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A synthesis of major outcomes

The technical meeting of the Regional Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support Systems

Southern Africa (ReSAKSS-SA) was held in Lusaka, Zambia and hosted by the Food Security

Research Projects (FSRP) and the Agricultural Consultative Forum (ACF). The theme of the

two-day meeting was ‘Monitoring trends and spatial analysis of public spending in agriculture’.

The main objectives of the meeting were to:

» discuss methodological issues and share experiences related to the collection of data on
public spending in agriculture and

* launch the implementation of the studies on ‘monitoring trends and spatial analysis of public
spending in agriculture’ for Malawi, Mozambique and Zambia.

One of the main aims was to open a dialogue, with the international research institutes, donors
and local collaborators working on relevant issues in the region.

Key outcomes

The meeting brought together 39 delegates from the International Crops Research Institute for
the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT), the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), uni-
versities, the Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC), the International Water Management
Institute (IWMI), the Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in Eastern and
Central Africa (ASARECA), the United States Agency for International Development (USAID),
the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA), the World Bank and the
Southern African Development Community (SADC) member states. This high level attendance
provided an opportunity for meaningful discussion amongst the different stakeholders on the
issues that were raised.

After much deliberation, the meeting concluded that ReSAKSS-SA has an essential role to
play in adding value to what the AU/NEPAD has been doing on the Agricultural Expenditure
Tracking System (AETS) in Africa. The meeting went on to agree on the way forward in im-
plementing studies to monitor trends and conducting spatial analyses of public spending in
agriculture in three pilot countries. Consensus was reached on the following points:

* The AU/NEPAD definition of agriculture has the advantage of simplicity and consistency
when making comparisons across different countries. However, it was agreed that the
definition needed to be flexible in accommodating country peculiarities.

* Food imports should be taken as a trade off when considering them as public spending in
agriculture but they should be disaggregated for trade off analysis.

« Investment that is relevant to agriculture should be counted. To capture this broader data
collection should be carried out in the three pilot study countries. The AU/NEPAD counts
spending on infrastructure as agricultural if at least 70% of it impacts on agriculture.

* Private sector and non governmental organisation (NGO) contributions to agricultural
growth should be taken into account when tracking agricultural investment. There was
broad consensus that donor contributions should be accounted for.

Pilot studies for three countries, namely Malawi, Zambia and Mozambique were launched.



Chapter 1

1.1 Opening Session: Welcome remarks, ReSAKSS-SA and the
objectives of the meeting

Chairperson: Cris Muyunda, Senior Agricultural Advisor, COMESA

Welcoming remarks

African Union/NEPAD: Ricardo Xavier, Senior Policy Officer in his welcoming remarks
extended greetings from the AU to the meeting and thanked ReSAKSS-SA for the invitation
to the methodological meeting. The AU is proud to be associated with the spirit of this meeting
given its relevance to the AU’s key priorities and the importance of agriculture in the African
economy. The AU/NEPAD is concerned about the lack of consistent growth of agriculture in
Africa and wonders why Africa as a continent spends about $20 billion annually on agricultural
imports, which could rather be spent on research, production, marketing, storage and processing
for higher productivity and growth. The AU/NEPAD is tasked with fast tracking the implemen-
tation of commitments under the Maputo Declaration to allocate at least 10% of national budgets
to agriculture and rural development. To facilitate tracking public expenditure it has defined the
core areas of agriculture and rural development relevant to the 10% budget allocation in collabo-
ration with the Member States and the regional economic communities (RECs). The definition is
based on the internationally accepted definition of agriculture and related activities given in the
classification of the functions of government (COFOG). Agriculture includes crop, livestock,
forestry and fisheries sub-sectors. The AU/NEPAD has prepared a technical guidance note and
a questionnaire for tracking public expenditure in agriculture and monitoring the trend in the
commitment of each country that is party to the declaration. Challenges include the investment
priority and maintaining a sustainable healthy environment in the pursuit of targeted agricul-
tural growth.

COMESA: Cris Muyunda, Senior Agricultural Advisor expressed sincere gratitude to
ReSAKSS-SA, IWMI, ICRISAT and IFPRI for the initiative on monitoring trends in public
agricultural spending in southern Africa. The COMESA region takes the CAADP agenda
seriously since agriculture supports about 80% of the population. COMESA has contracted
resource persons who will be supported by ReSAKSS-SA and the Michigan State University
Food Security Research Project (MSU/FSRP) in their efforts to monitor trends in public ag-
ricultural expenditure in the region. It is important to identify the sectors that should be the
focus of public agricultural spending in order to achieve the 6% agricultural growth target. For
example, to date COMESA has identified 20 projects for achieving competitiveness and the
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) target. It is hoped that
this meeting will lead to a consensus that will add value to what has been done by other agencies
in the region.

ICRISAT: Isaac Minde, Senior Scientist (economics), in his opening remarks raised a number
of questions that ReSAKSS-SA hopes to answer in order to add value to what has already been
done on the continent by other agencies. ReSAKSS-SA seeks to contribute to information that
will inform decision making on where and why to invest in each country of the southern Africa
region. Re-SAKSS-SA’s agenda also includes knowledge sharing, although the purpose of this
meeting is to discuss the methodology for monitoring public agricultural spending.



Official opening:
Richard Chizyuka, Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MACO),
Zambia,

The Permanent Secretary welcomed participants. He remarked that the performance of
agriculture in the SADC needed improvement because of its importance in the region’s economy.
He expressed the belief that if countries showed their commitment to the Maputo declaration
by investing at least 10% of their national budgets in agriculture and rural development this
might appreciably improve agriculture in the region. He noted that the AU has provided some
guidance for implementing agricultural expenditure tracking in African countries. However,
he underlined the need for ReSAKSS-SA, as one of the programmes initiated to assess public
expenditure and allocation trends in the agriculture sector in the southern African region, to add
value to what the AU/NEPAD has done so far. It can do this by providing answers to questions
such as how best to allocate this investment and how governments can achieve higher and more
sustained returns from these investments. Other questions include what expenditures are most
likely to contribute to achieving faster growth rates in agricultural GDP in order to reach the
growth objectives in the SADC’s Regional Indicative and Strategic Development Plan (RISDP)
and CAADP, and what payoff will result from the 10% budget allocation to agriculture?

He emphasised the importance of ReSAKSS-SA’s efforts to create a common method for
assessing the progress countries are making towards allocating a growing share of their budgets
to the agricultural sector. This includes analysing changes in the levels and composition of
government and donor spending in the agricultural sector, spatial analysis of agriculture
spending to determine its geographical concentration, if any, and its impacts on the goals of
accelerating agricultural growth and poverty reduction. He stressed that the purpose of the
meeting was to advance knowledge on measuring public expenditure in agriculture. To this end
the meeting has two main objectives:

+ to discuss methodological issues and share experiences related to the collection of data on
public spending in agriculture and

* to launch the implementation of the studies on ‘monitoring trends and spatial analysis of
public spending in agriculture’ for Malawi, Mozambique and Zambia.

The aim is to open a dialogue, within the international research institutes, donors and local col-
laborators working on relevant issues in the region. The Permanent Secretary emphasised that
Zambia will cooperate with ReSAKSS-SA in its pilot study of public agricultural spending in
Zambia.

1.2 ReSAKSS-SA and objective of the meeting

Dr Pius Chilonda, Sub-Regional Coordinator, ReSAKSS-SA, IWMI/ICRISAT, gave a brief
history and introduction of ReSAKSS-SA. It is one of the regionally focused initiatives by
CGIAR centres undertaken in close collaboration and partnership with country, regional and
international partners. He outlined the objectives and organisational structure. He brought to
the notice of the meeting the challenge presented to the region by declining and variable agri-
cultural growth. ReSAKSS-SA hopes to contribute to addressing this challenge with strategic
analysis, knowledge sharing and capacity building through its programme activities. He then
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set the pace for the meeting by itemising its objectives, namely to discuss methodological issues
and share experiences on collecting data on public spending in agriculture, the rationale and
approaches to spatial analysis of public expenditure in agriculture and launching the implemen-
tation of the studies on ‘monitoring trends and spatial analysis of public spending in agriculture’
in Malawi, Mozambique and Zambia.

