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Abstract

Rising food prices, new global markets, and thdiferation of national and international
players all call for enhanced strategic partneshipstitutional development, and governance
for agriculture and rural development (ARD) in Afi Past development results have been
less than satisfactory. Business as usual wildooDrawing on a joint evaluation of ARD in
Africa by IFAD and the AfDB this paper argues fomare focused role for international
agencies in line with their comparative advantegges strategic partnering with public,
private, and civil society players at global, redif country, and grassroots levels. Donors
need to complement projects with solid sector vané engage in new business models with
recipient governments, private businesses, farmganizations, and local communities.

Past partnership results have often been modestaio Case studies and theory suggest some
principles of prudence for future strategic parshgrs, such as setting specific bounded
objectives and tracking them, remaining flexiblel aasponsive, and resourcing partnerships
properly; acknowledging different individual partneterests; adjusting organizational
structures and business processes for better pagnand giving partnerships time to grow.
M&E of future partnerships could generate a virsitearning loop, through monitoring their
relevance and results and synthesizing good pealgssons.
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1. Introduction and definitions

The paper examines various aspects of partnerahgpgstitutional development, with a

focus on agriculture and rural development in Adridt draws largely from an on-going joint
evaluation of agriculture and rural developmentti®yAfDB and IFAD of their programmes

in Africa. This evaluation emphasized the rolgalftnerships and business processes in both
agencies — and beyond - to inform the assessmguatsbperformance and develop
recommendations for the future. As such, manyeffindings and conclusions are specific
for AfDB and IFAD, but their lessons and implicatgoften reach beyond these two
institutions.

In terms of partnering and the identification ofwgartnerships the paper distinguishes three
types of partnering and institutional development:

(1) Global level. Overall institutional partnering among internabdonors and other
global players in development. which mostly reterthe traditional development
agencies, certain civil society groups, such asareh networks and foundations, and
the private sector, for instance agro-businessamtech. research

(2) Policy partnering at country level. Coordinating and partnering at country level, in
particular with recipient governments in supportoéintry ownership, alignment, and
harmonization; but also including other public ingtons, civil society, and private
sector at country and regional levels

(3) Fostering institutions for implementation. Developing new strategic partnerships —
and expanding or deepening existing ones — witarigty of implementing agents,
such as private farmer associations, private sactestors (eg. agri-business),
financial sector organizations, various civil ségigroups, and local communities or
other decentralized public agents.

Business processe3he paper pays attention to the question howpeships and business
processes are related, within development ageao@ facilitating partnerships across a
whole new range of partners. Business processqxianarily being defined as those
governing strategy and project development, pdaieyjogue, knowledge management,
project cycle activities, human resources, and tgyresence/decentralization.

Forms of partnershipsThe term ‘partnership’ is generally used in a geneny to describe
many different forms of association between twonore actors. This diversity is a reflection
of how development partnerships operate, and hosedhey are, in the earlier described
multi-level and multi-sectoral governance environin&trategic Partnerships’.

Partnerships between agenciesstrategicwhen they aim to achieve a significant increase in
the ‘results’ of an agency’s core business thraaigtrong partnership focus, or if they enable
a partner or partners to break into a new areaookMAlliances’ are usually based on shared
issues and goals for development, without necéisgjtalose collaboration.Networks'are



even less formalized, often involving many actord multiple hubs of connectivity in a
loosely controlled, system driven arrangement.

Scope of institutional developmenthe terntinstitutional development's used in different
ways. At one extreme, a narrow definition equatsstutional development with the process
of strengthening individual government organizagion entities. A broader view defines
institutional development to include improvememt$oth public and private organizations as
well as in the rules regulations, practices, valaesl customs that shape and influence an
entire society, or a sector. This paper adoptséeend definitions, while focusing on various
forms of organizations and the practices and cusigoverning partnering between these
organizations.

Heterogeneity.While presenting evaluation results and discusgargpus models the authors
are very conscious of the large diversity of aggiin Africa, in terms of capacity and need
for partnering and fostering of institutions, gavance, special regional requirements, and
socio-economic and agro-ecological conditions. Jiaek difference between many middle-
income countries and fragile, post-conflict onea int in case.



1. Support to African agriculture has not worked, andagricultural
performance remains weak. Business as usual won'od

Poor continent-wide results point to institutionalbottlenecks

By common consent development results in agriceilléund rural development have been less
than hoped for. Notwithstanding a number of sudoéstories of agriculture technological
breakthroughs and market expansions on the comtithesme is abundant evidence of the
relative failure of agricultural development in geal in Africa, and much of agriculture aid
projects in particular. Productivity gains havebeneagre in the past two decades. Many
trade distortions made it difficult for African stitelder agriculture to compete. Access to
domestic, regional and world markets is still liegitfor most small farmers in Africa,
particularly among the large numbers of African veonfiarmers. Some observers also point
to continued weak sector governance in many castparticularly in sub-Saharan Africa,
few coherent and prioritized sector policies, &latwell designed and integrated strategic
programmes, and low absorptive and implementatmacity in many countries. Regional
integration is characterized by a persistence dewfunded regional and sub-regional
organizations.

