af which is techr.L
 

assistance that is not of the highest quality. Donrs appeared to hc...
 

little hope for the abandonment of tied aid, prefeL.ring instead to emphaiz_
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those instances in which tied aid had been directed to positive advantage.
 

However, there do appear to be important differences between donors in the
 

extent to which tied aid impinges on performance and program impact or
 

determines the extent to which donors can become involved in given substantive
 

areas.
 

Recipient country representatives voiced considerable concern about
 

the negative impact of tied aid on their ability to obtain the most efficient
 

forms of assistance, e.g., the consequences of inappropriate technology in
 

terms of recurrent cost implications, high donor management contract costs,
 

etc. It was argued that if aid tying occurred in areas in which the donors
 

had the greatest comparative advantage or expertise this would likely be less
 

of a problem. Instead the aid provided often serves as a vehicle for
 

transfering surpluses of donors countries in the form of conmuodities,
 

technical assistance, etc., without adequate regard to their quality or
 

cost. Food aid was cited as the most obvious example.
 

6. Constraints Faced by Small Donors. Primary among these
 

constraints is a limited capability (and/or reluctance) to consider the
 

potential impact on donor interventions of sectoral, macro policy and
 

institutional cgnstraints in recipient countries. It was suggested that even
 

small donor interventions inevitably influence recipient country policies and
 

therefore small donors can ill afford to ignore the recipient country
 

context. The issue of small donors' limited capacity to assess recipient
 

country policies is complicated by the fact that they usually have a limited
 

array of substantive expertise, frequently of a highly technicgl nature, to
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offer recipient countries. For both of these reasons, the potential for a
 

"mismatch" between the type of assistance that is offered and that which is
 

either most needed and/or likely to be most effective is magnified, especially
 

where the "target group" is the less privileged members of the rural sector.
 

On the other hand, small donors have certain advantages such as not being
 

encumbered by extensive bureaucratic procedures for project design and
 

implementation. They also have greater flexibility and can adapt quickly to
 

changing circumstances.
 

DANIDA's experience in Kenya indicates that a small donor's resource
 

base is not entirely fixed and expertise can be cultivated over a sustained
 

period, focused on a limited range of countries, and thereby made more
 

compatible with recipient country requirements. The above considerations
 

suggest Lhat small donors, even more than others, need to take a long term,
 

substantively (and probably geographically) very focused approach to providing
 

assistance.
 

7. Problems of Very Large Donors. Very large donors with major
 

amounts of resources to allocate, notably the World Bank, have an advantage in
 

doing sectoral and macroeconomic analysis. On the other hand, precisely
 

because the resources it has available are so large, there has been
 

considerable lending pressure to allocate resources without sufficiently
 

detailed analysis of the potential problems that might undermine the success
 

of the type and the number of projects funded. In particular, in the past
 

there has often not been adequate attention in agricultural projects to the
 

agro-ecological conditions or organizational and implementational capacities
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prevailing in project areas. Also, top down guidelines and global fashions
 

have meant that there has oeen inadequate attention to the sequencing and
 

phasing of investments to alleviate the most important constraints. Similar
 

approaches have been applied across countries without adequate attention to
 

individual country/regional variation. The Bank has also in general opted for
 

short term results and has focused less on the long term objective of
 

development of indigenous human and institutional capacity, particularly with
 

respect to policy, planning, and implementation and agricultural research
 

capacity.
 

8. Building Agricultural Research Capacity. There was considerable
 

agreement that building agricultural research capacity is an important
 

priority for achieving agricultural growth in Africa. USAID's achievements in
 

providing training for a substantial numbcr of African scpnzists and in
 

building agricultural education institutions were noted but it was also noted
 

that JISAID has had less success in Africa than it has had in Asia in
 

translating this training into effective national agricultural research
 

systems. Cautions were, however, raised about the dangers of a major new
 

donor emphasis on national agricultural research systems given the likely
 

consequent probem of excessive and disjointed assistance. This area, even
 

than most others, calls for close scrutiny of donor comparative advantage
more 


and of strategic planning for carefully coordinated bilateral and multilateral
 

of highest
efforts that concentrate resources on mutually agreed upon areas 


priority from a long te:m perspective.
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The merits of having a
9. 	Decentralizing Donor Assistance Systems. 


contexts. A
 
permanent in-country donor presence were discussed in various 


local donor presence was generally viewed as beneficial in that it allows for
 

more informed and extensive dialogue on issues of importance to both the donor
 

also noted that where there are attempts to
and recipient. However, it was 


policy control and direction from donor agency
exercise strong central 


headquarters, this can constrain che ability of the in-country representatives
 

strong continuity and/or is flexible enough to
 to maintain a program that has 


It was the opinion of
 be sufficiently responsive to host country concerns.l/ 


one senior recipient country official with long experience in 
dealing with
 

is not whether a doncr official is
that what matters most
different donors 


resident in-country but whether the representative has sufficient delegated
 

Unless this is the case, meaningful dialogue with a donor is not
 authority. 


possible.
 

10. The Role of Food Aid. Since a number of donors, notably USAID
 

and the EEC, provide substantial amounts of food aid assistance, there was
 

considerable interest in this topic and the substantive argument, namely that
 

countries pursuing equitable growth-oriented agricultural 
policies may
 

for food in relation to the supply they can
 experience more rapid demand 


to
 
I/ It was suggested that an interesting empirical question would be 


investigate the experiences of the decentralized versus centralized 
donor
 

their potential lessons for aid
 management styles .to assess 


effecuiveness.
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important

generate in the short and medium run and that this might be an 


The viewpoints expressed essentially divided into
 
justification for food aid. 


one of staunch resistance to the use
 
two perspectives. The dominant one was 


effects of food aid (dependency,
of food aid. It stressed the detrimental 


price distortion effects, the inevitability of donor constituency interests
 

the hidden costs of food aid,

outweighing recipient country concerns, 


diversion of donor and recipient country attention away 
from the more
 

"fundamental" problems of population growth and how to increase agricultural
 

the counter vis.-w argued that, while
 
production, etc.). Proponents of 


an undeniable reality

admittedly fraught with potential problems, food aid is 


and therefore must, and can, be managed intelligently with the objective of
 

no worse than
 
achieving maximum development impact. Besides, food aid may be 


any other form of aid in creating dependency.
 

Integrated Rural Development in Retrospect. Given the
II. 


involvement of almost all donors in integrated rur4l development (IRD)
 

recurring references throughout the
 
projects in the 1970s, there were 


The prevailing view of most
 
conference to experience with IRD projects. 


Indeed with
this experience has been negative.
donors appeared to be that 


with equity noted earlier, perhaps the feature 
most
 

respect to the-concern 


their generally unsuccessful efforts
 held in common by almost all donors was 


to promote regional equity via integrated rural 
development projects
 

Several pleas were, however, made that
 areas.
frequently located in marginal 


before this aggregate experience becomes conventional 
wisdom, there is a need
 

the varieties of this
 
to be somewhat more discriminating in reflecting on 


could

better appreciate the lessons that have been (or


experience in order to 
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be) learned. One case study indicated that experience with IRD has been
 

varied and that not all IRD efforts have been "poorly planned" or "overly
 

ambitious".
 

12. Export Crops. Concern was voiced over the generally
 

deteriorating performance of export crops in MADIA countries (with the
 

exception of tea and coffee in Kenya and cotton in West Africa). Apart from
 

the price incentives which were being corrected in many countries this led in
 

turn to discussion of the role played by both Britain and France in the
 

colonial era in significantly increasing export crop production through the
 

effective organization of research and delivery systems (indeed, the French
 

contribution in Francophone Africa was reviewed in detail in one of the case
 

studies). Some participants argued for a renewed emphasis on the part of
 

these ex-colonial donors on rebuilding past expertise that would hopefully
 

result in improved export crop performance (especially in light of the
 

concerns mentioned under point 4 above with respect to the current lack of
 

clear technical. leadership in this area). Other commentators were lesp
 

certain that this proposition is viable in light of the many complicating
 

circumstances of the current world commodity markets, existing multilateral
 

programs and prtvate sector activities in ihe export crop sector. Nor, it was
 

argued, is such a stance sufficiently sensitive to the extreme pressures that
 

recipient countries and donors are under to focus on improving food crop
 

production (Kenya and to a lesser extent Cameroon were cited as the two MADIA
 

countries that have been able to increase (some) smallholder export crop
 

production while not harming the performance of food crop production).
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13. Technology D-velopment and Transfer. Discussion of this topic
 

involved a twofold emphasis. The first centered on the need, mentioned above,
 

to substantially increase the capacity of recipient country agricultural
 

research systems. A second emphasis pertained to the widespread problem donor
 

programs have encountered in attempting to increase smallholder agricultural
 

production. Here the emphasis was on a call for greater attempts to reflect
 

on-farm constrainr.s in the development of agricultural technologies rather
 

than rely on a simplistic transfer of technologies from experiment stations.
 

Despite general agreement in principal concerning this objective, however,
 

there were few concrete suggestions on how it can be most effectively
 

achieved.
 

Potential Next Steps
 

Next sceps will conclude the MADIA study's synthesis and disseminate
 

its results. In view of the fact that the case studies and the conference had
 

chronicled a number of development assistance fads that donors had subscribed
 

to and then as quickly abandoned, one bit of concliding advice offered for
 

synthesizing the study's results related to the fundamental importance of
 

discriminating between donor mistakes that are unavoidabLe as a result of a
 

learning process. and mistakes that donors have continued to repeat due to the
 

systemic constraints. It was stressed that it i! essential to examine why
 

they continue to repeat mistakes as well as how to avoid or minimize similar
 

mistakes in the future. It is especially important to build on the lessons of
 

success, of which there are a fair number.
 

Future activities wil; concentrate on a systematic effort to
 

synthesize and make available more broadly the wide iange of- important
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insights that emerged from the studies of aid effectiveness.! / The main
 

thrust of this effort will involve atcempts to pull these insights together,
 

both in the final versions of the case studies and in the synthesis volume, to
 

carefully differentiate and articulate these insights and to more fully
 

explore their implications for future donor activities. The possibility was
 

also mentioned of holding additional seminars in selected donor and recipient
 

country settings to achieve further refinement and/or elaboration of some the
 

more important ideas articulated at the conference.
 

Two such types of future meetings are possible. The first could be
 

held in recipient countries and would focus on discussion of the study's
 

findings on agricultural performance and policies. A second set of meetings
 

could take place in donor countries and would examine specific questions
 

regarding donor assistance (several expressions of interest in the latter type
 

of meeting have already been received si.nce the'knnapolis conference).
 

l/ It is important to emphasize that this brief rbporr only touches on some
 
of the more prominent issues raised at the meeting and to a lesser extent
 
on the case studies. It does not attempt to piesent any conclusions of
 
the study. These issues will be expL '-ed in greater detail in the final
 
synthesis volume and, in particular, the extensive evidence from the case
 
studies will be used to make more definitive judgments about these issues
 
with respect to aid effectiveness. A number of other topics were
 
discussed at the meeting, e.g., the many different ways donors have of
 
attempting to assess the impact of their programs, the various quite
 
diverse categories of aid provided by different donors, the comparative
 
experience of donors in actempting to transfer analytical skills, etc.
 
The final volume will also explore these topics in the process of
 
presenting conclusions about aid effectiveness.
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MANAGING AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT IN AFRICA
 

U.S. ASSISTANCE
 

What has been the content of AID 

assistance and how have its priorities 
changed over time? What factors have 
influenced the content of AID's pro-
gram? What has been the impact of All) 
assistance? How can policyniakcrs in­
crease AID's effectiveness? 

The MADIA study has attempted to 

assess the cottributions of AID's activi­
ties not only to project success but to 

the achievement of long-run goals. It is 

based ol detailed analysis and compar­
isons from the six MAD)IA countries 
and suggests gencralzati~ms that take 

account of the richness and variation of 
the conditions and experiences in those 

countries. The study draws on a wide 
range of documents and extensive iter-

views with All) cmployces, contractors, 

and government officials and other res­
idents in the study's countries. It tries to 
understand Ihow AI)'s activities have 
been shaped by its cnvirontment, both in 
Washington and overseas. And it places 
All) programs iii a broader historical 
and foreign policy setting. 

During 1963-84 U.S. assistance for 
the six countrics was nearly $3.6 billion 
in 1983 dollars. Of this total, $900 tmil-
lion was for agriculture, $520 million 
for rural development (other than agri-
culture). The remainder included devcl-
opment assistance in other sectors, P. .. 
480 food aid, Fconomic Support Fuids, 
and Peace Corps. 

Although All) has maintaited a 
broad focus ott smallholdcr agriculture 
and food crops throughout the period, 
there have been large fluctuatiots in 
country funding and scctoral emphiases. 
These variations correspond to changes 

in U.S. foreign policy concerns, which 
reflected Congressional or Admitiistra-
tion policy changes and lessons of expc-
rience with African development. 

U.S. economic assistatnce for the six 
MADIA couttries and for Sub-Saharan 
Africa in general has bctn modest, re-
flecting limited foreign policy interests 

in thi region. It represented only 5% of 
all U.S. aid before 1978, and it has risen 
to more than 10% only in recent years, 
primarily because of increases in food 
aid and the Ecotomic Support Fund. 

U.S. Economic Assistance, 1963-84 
Iillions of 1983 dollars 

Average 
$1 pmr capita 

L0 
Tanzania Senegal Cameroon Nigoerila All sixKenya Malawi counfries 

All) programs have also been modest in 
comparison with total donor assistance. 

It is impossible to document the ii-
pact of All) assistance on agricultural 
and rural development for three rca-
sons: the limited scope of All) pro-
grams, the problems of measurement 
and attribution, and the political and 
economic factors that have swamped all 
development efforts in the countries un-
der review. The study therefore relied 
on observable intermediate outputs that 
are necessary though tnt sufficient for 
attaining sustained increases in produc-
tion, achieving higher incomes, and im-
proving the well being of the rural pop-
ulation. 

Judged in these terms, the evidence 
suggests that All) has contributed mea-
surably and significantly to the accmtnu-
lation of knowledge, skills, and cotipe-

tence of individuals in all six countries. 
It has contributed to physical capital 
accumulation, especially transport, in 
all countries except Senegal. But there 
have been severe problems with mainte-
nancc and recurrent costs in Kenya and 

especially in Tanzania. All)'s contribu-
tion to social capital accumnulation, eco-

nonically useful knowledge, and insti-
tution building has been mixed, often 
only partially effective, and occasion-
ally counterproductive. Weaknesses in 
promoting institutional development in 

African cotintri':'s have clearly been a 
major shortcoming of donor assistance 
in Sub-Saharan Africa. AID's efforts ap­
pear to have been relatively succesful in 
human capital formation and in estab­
lishing faculties of agriculture and other 
postsecondary educational institutions. 

Was the activity an appropriate part 
of a balanced strategy in relation to the 
host country's needs, resources, and in­
stitutional capacity? Was the country 
situation favorable in terms of the poli­
cy environment, the timing and sequen­
cing of activities, and the commitment 
of the Cottntry's political leaders to the 
objectives of the project or program? 
How app;opriatc were UlS. experience, 
technical expertise, and institutional 
models for the host country's needs and 
context? l)id All) have or was it able to 
obtain the institutional capacity to plan 

and implement the activities necessary 
for the success of this type of program 
under host country conditions? The an­
swcrs explain mtch about the pattern of 
success or failure. 

AII)'s assistance to institution-build­
ing for agricultural education, clearly an 
essential component of a balanced stra­

tegy, has been impressive in Nigeria, 
substantial in Kenya, and significant 
(though imtermittnt) in Malawi and 
Tanzania. A major effort to build the 
first land grant university in franco­



phone West Africa has been launched 
in Cameroon. In addition, participant 
trainivg has been an important feature 
of most agricultural projects. This corn-
parative success is related to the 
strength of American land grant univer-
sities. Special contracting arrangements 
have enabled AID to draw on tiletni-
versities for the design and itnplenietta-
tion of projects, especially in the 1960s, 
and to sustain their support for many 
years. Institution-building is a long-term 

well attuned to the needs and capacities 
of various nations, and outlines a coli-
crent approach. 

