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A REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF U.S. ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE 

AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 

This chapter focuses on the activities of the U.S. Agency for 

International Development (AID) in support of agricultural and 

rural development in the six countries included in the World Bank's 

MADIA study. It d r a ~ s  heavily on country studies for Ca.,;eroon, 

Nigeria, and Senegal, carried out by William Jaegex (1987a,  b, c) 

and studies of AID activities in Malawi, Kenya, and Tanzania, 

prepared by Dirk Dijkerman (1987a, b, c), as well as a more 

detailed comparative report drawing on all six studies (Johnston et 

al. 1987). The emphasis is primarily on AID's promotion 05 

agricultural development in the six cocntries, with attention given 

xu regional a d  international programs relevant to the six 

countries. The study also devotes attention to AID's supporc of 

rural develop;nent,which consisted primarily of road construction 

and other infra-structure projects and healih and population 

programs. 

I. U.S. Assistance for Sub-Saharan Africa in a Global Contest 

During the 1 9 6 3 - 8 a  period covered in this review, AID 

allocations for agricultural development projects and programs in 

the six study countries amounted to jusc over $900 million in 

constant 1983 dollars. Allocations for rural development totalled 
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not quite $520 million for that period. These two sectors account 

for more than half of the $2.4 billion AID spent in the six 

countries. Total U.S. assistance for the six was nearly $3.6 

billion for the same period. Tkis total includes in addition ro 

AID'S funding of projects and programs, P.L 480 food aid, Economic 

Support Funds (ESF), ar~d the Peace Corps. 

For these six countries, and for Sub-Saharan Africa in 

general, these amounts are modest when compared to the general 

importance of the U.S. in the foreign assistance iritiatives since 

World War 11. It will be seen below that the role of AID and its 

predecessor agencies in Sub-Sahara Africa has been limited, 

relatively late, and subject to large variations over time and in 

counLry Cocus. That is, of course, in sharp contrast to.the 

dominant role of the U.S. in the Marshall Plan for European 

Economic Recovery and also in fareign aid programs in other 

~ developing regions, especially Asia, daring the 1950s and 1960s. 

It seems clear in retrospect that 'he unprecedented size and 

success of the Earshall Plan was a major factor leading to the 

innovation in international relations represented by the 

substantial and sustained foreign assistance provided by che 

Organization for European Cooperation and Development countries 

since the OECD and its Development Advisory Committee (DAC) were 

created 25 years ago (Foats 1985; Lumesdaine 1986). OEficial 

Development Assistance (ODA) provided by the u.S. has declined from 

.58 percent of che country's GNP in 1965 to less than . 25  percent 

between 1979 and 1985, in part the result of "aid i gue 



is striking, however, is the extent to which the decline in the 

U.S. contribution to foreign assistance has been more than offset 

by increases in the QDA provided by other DAC countries. Thus, it 

is estimated that annual ODA for all developing countries rose from 

about US$20 billion to US$29 billion (in constant 1983 prices) 

between 1966 and 1985, in spite of the fact that the U.S. 

contribution declined from 52 percent of total ODA from DAC ~ countries in 1965 to 30 percent in 1985 (~drld Bank 1986: 218). 

AID'S Role in Sub-Saharan Africa 

U.S. aid to Africa has been primarily economic aid, with less 

that 10 percenc going to military assistance. The economic aid has 
.- 

been provided primarily for development programs, food aid, and for 

budgetary support under the Economic Support Fund (ESF); during 

most of the 1970s this type of funding was referred to as "securizy 
. 

supporting assistance." Traditionally, Africa has nDt been the 

focus of U.S. economic assistance; before 1978 Africa received 02.17 

about 5 percent of U.S. aid, but since that time Africa's share hss 

risen above 10 percent. 

The role of the U.S. in assisting Sub-Saharan Africa has been 

modest in comparison with assistance from the %orld Bank and other 

multilateral and bilateral donors. It is noted below that among 

the six XADIA countries it was only in Nigeria that U.S. aid for 

the period 1970-84 exceeded 20% of total ODA, followed by Kenya ar 

15%. For the other four countries, the U.S. share ranged from 6% 
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of 3DA in Cameroon to just over 10% in Senegal (where food aid 

accounted for 45% of total U.S. assistance). 

The fikures on the U.S. share in total ODA, how, w e r ,  

understate the importance of the U.S. role in supporc of 

agricultural and rural development. A relatively large share of 

AID'S bilateral assistance was allocated for agricultural and rural 

development activities. Furthermore, that assistance was directed 

in considerable measure toward building institutions of higher 

education in agriculture, such as the three faculties of 

agriculture in Nigeria. Although U.S. assistance for those and 

other institutions was sporadic, its contribution to building 

educational institutions in Kenya, Malawi, and Tanzania as well as 

Nigeria seems clearly to have had a positive and lasting impact. 

And the same will probably be true of more recent technical 

assistance for the establishment of Dschang University in Cameroon. 

It is also emphasized, however, that the potential payoff to 

invesixenis in postsecondary institutions for agriculture and 

veterinary medicine has yet to be realized because of limited 

progress in establishing effective national agricultural research 

systems. In considerable measure the creation of educational 

institutions is an "intermediate product," and the return on thaz 

investment cannot be realized fully until the locally trained 

agricultural scientists and other specialists begin ro make 

important contributions to generating profitable and feasible 

innovations for a large and growing percentage of a country's small 

farmers--and also to policy research and analysis. Although AID 
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Figure Y 
US Eeoaomie Assistance to Africa, 1963-84, in Constant 1983 Doliars 
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stable political and policy environments than countries such as 

Zaire, Ethiopia, or Uganda. Only Zaire and Sudan have received 

more assistance from the U.S. than Nigeria; and Kenya, Tanzania, 

and Senegal also rank among the top 11 African countries in terms 

of assistance received from the U.S. between 1946 and 1985. 

The analysis is focused on four principal questions about the 

effectiveness of AID'S activities in promoting agricultural and 

rural develapment: first, were the activities AID chose to promote 

sppropriate in terms of being critical elements of  a well-conceived 

strategy for agricultyral and rural development and capable of 

having a catalytic effect on efforts being made within a recipient 

country. Second, was the country situation fav~rable in terms of 

the policy environment, the timing and sequencing of the 

activities, and the country's political leadership being committed 

to the objectives of the programs undertaken? Third, to what 

extent are U.S. experience, technical expertise, and institutional 

models appropriate to the host country needs and contexts? And 

fourth, does AID have, or can it obtain, the institutional capacicy 

to effectively plan and implement the activities necessary for r h e  

success of this type of progran under host country conditions. 

The first question turns out to be especially difficult and 

important because of the Z ~ c k  of consensus concerning the type of 

development strategies that should be promoted by AID. For 

example, a recent survey of U.S. Aid to Africa carried out by the 

Congressional Research Service (1986:xi) argues that there is a 



development between 'top-dawnf and 'bottom-up' strategies of 

economic growth." A major thesis of the present study that derives 

from its historical perspective is that chis common pola.rization of 

the debate is based on an unfortunate and misleading dichotomy 

between growth and equity. Over the past 35 years a good deal of 

cumulative progress has been made in our understanding of the 

complex processes of agricultural and rural development. Asian 

experience especially has emphasized that the trade-affs between 

growth and equity objectives can be minimized if serious attention 

is given to devising and implementing development strategiss that 

are well balanced and effective in furthering multiple objectives. 