Widely shared agricultural growth also remains iogzkby constrained financial markets and
rural finance institutions. Development of compeditoutput and input markets is limited.
Services for smallholder agriculture remain poBiscal commitments to agriculture and rural
development by national governments were inadecquratehere was slow progress in the
infrastructure linking land-locked countries anchoge regions of coastal countries to the
centers of demand and the harbors.

Competition for natural resources —soil, watehdises and forests -- is increasing, and
management of these resources is improving onlylglaf at all. Progress in bio-technology
is inadequate, and combines with persistent ungeatthg funding of agricultural research,
agricultural extension, and institutions of highearning to condemn SSA agriculture to slow
and inadequate technical change, thus contribtibiraggrowing technology divide.

This long list of problems for agriculture develogmh already points to institutional

bottlenecks and the need for a renewed emphasisbiutional development in agriculture
and rural development and new partnerships toeabldse challenges.

Project performance in agriculture and rural develgpment

Past work in the African Development Bank, Inteimadl Fund for Agricultural
Development (IFAD), or the World Bank and otherarigations has shown the relatively
disappointing results of assistance to ARD in Afri©nly about 60 percent of all evaluated
development projects had a satisfactory performaneehieving their overall development
objectives. Project components dealing with inithal development were among those
often rated as least effective.



Project design was found to be very important fojgrt effectiveness. Yet, again, design
tended to give insufficient attention to institutéd capacity development, although
governance structures were often weak at all leviets IFAD funded projects, some aspects
of capacity building, particularly those at the ecoamity level and those concerning human
and social capital, were generally adequately takiEnaccount, while they were widely
neglected in AfDB funded projects.

Inadequate analysis of country capacity, sectotectrand lessons learned from former
experience were frequent causes for design probleaws involvement of beneficiaries and
other partners, and insufficient quality assurameehanisms were mentioned as other
important causes for poor quality-at-entry. Prtgehat were notably well designed with
respect to the needs of the rural poor, particypatself-help and social capital formation were
more likely to be satisfactory in reducing povdttgn those that were not.

Only 40 per cent of projects were rated sustaindtdss than one third of projects had a
satisfactory level of poverty impaahdwere also moderately or more sustainable. Teahnic
social and institutional sustainability were typigainsatisfactory. Key determinants were a
lack of attention to land tenure issues, ownergiggponsibilities for maintenance of
infrastructure, transfer of technical skills to b&aiaries, grassroots institutions, and post-
project financing sources. A main reason for pastanability was identified as the low
project impact on institutional development and/ees.

These findings again underline the ineffectiveredsastitutional development measures and
design of projects addressing ARD development mcAf and where they were addressed,
their ineffective implementation and impact.

Overall project performance of the AfDB and IFADARD in Africa is rather similar to that
of the World Bank (Chart 1). Satisfactory performoa for AfDB and IFAD is 10% higher
which is, however, mainly explained by high ratifgsrelevance (85 per cent satisfactory),
compared with lower ratings for

Chart 1 : : effectiveness (50 per cent and 55 per cent
Overall ARD Project Performance in respectively) and sustainability. Altogether,

(percent satisfactory) these results are supportive of the idea,
% ceteris paribusthat on average Africa is a
70 70 challenging environment for ARD for any
60 | = institution. The 2007 IEG evaluation of the
. " 40 performance of World Bank agriculture
50 projects in sub-Saharan Africa makes the
20 same observation citing the negative
10 influence of political economy, instability
° AFDB/IFAD Combined World Bank and weak institutional capacity

[moverall Project Performance MSustainability |

! World Bank Assistance to Agriculture in Sub-Sahaidrica. An IEG Review. 2007. The Independent
Evaluation Group. World Bank Washington, DC



Doing things differently

International donor agencies will need to do thidgferently as the old aid approaches no
longer work. In collaboration with recipient cotias they need to develop new business
models and instruments, supportive of new instihdl arrangements, including partnerships.
Project work alone is not sufficient but needseéacbmplemented with stronger coordination
with partners to build national capacity in thetseand to develop and align coherent
agriculture policies and programs at country amyoreal levels to meet the new African and
global challenges and opportunities.

2. But changing situation, due partly to globalizationbut also internal
changes (governance), and many new players. Newpoptunities.

