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Preface

Since the beginning of the new millennium, African governments, donors and the private sector
have all stepped up their efforts to revitalise the agricultural sector by mobilising additional
resources and putting new business initiatives to work. Through the approval of NEPAD’s
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) in 2003, African leaders
agreed to governmental responsibility for providing technical and financial support to the
agricultural sector and the development of the agro-based private sector. In addition, trade
issues have been increasingly seen as intrinsic to agricultural development strategies.
Governments and business actors agree on the need for better co-ordination of each other’s
strategies and interventions in the agricultural sector. This places public-private dialogue at
centre stage of Africa’s agricultural development process. More emphasis should therefore be
placed on policies in favour of market expansion and improved regulatory conditions to underpin
private-sector development and redefine the roles of government, donors and business.
Africa is facing new challenges daily caused by market transformations on a global scale.
Technological advances, changes in food consumption patterns, the demands of private retail
companies and stricter quality and health standards imposed by OECD importing countries
have been at the root of some of this change. Meanwhile, African agro-food companies are
faced with a rising demand for food in Africa due to rapid urbanisation and increased industrial
activity. In addition, China and India have provided new outlets for African agricultural exports
but have also increased competitive pressures.
To address these challenges, a change of perspective is needed to promote commercial agriculture
and the development of rural non-farm activities. More emphasis should be placed on policies
that raise agricultural productivity and expand market opportunities at the international, regional
and national levels. Private investment in appropriate technology and scientific expertise to
support the agricultural sector in Africa requires adequate policies and regulations.
This edition of Business for Development: Promoting Commercial Agriculture in Africa looks
at recent trends in trade and aid in African agriculture, including an overview of the corporate
landscape of the agro-food sector, and takes stock of donor activities aimed at supporting
commercial agriculture in the continent. This new publication will make a substantial contribution
to what we know and need to do to support private-sector development in Africa.

Javier Santiso,
Director, OECD Development Centre
March 2008
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Agriculture is Becoming a Business

ABSTRACT
Ghana’s agricultural sector has two faces. On the one hand, Ghana continues to face food
security problems due to stagnating productivity in the food crop sector and undeveloped
internal food markets. On the other hand, horticultural exports have been increasing and
recent investments in cocoa and pineapple processing can been seen as signs of an emerging
modern agricultural sector.
The horticultural sector currently receives a lot of attention from donors and the Ghanaian
government. The examination of several large donor projects in this sector reveals that donors
are increasingly taking a value chain approach and trying to link smallholder farmers to exporters
via outgrower schemes. Donors are also making an effort to connect their projects with other
ongoing interventions. However, donor approaches vary according to donor preferences, and
multi-donor programmes would probably be a better solution.
While the current focus of donors and the Ghanaian government in the horticultural sector is
welcome, it bears the risk of leaving the north of Ghana, where food crop production and poverty
are concentrated, further behind. Food crops should receive more attention not only to resolve
Ghana’s food security problem but also to take advantage of growing demand from Ghana’s
middle-income class, which provides the opportunity for developing a local food industry.

13

BUSINESS FOR DEVELOPMENT

Introduction
The Ghana country study reviews what the Government of Ghana and donors are doing to
promote agricultural development, with a particular emphasis on commercial agriculture. It
starts with a short analysis of the Ghanaian agricultural sector to highlight growth possibilities,
but also the constraints hindering the development of the sector. Then the study addresses
the question of how far the strategies of the Ghanaian government are effectively tackling
the problems faced by the agricultural sector. This is followed by a review of what donors are
doing to promote the sector, discussing several large donor projects in more detail to show
the variety of donor approaches. Finally, the study describes positive developments such as
the growth of the horticultural sector, but also areas which require improvement such as the
continuing problem of food insecurity.
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Status of Agriculture and Agribusiness
Ghana’s agricultural sector itself is not homogeneous. Performance within the sector varies
substantially with respect to food and export crops. The following discussion of Ghana’s agricultural
sector will therefore be divided along the lines of food and export crops; even though some
food crops may be exported as well. The section closes with an analysis of emerging agroindustries such as timber exports.