1.3 Conceptual and methodological issues
Chairperson — Cris Muyunda, COMESA

Implementing the agriculture expenditure tracking system in Africa

Dr Faustine Nwampe AU/NEPAD/FAO Senior Agricultural Policy Advisor stated that African
leaders have agreed to abide by the Maputo declaration on agriculture and rural development
as opposed to only agriculture. He highlighted the African priorities that emerged from the
consultations with stakeholders. They include increasing investment in the agricultural sector at
national level to enhance production, marketing and trade, food security, and research and dis-
semination of information. He itemised the sources of CAADP funds and gave an estimate of
the 2006-2008 budget in millions of USS$, indicating that current investment is estimated at 35%
of the total. He stressed that the AETS is important in tracking the flow of funds and establish-
ing the adequacy of public investments in CAADP priorities. He gave a definition of agriculture
expenditure and of agriculture but admitted that defining agriculture has been a challenge to
the AU, and claimed that agriculture may not be same as rural development. The definition
of agriculture is based on the international classification of the functions of government
(COFOG) definition, which includes only those activities that are predominantly agriculture
based or oriented. In this definition, agriculture includes crops, livestock, forestry and fisheries.
Expenditure is considered agricultural expenditure if more than 70% of the cost is related to
agriculture. AETS as implemented by the AU/NEPAD is based on actual expenditure based on
COFOG for the reporting period of 2002 to 2006 using 2003 as the base year. The ministry of
finance is expected to coordinate data collection. He highlighted a number of challenges faced
by the AU in implementing AETS including a capacity constraint at continental, regional and
national levels. Data is inadequate and the next step will be to get more data on an annual basis.
Data interpretation has also been a challenge. The results of AETS as implemented by the AU/
NEPAD to date show that:

* 36 countries have responded,

« seven countries have exceeded 10% expenditure on agriculture in 2005,

* 13 countries are in the range between 5% and 10%,

* 16 countries had agricultural expenditure of less than 5% of their total expenditure,

* a downward trend is emerging in the proportion of countries reporting less than 5%
expenditure allocation to agricultural development,

+ the number of countries reporting national expenditure allocation between 5% and 10% is
increasing and

+ there is an upward trend in the number of countries allocating more than 10% of total
expenditure to agriculture.



He stated that, given the 2008 deadline, the AU believes that governments should focus on
CAADP public expenditure.

Questions and comments:

Question
What is the quality of the data used by the AU in implementing the AETS?

Response

This is one of the challenges faced by the AU. More inputs from stakeholders in elaborating the
work and ensuring more quality data is deemed essential to improving the quality of data used
in implementing AETS.

Question
Is expenditure going to priority areas?

Response
The AU considers that this depends on the priority of each country based on its comparative
advantage, and on socio-political and economic considerations.

14 Can we measure public expenditure in agriculture? Definitions,
boundaries and classifications/measuring public expenditure in
agriculture

Thom Jayne, Professor of Agricultural Economics, Michigan State University, USA, highlighted
that the rationale for tracking agricultural systems is to provide guidelines for monitoring public
expenditure trends in agriculture and for assessing shifts in the sources and composition of ag-
ricultural spending. The objective of tracking agricultural systems is clear but now the task is to
explain how to do it in a meaningful way. There are a number of principles that should be taken
into account in measuring or tracking agricultural systems and these are:

Principle 1: Define agricultural sector spending according to internationally accepted
standards, namely COFOG. However, very few countries in the region currently
use COFOG.

Principle 2: Develop consistent way of counting public agricultural expenditures. In this case it
is necessary to agree on what to count and to apply definitions consistently across
years and countries.

Principle 3: Disaggregate by funding source and by recipients or service providers.

Principle 4: The composition of agricultural spending matters greatly.

The impacts of agricultural spending on agricultural growth depend on the composition of
spending hence the need to disaggregate. Examples of each of these methods were also
presented.



1.5 Data considerations in measuring public expenditure in
agriculture: illustration using the case of Zambia

Dr Jones Govereh, Research Fellow, MSU/FSRP, Zambia, stressed the importance of outreach
campaigns in data collection. This includes setting up committees and teams to ensure quality
data collection. He stressed that agricultural expenditure should be categorised into dimensions
that are meaningful and relevant to policy development. He noted the challenges of assembling,
validating and analysing data for measuring public expenditure in agriculture since the data
sources may include donors or recipients, funding agents and yellow books. He expressed the
hope that ReSAKSS-SA would be able to help with data collection and knowledge sharing.

Questions and comments

Question
Is the COFOG approach not going to limit data collection since the function of government is
constantly expanding?

Response

The AU is tracking audited accounts and believes that for consistency’s sake it is better to limit
the target and give details on what is practically feasible. That is why the AU is excluding some
activities and concentrating on those covered by COFOG. This will enhance documentation of
what is done and ensure consistency over time and across the countries.

Question
Why is private expenditure not included in the AETS?

Response

The AU insists that tracking private expenditure is difficult. The MSU is measuring gov-
ernment’s, not donor’s, contributions to achieving the target set in the Maputo Declaration.
Counting donors’ contributions might result in double counting since the donation might go to
government.



Chapter 2

2.1 Monitoring trends in pubic spending in agriculture:
Chairperson: Cris Muyunda, Senior Agriculture Advisor, COMESA

2.1.1 Initial trends in public spending on agriculture in Malawi

Daniel Njiwa standing in for lan Kumwenda, Malawi Agriculture Sector Investment Programme
Coordinator, Malawi gave an introduction to agriculture in Malawi, which contributes 36% of
GDP and consists of two sub-sectors — smallholder and estate agriculture. Production trends
for food crops are showing an increase. He explained that the policy framework for agriculture
in Malawi is based on the MDGs, CAADP, and the Malawi Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper
(MPRSP). The National Agriculture Policy Framework (NAPF) sets out priorities and is aligned
to the MDGs. He showed the preliminary results from the trends analysis of public spending in
agriculture using data from the Ministry of Agriculture’s public expenditure review. The results
show that between 1996 and 2006, public spending on agriculture has been far less focused
on agricultural value added. There has been an upward trend in the proportion of recurrent
spending in agriculture and a downward trend in the proportion of development spending.
Public spending on agriculture as a proportion of the national budget varied but remained below
the CAADP target of 10% between 1996 and 2005. There has been a downward trend in donor
contributions to the development budget while the government contribution shows an upward
trend. The administration, extension management and crop production sub-sectors generally
receive priority in that order. In public spending on the agricultural sector, however, attention is
shifting more towards crop production and appreciably away from extension management. His
preliminary results suggest that agricultural spending in Malawi remains below 10%, contrary
to AU claims that it is above 10%.

2.1.2 Initial trends in public spending on agriculture in Mozambique

Emilo Tostao, Assistant Professor, Eduardo Modlane University, Mozambique stated that
the working team in Mozambique is still being set up. Instead of presenting comprehensive
results he spoke about the challenges that the team will face when it begins work. He stressed
that it is hard to get data, while the definition of agriculture remains controversial. There are
changes in the classification of budget items over time. Some expenditure is not captured in
national statistics. From the preliminary analysis, the share of agriculture in the total budget
was 2.5% and 7.4% in 2003 and 2004 respectively. At least 65% of this came from external
funding making the agriculture budget heavily dependent on this funding. Of the spending on
agriculture, capital expenditure is on average four times more than recurrent expenditure.

Discussion

Question
To what extent is the definition of agriculture flexible especially given the COFOG approached
adopted by the AU/NEPAD?



Response

From the side of the AU/NEPAD there is no flexibility on the definition of agriculture — it
includes crop and livestock production, fisheries, and forestry. However, each country can
spend on other sectors relevant to agriculture as it deems fit.

Question
What does the definition adopted by the AU/NEPAD mean for differences in the resource base
between countries?

Question
Why is it that funding has not led to the expected growth?

Response
There is a lag between spending and impact.

Question
How do we raise awareness on the need for data collection? What incentives (positive or
negative) are there to make data available?

Response

Yes incentives are needed to get data. At AU level, ministries of agriculture and finance are
expected to be the sources of data but the data is not coming in as expected. The AU is collabo-
rating with other partners in data collection.

Comment
The definition of agriculture adopted by the AU is narrow and should be thrown open for further
discussion.

2.1.3 Measuring the growth and poverty reduction impacts of public
investments in the agriculture sector

Sam Benin, Research Fellow, IFPRI, USA, raised some conceptual and methodological issues
but also acknowledged the problem of data collection. Data are mostly available at national level
but getting data at sub-regional level is a problem. He concluded that disaggregated investment
data at sub-sector level is needed for comprehensive analysis.

Question
Is it necessary to explore the advantages of ex-ante assessment?

Response
Yes, however ex-ante analysis needs some post-ante analyses.

Question
Is it necessary to explore qualitative analysis?

Response
Yes, qualitative analysis is as important as quantitative analysis.
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2.2 Summary

In summary the chairperson for the session indicated that the deliberations had focused on
methodological issues. He highlighted a number of issues where consensus is necessary.

1. There needs to be consensus on the AU definition of agriculture. This has the advantage
of allowing for consistent comparisons across countries. However, there is agreement that
there should be flexibility to allow for country peculiarities.

