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Agriculture Policy in Africa:  “Challenging CAADP” 

Introduction 
 
The colonial past continues to shape development policy in Africa and as a result creates a weak foundation 
for external development partners, heads of state, and local bureaucracies to work.  The very idea of global 
partnerships with interests tied to state policy of developed nations is overly skewed towards the governing 
elite in developing countries to seek rents and not develop its own people.  The very institutions that form 
policy such as the African Union (AU), the successor to the Organization of African Unity (OAU), and now 
NEPAD, are impaired by deep political and historical wounds which prevent any true African-centric policy 
from emerging, even if it is well-intended.  The Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program or 
CAADP is a case in point.  Although touted as a locally owned and originated program, it has turned into a 
policy framework to help guide nations towards policy decisions that affect poverty the most which, 
according to research, is increased agriculture investment from the public sector.   Despite the sound research 
behind the genesis of the AU, NEPAD, and now CAADP, these efforts are destined to fall short of their 
intended goals due mostly to the organization and incentive structures.  For example, the incentive structures 
inherent in CAADP guide state policy makers to promote further rent seeking and there are no significant 
checks and balances in place to better criticize decisions – a result of a cultural phenomenon discussed in the 
paper.  A number of other assumptions will also be challenged.  For instance, there is a marketed idea that 
CAADP policies and governing institutions are African-centric and locally owned – a highly suspect claim.  
The purpose of this paper will then be to examine these assumptions to raise questions on the very premise 
that CAADP will be ‘the’ policy that will drive African1 development towards healthy economic, social, 
human, and environmental outcomes.   
 

Research Question 
 
As a result of the ongoing buzz and surrounding developments of ICT in Africa, specifically with mobile 
technology, an initial thought surfaced that African leaders can follow a similar path when attempting to 
address agriculture policy to reach development goals.  In effect, they could do what mobile technology did 
with land line infrastructure and ‘leapfrog’ across the chasm of both costly and time consuming physical 
development so that their societies and economies would reap the benefits without having to ‘re-create the 
wheel’, so to speak, something that development economics – as a profession – has been known to do quite 
often2.  Both Botswana and Mauritius are two crucial examples of how agriculturally resource poor countries 
can still govern their people by responsibly using revenues from other natural resources (e.g. diamonds in 
Botswana) or political resources (e.g. laws for financial services in Mauritius) to secure food imports.  These 
cases in particular, begin to suggest that comprehensive reform of agriculture, using an inside-out model of 
development economics, is contrary to sustained and healthy country growth.  Therefore, greater analysis and 
research is required to more holistically criticize the assumptions advanced by African leaders for agriculture 
policy.  The research question: 
 

Is the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program (CAADP) well placed to achieve its 
multiple goals of increasing agency to African nations while improving overall development through strategic 
agricultural policy and investment? 

 
 
 

                                                           
1 Africa or ‘the continent’ is used interchangeably with Sub-Saharan Africa since reference is primarily to Black Africa.   
2 See Zambia’s Lima program, Alex de Waal’s “Famine Crimes,” or even the resurgence of the Washington Consensus 
coupled with newly titled and slightly modified Structural Adjustment Programs.   
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Methodology 
 
This paper will consist of four general areas of study.  First, it will cover the history of agriculture and the 
institutional formation of public entities.  Second, the policy prescriptions will be detailed which allude to the 
assumptions guiding the policy formation.  Third, Sub-Saharan wide trends will be covered in review of the 
implemented CAADP program and three African countries will be highlighted for specific trends.  Finally, 
the assumptions of the program will be challenged.  The unit of analysis in this paper will be the policy 
framework itself, along with taking examples from both the continent and the country level.   
 

Understanding Africa’s Agricultural Past 
 
For the majority of Western economic and social institutions, agriculture has historically been considered and 
portrayed as the initial step required before achieving more desirable outcomes of industrialization and 
urbanization.  The same ideology holds in Africa.  Since independence in the 1950’s and 1960’s, the freshly 
minted African state has broadly looked at agriculture as a form of underdevelopment an industry that should 
be moved away from, not invested in.  The economic development ideology post-colonization believed that 
built infrastructure, in the form of buildings and factories, was the gateway to higher prosperity on the ‘dark’ 
continent as it was, and sometimes may still be, known3.  Simply moving past agricultural development and 
into manufacturing of agricultural goods, before a number of other conditions for progress were met4, was 
considered the next logical step for foreign assistance to contribute and which also happened to fit into a 
financial system not only all-together foreign to the African state but the system itself newly emerging at the 
time.  It also presumed that this massive investment in a singular large scale mono-cropped Western system 
of agriculture would be permanent, returning an unending stream of income for locals, as it did in the West.  
As it has come to be known, agriculture is to be considered more than simply an economic activity but a 
material factor for food security and thus for survival, a means of livelihood and culture, and a provider of 
environmental services contrasted simultaneously with a major source of environmental degradation if 
unsustainable practices are used (Zimmerman and Bruntrup 2009, 34).   
 
It is important to note that agriculture was never in a state of ecological equilibrium nor was it a well 
performing industry prior to Colonialization, either.  The case of banana cultivation in the Buganda Kingdom 
of Uganda revealed how intertwined political systems and social organization were with the identification of 
banana as the crop of choice then imposed on farmers by the elite (Wrigley 1989).   Also, in Kenya, historic 
shifts from intensive agricultural irrigation siphoned from Lake Baringo after major floods in 1918 which 
then led to new pastoral opportunities demonstrates that ecological shocks play a role in the development of 
its agricultural and pastoral systems (McCann 1991).  The pastoralists themselves are an example of how 
shifting climate and geography play a role in the social-cultural nature of Africans.  Pastoralists typically travel 
from place to place in search of water for their livestock – a burden to bureaucracies that are more static in 
nature; while only in wet seasons do pastoralists pause to plant crops for a short time.  Although pastoralists 
take up approximately 70% of the land area in East Africa (Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda), they only account 
for about 2% of the total population (Fratkin 2001).  When we include Sudan, Ethiopia, and Somalia, the land 

                                                           
3 Western perceptions of Africa and Africans, stem in large part, from racial bias formed during slavery, colonialism, and 
the civil rights movements: ‘Tin Tin’s Adventures in the Congo’, Hollywood’s depiction of dense jungles inhabited by 
single bushmen, and just as significantly Joseph Conrad’s ‘The Heart of Darkness’ – a frame narrative ‘loosely illustrating 
the three stages of life’ (Wikipedia 2012) – all generate ideas without a comparative basis that lead us to today’s media-
fed perspective.  We, in the West, therefore understand the African in a context of darkness, tribalism, and 
backwardness, a single country (and not a continent) that continues to be the recipient of taxpayer funds – upwards of 
25% of GDP according to US public perception (World Public Opinion 2010) (the truth is the US spends less than 1% 
of GDP on foreign assistance).   
4 Those ‘other conditions’ are the slow buildup of social and political capital moving towards an overarching governance 
of resources with checks and balances in place to ensure power bases remain, especially including access to food.   
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area used remains about the same at 70% but the population of pastoralists increases significantly, to upwards 
of 30 million or about 11.7% of the entire East African population5.   
 
Agriculture, therefore, is an extremely significant part of the daily life of most Africans, even for pastoral 
societies who have been traditionally excluded from the newer political power structures post-independence 
since they are forced to navigate the ever growing pressures of agriculturalists.  Despite its identified 
weaknesses in Africa, agriculture has been found to be a crucial industrial factor in increasing economic 
growth and moving people out of poverty – just as the Green Revolution transformed China, so too was the 
belief that it will transform Africa.   The economics of agriculture on the continent is menacing with the 
sector accounting for nearly 60% of total employment continent wide, 20% of merchandise exports, and 17% 
of GDP (NEPAD 2001, 1).  Other continent wide summaries suggest that these figures are conservative.  
According to the World Bank, agriculture currently accounts for about 30% of Africa’s GDP, at least 40% of 
export value, and approximately 70-80% of total employment.  More than 75% of the total population lives in 
rural areas and the majority of them are small holder households involved in agricultural activities.  
Approximately 67% of manufacturing value-added in most African countries is based on agricultural raw 
materials while food products constitute a large proportion, upwards of 60%, of overall household 
consumption (Zimmerman and Bruntrup 2009, 34).  In addition, the correlation between agriculture and 
GDP growth since Colonization demonstrates even stronger ties6.  Even though this research shows that 
agriculture is more than convincing to steer policy towards greater agricultural investment, policy makers and 
external development economists have rarely heard the call.    
 
Cropping systems have remained at the subsistence level with improved seed varieties lacking in availability as 
a result of poorly planned or entirely non-existent state policies, further limiting technological transfer.  Cash 
crops, such as coffee, tea, cotton, cocoa, and sugar, were promoted before and after independence to satisfy 
Western markets at the expense of local markets.  This export promotion, part of the Washington Consensus 
and Structural Adjustment Programs (SAP’s), aimed at earning the state foreign reserves which arguably 
should be used to leverage debt to develop local infrastructure in health, education, and agriculture – however 
most often furthered rent seeking by public officials as few systems for transparent accounting were available 
to the public.   The few resources that were invested in agriculture were biased towards agriculturalists who 
used every inch of arable land unlike pastoralists who roamed in semi-arid and arid zones.  In doing so, 
governments solidified the relationship between the rural population and those in urban centers:  peasants 
were there to feed the state.  An urban dependency evolved and took root focusing on food production to 
support the burgeoning cities sacrificing the needs of 60-80% of the population in rural areas, in effect an 
exploitative urban view7.  As these inefficiencies mounted, managerial capacity was unable to meet Western 

                                                           
5 Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda @ 2% of population is 2.4 million pastoralists; Somalia is 80% pastoralists which is 
about 7.6 million; Ethiopia is estimated to be about 15% pastoral which is 12.8 million people; South Sudan is estimated 
to be about 85% pastoral which is 7.7 million people.  The total population of East Africa is 261 million as of 2010. 
6 Douglas Gollin, a professor at Oxford University, draws the connection between agriculture and early stages of 
economic development.  Using data from 62 developing countries between 1960 and 1990, he found that growth in 
agricultural productivity is quantitatively important in explaining growth in GDP per worker.  In fact it accounts for 54% 
of GDP growth.  The report states that countries experiencing growth in agricultural productivity are able to release 
labor from agriculture into other sectors of the economy which then accounts for a further 29% of GDP growth, 
remaining with 17% derived from non-agricultural growth (Gollin 2002).   
7 See Robert Clute’s explanation of agriculture’s role in development as either integrative or exploitative.  The integrative 
view considers the other sectors in the economy as equal partners to absorb labor between sectors or industries.  There 
are five major ways in which agriculture development influences economic development:  i) the relationship between 
demand for food and the supply of it; ii) exporting food increases foreign reserves required for development; iii) 
agriculture must provide the capital for investments in social overhead and industry; iv) agriculture must supply a major 
portion of increased labor needs for industrial sector; and v) the rising incomes of the agriculture sector enlarge the size 
of the domestic market for the manufacturing sector.  Yet, in Africa’s case, all these are happening at the same time – 
challenging these assumptions. 
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demands to focus squarely on outputs, surrendering holistic approaches of resource management, 
endangering local social and natural systems already in place.   
 