Food Crop Production – Low Productivity Leads to Continuing Food
Insecurity
Although Ghana’s natural conditions for agriculture are advantageous, the country remains
highly dependent on food imports. According to the Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MoFA),
Ghana’s agricultural production currently meets only half of domestic cereal and meat needs and
60 per cent of domestic fish consumption. Self-sufficiency is achieved only in starchy staples
such as cassava, yam and plantain, while rice and maize production falls far below demand
(EIU, 2007; RoG, 2007).
There are various reasons why Ghana’s food crop production remains below potential. Agriculture
is largely rain-fed, with traditional systems of farming still prevailing in most parts of the country.
Production levels vary according to weather conditions since Ghana’s irrigation potential remains
almost untapped1. Poor technology and small production units prohibit economies of scale and
lead to sub-optimal yields. For example, maize and rice are produced at a third of their potential
yields per hectare (OECD, 2008). The sector also suffers from public underinvestment. Field
interviews suggest that the Government of Ghana (GoG) should pay more attention to food
crops, as opposed to exclusively promoting export crops, since the production of food crops
is vital for poverty reduction as well as for reducing the north-south divide of the Ghanaian
economy (see Box 1).
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Box 1. The North-South Divide of the Ghanaian Economy
Ghana’s economy is divided into north and south. The northern region consists of three states:
Northern, Upper East and Upper West. The remaining seven states — Ashanti, Brong-Ahafo,
Central, Eastern, Greater Accra, Volta and Western — form the southern part. Since independence,
the southern part has been far richer and more dynamic.
To a certain extent the development gap between the two regions can be explained by the
geographic and climatic advantages of the south: most of Ghana’s natural resources are located
in the south, particularly minerals; the rainfall is more abundant; and the southern part benefits
from direct access to the Gulf of Guinea and Lake Volta.
However, the north-south divide has political origins as well. Development projects and programmes
have been concentrated in the south and neglected the north. The division is slowly narrowing,
as recent governments have expanded capital investment projects in the north. The investments
undertaken so far include extending the national electricity grid, rehabilitating north-south roads
and increasing expenditure on education.
Source: EIU, 2007.

Finally, there is no pull from the modern, industrial sector and no link between the traditional
agricultural sector and the market. In the absence of transport and storage infrastructure,
small farmers have hardly any access to local and international markets. At the same time the
growing segment of middle-income households could provide a significant consumer base for
locally processed foods such as gari (cassava powder), palm oil, honey, etc. However Ghana
is currently producing less than 30 per cent of the raw materials needed by its agro-based
industries (RoG, 2007). The GoG has put various incentives (e.g. tax holidays) in place to
promote food processing but the response has been low as major bottlenecks such as lack of
infrastructure, finance etc. remain. As local food processing remains too small to meet local
demand, high-value food imports have been increasing.

Export Crops – Is Ghana on the Way to Diversification?
Since the colonial period, Ghana’s major export crop has been cocoa. In the 2005/06 production
year, Ghana was the world’s second-largest producer of cocoa beans with an output of 740 million
tonnes2. The second most important export commodity is gold. Gold and cocoa exports make
up around 50-65 per cent of total exports, consequently the overall performance of Ghana’s
economy hinges very much on the performance of these two commodities. Côte d’Ivoire remains
the world’s largest cocoa producer, producing almost twice as many cocoa beans as Ghana.
Nevertheless, Ghanaian cocoa beans can sell at a significant premium on the London and
New York futures markets, owing to their high quality due to the rigorous state quality control
through the Ghana Cocoa Board (Cocobod)3. In an effort to promote vertical diversification,
Ghana is trying to increase the amount of cocoa beans processed by up to 50 per cent. Yet as
of 2005/06, only 13 per cent of cocoa beans were processed in Ghana (ICCO, 2006).
At the same time the GoG and donors such as the World Bank and the United States are
promoting the horticultural sector to reduce Ghana’s dependency on cocoa exports (horizontal
diversification). While the value of horticultural exports stood at $9.3 million in 1994, it had
increased to $50 million in 2006. Pineapple exports have been the major driver behind this
development. In 2006, the value of pineapple exports amounted to over $19 million, 38 per
cent of total value of horticultural exports (GEPC, 2007a). Pineapples have also been one of
the products besides cocoa where private enterprises of the OECD countries (such as the
British company Blue Skies or the Dutch company Togu Fruits) have been increasingly involved
in processing, thereby contributing to vertical diversification (Royal Ahold, 2004). However,
Ghana has yet to learn how to adapt faster to market developments, since the switch of
consumer preferences to the sweeter MD2 pineapple variety posed a considerable challenge
to producers.
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At the international level Ghana faces the problem of being a small player (except for cocoa)
with limited visibility. Even with a significant increase in volumes, Ghana will still have to base
its comparative advantage on quality rather than quantity. The development of branding and
marketing strategies to promote Ghana’s agricultural products internationally is therefore
important.

Other Emerging Agro-Industries – Timber Processing vs. Forest
Degradation
Since more than one-third of Ghana’s total land area is covered by forest, exotic woods are
Ghana’s third largest export commodity after gold and cocoa. In 2005, timber and wood
products accounted for 8.2 per cent of the export revenue or about EUR184 million (Ghana
Forestry Commission, 2006). The GoG is encouraging the development of large-scale commercial
plantations. In 2005, the GoG abolished the export duty on lumber, veneer and plywood, which
was seen as a major constraint on the timber industry. At the same time a prevalent concern
is the sustainability of Ghana’s forestry sector. Rainforests once covered more than one-third
of the country but according to the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) less than 10 per cent
of original forests are left today because of deforestation and poor forest management (Cass,
2006). So far the conflict between preservation of forest and the development of a timber
industry has not been resolved.
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To sum up, Ghana faces three interrelated challenges in the agricultural sector. First, the country
is still struggling to achieve food security and no significant economic and social progress is
possible without improved productivity of small-scale producers. Second, the country is trying
to diversify its products to reduce its economic vulnerability to external shocks such as the
cocoa price collapse in 2001. Third, Ghana wants to turn itself into an agro-industrialised
country, but so far most of its products are exported in raw form and therefore promotion of
processing is crucial.
The following section examines how far government policies and donor initiatives are addressing
the previously mentioned challenges and bottlenecks.