Over tilepast 25 years, All) has allo-
cared a substantial portion of its funds 
in,he MAl)IA countri.'s for activities 
intended to affect igrictitural pruduc-
tion directly. These .. tvitics have often 
becLc1based otl techiohl0gy transfers, and 
they have relied Olnextlensioll workers to 
transtim information to fartuers abotit 
specilic farming methods and inputs. 

process; sustained support is crucial tt) These xtetnsion-hased production ac-
permit the U.S. land grant model to bc 
modified to fit African conditints and to 
ensure that the investment in education 
strengthens the host country's capacity 
for agricultural research. 

The effectiveness of AID's assistance to 
agricultural education atnd traitlitg was 
limited in some instances by the insuif-
ficient relevance of training it tileInited 
States to cOtlditiOIns in Africa. More gcn-
erally, investments il higher agricultural 
education have had limited impact O)l 

tivities have nearly all been judged u ­
successful by All). Fividence from the 
six coultir, studies indicates C01l%iiltlg-
ly that they were based on incorr,-ct, 

vote much of their energy to respund­
ing to the Washington bureaucracy and 
solving AI)'s problems rather than 
those of the host countr'. lnder these 
circumstances, it has been difficult for 
AIl)'s technical pcrsmotitcl to retiain 
current in their field of expertise. 

Ultimately, mnty of these constrain­
ing problems reflect the lack of political 
support for foreign aid and tileAgettcy's 
cotIsequent depeteitcc for support o 
a varictv of special intcrcst gro ps with 
differing agendas.heyI a30l eetd to cx­
cessrie "ricro-niallagcnilit" by Cot­
gress. These prooblcii, have beeti re­
cogllied b)ynm1lll.1),ltrS and bya1 All) 
members of Congre,s, and there are 

overoptimistic assumptiots about tile groutds for catitloits optlilistll that 
benefits and appropriateness of prol-
pOscd technical soltios. They also 
failed to take a.tequate acco:mit of local 
economic, soL.ll, and institutional is-
sues. 

"lhe pattern of success and tilhre 
shows that All) has difficulty designoig 

agricultural devclopmentt because tileand implcnienting prtiects that: 
complementary investments ii develop-
ing cffective national agricultural research 
systems have not yet been itade. 

AID's assistance for agricultural re-
search was tneager (only 2.3%). Iti re-
trospect it appears that there are tiany 
reasons for this neglect, including "tech-
nological optimism'" leading to an cx-
tension bias, the New Directiots policy 
emphasis of the 1970s, the view of Af-
rican leaders and donor policytiakers 
alike that research was too slow, AI)'s 
diffiL ulty it adopting a (on'-terii time 
frame, and the opposition by Anierican 
farmers' interest groups. Other reasons 
for the lack of success ill agricultural 
research include inappropriate assump-
tions about African farming systems 
and the limited familiarity with many 
African staple crops. 

Despite the formidable difficulties, 
the current situation is encouraging. It 
recent years the Agency has started na-
jor agricultural research programs i 
Cameroon, Malawi, and Kenya that tin-
corporate lessots from prior experience. 
In addition, tileAfrica Bureau's new 
(1985) agricultural research strategy pa-
per is itl many ways exemplary. It incor-
porates lessons front earlier failures, is 

- Assulme it will be possible to trails-
fer Aticrican technologies and trga i ­
,ational forris directly to rural African 
populations. 

• Assume it will be easy to alter cx-
isting instituitional patterns, itlelUdilg 
those established during the colonial pe-
rind. 
• Depend oilextensive logistical sup-

port, the timrely pr:ctreilent tf cotininlod-
itics, or Aenirican-made equipment that 
cannot be serviced by existing facilities. 

Fra.raI complex tianagenictit and de-
pen d for tleir fuictionitg tilt puts of 
other planned projects, rely oi inputs to 
be prirvided by ministries not responsi-
Hie foar the project's implementation, oar 
reqtuire substantially better interilmlis-
terial coordination than already exists. 

AIl)'s difliculties with projects that 
rest oit these assumptiots have been 
exacerbated by procedures and organi-
zational icentives that encourage its 

llemployeTS to focus ti Lesignii proj-, 
ccls aid Nb!igating fuids rather than ol 
implementation, monitoring, and evalh-
ation. Incro'asingly conplex budgeting, 
design, trrd coatractilg requiretntts-
and crilintlg adverse criticism at 
hceu-halc iorced All) ,lissions to dc-

ways will be found to addiress theit. 
The effectivelless If All)', assistance 

has also been constraiiied by ;ilack of 
cootittity in carrYing (lit uhslitutioi­
building aicttvllic,, pitiett,that rcqtorc .r 
error-etibracmg, anld Ilexibl aIpproilt. 
Indeed, All) programs tit Africa general­
ly have been charactericd by tmch less 
stability in focus and policy thtn its 
earlier and larger pri graIls in other 
geographic rcgions,. 

Recognition of these limitations 
should ot obscure AI)'s stretgth,. The 
MAI)IA study supports the view that 
Al)'s unilte overseas missions give it a 
comparativse advantage il implementing 
projects, working collaborativcly with 
host-country coonterparts, and in coor­
dinatitg tileefforts of All) and other 
donrs with those of tie host country. 
The mission systel also .alIows its field 
staff ciisiderablc tlcxibility it in arshal­
ing or rcdeployig resourccs ill response 
to changing circumstau ces, tforeseen 
difficulties, ott unexpected opportutiitiCs. 

l)ocumenting tilestrengths of AIl)'s 
mission presence is difficult because 
Imany of itsachievemelnts are the result 
of informal cottacts, friendship, and 
patient persuasion. It is clear, htwever, 
that this infuormal process----reiitforced 
by seminars, cnferetnces, aind visits to 
tihe United States trr to otler developing 
nations--has signii.-antly altered the 
attitude; If officials in each of tilesix 
countries toirward higher agricultural 
educatin, research, health, .aintd popn­
lation. 

THESE HIGHI .ItTS WERE1 I)AWN FROM A IFA t ti IllOY1 1IF'At 1It (It t IIt lAtIA StI'IAIItlY, IV1t)i'MtNI N I s,RA t I Y tI)VII iN, 
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U.K. ASSISTANCE
 

Bilateral UK aid to African agricul- U.K. Financial Assis!ance to Sub-Saharan Africa, 1970-85 
ture -It~es six main forms, with more 
overl.i!, than statistical presentations Millions 0I poui)ds 

suggest (see the chart). £80 

Project aid is financial aid-now on 
grant terms--for capital expenditures. 

ioCl ;ililPl1
In aggregate, around 70% of such aid 
involves procurement from the UK, hut 
for sonic smallholdcr a'ricultural proj- CDC projectloans
 

ects in Africa this figure has been as low C40 ­
ipietadPoiiiadas 30%.Ote 

Manpower aid involves long-term 
personnel and consultants provided ilt­

der technical cooperation. In tileagri­
cultural sector this aid has become . Di 
increasingly clustered arountd ODA " An 

0 Iand.projects. In the 1970s it was more widely Ira 

spread, as the main form of manpower 1970 1985 

was sal ary so pplem entation to govern­
ment posts held by IlK nationals. 

Training aid consists primarily of in tie early 197( t)aroliid 45% in t!;.c Technical cooperation allocations as a 
awards for professional training in UK mid-l8()s. This hug-term shrinkage irnwhole do nt rellect this shift, partly 

agricultural educati( institutions. the share of tie hilateral aid progran because the ci si of officers os rscas has 
Commercial investments of the Coln- has been ,iccompanied SiMC I1979 by ali risen but also bec.iause the noiber of UK 

nitonwealth )evelopment Corporation average annual dccl inc ii vcalterms (if training asards has been largely main­

(CI)C) in agriculture are part of UIK aid 3.7%, in the aid program as ;!whole. tamed in agrictultuc. 

flows: the terms of its loans (or fixCd Since the late 1970s ther, has been at 
dividends oI equity invested) are con- more explicit focus (li tile Agricultural Aid Prioritiescotimercial 

cessional and ultimately financed hy the beiteits of LIK aid (and tilelarge hulk Interpreting the data to establish re-

UK Treasury. The CD C also provides of sales under the Aid-TrLi lro'ision vcaled U.)l)A priorities isnot straightfor­
manpower aid through nanageentt have beecn ilttside Suh-S.iharan Africai). ward. On the one hand, there has been 

contracts. But the share of hilateral aid to Sub- ainincreasc i multilateral aid to institu-

Program aid piovides, ineffect, hud- Saharan Africa has increased front the tiubs (sticl as the World Bank and the 
getary support currently through financ- average of 2.5%in the early 1970s to EEC) which have given emphasis to Af­
ing inputs. It is similar to other non - 40% in the 1980s. rican agricolture. There has also been 
project aid-such as debt cancellation, Of this allocation, project aid has an increase in program aid linked to 

(post independence) budgetary aid, and dimtiished with the illcreasing emphasis policy reformls designed to assist the 

disaster relief-in that there is not an (lt n(illroijct aid. Atid of the project farm sector. Oil tileother hand, bilateral 

easily niltutored result. In recent years, aid illAfrica, agricittitrtc has been project allocations to agriculture have 

hwever, lprogra i aid has had a Illire stiticezed by a gro wth ii llppori for the dccreased su.,tantially insize an111to­

specific agricultural focus, linked as it is power sector. her. Manlotiwer aid is mucli ditninished, 

to agricultural policy reform and to spe- Tbhe ()( co citenill st pport research hadts African for IIK services 

cific farm inputs. agriculturc have also dccliintid Slbstani- heen reduoced, anti C)C investment has 

;rant support to agriculioral research tially since the secnttd half of the 1970s, wc.akened. 

si%.'vices in the IK which assist tational althotgh ie tilI)( has cttieid a rel- [vein so, i1lintber of general trends 

i mIvcsthCll t ill 

is for O)A's scientific units (particularly the notagrictural sector. But the most the last 15 to 20 years. 

the Tropical Developtent and Research striking feature of the tl.:iids in direct *Dcspite a -strongcolotial legacy of 

Institute) as well as fotr researcl in the 1lK support ftr African agricutlttrc is in export crop tesearch and services, there 

universities and elsewhere. nilalpower, %%here the ntilnit'r ol long- has been a low level of direct ODA 

term staff overseas declitted from 740 it invcstelnt inlexport crops oil tile 
Trends in UK Aid 1972 to 458 in1977 to 154 it I98.. l.ess groilLtIds that either the CDC or the 

The share of UK aid disbursed multi- drainatically, the number of' LIK-bascd industries concerned should he given 

laterally increased fron well Lnder 10%, scientific officers has also dcclined. responsihility. 

and international agriculural institutions atively even course of new call be seen itt I.K agricultural aid over 

m 3III ' - rIn ...- -r.. 



since the early 1970s, there has been 
a withdrawal from budgetary aid and 
support for supplemented officers in 
agricultural service and, up to the end of 
the 1970s, a stronger emphasis oil rela-
tively short-term projects with tlK tech-
nical advisers. 

* There has been aImove in the late 
19 70s and 1980s into larger arca-based 
programs in sevv'ral substctors siniul-
taneously. 

- In tile mid-1980s there has been 
emphasis on program aid at the expense 
of new project aid comnintncnts. 

Apart front these trends, a rteviess of 
the country evidence reveals five main 
priorities on both the form of agricultur-
al aid and o1 the specilic sectors of 
agriculture supported by O)A. 

- Program aid linked to policy re-
form. 

" ltegrated rural developmnctt. 
* Agricultural echltiical s.rvices. 
* Agiicultural research. 

" Smallholder expor crop .iithioritics. 

It is also clear from the country evi-


dence that sonic of the more strident 
critics of UK agricultural aid (such is 
the NGOs and the enviroinment lobbies) 
are wrong in claiming that British aid is 
particularly sutpportive of itcchanized 
farning, modern irrigation, export 
crops, and the use of itnportcd Chem i-
cals, vaccines, and fertilizers. All these 
elements figure in tile 15 years of aid 
investigated, but there is ni evident 
bias. Even the recent program aid for 
agricultural procurement relate to veil-
established demand for imported illphuts 
temporarily constrained by foreign ex-
change shortages rather than effects of 
market penetration of new technolgies. 

Impact on Institutions 
O)A's current interests in institution-

building are in some respects inadequate 
as far as they apply to African agricul ­
ture. In Ol)A's view, inadcquatc public 
sector nianagement cali be reiiedied bs 
selected support ill training itid capital 
and nanpower aid. 

ODA's strengths in institutio-build-
ing arc unlikely to be ini areas where 
political and conimercial initerests inip-
inge otil performinance, and they ha,,. 

been ineffective at national level gCi-
erally. ODA lacks the lcverage (and pos-
sibly the will) to inlluence directly the 
trading position of public agencies or 

major rcstlurce allocation decisions. Yet 
O)A's record shows significant achieve-
ments in tifstitution-building iii more 
narrow and specialized areas involving 
technic.d .antl rese.ircli skills. 

Impact on Policy 
]'lb overall inipression is of all ad 

hoc, incrcehIital approach to agri,:ul-
tural id, V'ithI a strong demaind-led ele-
nient, rationalized (rather than de-
tertined) in occasional country poll-
cy papler,. There is also evidence that 
the demand element is often strongly 
influnced by recipient govCrIlullcint 
priorities a':!d with the World Batik 
and other doiiors. 

Purtivulairly ill the 1980s this attach- 
ient to the World Bank was deliberate 
and reflected both confidcC ill the 
Bank's ituch larger professional input 
into agricultural planningj, and attach-

cliti to tllie case for donor coordilla-
tion uer niiatoilly .agreed oil s:.ate-
gies (such as ill Miliwi and iii Kena). 
Wherc there is rather less confidence (w; 
in the Burra Scheme in Kenya), Biank 
support is still likely to influence (OlDA 
agricu!laural aid policy decisions. The 
confidencc in Europeai (EI)F) aid cxc-
ciutioti in the igrictiltiral sector is mtuch 
lower, although there has been a inajor 
diversion of IlK aid ihnance to the lEt 
over the past decade. There has been 
little dcvelopnent of aid collaboratitn 
and ct(irdintatiin as a coinsetlitieice. |x-

minples of where UK aid (as opposed to 
no aid ior aid frinit anialteienative donor) 
has bcenliMost inhlueiti,uil are iii tile nore 
specialied ,id technically based areas 
ofagriculturc: cotton research in Tlanya-
nia and Malawi; sniallholder tca exten-
stin and processing inl Kcn ya and Maha-
wi; land-tise pilanniilig aid ctIIscrvatiin 
work iit Kcny.i atid Tail.ania; ainial 
h.ialtii serviLes ill Malassi and Kenya; 
and sccd protductiln t1dtquality contro 
ill Malawi and Tanzania. 

Constraints on Effectivcness 
The effectivencss of [1K agricultural 

lid has uit't'n constrained iii three iain 
ways. )omestic agricultural policies 
hiavc been dtrinuetital tio projects: in 
sictntte cases prices regulated hbygove rn-

.lent have 110ied a disincentive to pro-
duction (cotton ill Tanzania) ir public 
nmarketing Orga ni,.;aiOtis Iave been al-
lowed to trade inefficiently (sced in NIa-

lawi or livestock in Kenya). But tie 
more widespread constraints have been 
the inability or unwillingness of govern­
ments to provide appropriate budgetary 
and Siaff restuirces to activitics where 
OI)A has committe rcsources. This is 
a particular constraint in such areas as 
research and pest and disease control, 
where staff and equipncnt costs are 
such amajor feature of recurrent cxpen­
dliri es. 

ihete are also Lonstraints on the aid 
program itself. Although there are some 
instances of UK procurcment leadi;;g to 
long dclays and inappropriate technol­
ogy, the practice of aid-tyingl is iot 
generally damaging to ( ))A agricultural 
projects. And local cost provisiotis have 
been considerably iore gcnerou.i than 
it other sectors. Noncthelcss, tle geit­

oral bias (if the aid progran toward the 
coiniercial rettirns Of aid to the UK has 
;ntc.int a signtiticait bias ill spetiding to­
vard LIK-procuredl infrastriictural iii­
vtennt, notably transpotrt and power, 
shich have little dircct benefir io ari­

cultire. InI agriculture, there is also .I 
bias toward factory, roads, and ware­
house coinstructtion, reduteing smaller, 
service oriented priugranls in areas of 
proveti IlK coilnputcice. 