This endangering was simultaneously complicated during Colonization, when imperial officials formalized 
individual land tenure systems, at times completely dismantling the customary practices understood by the 
masses.  The late professor emeritus of history at Addis Ababa University in Ethiopia Merid Wolde Aregay 
states,  
 

“he [the peasant] knew the quality of his soil and what soils were more receptive to what grains.  He 
understood at which levels of the highland each type of strain of his grains thrived best.  Travelers, from F. 
Alvarez down to H. Salt, saw how carefully he could irrigate his lands as well as tend and grow fruit trees of 
all kinds…The low level of life of the Ethiopian peasantry and of the ruling classes cannot, therefore, be 
attributed to primitive technology.  The rist (partible property rights or individualized holding) form of tenure 
and the endless segmentation of farms that it entailed deprived the peasant of the will to work and to seek 
improvement.  It made him quarrelsome while at the same time shutting and fixing him within the confines of 
his ancestral village.” (McCann 1990) 

 
This story summarizes a majority of African experiences with land rights and the legal systems they have 
become embroiled in; however, there is one documented success in the Buganda Kingdom which requires 
mention.  In 1900, the agreement between the British and the Kabaka (Buganda’s tribal leader) birthed a new 
system of tenure called mailo8 freehold which allowed a land market to develop and this provided access for 
commercial farmers to take advantage of profitable agricultural opportunities (Barrows 1990, 283).   
 
Since the early 1960’s, outsiders have been sending warnings that Africa is destined for an agricultural crisis – 
which is not surprising when all the continents problems are listed on one sheet of paper.  In the Western 
international development and African studies arena, academics9 continue to suggest that the typical African 
is either involved in a famine, troubled by food security, or otherwise in a crisis situation.  This falls on the 
heels of the West’s first glimpse of widespread famine in Africa (for the first time international media was 
able to capture live footage of foreign events and broadcast it back to distant audiences) from the 1972-1974 
Wollo famine in Ethiopia and this view was further strengthened by the 1983-1985 famine in the same 
country just ten years later.  Both instances were cause for international media to engage in poorly 
contextualizing reports of events on the ground alarming foreigners and sparking a moral imperative to act10.   
Just as importantly, it has influenced a number of authors who write on Africa as if it were perpetually 
colliding with events as opposed to merely embracing her challenges.    
 
Throughout history, there have continued to be significant but manageable challenges in agriculture such as 
the deterioration of its natural resources, the ever changing weather patterns, land use, government policy 

                                                           
8 The Buganda Agreement of 1900 and the Land Law of 1908 transformed the existing system by introducing essentially 
freehold tenure on a grand scale.  The Agreement, between the British Special Commissioner and the Baganda chiefs 
and Kabaka, provided for British control over the kingdom, allocated 1,003 square miles to the Kabaka and another 
8,000 to chiefs and other political notables, and less than 300 in freehold to churches, the central government, and non-
Africans.  Land was allocated in square-mile units known as mailo, but very few of the 4,000 owners received one large 
block, and many had parcels spread widely over the kingdom.  This mailo land could be bought, sold, inherited, or given 
to others for noncommercial use, but could not be alienated to non-Baganda (Barrows 1990, 279). 
9 Such as the late Robert E. Clute, Professor at the University of Georgia’s School of Public and International Affairs; 
James C. McCann, Assistant Professor of History and Assistant Director of the African Studies Center at Boston 
University; Michael J. Watts, Professor of Geography at University of California at Berkeley; and William B. Morgan, 
Professor of Geography at King’s College London; among hundreds of other scholars.   
10 See Jonathan Dimbleby’s “The Unknown Famine” which filmed raw footage without narrative and broadcast via English 
ITV news in 1974 and almost to the day ten years later, Michael Buerk’s seven-minute feature broadcast via BBC TV 
Nightly News showing footage of Karem, Ethiopia and eliciting fear based thoughts of ‘biblical famines’ in the ‘piercing chill 
of night’.   
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(taxes, subsidies – or lack thereof, investment, and research), price volatility, production efficiency, and 
population pressures.  It is generally accepted that Sub-Saharan Africa is experiencing dramatic shifts in 
weather11.  Reduction in rainfall levels in an already volatile system of moderate and heavy rains followed by 
long dry spells, and the desertification on both the Northern (Sahel) and Southern (Kalahari and Namib) ends 
exacerbates land use challenges.  Africa’s soil nutrient base has historically been reported as poor and 
extremely fragile, losing organic matter quickly (Clute 1982, 3); however this excludes the Rift Valley in 
Eastern Africa.  This also must be understood in the context of the entire continent’s geography since over 
55% of land is unsuitable for any agriculture yet typically supports about 30% of the population (all 
pastoralists) and between 16-29% of land (or 9 million km2) has medium to high quality soils and supports 
45% of the population (mostly agriculturalists) (Eswaran 2005, 1).  This agriculture land mass is the 
equivalent of 21 entire states of California growing food to feed eleven times its number of people however 
on a per capita basis only offers the average African half the amount of land space to produce for oneself12.  
Being located in a tropical zone, countless pests and various crop diseases overcome most subsistence and 
small holder farmers, limiting production due to poor technical infrastructure in extension and research 
services.  The rain-based irrigation systems continue to complicate the situation with minimal investment in 
public infrastructure such as feeder roads and canals.  By the time academics began studying agriculture in 
Africa’s post-Colonial environment (McCann 1991, 507), only four African countries had increasing per 
capita food production in 1980 (Clute 1982, 4).  Over the last 30 years that number has improved.  We now 
see 22 countries with increasing per capita food production (See Exhibit 1).  
 
These figures are juxtaposed on a changing demography as well.  Since 1980 there has been a dramatic spike 
in the under 14 population demographic.  At the time of his writing, approximately 42% of Africa’s 
population was under 14 in 1950 and this continued to rise until 1990’s when the proportion of children 
reached a high of 45.4%.  Since this time, this figure has continued to fall back to the 42% level of 1950.  
However, this figure is still the highest in the world.  A cursory overview of developed countries tells us that 
this figure should be in the 15% to 25% range and for all other developing countries it should be between 
25% and 32%.  From a regional perspective on the continent, Southern Africa has demographic proportions 
similar to the rest of the world with only 30% of the population below the age of 14 (The World Population 
Prospects: The 2010 Revision 2011).  This significantly high proportion of young Africans continues to 
exhibit stress on central governments since this population requires expensive health care and education 
disorienting policy decisions likely to favor expenditure in areas other than agriculture.   
 
In the last decade, from both outside Africa and inside, the resurgence of interest in African agriculture 
comes as a surprise.  The global geopolitical atmosphere and post-Cold War environment has sparked a 
windfall of interest and investment in response to the global food price spike in 2007-2008 and what appears 
to be excess land availability in Africa, leading to ‘land grabs’.  Biofuels for energy, non-food agriculture 
commodities like rubber, expectations of high returns, and emerging carbon markets are some of the primary 
drivers to land grabs in Africa13.  As stated earlier, agriculture productivity growth sparked 83% GDP growth 
per worker for developing countries during the 1960-1990 period.  The importance and significance of 
agriculture in Africa’s development is being made clear with renewed hopes as the continent burgeons and 

                                                           
11 According to FEWSNET, the famine early warning system in Africa, Ethiopian rains have declined by 15-20% since 
mid-1970’s for the spring and summer rains which are areas that are the most populated.  Ugandan rains have declined 
from normal averages, mostly affecting the West and the Northwest regions of the country.  Kenyan rains have declined 
more than 100 mm or 20% since mid-1970’s with drying trends impacting heavily populated areas the most.  
12 California is approximately 420,000 km2 (see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/California) and has approximately 37 
million residents; equating this to Africa’s arable land mass of 9 million km2, Africans have half the amount of space per 
capita than Californians use to feed its population.  I used this comparison since California is a net exporter of food 
(Brunke 2004, 1) and its agricultural technology is behind by about 30 years in comparison to Israel – see Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs:  
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Facts+About+Israel/Economy/Focus+on+Israel-+Israel-
s+Agriculture+in+the+21st.htm 
13 Mo Ibrahim – Report on Africa, 2011.   

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/California
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Facts+About+Israel/Economy/Focus+on+Israel-+Israel-s+Agriculture+in+the+21st.htm
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Facts+About+Israel/Economy/Focus+on+Israel-+Israel-s+Agriculture+in+the+21st.htm
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gains momentum for the first time since colonialism.  Now that policy has also turned a corner and CAADP 
has been instituted, it is uncertain if old ideologies surrounding policy will be effective at sparking innovation 
as has been shown in the ICT sector in Kenya and Ghana.   
 