What is the Government doing?
The overarching policy framework guiding Ghana’s effort to become a middle-income country is
Ghana’s Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy II (GPRS II), which is a follow-up to Ghana’s
Poverty Reduction Strategy (GPRS I). GPRS II entails high levels of public spending to promote
structural transformation of Ghana’s economy. The strategy was adopted in July 2006 and is
organised around three pillars (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The Three Pillars of GPRS II
GPRS II
(2006-2010)

Pillar 1:
Private Sector
Competitiveness
Private and Financial
Sector Reforms

Pillar 2:
Human Resource
Development
Education

Pillar 3:
Good Governance and
Civic Responsibility
Public Financial
Management

Health (incl. HIV/AIDS)
Modernised Agriculture

Public Sector Reforms
Water and Sanitation

Infrastructure

Decentralisation
Other Governance incl.
Monitoring & Evaluation
Source: Author’s presentation based on RoG (2005a).

If Ghana wants to attain middle-income status by 2015, agriculture will have to grow by at
least 6 per cent per year, and the modernisation of agriculture is imperative (RoG, 2005a).
Before going into a more detailed discussion of the GoG’s new agricultural policy, it is important
to take a quick look at how far GPRS II priorities are matched by actual budget expenditures.
This is necessary because one of the major criticisms regarding GPRS I was the disconnection
between GPRS priorities and actual budget allocations.

Private Sector Competitiveness - Only a Government Priority on
Paper?
A look at the 2006 budget allocations reveals that in the first year of implementation of GPRS II
a large discrepancy persisted between the GoG’s budget provisions and actual budget releases.
The approved 2006 budget to implement GPRS II amounted to $2 194.4 million (excluding
balance of payment and budget support). Pillar 1, Private Sector Competitiveness, was to receive
the largest amount of funds (41 per cent); followed by Pillar 2, Human Resource Development,
(36 per cent); and Pillar 3, Governance and Civic Responsibility, (21 per cent). While the GoG
intended to provide the majority of the funds (67 per cent or $1 146 million), donors pledged
to contribute one-third of the GPRS resources ($733 million, excluding balance of payment and
budget support, which together amounted to $441.8 million) (CG Ghana, 2007a).
However, the actual resource allocation along the GPRS II pillars was quite different, mainly
owing to a shortfall of the GoG’s spending on Pillar 1. The overall 2006 budget amounted only
to $1 559 million, implying a total shortfall of over $600 million. The shortfall was entirely
on the account of the GoG, since donors actually disbursed slightly more ($10 million) than
projected. As a result it was Pillar 2 which received most of the funds ($669 million, 43 per cent
of budget releases), followed by Pillar 1 ($575 million, 36 per cent) and Pillar 3 ($313 million,
20 per cent). The GoG released only half of the approved budget funds for Pillar 1, compared
with 69 per cent of Pillar 2 and 59 per cent of Pillar 3. Donor priorities also shifted: Pillars
2 and 3 received more resources than foreseen, while Pillar 1 received only 80 per cent of
planned donor funds (CG Ghana, 2007a). No explanation is offered as to why the GoG’s funding
fell short of targets, but as a result actual spending did not prioritise Pillar 1, Private Sector
Competitiveness. Within Pillar 1 private sector development and infrastructure investments
were the areas which suffered the largest cuts.
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For 2007-2009, spending along the GPRS II pillars is planned to amount to over $2 billion
per year and Pillar 1 should receive the largest part of the funds with over $1 billion a year,
followed by Pillar 2 (over $880 million) and Pillar 3 (over $350 million) (CG Ghana, 2007b). But
as the above discussion has shown, it remains to be seen whether this allocation of spending
will actually materialise.