Fhe administration of O)A's agricttl­
tiral aid has also occasionally acted as 
a constraint to ;aid-effectivetness. lif­
ficulties itn intcgrated rural oeveloptncnt 
prijects have been caused whcre tech­
nical direct ns are often unclear and 
further confused by conllicting views of 
O)A idvisers. This vacillation in aid 
admninistratioin alsi extends to more 
straight forward construction projects, 
aid, in this case, it is largely explained 
by the rhelctancec if (IA to cease dis­

uitirsetneits eseni where scrious ques­
tiis ,i raised aiout perfornmance 
(grain storage iii Tanzania is one of the 
imlre obvious examiples). But iii the 
nore complex and long-term projects to 
assist low-in:oime farmitig, the frequent 
periods if OI)A vacillation are not en­
tircly blaneworthy. Caution and skepti­
cisni ;ire natural traits in what retmains 
ain experienced cadre of professionals 
who tend ti resist the prcssturcs for 
rapid aid dishbiturs't'icit. In At least two 

instances ill this study (Kenya l.ivestock 
and Mtwara-lindi) such caution has 
I vintdica ted sibsequICiint poorbetl by 
priect performnancce. 

TIiSI HIGItI(IG ITs WiRI iDRAWNi RiMO A DI III III Il( l1 11A1 ti i') lt II i MA)IA sIIltY, Itt VII()I'IN INi %l'tAl'i(.N IIVItiN, 
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SWEDISH ASSISTANCE
 

Since the early 1970s, Sweden's aid tn 

all developing countries has accounted 

for more than 0.7.5% Of itsgop. SwCdcn 
has been a promineit donor to Kenya 
and Tanzania, vith around I10% Of it% 
aid spent there. Swedish avisistaiicc has 
also accounted for signficant shares of 
the two cotntries' gnp (see the chart). 

Since the inid-1 970 s, these lovws.id 

have all bCCn gra;is, ad earlier laons 
have bCCn wittln Off. ih shire of tied 
aid has been low, but ihgrew to about 

20%, of the total in the 1980s. A striking 
allocatiotil featiure is tilevery high pro­
portion of aid Cxpcnldd o(nsubsidized 
public service. 

Sodidarity viih poor people in iow­
ilicoillc countries--,ind the belief that 
Swedish experience is relevant for devel­
(oplnilt-arethe batsic r,-asonis for Swc­
dcn's aid, aind the promotioln oif resource 
growth and equ ality hiave beell te basic 
objectives. Buit cOlllimtrcial considera-
tions have ilso played a role. Aid has 
bccn viewed basically as supliorl to the 

buildup of physical or capital,]lunitlat 


Swedish aidlreciplent gnp 

31
 

Tanzania 

19/0 


Swedish aidlall aid 

30/, 

Tanzania
 

Kenya
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icts towhich wiuld yield permanent rcttrtils Kenya and 13% of those to 
after the foreignt support was discontiin-
tied. A distingulishng characteristic (f 
Sweden's approach to aid has been a 
reluctance to iterfere in tile recipients' 
iniacro)coiintic llo!icics. 

[valuation of past efforts has only 
lately played al ilpirtant role insw'c-
den's aid eindeavors. So tihe feedback 
from earlier experiences has bccn wweak. 

Swed,.'-t's perceptiots Of 'lall.ailia\, 

policies istmore cqtihky-oricnitcd thltl 

Kl.ylalS Cxplaiti the different treatment 
of the two countries. Tlnzania received 
iuch more aid and hlad a greater free-

doin in determitliig its use. hi Kenya 

active Swedish involvcnicit in scctoral 
allocation was considered necessary to 
assure the desired poverty Orientation. 
But no serious effort has hccii made to 
verify whether Swedish perceptions tru-
ly reflect tile two counitries development 
profiles, 

Rural Water Supply 

Rural water supply has been an ito-
portant colioieill.t ini Swedish aid. Lin-
tiltIe Clid-1980s, 211%, (if t. disburse-

Tanzania, were for this purpose. Swe-
deil was alt initiator and, for some time, 
the major financier of these activities. 
InKenya the rural water prograto has 

been plagued by differences of opilion 
between donor ald recipiet about the 
mechanics of water distributioln. Flat 
charges and tile coibination of individ-
ual and commntlal taps il One system 

led to excessive privatc use, ald little 
waler reached the conitnil'ial p(ilts that 

were to serve tile poor. "ihe charges 
iiposed ws'crc iniadcquatcgrossly to 

illinitain aid operate the systeimns. And 
since the governnent did not provide 

the needed funds, decay of the insralla-
tions was fast and widespread. 

These negative experiences led to 
consecutive shifts of the Swedish cottri-
butions tio the rural water program. In 
198(0, new constructiol was sharply cur-
tailcd, and funds were redirected to-
wards operation and maintcnacc. Af-
ter 1984, support for the ltiotlsVide 

program was replaced by geiographical-
ly focused ventures wiith ciinsiderable 
technical aild social cxperilltatiotn to 

i i 

encourage local involvement. 
In lalnzalia, Swedish aid initially 

played a celtr I role in the conceptual­
ization and planning of the national 
rural water supply, with many donors 
participating in its subs, quent execu­
tion. The program proved financially 
overambitious and was technically mis­

cotnceived. TIle recuirrent costs for op­
crating aild mainitaininig tie instal-

Iattots weree thebeyond ccintral 

g(ivernmnt's means, but no arrange­

leIt haId been made fir tile donors or 
tile consumer.; of water to cover these 
costs. The physical and human inputs 
required to operate the predominantly 

piped, dicscl-driven systems were not 
available in the country. So, a large part 
of the installations has functioned er­
ratically or not at all. 

In ,'ic1980s the focus of the Swedish 
effort shifted from the nationwide to the 
local level in a few regions around Lake 
Victoria. As in the recent program for 
Kenya, there is substantial experimenta­
tio to develop systems that, once estab­
lished, could operate without outside 
support. 

1985 

1985 
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WORLD BANK ASSISTANCE
 

Kenya, Tanzania, Malawi, Nigeria, 
Cameroon and Senegal have 40% of the 
population in Sub-Saharan Africa and 
more than 50% of the gnp. )uring 196.3 
to 1986 they received $5.4 billion in 
IBRI) loans and $3.1 billion in IDA 
credits, of which 37% of IBRI) loans 
and 31% of IDA credits were allocat­
ed to the agricultural and rural sector 
through 128 project operations, nine 

structural or sectora 1adjustment loans, 
and five technical assstance projects. 

1984 they received
And from 1970 to 
44% of the Bank's total resource trans­

fers and 33% of its official development 
assistance in Sub-Sa haran Africa. 

In reviewing the Bank's involvement, 

each country study reviewed Bank ad­

vice on: I) macrocconomic issues direct­
ly pertaining to the devclopmc it of agri­
culture, 2) theagricultural sector, and 3) 
individual lending operations. The stud-
ies describe the interaction between the 
Bank and recipient iII each area, trace 
the evolution of the advice given, and 
establish the relationship of advice to 
lending. They also relate the advice and 
lending to the rccipicnt's endowmenits, 
agricultural policies, and expenditures. 
In addition, the studies assess how far, 
how fast, and how well the Bank and 
the government have leariod lessons 
from their joint experience. 

Country Performance 

Three sets of factors explain differ-
enccs in country performance: 

- Natural resources and political and 
institutionalendowments. Kenya, Tanza-
nia, and Cameroon have more favorable 
endowments than Malawi and Senegal. 

" Macroeconomic and sectoral p)l-

icies: Kenya, Malawi, and Cameroon 
have had more favorable niacropolicies 
than Senegal, Nigeria, and Tanzania. 

- Stable and predictabl' country pol-
icies and institutions: Nigeria was the 
most politically unstable, experiencing 
frequent changes in policy initiatives 
and senior personnel responsible for 
agricultural policy; Tanzania and Sene-
gal, though politically stable, had the 
most unstable institutional environment 
for the smallholder sector. 

Lending for agriculture 

h Kenya Malawi Tanzania 

$0 

, 79 16 

I 

Malawi, Kenya, .' lcroon did 
well on growth iI the 1)7();s Nigeria, 
Tania.ima, and Senegal did piorl.. 'l'his 
the relativc itlportance (i policies and 

natuirl resource cidos inctits differs in 
explaining performancce. or instaince, 
"ln/ania's poor policies led I0 Itglittiln 
evenl with favorable rcsonr'c cndow-
mcnts. In Malawi growth was rapid even 
with I poor resource base. II Sciicgal the 
resource endowment (rainfall and pri-
duction variability) appears to have 
catised policy and institutional instability. 

Tanzania, the most eqlity-oriented, 
could not sustain its equity policies. 

Kenya achieved more in ecquity than did 
Malawi and Tanzania. 

Malawi did the least well on equity; 
Tanzania, Senegal, and Nigeria the least 
well on growth. 

Bank Performance 
Broad policy initiatives from the top 

and such external factors as the inter-
national economic environment of the 
19 70s greatly influenced the Bank's ap-
proaches to developmcut assistancte-
more than did country-specific Lon-
straints, the Bank's rich operational ex-
peri,.nce, and the knowledge of its 
highly qualified tcchniical staff. This 
influence is evident In the lending cxpC-
rience during three periods. 

Investment. The 1970s were charac-

$102 
ri ilion 

tcrized by an "investntent approach" 
to sniallholdcr develpment. Rapid 
growth il1project lending followed Rob­
ert McNamara's Nairobi speech in 1973 
and the guideline that 25% of lending 
should go to agriculture and rural devel­
opmci. Conip!ex projects of marginal 
economic value taxed the limited plan­
ning and imp inienti ng capacity of gov­
ernmnitius. This was particularly unfor­
tunatc in that agriculture is a poor direct 
absorber of capital in the early stages of 
dcvelopnicnt, and its ability to use cap­
ital eficietly is highly dependent on 
complementary development of other 

sectors, especially the infrastructure and 
education sectors. 

There was a mutuality of interest be­
tween the Bank's resource transfers to 
povety-oriented projects and the recip­
icnt government's sociopolitical objec­
tives for, say, regional income dis­
tribution or food self-sufficiency. 
Goverients were less concerned about 
building their long-term institutional 
and human capital base to absorb large 
capital transfers. 

This investment approach had rela­
tively little impact in achiev.ng equitable 
growth except where policies and institu­
tions were favorable (see the box). 

Adjustment. By the early 1980s ex­
ternal shocks to African countries­
droughts, oil price changes, recessions 

http:achiev.ng


in their export markets, .rd border 
problems with neighboring contries - The Bank's Main Contributions 
combined with inidiscriminate growth 
in public spending to cause ittacrocco- l)i',elopitig strategies that focus on maize and cowpeas, foodcrops for which 
noiric difliculties nd pr, ti inplencn- sil/holdr griculture. The Bank's sup- prolitable technical packages exist. The 
taon problems. These led the Bank to( port for the developnicnt of smallholder Bank also transferred technology for low­
ractts ott policy reforms: exchaige rlate agriculture has been unwavering since cost surface irrigation by draving on its 
adjustoMeIts ('Tanzania and Nigeria), Robert NiecNanara's Nairobi speech in irrigation experience in South Asia (Niger. 

control of governtent the earl% 19"70s. has emtpha- ia's capacity for small-scale irrigation re­cxpenittre The Batik 

(1izalia' Mal awi, antidSetniegal) .td sized in ta c1 cintry the central impor- to developed). Bank
t mains be And tile 

itionof subsidies antl tortas-I cost rance of tile played allinipo tant role in beginning tosnallholder sector for overall
economic developieint, contributed to develop local capabilities inproject prep­

atnd Sci. re1otltr0c.,g 

gal), antd pe1% ,itt/,Itoll (KItnt, u tnd othe-r donors tttr investmeit in to reforin. 


recover) ,N ,Iawi, Negcrt, iciit. vf r'cinient ecsm- tniion, ,ppraki;i, a d suipervislot. 
Ila. tles Contributing polt,) The 

nia, Nigcrit, Sencal, itild M.ilawi) thts sector, and articitlated policies neces- macroectionmtic difticultic, of the late 
197cseC~.(..att'rtioti Itad plii ted aIiii !-- sary Iir its developnent. For example, 01sled life Bank to,chingc its focus
 

crate ecotititt ild polttical otlrs'. Nigera frot
ii it experienced considerable politi- project lending to structural adiust­
required tioniat;i) strutctuiril rct tnis. cal and policy instiability aiid gave prior- itct lending. This shift has allowed the
 

Adjust-'ent is'iti ( ri ,.tit- fid- it) c Bank to focus Improvintg tie polIy
[i' to lar.c-%ar oniIrrigatitn and niechan-

1980s the Batik nttved t ss.ad.i oore tied f,irnung fi the 1970s. BuIt the Bank fraiewtrk inNlalawsi---revising the tax­

judicious blend Of p)III rCIOIttIls Mid ophcld tihe iterests (ofsiallholder agri- ation that was adversely affecting the 
cuhtct ai1 hcIpcd weld ii to Nigeria's stiallholder agricultural sector, inwhichtvestntcIts. [here. i hiss grlc r ir agriilihriI ,ti.it:g .Maliwl and ('line- the B:itk had invest'd during the 1970s.
 

cogitit tt that mttodc-rtuii stillht llli -r rnict git c riort tt the estate and plan- It Tattiania the Bank's ecoiet c and
 
agriculturc requires apprcipriatc pclhctes tattI- st'te5 in the early 1970s, and sector work and ISfocus nilpolicy-based
 
Mnd tvcstittlcnts itlilvig .Ikillilc\ Ihere too i l Bank shifted the foctis if its lending identified licediscrimiation 
nietwork. [his ntsork It.IIidcs I ia1- ass.,itinc t tie smallhtlder sector. against the sniallholder sectoi atising 
tional ca pacity fir ag tculturlirca.i Cotributing to growth through project front the overvalIation of tile cxchange 
Aid Cxtclisiv'' tlscatlld ni','stHc rate-and the spending2, ,tOnlp)Ct rc- ti, fltBank did niuch to span bias of p,:blic 
sponsisc narl.|cts lor tipuits, outputs, the g wth ot stoallholder tea atd coflee toward industr.' and social services at the 
and other lftc.tirs, and 1) price ii prodhiitOldliring the ea;Iy stags inKen- cost of agriculiuce. 

tives aid a stash- IIlttt0lII eillvlroc- sa. IhlitiattIed stii,ilholdcr tI-a productiotn It Ketyia the Bank's emphasis ott sec­

ncii. Ill the 1'Os itid c.offce and tea processing toralreforni led to effective ;Ialysls of 
facilitits llthe 1'971k Smuilarly, tle lirstiipili distribiutio problems and to the 

Bank Policy for Africa crcdit prolco ii Kentt contributed to the refitrms needed to improve their supply 
grsth ,f niiaillolder daItying. It Came- to file smallholier sector. This emphasis

The lessons fro tile iuIdv siggest roor- - addi tion to developing small- also helped improve planning and bud­
that to achieve tle rcequlrcLnts of holder iiticc, (olfec, and fiilcrcps geting it the Ministry of Agriculture. 
ttoderutitg smillhcldc-r tgricuiltuirc il throtgh the Ilaitte d]us NIc'bo prccct- -tilr Similar reforms are now being intioduced 

Batnk rlaseld role in dissuad-
- TO tiludcrstand the sI.,il, piihltl, Ing. the giernic nt frot investing in loilhting capacity. Tlhe Bank's recetit 

and ethtic fctirs that ttlicece gocrt- largc-s,atL Mclelatlld rice pt'ducriol. focis oi national research sy:,tenis 

Africa, the Batk will nccd to titorc iantiipicrtant fii the rest of the governmental iitnstrics. 

is fos-
Oteit itctes. IllNig1t. lie li i k'sagr icuIlt iraIdevcl- teeltg a sitft u rescarci activities toward 

- l as ess lie tit icrc..nonht, ceptnicni pr ,CCt,ti Northern Nigetia con- devloping technologies for small-scale 

tirs that inlluence prutilcr decisons. iteit-d ic thc-grmsti it crctiii of farics. 

