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ABSTRACT 

This paper is an exploratory study that looks at early stages of the decentralization and other reforms in 
the policymaking and planning processes in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). The paper 
develops a conceptual framework and adopts an innovative mapping tool to identify capacity and 
incentive challenges impeding the effective design and implementation of policy processes. Findings 
suggest that the decentralized platform, through the Agriculture and Rural Management Councils, has 
shown some improvement in civil society participation in local-level and national-level policy and 
planning processes; however, these councils are being threatened by sustainability of funds and lack of 
demonstrated benefits and impact of participation. The weak institutions for managing, coordinating, 
overseeing, and monitoring seriously hinder the attainment of an evidence-based and inclusive policy 
process. Findings also suggest an alarmingly inadequate and aging staff in key public-sector organizations 
both at the national and local levels, which warrants an urgent and speedy design and implementation of 
the civil service and human resource reform process to accelerate recovery and development in the 
economy. This paper concludes with specific suggestions and considerations for priority actions to 
address the institutional challenges in the reform process and strategic training investments. Finally, we 
identify key areas for future research. 

Keywords:  policy process, capacity development, process mapping, organizational capacity 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

Evidence-based and inclusive policymaking processes have been a focus of discussion, reforms, and 
investments in recent years. The Comprehensive Africa Agricultural Development Programme (CAADP), 
initiated by the African Union Commission and New Partnership for Africa’s Development, centers on 
this issue. Policy1

Theories and Empirical Research on Policy Processes 

 reforms are often required for greater effectiveness and efficiency and better alignment 
of goals and incentives. Evidence suggests that recent policy reforms have improved price incentives for 
agricultural producers in many developing countries, but policy biases against agriculture remain (World 
Bank 2007a). As highlighted by the World Development Report 2008, various areas of policy changes are 
needed to improve incentives and the quality and quantity of public investment, to make product markets 
work better, to improve access to financial services and management to risks, and to promote innovation 
through science and technology—ultimately to achieve agricultural growth for development. However, 
many developing countries continue to lack organizational and institutional capacities to design and 
implement needed policy changes (Adebayo, Babu, and Rhoe 2009; Babu, Mensah, and Kolavalli 2007). 
With changes in roles and responsibilities as a result of these policy reforms, new skills and capacities are 
needed by actors for implementation. However, implementation capacity of reforms and strategies 
remains the major hurdle in achieving agricultural development (Byerlee, de Janvry, and Sadoulet 2010). 
This paper explores the link between policy processes and capacity required for the effective design and 
implementation of policies, and provides an empirical analysis using the Democratic Republic of Congo 
(DRC) as a case study. 

Although policy processes in the developed world are an established area of inquiry for the research 
community, only a limited number of empirical analyses have tested various theories and models of 
policy processes and endeavored to understand the intricacies and complexities of policy creation in the 
developing world. A growing consensus among experts is that policy processes are not based on linear 
models of decisionmaking but are a complex web of interrelated systems, actors, and processes. A 
particular policy reform is likely to have winners and losers. Balancing attention to the favored and less 
favored subsectors, regions, and households is one of the toughest policy dilemmas and institutional 
reforms, especially for countries with severe resource constraints. As summarized by Sabatier (2007),  
several theories have been discussed in the literature on policy processes within a given political system; 
and four of the most commonly cited are (1) institutional analysis and development, which is centered on 
the incentives and motivations for the selection of particular sources of action and on how institutional 
rules alter these motivations and the behavior of rational individuals; (2) multiple-streams framework, 
which is based upon the “garbage can” model of organizational behavior and distinguishes three streams 
of actors and processes: problem identification stream, policy solution stream, and politics stream 
consisting of elections and elected officials; (3) advocacy coalition framework, which focuses on the 
interaction of advocacy coalitions, each consisting of actors from a variety of organizations who share a 
set of policy beliefs within a policy subsystem; and (4) policy or social networks, which are characterized 
by the predominance of informal, decentralized, and horizontal patterns of social relations between 
interdependent actors that take shape around policy problems and the policy programs. 

Some derivations of these theories have also been explored by several authors. For example, 
Keeley and Scoones (2003), who discuss environmental policy processes, attempt to condense the 
manifold multidisciplinary models by presenting three broad approaches to explaining policy change: (1) 
an approach rooted in political science that understands change as the result of the interactions of multiple 
groups with differing political interests; (2) an approach that emphasizes the connection and interaction of 

                                                      
1 Policies are defined as actions or strategies that directly influence rights and equity as well as prices of goods and services 

(World Bank 2005). Policy processes is characterized in this paper to include evidence-based research, policy dialogues and 
consultative processes, resource mobilization, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation. 
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groups and actors through networks, alliances, and coalitions, within which individual actors exercise 
discretion and choice, allowing for the play of chance and contingency in policy change; and (3) an 
approach that understands policy as discourse, a method by which knowledge and power is transformed 
into a set of practices, and in which the interests of actors are socially constructed. Lindquist (2001) adds 
to “policy communities” approach (which expands the range of policy actors to include everyone with an 
interest in a particular policy area) to make it more relevant for the developing-world context, combining 
a “policy network” model with Sabatier (2007)’s concept of the advocacy coalition (in which like-minded 
actors seeking similar policy ends form bonds to advocate for their preferred policy). Lindquist’s hybrid 
approach understands policy processes as the grappling of contending advocacy coalitions within policy 
networks for desired outcomes, while also considering the interests and capacities of individual actors 
within networks. 

While several theories exist, empirical investigation of policy process in the context of 
developing countries is scarce (Court and Young 2003; Omamo 2004; Sabatier 2007). Research–policy 
linkages, a subset of the policy process literature, has received some attention (see Ryan 1999; Guston 
2001; Stone, Maxwell, and Keating 2001; Court and Young 2003; Cash et al. 2003; Young 2005; Ayuk 
and Marouani 2007; and Aberman et al. 2010). For example, Court and Young (2003) offer insights from 
50 case studies undertaken as part of the Research and Policy in Development2

Despite this body of literature on policy processes and research, obvious gaps remain. Court and 
Young (2003) identify myriad areas for further research, including the need to study policy formulation, 
the impact of research on practice, decisive moments in the policy process, ensuring the relevance and 
credibility of research, communication and dissemination of research findings, networks and influence, 
legitimacy and trust building, the role of international agreements and policy, donor policies and national 
contexts, and the role of donor research funding and priorities. Omamo (2004) finds that for the African 
context, the research community must develop typologies of agricultural policy systems and processes 
based on the theory and outcomes of analyses and must assess key capacity gaps among policy networks. 
Sabatier (2007) enjoins researchers to develop a long-term research program of policy processes 
including both theoretical elaboration and empirical testing among a network of scholars. 

 program and suggest that 
the political context of a country is the most important, and the least easily altered, factor in affecting 
research–policy linkages. Researchers who had a firm grasp of the political context, who got to know 
policymakers, and who produced demand-driven research that was communicated in a practical and 
useful way were much more likely to see their research employed in decisionmaking. Ryan’s (1999) case 
study of the role of the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) in rice policy changes in 
Vietnam underlines the essential importance of the timing of research (and its timeliness), demand-driven 
research, and extensive communication strategies that include all stakeholders. Ayuk and Marouani 
(2007) assess multiple case studies of policy–research links and highlight the nonlinear nature of the link 
between research and policy, one which demands flexibility and agility on the part of researchers to seize 
opportunities and to quickly reassess and recalibrate research approaches as needed. Aberman et al. 
(2010) find that champions of research within policymaking circles are key to the application of research 
to policy, and that strong ties between researchers and technocrats likewise played an essential role in 
ensuring government buy-in. They also note the importance for researchers of engaging key stakeholders 
and having a thorough understanding of the political context in which they are operating, linking to 
champions and key stakeholders to further the influence of their research. 

Another key gap identified is the limited available tools for data collection and analysis, both 
qualitative and quantitative. Existing studies are often based on a few key informant interviews or 
authors’ observations without a priori set on variables, indicators, or outcome pathways being assessed. A 
more formal empirical analysis was done by Aberman et al. (2010), which use a participatory social 
network analysis tool that is often employed to analyze local governance structures and project 
implementation processes, to analyze policy processes in the agricultural sector in Nigeria. They 

                                                      
2 The Research and Policy in Development program is a five-year initiative by the Overseas Development Institute that 

focuses on studies to understand research–policy linkages. 
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conducted interviews with relevant stakeholders in Nigeria in which stakeholders assembled a policy 
network (in this case surrounding the development of a fertilizer policy document) and assigned a level 
influence for the ultimate policy to each of the actors in the network. 

Another key gap identified is the limited discussion on capacity needed by key organizations and 
actors engaged in policy processes. Characteristics of a policy process that produces positive impacts are 
that it is inclusive, evidence-based, supported by implementation and monitoring capacity, and endorsed 
with strong political commitment. This is aligned with the principles of the CAADP. To be successful, 
several capacities are needed in analysis, inclusive and consultative processes, resource mobilization, and 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E). To have development impacts, policy process should be coupled with 
adequate implementation capacity. However, due to the complexity of policy process, capacity 
strengthening will not be straightforward and requires an understanding of the political and governance 
context of the country. For example, Resnick and Birner (2010) address a potential disconnect between 
participation and implementation processes for policies and strategies and note that because of this, 
participation can sometimes result in disappointment among stakeholders. Four cases on West Africa 
(particularly in Senegal and Burkina Faso) presented by Resnick and Birner suggest that the formulation 
of agricultural and rural development strategies in West Africa was not hindered by a lack of participation 
by key stakeholders but instead was constrained by a failure to link strategies resulting from participatory 
processes with actual decisionmaking on agricultural policies and spending. Resnick and Birner highlight 
the need to recognize how promotion of participatory processes, and associated capacity development 
toward this process, can strengthen rather than undermine emerging institutions of representative 
democracy in Africa. 

Capacity development process and policy process are widely discussed in the literature as two 
separate processes; and although they are often mentioned together, they are rarely analyzed 
systematically together. On one hand, a major stumbling block for decentralization and privatization 
policies in extension services delivery is the lack of proper capacity assessment and subsequent 
investments in capacity development; while major constraints in pluralistic and demand-driven research 
systems are the lack of capacity for administration and management of funds as well as a shortage of 
service providers (see Rivera and Alex 2004; World Bank 2010a). On the other hand, training and 
capacity development efforts are not effective and will not lead to desirable impacts without enabling 
policy environment, organizational reforms (Adebayo, Babu, and Rhoe 2009; Babu, Mensah, and 
Kolavalli 2007), and civil service reforms (World Bank 1999). How these two processes are interlinked, 
how to design and implement interventions that contribute to the two processes, and how they are 
effectively sequenced are major research gaps. Bridging these gaps boils down to the relative importance 
and complementary value of both incentives and capacity issues in implementing analytical work and 
designing interventions. 

Based on this review of literature, it is apparent that more research is needed to understand policy 
processes in terms of consolidated framework based on various contexts, empirical analysis, new research 
methods and tools to analyze these processes, institutional analysis, and inclusion of capacity elements 
into these analyses and discussions. This paper addresses some of these gaps by developing a framework 
and piloting an expanded mapping tool that incorporates elements of capacity and incentive conditions 
surrounding policy processes. 

Case Study on the Democratic Republic of Congo 
In this paper we focus on the policymaking processes and capacity development processes in the DRC. In 
postconflict environments, such as that in DRC, the context opens opportunities for reforms in policies 
and institutions. However, serious capacity gaps often constrain the effective design and implementation 
of these reforms. DRC, after episodes of war that devastated much of its human capital and physical 
infrastructure, provides a good setting to analyze the opportunities for policy and institutional reforms as 
well as sequencing and complementing these reform processes with capacity development approaches. 

The agricultural sector is one of the major areas that play a key role in the recovery process 
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(UNU-IAS 2004; de Soysa and Gleditsch 1999; Sperling and Longley 2002). DRC has a huge agricultural 
potential, with 80 million hectares of arable land. Estimates suggest that if yields were to catch up with 
the global technological frontier, DRC could feed around one-third of the world’s population (Tollens 
2004). However, DRC has experienced very little growth overall or in agricultural gross domestic product 
(GDP) in the past two decades, averaging less than 1 percent growth rate from 1990 to 2006 (Fan and 
Saurkar 2008), while public investment in agriculture remains at less than 1 percent of the national budget 
(SADC 2009). These figures are far below the set targets for sustained growth and development under the 
CAADP framework. 

