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ABSTRACT 
This paper undertakes a two-pronged investigation of agricultural public investments in Mozambique. Firstly, it 
estimates the public resources required in the agricultural sector—both in magnitude and in type or 
composition—in order for the country to sustainably meet its own development goals as established in the 
context of the CAADP framework. Secondly, by situating the existing literature within a conceptual framework, it 
explores what are the driving factors behind the amount of public funds allocated to and for agriculture and the 
differential attention that different types of public investments receive in resource allocation decisionmaking. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The agricultural sector plays a crucial role in Mozambique’s economy and for the welfare of its people (MINAG 2011). As a 
member of the community of African countries, Mozambique has committed itself to spurring growth and development in the 
sector through the continent’s currently central initiative for agriculture, the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development 
Programme (CAADP). A little less than a decade ago, the African Union and the New Partnership for Africa’s Development 
(NEPAD) convened in Maputo and launched CAADP with the objective of accelerating agricultural growth in the continent. In 
connection to this, with the aim of achieving at least 6 percent annual growth in the agricultural sector, heads of state of 
Africa agreed and signed on to commit 10 percent of their national budget to the development of the sector—the Maputo 
Declaration; specifically to the four thematic pillars, namely sustainable land and water management, rural infrastructure and 
market access, food security, and agricultural research (AU/NEPAD, 2003). The key elements of CAADP reflect the general 
NEPAD principles that are believed to add value to countries’ economic development processes including changing the 
quality of policy development and implementation, building of partnerships, dialogue, peer review and mutual accountability 
at all levels, and exploitation of regional complementarities. 

Mozambique is, at the time of this writing, at the cusp of finalising its CAADP National Agricultural Investment Plan (or 
Programa Nacional de Investimento do Sector Agrário (PNISA)), and thus soon slated to embark on orienting its agricultural 
public investments in line with CAADP’s process and CAADP goals. The PNISA is based on the recently launched Strategic 
Plan for Agricultural Development (PEDSA), which lays out the country’s vision of transforming the agricultural sector from a 
predominantly subsistence farming industry to a competitive and sustainable sector that would contribute to food security 
and raise incomes of rural households (MINAG, 2011). The PEDSA establishes a target of 7 percent agricultural growth rate 
per year, a percentage point higher than the called-for commitment under CAADP. One of the major challenges that the 
investment planning team potentially faces is assessing the amount and types of investments that will be needed to bring 
about the desired changes, particularly to achieve the 7 percent agricultural growth rate each year. The main objective of the 
first part of this paper is, thus, to estimate public agricultural investments required to bring about and sustain a 7 percent 
agricultural growth rate each year over the next ten years in Mozambique. The estimation is done with simulations using 
values of parameters based on a literature review of agricultural growth decomposition and public spending-growth 
elasticities. 

In light of the fact that public investments in agriculture in Mozambique can have profound effects on productivity in the 
sector, it is also important to understand what the factors are that drive decisions on these public investments. Ample 
examples across Africa suggest that there is underinvestment in the sector. In turn, investments that have consistently 
shown to have only limited contribution to improving rural incomes and welfare can tend nevertheless to persist. These 
phenomena in Africa and beyond suggest that the question of the determining forces of the magnitude and composition of 
agricultural public investments needs to be examined head-on. 

Motivated by this, the second part of the paper is concerned with the factors that would drive choices about public 
resource allocation to the agricultural sector in Mozambique. For this, we use a framework of drivers of public investment 
decisions including: (i) the budget process, (ii) characteristics of publicly-provided goods and services, and (iii) incentives, 
influences and constraints of public and private actors. The existing empirical evidence on influences on agricultural public 
investments in Mozambique is then situated within this framework. This approach can also be usefully employed to reflect on 
the extent to which and the form in which CAADP may have a bearing on such public support to the sector in the country. 
While this is a question worthy of proper study in its own right, some thoughts on this will be proposed here, after introducing 
what has been done on this and related questions in other African countries.
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PUBLIC AGRICULTURAL INVESTMENTS REQUIRED TO SUSTAIN HIGH 
AGRICULTURAL GROWTH PERFORMANCE IN MOZAMBIQUE 
The core empirical investigation of this paper is the identification of the agricultural public investment requirements for 
Mozambique to meet its development goals in a sustainable manner. Prior to presenting results on this, first we lay the 
analytical groundwork, by describing what is meant here by sustainable and less sustainable agricultural productivity growth, 
and by interpreting Mozambique’s policy goals under alternative scenarios of estimates of the sector’s recent past growth 
rates. This is followed by a description of the technical approach used in undertaking the estimation of the agricultural 
investment requirements to meet these goals. The results under different assumptions about past growth rates, growth 
substitutions, and investment-output elasticities are then discussed. 

Laying the Analytical Groundwork: Agricultural Investments, Performance, and 
Policy Goals 
Agricultural sector performance in Mozambique in the last decade has been impressive. Recent data show that between 
2000 and 2011 agricultural value-added grew at an average rate of 8.4 percent per year (World Bank, 2012). Because this 
performance surpasses the Africa-wide CAADP target of achieving 6 percent annual average growth rate, it gives the 
impression that continuing business-as-usual may be desirable. A key question then is whether the high overall agricultural 
sector performance is sustainable. The evidence suggests that it is unlikely to be sustainable. Agricultural growth in 
Mozambique has been driven largely by factor (particularly land) expansion, with very little or no technical change. Basically, 
all of total factor productivity (TFP) growth is characterised by improvements in the efficiency of factor use only (see Figure 
1). The evidence suggests that policies and public spending have promoted rapid expansion of agricultural land area. While 
this is not a bad thing (and has been necessitated by the return of a large rural population to agriculture from around 1993 
onwards following the civil war), the limits to area expansion threaten this path of agricultural growth. 

Figure 1. Sources of agricultural sector growth (%), 1961-2010 

 

Source: Authors’ illustration based on Nin Pratt (2012). 

Furthermore, results of the TFP analysis and other evidence suggest that the high performance of recent years may be 
overestimated (see e.g. Pauw et al., 2012). Based on the TIA data for example, Cunguara and Kelly (2009) show that land 
and labour productivity have stagnated or declined over time, which is reflected by the low use of productivity-enhancing 
services and technologies including improved seeds, fertilisers and irrigation. The proportion of agricultural households with 
access to or using these services and technologies is less than 15 percent, and this share has stagnated or declined over 
time (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Access to services and use of technologies (% of households), 2002-2008  

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on TIA data. 

Thus, although greater access to public services and use of technologies have contributed to higher productivity and 
greater outcomes (e.g. food security) among households using them (see Figures 3 and 4), the proportion of household 
farms using these public services and technologies has remained too low over time (Figure 2) to bring about any technical 
change and significant long-term growth. Because of all this, Pauw et al. (2012) estimate the recent past growth rate to be 
3.4 percent per year, which is much lower than the 8.4 percent mentioned above. 

Figure 3. Average maize output (kg) per capita, by access to services and use of technologies 

 

Source: Cunguara and Kelly (2009) 

Figure 4. Average number of months of surplus production of staple crops in 2005-2008, by access to services and use 
of technologies 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on TIA data.
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These trends and the suggested lower agricultural growth rate are also reflected in the amount and composition of 
public agricultural spending over time. For example, although public agricultural expenditure (PAE) has increased rapidly 
over time at about 12.2 percent per year in constant prices (Figure 5A), the bulk of the expenditure, about 75 percent, is on 
salaries and other transfers including institutional support. Spending on agricultural research and development (AgR&D), 
support to farmers, and provision of other agricultural services together accounted for only about 25 percent of total 
agricultural expenditures. These trends represent sub-standard performance when evaluated against Africa-wide 
benchmarks—the CAADP 10 percent agriculture and the NEPAD AgR&D 1 percent spending intensities. Between 2001 and 
2011, the share of PAE in total public expenditure was about 5.3 percent per year, while the share of AgR&D expenditure in 
total agricultural value-added was about 0.6 percent per year. 

Figure 5. Public agricultural expenditure by type, 2001-2011 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations and illustration based on agricultural public expenditure review (World Bank, 2011a) and CGE data (MF, 2012). 

Analytical and Estimation Approach 
Because of the uncertainty concerning actual agricultural growth performance in Mozambique in recent years, information on 
which is very important for establishing a baseline to assess likely performance in the future, we take a few different 
approaches to achieve the objective of the study. In the first instance, we assume that recent past (2000-11) annual average 
growth rate has indeed been 8.4 percent based on World Bank (2012) and use it as the starting point. Then, the critical issue 
here is sustaining the high growth rate by changing over time the source of agricultural productivity and growth from one 
dominated by area expansion and allocative efficiency to one that derives more from technical change. The investments 
required to bring about this change are estimated. 

In the second instance, we assume a much lower starting point of 3.4 percent based on Pauw et al. (2012). Then, the 
objective would be to raise the growth rate to 7 percent by 2022 while changing over time the source of agricultural 
productivity and growth as described above. The investments required to do these are estimated. These two alternative 
agricultural growth rate scenarios, both of which rely on accelerating the technical frontier, are illustrated in Figure 6. 
Accelerating the technical frontier is essential to compensate for the rapid growth in the rural population size in order to 
improve rural incomes to consequently meet other development objectives stated in the PEDSA. 

In the estimation, we use the approach developed by Benin, Fan and Johnson (2012). The main information required to 
use the approach is the elasticity of agricultural output with respect to different types of public investment (or, different 
investment–growth elasticities),1 because the effect of diverse kinds of public investment is not neutral. We categorise these 
into three according to the sources of growth: (i) public investments that cause factor expansion and greater use of inputs by 
farmers, (ii) public investments that bring about improvement in the efficiency of use of factors and inputs in the production 
process, and (iii) public investments that bring about technical change. Then we determine the required costs to raise 
agricultural output by one percentage point via each of the three types of investment.

                                                           
1 Elasticity is a unitless concept. As used here, it measures the percentage change in output with respect to a one percent change in investment. 
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Figure 6. Illustrative alternative agricultural growth rate scenarios and sources of growth, 2012-2022 

 

Source: Authors’ illustration. 