Things are changing — Optimism for Africa and globawinds of change

Optimistic outlooks. But this is also a period of guarded optimisrautlihe prospects for
Africa and for African agriculture and Rural Devpioent (ARD). Per capita economic
growth is now above three percent, and per capitawdtural growth above 1 percent. Armed
conflicts are down to 5 from 15 in 2003. Sub-Sahakfrica (SSA) now has faster progress
in its business environment than other regions.r{@M®ank and IFC, 2006). Africa is in the
process of strengthening its Regional and sub-Regjiastitutions. Agriculture returned as a
priority on the International Development Agendamrebefore the recent food price spike,
and even more so as a consequence of it. The Afticgon (AU) in conjunction with the

New Partnership for African Development (NEPAD) daleveloped the Comprehensive
Africa Agricultural Development Program (CAADP),chare encouraging countries to
allocate more fiscal resources to agricultural ttgument. New private and emerging
economy donors are providing growing volumes of Aitlthese positive trends have led to a
significant acceleration of per capita economic agudcultural growth, and significant
reductions in poverty headcount in the fastest grgwountries. Unfortunately, - except in
North and Western Africa - they have not yet tratesl into measurable reductions hunger
and malnutrition.

Global winds of changeGlobal winds of change provide both significapportunities, as

for example from the bio-technology revolution andhe longer run the production of bio-
fuels, as well as significant impediments and tts;eas for example the failure of the Doha
Round of trade negations to start dismantling OE@Bbcultural subsidies and trade barriers,
or the expected negative impact of climate chamgagicultural productivity. Dramatic
changes are also occurring in private internatiagalbusiness and agricultural research as a
consequence of the biotechnology revolution.

Food and other agriculture commaodity prices areljiko stabilize above those prevailing
before the 2008 crisis although they may graduadiye down from their peak. This will



provide major additional opportunities for Africéarmers, especially in domestic and
regional markets, but also in the increasing SeotBeuth trade.

Implications for agriculture and rural development: the four “I's” and some suggestions
for “top-10" priorities in ARD for AfDB and IFAD

Renewed focus on agriculture — the four “I'&griculture has the potential to be again an
engine for growth and a key to reducing rural pover many African countries. To achieve
this agriculture and rural development efforts Wwalve to focus sharply on widely shared
growth in rural areas. Ndulu et al. (2007) propaseedium-term growth strategy for Africa
that hinges on taking action in four areas (alsmratterized as the four “I's”):

» improving theinvestmentclimate in agriculture through generating betteeimtives
for farmers and private sector to invest, includimg market environment;

» a big push toward closing thafrastructure gap with other regions of the world;

= a greater focus oimnovation as the primary motor for productivity growth and
enhanced competitiveness; and

= institutional and human capacity development to overcome weak institutions.

The ‘top-10’ Following these four investment areas the Jouatiation identified 10
priorities in agriculture and rural development ¢onsideration by AfDB and IFAD, and the
overall development community in general, to getcadfure moving again:

1. Pro-poor innovation. In order to find new solutions for challenges &[Ain Africa,
a more systematic approach to promoting technadbgied institutional pro-poor
innovations is required, to benefit the large numidfesmallholders and poorer
farmers, including women.

2. Agriculture science and technology.There has been underinvestment in agricultural
science and technology, knowledge management,daadsson.

3. Rural Infrastructure. There has been an extreme underinvestment in infcisre
in particular rural roads and irrigation.

4. Agriculture markets. As governments play an important enabling rote fo
agricultural growth, agriculture is widely a prieagector activity, including Africa’s
farmers themselves and agro-business. Enhancedemngat with the private sector is
required, for instance through supporting valudarchand markets and ensuring
smallholder access.



5. Rural finance. Given the importance of rural finance for increagecultural
productivity and rural off farm activities, greaggtention is required to making it
viable in what has proven to be a challenging emvirent. Thus, this is an area where
innovation is needed.

6. Governance, decentralization, and land tenure Good governance in public
services, decentralization of decision-making amthagement, and well functioning
institutional arrangements, for instance securitiand tenure, are an important
ingredient required for agricultural growth. Théen important role to play in
fostering institutional developments for ARD.

7. Regional integration and cooperation. Given the small size and limited capacity of
many countries, there are many critical issuesdh@abest addressed at a regional or
sub-regional level

8. Fragile states and middle-income countries.Given very different country contexts
in fragile states and middle-income countries,edéht approaches and instruments for
development and assistance need to be considetieesa sets of countries.

9. Climate change and natural resource managementrhe predicted impacts of
climate change and population increase on Africaicalture in terms of land, water,
variability etc. need to be addressed.

10.Human capital and gender. Rural development needs to take into consideration
demographic and human capital concerns. Thisimalude issues such as youth,
migration, remittances, HIV, etc.. Special attemti® needed on gender equity as it
has an important role to play impacting rural poyer

Towards new institutional roles in ARD.

All these topics and priority areas are far froowneindeed, they are well-trodden paths. But
many past models and programmes of developmentamitigovernance in these areas have
not worked very well for agriculture and rural demment in Africa, often due to

institutional deficiencies. In order to seize ngpportunities in the sector, Africa will have to
move ahead, in particular with its institutions dhd way they share the labor and cooperate
among each other. This includes a better definiotne future role of government, the
private sector, communities, and civil society iRB, as well as the division of labor among
different spheres of government. These are théutishs that have to work together to
implement new programs and support systems for AR@to jointly and individually take

on greater responsibility for providing servicesioall farmers. Africa’s governments and
the donor community are called for to work han¢h@md to bring about the necessary
institutional change.

