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Chapter 4

Planning, Implementing, and 
Rebalancing Budgets

Getting the most for the money requires not only making the right policy 
choices in allocating resources among programs (research, irrigation, subsi-
dies, and so on) but also having an efficient budget process.1 The variance in 
budget process capacity in African countries is considerable, but there 
undoubtedly is scope for continuing improvement. This needs to start from a 
stronger foundation of periodic sector strategies with detailed and quantita-
tive translation into expected spending priorities and adjustments from the 
most recent implementation period, accompanied by a monitorable results 
framework. Annual budget planning can be improved through joint planning 
of recurrent and capital budgets and cleaning up recurrent spending “hidden” 
in investment project budgets. Shortcomings also need to be addressed in 
monitoring and evaluating the outputs and outcomes of spending.

Forward budget planning in almost all countries studied for this book is 
limited to formulating national investment plans and annual budgets. Recurrent 
budget planning typically adjusts to prior year levels incrementally. Yet signifi-
cant policy shifts, such as expanding reliance on private markets for input pro-
vision, do not appear to be accompanied by funding for the new recurrent 
functions required, for example, regulatory capacity for input quality in mar-
kets. Such strategic recurrent activities are often difficult to discern in recurrent 
budgets, but their underfunding risks negative outcomes that could be outsized 
in relation to the fairly small budget costs of providing public goods.

Budget information systems appear to be improving with the expansion of 
computerized systems by finance ministries. But there is still more to be done 
in extending to geographically remote sector agencies and institutes and estab-
lishing sector ministries’ budget analysis capacities for monitoring and adjust-
ment in the budget year. Ministries of finance also need budget information 
systems that capture the off-budget finance (usually from external development 
partners) of projects delivering public goods and services. As long as such 
spending remains off-budget, the coordination and accountability of activities 
undertaken with this finance will remain inadequate.
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Improving budget execution rates needs to be part of making the case 
that the agriculture sector can make good use of additional public resources. 
Narrowing the gap between planned and actual spending involves numerous 
partners in budget management, and so will need consensual agendas to 
make real progress. Particular attention needs to focus on improving capital 
spending, especially where this involves external partner finance and fidu-
ciary systems. Also needed is improving the predictability of releases from 
ministries of finance, strengthening agriculture ministry procurement plan-
ning and implementation, and improving budget information management 
systems to inform within-year budget implementation so that resources are 
used effectively.

Two other aspects of budget processes are likely to grow in priority but 
require attention over several years to build the capacity for higher quality 
budget outcomes. The first is a shift to program budgeting for the government 
budget, as some countries have committed to do. Backward-looking reconfigu-
ration of sector public spending by program categories to provide the recent 
history of composition and trends must benchmark the programs and the spe-
cifics of their spending. The second aspect is decentralizing the administration 
and fiscal management of government functions. It is critical that budget infor-
mation systems—and information sharing—across the levels of government 
enable budget planning that leverages potential synergies and avoids duplica-
tion in spending.

Unfortunately, it is not possible to firmly link the spending performance 
with sector outcomes. In part, this is due to a lack of monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) data and analysis in sector ministries, the relatively short-time frames 
of analysis, and the methodological difficulty of discerning public sector activ-
ity impacts when they remain small in relation to those from private sector 
activity. External factors, such as weather and world markets, also complicate 
linking spending performance with outcomes. These are the main messages 
from the 20 agriculture public expenditure reviews (AgPERs) conducted as 
part of the World Bank Strengthening National Comprehensive Agriculture 
Public Expenditure in Sub-Saharan Africa program.2

Public Expenditure Reviews in 20 Countries

Most of the studies completed under this program are basic diagnostic analyses 
of individual country expenditure performance. Through compiling of expen-
diture data on a common methodological basis, consistent with the 
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) guid-
ance, the studies aimed to establish recent trends in spending and in the effec-
tiveness of implementation (see annex 4A). While the studies cover the most 
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recent 10-year period with available expenditure data, the end point differs 
across the completed studies, with the most recent generally covering periods 
through 2012 or 2013.

Much was learned about conducting AgPERs, since they were imple-
mented progressively over almost five years. Refinements were introduced 
along the way, though not all issues were resolved in time to have an entirely 
consistent application across all the studies. Many of the lessons have 
enriched technical discussions among practitioners in workshops during 
2014 and 2015, and are being adopted into a revised CAADP guidance note 
for public agriculture expenditure analysis and a guidance note on how to 
conduct an “AgPER Lite.”3

Characteristics of the Countries
The 20 countries covered in this chapter present the diverse circumstances of 
agriculture sector public expenditure management in Africa.4 They account for 
about 70 percent of agricultural value added in Sub-Saharan Africa. And they 
illustrate the differing contexts that public sector agencies are grappling with to 
achieve better outcomes in planning and deploying resources for public pro-
grams in the agriculture sector. Three dimensions of this diversity are useful to 
bear in mind.

Political stability. In the period covered by most of the country studies, a 
number of the countries went through bouts of internal instability and armed 
conflict that had direct ramifications for the functioning of public expendi-
ture programs. Facing such circumstances were Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, 
Liberia, and Sierra Leone. Protracted conflict typically has impacts on public 
spending in agriculture. There is often a falloff in the pace of implementation 
and expenditure in externally funded projects, and in approvals of new 
projects. As a result, these periods often bring a sharp decline in capital 
expenditure, which is more dependent on external finance sources, skewing 
overall expenditure to personnel and core recurrent spending. Territorial 
insecurity can also impede implementing agricultural programs that are spa-
tially spread out, such as extension, agronomic research, and livestock health 
campaigns. Political instability can thus be accompanied by significant 
declines in overall expenditure in the agricultural sector, and substantial 
changes in composition, which recover only with a return to improved 
internal political stability.

Agricultural diversity. Countries have agricultural sectors with substantially 
different agronomic and natural resource contexts. Some are predominantly 
semiarid, with cropping often limited to a single crop per year and a heavier 
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reliance on livestock. Coastal countries typically have larger artisanal fishing 
opportunities, with this subsector more important in rural economies than for 
landlocked countries. Greater rainfall is also often related with larger forest 
endowments, and in these countries, forestry may take on greater importance 
in public expenditure programs than in countries with more limited national 
forests. Country expenditures may naturally and reasonably reflect these 
endowment differences.

Agriculture’s size in national economies. Public spending on agriculture would 
not be expected to be as large a part of overall public budgets in countries where 
the sector is a small part of the national economy. A small agricultural share of 
national gross domestic product (GDP) could result from economic growth and 
diversification, or it might result from a country having substantial mining or 
petroleum sectors. Countries covered in this study that have this latter charac-
teristic are Botswana, South Africa, and to a lesser extent Nigeria—and others, 
such as Ghana, are moving in this direction due to rapidly developing extractive 
industry sectors. Where the agricultural sector is small relative to the national 
economy, but the share of the rural population remains substantial, the dimen-
sions of public spending on agriculture may be quite different from other 
 countries— large in terms of the sector economic importance, but small as a 
share of the national budget.

Decentralization. Countries in Sub-Saharan Africa have made differing 
commitments to decentralizing public budget management. Nigeria, with a 
federal structure, has placed significant responsibility for some agricultural 
public functions with the states rather than the central government. Other 
countries operate a unitary government, with the government activities at 
the smallest administrative unit functionally integrated into the hierarchy of 
central government ministries. For this study, public expenditure to be 
tracked and assessed is in principle that of consolidated government—all 
levels of decentralized budget management combined. In practice, though, 
public expenditure tracking information systems in Sub-Saharan Africa do 
not yet have the capacity to encompass the expenditure on the sector by 
autonomous subnational levels of decentralized governments. Chapter 5 of 
this volume considers the political economy of this decentralization trend; 
in the current chapter, we look at the implications for budget planning and 
management.

Annex 4A lists the country studies for this chapter and—along with the 
devolution of spending authority—indicates the years of coverage and charac-
teristics of the 20 studies, including the scope of agriculture covered, whether 
off-budget resources were estimated and included, and whether the countries 
had an updated strategy that affected expenditure.
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Planning and Implementing Budgets

Most of the countries acknowledge the shortcomings of budgets presented as 
activity or project listings, and the benefits of moving to a program budget 
approach. The latter present budgets organized by objectives and programs to 
attain these objectives, and is better articulated with sector strategies. Shifting 
to program budgets is a significant reform, though, and must be spearheaded 
by ministries of finance with capacity building to enable roll-out across line 
ministries and accompanied by overhauls of budget information systems.

Despite the complexity of the transition to program budgeting, some coun-
tries are gradually moving. The most ambitious of such reforms is the one 
across West African Economic and Monetary Union (WAEMU) countries, 
with the guidance of its Framework for Multiyear Programming and Program 
Budgets. Passed in 2009, this framework has resulted in guidance and support 
for implementation of program budgets at the national level, with the transi-
tion to be completed by 2017. To facilitate forward planning based on past 
realizations, the Burkina Faso public expenditure study organized the historical 
budget data on agricultural expenditure into program categories consistent 
with the anticipated program budget structure.

