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ABSTRACT 

This paper assesses the degree to which the L’Aquila Food Security Initiative (AFSI) has been 

implemented in Ghana within the framework of managing for development results (MfDR), and to 

evaluate progress in various outcomes, including economic governance, agricultural growth, poverty, and 

food and nutrition security. The MfDR approach, which has gained widespread support globally for 

obtaining results, is endorsed by the government of Ghana and reflected in the Ghana Aid Policy and 

Strategy. The policy calls for demand-driven development cooperation with donor-coordinated support 

that is aligned to Ghana’s own national development strategies and priorities. The paper combines 

narratives, based on information collected from expert opinion surveys, and trends analysis of quantitative 

data, based on publicly available data and information, to address four research questions: 

 What does a country-owned agricultural and rural development and food and nutrition 

security (ARD&FNS) strategy entail? 

 To what extent are governments and their development partners providing financial and 

nonfinancial efforts toward these country-owned ARD&FNS strategies? 

 How are these efforts being managed to achieve development results? 

 To what extent are development results being achieved—that is, are outcome indicators 

trending in the expected directions toward stated targets? 

The results section compares the situation prior to AFSI in 2009 with the situation afterward for 

several indicators related to the effort of the government of Ghana and of donors, and development 

outcomes. After drawing overall conclusions about the contribution of AFSI to observed changes, the 

paper makes suggestions for further studies. 

Keywords:  aid effectiveness, agriculture and rural development, Ghana, L’Aquila Food Security 

Initiative 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

Aid has played a major role in Ghana’s macroeconomic management and stability as well as in supporting 

the livelihoods of poor and vulnerable groups. From 2002 to 2011, for example, total aid disbursements to 

Ghana amounted to US$22 billion
1
 (in 2011 constant prices), which translates into an annual average of 

$2.2 billion, or 10 percent of gross domestic product (GDP).
2
 However, only about 30 percent of the total 

disbursements are channeled through public-sector agencies, with the remaining 70 percent coming 

through other channels: 23 percent through multilateral agencies, 4 percent through nongovernmental 

organizations (NGOs) and civil society organizations (CSOs), and 43 percent through undefined channels 

(based on OECD 2013). This distribution of aid channels reflects a lack of alignment of aid with 

government priorities and systems, which is symptomatic of weak sectoral strategies, weak capacities in 

planning, and the constraints on development partners (DPs) due to their own institutional arrangements 

(Ghana, MOFEP 2010a). Alignment of aid to recipient countries’ own national development strategies 

and priorities has become a central element in the efforts to increase aid effectiveness. 

Having endorsed the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (PDAE) in 2005 (OECD 

2005/2008), the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) at the Accra High Level Forum in 2008, and the 

L’Aquila Food Security Initiative (AFSI) at the G-8 meeting in 2009, the government of Ghana (GoG) is 

committed to increasing the effectiveness of aid for improved impact and stronger development results, as 

elaborated in the Ghana Aid Policy and Strategy (Ghana, MOFEP 2010a). Consistent with the discourse 

on aid effectiveness at the global level and particularly with the principles of managing for development 

results (MfDR), the Ghana Aid Policy and Strategy calls for demand-driven development cooperation that 

reflects GoG’s priorities and a donor-coordinated approach through basket or pooled funding; these 

strategies are articulated with the popular concepts of country ownership, alignment, coordination and 

harmonization, and mutual accountability (Ghana, MOFEP 2010a). 

There is concern that these concepts or terminologies can quickly become buzzwords that are 

mostly used to legitimize donors’ own interests and investments in areas that are aligned to local 

priorities without authenticating the country-owned strategy, and that donors may shirk their 

responsibility in monitoring the government’s effort and performance. Members of government may, for 

example, also use the country-ownership rhetoric to obtain external funds to finance their own political 

agendas outside of national interests. 

Using AFSI as an example of development cooperation under the new model of managing aid for 

development results, this paper aims to assess the substance of country ownership in policy and program 

implementation in Ghana and the extent to which it may be crowding in development assistance and 

leading to greater and better-distributed outcomes. In particular, we assess the degree to which the 

L’Aquila commitments have been achieved in Ghana within the framework of MfDR and to which they 

have contributed to progress in development results associated with economic governance, agricultural 

growth, poverty, and food and nutrition security. The assessment is based on expert surveys and publicly 

available data. Because of the short time frame since AFSI was announced (2009), there is no attempt to 

make any attribution in changes in the outcome indicators analyzed to AFSI; actually, it is virtually 

impossible to do so. The idea is to see how GoG and DPs are managing AFSI and other development aid 

for results in the agricultural and food security sectors vis-à-vis the PDAE principles and the AAA, which 

AFSI upholds. The study is looking to address four basic questions: 

  

                                                      
1 All dollar amounts are in US dollars. 
2 Authors’ calculations based on OECD (2013), GSS (2013), and World Bank (2013). 
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 What does the country-owned agricultural and rural development and food and nutrition 

security (ARD&FNS) strategy entail in Ghana? 

 To what extent are GoG and its DPs providing financial and nonfinancial efforts toward 

Ghana’s ARD&FNS strategy? 

 How are these efforts being managed to achieve development results? 

 To what extent are development results being achieved—that is, are outcome indicators 

trending in the expected directions toward stated targets? 

In the next section, we first look at what AFSI, within the context of MfDR, means in Ghana. 

This is followed by the conceptual framework and methodology used to address the objectives of the 

study. Then the sources of data, analysis, and results are presented, followed by conclusions. 
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2.  L’AQUILA FOOD SECURITY INITIATIVE AND MANAGEMENT FOR 
DEVELOPMENT RESULTS IN GHANA 

Governments and international and regional organizations that convened in L’Aquila in 2009 agreed to 

mobilize $20 billion over 2009–2012 for investments in agriculture and rural development (ARD) that 

will hasten achievement of food and nutrition security (FNS). This agreement led to a total pledged 

amount of $22.5 billion at the global level, of which 76 percent had been committed and 52 percent 

disbursed at the time of the G-8 meeting in 2012. 

Whereas AFSI may be well known and articulated at the global level, in Ghana it was clear at the 

outset from the expert interviews that AFSI is not a buzzword that most people are familiar with. 

Knowledge of AFSI, including the linkage between AFSI and MfDR, is limited to donor agencies, where 

it has been internalized. Most of the DPs did not place specific emphasis on AFSI per se in their dealings 

with the government. Basically, the concept of MfDR, which AFSI upholds and which is reflected in the 

principles of the PDAE and the AAA, is already widely accepted by DPs and GoG as ideal for ensuring 

aid effectiveness; and various processes, mechanisms, and instruments (discussed later in detail) had been 

put in place to ensure that the principles are internalized in the implementation of policies and programs 

even prior to the launching of the L’Aquila initiative in 2009. 

However, because implementing MfDR is challenging, and GoG and DPs are continuously 

working on finding practical and mutually acceptable ways of implementing the principles, AFSI and 

other initiatives have furthered the existing efforts for MfDR. For example, in 2010, GoG launched the 

Ghana Aid Policy and Strategy for sourcing and utilization of aid toward attaining the Millennium 

Development Goals, under the same PDAE and AAA principles (Ghana, MOFEP 2010a). Then, 

following the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan, South Korea, in 2011, GoG and 

DPs agreed to enter into a compact with the objective of improving the effective and strategic use of 

official development assistance (ODA) and other forms of development finance and cooperation, and to 

reaffirm their commitment to the PDAE, AAA, and the Busan Partnership for Effective Development 

Cooperation (GoG-DP 2012). 

There is also the New Alliance for Food and Nutrition Security, which is the G-8’s reaffirmation 

of the L’Aquila initiative to align financial and technical support of agriculture with the priorities of 

GoG’s Medium Term Agriculture Sector Investment Plan (METASIP). But because AFSI and these other 

initiatives reaffirm existing MfDR efforts without providing specifics on how they would do so, it is 

difficult to isolate how the different initiatives have furthered these efforts. Perhaps this is a result of 

efforts by both GoG and the DPs to ensure that new initiatives do not derail existing MfDR efforts. For 

example, we learned from the expert interviews that in the period leading up to the launch of the New 

Alliance for Food and Nutrition Security, some key members of the METASIP Steering Committee 

worked closely with the New Alliance group to ensure that it was consistent with similar exiting 

programs and efforts, including METASIP, the Ghana Commercial Agriculture Project, and the 

multidonor budget support matrix. 
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3.  CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, METHODOLOGY, AND DATA SOURCES 

The methodology used to address the four research questions raised in the introduction combines 

narratives based primarily on information that was collected from expert opinion surveys with trends 

analysis of quantitative data based primarily on publicly available data and information. A list of the 

indicators analyzed, data sources, and the expert opinion survey instrument are presented in the 

appendixes. Each of the four questions is presented next, along with the methodology and data used in 

addressing it. 

1. What Does a Country-Owned ARD&FNS Strategy Entail? 

Here, we use narratives based on the expert opinion surveys that we carried out in September 2012, 

focusing on the indicators associated with country ownership. In particular, we look at issues of inclusive 

stakeholder participation and use of credible evidence in setting policy and investment priorities (see Item 

2a of Table A.1 in Appendix A and Part 2 of Appendix B). We try to assess different stakeholders’ 

leadership, participation, and sense of ownership of the national ARD&FNS strategy. To get a full or 360-

degree perspective of all the issues covered in the expert opinion survey, the instrument was administered 

to different stakeholders that were categorized into three groups: AFSI donors, government officials, and 

nonstate actors including non-AFSI donors (see Appendix Table A.4 for the list of experts interviewed). 

2. To What Extent are the Government and Its DPs Providing Financial and Nonfinancial 
Efforts toward the Country-Owned ARD&FNS Strategy? 

This question is addressed using trend analysis of aid and government expenditures on ARD&FNS, 

considering two time subperiods—one prior to AFSI in 2009 and the other one after that—using ODA 

data from the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Creditor Reporting 

System (CRS) database to analyze the effort of donors, and using public expenditure data to analyze the 

effort of government. A fundamental issue here is how to define ARD&FNS, which we define by 

distinguishing three nested aggregates, starting with agriculture and then adding on indicators that capture 

rural development and food and nutrition security—see Box 3.1 for details. Based on the data, we assess 

whether there was a change (and if so, by how much) in the amount of incremental ODA or government 

spending on ARD&FNS after AFSI was announced relative to the subperiod prior to the announcement. 

An illustration of the analysis is shown in Figure 3.1. First, observations up to 2009 (representing the 

actual base period, or the situation before AFSI) are projected forward (based on the estimated annual 

average growth rate of the observed values up to 2009) to provide a business-as-usual scenario against 

which to compare the situation with AFSI after 2009 (that is, to compare actual and projected values). 

Box 3.1 Measuring agricultural and rural development and food and nutrition security ODA for 

ARD&FNS 

 
Source:  Authors. 

Note:  ODA = Official Development Assistance; ARD&FNS = agricultural and rural development and food and nutrition 

security. 

We follow the approach taken by the Global Donor Platform for Rural Development (GDPfRD 2011) to 

capture different elements of agriculture, rural development, and food and nutrition security by distinguishing 

two nested aggregates based on the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development Creditor 

Reporting System purpose codes: (1) agriculture, forestry, and fisheries—labeled AFF; and (2) AFF plus 

others on rural development, food security programs, and emergency food aid—labeled AFF+. 

Government Spending on ARD&FNS 

Unlike the data on ODA, the available public expenditure data could not be (dis)aggregated according to the 

above three measures of ARD&FNS. Here, the analysis is based on public expenditure for the agriculture 

sector—that is, AFF—obtained from several national sources. 
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Figure 3.1 Illustrative analysis of incremental effort due to AFSI 

 
Source:  Authors’ illustration based on fictional numbers. 

Note:  AFSI = L’Aquila Food Security Initiative. 

The incremental financial (and nonfinancial) effort due to AFSI can then be estimated as the 

difference between the two lines in Figure 3.1 (that is, between the business-as-usual scenario and the 

actual case with AFSI), and the amount can be given as a total value or an annual average amount over 

the relevant years. These amounts can also be expressed in percentage or percent change terms (over the 

base amounts). In the illustration of the analysis in Figure 3.1, the incremental effort is positive. But it is 

possible for it to be zero or negative, that is, when the line representing the actual case with AFSI is, 

respectively, on or below the line representing the business-as-usual scenario. Where the change is zero, 

for example, then aid after 2009 can be interpreted as a reallocating or relabeling of existing and already 

planned effort for ARD&FNS. However, a zero or insignificant incremental effort could also reflect the 

lag between commitments, disbursements, and actual expenditures in the target countries. The analysis is 

carried out in real-value terms (that is, constant prices) in order to remove the influence of inflation and 

other intertemporal factors. 

The main underlying assumption of the method used here is that the predictors of ODA or 

government spending on ARD&FNS remain the same as in the base period. Because we do not estimate 

these relationships, we cannot judge the direction of bias associated with violation of this assumption, 

which also cannot be tested. However, we generate greater confidence in the estimates by using lower and 

higher annual average growth rates than the estimated rates in doing the projections. This will give a 

lower- and upper-bound estimate of the incremental effort due to AFSI, where the lower-bound estimate 

will be associated with using a higher annual average growth rate for the without-AFSI, business-as-usual 

scenario and a lower annual average growth rate for the with-AFSI, projected scenario; and the upper-

bound estimate will be associated with using a lower annual average growth rate for the without-AFSI, 

business-as-usual scenario and a higher annual average growth rate for the with-AFSI, projected scenario. 

Note that the L’Aquila pledge is only part of overall ODA for ARD&FNS, and many donors’ 

support for ARD&FNS goes well beyond the AFSI pledge. Because it is generally not possible to 

distinguish AFSI-specific ODA from other ODA for ARD&FNS, as we shall later see, the results of the 

analysis will only tell us that something different has happened since 2009 to the extent that any observed 

change in ODA for ARD&FNS is significant. The same is true for the analysis of government spending. 