Evolution of CAADP – New Colonialism 
 
The roots of the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program (CAADP) date back to 1963 
when the Organization for African Unity (OAU) was established to unify a continent newly surfacing from 
over 70 years of European colonial rule.  The OAU did have in its objectives international cooperation and 
the promotion of the United Nation’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights, however, for the most part 
the ideology of this effort focused on collective welfare rather than human rights (or food rights) or good 
governance.  For instance, the OAU was designated to de-colonize African countries, to unify the continent 
under a strong cohesive image, and to defend the integrity of member states; this suitably applied to the times 
since imperialist ideals were festering as fresh new states were trying to build state apparatuses.  Prompted by 
Bretton Woods’ institutions, a development ideology consumed these newly independent African states 
leading to economic oriented policies including the provision of social amenities and the building of 
infrastructure (Akokpari 2004, 2).  When it came to security, the resources or political will were never 
appropriate for the occasion.  For the life of the OAU, mitigating conflicts should have been its full time job 
considering all the conflict on the continent, however, this body quickly became known for its inability to 
stop conflict.  The Chadian civil war in 1982, the Ethiopian and Eritrean war in 1998, and the civil unrest in 
Guinea Bissau in the same year are all examples of the lack of success the OAU has demonstrated (Akokpari 
2004, 3).  If the military defenses to support good governance were lacking so too was the political rhetoric 
and as a result the OAU created deep inconsistencies in contrast to its stated mandate.  In countless abuse 
cases from Ghana’s Jerry Rawlings to Macias Gnuema of Equatorial Guinea to Mobutu’s Zaire, the OAU did 
absolutely nothing to condemn these regimes further solidifying the public perception that the OAU’s 
leadership itself was the cause of the dysfunction.  If the OAU was unable to symbolize stability and 
unification in Africa, could another newly titled unification effort offer any consolation?  There certainly has 
not been any lack of agreements, pacts, or declarations attempted with the hope that unification, peace, and 
ultimately compliance was sought after.  In 1980, the Lagos Plan of Action worked towards ‘self-reliant’ 
development; in 1981 the African Charter on Human and People’s Rights was chartered; in 1985 Africa’s 
Priority Program for Economic Recovery attempted to address the development crisis at the time and 
respond to severe drought; in 1990 the Charter on Popular Participation worked to acknowledge the African 
citizen in the decision making process; the Abuja Treaty in 1991 established the regional trading blocs we 
have today; the Cairo Agenda for Action in 1995 re-launched a call for African unification; in 1997 an 
‘African Common Position on External Debt Crisis’ was stated; the Algiers decision and the Lome 
Declaration in 2000 addressed unconstitutional changes, and a host of other such consensus making rhetoric 
was put forth with the hope that African states would take action and not just listen.  The problems faced by 
the continent were entirely new by the time OAU was reaching its cessation in the late 1990’s; the issues of 
the time were not solely imperialism from the outside as in the Cold War days but now how to address the 
internal conflicts that presented themselves as groups vied for power and influence over their newly formed 
states.  In general, the problems Africans now faced were the end of the Cold War, globalization, rising food 
prices, Western aid, rebels, collapsed states, terrorism, and most significantly poor economic performance and 
subsequent marginalization in the global marketplace (Akokpari 2004, 4).  A new comprehensive initiative 
would have to be formed to address these all together new challenges and steer clear of the pitfalls previous 
programs experienced.   
 

Emergence of AU 
 
African leadership realized that a forum was required to advance the continent and respond to the failings of 
the OAU.  Their response (the same leaders implicated in the challenges from OAU) was to rebrand the 
OAU having learned from experience that they would need a more narrow mandate which ironically went on 
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to include good governance and more authority to address security and conflict throughout Africa.  The 
African Union (AU), as it was named in 2002, is modeled after other regional integrations such as the 
European Union, NAFTA14, and ASEAN15 yet its purview expanded from unification and social welfare of 
Africa to economic market creation and being a birthplace for solutions to the continents vast set of 
challenges like security, democracy, debt, corruption, HIV/AIDS, and a deteriorating natural environment – 
in all, fourteen objectives16.   
 
In parallel with the AU’s emergence, the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD)17 surfaced 
between the G8 and ‘Africa’ in part to pursue the objectives set forth under the AU but also because different 
state leaders were searching for ways to exploit their power18.  The first statement in its founding document 
reads:  
 

“NEPAD is a pledge by African leaders, based on a common vision and a firm shared conviction, that they 
have a pressing duty to eradicate poverty and to place their countries, both individually and collectively, on a 
path of sustainable growth and development, and at the same time to participate actively in the world economy 
and body politic. The Program is anchored on the determination of Africans to extricate themselves and the 
continent from the malaise of underdevelopment and exclusion in a globalizing world.” (NEPAD 2001, 1).  

 
The partnership emphasizes three dimensions of governance, namely:  economic and corporate, political, and 
peace and security (Akokpari 2004, 4).  Most importantly, the founding principles that helped shape this 
agreement are its alleged African-centric ownership, participation from the broader society, and the ongoing 
commitment to the Millennium Development Goals.  If those goals are not enough, what are referred to as 
‘sectoral priorities’ are also advanced to dismiss any uncertainty that all possible aspects of development are 
constituted in the plan (see Exhibit 2 for a table of principles and goals).  Even a peer review process has 
been instituted suggesting responsible monitoring and evaluation by internal members of NEPAD will lead to 
greater policy adherence, transparency, and ultimately governance.   
 
The African Peer Review Mechanism (APRM) is described in NEPAD’s governing documents to “foster the 
adoption of policies, standards, and practices that lead to political stability, high economic growth, sustainable development, and 
accelerated sub-regional and continental economic integration through sharing of experiences and reinforcement of successful and 
best practice, including identifying deficiencies and assessing the needs for capacity building.”  (NEPAD 2003, 1)  Although 
agriculture is the focus for this paper, governance is a determining factor in everything food related from 
famine to pricing to market access and finance.  It is seen by many as a key for achieving sustainable 
development in Sub-Saharan Africa, particularly by donors in industrialized countries.  And since governance 
is closely linked to power, this debate is extremely sensitive, politically; possibly it is even responsible for the 
long-time reluctance of governments to critically discuss internal affairs (Zimmerman and Bruntrup 2009, 1) 
whereas Colonialization is no doubt an underlying factor as well.  Even with this added check and balance 
tool, the NEPAD relationship reminds many of the conditional nature in which transactions have historically 
occurred, that is through the devastating Structural Adjustment Programs – however the ‘difference’ in this 
case is if NEPAD moves forward with good governance and market reforms, the G8 will give development 
assistance to the tune of $64 billion annually (NEPAD Annual Report 2011, 71) – of course this amount has 
never surfaced and today the budget is a mere $14 million19.  The new development paradigm of inside-out 

                                                           
14 North Atlantic Free Trade Area 
15 Association of South East Asian Nations 
16 See African Union website at http://www.au.int/en/about/nutshell for list of all fourteen objectives. 
17 NEPAD is a program of the African Union and it was originally adopted in Lusaka, Zambia in 2001 under the name 
the ‘New African Initiative’.  NEPAD is a radically new intervention, spearheaded by African leaders to pursue new 
priorities and approaches to the political and socio-economic transformation of Africa.  NEPAD's overarching objective 
is to enhance Africa's growth, development and participation in the global economy.  
18 Although the AU was to follow in the footsteps of the OAU, NEPAD had its own birthing prior to the AU idea.   
19 Clearly, more has been spent by national governments, however, the very fact that the 2011 Annual Report does not 
have a table listing the total projects funded under NEPAD nor the expenditures by each participating government, is an 

http://www.au.int/en/about/nutshell
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country owned economic development seems to be the new ‘elixir’ towards workable program plans 
however, paradoxically, they continue to be funded by outsiders.  The primary political stakeholders in each 
of these institutions are national governments yet the financial stakeholders are typically external bodies like 
the World Bank, the IMF, the UN, and other bi-lateral donor agencies and NGO’s.   
 
Over time, the AU and NEPAD have evolved to symbolize a stronger and more cohesive continent-wide 
voice for Africa and its affairs.  Although imperfect, these governing bodies aim to address the ever transient 
challenges facing the continent including a more healthy and coordinated security apparatus and more 
transparent debt management in accordance to the International Financial Institutions (IFI’s).  The outcomes 
of good governance via the APRM, multi-party elections, and ultimately responsible development are 
befitting goals, yet saturated with many weaknesses inherent in the design of all these so-called representative 
bodies, the mere idea of introducing stronger checks and balances to the bureaucratic system seem not only 
appropriate but also an exercise to establish the trust and incentives required to fully govern according to the 
Western status quo.  If these overarching organizations are in fact the beginning of an African-centric 
leadership, then the leader’s first policy directive was to focus on an area many believe to be the most crucial 
to overall development:  agriculture.  Finally – a policy directed at a crucial driver of growth and one that 
originated from the continent; but would this be enough?   
 

Overview of CAADP 
 
CAADP is a commitment of African countries to pursue a higher path of economic growth through 
agriculture-led development in order to eliminate hunger, reduce poverty and food insecurity, and enable the 
expansion of exports on the continent.  This new development began as a program and not a framework and 
it was formed by the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) in close collaboration with NEPAD in Abuja 
in March 2002.  In June 2002, African Ministers of Agriculture met at the FAO Headquarters in Rome under 
the auspices of the FAO Regional Conference for Africa where they held a special follow-up session meeting 
to review a draft of the CAADP document.  The conference welcomed and endorsed CAADP and it agreed 
on the need to quickly operationalize it.  It also offered guidance to member governments on a wide range of 
aspects of operationalization and action to revitalize African agriculture.  The CAADP program was later 
endorsed as one set of pledges made by the Second Ordinary Session of the African Union (AU) Assembly of 
Heads of State and Government to take explicit responsibility for the development of the continent while in 
Maputo, July 2003 (AU NEPAD, 2002).  Africa’s alleged ownership of this idea and country leadership in 
program implementation are expected to make CAADP different from past, more limited initiatives to bring 
about substantive growth in Africa’s agricultural sector.  CAADP countries are expected to achieve 6% 
growth in the agricultural sector of their economies, with particular attention to small-scale farmers and 
women, and allocate at least 10% of the national budgets to agriculture.  In line with most development 
initiatives, this is not all.  CAADP countries are also to promote dynamic agricultural markets within 
countries and between regions, to integrate farmers into the market economy and improve access to markets 
to become a net exporter of agriculture products, to achieve more equitable distribution of wealth, to be a 
strategic player in agricultural science and technology development, and to practice environmentally sound 
production methods including a culture of sustainable natural resource base.  Ultimately, CAADP seeks to 
add value to various current programs by bringing about fundamental qualitative changes in the way 
agricultural policies are made and implemented by African countries.  To achieve all these goals, CAADP 
aims to stimulate agriculture-led development around four technical objectives: 

i. to extend the area under sustainable land management and reliable water control 
systems,  

ii. to improve rural infrastructure and trade-related capacities for market access,  
iii. to increase food supply, reducing hunger and improving responses to food 

emergency crises, and  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
example of limited transparency and a challenge to the institution itself; there are various projects listed with funding 
amounts, but it is not organized, easily located, nor comprehensive.  
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iv. to improve agriculture research, technology dissemination, and adoption.  
In addition, there are two cross-cutting themes among the four objectives:  1)  capacity strengthening for 
agriculture and agribusiness including academic and professional training, and 2)  information for agricultural 
strategy formulation and implementation. 
 