In an effort to increase economic development by rebuilding its agricultural sector, DRC is 
embarking on several reform processes, including more demand-driven, inclusive, and evidence-based 
policymaking and planning. The country has set up Agricultural and Rural Management Councils 
(CARGs), platforms for discussion, information sharing, and formulation of local agricultural strategies, 
in its territories and provinces. Additionally, DRC is restructuring and decentralizing its Ministry of 
Agriculture, Fisheries, and Livestock (MINAGRI) and Ministry of Rural Development (MINRD) to be 
efficient and responsive to the needs of the population. In June 2010, DRC committed to increase its 
agricultural GDP and its budget share for agriculture through the launch of the CAADP framework. A 
number of international organizations3

Contribution to Literature 

 have supported the agricultural sector through numerous projects 
and programs that directly provide basic and economic services to beneficiaries to help them increase 
their incomes. However, none of these international organizations have looked at the broader 
policymaking capacity constraints in DRC as well as the management of the processes involved in 
policymaking and planning. These are crucial in identifying capacity constraints as well as incentive 
issues and blockages in the effective implementation of evidence-based planning. 

This paper provides two unique contributions to the literature—conceptual framework and methodology. 
First, it offers a conceptual framework of analyzing the nexus of incentive and capacity in reform 
processes. World Bank (2008, 2001, 1999) has emphasized the need to look at incentives and civil-service 
reforms when venturing into capacity-strengthening activities. However, incentives have rarely been 
included or paid attention to in training needs assessment or capacity assessment and subsequent training 
and capacity development activities. 

Second, this paper applies a simple, yet powerful, tool for rapid assessment to identify key actors, 
their linkages, constraints, capacity, and incentives. It builds on the process-influence network mapping 
tool (or Net-Map)4

In addition, this paper aims to generate information and knowledge to inform policymakers, 
stakeholders, and international partners in DRC. A number of changes and reforms are being undertaken 
in DRC, and it is our hope that this paper will contribute to understanding constraints and feasible options 
available to more fully develop the agricultural sector. 

 developed by Schiffer (2007) that combines elements of social network analysis and 
power analysis. This paper extends this by adding a series of interview questions about constraints faced 
by key actors and identifies whether these constraints are due to lack of capacity or lack of incentive. This 
paper provides a scan of the broader institutional landscape that conditions effectiveness of capacity-
development investments and offers a tool for rapid assessment of capacity and incentive issues. 

                                                      
3 The International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) is actively supporting DRC through strengthening rural 

capacities, particularly producers’ associations, and rural infrastructure. The Belgian Technical Cooperation (BTC) has been 
supporting MINAGRI restructuring and CARG installation. The International Institute for Tropical Agriculture (IITA) is 
supporting scientific skills development in partnership with the National Institute for Agricultural Research and Studies (INERA) 
and key universities. The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) is supporting the organizational 
restructuring of MINAGRI and MINRD. World Bank is supporting the strengthening of organizations such as MINAGRI and 
INERA. Numerous international nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) are conducting skills development for farmers’ 
organizations and helping them to produce and/or sell to markets. 

4 See also http://netmap.ifpriblog.org/about/. 

http://netmap.ifpriblog.org/about/�
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2.  CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

The conceptual framework is consolidated and developed based on specific elements from the literature 
reviewed in the previous section. The framework centers on a clearly defined development goal or 
outcome of interest that the country or sector is aiming to achieve (Figure 1). Agricultural development 
can be achieved by aspiring for efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability of relevant organizations—
ones that are effective in key processes in the agricultural sector, namely: (1) credible and inclusive 
policymaking and planning, (2) adequate and predictable resources, (3) effective and demand-driven 
service provision, and (4) enforceable regulations. Outcomes of these processes will have to be worked 
together to produce development impacts. These collective functions of agricultural-sector management 
have to be guided by the strategic direction and measurable targets broadly shared among the actors and 
organizations. 

Figure 1. Framework on analyzing factors and conditions for organizational performance and 
processes required for achieving agriculture development outcomes 

 
Source: Authors. 

The organizational performance and effectiveness of key processes are in turn conditioned by 
organizational and individual incentive and capacity, which are influenced by the organizational or 
institutional landscape, country context, and broader enabling environment. Capacity development is 
broadly defined as the “process through which individuals, organizations and societies obtain, strengthen 
and maintain the capabilities to set and achieve their own development objectives over time” (UNDP 
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2009a). Organizational capacity is characterized by management systems and procedures for 
coordination and communication, availability and adequacy of financial and physical resources, and the 
quantity and quality of human resources and social capital. Human or individual capacity, which is the 
summation of skills, knowledge, and competencies of individuals, is also a crucial factor in achieving an 
organization’s objectives and development goals. The education and training systems of a country play a 
critical role in capacity development; while well-designed external support to the education system or 
directly to the organizations is potentially important in moving out of path dependency and embracing 
change. 

Incentives are inherent to individuals’ preferences and needs and influenced by the nature of 
institutions, both formal structures and informal norms, at different levels (country, sector, system, 
organization, or department level). External checks and balances in the form of client feedback and other 
related external pressures are likely to elicit demand-side accountability and are important structures of 
influencing behavior if grounded with a credible incentive system to perform. Incentives can be in the 
form of monetary or nonmonetary benefits of a particular decision or action. Another related topic is 
organizational culture, which represents “the collection of traditions, values, policies, beliefs and 
attitudes that constitute a pervasive context for everything we do and think in an organization” (Marshall 
and McLean 1988) and is an important factor that may affect incentives of individuals to perform. 
Specifically, each culture type is characterized by a particular set of shared beliefs, a style of leadership, a 
set of shared values that act as a bond or glue for members, and strategic emphases in pursuit of 
effectiveness. Leadership and management provide strategic direction and visioning for the organization 
and guide its staff toward desired results and performance. 

In focusing more narrowly on one key process in the sector, namely, the policy process, it is clear 
that certain important characteristics are required to achieve positive impacts: being inclusive, evidence-
based, supported by implementation and monitoring capacity, and endorsed with strong political 
commitment. This is aligned with the principles of CAADP. Within the framework of institutional 
analysis and development, the action arena is the national policymaking and planning process, which 
involves multiple processes including creating knowledge to inform stakeholders; communicating and 
dialoguing based on information; participating with various stakeholders; advocating and pleading for 
one’s own preferences and interests; designing, writing, and communicating changes to stakeholders; 
applying and enforcing the policy changes; and evaluating and monitoring the progress and impacts. 
These can also be grouped into the following six key processes: (1) evidence-based analysis, (2) inclusive 
and consultative processes, (3) political processes and resource mobilization, (4) implementation and 
enforcement, (5) monitoring and communicating the status of implementation and lessons learned among 
stakeholders, and (6) impact assessment (figure 2). These stages in the process are conditioned by 
capacities and incentives of actors and organizations involved. Within this framework, the action arena 
can be characterized by means of nine clusters of variables: (1) actors, (2) positions or roles, (3) 
outcomes, (4) action–outcome linkages, (5) the control or influence that actors exercise, (6) information 
flow, (7) linkages and networks, (8) incentives, and (9) capacities. Data and information were collected 
about these nine variables in each of the five key processes to understand how agricultural policies and 
strategies are designed and implemented in DRC and to suggest ways to strengthen the capacity and 
incentives required to make impacts. 
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Figure 2. Stages of an inclusive and evidence-based policy process 

 
Source: Authors. 
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3.  METHODOLOGY 

Qualitative assessment through mapping tools is used in this paper to provide a rapid assessment of the 
capacity and incentive constraints faced by the actors and to suggest possible entry points for support. 
This paper adopts and extends the process-influence network mapping tool (or Net-Map), which 
combines social network analysis and power analysis and has been used to analyze governance linkages, 
social networks, and implementation processes of programs and projects. Net-Map is an interview-based 
mapping tool that helps users to understand, visualize, discuss, and improve situations in which many 
different actors influence outcomes. It is a simple yet powerful participatory and step-by-step tool to 
visualize processes and linkages and generates quick insights on challenges and entry points for support, 
in contrast to more rigorous but time-consuming survey methods. 

Selecting the Respondents 
We reviewed the literature on key organizations involved in the agricultural sector in DRC. A tentative 
list was drawn in which key officials or representatives were contacted for interviews. The main principle 
of selecting the interviewees was eliciting the “expert opinion.” The selection of respondents was based 
on their knowledge of the sector. The team started the Net-Map for a key official at MINAGRI, which 
helped guide a snowball approach to selecting the subsequent interviewees. We did not attempt to survey 
the entire population, but rather we allowed the known actors to point to other known key actors. 

The study team conducted 26 interviews (with 46 key experts) in Kinshasa May 3–11 and 
September 26–30, 2010. A total of 7 Net-Map interviews (with individuals or groups) and 19 
semistructured interviews (with individuals or groups) were conducted with representatives from the 
government, CARG (national and provincial levels), private-sector and nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs), and international organizations (for example, United States Agency for International 
Development [USAID], World Bank, Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations [FAO], 
International Institute for Tropical Agriculture [IITA], Belgian project staff, and IFPRI). Interviews 
ranged from meetings with individual experts to single meetings with eight experts (for example, meeting 
with CARG representatives). These interviews were complemented with a semistructured questionnaire 
administered to 18 participants from different organizations of a policy analysis training held December 
15–18, 2010, in Kinshasa. 

The team purposely selected the respondents to come from different organizations, so we are 
confident that we have covered diverse backgrounds and presented the summary Net-Maps that are 
amenable to all parties involved. The responses established a similar pattern, which provided the study 
team confidence in terms of representativeness of experts interviewed and descriptions of the systems and 
linkages without systematic bias. The primary data collected were also supplemented with a review of 
existing literature on the agriculture sector in DRC. Documents from African Development Fund (ADF), 
World Bank, Belgian Technical Cooperation (BTC), and FAO were helpful in providing a more holistic 
picture of the institutional setup and key issues in the sector. 

Mapping the Actors and Their Roles 
The Net-Map tool starts with a well-designed research question, expressed in the form of a final outcome 
or development objective. In this paper, the study team focuses on the actors and their linkages, influence 
level, and capacity and incentive constraints in the actual recommendations and implementation of policy 
priorities stated in the Agricultural Code, Agricultural Policy Note, and Agricultural Strategy of DRC. 
The first phase of the mapping is identifying the key actors. The team asked the respondents to describe 
the policy processes step-by-step (from evidence-based research to actual funding and adoption of the 
policy) and to identify the actors involved in each step. The names of the actors are written on “actor 
cards” (stickers) and placed on a large sheet of paper. The policy processes are marked as arrows between 
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the actor cards. The arrows are marked, and the respective steps, or stages, are noted down on the border 
of the paper. This process continues until the final step in the policy process is reached. 

Mapping the Linkages 
The second phase is mapping the linkages and interaction among the different actors. In communicating 
the definition to interviewees, the interviewers stressed that interaction or linkages can be in the form of 
funding, information flow, research, advice, advocacy, and reporting/authority and also asked respondents 
to describe the form of linkages they formed with other stakeholders. Those interviewed were asked to 
rate the level of this interaction using a 6-point Likert scale (1 = no linkage, 2 = very weak linkages, 3 = 
weak linkages, 4 = somewhat strong linkages, 5 = strong linkages, 6 = very strong linkages). Rather than 
explicitly defining each point of the scale, the interviewers left the interpretation to the interviewees to 
capture useful information about the sense of satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the current level of 
linkages. The interviewers started with a priori lists of potential linkages, which were used to probe 
interviewees if certain organizations were not mentioned as having linkages. 

Measuring Influence 
The third phase of the mapping involved asking respondents to rate the influence that different actors 
have on the actual policy recommendations and implementation in the Agricultural Code, Agricultural 
Policy Note, and Agricultural Strategy of DRC. To determine influence, the interviewers stressed that all 
types of influence are considered—financial, formal influence, communication, advice, or voice—in 
coming up with the final influence level. This exercise helped to pinpoint which kind of link within the 
multiplex network most strongly determined the influence of actors and also to answer whether the actors 
were influential because of formal linkages (such as lines of command) or instead, informal ones (such as 
advocacy). 

The rating was done on a scale from 0 to 6 and was visualized by using Checkers game pieces. As 
shown in Figure 3, the actors are indicated by the board game figures, and the Checkers game pieces are 
used to build towers, the height of which shows the influence level of the respective actors. This method 
has the advantage of visualizing influence levels in a three-dimensional space. While performing this 
exercise, the respondents were also asked to identify why different actors have the influence level 
ascribed to them. 