The literature on aid effectiveness suggests that the main impact pathway of aid is that it leads to 

public spending (Doucouliagos and Paldam 2008, 2009). However, because we are unable to disaggregate 

public spending on agriculture, forestry, and fisheries (AFF; see Box 3.1) into ODA and domestic 

sources, we are unable to assess any direct crowding-in or crowding-out effects of incremental effort in 
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ODA for AFF on own-government spending on AFF.
3
 But we use correlation coefficients between ODA 

for AFF and total public spending on AFF to make an indirect assessment, where a positive correlation 

coefficient would imply crowding-in and a zero or negative correlation coefficient would imply 

crowding-out or substitution. 

3. How Are the Efforts toward ARD&FNS Being Managed to Achieve Development 
Results?  

We use descriptive statistics based on results of the OECD surveys on countries’ compliance with the 

PDAE principles (OECD 2011) as well as narratives based on the expert opinion surveys, focusing on the 

indicators associated with alignment, harmonization, managing for results, and mutual accountability (see 

Items 2b–e of Table A.1 in Appendix A). Because the OECD survey data are related to overall 

development cooperation, we tried to focus the expert opinion survey on the value-added of AFSI as well 

as on lessons and challenges in implementing existing ARD&FNS strategies (see Parts 1, 3, and 4 of 

Appendix B). In particular, we try to answer the following secondary questions: 

 How is AFSI linked with this broader ARD&FNS strategy, and how is this linkage 

understood in the country? 

 How are the resources for AFSI (and ARD&FNS in general) being channeled to Ghana, 

that is, via budget support or to particular public institutions or via nonstate agencies and 

NGOs? 

 How does AFSI add value to existing capacities for policy dialogue and for monitoring 

and evaluation (M&E) that can help to accelerate or ensure achievement of results? 

 What are the lessons and emerging challenges that the country is facing in implementing 

a comprehensive ARD&FNS plan? 

4. To What Extent Are Development Results Being Achieved—That Is, Are Outcome 
Indicators Trending in the Expected Directions toward Stated Targets? 

Here, we analyze trends of the indicators on intermediate development results (Items 4 and 5 of Table A.1 

of Appendix A) and ultimate development results (Items 6 and 7 of Table A.1 of Appendix A). Unlike the 

ODA data, most of the available data on these indicators cover only up to 2009, so they do not reliably 

allow the analysis of two subperiods. Therefore, we look at general trends to assess progress against 

stated targets, such as halving poverty and hunger by 2015, compared with the levels achieved in 1992. 

Reasons for the observed trends are based on literature review as well as the expert opinion surveys (see 

Part 5 of Appendix B). 

                                                      
3 Government spending on ARD&FNS that is financed from its own (domestic) sources is also an indicator of country 

ownership (see Item 2a in Table A.1 in Appendix A). 
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4.  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Country Ownership of ARD&FNS Strategies 

The main issue to be addressed here is what a country-owned ARD&FNS strategy entails, and we do so 

by examining the process through which the strategy has been developed, considering inclusive 

stakeholder participation and use of credible evidence in setting policy and investment priorities. Political 

stability and economic improvements underlie acceleration of an agriculture-led economic transformation 

in the country. The country’s medium-term national development policy framework, the Ghana Shared 

Growth and Development Agenda (GSGDA) for 2010–2013, notes the central role agriculture can play in 

spearheading overall economic growth and development in the country. Having recently attained middle-

income status, Ghana is looking to achieve and sustain economic stability and growth in order to attain a 

per capita income of at least $3,000 by 2020 and achieve the Millennium Development Goals (Ghana, 

NDPC 2010). The centrality of agriculture is accentuated in the country’s Food and Agriculture 

Development Policy (FASDEP) II, which states Ghana’s long-term policy objectives for agricultural 

development, which can be summarized as achieving (1) food security and emergency preparedness, (2) 

improved growth in incomes, (3) increased competitiveness and enhanced integration into domestic and 

international markets, (4) sustainable management of land and environment, (5) science and technology 

applied in food and agriculture development, and (6) improved institutional coordination (Ghana, MoFA 

2007). Recently, Ghana launched METASIP for 2011–2015 to implement FASDEP II. The goals and 

objectives of both FASDEP II and METASIP are well aligned with those of the ECOWAS (Economic 

Community of West African States) Agricultural Policy (ECOWAP) and those of the Comprehensive 

Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP). In particular, with METASIP, Ghana seeks to 

achieve the CAADP agricultural growth target of at least 6 percent per year, to allocate a minimum of 10 

percent of the national budget to the agricultural sector, and to meet the first MDG target of halving the 

1992 levels of poverty and hunger by 2015. 

Leadership and Ownership of ARD Policy and Planning Process 

In 2007, the country launched the CAADP implementation process, through which it developed its 

agricultural policy framework, FASDEP II, and accompanying medium-term investment plan, METASIP 

2011–2015. The CAADP process essentially adopted what was already a well-established roadmap under 

the FASDEP II policy framework for developing METASIP. The objective was to lay out priority 

investment areas, among which donors would select those facing any serious financing gaps. Our expert 

interviews in Accra revealed a general consensus that the manner in which both were developed was 

highly participatory and inclusive. It involved key stakeholders such as the Ministry of Food and 

Agriculture (MoFA); other relevant ministries, departments, and agencies (MDAs); DPs; NGOs; 

academia; CSOs; farmers’ groups; and the private sector. In October 2009, Ghana achieved an important 

CAADP milestone of holding a CAADP round table and signing a compact. The compact was signed by 

representatives of key stakeholder groups: MoFA, the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning 

(MOFEP), the African Union Commission/New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD), 

ECOWAS, DPs, CSOs, farmers’ associations, the private sector, an agriculture trade union, the 

agriculture select committee of parliament, and traditional rulers (Republic of Ghana 2009). The compact 

signified these organizations’ joint commitment to and support of a shared vision for Ghana’s agriculture 

sector and in particular their support of the implementation of FASDEP II through METASIP. Almost all 

the experts interviewed in Accra point to the signing of the CAADP compact as a key turning point for 

the recognition and endorsement of METASIP at the highest political levels, an endorsement that has 

ultimately contributed to its internalization across all agencies and partners involved. Following a 

business meeting in June 2010 to validate METASIP, the government then went on to launch METASIP 

as well as a Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System (SAKSS) on July 21, 2011. The SAKSS, 

which is a key part of the formulation and implementation of METASIP (Ghana, MoFA 2011), will be 
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important in the MfDR framework in terms of M&E, reporting on performance of the investment plan, 

and learning from the experience.  

The major challenge for MoFA and the METASIP implementing partners is maintaining the 

momentum to raise the required resources and deliver on results. Already, a number of both state and 

nonstate experts interviewed in Accra expressed serious concern about whether resource needs will be 

met. They pointed to a failure in the original intent of METASIP to encourage donors to fill in financing 

gaps. Most donors have chosen to continue with their off-budget aid programs while maintaining that 

they are aligned with and contributing to the METASIP investment priorities and goals. According to the 

experts, such behavior risks the danger of undermining METASIP in the long run by minimizing its role 

to that of merely helping to rubber stamp donor activities. The experts described the METASIP agenda as 

sufficiently broad to allow for this minimizing to happen easily. 

The processes in place for setting policy and investment priorities are definitely an improvement 

over previous ones. For example, a 2005 assessment of Ghana’s economic and political governance, as 

part its accession to the African Peer Review Mechanism, noted the general agreement among 

stakeholders interviewed that national ownership of economic programs was weak. While stakeholders 

agreed that less aid dependence would help enhance ownership, they thought a more effective strategy 

would be to build capacity for policy design and implementation (AU and NEPAD 2005). More recent 

assessments, as we will see shortly, indicate improvement. Results from a 2010 survey conducted by 

OECD to assess progress on aid effectiveness gave Ghana a B (the highest possible was A) for the 

country ownership indicator. This rating was based on Ghana’s having a long-term, costed national 

development strategy that is linked to sectoral and subnational strategies in the GSGDA, 2010–2013. 

Although Ghana met the PDAE target of having either an A or a B for ownership by 2010, the report 

found monitoring of targets to be not comprehensive and cited a need for Ghana to clearly identify 

outputs, outcomes, and impacts in the medium-term expenditure framework (OECD 2011). The real test 

of future success of METASIP lies with its performance during the current implementation phase. 

Inclusiveness of State and Nonstate Actors 

As pointed out above, the development of both FASDEP II and METASIP, later adopted as part of the 

CAADP process, was quite inclusive. According to NEPAD (2011), the review of FASDEP II generated 

significant stakeholder engagement and helped to promote broad-based private sector participation. 

MoFA has established an Agribusiness Support Unit in the Policy Planning Monitoring and Evaluation 

Directorate to support the private sector and the general public with relevant information on agriculture 

investment opportunities. Broad-based participation has increasingly become an important part of 

Ghana’s policy and planning processes. For example, in its guidelines for preparing sector medium-term 

plans, Ghana’s National Development Planning Commission (NDPC) strongly recommends having sector 

planning teams that include the lead ministry, other relevant MDAs, the private sector, and civil society 

(Ghana, NDPC 2006). METASIP lays out plans for improving intra- and interministerial coordination, 

coordination with DPs, and movement toward greater involvement of the private sector and civil society 

through strengthened communications and capacity, and through engaging these actors in planning and 

review processes. In addition, METASIP also mentions the need to facilitate the review and enactment of 

laws and regulations to enable the private sector and civil society to participate effectively. Public-private 

partnerships are key to the implementation of METASIP, particularly in terms of investments they can 

make in agribusiness facilities for storage and processing. To this end, in June 2011, MOFEP released a 

National Policy on Public Private Partnerships to help facilitate private-sector investment by creating an 

enabling environment and to leverage public resources with private resources in the provision of 

infrastructure and basic services. The policy provides guidelines for public-private partnerships from 

project identification and selection to procurement, implementation, and M&E (Ghana, MOFEP 2011b). 

Donors have supported capacity development of key stakeholders and their institutions to participate 

effectively in design, delivery, and monitoring of ARD strategies. For example, the Africa Lead project of 

the US Agency for International Development (USAID) is providing leadership training to CAADP 
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stakeholders from public, civil-society, university, and private-sector institutions to effectively participate 

and help lead their country CAADP processes. The Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) 

has also provided technical assistance to MoFA for a decade in M&E and policy development, and 

worked with civil service to develop policy development course modules and train trainers within the 

Civil Service Training Centre to deliver these courses. 

The challenge again is more on implementation, especially with regard to maintaining the 

consultative and collaborative nature witnessed during the priority-setting exercises. A number of 

nonstate actors interviewed in Accra emphasized the weak involvement of the private sector in 

implementation and capacity training (for example, in business practices). The government seems well 

aware of these challenges, both in its consultations via the METASIP Steering Committee, which has 

both private-sector and CSO representation, and its recent acceptance as a New Alliance for Food 

Security and Nutrition partner country with the G-8 donors. The New Alliance emphasizes a stronger 

engagement with the private sector. 

Among other state actors, a few members of parliament, in exercising their mandate to review 

and approve the national budget, have also been taking a more active role in reviewing the performance of 

METASIP, asking MoFA tough questions during midterm reviews, for example. The current chair of the 

special committee on agriculture is keen to be engaged, offering advice and helping promote the efforts of 

METASIP. 

Financial and Nonfinancial Efforts toward ARD&FNS 

This subsection assesses the nature and extent to which GoG and its DPs are providing financial and 

nonfinancial support toward the country-owned ARD&FNS in general and under AFSI in particular. 

ODA Commitments and Disbursements 

The main issue to look at here is how ODA for ARD&FNS to Ghana has changed over time (see Box 4.1 

for a discussion of DPs operating in Ghana). Looking first at overall ODA, total ODA disbursements to 

Ghana in 2011, the latest year for which data are available, amounted to $1.9 billion (in constant 2011 

dollars) compared with total commitments of $1.8 billion in the same year, which represents a high 

disbursement-to-commitment ratio, of 103 percent (Figure 4.1). Excluding the large debt relief in 2006, 

total ODA gross disbursements increased by about 2.0 percent per year on average during the period 

2002–2011, which breaks down to 0.9 percent per year during 2002–2008 and 10.9 percent per year 

during 2009–2011, suggesting a greater increase in disbursements from 2009 onward.  

Figure 4.1 Total ODA commitments and gross disbursements to Ghana, 2002–2011 

 
Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013). 

Note:  ODA = official development assistance. The year 2006 is an outlier, showing ODA disbursements of US$7.1 billion, 

which is largely due to debt relief of about US$4.8 billion. 
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Box 4.1 Overview of development partners operating in Ghana and form of support 

Ghana receives aid from traditional bilateral and multilateral donors as well as nontraditional donors. 

Based on Ghana’s first Performance Assessment Framework of Development Partners (Ashong and 

Gerster 2010), there were 47 traditional donors operating in Ghana in 2009: 24 bilateral and 23 

multilateral donors. And in 2010, 18 traditional bilateral donors, who are also members of the 

Development Assistance Committee (DAC); 4 traditional multilateral donors; and 1 non-DAC member 

country (Kuwait) reported official development assistance (ODA) disbursements for agriculture, forestry, 

and fisheries (AFF) to Ghana through the Creditor Reporting System (CRS) of the Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). Countries that have made L’Aquila Food Security 

Initiative pledges, including the European Union, contributed the bulk of ODA disbursements for AFF. 

Nontraditional donors are becoming increasingly important in Ghana and include the BRIC countries 

(Brazil, Russia, India, and China) and the Saudi and Abu Dhabi Funds (Ashong and Gerster 2010), as 

well as foundations such as the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and the Rockefeller Foundation, via the 

Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). Nontraditional 

donors have typically been operating outside the aid effectiveness framework, something that is expected 

to change with the recent Ghana Aid Policy and Strategy for 2011–2015, prepared by the Ministry of 

Finance and Economic Planning. The document provides a modus operandi to the government of Ghana, 

development partners, civil society organizations, and other key stakeholders on management and 

coordination of aid in Ghana to ensure aid effectiveness and to support the attainment of growth and 

poverty-reduction goals in the country (Ghana, MOFEP 2010a). 