Estimating these investment–growth elasticities requires advanced econometric methods and a rich panel dataset on 
different types of investments and related output and outcome indicators (see Benin, Mogues and Fan, 2012), which is not 
feasible in the case of Mozambique because of data constraints. Therefore, we use parameters estimated by others on 
Mozambique’s agricultural sector as well as those estimated for other countries as the basis for assessing the public 
investment requirements for Mozambique; using a range of values of the parameters to capture different scenarios of the 
main assumptions so as to generate greater confidence in results. Table 1 gives details on the assumptions and values of 
the parameters used and their sources, and clarifies how we use information obtained from the literature to designate the 
parameter values associated with the three investment areas and sources of growth. Information related to use of factors 
(e.g. land, labour, machinery, animal traction) and inputs and technologies (improved seed, fertilisers, pesticides, etc.) are 
used to form the parameter values associated with ‘factors and inputs’. Information related to husbandry practices (e.g. use 
of row planting, irrigation) are used to form the parameter values associated with efficiency of use of factors and inputs, while 
those related to research and extension are used to form the parameter values associated with technical change. 

For example, a scenario with a low value of substitution of source of growth and a high investment-growth elasticity (or 
high efficiency of spending) will give a relatively lower investment requirement compared to a scenario with a high value of 
substitution of source of growth and a low investment-growth elasticity (or low efficiency of spending). We simulate 
investment requirements for different scenarios of combinations of the low and high values of the parameters. First, we 
estimate a baseline scenario, where we assume that PAE continues to grow according to the baseline values stated in 
Table 1. In addition, other factors, including non-agricultural expenditure and its effect on agricultural growth, interaction 
effects among different types of public spending, crowding-in or -out effects of public on private spending, and non-
expenditure factors affecting agricultural growth, remain unchanged. An implicit assumption is that the capacity of 
implementing agents expands appropriately to absorb the increase in public investment. This set of assumptions is 
maintained in all the scenarios. The simulations are done over eleven years from 2012 to 2022, with 2012 as the base year. 

Results on Investment Requirements under Alternative Scenarios 
We present the results under the two main sub-objectives. In the first case we assume that the agricultural growth rate is 
already high at 8.4 percent per year and what is needed is maintaining it by substituting the source of growth from one 
dominated by area expansion and allocative efficiency to one that derives more from technical change. The second case is 
one in which the growth rate would need to be raised from 3.4 percent in 2012 to 7 percent by 2022, while also changing 
over time the source of agricultural growth. Detailed results are shown in Table 2. 

Required investments to sustain the agricultural growth rate at 8.4 percent per year until 2022: First, under the baseline 
scenario, the cumulative total PAE amounts to 90.9 billion Meticais in 2013-22 (or 9.1 billion Meticais per year on average), 
with the bulk going to general expenditures (42.1 percent) followed by investments supporting factor expansion and input 
use (30.9 percent), technical change (21 percent) and efficiency in the use of factors and inputs (6 percent). Under the 
scenarios to maintain the high agricultural growth rate of 8.4 percent per year, this requires an associated growth in total 
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PAE from the baseline value of 15.4 to 17.2–19.2 percent per year under the different values of substitution of growth 
sources and investment–growth elasticities. This required increase in total PAE will need to come about through faster-
growing allocation to investments for technical change and investments for efficiency improvements compared to their 
baseline growth rates (see fourth and fifth rows of the estimates in Table 2). The cumulative total PAE required amounts to 
107.4–127.9 billion Meticais (or 10.7–12.8 billion Meticais per year on average), which is about 18–41 percent more than the 
baseline amount. The shares allocated to the different types of investments are also different from the baseline shares, with 
roughly equal amounts to going to general expenditures (30–36 percent), factor expansion and input use (25–31 percent), 
and technical change (28–37 percent). 

Table 1. Values of parameters used in public investment scenarios 
 Baseline 

value 
Low 

value 
High 
value 

Remarks and sources of information 

Amount of PAE in base year, by source of growth 
(billion Meticais, 2003 prices) 

2.86 - - 
Based on 2009-11 annual average 
agricultural expenditure (General State 
Account (CGE)) and annual average 
functional allocation of MINAG expenditures 
(World Bank, 2011a) 

General 2.14 - - 
Factors and inputs 0.18 - - 
TFP-efficiency 0.21 -  
TFP-technical change 0.32 - - 

Annual average growth rate of PAE in base year, 
by source of growth (%) 

15.42 - - 

Based on the 2001-07 agricultural 
expenditure and functional allocation of 
MINAG expenditures (World Bank, 2011a) 

General 10.33 - - 
Factors and inputs 48.18 - - 
TFP-efficiency 16.40 - - 
TFP-technical change 31.46 - - 

Substitution of growth due to factors and inputs 
with growth due to TFP (percentage points) 

- 0.10 0.30 
Based on annual average decrease in 
agricultural growth from factors and input 
use (Nin Pratt, 2012) 

Reduction in growth due to factors and inputs - -0.10 0.30 
Increase in growth due to efficiency - 0.03 0.10 
Increase in growth due to technical change - 0.07 0.20 

Investment-growth elasticity, by source of growth -   Based on determinants (use of inputs and 
access to services) of maize productivity and 
crop income for Mozambique (World Bank, 
2006, Cunguara and Kelly, 2009, and 
Mather, 2009). Values obtained from the 
studies are thee multiplied by assumed 
elasticity of access to services and 
technology of 0.25 (low value) and 0.75 
(high value) to get the elasticities. 

General - 0.00 0.01 
Factors and inputs - 0.11 0.33 
TFP-efficiency - 0.03 0.20 
TFP-technical change - 0.02 0.14 

Initial increase in PAE in 2013, by source of 
growth 

-   
Based on difference in percent of 
households with access to services and using 
technologies now compared highest ever 
reached in 2002-08 (TIA data). Value for 
technical change is based on NEPAD 
benchmark of 1% AgR&D spending intensity 

General (% of expenditure in base year) - 0 0 
Factors and inputs (% of expenditure in base 

year) 
- 25 50 

TFP-efficiency (% of expenditure in base year) - 25 50 
TFP-technical change (% of agricultural output) - 1 1 

Source: Authors’ model specification and assumptions based on literature review of public spending, elasticities, and agricultural growth decomposition. 

Required investments to sustainably raise agricultural growth rate from 3.4 to 7 percent by 2022: The investment 
requirements under the second set of scenarios to raise the agricultural growth rate from 3.4 percent in 2012 to 7.0 by 2022 
are relatively higher, which is not surprising. Compared to the baseline annual average growth rate of 15.4, total PAE needs 
to grow at an estimated 17.5–20.9 percent per year under the different values of substitution of growth sources and 
investment–growth elasticities (see Table 2). The cumulative total PAE required amounts to 111.5–156.3 billion Meticais (or 
11.0–15.6 billion Meticais per year on average), which is about 21–65 percent more than the baseline amount. The share 
allocated to investments for technical change are now much larger (29–46 percent) compared to shares for general activities 
(24–34 percent), factor expansion and input use (21–29 percent), and efficiency (7–8 percent). 
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Table 2. Estimated government agricultural spending required to achieve performance goals, 2012–2022 
   Maintain high growth rate of 8.4 %  Raise growth rate from 3.4 % – 7 % 
   Low substitution High substitution  Low substitution High substitution 
 Baseline 

scenario 
 High 

elasticity 
Low 

elasticity 
High 

elasticity 
Low 

elasticity 
 High 

elasticity 
Low 

elasticity 
High 

elasticity 
Low 

elasticity 
Growth rate (%)            

Total 15.4  17.2 18.1 17.4 19.2  17.5 19.9 17.6 20.9 
General 10.3  10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3  10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 
Factors 48.2  47.9 47.3 47.3 45.4  48.1 47.8 47.5 46.0 
TFP-efficiency 16.4  16.6 17.6 16.9 20.0  17.2 22.0 17.5 24.5 
TFP-technical change 31.5  31.9 34.4 32.9 40.3  33.2 42.5 34.1 48.4 

Amount (billion Meticais, 2003 prices)         
Cumulative            

Total 90.9  107.4 117.0 108.1 127.9  111.5 138.6 112.5 156.3 
General 38.3  38.3 38.3 38.3 38.3  38.3 38.3 38.3 38.3 
Factors 28.1  32.3 35.8 31.3 32.5  32.6 36.9 31.6 33.5 
TFP-efficiency  5.4  6.7 8.3 6.8 9.5  8.6 10.6 9.0 12.1 
TFP-technical change 19.1  30.2 34.6 31.7 47.6  32.0 52.9 33.7 72.4 

Annual average            
Total 9.1  10.7 11.7 10.8 12.8  11.0 13.9 11.1 15.6 

General 3.8  3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8  3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 
Factors 2.8  3.2 3.6 3.1 3.2  3.3 3.7 3.2 3.3 
TFP-efficiency 0.5  0.7 0.8 0.7 0.9  0.7 1.1 0.7 1.2 
TFP-technical change 1.9  3.0 3.5 3.2 4.8  3.2 5.3 3.4 7.2 

Share in amount (%)         
Total 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

General 42.1  35.7 32.8 35.4 30.0  34.4 27.6 34.0 24.5 
Factors 30.9  30.1 30.6 28.9 25.4  29.3 26.6 28.1 21.4 
TFP-efficiency 6.0  6.2 7.1 6.3 7.4  7.7 7.6 8.0 7.7 
TFP-technical change 21.0  28.1 29.5 29.4 37.2  28.7 38.1 29.9 46.3 

Source: Authors’ investment analysis results based on their model specification and literature review of public spending, elasticities, and economic growth, both in agriculture and in the broader 
economy. While agriculture is a dominant economic activity in Mozambique and a majority of the population lives in rural areas, both rural and urban sectors need to be included in this framework in 
order to understand the economywide impact of agricultural growth.
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THE DRIVERS OF PUBLIC INVESTMENTS IN AGRICULTURE IN MOZAMBIQUE 
The previous sections identified the public agricultural investments required for Mozambique to reach its goals as laid out in 
the country’s agricultural strategy, PEDSA, and to do so in a manner that these goals can in fact be met in a sustainable 
fashion. But this still leaves the question open: How can these levels and types of PAE be undertaken? More specifically, 
what do we know about what drives decisionmaking on resource allocation to the sector, and what can we learn from this 
about what are possible enabling and possible inhibiting factors for policymakers to undertake these needed public 
agricultural investments? 