Countries need to give adequate attention to capacity for coordination 
across the ministries and authorities engaged in budget processes in the agri-
cultural sector. The apex structures, whether committees or other institutions, 
need processes and incentives to manage the budgetary interfaces so their 
activities will have more impact through better coordination. There are too 
many examples of problems stemming from failure to coordinate plans, such 
as a water storage reservoir being completed by a ministry of water resources 
with no activity yet underway for completing the associated irrigation infra-
structure under a ministry of agriculture.

Planning and Budgeting Context
Government processes for preparing and implementing public budgets in the 
agricultural sector reveal common areas where improvements could increase 
the impact of expenditures. This chapter reviews these findings grouped by 
three levels in the hierarchy of budget making and implementation. The first 
level is the establishment of sector strategies and the general budgetary context 
for the government as a whole, usually managed by the ministry of finance. The 
second level is the annual preparation and approval of the sector budget and the 
presentation features of this budget. The third level is the actual implementation 
of the annual budget, including the monitoring and evaluation activities that 
potentially feed back into planning and budget preparation.

As will be evident throughout this chapter, the agricultural sector ministries 
are heavily dependent on the core economic management ministries, 
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particularly the ministry of finance, and a ministry of planning if such exists, 
throughout this budget process. Shortcomings in outcomes may have their 
causes within the sector administration, but a set of constraints at the ministry 
of finance or plan level leads to unsatisfactory results, and indicates the need for 
jointly established and pursued agendas for improvement involving both the 
core and sector ministries.

Many country studies were accompanied, sometimes as separate documents, 
by draft action plans to follow up on the recommendations of the reports. These 
draft action plans were taken into technical validation workshops, where they 
were worked on further with the expectation that national authorities would 
take on board the finalization of the action plans. Portions of the action plans 
often required verification and further consultation with other critical partners, 
such as ministries of finance, since implementation would need their collabora-
tion. In this way the AgPERs aimed to facilitate the articulation of practical 
agendas for ministries of agriculture to work on with other partners. But assess-
ing the progress toward the desired outcomes of these action plans was not in 
the scope of this synthesis.

Guidance provided by sector strategies on spending. Almost all countries 
established or updated a broad agricultural sector strategy. Such strategies 
establish priorities for action, but those under review lacked key elements and 
sufficient details to guide subsequent budget planning to implement the public 
expenditure components of the strategies. Ideally, the sector strategy document 
would have clear objectives, presented in a specific, measurable, achievable, rea-
sonable, and time-bound way. These elements provide the objectives and indi-
cators needed for a results framework that would later inform the activities for 
monitoring and evaluation. Good practice for the sector strategy is to translate 
the objectives into broad programmatic areas for action—with indicative, 
multiyear, public expenditure targets—and to indicate the main differences 
against the expenditure outcomes of the most recent implementation period.

Most sector strategy documents fall well short of this ideal. The better cases, 
such as Ghana’s agricultural strategy, accompany the forward-looking program 
area description and priorities with expenditure targets—and a results frame-
work with identification of measurable indicators and quantified targets. The 
majority, though, remain at the qualitatively defined description of priorities, 
lacking expenditure targets and results frameworks. Sector strategies with these 
latter shortcomings provide almost no guidance to preparing annual budgets 
and monitoring progress.

As a result of these shortcomings of sector strategies, only a few of the 
country expenditure reviews could marshal evidence on whether there had 
been any expenditure shifts from before to after the establishment of the new 
sector strategies. Only three of the country studies—Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, 
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and Togo—presented such assessments of expenditures before and after 
establishing a sector plan (see annex 4A). Seven could provide some assess-
ment, if only qualitative, of whether the expenditure pattern, in the period 
after establishing a sector strategy, appeared consistent with the priorities in 
these strategies. This outcome reinforces the observation that sector strategies 
need to be substantially more specific on spending implications and results 
frameworks if they are to be concrete and assessable guides to public spend-
ing in the sector.

Sector MTEFs and national agriculture investment plans. Sub-Saharan 
countries frequently prepare medium-term expenditure frameworks 
(MTEFs). This multiyear expenditure planning is limited to the macro- 
economic level and led by the ministry of finance, which provides only an 
aggregate budget allocation to each sector ministry for subsequent disaggre-
gation into a proposed annual budget. A few countries also accompany 
the macro MTEF with a set of sectoral MTEFs, which further disaggregate the 
multiyear budget planning to this level. Only a few countries routinely pre-
pare sector MTEFs for agriculture on a rolling, multiyear basis—and use them 
to translate sector strategies into detailed annual budget proposals. Some 
countries attempted a decade or more ago to prepare both macro and sectoral 
MTEFs, but foundered on big divergences in outcomes at the macro level 
(such as own revenues, exchange rate, donor fund mobilization) that rendered 
the sectoral MTEFs inoperable. Sector ministry appetites for participating in 
the administratively demanding sector MTEFs are usually slim unless the 
macro MTEF has stabilized into a platform that is accurate, predictable, and 
implementable under the direction of the ministry of finance.

Most agricultural sector ministries have relied instead on national agricul-
ture investment plans (NAIPs) to translate sector strategies into detailed spend-
ing targets for the strategy’s prioritized programs. These NAIPs provide 
second-best guidance to annual budget preparation and have two important 
shortcomings. First, they typically focus on investment, providing no guidance 
on recurrent expenditure requirements, despite key sector public goods and 
services being more dependent on the recurrent expenditures than the invest-
ment budget. Second, NAIPs are to a significant extent motivated by a fund 
mobilization objective keyed to scaled-up sector activity. As a result, their 
investment projections usually come with unrealistic jumps in investment from 
the most recent realized budget performance to the first NAIP target year, and 
significant funding gaps grow larger for more future years. Presented with a 
target annual budget envelope by their ministry of finance that falls short of the 
NAIP aspirations—and needing to cover both recurrent expenditures and 
investment—the sector ministry confronts difficult allocation trade-offs, and 
the sector strategy and NAIP provide little concrete guidance.
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Legislative budget authorization. Another important element of the general 
budget context is the expeditiousness of legislative branch deliberations and 
approvals of the annual budget the executive branch proposes. Delays in budget 
approval can arise in this inherently political process, which can push budget 
resource availability months into the implementation year. There is quite a range 
of experience on this dimension—not only across countries but also over time, 
depending on mixtures of political synchrony among executive, legislative, and 
administrative discipline and tradition. The budget implementation by agricul-
tural sector ministries obviously derives from these larger forces, and may 
reflect the line ministries only beginning to get releases of annual budget 
resources well into the budget year, making it difficult to use them in the months 
remaining.

Off-Budget Funding and “Extraordinary” Budget Transfers
The aggregate public spending on agriculture includes a category of “off-budget” 
spending that is not captured in the budget information systems of the govern-
ment ministries responsible for fiscal affairs.5 The most common manifestation 
of off-budget expenditure results from external partner finance for development 
projects that provide public-type investments in goods and services for agricul-
tural sector development. This is under the authorization of the government, 
but the resource commitment and spending is not captured in the annual 
national budget management system. Instead, the spending occurs separately 
through a project management unit with separate procurement and accounting 
systems. From domestic resources, off-budget spending can occur if resource 
flows or accounts available to government authorities—as sometimes occurs 
through special initiatives managed through the presidency—are not included 
in the normal planning, authorization, and implementation of annual 
budgets.

Nearly half the countries reviewed had off-budget resources that financed 
public-type activities in the agricultural sector, mostly from externally funded 
projects. For some countries, these resources dominated overall public spend-
ing on agriculture (table 4.1). They were highest for Liberia, at about two-thirds 
of public spending in the agricultural sector, and also important for Malawi 
(one-third) and Burkina Faso (one-fifth). Several countries emerging from peri-
ods of national strife such as Guinea and Togo have managed to reduce the 
importance of off-budget expenditure as a result of strengthening domestic 
resource mobilization and budgetary processes. Also note that the other half of 
countries included externally funded projects in their national budget processes 
and information systems.

In addition to crowding out the private sector, state-owned enterprises 
(SOEs) have sometimes required large and highly variable “extraordinary” 
funding, reducing transparency and predictability. SOEs can run up off-budget 
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debt on their own account, and when this reaches an unsustainable level, 
they require an infusion of funds for recapitalization. For example, the Togolese 
Cotton Company (SOTOCO) in 2007 required a transfer equivalent to 
52  percent of the Ministry of Agriculture’s budget to pay off its debt. SOTOCO 
was liquidated and replaced by a public-private enterprise, which required 
another “extraordinary” transfer to cover the government’s share of the capital-
ization. It is noteworthy that most countries in West Africa now use 
Organization for the Harmonization of Business Laws in Africa (OHADA)6 
accounting rules, which limit the use of such practices that make expenditures 
nontransparent and unpredictable.