- lo address the risks .ll tinccrtain­
ties of intcrinatoital iiarkcts- risks atnd 

o ,,.irtit, Ill the British) 
ly rctlectcd in tie B.ink's pc 1tly ,idicc secirkitg i- tiltl Atrcvil pcrnitiieti, tIc dccloptg agricultural rci-terch capabil­
and investetnts. h,riulatc Iltng tLnt d'\CsclcjIptHICt stratc- ies for fcod, rips (die Aticitsan). 

detcrtmie ss icr t1clidl/CiltiL't- ctldilllieu 

unct'rtaiitics that have beent inadecquate- cLitcpittl I ' 'nad Iritti ig ttatotnils And 

- JI how est it advise occltitrics id to l)iolitis cstablhsh centers 
countrics with aistroig cotlulpar;atut ad- taitI.til lld l L t -Sllctircs dtii l (if excelleic- that ire mrc responsive 
vantage iii primary CtiiiiittcdltIL's that till riiitil.it Ill hr I) the ntcIs ( tt lpiclit cutiitrics. Flitslt Idcrtitig 

have poor prospects inthe global niarket. sm. Ilhclht rigr dtill i0i, ".I Il B.iu k w uld cn.lbeC ilIetit iccitltprls' the quial­
* TO think of dcveloptnit it Ji ,ilt"iccurag,,i ti iItr' tothe lung h iPl icf'lhdrll s It\ (i heir it-itonis anltd resist 

term (Ii rather th:l pIhaiv ic,t, t'r iih.'utitl', inricdl/-di pressures 111)c110istitleilic , at htmeto 20 )-cars) than c 
(two to live ycir). sa\ prv ofmedium ternm iclctitigc Ill',ltelciluui'il\. clcici+ tic i lchis dlvergictt lotiiis 

Ie Baiank also iceds to recognize its ip t1Clt rcthlesII\lliictttstIIItctS ais-sisiic. 

I ROMt AA Ill [Alit NtRAi I(, DIViNIt)N,'I It.S.HIGHLIGTS WERE I)RAWNI I lOt I 'M H(t )ll0ititIl N.\)titi %ItIl)),D[iVi I uit'Nii !4' t 
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MANAGING AG RICU.I'U RAL DEVEL.OPMENT IN AFRICA
 

DANISH ASSISTANCE
 

Development assistance has an unu­

sually broad base of support ii Danish 
society, with the result that l)cnmark is 
one of the top performers in the level 
and terms of its assistance. Danish aid 
as a share of gdp reached the Devel-
opment Assistance Committee goal of 
0.7% in 1978, and there is political 
backing for reaching the I %goal by the 

early 1990s. 
A bit over half the bilateral aid falls 

under thle category of "Lntied project 

aid" and is on a full-grant basis; the 
rest comprises tied, interest-free "state 
loans." The administration of these two 

forms of aid is distinct, and the tin­
tied project aid consunles much more 
of Danida's administrative resources per 
kroner disbursed than the state loans. 

One guiding principle of assistance 
has been poverty alleviation. For untied 
agricultural project aid, this principle 
has often been applied through the se-
lectior, of geographical areas and iarl,t 
groups in countries. For state loans, in-
tended to export l)aish technology, 
this principle has been applied through 
the selection of countries, which must 
be in the low-income category by LIN 
standards for per capita income 

Another guiding principle has been the 
matching of resources in the Danish cotn-

omy with the composition of the aid 
portfolio: that is, tyng. In )enmark, tying 

issomewhat atypical it that it issupposed 
to be used for itents in which DeInirk is 
more or less competitive internationally. 
This poses some problems for portfolio 
selection. Because the )anish economy is 
small and its resource base differs from 
that of recipient countries, there are few 

instances of direct compatibility between 
the areas in which )enmark excels and in 
which low-income recipients cal clearl) 
benefit. State loans have generally bcen 

for state-of-the-art lethnoltogy exports in 
industry and agroindustry. Most of the 
hardware and technical assistance tinder 

unticd project aid is also tied to Danish 
suppliers. 

Flows to Tanzania and Kenya 
Tanzania and Kenya have been two of 

Denmark's four main recipients. Dis-

Disbursements to Kenya and Tanzania, 1962-84 
Millions of 1980 kronr 

3 500 Kenya 
K 

livestock 
200. 

Crops Other 

100 

0 
1962 

burscnents to the two ttuntries rsCVc.l 
the evolving profile of their aid rclt.tion-
ship with Denmark (see the chart. Until 
the early 1970s, both received tuch the 
sant eIrphasis III I).id..', portfolio, 
Front 1973 on, 'l.umata Cetr'gCd Ils 

favored, ill Son'C )'ears rICc 'ivg tt10C 
than twice Is intich aid as Kny.t. Il thc 
early 1980is the large Itt itp it )cniark's 
aid to Tanzania was counter to the al-

ready declining trend of most other tna-
for donors. Bit more recently, Denmark 
has also decreased its real aid disburse-
mcnts to Tanzania. Aid to Kenya has 
shown a slower but steady increase in 
teal disbursements. 

Aid to Agriculture 
Agriculture, vith aquarter or more of 

tile aid portfolio, has been the most 

Important sector to reecive l)anish aid 
in Kenya and Tian/ania over the past 

two tccadcs. Although I)atida has tar-

getcd a few orain agricutu d actrictics 
in cach country, its stl poit for agrictil-
turc has becn dierse. Rouighly 8() pro-
cots and programs cover a broad Spec-
trut of crop and livestock activtties, as 

well as various iultiscctoral and tio-
frastructural activities closely related to 
agriculture. 

The cotmpositiot of aid iii the agricul-

tuiral sectors of the twt countries reveals 
some striking differences (see the chart). 

IN "' IO 

Tanzana 
, 

Tna~ 

liscstuck activities account for niore 
than 11a:f the aid to Kenya, nonly 
a tenth to Fant/ania. Within livestock, 
there is also A difference in functional 
focus. syfar the most funds in Kenya 
hatvc gone to agroprocessing (in the 

dairy And Itical industries), with sizable 
amut, to prototing stiallholder pro­
ductton and research. In Tiianzania there 
has also been some processing invest­
nicnt (again iin dairy), but the more 
importatt activiy has been education, 
spccifically support for a veterinary fa­
culty at the agricultural university. 

Crop activities clearly dominate the 
Tanzanian piortfirlio, consti, ing well 
tVe'r half the total. The functional orien­
tation if thCsc and the nonspecihic activ­

itics in) the tsvo countrics is somewhat 
similar, vsith substantial aid going to 
crop proc,-ssingP (sular our grain), finan­
cial tratsfcrs (to the sniallholdcrs' devel­

opulent banks), administration (priti­
cipally iith renowned Nordic ( :) per­
1itivC PrlIct%), prioduction (especially 
input supply). ard education (support to 
ciCh coutry's principal agriciltoral fa­

cullty). Tanzania also received a fair 
amoint tL re-Lsupport for crop-related 
search thrmugh a Nordic project admin­
istcrcd by Finland. 

Behind these functional aggregates 
lies another important difference. The 
far larger disburseients to lanzanian 

1984 



crop and nonspecific activiti s mask the WSssMlill 01 the resonre blse i the both by allowing for the prolvision ot 
fact tlha tile Keis an pgram Iiis re- recipielit cttuiry. 'I ht. nlolt' laissez-faire lit 1 1 (and not just intertned.iht) prod­

plic c c' u,+t, liIlaxing the 

ground presence by )aimida. %lost of the.' funds I nin.Ilt .ls 

qniired much mnre rcgil.i o-th'- ittilti+." I , l.is l)usanih and by restriction that 

1ome.11t thita cnt- thel col,11ilitis Should ke internation-
Tanzanian program came. as "bulk ;lid" .il resource assessilnein fell he'v th w.ay- ally coilltiltis e. 

oft side. grVte1r unst(itotonal (1 n/Iit o/ '3lt-know­-large shipments + ch0'CCIcailputs Sitli In Ktenya1i, h),lzniush 1 
and large checks to the rural des clip- and I"SoInlIL ,i SSSnIeInt was ,t Spillover '1 b,,e p,:rt of('thelewn mt ipuoitut 
mcn bank. This pattern seesu, to have frtoni the' tic critical SCrotIe fII tI ,ai! portfiioi, tiuiph the ampic provi­
arviet from a greater c<,rr.slii, leiLc. f.'ASlIIIIII ,I illc utling poverty. ,lol ()Io ti -hr l .issisrteit project
 
between 'laizallill and .1)aiti c- It iS 1111.ix11C, htowe_ er, that I),nida _.d. fic. effectiveness o sui.- projects

tives about target griu,s, which led to ci Iuld Mut h1% suuc .CessltollyrCilicJtl iII has delpwtided oil the' ,uatch htweCtI the
 
greater conitldence: that lt,.tainat .11- 'lnii.tllhA the' jpi lach it (nokIn Kcn. i. abilitis of"
the l)Daish 1ciiint'l and the
 
location procedutres would be a.lrl lielh ntIt l c+ we,%ak lt'SSS 
 iteeId 'ein'inth) lanit- of the' rOf It'iOtily. In Ken­
priat.. ui.1 p l and1 Itistittuitill en!vitli- va),i)amish l\'sinck spciulits have col-

On the whole, the succssest ;ct ,.me ktbb'icldide sed mite Iirct- tribuied ,,, tie I.iir\ sutbsectir. B'i 

bee c onsidcral Imlolit' pe lilt' IIInKel isIhunoliliht c1iiiulitiVlht , tai k it ts the iimIIIStllltll II tlitfar),
 
ya than ill "l. inhia. iiu\k Il i A SMiiI dtn' l ikenI iais
h teicute c, it'lln ll Illt lilt secnlls 

Ili l aiania the lsoIkk(e.lCr trnliii iti \ ih'!i ll.lhl fratuglht with problctmiS, ibVAtllse tit' Iivt­
clment (If the Nortdic (.LAIilCr,ticIli.hStock 
 ecomi ltn Iht'e" haN I rtige of cl­
ect a' lit PolicY (tiii t. strtsii di Iiii'i' ;ni1
I clear contriboiut Ill blur- lit Spotd to 

wise lckluster piirtfolio. (. iiiiliti~iit lillk1 I II-, k types oIf I
iiled it fou1 trtting (iftiiiSih hieC"tcIk Itc'iCLts+
 
aid for cltuniic.tl inpits .lii llSil1 SLet S iC-1e 11iV si s.stt 1l int'.cLl 
 cLIi lresults. lilMI tclit ruid %kithi finatucial
 
to h e ipproprl utw '\ ll 1i 0",i . I 0/
ve been r I I+' /l.1/,i' I)/,tl'b < 'itJ i tiiiitcieii' bll a,lso 11. 1d littijortntttt
 
And has itndobtcnlv hlt SIlute shOltt 1,lJ', !111I/': t/'uut'/ ll'ib) iJd\ls ii-i tii'it. Ile1' tie siuC.tS
1'10 011 
terttt impact itt ste itlltliig 'c)li'llllLc di- /''' 1.121 /1-ufi',,'v , ()til.\ i i ll Li OINOf t ile ltt' ultlilll hIW Ilit lejIeInded sO
 
teriorarioni. Aid the ness (.liol .:r1uit i tlii csSIIIg Iris 1lrt 'ItS ill Keti.I dots itli iil til e ppripri.ILtitI s ,1 the skill
 
Project is set itp to la c . subsiuoil lure .Ily..i tl hits bccn .i clcai'. 
 base (wlhich has provcn flexible) Il', ottil
 
impact, which Will (l,.p d l' t', lis l itll I)altlisll siarc-uif-tlh I how appropriate Such [ropct , ', for
d I litl til- ll, were 

cofnlt ol plloif r de),tisl'1 IhC i/all it ,irAF ti T ilili ! Iewlihre, iis'i'sttint'llts Wirtiirg 1te dLesired <Al.e ti\ S. [or in­
governmtent. hase' i'V'ititlts I t ic tir t f"Ore
staielC, Itiatttge'teItll stlpplirt: to eclttititi-

In K i' I ll' ilttlfilceec'u Siltltplrt tTre' rt',i iiS. [iit, hes bavc be''n i- ically \hible :ooieIxtt VCSeIIs bCIen X­
prodiliCtio rcsetch, rile ia ulie rtc, the , iN SS- lll ii to'lldr c ilitits iiI i Ilfillle., iels'v u .i sas supphrt to the
 

inig, aid ntrillktciig aspects 0t the dairy ilittiti\ is fluililfliltttiti, i' teu Lc'sL'eliipit'iit of lsela';t's Cooperative
 
sector tiglht llp the list. BllU the, ciifftC 1iiu,t i i i CiitS Ill KtIli),n). otlmld, 1l.-iitig, Sestcll. l tihvartltis altemtpts
e 

and ptychre tint ollratl.es hiv\e le h tl, sip ltiu.tctd ill %\orkswc!! Il, allis at' ple'ety by boosting the
diear 
taitnly benefited .ts itmtuch as teilv Jai\ In I,(- [tplotlict ;i,ii,,h. (silg, ii, r.(i'.is ill W5',i&t Ifl lIti .J, ;irf,,
 

c<iiperativse frotit tile Nilih l'rili'LtS illii i,.iia, l rd, thee rtv hive prtisvi lfrgeN uirtst ce sfill.
 
sn"ctgtheling of thleir g nclal irt,11iagc utilic, tih llilit iii.upil.t1liripitt , (4) F're m, quat'/,estl , 

ohut Dani­
\itlihtlr h.S %i frcror
tent sstctnt;. iciit.'rSllii' ((dir ihitli'os ill les if the da'i. iu'(/-'stafiuIish.'ld nlaiuue o/ trats­

beein l)anida's support tI( th' ( tlilitr,i- pil 111 Ill i wilt ' /i ll/l'ft '5 to(11 , ilie jll edltllill /',' rl'5f't'b.1tFtl (IN 
+tise 1331k' s(taff deseoplttetut ntI to lie fl ili sit eucihutrns ill KetitIL). ,l','ul 'S wheit it is nit lii I position to
 

Stretngthleniiug of its iteiallollial prtlcc (2) 1',bcuitxl/i., 
 1iJiu./ WIon 01- 1trot. tr the iepotied cxpcrtiSz dotnesti­i 
,dtlres. Wlilte fe'rtillzcr aid tt x'a iunmust Ui/JiJ)rt call \. tot11 t1oo. ,ilM' II/M iirt hIS 1t'I Diiii tIl1 tee'd asess careful'­

also be regaprde.d as i wcll-tttl helping 11101 i, iisihi'' ill iitih I)Delit 1vIL' capahli;tiCs oft iteltgttnv to take
vs-n-lu irk's 


hand, arci-splecific Irljects ft siiil and spec liC'i. ii. IinliiU.does i0trAdlthY il tltse tlsks.
 
water IhiiiiCelinitn utiileV tat , llige't lu1 rt lf Ill ,111I)I0HAIC ilttport Sulp- Ihe 
 MAI)IA Stuidx cointcltudes thit 
tertit iipact. Alnl tIll- 1irti a) ,\ccC'S pirt io detli.i, rrtgL t'itlitIiit,. If itroLd- Illtakinlg D n iillaid to a!gric ttilre Iore 
Rtoads Prograt mid the Riuril Iletchip- ict idtiotlfitatn cii b ifrinfomed iti! effective will requliire a bitter fit between 
Ineii 'litld ltave illttitererit s'. ' cniays itiihtlh taisircbtriuti ni ,hieiitls fonind, tile resotrce baC (If ilte dotnor and the 
tributed to ilthe citiunttrs rural itrA liillmrt siipjuiirt c.ii he alt exrr'tely needs ifl tIhn recipictut. 'lhis lit requires 
struicture. liein fulii if "c'risis ,l.. This has' btter idtllitiie.tti1 Ofcltriand, i real-

There tie scveral reaiSlS for the dif- h,.ii ll'Illllst i., !d the siiuppliCs (If t/tlitl that the (Illtiir's resource base is 
ferett success rites. I Kc'ii'a's dau li l)l. ti soap ilduistrv and tif iit fixcd 0rituC.1 h' develoted to rc­
sector, l)anish i 'stticiil t iiiitlk litlit Iu (litrs tild pesticides to agricLtilitiral SpOltltd t te cItC ilivI.l neCCLs), and a 
'ssinig canne tot fruition bClIa se Allth. prothiuc'is it I ii ih i. ln \ttcre'tsc tht' restriietlritll if 1 ClJi lt tentsure bet­
other ftvorablC feattires ss 'rc alre1d il ITl cllttlillodity aid, tile sudN ter dhlicre. Itt'continicidaitns in eachl l1f,11)i 

place. More re ur ll', htowtci'r, i ,ic vlidclii'utitltile h tofit t s' baskit area al llitsscilsc, ill torte detail in the 
cesses htave related to int adclqat Is- (Oliiittldii', tltatciiil be prlvided.- - full repolrt (ottilt' stud. 