Figure 3. Net-Map of influence and power relation among key actors 

 
Source: Authors. 
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Probing Incentive and Capacity Challenges 
Once the linkages are drawn and influence levels are identified, interviewers facilitate the discussion and 
identification of constraints in areas where only nonexistent or weak linkages exist and of issues in 
general that affect the performance of relevant organizations. The interviewers emphasized that the goal 
was not to identify problems and judge the organizations based on their answers, but rather to identify 
potential entry points for problems. Then, these constraints and issues were discussed and broken down 
into those due to lack of capacity and those due to lack of incentive. Potential entry points and solutions 
to address the identified problems were also discussed among the interviewees. For capacity issues, the 
respondents were asked to identify and rate which area or type of capacity is weak (that is, human 
capacity, facilities and infrastructure, organizational procedures and management systems, M&E, and 
coordination and communication within the organization). For human capacity issues, respondents were 
asked to identify the strategic capacity-strengthening activity that would make the greatest positive impact 
in their organization. This emphasis during the interviews provided useful insights into the urgency and 
prioritization of investments in training needed to support the agricultural sector. Skill gaps and training 
needs had been identified by interviewees’ self-evaluation. The question that the study team asked was, 
“In order to achieve the mission of your organization and make the most impact on the ground, what key 
skills and competencies of staff are needed by your organization?” 

Consolidating the Maps 
All the results of the maps were consolidated into a single map. To capture the nuanced information 
attained through the interviews, the study team summarized the different maps drawn and the qualitative 
information gathered in the key informant interviews, taking into account the frequency with which actors 
and links were added and influences were attributed, the extent of involvement in the policy process of 
the respondents who added them, and the goals and possible biases of the particular respondents that may 
have affected their answers. 

The development of the final map is an iterative process in which the study team collected the 
preliminary perception and information from existing literature, gathered information from a wide variety 
of actors involved in the policy process, drew a combined network map based on that information, and 
finally validated it by presenting and discussing it with key officials and experts in MINAGRI and other 
interviewees. The resulting map serves as a visual representation of the policy process and is used 
subsequently in this paper to illustrate the core actors, linkages, influence level, bottlenecks, incentives, 
and capacity constraints and for evidence-based and inclusive policy processes. 
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4.  RESULTS 

This section describes the factors and components described in the framework based on the information 
collected from interviewees, complemented by authors’ observations and assessments and literature 
reviewed. 

Country Context 
DRC has a huge land mass, approximately two-thirds the size of the European Union, with an estimated 
population of around 68 million, the third highest in sub-Saharan Africa, after Nigeria and Ethiopia 
(Afoaku 2010; World Bank 2006). DRC is endowed with abundant mineral resources, including 
diamonds, gold, uranium, and cobalt; and natural resources, including rivers, arable land, and huge 
masses of tropical rain forests. DRC’s abundance of mineral and natural resources led to high 
expectations upon attaining its independence from Belgium in 1960. The period 1965–1974 was 
characterized by rapid growth (with 2.7 percent average annual GDP growth rate) and large investment in 
copper and diamonds (Marysse 2002). However, prospects for national development deteriorated quickly 
and were subsequently ruined by three decades of autocratic, patrimonial rule headed by the late President 
Mobutu and continued mismanagement and armed conflict under President Laurent Kabila’s regime 
(Afoaku 2010). The initial growth achieved in the late 1960s and early 1970s has been followed by 
economic regression since 1975 (Marysse 2002). Since formal production could not be taxed anymore, 
printing money was used as a last means, which led to hyperinflation of 32,000 percent (Marysse 2002). 
The economy continued to weaken in the 1990s, when GDP was regressing with –2.5 to –16.5 percent 
growth rate (Marysse 2002). 

The deterioration of the economy was exacerbated by 15 years of war and civil unrest that 
devastated a significant portion of its human and physical infrastructure and its institutions, giving the 
country among the lowest development and food security indicators in the world. The conflict has led to 
an estimated 2.5–3.0 million people killed and 2.4 million people internally displaced (World Bank 
2006). GDP per capita fell from US$360 in 1960 to US$100 in 2002; and growth rates in GDP averaged –
8.0 percent during most of the 1990s (World Bank 2006). In 2009, DRC was ranked 182nd out of 183 
countries in business-friendly indictors in the World Bank’s Doing Business report (World Bank 2009); 
176th out of 182 countries in the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Human Development 
Indicator report (UNDP 2009b); and last out of 84 countries in IFPRI’s Global Hunger Index (IFPRI 
2009). Approximately 16 million people in DRC, equivalent to the population of the Netherlands, suffer 
from chronic hunger (World Bank 2006). 

A major hurdle toward achieving recovery in DRC is the thin institutional mechanisms to ensure 
accountability at all levels of the government (Afoaku 2010). The system of taxation and revenue 
collection and investment is minimally functional, and most fee collection by government agents occurs 
informally and illegally, with little citizen knowledge of which fees are legal (Afoaku 2010). While the 
legal framework and its constitution provide a clear definition of property rights, such provisions are 
frequently violated by both state and private sectors (Afoaku 2010).  

Several reforms have already been in place with the assistance and support of international 
partners. DRC has embarked on a macroeconomic policy reform covering 2002–2005, supported by an 
arrangement under the International Monetary Fund’s (IMF’s) Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility 
and World Bank’s Economic Recovery Credit program and its Emergency Multisectoral Rehabilitation 
and Reconstruction Project. In 2002, DRC was granted debt relief and made some progress toward 
economic recovery. Inflation has been tamed from 511 percent in 2000 to just 4.4 percent in 2003, and 
revenues have risen from only 5.1 percent of GDP in 2003 to 8.3 percent in 2004 (World Bank 2006). In 
2003, DRC moved from the stabilization phase to the reconstruction phase. 

Although serious challenges remain, the country has made significant progress recently: It has 
grown by more than 6 percent since 2004 (BCC annual reports), and in 2006 the first democratic 
presidential election since 1960 was held. DRC is a republic with a president as the head of state, with 
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cabinet and prime minister appointed by the ruling party in the parliament. While the newly elected 
government is now showing commitment to economic stability and growth, the country is confronted 
with several remaining challenges toward achieving economic recovery including private-sector 
development, improved legal and regulatory framework and enforcement, a revised tax system, an 
improved financial system, and agricultural development. 

Agriculture Sector 

The government recognizes the role of agricultural development in this recovery process and has recently 
renewed its commitment and support to agriculture in the context of CAADP (World Bank 2010b; 
MINAGRI and IFPRI 2008; ADF 2004). Agriculture-driven economic growth has high potential in DRC. 
With 80 million hectares of arable land, DRC is second only to Brazil in terms of unexploited arable land 
and is the seventh country in the world in terms of agricultural potential (CARG 2009). Agriculture 
accounted for 44 percent of DRC’s GDP in 2007 (BCC annual reports) and is the main source of 
livelihood, especially among the poor. Agriculture provides employment for 70–75 percent of the active 
population and, through agro-industries, an additional 10 percent (World Bank 2010b). However, DRC 
has experienced very little growth overall or in agricultural GDP in the past two decades, averaging less 
than 1 percent growth rate from 1990 to 2006 (Figure 4). 

Figure 4. GDP and agricultural GDP growth rates in DRC, 1990–2006 

 

Source: Fan and Saurkar (2008). 

Land productivity has been declining since the 1990s and has remained constant since 2002, and 
labor productivity also has been declining since the 1990s (FAO 2008a) (Table 1). Both are much lower 
than the African average. Slow agricultural growth and low productivity levels have been the major cause 
of high poverty rates and slow progress in the reduction of poverty in the country (World Bank 2010b; 
MINAGRI and IFPRI 2008; ADF 2004). DRC attempted to make use of parastatals to provide inputs and 
services (for example, high-yielding varieties, fertilizers, and extension services) to the agricultural sector, 
but these institutions are practically ineffective due to inadequate funding. Despite declared commitment 
and policy in favor of agriculture, the share of the national budget and total investments in agriculture 
remains at less than 1 percent. Moreover, the centralized planning of the past 30 years never reflected the 
real needs of the rural population. NGO projects were implemented in mostly accessible areas (for 
example, Bandundu, Kivu, Bas-Congo, Kinshasa, and Katanga), while inaccessible territories were 
forgotten and coordinated actions for long-term integrated development have been scarce. 
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Table 1. Productivity of inputs in DRC, 1970–2005 

Category 
DRC Africa 

1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2005 

Land productivity (US$/hectare) 292 333 433 363 351 405 

Labor productivity (US$/worker) 295 285 311 214 190 430 
Fertilizer consumption (100 grams 
/hectare of arable land)  7.3 11.93 9.3 1.19 — — 

Source: Author’s calculation using FAO (2008a) and World Bank (2007b). 

In recent years, however, DRC’s agricultural sector has seen positive changes. Two strands of 
reform processes are occurring simultaneously in the agricultural sector: the decentralization reform as 
part of an overall administrative reform that has profound implication on the agricultural sector, and the 
reform of MINAGRI to fit the overall public-sector administrative reform. In 1990, the option of 
reforming MINAGRI was first adopted in the Agricultural and Rural Development Master Plan. In 2003, 
the FAO launched a study within MINAGRI, which was validated in 2005 (FAO 2005). The 
implementation of the reform plan started in April 2008. The overall institutional reform is built around 
the national plan of agricultural recovery, which calls for the decentralization of agricultural services and 
the strengthening of central and provincial institutional capacity; environmental compliance and 
safeguards in the context of the Strategy Document on Growth and Poverty Reduction; the design, 
implementation, and enforcement of effective land legislation; partnership with the private sector; and 
facilitating the establishment of financial services including microcredit institutions to serve farmers, 
fishermen, and livestock breeders. The ministry’s restructuring process initiated in 2005 is characterized 
by a strong ownership of all stakeholders and by high expectations of the people according to key 
informants and program documents (for example, BTC 2008).  

DRC is also in the process of developing an agricultural strategy to stimulate agricultural growth 
through increased investment. In June 2010, DRC launched the CAADP agenda, which calls for a 6 
percent annual agricultural growth rate and an allocation of 10 percent of the overall government budget 
to the agricultural sector. As part of the reform process, the CARGs have been set up at the territory, 
provincial, and national levels. By design, the CARGs serve as platforms for discussions, information 
sharing, and designing of local agricultural strategies involving various actors in rural areas including 
members of local assemblies and governments, private sector, unions and associations of producers, 
universities and research centers, and civil societies at large. 

At the policy environment front, a key element of the reform process was the revamping of the 
fiscal regime in favor of domestic production generally and of production inputs and equipments destined 
for the agricultural sector in particular. The number of tariff classes was drastically reduced; duties were 
sharply reduced to 5 percent for agricultural inputs (for example, seeds and fertilizer); the 13 percent 
excise tax for agricultural exports was abolished; and duties on food imports were raised to 10 percent for 
most commodities and up to 20 percent for frozen fish and meat (World Bank 2006). 

With these positive changes in the sector, the decentralization program of the government is using 
the reforms in the ministry of agriculture as a pilot case to inform other sectors’ reform processes. This 
lends an urgency to studying the status of reforms in the agricultural sector and identifying constraints 
that impede the effective implementation of these reform processes to inform the other sectors. 
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Organizational Landscape 
Figure 5 presents the organizational landscape of the agricultural sector in DRC based on interviews with 
45 high-level officials and representatives of the MINAGRI, the Ministry of Rural Development 
(MINRD5), CARGs, parliament, development NGOs, the private sector, and universities.6

Figure 5. Organizational landscape, linkages, and influence level of key actors in the agriculture 
policymaking process in DRC 

 

Source: Net-Map interviews with a high-level official of the ministry of agriculture, CARG representatives, and a staff member 
of an international organization who has worked in DRC for several years. These Net-Maps were complemented by interviews 
with several key actors in the agricultural sector. 
Note: The structure and placement of the actors in the figure do not represent political ranking or authority. The purpose is to 
inventory the different actors involved in the agricultural policy process at the national and local levels; to illustrate linkages 
among different actors; and to identify who has influence in the actual agricultural policies being designed, funded, and 
implemented. The numbers in circles represent the influence level (measured on a 0–6 scale) of these different actors, with darker 
circles for the national-level actors and lighter circles for the local level. The lines connecting key actors represent the extent of 
linkages and information flow between the actors (solid lines represent strong linkages while broken lines represent weak 
linkages). Organizations without an influence score were given a zero score by respondents. 