The present study seeks to draw q o n  the most important lessons of 

the past 35 years in order to outline an analytical framework for 

assessing AID's effectiveness in supporting agricultural and rural 

development. In spite of the continuing controversy, there is an 

emerging consensus among development specialists that policies an. 

programs should be effective in attaining multiple objectives. In 

particular, there is a need for ~gricultural strategies that are 

effective in simultnneously accelerating the growth of agricultural 

output and in generating opportunities for productive employment 

for a large and growing labor force. 

The remainder of this chapter takes up these questions, 

relying heavily - -  but not exclusively - -  on AID's experiences in 

the six study countries. Following a description of AID's 

involvement in each of the six countries, the fourth question is 

taken up, which addresses AID's institutional capacity to design, 
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Table 1. Total U.S. Assistance to the EUDIA Ccuntrkes, 1983-84, 
in thousands of constant 1983 dollars 

Cameroon Kenya Malawi Nigeria Senegal Tanzania 
-- ..- 

a a 
Total 11.5. assistance 277,657 835,673 190,884 1,2u8,439 428,689 845,309 

All, projecte 
anal programs 213,839 519,418 146,732 943,020 174,313 341,474 

k,gricul ture 85,218 269,296 25,517 . 264,233 114,716 126,292 

tlural developnrent 90,681 135,855 84,114 36,087 13,385 157,638 

llth6r 37,910 114,287 37,101 823,880 48,210 57,647 

3 BL 580 food aid 19,655 181, 184 12,188 182,541 192,713 247,723 

Otl , . sr  aconomic 
ass Eebance 

- 
Total It:, assistance 
per cahtLta (average) $1.38 $ 2  1 $1.33 $0.61 $3,25 $1.48 

Par car,Ata BNP $890 9390 $ 2 10 $880 $490 $280 

Averaa', rstis of total 
U.S. ansistance to ODP (X) 

Share .it total U.S. sssis'tanca 
for Aflica 1963-64 ( % )  1.43 4.31 0.98 8.23 2.21 3.33 

Share . ~ f  AID assistance 
for Aftlca 1963-84 ( % I  

U.S.  nllara of total ODA 
for 19'10-84 (X) 6.110 15.40 8.50 22.00 10.40 7.30 
--- - 
a. Excludes military aid ($245 million for Kenya). 
b .  Iric ludes Peace Corps. 



assistance to Africa, but a slightly larger share (1.35 percent) of 
b 

AID1 s funding (Table 1). 

The ranling of the six is quite different in terms of per 

capita aid averaged over the 22-year period. With a population of 

only 6 million, Senegal's average annual assistance was by far the 

highest, $3.23 per capita. Kenya ranks second with an average of 

$2.09 per capita. Nigeria, with 90 million people (a popuiation 

fifty percent larger than the other five combined) is lowest with 

an average of $0.60 per capita per year. 

L..ien compared to GDP, U.S. aid to Senegal and Kenya has 

averaged three-quarters of one percent of GDP, followed closely by 

Tanzania and Malawi at around 0.65 percent. Cameroon and Nigeria, 

the two petroleum exporters, received much smaller unoua,ts relativs 

to GDP. 

Patterns of U.S. Assistance in Six Countries 

The levels of assistance in these six countries over the pasc 

* A recent report of the Congressional Research Service (1986) 
provides a convenient summary of .AID assistance to Sub-Saharan 
Africa for the period 1946 to 1985. The following table, in 
millions of 1985 dollars (rather than 1983 dollars used in this 
chapter) shows the position of 4 of the 6 MADIA countries: 

1 Zaire $1,895 7 Kenya $ 951 
2 Sudan 51.687 8 Somalia 

. - .- - n -  - - S 812 - - 
a - < i g Z Z > Z  $ - ,  4L3 2 A i E ~ ~ n ~ i i  y . c u d  ., . 
4 Ethiopia $1,298 10 Zambia $ 537 
5 Liberia $1,181 11 Senegal $ 508 
6 Ghana $1,128 

A breakdown by 5-year periods from 1960-1985 included in the CRS 
report shows the sharp changes over time in country emphasis. 
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~ 25 years have fluctuated, in part, because of changes in U.S. 

funding levels for Africa as a whole (Figures 2-4). 

Altnough AID's experience in each of the six countries 

differs, there are a number of events and responses to them that 

~ affected several of them. The recommendations of the 1966 Korry 

Report that AID concentrate on a small number of priority 

countries, resulted in the phasing out of bilateral programs in 

Senegal, Cameroon, and Malawi. But in both Senegal and Cameroon, 

che A I D  program was later enlarged and redirected as a result of 

the Sahel drought in tfhe early 1970s, although the effect on AID's 

Senegal program was more pronounced. Malawi, Cameroon, and Senegal 

are all characterized by low and somewhat erratic funding levels 
, ~ until the nid-1970s (Figure 4). The large spikes in Figure 4 

~ between 1969 and 1975 were for regionally funded infrastructufe 

development - -  railroads in the case of Cameroon, and highway 

construction in Malawi. 3 

Because of its size and the priarity that it received during 

the Kennedy years, aid for Nigeria dominated U.S. assistance to the 

. W I A  countries until the early 1970s (Figures 2, 3). U.S. aid for 

Nigeria reachad a peak of $87 million in 1969 immediately after the 

civil war; that represented $248 million in constant 1983 dollars. 

The U.S. rapidly phased out its bilateral aid to Nigeria beginning 

in 1973 because of large increases in yetroleurn revenues. Bx- 19777 

the AID mission was closed and since that time Nigeria has 

01117 chose obligations which are clearly stzributable to the 
country in question are represented in the figures and tables. 
Further discussion of regional accounts is found below. 

11 





Figure 3 
AID Project and Program A s s i s t a n c e  t o  Nigeria, Kenya and Tanzania, 

1963-84, in Conatant 1983 Dollars 



benefitted only from a small program grant, and regional and 

centrally funded AID programs such as suppert Zor IITA in Ibadan 

and some health and population activities. 

Both Kenya and Tanzania have received relatively steady levels 

~ of AID zssistance over most of the period under consideration, 

although AID'S prograri in Tanzania has recently been phased out. 

Kenya is the only country that has witnessed a generally growing 

U.S. economic assistance program d:le to its increased goiitical 

importance co the U.S.. 

In addition to the country AID mission, regional accouncs and 

cenirally funded programs contribute importantly to AID'S total 

assistance program for Africa. More than 10 percent of U.S. 

~ assistance to Africa has been obligated through regional accounts. 