Some of the fundamental principles of CAADP are the building of partnerships, dialogue, peer review, and 
mutual accountability at all levels while exploiting regional comparative advantage.  One of the main steps in 
fostering accountability and partnership is through the drafting and signing of CAADP compact documents 
at the country-level across Africa.  Such agreements are developed through broad, cross-sectoral roundtable 
processes in order to ensure that the CAADP agenda becomes an integral part of national efforts to promote 
agricultural growth.  The compact is signed by key government ministers, representatives of farmers and the 
private sector, commissioners of regional economic organizations, and the country’s development partners.  
The compact document outlines those policies, strategies, priority areas, and investment plans, and the levels 
of resources needed for the comprehensive development of the agricultural sector in the country on which 
the stakeholders are in accord and for which they take responsibility (Ministry of Agriculture 2009). 
 

CAADP Stakeholders 
Organizationally, CAADP is structured hierarchically with roles at each governing level ranging from 
continental bodies to regional bodies and from national governments and private actors to academic 
institutions housing each its four technical objectives.  Continent wide, the AU oversees NEPAD, even 
though NEPAD was established outside of the AU and with different leadership.   Regionally, only 
ECOWAS and COMESA are participating, with the EAC and SADC holding out – most like due to the 
already positive and strong trade position they are in.   The national level participation gets weaker as no 
specific stakeholders are listed in the founding documents, however, focal points, organizing committee’s and 
public stakeholders are.   To account for each technical objective under CAADP, a public academic 
institution has been assigned to evaluate and support the program.  These institutions include, for objective i) 
The University of Zambia jointly with the Center for the Fight Against the Desertification of the Sahel 
(CILSS); for objective ii) The Conference of Ministers of Agriculture of West and Central Africa (CMAWCA) 
in Senegal; for objective iii) The African Center for Food Security (ACFS) of KwaZulu Natal University in 
South Africa and CILSS; and for objective iv) The Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA) in 
Ghana.  At the international level, the more prominent development partners all participate.  These 
institutions include the World Bank, the European Union, USAID, FAO, DfID, and IFPRI.  
  

CAADP Performance – A State by State Review 
 
Since the Maputo Declaration in July 2003, where 37 of the 44 Sub-Saharan African heads of state (excluding 
the small islands) signed the CAADP agreement, only a handful of countries have continued to incorporate 
the policy framework into their local strategic plans.  Rwanda was the first to implement CAADP, conducting 
the roundtable process and signing the compact in March 2007.  Since, then, 26 other countries - Benin, 
Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cape Verde,  Cote d'Ivoire, The Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, The 
Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, Niger, 
Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Swaziland, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, and Zambia – have followed.  Again, 
countries that sign CAADP compacts continue by explaining how their detailed country specific strategy and 
investment plans will align with the program.  Several countries are undergoing a technical review of their 
investment plans which will then be vetted at national business meetings before financing mechanisms are 
agreed upon and put into place.  Of the 27 countries that have signed compacts, 19 are now either drafting or 
undergoing review of their investment plans (IFPRI 2012).   
 
Thus far, of the two primary targets under CAADP, only a handful of countries have succeeded in meeting 
these targets.  When we consider the average agriculture GDP growth rate over the period 2003-2009, twelve 
countries met or surpassed the CAADP target of 6% agriculture GDP growth in 2009.  These countries 
include Angola, Eritrea, Ethiopia, The Gambia, Guinea, Libya, Mali, Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, 
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and Sierra Leone.  Seven additional countries - Botswana, Equatorial Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Nigeria, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Senegal and Tanzania – achieved average growth rates between 5% and 6% over the 
same period (IFPRI 2012) (See Exhibit 3 for a graph of average agriculture GDP growth by region).  On the 
second target, only seven countries are currently meeting the 10% agriculture spending target.   These 
countries are Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Guinea, Malawi, Mali, Niger, and Senegal (IFPRI 2012) (see Exhibit 4 
for a graph of average agriculture spending by country).  On the surface, the one aspect policy makers and 
heads of state have control over – i.e. national spending – is the one area which has seen the least efficacy 
suggesting any real chance that states will reach established CAADP targets is precarious.   
 
Below are three country reviews selected from the East African region with each review focusing on the 
administrative aspects of implementation, a brief technical review of agriculture, and the effects CAADP has 
had, if any, on each country’s agriculture experience.  These countries were selected because of my 
professional interests in doing business there as well because they each exist on various positions in the 
broader spectrum of government spending and growth under CAADP targets.    
 

Uganda 
Administratively, Uganda signed its country CAADP Compact on March 31, 2010.  The country has a detailed 
investment plan which underwent a technical review and was validated at the country's National Business 
Meeting.   Both the review and the meeting took place in September 2010.  From an incentives perspective, 
Uganda is said to agree with CAADP for five reasons, namely:  i) the roundtable process aligns with Uganda’s 
internal policy making process, ii) it redefines CAADP in a manner that is specific to the Ugandan context, 
for local ambitions, and the unique possibilities in agricultural development found in Uganda, iii) the program 
allows a forum for all parties to state common interests in agriculture, iv) it offers a road map for future 
analysis, and v) it strengthens regional links for development (Ministry of Agriculture 2009).   
 
From a more technical perspective, Uganda’s economy has been growing at a steady 6.9% throughout the 1990’s 
and an impressive 7.2% throughout the 2000’s.  In contrast, the country’s agricultural GDP has been volatile 
throughout the same period, with an average annual growth rate of 2.3%.  These trends continue on through 
to the present.  For example, in 2008 the sector's growth increased substantially to 9.1%, well above the 
CAADP 6% growth target; however since this time growth has contracted in the sector for an annual average 
growth rate across 2009-2011 of 2.4%.  Government spending on agriculture as a percentage of total spending has 
remained below the CAADP 10% target since 1990.  Since 1992, an average annual investment equaling 2.9% 
of total expenditures were allocated to the agriculture sector20.  
 
In reviewing CAADP’s effect on the Ugandan economy it has been entirely a non-issue.  Productivity in 
Uganda has only increased because of expansion into unused arable lands and not as a result of higher yields.   
In general, maize yields average 1.5 to 1.8 metric tons (MT) per hectare, 5.5 MT per hectare for plantains, and 
1.0 MT per hectare for pulses – the three major food security and therefore household consumption crops.  
The yield gap between these figures and researched figures for the rest of the world is significant.  Maize 
elsewhere reaches 4.9 MT per hectare (Tambi 2009); plantains produce 6.8 MT per hectare21; and pulses 
maintain between 1.5 to 4.0 MT per hectare (Akibode 2011).  Public funding in agriculture continues to be 
well below the 10% mark set by CAADP; even when compensating for donor assistance, this figure does not 
reach 5%22.  In nominal terms, the budget has fallen from 100 billion UGX in 2000 to 63 billion UGX in 

                                                           
20 See Regional Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System website: http://www.resakss.org/ and search for 
Uganda. 
21 See Wiki on Plantains:  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Plantain  
22 Donor assistance is about half of the total agriculture expenditure, significantly reducing local revenues from being 
invested in agriculture. 

http://www.resakss.org/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Plantain
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200523, while this number is alarming for CAADP, the release of only approximately 60% of the budget by 
the national government places further pressure on external financing (primarily foreign donors and aid 
institutions) to meet any gaps in finance – a technique used in many other development programs.  Although 
it is clear that CAADP could not have had any effect on Ugandan agriculture as of yet, it will be quite difficult 
to separate what constitutes Ugandan efforts from those presented under CAADP.   
 

Kenya 
Administratively, Kenya held its Roundtable on October 13-14, 2009 and signed its country compact on July 
24, 2010.  The country has since created a detailed investment plan, which underwent a technical review in 
September 2010.  Kenya also held its national business meeting to validate and finance the investment plan 
on September 27, 2010.  The incentives from the Kenyan side are much more nuanced; from the reports 
distributed by CAADP themselves, Kenya is interested in similar goals as the program itself.  However, 
looking more closely, Kenyan officials are positioning their budget to exploit external funding and therefore 
reallocate local tax revenues to other areas (see analysis below).   
 
Technically, Kenya's GDP growth rates have declined slightly from the average annual 4.1% growth seen in the 
1980’s to an average rate of 2.2% in the 1990’s and 3.6% in the 2000’s.  Despite a strong period of steadily 
increasing growth from 2002 to 2007, Kenya's GDP growth fell to 1.7% in 2008 and 2.2% in 2009.  Kenya 
has witnessed erratic growth in the agricultural sector since 1990.  Agriculture grew at a rate higher than the 
CAADP 6% target in 2005, but the sector has since declined, and contracted in 2008.  In 2009, the sector 
grew at 3.0%.  Since the 1980’s, the share of agricultural expenditure in total government spending has 
declined.  From an average annual investment rate of 10% throughout the 1980’s, expenditures have 
fallen to 1.9% in 2009.  Nevertheless, the government of Kenya states that it is committed to gradually 
increasing its agricultural budget share to 10% of the national budget.  
 
In reviewing CAADP’s effect on the Kenyan economy it is, again, a non-issue thus far24.  Land and labor 
productivity remain fairly stagnant over the last decade, with no meaningful increases.  The drought in 2008-
2009 depressed agricultural productivity, but not by much.  Fertilizer use remains at the same level from the 
beginning of the decade, in 2000.  Like Uganda, Kenya produces about 1.6 MT of cereals per hectare, far 
below the world average of 3.4 MT per hectare25.  Maize yields 1.8 MT per hectare as a national average and 
pulses yield .5 MT per hectare (Mabiso 2012, 11) – similar to Uganda, Kenya doesn’t approach world averages 
either.  Public funding in agriculture continues to be well below the 10% target, only reaching 1.9% of the 
total national budget attributed to agriculture.   In nominal terms, the budget request for 2010 rose to $1.9 
million (161.22 billion Ksh26) a figure that is impressive when compared to the historical agriculture budget 
when the government was providing upwards of 6% towards agriculture – somewhere in the 18 to 22 billion 
Ksh range (Akroyd, Stephen, et al. 2007, 34).  This is revealing considering the precipitous drop in historic 
government expenditure towards agriculture, typically in the 3-5% range.  It is also interesting since the 2010 
budget request asked for 31.2% donor funding, a request equivalent to 77 billion Ksh, a figure that dwarfs the 
entire history of expenditure in agriculture for Kenya (Review 2010, vii).  Unfortunately for Kenyans, the 
central government does not have a stronger record for releasing funds to committed programs even through 
it has a much smaller share of foreign assistance.  However, with limited transparency in how the government 
of Kenya allocates its resources, again – like in the Ugandan case, it will be difficult to separate what 
constitutes internal-indigenous growth efforts and policies and those taken from the outside.   