Table 2 presents a summary of the roles of the different key organizations in the agricultural 
policy process. MINAGRI and MINRD are the two main ministries responsible for leading the 
agricultural strategy formulation and policymaking process in DRC. In 2009, an interministerial 
committee was formed to support agricultural strategy and policy design and implementation comprising 
MINAGRI, MINRD, Ministry of Land Affairs, Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Infrastructure, 
Ministry of Scientific and Technical Research (MINREST), Ministry of Planning, and Ministry of 

                                                      
5 MINRD was first created in the 1980s, but it was absorbed twice by MINAGRI and then re-created as an independent 

ministry. 
6 To identify the level of influence of the different actors and to better guide entry points for support, respondents were 

asked to rate the level of influence (using a scale of 0–6, with 6 being the highest) on the actual policy change or institutional 
reform outcomes; for example, the influence on policy priorities included the recently concluded DRC Agricultural Code, 
Agricultural Policy Note, and Agricultural Strategy. 
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Women’s Affairs. The Ministry of Budget and Ministry of Finance are responsible for budget allocation 
and disbursement, while the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry of International Cooperation are 
responsible for linkages with international partners. The political system conditions the financial 
resources and enabling environment for the agricultural sector and includes the president, prime minister, 
and parliament at the national level and elected government administrators at the local level. Political 
parties play a role in the selection of candidates for elected and appointed positions at local and national 
levels. They can also be involved in the recruitment and promotion of staff in the public sector. 
Table 2. Roles and influence level of different actors in the agricultural policymaking process in 
DRC 

Key  
Organizations/Individuals Roles in Policy Process and Source of Influence Influence 

Level 
President, Parliament They lead the national priorities, which in turn influence the budget 

allocation and disbursement to the different sectoral ministries and 
public services.  

6 

Donors They provide support, through funding, advice, analytical work, 
technical assistance, and capacity-strengthening activities, among 
others. Due to limited local resource mobilization, the government 
relies heavily on donor funding. Given the lack of analytical 
capacity, the government relies on analytical work and advice from 
donors. The influence score assigned to donors vary by interviewees. 

4–6 

Ministry of Budget It decides on actual budget allocation for the sector ministries. 5 
Ministry of Finance It sets priorities on actual budget disbursement. 4 
MINAGRI It coordinates the consultative process, design, drafting, 

implementation, and monitoring of policies, strategies, and plans for 
the agricultural sector; it leads the resource and political support 
mobilization. 

4 

Prime Minister Together with the president, the prime minister leads the country and 
oversees national priority setting. 

3 

Ministry Planning It sets the national economic plan that affects agricultural strategies, 
programs, and budget. 

3 

Federation of Private 
Enterprises (Federation des 
Enterprises du Congo, or 
FEC) 

This serves as a forum for dialogue among larger private-sector 
firms and a platform for advocating their concerns, needs, and 
priorities to MINAGRI in particular and policy processes in general. 

2 

CARG It is a platform for policy dialogues and discussions, sharing 
problems and jointly finding solutions, setting priorities and 
strategies at the local level, and advocating for local demands and 
needs at the national policy level.  

1–2 

MINRD, Ministry of Land, 
Ministry of Infrastructure, 
Ministry of Research, and 
others 

MINRD is responsible for community development, rural 
roads/feeder roads, small rivers, rural water supply, and rural 
housing. All of these ministries provide inputs to policy design and 
lead the implementation of activities and programs specific to the 
ministries’ mandates. 

1 

International technical 
organizations (FAO, IFPRI, 
other CGIAR centers) 

They provide technical support to the many functions of MINAGRI 
and other ministries. 

1 

Ministry of International 
Cooperation, Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs 

They facilitate and manage the international partnerships in DRC. 1 

Universities (UNIKIN, 
University of Lubumbashi, 
University of Yangambi, and 
UCC) 

They are tasked to provide research and technical advice on policy 
options. However, they are not currently linked to MINAGRI and 
other ministries or policy processes. 

0 
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Table 2. Continued 

Key  
Organizations/Individuals Roles in Policy Process and Source of Influence Influence 

Level 
Agricultural education and 
training institutes 

They are tasked to train educators, researchers, extension agents, and 
professionals to work for the sector (government, private sector, 
NGOs, and so on ). However, they do not have a voice and direct 
engagement in the actual policy process. 

0 

COPEMECO and other 
national federations 

They are tasked to represent the interest of small business, farmers’ 
organizations, and civil society at large. However, they do not have a 
voice in the actual policy decisions. 

0 

Source: Author’s interviews and Net-Maps. 

The government ministries are responsible, each in its area of intervention, for policy, planning, 
implementation, and monitoring of development programs. MINREST is structured into research centers 
covering all the scientific domains (including health, mining, geology, agriculture, and forestry). The 
other ministries are organized as follows: (1) central level (Kinshasa): a central directorate of general 
services and a technical directorate for each intervention subsector; and (2) provincial level: provincial, 
district, and territorial inspectorates comprising various provincial services. In total, there are 11 
provinces (including Kinshasa), 30 districts,7

For analytical work, a number of universities perform some agricultural economic and rural 
development research, namely, University of Kinshasa (UNIKIN), University of Lubumbashi, University 
of Yangambi, and the Catholic University of Congo (UCC). International organizations provide technical 
assistance and analytical support, sometimes in collaboration with these local universities. 

 145 territories, and 800 sectors (formerly called 
collectivities) in DRC. Within the decentralization process, the provincial services of the ministries are 
being revitalized to provide service provision to the rural population. Staff recruitment to support the 
decentralized units is ongoing. 

The main donors for the agricultural sector in DRC include the BTC, World Bank, European 
Union, and USAID. Other donors are also providing support, such as Japan, China, and South Korea. The 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) (for example, IFPRI, IITA, 
International Center for Tropical Agriculture, and International Centre for Research in Agroforestry); 
agencies of the United Nations (for example, FAO, International Fund for Agricultural Development 
[IFAD], United Nations Development Programme [UNDP], and World Food Programme [WFP]); South-
East Consortium for International Development; and International Network for the Improvement of 
Banana and Plantain also support the agricultural sector in DRC in terms of technical assistance. Others 
such as Agronomic and Tropical Veterinary Centre of Kinshasa provide technical and research support 
for the agriculture sector in DRC. Regional organizations, such as Economic Community of Central 
African States, Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa [COMESA], Southern African 
Development Community (through its program called CARDESA8

Farming communities and their organizations are crucial players in the agricultural sector. With 
the crisis that the agriculture and rural sector has experienced over the past years, there has been a vast 

), and Association for Strengthening 
Agricultural Research in Eastern and Central Africa (ASARECA) provide both financial and technical 
support to MINAGRI. The biggest single project to strengthen the agriculture sector in DRC to date is the 
newly approved World Bank–supported Agriculture Rehabilitation and Recovery Support Project 
amounting to US$120 million as a grant for 2010 to 2015. 

                                                      
7 Based on Decree Law 081 (July 2, 1998) on territorial and administrative organization of the Democratic Republic of 

Congo. This figure includes three districts in Kinshasa (with no chief of district). Most of the districts are to become provinces 
(except the newly created district of Plateaux), according to Article 2 of the Congolese Third Republic Constitution 
(http://www.presidentrdc.cd/constitution.html). 

8 CARDESA stands for Centre for Agricultural Research and Development for Southern Africa, which is a semiautonomous 
subregional organization for the Southern African Development Community. 

http://www.presidentrdc.cd/constitution.html�
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movement to create associations, local development initiatives, and national development NGOs. This 
movement is a result of the action of international NGOs and is specifically linked to the need for an 
immediate benefit of cohesive and collective action of groups and organizations. This drive helped initiate 
the farming community organization process. In DRC, there is a fine line between national NGOs and 
producer organizations. The government often counts producer organizations as NGOs; that is, they are 
usually reported as local development initiatives. The status of producer organizations is ambiguous 
because no specific census of them has ever been taken and no specific laws address them. On the other 
hand, there are some available counts of national NGOs: UNICEF/National Council of Development 
NGOs (CNONGD) (1996) estimated the number of to be 1,322; while ADF (2004) estimated the total 
figure to be 224. World Bank (2006) described the type of national NGOs in DRC to be mostly 
associations (66 percent), followed by development organizations (22 percent), cooperatives (8 percent), 
health organizations (2 percent), and trade unions (1 percent). 

The three federations of NGOs—the Federation of Laic and Economic NGOs (FOLECO), 
CNONGD and the Regional Council of Development NGOs (CRONGD)—have so far not gained a 
strong influence in the agricultural policymaking processes. For a more systematic engagement of civil 
society organizations into policymaking and planning processes, the government initiated in 2008 the 
creation of CARGs, which are the platforms for multistakeholder discussions and dialogues toward the 
development of agricultural plans at the territorial, provincial, and national levels. The concept of CARGs 
originated from MINAGRI in its goal to make agricultural planning and policymaking more participatory 
and farmer driven. CARGs are part of the reform process and coincide with the governmentwide 
decentralization effort affecting the agricultural sector. As of December 2009, there were 144 territory 
CARGs installed across DRC. 

Private-sector participation in the agricultural policymaking process in DRC has not been strong 
in the past years, except for some advocacy efforts by the FEC (Federation of Private Enterprises in 
Congo). This national federation of private companies has only a few agriculture-based, large-scale 
companies as members to date. Similarly, the Confederation of Small and Medium Enterprises of the 
Congo (COPEMECO), of which numerous small-scale enterprises are members, has not gained a strong 
presence in the agricultural policymaking process in the past. 

Influence 

Understanding the influence level of each organization is important to identify feasible entry points for 
intervention; to prioritize addressing capacity and incentive gaps; and to identify weaknesses in 
information flow and links between evidence and decisionmaking. As indicated in Figure 5 and Table 2, 
high-level policy- and lawmakers (the president and the members of parliament) were given the highest 
influence score (6) because they set national priorities, which in turn influence the budget allocation and 
disbursement to the different sectoral ministries and public services. The next most influential is the 
Ministry of Budget, which decides on actual budget allocation for the sector ministries, with an influence 
score of 5, followed by the Ministry of Finance, which sets priorities on actual budget disbursement 
(influence score = 4). The prime minister also has strong influence in setting national priorities and 
agricultural policies. Depending on the interviewer, the donors in general were given a score of 4 or 6 in 
terms of their level of influence. 

The MINAGRI is responsible for leading the agricultural strategy formulation and policymaking 
process in DRC (influence score = 4), while other relevant ministries, such as MINRD, provide inputs and 
support (collective influence score = 1). FEC was singled out as influential in the actual policies 
formulated in MINAGRI (influence score = 2), while civil society, through the CARGs, also has some 
influence in the actual policy formulation to date (influence score = 1–2). The Ministry of International 
Cooperation and Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which facilitate and manage the international partnerships in 
DRC, were given a score of 2 in terms of influence, while international technical organizations 
(particularly FAO and other UN agencies) were given an influence score of 1. 
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These patterns of influence suggest that greater attention is needed to ensure that compelling 
evidence and cutting-edge research reaches the influential decisionmakers and funders. This will require 
strengthening policy dialogue and negotiation skills, among many other skills and competencies, at the 
key ministries. It may also require more systematic mechanisms of linking MINAGRI and these 
decisionmakers, such as initiating regular meetings with the agriculture advisors of the president and 
prime minister, and to examine the re-establishment of the socioeconomic research committee, with 
emphasis on the agriculture and rural sectors, at the parliament. It will require a more systematic and 
innovative means of communication among these organizations. This also implies that donors can play a 
major role in influencing policies in DRC. Donors need to be careful not to undermine the existing 
institutional structures as well as undercut the local ownership of these policies. 

At the provincial level, members, coordinators, and focal points of CARGs and representatives of 
MINAGRI were asked to rate the level of influence of the different actors at the provincial and territory 
levels on the local agricultural policy outcomes (lighter circles in Figure 5). Respondents highlighted that 
experiences across provinces and territories vary. Within CARGs, in theory the level of influence should 
be the civil society having two-thirds of the membership, with the government having one-third In reality 
for many places, the most influential (with a score of 6) are still the government and/or ministry officials 
at provincial and territory levels, while in some areas the most influential (with a score of 6) are the trade 
unions. The level of influence by the government and trade unions can also score as low as 1 depending 
on the provinces and territories according to key informants. There is some influence by the producer’s 
association and civil society organizations through CARGs, with a score of 1 to 3 depending on the 
province or territory. Respondents indicate an improvement in the civil society participation compared 
with previous years, and they are hopeful that it will continue to improve as the implementation of and 
support for CARGs goes into full speed. The CARG guidelines also indicate that one-third of CARG 
membership should be women, but either lack of women leaders or inability of women leaders to attend 
CARG-related meetings and workshops hinders the realization of this quota of participation in CARGs. 
Looking at the constraints of women’s participation in CARGs is an important research agenda. 