The second part of this study is concerned with this set of questions. First, a conceptual framework of the driving forces 
behind the magnitude and composition of public funds allocated in and for the sector is presented. This is then used to 
interpret the public resource allocation process and public spending decisions in Mozambique based on the existing 
literature and evidence in the Mozambican context. With the CAADP process now a central element in agricultural 
investment decisionmaking in Mozambique, we also draw lessons learned from other countries’ experiences in how the 
CAADP process influenced public expenditures for agriculture. 

Conceptual Framework on the Determinants of Public Investment Decisions 
This discussion builds on a conceptual framework by Mogues (2012), which structures the different influencing factors on 
public investment decisionmaking and reviews the theoretical literature and empirical evidence on these factors. The 
framework is illustrated in the diagram shown in Figure 7. There are four core dimensions along which the drivers of 
agricultural public investments are organised. 

Figure 7. Public expenditure decisionmaking and the factors influencing such decisions 

 

Source: Adapted from Mogues (2012). 

Firstly, the most direct, but not always most complete, way in which the resource allocation process can be understood 
is by an examination of the formal process through which planning, budgeting, execution, and monitoring for public 
agricultural sector interventions takes place. This is represented by the left box in Figure 7. Understanding this formal 
process, while certainly an important start, will only provide partial insights on the key question at hand, both because the 
actual process of planning, budgeting, execution and reporting often diverges from actual processes in many countries (see 
Mogues (2012) for more detailed discussion on this), but also because the description of the stages and steps of writing 
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planning documents, drafting budget proposals, etc. leave unanswered how the content of the planning documents in fact 
come about, and what forces drive negotiations on budgets. 

The second dimension (on the right of Figure 7) focuses on how features of different types of agricultural public 
services, subsidies, infrastructure and goods will influence whether and to what extent resources will be allocated to creating 
them. This examination, as that of the other dimensions, takes a political economy angle in seeking to understand how 
investments’ characteristics—such as the time lag with which investments will show benefits, and the visibility of these 
investments—interface with policymakers’ opportunities to be associated with the fruits of the investments and thus get credit 
for their creation. 

A third dimension in the process begins to fill some of these gaps left in the examination of the budget process. This 
dimension is concerned with the roles, incentives, interests and constraints of key actors such as policymakers, donors, 
bureaucrats, small farmers, agricultural industry, etc. (bottom part of Figure 7). This of course is an expansive topic, given 
the multiplicity of key actors, and the complexity of their incentives and scope for action. Therefore, both the underlying 
conceptual review study (Mogues, 2012) as well as the empirical exploration of the case of Mozambique that this paper 
provides can only offer an initial look at this important dimension. 

The final dimension in the framework, represented as an encompassing environment in Figure 7, is described as the 
ways that the overall political and economic governance of a country affects decisions on how, and how much, to invest in 
the country’s agriculture. As seen in the review paper by Mogues (2012), a lot of the empirical work addressing this question 
must, of necessity, draw on several countries in cross-country analyses. Therefore, this dimension will not be explored in this 
paper, which has as its sole focus Mozambique. 

We subsequently examine within the Mozambican context the three elements of public expenditure decisionmaking—
the formal budget process; the characteristics of the agricultural investments; and the roles, incentives, interests and 
constraints of key actors—by organising the existing literature on Mozambique within this framework and interpreting this 
literature’s results in this light. 

The Budget Process and its Influence on Agricultural Investments 
We first reflect on the planning and budgeting process in Mozambique (related to the left box in the framework depicted in 
Figure 7) in both its de jure and de facto forms, and consider its influence on public resource allocation to agriculture. 

FORMAL PLANNING AND BUDGETING PROCESS 

Figure 8 below provides a simplified diagrammatic illustration of the formal planning and budget process in Mozambique. 
The upper half of the illustration represents that part of the process that reflects planning, budgeting, and reporting at the 
national, cross-sectoral level. The bottom half shows the equivalent procedures in the agricultural sector. The left part of the 
diagram (in the oval shape) captures the subnational elements of the planning and budgeting process, both the cross-
sectoral and the agriculture-sector-specific dimensions. 

At the higher level of the formal planning process, there is an overarching guiding framework that lays out the strategies 
for development, as a whole (upper part of diagram) or in the agricultural sector (lower part). At the cross-sectoral level, 
these are the government’s five-year plan, the PQG, and the poverty reduction strategy paper, PARPA, both covering close 
to the same five-year time period. For agriculture, the guiding framework is the PEDSA, which has a longer, ten-year 
timeframe. These broad multi-year strategy documents are to guide shorter-term and more specific activity plans, such as 
the PES at the cross-sectoral level and PAAO in agriculture. The PAAO receives inputs from activities proposed by district 
and provincial agricultural offices, and in turn is meant to feed into the development of the cross-sectoral PES. (Table 3 
summarises the key documents of the planning and budgeting process, and classifies them, analogous to Figure 8, into 
cross-sectoral and agriculture-sector-specific documents; and Figure 9 highlights the time dimension to which selected key 
strategy and budgeting documents apply.) 
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Figure 8. The planning and budget process in Mozambique 

  
 

Source: Authors’ compilation. 
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In this formal structure, the budgeting process is intended to be closely co-ordinated with the planning process. The 
Ministry of Agriculture submits the annual sectoral budget proposal to the Ministry of Finance. One of the manifestations of 
the planning-budgeting co-ordination is supposed to be reflected, for example, in the way that the overall magnitude of the 
proposed budget is informed by the PAAO, and the PAAO is to detail what outputs and outcomes are to be achieved with the 
proposed budget. On the basis of the agricultural (and other sectors’) budget proposals, the Ministry of Finance develops an 
aggregate budget (OE). Analogous to the sectoral level, at the cross-sectoral level the PES is supposed to be well 
synchronised with the overall government budget, the OE. The OE determines what the Ministry of Agriculture’s 
approvedbudget will be. From here, execution of the agricultural budget proceeds in each spending unit on the basis of so-
called expenditure tables, which show the authorised levels of expenditures. 

This then represents a highly simplified description of how the formal planning and budgeting process leads to the 
realisation of agricultural expenditures, as shown in the star shape in Figure 8. It is already apparent, as mentioned earlier, 
that such a description, even if it were more detailed, does not satisfy. It leaves crucial questions open on how, for example, 
the priorities in the PEDSA get determined; whether in fact these priorities ever find themselves properly reflected in 
expenditures, and if not why not; what forces actually determine the budget ceiling for agricultural ministries and agencies; 
and so forth. As a start, then, it is important to consider how the actual budget and planning process may diverge from its 
formal structure. The next section touches upon this issue, while not exhaustively discussing it (as this may be a research 
undertaking in its own right). 

Table 3. Key documents and reports in the agricultural planning and budgeting process 

 Document Description Instrument Time frame Lead agency 

N
ot

 sp
ec

ifi
c 

to
 a

gr
ic

ul
tu

re
 

PARPA I PRSP  Planning 5 years  
(2001-05) 

MPD 

PARPA II PRSP  Planning 4 years  
(2006-09) 

MPD 

PARPA III PRSP  Planning 6 years  
(2011-16) 

MPD 

PQG Government 5-year plan  
(drawn from ruling party’s platform) 

Planning 5 years  
(2010-14) 

Government/ 
Ruling party 

CFMP MTFF (yearly rolling) Planning 3 years MPD 
PES Economic & social plan Planning 1 year MPD 
PAF Performance assessment framework Planning 1 year* GBS donors 
OE National budget Budgeting 1 year MF 
BdPES Report on PES execution Reporting 1 year MPD 
CGE Financial report  Reporting 1 year MF 
TA report Report by the Auditor General Reporting 1 year TA 
REOE Budget execution report Reporting ¼ year MF 
JR Joint review on budget support Monitoring 1 year GBS donors 
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ec
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c 
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PEDSA Strategy document  
(in alignment with CAADP) 

Planning 10 years  
(2011-20) 

MINAG 

PNISA Investment Plan  
(for implementation of PEDSA) 

Budgeting 5 years  
(2013-17) 

MINAG 

PAPA Strategy document  
(to face the food price crisis) 

Planning 3 years  
(2008-11) 

MINAG 

ProAgri II Strategy document  
(for sector budget support) 

Planning 8 years  
(2006-11) 

MINAG 

ProAgri I Strategy document  
(for sector budget support) 

Planning 6 years  
(1998-06) 

MINAG 

PAAO Agricultural activity plan Planning 1 year MINAG 
PTAO Agricultural activity plan Planning ¼ year MINAG 
APAR Performance report Reporting 1 year MINAG 
FMR Financial management report  Reporting ¼ year MINAG 
JR ag Review of agricultural sector Monitoring 1 year GBS donors 

Source: Authors’ compilation. 
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Figure 9. Timeline of main cross-sectoral and agriculture-specific strategies 

 

Source: Authors’ compilation. 

DE FACTO DYNAMICS IN THE PLANNING AND BUDGETING PROCESS AND ITS INFLUENCE ON 
INVESTMENT DECISIONS 

The diagram in Figure 8 reveals, but probably does not do full justice to, the complexity that underlies the vertical and 
horizontal governmental structure of Mozambique. The multiplicity of layers and cross-links in the planning and budgeting 
process—between higher and lower tiers of government, between sectoral and cross-sectoral agencies, and the matrix 
relationship that these two dimensions represent--has implications for the smooth functioning of the process as well as for 
the de facto influence of the various layers on final resource allocations in the sector. An example of how both functionality of 
process and influence of components within the process can be compromised in the complex institutional landscape can be 
seen in the case of the district agricultural activity plans. Despite the intention for the planning process to be well co-
ordinated with the budgeting process, this co-ordination has often not taken place as intended. For example, PAAOs had 
been treated as a “wish-list” for various agencies and subnational units for agriculture, the sum total of which would far 
exceed what ultimately becomes the available budget. Even if the expressed activities were all needed and relevant to the 
responsibilities of these agencies and offices, the lack of correspondence between the PAAO and the total approved budget 
compromises the PAAO’s relevance in influencing expenditure allocations within the sector (World Bank, 2011a). 