                                                           
23 100 billion UGX in 2000 equals $61.7 million using a yearly average exchange rate of 1,620 UGX/USD in the year 
2000.   63 billion UGX in 2005 equals $36 million using a yearly average exchange rate of 1,750 UGX/USD in the year 
2005.  *Note, I have not normalized.   
24 Kenya does not have a comprehensive data gathering system, like others under CAADP using reKSASS, since it is 
said to have independent actors who can fill this data void, however, little data is available specifically addressing 
CAADP.   
25 FAOSTAT 2007, see:  http://stats.areppim.com/stats/stats_cerealsxworldxyield.htm  
26 Using December 2012 rates:  $1:Ksh84.6 sourced from www.Oanda.com  

http://stats.areppim.com/stats/stats_cerealsxworldxyield.htm
http://www.oanda.com/
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Ethiopia 

Administratively, Ethiopia held a roundtable meeting and signed its CAADP compact on September 28, 2009.  
The country outlined an investment plan which underwent a technical review in September 2010.  In October 
2010, Ethiopia was awarded funding through the Global Agriculture and Food Security Program to support 
the expansion of the country's internal Agricultural Growth Program.  Thereafter, Ethiopia held a business 
meeting to review, validate, and finance its strategic investment plan for CAADP on December 7, 2010 
(IFPRI 2012).  Ethiopia’s incentive structure to engage in CAADP is unclear.  Politically, it is already meeting 
all the indicators set forth in the program and is also the largest recipient of ODA in Sub-Saharan Africa.  Its 
participation is suspect since its internal efforts to fund agriculture have in fact been decreasing since CAADP 
was first instituted in Rwanda, possibly a sign that participation in CAADP equates to additional budget 
assistance. 
 
Technically, with average annual GDP growth rates of 2-3% in the 1980’s and 1990’s, the Ethiopian economy 
has demonstrated strong growth in the 2000’s, with the average GDP growth rate across the decade at 
8.1%.  While growth slowed slightly from 2004 to 2009, the Ethiopian economy appears to have weathered 
the global recession better than others.  Since 2004, Ethiopia has exceeded the CAADP 6% agricultural 
growth rate target each year – however maintaining such high growth rates may be a challenge given the 
historic volatility of Ethiopia's past growth rates ranging anywhere from -21% in 1985 (due to drought) to 
17% in 1996 and back down again in 2003 to -10% (due to drought again).  The country has seen large 
variations every 3 to 4 years of both agriculture and overall GDP growth – in general oscillating between +/- 
10%.  The country's agricultural and overall GDP growth rates have moved in tandem since 1990, evidence 
of the importance of the sector in the overall economy which accounts for, on average, 47% of GDP (2007-
2010) (IFPRI 2012). 
 
In reviewing CAADP’s effect on the Ethiopian economy, it is clear there is little effect since the central 
government was the only country in the COMESA region allocating more than 10% of the national budget to 
agriculture since 2004 (see Exhibit 4).  Prior to this, and over the last 30 years, the lowest level of agriculture 
expenditure from the national budget was 4% in 2001 and it has averaged upwards of 15% over the 2004-
2008 period.  Yet it is important to highlight that approximately 7% of the total aid (ODA) delivered to 
Africa goes to Ethiopia27 and this is in addition to the US PL480 Food for Peace program which subsidizes 
maize by dumping excess US production on Ethiopian markets (Ball 1996).  Similar to the Kenyan review, 
this aid can alleviate political pressure to fund CAADP via local tax revenues, gifting a little breathing room to 
Ethiopian officials.  Productivity in Ethiopia has only improved slightly for land use, yet nothing like that of 
Egypt, and its labor is still subsistence with little mechanization.   This should not be confused with the fact 
that Ethiopia is the highest yielding maize producer in all of Sub-Saharan Africa (except South Africa) 
reaching average yields of over 2.0 MT per hectare – almost a third more than typical East African yields.  
The country yields 1.5 MT per hectare for wheat, far below world production at 3.1 MT per hectare, and 1.5 
MT per hectare for sorghum, in fact higher than the world production rate of 1.4 MT per hectare (Anderson 
2010, 17).  In essence, these three crops constitute Ethiopia’s major food security focus for crop production.   
 

Challenging CAADP Assumptions 
 
The primary goal of this ongoing analysis is to breakdown the assumptions underlying a policy that adheres to 
sound research but that fundamentally cannot offer the suggested outcomes of greater economic prosperity 
due to perverse incentive structures of the policy and leadership environment.  In order to more fully 
appreciate the CAADP policy framework, examining the assumptions underlying the policy prescriptions will 
partly uncover the reasoning behind African leader’s decisions.  Once the assumptions are communicated, 
each one will be analyzed based on previous research and data derived from the CAADP indicators obtained 
from various development reports and websites.  To understand CAADP briefly, a SWOT framework was 

                                                           
27 World Bank Report 2011, figures from 2010.   
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employed to break down assumptions; the most significant strength, weakness, opportunity and threat are as 
follows:  (see Exhibit 5 for a more detailed SWOT analysis) 

Strength:   Advocacy of agriculture exists on a wider platform with ‘buy-in’ 
Weakness:   Incentive structure to participate, revenues are derived from external sources as much as 

internal however not in the form of commercial debt but in the form of sovereign debt 
and free aid or grants 

Opportunity:   Urban bias is addressed in government policy benefitting rural masses 
Threat:   Local production costs (nominally) are greater than cost to import (competitiveness) 

 

An African-centric Policy 
The rhetoric surrounding CAADP, and its underlying organizing institution NEPAD, will often refer to it as 
Africa’s first indigenously owned policy platform and debate, yet this is not entirely true.  Although touted as 
an African-centric policy, the reality of NEPAD’s origination, and therefore the governing essence of 
CAADP, stems from revisions to the original and locally crafted New African Initiative (NAI).  Between 
2000 and 2001, development programs were created by South Africa and Senegal.  The Millennium 
Partnership for Africa’s Recovery Program or MAP in South Africa attempted to be all inclusive focusing on 
conflict resolution, governance, investment, aid, and debt (Zimmerman and Bruntrup 2009, 44).  The 
OMEGA plan from Senegal was intended to address weaknesses in infrastructure, education, health, and 
agriculture.  Not far behind, the UN’s Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA) attached monitoring and 
evaluation in a program titled “the Global Compact for Africa’s Recovery (GCAR)” – these three programs 
were then merged in July 2001 to form the NAI and a first for ‘inside-out’28 development reform.  It was not 
until after the World Bank, IMF, G8 leaders, and the EU each contributed their input to NAI that it was then 
renamed NEPAD in October 2001.  What was supposed to be ‘inside-out’ development was quickly 
dismissed for traditional external assistance and political rhetoric.  It is argued by Dejene Aredo in an 
ORESSA29 newsletter in 2003 that “one major obsession of the west is to find ways to prevent African leaders from 
reversing the donor-imposed policies of economic liberalization.  No doubt, NEPAD is conceived to ‘lock in’ policy reforms and 
to further contain any sort of non-compliance with structural adjustment policies.”  This criticism also comes from within 
the continent as well.  By July 2002, a network of civil-society organizations throughout Africa presented their 
“African Civil Society Declaration on NEPAD” rejecting a policy framework that completely excluded the 
continent’s citizenry.  To civil society, NEPAD is another plea for external assistance and for political elites 
unwilling to address the concerns of the people with civil society as a vested partner.  They claim, rightly so, 
that the frameworks recently developed between 2000-2001 completely dismissed African-centric programs 
such as the Lagos Plan of Action (1980), the African Alternative Framework to Structural Adjustment 
Program (1989), the African Charter for Popular Participation and Development (1990), the Abuja Treaty 
(1991), and the Cairo Agenda (1994).  Using a 7-point framework incorporating democracy and good 
governance, peace and stability, human rights, SAP’s, resource mobilization, debt, and globalization, their 
condemning of NEPAD proves quite strong.  To name a few of their criticisms, the declaration states directly 
that NEPAD: 
 

1. promises democracy and good governance to satisfy foreign donors and to give 
guarantees to foreign investment, less so to actually carry out policies to promote 
democracy and good governance, 

2. peace requires a Pan-African response to the divisions and tensions created by the legacy 
of arbitrary colonial borders and divisive social relations, 

3. promises regional economic integration but is totally silent on the rights of people to 
freely move and seek employment across borders, 

                                                           
28 The concept of ‘inside-out’ is an iteration of thought associated with development policy where, by nature, foreign 
assistance is external and therefore ‘outside-in’.  The rhetoric of whether ongoing ‘outside-in’ development support – 
whether by policy advice, economic aid, or other contributions – can somehow be psychologically rebranded as ‘inside-
out’ development while external actors continue to participate is suspect.    
29 Organization for Social Research in Eastern and Southern Africa 
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4. accepts the fundamentals of the neo-liberal and gender-blind SAP’s paradigm which has 
been largely responsible for the deepening of the African crises, including the 
feminization of poverty, 

5. ignores the question of people’s ownership and control of African resources, and 
disregards the people as the most vital resource and purpose of development, 

6. ignores the demands for total debt cancellation produced by campaigns in Africa, in 
South-South campaigns, and worldwide, and 

7. ignores experience and the huge body of evidence and analysis discrediting the theories 
that trade leads to growth which leads to development.   

 
These criticisms point to more fundamental drivers that may prevent success.  The very nature of not 
accepting the rhetoric of good governance and human rights protections after neo-liberalism and the Cold 
War isolates the nation state and limits access to Western aid and investments.  If the decision to accept 
NEPAD was primarily based on incentives of financial resources, then this lack of opposition seems to 
further validate the civil society’s claims on the viability and feasibility of the program.  De Waal supports 
their claims as well when he states, 
 

“NEPAD has been designed by experts and adopted by governments with little public consultation.  There 
is some popular discontent over this, and the weakness of consultation means that opportunities are being 
missed for strengthening popular ownership and ensuring that NEPAD promotes democracy” (De Waal 
2002, 474) 

 
No referendum or consultations were held outside the five leading countries and even within each of these 
countries the knowledge about NEPAD is absent among the populace lacking any democratic roots – 
although inherent in the program’s original design.  To further embarrass the origination of NEPAD, 
parliamentarians in two of the sponsoring countries were entirely unaware that this program existed (Harsch 
2003).  Yet heads of states are pursuing this ‘moral contract’ via NEPAD and the AU and for the first time 
are willingly committing themselves to the core universal principles of good governance and human rights 
protection.  The question remains – will this be more than just a symbolic gesture with more of the same or 
will people begin to see the results of improved governance through democracy?   
 