Currently, Ghana receives ODA for AFF using various modalities that include sector budget 

support, core contributions, pooled programs and funds, project-type interventions, and experts and other 

technical assistance (see Table 2.1 and Appendix Table A.1). The OECD CRS introduced a “type of aid” 

category to its reporting system in 2011, which currently applies only to 2010 flows. Sector budget 

support made up almost half of ODA disbursements for AFF in 2010. Only Canada and the International 

Development Association provide sector budget support. Donors still provide a large proportion of ODA 

for AFF through project-type interventions, which made up about 38 percent of all ODA disbursements 

for AFF in 2010. Donor contributions to pooled programs and funds made up about 10 percent of ODA 

disbursements for AFF in 2010. Pooled programs and funds included contributions to specific-purpose 

programs; funds managed by international organizations; and core support to NGOs, other private bodies, 

public-private partnerships, and research institutes. 

Sources: Authors, based on Ashong and Gerster (2010) and Ghana, MOFEP (2010a). 

ODA for ARD&FNS has been on an upward trend during the analysis period of 2002–2011, 

regardless of the measure used, AFF or AFF plus rural development, food security programs, and 

emergency food aid (the latter known as AFF+) (Figure 4.2). In general, the difference between AFF and 

AFF+ is small and has remained consistent over time. ODA for AFF+ grew at an annual average rate of 

13.4 percent over the period 2002–2008, compared with 11.4 percent over 2009–2011 (Table 4.1), 

suggesting a slowdown in increase in ODA for AFF+ following AFSI in 2009. ODA for AFF grew at the 

same annual average rate of about 18.5 percent during 2002–2008 and 2009–2011. Despite the increases 

in ODA for AFF and for AFF+, it is important to note that according to the 2011 Deauville 

Accountability Report, only close to half of the AFSI pledge of $22.5 billion over three years has been 

disbursed or is in the process of being implemented. 
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Figure 4.2 ODA, gross disbursements for ARD&FNS to Ghana, 2002–2011 

 
Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013) 

Notes:  AFF = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; AFF+ = AFF plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency 

food aid; ARD&FNS = agricultural and rural development and food and nutrition security; ODA = official development 

assistance. 

Using the approach laid out in the methodology section to estimate incremental ODA for 

ARD&FNS starting in 2009 when AFSI was implemented, we find that ODA disbursements for AFF and 

AFF+ increased by 89 and 13 percent, respectively, on average (Table 4.1, last column). Table 4.1 also 

shows that whereas annual average ODA disbursements for both AFF and AFF+ prior to AFSI in 2009 

(that is, 2002–2008) were lower than the amounts committed, the amounts disbursed from 2009 onward 

exceeded the amounts committed. Furthermore, whereas the amounts disbursed have increased steadily 

over time, the amounts committed have unfortunately been erratic (Figure 4.3), which suggests that 

commitments or intent of support for ARD&FNS is a poor predictor of what will actually be disbursed. 

Therefore, analysis of incremental commitments for ARD&FNS is not likely to be reliable for making 

inferences about ODA disbursements for AFF+ in the future.  

Table 4.1 Estimated incremental ODA commitments and gross disbursements to Ghana, 2002–2011 

Category Actual 
disbursements 
(constant 2011 
US$ millions) 

Annual average 
growth rate (%) 

 Estimated baseline 
disbursements 

(constant 2011 US$ 
millions)* 

Difference between 
estimated and 

actual (2009–2011) 

 2002–
2008 

2009–
2011 

2002–
2008 

2009–
2011 

 2009–2011 US$ mil % 

Total ODA         
Commitments 1,910 1,929 12.3 -10.3  3,432 -1,503 -77.9 
Disbursements 2,391 1,815 5.1 10.9  3,071 -1,256 -69.2 

ODA for AFF         
Commitments 131 144 59.1 -5.9  1,436 -1,292 -899.2 
Disbursements 82 1,815 18.5 18.7  195 1,620 89.3 

ODA for AFF+         
Commitments 205 182 38.4 -10.8  1,075 -893 -489.6 
Disbursements 115 249 13.4 11.4  217 32 12.9 

Source:  Authors’ calculations based on OECD (2013). 

Notes:  AFF = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; AFF+ = AFF plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency 

food aid; ODA = official development assistance. * Estimated baseline disbursement is based on projected 2009–2011 

values using 2002–2008 annual average growth rate. 
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Figure 4.3 ODA, commitments and gross disbursements for ARD&FNS to Ghana, 2002–2011 

 
Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013). 

Notes:  AFF = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; AFF+ = AFF plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency 

food aid; ARD&FNS = agricultural and rural development and food and nutrition security; ODA = official development 

assistance. 

Looking at ODA disbursements for ARD&FNS as a share of other measures, Table 4.2 shows 

that the annual average shares are higher in the periods after AFSI in 2009, compared with the periods 

before 2009. For example, ODA disbursements for AFF as a share of total ODA rose from an annual 

average of 5.1 percent during the period 2002–2008 to 11.4 percent during 2009–2011, whereas the 

shares in the case of AFF+ rose from 7.1 percent during 2002–2008 to 13.7 percent during 2009–2011. 

Expressed as a share of agricultural GDP, ODA for AFF increased from 1.4 percent during 2002–2008 to 

2.2 percent during 2009–2011, whereas the shares in the case of AFF+ rose from 2.0 percent during 

2002–2008 to 2.7 percent during 2009–2011. 
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Table 4.2 ODA, gross disbursements for ARD&FNS (percent of total ODA and agriculture value-

added) 

Category 2002–2008 2009–2011 

ODA disbursements for AFF as share of—   
Total ODA 5.1 11.4 
Total commitments for AFF 149.9 148.4 
Agriculture value-added 1.4 2.2 

ODA disbursements for AFF+ as share of—   
Total ODA 7.1 13.7 
Total commitments for AFF+ 85.9 154.1 
Agriculture value-added 2.0 2.7 

Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2011). 

Notes:  AFF = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; AFF+ = AFF plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency 

food aid; ARD&FNS = agricultural and rural development and food and nutrition security; ODA = official development 

assistance. 

ODA for AFF+ by Subsector, Type, and Source 

Looking at the distribution of ODA for AFF+ to the constituent subsectors (that is, AFF, rural 

development, food security programs, and emergency food aid), Figure 4.4 shows that the bulk is 

allocated to AFF, whose share has increased from an annual average of 71 percent during the period 

2002–2008 to 83 percent during 2009–2011. AFF is followed by rural development, whose share has 

increased from 7 percent to 11 percent over the same subperiods, and then food security programs, whose 

share has declined substantially, from 21 percent to 5 percent. The share allocated to emergency food aid 

has remained the same, at 1 percent. 

Figure 4.4 ODA for AFF+ by subsector 

 
Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013). 

Notes:  AFF = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; AFF+ = AFF plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency 

food aid; ODA = official development assistance. 

In terms of type of aid disbursed for ARD&FNS (that is, sector budget support, technical 

assistance, and so on), Table 4.3 shows that the increase in aid has gone more to project-type 

interventions and less to sector budget support, which seems contrary to the expectations set forth in the 

Ghana Aid Policy and Strategy and in the compact between GoG and DPs to use more demand-driven 

development cooperation through basket or pooled funding (Ghana, MOFEP 2010a; GoG-DP 2012).  

AFF 
71% 

Rural 
develop-

ment 
7% 

Food 
security 

programs 
21% 

Emergency 
food aid 

1% 

2002–2008 

AFF 
83% 

Rural 
develop-

ment 
11% 

Food 
security 

programs 
5% 

Emergency 
food aid 

1% 

2009–2011 



 

14 

Table 4.3 Aid type, ODA gross disbursements to Ghana for AFF, 2009–2011 

Category US$ millions  
(2011 constant price) 

 Share in total (%) 

 2009 2010 2011  2009 2010 2011 

Sector budget support
1
 79.1 112.9 75.1  51.1 48.6 32.3 

Core contributions and 
pooled programs and 
funds 

0.2 26.7 2.3  0.2 11.5 1.0 

Project-type interventions 32.9 85.2 152.5  21.3 36.7 65.5 
Experts and other 
technical assistance 

4.9 7.6 3.0  3.1 3.3 1.3 

Other 37.6 0.0 0.0  24.3 0.0 0.0 

Total 154.8 232.4 232.8  100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013). 

Notes:  AFF = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; ODA = official development assistance.1 Only the Canadian International 

Development Agency provides sector budget support in Ghana.  

In terms of using bilateral or multilateral sources, Figure 4.5 shows that the bulk of aid for 

ARD&FNS is from bilateral sources. There was only a slight increase in the aid from bilateral sources 

over time from an annual average of 67 percent over the period 2002–2008 to 70 percent during 2009–

2011. 

Figure 4.5 ODA for AFF+, bilateral versus multilateral, 2002–2011 

. 

Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013). 

Notes:  AFF+ = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency food aid; 

ODA = official development assistance. 

ODA by AFSI group of donors 

The AFSI group of donors includes Australia, Canada, the European Union, France, Germany, Italy, 

Japan, the Netherlands, Russia, Spain, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Regarding 

AFSI-specific support in Ghana, only for Canada were we able to make an exact assessment of the 

incremental value of commitments and disbursements because only Canada provides sector budget 

support in Ghana. The two countries signed an agreement in support of the Ghana’s Growth and Poverty 

Reduction Support Program on January 19, 2009, for a total of $280 million covering 2009–2013, out of 
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which $100 million was earmarked for support to FASDEP II.
4 
This commitment was increased by $10 

million in November 2009 as part of Canada’s commitment to AFSI. Therefore, the $10 million 

represents a 10 percent increase over the initial commitment. On two occasions, Ghana unsuccessfully 

applied for funding under the Global Agricultural and Food Security Program facility, a multidonor trust 

fund set up at the request of the G-20 to realize some of the L’Aquila ARD&FNS commitments. 

Using the OECD CRS data, we can examine ODA disbursements for AFF+ coming from the 

various AFSI donors. As shown in Table 4.4, the AFSI group of donors provided the bulk of the aid 

disbursed to Ghana for AFF+, although the amounts provided by non-AFSI donors have increased more 

rapidly from 2009 onward. For example, the share of aid for AFF+ disbursed by the AFSI group of 

donors in total aid for AFF+ declined from an annual average of 70.2 percent during the period 2002–

2008 to 63.1 during 2009–2011. Looking at aid provided by the individual AFSI donors, the United States 

and Canada are the top providers, with 33–43 percent and 24–27 percent, respectively. Furthermore, their 

contributions to the total disbursed by the AFSI group have increased from 2009 onward compared with 

the periods before 2009. Japan, France, Germany, and the United Kingdom are the next major donors. 

However, whereas Japan’s contribution to the total has increased, the contributions by France, Germany, 

and the United Kingdom have declined. Interestingly, non-AFSI donors have substantially increased their 

aid to Ghana for ARD&FNS from 2009 onward (Figure 4.6), which is likely due to the influence of the 

AFSI declaration. 

Table 4.4 ODA gross disbursements to Ghana for AFF+ by AFSI group of donors, 2002–2011 

Donor/group Disbursement as percent of total ODA for 
AFF+ by AFSI group of donors 

 2002–2008 2009–2011 

Total ODA for AFF+ by all donors 70.2 63.1 
Total ODA for AFF+ by all DAC countries 98.1 87.1 
Total ODA for AFF+ by all AFSI donors 100.0 100.0 

Australia 0.0 0.0 
Canada 24.0 27.2 
European Union 4.5 3.5 
France 10.9 6.1 
Germany 9.2 5.0 
Italy 0.2 0.0 
Japan 8.2 9.6 
Netherlands 3.9 0.2 
Spain 0.3 1.5 
Sweden 0.0 0.0 
United Kingdom 6.2 3.8 
United States 32.7 42.8 

Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013)—see Appendix Table A.2 and A. for details. 

Notes:  AFF+ = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency food aid; 

AFSI = L’Aquila Food Security Initiative; DAC = Development Assistance Committee; ODA = official development 

assistance. The amounts do not include disbursements via multilateral institutions. Russia is not included in the 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development Creditor Reporting System database.  

  

                                                      
4 The CIDA has been providing agriculture-sector budget support in Ghana since 2004. METASIP was not in place at the 

time of signing the agreement. 



 

16 

Figure 4.6 ODA gross disbursements to Ghana for AFF+ by non-AFSI donors, 2002–2011 

 
Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013). 

Notes:  AFF+ = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency food aid; 

AFSI = L’Aquila Food Security Initiative; ODA = official development assistance. 

Government Expenditures 

The data at hand here cover only up to 2009, and so they do not allow a comparable analysis as in the 

preceding section. A brief review of the available data on public expenditures in Ghana shows a growing 

commitment by GoG to invest in agriculture in line with the CAADP 10 percent agriculture expenditure 

target (Kolavalli et al. 2010; Benin 2012). Between 2002 and 2009, government expenditures on the 

sector increased by about 9.1 percent annually on average (in constant prices), whereas the share of 

agriculture expenditure in total expenditure increased from 6.8 percent in 2002 to 9.0 percent in 2009 

(Table 4.5). MoFA, the leading ministry in implementing the government’s policies on the sector, 

accounts for up to about one-third of the total expenditures on the sector because other line ministries and 

agencies (including the ministries of finance for cocoa, lands/forestry/mines, environment/science, and 

private-sector development) play substantial roles in the sector. 