Seven different regional accounts have been used since 1963, for 

specific regions within Africa, or for special purposes. Several of 
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Table 2. U.S. Share of Total ODA for the M I A  Countries, 
1970-84, in percent 

Cameroon 4.3 2.5 % 1.7 1.6 4.5 2.0 2.9 3 . 4  

Malawi 20.5 1.9 4.0 43 .8  1.2 2 6 . 9  3.9 3.7 

Senegal 9.4 6.2 4 . 1  3.5 7 . 4  8 . 6  4 . 2  12.9 

Cameroon 1 1 . 2  5 . 4  4 . 4  8 . 9  9 . 5  16.7 13.6 

Kenya 2 2 . 8  8 . 4  16.7 12.0 1 4 . 2  20.2  1 4 . 9  

Nigeria - 0 . 4  0 . 5  0 . 0  0.0 0 . 0  0.0 0.0 

Tanzania 1 2 . 2  5 . 1  4 . 6  6 . 0  3.0 1.2 0.9 



assigned to specific sub-sectors depending on the activities 

~ndertaken.~ The choice of categories was based on the intended 

focus of the study and to facilitate consistence with the other 

MADIA donor studies. Compiling these data proved to be a complex 

and time-consuming task due to missing or conflicting data, 

especially for the earlier period. Assigning annual project funds 

to specific categories was a major undertaking and would have been 

impractical for a11 of Sub-Saharan Africa. 

The shares of AID funds allocated to agriculture in these 

countries have fluctuated enormously from year-to-year, although 

there was a trend toward increased emphasis on agriculture during 

the 1970s. (See Figure 6.) 

With total assistance for all six countries combined (Table 3 ) ,  

the average share of AID obligations for agriculture and rural 

development comes to 60 percent. Kithin those two sectors, the 

largest subcategories have been agricultural education and 

training, and rural infrastructure, each with about 13 percenc of 

the AID total. They are followed by input supply (6.9%) - -  which 

includes both seed multiplication farms and fertilizer import 

programs - -  and livestock (5.4%). Agricultural extension, 

For the period 1978-84 extensive use was made of the 
"Agricalture and Rural Development: Functional Review Fl' 1978-84" 
prepared by AID'S- Africa Bureau to attribute project totals to 

. - - -  '. - - -  - .-<7- '.,. - - - - -  -.-.-m- - - -  A--- --- ---- .. - -  --.- ;uuSi : -53Z;^.  --- - - A -  ---- "- * c =  L - - - A - - - . L * L  -a.2r.zl-13s , 
Senegal, Cameroon, and Nigeria, funds for individual projects are 
divided among several sub-sectors when they contain different 
components. These shares are estimated from Project Papers, end-of- 
project financial data, and are invariant between years. For - 
Kenya, Tanzania, and Malawi, each project was assigned to one 
s~bsector. 



Figure 6 
AID Agricultural Assistance to the Six W I A  Csuntriea, 

1963-84, in Conatant 1983 Dollars 

fiscol mr 
+ 0 A X v u 

Senegal Xigeria  Cameroon Kenya Tanzania Malawi 
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research, management and planning, and health and population have 

all received from 2 to 4 percent of the total AID funds. 

~ * 

In several cases, individual countries diverge from this 

average profile considerably. Agricultural education is not as 

predominant in Senegal. And rural infrastructure has only been of 

minor importance for Nigeria and Senegal, but has been the largest 

subsector for Malawi, Cameroon, and Tanzania. In Kenya, funding 

levels have been highest for input supply, and in Senegal for 

agricultural extension where most of the agricultural projects had 

large extension components (Table 3). 

The patterns of emphasis over time for several of these 

subsectors are shown in Figures 7-12. The high share of total 

obligations for agricultural education results from the Nigeria 

program in the 1960s and early 1970s, and from Kenya and Cameroon 

in the late 1970s (Figure 7). AID'S focus in the area of extension 

was reduced at the end of the 1960s,but then expanded in Senegal 

and Cameroon after the Sahel Drought. 

AID bilateral support for agricultural research is recent; 

earlier funding in this area was made through regional and 

centrally funded accounes. Figure 9 indicates that by 1979 four of 

the five existing missions (the Nigeria mission had closed) 

expanded their support in this area. The levels, however, have 

been relatively low. The support for agricultural research in 

Nigeria in the 1960s, shown in Figure 9, amounts to less than 2 

percent of the total AID program during that period. Resezrch has 

15  
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AID Assfstance to Agricultural Education in the Six  M I A  Countries, 
1963-84, in Constant 1983 Dollars 

I 
- 1  , I 

I 1 I I I i 

1969 1972 1975 1978 1961 1984 1963 1966 

E ~ a l  year 
0 A X V D Sene pal ~ i ~ : r i a  Cameroon Kenya Tanzania &Iavi 

Figure 8 
AID Assistance to Agricultural Extension in the S i x  M I A  Countries, 

1963-84, in Constant 1983 Dollars 
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AID Assistance t o  Agricultural Research in the S i x  M I A  Countries, 
1963-84, in Conrtant 1983 Dollar8 



sistancc t o  Agricultural input Supply i n  the Six IUDIA C o u o f r i c ~ ,  
1963-84, i n  Conetant 1983 Dollar8 
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F i p r e  12 
Assistance to Rural Infra~tructure in the Six M I A  Countries, 

1963-84, in Constant 1983 Dollars 
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Senegal and in other production oriented projects in Senegal (and 

other Sahelian states). The largest AID project in Senegal, which 

was based on a number or questionable assumptions and performed 

poorly, was undertaken to affect rural people directly, and due to 

State Department pressure to help the host government cope with a 

separatist movement in the Casamance region. 

Mission management is also constrained by the size and skills 

of its workforce complement. Given the complex time-consuming, and 

time-driven nature of AID's programming procedures, it is simply 

nor practical to engage in extensive analysis or In exploring 

alternative projects in more than cursory fashion. The mission is 

under more pressure to put together a plausible program and to 

obligate available funds than to cccsides the opportunity costs of 

potential options. 

In Africa, AID missions' ability to develop and maintain 

effective program strategies has also been constrained by the need 

to "plan withour facts" and by a loss of mission "memory," 

exacerbated by mission instability. AID's heavy emphasis on 

projectizing its assistance, and contracting out all but 

bureaucratic tasks during the 1970fs, severely limited the staff 

time and skills that could be devoted to analytical tasks. This 

change over the past 20 years appears also to have led to a 

situation makine it verv difficult for AID to recruit highlv 

qualified, technically skilled individuals because it is widely 

recognized that AID staff must devote nearly all their time to 

administrative tasks. 



In addition, in Africa, AID employees form part of an 

expatriate community with limited local contacts outside of 

bureaucratic and technocratic urban middle class groups that are 

often unaware of the perspectives of the farm population. 

These competing and at times conflicting pressures have 

affected mission strategies in many ways. While there has been a 

high degree of stability of AID goals and a continuing emphasis on 

agriculture, food crops, and smallholders throughout the period 

under review, there has been instability of strategies to achieve 

these goals and marked discontinuity in project level support for 

specific institutions and activities. 

Vhether AID programs and projects are continued or terminated 

often seems to be related more closely to pressures from Washington 

than to project performance or changes in host country conditions. 

This, strikes us as a central difficulty in AID'S country 

strategies. The Washington orientation of the country missions 

frequently leads them to gtve inadequate attention to host country 

institutional capacities and political priorities. 

Pressures from Washington also have the effect of discouraging 

missions from coordinating their activities with other donors. 