2. Another issue is what to count as agricultural expenditure. One question is whether to count
food imports. The suggestion is that it could be considered as a trade off especially in the
case of shortfalls in local production. But it should be disaggregated for trade off analysis.

3. The general idea is that all investment relevant to agriculture should be counted. Therefore
broader data collection might be necessary in the pilot countries of Malawi, Mozambique
and Zambia.

4. Accounting for donor contributions, including those that pass through government, is another
issue. The AU recognises donor support but not all donors provide budget support, which
might make it difficult to count. In any case it is necessary to quantify donor support.

5. What kind of infrastructure spending should be counted as agricultural spending? The
AU/NEPAD counts spending on infrastructure, that has at least 70% direct impact on
agriculture.

6. How to account for private sector contributions to agricultural growth?

7. How to account for contributions to agriculture by non-government organisations.

In conclusion, ReSAKSS-SA clearly needs to add value to what the AU/NEPAD has been doing
on AETS with respect to the issues raised above.



Chapter 3

3.1 Spatial analysis of public spending in agriculture

Chairperson: Julius Shawa, Director, Policy and Planning, MACO

3.1.1 Why conduct a spatial analysis of public investments in agriculture?

Jordan Chamberlin, Research Scientist, [IFPRI, Ethiopia, stated that the main objective of
mapping public investment is to make it easier to understand the linkages between investment
and outcomes. Spatial analysis also makes it easier to compare the planned investments with the
actual investments and this is useful for policy targeting. The relationship between the nature
and the location of investments has at least potential importance for development outcomes.
Mapping data is a powerful means of communication because it allows for visualisation of the
situation and the use of GIS provides a framework for integrating information from a variety of
sources. Jordan also presented the results of a study done in Uganda where investments were
disaggregated to come up with the benefits for each investment. This showed that agriculture
and rural development investments had the highest impact on poverty alleviation compared to
other types of investment.

Question
What technology was used for the Kenya study? Was there any consideration of the marginal
utility of various technologies?

Response
Various technologies were used.

3.1.2 Mapping the spill over potential for agricultural technologies in the
ASARECA region: a spatial and investment analysis

presented the spatial analysis used by the Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research
in Eastern and Central Africa (ASARECA) to identify past and ongoing ASARECA projects
and to identify the investments required to generate the productivity growth identified in the
ASARECA strategic plan for 2006-2015. Spatial analysis was used to identify agricultural
potentials, access to markets and population density of the development domain for the East
African region. He also indicated the next level of analysis needed to identify the investment
needed to achieve the growth target.

Questions/comments

Question
Is it proposed to correlate the agricultural zones with development domains?

Response
Most national programmes are based on agro-ecological zones. ASARECA will inform new
programmes about the potential spill over of agricultural technologies.



Question
Based on previous work is there any correlation with population density, ecological zones and
development domains?

Response
We don’t expect serious disjunctures between these classifications

3.13 An approach to the spatial analysis of public investments in agriculture
with illustrations from southern Africa

Adlai Davis, Chief GIS Specialist, Human Sciences Research Council, South Africa introduced
the concept of spatial analysis as an approach to geography comprising of three inter-related
themes namely spatial arrangement, space-time process and spatial forecasting. He related
this to the need for spatial analysis of agricultural investment to understand whether the
location of investments meets need and suitability criteria, the changes in investment areas
over time and where the investment will be located in the future given the social and environ-
mental conditions. He specified the data required and the required format of data for mapping
investment in agriculture. He rounded up by presenting a preliminary mapping of the location
of donor investments in Malawi.

Questions/comments

Question
Is consideration given to the political basis for choosing an investment location and to the local
organisation dimension of spending in agriculture?

Response

A geographical information system (GIS) might not be able to capture these variables even
though they obviously contribute to determining the spatial location of investment and spending
in an economy. For example, equity might be an underlying factor, but this would be difficult
to capture in a GIS.

Comment
The challenge remains the lack of disaggregated data. It takes a lot of time to generate disag-
gregated data.

Question
Is there a possibility of getting disaggregated data from the ministries of finance?

Response
Most of this data are aggregated and collective. Data from donors is still the most comprehen-
sive available.

Question
Does spatial mapping add value to the analysis of public investment for policy purposes?

Response
Yes, knowing how government is spending is important in guiding future spending.
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Comment
The yellow book may not be helping with the analysis of actual and planned expenditure. The
yellow book shows proposed expenditure for previous and current years.

3.2 Closing remarks

In closing the meeting ReSAKSS-SA Coordinator, Dr Pius Chilonda expressed his appreciation
for the commitment of the various stakeholders who attended. He also thanked the FSRP/ACF,
Zambia for the warm welcome and good hospitality offered to delegates and for hosting them
in such a pleasant atmosphere.
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Appendices

Agenda

Regional Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System for
Southern Africa (ReSAKSS-SA)

International Water Management Institute (IWMI) and
International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT)
in collaboration with the
International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and the Michigan State University/Food
Security Research Project (FSP) and Agricultural Consultative Forum (ACF)

Technical meeting: Monitoring trends and spatial analysis of public spending in
agriculture

Venue: Pamodzi Hotel, Lusaka, Zambia
Date: 29-30 May, 2007

Participants:IWMI, ICRISAT and IFPRI, MSU, FAO, HSRC, MACO, MFNP, COMESA,
MCTI, donors and local collaborators (Malawi, Mozambique Zambia)

Background

The Regional Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System for Southern Africa
(ReSAKSS-SA) is one of the regionally focused programmes being established in support of the
implementation of the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP),
as well as to inform and guide programme design and implementation of other regional strategies
in the SADC region, in particular the Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan (SADC
RISDP). It targets the identification and assessment of strategic options for agricultural growth
and development in southern Africa, particularly those contributing most to the alleviation of
poverty. The ReSAKSS-SA sets out to address three main regional challenges:

a) The need to increase agricultural growth so as to target an average annual growth rate of
6% as envisioned by CAADP as necessary for attaining overall economic growth, poverty
reduction and food security.

b) Theneed to enhance the contribution of agriculture to the achievement of the first millennium
development goal of halving poverty and hunger by 2015

¢) Assessment of policy and investment alternatives that will yield the highest pay off given
that countries in the region have committed themselves to increase national budgetary
allocation to the agricultural sector to 10%.

This meeting will focus on monitoring and evaluating public spending in agriculture. In view of
achieving the targeted budgetary allocation of 10% to the agriculture sector, several questions
arise: Are these pledged resources sufficient for achieving the stated development objectives
of economic growth and poverty reduction? How should governments allocate their resources
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within agriculture (i.e. across different sub-sectors such as research, extension, irrigation,
subsidies, etc) for efficient and equitable outcomes? How can governments achieve higher and
more sustained returns from these investments? What sorts of expenditures are most likely to
contribute to achieving faster growth in agriculture so as to reach the growth objectives in the
SADC RISDP and the CAADP? How can these expenditures be financed?

In order to begin to answer these questions, there is need to develop a framework and use it
to compile data on indicators for monitoring and evaluating public spending in agriculture,
including data on indicators measuring performance of the agriculture sector and rural welfare
(income and poverty). This will not only help assist national efforts to monitor progress towards
targeted goals of the agricultural sector strategy, but also help place it within the context of other
region-wide shared goals of the MDG, CAADP and SADC RISDP.

Objectives

The meeting has three main objectives:

1. to discuss methodological issues and share experiences related to the collection of data on
public spending in agriculture that is meant to address the following questions:

» What are the levels of government spending in agriculture — with own funds and
donor funds? How have these changed over time in terms of the level and the
direction of allocation? How do these compare with the CAADP target of 10% of
the national budget?

» How can the information on government spending and allocation in agriculture be
assembled and monitored over time?
» How can we assess the impact of agricultural spending on growth and poverty

reduction? What is the minimum set of information needed?

2. To discuss the rationale and approaches to spatial analysis of public expenditure in
agriculture

*  What of the geographic distribution or targeting of public investments in agriculture? How
do these relate to the underlying socio-economic and biophysical factors facing different
communities (poverty, malnutrition, population density, access to markets and services,
price and production risk, agricultural potential, etc.)