There are pros and cons to including such off-budget resources in expendi-
ture analysis. The logic for their inclusion is that they are part of the aggregate 
resources available for realizing governmental efforts to develop the nation’s 
agricultural sector, and therefore useful to include for evaluating aggregate 
resources available for the sector. An argument against their inclusion is that it 
weakens the accountability framework for budget expenditure, since the agri-
culture ministries can rightly argue that their ministries of finance cannot hold 
them responsible for outcomes of externally funded activities whose finance 
and implementation do not come to the ministries as part of budget processes 
and information systems.

Two considerations weigh against inclusion of such off-budget resources in 
expenditure analysis. First, despite the potential control that negotiation over 
project legal agreements provides to governments, external partners may simply 
withdraw the offer of money if they are not permitted to impose their own 
fiduciary systems on its use. Second, measuring off-budget spending is quite dif-
ficult for the agricultural sector, let alone for public sector activity across sectors. 

Table 4.1 Off-Budget Funding of Agricultural Spending Can Be a Big Part of 
Agriculture Budgets

Country 2005 2009 2011

Burkina Faso (US$, millions) 
Share of agriculture budget (%)

23 
18

49 
20

55 
20

Côte d’Ivoire (US$, millions) 
Share of agriculture budget (%)

14 
19

54 
40 

— 
—

Guinea (US$, millions) 
Share of agriculture budget (%)

— 
46

— 
29

— 
11

Liberia (US$, millions) 
Share of agriculture budget (%)

— 
—

28 
62

47 
72

Malawi (US$, millions) 
Share of agriculture budget (%)

— 
—

— 
39

— 
35

Source: Mink 2016 from individual AgPERs.
Note: AgPERs = agriculture public expenditure reviews; — = not available.
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Gathering this information is a time-consuming task of collecting information 
from each external partner, based on disparate documents, with different for-
mats for presenting information. In any event, total public spending does not 
include off-budget expenditure for the countries covered in this chapter.

The best but also most difficult solution is for the country’s core economic 
management ministry to work with external development partners to integrate 
information on such resources into budget planning and information systems. 
If this is not forthcoming, more ad hoc solutions can still be valuable, such as 
parallel information gathering and partial integration into budget planning and 
monitoring (that is, charge a unit in the agricultural or finance ministry to do 
this). This enables moving toward a stronger and more comprehensive mutual 
accountability system on budgets.

Overly Ambitious Calendars
Annual budget planning can also be weighed down by overly ambitious 
investment project and program preparation calendars. Sector ministry 
planning staff are often short-handed and overburdened, with capacity con-
straints in getting new projects to an adequate stage of readiness in relation 
to an annual budget cycle and to political commitments. A consequence is 
that new investment projects may be inscribed in the annual budget and 
allocated startup funds despite not being ready for timely startup. Apart from 
the inefficiencies of an undercoordinated start of components, there are also 
the costs of slow startups, unused budgeted resources, and lowered budget 
execution rates. Overcoming such problems will involve action both through 
strengthening project preparation capacity in ministries—through adequate 
recruitment and recurrent budgets—and through greater discipline within 
sector ministries to apply project readiness criteria before inscription in 
annual budgets.

Improve Budget Information Systems for Greater 
Technical Efficiency
Better budget information systems are needed to support course corrections 
and adjustments at the sector ministry during the budget year. For real-time 
budget management by agricultural sector ministries, most countries are now 
operating systems put in place on computerized platforms by ministries of 
finance. The systems have the capacity for—and in some cases already provide—
real-time online access to budget information in sector ministries. Most coun-
tries still need to generalize access to such capacity, improve the quality of the 
data, and strengthen analysis for time management.

Expanding the coverage of these improved systems—to include agencies and 
institutions under the central ministry but outside the capital—must advance 
consistent with investments in communications infrastructure information 
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technology (IT) capacity, and this takes time. In Nigeria, for example, from the 
time that the central Agriculture Ministry departments were brought into the 
online budget information system, it took another three years to integrate most 
of the more than 40 agencies and institutes reporting to the Ministry. And these 
entities accounted for nearly half the Ministry’s recurrent budget.

Ministries of agriculture should try to work with ministries of finance to 
make the budget information systems sufficiently flexible, and to give them 
authority sufficiently defined to enable sector ministries to add their own identi-
fier parameters to the budget information system. This collaboration would 
allow additional parameters to be associated with budget lines (apart from the 
core system designed and controlled by the ministry of finance)—such as crop, 
subsector, and administrative or agroecological region—to enable expenditure 
monitoring and analysis disaggregated by such characteristics.

Reform National Procurement Systems
Most countries made progress in reforming and strengthening national pro-
curement systems. This usually entailed variants on updating the public pro-
curement law to meet international standards, reinforcing central and 
deconcentrated public procurement authorities as procurement capacity in line 
ministries, and revising a procurement manual. In some countries, thresholds 
for procurement types—comparison prices, domestic competitive bidding, and 
international competitive bidding—are being adjusted to gain the cost benefits 
of more transparent competition and the time benefits of greater delegation of 
procurement steps to decentralized units. Some countries are also increasing 
transparency by establishing a publicly accessible online interface for public 
procurement.

Agriculture ministries are not in the driver’s seat for these national pro-
curement system reforms, but they can take the initiative to participate as 
early pilot ministries in phased rollouts of implementation. More under the 
line ministries’ control is adequate planning in advance of the annual budget 
cycle of ministry procurement plans. Ministries in the sector can prepare 
procurement plans at the same time as the annual budget. And they can aim 
to have tender documents available at the start of the budget year so that 
tenders can be issued as soon as the budget is approved, releases start, and 
bid evaluation committees are constituted. Progress at the national level on 
overall procurement process strengthening, and at the sector ministry level 
in implementation and timeliness, are key to drive engagement with donors 
to channel their development finance support on-budget for implementation 
under national procedures.

Improving budget execution rates to reduce the gap between planned and 
actual expenditure is needed as a part of improving the quality of outcomes 
of budgeted activities. As seen earlier, there usually are many reasons for 
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poor execution rates, and because these involve numerous partners in bud-
get management, they will need consensus agendas to overcome finger-
pointing and make real progress. Countries need to focus on capital 
spending, especially when externally financed, to improve the predictability 
of releases from ministries of finance and to strengthen procurement plan-
ning and implementation.

Numerous Project Implementation Units
Many countries are struggling with numerous project implementation units 
(PIUs) outside sector ministry civil service and administrative structures. 
Each operates within a restrictive horizon of responsibility for a particular, 
usually externally funded, investment project. A PIU is often established at 
the insistence of an external funder for fiduciary accountability to the 
funder, for rapid capacity creation so that the project can proceed quickly, 
and to bypass cumbersome national institutional processes and limited 
capacities.

Among the drawbacks are that PIUs may operate outside national treasury 
systems and off-budget. They may entail separate procurement policies that 
have their own complexity. They may fail to contribute to the core investment 
management capacity building that is needed within the sector ministries. In 
addition, they may have spheres of policy involvement that overlap but inade-
quately coordinate with other PIUs and national policies. Some countries, such 
as Sierra Leone, are changing their stance on PIUs and consolidating their num-
bers or integrating their project management into line ministry functions. 
While this institutional reform is underway, there will undoubtedly be a mix of 
results and impacts on implementing spending. But it is a necessary step toward 
integrated budget management and coherent expenditure accountability across 
the full set of public sector activity. The issue is more one of pace than of 
principle.

Reduce the Plethora of Separate Accounts
Two other public fiscal management reforms can improve technical efficiency 
of expenditure management. One is a treasury single account (TSA) system; 
the other is a centralized civil service information system. A TSA aims to ratio-
nalize the chaotic situation that characterizes a number of countries where 
ministries have been permitted to establish a plethora of separate accounts for 
different agencies, projects, and functions. The TSA reform, driven from a min-
istry of finance and accountant general, reduces the number of these accounts, 
applies a common accounting framework to the remaining consolidated 
accounts, and captures all of them in a single integrated information system. 
This reform aims to considerably improve efficiency of resource manage-
ment,  transparency of account management, and effectiveness of auditing. 
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Vested interests in parts of the public administration may resist this. But where 
the political momentum is favorable, the participation in the reform by agri-
cultural sector ministries will strengthen the link between budget resource 
mobilization and spending impact.

Rationalize Management Systems
Civil service management in many Sub-Saharan countries is emerging from 
an era of manual personnel management information systems. Those systems 
suffered from inaccuracies, costs of inscribed ghost workers, cumbersome 
extraction of information useful for human resource planning, and weakness 
in supporting individual personnel actions. Rationalizing civil service man-
agement systems can improve the accuracy of information and its availability 
for timely personnel system management within a clear hierarchy of decision- 
making on civil service matters. Such reform is typically managed out of the 
national civil service commission. The interest to agricultural sector minis-
tries comes when phased rollouts involve pilot ministries, in which the early 
participation of agricultural sector ministries will bring earlier gains for the 
effectiveness of human resources and spending.