All this is to affect how CAADP originated as well.  The lead in CAADP’s development was the FAO, who 
for three years fostered and led over 50 countries in preparing ‘NMTIP’ and ‘BIPPS’ documents – both from 
the African Development Bank but which is primarily shareholder owned by developed sovereigns30.   More 
importantly, FAO’s financial capacity to fully implement CAADP is weak with only $2.2 billion in income, 
50% of which is voluntary contributions, and only $25 million in working capital – this is may be enough for 
one small country, but not the entire continent.  As an aid organization with its own interests and agenda, it 
contrasts sharply with the African state, precisely the reason that implementing through FAO did not work is 
due to the lack of integration with national strategies (Zimmerman and Bruntrup 2009, 51).  The fact that 
CAADP landed back on the agenda for NEPAD further supports the prior analysis on why the founding 
institutions are so significant in pressing local policies.  Even with NEPAD controlling and managing 
CAADP, there is little likelihood of success since there is a stronger relationship between NEPAD and 
international creditors than with its own African people.   
 

GDP as a Driver for Prosperity 
Another significant assumption underscores how economic growth is associated with better overall health of 
society and well-being, yet this is currently under debate.  Development economists will have many believe 
that higher GDP growth will translate to improved social, health, and livelihood indicators through the 
process of ‘trickle down’ economics where freedom to accumulate wealth somehow is distributed evenly 

                                                           
30 The US and Japan are the largest shareholders along with most of Western Europe, China, India, Brazil, and Saudi 
Arabia.   
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among society.  Taking the two countries we analyzed above, Uganda and Ethiopia, both of which 
experienced strikingly high growth rates over the last decade we find that when comparing Human 
Development Index (HDI) scores – which measure health, education and living standards – with growth rates 
that there is negligible attribution to growth.  In Uganda’s case, with 6.9% growth in the 1990’s, the HDI 
increased by .073 (from .299 in 1990 to .372 in 2000) whereas in the 2000’s GDP growth averaged 7.2% yet 
we see the HDI increase by less, only .070.  In Ethiopia, during the first half of 2000’s, annual GDP growth 
was 6.6% with an increase in HDI of .039 (from .274 to .313) whereas in the second half annual GDP growth 
was 10.4% with an increase in HDI of .045 (from .313 to .358).   While these figures point towards general 
increases, the reality is that these two countries rank 161/187 and 174/187 for Uganda and Ethiopia, 
respectively (UNDP 2011).  The United States is another example – it ranks first for GDP (in nominal terms) 
but is only ranked 15th in the HDI score.  Also, during the first decade of the new millennium, household 
incomes fell by 4% while GDP continued to grow in the US (Jolly 2009).  Clearly, GDP as a measurement of 
overall economic health and well-being does not capture the direction the state wants to go in, especially if it 
has signed on to the MDG plan or the cadre of other socially oriented programs31.   
 
The premise of investing 10% of the country’s budget to agriculture makes sense if the funds that are 
generated from agriculture in fact will be invested back into agriculture in some form whether it be research 
or infrastructure support to agriculture.  One illustration of how this is significant relates to the state’s ability 
to reallocate revenues based on where revenues are coming in.  In Zimbabwe, for example, farms are taxed 
about Z$1,450 per hectare of cotton production.  During the 1994 farm season cotton production levels 
reached 248,000 with the government realizing revenues of Z$359 million from producers whereas the total 
agricultural research budget for the 1994 year was only Z$37 million or a tenth of revenues generated only 
from cotton producers (Sukume 2000, 41).  In short, very little revenues earned from agriculture are in fact 
reinvested back into agriculture.  With this bureaucratic behavior, the 10% investments in agriculture will 
never lead towards long run economic prosperity without revenues being allocated back into agriculture.  
More importantly, another significant factor that must also be considered is that increasing expenditure to the 
agriculture sector means forgoing expenditures in other areas of the budget, ultimately affecting health, 
education, transportation, communications, social security, and security among other sectors.  The largest 
growth sector of government public spending in Uganda is its public administration.  If this is the case for 
countries, then it will be difficult to get leaders to shift funds away from their own chiefdoms.  To ensure the 
government is allocating responsibly, greater criticism must be placed on African leaders by the public – while 
waiting for institutions to become transparent through benevolence or peer pressure may take longer.   
 
The last argument on the economics of increased spending in agriculture refers to the incentive structure in 
place for African leaders to move resources towards the sector.  There are two parts to this analysis.  First, it 
is not enough solely to look at the level of agricultural output as a percent of GDP (CAADP’s primary target) 
and trend this to the income level of the country; doing so tells us that the greater share agriculture has in an 
economy (see Exhibit 6), the less likely it is developed.  In addition, the metric of total agriculture expenditure 
as a percent of GDP (CAADP’s other primary target) doesn’t explain trends in income either as multiple 
sectors of the economy influence the analysis.  However when the agriculture expenditure as a percent of 
GDP is adjusted to the size of the agriculture sector of the country, then a fairly consistent indicator emerges 
(see Exhibit 7).  Using this metric, there is a clear relationship between the amount allocated towards 
agriculture and overall economic prosperity – higher income countries all have much higher levels of adjusted 
agricultural budgets as a percent of GDP and lower income countries have the lowest levels of expenditure.  
Understanding that this is a crucial factor for CAADP to function for member countries, updated figures 
were provided for the 2007-2010 period, the initial implementation years of CAADP.   Across East Africa 
(Ethiopia, Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda) the share of funds being directed towards agriculture has dropped 

                                                           
31

 GDP measures financial, economic, and built (manufactured) capital while including things like pollution, crime, 
health damage, family breakdown, debt, foreclosure, bankruptcy, increasing scarcity and risk.  It does not measure 
natural (ecosystem services), human, social, nor political capital; it misses out on sustainability, exercise, social 
connection, volunteering, housework, price and quantity effects, quality, physical and mental well-being.   
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precipitously since the 2000-2004 period.  As described in the Kenya country analysis above, rent seeking 
incentives are still at play under CAADP – as long as external agencies with significant resources are there to 
be exploited, local African leaders will find a way to take advantage of the opportunity, even pledging to 
agreements they know they will not fulfill.    
 
The second part of this economic analysis suggests that the CAADP target of 10% agriculture expenditure is 
not entirely a true argument.  Contrary to what Exhibit 7 explains, lower public spending does not always 
translate into lower agricultural competitiveness.  In the US and the EU, government support of the 
agriculture industry is widely known, with subsidies making the bulk of competitiveness for these countries 
whereas in Brazil, Australia, and New Zealand with low expenditure in agriculture farmers are quite 
competitive (World Bank 2010, 11).  What separates the effectiveness of public expenditure in agriculture are 
three things, namely:  i) enabling environments must be supportive of sensitive food prices, so that 
distortions via public investments do not negatively impact private markets, ii) what is spent in agriculture 
should go to the most efficient or comparative advantageous sector within agriculture to make a positive 
impact, and iii) the technical capacity of public funds to be used for their intended purposes is, of course, key 
(World Bank 2010, 11).  With each of these conditions, even small levels of public expenditure can help 
nations meet CAADP objectives (see Botswana for an example32).   
 
Lastly, it is important to briefly discuss an underlying belief that export oriented growth will support GDP 
growth in the long run.  The premise of this statement begins with the small holder farmer making the 
decision to grow crops for sale (cash crops) or for food consumption.  In the past, most small holders could 
expand into unused land and diversify their holdings by doing both.  In today’s market, that is not the case 
due to land reforms, population pressures, and limited access to resources to improve the farm.  The decision 
is no longer to incorporate both into the small holder’s portfolio, but to decide which crop to produce.  By 
growing cash crops farmers were fed into a system biased toward urban and global preferences, often times 
branching into crops that did not grow well in Africa (e.g. wheat, which is the largest import as a result of 
shifting food preferences once food aid was introduced to the continent).  This exposed small farmers to 
global pressures of price since local governments did not respond with price controls however they continued 
to tax these exports.   The export taxes that were imposed aimed to raise local revenues but with low 
competitiveness and local capacity of the small holder (and low re-investment as we saw with the Zimbabwe 
example), this turned into what is often referred to as ‘Dutch Disease’33.  What should be a subsidy by the 
government to support greater growth in export crops, is in fact a detriment to economic well-being.  Even 
though CAADP calls for greater exports, the language of the policy is veiled, most likely because exports 
would be taxed to raise revenues for the state further crippling local industry – in essence an agricultural 
‘Dutch Disease’.  Debt must also be repaid from foreign reserves earned through the export earnings.  Africa 
is the largest debtor in the developing world when comparing its debt to GDP ratio, further limiting any gains 
export oriented agriculture would offer.  Understandably, this issue is much more complex – pressure of 
global competitiveness depress prices along with Western subsidies on their own agricultural products further 
depress African agricultural economies.  The extreme volatility of global commodity prices is another aspect 
that must be examined.  Even through the major commodities are all demonstrating price growth in the last 
decade, the variation in prices is not being curbed by government policy and unfortunately, CAADP does not 
address this in its founding documents.    
 

Closing Remarks 
 
The arguments here do not implicate CAADP as inherently negative, rather it is, by nature of the process, 
continuing the dis-empowerment of Africans – a process that has been used since Colonialism, while stating 

                                                           
32

 Botswana spends relatively little on agriculture yet the industry makes up over a third of the economy.   
33 Dutch Disease often relates to natural resources such as oil or diamonds that are exported raising the value of the local 
currency which then puts pressure on the competitiveness of other (traditionally) manufactured products, ultimately 
depressing the economy.   
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that this is a populist centered policy.  If the government’s role is to support the development of society, it 
has been the misplaced rhetoric which falls squarely on government to solve society’s problems.  Reviewing 
NEPAD’s ‘Program of Action’ in Exhibit 2, we see this rhetoric instituted again, whereas the policy should 
be less about carrying out these actions as it is to enable them to take place.  For instance, in Kenya’s case, the 
figures administrative staff put forward simply don’t compute; it is clear that budget constraints exist, but it is 
unrealistic to set unreachable goals.  In Kenya’s post-compact CAADP review of 2010, actual agricultural 
budget expenditures had been decreasing since 2004 with growth falling considerably during this period while 
the amount government would need to spend to reach the 10% CAADP target increased dramatically.  On 
top of this, consider the agriculture growth needed in staple foods just to reach this CAADP target:  upwards 
of 60% annual growth for wheat between 2010-2015, 80% annual growth for rice between the same period, 
and 37% annual growth for aquaculture, again over the same period.  With agriculture growth at negative 
rates now, these impressive figures seem to surpass any ‘best-case scenario’.   
 