* to launch the implementation of ‘monitoring trends and spatial analysis of public spending
in agriculture’ studies for Malawi, Mozambique and Zambia

13



Day one: 29 May, 2007

Session One Opening session: Chairperson: Pius Chilonda, Sub-Regional Coordinator,
ReSAKSS-SA, IWMI/ICRISAT

09:00 - 09:30

09:30 — 09:45

Welcome remarks

Remarks from African Union, Ricardo Xavier, Senior Policy Officer, African
Union

Remarks from COMESA, Cris Muyunda, Senior Agriculture Advisor, COMESA
Remarks from ICRISAT, Isaac Minde, Senior Scientist (Economics),, ICRISAT
Official Opening Richard Chizyuka, MACO Permanent Secretary — Agriculture,

ReSAKSS-SA and objective of the meeting —

Pius Chilonda, Sub-Regional Coordinator, ReSAKSS-SA, IWMI/
ICRISAT

09:45 — 10:15 — Coffee break

Session Two -

Concepts and methodological issues: Chairperson: Richard Chizyuka,

MACO Permanent Secretary — Agriculture

10:15 -10:50

10:50 — 11:30

1130: —12:00

12:00 -14:00

Session Three

Implementation of agriculture Expenditure tracking system in African
countries by AUNEPAD/WB/FAO — experiences and challenges

Faustin Mwape, AU/NEPAD/FAO senior agriculture policy advisor &
Ricardo Xavier, Senior Policy Officer, African Union

Can we measure public expenditure in agriculture? Definitions,
boundaries and classifications:

Thom Jayne, Professor of Agricultural Economics, Michigan State
University, USA

Data consideration in measuring public expenditure in agriculture: il-
lustrations using the case of Zambia

Jones Govereh, Research Fellow, FSRP/MSU, Zambia

Lunch

Monitoring trends in public spending in agriculture: Chairperson: Cris

Muyunda, Senior Agriculture Advisor, COMESA

14:00 — 14:20

14:20 — 14:40

14:40 — 15:15

Initial trends on public spending in agriculture in Malawi

lan Kumwenda, Malawi Agriculture Sector Investment Programme
Coordinator, Malawi

Initial trends on public spending in agriculture in Mozambique

Emilio Tostao, Assistant Professor, Eduardo Modlane University,
Mozambique

Measuring the growth and poverty reduction impacts of public
investments in the agriculture sector —

Sam Benin, Research Fellow, IFPRI, USA
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15:15 - 15:30
15:30 - 16:30

16:30

Coffee break

General discussion

How can the information on government spending and allocation in
agriculture be assembled and monitored over time?
What is the minimum set of information needed?

End of day one

Day two: 30 May, 2007

Session Four

Spatial analysis of public spending in agriculture: Chairperson: Julius

Shawa, Director, Policy and Planning, MACO

08:30 — 09:00

09:00 — 09:30

09:30 — 10:00

10:00-10:30

10:30 — 11:15
11:15 —12:30
12:30 — 12:40
12:40 — 14:00

15

Why spatial analysis of public investments in agriculture?

Jordan Chamberlin, Research Scientist, IFPRI, Ethiopia
Mapping the spillover potential for agricultural technologies in the
ASARECA region: a spatial and investment analysis

Leornard Oruko, Senior Technical Officer Monitoring and Evaluation,
ASARECA,

An approach for the spatial analysis of public investments in
agriculture, with illustrations from southern Africa.

Adlai Davids, Chief GIS Specialist, Human Sciences Research Council,
South Africa
Coffee break

Discussion on approaches to mapping public investments in agriculture
Discussion on key variables to be mapped
Closing Remarks

Lunch & end of meeting
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Technical Meeting

Monitoring Trends and Spatial Analysis of
Public Spending in Agriculture

Introduction

Pius Chilonda
ReSAKSS-SA, INMIICRISAT

29 May, 2007, Lusaka

q’ ICRISAT me#
ReSAKSS-SA

One of the three regionally focused
programmes in Africa set up by five CGIAR
centers, in close collaboration and
partnership with country, regional and
international partners

)
ReSAKSS-SA launched October, 2006 \

WA R
o]

Objectives

« Identification and assessment of strategic
options for accelerating agricultural growth
and development in Southern Africa

« Supports both regional (CAADP, SADC
RISDP) and national agricultural growth
targets

Organization -l
F -a.:-—-u-:i 3 1£ﬂ EarsaTy S

U T VUL G 0 R L LT

Rnnwal Growth (7]

Regional challenges
How to double agricultural
growth in southern Africa?

SADC Agricultural GDP growth rate

SADC: mean percent of national
budgets allocated to agriculture

% national budget

2003 2008

‘Source: World Bank (2005)

Key questions =y

Why is agricultural growth lagging in southern
Africa?

Why are most countries in southern Africa
unlikely to achieve the MDG, CAADP, SADC
RISDP goals

What sorts of investments will maximize growth?
What investments or policy changes will achieve
pro-poor growth given the 10% Maputo
declaration?
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Program Activities J

1. Monitoring and evaluating progress of targeted agricultural
growth, poverty reduction and public sector investments

2. Assessing development pathways for accelerating
agricultural growth and poverty reduction in order to take
advantage of growing domestic, regional and int'| markets

3. Evaluating policy and investment options for increasing
agricultural productivity (where there are knowledge gaps)

4. Knowledge management and sharing to promote evidence
and outcome based policy and strategy planning

Meeting objectives ol

1. Discuss methodological issues and
share experiences on collecting data on
public spending in agriculture

2. Discuss the rationale and approaches to
spatial analysis of public expenditure in
agriculture

3. Launch the implementation of ‘monitoring
trends and spatial analysis of public
spending in agriculture’

Day 1

» Methodological issues around collecting
data on public spending
+ How can the information on government spending
and allocation in agriculture be assembled and
monitored over time?
« How can we assess the impact of agricultural
spending on growth and poverty reduction?

« What is the minimum set of information needed?

Next steps......... J

Implementation of studies in 3 pilot
countries

—Malawi
— Mozambique
—Zambia

17

Day 2 Y

+ Rational and approaches of spatial
analysis

* Can we map public targeting of public spending in
agriculture?

* What approaches should be used for spatial
analysis

* How can we relate geographical distribution of
public spending in agriculture to underlying socio-
economic and bio-physical factors?

* poverty, malnutrition, population density, access to
markets and services, price and production risk,

agricultural potential, etc
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% of Reporting Countries

% of National Expenditure

Figure 1: NATIONAL PROGRESS TOWARDS 10% ALLOCATION OF
AGRICULTURE EXPENDITURE

: COUNTRIES WITH 5%TO 10% AGRICULTURE EXPENDITURE

Name of Country
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Figure 2: COUNTRIES WITH LESS THAN 5% AGRICULTURE EXPENDITURE
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Figure 4: COUNTRIES WITH MORE THAN 10% AGRICULTURE EXPENDITURE

% of National Expenditure
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Measuring Public
Expenditures in Agriculture

Jones Govereh, Emma Malawo,

T.S. Jayne, and P. Chilonda
FSRP / MACO / Re-SAKSS

Re-SAKSS-SA workshop on Monitoring Trends in Public
Agricultural Spending
May 29-30, 2007
Lusaka Zambia

« The rationale for tracking agricultural
expenditures has already been explained

» Now the task is how to do itin a
meaningful way

Obijectives:

To provide guidelines for monitoring public
expenditure trends to agriculture

To provide guidelines for assessing shifts
in the sources and composition of
agricultural spending

Broad principle #1

« Agreement that agricultural sector
spending should be defined according to
internationally accepted standards

» COFOG (Classification of Functions of
Government)

« But very few African governments use
COFOG

Classification of Functions of (COFOG)

Principle #2: Develop consistent way
of counting public ag. expenditures

Need for agreement on what to count
Apply these definitions consistently

— Across years

— Across countries
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Examples from Zambia of activities that might
be included or excluded from public
agricultural expenditure

Agency paying for activity | Likely to be

Unlikely to be
icul

Ministry of Lands ~ Surveying | Survey and demarcation of

Survey and demarcation of

of properties land for Farm Block land for Commercial,
Development Industrial & other purposes
Agriculture department — World Food Day International Women Day

Commemorations

Office of the President — Procurement of cattle and
CP(HQ) Women enterprise | goats for women in Chibombo
development

Procurement of hammer mills
for women in Chibombo.