Build Capacity for Monitoring and Evaluation
Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) capacity is weak and fails to provide decision 
makers with information that will strengthen the evidence-based foundations 
for expenditure management. M&E systems provide information on the links 
of expenditure to sector outcomes, but at the level of budget implementation, 
better M&E systems are needed as well. Partly this is being addressed in some 
countries by strengthening computerized information systems that provide 
real-time access to budget information and simplify updating of standard ana-
lytical tables to better inform midcourse resource and activity adjustments. 
There is also a clear need for more human capacity in agricultural ministry 
budget departments for analytical use of budget information: to identify in a 
timely way when budget implementation is getting off-course and which solu-
tions need to be prioritized during the budget year.

Bolstering capacity for M&E is an important piece of improving execution 
rates, but it can also contribute to improved budget analysis that underpins 
and justifies sector ministries’ budget proposals for the coming year. Moreover, 
where budget information systems have not yet fully integrated off-budget 
resources, M&E can be strengthened to improve information on donor-
financed projects and financial status. That would improve the accountability 
of donors to meet financing commitments—and the accountability of minis-
ters of agriculture to encompass these projects in coherent management of 
the  overall resources for the provision of public goods, services, and 
investments.
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Striking the Right Balance among Expenditure  
Categories

A basic question is whether budgets are structured to spend resources on the 
right things. The “right” things will be defined in a country’s sectoral strategy, 
and will usually be guided by a combination of sector growth; distributed impact 
on populations engaged in crops, livestock, fisheries, and forestry; and often a 
contribution to national food security goals. For this study, three expenditure 
composition dimensions are explored: allocation by (a) recurrent and capital 
budget element (economic composition), (b) agriculture subsector (also known 
as functional composition), and (c) subnational spatial unit (typically govern-
ment or administrative units, at which data are more likely to be available).

Recurrent Versus Investment Categories
Recurrent budgets consist of wage (plus other personnel benefits) and nonwage 
(such as goods and services for operations and maintenance). Typically, these 
are financed from domestic sources of revenue generation (table 4.2). Payment 
of public servant wages can take on particular political significance (such as 
contract negotiations or promptness of payment under stress from fiscal con-
straints), and governments prefer not to be reliant on external sources of 

Table 4.2 Domestic Finance of Agricultural Expenditure 
Percent of total

Country 2005 2009 2011

Burkina Faso 24 37 48

Cameroon 94 91 92

Chad 40 38 43

Côte d’Ivoire — 62 —

Ghanaa 73 61 63

Guinea 41 35 48

Liberia — 21 38

Madagascar — 40 (2008) —

Malawi — 51 39

Mozambique 33 33 (2007)

49 (2009 budget plan)

—

Senegala 45 41

Sierra Leone 54 20 26

Togo — 64 —

Source: Mink 2016 from individual AgPERs.
Note: Countries in the 20-country sample for which the data required are not available are not listed in table. 
AgPERs = agriculture public expenditure reviews; — = data missing for this year.
a. Off-budget expenditure not included.
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funding to manage them, just as external partners are reluctant to finance other 
countries’ civil servants. In usual circumstances, governments will do their 
utmost to ensure that civil servants are paid and that execution rates on the 
wage component are higher than any other component—typically above 90 per-
cent (table 4.3). Nonwage recurrent expenditure is another matter. The expen-
diture items in this category are less visible and more easily deferrable if budget 
resources become tight over the implementation year.7

The investment budget has different characteristics than the recurrent bud-
get, which influences governments’ ability to spend up to planned levels. 
Looking first at the investment budget in aggregate, the planning and imple-
mentation of investment activities are usually more complicated and harder to 
manage than that of recurrent expenditure, particularly if significant scaling up 
of effort is underway. Investment projects may be inscribed in budgets for 
approval by the legislative branch before full implementation readiness, such 
that the actual onset of spending is delayed despite the resource having been 
inscribed. Procurement plans may not be done until budgets are made available, 
leading to delays late into the budget year of contract finalization and the start 
of expenditure.

Execution rates for investment budgets are also discernibly different depend-
ing on whether the source of finance for the investment is domestic or external. 
Externally funded investment projects, as alluded to in the earlier discussion on 
off-budget expenditure, often apply donor fiduciary and management require-
ments through project management units. These can add complexity of rules 
and additional layers of decision making compared to domestically financed 
investments that follow government procedures. This complexity leads to 
implementation slowness and expenditure delays, visible in table 4.3 as lower 
execution rates of investment with external funding compared to those with 
domestic funding.

Countries pursuing the CAADP objective of scaled-up support for their 
agricultural sectors thus have a balancing act to manage in mobilizing finance 
to fund sector activities, particularly investment activities. Reliance can be 
placed on funding more ambitious investment plans from domestic resources, 
which are more easily managed, but are scarce. Or greater efforts can be made 
to mobilize external resources, but these are more difficult to manage. What is 
apparent from table 4.2, which shows the domestically financed share of public 
agricultural spending, is that finding the appropriate balance remains a relevant 
budget management preoccupation. The majority of the countries remain reli-
ant on external finance for over half of their aggregate expenditures on agricul-
ture, which is the source of finance that is shown in table 4.3 to be the most 
difficult to manage to achieve reasonable execution rate outcomes. Some coun-
tries, such as Burkina Faso, appear to be on longer-term paths moving to greater 
reliance on domestic finance as part of expenditure growth trajectories. 
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Table 4.3 Execution Rates of Agricultural Expenditure
Percent

Wages
Nonwage 
recurrent

Internally funded 
investment/ 

capital

Donor-funded 
investment/ 

capital
Investment, all 
funding sources

Total agricultural 
expenditure

Botswana (2012) 
(2013)

95 
—

101 
—

— 
—

— 
—

83 
110

— 
—

Burkina Faso (2004–11) 90 72 84 59 — —

Chad (2012) 
(2003–12)

— 
—

— 
—

— 
—

— 
—

— 
—

85 
92

Côte d’Ivoire (1999–2010) 90 62 35 23 — —

Congo, Dem. Rep. (2008–10) 
(2011–13)

— 
—

— 
—

— 
—

— 
—

— 
—

70 
34

Madagascar (2007) 93 84 69 20 27 37

Malawi (2009/10–2011/12) 87 76 82 44 — 73

Nigeriaa (2008–12) — — — — 104 98

Senegal (2005–10) 100 94 89 — — —

Sierra Leone (2012) — — 68 — — 70

Togo (2002–10) 104 71 69 23 — —

Source: Mink 2016 from individual AgPERs.
Note: In Mozambique, the country report presented no quantitative analysis due to data shortcomings. AgPERs = agriculture public expenditure reviews; 
— = data not available for this year.
a. Federal expenditure only.
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But others, such as Sierra Leone, are grappling with kick-starting sector scale-
ups of investment through greater reliance on external finance.

The scope for improving budgeting of recurrent and capital expenditures is 
considerable in most countries, with two aspects warranting special attention. 
First is to address the cost accounting weaknesses and incentives issues that 
lead to recurrent expenditure improperly included in the capital budget. 
Second is better integrating the planning of recurrent and capital spending. 
Few countries appear to have budgeting processes that link the two categories, 
and in some sector ministries, there are even separate units that independently 
put forward budget proposals for the two budget components. Integrated plan-
ning of an appropriate balance between recurrent expenditures and investment 
and improving the cost accounting of the two categories would minimize cases 
of investments lacking funds for operations and maintenance and underfunded 
recurrent public goods and services.

More attention is required for an appropriate level of and balance within the 
recurrent budget. Total public expenditure on agriculture is useful to analyze 
based on the disaggregation into economic components, that is, its recurrent 
and investment parts. Recurrent expenditure can be further split into personnel 
costs and other recurrent costs that usually comprise goods, services, and trans-
fers. Each of these components, and the balance among them, will be discussed 
in the following paragraphs.

The share of aggregate recurrent expenditure in total agricultural expendi-
ture is shown across countries in table 4.4. The CAADP focus on national agri-
cultural investment plans indicates a preoccupation with increasing the level 
and quality of investment as the basis for improved sector outcomes, but as will 
be discussed later, there are pitfalls to underattention to budgeting for recurrent 
activities, which can undercut progress toward such sector objectives.

There are measurement inconsistencies across countries that are difficult to 
fully correct so as to clarify cross-country comparisons, notably the embedding 
of recurrent costs in investment project budgets and the improper categorization 
in national budget reporting of input subsidies as capital rather than in the recur-
rent (transfer) category (as in Nigeria) (table 4.4). This measurement issue on 
personnel compensation and nonwage recurrent budgets leads in most cases to 
underrecording actual levels in overall sector resource availability. This is because 
significant recurrent activities are embedded in development projects, with asso-
ciated expenditure captured in the capital rather than recurrent budget informa-
tion systems. For instance, an external-donor supported project to strengthen 
public extension services may result in hiring of additional extension agents and 
expanding extension activities during an institutional capacity building invest-
ment phase, with an expectation that some or all of this expansion will continue 
on the government’s own resources after the project’s completion. In the 
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country’s budget information systems, though, this expenditure during the proj-
ect phase is recorded as a development rather than a recurrent expenditure.