There also remains some tension between the way that planning and budgeting systems operated in the past, versus in 
more recent years. Prior to 2006, the vertical co-ordination of planning tools proceeded generally speaking at a sectoral 
level. The Ministry of Agriculture, for example, had a relatively strong role in co-ordinating the inputs of the agricultural 
directorates at the district and province levels. After 2006, there was a shift of vertical co-ordination toward the central (as 
opposed to line, or sectoral) ministries. For example, the national Ministry of Planning and Development (MPD) would 
provide ceilings to its provincial analogues, the provincial directorates for planning and finance. These ceilings cover the 
entire province’s budget, including all sectoral activities such as agriculture, health, education, etc. Within the matrix system 
of dual subordination (Hodges and Tibana, 2004)—whereby a local sectoral agency is subordinate both to the higher-tier 
sectoral agency, as well as to the local cross-sectoral leadership—this shift after 2006 then represents a strengthening of the 
role of local cross-sectoral bodies and a weakening of the role of national sectoral ministries. For any given sector, like 
agriculture, this also corresponds to a potential shift of some weight away from national agricultural priorities and toward 
local priorities in decisionmaking about the allocation of public resources. 

As with the agriculture-specific plan, the cross-sectoral plan’s relevance for ultimate resource allocation in the 
agricultural sector is also compromised in the de facto planning and budgeting process—albeit for different reasons. The 
information concerning agriculture captured in the PES is usually not sufficiently focused on activities that specific public 
agencies and institutions that are (to be) funded by the budget plan to undertake. Rather, the agriculture section of the PES 
concerns itself with activities of typically private agents—farmers, processors, etc.—that are not “public spending units” in the 
sense described earlier (World Bank, 2011a). By providing an overview and forecasts of agricultural production in the 
country, for example, its pertinence as a direct planning tool for the spending units of the government and as budgeting input 
for the Ministry of Finance is highly limited. 



 

13 
 

These few examples illustrate that any reference to the planning, budgeting and execution process in order to 
understand the forces that shape public expenditures in agriculture should not give short shrift to the way this process plays 
out in actuality—even if it may take more effort to discern the de facto budget process than the task of mapping out the 
formal process. The examples given here—shift of powers between horizontal and vertical processes; weaknesses in 
planning documents on capturing agricultural sector related information rendering the part of the process less relevant that 
these documents represent; and local plans sidelined in their importance by their efforts to maximise access to funds—are 
only a few of many. More detailed work is warranted on the most salient elements of the budget process and their actual 
impact on realised agricultural investments. 

How do the Characteristics of Public Goods Affect the Resources Allocated to 
Creating Them? 
As explained in the general framework (see right-hand box within Figure 7), the decision by policymakers on whether and to 
what extent to invest in a given public good, service or infrastructure can be influenced by the characteristics of these goods 
themselves. 

ABILITY TO ATTRIBUTE AGRICULTURAL PUBLIC INVESTMENTS TO PUBLIC DECISIONMAKERS’ 
EFFORTS 

In this respect, one of the important features of goods and infrastructure is the extent to which public expenditures incurred in 
creating them can in fact be attributed to the policymakers who are responsible for these investments. Such attribution 
matters to policymakers because the success with which they can rally citizens’ support depends on the citizens’ perception 
of politicians’ performance in service provision and public goods delivery. This perception, in turn, is driven not only by actual 
performance along this metric, but also by citizens’ knowledge about the actual links between the goods and services on the 
one hand, and politicians’ efforts and decisions on the other. Considering different services that government actors are 
responsible for, some types of these services are more easily traceable to the public officials’ efforts than are other types of 
services. Thus, officials may be more inclined to give greater attention and allocate more resources to services and 
investments that are more easily traceable to their efforts, than they would to services and investments that are harder for 
citizens to attribute to their efforts. 

The empirical literature on agricultural investments in Mozambique does not examine head-on the question of how 
attributability affects investments. However, there are some suggestive features in the existing literature concerning the ways 
that attributability affects policy decisions in resource allocation in and for agriculture. World Bank (2011a) makes a 
distinction between, on the one hand, ‘core functions’ of the state in agriculture, and on the other hand ‘promotional 
activities’. Core functions here refer to activities that have a clear rationale for public sector involvement, based on the public-
goods character and the existence of positive externalities in providing these goods or services. Examples offered are 
investments in agricultural research, extension, disease control, and the establishment of appropriate regulation of private 
activity including setting quality standards for certified seeds. On the other hand, promotional activities are defined as those 
with limited or no public-goods characteristics and externalities, and those that the private sector could alternatively carry out 
given the appropriate enabling environment for private agents. These include the distribution of subsidised agricultural inputs 
and credit, and direct state involvement in productive activities such as running agricultural processing and storage facilities. 

This distinction includes the assessment that promotional activities are time-bound interventions, the impact of which 
are particular and can be monitored, and the results of which are visible in the short term. In contrast, core functions are 
generally ongoing, routine activities, the results of which may be medium- to longer-term and thus less attributable to actions 
on the part of policymakers. As such, the above mentioned report suggests that promotional activities lend themselves more 
than do core functions to deployment for gaining political credit, given their more pronounced visibility and attributability, 
although their societal contribution to agricultural development may be more limited. Indeed, the study finds that there is 
underinvestment in core functions, in favour of higher spending prioritisation of promotional activities in the agricultural 
budget in Mozambique. 

This assessment has also been made at earlier times, such as in a report of a joint review of development co-operation 
between the government of Mozambique and the European Commission (EC, 2006). That report concluded that during the 
year of examination none of the four indicators of the delivery of agricultural core services (access to extension, total number 
of farms with vaccinations carried out, area benefited from irrigation systems built and/or rehabilitated with public funds, and 
percentage of land applications processed) had reached the target. Some of the promotional activities are financed by the 
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OIIL budget allocation which, according to do Rosario (2011), has helped in expanding the acceptance and influence of the 
ruling party, Frelimo, throughout the rural areas, which were traditionally the support base of the major opposition, Renamo 
(see also more on this below). 

The choice of investments within the irrigation sector can be examined in this light as well. Public expenditures on 
irrigation overwhelmingly go to large-scale projects; the share of expenditures to the latter ranged from 81 to 92 percent 
between 2002 and 2007 (World Bank, 2011a). This cannot necessarily be explained by a superior contribution of large 
irrigation. Evidence points to underperformance of irrigation projects in general, but to a lopsided performance among 
irrigation scheme types. A recent analysis of Mozambique’s infrastructure finds that unit costs of small-scale irrigation 
projects are about two-thirds of those of large irrigation projects, and the rates of return to small irrigation investments are 
similar to that of other countries in the Southern Africa region, while the returns to large-scale irrigation expansion are low 
relative to those in the region (Domínguez-Torres and Briceńo-Garmendia, 2011). Existing small-scale schemes are also 
able to be utilised to a greater extent by farmers than medium and large schemes, with 51, 24, and 35 percent of small, 
medium, and large scale facilities operational, respectively (World Bank, 2011a). While the rationale for the strong favour in 
public spending toward large schemes in Mozambique despite their lower performance has not been well documented, a 
review that summarises the key findings from more than 30 sectoral and sub-sectoral level agricultural public expenditure 
reviews indicates that large-scale “pet projects” with high visibility may prevail in agriculture although their economic 
relevance cannot be supported by technical evaluation (World Bank, 2011b). 

It is not only the government that may orient public expenditures toward those areas that bring political gains through 
relatively high attributability and visibility. Some existing studies on Mozambique suggest that similar incentives are also 
present within the donor community. According to Hodges and Tibana (2004), the wish to “show the flag” has constrained 
donors’ willingness to channel funds through sectoral or general budget support, as opposed to providing funding for distinct 
projects. The study implies that donors could tend to choose development projects that are easier to mark for home 
audiences, such as bodies of accountability of public funds including the parliament of the donor country. Furthermore, each 
donor may have different bilateral conditions, administrative and reporting requirements, and legal requirements, which could 
discourage the government from conceiving important projects that require joint funding and co-ordinated planning (Killick et 
al., 2005). 

There are, however, other possible reasons for the limited desire on the part of donor agencies to channel resources 
through budget support in Mozambique. Such pooled arrangements require adequate trust of efficient management of public 
resources on the part of the government, precisely because donors’ ability to control the use of their funds is strongly 
constrained under pooled arrangements. If such trust is undermined by observed poor quality of the government’s public 
financial management, or low execution rates for example due to unwieldy processes of tendering for investments—as were 
expressed in earlier periods, see e.g. Batley et al. (2006)—inclination toward projectised aid as opposed to budget support 
may have little to do with better attributability features of the former. 

TIME LAG OF INVESTMENTS FROM ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO GENERATING OUTPUTS 

In addition to attributability and visibility, the temporal features of agricultural investments are also important in determining 
the nature of agricultural public spending in Mozambique. In particular, the time gap that may exist between the initial 
incurrence of public expenses and the realisation of services or infrastructure provided will influence whether the service or 
investment will in fact be made, or how much resources will go into making them. There are several reasons why this lag 
from expenditures to outputs or even outcomes matter. Firstly, the longer the lag, the more likely that policymakers will not 
be in office by the time that the benefits of investments are realised. Changes in office may occur for the usual standard 
reasons, including electoral outcomes, changes in political appointments, etc. If a decisionmaker cannot reap the benefits of 
receiving credit for investments because of a long time span until these benefits come to fruition, this dampens the incentives 
to make these investments in the first place. The reverse holds with regard to expenditures that give quick results. 