Institutions and distributionNot only does the institutional environment detiere who
contributes to development and how successfullithgi it also is the most important




determinant of the distribution of the benefits. &khinstitutions are empowering, they can
help to lift the poor and disadvantaged and proti@en with access to resources and
opportunities; where they are dis-empowering, tteay be used by strong individuals and
groups to direct the benefits of development tonbelves, via elite capture. (Binswanger,
2008).

Heterogeneity.How an integrated institutional approach woulddstered in a particular
country should depend on past history, what cullyeaxtists and can be built on, the
prevailing traditions and cultures, and past histand a diagnosis of the existing capacities
and dis-functionalities. Different countries wolldve different approaches, and only
country-specific analysis can reveal where thetgstaveaknesses are and the best
opportunities for improvements in the institutioealvironment. There are no universal magic
bullets.

In all of this, Africa’s governments and developrmpartners face an increasingly numerous
and complex set of international agencies and Affrioistitutions that will have to broker new
strategic partnerships, alliances, networks, ahdraelationships, building on their resources
and comparative advantages. For traditional dgwvedémt agencies such as IFAD and the
AfDB the new partners on the scene, and an expacal&boration with these partners, will
require new and better adapted products, businedels) and institutional support
mechanisms.

3. New partners for ARD — What will it take?
A complex partnership arena is emerging

Players in a new aid architecture

There is an exploding number of players in develpnassistance, and we observe a shifting
of assistance to new donors. Estimates suggestbddwide,there are 233 multilateral
development agencies; 51 bilateral donor coungrexst with multiple official agencies);
several hundred international NGO'’s; and tens ofisands of national NGO'’s, not including
community-based organizations which could numbéhénmillions. (Kharas, 2007, p%3)

Real volume of development assistance from tratilidonors has stagnated. Additional aid
is coming from emerging countries, such as Chirthladia, and private donors, such as the
large American-based NGOs and foundations, eg. d\adion or Gates foundation, or

2 New bilateral donors from the South including Edpnors like China (2 billion $US/annum), Indial&®audi Arabia (over
a billion each), several more in the % billion figa (Korea, Turkey, Kuwait and Taiwan) and a tof&21 more who have or
are establishing aid program&stimates of aid from new players equaled or exegedficial development aid from
traditional donors in 2005 Thousands of private organizations are on the: nirternational NGOs like World Vision
International with a budget exceeding 2 billion $4Svith budgets between $500 million and $900iaml(Save the
Children International, Care USA, Catholic Reliei8ces and Plan International) and thousands itdigthropic
foundations who contribute to international cau3é® largest of these in 2004 were the Gates Faiomdat 1.2 billion $US
and the Ford Foundation at 250+ million.
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British Oxfam. Private remittances flowing backd@veloping countries are adding just as
much. A substantial amount of these funds are tedg®ewards Africa, many of them flowing
into rural areas and addressing the concerns ofgeaple in rural areas, including
agriculture.

In the United Nations sphere the Millennium Devetgmt Goal Task Forces, particularly
Task Force One, are new players. New conventiocis asi on Desertification and The
Montreal Protocol, to mention two, have overlapthWdAO, WFP, and IFAD’s roles; and
they are now closely entwined in emergencies, emalyning and a renewed focus on Africa.

At the same time African nations working through tkfrican Union (AU) have identified
joint action as critical and have created The Neawtrfership for Africa’s Development
(NEPAD), including the Comprehensive African Agilicme Development Program
(CAADP), and many other institutions for regionatieigration and specialized development
tasks.

Two partnership models

The complexity of the partnership environment beesmven more evident when one looks at
two different graphical models that depict a gemedoperation system in agriculture and
rural development in Africa and the multi-level amdlti-sectoral governance requirements

of horizontal and vertical partnerships.

Networks, with ‘home systems’ Partnerships are a form of cooperation, whesesrious
actors form a flexible system of mutual relatiopshand dependencies whereby every
participating actor is also part of other sub-uwpra-systems. Hence, it is crucial to look at
the bigger picture taking into account that albastare strongly influenced by their ‘home
systems’. Figure 1 shows in a simplified way adgpmulti-stakeholder partnership system
of IFAD / AfDB in the field of rural and agriculterdevelopment, including sub-systems the
different partners belong to. Each partner hagcfit hats to wear, and the better these
different hats are known by each partner the betterknows the intentions and incentives of
the partners.

Multi-level, multi-partner system.Partnerships for development also need to berstwbd

in view of the complexity of the multi-level and ttitsectoral governance system of
development that is depicted in Figure 2. Develepinfiollows a multi-stakeholder approach,
including stakeholders from the global to the Ide&kl and from the different sectors of
society (civil society, state and private sector).