Principle #3: Disaggregate by funding source and
recepients / service providers

Primary/Original Funding Sources
Recipients s1 s2 s3 54
1 A B A+B
2 c c
3 D E D+E
4 F F
TOTAL A+C B+D E F G

Source: Adapte from Do t 8, 2000

Ministries, provincial Primary Funding Sources Service provided
governments and other P e o Tom

recipients G|

ity of Agrculure x x x

Mitistey of Environ & Tourism x x

Ministy of Commurity Dev x

Minstry of Finance x X

Ministry of Works & Supply x x

ity of Water & Energy x PR E—
Ministy of Lands x L

Ofic ofthe Viee Presidnt x x A

Provincal Government x x

Principle #4:

The Composition of
Agricultural Spending Matters Greatly

« The impacts of agricultural spending on
agricultural growth depend on the
composition of spending

» Hence the need to disaggregate

Budget allocation to Agricultural Sector in
Zambia: ZMK465 million in 2005

Infrastrucure
2%

Irrigation Development,
£
Food Security Pack &
EDRP

12%

Food Reserve Agency
Maize Marketing
15%

Fertilzer Support Program
7%

Personnel Emoluments
2%

Operational funds
"

Expenditures for FY 2006: Recurrent and
Investment (million kwacha)

Government
Funds

External
Funds

Total

Agriculture:
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Expenditures for FY 2006: Recurrent and
Investment (million kwacha)

Expenditures for FY 2006: Recurrent and
Investment (million kwacha)

Government | External | Total Government External Total
Funds Funds Funds Funds o
Agriculture: Agriculture: recurr |invest |recurr |invest
personal emoluments personal emoluments
irrigation irrigation
R&D / crop science R&D / crop science
extension extension
input subsidies input subsidies
ete. etc.
Broad Summary for Each Year
Recurrent | Investment | Total

Agriculture + forestry + fisheries

Total Ag. Expend:

Total Govt. Expend:

Total Ag. Expend as % of Total
Govt Exp.

Thank you
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Measuring Public
Expenditures in Agriculture

Jones Govereh, Emma Malawo,

T.S. Jayne, and P. Chilonda
FSRP / MACO / Re-SAKSS

Re-SAKSS-SA workshop on Monitoring Trends in Public
Agricultural Spending
May 29-30, 2007
Lusaka Zambia

 The rationale for tracking agricultural
expenditures has already been explained

» Now the task is how to do itin a
meaningful way

Objectives:

To provide guidelines for monitoring public
expenditure trends to agriculture

To provide guidelines for assessing shifts
in the sources and composition of
agricultural spending

Broad principle #1

« Agreement that agricultural sector
spending should be defined according to
internationally accepted standards

« COFOG (Classification of Functions of
Government)

« But very few African governments use
COFOG

Classification of Functions of G (COFOG)

bl services

Principle #2: Develop consistent way
of counting public ag. expenditures

Need for agreement on what to count
Apply these definitions consistently

— Across years

— Across countries
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Examples from Zambia of activities that might
be included or excluded from public
agricultural expenditure

Agency paying for activity | Likely to be Unlikely to be
i lated icul
Minisiry of Lands — Surveying | Survey and demarcation of
of properties L Farm Block land for Commercial,
Development Industrial & other purposes
‘Agriculture department ‘World Food Day International Women Day

Commemorations

Office of the President — Procurement of cattle and Procurement of hammer mills
CP(HQ) Women enterprise | goats for women in Chibombo | for women in Chibombo
development

Principle #3: Disaggregate by funding source and
recepients / service providers

Primary/Original Funding Sources
Recipients st s2 s3 s4

1 A B A+B
2 c c
3 D E D+E
4 F F
TOTAL A+C B+D E F G

‘Source: Adaptod rom Do ot 8, 2004

Ministries, provincial Service provided

governments and other
recipients

Ministry of Agriculure x x X | Rosn

Ministry of Environ & Toursm x X | R

Ministry o Finanee x x A delopmen s

Ministry of Warks & Supply x X | e

Ministry of Water & Energy x P v—

Ministy of Lands x

Office o the Vice President x x

Principle #4: The Composition of
Agricultural Spending Matters Greatly

« The impacts of agricultural spending on
agricultural growth depend on the
composition of spending

« Hence the need to disaggregate

Budget allocation to Agricultural Sector in
Zambia: ZMK465 million in 2005

Intrastructure
%

Irrgation Development,
= Personnel Emoluments
Food Security Pack & 20%
EDRP

12%

Food Reserve Agency Operationalfunds
"

Fertiizer Support Program
7%

Expenditures for FY 2006: Recurrent and
Investment (million kwacha)

Government | External | Total
Funds Funds

Agriculture:
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Expenditures for FY 2006: Recurrent and
Investment (million kwacha)

Expenditures for FY 2006: Recurrent and
Investment (million kwacha)

Government | External | Total Government External Total
Funds Funds Funds Funds
Agriculture: Agriculture: recurr |invest |recurr |invest
personal emoluments personal emoluments
irrigation irrigation
R&D / crop science R&D / crop science
extension extension
input subsidies input subsidies
etc. efc.
Broad Summary for Each Year
Recurrent |Investment | Total

Agriculture + forestry + fisheries

Total Ag. Expend:

Total Govt. Expend:

Total Ag. Expend as % of Total
Govt Exp.

Thank you

26



Regional Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support
System for Southern Africa

(ReSAKSS-SA)
Methodological guidelines on tracking
public agricultural expenditure:
Data Considerations

Jones Govereh
Food Security Research Project/MSU

OUTLINE

Recap

Outreach campaign

Setting up committee and team
Public expenditure data sources
Validating data records
Inclusion or exclusion

Utility of expenditure accounts

RECAP
+ Framework of public spending
— Flows
— Actors

Different classes of expenditures
— Policy relevant dimensions

NEXT TASK
— Assemble, validate and analyze data

Funding sources and funding

agents
Primary/Qriginal Funding Sources ‘
Funding Agents | 81 82 83 84
1 A B AsB
2 C C
3 D E DE
4 F F
TOTAL AC B E F

Funding agents and service

providers
Funding Agents

Providers 1 2 3 4

1 v w V+W
)i X X
m Y Y
v Z Z
TOTAL V=A+B  X=C  W+Y=D:E 7=F G

Outreach and education

Raise stakeholder awareness

Discuss concept of national agricultural
accounts

Enlist cooperation in

—sharing data

— Identifying bottlenecks in information systems
Set up committee and working teams
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Setting up Agricultural Accounts
Committee

« High-level representatives of actors

* Assists in:
— production & validation of data
— Communicating findings to other stakeholders

Setting an Agricultural Accounts
Working Team

Wholly in-house

Externally-led participatory

Joint-or client-led

Data sources -
government budget records

+ On-shelf yellow-books

« Auditing bodies

« Collecting records at source more efficient
than from each funding agent

« Collecting data at several levels enables
validation of flows

» Central vs local government data
assembly

Validating expenditure records

Requested vs approved

— Requests represents plans
Released vs approved

— Supplemental budget

Audited vs released appropriations
— Audited data 2 or more years behind
Expenditure tracking surveys

— Observe service users

Percentage of funds approved
and released by MFNP, Zambia

Year % Approved % Released
1992 30 88
1993 69 71
1994 91 38
1995 64 108
1996 83 67
1997 85 56
1998 71 73
1999 64 83

Including or excluding expenditure

Functional allocations alone not enough
Funding agents either

— “Take-all” or “partial budget” agents
Exclude non-agricultural related
expenditures by “take-all” agents
Include agricultural related expenditures
by “partial-budget” agents

Thorough knowledge of sector
indispensable
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Utility of agricultural accounts

« View resource flows from source to
service user
+ Analyze
— expenditure of several actors
— Importance of actors in supporting
development goals

.

Step by step approach

Establish steering committee

Set up working team

— Subject matter & auditing specialists
Profile the public agricultural system
Education campaign to elicit cooperation
Assemble data for each entity

Validate and analyze data

Outreach & develop recommendations

END

THANK YOU
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INITIALS TRENDS IN PUBLIC
SPENDING - Agriculture Sector
of Malawi

Dan Njiwa
GoM-MASIP

INTRODUCTION

Agriculture: - 36% of GDP
2 Sub-sectors: Smallholder and Estate

Smallholder: contributes 80% of agri-value added

Agriculture employs 80% of labor force

Agriculture provides >70% of country’s exports

85% of Malawians derive livelihoods from
Agriculture

Production trends of Major Food crops

Prodution(000n1)

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005
Year

—&— Maize Production (mt)
—®— Cassava Production (kg)
—a&— Sweet potato Production (mt)

Production trends of Major Cash crops

Production (Metric Tonnes)

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

—+— Cotton Production —a—Tea Production ——Tobacco Production

¢ Sugarcane Production —— Linear (Tobacco Production )

POLICY FRAMEWORKS

* MDG’s
* CAADP Framework
* MPRSP? MGDS

* NAPF - Sets out priorities and aligned to MGDS
« PROGRAMME? Malawi ADP (5 Pillars)
* Key Objective

— Increase agriculture contribution to growth through FS,
AND Income eeneration

Agri-Exp VS Contribution to GDP

A11GOP value vs Tota Exp

e —
H =)

H
H
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Agri-GDP VS National GDP

GDP Growth Vs Agricultural Growth

GO Growth vs Agrgrowth

N AY /
F X\ o
7
)= ¥ A
g T
L e B e = T
1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 H
: o n o s o
Year

s Agrculiure GDPyalue added (curent USS) \/

4 Totel GDP (current USS)

| — Linear Total GDP (curent USS))

| — Linear (Agriculure GDPlue added (curent USS)) .