Another reason why the time lag of investments influences whether and to what extent these investments will take place 
relates to the uncertainty dimension of time. The longer the time that passes between allocation of funds and realisation of 
outputs, the greater the uncertainty about the product from these funds, given possible fluctuations in the many other 
exogenous factors that can also affect outputs besides the specific investments under the control of the public official. 

World Bank (2011a) highlights that the particular modality of public investments in irrigation in Mozambique have been 
detrimentally affected by the political imperatives of both donors and government to show quick results. When properly 
developed from conceiving the idea to finalising the construction, and given the existing institutional arrangements and 
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capacities, an irrigation scheme in Mozambique could take an average of about three years. However, this time frame has 
often been shortened given the political pressure to have something to show for in a short time period. The quality of 
technical and feasibility studies—or even their being undertaken at all—have been sacrificed in the process, with resultant 
problems in the functionality of the irrigation schemes. 

Another important type of agricultural investment in any country, research and development (R&D), has a notoriously 
long time lag between time that an R&D endeavour is initiated and the time that, say, an improved seed variety for a crop 
has been developed. This itself may become a disincentive to commit adequate and stably flowing funds to agricultural R&D. 
In Mozambique, agricultural R&D investments are, by any standards, including in comparison to Africa-wide statistics, 
extremely low. According to World Bank (2011a), agricultural research spending intensity—the ratio of public spending on 
research to agricultural GDP—is as low as a quarter of one percent.2 In Africa this figure was 0.61 percent in 2008 (Stads 
and Beintema, 2012). This is still substantially less than the 2004 recommendation by the Inter-Academy Council for Africa of 
1.5 percent intensity (IAC, 2004). While existing studies on Mozambique have not yet investigated the reasons for such 
staggeringly low levels of agricultural research investments, it is instructive to consider the potential factors at play from the 
wider literature, as described above. 

Finally, the time frame over which results on the ground can be expected from different types of investments in and for 
the agricultural sector, and the impact this has on the willingness to undertake or continue these investments, are no more 
prominently on display in the Mozambican context than in the case of public expenditures through the sector budget support, 
PROAGRI, in its first and second phase. As described in more detail below, the first phase was characterised by strong 
focus on the kinds of investments—institutional development—that would not be able to bear fruit in the form of higher 
agricultural growth until a substantial number of years had elapsed. In this vein, although there are also other criticisms of 
the first phase sector budget support, the lack of balance between process and results is the major critique to PROAGRI. 
Cabral et al. (2007) argue that after spending hundreds of millions of dollars on institutional capacity building of the 
agricultural sector, the lack of improvement in due time in agricultural service delivery and thus in farmer welfare has resulted 
in weakened government commitment to the programme, such that PROAGRI Phase II ended up reversing this institutional 
investment focus in favour of a much stronger emphasis in its design on direct service financing. 

Actors and their Interactions, as Drivers of Agricultural Public Investments 
The third element of this paper’s framework for understanding the drivers of agricultural public investments in Mozambique 
refers to the incentives, roles, and constraints of various actors and interest groups, public and private (see the lower box in 
Figure 7). Standard (micro-)economics concerns itself with the way that private agents—mainly, producers anywhere in the 
value chain and consumers—make economic decisions, with the outcomes of these decisions, and importantly with the 
underlying incentives of the agents and their constraints, which are driving these decisions. As argued by the well-
established public choice and political economy literature, in order to understand the actions of public agents—including 
actions such as allocation of public funds in and for the agricultural sector—one needs to apply the same rigour in 
understanding public agents’ incentives and constraints. 

This discussion embeds some of the existing evidence on Mozambique within the conceptual treatments of this broad 
question, thus shedding some light on drivers of resource allocation to the agricultural sector by employing this frame. 

POLITICAL PARTIES: INTER-PARTY COMPETITION AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE ALLOCATION 

One element of the political economy of policymaking in Mozambique can be discussed against the backdrop of a wider 
literature on distributive politics. One of the key frameworks in political economy of public resource allocation is concerned 
with whether politicians will be more prone to channel resources to their traditional base supporters, or whether they will find 
it politically more efficacious to transfer resources to segments of the population that are less closely aligned with them. The 
key argument underlying the latter hypothesis is that core supporters of a political party already are committed to vote for 
their own party and are unlikely to change their voting habits, whereas politically less committed citizens are more readily 
swayed by receipt of state resources (Dixit and Londregan 1996; Lindbeck and Weibull, 1987). 

                                                           
2 Various metrics on trends in agricultural research investments over time for recent years give different pictures. The number of full-time-equivalent 
researchers grew by more than 2 and ½ times from 2004 to 2008, although the amount of public spending in real terms has been about the same in 
these two time periods, and agricultural research spending intensity has actually declined from 0.55 to 0.41 percent in this four year period (Flaherty 
et al., 2010). 



 

16 
 

The other hypothesis, namely that a governing party is more likely to tilt public resource allocation toward its core 
supporters, rests in part on the notion of a higher uncertainty associated with the political returns to economic investments 
going to less-known, uncommitted voters. If incumbent governments are risk-averse, they may choose constituency areas to 
invest resources in a way that yields less variable electoral results (Cox and McCubbins, 1986). Another argument 
supporting this ‘core constituency’ hypothesis is that public goods and transfers to any given area potentially affects not only 
choices made by voters between alternative parties, but also affects the likelihood of a citizen engaging in voting, as 
opposed to not voting. Considering this turnout-effect of transfers, it is more effective to target more resources to localities 
with historic support for one’s own party, as one can more easily draw on local networks in such areas to increase turnout, 
and therefore increase votes for the party, than one could by investing in localities supporting the opposing party (Cox, 
2009). 

A few studies on political economy drivers of public investments in agriculture in Mozambique can be brought into this 
framework, though they don’t explicitly use the framework. The main findings in the Mozambique-related literature are 
consistent with the first hypothesis that resources will be directed to groups not already aligned with the governing party in 
order to expand political support among these groups. It should be said that the theories discussed above juxtapose core 
supporters of one party against so-called “swing voters”, and not against core supporters of the other party. The 
Mozambique related studies discussed below, however, refer to resources allocated in opposition supporting areas, without 
explicit distinction between clearly strong opposition supporters and “swing areas” that support the opposition party with a 
small margin. 

Studies suggest that the governing party used various methods to gain stronger support among constituencies 
traditionally backing the opposition party, Renamo. Three dimensions featured in three key approaches respectively, with the 
dimensions being ethnicity, geography, and rural/urban areas. One approach was political patronage, specifically, the 
assignment of senior government positions to leaders of ethnic organisations prevalent in the northern part of the country, in 
which Renamo has a traditional stronghold (do Rosario, 2011). 

The second approach relates to differentiated governance arrangements in urban versus rural areas, from which 
Frelimo and Renamo derive their relative political strength, respectively (Reaud and Weimer, 2010). Initially, a 1994 local 
governance law passed before the first multiparty elections in the same year foresaw elected assemblies for all districts, both 
rural and urban. After Renamo performed more strongly than expected in the rural areas in the 1994 election, the 
constitution was amended in 1996, creating a bifurcated local government system, and this system was further elaborated in 
a new set of laws in 1997. According to the new arrangements, only urban municipalities would have assemblies and mayors 
elected by the residents in the respective jurisdictions. Rural districts on the other hand would be governed under a 
deconcentrated arrangement, with district administrators appointed by central government, and these local administrators in 
turn appointing the members to the two district level bodies: councils and IPCCs (Institutions of Participation and Community 
Consultation).3 With this reorganisation of local governance, urban areas, broadly more strongly leaning to the ruling party, 
gained greater political autonomy from the centre, while rural districts, many of which tended to lend their support to the 
opposition party, were more closely controlled by central government. 

The urban-rural differentiated strategy included not only local governance restructuring as described above, but also 
public resource allocation in agriculture. A new type of transfer from central government to the districts called the Local 
Initiatives Investment Budget (OIIL) was introduced in 2006. Although eligible areas of spending were initially meant to be 
diverse, starting from the first year’s disbursement and even most strongly as of 2007, central guidelines called for a large 
share of these funds—approximately half—to be allocated for agricultural development (World Bank, 2011a). De Rosario 
(2011) argues that these funds, channelling agricultural and other resources to rural areas, boosted Frelimo’s popularity in 
rural areas. 

                                                           
3 Subnational governance at the intermediate level between districts/municipalities and central government is a mix between deconcentration and a 
weak form of decentralisation. The president of Mozambique appoints the provincial governors. Provincial assemblies were introduced to the 
governance system in 2005, but it was not until 2009 that members of provincial assemblies were elected by citizens in the respective jurisdictions. 
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Figure 10. Evolution over time of Frelimo’s margin in parliamentary elections, by province 

 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on statistics in Table A1. Note: ‘Margin’ here refers to the percent of votes received by Frelimo minus Renamo’s percent of 
votes. Therefore, for example, the data point for Cabo Delgado reflecting “35” along the horizontal axis means that the percent of votes received by Frelimo 
in 1994 in Cabo Delgado (57.8 %) exceeds Renamo’s analogous figure (22.7 %) by 35 percentage points.  

Figure 10 shows that the comprehensive strategies of Frelimo, including though not limited to the approaches detailed 
here, have led rapid political gains across the country. Not only have they transformed all their negative margins of 1994 (in 
five provinces) to positive margins by 2009 (seen in Figure 10 by the fact that there are no data points in the lower left 
quadrant) and retained their prior positive margins (no data points in the lower right quadrant), but they have also 
experienced a faster increase in their electoral margins over Renamo in areas in which they were historically disadvantaged, 
than in areas of their historical strength (seen in the fitted line converging to the 45o line). 

