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CONGRESS AND A RESOURCE ENHANCIN6 APPROACH

Congress stands at an important juncture
concerning development assistance to Africa
(62). The need to decide on a future direction
for U.S. assistance stems from the convergence
of several factors.

First among these is frustration in Congress
over the limited impact past assistance has had.
Recurring famine and general economic de-
cline, despite substantial U.S. assistance, have
led to considerable doubts about the merits of
past programs and to calls for different devel-
opment approaches.

Secondly, significant modifications in foreign
assistance programs have been made since the
last major legislative overhaul in 1973 intro-
duced the human needs approach of the so-
called New Directions legislation. Further
changes have been proposed. The Administra-
tion has advocated a macroeconomic approach
focusing heavily on policy reform in recipient
countries. This change is seen by some as a
sharp departure from the New Directions leg-
islation. Others see it as complementary to the
objective of providing basic human needs, but
this depends on how it is implemented.

A third factor is resistance on the part of
many in Congress to increasing foreign assis-
tance at a time of domestic budget tightening.
While appropriations for fiscal year 1988 show
increased congressional and Administration at-
tention to Africa’s development needs, con-
cerns remain over maintaining this commit-
ment for the long term. Contributing to these
concerns are the lack of deep political support
and a constituency y for development assistance
as compared with other forms of foreign assis-
tance, for example, military or politically moti-
vated aid (30).

Support for social and economic develop-
ment for resource-poor agriculturalists, as Con-
gress responds to the challenges of this junc-
ture, would require use of its powers of
authorization, appropriation, and oversight:

● Authorization; Congress could provide
clearer direction on the use of development

●

●

assistance, ensure flexibility to account for
Africa’s diversity and reduce the impacts
of contradictory nondevelopmental ob-
jectives.
Appropriation: Congress could provide
long-term, stable funding for development
assistance at levels balanced with other for-
eign policy and security issues as well as
domestic priorities.
Oversight: Congress could improve the
quality of oversight while reducing its dis-
ruptive effects on development agencies.

Congressional Direction and a
Resource-Enhancing Approach

Most elements necessary in a development
assistance approach designed to enhance low-
resource agriculture are already included in ex-
isting foreign assistance legislation.l This leg-
islation emphasizes:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

development;
long-term strategies;
focus on the poor majority;
equitable, self-sustaining economic
growth;
agricultural development and the role of
the small farmer;
leadership and participation by the devel-
oping nation and the indigenous people;
and
the role of women in development.

Although these elements are included in legis-
lation, their effect could be enhanced if Con-
gress gave clearer direction, set explicit priori-
ties, and sought to reduce the influence of other
political and economic interests.

Setting Clear Priorities

The proliferation of cumulative congressional
mandates concerning development assistance

‘The congressional direction steering foreign assistance dis-
cussed here appears in the development assistance sections of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, and the Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended.
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has hindered the work of executive branch
agencies, particularly AID, by providing an
overabundance of priorities without clearly
ranking them. This has reduced long-term con-
sistency, and forced AID to use resources on
mandates that may not be relevant in specific
cases or whose goals may not be clear (63,64).
In addition, Congress has not fully evaluated
current Administration priorities (e.g., policy
reform and private sector development) nor in-
tegrated them into existing legislative strate-
gies. This lack of clarity has reduced Congress’
ability to maintain and modify the direction of
U.S. assistance. Clarity in direction and prioriti-
zation do not, however, mean rigidity. Africa’s
diversity and its rapid evolution require flexi-
ble direction and priorities from country to
country and over time. Rigidity in direction can
lead donors to abandon successful forms of sup-
port or to use inappropriate methods, as they
did during the application of the New Direc-
tions legislation of 1973 (30).

Making food security an overarching goal of
development assistance offers one means t o
integrate existing congressional directives and
provide a framework for setting priorities. Hav-
ing food security as a goal could enable AID
and other U.S.-supported development agen-
cies to adapt their work to local conditions—
whether it be increasing food or export crop
production, stabilizing or diversifying agricul-
tural production, or working with non-farm
activities. Second, food security could be used
to develop indicators of progress in reaching
Congress’ goal of equitable, self-sustaining eco-
nomic growth. If economic growth occurs but
food security among the poor does not increase
correspondingly then growth is not equitable.

Reducing the Negative Impacts of
Non-deveIopmetal Interests

Many political and economic pressures cause
Congress and the Administration to use devel-
opment assistance in ways that maybe less than
optimal for developmental goals such as ensur-
ing food security (63,64). Foreign assistance to
Africa is influenced by objectives including:

● ensuring pro-U. S. political and strategic re-

●

●

●

lations bilaterally and in international
forums;
ensuring access to strategic commodities;
promoting U.S. exports including restrict-
ing assistance that may potentially cause
competition for U.S. exports (e. g., restrict-
ing support for research on palm oil); and
building U.S. domestic political support by
directing development contracts to con-
stituents.

Development assistance’s weak political con-
stituency and AID’s dependent status vis-à-vis
the State Department, have allowed others (e.g.,
the Departments of State, and Agriculture, and
Congress) to apply pressure successfully for the
use of development assistance for non-devel-
opmental objectives. In some cases, non-devel-
opmental interests have taken precedence over
developmental goals and even, some have ar-
gued, undermined overall U.S. foreign policy
interests.

Development and non-development goals,
however, can be complementary, especially in
the long term. For instance, increased African
food security and agricultural development can
contribute to political and economic stability
and, in the long term, can offer the United States
increased economic opportunities for trade.
This convergence, the significant U.S. human-
itarian interest in the region, and the desire to
avoid any future need for large-scale famine
relief, justify Congress’ stated priority on de-
velopment as the primary U.S. goal in Africa.
These factors provide a rationale for resisting
the pressures of conflicting interests and for
reducing certain program and procurement re-
strictions.

Congressional Funding and a
Resource-Enhancing Approach

U.S. funding for agricultural development
may go directly to African nations (as bilateral
aid) or pass via multinational organizations (as
multilateral aid). The implementation of a suc-
cessful resource-enhancing approach would re-
quire long-term, stable funding to support agri-
cultural development in both cases. As will be
discussed, agricultural research, training, build-
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ing agricultural institutions, and supporting lo-
cal organizations require long-term commit-
ments and can be damaged by fluctuating
support. The likelihood of long-term stable sup-
port is problematic, however, given that:

●

●

●

current mechanisms constrain Congress
from ensuring stable levels of funding in
support of African agricultural devel-
opment,
ongoing pressures to reduce the Federal
budget are likely to continue, and
current implicit priorities favor bilateral
security assistance over development
assistance.

Bilateral Assistance

Economic assistance (versus military aid)
comprises the majority of U.S. bilateral aid to
Africa (table 6-1) and AID provides the majority
of this economic assistance. AID divides con-
gressional appropriations for agricultural assis-
tance primarily into three funding sources:
Development Assistance accounts (DA), Eco-
nomic Support Funds (ESF), and food aid (box
6-l). Of the three sources, DA seems best suited
for providing stable levels of funding necessary
for a long-term approach to support resource-
poor agriculturalists. This is because congres-
sional direction guiding DA is the most com-
patible with the objectives of assisting low-
resource agriculturalists, and because DA fund-
ing is the most likely to remain stable overtime.
Congress has already shown interest in stabiliz-
ing and protecting DA levels for Africa. Dur-
ing the budget reductions of fiscal year 1987,
Congress mandated that Africa receive the
same percentage of DA as in the previous year
(Public Law 99-500). Congress created a sepa-
rate DA fund for Africa in fiscal year 1988 with
an increased funding level (Public Law 100-
202). Constraints on the dependability and
appropriateness of the other two sources (ESF
and

●

food aid) include:

ESF is allocated primarily for political and
security purposes often leading to rapid
and substantial changes in annual coun-
try allocations.

●

●

●

Congress normally has earmarked the
majority of ESF for countries outside Sub-
Saharan Africa. To protect these earmarks
in times of budget reduction, Africa has
received lower percentages of ESF.
Food-aid levels can swing substantially due
to changing recipient needs and the avail-
ability of U.S. grain.
Significant questions remain concerning
the effectiveness and possible negative im-
pacts of using non-emergency food aid to
support development.

Military assistance, though not intended to
have a developmental impact, may have nega-
tive impacts, nonetheless, by absorbing funds
that could have gone to development and by
fostering local economic distortions in the re-
cipient nations. Military assistance tradition-
ally has been a relatively small component of
assistance to Africa, comprising no more than
nine percent of total U.S. assistance over the
last 40 years (62). However, military assistance
doubled between 1980 and 1985 and corres-
pondingly increased from 9.4 percent of the
bilateral assistance budget to 13.4 percent. Mil-
itary assistance is estimated to have declined
to 6 percent in 1987. AID has cautioned that
“our military aid programs must be undertaken
cautiously and with due regard for their possi-
ble negative impact on domestic resource allo-
cation as well as on foreign exchange and debt
servicing” (51).

Development Assistance (DA) to Africa has
fluctuated since 1980 and did not keep pace
with overall increases between 1980-1985 in to-
tal bilateral assistance worldwide and to Africa
(table 6-l). U.S. foreign assistance worldwide
increased dramatically over that period primar-
ily due to increases in ESF ($4 billion increase)
and military assistance ($5.4 billion increase).
Africa received a relatively small portion of this
increase, mainly through ESF, except for 1985
when high levels of food aid were provided.
When measured in constant dollars, DA de-
clined for Africa between 1980 and 1987. Fis-
cal year 1988 congressional appropriations of
$500 million in DA for Africa plus $50 million
for projects of the Southern African Develop-



Table 6-1 .–U.S. Bilaterala Economic and Military Assistance to Sub-Saharan Africa, 1980-87

Total Components of Economic Assistance

Military plus Military Economic
Assistance

{

African
Economic Assistance Development Economic Support Public Law Development

Assistance (MA) (EA) Assistance Fund 480 Peace Corps Foundation b

Obligation Obligation Percent of Obligation Obligations Percent Obligations Percent Obligations Percent Obligations Percent Obligations Percent
Year (millions $) (millions $) MA+EA (millions $) (millions $) of EA (millions $) of EA (millions $) of EA (millions $) of EA (millions $) of EA

1980 . . . 824.1 77.3 9.4 746.8 282.2 38.0 132.7 18.0 293.3 39.3 38.6 5.2 – –

1981 . . . 908.9 84.7 9.3 824.2 300.3 36.4 163.0 19.8 322.1 39.1 38.8 4.7 — —

1982 . . . 1,064.1 191.3 18.0 872.8 328.8 37.7 294.8 33.8 208.6 23.9 40.6 4.7 — —

1983 . . . 1,015.6 134.0 13.2 881.6 315.3 35.8 286.1 32.5 239.3 27.1 40.9 4.6 — —

1984 . . . 1,143.4 153.3 13.4 990.1 340.4 34.4 333.1 33.6 271.3 27.4 43.6 4.4 1.7 0.2

1985 . . . 1,679.0 168.0 10.0 1,510.9 352.2 23.3 417.8 27.7 689.4 45.6 47.0 3.1 4.5 0.2

1986 . . . 1,126.1 103.2 9.2 1,024.0 378.9 37.0 245.2 23.9 347.6 33.9 46.3 4.5 6.0 0.6

1987 . . . 836.4 52.3 6.3 784.0 328.1 41.8 162.8 20.8 237.7 30.3 48.8 6.2 6.6 0.8
aBilateral assistance does not include contributions  to multilateral institutions nor obligations of central AID bureaus or the State Department. Figures have been rounded.
bThe African Development Foundation became operational in 1984 to provide relatively small amounts Of assistance to local African groups.