-

) ] Share of Agri-Expenditure to

Proportion of Agri-budget by Source ) .
S National Allocation
" it Exp s Nnona Mocaion
A e
Y -/
\

Contribution to Devt Budget

Contibution o Devi Budget

Percentage Share of Budget by Sub-sector

Percentage share of Budget by sub-sector

imsrain | GrpProdton wimaise e

L —

P
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.

CONCLUSIONS

Agriculture sector investments are important for
improving growth: Malawi’s dvt budget:-
irrigation, FOs, Fisheries/NR, extension, market
access etc

Recurrent: Subsidy/parastatals/ORT

Also important Improving food security and
employment

Analysis to understand the causal linkages:
between investments and indicators of growth and
FS Inevitable.

WAY FORWARD - Mlw

* ADP: Clarifying
— DEFINITION OF ROLES (Public and NSA’s)

— AGREED POLICY FRAMEWORK - In line with
CAADP Principles

— FINALISE AGRI-PER
— HARMONISED M & E
— FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
— PROCUREMENT PROCEDURES
 In order to achieve FS and reduce poverty

THANK YOU ALL
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Initial Trends on Public Spending
in Agriculture in Mozambique

Emilio Tostao and Gilead |. Mlay
Eduardo Modlane University, Mozambique

Background

» Mozambique policy objectives
- PARPA
- National Agricultural Strategy

> Regional policy objectives
- MDG
- Maputo declaration (10x6)
- Abuja declaration

> Both domestic and regional objectives provide an

opportunity to invest in agriculture

How much is being spent on agriculture?

Table 1. Share of Agriculture on Total Budget

2003 2004
1012 Meticais (base=1996)

Agriculture, Forestry,
and livestock 04 1.4
Total Expenditures 145 153
Percentage on total

i 25%  74%

How much is being spent on agriculture?

Table 2. Share of Agriculture-Plus on Total Budget

2003 2004
102 Meticais (base=1996)

Agriculture - Plus 6.1 72

Total Expenditures 145 153

Percentage on total
420%  474%

=> Share of agriculture is increasing. It can be less or more than 10% of
Mozambique budget depending on how we define “agriculture”

How much is Invested in the agricultural sector?

Table 3. Recurrent and Investment budget in Agricultural
sector and other key economic sectors

2008 T 2004

Pocant Percant
recurrent _Invesiment _Total _invesiment | recurrent _Investment _Total _inestment.

77777 10412 Meticas (base=196)

Agriculure, Forostry,

and vestock 02 07 08 08%| 02 09 1 833%
communications 00 11 12 %2%| 01 09 09 a4
Education 19 06 26 5% 22 1 33 23%
Heath 10 10 20 508%| 10 8 18 1%
allother 54 26 79 26%| 56 25 81 313%
G. Total 85 60 145 aie%| 90 63 153 410%

=> Major investment is in infrastructure. This is good news since
provision of public goods is big constraint in Mozambique

How is the budget allocated within the agricultural
sector?

Table 3. Allocation of the current budget within the agricultural sector

2008 208
Porsonal  ecurent aoial Porsonal  Rocurent _ Gapitl
emclimens _charges __ocetdve __Toal | omamens chyces _oendive _Tow
077D 7o moreas oase=19%6)
Agreual
Sactor 107 52 03 162 Ha 74 04 190
Agrculural
research 12 01 00 13 10 03 00 13
% agrculural
research 1% % o% % % % % 7
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Where does the money spend in agriculture come
from?

2000 2004

Domesic _exemd Toal _ Domestc _oomal Tow
{0V eI (3561 686) e

Agicuture, Foresiy, o1 09 05

and estock 01 6 o7

Transports and o o5 05

communicatons 05 0 ]

Education 02 04 o8 e @ &

Heah 01 08 10 gl @ &

alloner 12 428 1 14 25

G.Total 21 39 60 & “ ©

ricuure, Foresty,

and Ivesiock (% Totd) 126% 74% 6% s24%

Transports an

communicatons (% Toi)  434% s66% 8% 3%

Education (% Total) 8% 672% 200% 00%

Heatn (% Tota) 134% 866% 146% B5.4%

all other (% Total) a78% 522% as2% s48%

. Tota (% Tota) 356% saa% sta% a5t

=> Budged depends heavily on externally funding

Is agricultural output growing?

Figure 1. Share of GDP on total GDP

5

e e e |

= Agriculture is still a key sector in the economy but total GDP is increasing
faster than agricultural GDP.

How do we define “agricultural sector"?

Issues/challenges for debate

»Hard to get data. How to get around the problem
»How do we define agriculture?

»>Change in the budget classification items over time
»Some expenditures not captured in national statistics
> Political will by local govermrnts: is the process of
collecting data on expenditures driven externally?

»>Public expenditure Vs Government growth
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Measuring the Growth and Poverty Reduction
Impacts of Public Investments
in the Agriculture Sector

Samuel Benin
IFPRI

Methodological Workshop on

Monitoring Trends and Spatial Analysis of
Public Spending in Agriculture

29-30 May 2007
Taj Pamodzi Hotel, Lusaka

Introduction: Why measure the growth and poverty-reduction
impacts of public spending in agriculture?

« Each year, African governments and policymakers and their
development partners grapple with the same fundamental
questions:

« how to allocate their available resources across different sectors:
agriculture, education, health, transport and communications, and
energy, programs targeting specific groups of households, etc
in agriculture: how much to allocate to research, extension,
subsidies, credit, infrastructure (irrigation, MIS, feeder roads, etc)

« The demand for this type of information is on the rise, with recent
surges in public spending commitments to agriculture
+ 10% of national budget towards CAADP’s implementation
« MCC: so far 4 African countries (Benin, Cape Verde, Ghana and Mali)
have benefited and singed compacts totaling US$1.425 billion;
Eleven more African countries are eligible to benefit

Introduction — contd

« The literature on the empirical evidence of public investments is
dominated by analyses of individual public investments only
= These have limited application for prioritizing resources across
alternative and often competing investment activities

+ The aspect of the literature that deals with prioritization is limited to
developed countries and a few developing countries.
+ India, China, Uganda and Tanzania (Fan et al); Ethiopia (Mogues et al);
Cross-country analysis for Asia, Africa and Latin America (Fan et al)
= primarily due to lack of adequate spatially-disaggregated, time-series
data in many countries and especially in SSA

« Generally, the theory is clear on the expected impacts of public
investments; but there is a relatively large variation in the evidence on
the magnitude of impacts, and to some extent the direction of impacts

= due largely to variation in methodologies as well as data

Page3

Outline

Conceptual and econometric framework for measuring the
impacts

.

Evidence

.

Application to CAADP analytical work (the case of Rwanda)

.

Concluding remarks

How public
investment in
the
agriculture
sector can
lead to — e
lon-farm enterprises,
poverty
N Non-farm employment
reduction GHAMETELTET:
Agricultural Private-sector
il il 1
Feeder ‘echnologie| Support Canals, Human
roads, MIS s servlcs ams capital
I I i lerlgatnon ion|
Credit ! ture u UProtectlonH H ‘
e s

Channel node Indicators (at sub-national level)

Agriculture production Agriculture GDP (AgGDP) paw capita, total factor
and v b g

Intermediate Data obtainable from various national surveys and
Outcomes: prices; rural | | other secondary sources

wages; non-ag production;
employment; migration; etc

Outputs: public capital Research: Number of improved technologies, scientists
Extension: Extension coverage

Irrigation: capacity developed, length of canals
Infrastructure: Feeder road density

Education: Rural primary completion rate, adult literacy

Inputs: different types * Most challenging, especially regarding sub-national
of public investment in level data that are disaggregated by: development and
agriculture recurrent spending; sub-sector; function

« Data mostly available at national level, but need long
time series for robust analysis at this level
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How public
investment in
the

Econometric estimation - simuitaneous equations

agriculture Poverty rate = f (AgGDP per capita, employment, prices,
sector can wages, other factors)

lead to - N h- i I 9
poverty e =» “growth-poverty reduction elasticities’
reduction SOfemienploymeny AgGDP per capita = f (public capital, private capital, land,

labor, other factors)

Public capital = f (public spending—current & past,
governance, other factors)

» “spending-growth elasticities”

Public spending = f (performance—AgGDP per capita,

political, governance and institutional factors, other factors)
Foge 7 roges

Returns to investments — uganda Returns to investments — kenya
Investment Central  East  North West Uganda R ~ .
Bemeiitcost ratie Shilling increase in  Poor people lifted
GDP per shilling  out of poverty per
[ Agricuttural Re 23 18 20 32 2 | spent million shillings
Education 2 3 2 3 3 spent
[ Feeder Roads 18 25 15 27 21 ] Elasticities 0.06 0.08 0.13 —2.0 —2.3 4.6
Irrigation 0.7 26 45 19 29 42
number of people lifter out of poverty per million shillings spent
[ Agricultural R&D a0 110 309 106 107 ] -
~ [Extenslon (R&E) 41 63 86 64 103 139
4 22 31 13 13
[ Feeder Roads 26 133 187 76 84 ]
Roads 1.6 3.0 44 12 21 32
Fan, Zhang and Rao 2004 fm2 [ Thurlow and others, 2007 e

Returns to investments — cross-country SSA

Elasticity (% change Marginal returns
in TFP per 1% (% change in TFP per
change in spending) 1 billion US$ increase

in spending)
Agriculture 0.0152 9.0
Transport and 0.0094 6.0

communication

Benin, Pratt and Radriamamonjy, 2007

=

Implications for CAADP work

« Broad strategic questions from a ‘macro’ or ‘rural development”
perspective
« Is a 6% agriculture growth rate enough to reach MDG1? If
not, what is the required agricultural growth rate?
« How can different sub-sectors contribute to accelerating
growth?