-
TIHfESf |IGIiI.iGHTS WItc DRA\'N tiiM, A III 1nItl P(ORI I'lI IAtI IOR MAIA , Itll)Y, tI+V'i i t'.Sll N I S1RAIl (, DIVISItN,ill it1. 
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M A N A G IN G A G R I C LTURAl. DI V'[L OPMLNiT IN AFRICA 

FOOD AID
 

Food aid to developing countries ori­
ginates in food surpltses in developed 
countries (and is additional to assistance 
in other forms). But using today's large 
surpluses to provide food aid is justified 
only if it can be used to promote htom a-
itarian and developmental obicctivcs in 
the recipient countries. Attcntion here is 
focused on a few salient results from 
case studies of four donors and four 
recipients of food aid. Fhe donors are 
aad, the United States, the World 
od Program, and the LI.uropeai Fco­

nomic Community. The recipients are 
Kenya and "lltzatfia in East Africa and 
Senegal and (ameroon in West Africa. 

l)eveloping countries need food aid 
to deal with such emergettcies as 
droughts. But they may also need food 
aid when there is no emergety, just a 
continuation (if conspiring trends First, 
there may he iagap betweetn a conntry's
needs and the aggregate supply of fo~od 


at soie reasotablc level of prices. Sec. 
ond, there ma be an additional gap 
between the mitinmum needs of poorer 
people and the (Iualitities of food they 
can buy at those prices. 
The effective demand for food inde-

veloping countries grows because of the 
growth of population and per capita in-
comes. Since the poor spend a large part 
of additional income on food, the impact 
of increases in per capita income tends to 
be strong in developing coutntries, partic-
ularly if the distribution of income be-
comes more equitable. Given fragile soils, 
traditional te(-Jitologics, and other char-
acteristics, developing countries may not 
be able to itcrcase their production of 
food fast enough to meet their growing 
effective demand for food. The capacity 

1. FoodAid Requirements 

Kenya 
Food aid requiremenrs ('000 tonnes) 

Population (millions) 

Requirements per capita (kilograms) 

Tanzania 
Food aid requirements ('000 tonnes) 

Population (millions) 

Requirements per capita (kilograms) 


Senegal 
Food aid requirements ('000 tonnes) 

Population (millions) 

Requirements per capita (kilograms) 

Cameroon 
Food aid requirements ('000 tonnes) 

Population (millions) 

Requirements per capita (kilograms) 


Sources: Hannan Ezekiel, ledium-term Estimates of Food Aid Needs, Interna­tional Food Policy Research Institute, April 1986; World Bank, World Develop­
ment Report, 1986. 

future demand-based food aid require-
Ments have been estimated by projecting 
long-term tretnd rates of grov.,th of per 
capita gnp and food production (accept-
ing tnediun-variant UN projections of 

times Tanzania's rate of 0.6%. Kenya's 
faster growth of estimated demand­
based food aid requirements thus re­
fleets its success in achieving a much 
higher rate of income growth and there­

population at1d FA) estimates of in- fore in creating a much higher demand 
come elasticities of the demand for 
food 3nd projecting average commer-
cial cereal imports for a base period 
11977-821 at the rate of growth of per 
capita gnp). The estimates are subject to 
differences in the reliability of the Un-
dcrlying data in different countries and 
uncertainties about how past trends are 
likely to continue. (See Table 1.) 

The estimated growth in Kenya's 
to bring in commercial Imports to fill thi, food aid requirements-front 58,000 
gap may also be limited. Food aid helps tons in198) to 1.7 million tons it 1990 
to fill the remaining gap. It also releases is faster than that inT"lnzaia's--from 
foreign exchange for other important pur- 172,000 tons to I million tons. This 
poses and helps to prevent increases in difference is primarily due to differences 
domestic food prices. It thus provides all between the growth rates of population 
important resource to promote develop-
menr and equity. (The foregoing relation-
ships hold in most developing countries.) 

Demand-based Requirements 
In a study of 87 developing countries, 

and per capita income in the two coon-
tries (Table 2). The projected popula-
tion growth rate of 4.3%, a year for 
Kenya is 16% higher than that for Tan-
zania-3.7%. The rate of growth of per 
capita gnp of 2.1% for Kenya is 3.5 

1980 1985 1990 

58 777 1,745 
16.8 20.6 25.4 
34.5 37.7 68.7 

172 526 1,001 
18.9 22.5 27.0 
9.1 23.4 37.1 

0 78 348 
5.7 6.5 7.5 

0 11.9 46.4 

206 305 429 
8.6 9.7 11.1 

24.0 31.4 38.9 

for food than that of Tanzania. Kenya's 
demand is also much higher than its 
food production. 

Implications for Development 
Strategy
 

In countries with rapid population 
growth and a large part of the population 
dependent ott agriculture, an agriculture­
oriented and employment-oriented devel­
opmtcflt strategy is needed to increase per 
capita incomes at a reasonable pace. Since 
the poor spend a large part of any addi­
tional income on food, the demand for 
food is likely to rise rapidly with such a 
strategy. Even if domestic food produc­
tion also i;icrcases rapidly, the import gap 
and the volume of fcod aid for market 
sale that could ie used to fill it would both 
tend to be large. 

Macroeconomic policies, administra­
tive systems, and institutional structures 



ya-sugge;ts weaknesses in its adnin­

2. Average annualpercentage growthrates istrative and institutional structure as 

Population,
80-90 


Kenya 4.3 

Tanzania 3.7 

Senegal 2.7 


Sources: Stime as for Table 1. 

should all favor the broad-based rural 
development that such a strategy would 

involve. But if the large volumnte of food 
aid needed for that strategy is not forth-
coming, the pace of development could 
be adversely affected. 

The fo,.d-.iid estimates suggest that 
developments along these lines are ai-
ready occurring inKenya and could ine 

pushed even further if additionali food aid 
were available. I this sense, Kenya could 
absorb these added quantities of food aid. 

Gnp per Major food crop 
capita,
65-84 

production,
80-90 

2.1 1.8 
0.6 2.4 

-0.5 0.0 

employmient prograinis, which tenid to 

be sell-targeting. ()ly ilit po'or woild 

be willing to work as unskilled labor-
ers---tistally i consirtiction projects-
for low vagcs. 

Fnploynient-oriciitcd projects aimed 
at imnmediatcly increasing the real in-
comics of poor families can, createIassets 
that ii turlcan taise levels of cml1oy-

,nt anld ilcoc inithe loog run mr add 
to lm ing-tcri social welfare. This rca. 
somning jistities ihe adopton1 Of an1 

lhnzania's slower growth would rcsiIt it] i pitn1myiolt-Oriol tCd rtiral inlfrastriictir: 

a slower growth of denmand for food. So, 
it could not absirb as lf,,ch food aid 
through the market itsKenya. 

Additional Need-Based 
Requirements 

The foregoing estiiates of fomd aid 

requirements are dcmand-bascd. They 
do not cover additional iled-based re-

prograin supported by food aid. Food aid 
could cmver the additional consumptimol 
of wor-,rs resultiig front tile additional 
i[[conme hed)earm iI suich projects. Work- 
ers dmoneed to buy other things and other 
expenses have to be incurred on such 

project, ifticy arc io play a useful long-

term rhlc in the ecoiloiny. 
A survey of a small selection of W rld 

quirements, for which there are no esti-Foold Progran piojects io Senegal and 
mates. Because the more rapid rise in Lanania shows that food costs range 
demand-based requirements in Kenya fromn 12;, to 34%, of the total costs of 
than inTanzania is due primarily to projects. ;low can the remaining costs of 
Kenya's much higher rate of growth in projects lie covered? One possible source 
per capita, it would be reasonable to 
assume that the additional food require-
ments to ineet the 1ininiui nutritional 

requirements of the poor are likely to be 
relatively smaller in Kenya than in Tan-
zania. So, ntnr itiontalif iltnitmnum re-
quireinents are to be net, more feeding 
and income transfer projects will be 
needed in Thnzania than inKenya. 

Feeding projects are difficult to orga-
nize and to target. When these projects 
try to target individual family menbers 
considered to be particularly vulnerable, 
intrafamily adjustments in consimptio 
often defeat the purpose of targeting. 
This problem suggests that what is 
needed is some way of increasing the 
real incomes of poor families. In gen-
eral, incomes can best be increased by 

of finance is niony genterated front the 
sale of the food provided as aid to ntect 
dcnand-hased requirenicnis. Tanzania, 

with snialler demtand-based food aid re-
qiliremtents wonld be able to generate less 
fuidsIII thaiKenya, though its need for 
enplynmei-oriented projects ald the or-
gency of the need for infrastructure are 
both likely to bc greater. 

Food-Aid Strategy 
F'ediig' priotgraiis alid rural infra-

structure projects require a strong ad-
mins-rative and institutional structure. 
'Ihe fact that Tainzania has [lot bee) 
able to organize itself to achieve grip per 
capita growth of more than 0.6% a 
year-under conditions that were gen-
erally more favorabie than those inKen-

well as in its n.acroeconomic policies 
and overall development strategy. 

It has been pointed out that a'nzania's 
purposefutl dismantling of its historical 

institutional base and its exfperinlvatimlg 
with [nany new institutiomal arrange­
nients greatly destabilized the environ­
menr for sniallholder produciion. The
 
greater need for feeding and rural 
etployinent-oriented infrastructure 
projects thus appears t( coincide witn 
greater weaknesses in a conlintry's capac­
it,- them.iompiIcitient But soch capacity 
need not r,.-main weak. Itran be s'tngth­
enced and enlarged inthe proccs of in. 
plementing an appropiate progr.iin of 
;such projects, particular l.if efloi iS to do 
this are part of a wsider effort to acceler­
ate eCOlmniic developni. 

Rural infrastritittrc is c.icial in in­

creasing agi icmthiral otput,employment, 
and incomnic. Infrastructiire's role in redtic­

ing costs tof igrictilitiral productim is 
partitola riy important whentic prices of 
iinported food have fallen sharply and 
may rent ain low forstmine tine. Fmood 
aid--hy supporting a prrogram of rural 
inifrastructtre ald helping to build the 
necessary institutional structure and ad­

iltinistrative apparaitus--can play an im­

pOrtant role in promoting development. 

If the food aid nceded to neet demand­
based requirements at any particular 
growth rare is not made fully available 
to a developii;g country, itsdcvelopmcnt 
could !,Iow%down. Moreover, a develop­
ing counitry ,Ouild Speed its development 
through an ciiployment-oricnicd strategy 
and through improveictnts in niacroeco­
nomic policies, adniinistrative systems, 
attd institutions if it could obtain the 
additional food aid that itwould then 
need. Suitable fiimtd-aid-stipportcd rural 
infrastructnire projects could snippttrt such 
a strategy. I'lie) could bring abotut ur­
gently needed inmprovenments in nutrition 
among vulterable sections of the popula­
tinon to furtherwhile helping promote 
,icrea;es in income growth rates. 

)eveloping countries this need to de­
velop a food aid strategy as well as a 
development strategy into which food 
aid can be properly fitted. And donors 
can use the food aid they provide to 
support such aprogram as an important 
way of promoting development in the 
countries they assist. 

THESE HIGHLIGHTS WERE DRAWN FROM AII. II .l) 'A)I FOit I-. SIUIY, I)IVH+[ 1PMINI- SIlItAiT,Y DIVISION,INlt)ItHFI MA IIIA 

TilHEW ORI.I , IiNt'IYI ONN.RANK 1818 11 s I., N.W. WA Inc. 20433 U.S.A. 



M.A N A G I N G A G R IC U LTIJ R A 1.L ) F V FI.O P M F N I' I N A F R I C A
 

HIGHLIGHTS FROM KENYA
 

Keniy has don.e mire thati tilt- (th- K,:ty\, (growing I. Y a y'car during 
cr MAIA rcch,,ii:,,,,l')71 X Maiwi andctutric il 97 that, III (--3.9(%,) 
grotiLVh silthCtJUIty'- tils, dcSpitc its lT.vnt,.t ( I.0'). Kcnya Asio experi-
Mcncrali IIlgc is a .apillh't oiil.' cticcd i rt.atter -xitcrta shcks frrom 
tiincoiccrimctl with ttiit!,, It used tiln' tcrn ol tr.Idc changus, higher interest 

hast" of institutions it Iilrititi'd at judeC pMynTuntis, Alit clanges iinImport dc­

peithncc to broaden the htltfitS t , nanti. 
' 
liige uIiIihICr of,Sn "l.. d 'ss' is grtttr illKenytalliloidcrs. pllL t 

- With I I.accful traitittiut i uuvci than il a, with (.9 hcctarcs per 
Nairobi in 1979, Keny.i itS CII td .astal u. rur.l 111,hH.t111 COtlItM trdwith 2.7 ic­

puiliticlal ,%v,.t1.,,mI.v putl tir Il Mulihk iu CLtlvIti. ls /a i.t. of theI illpt.l­
,\ntd unlike 1t1COther titntiws, KIII'St, h11 ,rid titlst ot th high-u luic, labur­

lOittIC1. ,t1 tuc i I i tl iIICttIi ililr thti s SI.Ittutd .igric iiItuir.i 1 lt C'pn' is,i near 
ics i1l.isuor (I small.tildcrs., (RPihtN I, ItrIt,'I \\hIC l,1ds, M 1h1:chI ilgi receive 
land and to grow Ilsut :rops \\,rc ich.hlt i tltt iu.ittn lrrcss.urc is 
thetcntcr of tit' inIclpCM<tctktstriigglc). nItctitiulCSs iicrc.llstg itt the less pro-

Cukctt c sctiltarid ,ire.is. 

Kcy indicators KMacroecononic and AgrictltilralPrrl~C oiyLiV (fuel
lPerformancc Policy Enivironlment 

Population 1984 19.6 million There has beei ;istrtng t Kcll .C cusS i griLlture is ex­mttcrtiton i's 

Gnpper+apita 1984$l10 betweet airictiltuiral griwth IIId tp pluc 1ttuth by Its gIterailly con-

Ariblclandiruralpiopuilation o.9.ha grew .it tilW rate .iLriccuiit itni ic agricill­growth. (;Li IIIIItI'CSI\duici iIt atid 
Avcragc ODA per capita 19',0-84 $18.7 ./yr 0I 7.V' a ,c,.r utti iioil 19-1 md tIArt illt'ics. Its 'chiainge rate was 
Totalarca .8.3),00)qkm ilicuiitura lgdp .t .. ,. Ahtrthe first hek]itnlt .dh l1 ivOitIItti iVrvalua-
Eimployment shareIt JgriCultur 191407V6 oil shtick, gdp gro\v.ii siowcd t ,iiitto lion. Its lt'iusticlltn rate tas high itd 
Food imports/ttral impurt 1984 t15% e. iyear and ,igriituiltr ti 4". l rising from 22%, of g !.Kem.Arht -stihc, 
Food iniportsiotal exports 17.2 its robutist Ill ill (lollwing1984 inatrntainCi growth after the I-( -7; to 27"0 I9 9 
Realgdp growth 1982-84 3.7% oilshoc.+k thiiiut 1,car btoni)Stwctd it -. a the ctfet and rc-tirnihg to 21% 
Real agricultural gdp growth 1982-84 4.4% dUritig 1979--8 1. I 982. 

Life expectancy at birth 1984 Pm 56/52 - Agriti:tirt s ,as he ccetcir ii - Ken ' t rate ill agricul­at uf \a's Invsestmntr 
overaill perforlituitt. It did far bttcr ii tlire w. sittihar to Malawi's but much 

Agricultural production .' ' , 
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higher than Tanzania's. Kenya invested 
miore of its revenue in transport than did 
Tanzania, and its broad road nctwork 
has been critical for developing small-
holder cash crops. 

• Kenya has ; highly effective systcm 
of agricttltural research for tcaiand cof-
feC--and nore effectiie systems th;an its 
neighbors for input supplies, agriciutr-
al extension, and marketing. Also ini-

portant, thL' iistitutioIial enviroinet1nt 
for crop prolhlctill hl.;I b-ie i'lirly/V 
stable ilh Kenva (more so thin in ll-.. 
zana, w..i.ch uiiiaiy.experimeinted ni..­
forms of ruLrl institutions). 

- Kcnvi's speuld i hiCsoci.il lna, bsct 
larger than N.ilav. i's and a,, , Icsult of 
the greater investimnt li primary' Nd 
secondarv edolca tio)l1, OIL'g,p bt-h'v.cei 
Kenya an1d the cdhcr c itrtll rl. I tlianll 

capital base has bun ,idcnmug. 
- Also in sharp coinrlist it) both ].ll-

zania and .\lal.m, i, Kcnya pass-d Oi OLa­
international prices of tca .mid colffec t 
smallholdcr prodoccrs. From ]9 I' ) 19i 
coffee producirs reccived an iveraoft.' 
9 4 % of the intcritational price, .Ad W.1 

producers (-f',0 coMpArcd ,,ith -1i'Y,) for 
coffee it1t11.i13 and Ii'%, for sn"l-
holder tobacco ill Malaswl. 