NOTE: For fiscal year 1988, $550 million in DA was appropriated for Africa along with $90 million earmarked for ESF.

SOURCES U.S. Agency for International Development, Congressional Presentation, fiscal years 1981-87.
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Box 6-1.—The Language of Foreign Aid

Agricultural assistance: a generic term for any U.S. economic assistance funding used for supporting
agricultural development.
Agricultural Portfolio: activities in support of agricultural development funded through AID’s Africa
Bureau using DA and ESF funds. It does not include activities funded by Public Law 480 nor by AID’s
other bureaus.
Bilateral assistance: assistance provided by the United States directly to African nations. For this
report, bilateral assistance includes ESF, Public Law 480, DA provided by the Africa Bureau of AID,
Peace Corp funding, and military aid.
Economic assistance: used to refer to all non-military assistance.
Development Assistance (DA): DA suffers from a multitude of definitions. For the purpose of this
report, DA is the set of bilateral U.S. funds:

1. whose principle use is the support of development,
2. that are administered by AID,
3. whose funding levels are directly set by Congress, and
4. whose development goals are set by Congress in Chapter 1, Part I of the Foreign Assistance Act

of 1961, as amended.
These funds include, the Private Enterprise Revolving Fund, the Science and Technology Fund, the
Sahel Development Program, and six Functional Development Accounts:

1. Agriculture, Rural Development, and Nutrition;
2. Population Planning;
3. Health;
4. Child Survival;
5. Education and Human Resources Development; and
6. Private Sector, Environment, and Energy.

Congress created a l-year separate African DA account of $500 million for fiscal year 1988 in addition
to $50 million for projects supported by the Southern Africa Development Coordination Conference.
This fund will replace the six Functional accounts and the Sahel Development Program as the pri-
mary source for African DA.
Economic Support Fund (ESF]: Through ESF, AID supplies economic assistance to countries where
the United States has political, economic, or security interests. ESF can be provided in cash transfers,
U.S. commodities, or project aid (similar to DA-funded projects). Cash and commodities are quick
ways to supply budgetary support, ESF is not governed by the same congressional mandates as DA
and is authorized under Part II, chapter 4 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended. Con-
gress sets the overall funding level for ESF and commonly earmarks a majority of it for specific coun-
tries (i.e., Congress mandates certain amounts of ESF for certain countries with the division of the
remainder left to the Administration’s discretion).
Food Aid: Excess U.S. agricultural commodities may be provided as aid on a concessionary loan or
grant basis primarily under three laws:

1. The Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (Public Law 480)
a. Title I of Public Law 480: provides long-term credits [authorized on an annual basis) at low-interest

to buy U.S. farm products. Local currencies generated by the in-country sale of the food can
be used for development activities,

b. Title II of Public Law 480: provides food aid grants during famine or other emergencies and
supplements regular feeding programs.

c. Title III of Public Law 480: known as Food for Development, Title 111 uses Title I funds but offers
multiyear programs and loan forgiveness in return for undertaking specific development activities.

2. Section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 offers a second source of grant food aid to support
Title II-like programs.

3. Food for Progress, which is authorized under the Food Security Act of 1985, provides additional
Title I and Section 416 resources in return for agricultural policy reforms.



129

ment Coordination Committee halted the ac-
tual and relative decreases in DA. Questions
remain, however, as to whether this reversal
will be maintained in the longer term.

Assistance provided for agricultural devel-
opment in Africa also fluctuated between 1980
and 1987, first rising then falling. Obligations
in the Africa Bureau’s agricultural portfolio
rose from $265 million in 1980 to a peak of $400
million in 1985 and then declined to an esti-
mated $317 million for 1987. Changes in ESF
funding have been responsible for much of the
change in AID’s agricultural assistance (table
6-2). The use of ESF funds as a significant com-
ponent of agricultural assistance poses two pos-
sible problems that could constrain agricultural
development. First, as seen in table 6-1, year-
to-year fluctuations in ESF levels for Africa are
substantial, making it difficult to build a devel-
opment program based on long-term ESF finan-
cial commitments. Second, ESF is used primar-
ily for policy reform and budget support (58).
Reliance on ESF as a major source of agricul-
tural assistance could thus bias the overall U.S.
strategy away from local-level agricultural de-
velopment. The risk of such a bias has declined
since 1985 due to reductions in ESF levels for
Africa.

Current bilateral funding mechanisms have
made it difficult for Congress to direct funds
towards agricultural development in Africa.
AID’s agricultural funding is derived from sev-
eral separate congressionally authorized and
appropriated sources, primarily ESF, public
Law 480, and two DA accounts (Agriculture,
Rural Development and Nutrition, and the Sa-
hel Development Program). All but the latter
fund agricultural assistance worldwide and are
not restricted to Africa. The Sahel Development
Program, in addition to agriculture, includes

all types of development programs for nine
West African countries.z

Neither Congress nor AID has expressed in-
terest in creating additional earmarked Afri-
can agricultural funds. The Administration and
Congress in 1987 proposed a single fund for
African DA to help maintain stable levels o f
DA for Africa, provide AID with the opportu-
nity for longer term planning, and allow AID
increased programming flexibility. Congress
funded such an African DA fund with a one-
year appropriation of $500 million in the Con-
tinuing Resolution for appropriations in fiscal
year 1988 (Public Law 100-202). While it is too
early to determine the fund’s impact, its suc-
cess will in part depend on whether Congress
maintains its commitment to the fund, on how
AID uses the increased flexibility provided, and
on whether AID and Congress ensure that the
appropriations to the fund are not diverted to
other programs.

Like the earlier DA accounts, the new fund
does not provide Congress with the means to
set levels directly for agricultural assistance.
The fund does contain target levels of spend-
ing for health, voluntary family planning, and
maintaining the renewable natural resource
base, but neither earmarks nor targets are in-
cluded for agriculture. The 1987 authorization
bill for the fund contained language directing
support for agricultural development, but it did

‘The issue of the amount of bilateral funds being spent on
African agriculture is further clouded because of involvement
of more than one AID Bureau. While a majority of funding for
Africa goes through the Africa Bureau, other bureaus such as
Science & Technology, Policy and Program Coordination, Pri-
vate Enterprise, and Food for Peace and Voluntary Assistance,
have programs concerning agriculture development in Africa.
No single AID data system provides a breakdown of all AID’s
agricultural funding to Africa for each of these bureaus (or for
AID as a whole),

Table 6-2.—AID Economic Support Funds (ESF) as a Percent of the Africa Bureau’s
Agriculture Portfolioa, 1979-87

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 (est.)

Obligations . . . . . . . . . 12.5 24.6 20.3 20.2 28.9 34.5 42.4 28.9 29.0
Expenditures. . . . . . . . 6.6 24.2 26.5 11.7 27.9 27.5 32.9 34.5 32.8
aThe agriculture portfolio Includes AID’s Africa Bureau funding for DA and ESF. It does not include Public Law 480 funding nor funds used by other AID Bureaus

SOURCE U S Agency for International Development, Africa Bureau, Agriculture and Rural Development Functional Review FY 1978-1987, July 1986, updated 1987
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not pass. The Conference Report (Report 100-
498) concerning fiscal year 1988 foreign assis-
tance appropriations includes only vague direc-
tion for agricultural uses of the fund. Congress’
difficulty in directing funds specifically to Afri-
can agricultural development and the result-
ing increased flexibility for AID to determine
the level and direction of its program indicate
an increased importance for effective congres-
sional oversight regarding AID’s support for
resource-enhancing approaches to agricultural
development.

Multilateral Assistance

U.S. multilateral development assistance
makes up about 11 percent of the total U.S. for-
eign aid budget for fiscal year 1988 and is pro-
vided to several types of organizations (45). The
multilateral development banks (MDBs) receive
the majority of U.S. assistance and two of them,
the World Bank and the African Development
Bank, support agricultural development in
Africa. The World Bank is the primary lender.
A second set of organizations has been lumped
under the funding category International Orga-
nizations and Programs which, like the MDBs,
have their individual funding levels set by Con-
gress. The United Nations Development Pro-
gram (UNDP), the International Fund for Agri-
cultural Development (IFAD), and the United
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), each with
African agriculture-related programs, receive

the majority of the funding under this category
(at least 75 percent since 1981), A third cate-
gory is organizations in which the United States
participates and which assess the United States
a membership fee, usually a percentage of the
organization’s budget (e.g., the U.N. Food and
Agriculture Organization, which assesses the
United States a fee equal to 25 percent of its
annual budget). Other international organiza-
tions may receive funds directly from U.S. agen-
cies. For example, the 13 international agricul-
tural research centers of the Consultative Group
on International Agriculture Research (CGIAR)
system receive their U.S. contributions through
AID.

Funding to the first two groups, international
organizations and multilateral development
banks, has followed the general trend in
bilateral assistance by increasing between 1980
and 1985 and then declining through 1987 (ta-
ble 6-3). Although the following discussion fo-
cuses on multilateral development banks, the
other or animations can also play important
roles in the enhancement of low-resource agri-
culture. For example, a 1985 AID evaluation
found that “I FAD is making a significant con-
tribution to improving the economic conditions
of the rural poor in developing countries” partly
through the use of technologies adapted spe-
cifically for small, low-income farmers (52).

The World Bank and the African Develop-
ment Bank provide two types of loans. The

Table 6-3.–U.S. Support of Multilateral Development Institutions, 1980.88

Obligations (millions $)

Organization 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988a (est.)

International
Organizations
and Programsb. . . . . . . 208C 210 215 270 315 362 266 237 245

Multilateral
Development
Banks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,478 986 1,262 1,487 1,324 1,548 1,143 1,207 1,206

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,686 1,196 1,476 1,757 1,639 1,910 1,408 1,444 1,450
a Congressional appropriation
b Includes support for certain development, humanitarian, and scientific programs of the United Nations and the Organization of American States funded by voluntary

government contributions, according to the AID Corrgressional Presentations, fiscal years 1980 through 1988.
C 1980 data do not include $52 million for the U.N. Relief and Works Agency in order to provide consistent data. Funding for the U.N. Relief and Works Agency was

switched from the international Program funding to the U.S. Department of State’s Migration and Refugee Account In the years following.

SOURCES: U.S. Agency for International Development, Congressional Presentations, for fiscal years 1981 through 1988 (Washington, DC: AID).
U.S. Department of State, United States Contributions to International Organizations: Report to the Congress for Fiscal Year 1985 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of State, 1986).
Sanford, Jonathan, “Multilateral Development Banks: Issues for the 100th Congress,” IB8731B (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, Library
of Congress, Jan. 12, 1988).
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World Bank’s International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development (IBRD) and the Afri-
can Development Bank (AfDB) borrow from
world capital markets and provide loans to de-
veloping countries at near-market interest rates.
The World Bank’s International Development
Association (IDA) and the African Development
Bank’s African Development Fund (AfDF) pro-
vide long-term, below market interest loans to
the poorest developing countries (countries hav-
ing per-capita GNP below $791 in 1984 dollars).
IDA has provided the majority of World Bank
lending for African agricultural development
and is especially important in the poorest coun-
tries but, IBRD has also provided a significant
portion of agricultural funding, especially for
West Africa (75).

U.S. funding of the World Bank has been er-
ratic over the past decade (table 6-4). For IDA
8 (the 3-year replenishment beginning in 1988),
the United States has pledged a total of $2.875
billion or approximately $960 million per year,
subject to congressional appropriation. In the
past, Congress has stretched some 3-year com-
mitments to 4 years and thereby reduced the

United States’ contribution. For fiscal year
1988, Congress has appropriated $915 million
for IDA. Forty-five percent of all donors’ con-
tributions to IDA 8 are earmarked for Africa
and approximately 60 percent are intended for
policy reform.