Because of the multiplicity of donors operating in African 

countries the need for coordination among donors is especially 

acute--and difficult. In principle, AID'S country missions have a 

comparative advantage in working collaboratively with host country 

counterparts and in assisting local governments in developing 

policies and programs well suited to local needs. The constraints 



summarized above, and some of the factors affecting AID'S 

programming system examined in the next section, have the effect of 

impairing the ability of AID missions to work collaboratively and 

constructively with host governments. 

Pressures from Washington or the embassy at times vitiate the 

mutual learning that occurs through discussion with governemnt 

officials at the operational level. m e n  this happens high level 

host government leaders may be urged to agree to programs that are 

not clearly understood or desired by planners and technicians in 

the implemensing ministries. This problem is exacerbaced by policy 

change, fluctuation in funding levels, and windows of opportunity 

created by the unexpected availabl.ility of funds in particular 

functional accounts late in the obligation period. 

We stress these problems because we believe the AID country 

missions have the potential to play a very important and 

constructive role. The fact that the problems are'surmountable 

seem to be demonstrated by the way in which health and population 

officers in the country missions have been able to work patiently 

and persistently with host governments and other donors, notably in 

helping to bring about changes in attitudes hostile to family 

planning and in collaboratively developing health and population 

strategies. By focusing on relatively simple measures such as 

immunization and oral rehydration to improve child survival 

prospects, the health activities appear to be manageable and 

complementary to efforts to bring fertility levels into a more 

manageable balance with drastically reduced mortality levels. In 
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Malawi and especially in Kenya there also appears to have been 

significant progress in working collaboratively with the local 

government and with the World Bank and other donors in developing 

plans f ~ r  strengthening agricultural research, including mechanisms 

for promoting greater involvement in research on the part of 

agricultural scientists in university'faculties of agriculture. 

Effectiveness of AID's ~rogramming svstem. AID'S experience 

in Sub-Saharan Africa indicates that effective assistance for 

agricultural and rural development must be based on technical and 

analytical skills, familiarity with what has worked in the host 

country, a comparative perspective, and a patient, persistent, 

flexible, and error-embracing approach. That latter is importznt 

because it requires a good deal of experimenting, groping, and 

mutual learning to adapt Western technology and organizational 

forms to Africa's unfamiliar, distinctive, and dlverse conditions. 

Over the past quarter century AID has contributed greatly to 

the available pool of appropriate skills by broadening the 

disciplinary and technical breadth of its work force, and by 

providing long-term support for relevanr sectoral and topical 

investigation and training at universities and other research 

centers in the United States and Africa. AID has also developed an 

evalua~ion system that has produced valuable long-term assessments 

of AID's experience and impac~ as well as providing managers with 

useful information during project implementation. In addition, the 

Agency has made substantive progress in developing approaches 

better suited to African social, economic, and agronomic contexts. 





Its programming, project design,' contracting, and procurement 

requirements have become vastly more detailed, standardized, and 

time cons-&?ling. More time has to be spent preparing forward 

looking advocacy documents to obtain funding. Less time can be 

devoted to project implementation and evaluation. Resource 

allocation decisions are still shaped by the entrepreneurial 

efforts of AID'S employees, but increasingly these have been 

focused on coping with AID's burdensome bureaucratic requirements 

ignore information in project evaluation, and to be wary of 

bringing independent country or technical experts into decision 

making processes unless they are known to "understand" AID's needs. 

The Agency's personnel system has become more bureaucratic, 

though it remains less hierarchical than that of many other large 

organizations. Promotions are largely linked to general 

bureaucratic skills and performance rather than technical skill or 

ability to work effectively with host country counterparts. The 

only clear career ladder is in management. Together, AID's 

internal work incentives and career pattern tend to frustrate its 

~ nost able and committed employees, and make it difficult for them 

to maintain their professional skills. 

We have drawn attention to these institutional problems 

because we find that they help'to account for aany of AID's well 

recognized problems with project design and implementation, progrsm 
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production (Hayami and Ruttan, 1985, chapter 8; Johnston and Kilby, 

1975, chapters 5-6). 

It is therefore appropriate to derive from this cumulative 

advance of understanding a set of general propositions to guide our 

analysis. Clearly, AID'S effectiveness in furthering agricultural 

and rural development depends not only on how well its activities 

have achieved their specific goals, but also on whether the 

activities it chose to support constitute critical elements of a 

well-conceived strategy for agricultural development. 

As a point of departure for identifying those crucial elements 

of the development process, we adopted the view of development as a 

"generalized process of capital accumulation" in which capital is 

defined broadly to include not only physical capital (plant and 

equipment, natural resources) but also, human capital (in the form 

of skills and professional competence), and social capital (in the 

- form of economically useful knowledge, organizations, and 

organizational competence). This conceptual framework derived from 

H.G. Johnson (1969), is elaborated in greater detail in the M h D I A  

report by Johnston et al. (1987). This view of development 

includes the establishment of efficient social and economic 

mechanisms for maintaining and increasing large per capita stocks 

of capital, including policies and institutions that permit and 

encourage efficient use of that capital. Thus H. Johnson (1969, p. 

9) characterizes the process of economic growth 

as a generalized process of capital accumulation, that is, of 
investment in the acquisizion of larger stocks of the various 
forms of capital; and the condition of being "developed" 
consists of having accumulated, and having established 
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efficient social and economic mechanisms for maintaining and 
increasing large stocks of capital per head in the various 
forms. 

In order to achieve this, a reasonable balance must be 

achieved among activities that foster growth in these various types 

of capital, as well as strengthening the various mechanisms that 

permit efficient use of those forms of capital. AID'S emphasis on 

"policy dialogue," and the current concern of donors and African 

governments alike with structural reform, are of great importance 

as preconditions for achieving development based on a baianced and 

generalized process of capital accumulation. 

This view of development does not ignore the importance many 

give to judging development by welfare and equity criteria.. Rather 

it incorporates the lessons learned from the "basic needs" approach 

popularized in the mid-1970s. Thus it emphasizes that public 

investments in education, health, and nutrition can contribute i~ 

important ways to increased human welfare and to economic growth 

(Johnston and Clark, 1982: Ch 4). It is, however, the growth in 

the economic base that makes it possible to finance those 

investments. Moreover, it is the type of development strategy, 

including importantly the pattern of agricultural deveLopment, that 

largely determines the extent to which a country's rural and urban 

populations participate in increases in productivity and income 



development process is now widely held among development 

specialists. 5 

This cumulative advance in understanding provides a basis for 

drawing some important policy conclusions and presenting guidelines 

about a number of critical elements of a coherent development 

strategy (See Johnston et al. 1987: chap. IV). With respect to the 

role and limits of government action, a wealth of experience in 

many countries has demonstrated the efficiency advantages of 

decentralized decisionmaking by independent farm units. Quite 

generally, reliance on markets and prices to allocate most types of 

goods and sewices leads to a more efficient outcome than 

hierarchical social processes. The problems that arise because of 

imbalances between public sector responsibilities and resources are 

especially serious in Sub-Saharan Africa where scarcity of the 

critical resources of administrative capacity, analytical skills, 

and government revenues is so severe. This underscores the need 

for the most efficient use of chose scarce resources, institutional 

arrangements that minimize dependence on government involvement, 

and enlarging :he stocks of key human resources. But clearly 

certain strategic public goods and services can play a crucially 

'~efinitions of the essential elements of development put forth recently 
by Krueger (1986) and G.L. Johnson (1986) differ only slightly from the 
definition presented here. G.G. Johnoson refers to the four driving forces 