Table 4.5 Public agriculture expenditures in Ghana, 2002–2009 

Sector/subsector 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Million Ghanaian cedis         
 Agriculture sector 51.9 62.7 91.2 241.6 368.6 393.7 392.2 781.4 

Crops and livestock (MoFA) 8.2 11.0 14.1 42.4 75.0 77.6 155.3 338.6* 
Fisheries n.a. n.a. n.a. 6.5 4.2 5.0 18.0 14.6 
Forestry 2.1 4.0 6.7 10.5 15.5 25.9 34.2 67.8 
Cocoa 16.4 20.0 27.5 93.9 148.7 112.9 57.6 169.2 
Research (CSIR)

†
 10.2 13.0 22.1 29.1 67.2 94.2 56.5 93.3 

PSI n.e. 2.8 6.4 13.7 15.7 30.9 2.2 0.7 
Feeder roads n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. 91.7 
Debt servicing 15.0 11.9 14.3 45.4 42.3 47.2 68.4 5.5 

 Total (all sectors) 760.1 1,102.9 1,031.8 2,515.9 3,570.0 3,964.3 3,842.8 8,659.3 

% of total expenditure         
 Agriculture sector 6.8 5.7 8.8 9.6 10.3 9.9 10.2 9.0 

Crops and livestock (MoFA) 1.1 1.0 1.4 1.7 2.1 2.0 4.0 3.9* 
Fisheries n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.2 
Forestry 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.9 0.8 
Cocoa 2.2 1.8 2.7 3.7 4.2 2.8 1.5 2.0 
Research (CSIR)

†
 1.3 1.2 2.1 1.2 1.9 2.4 1.5 1.1 

PSI n.e. 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.8 0.1 0.0 
Feeder roads n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. 1.1 
Debt servicing 2.0 1.1 1.4 1.8 1.2 1.2 1.8 0.1 
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Table 4.6 Continued 

Sector/subsector 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Million Ghanaian cedis         
% of agriculture value-added         
 Agriculture sector 3.0 2.6 3.0 6.6 6.8 6.2 4.4 6.9 

Crops and livestock (MoFA) 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.8 3.0* 
Fisheries n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 
Forestry 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.6 
Cocoa 1.0 0.8 0.9 2.6 2.7 1.8 0.6 1.5 
Research (CSIR)

†
 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.8 1.2 1.5 0.6 0.8 

PSI n.e. 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 
Feeder roads n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. n.e. 0.8 
Debt servicing 0.9 0.5 0.5 1.2 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.0 

Sources:  Authors’ calculations based on SEND-Ghana (2010); Ghana, MOFEP (2010b); and World Bank (2012). 
Notes:  CSIR = Council for Scientific and Industrial Research; MoFA = Ministry of Food and Agriculture; n.a. = not 

applicable (because fisheries, prior to 2005, were included in the line item for crops and livestock); n.e. = not 

estimated (because data are not available or expenditure is unknown or was included as an agriculture expenditure at 

the time); PSI = presidential special initiative (which began in 2003).* Includes Millennium Challenge Account and 

District Assemblies Common Fund expenditure. † As an institute, CSIR includes a secretariat plus nine agricultural 

and four nonagricultural institutes, of which the head office and nonagricultural institutes account for about 11 percent 

and 17 percent of the total CSIR expenditures, respectively (see Kolavalli et al. 2010 for details)—we do not know 

how these are dealt with.  

Unfortunately, the CAADP 10 percent agriculture expenditure target may be polarizing the 

fundamental issue of the investment needed (that is, what types of investment, how much of each type of 

investment, where money should be invested, and when it should be invested). In 2009, some 

expenditures associated with the Millennium Challenge Account, District Assemblies Common Fund, and 

feeder roads (roads to farming areas) were also included as part of the total expenditures on the sector 

(Table 4.5). While adding these may be justified to the extent that they are truly expenditures on the 

sector, not including them in the preceding years’ expenditures distorts the trend. The recent inclusion of 

the expenditure on feeder roads as part of total agriculture expenditure has also drawn criticism among 

many, who are of the view that such expenditures should be part of the road sector because roads are 

equally important for access to education, healthcare, and many other economic and social services. We 

learned from the expert interviews that some CSOs and farmer-based organizations went to MoFA and 

MOFEP to launch complaints about the inclusion of expenditure on feeder roads as part of agriculture 

expenditure. Another issue is inclusion of expenditures by the Ghana Cocoa Board on cocoa when 

assessing progress the government in meeting the CAADP 10 percent agriculture expenditure target. This 

is because the Ghana Cocoa Board is a public corporation whose expenditures are not supposed to be 

included in estimating government agriculture expenditure. When the expenditures on feeder roads and 

cocoa are excluded, then the share of agriculture expenditure in total expenditure in 2009 for example 

drops from 9 percent (Table 4.5) to 6 percent, which is far from the 10 percent target. See Benin (2014) 

for further discussion on this issue. The above arguments point to the ultimate question of how 

incremental agriculture expenditures should be prioritized to generate the greatest bang for the buck (see 

Benin 2012 for further discussion). 

Because ODA is a substantial source of public agriculture expenditures, as reflected by the large 

correlation coefficient between ODA for AFF+ and public agriculture expenditures shown in Figure 4.7, 

the government’s ability to finance FASDEP II and METASIP also rests on DPs’ commitments and 

disbursements for AFF. The budget process each year seems to capitulate to a fiscal restraint objective at 

the expense of meaningful development-oriented planning (Heady et al. 2009) resulting in 

underinvestment in AFF. This means that both the government, now that Ghana is producing oil, and DPs 

have to find ways to increase the amount and quality of their investments in AFF, if the objectives of 

FASDEP II and METASIP are to be met in a sustainable manner. 
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Figure 4.7 Correlation between ODA for AFF+ and public agriculture expenditures, 2002–2010 

. 

Source:  Authors’ calculations based on OECD (2013); SEND-Ghana (2010); Ghana, MOFEP (2010b); and World Bank (2012). 

Notes:  AFF+ = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency food aid; 

ARD&FNS = agricultural and rural development and food and nutrition security; ODA = official development 

assistance; PPP = purchasing power parity. 

Managing for Development Results 

This section assesses how GoG and DPs are managing their efforts for development results, that is, how 

their efforts are geared toward achieving food and nutrition security vis-à-vis progress on the PDAE’s and 

AAA’s principles of alignment, coordination, harmonization, M&E, and mutual accountability. The 

details are presented below, but Table 4.6 summarizes the main points in terms of the key processes, 

mechanisms, and institutions in place for MfDR and their effectiveness in achieving results. 
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Table 4.7 Summary of key processes, mechanisms, and institutions for MfDR in AFF and their effectiveness in achieving results 

Country ownership  Alignment  Coordination and harmonization  Results reporting and  
mutual accountability 

Processes, 
mechanisms, 
and institutions 

Functions, 
activities, and 
effectiveness 

 Processes, 
mechanisms, and 
institutions 

Functions, 
activities, and 
effectiveness 

 Processes, 
mechanisms, and 
institutions 

Functions, 
activities, and 
effectiveness 

 Processes, 
mechanisms, 
and institutions 

Functions, 
activities, and 
effectiveness 

FASDEP and 
METASIP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
METASIP 
Steering 
Committee, six 
thematic working 
groups, regional 
and district 
agricultural 
development 
units 
 
 
 

Consultative and 
inclusive process 
in developing 
FASDEP and 
METASIP, 
strengthened by 
CAADP process 
under leadership 
of MoFA 
 
Successful 
implementation of 
METASIP will 
depend on how 
these four 
institutions 
(supported by 
others) work 
together to 
ensure 
continuous 
consultations and 
inclusiveness of 
all actors 

 METASIP Steering 
Committee 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parliamentary 
committee on 
agriculture 

Infancy stage. But 
already proved 
potential 
effectiveness 
during launching 
of New Alliance 
initiative in terms 
of ensuring 
alignment to 
METASIP 
 
Key role in budget 
allocation process 
by scrutinizing 
budget and 
demanding regular 
progress. Weak 
capacity for overall 
oversight and 
review. Cannot 
influence absolute 
budget 

 Donor Working 
Group 
 
 
 
 
 
Agricultural Sector 
Working Group 
 
 
 
 
 
METASIP Steering 
Committee 
 
 
 
 
Budget support 
(sector and 
national) 

Meets monthly and 
has been used to 
achieve uniform 
voice among DPs. 
Detailed matrix of 
DP activities 
 
Meets regularly 
and lauded for 
information 
sharing. Weak 
interagency 
coordination 
 
Infancy stage. 
Potential to 
strengthen intra- 
and intersectoral 
coordination 
 
Sector by only 
CIDA and WB. 
National (MDBS) 
by 11 DPs. More 
sector budget 
support needed 

 Agricultural 
sector 
monitoring and 
evaluation 
system  
 
 
 
Agricultural 
sector public 
expenditure and 
institutional 
reviews 
 
 
Agriculture JSR 
 
 
 
 
 
Strategic 
Analysis and 
Knowledge 
Support System 

Has been limited 
to MoFA. Serves 
as input into 
national annual 
progress report. 
Not clear how 
used in planning 
 
Occasional. 
Limited to trends. 
Beef up analysis 
of efficiency and 
effectiveness of 
spending 
 
Four events so 
far, and improved 
over time. Limited 
follow-up on 
recommendations 
 
Yet to be 
operational. Will 
be critical for 
success of JSRs 

Source:  Authors’ compilation based on expert opinion surveys. 

Notes:  AFF = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; CAADP = Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme; CIDA = Canadian International Development Agency; 

DP = development partner; FASDEP = Food and Agriculture Sector Development Policy; JSR = joint sector review; MDBS = Multi-donor Budget Support; METASIP = 

Medium Term Agriculture Sector Investment Plan; MfDR = managing for development results; MoFA = Ministry of Food and Agriculture; WB = World Bank. 
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Alignment of ODA to FASDEP II and METASIP 

Alignment refers to donors’ supporting the strategies developed and owned by the recipient countries, in 

this case FASDEP II and METASIP. We examine alignment by looking at its different dimensions as laid 

out in the table of indicators in Appendix Table A.1. 

Percent of ODA for AFF for the Public Sector Reported in Government Budget. First, we 

find that between 2008 and 2010, the share of ODA for AFF channeled by the public sector has generally 

increased (2008 = 38 percent, 2009 = 85 percent, and 2010 = 57 percent). Looking at the MoFA budget 

only, Table 4.7 shows that more than 85 percent (the PDAE target) of aid is reflected in the budget in 

2008 and 2010. This is consistent with the findings of the 2011 OECD survey, which showed that 93 

percent of aid disbursed by donors for the public sector in Ghana was included in the annual budget for 

the same year (OECD 2011). Against the PDAE target of 85 percent, these findings show that DPs 

operating in Ghana are aligned to GoG’s policies and strategies. 

Table 4.8 Government budget estimates of MOFA versus ODA disbursements for AFF, 2008–2010 

 Category 2008 2009 2010 

1. Agriculture, forestry, fisheries (actual donor disbursement) US$ millions 53.03 121.44 107.20 

2. Ministry of Food and Agriculture (donor allocation in national budget) US$ millions 52.10 98.58 115.13 

3. Ratio (%) [2/1] 98 81 107 

Source:  Authors’ calculations based on Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning budget statements for 2008, 2009, and 2010 

(Ghana, MOFEP 2011a), and on OECD (2011). 

Notes:  AFF = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; MoFA = Ministry of Food and Agriculture; ODA = official development 

assistance. 

Predictability of ODA for AFF. Because Ghana can be described as aid dependent, 

predictability of aid flows is very important. The 2011 OECD survey found that only 67 percent of aid to 

Ghana was predictable in 2010, which was substantially down from 92 percent in 2005. In the in-country 

interviews, however, various government personnel and NGOs said they felt the recent efforts to take 

stock of aid flows into agriculture and how they were aligning with METASIP are helping MoFA and 

GoG predict aid flows better. Additionally, the operations of the Multi-donor Budget Support (MDBS) 

system, discussed further below, are also helping to improve predictability overall (that is, for all aid). A 

main challenge is aligning the MDBS cycle with the government’s budget cycle not only to make aid 

even more predictable but also to encourage greater use of the public financial management (PFM) and 

procurement systems, which are discussed next.  

Quality of Ghana’s PFM and Procurement Systems and Percent of Donors Using Them. 
Here again, we do not have specific information relating to ARD&FNS. For the public sector as a whole, 

the literature shows that GoG has made significant progress in improving the efficiency of its PFM 

systems (World Bank 2006; Quist et al. 2010). In 2006, the World Bank led a baseline public expenditure 

and financial accountability assessment in Ghana and found the country’s PFM to be performing at an 

average standard, giving it an overall grade of C. The more recent study by Quist et al. (2010) shows 

signs of improvement in several areas, including budget preparation, accounting and reporting, aid and 

debt management, revenue administration, audit reform, procurement reform, and implementation of an 

integrated personnel and payroll management system. More recently, the government has been piloting a 

program-based budgeting system that will help it better track resources and outcomes. 
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Alignment of Government Expenditures to FASDEP and METASIP 

Proportion of METASIP to Be Financed by Country’s Own Resources. This is an important 

dimension of ownership. For the period 2011–2015, indicative cost estimates in METASIP show that the 

government will contribute about a quarter of total incremental costs. Including other in-country 

Ghanaian sources such as cost recovery to come through private-sector partners and from internally 

generated funds, the estimated share from domestic sources over the five-year period comes to about 34 

percent—this is quite low, leaving a funding gap of about GHC (Ghanaian cedis) 1,015.5 million over 

five years that is expected to be covered by DPs (Ghana, MoFA 2011). The share between GoG and DPs 

is consistent with what has transpired with past agriculture-sector budgets. The government’s 

discretionary budget allocation for MoFA in 2011 showed a decline of about 30 percent in agricultural 

investments against an increase in personnel emoluments, suggesting that the government is looking to 

DPs to finance its capital investment budget. Some measures have been put in place by the government to 

help make certain the total budget and actual expenditures for MoFA would not decrease in subsequent 

years. According to experts interviewed in MoFA, a trigger has been set to ensure allocations each fiscal 

year would never fall below the previous year’s total amount. While this does not guarantee any increase 

in disbursements, it ensures the budget does not get reduced (although still a challenge considering that 

less than one-half of what is initially requested by MoFA is financed). 

Coordination and Harmonization of ODA and Public Programs 

This area is particularly important for reducing transaction costs for donors and partner countries as well 

as avoiding duplication of effort. A key PDAE aid effectiveness indicator for harmonization is the extent 

to which common arrangements through program-based approaches (PBAs) are used and the extent to 

which donors conduct joint missions and analytical work.  