A third approach was that of geographic targeting of public resources in agriculture. Studies point to several instances in 
which the government channeled public expenditures in agriculture to those provinces, districts, and municipalities in which it 
previously lost elections. One example given is a big push by the government to rehabilitate four large sugar estates. 
According to Buur et al. (2011), two of these estates were in locations where Renamo was either politically dominant or had 
strong strands of support. The sugar farm public investments in the Renamo strongholds were actively used on campaign 
platforms in the 1999 elections, with strongly improved results for Frelimo (do Rosario, 2011). Another case of targeting of 
Renamo areas for public investments in agriculture occurred in the context of the GPZ (Zambezi Development Authority), a 
large scale programme to support production of crops and the forestry and fishery subsectors. All priority districts receiving 
support through the GPZ had elected Renamo in 1999 by a wide margin. Finally, the Food Production Action Plan (PAPA), 
an agricultural initiative launched in 2008 to counter the effects of the food price crisis, targeted as priority areas locations 
that went to Renamo in the 2004 elections (do Rosario, 2011). 

DONORS: THE INFLUENCE OF INTERNATIONAL AID ON PUBLIC EXPENDITURES IN AGRICULTURE 

Agriculture is a prominent sector for external development assistance in Mozambique. Of the 16 donor agencies providing 
direct budget support to the country in the mid-2000s, 12 have been engaged in this sector (Killick et al., 2005), with the 
health sector being the only one with a greater number of the direct budget support donors involved. The first phase of the 
main vehicle for co-ordinated donor funding of agriculture starting in the 2000s, the sector budget support, covered about 60 
percent of the budget of the Ministry of Agriculture (Killick et al., 2005), and total aid to agriculture including projectised aid 
represented a bit more, some 66 percent of the ministry’s budget (de Renzio and Hanlon, 2007). Thus, a key element in the 
framework on the determinants of public expenditure decisionmaking in agriculture is the role of donor engagement in 
Mozambique. 
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Hanlon (2004) suggests that the donor community has substantial sway over both expenditure and other policies of the 
government, in part by trading off insisting on good governance of public resources against seeing through the 
implementation of their preferred policies, in favour of the latter. Hanlon (2004) gives one example of donors not immediately 
reacting to the misuse of agricultural funds for the sake of seeing their preferences met on wider ideological directions. Other 
work, in contrast, proposes that too much is made of donor organisations’ influence over allocative decisions in agriculture. 
Buur et al. (2011) give the example of large-scale investments as well as non-expenditure policy decisions in the sugar 
subsector. According to this study, government and the ruling party had strong influence over the pace and timing of the 
rehabilitation of the sugar industry. Given that the broad direction of policies on this commodity, including reform and partial 
privatisation, were not contrary to the preferences of donors, the impetus for the policies could be misconstrued as having 
been implemented solely at the instigation or aid agencies and international investors. Rather, the study suggests, the 
government’s own realisation of the employment and export revenue potential of the industry and of private investors’ past 
track record in financing social services for farmers and workers on the sugar estates drove it to pursue investments 
necessary to revive sugar production and processing. 

As mentioned earlier a significant initiative to channel international development assistance to agriculture in the country 
has been sector budget support, referred to in Mozambique as PROAGRI. PROAGRI unfolded in two phases: The first 
phase was initiated in 1998, and the second, PROAGRI II, was established in 2004 and came to a close in 2011. Cabral 
(2009) discusses the two phases of this sector budget support, and their achievements and failures. In terms of PROAGRI’s 
influence on agricultural public expenditures in Mozambique, interestingly the study proposes that there has been a crowding 
out of domestic government spending on the sector by the external funding offered through the budget support. While there 
has been substantial inflows of donor support through PROAGRI, this has not affected basic metrics of overall spending on 
the sector, such as agricultural public spending as a share of national income, or as a share of total public spending. Tracing 
domestic against external public financial flows to the sector, increases in the latter have been met by decreases in the 
former. 

While aggregate investments in the sector appear not to have been affected by the donor infusion through PROAGRI, 
at least according to the analysis4 in Cabral (2009), the allocation of agricultural expenditures have been, according to the 
same paper: As part of the heavy focus on institutional strengthening especially in PROAGRI’s first phase, the role of 
subnational agricultural offices has been strengthened, and this has made itself felt in a greater share of overall agricultural 
expenditures going to the province level than before the use of PROAGRI as a channel for donor support. The same 
institutional capacity building focus of the first phase of the sector budget support had another consequential allocative 
effect. Sector spending became much more skewed toward institutional development of agricultural public agencies, and 
away from the financing of the provision of agricultural services, inputs, and public goods. Investments in institutional 
development included, for example, improvements of staff quantity and quality, establishments of management information 
systems, introduction and financing of processes in planning and budgeting such as the annual activity planning (PAAO) 
exercises in which local, provincial and central agencies participate, and so forth. Such institutional development investments 
took up about 45 percent of all agricultural spending on average in the period from 1999 to 2005. 

The allocative effect of donor engagement via PROAGRI on institutional development versus direct service delivery 
came about not only given the underlying principles of PROAGRI that institutional capacity is a prerequisite for co-ordinated, 
coherent, and therefore successful agricultural policy making. Another driving factor for this allocative effect has been the 
larger view about the role of the state underpinning PROAGRI and held by the donor community financing this facility. This 
view posited that government’s proper role in the agricultural sector is in providing a guiding regulatory framework for the 
private operators—farmers, processors, retailers of agricultural inputs and outputs, agribusiness, etc.—to be able to function 
in an environment characterised by sound property rights and limited distortion of incentives. The view proposes that 
government should refrain or at least limit engaging in direct productive activity, or the provision of those goods and services 
that the private sector would be incentivised to offering if the business environment is sound. These principles embraced by 
international development investors into PROAGRI contributed to the shrinking of the share of agricultural public spending 
on direct goods and services (Castel-Branco, 2008; Cabral, 2009). 

                                                           
4 In reviewing the literature on impacts of agricultural public investments in developing economies, Mogues et al. (2012) also discuss empirical work on 
agricultural aid fungibility. These papers provide examples of analytical approaches for measuring such sectoral aid fungibility that go beyond 
descriptive analysis on the topic. 
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AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY: OVERLAPPING AND INTERSECTING INTERESTS OF INDUSTRY AND 
POLITICAL ELITES 

An important driver of the extent to which a commodity or activity receives public policy attention has to do with the way that 
the roles of different actors—in particular, those who make policy and those who are affected by policy—overlap. 
Overlapping can be construed in different ways: Actors can take on each other’s roles over time, or they can be embedded in 
each other’s circles or arenas. Both are illustrated in Mozambique’s sugar subsector. Sugar was certainly not the sole 
subsector that had suffered decline and decay in the course of the civil war. However, as discussed above, the government 
chose to select cane production and sugar processing for special and heightened policy attention after the peace agreement. 
Part of what facilitated this, as documented by Buur and Whitfield (2011), is the phenomenon of strongly overlapping roles 
between ruling party officials, government bureaucrats, and private industry operating in the sugar sector. For example, key 
policymakers charged with developing the sugar rehabilitation programme had previously worked in the private sugar 
industry, or senior public bureaucrats providing regulatory oversight of the private activities in the subsector may sit on the 
board of a sugar company. Such embeddedness deepens information in both directions about the other entity’s constraints 
and interests, as well as creates social relations across the divide, both of which have increased public investments and 
improve public policies in favour of the (private sector actors operating in) the sugar commodity sector. 

One can also gain insights about the driving forces behind agricultural investments just as well from exploring the 
reasons for lack of investments as for their presence. Policies intended and carried out in Mozambique’s fishery sector pose 
an interesting example of how incentives and interests of different core actors combined to thwart a set of policies to 
establish and expand semi-industrial fishery activities in the country (Buur, 2012). From among the three tiers of the fishing 
industry—the industrial, semi-industrial, and small scale subsectors—the medium-tier, semi-industrial sector was planned to 
be promoted by government because of its potential to expand the role of domestic industry participants in fishery, as high-
tier, industrial fishery was already dominated by international companies. And on the other hand, semi-industrial fishery 
development was seen by the government as a way to modernise production and processing of this commodity, while the 
small-scale or artisanal fishery sector was viewed as insufficiently commercially oriented. Investment and policy support for 
semi-industrial segment of fishery was thus properly enshrined in official policy documents such as the Master Plan for 
Fisheries established in 1994. 

If one were to consider the formal planning process, as described earlier, as an adequate determinant of public 
investment choices, in a case like this one would draw the wrong conclusions from observing the strong formal place semi-
industrial fishery received including the above Master Plan document in the planning process, as the actual public support for 
the semi-industrial fishery sector soon faltered and ultimately failed (Buur, 2012). Firstly, although generally the government 
and ruling party were behind this policy, it was ironically undermined by contrary interests of key elites within the ruling party. 
These ruling elites had been benefiting all along from their access to licences and concessions in the industrial fishery 
sector, and a move to strengthening the semi-industrial segment would have constituted a threat to their established sources 
of rent. Similarly, existing businesses operating large-industrial vessels used poorly articulated legal language in the new 
regulations to access the licences and rights that were reserved for semi-industrial fleets. Finally, the public agency for small-
scale fishing, under which the newly established semi-industrial fishery was supposed to fall, showed benign neglect toward 
this subsector, with the agency influenced by concerned artisanal fishermen whom it originally served. The initial failure of 
the policy in light of this combination of contrary interests was further accelerated when donors’ enthusiasm toward a 
faltering endeavour waned. 

Generally, this suggests that a monolithic treatment of ‘government’ or ‘ruling party’ can often be misleading, and 
instead broader governmental policy preferences need to be separated from economic or other interests of elites and groups 
within government—these different sets of interests may, or may not, coincide at different instances. 

The CAADP Process and its Influence on Public Agricultural Investments—
some Pointers for Future Research 
The CAADP process is now central in Mozambique not only for establishing goals and benchmarks for performance in the 
sector, as discussed in Section 2, but also for outlining a process through which decisions on public expenditure allocation in 
the sector are made—as briefly alluded to in the Introduction section. What is known about the extent to which, and the 
manner in which, CAADP has influenced the allocation of funds to agriculture? There is so far (naturally) no evidence in 
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Mozambique, as the country is just embarking on the establishment of an investment plan based on the CAADP framework. 
Thus, it is instructive to learn from the (to date, also limited) evidence from other African countries. 