- -.. * -  . - - .+ -1, -2'?EIC.Z3X:;ClZl-, 25 -2 C T . = L C Z ~  :-lZi;Ee. -XSZ- -"-- ?"" 
d 

- - Î  - I - L I L - L  -Z?ZCJ~~~!Y.~T-=Z . __-2r.2:_ 
development, and growth in the biological and physical capital base" (p.1). 
Krueger stresses the importance of promcting "accumulation and efficient use 
of resources, the development of well-functioning markets, efficient 
go~>ermental provision of infrastructural services, and institutional 
development in both the private and public sectors" (p.58) in order to 
achieve devloprnent goals. 
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~ (5) Improve the quality of policy dialogue to encourage 

policizs favorable to effective and sustained agricultural and 

rural development; constructive dialoeue requires better policy 

research and analysis by AID as well as by host country 

participants. It is obviously important for macroeconomic 

policies, and also appears to be important in encouraging and 

supporting initiatives in the rural nonfarm sector as well as in 

agriculture. 

(6) Promote more accurate understanding of the respective 

strengths and weaknesses of public and private sector activities so 

that their roles are defined with a view toward maximizing the 

relative advantage of each. 

(7) Make and facilitate investments to extend and improve a 

country's rural infrastructure of roads, communications, electric 

power, and water supplies for farm and household use. 

(8) Provide encouragement and support for affordzble rural 

health and family planning programs with emphasis on the 

interrelated objectives of improving child health and survivsl 

prospects and reducing fertility. 

Clearly, AID'S priorities should take account of activities of 

~ other donors as well as the programs of the host government. It is 

also necessary to determine priorities within as well as among 

categ~ries. The crucial consideration in all instances is to 

maintain a sensible balance between objectives and resources so 

that projects and programs are sustainable. In some instances, 

that should probably include highly selective comnitments by AID to 
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investments in a 'critical element of a well-conceived strategy for 

agricultural development, but in terms of having the support of the 

host government that was genuinely commited to these efforts. 

Moreover, AID'S mode of operation in this ezrly period enabled 

qualified and enthusiastic experts to play a major role in planning 

as well as implementing activities and provided for more continuing 

and flexible support than has generally been the case in subsequenz 

periods. 

Judgments concerning the impact on agricultural development of 

those institution building endeavors is difficult. There is no 

doubt that an indigenous capacity to train agricultural scientists 

and administrators is a necessary requirement for satisfactory 

progress L a  agricultural and rural development. It seems equally 

clear that the AID-funded assistance by the U.S. land grant 

universities made significant contributions to the creation of 

Nigerian institutions with the capacity to provide that training. 

AID has supported agricultural colleges in Kenya, Tanzania, 

and Malawi with some success, but the support has been quite 

sporadic. And major efforts to establish an agricultural 

university at Dschang in Cameroon are still in the early stages. 

The sporadic nature of the support in Kenya, Malawi, and especially 

in Tanzania was partly due to disruptive policy shifts For example, 

as a result of the New Directions legislation. the AID mission in 

Tanzania rejected a request by the government to support advanced 

degree training in agriculture, noting that Washington preferred 



projects chat "benefit the poor directly in the shortest amount of 

time possible" (quoted in Dijkerman 1387~). 

In addition to institution building, AID has supported 

agricultural education through long-term training. AID has funded 

training in the U.S. under many projects related to li~estock, seed 

multiplication, fisheries, statistics, health, and population. A 

nuxriber of centrally funded activities have also been important. 

Since the early 1960s university training has been funded by AID 

through programs like the African Graduate Fellowship Program 

(XFGRAD), the African Scholarship Program for American Universities 

(ASPAU), and InterAfrican Fellowship Program (INTERAF). Retween 

1956 and 1984 an estimated 1,681 Tanzanians completed degree and 

non-degree training and 1,839 participants from Kenya received 

training in the U.S.. In Cmeroon, 575 participants were trained 

in the U.S. between 1961 and 1982. C 

Follow-up studies on trainees from AFGRAD and other programs 

indicate a high degree of success, with 87 percent of the alumni 

from these programs living and working in Africa. Educational and 

research institutions have employed about half of these graduates, 

one-fourih have worked in governmental and parastatal 

organizations. Roughly one-third of these participants have 

studied agriculture or agricultural economics. Most importantly 

the survey concludes that "over half of the older alumni now have 

major responsibility for policy formulation and decisionmaking in 

their respective places of employment" (AID 1984, p.22). 



Through the International Agricultural Research Centers 

(IARCs), AID contributes to a wide range of agrieulturally-related 

educational programs. IITA in Nigeria alone provided training for 

2,860 participants from 42 African countries between 1970 and 1984. 

Rural Infrastructure. AID's support for rural infrastrl~cture 

development in Africa has been primarily in transportation. During 

the 1960s AID participated in a multi-donor project for major 

extensions of the TransCameroon railway, as well as Farm to Market 

Roads and Highway Development projects in that country. In 

Tanzania AID also funded major portions of the TmZAY highway 

connecting Zambia with the port of Dar es Salaam. In Malawi AID's 

Support for road construction accounted for 47 percent of all AID 

projects and program assistance to Malawi between 1963 and 1984. 

It can reasonably be asserted that AID's investments in 

improving transportation networks have had a significant lofig-term 

impact improving market access, reducing costs, and enhancing and 

facilitating the integration of rural economies. These activities 

from the 1960s appear to have been implemented ;I:k relatively few 

difficulties, whereas more recent infrastructure projects such as 

construction related to the agricultural university in Cameroon 

have been much more problematic, especially due to increasingly 

complex requirements in the contract bidaing and awarding 

procedures withing AID. Provided that maintainence has been 

supplied - -  and in many of these cases it has - -  these investments 

appear to have had a lasting impact, in part because they are 

durable investments unaffected by changes in governments, policies, 



or international prices, and also because they are relatively 

straightforward to implement, not requiring extensive and prolonged 

supervision and management. Furthermore, they are clearly 

investments in Africa's physical capital, and a prerequisiee to 

growth of market-oriented agricultural gconomies. 

There is no reason tn believe, however, tnat the U.S. has a 

comparative advantage any longer in providing assistance for rural 

infrastructure projects. It is worth noting, however, that 

investments in road construction are likely to be reasonably 

effective uses of AID funding on occasions when it becomes 

politically attractive to act quickly to provide increased 

assistance to a country, as appears to have been the case with 

Tanzanis at the time chat the U.S. provided substantial assistance 

for the TAEZAM road project. 

kricultural Research. AID has supported agricultural research 

in Africa, but the share of assistance devoted to it has been small 

(2.3 percent in cur six countries), and many of these have been 

short-term, fargmented efforts that could not be expected to make a 

significant contribution to the necessarily long-term task of 

building a national capability for research. 