Average annual percentage 
growth in volume, 1970-85 
Export.-
Coffee 3.8 
Tea 7.5 
Horticultural crops 12.7 

Production 
Coffee: sinallholder 6.0 


estate 1.0 

Tea: stnallholdr 13.5 


estate 5.5 


Sugar: sniallholder 16.9 

estate 5.3 


Dairying: smallholder 8.5 

large farm 0.0 


Rice: smallholde- 2.8 

Cotton: sniallholder 4.9 


Food 
Maize produtction 3.9 

-Purchases 2.4 
-Sales 9.2 
-Net sales -6.8 

Imports 6.4 

Food aid 43.1 

Official development assistance and total receipts net 

S104 79t084 Totalo0A 

slUo F 1980-84 W9101 

t S. Q" . 

' 0o 
1Y70 1977 1984 

$ 0 

. 

... -.... 

"­

0 , . 1 ._LL.,__ 
1970 1977 1984 

Ailvoluoomin 1983 USdollar. ODA, mclol con.uslonalnom. itihatiosta 25%goant eont.i. ln,Includes C..'\. nonc nor sio 'a Offlcil flO'l and pflvalu PTOflf;Ctk.3 

&'Uct) , 

World Bank Assistance 
I h : Bank his-pro\vided $2 billion i 

,i .onimilitii- too Kcini, of wh'ich a third 

hs gotn, It, the igrictiltural and rurl. 

,,cior 01 29,) litions. After Ro,.t 
\IcNamiriras N.mbbi Splch in 117j, 

the ;iillit gi:ig to igricilttrc t1d 

rural dc,,lopinicitiiics,'ed shirp 'N-
floo $ .in In IhI ll 1 971 7.1 it) $2j-
iii. l 9-their 

IL iftIt'r .1 ihbOll t ioii L.-it 

rloctO l.iit. d1it t hi.,, id problciii ,, I 

prottI IniiipHleeut.iii1ii lel to the t.m-
,cell.,tu f.1.ibrif 111'01of po L iiid a1 

shift (f th hank's focus from pr..Ci 

IL'ilInilg to1IlUi COtcI'lllt. And.i sectiir.h 

it'lm-ni. lIlth iarc' 'e lllg to igricut.irL 

slclid fr0il 11 19-_79 to 17",,oii' 
In 198(1 -0. 

The project plortfoi lit the 1970s 
did nit ,idequ.itclsy reflect thc eilhlasis 
of the Bank',; cililiC.titsd sector ork, 
lor was it b.,cd (il .1 cleirhy artiCUlti' 
stratt-gy of igrictltural dCclIhililt. It 
1neltlch a ,.idev %.iritN tof proCcts it-

cludoug .rolf firilnlig, la c scae irt-

.itmnl , stig,11 production, livestock, 

fisherit., ,iicerrmitd rLtral deVllchpetileit, 
elii.ri d area, devlcptleltt, and So (lIi. 

lm citus. of loor design, ility did tot 
IIIc ths pOvcrty inalidlt. and aladIlC-

".ic ri.tcs of return. Compare that 
experience with iBank-financed projects 
for sinallhldcrs in tea and coffee and 

for igriliuhurail Lr'dh for simlhhioldcr 
dilrnmng. lhcsc has t' bccn clhir suceess­
s" ,s illt t'lliili1iC rtes 0I retlrl rong-

Ing fioii oI5, it)',0,. 

lsc li.il inlorc. 
pohic% of 1)0[ fiihiiiciiig tILe t'I,'MISiOi Of 
tc ,ioid colc prductioii, but ol assist­

• I ik cr, .hOpiLd .1 

ziig te.i-produciiig c iutries illy with 
prcessii . ahnd iiteisifl iition of 

xistliiig p'ishidCtii0. Par.idiixic,il • 

, th. Iiik's proccsing projects played 

iport ai 

the1C tuider cultivatioi.
 

,it .i posiisc role ill expainding 
s1tiiahtolder aica 

butli.Is.1diBllder ds slid Ho[ increase 
is tile b.iiik bad Wvilhti. 

(ic lcuc .i's c cr coi parillvc 
.i i.itntC III IL't And ctfftl'c And the 

,
gili roiliits' polhc t, expanItd their 

production (galml,t bnk advice), tile 
Bank iCtds t0 ccoiisider its policy 
stiliet. (l tilte future siecchllII)ItIn Of 
tice crtops. 

(iven Kenya','s eiicr.clly favorable 
liacrscotililc iit.uiuageniiiitt, tile focus 
of the bank's structturl 1diustietit dia­

logte lit th' 1980s i hshcc nIt liberaliz-
Ing intikeIs lefornlng parastatals, iln­

proving l.iin tenulre, sircngthinig the 
plllnizltg., 'iiid Ibultlgng capacity of the 
Ministr) of A-r culturc, insd Iiprtving 
agriciltural rc.c~irch, extelslio, anid 
credit systcl . Thtse efforts address 
fiilulldalttill iprobleis Ihatt limited the 
success uf projects it the 19 71s. 

'RIrHESE HIGHLIGHTS WIREI tRAWN IIROM A DI IAItI-1 R OllRI 'AiltlI ) 1tR *tlInIMAIA Sit11Y, D VI VII I N SIIAII ,Y iiIVIsON, 
"I IV " P/IIII AtNl'o' 14IN 11 1,.1 V Y, '"s-0IIING'ION. IM. )(4'. t 1I1 ".\ 
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M A N A G' I N (G A G It I. I A , IO1b..M : N I N AIF R I ( AHIGHLIGHTS FROM MALAWI
 

Lilongwe 
0 

Key indicators 

Population 1984 6.8 milion 

Gnppcrcapita 1984 $101 

Arable l.nd/rural popularion (.W9ha 

Average O)A per capita 1970)-84 S18.
7
.l'yr 

Totalarca ll8,iKXX)qkoi 

Employmentshare in.grinculiurc 1980 86% 

Foodimporitsiotal imports 1911418.4", 

Food importl/toial cxpirts I9M4 10.5% 

Real gdp growth 1982-84 4.6% 

Real agriculiural gdp growth 1982-84 5.8% 

Life expectancy .t birth 1984 (m) 46/44 

Agricultural production 1970 

Malawi luntChtd 1h1 Stri ntgcst pur- ilp frotill 50', in 1465 to about 60% in 

suit o~f growth of the NIAIA comntrne. 1984. 
and, despite its poor resolurcc base, * Before the first oil shock, Malawi's 

achieved the fastest growth inl ihut econoyiV %.i go iWilg at 4.6% a year, 

1970s. Malawi's performanlCe Lieverthc- agriculture at 2.84'/,. After the shock, the 
less raises quest ions about tr,tlolfs be- economy and .igricullture colltiiLt'd to 

tween growhl Alld equity, lor its rccord iove more or Ics in siep-a bit faster 

00 equity is anrttoig the poorct' of the dtring 1974- 78, at I)egdti%'c ratlS duritig 

couIltrtes in tlt stLdy. 1979-8I. and luck roughly Io their 
* Under the stable leadersllip oll rate before the first il slock during 

500 i,; ,;,1.......... ..... ;...... ,'...... 
500t 19W',_ . 
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i[residetn B.ldLaa,Milawi'S ilnprcssive 

growth in agricumlture aild iraldc has 

clole lainly from the estilc seti'r, 
which produces litbaC' , (CA, alld sulgar. 

Smallholders particilated little Ill 1tla1 

growth, a fact lasked unlil tile 10'nof 

tihe1970s because of Malawi's cxceletl 

inacrocoilolilic perforiaince. 

Macroeconotnic and Agricultural 

Performance 


* Of the Stiud)'s coitrc's, Miila'wi 

ihas tile poorest resoirce base (iletxlto 

Selieleal) an1d tihe lowe1s pcr capita ill-

colic. It also I tli oly uckCis l ndht1 i 

cilltry of tile six. The receilt tlostllrc of 

the Ncala ald Beira ports iIINloaiii-

biquc has incrcasd Malawi's illiilri 

traitsport costs by $30 iilliol, oir2". of 

gdp. This problctt is particularly prcss-

in given the high share of tr.tde in gdp, 

11.,, 

1982 - 86. About if85'",, elllploylelt is 

illagricullttr., tlld ,ibott 91', (If tie 

vlhic (f irldc isfrol igricttituirc. 

" illrmilgholit tile period, tile pro­

dLIiilln (if sllallholdcrs has been con­

strillcd b tIlc lack of technical cLallge. 

About 94%, (di simallholders cultivate 

lanid by iusing hdiln iloes .nd tradino(thal 

varietic's ()I SCCdS. Thl' produC'tilln 

ofi st smallholdcr crops (cottol, 
gruiliilliltls, anl1drice) Il s declined. 

Policy Enviroiment 
Mailawi has avoided itnoverval­

'd. ctirIc rolgh regular adiust­'tll r i iti 

itlits of tIe llotllillal e\chanlgc rate. 

M.orcovcr, Mal.iwi has ewijoyed fiscal 
sirplSe asA, percenitage of gdp, 2.4 
pc'rccm ill 1967-7.1 and 0.7"!', diriig 

1982--86. lnll,ltitn has also been declin­
ing, from 12.5Si, to 5.4%. 
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* The excellent macrioecominnic per­
forniance has been colored by the slall 
gains in social welfare. Malawi'. share 
of social spending is lower than K,:nya's 
and Tanzania's and has declined over 
time. Malawi also has a very high infant 
mortality rate, few physicians, a weak 
record in education, and one of the 
lowest life expectancies. 

- Agricultural policies for land, ex-

port crops, and producer pricing have 
created a duial agricultural scctir--a 
burgeoning estate sector and a stag-
nant smallholder sector (with 1.1 mil­
lion hoseholds). 

T he inainageneot inefficiencies as-
sociated with the rapid growth (fcs-
rates in the 19 70 s led to low yields and 
poor debt rcpaynient. They also led to 
underused land: less than 20 percent of 
the leasehold land is cultivated-this i 

a country where land pressure has been 
growing, particularly in the south. 

- Malawi's institutilons have, howev-
er, been generally well run, and Many 
\wvll-traincd Malawians have taken over 

Average annual percentage 
growth in volume, 
1970--85 
Exports 

Tobacco: burley 14.1 
Tobacco: flue-cured 9.2 
Tea 5.2 
Sugar 28.1 
Groundnuts -13.2 
Cotton -12.5 

Production 
Tea: estate 4.5 
Tobacco 


-Smallholder 0.3 
-Estate: burley 15.4 
-Estate: flue-cured 10.4 

Sugar: estate 14.7 
Rice: smallholder -2.7 
Groundnuts: smallholder -7.2 
Cotton: smallholder 1.1 

Food 

Maize production 1.5 

-Purchases 19.1 
-Sales 23.7 
-Net sales 4.6 

Imports 3.1 
Food aid 28.6 

Official development assistance and total receipts net 
ODA ODA 

$100 197074 198064 TolOD 
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agricultural managcnent and, increas-
ii gl y, pli ' hasym.king. Nor Malawi 
suffered Ke'n, ,'sand Tanzania's prob-
ltIs of time-cosrniing procedures, 
failures tio pl.an and implement, tincer-

tam tiintg, pi)r performance by pro-
fcsslonll staff, and day-to-day un-
dcrnming of technical ministries for 
political reasonis. Malawi has also Cs-

caped the sbortages of foreign cx-
change, imported inputs, and spare 
parts inthe smallhOlder sector that have 
plagucd other :ountries. 

The macroecononlic reforms Mala-
Wi has pursued inthe course of structur-
al adjustnit inclde I doubling of pro-
duccr prices for snallholder -rops, a 
rCdueCtioti in public expenditures, and 
Increased effort at cost recovery, includ-
ing the ;l11itioni of subsidics."Therc has 
also been greater emphasis on agricnl-
ural research and fertilizer use on 

snmallholdcr crops. 

World Bank Assistance 
•The Bank's lending to Malawi has 

atmunted to $660 million, of which 

26% has gone to the agricultural and 
rural sector. t nlike in Kenya and Tan-
zalia, where much Bank lending went 
to agricultural parastatals for process-
ing, all f the fank projects inMalawi 
in the 1970s (involving $220 tail-
lio) were for smallbolder produc-
tion through itegrated rural develop-
lclit atnd natintalI agricuturaI projects. 

But as in iither African countries, these 
projects suffered from technological op­
timism and depcnded (n financial re­
sources and oin planning and im­
plementing capacities well beyond 
Malawi's reach. 

• The Bank and other donors, dis­
tracted by Malawi's growth, overlooked 
the way smallholders were being Jiscri­

minatcd against by land policies, pro­
duccr pricing, controlled licensing, and 
limited access to credit. The competi­
tion between the estate and smallholder 
sectors was inot fully recognized by the 
Bank Until tie late 1970s, when Mala­
wi's macroecon(omic difficulties and the 
limited impact of Bank projects became 
evident. 
• Malawi's relatively favorable tmac­

roeconomiic and administrative environ­
terit may partly explain why seven 
agricultural projects audited by Bank in 
Malawi have all had positive rates of 
return. (In contrast, seven of ten projects 
in Tanzania and three of seven in Kenya 
had negative returns.) 
" Through three structural adjust­

ment loans in the 1980s, the Bank has 
focused on the reform of producer incen­
lives and oi the diversification and ef­
ficiency of estate production. The Bank 
also approved a fertilizer loan for the 
smallholder sector in1983 and an agri­
cultural research project in 1985. Both 
are aimed at addressing technological 
eonstraints in the snallholder secto r. 

THiESE IIGHtIGHTS WERF DRAWN FROM A DIAIIII It I)IPli I t ITAIt I 1)I-Olt It I NIAtIIA S tIllY, I)-.VE.Ol'MIFNT S'It AI'(.Y tIVI)IOtN, 
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM TANZANIA
 

Tazania's pursuit of equity has been tradtimOnal food crops did poorly. By the 
the most vigorous of the six Cotltrics in end of the 1970s only a telth of the area 
the MAi)IA stUdy. inder the stable lead- tinder izizc used improved seed, com­
ership of tJulius also pated with more than half in Kenya.Nyerere, Tanzania 
stressed traditionail valtue,. iure than twist - Tlanzania's endowmtent int some 

D other developing countries, ways is less favorable than that of its 
. Widespread iterest ill TItania's neighbors. For example, it inherited 

va s trans latted init(i aid. I"lantza i nsti tutiona II)ar FuS~tam a ppr tach - intuch poorer physical and 

nia has received ttore aid than Kenya infrastruLture at independence than Ken­
and Malawi (a peak of $621 million in ya did, and that (along s,ith the sparsely 
1983). It has also received nmre aid per distributed population) has made trans­
person ($.S in 198 1) and per dollar of port costs high. But Tanzania has also 
gdp (10% olo average during 1970-84). ctIjoyed some advantages. Its (mostly 

ineditin quality) cultivable land of 2.7 
Agricultural Performance hectares per rural itnhabitant is three rime 

Tanzania's agriculture grew at 6% a the amount illKenya and 4.5 times that 
year in the 1960s as ro.tds were built, the inMalawi. 
cultivated area was expantded, and tnar-

Key indicators kcting systetts were develiped for sisal, Policy Environment 

wheit, and rice. Bttt it The'mtain causes of Tanzania's agri­aiot t8 mileutott), cashews, 
i'tipula~t ian t19142t .ml thas st tgnam cultural beenbeett sitnce thc early 1970s. decline have its tuacrocco-
Gnppcrcalma t194 thlikc oinst countries, [a*nit ia had its and policies.$210 non1ic sectoral The Basic 
Arablc land/ruralp.pula i ia 2.70 ha share tif agric1tlt tur tC (friin 41 I% Industries Strategy, adopted in 1975,incrcase di-

Average ODA percapita1970(-84 $23..S/yr of gdp in 1967-/'1 to 52'' t 19X2-84) serted investnents to the industrial sector, 
Totalarca 94A,(XRsi, qkm and its share of industry decrease (front whose share in the budget went up from 
Frnplo tnutshare in agriciilturc 1980 83% 12(/, to 10'%). less than 10"% to 24o in the second half 
Food impo/i,/total imports1984 0.2% * lhe production of cxport crops (cot- of the 1970s.The share of agriculture, 
Food imports/lotalcxport,1914 19.4%. toll,sisal, atd cashews) also retreated nteanswhile, declined from 36'/o to I1 %. 
Realgdp griwth 1982-84 1.1% becauste of the tivervalued exchanlige rate. - The centerpiece of government pol-
RCalagricultural gdp growth t982 -4 1.8% Snallholders responded to the declining icy was villagization-moving some 10 
Life CxpcVLtiiCY aibirth 1984 (f/n) 53/50 incentives for export crops by falling back to 13 nullion pcople into nulear villages 

on_ more subsistence farnting. But even between 1972 and 1975 and disrupting 

Agriculturalproductlon i,1-.',,i,
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production patterns. 
-Because of these policies, lanzaIMian 

agriculture continues to stiffer from iad­
equate infr,+struturL-and one of the 

lowest scores for m iles if road per capi-
ta in Africa. (;o'ernmirent spending oi" 

transport decreased from 18% to 61", of 

tire budget between 1972 and 1981, far 
lower than the shares in Kenya and Ma-.. 
lawi (11% in 1983). Privatoi trucking also, 
dwindled in the 1970s. 