Several of the country studies attempted to quantify the extent of this mea-
surement issue through a thorough analysis of representative samples of proj-
ects (table 4.4). In Burkina Faso, the actual share of current expenditures 
(personnel and operations) in the total budget of the three ministries involved 
in the agricultural sector was estimated at 20–25 percent, with two-thirds of this 
funded by projects not in the official budgets of the ministries. In Malawi over 
the 2000/01–2011/12 period, the noncapital element in development expendi-
tures was estimated in the country study at 63 percent (of which 4 percent was 
salaries, and 59 percent, other recurrent expenditures), leaving only 37 percent 
of the development budget for real capital expenditure. For Cameroon, an esti-
mated 20 percent of the investment budget was actually funding operational 
expenses rather than capital asset creation.

Table 4.4 Agriculture Recurrent Expenditure, Share of Total Agriculture Spending
Percent

Country 2005 2009 2011 Latest year(s)

Botswana 91 60 70 57 (2014)

Burkina Faso — 20–25 — —

Chad — — — 34 (2003–12)c

Côte d’Ivoire — 66 — —

Congo, Dem. Rep — 26 50 70 (2013)

Ghanaa 58 60 40 —

Guinea 35 — — 42 (2003–12)

Liberia 68 83 79 —

Madagascar — 26 38 61 (2012)

Malawi — 84 90 —

Mozambique 24 
—

27 (2007) 
25 (2009 budget 

plan)

— 
—

— 
—

Nigeriab — 13 23 30 (2012)

Rwanda — 35 — 10 (2009/10)

Senegala 39 39 — —

Sierra Leone 94 91 78 80 (2012)

South Africa 68 71 84 77 (2013)

Togo — 73 — —

Uganda 74 75 — —

Source: Mink 2016 from individual country AgPERs.
Note: Countries in the 20-country sample for which the data required are not available are not listed in table. 
AgPERs = agriculture public expenditure reviews; — = data not available for this year.
a. Off-budget expenditure not included.
b. Federal expenditure only.
c. Wage, debt, transfers, other recurrent.
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This common occurrence of recurrent expenditure being embedded in the 
development budget raises two fundamental problems. First, this situation does 
not allow the ministries concerned to effectively manage their current expendi-
tures because they have only few levers with which to control them. Second, this 
situation emphasizes the issue of the sustainability of interventions. What 
becomes of the provisions required to supervise and maintain investments car-
ried out after the project that supported them comes to an end? In a number of 
the countries reviewed in this synthesis, accounting for recurrent costs for 
investment maintenance is one of the weak links in the budget planning of 
ministries involved in the agricultural sector that lack a systematic mechanism 
for addressing this issue.

These measurement issues notwithstanding, the expenditure interest of gov-
ernments and their external donors under CAADP and national agricultural 
development programs has been much more on ramping up capital expenditure 
than the appropriateness of recurrent expenditure. There are risks if this leads 
to the neglect of adequate recurrent expenditure. Some of the country studies 
began to identify these risks, though more in qualitative than quantitative 
terms. Two examples of public functions that appear from many of the country 
studies to be underfunded are core budget planning and implementation 
(including M&E), and sector regulatory functions. Underfunding of budget 
planning and M&E capacity in ministries negatively affects the quality and 
impact of public spending on agriculture in a number of ways.

On the capital budget, underprepared projects can be rushed onto the bud-
get for implementation because of inadequate staffing, and result in delayed 
startup, underutilization of budgeted resources, and diminished impacts on the 
ground. Inadequate support for central and technical department staff to under-
take project and program M&E results in reduced ability to track results and 
make adjustments to improve impacts or reorient approaches. While it is under-
standable that politically attuned ministers are reluctant to divert budget 
resources from front-line activities that directly benefit constituencies to 
unglamorous back-office functions, the country studies generally reveal that 
despite a significant scale-up of public expenditure on the sector, there has been 
little or no increase in these core administrative functions that provide essential 
information to steer the endeavor.

Recurrent core public regulatory functions seem underfunded at a time 
when the need for them is growing because of evolving sector strategies that are 
spreading through many countries in Sub-Saharan Africa. Examples of this, 
related to the expanding roles that are being promoted for private sector supply 
to farmers of fertilizer and seed, are the regulatory capacities to ensure good 
quality and fair labeling of these products in the input market chains. There can 
be debate over the appropriate balance of public regulation and private sector 
self-regulation, which may evolve as the market chains mature, but a core 
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capacity for regulatory oversight in the private sector will be essential while the 
market chains are new and quickly evolving. Much of this capacity, in budget 
terms, is recurrent, including inspectors, mobility on the ground to reach retail 
markets (for fertilizer) and seed production fields, payment for laboratory tests, 
and communications campaigns to inform farmers and input market partici-
pants. The budgets for adequate provision of these regulatory functions are rela-
tively small in the context of most countries’ overall sector budgets, and not a 
single recurrent budget line item that would be simple for public expenditure 
analysis to pick up. Nonetheless, while not quantified in the available country 
studies, where the issue has been examined in more detail (as in Nigeria), it is 
clear that the potentially positive impact of expanded access by farmers to fertil-
izer and seeds because of government-funded activities risks dilution through 
some portion of this expansion consisting of poor quality inputs.

Funding an appropriate level and balance of recurrent and capital expendi-
ture is a dynamic context of choices and trade-offs. Public sector employees, 
when adequately accompanied by operational budgets, provide core services 
and goods to the agricultural sector, but can also be a potent lobbying group 
seeking higher compensation to the detriment of funding of other sector priori-
ties. Operational budgets, which are essential for agricultural agent mobility and 
service provision such as extension and animal vaccination campaigns, are vul-
nerable to underfunding and lack a robust constituency in times of fiscal tight-
ening. Capital expenditure on such things as public infrastructure and 
institutional capacity provides assets for longer-term growth, the maintenance 
of which creates the need for larger operations and maintenance budgets in the 
future. Decisions on these levels and balances are difficult, if only for the strate-
gic and political complexities involved. For the countries reviewed in this syn-
thesis, an additional constraint to informed management of these choices is the 
weakness and incompleteness of coverage for budget information systems on 
which decision makers in the relevant ministries must rely.

The share of personnel compensation (wages and benefits) in agricultural sec-
tor budgets is quite diverse across the countries but reveals several things 
(table 4.5). First, the two countries for which the agricultural sector size is the 
smallest in relation to the overall economy—Botswana and South Africa—devote 
the largest share of total public agricultural spending to personnel costs. This is 
most likely because of their stage of overall economic transition, and the recogni-
tion that delivery of recurrent public services to the agricultural sector is more 
important than commitment of significant public resources into investment. The 
majority of other countries have personnel costs that are roughly a quarter or less 
of overall public spending on agriculture. There is no evidence of a broad trend 
of declining personnel cost shares across countries, and the countries with an 
increase, such as Madagascar, were maintaining civil servants on payrolls while 
social strife drained external finances for investment activities in the sector.
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The majority of countries in this review have increased public investment 
expenditure in value terms and as a share of overall public sector budgets. 
There are exceptions, and investment levels actually declined over the country 
studies’ review periods for Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, and Madagascar, related to the 
difficulty of mobilizing external finance for investment during prolonged 
periods of civil strife. In the more frequent case of countries increasing invest-
ment over time, the resulting investment shares nonetheless differ markedly 
across countries.

Where the effort to increase public investment in agriculture has been 
successful, an emerging concern is whether recurrent expenditure has 
grown commensurately to ensure that the operations and maintenance of 
the assets created are adequate and that the investments are sustainable. 
A simple way to examine this is to look at the balance between nonwage 
recurrent expenditure and investment spending, particularly in countries 
achieving strong investment level growth. This balance is shown in table 4.6 
for both the start and end of the periods covered in the country studies. This 
shows that, with the exception of Guinea, all the other countries achieving 
growth in investment spending did not have matching growth in nonwage 

Table 4.5 Agriculture Public Wage Spending, Share of Total Agriculture Spending

Country 2005 2009 2011 Latest year(s)

Botswana 39 45 45 36 (2014)

Burkina Faso — 10–15 — —

Chad — — — 12 (2003–12)

Côte d’Ivoire — 36 — —

Congo, Dem. Rep. — 25 41 33 (2013)

Ghanaa 27 22 27 —

Guinea 23 26 22 28 (2003–12)

Liberia 35 48 27 —

Madagascar — 17 23 44 (2012)

Nigeriab — 11 20 27 (2012)

Rwanda — 30 — 30 (2009/10)

Senegala 7 6 — —

Sierra Leone 43 35 40 42 (2012)

South Africa 38 43 53 52 (2013)

Togo 29 17 9 —

Uganda 10 10 — —

Source: Mink 2016 from individual AgPERs.
Note: Countries in the 20-country sample for which the data required are not available are not listed in table. 
AgPERs = agriculture public expenditure reviews; — = data unavailable for this year.
a. Off-budget expenditure not included.
b. Federal expenditure only.
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recurrent expenditure (the ratio declined over time). In Botswana, Ghana, 
and Sierra Leone, the ratio of nonwage recurrent to investment expenditure 
declined by half or more.