Inherent in the Kenya example is the history of relations between donor communities and African leaders.  
Mistrust defines the underlying conversation, although there is also something more dangerous than this.  
The inability of local African leaders to discuss issues with civility and face criticism weakens the environment 
for change to take place.  Africa is not unique in this area, but it does deserve mention.  The founding ideal of 
the peer review mechanism (APRM) was a belief that African leaders would be more willing to accept and 
implement recommendations from their peers than from international creditors.   Although this makes sense, 
it still represents an ‘outside-in’ ideology.  South Africa’s leader at the time, Thabo Mbeki, never believed that 
the APRM review process would conduct examinations on human rights; his own foreign minister, Dr. 
Nkhosana Dlamini Zuma stated that his country will never criticize Zimbabwe (Akokpari 2004, 16).  Joaquim 
Chiassano of Mozambique warned fellow leaders against putting peer pressure on countries with blatant 
human rights abuses; and Zambia’s leader in 2002 argued that peer review must not be about isolation 
(Akokpari 2004, 15).  These examples solidify the general marketplace for good governance in Africa – one 
that is defined by accepted social norms that allow for leaders to remain in power.  The most alarming and 
malignant suppositions are the very history of African leaders who have never raised objections to their 
fellow brotherhood in fear that they too would one day be criticized.   
 
Then, is CAADP any different from past policies or is this policy any better placed to make lasting change 
than its predecessors?  We have seen from the state-by-state reviews that CAADP is only at its infancy and 
that the historic rent seeking behavior has begun to encroach on what amounts to a well-intentioned and 
researched policy initiative with status quo buy-in from African leaders who are ultimately following the 
direction of Western financial and social institutions.  Similar to the SAP conditionality and multi-party 
election rhetoric, these policies do not necessarily lead to good governance but to a principal-agent dilemma 
by strengthening patron-client relations.  Conditionality, as is the case with NEPAD and CAADP, entrenches 
the ineffectiveness of policy in Africa and multi-party elections simply translate to ‘managed elections’ for 
African leaders to remain in power and receive donor assistance.  The level of country engagement required 
to participate in CAADP is not extraordinary but it is a request for the public sector in Africa to participate in 
a perverse set of incentives to bring about economic change.  The economics of agriculture research and its 
relevance to overall economic health of the country is simply not enough to draw in political support from 
African leaders.  In the end, political will matters most over science, technology, and research; and most 
importantly, the majority of Africans are left out of this conversation from lack of sensible representation.   
 
Fortunately, this is not the end all.  There are methods policy makers in Africa can employ and that the 
CAADP program can embody which fundamentally allow change to occur.  For instance, as in the China case 
during the Green Revolution, experimentation and not just agriculture research – although necessary and 
important, could be adopted as a method of identifying substantive African oriented policies that incorporate 
local issues not found in other regions of the world.  The template policy models must be steered clear from.  
Certain more holistic aspects need to be incorporated which have traditionally be disregarded for lack of 
understanding or inability to address critically, for instance, colonial history, culture, the natural environment, 
social and political structures and overall history all are significant.  In the end, experimentation helps reduce 
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risk, reinforce credibility, and improve the success rate of reforms (Fan 2010, 4).  Some policies that will 
surface may appear unorthodox, but that will be the nature of policy that generates from sound research 
which promotes success of projects over political uncertainty.  This of course, will pose challenges to the 
African elite who find it difficult to accept criticism, as referenced earlier in the analysis.    
 
This criticism could serve as an opportunity for African leaders as well.  By reorienting the conversation 
towards small efforts which are tested, there might be greater possibility that voters would want to have their 
leaders in power.  As E.F. Schumacher suggests, small is beautiful.  The extravagant size with which African 
ministers understand what are otherwise tangible and manageable problems, highlights the political interests 
of elites and suppresses ideas for workable solutions at the grass roots level.  Incorporating the small holder 
means reforms in other areas too, not just agriculture; there is something rather elusive about the CAADP 
members indicating a desire to involve small holders but without the political support to bring about reforms 
to the enabling environment - in land tenure, land rights, and pricing policy – necessary for small holders to 
benefit.  To accomplish this, a phased approach could be outlined to better manage expectations, as opposed 
to the grand schemes characteristic of the CAADP program.  As described in the integrative view of 
development by Clute, adopting everything at once without a timed approach disrupts and ultimately stalls 
change.   The hybrid or ‘two-track’ approach (both market and command economy) allowed for China to 
liberalize in an efficient way.  Both public (administrative) and private (market-led) agricultural marketing 
reforms such as fertilizer market liberalization and modifying procurement systems to reflect contract systems 
might prove beneficial – but the key is to experiment with what works and this means being critical, 
sometimes being wrong, and not obtaining the desired outcomes.   
 
CAADP should therefore be designed as a data gathering tool to support the ability of the private sector, civil 
society, and the intercontinental governance groups (especially national governments) to more readily make 
policy and investment decisions.  This would give more ‘teeth’ to what is now becoming known simply as a 
‘framework’ as opposed to its original intention of a comprehensive program, as its title suggests34.  The 
weight given by a continent-wide public body that has few resources to give back to country governments is 
minimal.   More influence could be manifested if CAADP had representatives in each member country 
Ministry of Agriculture office that would report on all agriculture expenditure at the various levels of need, 
ultimately providing a service to national governments and ministries – something that could be paid for 
(selling a service) and result in a more ‘African-centric’ and sustainable body.  For instance, an agriculture 
dashboard that offered an overview of agriculture finances and that incorporated the interests of the intended 
audience such as national governments, private investors, and civil society – and not solely IFI’s – would 
allow multiple end-users to extrapolate data and use for their own purposes.  The World Bank indicators are 
intended for economists and researchers to run time series, however, this data is often incomplete with low 
integrity, and overly reflective of development institution priorities not national or private ones.  A 
representative inside CAADP member countries would allow for more transparent reporting of official 
figures, but also for verification of projects, expenditures, and feedback from implementing agencies or 
programs.  The agriculture dashboard would address all the overarching challenges the agriculture industry 
faces today and ultimately a suggested path towards improving the well-being of a country’s citizenry (See 
Exhibit 8 for a sample Agriculture Expenditure Dashboard).  Another example that presses the issue of data 
availability is the sourcing of this data, which as Exhibit 8 highlights, over five different sources for non-
specific agricultural data.  Comprehensive comparative advantage analysis on a region by region ecological 
zone basis could be another service that further allows stakeholders to make better investment and policy 
decisions.   

                                                           
34 See Zimmerman, et al. German Development Institute report 2009. 
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Source:  FAOSTAT, 2012 
*The countries highlighted in yellow are in ‘crisis’ when compared to their 1980 net food production per capita levels.  In all, 22 of the 44 
African countries have exhibited increased levels of food production, while the other half has seen declines. 

Country 1980 1990 2000 2010 1980 1990 2000 2010 1980 1990 2000 2010 1980 1990 2000 2010

1 Angola 43 44 72 152 92 71 85 131 39 43 71 153 85 69 84 132

2 Benin 29 48 88 113 62 77 103 97 32 48 84 119 68 77 99 103

3 Botswana 72 97 90 114 135 132 96 107 71 97 89 115 134 132 95 107

4 Burkina Faso 27 48 68 116 54 73 79 100 30 51 72 123 60 77 83 106

5 Burundi 74 99 86 108 130 128 97 93 74 98 86 110 129 127 98 95

6 Cameroon 47 59 80 125 91 85 89 112 45 57 77 127 87 82 86 114

7 Central African Republic 53 66 95 114 94 90 103 105 50 62 91 114 88 84 99 104

8 Chad 49 59 78 105 104 96 93 92 49 56 77 110 105 92 92 96

9 Comoros 62 80 95 96 120 117 109 84 62 80 95 96 120 117 109 84

10 Congo 54 64 83 126 105 94 94 110 53 63 84 126 104 94 94 110

11 Côte d'Ivoire 50 72 103 105 105 103 112 96 47 67 96 105 99 96 104 95

12 Democratic Republic of the 89 119 102 105 188 188 118 91 86 117 102 105 183 185 118 91

13 Djibouti 47 94 85 111 111 135 94 101 47 94 85 111 111 135 94 101

14 Equatorial Guinea 65 93 93 111 179 152 109 96 55 85 90 113 151 139 105 98

15 Eritrea 78 111 96 95 78 111 96 95

16 Ethiopia 75 123 85 110 74 123 84 110

17 Gabon 74 88 100 111 148 129 110 101 78 92 99 110 156 135 110 101

18 Gambia 54 61 99 133 128 95 114 115 53 60 99 133 126 94 114 115

19 Ghana 31 38 79 126 61 55 90 112 31 38 79 126 61 55 89 111

20 Guinea 48 60 86 112 98 94 93 101 48 59 84 112 99 93 91 101

21 Guinea-Bissau 40 62 87 120 65 84 96 109 39 62 87 121 64 83 96 109

22 Kenya 47 70 78 118 102 107 89 104 46 69 77 118 101 105 87 104

23 Lesotho 86 100 102 111 136 126 107 105 87 100 103 111 138 127 109 106

24 Liberia 80 65 100 100 134 97 112 80 78 77 101 121 130 116 113 96

25 Madagascar 70 83 88 120 146 131 103 104 68 81 88 120 142 128 102 104

26 Malawi 45 52 98 158 92 72 112 136 43 46 99 155 89 64 113 134

27 Mali 43 59 72 140 78 89 84 120 45 58 74 152 83 89 86 131

28 Mauritania 66 76 88 113 132 116 102 99 66 76 88 113 132 116 102 99

29 Mauritius 71 92 95 98 93 109 100 95 70 90 95 98 91 106 100 95

30 Mozambique 62 59 84 115 105 91 96 102 65 65 91 113 111 100 104 100

31 Namibia 93 82 85 92 191 121 93 84 92 82 85 92 190 121 93 84

32 Niger 45 47 71 155 99 78 85 130 45 47 71 155 99 78 84 131

33 Nigeria 30 49 82 92 56 71 92 81 30 49 82 92 56 70 92 81

34 Rwanda 62 74 82 140 110 96 94 122 61 72 82 142 109 94 94 124

35 Senegal 48 76 104 152 97 114 119 133 48 76 105 154 97 114 121 134

36 Sierra Leone 58 70 53 120 95 90 66 106 58 67 52 123 95 87 65 108

37 Somalia 83 93 94 114 107 118 107 102 83 94 94 114 107 118 107 102

38 Sudan (former) 36 36 67 110 69 53 75 97 35 35 67 111 67 51 75 98

39 Swaziland 79 97 88 104 144 125 92 97 75 91 87 104 138 117 91 97

40 Togo 50 67 89 122 101 99 100 109 51 64 84 129 104 94 95 116

41 Uganda 47 69 88 108 105 110 104 92 46 69 88 109 104 111 104 92

42 United Republic of Tanzania 48 64 71 111 99 97 81 96 46 64 71 111 95 97 81 96

43 Zambia 48 67 79 141 96 98 89 123 54 75 86 141 107 109 96 124

44 Zimbabwe 78 100 131 95 135 120 131 95 71 94 111 94 122 113 112 94

Africa 46 61 83 112 86 87 93 100 45 60 82 113 84 86 92 101

Ag Production Food Production

Total (net) Per Capita (net) Total (net) Per Capita (net)

