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)ÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎȣ 

Â Theme: Capacity Devt for Ag. Transformation & Food Security 

Â Why? 
Â Due to the paucity and incoherent understanding of the severity of the capacity 
ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÓ ÆÁÃÉÎÇ  !ÆÒÉÃÁȭÓ ÁÇÒÉÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÓÅÃÔÏÒȟ !#)2 ΤΡΣΤ ÉÓ  ÃÏÎÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÒÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
fore the capacity development dynamics impacting this sector.  

Â Lack of adequate capacity hinders growth, weakens international competitiveness and 
adversely affects poverty reduction efforts on the continent.  

Â Objectives: 
Â Examine key issues/challenges facing countries and cross-border capacity development 

and cooperation in Africa.  

Â Interrogate the issues/challenges impacting agricultural transformation & food security 
in Africa with their capacity development ramifications. 

Â Give enhanced theoretical underpinnings to the capacity development interventions 
being undertaken on the continent.  

Â Examine the issues/challenges facing not only in-country but also cross-border 
developments in capacity in Africa with ongoing efforts to support regional 
cooperation, and serve as a definitive knowledge product primarily for policymakers  

 



Computing the Agricultural transformation 
and food security index 

Â Four components of capacity: 

Â Agricultural strategy formulation and implementation 

Â Training, research and development and innovations in 
agriculture 

Â Role of private sector in the value chain 

Â Information system 

Â A sub-index is calculated for each component 

Â The Agricultural transformation and food security index is 
the harmonic mean of the four sub-indices above 

Â All values range from 0 - 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Main findings 
 Agricultural Strategy Training-Innovation Role of Private Sector Information System ACIAgric 

Very Low 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Low 9.5 47.6 4.8 2.4 11.9 

Medium 50.0 52.4 23.8 9.5 54.8 

High 35.7 0.0 33.3 26.2 33.3 

Very High 2.4 0.0 38.1 61.9 0.0 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

 



ACI Index on Ag. Transformation (Cont) 
Â Overall, performance in agriculture and food security ɀ good 

Â Majority of countries ranked either HIGH (33%) or MEDIUM (55%) 
Â Only FIVE countries ranked LOW  

Â Burundi, CAR, Congo ɀ $2#ȟ #ĖÔÅ Äȭ)ÖÏÉÒÅ ÁÎÄ -ÁÕÒÉÔÁÎÉÁ 



Link with ACI composite index 
Overall, the Agric. Index value is greater than the ACI composite index value. 

Two outliers: Burundi and Kenya, both with lower capacity in Agric than 
overall capacity for policy, implementation, and results  



Agricultural Capacity and Performance 

Capacity is important for increasing 
value and productivity of agriculture 

Information  systems are very important  for  increasing 
both agriculture value added and productivity .  A good 
agricultural strategy can make the difference between 
high and low value added to GDP. Training and 
investment in innovation are important  for  raising 
farmer and land productivity .  The private sector role 
is critical for  raising productivity  and increasing the 
contribution  of agriculture to GDP. 

Component 
of Capacity 

Increase in 
agriculture 
value added 
to GDP (%) 

Increase in 
cereal yields 
per hectare 
(%) 

Information 
Systems 

79.2 80.1 

Private 
Sector Role 

71.7 60.1 

Training and 
Innovation 

38.5 39.4 

Agriculture 
Strategy 

58.3 48.6 

Source:  Agricultural value added as a share of GDP and cereal yields per hectare from World 

Bank Data Finder.  All other data from ACI. 



ACI Index on Agriculture  Transformation:  
Pattern Variations 

Â Strengths 
Â Countries surveyed are equipping themselves with information 

systems 

Â 98% in HIGH or V. HIGH 

Â Role of private sector key in Ag. Sector  

Â 71% of countries in HIGH or V. HIGH 

Â Areas requiring improved capacity 
Â -ÏÒÅ ÅÆÆÏÒÔ ÎÅÅÄÅÄ ÉÎ ȰÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇȟ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÎÏÖÁÔÉÏÎȱ 

Â ./ #/5.429 ÒÁÎËÅÄ ÉÎ ()'( ÏÒ 6Ȣ ()'(ȣ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÍÏÓÔ ÈÁÌÆ 
(i.e. 48%) score LOW 