U.S. contributions to AfDF have risen more
predictably from $10 million in 1978 to $90 mil-
lion in 1987. Contributions to AfDF have not
been reduced by the current budget reductions
in part because AfDF receives a comparatively
small contribution and because its work is read-
ily identifiable with African development.

U.S. contributions to IBRD and AfDB are
more difficult to assess because both banks bor-
row money on capital markets for their lend-
ing. Donors contribute to each in two ways:
through direct capital contributions and via
money held against potential defaults (callable
capital). Part of the U.S. contribution (7 per-
cent for the IBRD in 1987) is used to increase
the financial stability of the bank, increase its
borrowing ability, and act as a source of funds
if recipients default (44).

Table 6-4.—U.S. Contributions to Muitilateral Development Banks Funding African Development,
1978.87

Year Congressional appropriations (millions $)a

The World Bank AfDB b AfDF b

Special Facility for
IBRDC IDAd Sub-Saharan Africae IFC f

1978 . . . . . . . . . . . 38.0 800.0 — 38.0 — 10.0
1979 . . . . . . . . . . . 16.3 1,258.0 — 40.1 25.0
1980 . . . . . . . . . . .

—
16.3 1,072.0 — 19.0 25.0

1981 . . . . . . . . . . .
—

32.8 520.0 — — 18.0 41.7
1982 . . . . . . . . . . . 146.9 700.0 — 14.5 — 58.3
1983 . . . . . . . . . . . 126.0 945,0 — — — 50.0
1984 . . . . . . . . . . . 79.7 945.0 — — 18.0 50.0
1985 . . . . . . . . . . . 139.7 900.0 — — 18.0 50.0
1986 . . . . . . . . . . . 105.0 669.9 71.8 27.8 15.5 60.0
1987 . . . . . . . . . . . 55.8
1988 9 . . . . . . . . . .

830.1 64.8 7.2 20.5 90.4
40.2 915.0 — 20.3 9.0 75.0

a Data for IBRD and AfDB reflect paid in capital and do not include callable capital.
b AfDB and AfDF: African Development Bank and African Development Fund. These are African equivalents to the IBRD and IDA, respectively, and provide near-market

rate loans and confessional rate loans to the poorest countries in Africa.
C IBRD: International Bank for Reconstruction and Development. IBRD borrows from world capital markets and makes loans at near-commercial interest rates for productive

purposes mainly to middle income countries.
d IDA: international Development Association, IDA makes concessional (no interest) loans to the poorest countries for productive purposes, Funding is obtained from

developed countries and IBRD earnings.
e Special Facility for Sub-Saharan Africa, A special 3-year fund set up in 1985 to make loans in support  of policy reform work in IDA-eligible African countries. Funding

is obtained and supplied along IDA lines.
f IFC: International Finance Corporation, The IFC makes loans and equity investments in local privatelY owned firms in developing countries
g Data for 1988 do not include a $44.4 million, first-t~me contribution to the new Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency of the World Bank whose purpose is to

provide noncommercial risk insurance for private investment in developing countries.

SOURCES: Jonathan Sanford, “Multilateral Development Banks: Legislation Affecting US. Participation” (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, June 29, 1987).
Jonathan Sanford, “Multilateral Development Banks: Issues for the 100th Congress,” IB8731 B (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, Jan. 12, 1988)
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Legislated congressional direction to mul-
tilateral banks working in Africa has recently
stressed the need to ensure environmental sus-
tainability of funded projects, increase atten-
tion to the poor and to women, and increase
participation of indigenous organizations hav-
ing grassroots connections to the poor (H. R.
3750 which was passed as part of the Continu-
ing Resolution for fiscal year 1988). Congress
has not given agricultural development the
same attention. In fact, legislation reauthoriz-
ing U.S. participation in the multilateral devel-
opment banks is concerned more with possi-
ble agricultural competition with the United
States than the type of agricultural development
the banks are supporting (H.R. 3750).

Congress cannot set agricultural funding
levels because these organizations are inde-
pendent agencies. It can, however, direct the
U.S. representative to each bank to lobby for
making agricultural development even more of
a priority. Twenty-seven percent of the World
Bank’s assistance to Africa went to agriculture
and rural development between 1981 and 1985,
and in 1985 the AfDF allocated 38 percent of
its funding to agriculture. Because appropriat-
ing money directly for development of African
agriculture is not a possibility, congressional
oversight, backed by appropriations activity,
will remain an important way to influence these
organizations.

Congressional Oversight and a
Resource-Enhancing Approach

More effective congressional oversight is cru-
cial to the implementation of an approach to
enhance low-resource agriculture via bilateral
and multilateral programs. Congress has legis-
lated many elements of such an approach and
appropriated funding for agricultural develop-
ment. But concerns remain regarding AID and
the World Bank’s apparent difficulties in car-
rying out programs which support resource-
poor farmers, herders, and fishers.

Coordinating and Improving Oversight

In-depth and long-term oversight is hampered
by the time constraints and lack of relevant

knowledge facing Members of Congress and
ftheir staf . Individual members and small staffs

have little time to respond to complex long-term
development issues when these are only one
part of their wide and demanding responsibil-
ities. Responding to inadequately prepared
oversight activities may divert donor agency
resources and can have adverse impacts on de-
velopment programs. These problems are ag-
gravated and others are created by the many
congressional actors involved in development
assistance oversight and the lack of coordina-
tion among them. In addition to individual
member queries, seven committees (and addi-
tional subcommittees) have direct jurisdiction
over U.S. agricultural assistance, and still others
have oversight authority.

This duplication of effort also at times results
in contradictory directions from Congress. It
could be reduced by increasing formal and in-
formal cooperation among those currently in-
volved in oversight. Such cooperation has the
potential for increasing the quality of oversight
without increasing the energy and money spent
on it, helping maintain consistency in U.S. pro-
grams as individuals and issues change, and
reducing the wasted resources involved in AID
and others having to respond to similar requests
from different sources.

To improve the quality of information avail-
able, interested committees could improve their
expertise in development by establishing
groups of development experts to advise them
on AID and other donors’ work. Congress could
increase its consultation with persons having
long-term AID experience in the field and in
Washington, DC. This could be accomplished
by increasing informal contacts, increasing the
provision of congressional fellows from AID,
and by having congressional staff attend meet-
ings of AID mission directors and development
officers in the field.

Oversight could also be improved by increas-
ing the availability of information concerning
how and where assistance is used. The Con-
gressional Research Service’s computerized
foreign assistance budget could be expanded
to provide a better view of where money is be-
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ing spent. AID’s own ability to provide infor-
mation on its agricultural work in Africa is se-
verely constrained by the lack of a central
disaggregated database.

Reducing the Burden of Oversight

Congress has placed a series of reporting and
procurement requirements and restrictions on
AID’s work. According to AID, these have used
up large amounts of resources while reducing
their ability to respond to the diverse conditions
in Africa. Though a detailed analysis of AID’s
operations was not included in this assessment,
other OTA work indicates cause for concern
(64). AID has testified that at least 200 person-
years are necessary to respond to congressional
reporting requirements and information re-
quests regarding AID’s work worldwide (67).
These requirements and restrictions include:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

notification of reprogramming of funds;
responses to information requests by mul-
tiple committees and individual members;
mandated reports;
procurement requirements (e.g., buying
only U.S. products unless a time-consum-
ing waiver can be obtained);
restrictions on aid to individual countries;
restrictions on aid aimed at increasing pro-
duction of specific commodities;
informal earmarking of funds; and
formal earmarking of funds.

Direction on the use of funds and effective
congressional oversight are crucial responsi-
bilities of the U.S. legislative branch of govern-
ment. But opportunities clearly exist for Con-
gress to reduce the unnecessary burden of its
demands and restrictions on AID. Previously
discussed steps to improve the quality and
depth of oversight such as clarifying priorities,
coordinating oversight, and reducing pressures
to use aid for non-developmental purposes
would be likely to also decrease oversight’s bur-
den. Other congressional actions that could in-
crease AID’s effectiveness include reducing the
need to buy only U.S. equipment and commodi-
ties. These restrictions often result in the ac-
quisition of goods which are more expensive
and often inappropriate to African conditions.

Alternatively, they require substantial paper-
work to qualify for an exemption. For fiscal year
1988 Congress addressed this concern by ex-
empting the new African DA fund from the re-
striction to buy only U.S. products.

Another way to reduce AID’s reporting bur-
den would be to modify the requirement that
AID notify Congress of funding changes. AID
has argued that since only about 3 percent of
such notifications are of interest to congres-
sional committees, notification of low-level
changes in funding, perhaps of 10 percent or
less of a project’s budget, could be eliminated
(67). Congress did reduce reprogramming not-
ifications for DA in the fiscal year 1988 ap-
propriations. Evaluating the impacts of this re-
duction and the “buy-American” exemption for
Africa will be important for considering their
extension and possible expansion.

The issue of congressional earmarking for the
use of funds is more controversial. Disposing
of formal earmarks and reducing pressures for
informal earmarks would increase AID’s flex-
ibility, but it is uncertain that AID would use
that flexibility to carry out Congress’ intentions,
AID’s failure to address the needs of resource-
poor agriculturalists, despite congressional
direction to do so, raises concerns about the
effects of providing AID with additional flexi-
bility. Earmarks are a visible means (though not
necessarily always an effective one) for Con-
gress to ensure that assistance funds are spent
in accordance with congressional direction.
Congress has done away with the majority of
earmarks for African DA for fiscal year 1988.
While three spending targets (each one 10 per-
cent of the fund) are set for health, voluntary
family planning, and renewable resources, the
fund provides AID with increased flexibility
to program remaining money. A successful out-
come for this greater flexibility will depend on
more responsiveness on AID’s part, and on
more effective, less burdensome oversight. Con-
tinuing and increased flexibility can then be
based on AID’s carefully monitored per-
formance.

Congress can also increase the effectiveness
of its albeit less direct oversight of multilateral
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development agencies receiving U.S. funding. in which the Bank is improving its capability
For example, changes occurring at the World to do environmental analysis was partly there-
Bank offer Congress an opportunity to en- sult of congressional pressure.
courage reforms there. A major reorganization

THREE CATEG0RIES OF DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR A
RESOURCE-ENHANCING APPROACH

Three distinct though interrelated categories
of aid or recipient groups offer substantial op-
portunities for development assistance to ad-
dress” the needs of resource-poor agricul-
turalists:

1. local level activities, including support for
local institutions, households, and individual
agriculturalists;

2. the formal agricultural institutions sup-
porting agricultural development including
those providing research, education, extension,
and marketing; and

3. national policy formulation and implemen-
tation including assistance for the development
of supportive national policies and of national
capabilities to create, implement, and evaluate
them.

After evaluating the general lack of success
of U.S. efforts to support African agricultural
development, most experts agree on the need
to refocus on the “small farmer.” General agree-
ment also exists on the need to address all three
categories listed above, but that U.S.-supported
organizations have differing abilities to work
with each of them.