The pattern of influence at the local level suggests the need to strengthen civil society 
organizations so that they would be able to participate more effectively and benefit in platforms and 
networks, such as CARGs. Capacity strengthening will also be needed by public-sector organizations as 
they remain major players that lead, guide, and influence CARG functioning. CARGs depend on the 
capacity and strength of the organizations that are members and partners of this platform. The Net-Map 
exercise suggests that experiences differ by provinces and territories, so further studies will be needed to 
understand influence level, actual functioning, and impact of CARGs. Further analysis will also be 
needed to study the constraints of women in participating in CARGs and to identify whether this is a 
constraint in the effective and sustainable functioning of CARGs. 

Linkages 

Key informants have highlighted a number of weaknesses in the interaction and linkages among actors in 
the agricultural landscape (illustrated by the broken lines in Figure 5). Overall, MINAGRI’s linkage with 
other organizations involved in the policy processes in DRC is weak. The major missed opportunity is 
between policy analysis and the highest levels of influence. As indicated above, the national 
decisionmakers (including the president, parliament, and prime minister) are not reached systematically 
by sources of evidence and cutting-edge research on the role and importance of the agricultural sector and 
on viable options and priorities of advancing the sector. Although the offices of the president and prime 
minister do have agriculture advisors, key informants suggest only weak interaction between them and 
MINAGRI. There is also a commission in the parliament that looks at agriculture and natural resources 
policies, but key informants also suggest a weak linkage between members of this commission and 
MINAGRI. In Table 3, an average linkage score of 3.7 (out of 6), which ranges from weak to somewhat 
strong linkage, indicates a huge space for improvement to fill this research–policy–action gap. Moreover, 
the agencies that decide on budget allocations and actual disbursements are not systematically reached by 
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convincing and compelling evidence of investing in the sector as well as by advocacy and lobbying that 
make the case for increased investment in agriculture (mean linkage score = 3.9). This influence-linkage 
analysis highlights the mismatch between sources of research and sources of influence, which appears to 
be a major hurdle in evidence-based planning in DRC. 

Table 3 provides the linkage scores among organizations rated by respondents from different 
organizations in DRC. The two main ministries that lead the agricultural and rural sectors, MINAGRI and 
MINRD, have some degree of coordination (mean linkage score = 4.1), but respondents indicated that this 
could be improved by clarifying roles and responsibilities for each ministry and communicating ongoing 
reform and change processes. 

Table 3. Degree of linkages among organizations in the agricultural policy process 
Linkage Avg. 

Score* 
Std. 
Dev. 

Min. Max. Description 

Between MINAGRI and 
INERA 

4.8 0.9 3.0 6.0 Despite being in MINREST, INERA is being supported in terms of 
fundraising and strategic planning by MNAGRI. 

Between MINAGRI and 
CARG 

4.6 1.0 3.0 6.0 CARG is officially under MINAGRI; its provincial focal points are 
being funded by MIANGRI; CARG is potentially the voice of local 
stakeholders in national policy. 

Between MINAGRI and 
international partners 

4.5 1.1 2.0 6.0 MINAGRI is the first line of contact among international partners; 
but research findings and consultancies are sometimes not shared.  

Between INERA and 
universities 

4.2 1.2 2.0 6.0 Somewhat strong link in terms of scientific research, but weak in 
terms of policy research 

Between MINAGRI and 
MINRD 

4.1 1.2 2.0 6.0 Some interaction, but no clear separation of roles and 
responsibilities 

Between MINAGRI and 
Ministry of Planning 

4.0 1.2 2.0 6.0 The direction of planning in studies in MINAGRI is the focal point 
and link between the two ministries; however, their actual 
collaboration is still not strong. 

Between MINAGRI and 
Min. of Finance/Budget 

3.9 1.0 3.0 6.0 Linkages do not go beyond official budget hearings. 

Among universities  3.9 1.2 2.0 5.0 Occasional exchange of professors; professors from UNIKIN and 
others teach in universities and colleges in other provinces. 

Between national-level 
and local-level MINAGRI 

4.0 1.3 1.0 6.0 Links are through the statistical system and data reporting, but no 
linkages exist beyond these. 

Between national-level 
and local-level MINRD 

3.8 1.1 2.0 6.0 Links are through the statistical system and data reporting, but no 
linkages exist beyond these. 

Between universities and 
international partners 

3.8 1.3 2.0 6.0 Consultancies and research opportunities are present but limited. 

Between MINAGRI and 
offices of president, prime 
minister, and parliament 

3.7 1.0 2.0 6.0 There are agricultural advisers to these offices but they are not 
strongly linked to the MINAGRI or to sources of research and 
analysis. 

Between MINAGRI and 
NGOs 

3.6 1.3 1.0 5.0 NGOs are sometimes not involved in consultative processes 
facilitated by MINAGRI. 

Between MINAGRI and 
universities 

3.6 1.2 1.0 5.0 There are no formal linkages between universities and MINAGRI; 
only informal linkages between professors and staff of MINAGRI 
exist. 

Between MINAGRI and 
other ministries 

3.5 1.3 1.0 5.0 Interministerial committee; food security task force; focal points or 
directorates for cross-representation and linkages 

Between CARGs and 
NGOs at local levels 

3.5 0.8 2.0 5.0 Participation of NGOs in CARG meetings is limited. 

Between MINAGRI and 
private sector 

3.4 0.7 2.0 5.0 Rice task force, involving MINAGRI staff and private sector 

Between CARGs and 
CRONGD and CNONGD 

3.3 1.2 1.0 5.0 Participation of NGOs in CARG meetings is limited. 

Between CARGs and 
FEC 

3.3 1.2 1.0 5.0 Participation of FEC in CARG meetings is limited. 

Between CARGs and 
FOLECO 

3.2 1.0 1.0 5.0 Participation of FOLECO in CARG meetings is limited. 
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Table 3. Continued 
Linkage Avg. 

Score* 
Std. 
Dev. 

Min. Max. Description 

Between CARGs and 
COPEMECO 

3.1 1.3 1.0 5.0 Participation of COPEMECO in CARG meetings is limited. 

Between CARGs and 
INERA 

3.0 1.1 1.0 5.0 INERA is often not involved in CARG meetings or discussions. 

Between CARGs and 
universities 

2.8 1.1 1.0 5.0 Only to present during one-week workshop with CARGs 

Between universities and 
private sector 

2.8 0.9 1.0 4.0 Interaction between the private sector and universities is limited. 

Source: Authors’ compilation based respondents. 
Note: *Rating is based on a scale from 1 to 6 (where 1 = no linkages and 6 = very strong linkages). The figures are the mean 
scores of Net-Map interviewees and 18 respondents from different organizations in DRC, based on a semistructured 
questionnaire administered during the training on policy analysis on December 16, 2010. 

In terms of priority setting and strategic planning, MINAGRI gets technical inputs from the 
interministerial committee, although with limited interaction (mean linkage score = 3.6). MINAGRI 
sources its evidence-based analysis from international organizations (for example, World Bank, FAO, 
BTC, and IFPRI) and has relatively strong linkages with these partners (mean linkage score = 4.5). Both 
MINAGRI and MINRD get agricultural data through the statistical and data-collection systems in the 
provincial and territory services units, but interaction and coordination between national and local units in 
these ministries remain limited (mean linkage score = 3.8–4.0). They receive feedback on problems and 
needs of the rural population through the CARGs platform, which are part of MINAGRI (mean score 
linkage = 4.6); but there is limited interaction between MINAGRI or MINRD and FEC (mean linkage 
score = 3.4) and the federation of NGOs (mean linkage score = 3.7). 

In terms of evidence-based analysis, the capacity at MINAGRI is weak, but the capacity for 
economic and policy research in other organizations (universities, Central Bank’s Economic Research 
Department, and Ministry of Planning) is relatively stronger (Table 4). The issue is that the linkage 
between the ministry and these organizations with capacity is weak to somewhat strong (mean linkage 
scores = 3.6–4.0). Key informants indicate that this limited interaction is due to lack of trust from both 
sides and lack of incentive to interact as dictated by a different set of performance indicators in these 
organizations. Currently, there is no capacity at MINAGRI to initiate or facilitate such interaction and 
linkage. On the other hand, the linkage between MINAGRI and INERA seems to be stronger for scientific 
research (mean linkage score = 4.8). MINAGRI should use this example to follow in strengthening 
interactions with other research organizations and universities. 

Universities have started to be actively involved in providing results of analytical work through 
the organized technical workshops within CARGs in relation to the provincial agricultural plan 
formulation. However, outside this mechanism, there are no other informal or formal linkages between 
universities and members of the CARGs. While there is stronger interaction within universities (mean 
linkage score = 3.9) and between universities and INERA (mean linkage score = 4.2), there are weak 
linkages between these universities and CARGs (mean linkage score = 2.8) and between universities and 
the private sector (mean linkage score = 2.8). Universities have only limited opportunities for research 
and consultancy with international partners (mean linkage score = 3.8). Interviews also suggest weak 
linkages between universities and other ministries and public-sector agencies. Moreover, policy advisors 
of MINAGRI are responsible for providing cutting-edge and up-to-date advice in the ministry, but 
insights from the interviews suggest that there is limited interaction between policy advisors of the 
minister and universities and sources of analytical work. Similarly, agricultural policy advisors inform the 
president and prime minister, but they are currently not linked to the universities, ministry of agriculture, 
or sources of information and analytical work. 

In terms of consensus building and open consultation at the national level, interactions of CARGs 
with other players in the agriculture sector is limited and was consistently rated weak by respondents 
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(Table 3). Despite being created as the platform for discussion and linkages, activities and support to 
CARGs are limited, which inhibits the ability of CARGs to function effectively as forums and a network 
that brings stakeholders together. CARGs have no interaction with the national federation of small 
businesses (COPEMECO), the federations of development NGOs (CRONGD, CNONGD, and 
FOLECO), FEC, and producer organizations. At the local level, decreasing participation of members in 
territory CARG meetings poses concerns of the inclusiveness of local planning processes. Participation of 
microcredit institutions, the private sector, and development NGOs in provincial consultative CARG 
groups has also been limited. 

Organizational Capacity 
Capacity in the context being described here is the adequacy of staff, skills and competency, financial and 
physical resources, and management systems and structures in place for an organization to function well. 
The government, with support from FAO, conducted an assessment of the capacity of MINAGRI in 2003; 
and the World Bank conducted a review of the agricultural sector in 2006. These reports highlight the 
following status of capacity at the MINAGRI and MINRD (World Bank 2006; FAO 2003): 

• Lack of planning, monitoring, evaluating policies/activities, and recent agricultural statistics. 
While there is a directorate for planning, studies, and M&E under MINAGRI, the unit is 
seriously underfunded and understaffed, having only five staff. Neither MINAGRI nor 
MINRD have a sectorwide M&E system and performance-based management for their staff. 

• Lack of vehicles, equipment, and office space at all levels and extremely weak budgets. 
Disbursement is extremely low. During 2001–2003, the eight general directorates received 
only US$3,500 in total. The national services had not been funded for the 10 years up to 
2005. Investment and recurrent budgets are elaborated without taking into account provincial 
needs. 

• Unclear roles and functions. While many changes are happening under the reform processes 
(for example, the streamlining and restructuring of conflicting functions such as national 
services and general directorate, which deal with the same subsectors), several roles and 
functions remain not clearly communicated and understood by staff (for example, roles and 
functions and coordination mechanisms between MINAGRI and MINRD). 

• Unbalanced personnel structure. MINAGRI had 3,468 staff: cabinet (7), general secretariat 
(19), general directorate (643), national services (1,963), agricultural centers (722), and 
projects and programs (114). The proportion of administrative and general staff is very high 
compared with that in technical and specialized professionals. Higher level professionals 
account for only 5 percent and 20 percent of provincial and central staff, respectively. 
Overstaffing at the central level accounts for 20 percent of total staff. Within the context of 
the decentralization policy, the greatest constraint is the shortage of staff in the decentralized 
units. Belgian support has ended, which also means no continuation in terms of hiring more 
people. Political commitment and public investment in hiring needed human capacity and 
investment in infrastructure will be required. 