Exhibit 1 
Indices of Agricultural and Food Production:  Total and Per Capita by Country 

(2004-2006 = 100) 
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Exhibit 2 
NEPAD’s Program of Action 

The strategy for achieving sustainable development in the 21st century 
 

Conditions for Sustainable Development 

 Peace, security, democracy, and political governance 

 Economic and corporate governance – a set of concrete and time-bound programs aimed at 
enhancing the quality of economic and public financial management 

 Sub-regional and regional approaches to development 

Sectoral Priorities 

 Infrastructure – bridging the infrastructure gap (roads, highways, airports, seaports, railways, 
waterways, and telecommunications facilities) 

 Human resource development – developing the regions human resources, including reversing 
the brain drain 

 Agriculture – improving performance in agriculture and achieving food security 

 Environment – protecting the environment (combating desertification, wetland conservation, 
coastal management, and other issues) 

 Culture – protecting and promoting Africa’s culture 

 Science and technology platforms – ensuring connectivity and cooperation in science and 
technology 

Mobilization of Resources 

 Capital Flows – mobilizing resources (domestic resources, debt relief, ODA reforms, private 
capital flows, etc.) 

 Market Access – taking steps to ensure market access for Africa’s exports (diversification of 
production, value-added agricultural exports, mining, manufacturing, and tourism) 

 
  



Final Paper:  Challenging CAADP  John Brittell, December 22, 2012 Page 22 

Exhibit 3 
Average Agriculture GDP Growth between 2003 - 2009 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 Source:  ReSAKSS 2010 based on WDI 2010 and UN National Accounts 2010.  

 
 
 
 

Exhibit 4 
Average Annual Agriculture Public Expenditure between 2003 – 2009 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 Source:  ReSAKSS 2010.  
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Exhibit 5 
CAADP SWOT Analysis 

 

Strengths 
+ Advocacy of agriculture exists on a wider platform with ‘buy-in’ 
+ Sound research from outside institutions such as 

IFPRI; economic cost-benefit analysis conducted 
+ Comparisons of the Green Revolution to help guide 

policy makers 
+ Bureaucratic structure to support policy 

implementation 
+ Good intentions by African elites; rhetoric of political 

will 

Weaknesses 
- Incentive structure to participate, revenues are derived from 

external sources as much as internal however not in the form of 
commercial debt but in the form of sovereign debt and free aid 
or grants 

- Limited authentic buy-in 

- Limited ability to address corruption and poor 
governance, even with APRM 

- Local population has not recourse for action or voice 

- Assumptions that can lean either way, with little 
research guiding the outcomes 

- Little room for criticism due to cultural norms 

- Influence over members is limited, unable to shift 
local policy through CAADP (no teeth) 

- Opportunity for African leaders to manipulate 
system for rent seeking 

- Stakeholders are primarily from public sector; not 
private sector actors 

- Additional investment in agriculture means more use 
of arable land resources since productivity or 
efficiency has not improved in SSA 

- Metrics for gauging success are unclear, not 
transparent, and un-identified 

- Laws are not strong enough to support private sector 
engagement 

- No policies to address land grabs 

- Legal land rights are not part of the system 

- Urban poor are not part of policy 
- National government policy reviews are not 

transparent or analyzed in CAADP compact 

Opportunities  
+ Urban bias is addressed in government policy benefitting rural 

masses 
+ African leaders all of a sudden behave benevolently 

towards their audiences 
+ Peer pressure pulls in leaders to govern responsibly 
+ Environmental degradation is slowed 
+ Pastoralists are incorporated into the policy dialogue  
+ CAADP offers a risk premium to private sector 

investors to decrease their cost of capital and other 
transaction costs 

+ Africa’s rural masses are helped out of poverty 
+ Exports can be value-added products, but not likely 

due to quality or costs standards 
+ Recent shift to local African agriculture investment is 

a result of global price volatility, so producing locally 
is less costly – but it is not a result of CAADP 

 

Threats 
- Local production costs (nominally) are greater than cost to 

import (competitiveness) 

- Unrealistic and unreachable goals 

- Economic costs do not bear fruit for a time due to 
low level infrastructure development and managerial 
capacity 

- Limited buy-in from African population 

- Results are not measured correctly 

- Cost-benefit analysis only considering limited scope; 
political capital, natural capital, human capital, social 
capital missing from analysis 

- Promotes exports which worsen stability due to price 
volatility of commodities; already existing revenues 
from export of cash crops but no significant changes 
in poverty or growth rates 

- If power base shifts to rural population, alters urban 
bias in policies and weakens traditional rent seeking 
processes; with scarce capital, leaders may not 
reallocate funds which would disrupt urban elite 

- Political will matter more so than researched 
statistics in science and technology 
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Exhibit 7 

International Comparison of Budgets for Agriculture, Average 2002-2004 
Income group & country Ag Output as  

% of GDP 
(A) 

Ag Budget as  
% of GDP 

(B) 

Ag Budget as  
% of GDP  

(B/A) (adjusted)* 

High-Income Country    

   Australia 3.0% 0.31% 10% 

   Canada 2.3% 0.51% 22% 

   EU 2.3% 0.65% 28% 

   USA 1.6% 0.73% 46% 

Middle-Income Country    

   Turkey 13.0% 2.0% 15% 

   Mexico 4.0% 0.7% 18% 

   China 15.0% 1.2% 8% 

   Brazil 9.3% 0.7% 8% 

   Russia 6.0% 0.95% 16% 

   Ukraine 11.6% 1.3% 11% 

Low-Income Country (Average 2002-2004) 

   Uganda 32% 1.5% 5.0% 

   Tanzania 45% 1.2% 3.0% 

   Ethiopia 44% 2.7% 6.0% 

   Kenya 29% 1.3% 4.5% 

Low-Income Country (Updated figures, Average 2007-2010) 

   Uganda 24% 0.4% 1.7% 

   Tanzania 29% 0.9% 2.9% 

   Ethiopia 47% 1.2% 2.6% 

   Kenya 21% 0.5% 2.2% 

*adjusted to the size of the agriculture sector in each country 
Source:  Estimates derived from:  Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (2004):  Agricultural 
Policies in OECD Countries:  At a Glance. Paris; Tangermann, S. (2006): OECD Work on Agricultural Policies 
in Brazil, China, India, and South Africa.  Presentation at Rural Week of the World Bank, Washington, DC, 
February 27, 2006; Zorya, S. (2006):  Improving Agricultural Fiscal Policy in Ukraine.  World Bank ECSSD 
Working Paper 36970, Washington, DC; World Bank (2006):  Ethiopia Agricultural and Rural Development:  
Public Expenditure Review for 1997-1998 and 2005-06. Washington, DC 
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Exhibit 8 
Agriculture Expenditure Dashboard 

 

 
Source:  Developed by John Brittell, Owner of Capitol Food Ventures, LLC – a for-profit venture focused on food systems and 
agriculture enterprise research, strategic consulting, and investment.   

 
 
  

AGRICULTURE EXPENDITURE DASHBOARD DATE:

Purpose

General Overview Nominal % of Total % of GDP % Growth

Ag Budget xxx xxx xxx xxx Key Priorities 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Ag Expenditure xxx xxx xxx xxx Research & Development xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx

Public Exp by Composition Infrastructure (Roads, etc.) xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx

Interest (on debt) Education & Training xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx

Public Admin

Security Revenue for Ag 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Infrastructure Government

Health FDI

Education Debt

Ag Donor

Ag Output Other

Ag Foreign Aid Subtotal Revenue for Ag

Efficiency 2009 2010 2011 2012 Spending on Ag 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Ag Profitability (total) Agency or Ministry

Cash Crop/Commodity Programs

Livestock FDI Projects

Horticulture Complimentary

Dairy Infrastructure

Local Food Stuffs Water

Other Roads

Spending Efficiency Storage

Project Exp / Admin Exp Marketing/Coordination

Project Exp / Total Allocation Subtotal Spending on Ag

Capital Exp

Macro Trends Policy Environment

Local Regional Alignment

Regional AU

Continental CAADP

Global Other (EAC, COMESA, ECOWAS)

Other Key Metrics Nominal % of Total % of GDP % Growth Direct Policy

Key Exports Taxes

 - Subsidy

Key Imports Land - rights, tenure, distribution

 - Legal - contracts

Cash Crops Fertilizer

 - Environment

Local Consumption Products Small Holder

 -  Private Sector

Fertilizer Exp Cross Country Comparison Ag % Ag Budget Ag Budget % of GDP

Seed Exp of GDP  % of GDP (adjusted)

High Income Countries

Price Volatility Index 2009 2010 2011 2012 US

Global Middle Income Countries

Regional Mexcio

Local Low Income Countries

Kenya

Ag Budget as % of GDP (adjusted) %xx

Dec 2012

To support  the delivery of  public funds to national agricultural programs and to inform various stakeholders of  

agriclutural expenditure for potential investment and tracking.
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The temple symbolized a place where the 
Chinese laborer was a human being.  It 

was a part of the culture which gave 
wholeness and meaning to existence.  The 
temple symbolized harmony, balance, and 

justice... 
 

The deities residing there were sources of 
positive power who care and who 
generate within the heart of the 

worshipper the courage to go back out in 
an unbalanced world and work patiently 

while following the Tao. 
 

~ Rick Fields, “How Swans Came to the Lake” 

In the African context, the field is that 
sacred temple that Rick Fields refers to.  

With colonization came the legal contract 
and the breakup of the African Shamba.  

Now, imposed religions of Christianity and 
Islam are becoming the only substitute to 
represent safety, power, and community 

for the African.   
 

The mere idea of moving towards a 
singular state policy to further degrade the 

African Shamba, not using a holistic 
approach, harms the sacred space for 

which over two thirds of Africans depend. 
 

~ John Brittell 