Development Assistance at the
Local Level

The common goal of most current assistance
at the local level is to increase the food secu-
rity of the farmer, herder, or fisher while set-
ting the stage for further development (34,54).
To do so it will be necessary to develop new
technologies and make them available along
with appropriate existing ones in order to in-
crease agricultural production and income.
This is a two-way process which allows agricul-
turalists to take advantage of opportunities
offered by agricultural institutions and govern-

ment policies while communicating their needs
to make the institutions and policies more ef-
fective. However, in the majority of cases lo-
cal level assistance provided by major donors
has not been successful in supporting devel-
opment because the assistance has not been
appropriate to local conditions nor applied in
a way that would be sustained by the resource-
poor farmer (1,30,65,72). Two lessons have been
learned from this lack of success. One is that
assistance activities must work with technol-
ogies that are appropriate to local environ-
mental and socioeconomic conditions (dis-
cussed in ch. 5). The second lesson is the need
for farmer participation to ensure that assis-
tance is appropriate to local conditions and that
development started with external assistance
will be maintained (7,19,41).

Major donor organizations (e.g., AID and the
World Bank) have not been effective at work-
ing at the local level nor with local institutions
whose membership includes resource-poor ag-
riculturalists. But certain other U.S.-funded
organizations have been more effective. These
include: U.S. private and voluntary organiza-
tions and the Peace Corps. Both have become
increasingly active in bridging the gap between
local organizations and the major donors. At
the same time, local African organizations and
the rural non-farm private sector are also
emerging as effective actors in their own right.

U.S. Private and Voluntary
Organizations

An estimated 300 U.S. private and voluntary
organizations (PVOs) had African programs
and were carrying out 2,700 projects in 1985.
About $460 million was spent by those PVOs,
60 percent of it from U.S. Government foreign
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Photo credit: Redenius/U.S. Peace Corps

The U.S. Peace Corps, like U.S. PVOs and local African groups, provides assistance with local level projects such as
this vegetable garden in Burkina Faso.

assistance (50 percent in emergency food aid
and 10 percent in development assistance) (28).
Under Section 123 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, a minimum of 13%
percent of the funding for the six Development
Assistance functional accounts, the Sahel De-
velopment Program, and International Disaster
Assistance are to be made available for the
activities of private and voluntary organiza-
tions. PVOs received $62.8 million from AID’s
Africa Bureau in fiscal year 1986, and in fiscal
year 1987 they received an estimated $42 mil-
lion (24). The decline in emergency needs and
the recognition that relief alone would not solve
the root causes of famine have led PVOs to in-
crease their attention to long-term social and
economic development, with agriculture being
an important subset of that work.

PVOs are commonly considered to have sev-
eral significant advantages and strengths appro-
priate to a resource-enhancing approach at the

local level (18,28,47,55). These include their abil-
ity to:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

work with the poor under difficult condi-
tions and help make public resources avail-
able to them,
work with indigenous organizations,
understand local conditions,
address equity issues,
work in regions where development has
been neglected,
use a participatory process,
use a long-term approach,
be flexible,
work in small projects, and
extend a proven technology [when favora-
ble policy and infrastructural conditions
exist).

Caution is necessary, however, in assuming that
these general strengths apply to each individ-
ual PVO or PVO project given their tremendous
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diversity and differences from country to coun-
try and project to project even within a single
organization.

These strengths, AID’s difficulties in work-
ing with the resource-poor agriculturalists, and
an increasingly politically active PVO commu-
nity have motivated Congress to consider in-
creasing the role of PVOs in U.S.-supported de-
velopment in Africa. However, as their role is
increased, certain common PVO weaknesses
should be acknowledged and addressed
(18,28,47). PVOs often:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

are unable to reach the very poorest,
lack technical expertise,
fail to address the role of women,
lack innovation,
depend too much on the continued pres-
ence of individuals capable of mobilizing
the population,
lack project replicability and sustainability,
have poor or nonexistent project evalu-
ations,
lack wide-scale impact, and
are difficult to coordinate because of their
large numbers.

Some PVOs are making efforts to overcome
these weaknesses. For instance, some are be-
ing linked with formal research organizations
to overcome their lack of technical expertise.
In this way, PVOs are involved in testing and
extending technologies to farmers while trans-
mitting needs and ideas back to the scientists.
Also, AID has facilitated the work of PVOs in
some countries by setting up quick-funding

sources at the mission level, known as umbrella
projects, that require less paperwork for small
PVO projects. In conjunction with these efforts
at increasing PVOs’ effectiveness, there re-
mains the more difficult task of evaluating in-
dividual PVOs on their actual abilities to sup-
port development at the local level. A further
challenge is present in the growing abilities of
African indigenous organizations. PVOs may
need to play a more supportive role by supply-
ing resources, training, and other assistance to
such organizations rather than directly imple-
menting their own projects.

The Peace corps

The Peace Corps has volunteers and pro-
grams in 25 African countries (68). Its overall
and Africa budgets have both increased stead-
ily since 1980 (table 6-5). The Peace Corps’ man-
date is to support the personnel needs of de-
veloping countries (especially for meeting the
basic human needs of the poor) with trained
Americans. Additionally, its goals are to pro-
mote a better understanding of the United
States within the developing countries and a
better understanding of developing country’s
societies by the American people (Public Law
87-293 as amended). Its programs respond to
locally identified needs, emphasizing individ-
ual training and strengthening local organiza-
tions (68). In Africa, the Peace Corps empha-
sizes agriculture, private sector development,
health, and education.

With 25 years of experience in people-to-
people work, the Peace Corps has come to be

Table 6-5.–The Peace Corps in Africa, 1980-87

Obligations Obligations for
worldwide Africa Volunteer years

Year (millions $) (millions $) in Africa

1980 103.3 38.6 2,035
1981 104.7 38.8 2,048
1982 104.7 40.6 1,989
1983 108.5 40.9 2,1 14a

1984 115.0 43.6 2,086
1985 129.5 47.0 2,124
1986 124.0 46.3 2,236
1987b 130.0 48.8 2,175
aEstimate
bData for 1987 are estimates and do not include data from the $7.2 million supplemental appropriation received in fiscal year 1987

SOURCES: Agency for International Development, Congressional Presentations, fiscal years 1982 through 1988; Peace Corps,
Congressional Presentations, fiscal years 1982 through 1988.
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appreciated by the African governments seek-
ing its help; many requests for volunteers re-
main unfilled. It has identified skills needed to
work at the local level and developed the abil-
ity to train its volunteers in local languages and
culture. Most volunteers work in conjunction
with African government programs and are
placed at the local level where they often pro-
vide links between national and local organi-
zations. Recognizing the technological con-
straints facing agricultural development, the
Peace Corps has made efforts to recruit an in-
creased number of technically trained vol-
unteers.

Because of these abilities, the Peace Corps
may have an even greater role to play in en-
hancing low-resource agriculture. In addition
to its direct work with resource-poor farmers
and herders, it also is in the position to be an
important intermediary between the larger
donors; formal agricultural organizations; lo-
cal organizations; and individual farmers,
herders, and fishers. For example, AID is pro-
viding small-project assistance funds for local
groups associated with volunteers. Such an ap-
proach increases the resources available to the
local groups but it has a potential disadvantage
in that it could change the Peace Corps’ role
(and the African perception of it) to a funder
rather than a provider of skills and training.

The quality of the Peace Corps’ agricultural
work varies from country to country and pro-
gram to program. The short-term nature of its
2-year volunteer tour and high volunteer attri-
tion contribute to this unevenness as does the
agency’s lack of effective institutional memory.
Short tours of service for staff add to these prob-
lems. High turnover rates, in part due to the
short tours but also to other difficulties, have
made long-term planning and implementation
difficult.

The overall impact of the Peace Corps’ work
is difficult to judge because it lacks an internal
formal evaluation process. African conditions
are changing rapidly and it is not clear whether
Peace Corps programs are keeping pace. Ef-
fective future work, based on actual strengths

rather than anecdotal evidence, will require an
improved evaluation system.

The Peace Corps’ African Food Systems Ini-
tiative (AFSI) is an attempt to respond to some
of these problems by developing long-term (5
to 10 years), localized approaches to food secu-
rity in each country. The program includes col-
laboration with AID and PVOs. For example,
AID has supported individual members of the
Peace Corps AFSI programming teams. The
Peace Corps has committed significant re-
sources to AFSI and will need continued fund-
ing for its success. Currently, AFSI operates
in Lesotho, Mali, Niger, and Zaire with a fiscal
year 1987 budget of $1.9 million. During its first
2 years, fiscal years 1986-87, 162 volunteers
were involved, with 99 of them beginning their
tours in fiscal year 1987. The program is pro-
jected to expand to Guinea, Senegal, and the
Central African Republic in fiscal year 1988.
One potential weakness of AFSI, like that of
the peace Corps generally, is that evaluation
has not yet become a well-defined, integral com-
ponent.

Local African Organizations

Many donors over the past decade, have come
to recognize that indigenous groups can be ef-
fective at the local level. Most often local groups
have received donor assistance to carry out
donors’ activities. To some donors, however,
local organizations are being seen as increas-
ingly capable partners that can implement their
own programs.

Despite this growing awareness, however,
these groups’ potential has been largely un-
tapped, especially by the major donors who in-
stead have focused on supporting more formal
government agencies and institutions (7,18,19,
42). The African Development Foundation is
not among the U.S. organizations included in
these discussions since it is the subject of a sep-
arate OTA assessment. It is, however, one of
the U.S. agencies attempting to maximize the
role of indigenous organizations (66].

Local organizations (also known as local
membership institutions or grassroots organi-
zations) are diverse. Some are informal, self-

76-578 0 - 88 - 4 : QL 3
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help groups; others are formal and organized
at the regional or national level. They may be
organized along single interests lines to man-
age a common resource, such as water-use so-
cieties and pastoral associations. Or they may
provide a single service as in the case of mar-
keting cooperatives and rotating credit asso-
ciations. They may be organized for multiple
functions and act as indigenous voluntary de-
velopment organizations comparable to non-
African PVOs (7,19). Approximately 100 such
groups from 18 countries in May 1987 formed
the pan-African Forum of African Voluntary
Development Organizations (FAVDO). FAVDO
hopes to link these organizations and to pro-
vide help in identifying development needs and
mobilize African and non-African support.

Local organizations can enhance the effec-
tiveness of development assistance programs
by increasing their relevance, cost-efficiency,
and sustainability. These groups can be effec-
tive in transferring information on local needs
and conditions to outside development agen-
cies while also representing farmers to donors,
the private sector, and government agencies.
They can mobilize resources such as labor,
management, and money for development
work and thus reduce demands on overbur-
dened government organizations and reduce
the need for external support of recurrent costs.
In addition, working through such groups al-
lows donor assistance to reach more farmers.
Sustainability can increase where group mem-
bers are involved in the design and manage-
ment of assistance activities since such involve-
ment often leads to greater commitment to
implementing the work and maintaining it once
outside assistance ends (7,19,23,71).

Certain conditions for successfully working
with local organizations are being identified.
Local organizations can best support develop-
ment if: they are involved in project decision-
making; they retain a high degree of self-
reliance and autonomy; their members and ben-
eficiaries maintain a degree of control over the
organization; and the organization can shift
project activities to meet the needs of its bene-
ficiaries (71). They cannot be successfully
forced into existence or managed by donor

organizations or national governments because
their success depends on membership commit-
ment. Their effectiveness can be destroyed,
moreover, by attempts to co-opt them into larger
bodies, by pushing them to exceed their capac-
ities, using them only as implementors of donor
activities, or by overfunding.

Large donors and national governments may
find working directly with local and intermedi-
ary institutions discouragingly difficult (7). The
formation and development of these groups is
not predictable and takes time. Program fund-
ing needs are comparatively low, increasing the
proportion of funding used in administration.
It is often difficult for large donors working
with local organizations to spend all their funds
within a required timeframe (usually on an an-
nual budget cycle). Also, significant donor re-
sources are needed to identify and evaluate
these groups. Despite these drawbacks, in-
creased support for large donor organizations
will be necessary as the number and abilities
of these local groups increase and their needs
outstrip the capabilities of smaller donors (e.g.,
PVOs) who presently support them (48). Large
donors may also have a role in linking these
organizations with formal agricultural institu-
tions so that the formal institutions better ad-
dress their needs.