These two models already indicate that there avigla variety of partnership opportunities,
with partners of different capacities coming froeryvarious institutional backgrounds,
operating at a number of different levels, andedliffg in their parther composition, their
purpose, and set-up.
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Figure 1 - A Generic Cooperation System in Agricul  ture and Rural
Development in Africa
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Figure 2 - Multi-level and Multi-sectoral Governa  nce
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Partnering at three levels: global, country, and gass-roots

Against this backdrop we need new partnershipsrastdutional development models. We
need to change the way we do business with eaeh. oBollowing the multi-level
governance model (and collapsing the meso- andrteeels) we can differentiate three
levels of institutional partnerships in the fiefdARD that will have to be developed,
broadened, and deepened, from the global to thetigoto the field:

1. Partnering at the global and regional level. This means more linkages among
traditionally strong sector donors in ARD in Afridar instance IFAD and AfDB, the
World Bank, and the European Commission et al.h$inkages have to be extended
to emerging new players, such as China, Brazil,ladd. Beyond the public system,
civil society at the global and regional levelepresented with major research
networks (such as the CGIAR), private foundatiom$ associated initiatives (eg. the
Association for a Green Revolution in Africa, th#l Bates foundation etc.), and
NGOs, such as OXFAM,; the private sector with matétal agro-business or bio-
technological research companies.

» Policy partnering at the country level. Policy partnering at the country level refers
to support for country ownership, alignment withioaal policies (PRSPs, National
Development Plans, Sector Policies etc.), and haization of aid delivery systems.
It includes the coordination and collaboration wather international as well as
regional institutions (eg. NEPAD/CAADP), and a nitultle of national development
agencies.

= Fostering new strategic partnerships at the grassis. At the grassroots level,
which basically is the generation of opportunitisl delivery of critical services to
farmers, the right roles have to be found and eagdror farmer associations, private

sector investors (agri-business etc), various smiety groups, local communities
and decentralized public institutions, and the ni@ditional sector institutions

Partnership requirements at all these levels theséollowing questions:

(1) How to bring these actors together in partnershi@édbally and regionally?
In the countries? And at the grassroots level? iArzktween?

(2) What are the costs and human resource requireroebtslding intensive
relationships? How to approach these relationshipsreasonable manner?

3) How to be selective in partnerships?

4) How to adapt business models in traditional aichaggs, such as IFAD or the
AfDB? This includes internal business processesearing project cycles and
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programme work; knowledge management; or decepdtadn; as well as their
capacity to work with a range of new partners; and

(5) Who will look out for the poor and disadvantageat,dender, for natural
resource protection and access?

In the following we will present some of the obsadions and major findings from the Joint
Evaluation, in a summarized form, and will try tideess these questions by following the
identified three levels. We will review the lessdhat AfDB and IFAD could learn from
their own experience as well as from partnersh@oiy in pursuing their partnerships and
collaboration at the global, country, and grasdgdevels.

Stronger partnering at the global (and regional) leel: Some lessons from
IFAD and AfDB

IFAD and AfDB have been in an institutional parstep agreement since 1978. Yet, the true
partnership experience of AfDB-IFAD has been limitand very largely confined to co-
financing operations, with AfDB playing (with ling@tl success) a supervision role for IFAD
initiated projects. There has been a significactide in this arrangement in recent years.
Since 2006, Management of both IFAD and AfDB hategted to re-focus and re-energise
their institutional partnership deal. Yet, the exsion found a number of areas that need to be
given particular consideration in shaping the ndatéral partnership as well as partnerships
with other agencies.

Towards clear partnership policies and objectives

Currently, there is a proliferation of partnershgmal competing demand in IFAD and AfDB.
IFAD and AfDB have a ‘full’, diverse, unstructuread loosely defined ‘mix’ of

‘partnerships’. Partnerships are opportunistic ameétrge from different points within the
organisation and primarily from an operationalattineeding additional resources rather
than being strategic or programmatic. Neither IFAd AfDB have a partnership policy or
guidance to staff on how to select, develop, formeadnd measure partnerships. Incentives
for partnership working are uncertain. None oftiie agencies has had a history of
establishing clear objectives for their partnershifith targeted results and tracking of
progress indicators. In future, agencies needttpaner priorities better than they have done
until now. IFAD and AfDB need clear partnershipipi@s and objectives.

Both agencies have strong corporate messages amplbetance of partnering, but to date,
notwithstanding some progress in certain areas asiclecentralization and to some extent
knowledge management, this has not been givenifyrinrorganisational reform, nor has it
been sufficiently operationalized through partngrgtiented business processes. Both
institutions are in the midst of reforms that wgiflape future partnership opportunities. These
reforms offer an opportunity for re-orienting thbirsiness models more towards partnerships.
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Good practice for partnerships

The observed practice of partnerships in IFAD afidB\lends strong support to the validity
of the findings from a review of good partnershgpried out for the Joint Evaluation. The
review was based on theory and several case stoipestnership management, beyond
AfDB and IFAD (Sieber and Zimmermann, 2008). Tbkofwing conditions for successful
partnerships from this review should be highlighted

1. Partnership is a means to an end: partnership mgrée need to set clear goals for the
partnership and expectations for value-added.