• Disproportionate hiring. The hiring of staff at the provincial levels is not proportionate with 
the share of each province’s total agricultural population. For example, Bandundu Province 
accounts for 28 percent of total field staff but only 13 percent of total agricultural population. 

• Mismanagement of human resources. Recruitment procedures rarely are followed. As a 
result, staff skills either do not correspond to organizational needs or do not meet the 
qualifications of the position. Staff can be hired at the provincial level without liaising with 
headquarters. Thus, the number of staff on the payroll increases every month. The sharp 
increase of total wages paid since 2002, with no salary increase, suggests that the number of 
staff has increased fourfold since 2001. 
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To complement these observations, the study team collected data in May and September 2010 to 
perform a more recent analysis of perceptions of stakeholders on the level of capacity of key 
organizations in the agricultural sector (Table 4). Results suggest somewhat strong human capacity in the 
universities (especially UNIKIN, UCC, and University of Lubumbashi). The ministries also have 
somewhat strong human capacity (especially the Central Bank’s Economic Research Department and the 
Ministry of Planning); however, human capacity is weak at MINRD (national and local levels) and 
MINAGRI (local level). Of all the platforms and associations, CARG has the weakest human capacity 
while FEC has somewhat strong human capacity. 

Table 4. Capacity levels of key organizations in the agricultural policy processes 

Capacity/Organization Human  
capacity 

Facilities and 
infrastructure 

Organizational 
procedures and 

management 
systems 

Monitoring and 
evaluation 

system 

Coordination 
and 

communication 
systems 

 Avg. 
Score* 

Std. 
Dev. 

Avg. 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

Avg. 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

Avg. 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

Avg. 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

Overall 3.8 1.2 3.2 1.2 3.3 1.1 3.0 1.2 3.3 1.1 
Main universities 
UNIKIN 4.6 1.1 3.7 1.3 3.6 1.2 3.3 1.3 3.6 1.3 

UCC 4.5 1.0 4.3 1.3 4.0 1.1 4.1 1.1 4.0 1.2 
U. of Yangambi 3.8 1.1 3.1 1.4 3.3 1.0 3.1 1.2 3.1 1.3 

U. of Lubumbashi 4.3 1.2 3.5 1.2 3.5 1.3 3.2 1.5 3.3 1.4 

Main government ministries and agencies 
MINAGRI—national 4.1 1.2 3.2 1.2 3.1 1.1 2.8 1.3 3.0 1.0 

MINAGRI—local 3.2 1.1 2.5 1.2 2.5 0.9 2.3 1.1 2.6 0.9 

MINRD—national 3.4 1.1 2.6 1.1 2.7 1.0 2.4 1.1 2.7 0.9 

MINRD—local 2.9 1.4 2.3 1.0 2.7 1.0 2.3 1.2 2.4 1.0 
Ministry of Land 3.8 1.2 3.0 1.3 3.1 1.3 2.8 1.4 3.0 1.2 

MINREST 3.6 1.4 2.9 1.3 3.1 1.3 2.8 1.4 3.2 1.3 

Ministry of Environment 4.1 1.3 3.4 1.4 3.5 1.3 3.1 1.5 3.3 1.3 

Ministry of Finance 4.1 1.2 3.8 1.3 3.5 1.3 3.1 1.5 3.6 1.1 
Ministry of Planning 4.2 0.9 3.6 1.2 3.6 1.1 3.3 1.4 3.7 1.0 

Ministry of Infrastructure 3.8 1.0 3.3 1.1 3.4 1.1 2.9 1.2 3.1 1.3 

Ministry of Women Affairs 3.6 1.5 3.3 1.8 3.4 1.4 3.0 1.5 3.3 1.4 

Central Bank, Economic 
Research Dept. 4.5 1.1 4.2 1.0 4.0 1.2 3.8 1.1 4.4 1.0 

Main platforms and associations 
CARG 3.4 1.1 2.6 0.9 3.0 1.1 2.8 0.9 3.3 1.2 

FEC 3.9 1.2 3.2 1.1 3.6 1.1 3.4 1.1 3.6 1.1 

COPEMECO 3.5 1.1 2.8 1.0 3.1 1.0 2.9 0.9 3.2 1.1 

FOLECO 3.7 1.1 2.9 1.0 3.2 1.1 3.1 1.2 3.5 1.1 
CNONGD 3.6 1.1 2.8 1.1 3.0 1.0 2.9 1.0 3.2 1.0 

CRONGD 3.6 1.1 2.7 0.9 3.0 0.9 3.1 1.0 3.2 1.0 

Source: Authors’ compilation based on respondents.  
Notes: *Rating is based on a scale from 1 to 6 (where 1 = no linkages and 6 = very strong linkages). The figures are the mean 
scores of Net-Map interviewees and 18 respondents from different organizations in DRC, based on a semistructured 
questionnaire administered during the training on policy analysis on December 16, 2010. 
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While the human capacity was rated fairly high by respondents, the other areas of capacity 
(including facilities and infrastructure, organizational systems, M&E, and coordination and 
communication within organization) were rated to be weak or very weak (Table 4). Only UCC, Ministry 
of Finance, Ministry of Planning, Central Bank, and FEC have somewhat strong capacity in these areas. 
The weakest ones are the MINRD (national and local levels), MINAGRI (national and local levels), 
CARGs, Ministry of Land, MINREST, and Ministry of Women’s Affairs. 

Of particular interest are the universities and research organizations that provide evidence-based 
analysis and planning for the ministries. The university system faces numerous challenges including a 
disconnect between teaching and research by faculty and classroom training of students on the one hand 
and policy problems and realities in the field on the other. The serious lack of investment and funding in 
university systems results in insufficient facilities, computer centers, and training materials and decaying 
human capital. Training of staff should be accompanied by upgrades in university infrastructure and 
equipment. 

Human Capacity 
Current human resources in the agricultural sector are characterized by dichotomy of staff according to 
age, with older staff at retiring age and very junior staff with only bachelor’s degrees or lower. 
Qualifications and training of professional staff are generally low in MINAGRI, MINRD, and other key 
organizations in the agricultural sector. Hiring adequate staff and long-term training (master’s and 
doctorate’s degree programs) for junior staff will be required. 

Analytical Capacity 

Human capacity in policy research and analysis is limited. Only about 13 PhDs—at UNIKIN, University 
of Yangambi, and UCC—are working on agricultural economics and rural development research for 
DRC’s estimated population of 68 million. This figure is low compared with other African countries. For 
example, in Malawi, experts9

Table 5. Distribution of respondents based on proficiency in computer applications 

 estimate around 50 PhDs working on agricultural economics and rural 
development research for an estimated 13 million population. There is a serious lack of policy analytical 
capacity at MINAGRI and MINRD. A diagnostic survey was administered to potential policy analysts in 
MINAGRI, MINRD, Ministry of Planning, Ministry of Land, INERA, Central Bank’s Economic 
Research Department, and universities; and the 11 questionnaires that the team received back indicate 
limited knowledge in statistics and research methods, limited application of statistical techniques, and 
limited background in computer applications and software (Table 5). Those with a relative better 
perception of their proficiency are from the universities. The insufficient computer facilities contribute to 
this weak capacity of staff and their organizations. Substantive training as well as collaboration within 
existing capacity is needed for policy research. Training of staff should be accompanied by upgrades in 
infrastructure and equipment. 

Proficiency No experience Limited Average Good Very Good 

Use of computer 0 3 3 3 2 
MS Excel 0 5 0 5 1 
Eviews 7 2 0 2 0 
SPSS 5 5 0 1 0 
Stata 9 2 0 0 0 

Source: Author’s compilation based on diagnostic evaluation of potential trainees on policy analysis. 

                                                      
9 Personal communication with Monica Fisher. 
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Of particular importance is building policy research and analysis capacity at the local level. 
Provincial agricultural plans are the basis for a national plan. With decentralization, policy processes and 
decisionmaking are being conducted at the local level. It is important to build decentralized capacity for 
evidence-based policy analysis at the local level. Analytical skills for developing provincial plans and 
strategies that are evidence based are critically needed if the CARG approach to agricultural development 
is to succeed. While some capacity-strengthening activities exist at the national level (for example, those 
conducted by FAO [FAO 2008b], the profound capacity gaps at the provincial level are yet to be 
addressed. 

Policy Dialogues and Consultative Processes 

Several interviews with experts indicate serious problems in policy dialogue and consultation processes. 
First, consistently mentioned by all interviewees is the need for skills development on policy dialogue, 
communication, and negotiation. Second, key informants indicated lack of awareness and information on 
the status of reforms. One commonly mentioned example is the split between MINAGRI and MINRD, in 
which a number of respondents have some confusion on the division of functions. This hinders the 
officials’ and employees’ understanding of their respective roles and responsibilities, thus limiting their 
incentive to perform. Some have concerns that the split will make coordination of agricultural and rural 
development policies on the ground more difficult. The reform coordination unit can include public 
awareness and reform communication strategies as an urgent activity. The extent of understanding and 
awareness by the public should also be one of the indicators of the success of the reform process that can 
be collected. The M&E system to be adopted by the reform coordination unit should be a result of an 
open and inclusive consultation. The communication platform and CARGs can be used as platforms for 
disseminating information about specifics and status of reform processes. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 
M&E is one of the seriously neglected key processes in the agricultural sector. MINAGRI does not have 
an M&E system. The statistical office compiles data on agricultural production from district and territory 
levels. Each technical directorate will report this to the key officials of the ministry. The Ministry of 
Planning is conducting an inventory of all projects and programs in agriculture. The directorate of 
planning and studies at MINAGRI is tasked with M&E. Although there is one person in charge of M&E, 
there is no framework, activities, or plans in place. Other divisions of MINAGRI, other ministries, and 
other organizations confirmed that they do not have work plans or a performance-based evaluation system 
in place. 

Coordinated Capacity Development Efforts 

Key informants and a review of gray literature indicate numerous training and capacity-building efforts 
being conducted and implemented in DRC in various sectors including agriculture. For example, Red 
Cross vulnerability and capacity assessment and WFP vulnerability assessment and mapping are being 
used to train national teams. IFAD is actively supporting DRC through strengthening rural infrastructure 
and rural capacities, particularly producers’ associations. IFAD’s focus on capacity building is on 
strengthening farmers’ organizations to help them market their products. World Bank is supporting the 
strengthening of organizations such as MINAGRI and INERA. IITA is supporting scientific skills 
development in partnership with INERA and key universities. FAO is supporting the organizational 
restructuring and institutional reform of MINAGRI and MINRD. BTC has been supporting MINAGRI 
restructuring and CARG installation. Numerous international NGOs are conducting skills development 
for farmers’ organizations and helping them to produce, to sell to markets, or both. Key informants 
highlighted that the major issue is not lack of training but lack of coordination of various training efforts 
and how to make them sustainable. A review of literature on assessment of training or capacity building 
in DRC points to some successes and major challenges. For example, capacity-strengthening support by 
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FAO is assessed to be effective in meeting real needs in the present situation of institutional weakness and 
has supported capacity strengthening on central services, but it would have gained more efficiency by 
conforming to the decentralization process with stronger synergy (FAO 2008b). As a recommendation, 
the report states, “FAO needs to intensify its efforts in the capacity building of governmental institutions, 
in particular at the provincial level. FAO must ensure that its support is in line with a wider context of 
institutional strengthening and seek complementarities while working with partners” (FAO 2008b, 9). 

Trainings given by donors and international NGOs are numerous, but currently these trainings are 
not institutionalized and have no sustainability mechanism. Agricultural training institutes and higher 
education institutes are often not involved in the training and capacity building being provided; however, 
the agricultural sector will need to engage these institutes for sustainability of capacity-building efforts. 
There is also an urgent need to study past trainings, how they have been effective and lessons learned, and 
to devise ways to coordinate training across the provinces and the country as a whole. 

Organizational Culture and Incentives 
Organizational culture in the agriculture-based organizations in DRC can be characterized by weak 
incentives to perform, fragile work environment, and lack of accountability as a result of the lack of 
capacity, incentive structures, and management systems described above. Table 6 provides a summary of 
the scores on perception of organizational culture. Respondents rated self-esteem and employee morale 
relatively high. Respondents also rated the quality of leaders and supervisors in their organization 
relatively high. Measures of transparency, fairness, political autonomy, coherence, openness, 
responsiveness, and flexibility were rated quite high on average, although answers vary widely among 
respondents. In contrast, measures of adequacy of resources, efficiency, effectiveness, freedom from 
corruption, job security, and mobility were rated low. Manifestations and sources of these disincentives 
among leaders and staff of key organizations include the following: 

Weak Political Commitment 

Agriculture is considered one of the “priority sectors” in government programs, in addition to education 
and health. In 2004, the government also promised at least 10 percent of public investments in agriculture. 
Despite this rhetoric, the budget allocated by government is well below the 10 percent recommended by 
the Maputo agreement. In 2007, the budget rate allocated to the agricultural sector was approximately 
1.22 percent. It has decreased every year and has dropped to 0.69 percent in 2009 (MINAGRI reports 
cited by SADC 2009). The government has renewed its promise to increase public investment in 
agriculture to 10 percent of the national budget during the CAADP launch. 