Â !ÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÔÏ ȰÁÇÒÉÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÙȱ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÏÎÌÙ ΥΪϷ 
of survey countries ranked in either HIGH or V. HIGH category 



Agricultural  Strategy and Implementation of CAADP 

Not all the countries surveyed have completed the CAADP Investment Plan 



CAADP Pillars 

Â Pillar 1: Extending the area under sustainable 
land management 

Â Pillar 2: Improving rural infrastructure and 
trade-related capacities for market access 

Â Pillar 3: Increasing food supply and reducing 
hunger 

Â Pillar 4: Agricultural research, technology 
dissemination and adoption 



Agricultural strategy and implementation of the CAADP:  Pillars 

Assessment of the implementation of the CAADP pillars was done by six different evaluators. 

Countries are performing differently in the implementation of the four pillars. In each of these, 
the majority of countries were rated Ȱ!ÖÅÒÁÇÅȱ. However, the raters expressed a better  
satisfaction for the implementation of Pillar 3, which has to do with  increasing food supply and 
reducing hunger, where 47% of countries ranked either High or Very High.  



Agricultural  capacity is more impacted by country characteristics than by 
democracy except in the role of the private sector and information  systems.  
Better information  systems in the whole agricultural value chain can reverse 
the resource curse.  A private sector stronger than the state can sway elections. 

Elections have mixed effects on 
indicators of agricultural capacity 

Resource curse visible across all 
indicators information systems 



Agricultural Value Added and Productivity 
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Increase in Agricultural Value 
Added as % of GDP 1990-2010 

Decline in 
Cereal Yields 
1990-2010 

Decline in Agricultural Value 
Added as % of GDP 1990-2010 

Increase in 
Cereal Yields 
1990-2010 

Source:  Agricultural value added as a share of GDP and cereal yields per hectare from 
World Bank Data Finder.  All other data from ACI.  



Average Change in Performance of the 
Agricultural Sector in Africa from 1990-
2010 for Countries that Have and Have 
Not Had a Recent Election. 

Countries that held elections recently had the 
same likelihood of seeing an increase in both 
agricultural value added as a share of GDP and 
cereal yields in kg per hectare.  Countries that 
have not had a recent election, however, were 
overwhelmingly likely (85.7%) to see a decline in 
both agricultural value added and cereal yields.  
The results are mixed when looking at the trade-
off  between agricultural value added and 
productivity.  Countries that have held elections 
recently show an increase in a agricultural value 
added but a decline in cereal yields, while those 
that have not had a recent election have seen an 
average decline in agricultural value added as a 
share of GDP but an increase in cereal yields.  
Elections in Africa do lead to instability in many 
countries and this could prevent actors like 
farmers from raising their productivity.  Ability to 
respond to global price signals could also be 
better when there is stability and that could be 
the reason for the increase in cereal yields in 
countries not facing elections.  Furthermore, 
when looking at averages and not changes during 
the period 1990-2010, we see that while both 
categories of countries have seen an increase in 
the average cereal yields, those that have had no 
election have seen a higher increase in cereal 
yields during the period 1990-2010.  The results 
support findings by others that democracy is 
important for raising both productivity and yield 
as well as for avoiding famine.  However, in the 
African context, given the instability during 
elections there could be a net loss to productivity 
and value added that mutes the overall effect. 
 

Source:  Data on agricultural value added and cereal yields from World Bank Data finder.  All 
other data from ACI.  Calculations by Authors. 



Fragility and Agricultural Performance 
Countries with  stable political  environments have not 
performed better  than fragile states in benefitting  from  
the high prices in cereal yields than countries that are 
fragile and unstable.  Countries like CAR, Liberia and Sierra 
Leone have been able to increase both agricultural 
productivity  and cereal yields between 1990 and 2010 due 
to their  high dependency on agriculture. 

Quad Category 

I Increase in both agricultural 
value added and cereal yields 

II Increase in agricultural value 
added but decline in cereal 
yields 

III Decline in agricultural value 
added but increase in cereal 
yields 

IV Decline in both agricultural 
value added and cereal yields 

Share of Non-Fragile States in each of Four 
Categories of Agricultural  Performance 

III 

33% 

I 

50% 

IV 

67% 

II 

83% 

Source:  Agricultural value added as a share of GDP and cereal yields per hectare from World Bank 
Data Finder.  All other data from ACI. 