While these declines signal a potentially worrisome imbalance in economic 
composition of budgets and investments vulnerable to inadequate mainte-
nance and nonsustainability, this issue requires more detailed examination 
than was undertaken in the country studies. For one thing, what constitutes an 
appropriate ratio is not clear. Moreover, the appropriate level may differ from 
country to country depending on the composition of their investment, which 
may be less operation and maintenance (O&M) intensive in some countries 
than others. The range of ratios is striking in table 4.7. Sierra Leone may be an 
outlier, emerging from a long period of internal strife during which agricul-
tural investment dried up, but Guinea faced similar internal strife yet appar-
ently prioritized investment with relatively few budget resources going to 
nonwage recurrent expenditure. While it seems reasonable to conclude that 
the three countries that have kept their nonwage recurrent spending at less 
than 5 percent of investment expenditure are likely to face sustainability issues, 
a more disaggregate analysis by different types of investments would help dis-
entangle what nonwage recurrent budgets would be required as the investment 
effort grows.

Table 4.6 Change in Relation of Nonwage Recurrent (Goods and Services) Spending to 
Investment Spending

Ratio of nonwage recurrent to 
investment expenditure Investment change, 

end/start, current 
valuesStart of period End of period

Chad (2004–11) 0.03 0.02 0.94

Côte d’Ivoire (2000–10) 0.52 4.51 0.46

Congo, Dem. Rep. (2007–13) 0.12 0.29 0.96

Ghana (2004–11) 0.85 0.43 1.61

Guinea (2004–12)a 0.04 0.05 1.61

Madagascar (2007–12)a 0.14 0.35 0.19

Mozambique (2002–07)a 0.04 0.03 2.95

Nigeria (2008–12)b 0.02 0.04 0.71

Sierra Leone (2004–12) 16.13 5.13 7.33

Togo (2002–10) 0.19 0.12 5.09

Source: Mink 2016 from individual country AgPERs.
Note: Bold denotes countries with both growth in investment (change > 1) and a decline in the ratio of 
nonwage recurrent to investment expenditure of the period. Countries in the 20-country sample for which the 
data required are not available are not listed in table. AgPERs = agriculture public expenditure reviews.
a. Indicates country studies for which the nonwage recurrent expenditure is equivalent to goods and services. 
For other countries, current transfer expenditure may also be included in the nonwage recurrent figures.
b. Federal expenditure only.
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Central Versus Local Categories
Agriculture in almost all African countries is practiced across diverse agro-
ecological conditions by a multitude of farmers with enterprises of various 
sizes (but predominantly small-scale). To provide public goods and services 
to this diverse clientele, it is generally accepted that the decision making 
on—and administration of—public expenditure should be devolved to the 
appropriate level of government authority, leading to better outcomes from 
the expenditure on public goods and services committed to the agricultural 
sector.

Also affecting the budgeting of investment maintenance is the division of 
roles and means between central government and local councils—and between 
public authorities and beneficiaries. Often these roles are not planned in 
advance or agreed to by parties. Problems arise when responsibility for funding 
maintenance is assigned without that party having adequate financial means to 
fund the activity. Avoiding such problems—and the consequent rapid deprecia-
tion of completed investments—must start with adequate preparation and 
agreement early in the investment planning.

Table 4.7 Ratio of Nonwage Recurrent (Goods and Services) Spending to Investment 
Spending, Select Years

Country 2005 2009 2011 Latest year(s)

Botswana 5.7 0.38 0.83 0.49 (2014)

Burkina Faso — 0.129 — —

Chad — — — 0.33 (2003–12)

Côte d’Ivoire — 0.882 — —

Congo, Dem. Rep. — 0.02 0.19 0.29 (2013)

Ghanaa 0.738 0.95 0.216 —

Guinea 0.184 — — 0.228 (2003–12)

Liberia 1.03 2.05 2.47 —

Madagascar — 0.122 0.240 0.455 (2012)

Nigeriab — 0.017 0.03 0.042 (2012)

Rwanda — 0.384 — 0.041 (2009/10)

Senegala 0.78 0.80 — —

Sierra Leone 8.50 6.22 1.72 1.9 (2012)

South Africa 0.937 0.965 1.93 1.08 (2013)

Togo — 2.07 — —

Uganda 2.41 2.67 — —

Source: Mink 2016 from individual country AgPERs.
Note: Countries in the 20-country sample for which the data required are not available are not listed in table. 
AgPERs = agriculture public expenditure reviews; — = data not available for this year.
a. Off-budget expenditure not included.
b. Federal expenditure only.
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Several countries have decentralized governments with significant amounts 
of public spending for agriculture under the responsibility of local authorities. 
Other countries committed to decentralization are in the early stages of imple-
mentation. For them, the impact of consolidated public expenditure on agricul-
ture across central and local governments will vary depending on the extent of 
budgeting coordination and cooperation. Budget information systems at the 
different levels that allow a consolidated view of public activities, budget plans, 
and their results can help make better use of scarce budget resources. Such 
budget information would provide a foundation for greater synergies and less 
waste.

Countries take different decisions on how to pursue such devolution of 
authority, influenced by the governance decisions beyond agriculture alone, 
which are in turn impacted by many sectoral, political, and administrative con-
siderations. One approach retains an integrated and hierarchical political struc-
ture, in which national and subnational administrative units (such as provinces 
and districts) operate a single budget for which size and allocative decisions are 
taken centrally. In these systems with centralized budget authority, implementa-
tion may still be deconcentrated, with efforts made to get sector ministry and 
agency staffing located closer to farmers, and procurement and expenditure 
management put under the responsibility of staff located outside of the central 
ministry except for the largest of initiatives.

The other main approach is decentralization of both fiscal (revenue mobiliza-
tion and allocation) and administrative (implementation) authority. This decen-
tralization usually specifies that selected functions are to be in the hands of 
subnational authorities, who are accountable to local populations through elec-
tions. These local authorities are responsible for planning revenue sources and 
expenditure activities. The breadth of decentralized functions is often specified 
constitutionally, may depend on administrative capacity at the subnational 
level, and varies over time in the course of nation building. In agriculture sec-
tors, decentralized functions often include extension, training, and animal dis-
ease and plant pest management.

The country studies varied widely in their ability to assess public expendi-
ture on agriculture across the deconcentration and decentralization dimen-
sion. Data constraints proved to be the main limitation, such as when major 
portions of expenditure could not be disaggregated, or were simply not avail-
able, at levels below central government. Budget information systems often 
did not have the capacity to disaggregate external funding by subnational 
spending unit, and only a couple of the studies undertook the laborious ad 
hoc process of constructing the data set to do this by manually collecting the 
needed information from individual donor institutions. In decentralized sys-
tems there were two main constraints. Some decentralized countries collected 
information centrally on subnational budgets and spending, but only in 
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aggregate and with insufficient detail to isolate what was being done in agri-
culture. In other countries, there was simply no centralized data system that 
captured public spending by local authorities. Several study teams (such as 
Nigeria) selected and analyzed a few subnational regions’ spending on agri-
culture, but these limited samples were insufficient for robust extrapolation 
to national aggregates.

Despite these limitations, broad characteristics and observations can be 
gleaned from the country studies. For the studies with sufficient information, 
table 4.8 identifies the countries by deconcentration or decentralization, and the 
extent under each to which budget making or implementation are happening 
subnationally. Of the 12 countries, information is available for seven on decon-
centrated expenditure, while the remaining five are decentralized systems. For 
countries where subnational spending information was available, it is also pos-
sible to use this to draw inferences regarding prioritization of equity versus 
efficiency goals (box 4.1).

The countries’ managing unified budget systems remain largely concentrated. 
Over 80 percent of public expenditure on agriculture in most of these countries 
is managed by the ministries’ central departments, and is over 95 percent for 
three (Chad, Liberia, and Togo). The main exception is Ghana. Ghana has 
locally elected district authorities that manage budgets, but these are not signifi-
cant in aggregate agriculture public spending, as shown in table 4.8. Over 
the decade covered by the Ghana country study, 73 percent of spending was 
managed by central ministry and agency staff while the balance of 27 percent of 
spending was managed by ministry staff in regional and district offices.