New Agricultural Sector Strategy – Correcting Old Mistakes?
According to the new Food and Agriculture Sector Development Policy II (FASDEP II), MoFA will
become the lead agency for the development of the agricultural sector in Ghana. As lead agency
MoFA should co-ordinate and overview the activities of the various ministries, departments and
agencies (MDAs) which engage directly or indirectly in agriculture. So far MoFA has not been
able to exercise this function because of lack of capacity but also because there is no mechanism
in place to engage with other MDAs. Therefore a new platform for policy dialogue will be set
up to ensure the response of other MDAs engaged in agriculture and promote inter-ministerial
co-ordination. A stronger partnership between all MDAs and the private sector for an improved
response to the sector’s policies will also be pursued (RoG, 2007).
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FASDEP II encompasses a wide range of goals, from food security to agricultural modernisation
and international competitiveness. MoFA will be mainly responsible for food security, traditional
crop development and co-ordination with other MDAs and donors, as the cocoa, fisheries and
forestry sectors fall out of the responsibility of MoFA. A major difference compared with the
former agricultural sector strategy (FASDEP I) is that FASDEP II adopts a value chain approach
to agricultural development, and value addition and market access receive more attention. At
the same time a strong focus on food security is maintained which can be seen as a response to
concerns raised that the GoG was paying insufficient attention to food crops and only promoting
export crops. But despite the strong focus on food security the strategy addresses the northsouth divide only on the sidelines.
FASDEP II provides a good investigation into constraints hindering the development of the
agricultural sector and also analyses to a certain extent the success or failure of past interventions.
However, the analysis of the problem is often not followed by a proposal of how to improve
interventions of the GoG. For example, while it is acknowledged that FASDEP I has failed to
achieve the desired impact on poverty because of insufficient targeting of the poor, not much
can be found in FASDEP II on how better to involve the poor. FASDEP II also contains multiple
drafts of an indicator matrix to measure the effects of interventions in the agricultural sector.
However many indicators remain to be concretised and it is not clear which of the many MDAs
will be responsible for the actual collection of data.
The strategic plan for implementation of FASDEP II is still to be developed and will, it is hoped,
provide more concrete ways forward on how to tackle the challenges of the agricultural sector,
e.g. collaboration with the “super ministry” – the Ministry of Trade, Industry, Private Sector
Development and President Special Initiatives (MoTI, PSD and PSI) – to attract more private
investment in industrial crops. So far Ghana still has a separate private sector development
strategy, trade policy and agricultural sector policy. Past Ghanaian agricultural strategies
have similarly lacked consistency and sustainability. The inauguration of a new government
has tended to be connected to a major shift of focus in agriculture and there is no guarantee
that the next presidential election in 2008 will not bring a substantial shift in the agricultural
strategy again.

Agriculture, Private Sector Development and Trade Strategy –
Missing the Links?
In April 2006, the Ministry of Trade and Industry, the Ministry for Private Sector Development
and the President Special Initiative were merged into a “super ministry” — MoTI, PSD and
PSI. However, the merger has yet to affect operations. Ghana still retains separate trade and
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private sector policies and the PSIs continue to exist as stand-alone initiatives (Figure 2).
The recent merger has not led to a harmonisation of the various efforts to promote trade and
private sector so far.

Figure 2. The Super Ministry
Super Ministry
MOTI, PSD and PSI

Trade and Industry

Trade Policy

Private Sector Development

President Special Initiatives

Private Sector Development
Strategy

Promotion of selected crops
(e.g. cassava, palm oil)

Trade Sector Support
Programme (TSSP)
Ghana Export Promotion
Council (GEPC)

Source: Author’s presentation based on field interviews.

In December 2004, Ghana’s current trade policy was launched following adoption of the new
private sector development strategy in July 2004. The goal of the new trade policy is for Ghana
to become a middle-income country by 2015, by turning the country into a leading African
agro-industrial economy. The major driver of this development should be the private sector,
while the GoG provides a trade-enabling environment. Ghana’s trade policy covers seven areas:
i) unilateral trade; ii) creation of a fair and transparent import-export regime; iii) facilitation of
trade; iv) enhancement of production capacity for domestic and export markets; v) domestic
trade and distribution; vi) consumer protection and fair trade; viii) protection of intellectual
property rights.
The current trade policy itself provides only general guidelines in these areas, for example that
Ghana should obtain reductions in tariffs and elimination of non-tariff barriers for Ghanaian
export goods in the WTO (World Trade Organisation) negotiations. The actual implementation
is guided by the Trade Sector Support Programme (TSSP) which, apart from the seven themes
mentioned above, covers three additional areas: i) standards; ii) competition and government
procurement; iii) export trade support services (RoG, 2004a; RoG, 2005b).
As the GoG itself admits, the current TSSP is a very complex programme, involving a large
number of MDAs, business associations and other external stakeholders. The TSSP is supposed
to deliver a rapid and strategic expansion of Ghana’s productive base. The aim already implies
substantial overlap with the Private Sector Development Strategy but this problem is not
addressed in the TSSP. With the exception of the area of education, there is no reference made
to how co-operation with other ministries could function. The policy remains very general with
no Ghana-specific information and therefore the opportunity to incorporate lessons learnt from
the past is missed.
Moreover, the envisaged 27 projects under the TSSP cover very large areas and already tend
to overlap. Since the implementation has only recently started, not much can be said about the
actual effects of the Programme, but in the project description no reference is made to existing
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initiatives or ongoing programmes. The timeframe for the TSSP is also rather ambitious: in
about five years the TSSP is supposed to have radically transformed the trade and industry
sectors of Ghana. Taken as a whole, in their current form the trade strategy and the TSSP do
not lend themselves easily to implementation and therefore further efforts are required to
guarantee their effective operation.
Lastly, one of the most pressing challenges is inter-ministerial co-ordination between MoFA and
the MoTI. Since agriculture and agro-processing form the largest component of the Ghanaian
private sector, it is essential that the FASDEP is effectively linked with the private sector
development strategy and the TSSP. But so far co-operation between the two ministries is limited.
Part of the problem is that the MoFA is “weak” and lacks adequate resources and capacities;
while the MoTI is comparatively “strong” but lacks adequate understanding of agricultural issues.
There was a proposal to merge the agriculture and private sector development strategy but it
was dropped (RoG, 2003a; RoG, 2003b).
To sum up, several challenges remain with respect to the GoG’s efforts to promote the
modernisation of the agricultural sector. First, Pillar 1, Private Sector Competitiveness, of the
GPRS II is so far only a priority on paper since actual budget allocations continue to fall short of
budget provisions. Second, there is no single strategy to promote private sector development
in agriculture. Private sector, agricultural development and agricultural exports appear in
various policy documents (the new FASDEP, the trade strategy, the private sector strategy)
but the connection between the strategies is far from clear. Last but not least, the challenge of
coherent GoG support to the agricultural sector remains, as a variety of MDAs are responsible
for implementation and inter-ministerial collaboration has been very rare in the past. It remains
to be seen whether MoFA will be able to assume the role of the lead agency with respect to the
agricultural sector as envisaged in the FASDEP II.
Having discussed GoG efforts to promote the agricultural sector, the following section analyses
how donors support it.