The African Rural Non-Farm
Private Sector

Though even more diverse and often more
dispersed than local organizations, the rural
non-farm private sector could have significant
direct and indirect positive impacts on re-

source-poor agriculturalists. The non-farm sec-
tor can be defined as all economic activity apart
from crop or livestock production. Data o n
these activities are sparse and country-specific,
but it appears that the majority of rural non-
farm enterprises are small (95 percent have
fewer than five workers), have modest capital
requirements and show seasonal fluctuations
in output and labor demands (25).

Typically, 10-20 percent of rural employment
(with a range from 3-73 percent) and 25-30 per-
cent of rural income are derived from rural non-
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farm activity, Because non-farm earnings are
converted to money more often than agricul-
tural products, they constitute a large share of
cash income, often 50 percent. Surveys have
shown that 15-65 percent of farmers also have
secondary employment in non-farm enterprises
and that farm households devote 15-40 percent
of their working hours to income-generating
non-farm activities. These activities also pro-
vide women, especially in poorer households,
with opportunities to earn income (25).

Besides offering rural employment and in-
come, the non-farm private sector also provides
the agriculturalist with agricultural inputs, mar-
kets for products, and consumer goods. The
first forms a relatively weak market because
of African agriculture’s relatively small use of
inputs but could increase if more appropriate
inputs were made available and if credit sys-
tems were improved (25,32). Providing a mar-
ket for products is the most significant of the
three roles. Local processors and particularly
distributors purchase a major share of commer-
cialized produce in many areas. The market for
consumer goods and services provided to farm-
ers by the private sector is seen as an impor-
tant stimulus to the growth of the rural non-
farm economy both because of its potential high
growth rate as farmers’ income rises and due
to the large amount of labor it could absorb with
such growth (25).

Four means have been identified for support-
ing the development of non-farm enterprises.
First, and most importantly, increasing agri-
cultural productivity and income would in-
crease agriculturalists’ demand for goods and
services while also providing secure food sup-
plies for non-agricultural workers. Second, na-
tional policies can be redesigned to avoid dis-
crimination against non-farm enterprises in
such areas as credit availability, tariff struc-
tures, access to foreign exchange, licensing re-
quirements, and restrictions on the goods or
services they can provide. Third, direct assis-
tance to non-farm enterprises can be provided
in forms such as credit, technical assistance,
and training in marketing and management.
Evaluations have shown these types of pro-
grams to be cost-effective if they focus on one

major constraint to the enterprises instead of
trying to address all at once. Fourth, rural in-
frastructure (e.g., roads, water, transportation,
and electricity) can be improved, though it is
not yet clear in what sequence the infrastruc-
ture should be provided (25). Controversy ex-
ists over the attention paid to infrastructural
development. Some see it as essential for in-
creasing the adoption of new technology (11),
but others argue against significant assistance
for infrastructure because it may divert capi-
tal from agricultural production and often ben-
efits urban areas more than rural ones (36).
Some do not consider AID to have a compara-
tive advantage in infrastructural work even
though such projects have been used as an ef-
fective means to absorb sudden increases in
assistance to a country (30).

The potential of the indigenous private sec-
tor in a resource-enhancing approach varies sig-
nificantly across Africa and, therefore, the sec-
tor’s needs for assistance vary as well. Much
of the current private sector assistance provided
by major donor organizations overlooks non-
farm rural enterprises and little national pol-
icy reform work has been geared toward their
support.

Major donor organizations have been direct-
ing most agricultural policy assistance at larger,
more formal marketing and input supply serv-
ices, such as government marketing boards and
parastatals, sometimes with the purpose of turn-
ing them into private firms. Parastatals’ roles
are decreasing in many countries because of
increasing budget deficits and these efforts by
donors (21). Such privatization has contributed,
in some cases, to increases in agricultural pro-
duction (43).

Important to private sector assistance will be
opening the marketplace to multiple private sec-
tor enterprises and not just the conversion of
non-viable public monopolies and their replace-
ment with private ones (2). In some cases the
public sector may continue to be necessary to
serve resource-poor farmers and herders in
commercially unprofitable and geographically
isolated locations. Private sector assistance
needs to be monitored and evaluated as to
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whether benefits are being captured primarily
by larger enterprises.

Development Assistance in Support
of Formal Agricultural lnstitutions

The development and strengthening of Afri-
can agricultural institutions (research, educa-
tion, extension, credit, marketing organiza-
tions, etc.) is a second high priority category
of assistance in a resource-enhancing approach.
Supporting the development of agricultural in-
stitutions offers several general benefits. First,
well-developed African institutions will be
more efficient than external donors in provid-
ing direct services to agriculturalists. Second,
development programs are more likely to con-
tinue after donor assistance ends if in-country
institutions are capable of maintaining them.
Third, sound national policies and good eco-
nomic management can be encouraged and
supported by donors, but their implementation
and follow-through will primarily depend on
the abilities of the African institutions. Fourth,
the ability of recipient countries to absorb and
use foreign assistance in part depends on the
capacity of their institutions (7 I).

Agricultural development will depend on
strengthening African institutions in such areas
as research, education and training, policy anal-
ysis, and administration (38,46). Equally impor-
tant for the development of low-resource agri-
culture will be the ability of these institutions
to address the specific needs and constraints
of resource-poor agriculturalists.

Support for staff training and other institu-
tional development of agricultural institutions
will require relatively high levels of long-term,
stable funding usually available only from
larger donor organizations. Cooperation and
coordination among donors working with each
individual institution and between institutions
providing interlocking services to the same
agriculturalists will also be essential.

Training

Training is a major focus of AID’s efforts to
strengthen African agricultural institutions. It

provides training to African professionals
through numerous programs in the United
States, in the recipient country, and in other
developing countries. Data on the total num-
ber of people trained in-country or in third
countries are sparse, but the numbers are con-
siderable because most AID projects contain
a training element. From 1980 to mid-1987,
3,523 Africans received short- and long-term
agricultural training in the United States, pri-
marily at universities (59).

AID funds training in several ways. Individ-
ual bilateral projects programmed by the mis-
sion can have training components. Centrally
funded programs overseen by AID’s Science
and Technology Bureau (e.g., the African Grad-
uate Fellowship Program, the African Man-
power Development Project, and the Sahel
Manpower Development Program) also provide
training. Finally, AID supports agricultural
schools in Africa that provide training for
faculty and students. As part of its 1985 “Plan
for Supporting Agricultural Research and
Faculties of Agriculture in Africa,” AID is sup-
porting seven schools of agriculture in Came-
roon, Kenya, Zimbabwe, Uganda, Burkina
Faso, Sierra Leone, and Lesotho (the first three
receive high levels of support). In all seven
cases, the actual training is being carried out
by U.S. universities under contract to AID. The
Africa Bureau spent between 4 and 7 percent
of its agricultural portfolio on training (1979-
87) (table 6-6). Data for overall AID African
training expenditures are not available.

Several factors are important for such train-
ing to enhance low-resource agriculture. Assis-
tance for training needs to:

c

●

●

●

build increased understanding of the spe-
cific features and needs of low-resource
agriculture,
ensure that women receive adequate train-
ing opportunities and that men are trained
in working with women’s needs,
provide as much training as possible in
Africa,
support changes in African curricula to
ensure their relevance to African low-
resource conditions, and
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Table 6.6.—AID Funding for Agricultural Education and Traininga

in the Africa Bureau’s Agriculture Portfoliob, 1979-87

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 (est.)
Expenditures

Total (millions $) . . . . . . . . . . 5.9 7.6 14.6 15.1 14.8 14.0 13.0 14.9 23.8
As a percent of total

agriculture portfolio . . . . . 5.0 4.3 6.0 7,7 6.2 5.6 5.3 4.9 4.9
Obligations

Total (millions $) . .........14.1 14.4 14.6 20.4 17.4 12.7 14.5 16.6 21.1
As a percent of total

agriculture portfolio . . . . . 6.4 5.4 5.2 6.5 5.5 3.7 3.6 4.7 6.7
aThese are funds for training individuals, A separate budgetary category contains funds for the infrastructural needs Of training institutions
bThe agriculture portfolio includes Africa Bureau funding from DA and ESF, It does not include PL 480 funding nor funds used by other Bureaus

SOURCE U.S Agency for International Development, Africa Bureau, Agriculture and Rural Development: functional Review FY 7978-1987, July 1986, updated 1987

● educate Africans at U.S. institutions able
to provide suitable knowledge while sup-
porting graduate and postgraduate re-
search in Africa.

Questions have been raised concerning the rele-
vance of AID-supported training to African
conditions. Although U.S. assistance has led
to large numbers of trained Africans, it has not
yet had a major impact on the rural sector (26).
AID relies heavily on U.S. universities, espe-
cially State agricultural schools, for training.
Although the existence and abilities of these
universities is one of the strengths of U.S. de-
velopment assistance (30), there are also draw-
backs. The majority of U.S. schools operate in
ways not necessarily relevant to African agri-
cultural needs (4,56). For example:

Low-resource agriculture is not a focus of
most U.S. schools.
African technical needs often require
different technologies and often focus on
different crops than those used by U.S. agri-
culture.
The resources a student has available and
comes to depend on at U.S. universities
may not be available upon return to an Afri-
can institution.
U.S. agricultural disciplines tend to be nar-
row, with little opportunity to engage in
broader problem-solving work.
U.S. schools generally provide few incen-
tives for doing international work or for
supporting long-term efforts.

Institution-Building

Support for agricultural training will not have
its full impact if African agricultural institu-
tions are not developed concurrently. At
present, many trained Africans find their skills
unused or underused because they have no in-
stitutional base from which to work. Therefore,
support for building African institutions them-
selves is an important adjunct to training. Ex-
perts agree that the provision of institution-
building assistance can be most effective if it:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

provides long-term support (for 15-25 years)
combined with steady levels of funding;
provides core funds for institutions to
cover costs not met by funds from individ-
ual projects;
develops incentives and provides funds for
policy makers, researchers, and extension
agents to do field work;
links research, extension, educational, and
policymaking institutions with one another
and with local institutions;
uses flexible approaches that can match
changing local needs;
supplies newly trained Africans with start-
up funds and support for collaborating
with senior scientists; and
develops methods for institution-building

that promote links between agricultural in-
stitutions and resource-poor agricul-
t u r a l i s t s .

The results of past donor attempts at
institution-building have been mixed. The
World Bank is among the most active donors
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in this type of program but evaluations of its
work have been critical of its methods and re-
sults. Only 50 percent of the World Bank’s agri-
cultural projects achieved some degree of suc-
cess in institution-building in 1985, a drop from
the 63 percent success rate over the period 1979-
84 (74). The Bank’s institution-building objec-
tives have often been tacked onto agricultural
projects, taking a backseat to production goals
and the need for rapid disbursement of funds.
The needs of recipient institutions have not
been well analyzed and foreign technical assis-
tance has been used to circumvent institutional
problems instead of working to solve them.
Overall, the World Bank has not been effective
at supporting development of agricultural in-
stitutions such as universities, research insti-
tutions, and co-ops nor has it been successful
at linking farmer organizations with support-
ing institutions (71).