Lack of Strategic Direction and Measurable Targets 
MINAGRI is still in the process of designing its overall agricultural strategy and plan, and these efforts 
have to be geared up within the new platform of CARGs. Unless such vision and concrete goals are 
produced, efforts to develop the sector will remain scattered and uncoordinated. The lack of human 
capacity at MINAGRI constrains effective agricultural planning and strategy formulation. The ministry 
has recently produced the DRC Agriculture Code and Agriculture Policy Note, which describe a general 
situation of the potential and constraints of the sector and provide an overall direction in terms of what the 
sector wants to achieve. But these documents do not contain any concrete goals or measurable targets. 
Furthermore, they do not consolidate efforts toward specific outputs and outcomes that can be validated, 
monitored, and evaluated over time. Moreover, the lack of strategic direction and measurable targets at 
the national level hinders individual M&E systems at the organization level. MINAGRI has the leadership 
to set a strategic direction and measureable targets for agriculture. With CAADP launch, MINAGRI can 
use as a starting point the CAADP target of 10 percent growth in public investment for agriculture and 6 
percent growth in agricultural GDP (along with other CAADP and Regional Strategic Analysis and 
Knowledge Support System indicators). Capacity building on an M&E system aligned with CAADP can 
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be one of the priority actions. Organizations and provinces should be required to submit a plan and 
strategy that aims to achieve these targets. 

Accountability Measures 
Documents have been collected describing the reform processes in the agricultural sector. A lack of 
accountability measures for organization mangers and leaders as well as employees is indicated. 
MINAGRI has no existing M&E systems. At the CARG level, a document includes some indicators for 
CARG performance, but it pertains only to output indicators such as membership and attendance in 
meetings without mention of any outcome or impact indicators. For example, some indicators are (1) 
legal document establishing the status of the board is validated; (2) number and quality of nonstate 
partners; (3) working rules and regulations established; (4) CARG secretariats are operational; (5) number 
of meetings and representativeness of the members of CARGs; and (6) actions decided and implemented 
by CARG. The lack of information on tangible results to its members can hinder the sustainability and 
scaling up of good practices across CARGs. The reform coordination unit should review M&E systems of 
relevant organizations and make capacity-building for M&E systems a priority action. 

Incentives Constraints in CARGs 

The formation of CARG shows both capacity and incentive issues. Areas of capacity gaps range from 
negotiation and policy dialogue skills and organizational and management skills to competencies in 
marketing, processing, and value addition and M&E. Two meetings with CARG representatives by the 
study team and samples of meeting minutes reveal key incentive problems faced by CARG formation 
including the following: 

• Low attendance in meetings. Many CARG meetings are attended by only 5–10 members out 
of the total 30 members. The absence of concrete actions and outcomes risks the decrease of 
farmer and partner interest for these meetings. Policy, strategy, or plan, being one of the main 
outputs of CARGs, is a public good, and intended beneficiaries and individuals will have the 
incentive to free ride and not contribute to its formulation. The costs of participating in policy 
formulation and discussions are expensive (for example, hiring research experts for advice, 
searching information and evidence, transportation cost, opportunity cost for participation). If 
beneficiaries do not see private benefits in participation, members will not be willing to incur 
the cost of participation. 

• Weak connection with service providers. Part of the lack of tangible outcomes from CARG 
meetings is the lack of linkage with the problem sharing and service provision. A review of 
meeting minutes suggests that the same problems are being discussed, and follow-up of 
problems from previous meetings reveals inaction and indicates that problems are not being 
solved. Part of the problem is the weak participation of service providers in CARG meetings 
and other forms of engagement between CARG members and service providers. 

• Time and commitment of executive secretary. The executive secretary, who is part of the 
territory administration, is often busy and cannot devote a lot of time to the workings of 
CARG. The lack of commitment and incentive of government officials hinders the successful 
management of the CARG units. 

• Sustainability of funds. The voluntary nature of funding from members is a problem. A 
review of meeting minutes reveals that contributions promised by members are not being 
provided or are often delayed. Many CARGs lack offices and supplies to operate, including 
textbooks and journals; and the difficulties of travel hinder the proper functioning of the 
CARG. Based on key informants, a lot of CARGs are still dependent on international support 
that allows them to provide participants with transport and a snack. Ownership is still limited. 
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• Level of influence and power. The level of control by influential people in the territory or 
province will potentially remain in spite of the empowerment of marginalized groups without 
changing structures and power relations. The potential seems to be limited for CARGs to 
change the existing power structure in the design and implementation of programs and 
projects in DRC. 

Table 6. Perception of work environment, different organizations in DRC, 2010 
Statement on work environment Avg. 

Score* 
Std. 
Dev. 

Min. Max. 

You feel recognized by your boss and co-workers as a hard 
worker. 

1.3 0.5 1.0 2.0 

You are satisfied with your job. 1.6 0.6 1.0 3.0 

The head of your organization is dynamic, inspirational, and 
respectful.  

1.8 0.8 1.0 4.0 

Your supervisor or boss knows enough about your daily 
activities to know if you are doing good or poor work.  

1.9 0.5 1.0 3.0 

Complaints from clients or partners are taken very seriously 
in this organization. 

2.0 0.4 1.0 3.0 

Your supervisor or boss consults you or asks your opinion 
regarding important changes. 

2.0 0.8 1.0 4.0 

There are good opportunities for promotion in your 
organization.  

2.1 0.7 1.0 4.0 

 Your supervisor or boss gives you considerable opportunity 
for independence and freedom. 

2.1 0.7 1.0 4.0 

Performance evaluation in your organization is carried out in 
a fair way. 

2.1 0.8 1.0 3.0 

Male and female staff in your organization have equal 
opportunities in getting promoted. 

2.1 0.8 1.0 4.0 

There is hardly any political interference in our work. 2.1 1.1 1.0 4.0 

The majority of people in your organization are well-
qualified to do their job.  

2.4 0.9 1.0 4.0 

Your organization’s staff are hired and promoted purely on 
the basis of merit. 

2.4 0.8 1.0 4.0 

In your organization, everyone has a clear understanding of 
their tasks and functions. 

2.4 0.5 2.0 3.0 

Clients or partners never complain about the performance of 
your organization. 

2.5 0.7 1.0 4.0 

Mobility to your operational area is easy. 2.6 1.0 1.0 4.0 

Staff in your organization have to be worried about losing 
their jobs in the near future. 

2.9 0.8 1.0 4.0 

Corruption or misuse of funds is not a problem in your 
organization. 

2.9 0.8 2.0 4.0 

Your organization is effective given its budget.  3.0 1.0 1.0 4.0 

Source: Authors’ compilation based on respondents. 
Notes: *Rating is based on a scale from 1 to 4 (where 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly disagree). The 
figures are the mean scores of Net-Map interviewees and 18 respondents from different organizations in DRC, based on a 
semistructured questionnaire administered during the training on policy analysis on December 16, 2010.  
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Individual Incentives 
There is limited incentive for staff to stay in the public sector. Pay is seriously low compared with the 
private sector and with the public sector in other countries, which limits motivation and seriousness at 
work. High-level professionals earn less than US$20 per month in the provinces and a maximum of 
US$45 in Kinshasa, but the bulk of staff earn US$5 to US$15 a month (World Bank 2006). Field mission 
allowances generally are not paid. Official statistics reveal that the nominal wage index in the private 
sector has increased by 23–78 percent from 2005 to 2007, while the public-sector wage index remained 
stagnant; and the real wage index in the private sector increased by 8–53 percent, while the real wage 
index in the public sector decreased by 11–17 percent during 2005–2007 (BCC annual reports). Wages 
generally are paid two to three months late; and some areas affected by armed conflict, such as North and 
South Kivu and Maniema, as of 2005 had not been paid for three years (World Bank 2006). 

Low pay is forcing many officers to look for additional income, which often leads to a high rate 
of absenteeism and inefficiency in the performance of their official duties. The Belgian project aims at 
awarding bonuses linked to the performance of tasks. However, the granting of bonuses to employees 
whose jobs were considered priorities may create tensions and a perception of bias among staff. 
Moreover, World Bank (1999), in its evaluation of agriculture-sector capacity building implemented in 
Kenya, Ghana, Guinea, and Malawi, showed that project-based means for boosting civil service 
incentives are flawed—incentives are unlikely to be sustainable after project completion, and gains from 
the project are lost, further distorting an already ineffective structure of the public-service incentives. 
MINAGRI has to be extremely careful in providing “artificial” higher pay structure or bonuses so that it 
does not further distort overall, systemic public-service incentives and should look for other ways of 
providing incentive and motivation. MINAGRI can play a role in advocating for speedier civil service and 
salary reform. 
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5.  DISCUSSION 

Discussion of capacity and capacity-strengthening efforts should be put within the context of broader 
development context. Moreover, addressing capacity constraints will not be sufficient if the incentives for 
staff to stay and work hard in their organizations are not present. 

Based on the description of information collected, emerging major constraints in strengthening 
the policymaking process in DRC include a disconnect between sources of research and sources of 
influence, weak research–policy linkages, no M&E system, incentive and capacity constraints among 
CARGs, uncoordinated training and capacity-strengthening activities, and poor policy communication. 

Low Political Commitment 
Despite the rhetoric, the government continues to only weakly support the agricultural sector. Budget 
allocation to its key services such as extension, research, as well as managing and regulating the seed and 
fertilizer subsectors, has been low (World Bank 2006; key informants). Investments in physical 
infrastructure to support agricultural growth and access to markets have been weak. Hiring of minimum 
requirements in terms of number of staff and skill set in the decentralized units have been slow as well as 
investment in facilities, information, and communication infrastructure to facilitate the work of 
organizations. Organizational development has halted in DRC, and no signs of reversal seem to be 
coming from the government. 

Weak Research–Policy Linkages 
Interviews suggest that the organizations with policy-relevant research are not well connected to the most 
influential people responsible for agricultural policy. These weak linkages can be seen in nearly all the 
organizations involved in creating agricultural policy in DRC. 

The strongest analytical potential in DRC lies with key universities, the Central Bank’s Economic 
Research Department, and the Ministry of Planning. However, policy research and analysis are often not 
coordinated between these organizations, and research conducted by universities is carried out in 
isolation, with no bearing on the policymaking needs of the ministry. Within MINAGRI, policy advice is 
provided by minister-appointed policy advisers, who are not connected, formally or informally, to 
university research. Likewise, the agricultural policy advisors of those with the highest influence (the 
president, the prime minister, and the members of parliament) have limited interaction with MINAGRI, 
universities, and other sources of analytical work. 

Interviews also suggest limited interaction between the ministries of budget and finance and 
MINAGRI, except for budget hearings at the parliament; and between universities and the other 
ministries that play a role in agricultural strategies. For example, the Ministry of Planning, where 
economic policies are formulated, does not undertake joint collaborative research and has limited formal 
methods for integrating agriculture systematically into the overall economic planning process. 

There is also lack of interaction between donors and relevant ministries and local universities in 
the research process. Research work funded by donors is often done by consultants, who report back to 
the donors but have limited interaction with ministry officials and do not work together with local 
researchers. Often, the ministry is consulted at the start of the research process but never gets involved in 
the research process and often does not see the research findings. 

Finally, the relatively influential policy advocacy platforms, such as FEC and CARGs, the 
national federation of small and medium businesses (COPEMECO), and CNONGD, are also missing 
research linkages. These are missed opportunities to bring evidence to the planning and policymaking 
processes. 
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No Functioning Monitoring and Evaluation System  
A major weakness in the reform process is the lack of an M&E system. At MINAGRI, respondents 
confirmed that there is a reform coordination unit tasked to oversee and monitor the progress of reform 
processes, but no existing M&E framework that guides its activities. At the level of the CARGs, a 
document describes indicators for CARGs performance, but it pertains only to input and output indicators 
such as membership and attendance in meetings, without mention of any outcome or impact indicators. 
This lack of information on tangible results can hinder the CARGs’ sustainability and make it difficult for 
them to scale up good practices. 