What are Donors doing?
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Owing to its political stability and commitment to economic reforms, Ghana is one of Africa’s
donor darlings with aid amounting to more than 10 per cent of gross national income (GNI)
(10.6 per cent of GNI in 2005) or $51 per capita. Between 2000 and 2005, Ghana received
an average of $1.3 billion of official development assistance (ODA) per year. Most aid came
from bilateral donors, whose yearly support averaged $839 million. Multilateral aid amounted
to $496 million per year. However the averages mask large variations of aid flows between the
years. Ghana’s prominence with international donors can be seen not only by the amounts of
aid it is receiving but also by the sheer number of actors: 21 bilateral donors and 10 multilateral
agencies are providing aid.
Since the introduction of GPRS II in 2006, the GoG puts greater emphasis on growth and the
development of the productive sectors. Looking at donor commitments for 2006-08 shows
that donors have followed suit. While donor support for human capital development and social
services will only rise slightly, support for Pillar 1 will increase significantly. Between 2006 and
2008, Pillar 1 will receive over $1.5 billion, or 53 per cent, of the total donor funds committed
for that period. This implies an increase of Pillar 1 support of over 40 per cent compared to
2003-05. The major beneficiary of this increase will be agriculture: yearly donor support for
agriculture will more than double, reaching $226 million in 2008. In fact, during 2006-08 support
to agriculture will overtake support to infrastructure: donor support to agriculture will amount
to $589 million, compared with support to infrastructure of $442 million. Support to private
sector development (PSD) will also almost double, reaching a total of $244 million between
2006-2008 (RoG, 2006; CG Ghana, 2007c).
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Mapping Donor Support to PSD in Agriculture
Most donor support in the agricultural sector is still provided in the form of projects, and according
to field interviews the number of these is increasing rather than decreasing. Building on the
donor support overview of the Ghanaian Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning (MoFEP),
Table 1 provides a classification of over 100 ongoing development projects supporting private
sector development in agriculture in 2006. The actual number of projects is probably even
higher since the table only accounts for the major bilateral and multilateral donors, excluding
NGOs. In addition, some major projects, such as TIPCEE (Trade and Investment Program for a
Competitive Export Economy) which is financed by the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID), are mainly operating outside the government structures and therefore
not accounted for.

Table 1. Ongoing Support to Private Sector Development in Agriculture
(2006, projected disbursements in $ million)
No

Area of Intervention

Donors

1

Firm Farm Level

1.1

Access to Inputs and
Irrigation

AfDB, Japan

1.2

Production

AfDB, Canada, EU, FAO,
France, IFAD, Switzerland,
USA

1.3

Agricultural Marketing

2

Public Sector

2.1

No. of
Projects

Total
Disbursement

% of
Total

Smallest
Project

Largest
Project

Average
per
Project

3

3.30

0.8

0.40

2.40

1.10

26

67.72

16.3

0.01

25.10

2.60

AfDB, Germany

3

7.00

1.7

1.30

4.10

2.33

Agricultural Policy and
Interventions

Canada, FAO, Germany,
Japan, UNDP, USA

6

18.46

4.4

0.03

15.50

3.08

2.2

Trade, Commerce, Industry

Germany, USA, World Bank

3

14.20

3.4

1.30

10.00

4.73

2.3

Business Environment

Canada, NDF, UK, USA,
World Bank

5

11.90

2.9

0.30

6.00

2.38

2.4

Specialised Agencies

None

2.5

Economic Infrastructure

AfDB, Denmark, EU, France,
Germany, Japan, Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland,
UK, USA, World Bank