The World Bank recently completed a de-
tailed analysis of ongoing African research and
research needs which in part details the impor-
tance of long-term strengthening of African na-
tional research systems, universities, and train-
ing. Although this work makes it clear that
research must address the actual conditions
faced by the small farmers there is little recog-
nition of the role farmers, their organizations,
and their knowledge can play in supporting

Photo credit: F. Botts/U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization

A resource-enhancing approach to African agriculture
places a high priority on supporting African research

institutions. This is a laboratory of the Burundi
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries.

technology development and diffusion nor does
it suggest a role for the World Bank in linking
farmers, herders, and fishers to African na-
tional research institutions (77,78).

Nevertheless, positive changes in the World
Bank’s efforts can be seen in some of its work
begun in the 1980s. A number of projects have
begun with more thorough analyses of the re-
cipient institutions’ needs, with institutional de-
velopment their primary goal, and with long-
term training programs (71). The World Bank
also has increased lending for African agricul-
tural institutions providing research, extension,
training, credit, and marketing services (34,71,
79). Despite these improvements, evaluation of
the World Bank’s East Africa portfolio found
that promoting agricultural growth will require
substantial additional investment in training,
and in building and strengthening agricultural
institutions. According to the study, major ef-
forts are needed to increase institutions’ capac-
ities to provide a full range of services, and per-
form the data collection and analysis on which
to base critical decisions (35).

AID is considered to have a comparative ad-
vantage in providing assistance for institutional
development, although its work too has had
only moderate success and its emphasis in this
area is insufficient. For example, a recent evalu-
ation of AID’s work in six African countries
found that 13 percent of assistance was spent
on education and training while only 2.3 per-
cent was spent in support of agricultural re-
search (30).

AID has taken several steps to improve its
ability to provide assistance for institution-
building, especially agricultural research. The
agency estimates that $55 to $60 million are spent
annually for these purposes by all bureaus. This
increased emphasis is shown by Africa Bureau
funding (table 6-7). AID released its “Plan for
Supporting Agricultural Research and Facul-
ties of Agriculture in Africa” in May 1985 as
another part of this greater emphasis on train-
ing and research institution-building. The plan
focuses U.S.-supported research by directing
the majority of AID’s resources to 22 countries,
8 agricultural commodities, and a small set of
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Table 6-7.—AID Funding for Agricultural Research and Research Capacity in the
Africa Bureau’s Agriculture Portfolioa, 1979.87

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 (est.)

Expenditures
Total (millions $) . . . . . . . . . . 10.4 16.2 25.8 26.6 29.5 29.1 30.2 37.8 51.0
As a percent of total

portfolio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8.8 9.2 10.6 13.6 12.4 11.7 12.2 12.5 10.5

Obligations
Total (millions $) . .........31.3 32.5 46.0 45.9 39.8 40.1 34.3 44.1 45.6
As a percent of total

portfolio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14.3 12.3 16.4 14.7 12.7 11.6 8.6 12.5 14.4

aThe agriculture portfoilo includes Africa Bureau funding from DA and ESF. It does not include Public Law 480 funding nor funds used by other Bureaus.

SOURCE Agency for International Development, Africa Bureau, Agriculture and Rural Development: Functional Review FY 1978-1987, July 1966, updated 1987

research problems. For example, the plan em-
phasizes mixed crop/animal farming instead of
assistance to pastoralists due to past failures
in range management. In 8 countries that have
relatively strong research capacity, assistance
will support increased capabilities to produce
technologies. The 14 other countries with lower
research capacity are to be supported in devel-
oping their ability to import and adapt technol-
ogy. In addition, research networks are to be
supported that address regional needs, that sup-
port countries with the weakest research sys-
tems, and that provide links with the Interna-
tional Agricultural Research Centers. Currently
AID is supporting work on all 8 commodities,
and is active in 7 of 8 “technology generating”
countries, and 13 of 14 “technology adapting”
countries.

AID’s approach to institution-building is
based on its understanding of the importance
of improving African technical capabilities; that
successful technology development requires a
long-term approach; and that farming-systems
research is one way to bridge the gap between
researchers and farmers, herders, and fishers.
Overall, AID has developed a strategy that em-
phasizes small farmers, food crops, and in-
creased donor coordination. Many of the prom-
ising technologies identified in this report are
being supported by AID (53).

AID’s research plan is an important step in
focusing attention on the technical needs of
African agriculture. However, the plan may be
too narrow in several respects. The AID Plan,
much like the World Bank’s approach, does not
address the role of the farmer in technology de-

velopment. Farming systems research is pre-
sented less as a vehicle for farmer participa-
tion than as a means to ensure the acceptability
of new technologies. Also, serious questions
have been raised regarding AID’s commitment
to farming systems research. Another concern
is the reduced number of commodities to be
researched. While this reduction can help fo-
cus resources it also means that regionally im-
portant minor crops playing a large role in Afri-
can nutrition and making up an important
component of many farming systems may be
neglected. Also, too little effort has been given
to research and development of technologies
for processing well-adapted tropical crops into
desired food products (5). Parallel attention to
research for livestock systems, fisheries and for-
estry, upon which many low-resource agricul-
turalists depend, has also been lacking.

A significant common weakness of much
donor assistance to African agricultural insti-
tutions has been the failure to promote links
to resource-poor agriculturalists. The lack of
impact of agricultural assistance as a whole can
be traced in part to a failure to develop tech-
nologies relevant to African agriculture, Afri-
can extension agents find themselves with noth-
ing to offer farmers and herders. Evaluations
have shown that donor support for technology
development has been inappropriate for
resource-poor agriculturalists. Reasons for this
inappropriateness include (6,14,40,72):

● failure to analyze if the technology was tai-
lored to the needs of resource-poor agricul-
turalists, for example, by avoiding expen-
sive inputs or minimizing risk;
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●

●

●

●

●

●

●

ignoring the importance of other farm
operations, local cultural and ethnic fac-
tors, and the local environment;
ignoring the effects of the new technology
on recipients;
ignoring gender differences and not ensur-
ing female participation;
a lack of farmer involvement and on-farm
testing;
an absence of multidisciplinary research;
an emphasis on short-term projects; and
failure to account for national policies.

If future technology development by African
institutions is to avoid repeating these mistakes,
attention must be paid now to how institution-
building can be done in a way supportive of
developing low-resource agriculture. Develop-
ment organizations need to address this issue
and draw together the expertise of the univer-
sities, the private sector, international agricul-
tural research centers, and African institutions
that have worked in this area.

An important part of drawing together this
expertise will be an increased coordination of
efforts. Coordination of research activity is par-
ticularly necessary to prevent duplication of ef-
forts by the large number of donors, national
governments, and networks involved in re-
search. An example of increased coordination
in research is the Special Program for African
Agricultural Research (SPAAR), established in
1985 by 15 major donors to support coordina-
tion and strengthen African national research
institutions. It has a small secretariat located
at the World Bank and six working groups: re-
gional research networks; promising technol-
ogies; an information system on donor-funded
research; guidelines and strategies for build-
ing national research capabilities; forestry; and
education and training (77,78). In addition,
SPAAR supplies small grants to African sci-
entists through the International Foundation
for Science in Stockholm.

The International Agricultural
Research Centers

Thirteen International Agricultural Research
Centers (IARCS) located worldwide, with a

combined budget in 1986 of $235 million, are
supported by 39 national, multinational, and
private donors under the auspices of the Con-
sultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR). Each has responsibility for
certain food crops, animals, or farming systems
and all have programs concerning Africa. They
are internationally staffed and independent of
their host governments. Four are located in
Africa: the International Institute of Tropical
Agriculture in Nigeria, the International Live-
stock Center for Africa in Ethiopia, the Inter-
national Laboratory for Research on Animal
Diseases in Kenya, and the West African Rice
Development Association in Liberia. Seven
other centers have personnel stationed in Africa
and two centers research African policy and
research management issues. With increasing
international attention on Africa, the centers
have increased their African work, and about
50 percent of the CGIAR system’s resources are
now devoted to Africa. Questions have been
raised, however, about the propriety of an orga-
nization with worldwide responsibilites spend-
ing such a large percentage on one region (29).

AID has funded the CGIAR system since its
founding through contributions to core fund-
ing and through special projects. From 1978
to 1986, AID funded at least 25 percent of the
system’s annual core budget. U.S. core contri-
butions peaked in 1986 at $46.25 million and
declined to an estimated $40 million (21 per-
cent of the core budget) in 1987 (60). The United
States also supports specific projects at the
centers. U.S. funding of such projects totaled
$14 million in 1986 (10).

In addition to the CGIAR system there are
approximately one dozen other international
agricultural research centers. Those with rele-
vance for African agriculturalists include the
International Fertilizer Development Center,
and the International Soybean Program, both
in the United States, and the International
Council for Research on Agroforestry and the
International Center for Insect Physiology and
Ecology, both in Kenya.

The CGIAR and non-CGIAR centers’ work
in Africa have had less than their anticipated
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Photo credit: Donald Plucknett/Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research

Scientists from the International Center for Tropical
Agriculture (CIAT) and the Rwandan national research
system cooperate on bean research. Such collabora-
tive work is important to increasing the benefits of
research sponsored by the International Agricultural

Research Centers.

impact on agricultural development. Recently,
CGIAR has reevaluated its goals and research
methods and has determined ways in which
to increase the impact of its work (8,11):

●

●

●

c

including multiple new crop varieties, each
adapted to different local conditions, in-
stead of one or two single “breakthrough”
varieties;
addressing farming systems and moving
the location of research away from re-
search stations to do so;
modifying research goals for new technol-
ogies which reduce the farmer’s risk in
addition to increasing production; and
strengthening African national research
centers.

These new attitudes are reflected in the centers’
increased outreach programs, increased work
on farmers’ fields, attention to African crop and
livestock varieties, research on African farm-
ing systems, and attention to environmental
sustainability. The centers are working toward
an improved balance between field work and
work done at the experiment stations. The ef-
fects of these changes are important also be-

cause national research institutions often adopt
approaches used by the international centers
(31).

While the CGIAR system claims to be increas-
ing its attention to on-farm conditions, criti-
cisms remain that centers have not fully im-
plemented this shift. For example, concerns
have been raised about the relevance of on-
station work for the farmer. Some feel that too
little effort has been made to grow diverse va-
rieties in farmers’ field (or under simulated
farmer conditions). Plant breeders have not fo-
cused on ensuring that improved varieties pro-
vide stable yields throughout the area where
they are to be grown and on ensuring that their
resistance to pests is durable (5). A further con-
straint is the lack of commitment to including
the farmer as a partner in research and even
to talking with farmers and consumers to guide
the setting of objectives early in a crop or live-
stock breeding program.

The issue of where to focus research is also
unresolved. Arguments in favor of directing re-
search to the most favored geographic areas to
reap the quickest and most economical results
contrast with arguments to increase research
on the more marginal areas where large num-
bers of people live and raise their food (11,37).
Disagreements between centers located inside
and outside Africa over responsibility for spe-
cific commodity research, for example, maize,
have also hampered the system’s work and need
to be resolved. Overall, the centers would ben-
efit from stronger ties to African and non-
African scientists through better communica-
tion and joint projects (5).

The CGIAR system has played an important
educational role, providing training to about
6,200 Africans between 1962 and 1984 through
short courses, degree programs, and post-
doctoral work. This figure underestimates the
actual number trained because it counts only
those trained at the headquarters of each cen-
ter (9). Training makes up about 12 percent of
the funds CGIAR spends in Africa (29). How-
ever, training programs need to increase em-
phasis on training women who make up less
than 10 percent of those trained by the system
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(8). Training impact also would be improved
if the centers’ increased their collaboration with
African universities (29).