MDBS and Untied Aid. The MDBS system is an important mechanism for budget support that 

was established in 2003 by GoG and DPs with the objective of providing additional and predictable 

resources to help finance implementation of Ghana’s development and poverty-reduction policies in a 

harmonized manner using country systems (Ghana, MOFEP 2011b). The MDBS contributes not only to 

the achievement of ODA’s being more aligned with Ghana’s national priorities but to the aid 

effectiveness principles of improved harmonization and mutual accountability. Although the scope of 

MDBS is broader than the ARD&FNS sector, it is also expected to contribute to the strengthening of 

institutional capacity for planning and implementing policies that promote transparency and 

accountability (Ashong and Gerster 2010). According to MOFEP (Ghana, MOFEP 2011b), 11 leading 

DPs currently participate in the budget support program: the African Development Bank, Canada, 

Denmark, the European Union, France, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, Switzerland, the United 

Kingdom, and the World Bank. MDBS has been lauded for improving the flow and predictability of aid. 

For example, about 100 percent of pledged funds were disbursed in 2003, 2004, 2005, 2007, and 2008 

(Ashong and Gerster 2010). According to the OECD surveys, about 92 percent of aid to Ghana was 

reported to be untied in 2010, meeting the PDAE target of having at least 92 percent of aid untied by 

2010, and representing an improvement over 2005 (91 percent) and 2007 (89 percent) (OECD 2011). In 

its review of Ghana’s political and economic governance as part of the African Peer Review Mechanism, 

the review team also noted that MDBS had contributed to improvements in aid predictability (AU and 

NEPAD 2005). For the agriculture sector, however, CIDA initiated budget support in 2004 and was 

joined for three years (2007–2009) by the UK Department for International Development. The World 

Bank began support in 2008 and actually scaled up its amount by 50 percent in 2011 to support 

METASIP. In all cases the funding is untied. 

Use of Agriculture-Sector PBAs. PBAs can attract multiple donors to provide complementary 

funding to support a single policy and expenditure program with government leadership, using common 

approaches across the sector. This mechanism can lead to more predictable resources. Ghana’s experience 

with PBAs and specifically sectorwide approaches (SWAps) in agriculture is limited because previous 

attempts failed to attract the support of multiple donors. In 2008, Ghana proposed to implement FASDEP 
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using a SWAp, modeled after its Agricultural Services Subsector Investment Program. Noting the 

improved donor harmonization under the broader MDBS mechanism that had resulted in higher and more 

timely disbursements of general budget support, GoG felt the mechanism had not dealt with allocation 

and timely disbursement of the budget to the agriculture sector (World Bank 2008). Although Ghana 

received some budget support for implementing FASDEP, including a $25 million credit from the 

International Development Association, it did not receive anticipated support from other leading donors. 

Because the SWAp is considered to be a sectorwide plan, METASIP was expected to be implemented 

using it. In 2010, a memorandum of understanding that provides a kind of code of conduct for all 

stakeholders in the implementation of METASIP was drafted. Unfortunately, it remains a draft even now. 

And so while FASDEP II and METASIP received the endorsement of DPs, the proposed SWAp for the 

implementation of METASIP is not in operation yet. 

According to the experts surveyed, one important measure of donor alignment is the extent to 

which donors are serious about filling in any financing gaps highlighted in METASIP. They indicated 

that the gap could remain unfulfilled because a majority of donors have preferred to maintain their 

existing off-budget aid programs as long as they can show that these correspond well with METASIP 

investment priorities. 

Intra- and Intersectoral Coordination and Harmonization. The extent of intra- and 

intersectoral harmonization is not clear, but it is likely constrained by weak interagency coordination, low 

human and institutional capacity, and ineffective communication, as noted by MoFA in METASIP 

(Ghana, MoFA 2010. To address weak interagency coordination, a key aspect of METASIP is to develop 

and implement an interministerial communications strategy, introduce biannual joint planning and review 

meetings to ensure alignment of plans and budgets, and train sector MDAs in budgeting and allocation of 

resources to ensure an effective implementation of METASIP. And to deal with poor communications 

within MoFA, under METASIP, MoFA plans to improve communications and coordination by improving 

access to information and communication technologies; developing and implementing a communications 

strategy; and developing an electronic system for financial data collection, analysis, and reporting. 

The Agriculture Sector Working Group (ASWG) is a good mechanism for intra- and intersectoral 

coordination. The ASWG provides a policy dialogue platform that brings together MoFA, other MDAs, 

11 OECD Development Assistance Committee member (that is, DP) representatives, CSOs, and NGOs 

working in the agriculture sector. The ASWG is co-chaired by MoFA and rotating DP sector lead 

representatives, and it deliberates and reviews performance of the agriculture sector toward agreed-upon 

outcomes; actions that could contribute to improved performance; and ways to improve harmonization 

and alignment of the government’s and DPs’ procedures, projects, and programs. The ASWG also 

reviews progress in meeting the Ghana Harmonization Action Plan commitments at the sector level. 

According to MoFA (Ghana, MoFA 2011), dialogue takes place through (1) MDBS discussions 

coordinated by MOFEP following consultations at the sector level, (2) monthly meetings of the DPs’ 

agriculture sector group co-chaired by DP representatives and MoFA, and (3) thematic subgroups that are 

also jointly chaired by MoFA and DPs. As part of METASIP implementation, MoFA plans to formalize 

the subgroup meetings by having them on a quarterly basis (Ghana, MoFA 2011). 

Another coordinating mechanism is the METASIP Steering Committee, which was recently set up 

to ensure improved oversight and coordination on the implementation of the METASIP. It is made up of 

12 members representing all key stakeholder groups—signatories of the CAADP compact. Although still 

young and lacking any secretariat to manage its activities (for example, convening meetings and 

following up on decisions with the stakeholders), it has already made some inroads in encouraging 

information sharing, transparency, and inclusiveness among all partners involved by raising many of the 

same concerns that have been highlighted in this study. For example, according to experts interviewed, 

the committee has demanded that a stocktaking exercise be carried out to geographically map exactly 

where DPs’ investments are going in the northern part of Ghana. This reflects the potential contribution 

(as well as conflict with MoFA) of the committee; as one interviewee put, “If the METASIP Steering 

Committee is working properly, then it would drive the priorities by directing more resources into 
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agriculture. But this creates a potential conflict between it and MoFA—on who determines the resources 

allocation within agriculture.” 

Use of Joint Missions and Analytical Work by Donors. The donor community in Ghana is very 

active and aware of the risk of duplication of effort. Donors do meet regularly to discuss their activities 

and issues. They have put together a donor activity matrix to inform each other and the government of 

their activities in the country (see Appendix Table A.1). The group has a chair and co-chair, who take 

turns each year representing the entire group in deliberations with the government. A result is that donors 

do conduct joint missions and analytical work to inform their aid decisions and development activities. 

Results of the OECD surveys show that only 15 percent of donor missions to the field and 42 percent of 

donor analytical work in 2010 were coordinated. This is a regression from the situation in 2007 for both 

indicators, and both are below the PDAE targets of having at least 40 percent of missions and 66 percent 

of analytical work coordinated by 2010. At the time of the interviews, the DPs were planning a mapping 

exercise of their activities in northern Ghana to inform how they should better coordinate and harmonize 

their activities in that part of the country, where the bulk of their development activities seem to be 

implemented. 

Monitoring and Evaluation of FASDEP and METASIP 

One of the fundamental questions is whether METASIP has clear strategic priorities that are linked to a 

medium-term expenditure framework (MTEF). Ghana’s METASIP sets out an ambitious agenda that 

seeks to achieve the CAADP growth and expenditure targets and the first MDG target of halving poverty 

by 2015. It has six main priority programs, which correspond to the six FASDEP II objectives: (1) food 

security and emergency preparedness, (2) increased growth in incomes, (3) increased competitiveness and 

enhanced integration into domestic and international markets, (4) sustainable management of land and 

environment, (5) science and technology for food and agricultural development, and (6) institutional 

coordination. The estimated incremental cost of implementing the plan during 2011–2015 is GHC 1,532 

million. METASIP clearly laid out priority programs, subprograms (components), expected outputs and 

outcomes, and sets of interventions required to bring about desired outputs and outcomes. Allocation of 

resources is done through a three-year rolling MTEF (with GoG funds, project funds, and budget support 

funds, as well as nonbudget funds through NGOs). The program-based budgeting (using METASIP 

objectives) that is being piloted will help to better link METASIP with the MTEF.  

Agriculture-Sector M&E System. An elaborate M&E system was developed in 2007 to support 

implementation of sector programs and assess their impact. While the current reporting of the system has 

focused more on processes and less on results, it has been used to support agriculture joint sector reviews 

(JSRs), to help prepare and disseminate annual reports, and to provide input into the national annual 

progress report prepared by NDPC. METASIP lays out a detailed plan for strengthening its agriculture-

sector M&E system, which includes strengthening institutional capacity for M&E; improving 

coordination with other institutions and government ministries involved in M&E, such as the NDPC, 

MOFEP, Ghana Statistical Service, CSOs, NGOs, and DPs; and conducting data quality reviews. At the 

national level, the 2011 OECD survey found Ghana to have an M&E system with fairly comprehensive 

sector and geographic coverage and to have baseline data for 60 percent of its indicators. However, the 

rating of the system to support a results-oriented framework was C, indicating no change from previous 

surveys in 2006 and 2008. Ghana therefore failed to meet the 2010 PDAE target of having a B or A for 

this indicator by 2010. 

Expenditures on Agriculture-Sector M&E. In an effort to strengthen public policy 

management and in particular M&E and statistics in the country, GoG and DPs, as part of the MDBS 

group, commissioned a study to examine budget resources allocated to M&E and statistics in all MDAs, 

including MoFA. The study, which was conducted by the NDPC (Ghana, NDPC 2011), assessed 

expenditures for M&E and statistics in 2009 and 2010. For the country as a whole, the study found the 

total allocations for M&E and statistics to be GHC 17.2 million in 2009 and GHC 100.6 million in 2010, 

representing minor shares of 0.3 percent and 2.0 percent, respectively, of the total budget for the MDAs 
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considered. For agriculture, MoFA’s spending on M&E represented 3.6 percent and 2 percent, 

respectively, of total spending on M&E for all MDAs in 2009 and 2010. Clearly, while there is an 

elaborate M&E system in place for the agriculture sector, agricultural statistics remain a challenge. This 

challenge has been highlighted as one of the three policy commitments in Ghana’s New Alliance for Food 

Security and Nutrition Cooperation Framework. Problems of data quality and linking service delivery to 

outcomes and results were often raised by respondents in the expert interviews. A June 2012 MDBS 

annual assessment also concluded that data quality problems for results monitoring remain a serious 

concern, including the need to sustain measures designed to strengthen accountability. MoFA has recently 

established the Ghana-SAKSS, with funding support from the International Fund for Agricultural 

Development (IFAD) and technical assistance from the Regional Strategic Analysis and Knowledge 

Support System (ReSAKSS), to strengthen agricultural sector M&E and policy analysis. 

Using M&E Results in Planning and Decisionmaking. In general, the extent to which M&E 

results are used in planning and decisionmaking at both sectorwide and project levels is not clear. As 

several of the experts interviewed put it, “There is more focus on reporting than on learning.” Take the 

budget allocation process, for example: it was not clear to us how M&E data were seriously used in 

setting priorities within MoFA and across the other agriculture-related MDAs (or within MOFEP, for that 

matter). Despite the number of evaluations of major agriculture programs, their use in planning and 

decisionmaking has been limited, perhaps because they tend to be judgmental (and therefore not attractive 

to policymakers) rather than focusing on learning in order to improve implementation. In this way, the 

process has tended to focus on ceilings and preceding years’ allocations and executions, which has caused 

it to be sometimes described as “a cost-minimizing rather than a development-optimizing process” 

(Heady et al. 2009). The parliamentary committee on agriculture, for example, plays a key role in the 

budget allocation process, but its capacity to effectively provide oversight and review often depends on 

the individual parliamentarians involved. The chair of the committee and a couple of others who happen 

to have PhDs in the subject matter often lead independent monitoring activities in the field and then 

actively scrutinize the agricultural budget. In several other instances, though, M&E results do seem to 

have influenced program implementation. Take the fertilizer subsidy program, for example: primarily 

because of the large administrative cost imposed on the extension system, implementation was switched 

from the voucher system in 2008 and 2009 to the waybill system starting in 2010. The demand for and 

generation of evidence is a continuous challenge. 

Mutual Accountability 

The overarching frameworks for mutual assessments in Ghana are the Ghana Aid Strategy and the Aid 

Harmonization and Effectiveness Matrix, which has country-level aid effectiveness indicators for both the 

government and DPs. On the national stage, each year an assessment of development progress and the aid 

partnership framework is conducted and discussed at the high-level Consultative Group / Annual 

Partnership Meeting, which has the participation of not only GoG and DPs but also civil society and the 

private sector. Within ARD, the annual JSR of agriculture, discussed earlier, is the platform for mutual 

accountability. The JSR is consistent with the CAADP mutual accountability framework (Oruko et al. 

2011). The CAADP Joint Action Group on M&E and Mutual Accountability has developed guidelines for 

strengthening JSRs, and Ghana is one of the countries targeted for this exercise. Other mutual 

accountability mechanisms in Ghana within the agriculture sector include (1) the ASWG, which provides 

a dialogue platform for MoFA and DPs, as well as nonstate actors, to discuss sector performance; (2) the 

Performance Assessment Framework of Development Partners, which has incorporated some agriculture-

sector indicators; (3) MDBS consultations coordinated by MOFEP with multisectoral, multiyear Progress 

Assessment Framework targets or triggers, whose achievement is contingent upon release of the funds 

from the DPs; (4) agriculture-sector public expenditure reviews; and (5) the METASIP Steering 

Committee. 
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Joint Sector Reviews. In an effort to further the agriculture SWAp agenda and enhance sector 

coordination and alignment, in 2007 MoFA and DPs agreed to conduct joint annual agriculture-sector 

reviews. The objective of the JSR is to assess agriculture-sector policies and programs, budget support 

operations, and progress toward achieving expected outputs and outcomes, and to prescribe 

recommendations. To date, four JSRs have been conducted, the first in 2008 and the fourth in June 2011. 