- The instability of agricultural mar­
keting policies has also hurt production. 
In 1976 all the marketing cooperatives 
were abolished and replaced by parasta­
tal crop authorities, and the prices of 
more than 1,0(X) goods werc controilled. 
After the parastatals inciirr'l Lnorinotus 

losses, cooperatives were reintroduced in 

1982, and there was some privatization 

of agricultural trade in 1985. 
Tanzania has Ctlsh1itoneL;becn more 

than Kenya and Malawi were from ex-
ternal shocks to terri-of-tr, Jcchanges, 
oil price increases, higher inierest pay-
ments, and declines in import demand 
It nevertheless suffered more from the 
breakup of the East African community 

Average annual percentage 
growth in volume, 1970-85 
Exports 

Coffee 0.8 
Cloves -2.7 
Tobacco -4.7 
Cotton -2.3 
Sisal -5.9 
Cashewnuts -6.8 
Tea 1.9 

Production 
Coffee: smallholder 2.3 
Coffee: estate -4.1 
Tea: smallholder 13.7 
Tea: estate 1.0 
Tobacco: smallholder -4.8 
Tobacco: estate -7.5 

Sugar 0.8 
Cotton: smallholder 1.6 

Food 
Maize production 2.1 

-Purchases 1.1 
-Sales 1.9 
-Net sales 0.8 

Imports 3.0 
Food aid 23.5 

Official development assistance and total recelphnet
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1 
-- given itslaLk of access to transport 
ani :escarIi services. 

World Bank Assistance 
• The Bank soupportcd Tanzania's st-

cialist cxpcrimient ii the 1970s with an 
assista rce pmogran that was one of its 

largest per person. Although the Bank 
expressed concern .about the riced to Cx-
ploit the inost obviou, productive poten-
tial for maintairnig agricultural growth, 
it was ftr tie most part uin,:ritcal (, 

lliIanllia's policies. xcept fo advncat-
ingmoderation ilithe shift to rndustrial- 
ization, the Bank ssas similarly uncritical 
of the goevernment's sectoral prio>rities. 
Only in 1982 did tie Bank recoinCiid 
that tIre coiirrrtment to agriculture be 
increascd. 
" trom 1970 tt 1984, tire World Biank 

was the sectnd largest dotrr (after Swc-
del) to Ilatlia, with (nraiily IDA) 
citniitrietis to agriculture oif $371 riil-
lionthrough 25 operatitis. Bank'sBl" 

lending to agricilturc incrcascd rapid-
ly after Robert McN.i nia's Nairobi 
speech in 197.3. But itscomrmitent to 
industr)' has also hce extraordinarily 
high (20% tf the otal), reinforcing Tan-
zania's flawed industrialization policies 
(InKenya the share of !,:irk lending to 
industry was I% anid iii Malawi .5%.) 
•Agricultural lending has gone main-

ly to regional integrated development 
projects and to parastatals processing 
export crops. 

T"[he regional projects, providing
 
agriculural anid social scrvices to Itow­
illrd.rural popiulations, were too corir­tcnt 

plex in dcsign, and they overloaded Lini­
zania's limitted ill planning,
capacities 

firnance, and implementation. The rar­
astatal projects, established to increase 

processing capacity, failed to realize pos. 
itivc rates of return due to tiledecline ill 
export crop prioducion. (()f tilestudy's 
cutr!cs, lizania has had tileirrost 
Ptticts with nigativt, rtr, o, ret urns.) 

* In 1982 tire Bank approved air cx­
port rehabilitation crtdit tof $S(1million 
and finaced ainadvisory group for a 
progrim ol structural adjiustment. But 
tire governmiet's proposCd priigranm fell 
far short of the adjustment requircd. As 
a result, Bank lending since 1982 hias 
included no pruojects ir the riral­
agriculural secttor ild ro structural ad­
lustnicilt
loans. Instea d,the Baink's focus 

has been oil transport and itlities. 
•The govetl'nrllcllt tohas plans halt 

the practice of ctrining imported goods 
to specific parastatals, .dopt ntiriintlu 
increases for prodtncer prices, and further 
liberalize the grait trade. Ill addition, it 
has recently extended to solte nonparas­
taral organizations thc power to export 
crops and to iniptir and distribute in­
puts. Ihis pritirptCd tire Bank in No­
vember 1986 itoapprove air IiDA credit of 
LJS$50 million and a special African Fa­
cility loian itiltisectorof $46 million for 
rehabilitation. 

THESE HIGHLIGHTS WERE DRAWN FROM A I)TAII.I;t Rl 't itet ItII'ARFI)TiFt)R I111. MADIA STUDY, DFVF1.t iMENI SiRAJI (.Y D IVISI(N,
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM SENEGAL
 

Senegal has had a stablc and a dem- rowings to support consumption rather 
ocraric political system, but it ilso fea- than invesinlent. 

tures a high degree of state c otrol and ° Dulring 1970-84 agriculture grew at 
ii1stable agriculttural Inistitution%. only 0...., a year, but this poor perfor-

Oof the MAI)IA coi.itrlics, ii hS the anice Affe,:tdid not gdp growth niuch 
leI.st favorable natural rsourcc cndow- becaus, agriculturc's Share in gdp de-

Dak,ar I'nts and the nost external .ssistance ci ned from 24% in the early 1960s to 

per capita. The Share of offitial dtevelop- 11% in the e.arly 19 80s. 
nieit assistance in govcrtminont spending * Seng.-.al's export performance has 

averaged ,d1oiUt -1'" during 1N9701-84. also been poor. Agricultural exports 

nearly twice that in (amcroon '(2.1,, dominate trade but their share in total 
and Kenya (22"%). cxports bas been declining from about 

70'!(, in 19677.3 to 40"% in 1N84. Their 
Mconipositon has also changed. (Ground-

Macroeconomic and Agricultultral Ints accOMItcd for in the carly53'i,, 

Performance 1970,, bu11tottdy 11% in 1986. Incon­

Scnegal's niacroecomoit. ic rlor- trast, the share of fisheries has been 

thanithat of the rising, ro.Ohi g 25% in 1986.
Key in'icators 	 nalce: has bc n poorer 

other MAI)IA countries. Siince 1960 the - Sitt: 197) the country has had 

Itopuilatiin IY4 6.4 mill,.n growth of gdp has been slow'r than that cight drouights and fiveyears of untinie-
Gi, percapila of tIc popUlatit, so rvaipet caplita ly, poo(ly dtribtcd rainfall. Produc­19X4 $IH0 


h
Arable lalmd/ruralpcipulatiun 2.91 ha inco l'icsave dtcclin'd. tion of th'e intii crops- grotnd itits (the 

AverageODA pcr tplita197)-84 $41tr " The eciItOill) tiiailiiliied .I re,Oln- itmajor Source of income for itiore than 

TralArca l96.2(Xisokin able balance bctwien gdp aod total 2 tillion f,,rmi families) and millet­

IEmpii)mcnt ,hirc naiigriultur 196I 77% spending tntil 197.5, but thLt'i b .i,Iitid sorgliuis---has been stagnant. That of 

9 1 consumption ise leIi iaizc, coton, and rice has been better,I-nod imptorts/tit( iniprts IM 1,,4 	 private roc gdp 

xprt 1964 1.1. stagita tcd or dcii ncd. Sic cgal's s,vtlgs but thcy occup1 yonly 6% of the cultivat-Food impltrts/ittal 


gdp grnm th 1982- 84 5.6% ratio has thts dICtriiratcil AidiS Io% ed areais.Rval 


kcalagricultural gdp growth 1982-4 3.5% 	 relative to that of the othcr ,\l,\IIA Thc: grou d nut basin contains 

Liieuxpcciancy attirth (f/in) 48/45 	 cotntrics. And ,ifter 197 the govern- abtt two-tlirds of the population and 
miclt used a lntijir part of forcign bor- tirce-quarters of the cultivated area but 

Agricultural production 
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has little surplus land. Farmers in the
 
Casamance and Eastern Senegal mati- Official development assistance and total receipts net
 
ly grow rainfed rice and cotton, while
 
tlose in the FlCLIv iegion gros O74 198D 84 fold ODA
 
and a few high-valhic crops, 'ikc tomato S00nmr
 
and sugarcane. Theic regions have suib­
stantial surplus land not te tnder ctil­
tivation, bitt salinity i, a piobl iln tle. 
 . 
Flcuve and iasaiIance rot.tU ls. 0 

1970 	 j ' 1977 1984 

Policy Environment S50 	 ' ­

- Senegal's agrictliturail insllttutt ii 
have been ii flux for 21 cars. A eIsC 7 . 

agency was created in 1966 to replace ' ­
the original input distribution agcncy, 
and in 1971 it took user tle \port .rop 
marketing board lis s'sll. It grCw Ott 11t 0 L 
agriculturAl niotopoly b, tittid- 19"7()s 1970 1977 1984 
*iiid was finiill) iLtiLidat.cd 11 I98). Yet 
Atnothcr a.gency was thell cstiblishcd to AIlv~luesuroin 1983UIS-ior OC Isoft" c(cofoncil 1wftwhat leoloa15%g nt elorwmwt MfN 
privide input distibution lr Ir'clucosOOA nonoCittOdcmcl icai dDalNttroneactioi 

, bit too WiSSOIVCd In I .	 soote OECD Googru, tcoW Mbubonnoncfto A Counris 

- Adding to the CoiifiSlII, .apLthorra 
4,f rural developmint igencies wcre Cs- ti?.tlon tof iitiut distrihutt i and mar- other iustittitinal and financial prob­
tablished in tile 197C, with the Nupport kctiig. Ims. (But groitldnltit proidtuction wittld 
of donors. As the donors bcgi to with- have ecen worse withtut them.) 
draw their sipport arotind 1 , World Bank Assistance - Bank projects for cltton and maizeltie 
governmete iisrtiutcd ,i phased pro- l.Biank leiiditg to Seneg.il has productitn have done well inii Casan­
grain to reduce the sue .111 , o .iitinttd to million, of which 
these ageticies. ibout 2!".. %seitto agriculture and the rainfed rice have not (rice production 

ouit/ ctu1isM S05 	 ance and Eastern Senegal, but those for 

- Donors hase also pressed for high- rtir.ul sctlor iit til'hrm otif 14 lions and in (as.imance fell 2% a year during 
er producer prices for grundi iis and orciits lr proicl,,. -Ils lending also 1970-84). Cotton got off to a good start 
cereals, tariffs ol rice imports, the rcuto- uucludCS i%,( 111 .1nd a credit worth with ,tssisianctc front the French agency 
val of fertilizer subsidies, .11d the pru.- S124 mthilliin li support of structiral for ctttoi research, development, and 

80 ad11,t	tetC i ththleLi I N s. marketing in Africa, which deserves 
Agri.tltiral piolct t Icnidng in- much of the credit. 

Average annual percentage ri-set .lh.urpl, etwLet I9_4 itud 1979, The sniall-scale ;rrigation projects
Aheut it i.aslargely repla1cd b% struc- ii tile Flcuve have tot perforted wellgrowth in volume, 1970-85 iural adjustn t Iclttling intntudcd t )il- due to design problcnis, sality, and 

tuilit. eCiW'.ls IIIIcroccmoomtiit prob- poor ititintenaice. But Uiiike farners in 
Exports , its,. the grothidut bastin ,aid (asamance, 
Groundnut oil (crude) 3.0 lIte , atnk hls had a thlrcc-protigcd those iii the FleNTc have already adopt-
Groundnut cake 6.1 sir.ltc),, Ihr IL; tilttre. First, it has ed ni dcrn rice technlogy. Yields per 
Groundnut oil (refined) 20.8 three prollcds IIIthe grotdittit basin to hectare are five tons li Sentegal cotit-
Shell groundnuts 8.1 increasc tihe 1 idlohttlonl of groitnldnuts pared ssitlt three tow, in the Ptinjab in 
Cotton n.a. Aitd :rlict 'sorghuitn, nio.ly enmph.t- India. 

si/ing agitiltuiri Credit .und extensioni. tinder tht' first structural adjust-
Production ,'tond, it 1h.1, live projects i Casa- icnt prorai, liw goscrtnicnt made 
Groundnuts 0.4 mnce atd I[astcrn Senegal for land st- progress iu meeting the targets, for pub-
Cotton 6.8 tlet11nt lltd the deV1tihpitetit of upland lie savings, externtal debt, and the fi­
Millet-Sorghurn 0.2 rice pritit tion, ntiiz, millcts, groutind- nances of parastatal organizations. But 
Maize 5.6 nt.its, and cotton. Third, it is supporting the sccond tratncltc of this loan was 
Rice 1.3 sinaI-to-itettti-scale irrigated rice in canceled dtte to slow progress. A second 

the Ilctise. lit addititn, an agricultural structural adjusntment program was ap-
Food research project %vaslinanced in 1981. proved in 1985 with goals similar to 
Rice imports 7.3 • Prt jet. is the grottdnut bastn those of the first, bitt with . lotiger 
Wheat imports 0.5 htve had limited succcss dule to pcrspectivc. 
Sugar imports -6.8 droughts, tt lack if technholgy, and 

THESE htm,tII t(GHIS W'RII AWN ItRttM A l I AIIt tl t t( F)l' IItl AIttI I-tIL I1ll MAI)IA still)Y, I)I VI.I OI'MIN I S lRAt I(,Y IDIVIStON, 
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM CAMEROON
 

aiterooti managed its transition tlral performance. Cameroon's public 
front an agricultural ecoloy t) otne in Investmnt in the agricultural sector has 
which oil plays a significant role withI strotlgiy favored estates over smallhold­
few disruptive shocks. Unlike Nigeria, it ers. who 3CCoulnt for 93% of agricultur­
has enjoyed a sustained period of polit- al output. 
ICAl, ecotlonuic, atId social stibility. Aind *of the Ivestments fincrop devel­
despite the oil boon, Its agricultttral opntic under the second, third, and 
policics have .ilso been more stable and fourth plans, well over half was allocat­
predictable. ed to the estate sector (72%, 52/, and 

Agriculture has bcen tlportatnt in 62,). lricc regulations have also been 
(:anicrion's CLtOl\lcnmILd'%choptiCnt, ac- targeted minlv toward the traded crops 

Yaounde 	 Cuntilng for 3 "., of gdp, 84% , of em- (cocoa, coffee, Cotton, aid rubber oin the 
ployictit, anid 87% uf cxport carniigs export side; Tic and ;ait oil oil the 
during 1974-78. Since the oil boom n Import -,ide. This has left traditional 

1978 the impiriiancc of agriculture has food crops to evolve with few invest­
dininItishcd, bit It still a.icuts hor 23' ileits .iiid price controls. And due to a 
of gdp, 74% of enpl yment, and 2 "7 

1
' grovwig effective demand for food and 

Key indicators if export earnings. chatgcs fi rclanie profitability, food­

- With oil revenues cs pctt'd to de-t crops havce fared becttr than export 
topulatin 1914 9.9r lht1ii :lite iIn th' ititcrntdiate !tittirt, ( 'amler- crops. 