Incentive and Capacity Constraints in the CARGs  
The CARGs play a potentially important role in informing and influencing the policy and planning 
process. There is anecdotal evidence of some successes, but discussions with CARG representatives and 
samples of meeting minutes reveal major capacity and incentive challenges. Among others, low meeting 
attendance is particularly important. Many CARG meetings are attended by only 5 to10 out of the total 30 
members. In addition, an absence of concrete actions and outcomes may erode farmer and partner interest 
in these meetings. A review of meeting minutes suggests that the same problems are being discussed, and 
follow-up of problems from previous meetings indicates that the problems have not been solved. The lack 
of commitment and incentive on the part of government officials also hinders the successful management 
of the CARG units. 

The voluntary nature and sustainability of funding from members also pose a serious problem. A 
review of meeting minutes revealed that contributions promised by members are not provided or are 
delayed. Many CARGs lack offices and supplies to operate, including sufficient textbooks and journals. 
In addition, the difficulties of travel hinder the CARGs’ proper functioning. Based on respondents, many 
CARGs still depend on international support to provide participants with transport and other operational 
costs, and true ownership is still limited. Another source of concern is the level of control by influential 
people in the territory or province, which will potentially remain in spite of efforts to train marginalized 
groups and provide a platform for discussion, unless structures and power relations are readjusted. In 
general, the potential seems to be limited for CARGs to change the existing power structure in the design 
and implementation of programs and projects in DRC. 

No Coordination and Management of Capacity-Building Activities 
Interviews and a review of gray literature indicate numerous agriculture-related training and capacity-
building activities conducted in DRC. However, these trainings are not institutionalized and have no 
sustainability mechanism. Agricultural training institutes or higher education institutes are often not 
involved. Interviews also suggest that in addition to individual technical skills, organizational capacity is 
limited in the different divisions of MINAGRI, both at the national level and, most importantly, at the 
provincial level. Research suggests that most of the public-sector agencies do not have management 
procedures, communication and coordination systems, or accountability measures, although a systematic 
assessment is warranted to identify the specific gaps in specific organizations. 

Limited Policy-Reform Communication  
Interviews indicate a lack of awareness and information on the status of reforms. One commonly 
mentioned example is the split between MINAGRI and MINRD, with a number of respondents confused 
about the division of functions. This hinders the officials’ and employees’ understanding of their 
respective roles and responsibilities and limits their incentive to perform. Many respondents also 
indicated concern about the impact of the reform on current employees. Finding satisfactory long-term 
funding solutions to improve working conditions, retirement packages, and training and support for these 
staff will be important factors for the success of the reform process.  
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6.  CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH AREAS 

Given the major constraints describe above, this section will list a number of concluding remarks and 
entry points to strengthen the policy processes for achieving agricultural development in DRC. 

Mobilize Political Commitment 
The government must invest in hiring the minimum requirements in terms of number of staff and skill 
sets, minimum facility and infrastructure equipment, long-term training for public-sector staff, and 
designing and implementing evidence-based policies and strategies and monitor their progress and 
impacts. 

Greater Research–Policy Linkages 
In the short term, a viable strategy to address the weak research–policy linkages would be the effective 
use of existing capacity. MINAGRI can play a role in bringing policy research and evidence from 
universities and other research organizations to policymakers. In some African countries, a committee 
formed among ministries of agriculture, finance, and budget provides greater interaction and discussion 
between these ministries. This arrangement could be looked into more closely for possible adoption in the 
context of DRC. Donors could also improve research linkages by facilitating better communication 
between the research they fund and MINAGRI officials and other key stakeholders and by working with 
local researchers. In the long term, MINAGRI, with assistance from donors and international 
organizations, should look into institutional arrangements for systematic linkages and sustainability of 
capacity-building efforts. For example, a long-term research-training and outreach program at universities 
that connects the courses to the developmental needs of the public sector would quickly address the 
capacity crisis that DRC faces. Collaborative research with international and local organizations and 
competitive grants to conduct policy research and policy awareness are also some of the strategies that 
can be adopted by the government, with assistance from the international development community. 

In addition, DRC could follow the model of countries such as Mozambique and Malawi, who 
have reaped a high level of capacity by strengthening their local higher educational institutions. In DRC a 
similar opportunity exists with a small yet vibrant and emerging academic community in a number of 
universities including UNIKIN, UCC, University of Lubumbashi, University of Kisangani, and Yangambi 
University, which could form a consortium with other emerging higher educational institutions. 

This strategy consists of three basic elements: 
1. Local researchers will conduct studies needed for policy reform with technical assistance 

from advanced policy-research organizations working in the country, such as IFPRI. The 
research program could be tied to the graduate students’ research to increase its relevance 
and cost-effectiveness. 

2. MINAGRI and a consortium of universities in DRC, with donor assistance, should develop 
a policy-oriented master’s degree program in agricultural development to produce public 
policy analysts who can serve the public, private, and NGO sectors involved in agriculture. 

3. DRC should upgrade the capacity of midcareer agricultural-policy professionals for policy 
analysis and public-sector reforms, through executive education programs offered by the 
faculty of a selected base university (or consortium). This will require training; technical 
assistance; extended mentoring on policy research from advanced policy-research 
organizations working in the country; and complementary training in policy dialogue and 
communication at all levels including the ministry, CARGs, the private sector, and NGOs 
to bring evidence more closely to policymakers. 
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This proposed approach will increase the effective use of in-country talents and skills and will 
reduce the “brain drain.” It could attract bright individuals to a selected base university (or consortium) to 
build a strong research-oriented academic program that is highly useful for public policymaking in DRC. 

Performance-Based Management 
Capacity building for designing and implementing M&E systems will be an important step toward greater 
focus on results, accountability, and performance-based planning and decisionmaking among relevant 
organizations. At the national level, MINAGRI can use the CAADP target of 10 percent growth in public 
investment for agriculture and 6 percent growth in agricultural GDP as a starting point for its national 
targets. Public-sector organizations should set a vision and strategic direction to design their M&E 
frameworks and train staff in related skills such as data and statistical analysis and economic research to 
provide substantial, evidence-based strategic planning. 

Systematic Organizational Capacity Building at National and Local Levels 
Strengthening organizational capacity for public-sector organizations to perform more effectively will 
require technical assistance to design and manage financial and other systems, procedures, and resources. 
In addition to these priority training needs, organizations should undertake a comprehensive and 
systematic human resource stocktaking and competency needs assessment to inform the ongoing human 
resource reform processes in the DRC government and to enlighten future investments by international 
partners in short-term training and in master’s degree and PhD programs. MINAGRI will need to (1) 
improve its record keeping and develop an information system on its resources; (2) clarify the roles, 
responsibilities, and opportunities to be reinforced through performance-based assessments; (3) use the 
available capacity-development funds more effectively; (4) groom leadership for various directorates and 
key organizations; (5) further strengthen annual performance assessments with a focus on outcomes; and 
(6) effectively use available means to reward and punish staff within the limits of civil service rules. DRC 
should also undertake a comprehensive survey, led by MINAGRI in partnership with universities or 
research organizations, to identify structural and capacity issues, the factors that affect good and bad 
performance, and the modalities and arrangements that work or do not work, to inform policy and 
institutional reform processes in the agricultural sector. 

Coordinated and Systematic Training Strategy 
Insights from interviews suggest the need for careful design of training investments. First, trainers need to 
adopt a multistakeholder approach in the training and learning processes, with explicit inclusion of 
producer organizations, local NGOs, CARG members, and women’s groups. Second, potential trainees 
should be selected based on age, current assignment, and educational background and provided with a 
clear description of the effect of training on the organization. Third, potential trainees should be selected 
based on their ability to continue the training with other members of their organizations, and even outside 
their organization, as a “training-of-trainers” approach. Fourth, partnership among relevant national 
organizations involved in training should be promoted to ensure the endogenous process of learning and 
capacity development in the country. Fifth, training entities should include universities and colleges in the 
training programs and should transform and incorporate the training materials into their curriculum to 
ensure the continuity and institutionalization of training and learning efforts. Moreover, it is crucial to 
evaluate the training efforts in DRC’s agricultural sector. Evaluation will provide insights on the players, 
the effectiveness of the training, and the challenges and lessons learned. Key informants point to the 
ineffectiveness of some training activities in DRC. Understanding the reasons for this ineffectiveness will 
help to inform future training investments. A systematic assessment of the training landscape in DRC and 
the constraints and opportunities for the key actors and organizations is required. 
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Capacity Strengthening for CARGs  
There is a need to empower farmers’ organizations to be strong voices within the CARG platform and to 
advocate for the welfare of rural producers. Careful targeting of capacity-building efforts is critical to 
truly empower marginalized groups and not promote elite capture. The rural population will also need 
improved capacity to articulate their demands to rural service providers. Many seemingly serious 
challenges within CARGs pertain to incentive constraints, not simply a lack of training. Many do not see 
the value and benefits of their participation and financial contribution to CARGs. Documenting the 
CARGs’ varying experiences, degrees of effectiveness, and levels of impact to the community across 
territories and provinces is needed to adjust future support and investments to improve their effectiveness. 
Second, a better understanding is needed of how CARGs interact with local NGOs formed for policy 
dialogue, advocacy, and discussions concerning the sector. The added value of CARGs is not clear in 
relation to the existing local NGO-based platforms. Third, a closer look at the political economy of 
CARGs at all levels is needed, since CARGs must depend on the existing formal institutions and informal 
norms that dictate how decisions are made; what type of services, programs, and projects are designed 
and implemented; and who benefits from such interventions. 

Completing and Communicating the Established Policy Reforms  
Several incomplete elements remain in DRC’s policymaking process reforms, which need to be addressed 
to strengthen organizational incentives. These include clarity in fiscal allocations, definition of 
accountability measures, and agricultural-sector civil-service reform. MINAGRI can play a role in 
advocating the speeding up of these processes by, for example, designing and finalizing retirement 
packages for employees over 60 (currently the majority of public-sector staff). There is also an urgent 
need for more systematic public awareness and communication of the reform processes. The reform 
coordination unit should be funded and strengthened to provide credible systems of monitoring and 
communicating progress and status of reform processes. This unit should prioritize public awareness and 
communication strategies as urgent activities. The reform coordination unit should adopt an M&E system 
that reflects the results of an open and inclusive consultation. The extent of understanding and awareness 
by the public should serve as an indicator of the success of the reform process. The reform 
communication activities and the CARGs can be used as platforms for disseminating information about 
the specifics and status of the reform process. 

Future Research 
The insights gained from the institutional mapping and rapid assessment of capacity gaps and training 
needs conducted by the study team led to more research questions that warrant further investigation. 
Some of the most pressing issues that arose include the following: 

1. Further analysis on the functioning and impact of CARGs is needed. Initial observations 
suggest varying experiences, degrees of effectiveness, and levels of impact to the 
community across territories and provinces. It will be important to document these 
experiences and lessons to adjust future support and investments toward CARGs and to 
improve their effectiveness. 

2. A better understanding is needed of how CARGs interact with a number of platforms via 
local NGOs formed for policy dialogue, advocacy, and discussions about matters 
concerning the sector. The added value of CARGs is not clear in relation to the existing 
local NGO-based platforms. 

3. A closer look at the political economy of CARGs is needed at all levels, since CARGs 
function as a platform and depend on the existing formal institutions and informal norms 
that dictate how decisions are made and what type of services, programs, and projects are 
designed and implemented and who benefits from such interventions. 
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4. It is crucial that strategies be devised for optimal arrangements for greater linkages, 
communication, and information flow among key players in the agricultural sector. It will 
be important to know what institutional rigidities and capacity gaps foster such linkages 
and information flow. 

5. A more comprehensive human resource stocktaking and competency needs assessment is 
needed. This will inform ongoing government human resource reform processes and 
enlighten future investments and support by international partners in both short-term 
training and master’s and doctorate’s degree programs needed to energize and manage the 
agricultural reform process in DRC. 

6. Evaluation of training efforts in the agricultural sector in DRC will be important. It will 
provide insights as to who the players are, effectiveness of training, and what the 
challenges and lessons learned are. Key informants point to the ineffectiveness of some 
training activities in DRC. Understanding the reasons of this limited effect of training will 
help inform future training investments. A systematic assessment of the training landscape 
in DRC and the constraints and opportunities for the key actors and organizations will be 
required. 
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