A cross-country review broadly concluded that in many countries CAADP is seen as relevant for accelerating 
agricultural growth. However, the report concludes that it was, as of 2010, not successful in meeting its goals and 
maintaining its sustainability (Ackello-Ogutu et al., 2010). This report of 15 countries was commissioned by NEPAD 
secretariat in order to assess CAADP’s successes and challenges in asserting its relevance in terms of accelerating the 
growth of the agricultural sector in Africa, in meeting the goals it sets, and in maintaining its sustainability. On the part of 
many countries there were unfulfilled expectations of faster and larger flows of investment funds. These expectations arose 
partly due to the misperception that CAADP was a programme that would run parallel and additional to existing country 
strategies and programmes, and partly due to the overly ambitious plan of launching the roundtable process simultaneously 
in two-thirds of African countries. According to this review, generally there was little evidence to suggest that CAADP had 
influence on national strategies and policies or enhanced additional flow of resources to the agricultures sector. 

A qualitative study of CAADP and the African Peer Review Mechanism (the latter also a NEPAD initiative), by 
Zimmermann et al. (2009) examine what effect, if any, CAADP has had on the agricultural policy process. Among other 
things, two case studies of Ghana and Kenya and a rapid assessment of Uganda explore how the CAADP process 
influenced the participation of different stakeholders in different aspects of the process of agricultural policy making. 
Zimmermann et al. (2009) come to the conclusion that the breadth of participation has, in fact, been narrower in the CAADP 
process (up until the roundtable stage) than in the countries’ usual (pre-CAADP) agricultural policy processes. Prior to the 
roundtable stage of CAADP (see Box 1 for the CAADP stages), only a narrower set of technocratic officials and specialists 
are involved in a substantive way; nongovernmental actors and nontechnical stakeholders only begin to feature during the 
roundtable stage of CAADP. Another paper, which takes the above mentioned case study on Ghana to greater detail, 
concludes furthermore that the expertise and evidences that CAADP had intended to bring to bear on the national policy 
making process had minimal impact in improving the quality of investments (Kolavalli et al., 2010). 

Two more recent research briefs also take a conceptual and empirical approach, respectively, to grappling with the 
question of CAADP’s contribution to transforming the processes through which agricultural investments are made, and the 
magnitude of these investments themselves. Kolavalli and Birner (2012) conceptualise CAADP as an institution designed to 
build collective reputation for African governments as having and acting on their commitment to the agricultural sector. 
However, collective action problems manifested in incentives of African governments on the one hand, and donors on the 
other, to free ride on the collective good of CAADP without commensurate compliance to CAADP principles can undermine 
the ability of CAADP to increase the quality and quantity of agricultural investments. An empirical examination of agricultural 
expenditure trends in Africa, and the assessment of these trends against CAADP benchmarks, suggests that agricultural 
spending has increased under CAADP compared to before CAADP, although evidence against the 10 percent expenditure 
share benchmark is more mixed (Benin, 2012). This brief also concludes that some of these apparent changes reflect, at 
least in part, changes in public accounting of expenditures rather than true changes in resource allocation, in part because 
less effort was made in periods before CAADP to capture a wider range of expenditures in the sector by various agencies, 
compared to the effort undertaken in this respect after CAADP’s onset. 



 

21 
 

Box 1. Stages in the CAADP process, and key milestones achieved for Mozambique 

1. Sensitisation (Event): The regional economic body of which the country is a member undertakes a sensitisation exercise on the 
CAADP process in the country 

2. Focal point and CAADP Team (Institution): Initially, a national focal point for CAADP is appointed, who is from within or placed in 
the Ministry of Agriculture. Now it includes the establishment of a team  Mozambique: June 2010 

3. Launch (Event): The focal point person co-ordinates the launch of the CAADP process  Mozambique: 13 December 2010 
4. Committees (Institution): Appointment of a steering committee and a technical working committee chaired by the focal point 
5. Cabinet memo (Document): A memorandum is drafted by the cabinet, and this memo must be approved 
6. Stocktaking (Document): The technical working committee develops a terms of reference for consultants (financed by the regional 

economic body) to execute a stocktaking exercise. This stocktaking report examines the current state of affairs with regard to the 
agricultural sector and identifies gaps in investments and needed policy corrections 

7. Analytical work (Document): Information and data from the stocktaking report feeds into analytical work that examines the impact 
of growth in alternative agricultural commodity groups on agricultural growth, economic growth, and poverty reduction. Such 
analysis, the purpose of which is to inform policy and investment priorities, is carried out by international organisations such as 
IFPRI or by national researchers 

8. Stakeholder workshop (Event): This workshop discusses the stocktaking and analytical reports 
9. Roundtable (Event): Hold a roundtable conference with key stakeholders to identify policies and investments from both domestic 

and international aid sources. 
10. Donor conference (Event): The roundtable is followed by a donor conference 
11. Compact (Document): The result of the deliberations in the roundtable is the country compact, which is endorsed and signed by 

key representatives from the government donor agencies, regional and continental bodies, private sector, and civil society 
 Mozambique: 9 December 2011 

12. Investment plan (Document): Based on the CAADP compact, a detailed investment plan is developed on how and how much 
resources are to be allocated to what use and for what purpose  Mozambique: 5 December 2012 

13. Technical review (Document): Peer countries conduct a technical review of the investment plan  Mozambique: as of 
12 December 2012, review is still underway 

14. Business Meeting (Event): This meeting is held to develop action steps on how to handle the content of the technical review, and 
to establish concrete financing mechanisms to fund the activities detailed in the investment plan. 

15. Programme and operational design (Document): Technical studies and programming to determine how to efficiently and 
effectively execute the investments 

16. Execution: This step entails the actual carrying out of the investments 
17. Monitoring, Evaluation, and Mutually Accountability: This involves establishment of the SAKSS to strengthen M&E and learning; 

with the results or outcomes cycling back to relevant earlier steps to continuously improve planning and implementation of policies 
and programmes in and for the sector 

Source: Authors’ illustration of the CAADP process based on the CAADP M&E Framework (Benin et al., 2009) and compilation of the progress in Mozambique. 
Note: Completion of each stage or achievement of each milestone is characterised as an event, a document, or an institution. The last two stages embody all 
of these in a continuous process. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS 
This paper has focused on agricultural public investments in Mozambique, asking two core questions: One is: What type and 
magnitude of public agricultural investments would be required for the country to meet its development goals sustainably as 
laid out in the core agricultural strategy, which has been developed within the CAADP framework? The second question is: 
What influences public agricultural investment decisionmaking in Mozambique, and what are the implications for getting 
policymakers to make the needed investments? We summarise the core findings of our investigations and their implications 
below. 

Increasing and sustaining high agricultural growth in Mozambique to meet the country’s development objectives will 
require substantial additional investment in the sector as well as improvements in the efficiency of public spending. 
Agricultural growth in Mozambique has been driven largely by factor expansion, particularly that of land, with very little or no 
technical change. Because the limit to area expansion threatens this path of the country’s agriculture and overall 
development, it is essential that the country’s technical frontier is expanded to compensate for the rapid rural population 
growth and declining land–labour ratios. To raise and sustain a high agricultural growth rate, results of the investment 
analysis indicate that total government spending on the sector would have to grow by 17–21 percent per year, with a quarter 
up to one-half of the expenditures going to investments that bring about technical change in the sector. In 2003 prices, this 
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translates into spending 3.0–7.2 billion Meticais per year on average on such investments. Doing so will assist the country to 
rapidly increase labour productivity and improve rural income and food and nutrition security. 

The types of agricultural investments will be important because they are not growth neutral. Those that deliver location-
specific technologies and account for diversity of farmers will be critical. To achieve the stated agricultural growth rate targets 
in a sustainable manner, the share of public agricultural expenditure allocated to investments that can bring about technical 
change (e.g. research and development) should be beefed up to about 28–46 percent. Investments leading to provision of 
services and support to famers that contribute to factor expansion and greater input use (e.g. farm subsidies) should take up 
21–31 percent, while those that raise the efficiency of input use (e.g. irrigation, information on best practices) should take up 
6–8 percent. The amount spent on general expenditures (e.g. salaries, institutional support) should decline from the current 
75 percent to 24–36 percent. Ultimately, farmers are the ones that have to make the on-farm agricultural investment 
decisions that will bring about the required agricultural growth. But because their decisions are based on the potential 
profitability and risks compared with other investment opportunities and the individual constraints they face (in agriculture as 
well as outside of it), it is futile to answer the question of prioritisation of incremental agricultural expenditures in isolation. 
Resources are limited and the various types of public spending and investments (in both agriculture and non-agriculture 
sectors) affect development outcomes differently with different time lapses. These effects will naturally also vary depending 
on the type of development outcome considered. Therefore, the prioritisation issue has to be based on analysis of the 
efficiency and effectiveness of different types of public spending and investments in both agriculture and non-agriculture 
sectors. Although this has not been done here, investments in infrastructure and value chains that help to increase the profit 
margin (increase access to inputs and technologies, reduce unit cost of production, reduce post-harvest losses, increase 
disposition of outputs, and stabilise and increase prices received) of farmers and other private economic agents in the sector 
will be critical. 

Because some of the key types of investments needed (in addition to and amounts required to invest in them) are 
typically not easily attributable to specific individual efforts or they take long for their results to be manifested, lowering the 
incentive of policymakers to undertake them, finding innovative ways to increase the political returns to such investments will 
be critical. Both the theory and evidence from Mozambique suggests that policymakers are not likely to make any significant 
investments in key productivity-enhancing investments such as research and development (which bring about technical 
change) or when they do they will tend to rush them and result in poor quality investments as found in the case of irrigation 
(which is known to raise the efficiency of use of all factors of production). With Mozambique fully entrenched in the CAADP 
process, a key question is how the CAADP process help change such behaviour? Building on its principle of inclusive 
participation, the CAADP process can bring civil society and media closer to the activities and deliberations of policymakers 
involved in the agricultural sector while educating the public on the county’s investment needs in non-partisan ways. This has 
the potential of increasing the attributability and political returns of such key but under-invested public goods and services—a 
testable hypothesis. 