According to a number of experts who have participated in the JSRs, a challenge the ASWG often faces is 

that of ensuring adequate planning and following through with any decisions made and reports requested. 

What remains very useful at a minimum is the opportunity to share information and to dialogue on key 

emerging issues. 

As Ghana moves forward with implementing METASIP, some serious challenges have emerged 

that can potentially derail the principles and commitments of country ownership, harmonization, 

alignment, and MfDR. Basically, the inherently weak underlying data systems and analytical capacities, 

as well as weak coordination within MoFA and across all MDAs and DPs (whether on or off the budget), 

are raising some serious concerns about how effectively METASIP can be guided, monitored, and used 

for learning over time. Although the METASIP Steering Committee, made up of government, DP, and 

CSO representatives, was recently set up to help address this weakness, many of those who sit on the 

committee expressed concern about the general lack of quality data for M&E. Additionally, other 

observers pointed out that METASIP has a sufficiently broad agenda to allow any program to easily align 

with it, hindering the ability to have a focused and tractable M&E system. The danger of this situation, as 

they pointed out, is that in the end, METASIP may fail to meet its goals if it simply serves to rubber 

stamp any government and donor aid programs wishing to show they are aligned with it. In response, both 

GoG and DPs agreed to conduct a review of METASIP, which was the focus of the JSR in 2013. 

Results: Trends in Outcomes 

To what extent are development results being achieved—that is, are outcome indicators trending in the 

expected directions toward stated targets? In recent years, Ghana has experienced robust macroeconomic 

and political stability, impressive poverty reduction, and improved economic growth. In particular, 

Ghana’s economic growth averaged 5.9 percent per year during the period 2000–2010 (World Bank 

2012). In addition, poverty fell from 52 percent at the beginning of the 1990s to 29 percent in 2005/2006 

(Ghana, NDPC 2010). The agricultural sector has contributed significantly to this performance. In this 

subsection, we analyze trends in selected development indicators and results. 

Intermediate Results 

Intermediate results refer to economic governance and agricultural performance, using the inflation rate 

and agriculture value-added as the respective indicators of performance. On the former, Ghana was 

among the first group of countries to accede to the African Peer Review Mechanism in 2003, and in 2005 

Ghana underwent an independent self-assessment and external assessment of its governance record. The 

assessments noted Ghana’s improved economic governance, which had resulted in annual GDP growth 

rates of at least 4 percent in the early years of the current century, following the implementation of several 

fiscal measures to restore macroeconomic stability in late 2002 and early 2003. Nonetheless, the 

assessment concluded that the economy remained susceptible to external shocks from world economic 

and subregional political instability. Ghana was found to be having difficulties with managing its budget, 

particularly with containing the wage bill and making interest payments on public debt. Issues highlighted 

in the country self-assessment included weak internal capacity for economic management and high 

dependence on external resources to finance the country’s development. Stakeholders interviewed noted 

these factors as having contributed to weak ownership of economic programs. 
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Figure 4.8 shows that inflation has remained quite low, averaging 26.2 percent per year, and even 

lower, at 23.1 percent per year, when the spike occurring in 2006 is dropped. Over the 1992–2010 period, 

inflation declined by an average of -1.5 percent per year. The decline was faster over the 2008–2010 

period, at -16.8 percent per year. The spike in 2006 is consistent with high debt relief (Figure 4.1). The 

data on agricultural GDP are available only for 2007 to 2011, with the growth rate being negative in 2007 

and rising rapidly to 5–7 percent over the period 2008–2011 (Figure 4.9). 

Figure 4.8 Inflation in Ghana, 1992–2010 

 
Source:  Authors’ calculations based on World Bank (2012). 

Figure 4.9 Agriculture value-added (annual growth rate), 2002–2012 

  

Source:  Authors’ illustration based on GSS (2013). 

Note:  CAADP = Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme. 

Results 

Poverty and Inequality 

Figure 4.10 looks at the trends on poverty, showing that Ghana has experienced a substantial decline in 

the rate of poverty since 1992 (measured relative to either the international or the national poverty line), 

which has fallen at an average rate of -0.35 percent per year and -0.45 percent per year, respectively, in 

relation to the international and national poverty lines. Ghana as a whole has already achieved the first 

part of MDG 1 of halving its 1992 poverty level.  
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Figure 4.10 Poverty in Ghana, 1992–2010 

 

Source:  Authors’ calculations based on World Bank (2012). 

There is no doubt that many different policies and programs, in addition to the MfDR efforts, 

have contributed to these positive trends in different ways. The experts interviewed agreed that overall 

well-being and food security have improved over time, although they found it difficult to single out 

individual efforts that have the largest impacts (either positively or negatively). Most of the experts spoke 

only about specific efforts (for example, the fertilizer subsidy program, an oil palm project in the Central 

and Western regions, a small-scale irrigation project, and a Millennium Development Authority 

horticultural project, to mention only a few) or events (for example, the increase in cocoa prices) that they 

were familiar with. These responses highlight the lack of widespread M&E data and analysis on the 

efficiency and effectiveness of different policies, programs, and MfDR efforts on ARD&FNS. 

Unfortunately, poverty levels and gains in poverty reduction have not been the same everywhere. 

As Figure 4.11 shows, poverty is higher in the rural areas and remains very high in the north (that is, 

Northern, Upper West, and Upper East regions). The planned mapping exercise of the activities of the 

DPs in the northern part of Ghana, where activities of DPs are concentrated, to inform how they should 

better coordinate and harmonize their activities in that part of the country is therefore a good move. 
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Figure 4.11 Poverty distribution in Ghana, 1991–2006 

 . 
Source:  Authors’ calculations based on GSS (2000), and GSS and IMF (2009). 

Note:  Based on national poverty line. 

Food Security and Hunger 

Over time, Ghana has produced more of its own food. Although in the 1980s per capita agricultural 

production levels for the country lagged behind those of Africa and the world, this situation began to 

change following macroeconomic and agricultural reforms instituted in the mid-1980s to late 1990s. In 

terms of the availability dimension of food security, Ghana’s per capita agricultural production grew 

rapidly, at an annual average rate of 3.5 percent, during the period 1990–2000 and soon caught up with 

that of Africa and the world (Figure 4.12). Improvements in agricultural production have been attributed 

to remarkable growth in total factor productivity and balanced growth in land and labor productivity 

during this period (Nin Pratt and Yu 2008). Per capita agricultural production levels in Ghana in recent 

times have continued to grow rapidly and even surpassed the Africa and world averages starting in 2008.  

Figure 4.12 Net per capita production index number, 1980–2010 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on FAO (2012). 

In terms of access, the consumer food price index gives a good indication of food access. As 

Figure 4.13 shows, this index has risen rapidly over the years and at an even greater speed in recent years, 

largely due to the food crises of 2008 and 2011. In particular, starting in late 2007 and mid-2008 during 
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the high food price crisis, producer prices for Ghana’s major crops, such as maize, rice, and cocoa, rose 

sharply (Figure 4.14). The high food prices threatened to undermine the food and nutrition security of 

consumers while producers stood to benefit from the high commodity prices. However, following the 

financial crisis of 2009, the consumer food price index, though remaining high, grew more slowly, and 

meanwhile producer prices took a nose dive, with the exception of major export commodities such as 

cocoa. 

Figure 4.13 Ghana food price index, 2000–2010 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on FAO (2012). 

Figure 4.14 Ghana producer prices, 1991–2009 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on FAO (2012). 

In terms of utilization, Figure 4.15 focuses on the prevalence of child malnutrition, the official 

measure for tracking the second component of MDG 1 of halving hunger, showing that there has been an 

overall decline. Compared with the rate of reduction in overall poverty, however, the decline here has 

been moderate, and Ghana is not likely to meet the second part of the MDG 1 target based on its historical 

path. 
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Figure 4.15 Child malnutrition in Ghana, 1992–2015 

 
Source:  Authors’ calculations based on World Bank (2012). 

Looking at different measures of nutrition security—stunting, wasting, and underweight—Figure 

4.16 shows that there has been more progress in reducing the prevalence of underweight children, 

followed by progress in the prevalence of stunting. The prevalence of wasting, on the other hand, went up 

overall between 2003 and 2008 (the years for which data were available), especially in the Central, 

Northern, and Upper West regions. Wasting has improved by a lot in the Volta region. The levels of all 

three measures are worse (higher) in rural areas compared with urban areas, although stunting improved 

(declined) in rural areas while it worsened (increased) in urban areas. Along the gender dimension, 

performance in all three measures is better (lower) among females compared with males. 
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Figure 4.16 Food utilization and nutrition in Ghana, 2003 and 2008 

  
Source:  Authors’ calculations based on GSS, GHS, and ICF (2009), and GSS, NMIMR, and ORC Macro (2004). 
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5.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Using Ghana as a case study, this paper assessed the degree to which AFSI has been implemented and has 

achieved results within the framework of MfDR. It tried to address four basic questions: 

 What does a country-owned ARD&FNS strategy entail in Ghana? 

 To what extent are GoG and its DPs providing financial and nonfinancial efforts toward 

Ghana’s ARD&FNS strategy? 

 How are these efforts being managed to achieve development results?  

 To what extent are development results being achieved—that is, are outcome indicators 

trending in the expected directions toward stated targets? 

The assessments were based on analysis of secondary data and in-country expert opinion surveys. 

At the outset, it was clear that AFSI and other initiatives have furthered the existing efforts for MfDR in 

Ghana, which are articulated in the Ghana Aid Policy and Strategy (Ghana, MOFEP 2010a). Thus it is 

difficult to isolate how AFSI and the different initiatives have furthered these efforts. Therefore, the 

assessment was not about how AFSI specifically has influenced agricultural development activities and 

outcomes but rather the extent to which the principles of MfDR have been internalized in the agricultural 

development arena and how the principles are or may be influencing priorities, resource allocation, and 

outcomes. 

What Does a Country-Owned ARD&FNS Strategy Entail in Ghana? 

Overall, there is consensus that FASDEP and METASIP were developed in a consultative and inclusive 

process, which was strengthened by the CAADP process under the leadership of MoFA. The success of 

METASIP will depend on how the various structures and institutions, including the METASIP Steering 

Committee and six thematic working groups, and the regional and district agricultural development units, 

work together to ensure continuous consultations with and inclusiveness of all actors in implementing the 

plan and in monitoring and evaluating the outcomes. A major challenge for MoFA’s and METASIP’s 

implementing partners is maintaining the momentum to raise the required resources, and delivering on 

results. A number of both state and nonstate experts interviewed expressed serious concern about whether 

the resources needed to implement the plan will be available. 

To What Extent are GoG and its DPs Providing Financial and Nonfinancial Efforts toward 
Ghana’s ARD&FNS Strategy? 

We find that there has been an upward trend in ODA and government spending during the period 2002–

2011. In addition, ODA for ARD&FNS as a share of total ODA has increased over time. With the data at 

hand, we estimate the incremental ODA for ARD&FNS from 2009 onward as $32 million (or 13 percent) 

on average per year. Expressed as a share of agricultural GDP, we find that ODA for ARD&FNS in 

Ghana has increased from an average of 2 percent during 2002–2008 to 2.7 percent during 2009–2011. 

With respect to public agriculture expenditure, between 2002 and 2009, government expenditures on the 

sector increased by about 9.1 percent annually on average (in constant prices), while the agriculture 

budget share increased from 6.8 percent in 2002 to 9.0 percent in 2009. There is a high correlation 

between ODA for AFF+ and public agriculture expenditures. Therefore, the government’s ability to 

finance the sector depends on donor commitments and disbursements. Overall, GoG and its DPs, 

including the AFSI group of donors, are indeed doing something and seem to be providing greater 

financial and nonfinancial efforts toward ARD&FNS in Ghana. 
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How Are These Efforts Being Managed to Achieve Development Results? 

Drawing on assessments of Ghana’s economic and political governance done in 2005 and 2010, in 

addition to a PDAE survey in 2011 and the in-country expert interviews, we find that the ARD&FNS 

policy and planning processes in Ghana have generally improved over time. These processes were looked 

at in terms ownership (we find greater ownership and inclusiveness, particularly for FASDEP II and 

METASIP, in which food security is addressed though Program Area 1 on food security and emergency 

preparedness), alignment of donors (we find a high reflection of aid in the MoFA budget, exceeding the 

PDAE target of 85 percent), harmonization of policies and processes (which shows increasing use of 

PBAs for funding development activities, although not meeting the PDAE target of having two-thirds of 

aid provided through such mechanisms), and mutual accountability (where Ghana has had four JSRs that 

are consistent with the CAADP mutual accountability framework and has recently set up the METASIP 

Steering Committee). 

Nevertheless, we found a number of challenges for MfDR arising during the current 

implementation phase of the METASIP. The first challenge is data quality on the key indicators intended 

to adequately monitor where resources are being targeted, the outcomes being achieved as a result, and 

the lessons being generated therefrom. This concern is apparently broadly shared by all key 

stakeholders—government, DPs, NGOs, and private sector—and therefore likely to lead to further actions 

to improve the M&E system. A second challenge involves the current activity-based budgeting system, 

which lacks the ability to aggregate expenditures by key METASIP priority areas because these go 

beyond activities being managed by MoFA alone, including those managed by other MDAs involved with 

the sector and those managed by the district assemblies. Plans are in place to introduce a program-based 

budgeting system by 2014, with current piloted efforts ongoing in a number of ministries, including 

MoFA. It is not yet clear how well the new system will work given the immense challenges ahead, such 

as data integration and reporting requirements between sectors and at national and decentralized levels. 