« What is the level of agriculture spending needed to accelerate
growth in these sectors?

« What additional investments are needed to support growth in
the priority sectors?

« How much of the required investment can the current

agricultural budget cover and what is the funding gap?
P12




Integrated approach

« Part 1: Assess sector and sub-sector growth options
(sources of growth) using economy-wide modeling

« Part 2: Incorporate estimated returns to investments in the
model scenarios

Sector & sub-sector growth options — Rwanda

« Sim23: to reach 6% annual growth target in AgGDP resuilts in poverty
reduction to 42%, but not enough to meet MDG1

+ To meet MDG1, 9% annual growth in AgGDP is needed
Diao, Fan, Kanyarukiga and Yu, 2007 fra

Required agriculture investments — Rwanda

Annual growth in Share in total

investment, 2006~ spending, 2015

2015 (%) (%)

Spending-growth 0.17 0.366 0.17 0.366

elasticity

Sim23: 6% AgGDP 35.9 18.4 17.6 6.5

9% AgGDP to meet 45.6 22.6 345 10.0
MDG1

Diao, Fan, Kanyarukiga and Yu, 2007 e

Concluding remarks

« Different types of public investment have different impacts,
suggesting need for sub-sector disaggregated public
investment data

Effects of spending materialize with a lag that can be up to
15 or more years depending on the type of investment and
the outcome and so ample time series data needed

Different types of public investment affect or are affected by
other types of public investment, suggesting that:

. ility and ity among i is important
« it may be difficult to attribute impact to any one type of public
investment

« sequencing of investments is important
Poae 16

Concluding remarks — cont'd

» The impacts can be assessed at various levels (micro, sector
and macro), suggesting need for spatially disaggregated
data, and integrated approach

 spatial data ® assess returns in high— versus low-agricultural
potential areas, for example

Causality (endogeneity) issues need to be taken into
account in the assessment of the impacts

There are several conditioning (exogenous) factors affecting
realization of impacts, therefore data on these factors are
needed as well; disaggregated by sub-sector, space, gender,
etc, for unbiased assessment of impacts

Fage 17

Thank you!

F_
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Why map public investments?

Some spatial perspectives on
disaggregation of investment data

INTERNATIONAL FOOD

GO0 Jordan Chamberlin
POUCT RESEARCH BNSTITUTE

Trying to understand the linkages
between investments & outcomes

Spatial perspectives
1. The spatial nature of investments

2. Visualization
3. GIS as an integrative framework
4. Spatial analysis

IFPRI
IFPRI 30 May 2007 20ay 200 2
Si ’ d Si ’ d
Impson's paraaox Impson’'s paradox
250 L] " L] = location 1
. - .. 0location 2
200 "
@ : = L]
£ 150 .
= -
-. -
100 .
. .
50
T T T T T T
5 10 15 5 10 15
density density
e.g. housing price & population density — positvely correlated? e.g. housing price & population density — negatively correlated!
m"sf;g'r"i o Possible spatial expressions of agricultural
the investment data:
agriculture site
sector can B \§< area
lead to Non-farm enterprises,
poé/ert_y Non-farm employment
reduction AEZ, AEZ, linkage geography
‘ Agricultural Private-sector prod.areas prod.areas
H TT Region, Region, Region, Region,
] district district district district
il 1T il It 1T 1T
Feeder ‘echnologie|| Support Canals, Human Extension Canals, School
roads, MIS s services dams capital office dams
il
[ idies,| [Infrastruc| I i } Irrigation || ion| [ idies,|| I ; } Irrigation || i
‘ Credit ‘ ture H ion| H ‘ Credit H ture H | H
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Returns to investments — uganda

Investment Central East North West Uganda
Benefit-cost ratio
l Agricultural R&D 23 18 20 32 23 l
i 2 3 2 3 3
l Feeder Roads 18 25 15 27 21 ]

number of people lifter out of poverty per million shillings spent

[ Agricultural R&D 20 110 300 106 107 ]
i a 22 31 13 13
[ Feeder Roads 26 133 187 76 8 |

Fan, Zhang and Rao 2004

The spatial nature of investments

« The benefits that accrue to public
expenditures have a variety of spatial
expressions
—diffuse €-> concentrated
— spatial specificity depends on investment type

« road vs R&D
« school vs teacher training

S0ty 2007

The spatial nature of investments

* The relationship between the nature and
the location of investments has at least
potential importance for dev't outcomes

— technology spillovers
« biotech & AEZ: Wood and Pardey 1997, Alston et al 1995
—infrastructure complementarities

« corridors, growth poles, SDI: explicit recognition of
spatial nature of many kinds of investments
« how & to what extent is this already taking place?

S0may 2007

The spatial nature of investments

« Targeting

—objectives versus actual patterns
+ Coordination issues

— across sectors; across donors

S0y 2007

Spatial analytical questions

* Is there an investment bias?

— either geographically or thematically (in a way
we may perceive through geographic
patterns) - spatial equity issue

* Investment complementarities

— Are their important interaction effects from

services or infrastructure provision?
« Torero, Escobal

30y 2007 Why map pubic nvestments?

drought
prone

moisture
reliable

pastoralist
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Mapping data

« Visualization
— map are powerful means of communicating
patterns

« basic argument for spatial organization of
investment data

« GIS as an integrative framework

—through location, we can integrate information
from a variety of sources

0ay 2007 Why map publcinvestmonts? "

Number of
programs
1

0ay 007 Why map publicinvestments? "

Number of
programs

0usy 2007 s

0y 2007 s

Number of
programs
1

3or more

0tsy 2007 i

Where are
investments
going relative
to resource
distributions?

0tay 2007 ®




Where are
investments
going relative
to poverty
distributions?

0wy 2007

Is there a bias
towards more
accessible
areas?

30wy 2007 Wy map public nvestments? =

Resolution, disaggregation

» The more disaggregate, the better
— easier to scale up than down
— options may be limited
The “rehabilitation” of implicitly spatial data
should seek opportunities for locational
specificity

® targeted to
urban areas
J

0y 2007

Spatial analysis

» Beyond mapping
— Variety of quantitative spatial analytical
techniques enabled by spatially explicit
organization of data
— These techniques enable new questions to be
addressed

« questions which can only be addressed in a spatial
framework

30y 2007

Spatial
autocorrelation

Spatially random or spatially clustered?

negative random positive

Spatial de

+ Clustering

— do investments (across sector or investor)
tend to be located close to each other?

—do investments seek (or avoid) the same
areas?

Do public investments
attract private
investments?

S0y 2007




Spatial analysis

» Neighborhood effects

Is an outcome at location x affected by
investments in the surrounding neighborhood?

0wy 2007

Exploratory analysis

« Spatial frameworks for exploratory data
analysis
—techniques related to data reduction and
structure detection
« factor analysis, PCA
—finding interesting patterns

« linking & brushing, multivariate ESDA (Anselin et al),
GWR (Fotheringham et al)

0wy 2007 Why map pu

Final thoughts

Opportunities beyond CAADP req’ments
Need to prioritize indicators

How to address issue of incomplete data?
Many of the most spatially interesting
investments may not be “ag spending”
—infrastructure, education, health

Scope of “public” investments

—include non-governmental programs?

0ttay 2007

Why map public investments?