3

Public/Private Sector

3.1

Agriculture Programmes
and Budget Support

3.2

0

0.00

0.0

0.00

0.00

0.00

22

179.15

43.2

0.04

43.50

8.14

Canada, UK, World Bank

3

42.53

10.2

4.80

20.23

14.18

Business Develop-ment
Services

None

0

0.00

0.0

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.3

Advocacy/Lobbying for
Policy Reform

Canada, IFAD, Netherlands,
UK

4

7.56

1.8

0.06

6.40

1.89

3.4

Other

Spain

1

4.60

1.1

4.60

4.60

4.60

4

PSD Support

4.1

General PSD Support

AfDB, Canada, Denmark,
EU, France, Germany, IFAD,
ILO, IOM, Italy, Japan,
Netherlands, UK, UNDP,
USA, World Bank

23

48.38

11.7

0.08

13.90

2.10

4.2

Financial Sector

AfDB, IFAD, Switzerland,
UK, UNDP, USA, World Bank

9

10.37

2.5

0.30

2.70

1.15

108

415.17

100.0

0.01

43.50

-

Source: Author’s presentation based on RoG (2006b).
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As Table 1 shows, there is a large variation in yearly disbursements: some small projects such
as the FAO Wealth Creation project only disburse $10 000 per year, while big projects such as
the World Bank’s Road Sector Development Program disburse $43.50 million per year. Currently
only Canada and the UK provide sector budget support directly to MoFA (Table 1, 3.1). Both
donors also maintain various projects at the same time.
The largest number of projects (26) can be classified as promoting production (Table 1, 1.2)
at the firm/farm level. Most of the projects focus on the promotion of food crops to enhance
food security. This is in line with the observation of field interviews that promoting commercial
farming is still relatively new and just starting to be taken into account when designing new
projects. For example, IFAD is planning to use a more commercial approach to farming also for
food crops in the north in its upcoming Northern Rural Growth Programme (NRGP). Currently,
the only donor covering the whole value chain is AfDB, albeit with diverse projects.
With respect to donor support to the public sector two observations can be made. First, the
majority of the projects (22) focus on improving the economic infrastructure (Table 1, 2.5),
especially roads. Not only is a large number of donors (12) active in this area but infrastructure
(mainly transport) also receives over 40 per cent of total donor funds. Second, the area of
improving agricultural policy and interventions (Table 1, 2.1) is also fairly well covered. Here it
has to be taken into account that the budget support of Canada and UK, as well as the World
Bank Agricultural Services Sub-Sector Investment Program (AgSSIP), also provide considerable
support in this area, especially with respect to capacity building in ministries.
The largest number of donors (16) is active in providing support to PSD (Table1, 4.1); however
it is often not clear how far this assistance aims at developing the agro-based private sector.
The same holds true for financial sector support, where interventions more generally target
rural entrepreneurs or small and medium enterprises of which agribusinesses can (but do not
have to) be part.
Overall, Table 1 shows that there is a high concentration of donors in certain areas, e.g. production,
infrastructure, general PSD support, which implies that there is some room for improving the
division of labour between donors. Marketing and the provision of inputs should receive special
attention. It remains to be seen the extent to which new projects such as the Millennium
Challenge Account (MCA) programme will fill these gaps.

Major Donor Projects in the Agricultural Sector
The following section will take a closer look at several donor projects in the agricultural sector.
An attempt was made to focus on the most important or biggest projects. However, data
limitations did not always permit this approach to be followed and some projects were also
chosen because of their unique or innovative character, or their link to other projects. Table 2
provides an overview of the projects being examined in the order of discussion.
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Table 2. Discussed Donor Projects

Donor

Project

Primary Objective

Amount
($ million)

Time

Element of Interest for
the Study

World Bank

AgSSIP

Before 2004: Research and
extension, reform of agricultural sector
After 2004: Promotion of
agribusiness/horticultural
sector

67.0

2000-2006

Largest project before
MCA, attempt to establish
AgSWAp, Horticulture
Export Industry Initiative
(HEII)

Canada

FABS

Enhance MoFA’s capacity to
implement FASDEP

85.0

2003-2008

Sector budget support,
institutional capacity
building

AfDB

EMQAP

Promotion of horticulture
and cassava

25.8*

2006-2010

Link to other projects,
cassava processing

USA

TIPCEE

Exponential growth in sales
of non-traditional agricultural exports by increasing the
competitiveness of Ghana’s
private sector in international and regional markets

30.0

2005-2009

Value chain approach,
connection to other projects, direct co-operation
with private sector

USA

MCA
Programme

Increase and enhance
production, productivity and
competitiveness of high-value cash and food crops

547.0

2007-2011

Largest project in the sector, value chain approach

IFAD

NRGP

To develop remunerative
and inclusive agricultural
commodity and food chains
in Northern Ghana

21.8

2008-2015

Value chain approach for
food crops

*UA17 million converted with UA1 = $1.5205, currency equivalent of February 2005, given in project appraisal document, see
AfDB (2005).
Source: Author’s presentation.