This is something the NDPC in particular remains keen to take on, given its role of guiding and 

overseeing the M&E reporting of the overall GSGDA itself. A third challenge lies with institutional 

coordination, which is characterized by MoFA as weak in interagency coordination and human and 

institutional capacity and as ineffective in communication. While the newly formed METASIP Steering 

Committee may help alleviate some of this weakness, interagency coordination will always remain a 

challenge given the agencies’ respective mandates and independent hierarchies. It will always depend on 

top leadership and the participation and resolve of those actively involved across the agencies to 

effectively manage and sustain their coordinated efforts. 

Are Outcome Indicators Trending in the Expected Directions toward Stated Targets? 

As shown in the results, Ghana has made significant achievements on several fronts. For example, Ghana 

has produced more of its own food, with per capita agricultural production levels growing rapidly, at an 

annual average rate of 3.5 percent over the period 1990–2000, to catch up with and then overtake the 

averages for Africa and the world. Ghana has experienced substantial decline in its rate of poverty since 

1992 (measured relative to either the international or the national poverty line) and has already achieved 

the first part of MDG 1, halving its 1992 poverty level. But food prices have risen rapidly and at even 

greater speed in recent years, largely due to the food crises of 2008 and 2011. Meanwhile, producer prices 

have taken a nose dive, with the exception of major export commodities such as cocoa. Also, results have 

not been the same everywhere—poverty and food and nutrition insecurity are higher in the rural areas and 

in the northern part of Ghana (that is, the Northern, Upper West, and Upper East regions). 

To conclude, AFSI and other initiatives taking on MfDR approaches represent important 

initiatives in combating low agricultural productivity, chronic hunger, and pervasive undernutrition. 

Because these are efforts targeting medium- to long-term changes, rather than relying on short-term 

interventions, it is important that they stay on course in terms of providing financial and nonfinancial 

resources while integrating well with existing or new development initiatives. It is still too early to 

rigorously assess the impact of AFSI, as the findings in this paper reflect. For such an assessment to 
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occur, there will need to be a serious effort (in both financial and nonfinancial commitments) by 

government and DPs toward improving the data and analytical capacities needed to monitor results and 

assess impact in the near future. The institutional efforts toward setting up a SAKSS are a good start, but 

in order to succeed, such a setup must work to improve the data and M&E needs of the METASIP.  

Whereas both GOG and DPs show strong commitments and follow-through on the PDAE and 

AAA principles and AFSI commitments, it is just as worthwhile for all involved to learn the political 

landscape and policy process within which they operate. It is, after all, very much a political process of 

dialogue and negotiations. As a parliamentarian once commented to the minister of agriculture when the 

minister complained that he has no control over how much funding gets disbursed by MOFEP to MoFA, 

“Why don’t you get closer to the minister of finance?” 
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APPENDIX A:  SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 

Table A.1 AFSI-relevant macro level and disaggregated indicators  

Process, policy, or 
intervention 

Quantitative information  
(indicator and definition) 

Qualitative information Sources of data 

Macro level Disaggregation Macro level Disaggregation Qualitative 
information 

AFSI commitments 
and disbursements 

      

1. Donor 
commitments and 
disbursements 

1a. ODA 
disbursements: 
(1) total amount, 
(2) share of total 
commitments 

1b. ODA 
disbursements 
for ARD as share 
of total ODA 

1c. ODA 
disbursements 
for ARD as share 
of AgGDP 

ODA disbursements for 
ARD by 
(1) financial and 

nonfinancial  
(2) support on and off 

the government’s 
budget  

(3) types—agriculture 
and rural health, 
education, 
infrastructure, safety 
nets, and so on 

Narratives on  
(1) alignment between 

donor in-country 
implementation and 
HQ polices  

(2) M&E or IA results of 
major donor 
development projects 

OECD CRS 
database (1a, 1b, 
1c), ReSAKSS 
aggregates (1b, 
1c) 

OECD CRS 
database (1, 2, 3) 

In-country donor 
offices (1), 
country M&E or 
IA reports (2)  

ARD policy and 
planning process 

      

2. MfDR process 2a. Ownership: 

Percent of NAIP 
budget that is 
financed from 
country’s own 
revenue sources 

(1) Percent of NAIP 
budget that is financed 
from different sources 
(government, private 
sector, donors, and so 
on), including 
financing gap 

 

(1) Extent to which NAIP 
or national ARD 
strategy has clear 
strategic priorities that 
are linked to an MTEF 
and reflected in national 
annual budgets 

(2) Inclusiveness of state 
and nonstate actors 
(including rural farming 
communities and 
women) in CAADP 
processes and 
investment planning 

(3) Adoption of and 
stage in CAADP round 
table process and NAIP 

Government 
offices—ministries 
of finance, 
agriculture (2a); 
country 
agricultural 
investment plan 
and policy 
documents (2a); 
ReSAKSS 
monitoring (2a) 

Government 
offices—ministries 
of finance, 
agriculture (1); 
country 
agricultural 
investment plan 
and policy 
documents (1); 
CAADP country 
team (1); 
ReSAKSS 
monitoring (1) 

Government 
offices—
ministries of 
finance, 
agriculture (1, 2, 
3); country 
agricultural 
investment plan 
and policy 
documents (1, 2, 
3); CAADP 
country team (1, 
2, 3); donor 
offices (1, 2, 3); 
ReSAKSS 
monitoring (3) 
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Table A.2 Contiued 

Process, policy, 
or intervention 

Quantitative information  
(indicator and definition) 

Qualitative information Sources of data 

Macro level Disaggregation Macro level Disaggregation Qualitative 
information 

ARD policy and 
planning process 

      

2. MfDR process 2b. Alignment:  
(1) Percent of total 

ODA for ARD 
given to the 
public sector that 
is reported on 
partners’ national 
budgets 

(2) Percent of 
donors and ODA 
that use public 
financial 
management 
systems in 
partner countries 

 
 

(1) Country’s procurement 
and public financial 
management systems 
and extent to which they 
either (a) adhere to 
broadly accepted good 
practices or (b) have a 
reform program in place 
to achieve these 

(2) Provision of donor 
support of capacity 
development through 
coordinated programs 
consistent with partners’ 
national development 
strategies 

(3) Predictability and 
timeliness of ODA vis-à-
vis agreed-upon 
schedules in annual or 
multiyear frameworks 

OECD CRS 
database (2b-1, 
2); government 
offices—
ministries of 
finance, 
agriculture, and 
so on (2b-1, 2) 

 Country 
assessments of 
public financial 
management 
systems (1), 
CAADP country 
team (2), donor 
offices (1, 2, 3), 
ReSAKSS 
monitoring (2), 
OECD CRS 
database (1, 2, 3) 

 2c. Harmonization:  
(1) Percent of total 

ODA provided 
via multilateral 
arrangements or 
as program-
based 
approaches 

(2) Percent of total 
bilateral ODA 
that is untied 

(1) Percent of donors and 
ODA (including 
nontraditional donors like 
foundations) operating 
outside aid effectiveness 
framework 

 

(1) Support to joint 
assistance strategies and 
use of common funding 
mechanisms 

(2) Commissioning and 
use of shared analysis 
(for example, joint field 
missions, diagnostic 
reviews) 

(3) Extent of intra- and 
intersectoral and 
ministerial harmonization 
in partner country 

OECD CRS 
database (2c-1, 
2); government 
offices—
ministries of 
finance, 
agriculture, and 
so on (2c-1, 2) 

Government 
offices—ministries 
of finance, 
agriculture (1);  
donor offices (1) 

OECD CRS 
database (2), 
country 
agricultural 
investment plan 
and policy 
documents (3), 
CAADP country 
team (2, 3), 
ReSAKSS 
monitoring (3), 
donor offices (1, 
2)  
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Table A.3 Contiued 

Process, policy, 
or intervention 

Quantitative information  
(indicator and definition) 

Qualitative information Sources of data 

Macro level Disaggregation Macro level Disaggregation Qualitative 
information 

ARD policy and 
planning process 

      

 2d. Mutual 
accountability:  

(1) Frequency of 
JSR meetings 
held 

(2) Participation rate 
against total 
membership of 
JSR 

(1) Participation rate of 
different groups of state 
and nonstate actors 
versus total membership 
of JSR 

(1) Mutual (state and 
nonstate actors) 
assessments of progress 
in implementing agreed-
upon commitments on aid 
effectiveness and 
national ARD strategies 
(for example, JSRs) 

(2) Adoption of the African 
Peer Review Mechanism 

(3) Perceptions by 
different groups of state 
and nonstate actors of 
the effectiveness and 
utility of JSRs 

Government 
offices—
ministries of 
finance, 
agriculture (1, 
2); CAADP 
country team (1, 
2); donor offices 
(1, 2) 

Government 
offices—ministries 
of finance, 
agriculture (1); 
CAADP country 
team (1); donor 
offices (1)  

Government 
offices—
ministries of 
finance, 
agriculture, and 
so on (1, 2); 
CAADP country 
team (1, 2); donor 
offices (1, 2) 

 2e. Results 
orientation:  

(1) Share of total 
agriculture 
budget and 
expenditure 
allocated for 
M&E 

(2) Proposal: 
Percent of ODA 
given to capacity 
building in the 
ARD public 
sector 

(1) ) Number of 
professionally trained 
M&E and IA experts 
employed, by education 
attainment, gender, area 
of expertise, source of 
training (domestic or 
overseas), and so on 

(2) Per capita 
expenditures on capacity 
training on M&E and 
IA—domestic and 
overseas 

(3) Expenditure on 
conducting agricultural 
survey on basic 
indicators of sector 
performance (production 
volumes, commodity 
prices, and so on) 

(1) Transparent and 
monitorable performance 
assessment frameworks 
to assess progress 
against national ARD 
strategies and targets 

(2) Resources and 
capacity to implement 
above frameworks and 
utilize assessment results 
in MfDR 

(3) Outcomes/impact of 
CAADP review, mutual 
learning, and dialogue 
processes  

Government 
offices—
ministries of 
finance, 
agriculture, and 
so on (1, 2); 
donor offices 
(2); OECD CRS 
database (2)  

Country 
agricultural 
investment plan 
and M&E 
documents (1, 2); 
government 
offices—ministries 
of finance, 
agriculture, and 
so on (1, 2); 
CAADP country 
team (1, 2); donor 
offices (1, 2)  

Country 
agricultural 
investment plan 
and M&E 
documents (1, 2); 
government 
offices—
ministries of 
finance, 
agriculture, and 
so on (1, 2, 3); 
CAADP country 
team (1, 2, 3); 
donor offices (1, 
2, 3); ReSAKSS 
monitoring (3) 
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Table A.4 Contiued 

Process, policy, 
or intervention 

Quantitative information  
(indicator and definition) 

Qualitative information Sources of data 

Macro level Disaggregation Macro level Disaggregation Qualitative 
information 

Government 
spending 

      

3. Government 
budget sources 
and spending on 
ARD 

3a. Government 
budget and 
expenditures, 
and (1) total 
amounts; (2) as 
share of GDP; 
(3) by source—
grants vs. loans, 
bilateral vs. 
multilateral, and 
so on 

Share of total agriculture 
expenditure by  
(1) development and 

recurrent expenditure; 
(2) major 

types/functions—
research and 
development, 
extension, farm support, 
irrigation, natural 
resource management, 
marketing 
infrastructure, and so 
on 

(3) agricultural 
subsectors—crops, 
livestock, forestry, 
fisheries  

(4) subnational—region or 
province 

Narrative on 
(1) Timing of ODA 

(grants, loans) and 
reporting requirements 

(2) Coordination of 
government agencies 
in ARD  

(3) Private-sector 
investments in ARD 
(excluding ODA above) 

(4) Spending on nutrition 
services (including 
ODA) 

Government 
offices—ministries 
of finance, 
agriculture, rural 
dev’t, and so on 
(3a, 3b, 3c, 3d); 
CAADP country 
team (3d); 
ReSAKSS 
aggregates (3b, 
3d) 

Government 
offices—ministries 
of finance, 
agriculture, rural 
dev’t, and so on 
(1, 2, 3, 4)  

Government 
offices—
ministries of 
finance, 
agriculture, rural 
dev’t, and so on 
(1, 2, 3, 4); 
CAADP country 
team (2); OECD 
CRS database (1, 
4) 

 3b. Government 
budget and 
expenditures on 
the agricultural 
sector as percent 
of (1) total 
government 
expenditure, (2) 
AgGDP 

3c. Government 
budget and 
expenditures on 
other individual 
sectors (rural 
health, 
education, safety 
nets, and so on) 
as percent of 
total government 
expenditure 

3d. Financing gap in 
NAIP 
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Table A.5 Contiued 

Process, policy, or 
intervention 

Quantitative information (indicator and 
definition) 

Qualitative information Sources of data 

Macro level Disaggregation Macro level Disaggregation Qualitative 
information 

Intermediate results       

4. Economic 
governance 

4a. Macroeconomic 
management: (1) 
deficit to GDP, 
(2) revenue to 
GDP, (3) debt to 
GDP, (4) 
exchange rate, 
(5) inflation rate, 
(6) balance of 
payments, (7) 
real exchange 
rate, (8) general 
price index 

Domestic and export-
import parity prices for 
major (agricultural) 
commodities 

Narratives on M&E or IA 
results of policies and 
programs on economic 
governance 

IMF statistics  
(1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
8); government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus, national 
accounts (1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 7, 8); 
ReSAKSS 
aggregates (1, 2, 
5, 6, 8)  

Government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus, national 
accounts  

Country M&E or 
IA documents; 
government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus, national 
accounts 

5. Agricultural 
performance 

5a. Real (constant 
prices) AgGDP 
growth rate 
(percent) 

5b. Value of total 
agricultural 
exports: (1) as 
percent of 
AgGDP, (2) ratio 
to value of total 
agricultural 
imports  

 

(1) Real agricultural 
growth by subsector 
(crops, livestock, 
forestry, fisheries) and 
major commodities 

 (2) Productivity (output 
per unit input) of major 
commodities 

Narratives on M&E or IA 
results of policies and 
programs on agricultural 
performance 

Government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus, national 
accounts (5a, 5b); 
World Bank (5a); 
FAO (5b); 
ReSAKSS 
aggregates (5a, 
5b) 