In Kenya, AID helped to establish a comprehensive breeding 

improvement program at Kitale. However, a lack of continuity jn 

support for maize research and a number of shifts in priorities 

have reduced the impact of AID's assistance for maize research in 

Kenya. In Tanzania similar problems have limited the impact of 

AID's efforts in the 1970s. In addition, there were design and 



staffing problems and an unrealistic time-frame for achieving 

proj ect goals. 

Two factors appear to be most important in accounting for 

AID'S relative neglect of research. First has been the persistent 

tendency toward "technological optimism" that has accounted for an 

"extension bias" in Africa and other regions as well. Second, the 

New Directions emphasis on trying to find ways of directly 

sazisfying the basic needs of the poor diverted attention away from 

longer term institution building efforts. The contribution of 

research was regarded as too slow, and there was a stubborn 

tendency to assume that technical solutions were available ind 

could be readily transferred. 

The reasons for lack of success in research programs are 

also numerous. The difficult and diverse physical environment for 

agriculture is one obvious factor. A number of assumptions 

implicit in American and Asian models of food crop research were 

misleading. The relative abundance of land in sub-Saharan Africa 

led to a common view that a direct shift from hand-hoes to tractors 

would make a major contribution to increasing agricultural 

productivity and output, ignoring the cash income/purchasing power 

constrainr and other factors that usually make it uneconomic to 

shift directly ea tractor-based technologies (Johnston et al. 

1987:chapter 4). Following the success of the green revolution in 

Asia, there was a tendency to focus too exclusively on improved 

seed-fertilizer combinations and other yield-increasing 

innovations, overlooking the fact that such innovations are not 
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extension workers to transmit information to farmers about specific 

farming methods or use of inputs that were believe'd to result in 

increased productivity and, as a result, higher incomes. During 

the mid- to late 1970s, more attention was placed on these kinds of 

activities as a result of the New Directions lagislatjon directing 

AID to focus its attention on the rural poor, and in response to 

the Sahel drought these kinds of activities were believed to offer 

a solution to the food shortages of semi-arid Africa. 

This rubric includes crop-specific production project, 

components of integrated rural development projects, livestock 

project (discussed separately below), irrigation projects, and 

rural training activities. The outcome of these efforts from the 

six countries studied provides a convincingly consistent pattern of 

projects that were based on presumed or exaggerated assumptions 

about thk benefifs and appropriateness of the technological 

solution, and nearly all of these efforts failed to achieve their 

objectives. 

Examples include two Cereals projects in Senegal which set out 

to increase millet yields 50 percent by promoting fertilizer use, 

early planting, and other agronomic techniques. In Cameroon, the 

Small Farm Family Training Centers project was designed with the 

belief that a year of training in the use of agronomic techniques 

and animal traction would permit farmers to return to their 

villages and increase their income by 50 percent. In Nigeria, the 

Maize and Rice Production project epitomized "techonological 

optimism. The project set out first to devise "improved packages" 



and to promote their adoption by farmers, with almost no specific 

information on what was available or what might be approgriate. In 

Tanzania, a projecr was undertaken that would use the FATIS 

(Ministry of Agriculture Training Institutes) and establish rural 

training centers for farmers with the belief that by offering short 

courses to a sample of farmers, those farmers could apply the 

knowledge directly and increase production and incomes, but also 

that their would be an important demonstration effect for their 

neighbors which would reduce the need for large extension staffs. 

The consistent outcomes sf these kinds of activities lead to 

several conclusions. First, that determining the appropriateness 

of technologies ex ante for the African context is virtually 

impossible; the direct transfer of technologies to Africa is 

unlikely to succeed for se-era1 reasons. Among them is chat 

agricultural research in much of the world is focused on increasing 

yields because land is the scarce factor cE production. In much of 

Africa, however, labor, not land, is still the scarch factor of 

production and farmers will be unwilling to adopt technologies 

~ which consume additional labor in order to raise production per 

unit of land area. 

Second, these types of activities, which are prone to 

exaggerated assumptions and technological optimism, persist bec-7 aase 

~ of one of AID'S weaknesses. that is, the inabilitv to enforce 

realism and objectivity in the analyses of the project papers and 

~ evaluations that determine whether such activities are approved or 



Livestock. This discussion of AID experience with livestock . 

projects is directed at identifying why the Agency's programs in 

pastoral livestock development have performed so poorly. The 

differing objectives of African governments, AID, and pastoralist 

have been one major source of difficulty. Governments tend to view 

rrastoral nomads as a nuisance and would generally prefer that they 

settle and take up cultivation. Weak government commitment to 

livestock projects has been manifested in a Lack of support for 

recurrent costs, diversion of equipment, and strained relations 

between host country officials and AID contractors, 

AID'S livestock planners have viewed pastoralist as backward 

and inefficient. With the exception of projects in Niger and 

Senegal, AID-funded livestock projects have all been based on the 

direct application of a range management model derived from 

successful American experience in regulating the use of open range 

by competitive, commercially oriented livestock producers. This 

range management model was given theore~ical backing by the 

untested belief that African pastoralise caused serious degradation 

through overgrazing because their herding practices exemplified 

"the tragedy of the commons." 

This uncritical acceptance of the American range management 

model in the design of pastoral projects led to almost total 

neglect of collecting site specific data on trends in ranze 

condition, their relationship to climate cycles and stocking 

levels, and on current livestock and range management practices. 

It was simply assumed that degradation was occtlrring everywhere and 
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~ dependent on the availability of varieties to be multiplied that 

have a'substantial yield advantage over local varieties, and we 

have not faund convincing evidence that such varieties are 

available. Cotton and maize may be exceptions to our conclusion, 

and a new sorghum variety in northern Cameroon seems promising. 

But we are inclined to believe that in both countries investments 

in seed multiplication were premature. 

Planning. Management, and Statistics. This rather mixed 

cacegory ranked fifth in total outlays for agricultural assistance, 

being only a little less important than agricultural extension. All 

of the study countries except Malawi had significant projects under 

this rubric, but there were large differences in the nature and 

timing of the projects. 

In Tanzania there was considerable support for agricultural 

analysis tind planning activities in the second half of the 1'960s 

and again in the early 1980s (Dijkerman 1986c:85-92). During the 

earlier period an Agricultural Production Surveys Project led to 

the commissioning of studies on agricultural marketing, seed 

multiplication and distribution, livestock and range management, 

land consolidation, smallholder tea development, and agricultural 

education anC credit. During the early 1980s AID'S Tanzania 

Mission again initiated some valuable analysis and planning 

activities. A spacial policy unit known as the Office for Policy 

Analysis was established, but the idea that the government's 

policies were partially to blame for the country's agricultural 

~ problems was controversial, and because of the sensitive nature of 



these issues the mission's approach was to undertake analyses, 

comission studies by consultants, and support the efforts of 

Tanzanian scholars and organizations. 

An alternative approach to strengthening the agricultural 

management and planning capacity of an African government was taken 

up by the Kenya Rural Planning project implemented by the Harvard 

Institute for International Development (HIID). In addition to the 

advisory role of the technical assistanc team, HIID appears to have 

coatribuced to the ability of the Ministry to carry out its budget 

management responsibilities efficiently due to the introduction of 

microcomputers. 