Table 4.8 Devolution of Agricultural Spending, Regional and Local Authorities, Shares of Total

Burkina 
Fasoa Chadb Ghana Liberia Mozambique Togo Zambia

Deconcentration

Regional and local 
authorities

83 4 27 0 19 2 14

Cameroonc Nigeria Rwanda Sierra Leone
South 
Africa

Decentralization

Regional and local 
authorities

15 47 5 19 57

Source: Mink 2016 from individual country AgPERs.
Note: Countries in the 20-country sample for which the data required are not available are not listed in table. 
AgPERs = agriculture public expenditure reviews.
a. Burkina Faso shows the location of expenditure, but from the country study the authority over this 
expenditure is not identifiable as central or subnational.
b. Recurrent budget only.
c. Cameroon is investment budget only.
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BOX 4.1

Geographic Distribution of Expenditures—Targeting by 
Efficiency or Equity?
Some of the country studies were able to disaggregate public agricultural spending by 
subnational regions, and this allows exploring the extent to which the expenditure 
appears to serve efficiency or equity objectives. Giving priority to agricultural growth 
would suggest concentrating public expenditure on regions of the country with better 
resource endowments (rains, soils), larger agricultural sectors, and favorable growth 
opportunities. A higher priority for equity outcomes could suggest concentrating pub-
lic agriculture expenditures on regions with higher poverty (headcount or proportion) 
in rural farming communities (Mink 2016).a

In Burkina Faso, the geographic distribution of expenditures appears to be guided 
more by criteria of efficiency than by equity. Expenditure data representing 93 percent 
of the total over 2007–11 could be disaggregated to the regional level. Comparison 
with the contributions of each region to the value of total crop production reveals that 
the regions with high agricultural potential (the Western and Southwestern regions of 
the country—Boucle du Mouhoun, Hauts-Bassins, Cascades, and Sud-Ouest) also 
receive the largest share of public support. These regions generated 46 percent of crop 
production over 2002–06 and received 47 percent of public agricultural expenditures 
over the period 2007–11. However, the distribution of agricultural expenditures in rela-
tion to the number of the poor by region shows an unequal allocation of public 
resources. Although 32 percent of the poor lived in the regions of Centre-Nord, Centre-
Sud, Nord, and Plateau Central in 2003, these regions received only 17 percent of 
public agricultural expenditures from 2007 to 2011. Yet while only 11 percent of the 
poor lived in Cascades and Hauts-Bassins, these regions received 28 percent of agricul-
tural investments.

For Ghana, geographic distribution of expenditure can only be attributed for the 
Ministry of Agriculture’s expenditure channeled through its regional and district offices; 
budgets administered by the Ministry’s core and technical departments, which come to 
nearly three-fourths of its expenditure over 2001–11, could not be regionally disag-
gregated. The disaggregatable expenditure shows a significant bias toward the Greater 
Accra region, which on a per capita or land area basis, receives more than twice the 
expenditure resources of the next highest region. In terms of equity orientation, there 
is only a mildly positive correlation between regions’ poverty incidence and their level 
of expenditure. The poverty incidence is highest in the north’s three regions (Upper 
East, Northern, Upper West), and while the Upper East follows Greater Accra in expen-
diture levels, the other two northern regions are in the bottom tier of the ten regions’ 
expenditure distribution. It may be that large projects and other activities for which the 
expenditure is managed under the Ministry’s core and technical departments’ budgets 
are more targeted on the poorer regions, but during this period, the RADU/DADU 
expenditures were not achieving a pro-poor purpose.

(continued next page)
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For Sierra Leone, only the 19 percent of sector expenditure made through the 
agricultural budgets of the districts provides the disaggregation needed for an assess-
ment of the geographic dimension to expenditure. Data on district-level budget allo-
cations and poverty rates reveal a moderately strong relationship linking allocations to 
the poverty rates for rural districts (Koinadugu District is an outlier). The data show 
only a modest relationship between food insecurity rate (percent of household food 
insecure) and agriculture sector budget allocations granted to local councils.

For Togo, a geographic analysis of expenditure must be limited due to data con-
straints to provisional and implemented capital expenditure budgets for the 2002–10 
period. This accounts for 75 percent of total public agriculture expenditure. The 
expenditure bias is strongly in favor of the region closest to Lomé, the Maritime 
region, which absorbed almost half of the investment resources, though it accounts 
for 28 percent of the rural population, 27 percent of rural poverty, and 15 percent of 
the country’s food crop production. The Plateaux region, by contrast, accounts for 
29 percent of the rural population, 23 percent of rural poverty, and provides 36 per-
cent of the national food crop production, yet it benefited from only 16 percent of 
capital expenditures.

The Cameroon country study assessed the allocation to its 10 regions of invest-
ment expenditure for the two main ministries engaged in the agriculture sector for 
crops and livestock over the 2006–12 period. Regions with the highest rates of 
poverty do not receive additional investment resources, which hampers attempts 
to  reduce poverty. There is a heavy bias favoring the North-West Region, which 
received an average allocation of 19 percent of investment funds, whereas the 
region’s share of domestic crop production and rural population was 7 percent and 
12 percent, respectively, while its 51 percent incidence of rural poverty is below the 
country’s poorest, northern regions. In addition, the West and South-West Regions 
received investment allocations far exceeding their contribution to domestic crop 
production and their share of the rural population. In contrast, the Far North Region 
accounts for 27 percent of the country’s rural population, 10 percent of crop pro-
duction, and a rural poverty incidence of 65.9 percent, yet received only 15 percent 
of allocations.

Note: AgPER = agriculture public expenditure review.
a. As part of national strategy, however, poverty alleviation activities would include people shifting out 
of agriculture over time through fostering of economic growth in other sectors and urban economic 
activity. Note that this box contains information from individual country AgPERs (Mink 2016).

Box 4.1 (continued)

The countries with more long-standing decentralized political sys-
tems  have higher decentralization of public spending in agriculture. 
In South Africa, the provinces account for 57 percent of the total, and in 
Nigeria the states are thought to account for about half of total public spend-
ing on the sector. Sierra Leone, which instituted a decentralized political 
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system with elected  district authorities beginning in 2002, has cautiously 
extended budgetary decentralization in the agricultural sector to reach 
19 percent of aggregate  public expenditure. Rwanda introduced a decentral-
ized political authority in 2007, experienced some initial capacity constraints 
for local administration and budget management, and had only reached 
5 percent of aggregate budget expenditure on agriculture managed by these 
new structures by 2010.

Cameroon began implementing decentralization at the fiscal level with 
the  2010 budget. These powers were transferred gradually, however, and 
over the period of the country study, only the responsibility for the development 
of rural infrastructure has been transferred to the ministry of agriculture; the 
establishment and management of infrastructure and equipment for animal 
husbandry to the Ministry of Fisheries and Animal Industries (MINEPIA); and 
the management of communal forests, financial resources collected from royal-
ties for communal forests, and royalties payable to neighboring communities to 
the Ministry of Forestry (MINREF). By 2012, about 15 percent of the capital 
budget was managed in a decentralized manner.

Trends over time in the value of devolved expenditure are shown in 
table 4.9 for the limited number of countries for which data permit exploring 
this  dimension. These show increases in all cases, thus confirming the 
momentum, if slow, toward devolution of expenditure in many of the coun-
tries covered in the synthesis. The rapid increase in a number of countries 
flags the importance of building expenditure implementation capacity at 
the local level, and in the case of decentralization, of expenditure planning 
capacity as well.

Table 4.9 Evolution of Devolved Spending, Select Countries

Country 2005 2009 2011 % change

Burkina Faso 
(CFAF, billions)

— 101 105 4

Cameroon (CFAF, billions) — — 15 
(2002, investment)

—

Côte d’Ivoire 
(CFAF, billions)

72 133 — 85

Rwanda (RF, millions) — 949 — —

Sierra Leone (Le, billions) 2 (2007) 6 13 650

Togo (CFAF, billions) 15 37 66 352

Zambia (K, billions) 73 103 (2008) — 41

Source: Mink 2016 from individual country AgPERs.
Note: AgPERs = agriculture public expenditure reviews; — = data not available for this year.
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Using Cross-Country Experience and External Support 
to Improve Agricultural Public Expenditure Reviews 
in the Future

Are AgPERs resulting in better budget management? It is not possible to point 
to concrete follow-up actions based on the analysis and recommendations of 
every country study. But an inventory of examples shows what is possible in 
terms of better strategy planning and monitoring, stronger budget processes for 
expenditure management, improved communications and accountability, and 
effective mobilization of external funding resources. As the studies progressed 
and gained experience, it became more routine for the teams to develop a draft 
action plan that was improved during the study’s technical validation workshop, 
and that was then turned over to the sector authorities for further formalization 
and use. Assessing the political and economic contexts for driving recommen-
dations into actions also elicited much interest and experience sharing among 
participants in several cross-country workshops.