2. Partnerships need specific and bounded objectviéis one or more clear outcomes
that are being tracked regularly. This requires itooimg and evaluation.

3. Strong partnerships are dynamic in nature. Thegndfring a particular intensity of
effort and sharpness when evolving conditions dem&his requires flexibility
among partners.

4. Adequate resourcing, including appropriate and agdeghuman resources, and
organisational incentives, which need to align ssnpartners, are crucial.

Policy partnering at the country level

The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (208%ne of the pushing factors for new
partnerships and institutional development modelfrica. It calls for a changing
development architecture where the adoption ot jglirategies, joint programmes and joint
evaluations become increasingly important to doaadstheir partners in recipient countries.

Specifically the Paris Declaration includes thédiwing well-known principles and
commitments that are graphically depicted in tlieedfectiveness pyramid in Figure 3:

a. Country ownership;

b. Alignment of all development agencies with recipieountry policies and
systems;

c. Harmonization of common arrangements for plannimd)delivering aid, and
gradual simplification and harmonization of procesi

d. Management for producing results at country lexed

e. Mutual accountability.

The third high level forum on aid effectivenes®iccra in Sept. 2008 underlined these basic
principles, and again emphasized the aid predidiglihe use of country system rather than
donor ones, conditionality based on countries’ osather than donors’ development
objectives, and the untying of aid from procureneanditionalities Accra Agenda for
Action).
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Figure 3: The Aid Effectiveness Pyramid
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Implications of Paris for AfDB’s and IFAD’s country work

The Aid Effectiveness agenda has major implicatfongountry programmes and
development cooperation in the agriculture andl Wegelopment sectors, including that by
IFAD and the AfDB:

» Project work alone is not sufficient. There is an tgent need for contributing to and
aligning more effectively with coherent and countryowned agricultural policies.
Putting the countries in the driver seat suggémstsdupport to ARD strategies should be
provided in close coordination with recipient gaweents and other donors. The overall
ARD programs should derive from PRSPs and otheommejtional development plans
and associated analytical work.

= Wherever appropriate, AfDB and IFAD need to embarkwith others on joint
assistance strategies and sectoral approacheSiven the proliferation of donors, the
fragmentation of aid and the high transaction castociated with current aid delivery
mechanisms sector dialogue and aligned approacéésportant.
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= National budgeting and fiduciary systems need to bepgraded and used as the
framework for harmonization of procedures acrossods with an eventual move to
budget support. This would require a focus on ciéypaailding and a new approach to
technical assistance within ARD sector agenciesbaydnd.

= Need for more strategic knowledge managemenglobally, at agency headquarters, and
at country levels.

= All this means new business models and processeslonor agencieghat are more
flexible, responsive, and closer to the field.

= More decentralization to the country level will benecessary- although donors may
have to consider
o the disadvantages for smaller organizations, sadkAD, due to economies of
agglomeration (attaining a critical mass);
0 potential cost-savings through partnering in deredization, or in certain
decentralized activities; and
0 selectivity of countries.

Performance of non-project dimensions of country ppgrammes.

Yet, in order to achieve, or at least make satisfgqrogress towards these new objectives,
AfDB and IFAD will have to significantly change tihenode of operation at country level,
particularly in view of policy dialogue, effectivermonization and coordination at country
level, and instrumentation. The evaluation of pestormance by both institutions in these
important dimensions of country level work showthea poor results, although there are
some indications that the situation has been slawproving in recent years.

In sum, a meta-evaluation of more than 20 receabity programme evaluations from IFAD
and the AfDB found that:

1. Policy dialogue performance is completely inadeguait was found no more than 10
per cent satisfactory in either agency.

2. Performance in terms of coordination and harmoiuisas satisfactory only about 20
per cent of the time, but it is improving.

3. There is limited use of grant and lending instrutadar policy and knowledge work at
country level beyond the traditional project invashts (Instrumentation).

The overall picture of the non-project dimensiohsauntry programmes as revealed by the

recent country evaluations is given in Figure 4chirsimultaneously, but separately, shows
the average performance of the AfDB and IFAD meassitny the four criteria of strategic
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relevance, policy dialogue, coordination and harnsetion, and instrumentation compared to
the goal of fully satisfactory performarice

Figure 4 — Country programme performance by AfDB aml IFAD (non-lending
activities)

Average Performance

Relevance
6

6 Instrumentation

Coordination and Harmonization

Fully Satisfactory (5)

6
Policy Dialogue AfDB mean

OIFAD mean

' Midpoint (3.5)

Only the dimension of strategic relevance exceedlstlBe mid-point between an
unsatisfactory and a satisfactory rating, and émlyhe AfDB. The three remaining criteria
of policy dialogue, coordination and harmonisatsaore 3.5 or less, for both AfDB and
IFAD. Figure 4 also shows a grey field signifyitinge area that would be commanded if all
criteria had an average score of 5, which woultfllly satisfactory’. The data reveal a
strikingly similar and uniform level of poor perfoance in these important non-project
dimensions by both AfDB and IFAD, with the Bank'srfprmance being only slightly better
than IFAD'’s.