The CAADP process at the country level typically follows several stages, beginning with a sensitisation exercise on 
CAADP, continuing to the formalisation of country commitment, creation and synthesis of evidence and analytical work to 
inform policies, stakeholder processes culminating in the establishment of first a broad compact, and later a detailed 
investment plan, development of a financing plan at the Business Meeting, and finally execution of these investments (see 
Box 1 for the individual stages, including the timing when Mozambique reached key stages). As of March 2012, only 18 
countries have held the Business Meeting. Of these, the earliest Business Meeting was held in December 2009, and most of 
the other 18 countries held it in 2010. Thus, the small number of analyses on the effects of CAADP on agricultural 
investment choices is perhaps understandable. 

At the time of this writing, Mozambique is in the process of completing its CAADP Investment Plan (referred to as the 
PNISA) and of arranging for financing mechanisms to implement the plan. It is thus an opportune time to bring together the 
baseline information necessary for an analysis of the effects of CAADP on agricultural public investments in the country. One 
of the insights from the above mentioned studies of CAADP in other African contents is that the extent of CAADP’s influence 
has been rather mixed. A better understanding of how and in what way CAADP has a bearing on investments is crucial for 
improving support to the sector in Mozambique, in light of: (i) the serious policy and resource attention given to the CAADP 
process; (ii) the goal to have this process guide most if not all public investments for the sector; and (iii) the existing evidence 
that suggests that it is certainly not a given that the CAADP process tends to unfold as planned and have the envisaged 
effects. By way of last remarks, we offer some areas for investigation in future research. 
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The CAADP process’ impact can be examined along the lines of the framework discussed in this paper. In relation to 
the first element of the framework: CAADP has become formally embedded in Mozambique’s planning and budgeting 
process. The country’s core 10-year agricultural strategy document, PEDSA makes this fully explicit (MINAG, 2011). Also, as 
described earlier, one of the key features of CAADP is to propose certain guidelines on what should be the nature of the 
process through which plans are forged and investments are decided upon. One should explore, then, to what extent 
CAADP is ultimately affecting investments by shaping the formal and de facto planning and budgeting process in 
Mozambique. 

With regard to the second element of the framework, one may ask whether or not CAADP will be—consciously or 
unknowingly—increasing the attributability of agricultural public investments in Mozambique, thus making allocation of funds 
to them more incentive-compatible. For example, if the CAADP process will bring civil society and media closer to the 
activities and deliberations of policymakers in the agricultural sector arena, it may be that the enhanced visibility of what 
public officials concerned with agriculture are doing will bring more to the public attention that new or improved agricultural 
programmes are the work of these public officials. This heightened attributability in turn may increase officials’ investments in 
such programmes. This is not a conclusive outcome of course, but a testable hypothesis. 

The CAADP process may also reconstitute the roles, incentives, and power of different actors in various ways that may 
differentially affect the magnitude and orientation of public resources going to the sector. The studies on different countries 
that were reviewed show in one country for example that CAADP enhanced the relative influence technocrats vis-à-vis civil 
society, which may have implications on investment choices. Several of the studies explicitly or implicitly raised other 
relevant questions, for example: whether the envisaged strengthening of government ownership vis-à-vis donor 
determination of agricultural policy has in fact been realised; and whether CAADP’s objective to make investment planning 
and program implementation more evidence-based would give a greater role for analysts to shape resource allocation. 
These are outstanding questions worthy of empirical investigation in the Mozambican context as well as elsewhere. 

The CAADP investment plan stage, at which Mozambique currently is, is not a one-time event, but a frequently 
recurring one to continuously improve planning and implementation of agricultural policies and programmes. Thus, 
investment in high-quality expenditure tracking and data systems for effective learning will be essential. In assessing the 
investment requirements, we were unable to estimate the investment–growth elasticities required for the analysis done here. 
To do this requires advanced econometric methods and a rich panel dataset on different types of investments and related 
output and outcome indicators, particularly disaggregated information on public agricultural expenditures by, for example, 
economic use (capital and recurrent), function (e.g. extension, irrigation, R&D, subsidies, etc.), subsector (e.g. crops, 
livestock, fishery, forestry), target (gender, income group, geographic location, etc.), and sources (domestic, external). 
Fortunately, the public expenditure tracking systems in Mozambique, e.g. Arco-Iris and SISTAFE, are capable of providing 
such information. Unfortunately, this has not materialised because several expenditures were categorised as “general 
expenditure” rather than the unique expenditure categories specified in the systems. Similarly, several expenditures of the 
provincial and district directorates were categorised as “central-level expenditure”. The result is an official recording of very 
high degrees of central-level and general expenditures—which may not be consistent with the actual distribution of 
expenditures across subsectors, functions, and administrative units. This shortcoming is not unique to Mozambique and is 
reflected in the small number of studies in African countries on the returns to agricultural public investments (see Fan 2008 
and Mogues and Benin 2012 for such studies). The government of Mozambique and the country’s development partners 
should put serious effort into improving the expenditure tracking systems that generate disaggregated information on public 
expenditures (for both agriculture and non-agriculture sectors), along the lines mentioned above, which would have 
applications for highly policy-relevant national monitoring and evaluation of inputs into the development process. 
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APPENDIX  
Table A1. Election results by province and year (% of votes) 

 Parliamentary elections Presidential elections 
Province Frelimo Renamo Other Margin Frelimo Renamo Other Margin 

1994           
Cabo Delgado 57.76 22.67 19.57 35.09 67.92 18.63 13.45 49.29 
Gaza 81.41 2.68 15.91 78.72 94.92 1.86 3.22 93.06 
Inhambane 59.47 12.93 27.59 46.54 78.44 10.36 11.20 68.08 
Manica 27.06 57.88 15.07 -30.82 33.61 50.42 15.97 -16.81 
Maputo City 78.84 9.00 12.16 69.84 87.10 8.74 4.16 78.36 
Maputo Province 77.56 6.95 15.49 70.61 89.94 6.17 3.89 83.77 
Nampula 30.56 48.43 21.01 -17.87 37.15 42.80 20.05 -5.65 
Niassa 46.26 32.76 20.98 13.50 56.53 26.90 16.57 29.63 
Sofala 14.23 76.00 9.76 -61.77 17.53 73.48 8.99 -55.95 
Tete 30.98 49.09 19.93 -18.11 40.43 42.37 17.20 -1.94 
Zambezia 31.40 51.99 16.61 -20.58 38.38 47.54 14.08 -9.16 
Mozambique 44.33 37.78 17.89 6.55 53.30 33.73 12.97 19.57 

1999           
Cabo Delgado 60.98 26.59 12.43 34.39 66.50 33.50 0.00 33.00 
Gaza 86.90 3.51 9.59 83.38 95.20 4.80 0.00 90.40 
Inhambane 61.89 20.55 17.56 41.34 71.10 28.90 0.00 42.20 
Manica 31.70 56.89 11.41 -25.18 34.00 66.00 0.00 -32.00 
Maputo City 82.63 13.55 3.82 69.08 86.70 13.30 0.00 73.40 
Maputo Province 84.66 9.54 5.81 75.12 90.10 9.90 0.00 80.20 
Nampula 39.11 43.87 17.02 -4.76 44.20 55.80 0.00 -11.60 
Niassa 39.83 45.79 14.38 -5.96 43.00 56.90 0.10 -13.90 
Sofala 19.31 70.43 10.26 -51.12 20.10 79.90 0.00 -59.80 
Tete 37.06 49.16 13.78 -12.10 40.40 59.60 0.00 -19.20 
Zambezia 25.93 59.12 14.95 -33.19 29.60 70.40 0.00 -40.80 
Mozambique 48.54 38.81 12.65 9.73 52.29 47.71 0.00 4.58 

2004               
Cabo Delgado 75.60 17.30 7.10 58.30 77.60 18.00 4.40 59.60 
Gaza 94.00 1.70 4.30 92.30 96.40 1.80 1.80 94.60 
Inhambane 77.20 9.90 12.90 67.30 83.60 10.60 5.80 73.00 
Manica 46.00 45.40 8.60 0.60 47.40 47.50 5.10 -0.10 
Maputo City 81.90 13.60 4.50 68.30 85.20 12.90 1.90 72.30 
Maputo Province 85.80 8.80 5.40 77.00 89.30 8.60 2.10 80.70 
Nampula 48.30 40.00 11.70 8.30 49.80 43.90 6.30 5.90 
Niassa 66.40 27.00 6.60 39.40 67.30 28.30 4.40 39.00 
Sofala 25.60 64.90 9.50 -39.30 26.00 68.50 5.50 -42.50 
Tete 74.00 21.10 4.90 52.90 74.20 22.20 3.60 52.00 
Zambezia 36.30 52.70 11.00 -16.40 37.50 56.80 5.70 -19.30 
Mozambique 62.14 29.78 8.08 32.36 63.74 31.74 4.52 32.00 

2009             
Cabo Delgado 80.85 14.90 4.25 65.95         
Gaza 96.89 1.41 1.70 95.48       
Inhambane 83.75 6.88 9.37 76.87       
Manica 70.99 24.97 4.04 46.02       
Maputo City 76.55 5.38 18.07 71.17       
Maputo Province 88.39 7.76 3.85 80.63       
Nampula 65.66 28.43 5.91 37.23       
Niassa 81.28 13.11 5.61 68.17       
Sofala 50.77 23.12 26.11 27.65       
Tete 87.24 10.32 2.44 76.92       
Zambezia 53.64 40.84 5.52 12.80         
Mozambique 74.48 17.82 7.70 56.66 75.01 16.41 8.58 58.60 

Source: Authors’ compilation and calculation based on data from: EISA; African Elections Database; do Rosario (2011). Note: Electoral results by province for 
the 2009 presidential elections are not available to the authors at the time of writing this paper.  
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