In Cameroon, a major responsibility of the Agricultural 

Management and Planning project has been to assist the Agriculture 

and Flanning ministries in carrying out an agricultural census for 

the entire country. The census was carried oue in 1984 with 

excellent support from national, regional, and local governments, 

and a numher of useful studies have been carried out, and good 

progress hzs been made in institutionalizing a capacity for 

economic analysis and for collection, processing, and analysis of 

statistical data (Jaeger 1987). 

k'hile AID'S success in this area has been mixed, probably the 

most glaring deficiency in most African countries is the Hack of 

reasonably accurate statistics on crop areas, yields, and 

production. Local governments and donors alike are bedeviled by 

the lack of factual information about agricultural economies of 

Sub-Saharan Africa. The value of these kinds of projects is 
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difficult to measure but ~ndeniable. Strengthening the ability of - - ~ African governments to plan and monitor their own agricultural 

development is essential and it can be a costly error to base 

agricultural planning on inaccurate data or poor analysis. 

Integrated rural development and area development proiects. - - 

AID-funded projects of this nature have been relatively unimportant 

in the MADIA countries, except for Senegal and Tanzania. They 

have, however, been of major importance in the assistance programs 

~ of the World Bank and several other donors. A $24 million 

Casamance Regional Development Project in Senegal and a $15 million 

Arusha Regional Planning and Village Development Project in 

Tanzania were the two main projeccs of this nature reviewed in our 

country studies. The Tanzania project had some special design 

features that gave rise to considerable friction between the AID 

mission and the contractor. Moreover, the general economic decline 

in Tanzania makes it especially difficult to assess the project's 

potential contribution to regional development. 

1 In the case of the Casamance project in Senegal there is now 

general agreexient, resulting from a learning process within the 

mission as well as from evalsatisns and audits, that the project 

was based on overly optimistic assumptions, that it ignored 

existing services, and failed to take acc0ur.t of structural 

weaknesses and inappropriate functions of the parastatal 

~ organizations it sought to strengthen. There is much to be said . 
for an integrated pers~ective on agricultural and rural 

development, but the Casamance project seems to provide an 





~ Kenya's permitting U.S. naval vessels to use the port of Mom'bassa, 

economic assistance to Kenya has grown considerably, including a 

$117 million Structural Adjustment Program in 1983 with a $30 

million Economic Support Fund grant for the first year of a three 

year program. The conditionality of this program was aimed at 

overcoming structural weaknesses in the Kenyan economy: economic 

stabilization, reduction of trade barriers, institutional reforms 

related to budgeting and parastatals, population policy and 

liberalization of fertilizer distribution and grain marketing. The 

initial $30 million grant appears to have contributed to Kenya's 

macroeconomic stabilization, in the area of agricultural policy, 

however, little was achieved in promoting liberalization of 

fertilizer distributionand marketing of maize and other staple food 

(Berg ee al. 1985). 

Liberalization of fertilizer pricing and distribution has been 

a common theme of AID policy reform initiatives; they have been 

initiated to varying degrees in Malawi, Senegal, and Cameroon as 

well. In Malawi and Cameroon this has included a proposed shift to 

high analysis fertilizer in addition to reduction of fertilizer 

subsidies. The change poses a diff icuyt challenge for extension 

~ staff, however, because of the need to train farmers in the more 

demanding techniques of applying high analysis fertilizers. 

In Senegal. a severe financial and economic crisis left the 

government little choice but to accept the aid and conditions of 

the IMF, World Bank, France, and AID. Since the early 1980s these 

efforts have resulted in progress toward liberalizing agricultural 
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- - marketing and pricing, credit restructuring, and reducing 

governmene debt. 

From our review of AID'S involvement in nonproject assistance 

for policy reform, we draw two conclusions. First, there is a need 

to modify AID'S approach to policy dialogue. There has been too 

much emphasis on efforts to use leverage that is really lecturing 

to government officials with a view to ensuring tha the right 

decisions are made. There is a need for greater emphasis on a 

policy dialogue process that enhances a country's capacity for good 

policy research and policy analysis to improve decisiomaking by a 

country's own policymakers. 

Second, it also needs to be emphasized that policy reform 

represents a transitional strategy. Once price distortions and 

other major policy problems are resolved, the gains to be realized 

from further reforms will be limited, as will the willingness of . 
African countries to adhere to donor's conditionality when major 

policy problems a r 2  zcsolved and their need for additional balance 

of payments support are less severely felt. It will be a pity if 

the present enthusiasm for policy dialogue and policy reizrin 

diverts attention from the continuing need for development as "a 

generalized process of capital accumulation" (Johnston et al. 

1987). 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

~ The impact of AID'S assistance programs examinzd in this study 

has been severely limit?d by distinctive conditions in Africa, by 

the Agency's lack of a domestic constituency, and by certain 

organizational and procedural constraints. 

All of the countries have extensive areas characterized by 

harsh physical conditions, and the agro-climatic environments are 

exceptionally diverse. Their agro-economic systems are locally 

variable, complex, grounded in unfamiliar social institutions, and 

often oriented to risk aversion more than to optimizing returns. 

~ Moreover, the overwhelming importance of rainfed agriculture and 

the high cost of investments to expand the irrigated area mean chat 

agricultural research programs face special difficulties in 

generating innovations adapted to diverse and changing 

environments. In many areas rainfall is inadequate and unreliable 

whereas in other areas it is so heavy that it leads to sapid 

leaching of soil nutrients. Progressive degradation of soils 

resulting from shortening of fallow periods and destruction of 

trees and shrubs is generally associated with a transition from 

abundance to scarcity of agricultural land, a common phenomenon 

that adds to the challenge confronting agricultural research 

systems. 

At independence, which had barely bzen anticipated when Ghana 

was granted independence in 1957, transport systems were poorly 

developed; education and social services rudimentary; trained 



manpower scarce; region-specific research, data collectian, 

analysis, and planning capacity virtually non-existent; 

~ manufacturing very limited; and (with two or three exceptions) 

their economies were narrowly dependent on the export of primary 

agricultural products. Few Africans had experience in central 

government institutions. Attitudes towards professionalism and 

~ accountability were weakly institutionalized. Leaders were 

confronted with arbitrary boundaries, a number of ethnic 

constituencies, and no precedent for legitimate political activity 

of foreign development experts, and the unbounded expectations of 

their constituents, all in greater or lesser degree, succumbed to 

the attractions of centralized economic plan~ing and control, 

accepted development assistance uncritically, rapidly expanded 

governmental organizations, parastatals, project authorities, and 

government payrolls, and established a troublesome pattern of 

ethnic patronage in order to maintain political balance. 6 

6. Political instability, which is often cited as an impediment 
to economic development in Africa, has not characterized the countries 
in this study, except in the case of Nigeria. It is worth recalling 
that the growth of government payrolls posed an especially serious 
problem because, in the name of non-discrimination, the principle was 
adopted at the end of the colonial period that African civil servants - - ,-,,., . - .-- ---- - .  ' - --7-, z-AL ,--25 ;= --- =<-.- 7 . . - -  -,-- --? -=..-.-- - > _  . ..- # .&&L * Z'-.Y - . c -Gi..L ------ ---.- - - Lc.L-z--,tzLz . -..2 

real value of those salaries has now been reduced substantially by 
inflation that has not been matched by salary increases, but that 
legacy contributed significantly to the exceptionally large gap 
between incomes in the "modern sector" and the incomes earned by rural 
households. And as noted in Ch. IV, in the 1960s and 1970s donors 
encouraged the proliferation of parastatals and project authorities. 







only essential elements of agricultural development but they are 

ones in which AID has shown significane success. 