AgSSIP – A Failed Attempt to Establish a Sector-Wide Approach in
Agriculture
The biggest ongoing project in the agricultural sector in the past six years (2000-06) has been
the World Bank’s Agricultural Services Sub-Sector Investment Project (AgSSIP). During the
implementation period the terms AgSSIP and MoFA were often used interchangeably, which shows
how important the project had become. However the original intention was quite different.
AgSSIP was supposed to be a sector investment programme financed by various donors leading
to the establishment of a sector-wide approach (SWAp)4. The idea was to avoid the pitfalls of
past agricultural development support in many countries and especially in Ghana, e.g. poor
co-ordination and low impact, lack of flexibility and coherence in allocation of resources etc. (Le
Coq, 2003). Alongside World Bank financing of $67 million, substantial funding (over $40 million)
was supposed to be provided by several other donors (RoG, 2004c).
Between 1998-2000, a broad consultative process (involving the private sector) took place
to develop a sector programme which would help to transform the agricultural sector. But the
final AgSSIP project document did not seem to have strong links to prior documents of the
consultative process and mainly focused on research, extension and broad sector reforms
instead of a revival of the agricultural sector as a whole. As a result, donors felt left out of the
final World Bank project (Le Coq, 2003).
Donors decided to opt out of AgSSIP and the planned co-financing did not materialise, with
only the UK provided some funds at the project appraisal stage5. In the end AgSSIP became
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a typical World Bank investment project with its own project co-ordination unit, financial
monitoring, etc.
AgSSIP implementation also took off rather slowly. The project was supposed to start in 2000,
but after the January 2001 change of government, discussions about the necessity of the
project as a whole were renewed. At the same time GoG priorities for the agricultural sector
changed as Ghana’s agricultural sector strategy was reviewed and FASDEP I was introduced.
At the end of 2001, the project was signed into effect by the GoG but programme ownership
and implementation remained weak until the midterm review in 2004 which led to a major
restructuring of the project.
In the restructuring of AgSSIP in 2004, GoG took a leadership role and more weight was
given to commercial farming6. New priorities put forward by the GoG were development of
the horticulture export industry, rehabilitation of irrigation schemes, development of the palm
oil industry, community fisheries, infrastructure development and agricultural mechanisation
service centres and support for FBO development (RoG, 2004b). Those activities were already
included in AgSSIP but more emphasis was put on those “new” initiatives in the second half of the
programme. After the restructuring the response from GoG and farmers was very positive.
Implementation remained the responsibility of MoFA since the decentralisation process was not
as advanced as had been assumed when the project was designed. In principle, financing should
have gone through the district assemblies but instead (owing to the incomplete decentralisation
process) it went to the directorates of the MoFA at district level. Even today, fiscal decentralisation
is far behind functional decentralisation. The proportion of the GoG budget going to district
level is currently only 38 per cent (World Bank, 2007).
According to the World Bank (2007) the crops and livestock subsectors, which were the most
relevant sectors under AgSSIP, recorded an average growth rate of 5.4 per cent per year. While
it is difficult to link the effects of a certain project to overall sector performance, it is fair to say
that AgSSIP played an important role in strengthening MoFA, alongside Canada and the UK
who also provided support in that area, helped to increase the capacity of FBOs in production
and marketing and ensured the increasing involvement of the private sector in service delivery.
Another positive outcome has been MoFA’s Horticulture Export Industry Initiative (HEII), which
will be discussed in more detail below, since many donors currently show a substantial interest
in the horticultural sector in Ghana.

Sector and General Budget Support but no AgSWAP?
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The next step for the World Bank will be to move to general budget support which was already
envisaged in the project document of AgSSIP. The agricultural sector was to a certain extent
already supported under the previous Poverty Reduction Support Credits (PRSCs) which are
the World Bank’s budget support instrument. For example, the PRSCs provided funds to pursue
quality enhancement through crop spraying and to increase farmers’ share of the cocoa price
(World Bank, 2007). Future PRSCs will have an even stronger focus on agriculture. According
to the World Bank, the capacity building efforts in the past six years should have made MoFA
strong enough to engage with the MoFEP in the budget discussions. The World Bank expects that
through budget support and the related discussions MoFA will be able to get a larger share of
the total GoG budget. This in turn should make MoFA less dependent on project funds. However,
in the past MoFA’s budget share has been rather low with only 3 per cent of the discretionary
GoG expenditure (Akroyd and Smith, 2007). MoFA itself was somewhat shocked by the World
Bank’s announcement to move to budget support, as it fears losing out in the budget process.
Still, budget support from Canada and the UK earmarked for the agricultural sector will remain
as a base funding.
Canada and the UK are the only donors providing budget support earmarked for the agricultural
sector. Because of the low capacity at MoFA, most of the funds have been used to improve
the management and governance of MoFA. As a result, public financial management, budget
planning and the co-ordination between national and district level have improved. According
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to field interviews, another major achievement has been increasing awareness in MoFA of the
impact of their activities on the environment. Budget support has also strengthened MoFA’s
position vis-à-vis the MoFEP. The transfer of financial resources from the MoFEP to MoFA has
improved; the delivery time between request and receipt of money used to be 75 days and now
takes less than 30 days. While Canada will probably continue to provide sector budget support,
it does not seem likely that other donors will join. Field interviews suggest that neither donors
nor MoFA are particularly inclined to establish an AgSWAp at the moment which would provide
the basis for increasing budget support in the agricultural sector. Despite the high costs linked
to stand-alone projects, MoFA seems to have a preference for this type of donor support, since
it provides a fairly stable source of funding without having to engage in budget discussions
with the MoFEP. The recent start of various big projects in the horticultural sector also implies
a continuation of project-based development assistance in the agricultural sector.