The CGIAR system has recognized the im-
portance of supporting the development of na-
tional research systems but it spends only 1.6
percent of its operational budget on such sup-
port (11). In addition, only a small part of its
training has been related to institution-building
at the national level. The International Service
for National Agricultural Research was estab-
lished in 1980 as the lead center in support of
national agricultural research systems. Al-
though its impact has not been evaluated, de-
mands for assistance have outrun its capacity
to respond. Institution-building is seen as a high
priority for future CGIAR work (11), but ques-
tions remain regarding how much the system
is willing to divert from its primary focus on
research. The centers will remain important
sources of agricultural research and training
and have potential for support and strength-
ening national research institutions. However,
donors’ assistance to the international centers
can complement but cannot substitute for
directly supporting the development of national
research systems.

Development Assistance To Support
National Level Policy Reform

A third focus of development assistance in
a resource-enhancing approach involves a wide
range of programs that support African policy
reforms at the national level. One lesson learned
in the 1970s by donors was that assistance for
local and institutional development can be off-
set by unsupportive and counterproductive na-
tional policies (33). Such policies have resulted
from multiple factors but include a lack of at-
tention to the needs of low-resource agricul-
ture, over-investment in other sectors, and a
dependence on export agriculture to finance
other efforts. National governments and donors
have contributed to these errors.

AID and the World Bank have placed increas-
ing importance over the past decade on the need
to adjust national policies (tables 6-8 and 6-9),
concentrating on a set of macroeconomic and

agriculture-specific policies identified as con-
straints to broad economic development. They
and other donors supply large amounts of non-
project lending, cash, and commodity aid to en-
courage national governments’ agreement to
institute changes such as (76,57):

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

reducing overvalued exchange rates and
restrictions on imports,
reducing government expenditures,
removing biased tax and trade policies,
increasing farmgate prices that are below
national and world markets,
reducing the monopolies of both state mar-
keting boards that maintain low com-
modity prices and inefficient agricultural
input distribution organizations,
increasing opportunities for the private
sector,
cutting subsidies for costly agricultural in-
puts used primarily by the richest farmers,
and
cutting consumer food subsidies.

Theoretically, these policy reforms could help
resource-poor farmers significantly by ending
policies that are favorable to large farms and
encourage food imports, and by increasing farm
prices, investment in infrastructure, and the
efficiency of the market (30). It is not clear, how-
ever, if current policy reform efforts are hav-
ing these impacts. Reform is often focused on
broad macroeconomic changes and, in some
cases, has not yet been tailored to adjust agri-
cultural policies more specifically (16). Where
changes have occurred in agricultural policy
their impacts on resource-poor farmers are
unclear.

The swift rise in funding for policy reform
has outpaced efforts to evaluate its impacts. Pro-
grams have been based on hypotheses regard-
ing responses to policy changes rather than on
data of actual responses. This lack of macroeco-
nomic work in the agricultural sector has left
macroeconomic analysis inadequately linked
to actual farmer behavior (34). The deficiencies
of macroeconomic analysis and lack of adequate
evaluation of policy reform’s impact on re-
source-poor farmers leads to concerns over how
quickly reform has become a priority for de-
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Table 6.8.-AID Funding for Policy Reform and Economic Stabilization in the
Africa Bureau’s Agriculture Portfolioa,1979-87

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 (est)

Expenditures
Total (mil l ions $)....... . . 7.9 39.6 57.3 18.0 60.5 69.7 79.5 108.4 170.9
As a percent of

agriculture portfolio . . . . 6.7 22.5 23.6 9.2 25.4 27.7 32.1 35.9 35.2

Obligations
Total (million $).... . . . . . . 26.9 57.9 47.9 60.7 81.4 124.3 172.9 123.3 90.2
As percent of total

agriculture portfolio . . . . 12.3 21.9 17,1 19.5 25.8 36.0 43.2 34.9 28.5

aThe agriculture portfolio includes Africa Bureau funding from DA and ESF It does not Include Public Law 480 funding nor funds used by other Bureaus.

SOURCE U S Agency for International Development, Africa Bureau, Agriculture and Rural Development: Functional Review FY 1978-1987, July 1986, updated 1987

Table 6.9.—World Bank Policy Reform Lending to Sub-Saharan Africa, 1984-87

Fiscal Commitments to Reform Reform lending as a
year Sub-Saharan Africa Iending a Percentage of commitments

($ millions)
1984 . . . . . . . . . . 2,338 819 35 ”/0
1985 . . . . . . . . . . 1,598 193 12 ”/0
1986 . . . . . . . . . . 2,582 1,210 470/0
1987 . . . . . . . . . . 2,285 1,261 550/0
alncludes IDA and IBRD lending.

SOURCE World Bank, Special Office for African Affairs, 1987

velopment assistance. Results from initial
evaluations have not yet confirmed the theo-
retical benefits for resource-poor agricul-
turalists and in some cases have proved that
the initial assumptions used are wrong (17).
While some evaluations show that policy re-
forms in conjunction with other conditions
(e.g., good weather) can lead to increases in na-
tional crop production, it remains difficult to
link reforms specifically with increases in
resource-poor agriculturalists’ income and pro-
duction. Where such links can be made, it ap-
pears that the minority of better-off small
farmers are the primary beneficiaries (22,69,70].

Within policy reform activities, the basis for
the current emphasis on pricing has also been
questioned. Real prices for food and/or export
crops were already increasing in many Afri-
can countries in the 1970s and declining real
food and export crop prices were not common
(2o). Also, price reforms may have less impact
on total production and food security in real-
ity than they do in theory. Depending on the
circumstances, farmers often sell commodities

for a higher or lower than official price in pri-
vate or informal markets, In response to rais-
ing the price of one commodity, farmers may
grow more of that commodity but less of other
important crops. Price policies are important
but require careful macroeconomic analysis on
a country-by-country and even local basis. Blan-
ket pricing policy changes thus do not seem
to be a wise strategy for the entire continent.

Initial results show that reform may actually
hurt segments of the rural population includ-
ing resource-poor agriculturalists, Macroeco-
nomic reforms have been encouraged by donors
without full regard to the negative effects on
poor people’s income and welfare (especially
children) caused by deflationary effects on the
economy and reduced government spending
(12). In addition, increases in food prices also
may have had adverse impacts on the poorest
farmers. For example, about 40 percent of the
farmers in Mali are net food buyers who per-
form non-farm work to be able to afford enough
food. Increased food prices have forced them
to spend more of their income on food (17). At-
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tention to how reform affects farmer income
could help avoid such negative impacts. Reform
needs to be more concerned with maintaining
economic growth to provide increased jobs and
incomes. It should also include provisions for
supporting programs (e.g., nutrition or health)
for vulnerable populations (12,73).

An important component for the success of
reform programs is the relationship between
donors and national African governments. It
is commonly believed that reforms require
donor pressure and stringent conditions to en-
sure African governments’ compliance. How-
ever, such pressure can constrain actual re-
forms and replace real change with complex
agreements and paper gains (3). Instead of this
pressure, a more cooperative approach between
donors and African governments could take
advantage of African knowledge, and be based
on the fact that governments will support re-
forms that are in their own interest, and that
maintaining reform requires African support.

Few African governments currently have the
capacity to gather and analyze data necessary
to plan reforms, to implement them, and then
to modify them as conditions change. But the
continued responsibility of expatriates for these
tasks makes policy reform expensive, less sus-
tainable, and sometimes inappropriate to local
conditions. While donors have been increas-

ing their support for policy reforms, their sup-
port to improve African capabilities to partici-
pate in these decisions has not kept pace (33,
38). For example, AID’s Africa Bureau expend-
itures for building African policy capabilities
reached a high in 1981 and have declined since,
although overall spending for reforms has con-
tinued to increase (58). The World Bank has
come under strong criticism for failing to draw
on and further develop the analytical capabil-
ity of African governments as well (35).

Opportunities exist to use policy reform pro-
grams to enhance low-resource agriculture. As
noted earlier, reforms can help end discrimi-
nation against small, private, rural producers
and enterprises. Donor assistance has already
increased government attention to the agricul-
tural sector in general. An example of positive
donor assistance to reform programs is being
carried out by the United Nations Development
Fund for Women (UNIFEM) which has begun
sending consultants to round-table discussions
organized by the United Nations Development
Program (UNDP) where African governments
and donors discuss policy reforms. UNIFEM’s
participation at those round tables has led to
increased data collection on women’s activi-
ties, promoted women’s needs in policy deci-
sions, and helped governments and donors find
ways to include women in their work (39).

AID AND A RESOURCE-ENHANCING APPROACH

The U.S. Agency for International Develop- AtD’s Strategy
ment (AID), as the principle U.S. implement-

Under AID’s current strategy3 for Africaning agency for economic assistance, would have
lead responsibility for incorporating an ap- development, a resource-enhancing approach

preach to enhance low-resource agriculture could be initiated, though its implementation

into U.S. foreign assistance. The broad roles would require some changes and more clarity

of AID in implementing such an approach are in AID’s activities. Agricultural development

discussed in the first part of this chapter. Some ‘AID’s strategy for development in general and specifically
more specific questions regarding AID’s Africa for Africa is set out in three documents:
strategy and the institutional factors that affect
its ability to implement a resource-enhancing
approach are raised here.

– the 1984 Africa Bureau Strategic Plan (51),
— the 1985 Blueprint for Development: The Strategic Plan of

the Agency for International Development, (54) and
– the 1986 U.S. Assistance Strategy for Africa 1987-1990 (57).
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is one of AID’s top three priorities in its strat-
egy for African aid (57) and support for agri-
culture comprises over 50 percent of the Africa
Bureau’s budget (table 6-10). With agricultural
development a priority, several areas are al-
ready receiving attention that would be part of
a resource-enhancing approach:

● policy reforms favorable to farmers,
Q agricultural research,
● linking research to farmer needs through

farming systems research,
● training African researchers and provid-

ing support for African research organi-
zations, and

● attempting to relate natural resource and
agricultural issues.

But whether AID activities actually will sup-
port low-resource agriculture depends, in part,
on how successfully AID can address certain
specific issues, including: participation, sus-
tainability, local institution building, support
for women in agriculture, reducing risk, and
the technical needs and labor constraints fac-
ing farmers, AID has identified the importance
of these issues in several cases, but has been
less effective in implementing its findings. For
example, the 1984 Africa Bureau Strategic Plan
highlights the importance of local participation
in development activities, including agricul-
tural research, but does not incorporate this
conclusion into the report’s agricultural objec-
tives. The 1985 Blueprint for Development
again identifies the need for local involvement
to help ensure successful development but does
not include it when discussing agricultural de-

velopment specifics. The other issues are
treated similarly; they are recognized as being
important but information is lacking on how
AID could make them integral parts of its de-
velopment activities.

AID’s strategy papers do not acknowledge
that local resources can provide important op-
portunities. While AID’s overall strategy as-
sumes that local resources can be used more
productively (i.e., reforms in agricultural pol-
icies can stimulate increased production), it
does not focus on direct support for develop-
ing and making improved use of those re-
sources.

Of additional concern, AID’s strategy docu-
ments have attributed less importance to cer-
tain of these issues over time. For example, lo-
cal participation and sustainability, while
mentioned in earlier reports are not included
in the 1986 strategy. A 1978 agricultural devel-
opment policy paper and a 1981 Africa Bureau
food sector assistance paper address many of
these issues but they are no longer explicitly
contained in AID’s most recent strategies
(49,50).

To a large extent, these issues have been
replaced by an emphasis on policy reform and
economic stabilization. Central to AID’s cur-
rent strategy is the concept that accelerating
economic growth is the best means to support
African development. Economic growth, ac-
complished by increasing income, is seen as
the best means to eliminate the extremes of pov-
erty and to meet basic human needs. The tacti-

Table 6-10.–AID Funding for Agriculture in the Africa Bureau’s Budget, 1979-87

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 (est.)