3In Fig. 4 the average scores for four key perforceatriteria have been calculated and combineddiarmond to provide a
more comprehensive comparative picture of perfocearRecalling that on the used six point scalee(elthere are no
ratings below one and above six) there are fiveriatls; giving a midpoint of 3.5 (1 plus 2.5 intels). Thus, for average
performance for a specified criterion to be ratadlp satisfactory or better it must exceed 3.5.
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Fostering new strategic partnerships at the grassiots

While many institutions for ARD are still weak, thmstitutional environment has
significantly improved in many countries since t890s.

First, the space for tharivate sector, including producers associationshas dramatically
expanded, even though the private sector resp@ssedt yet entered input and output
markets sufficiently to create a vibrant and comipetenvironment for small farmers. The
sluggish entry of the private sector into input@ypmarketing, rural finance, and technology
development and dissemination in Africa has beeticodarly harmful to the development of
the small farm sector, and how to provide theseices remains a major challenge of ARD
particularly in SSA. The governments will have taypa role in financing a number of these
services, without necessarily returning to thesthipproaches of government provision. It
will also have to create conditions suitable foblpttprivate partnerships, not only with
central government institutions, but also loweelaiers of government.

Second]ocal communities and civil society organizationdiave much more opportunities to
participate in development and are receiving doimestd foreign support. From letting
communities participate in the design, finance, exahtenance of micro-projects,
community development programmes have moved amlpeémpower them to chose,
design, and execute a large range of micro-prqjbgtgransferring both the responsibility and
the co-financing resources for these projectseatiFAD has been a strong champion of
such community empowerment. The growth and devedoprof communities, NGOs, and
social capital is not only important for the implemtation of development programs, but the
diversity and strength of these organizationsge al defense against elite capture of
programs and project benefits. For agriculturaletigoment, a particularly important
development is the formation and progressive deveémnt ofindependent farmers’
organizations, and micro-finance institutions They are increasingly replacing or
complementing cooperatives that were often crelayetie state, and did not really lead to
empowerment.

The role ofgovernments at central, sector, and local levels equally changing. There has
been a growing realization that the sector instihg should delegate implementation to the
private sector, to communities, civil society orgation, and to local governments, using the
principles of subsidiarifyand comparative advantage. Instead of providingess and
implementing programs they should formulate posiceet standards, and enhance and
control quality (World Bank, 2004). Far from a wdtiawal from R&D services, such a
change would strengthen the capacity of the oveyaliem to provide these services,
including the public and quasi-public goods so padieded by small farmers.

* The principle of subsidiarity states that functiamould be allocated to the lowest level capabégfectively
performing them while at the same time minimizimlyerse spillover effects to neighboring units @& $lame or
higher levels.
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Thecentral governmentshave a particularly important role to play in lgimg about the
changes needed for successful co-production anf@ngajor institutional pillars discussed
above, including public-private partnerships. Thaye to ensure that the business climate for
the private sector improves, and that communitiesavil society are free to take on their
co-production. They have to drive forward the psscef community empowerment and
decentralization of functions, resources and adadnility mechanisms to local governments
and to the end users, and to ensure that the sastitutions transform themselves.

The growing role of private sector, farmer assaooies, and local communities calls for:

» Changes in policies and strategic partnership tateam among donors and
recipient governments concerning these groups;

= Adapted business models and processes for theposugnd collaboration;
= Strong coordination with country partners to buntional and local institutional

capacity among these agents that are working ajrssroots.

Applying the Principal-Agent Model in the field of grassroots development partnerships

For many of the recurrent problems in strategi¢r@aships and collaboration at the grass-
roots level with a multitude of actors the prindipgent theory provides useful explanations,
and ways to mitigate them. The principal-agentthallows a closer look at accountability
and delegation issues in partnerships. The thegrea that principals (such as donors or
governments) must solve two basic tasks in chodsieig agents. They must select the best
agents, whether employees or contractors, andecradticements for them to behave as
desired. Principals must also monitor the behagi@fitheir agents to ensure that they are
performing their tasks well. Delegation always li@p conflicting objectives between the
agent (e.g. the development organisation) who kas Belected for his or her specific
knowledge and the principal (e.g. the donor) whedhand pays the agent but can never hope
to completely check his or her performance.

In development cooperation delegation of tasks éapfirst, where the donor / public
contractor contracts an organisation (public oegtko carry out programmes in pursuit of
certain development goals, and, secondly, whereet$yective development organisation
hires local partners to implement the actual pnogngs and projects in the field. Thus we can
assume that there are a number of institutionahgements between IFAD/AfDB and their
sub-contracted local partners where principal-agesiblems are likely to appear in the field
of agriculture and rural development in Africa. IBAfDB are not able to fully monitor and
control the performance of their partners (e.galdarmers’ associations, NGOs, local
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government agencies, etc.) in carrying out the IFDB projects and programmes, because
they do not have the resources and have to retjeselective information they get from
their partners. According to the theory, sub-cactied partners are likely to use their
information advantage to take actions unobserveldAp/AfDB or conceal the true cost or
valuation of their work.