Some spatial perspectives on
disaggregation of investment data

Jordan Chamberlin
30 May 2007

d
IFPRI®
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Mapping the spillover potential for
agricultural technologies in the ASARECA
region: a spatial and investment analysis
By
Leonard Oruko
ASARECA
Senior Technical Officer Monitoring and Evaluation

Presentation at a technical meeting on monitoring
trends and spatial analysis of public spending in
agriculture, 29-30 May 2007, Lusaka, Zambia

Objectives

» Phase 1:To map the target zones for past
and ongoing ASARECA investments
(technologies and associated practices)

» Phase 2:To identify the necessary
investments required to generate the
productivity growth identified in the
ASARECA strategic plan 2006-2015

Approach

« Spatial Analysis in the ASARECA
Strategic Plan

» Targeting ASARECA R&D outputs to
identified Development Domains

« Beyond the commodity sector growth
targets: priority investment options for Ag.
R&D

Mapping work

The ASARECA Strategic Plan

1. Spatial analysis to generate agricultural development
domains based on;
— Agricultural potential
— Access to markets
— Population density

2. A multimarket model that identifies growth targets for
commodities and commodity groups

3. Ex-ante analysis employing DREAM model to identify
potential returns to regional R&D investment

The ASARECA Strategic Plan identifies the development
domains as the primary units for targeting products and
services

Development Domains

Production potarial Attt

Population density
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DEVELOPMENT DOMAINS

Targeting ASARECA R&D outputs to
Development Domains

+ Review products and services
(Technology, Knowledge, Policy options)
based on identified criteria for potential
target zones

» Review the existing client target
zones...poverty maps, development
domains, national zoning criteria etc

+ Implications for priority setting within the
programmatic areas

Relative Importance of D. Domains

LL

it

Rural pp.
1% Total pp.

HHH

2% Area

149% Rural pp.,
17% Total pp.

e o ] Regional GDP Gains to 2015 from Growth in
Selected Commodity Groups (US$ million)

Lrestock | N
|
Roots & Tubes

Fris 8 Vog

Oisoods

Categorization of Research Products and
Services

« What products and services are to be
generated by the current research portfolio
(Pipeline)?

« What products and services have been
made available to uptake pathways?

« What products and services have been
adopted by end-users?
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Technology Attributes

1. Discrete products: breeds, variety, vaccine e

2. Management practices: crop management,
animal management-have a direct link with
specific technologies

Research outputs in the pipeline

*Description of
technology for
example, breed, seed,
integrated pest
management

*Target Agro-
ecological zone
(development domain)
for the a research

Target Development
Domain for the a
research
output/technology

*Total cost of
generating the a
research
output/technology -
estimated project cost

*The location by
country and institution
to which the a
research
output/technology has
been made available

3. Combination of technologies e.g. Integrated output/technology
watershed management, IPM
. L «Stage of development
4. How to map knowledge institutions and following the
a0 ASARECA indicator
P olicies 777 reference sheet
+Replication/trial sites
by agro-ecological
zone
RO vali and made avai to uptake R ch outputs ad d by end-users

+Country and location
where an adoption study
has been conducted

+Perceptions on/
estimated levels of
adoption

+Country and location
where a research
output/technology is
being disseminated

“The
institutions/organizations
involved in dissemination

Examples from ECA Re-SAKSS

Investment Analysis
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Investment Analysis

Rationalization of the ASARECA NPPS into 7
Programmatic area

Staple Crops

Non-staple crops

Livestock and fisheries

Agro-biodiversity and biotechnology

Natural Resources management and Forestry
Policy and advocacy

Capacity strengthening and technology up-
scaling

The IFPRI Analysis

Sets the requisite growth targets
Identifies the spillover potential of
investments
DREAM-estimates the potential welfare
gains from investing in R&D

L2277

Next Level of Analysis

Given the priority areas identified in the
strategic plan, what are the necessary
investments required to generate the
productivity growth?

What criteria will be used to guide the
these investments?

Besides ASARECA, who else needs this
level of analysis?

Specifically for ASARECA

Programmatic and thematic level

Where should the investment be made
(research, dissemination)??

Where can ASARECA contribute
significantly given its core competency?
What are the priority investments
required for in Oilseeds for example
(groundnuts, sesame or sunflower)
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An approach to the spatial analysis
of public investments in agriculture

Adlai Davids
GIS Centre, HSRC
E-mail: asdavids@hsrc.ac.za

SRC

What is spatial analysis?

+ Spatial analysis is an approach to F
geography comprising of three inter- N
related themes (Robinson, 1998): |

« Spatial arrangement: the locational |
pattern of objects under study

= Space-time processes: the modification
of spatial arrangements through time

« Spatial forecasting: the prediction of
future spatial arrangements

Why the spatial analysis of agricultural.
investments?

« The importance of the location of !
investments — are they targeting the
appropriate areas in terms of need and
suitability? |

* Have the target areas for investments
changed over time?

« Given certain social and environmental
conditions, where will investments be
located in future?

Choropleth mapping as a method to ald
spatial analysis ;

= Choropleth mapping — assigning data to I-'
an administrative area that is unrelated
to the data |

« Relatively easy technique that reveals |
average distributions over varying sizes
of mapping units.

« It can wrongfully imply distributional
uniformity, by masking local variations

« Allows for generalization in e
interpretation e

//gﬁ RC

Population density:
Malawi (1988) ',

Data required for mapping (i) ,

« Data requirements informed by the II'
definition and scope of agricultural
investments must be collected

« Ministries and agencies involved keep !
routine data on their investments

« Access to such records must be
negotiated
« The location (by district, ‘village’ or GPS
coordinates) of an investment prolect is
the bare minimum /

4 %HSRC
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Data required for mapping (ii)

« Key variables related the investments I"
(donor, start date, amount funded,
beneficiary characteristics, etc) must be |
linked to the location. |

« Social and physical environmental
conditions at project location need to be
collected

« If routine data are not available, data
collection workshops need to be
organized -

Data formats required

- Digital data would be ideal, e.g. MS !
Access databases, MS Excel sheets
and others |

* Published reports in hard copy, detailing |
individual projects and their 4
characteristics

- Contact with a person with intimate
knowledge of the data: metadata,
anomalies, language, etc.

 — . Geographical

T Information

and the |
Plannin
Process

1

|

At T Source:
Aronoff (1989)

.

~ Example of a South African project

» HSRC project on ‘Development Funding I-'
in South Africa — 1998-19

« Involved the determlnatlon of social |
needs and service provision indicators

- Combined social needs and service i
provision index based on the household
poverty gap, dependency ratio, access
to police stations, schools, etc.

« These social indices was compared to
public expenditure projects by o

magisterial district for the country-~ o
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""""isreliminary analysis of Malawi datll_a"'

=
« Visit to Lilongwe in March 2007 I.' =
« Meeting with the Malawi Agricultural i =
Sector Infrastructure Programme | *
(MASIP) and the MoA | == L
- Contact with MoA well facilitated by & = T
IP = -
« Received data on Food Security i e
= -

projects in a MS Access database and

an Excel spreadsheet
+ Spatial data obtained by MoA viathe . — —____

World Food Programme (WFP).~"_

M £TEHSRC

" Variables in the Malawi data

+ 30 variables recorded, including !
* Project title
« Donor’s name |
« Financing type |
« Project focus |
« Total cost & currency
« Implementing agency
« Targeted group (Women, children, etc.) Y
« Components 5,
« District coverage o
- Start date, etc. =

Database
files (*.dbf)

Spatial data P S S
(districts or :E
TAs) Lt

=
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o The way forward to mapping |nvestments é

in the pilot countries

« Adhere to all relevant definitions !
« Agriculture
* Investments
« Public expenditure, etc. |
« Liaise with ReSAKSS-SA partners and
other stakeholders in each pilot country
« Collate the routine data or arrange data
collection workshops
« Impart project related skills to data SR
providers ,.r-'

4 %HSRC

Thank You!
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The ReSAKSS-SA aims to identify and assess strategic options for agricultural growth par-
ticularly poverty alleviation in southern Africa. ReSAKSS-SA supports review and learning
processes in the region to contribute to the successful implementation of agriculture and
rural development strategies with particular emphasis on Comprehensive Africa Agriculture
Development Programme (CAADP) and Southern Africa Development Community Regional
Indicative Strategic Development Plan (SADC RISDP). ReSAKSS-SA is jointly implemented
by the International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT) and the
International Water Management Institute (IWMI), in collaboration with the International
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), regional and national partners.

The ReSAKSS-SA is a multi-donor initiative funded by the United States Agency for
International Development (USAID), the Department for International Development
(DFID), and the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA).

For more information, contact:
Sub-Regional Coordinator

Regional Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System
for Southern Africa (ReSAKSS-SA)

International Water Management Institute (IWMI)

Private Bag X813

Silverton 0127

Pretoria, South Africa

Telephone: +27(0)12 845 9100
Facsimile: +27(0)12 8459110
E-mail: resakss-sa@cgiar.org
Website: www.resakss-sa.org
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