Expenditures
Total (millions $) . .........118.2 175.7 242.8 195.9 237.8 251.5 246.9 302.1 485.7
Agriculture portfolio as

percent of Bureau budget 69 63 63 50 47 52 53 54 56

Obligations
Total (millions $) . .........218.9 264.8 280.9 311.9 315.4 345.5 400.6 353.3 317.1
Agriculture portfolio a s

percent of Bureau budget 69 64 60 50 51 50 48 50 59

SOURCE: Agency for International Development, Africa Bureau, Agriculture and Rural Development’ Functional Review FY 1978-1987; updated July 1987
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cal mechanisms to reach accelerated economic
growth are primarily macroeconomic and sec-
tor-specific changes in African national pol-
icies. Under this view, U.S. development assis-
tance principally should be used to support and
encourage African policy reforms while help-
ing to stabilize the economy (e.g., through bal-
ance of payments’ aid) so that reforms can be
carried out.

As policy reform has become central to AID’s
strategy, other concerns have received less di-
rect attention. Low-resource agriculture can-
not develop without supportive policies, and
failures in agricultural development have been
due partly to flawed national policies. But, as
already discussed, policy reform that is not well-
linked to supporting low-resource agriculture
may divert the benefits of development fund-
ing to other groups and may indeed be harm-
ful to low-resource agriculturalists.

AID’s Operations

The ability of AID to implement a resource-
enhancing approach will depend not only on
the clarity and appropriateness of its strategy
but also on its operational capabilities. Past
OTA work has identified a set of well-known
constraints affecting AID operations [box 6-2).
Besides these constraints (which need to be
dealt with by AID), several promising trends
in AID’s operations may affect AID’s future
ability to address low-resource agriculture.
They include:

c increased decentralization of decisionmak-
ing to the field,

● a shift to longer term support and greater
flexibility, and

● support for sustainability of activities and
improved use of evaluations.

Increased Decentralization

AID’s recent moves towards decentralization
have given field missions increased authority
to make and implement decisions. AID field
personnel give the agency a comparative advan-
tage over donors who do not have permanent
field offices (30). Field staff gain on-the-ground
knowledge and can have the day-to-day inter-

actions with African policy makers and imple-
mentors necessary for collaborative decision-
making. AID has attempted to cut paperwork
requirements by giving missions increased au-
thority over project approval. At the same time,
the number of new projects has been reduced.
AID also has increased average staff tours by
8 to 9 months and increased the use of foreign
nationals in an attempt to maintain continu-
ity. Short tours of duty are still the norm in
Africa, however, and increased rewards may
be necessary to encourage staff to stay longer
in the posts in Africa that they view as less
desirable.

Decentralization’s potential contributions to
a resource-enhancing approach are jeopard-
ized, however, by concurrent personnel cuts
and an attrition rate that exceeds hiring. Staff
levels (including direct hire staff and foreign
nationals) dropped 19 percent between 1981
and 1985 (61). Mission staff in the Sahel coun-
tries of Western Africa were cut by 25 percent
in 1985 (67). Fewer personnel make it difficult
for missions to carry out the detailed work nec-
essary to address local conditions and to con-
sider alternative programs (30). Technical staff
have been cut the most and those remaining
face the problem of being overworked and un-
able to make use of their technical skills or to
update them. Evaluation activities have been
particularly hard hit by staff reductions.

Shift tO Longer Term Support and
Greater Flexibility

AID has stated that its activities need to be
carried out over longer periods of time and has
now provided for project commitments of up
to 10 years as well as for multiple extensions
of shorter projects. Longer project commit-
ments will be necessary particularly for suc-
cessful agricultural research and the develop-
ment of African institutions.

To a lesser extent, AID is also recognizing
the need for more flexible implementation. Les-
sons learned from planning and implementing
past projects and programs have led to calls
for less pre-planning and more flexibility to
change activities during project implementa-
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Box 6-2.—Constraints on AID’s Operations:—Lessons From the Sahel’

The challenge for future development efforts in Africa is to move to new modes of assistance that
are more consistent with the nature of the region and the long-term goals of food security, environ-
mental stabilization, and economic growth. The United States can continue to play a key role in this
multinational development effort if it can incorporate the past decade’s experiences into a more effec-
tive strategy. However, the Agency for International Development’s (AID) effectiveness in applying
the lessons of the past decade face constraints in four areas:

c the ambiguity of some AID policies and strategies,
● internal institutional characteristics of AID,
Q the sometimes adversarial nature of AID’s relationship with Congress, and
● the lack of agreement about the role of development assistance in overall U.S. foreign policy.

These constraints can be illustrated by examining AID’s role in the multinational development ef-
fort in the Sahel region of Africa. After 10 years of assistance, AID’s Sahel strategy has undergone
much change in attempts to improve on failures. The most recent strategy statement incorporates
many of the past decades’ lessons: it places high priority on agricultural research and production,
policy reform, health and family planning, training, infrastructure, conservation, and environmental
protection, In addition, it calls for coordination among all donors. However, AID’s strategy is at times
ambiguous and its implementation sometimes is not consistent with the past decade’s lessons and
existing congressional mandates for foreign assistance. For instance, the changing focus toward pol-
icy reform, institutional development, and infrastructure—although consistent with the lessons
learned—could signal a retreat from direct assistance to the poor, depending on how that focus is
implemented. Despite the high priority stated for agricultural research, AID has no Sahel-specific
research strategy. AID has not seriously addressed the issues of effective farmer participation or given
adequate attention to the specific role of women in Sahelian production, processing, and distribution
systems. Although the United States is the largest single donor of food aid in the Sahel region, there
is little effective integration of food aid into overall assistance strategies.

AID’s effectiveness in implementing its strategy also is constrained by internal institutional charac-
teristics. One basic problem is that the numbers and skill levels of AID’s staffing in the Sahel have
not been commensurate with the level of U.S. commitment. Although French language and Sahel-
specific technical skills have improved, they are still inadequate. The proportion of managers to tech-
nicians is high and too few personnel have appropriate skills in agricultural and environmental sci-
ences, macro- and micro-economic analysis, and human resource development. The use of outside
contractors, particularly from U.S. universities, has increased the talent pool, but quality is still un-
even, turnover is high, and institutional learning is limited. Sahelian staff are often underused and
AID contact with beneficiaries and counterparts is often inadequate,

Another problem is that AID’s program and project design systems are cumbersome, slow, inflexi-
ble, and often directed toward short-term, physical objectives rather than longer-term development
goals. Sahelian input, be it governmental or local, is often pro forma.

An additional institutional constraint affecting AID’s performance in the Sahel concerns AID’s rela-
tionship with Congress, Congress played an important role in the original U.S. commitment to the
Sahel and has continued a high level of interest and support. Nonetheless, aspects of the Congress-
AID relationship actually constrain the attainment of foreign assistance goals. For instance, congres-
sional policy mandates to AID under the Foreign Assistance Act and other legislation are cumulative
and without priority. While each may be desirable in itself and the impact of many themes (e. g., basic
human needs, the environment, women in development, child welfare) has been at least partially ef-
fective, their number and frequency of changes hamper the development of consistent, long-term
strategies. Consequently, these mandates sometimes are not taken seriously. In another area of con-

I As part of the assessment of Low, -Resource Agriculture !n Africa, C5TA  In I !)86 released  a spclal  report addressing U S assistance to the Sahel, Continuing the
CommJfment  ,4 r~cuhurd  Dete/opment  )n the  Sahe/,  0T,4-F-308  (Spnngf]eld,  \’A: National Te[.hmcal  I nformat]on  Serwre,  August  1986 ) This box summarizes the
cnncluslons  of ~at work (oncernlng  AID’s  operations
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Box 6-2.—Constraints on AID’s Operations:—Lessons From the Sahell—(Continuted)

cern, procurement and financial controls are often unrealistic relative to African realities, and they
do more to increase costs, create delays, and tie up AID and Sahelian management time than to ac-
complish their intended purposes. In addition, extensive congressional oversight—and sometimes
over-attention to management detail like requiring notification of minor project funding changes—
not only increases paperwork, it restricts the agency’s flexibility to respond to evolving needs and
opportunities.

The role of foreign assistance within U.S. foreign policy creates a fourth set of constraints for devel-
opment assistance goals. The Sahel Development Program, for example, was born of the U.S. commit-
ment to humanitarian concerns and a vision of long-term social and economic development. Yet it
is not uncommon for short-term foreign policy objectives (e.g., political or commercial objectives)
to conflict with this long-term perspective. Increased bilateralism, the use of conditionality with re-
spect to political stances rather than development performance, and assistance tied to U.S. commer-
cial interests all act to reduce the effectiveness of U.S. commitments in the eyes of Africans and other
international donors.

tion. Critics argue that excessive pre-planning
leads to problems because plans maybe over
4 years old before being initiated or there may
be a reluctance to change pre-planned activi-
ties despite significantly changed circum-
stances (14). “Rolling designs” have been pro-
posed as an alternative. In these, an activity,
though still planned in advance, can be changed
by its implementors to respond to local capa-
bilities and constraints (41). Under a rolling de-
sign, on-going contact with recipients is used
to monitor the need for changes and continu-
ous reevaluation is used to modify the activity
accordingly. In addition, the rolling design may
help overcome problems caused by AID’s struc-
tural separation of design and implementation
where implementors may be faced with activi-
ties designed by others and unsuitable for the
evolving conditions in which they work.

Support for Sustainability of Activities
and Use of Evaluation

AID has increased its attention to ensuring
that development activities will continue once
donor assistance ends. The prior AID Admin-
istrator, M. Peter McPherson, dubbed sustaina-
bility one of the “twin engines of development,”
along with economic growth. AID, like other
donors, has had difficulty in making its projects
and programs sustainable (14). This is in part
due to operational problems (e.g., African and
U.S. staff turnover and the short time period
of assistance) which interrupt building in-

digenous management ability, but it is also due
to a failure to provide sustainable technologies
for resource-poor agriculturalists. Increasing
the sustainability of AID’s work will necessi-
tate more effective support for institution-
building, coupled with a better linking of sup-
ported institutions with the needs of low-
resource agriculture.

AID has also been strengthening its informa-
tion and evaluation systems since the early
1970s (30) and it can go farther in this direc-
tion. Two problems still plague this work. First,
until an AID-wide data system is created that
includes the Africa Bureau, the central bureaus,
and the missions, it will not be possible to de-
termine in full how much money is being spent
to support agricultural development in Africa
and how it is being spent. This problem is par-
ticularly acute for Public Law 480 local cur-
rency funding. Data currently available in
different publications commonly are con-
tradictory.

Second, and more important, too little use
is made of evaluations when designing new
work. For example, a review of AID’s livestock
program in Kenya between 1960 and 1984
found that the work failed to take advantage
of lessons learned by the British and instead
introduced technology without regard to the
local environment or existing herding systems.
When the AID projects began to fail, evalua-
tions noted the need to address these two points.
Yet this information was not used in the devel-
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opment of later livestock projects and these also
failed, leading AID to drastically curtail its live-
stock work in Kenya. Part of the reason for poor
design was the pressure to obligate an existing
budget quickly, but more important was AID’s
failure to draw on past evaluations to improve
future work (16). AID’s moves towards decen-

tralization; longer and more flexible support;
and increased attention to sustainability, infor-
mation systems, and the improved use of evalu-
ation will all need to be reinforced if the agency
is to play a more effective role in a resource-
enhancing approach to African agricultural de-
velopment.
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