Only slightly more than half of all evaluated IFA®DB development projects in the field of
rural and agriculture development in Africa havewh satisfactory performance and had a
sustainable impact. Looking at these rather pesults through the principal-agent lens, we
can observe a typical indicator for principal-agerdblems: the lack of sustainability of
development activities. The theory comes up witb &xplanations for this lack of
sustainability:

1) Sub-contracted local agencies have a strong itteregcuring continuous funding by
their principals. To please the principals, thegsent good short-term results,
neglecting the more important and sustainable tengrimpacts of the projects and
programmes.

2) As donor agencies (the principals) respond moréipely to visible changes (e.g. a
new road or a new school built), sub-contractedllactors prefer to start new
projects than continue or improve old projects.

Some concrete measures to improve the accounyatiilfiartnerships are

» Clarifying responsibilities.The contribution of an agent to a policy problem ba
unclear when responsibilities are not clearly assig for the partnership as a whole
and of individuals or task forces within a partiégos

* Improving the provision of informationGenerally, the principals want information
on anything for which they hold the partnershipcastable. The challenge is to find
the right balance between the necessary scopeegmndelof detail in reports and their
usability.

» Clarifying the principals’ expectationsA partnership can only fulfil the expectations
of its various principals if these are clearly @utated. The expectations are needed as
standards for evaluating a partnership’s activiied linking them to positive or
negative sanctions.

» Strengthening sanctionsNegative or positive sanctions are the ultimatermea
through which principals control the agent’s bebavi Sanctions can range from
protest to withdrawal of financial contributionsdaimave to be enforced when
appropriate.

® Steets. J. (2005): Developing a Framework: Concepts and Research Priorities for Partnership Accountability,
GPPi Research Paper Series No. 1.
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4. Conclusions and main messages

Towards a new strategic partnership matrix for agriculture and rural development in
Africa

Evidently, a new strategic partnership matrix ngedse developed for the planning and
programming of agriculture and rural developmennurch of Africa. This matrix will require
new, more focused, and more specific roles formatonal development agencies along their
specializations and comparative advantages, congpltsd by strategic partnering at global,
country, and grassroots levels. Fundamentallyjlithave to be built on close alignment and
harmonization with partners at country level, melwith government priorities and systems.
The roles of regional African institutions, incladithose of the AU, NEPAD and CAADP
deserve special attention. There is a strong inggeturegional integration in agriculture,
incl. the management of crucial natural resourceb sis fisheries, protection against plant
and livestock diseases, and support for indigesoigntific capacity development. Above
all, the new aid architecture needs to acknowleédgeyrowing importance of private sector,
farmer associations, and local communities, anctiiaaging roles for governments in its
policies and operations on the ground. All of till require new ways of doing business.

More specifically, for IFAD and the AfDB this witequire to

= improve and complement (or even substitute) projerk with solid sector work,
regionally and in countries; preferably in coopemratand partnership with others;

» help link private sector, civil society, produceganizations, and communities
much better with central, sector, and local govents:

= coordinate with others to build national and regiarapacities in the sector; and
= establish strategic partnerships, alliances, ahslarks that help to achieve better

results and that also, in the long-run, may bedes#ly than individual
programming.

Fostering partnerships systematically

Past partnership experiences in development hage béen modest to poor, in agriculture
and beyond. There are many reasons for this, amg neasons to trust that things may be
different in the future, provided that a few pripleis of prudency are being followed:

» Partnerships need to be built on solid and realggthunds, applying good practices

and principles, being informed by lessons leardttaeory. Among others,
partnerships need to be set-up and monitored iayatvinduce sustained positive
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behaviour in pursuit of their main objectives aadake account of where partners
are coming from;

» A strong partnership orientation will require aféelient set of organizational
structures, business models and processes thdfarelis@at approach, at individual
agency and inter-agency levels;

* Most importantly, partnerships in development, mpadhere else, must be given
time to grow — with the right mixture of supportigdministrative frameworks and
trust-building personalized relationships. Thi®alseeans medium- to longer-term
institutional investments in fostering the growttstrategic partnerships and
alliances.

M&E to build a virtuous learning loop involving all parties

Regular monitoring and evaluation will play an im@aat role in enhancing partnerships
through:

= Assessing the relevance of the partnership desigd€nsuring good practice;

» Regularly tracking specific agreed-on partnershiftomes, at institutional and
country levels;

» Reviewing the efficiency of partnerships in ternigransaction costs and value-
added;

= Evaluating the many experiences of learning by glaimwhich communities,
local governments, farmer’s organizations and pesctor actors would be given
opportunities and resources to exercise contral ther own development, and
drawing lessons for new programs; and

= Evaluating the performance of country joint assiséastrategies.
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