(.ulppreaplita 6 SX) 	 ill deptid tile Amor94 oonI'S prospects %% iore oi " g th c export crops, cotton has 
Arabic land/rural rpualtiol 2.61 h, pertotItia.CC (if tgilcltLure, Ilch if, fared wcll, with its production gr(w-
Average IDA per capt.o 1970i-84 S22.(Xi'r turn will depend oil stnullhioldcr agricil- ing at an average anntal ratc of 8.3%, 
Toaluarca 475,40,q km turc. (Comtpared wilth thr c ountries in durig In But this griowth has191-8.5. 

Emphmcni share magr:uhIurc 19H1 8V. Africa, (talntriin Iias bci latce in ad- tlecrly miade it possible to return to 

FuLudimports!ttal mpirs 1984 12' drcssig siiallholder issucs and dcvehiip- the 1960s levels of cotton production. 
tood iunprti/i.tal cp ,ri 1984 t15.P, ilig smallhliltlcr priograts. Much of the regained griutnd is due to 
Rcalfgjpgrmth 192 S4 .2Ai the high quality of research and reli-
Real agrouhtlral gdp grA Th18- 94 -t.6% Agricultural abirforanccof extension credit andablity input 
lt.ifc pst~anev ~t birth I'mJ 194 56'S.! * Amntlg the cnuniries itn lite study, supply services. During 1971-78 the(yaierooin is fi the middle iii its agricul- area planted in c(ttol was halved, as 

Agricultural production ,': ,, 
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technological iprovenents dotubled 

yields. iv r'ases in production during Official development assistance and total receipts net 
1978-85 can he attributed to increases 
ill the aeia of cotton planting. $100 1970-74 1980B84 Fo&-OA 

- IC)a prodiictiOii Iais bn,).. stag- .9..M "-Io:nl~w 

nant, though there were somtie years o/f 
sporadic increases and otlers of sharp 
decreases. The major problenis are ag­
ing trees, blIackpod diseise, unrehlablc 
illplit StIIrI)Ie ,, high lab~or Cost,,, 	 pol , ... .. 1.. 198 

farniing practices, ,ind an itdiCiL.iC $50 

planting prograIll. (.oilpai Ol'sonwii i 
the Ivory Coast, which has ben success- , .. 
ful with oco., N1h0'% th.t 1hCm1au,111 
differcnce bet wccin the t%%(,countrles i s' . 

ill the gvrlI mlClt's colilulliCf to co­

cil.t developient. 	 0 L 
C(ofec prI ductilill mIrcAScd onlly 1970 1977 1984 

1.7% a ycar during 1971 -8i. The gros­
offs,, d*cJIMn Ill Aivlutpi aln i983U.1osd oel.O(Ii Lso:c oilonNlKN1 wtthatl osto2!%grnt0o mot MNIng outpu ito lr u ,busta 

coipetlli­
the output of irabici1, llldcr 

.. +so.v<> F,ion)t fro m ml ail . A rabic . ilds, ibo u t .+ o OECDC' u.+o7ttrphk. < g c u 

half of those in Kenya, las well drolp­
d1,Set..eC • Of Ifping stcadily .as a r sult (It .a failtire () cIctic Lntrll prllgr.ii, and the Bank's leiding $I bil­

replace .iging planttltlis, the cmphasis ie'lCtites .m,,lted ss th fertilier liotl to Caneroln, liais ti agriculitire 

on food crop productihn, tie llk lIt In dchstr sit nleis.Inlwilition, tile tax lil anountt.d to S395 million for 23 proj­
Llh'u i. ( .IlIcltmhII is high. ects. Of this aniount, 22% went to the 

1 liC I' ,ltlillollhas been growing estate sector, 40% to simllolders, 23% 
Average annual percentage 10.Ii. s Il) the exc'nllt tech- to projects involving both and, t',.ir detl estates 

growth in volume, ,iikAI ,isIIst.Lc cxteiided illthe paddy stnallholders (much of it to the estate 

1971-84/85 .!tillers. lcinic.ll'v, rice production ill sector), and 15% to smallhnldi'r-orient­

l'xports ( .lnIcrolul hi.s bcn Ltitit'l, And tilt- cd projects in livestock, forestry, and 

lids irte gIld. But tile ct:onolics oii research.Snlalholder crops 
q uiietiCi )Ile The m ohst successful Bank-inanced0.4 	 F l. tIs I.111111 h~lic been 

t tlheto hss, ILc .tii l prlLc , projects are those in cotton cultivation.
Coc0ia 
(:iffec (rohust) 3.2 
Coffee (araica) 0.S Mli/c h'is bctl gowiig steadilN at Other projects have either been techni­

4 .6 ",, i %car. Its prier 	 i rclation tIo cally tir econi ically less s,;-essful. 

Ll0tce, l i libor rc.,luirclli tsnt, and 	 A ti ahing with other donors, tie 
Estate 

-5.9 high et'lds Ill the siLAtiiC ,hCas sw'here Batik's project lending reinforced theRubber 
role of development ctmlpanics, thereby6.6 	 t.ffcc is tr.ldltoii.lmllh grown make it 

more 	,itiaomito ciitiistc tliai coffee. ciltitling the cleavagc in responsibili­
ties bctwecn the Ministry of Agriculture 

Palm oil 

Production 	 WVorid lIanik Assistani .uCatdthe ilutleroil, deshelpntt chil-

Smallholder crops
 
thl Baik's earl. leiding panics.
Cocoa 02.\liih ot 

tiil.lln d pr tte is ii the esatt sectolr * Recently, the Batik's ecolinlic re-
Coffee (robusta) 3.2 

[hc Bank's early ports hase once again highlighted the(p.lillidCoffee (arabica) -3.1 	 111 rllbbrl. 
ililpoittice uif the agricultural8.3 C.littotI seItor lcports, however, growinge.llolll 3od 

in-
Estate crops slreSslI tile implortilce of sii.llholdcr 	 sector, and its project lending has 

volved imIcstliClit ill agriculture re-
Rubber 2.7 	 dcs hiullll'lll to (,leCrol hiiai,igricil-

ture "s dialogue is con-
Palti oil 4.2 mid highl.ghted die mlajor con- search. Fhe P ­

str.iits 111 ,igricitural prldiicllii. TO str.iliicd, hoever, by the govertiment's 

dC.1 %thi thles' OMNIstr.tiltS, the Bank 	 desire to rccclse IDA rather than IBRD
Food 

Production rcllnlilt'ldd iii 1974 th.it its invust-	 finances for agriltuure and its reluct­

4.1 	 illelt priigrait focus almost exclusively itce to chillge radically its policie, and 
Maize 

Millet & sorghum 1.3 oh tilie N111.11111ilder sett r. 
 institutions. 

Rice 16.5
 
Imports 6.1
 
Aid 4.1
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MANAGING AGRICUITU RAL )I-. VFI OPMENT IN AFRICA
 

HIGHLIGHTS FROM NIGERIA
 

- Three things distinguish Nigeria, rstlrLtr of trad. The share (f exports 
the largest Sub-Saharan African country in tradable output rose from 32% in the 
in gdp and populatii i, Irom thw live early 19 60s to 73% i thle early 19 80s. 
other countri s in the MAI)IA study. But agrictrhure's share in merchandie 
The first is the sharp dcline in the share exports fell from 81% to .Y. while 
of agrictlurc in gdp, due to the oil imports of major commodities increased 
hooti. The second is its political iust- sharply. Nigeria's oil boom also les­
ability and the structure of gcvcrnincnt, scned the political will to rehabilitate 

Lagos 	 whereby the states retain primary re- and replant trees crops. 
sponsibility for agrictlture. The third is - (ovcrnient spending, having ill­
the dolinl.nt role of tei World Bank o .rcascd 15 tlitics in the 1970s, accounted 
assistance to the colnlry's agriculture. for 10",, of gdp in 1980. Agriculture 

- Between 1965 and 198S Nigeria had rcceivcd orely about 3'/',, of the increased 
six Cotlps, four years of civilian rie, anid spCnding. 
two-and-a-half )cars of civil war. Such - The perforo.mncc of both food and 
frequent political changcs, and the asso- export crops was pourer in the 197 0s 

CO ciated administraris: changes, have dis- than in the: l960s (btrt a big improvement 
rupted agricultural policy and programs is reported after 1983). 1"he productioi 

Key indicators and deprived policyrnakcrs oI the posi- tf most food crops stagnated or grew 
bilities of learning-by-doing, modceratdy, while that of most export 

Population 1984 96.Smillion crops (cocoia, groutdhtits, cottoil, and 
Gnprp)ecapita 1984 $730 

Arabic land/rural population 0.47 ha Macroeconomic and Agricultrral 	 rublnr) declined. Oily for maite and rice 
was there aplprcciable grovth, id evell 

Average ODA per capita 1970-8t $1,50/yr 	 [li formance 
that was from a low basc. 

Totalarea 924,000sqkm Agriculture's share irr Nigeria's gdp 

Employment share inagriculturc t980 54% 	 fell from about 60% ir the carly 1960s 
to less than 2S"/., in the carly l980s. Its Policy EnvironmentFood imports/total imports 1984 18.9% 

l-ood imports/total exports 1984 14.1% share of eniployment ftell Icss, froti 75'. Because of the changing priorities 

Real gdpgrowth 1982-84 -3.1% to 55%. largely irccontirg for this of successive rcgiiiies and the oil boorn's 

marked shift in ccunomic srticlure was weakening of political will, Nigeria'sRealagricultural gdpgrowth 1982-84 1.5% 
Lifieexp ctancyat birth 1984(f/tn) 51/48 the oil bootm of the 1970s. agriculttural pulicics licked conitinuity 

Nigeria's oil booiii affecLd the alld stabilits. 

AgilculituraI production 1970- icI 
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True, the marketing boards were 
reformed. the Nigerian Agriculural Official development assistance and total receipts net 
Bank was established, nI1),'eat cuItpha­
sis ,vas; plaiced on icredj tug foloup - 10- 790di orl0. 

duction and attaining sell-stffictn.y InI 
food in the 1970s. But the poi tcy lin ' 

strumients wcrc economically hubious 
(large-scale mechanized farms, aid ii­

gation schemes), instustllnabc ()pra- 0 ,5­
tio,1 or ll'Cd 1970 1984Feed tile N.rion), (It loo 1977 

frequently and starved o i ...d, (i $­

national research system), 
t he Ca rl y ls e 

fourth plan put greater cmPh.p ,Io 
sniallholders, alig the ,1 ill 

-I I l 9 SOHtIh ' ,i 

'Ie . 

Bank's agricuitur.l 0'iuCI'dt've 1 pIi' 
ects. lipractice, however, theit 1.'1-1.. I.il,I 
gallon chtetics tlvtt.i,t-d l c \ N i .1 Wc~0 1977 W934 

fundhig. 

hile, scrlttlu- it r'. i i !'2iuo . r'i'v,- cxitiCe,; c4fldCct:rc'v? Di t vcI!cq'.0 Ol Ottversely affected 
tural Iince-it c si 1, V II t' . t e , .. ''(77' LuilO4i t, mnlgl c,,'i to L im'42iw4il'i-' .'rs'$,
 

cultural exports. lhe o%2 r\,hird laiilal . .......
 

and the rcsiiltiii w ,,: I ch .t IIh !MIm -ii Nl.rtv, t .ll i t,,ltIld for agri­l,it'1 a t,,ih,lI I,. 's i.t't,,d 1,. It ,.I lerc v..I7 :, 
ed a double 7lfttuc,c on1 ltrll .l, i.i, "11 C qe Cuhull.ll IcS,.llhil oI, i'I.7_irlc '- ,,, +u7, leylt. l rvidit. 
poitS--low,%Ieal I1r17ticr-

, ", 
.11711 i three 1171ie l' uIsnk'S illt. 7o1tribn­

high real wage cot s. 5'.ili l .d iink sS C lions to Nig rli.ll iiriotliimrlt']ivc,liCte' betn 
Since 1985 the t'LC'h.illttl' ',7ii .1, 0. ,i the i 1) the 107lll;il 111d .lilli ofof itsi 1lie ik, ll115' ltr dOlnlr 

l , 

beeii im(ived closer to the nI77ltk'Lt <il Ni ycmill ,i" 'ii, t itS,15- 'll ipl ic\, 2) the directionr , t7 tlll hC l l11l'Sittt'Ill t.il 

the ct mioiity boards . 1tt'bee il ,,I I.7il," i iIllIt [11T tilt':ffctS ittile ', lllds tO 5t1.iiil Idc',7g t ittr., ,ind 
ished, antd hl'tiiilt 0i1, i i lit e. I Iilt Its It'llIlg t'he iI 1 sthe r ir.Ivr , ll( tllr 1) Ih7 t rti ( ff IC It'iigation 
begul i be phased tii. Ill Illd ltwn., .' '. I'illr .rfrillittllmillill .. d.. 17i l17dol,v fill Iilllt "sit. 
negotiatiols aie iii prrgics, 1i iCil i, -1Ifit ,%k.i77i 11177 Iir dtilullon. li - In l l ltr.lt ill the N'igeri.ti push for 

reschcdulilig. lhese Chlllttc, i,lop lflt t0t 'ei th i lki,7 j I,irgc tht .lli/Cd nid irrigationI ',1i ile v.' .1 ttitc mc titnis 

7,,h<\ i.'l~,,1i 7.[').li 4.4s.) 11llfho!. h'I7 lC' il t 19-0s, the Batnk iniiaited 

litthe Ir thn: v-5 till.l.iiclilii' .lftilldi lt ellllti lproljCcts li,. evil l t 
Average annual IlN4 ii 7I '7t fielilrc)crIcclOI, f4F-I. thc nortll b) itcgrltlng, extclIsiol, rtr 

growth in volume louit1 t 7il :\(Nll ,ll',7ils Niribi A roads, and illd iitt s plyis s',stelts for 

,lic'l,Ill(: ' t .1 ri:uhdr.l di sttiallholLcrs. Ilie denlaid for these 

Production1970-8.3 71,711 Jci lc n r'7-.' to 7i717 thoit I prllojects gr,.' l71cC,ItIs, ilte firstvpti three 
W)l I,il] ed' ii tur Buitla te rFA ( U S DA "',lj\,t l thcte l l Of th et19 ".)s Ilnto ra is .ri ud a I o ultu t . 

19N~8 pri I'C less sICCCSSfUl 

Sorghum 0.1 0.6 l;7 1 1 .Ih, , 5", I , lihc't I l t.'i c g (itltfclpt , 

M iller 0..4 0.4 17, . Ill ire i t ll t. jit'lii sucl Cts11.1%C ti 
'toit Ilcte rlfi litecause Of 

1
Yam s 1.9 2. ilil7 t ;. 1h ie l'7 11.1 t 1hi." 1 I l g ,hortrl.!e..,, ina iCtl(ll 1t1t- uatc rcsearch, 

1.3 1.9 .''<7 i III1 luri7 ii p ic't slpplorts.C assava ii17i7i7f5 ci toi t' 17 id \\.1k 

l7lil .i , 'The B1111% t efforts have fo-M aize 6.I 4.0 ,, 7, J .od l 1 .lift lei r 

10.1 lit 'I i til,f llllli tl;idjliIiiCltiS throughR ice 10.5 7 Ott '.'77 7177Cl5 I '.. i) li01 .11W4.1 

Pulses 4,7 i , 1 ili life' rlliir i rLtorltiltg trAdC policy, reolii-1.0 .l,I t tLt 't'illfllt'ill., niltgfertil­, 

Cocoa -49 - .5 if llt 77 lliitd; 7(0",) \%t'l flot igl- i r ttl[,lVitcs, mi1d t1tatkiig. fertilizer and 

Groundnuts -3.2 tlhlir ti.\lloi'l7c7li prll'jUt ctlttrllig olher o 'ltritilli,Ciilitiiithiciil. AId with 
C o t t o l i -6 .1l 

2 
.8 ioll io o kd ,11), l l l ICllO S li d 17 "i, 111 ,111\ 1) ( 1 h t-.d i s to r tion s; li)%% h ing ii­t to , ( , 


57,rc til! I'ii licr inlliits. iit mlN Ili niovt l, tie Bliitk is 1tctttli gi oni export 

Inpoit /1975-8'4 tpiti 11ii tiand prohiotlion hi' finiancig llCla and palm. t,,,Iannual crops. O)nlyWhieat 19 .5' I t oilll77l7ltlt .,tWt'lt for tree 'cts.oilplit( 


Rice 46.7 lj'- .u17t17n1\'. for [ivcsi_'k ,ind 

Maize .1'.3
 

All grains 18,9
 
Sugar 20.0
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