To assist governments in quantitatively estimating what are sufficient recur-
rent budgets to sustain completed investments, it would be valuable to develop 
cost norms (ranges) for M&E requirements for typical investment categories. 
To provide essential public goods and services based on a short list of items that 
are typically recurrent, more granular recurrent budget analysis will be needed 
to establish common practices across a range of countries, as well as to establish 
some norms.

Coordinating central and decentralized expenditure authority requires bud-
get information systems. Experience and practice regarding such information 
systems from regions outside of Africa could be helpful to learn from. Also 
important would be to bring case study material to Sub-Saharan Africa coun-
tries embarking on decentralization, to draw attention to the political economy 
of budget cooperation across decentralized government levels, with a specific 
agricultural sector focus. To link expenditures to sector outcomes, further 
assessment among practitioners is needed on whether country-specific public 
agricultural spending reviews are the appropriate type of study to analyze these 
links. The completed public agricultural expenditure studies already provide a 
solid basis for identifying specific types of information that M&E capacity could 
focus on to better inform expenditure decisions.

How can public agricultural expenditure analysis be carried out more effec-
tively in support of the African Union’s (AU) CAADP objectives? Once a base-
line analysis has been established with a core diagnostic review, countries could 
anticipate more routinely (annually, if possible) updating the basic analysis, in 
the form of a simplified AgPER, or “AgPER Lite,” for which a guidance note 
could be established. The routine updating needs to be built into the national 
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dialogue on sector expenditure priorities. The analysis could feed into annual 
budget preparation, into deliberations of the legislative branch committee 
responsible for the sector, and into the multistakeholder joint sector reviews, 
such as the ones CAADP supports and promotes. And the M&E improvements 
for better public agricultural expenditure analysis must be coordinated with the 
broader sector M&E strengthening supported in some countries through 
Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System (SAKSS) programs.
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(continued next page)

Table 4A.1 Summary of Country Agricultural Public Expenditure Review Findings

Country Years covered
Sector 

expenditure scope
Off-budget 
inclusion?

Decentralization or 
deconcentration

Sector plan, year 
approved

Analysis before 
and after 

expenditure?

Consistency 
with plan 
analysis?

Botswana 2000–13 Fisheries and 
commercial forestry 
not included, but 
insignificant

— Deconcentration to 26 
district offices

National development 
plans

No No

Burkina Faso 2004–11 Follows COFOG Yes Decentralization (2004, 
2006) and 
deconcentration

SCADD No Yes

Cameroon 2003–12 COFOG Yes Decentralization (from 
2009)

Rural Sector Development 
Strategy (revised 2006)

No No

Chad 2003–12 COFOG Yes Deconcentration, limited SDA (2006–15)

Plan Quinquennal Agricole 
(2013–18)

CAADP Compact (2013)

Programme National 
d’Investissement dans le 
Secteur Rural (2014)

No No

Côte d’Ivoire 1999–2012 COFOG Yes Deconcentration, but 
minimally

Programme National 
d’Investissement en 
Agriculture (2010)

Yes No

Annex 4A: Summary of Country Agricultural Public Expenditure Review Findings
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Country Years covered
Sector 

expenditure scope
Off-budget 
inclusion?

Decentralization or 
deconcentration

Sector plan, year 
approved

Analysis before 
and after 

expenditure?

Consistency 
with plan 
analysis?

Congo, Dem. 
Rep.

2007–13 COFOG Partially, as 
aggregate 
commitments over 
the period

Decentralized to 
provinces

Note de Politique Agricole 
et du Développement Rural 
(2009)

No No

Ghanaa 2001–11 COFOG Deconcentration to 
region units and district 
units

METASIP, 2011 Yes —

Guinea 2003–12 COFOG Yes Deconcentration Politique Nationale de 
Développement de 
l’Agriculture Vision (2007, 
2015)

PNIASA (2011)

No No

Liberia 2006/07–
2011/12

COFOG Integration of 
expenditure from 
donor-financed 
projects began in 
2012

15 counties, but 
autonomous 
expenditure is limited

FAPS (2009)

Associated investment plan 
(2010)

No No

Madagascarb 2007–12 COFOG Yes Decentralization Law 
(2004), implementation 
still in transition

Deconcentration of 
Agriculture Ministry to 
22 regions and Livestock 
Ministry to 16 regions

Programme Sectoriel 
Agricole, 2007

No —

(continued next page)
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Table 4A.1 (continued)

Country Years covered
Sector 

expenditure scope
Off-budget 
inclusion?

Decentralization or 
deconcentration

Sector plan, year 
approved

Analysis before 
and after 

expenditure?

Consistency 
with plan 
analysis?

Malawi 2000/01–
2012/13

COFOG, but forestry 
data unavailable

Yes, data 
available for 
2007/08–2011/12

Decentralization, but 
district councils are 
responsible for only 
about 1% of total sector 
expenditure

Agricultural sectorwide 
approach (2010)

No Yes

Mozambique 2001–07 COFOG Off-budget is 
minimal

Decentralization, from 
2007, with 50% of OIIL 
investment transfer to 
districts assumed used 
for agriculture

— No No

Nigeria 2008–12 COFOG less forestry Off-budget is 
minimal

Decentralized Agriculture Transformation 
Agenda (2011)

No Yes

Rwanda Ministry of Agriculture 
central, some 
agencies, district 
earmarked transfers, 
external funding 

Exists (USAID), but 
not included 

Ministry of Agriculture 
budget included, but 
not districts

PTSA I (2004)

PTSA II (2009)

No Yes, qualitative

Senegal 2005–09 COFOG Off-budget 
expenditure exists, 
but not included in 
the analysis

Deconcentration GOANA (2008)

La Grande muraille verte 
(2008)

No No

Sierra Leone 2004–12 COFOG Exists, and mostly 
taken into account 
in aggregates

Decentralization, with 
13 rural district councils

National Sustainable 
Agriculture Development 
Plan (2010)

No No

(continued next page)
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Country Years covered
Sector 

expenditure scope
Off-budget 
inclusion?

Decentralization or 
deconcentration

Sector plan, year 
approved

Analysis before 
and after 

expenditure?

Consistency 
with plan 
analysis?

South Africa 2002/03–
2013/14

COFOG No Decentralization, 
9 provinces

Strategic Plan for South 
African Agriculture (2001)

Comprehensive Agricultural 
Support Programme (2004)

No No

Togo 2002–11 COFOG Yes Deconcentration PNIASA (2010) Yes Yes

Ugandac 2001/02– 
2008/09

COFOG for 
expenditure 
aggregates 

Partial 
(two external 
partners only)

Decentralization Ministry of Agriculture 
Development Strategy and 
Investment Plan (2006)

No Yes

Zambiad 2000–08 actuals; 
2009–10 
budgets

Not COFOG; covers 
Ministry of Agriculture 
and co-ops only 

Note: CAADP = Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme; COFOG = Classification of Functions of Government (United Nations); FAPS = Food and Agricultural 
Policy and Strategy; GOANA = Grande Offensive Agricole pour la Nourriture et l’Abondance; ISPs = input subsidy programs; PNIASA = National Program for Agricultural Investment 
and Food; PTSA = Strategic Plan for Transformation of Agriculture; SCADD = Strategy for Accelerated Growth and Sustainable Development; SDA = Schéma Directeur Agricole; 
USAID = United States Agency for International Development; — = information not available for this year.
a. Decentralized district expenditure not analyzed.
b. Neither AgPER reflected in budget analysis of the country study. Lack of workers is a constraint at deconcentrated level.
c. Disaggregated analysis does not include COFOG components of forestry, water for production, and activities related to agricultural land.
d. Scope excludes ISPs and Food Reserve Agency except for aggregates.
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Notes

 1. This chapter is based mainly on a background paper (Mink 2016).
 2. Funded over 2010–16 by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and the 

Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) Multi-
Donor Trust Fund, this program was administered by the World Bank and coordi-
nated with guidance from the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) 
Planning and Coordinating Agency with CAAPD.

 3. The guidance note is available for use by any AU member state and is posted on the 
Regional Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System (ReSAKSS) web page 
where the AgPER reports are maintained. 

 4. Countries with basic diagnostic expenditure reviews covered in the study are 
Botswana, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Côte 
d’Ivoire, Ghana, Guinea, Liberia, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, South Africa, and 
Togo. Tanzania completed a program impact assessment on its input subsidy imple-
mentation, and Togo completed a Medium-Term Expenditure Framework. Studies 
in Madagascar, Mozambique, Rwanda, Uganda, and Zambia are also incorporated; 
these were carried out under different support programs.

 5. This is usually the ministry of finance, though in some governmental configurations 
the planning of the annual investment budget is by the ministry of planning.

 6. “Organisation pour l’Harmonisation en Afrique du Droit des Affaires,” which trans-
lates into English as ”Organization for the Harmonization of Business Law in Africa.”

 7. In this category, for example, are utility bill payments for government departments, 
maintenance on public buildings, and government vehicle transport and repair 
costs.
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