Agricultural research represents an important element of 

agricultural development - -  as has been clearly demonstrated in 

~ other parts of the world - -  bur because of the long gestation 

period before results can be expected, and because AID and other 

donors have neglected agricultural research in Africa until 

recently, no clear evidence of the impact of these investments is 

yet apparent. 

~ The success of AID'S efforts in Africa are limiced by its own 

institutional procedures and the external constraints which are 

brought to bear by Congress and specific interest groups. AID is 

an agency without a strong supportive constituency, and as a result 

it has tried to secure support by responding to the desires of a 

larg? number of small interest groups,'and thnugh its reactions to 

changes in Congressional views. 

These pressures are transmitted from Washington to the councry 

missions. klether AID programs and projects are continued or 

terminated seems to be related more closely to pressures from 

Washington than to project performance or changes in host councry 

conditions. This, rather than AID's inability to sustain an effort 

over time, strikes us as a central difficulty in AID's country 

strategies. The Washington orientation of the country missions 

frequently leads them to give inadequate attention to host country 

institutional capacities and political priorities. 
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Recommendations 

Our szudy of AID'S activities in the six countries and their 

degrees of success has enabled us to draw conclusions just 

summarized about what went well and to suggest the reasons and 

circumstances for those successes. Likewise, our evidence permits 

us to generalize about activities that did not succeed and to 

identify those circmstances and characteristics beleived to be 

responsible for the disappointing results. 

We are reluctant, however, to make specific recommendations 

about what should be done. Due to Africa's diversity, it is 

impcssible to generalize about specific activities that should be 

promoted in a particular country without intimate knowledge of its 

policy environment, the strengths of existing institutions, and ehe 

nature of its current problems and opportunities. We can, however, 

underscore the importance of shifting the locus of the missions' 

attention toward host country meeds, working with host country 

counterparts, and seeding better coordination with other donors. 

Although some of these modifications are possible now, 

simplification of AID programming procedures would facilitate these 

kinds of changes, as would linking further funding to a review of 

what has been accomplished with obligated funds rather than to 

unrealistic promises of what will be done if funds are obtained. 

The set of eight priority activities listed above are 

facilitationg, rather that direct impact activities. They are 

directed at generalized human, social, and physical capital 

formation. They seek to strengthen the capacity of institutions to 
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address their countries' distinctive needs. R e y  place the locus 

of planning, coordination, and resource allocation firmly within 

host country institutions, rather than in AID. They require 

patient, long-term, flexible support, experimentation, risk taking, 

and an error-embracing process of learning. 

AID'S current programming system, implementation procedures, 

and incentives structures are not well suited to carrying out these 

activities. But even without organizational or procedural changes, 

AID'S performance in Africa could be improved by avoiding projeers 

that : 

assume it will be possible to transfer directly existing 
American technologies and forms of organization to rural 
African populations. 

depend on extensive logistic support, the timely procurement 
of commodities or American-made equipment that cannot be 
serviced by existing facilities. 

enrail complex management, create new administrative units, or 
assume it will be easy to alter existing institutional 
patterns, including those established during the colonial 
period. 

require American contractors to live in remote rural areas and 
work more or less directly with local people. 7 

- depend for their functioning on outputs of other planned 
projects, rely on inputs to be provided by ministries not 
responsible for the project's implementation, or require 
substantially better inter-ministerial coordination than 
already exists. 

While these general guidelines also apply to support for rurzl 

. - - - - - C C - - - . . C - . . C =  -- . -,,,,,,. L,12'- 2GT: ii. Z f l L - ; t C ,  2 -  .-eC255iiY:;. 35LZ'LEE .:-, - 

. 
past efforts in this have been comparatively successful and because 

- 
'. Activities implemented by the Peace Corps and PVOs constitute 

a partial exception. 
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of its catalytic, facilitating role. Moreover, rural 

infrastructure can usefully absorb unanticipated "windfall" 

funding. For these reasons, it is advisable for AID r -  have shelf 

projects in this sector. 

Although AID'S institution building and participant training 

have achieved a good deal, their impact could be increased. More 

support should also be given to the development of institutions 

after initial infusions of tech~ical assistance, training, and 

construction have been completed. This can be done by providing 

additional and continuing support for: 

- research by Africans on many aspects of agricultural and rural 
development including: population, health, natural resource 
tenure, energy, and environment. 

the maintenance of American equipment for which spare parts 
and service are not locally available. 

- workshoG , publication, travel, networking, and mid-career and 
in-service training to enable Africans to maintain their 
professional competence and mor-1 a e. 

- policy-relevant, applied research and the interchange of 
information between political leaders, administrators, and 
African technical experts to inform government decisions and 
institutionalize the process of technically informed dissent. 

Enabling faculties of agriculture to make a greater 

contribution to national research programs should be a principal 

objective of such support. Non-project assistance should --ontinue 

to be used to expand successful host country initiatives, and to 

L2CLC2  ;-22 23s ; ;  uCZ ; > S t i  S S S O C l h C 2 C  <iZ=. :ZZF-g12; gOVZK?-T?.2L 

policies, procedures, organization, and responsibilities. 

These recofixnendations entail a shift in the mission's work, 

procedures, and needed staffing pattern. Less effort would hsve co  
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be devoted to designing and managing new and complex projects and 

to the inevitable problems associated with contracting and 

procurement. Xore effort would have to be spent analyzing country 

needs and working with host country counterparts to understand the 

best ways tc help existing institutions to meet these needs. 

Shifting the locus of mission attention to supporting exisring 

institutions would encourage better coordination with other donors. 

The increased effort to-make institutions more effective, a need 

already recognized by AID management, would also help to check the 

tendency of donor assistance to foster project proliferation and 

the expansion of government. 

Although some of these modifications are possible even now, 

they would be facilitated by greatly simplifying AID programing 

procedures, and, with Congressional approval, by linking further 

fuhding to a review of what has been accomplished with obligated 

funds rather than to unrealistic promises of what will be done if 

funds are obtained. Such changes would increase incentives for 

carrying out better monitoring and evaluation. Adopting a less 

defensive, more flexible, error-embracing approach would also 

encourage AID to welcome more participation by non-AID African and 

American experts and expert bodies such as the  National Academy of 

Science. 

Greater reliance on this approach, along with the need to 

engage in effective, informed, and patient policy dialogue and to 

program non-project assistance: would require greater analytical 

skills and country knowledge in the mission but a smaller total 



personnel complement. The approach would also provide incentives 

needed for mission staff to update their skills and broaden their 

understanding of the host country and region. AID would have the 

incentive to help them do so through short- and long-term training 

and through the establishment of coherent career ladders. 
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