Government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus, national 
accounts (1); FAO 
(1, 2); ReSAKSS 
aggregates (1, 2) 

Country M&E or 
IA documents; 
government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus, national 
accounts 

Results       

6. Poverty  6a. Poverty: 
incidence (P0), 
gap (P1), and 
squared gap (P2) 

6b. Inequality: Gini 
coefficient 

6c. Income and 
consumption 
expenditure 

Measures by 
(1) rural/urban; 
(2) gender; 
(3) age and other 

available demographic 
characteristics 

(4) subnational—
region/province, 
district 

Narratives on M&E or IA 
results of policies and 
programs on poverty; 
capacity, frequency, 
quality of household 
expenditure (income) 
surveys 

Government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus (6a, 6b), 
World Bank 
LSMS / 
consumption-
expenditure 
surveys (6a, 6b), 
ReSAKSS 
aggregates (6a) 

Government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus (1, 2, 3, 
4), World Bank 
LSMS / 
consumption-
expenditure 
surveys (1, 2, 3, 
4) 

Country M&E or 
IA documents, 
government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus, LSMS / 
consumption-
expenditure 
surveys 
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Table A.6 Contiued 

Process, policy, 
or intervention 

Quantitative information  
(indicator and definition) 

Qualitative information Sources of data 

Macro level Disaggregation Macro level Disaggregation Qualitative 
information 

Results       

7. Hunger, and 
food and nutrition 
security 

7a. Food availability: 
(1) per capita 
food production, 
(2) food 
production + 
balance of food 
imports and food 
exports + food 
aid + food stock 

7b. Food access: (1) 
food prices, (2) 
per capita food 
consumption 

7c. Food utilization 
and nutrition: 
Percent of (1) 
stunting, (2) 
wasting, and (3) 
underweight in 
children under 
five years old 

7d. Hunger: Global 
Hunger Index 

Measures by 
(1) different food 

commodities 
(2) rural/urban 
(3) gender 
(4) age and other 

available demographic 
characteristics 

(5) subnational—
region/province, 
district 

Narratives on M&E or IA 
results of policies and 
programs on hunger and 
food and nutrition 
security 

Government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus (7a, 7b, 
7c); DHS surveys, 
consumption-
expenditure 
surveys (7a, 7b, 
7c); IFPRI 
Global Hunger 
Index (7d); 
ReSAKSS 
aggregates (7c , 
7d) 

Government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus; DHS 
surveys, 
consumption-
expenditure 
surveys 
 

Country M&E or 
IA documents; 
government 
offices—statistical 
bureaus; DHS 
surveys, 
consumption-
expenditure 
surveys 

Sources:  CAADP M&E minimum core set of indicators (Benin et al. 2010); GDPfRD (2011). 

Notes:  AFSI = L’Aquila Food Security Initiative; AgGDP = agriculture gross domestic product; ARD = agriculture and rural development; CAADP = Comprehensive Africa 

Agriculture Development Programme; CRS = Creditor Reporting System; DHS = Demographic and Health Surveys; HQ = headquarters; IA = impact assessment; IFPRI 

= International Food Policy Research Institute; IMF = International Monetary Fund; JSR = joint sector review; LSMS = Living Standards Measurement Study; M&E = 

monitoring and evaluation; MfDR = managing for development results; MTEF = medium-term expenditure framework; NAIP = National Agricultural Investment 

Program; ODA = official development assistance; OECD = Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development; ReSAKSS = Regional Strategic Analysis and 

Knowledge Support System 

.
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Table A.7 AFSI donors’ ODA disbursements to Ghana for AFF (constant prices, 2011 US$ 

millions), 2002–2011 

Donor 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

All AFSI donors 22.205 30.038 39.207 52.65 51.942 66.680 88.528 125.024 153.130 135.803 

Australia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.007 0.004 

Canada 0.791 1.621 14.875 26.831 27.267 27.450 35.133 37.966 62.926 24.08 

EU 8.549 8.262 3.143 0.029 0.830 1.657 2.087 3.391 3.578 2.419 

France 4.664 3.522 3.172 4.646 5.721 11.165 3.596 5.012 4.150 12.640 

Germany 1.689 5.489 5.222 5.941 7.224 6.505 8.598 8.056 8.239 6.198 

Italy 0 0 0 0 0.014 0.016 0.061 0 0 0.175 

Japan 0 3.157 3.039 2.895 8.149 3.568 9.278 4.660 12.856 3.414 

Netherlands 2.244 0.778 2.470 1.959 1.377 8.987 2.331 0.981 0.070 0.025 

Spain 0 0 0.017 0 0.040 0.048 1.575 6.420 0.695 0.020 

Sweden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

UK 4.268 7.178 7.090 2.305 0.686 4.201 2.285 9.940 0.937 1.842 

US 0 0.031 0.179 8.044 0.634 3.083 23.584 48.598 59.672 84.986 

Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013). 

Notes:  AFF = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; AFSI = L’Aquila Food Security Initiative; EU = European Union; ODA = 

official development assistance; UK = United Kingdom; US = United States. The amounts do not include disbursements 

via multilateral institutions. Russia is not included in the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development 

Creditor Reporting System database.  

Table A.8 AFSI Donors’ ODA disbursements to Ghana for AFF+ (constant prices, 2011 US$ 

millions), 2002–2011 

Donor 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

All AFSI donors 53.989 68.337 61.985 76.725 83.220 96.279 118.393 156.351 157.697 154.047 

Australia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.009 0.004 

Canada 0.791 1.621 14.886 26.831 27.267 27.450 35.133 39.778 63.385 24.283 

EU 8.549 8.262 3.143 0.237 0.967 1.791 2.087 5.944 6.379 4.268 

France 4.664 3.522 3.298 6.546 11.046 17.767 14.146 11.140 4.675 12.759 

Germany 7.295 6.349 5.447 6.174 7.649 6.893 11.507 8.342 8.642 6.391 

Italy 0.580 0 0 0 0.014 0.602 0.061 0 0.023 0.175 

Japan 3.089 7.011 3.412 2.973 8.628 3.639 17.050 16.078 12.900 16.082 

Netherlands 2.441 0.786 2.470 1.959 1.377 10.456 2.331 0.981 0.070 0.025 

Spain 0 0 0.017 0 0.040 0.048 1.575 6.420 0.719 0.040 

Sweden 0 0 0 0 0 0.010 0.009 0.007 0 0.002 

UK 6.097 8.306 7.882 2.652 0.719 5.202 3.655 13.938 1.223 2.855 

USA 20.483 32.480 21.430 29.353 25.513 22.421 30.839 53.723 59.672 87.163 

Source:  Authors’ calculation based on OECD (2013). 

Notes:  AFF+ = agriculture, forestry, and fisheries plus rural development, food security programs, and emergency food aid; 

AFSI = L’Aquila Food Security Initiative; EU = European Union; ODA = official development assistance; UK = United 

Kingdom; US = United States. The amounts do not include disbursements via multilateral institutions. Russia is not 

included in the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development Creditor Reporting System database. 
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Table A.9 List of experts interviewed 

Name Position Organization 

Government 

Mrs. Angela Dannson Head of projects and donor 
desk 

PPMED, MoFA 

Mr. Lambert Abusah Head, M&E PPMED, MoFA 
Mr. Daniel Ohemeng-Boateng  Deputy director (head, budget 

unit) 
PPMED, MoFA 

Dr. Mawuli Gaddah Economist Real Sector Division, MOFEP 
Dr. Alhassan Iddrisu Board member MOFEP 
Mr. Jerry Odotei Deputy director Development Policy Division, NDPC 
Ms. Majorie Aladen Steering Committee member METASIP 
Hon. Ahmed Yakubu Alhassan Member of parliament and 

head of agriculture 
committee 

House of Parliament 

Development partners     
Ms. Janine Cocker First secretary and senior 

development officer 
CIDA 

Ms. Ellen  CIDA 
Mr. Ulac Demirag Country program manager IFAD 
Mr. Jan Nijhoff Senior economist World Bank 
Mr. Fenton Sands Senior food security officer USAID 
Mr. Florent Clair Project officer AFD 
Mr. Mark Kofi Fynn Component manager  GIZ 
Dr. Paul Schuetz Program manager GIZ 

Research   
Dr. Shashi Kolavalli Leader  IFPRI-Ghana Strategy Support Program 
Prof. Daniel Bruce Sarpong Vice dean College of Agriculture and Consumer 

Sciences, University of Ghana 
Dr. Irene Susana Egyir Head of department and 

senior lecturer 
Faculty of Agriculture Economics and 

Agribusiness, College of Agriculture and 
Consumer Sciences, University of Ghana 

Prof. Ramatu Alhassan Professor Faculty of Agriculture Economics and 
Agribusiness, College of Agriculture and 
Consumer Sciences, University of Ghana 

Farmer-based, civil-society, and nongovernmental 
organizations 

 

Ms. Queronica Quarley Quartey Policy advisor and 
FoodSPAN coordinator 

Action Aid Ghana 

Mr. Pascal  General Agricultural Workers’ Union 

Source: Authors’ compilation. 

Notes:  AFD = Agence Française de Développement; CIDA = Canadian International Development Agency; GIZ = Deutsche 

Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit; PPMED = Policy, Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Division; 

IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development; IFPRI = International Food Policy Research Institute; M&E = 

monitoring and evaluation; METASIP = Medium Term Agriculture Sector Investment Plan; MoFA = Ministry of Food 

and Agriculture; MOFEP = Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning; NDPC = National Development Planning 

Commission; USAID = United States Agency for International Development.  
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APPENDIX B:  EXPERT INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 

Overview 

This instrument is intended to fill in any information gaps from reviewing publicly available data and 

documents for assessing progress of AFSI financial and nonfinancial commitments in terms of the 

following: 

1. To what extent have the AFSI donors and partner countries been able to meet their AFSI 

commitments, consistent with implementation of the partner country’s own ARD&FNS strategy? 

2. Is there sufficient evidence that the implementation of AFSI, and the partner country’s own 

ARD&FNS strategy, is being managed for results (that is, adhering to the AFSI and PDAE/AAA 

principles and MfDR framework)? 

3. Without making any attribution, are there any changes in development outcomes that are moving 

in the direction of stated targets? 

The series of questions or information sought after have been broken down into five main parts, as 

follows: 

 Part 1: Awareness and nature of AFSI 

 Part 2: Country ownership and implementation of the ARD&FNS strategy 

 Part 3: Alignment and harmonization  

 Part 4: Managing for development results  

 Part 5: Changes in development outcomes (results) 

 

Basic Interview Information 

Interviewer:   _______________________________________________ 

Interviewee:  _______________________________________________   

Organization affiliation: _______________________________________________ 

Date of interview: _______________________________________________ 
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Part 1: Awareness and Nature of AFSI 

 

1. Are you aware of what AFSI-related principles/commitments are and what they stand for in your 

country? Yes or No (Please explain.) 

 

 

2. How are these linked to your ARD&FNS strategy (for example, timing and sequencing, 

consistency of their objectives, institutional responsibilities, and so on)? 

 

 

3. In your opinion, what is the value addition of AFSI-related principles/commitments (for example, 

to ARD&FNS goals and objectives, resources)? 

 

 

Part 2: Country Ownership and Implementation of ARD&FNS Strategy 

 

4. Who were the major players in developing the strategy? What were their key roles? How 

effective were they? 

 

 

5. What was the level of political leadership or champions (for example, president, ministers, 

permanent secretaries)? 

 

 

6. To what extent were smallholder farmers, especially women, included in the process? How about 

in implementation? 

 

 

7. Was the strategy informed by locally generated analysis? Who were the main authors? What was 

the source of funding? 

 

 

8. How has the strategy been internalized (well understood and applied) by the main implementing 

agencies? 



 

45 

9. Do you agree that the strategy is locally owned? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree Disagree some Neither Agree some Strongly agree 

 

 

10. Do you know what the main priorities of the strategy are?  

 

 

11. How is the budget allocated to the different priorities? (For example: Who decides? Who is 

consulted? Who has influence? Who validates? Who approves?)  

 

 

12. What are the major challenges in implementing the strategy? 

 

 

Part 3: Alignment and Harmonization  

 

13. To what extent are donors aligning to the priorities of the strategy? How has this changed in the 

last five years? (Give examples.) 

 

 

14. Is the alignment helping to improve the government’s budget planning? How? 

 

 

15. To what extent are donors using multilateral institutions or trust funds (harmonization)? How has 

this changed over the last five years? 

 

 

16. To what extent are donors using joint missions or analytical work (coordination)? 

 

 

17. Are there any examples of public-private partnerships supporting the ARD&FNS strategy 

(especially for research and development)?  
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Part 4: Managing for Results  

 

18. What are the mechanisms in place for review and mutual accountability (for example, JSR, 

ASWG, others)?  

 

 

19. Who are the participants? How often do they meet? How effective are they and why? Any 

challenges? 

Group Frequency of 

meetings (number per 

year) 

Most active 

participating 

groups 

Effectiveness 

(explain) 

Major challenges 

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

20. Regarding the M&E system for data collection, analysis, and reporting: Who is responsible? 

What are the key products? How effective is the system in terms of availability, timeliness, and 

usefulness of the products? What are the major challenges (capacity)? 

 Who is 

responsible? 

What are the key 

products? 

Effectiveness and challenges 

Data collection  

 

  

Analysis & 

reporting 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  



 

47 

Part 5: Changes in Development Outcomes (Results) 

 

21. How do you feel the general well-being and food security situation in the country has changed in 

the last five years? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Worsened a lot Worsened a little Not changed Improved a little Improved a lot 

Please explain (including how the impacts have been distributed across different groups of 

society, and so on): 

 

 

22. Which polices and programs, in the last five years, do you think have had the largest impact on 

the following outcomes?  

Outcome Polices or programs Explanation 

a. Raising agricultural 

productivity 

  

b. Increasing 

household incomes 

  

c. Increasing food and 

nutrition security 

  

d. Reducing mass 

poverty 
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