Horticulture Export Industry Initiative – a Popular Donor Playing Field
The major objective of the HEII is a market share expansion of Ghana’s horticultural products
at the international level. The HEII tries to consolidate Ghana’s competitive position through
the introduction of new varieties such as MD2 pineapples or golden papaya. Under HEII there
is also a strong commitment to improve infrastructure, such as port handling, storage and
logistics (GEPC, 2007b).
The HEII has proved to be a good docking station for donor projects, even though it is unclear
how far this is related to the success of the initiative or the general interest of donors in the
horticultural sector. Major projects in the horticultural sector are the AfDB-financed Export
Marketing and Quality Awareness Project (EMQAP), the USAID-funded Trade and Investment
Programme for a Competitive Export Economy (TIPCEE), and the Millennium Challenge Account
(MCA) programme.

EMQAP – Building on the Institutional Structures of AgSSIP
The Export Marketing and Quality Awareness Project (EMQAP) was approved in 2005 with a
resource envelope of $24.7 million, but actual implementation only started in January 2007.
The objective is to increase the incomes of horticultural-crop farmers and exporters and of
cassava producers. The project covers the whole value chain for pineapple and cassava and
certain other horticultural products (papaya, eggplant and chillies). It will be implemented
over five years in four regions: Central, Eastern, Greater Accra and the southern-most part of
the Volta (AfDB, 2005). With regard to horticultural products, the project avoids those which
are dominated by large multinational companies, such as bananas. This is quite a different
approach from TIPCEE which actually tries to link smallholders via nucleus firms with large
multinational companies (see below).
The expected outputs of the project include a database on market information and consumer
preferences, marketing strategies for the selected horticultural crops, 410 km of all-weather
roads, cold chains in each of the four regions under the project, improved commercial capacities
of horticultural producers and exporters as well as other private entrepreneurs, and strengthened
horticultural farmers’ and exporters’ associations. An interesting feature of the project is the
promotion of cassava processing, since Ghana is the third-largest cassava producer in Africa
and the sixth-largest cassava producer in the world with 5 per cent of world production. In
line with the PSI on cassava the project will promote the linking of smallholder farmers to the
sole cassava processing company in Ghana in operation at the moment – the Ayensu Starch
Company (AfDB, 2005).
In order to avoid duplication, the project builds on the institutional infrastructure established by
AgSSIP, e.g. the steering committee and the project management co-ordination unit (PCMU).
While MoFA will be the executing agency, the HEII management team will be reassigned to
EMQAP and charged with the implementation of project activities. The PCMU will also coordinate with the IFAD-financed Roots and Tuber Improvement Project (RTIP) to ensure that the

25

BUSINESS FOR DEVELOPMENT

targeted cassava farmers in the Ayensu area will have access to high quality cassava planting
materials. Last but not least, a close collaboration with TIPCEE and the Japan International
Co-operation Agency (JICA) is expected, even though the exact nature of that collaboration is
not described (AfDB, 2005).
EMQAP envisages a participatory approach to avoid the mistakes of past agricultural projects
which depended heavily on public intervention and resulted in limited ownership by stakeholders.
Beneficiaries will not only be involved in design, implementation and monitoring of the project
but there will also be ten consultation workshops (two each year) during the course of the
project implementation (AfDB, 2006).
Since the project has just started it is too early to discuss the effects of the planned interventions
which have the potential to enhance Ghana’s international competitiveness. However, EMQAP
faces the problems shared by all projects: management and co-ordination of stand-alone projects
is costly. Despite efforts to build on and complement other donor efforts, project co-ordination
and management costs remain high at $2.39 million (8 per cent of the total project cost) and
require almost as many funds as are foreseen for capacity building efforts ($2.4 million). The
EMQAP may not build parallel structures itself but it will continue to use established ones.
There is also a concern with respect to sustainability of certain interventions; for example, it is
unclear who will take over the provision of improved seeds and who will maintain the database
after the termination of the project.

TIPCEE – Linking Smallholders to the Market
In 2005, one year before the announcement of the MCA programme, USAID and the GoG
started the Trade and Investment Programme for a Competitive Export Economy (TIPCEE) with
a resource envelope of $30 million. TIPCEE seeks to achieve “exponential” growth in sales of
agricultural exports by increasing the competitiveness of Ghana’s private sector in international
and regional markets. TIPCEE is USAID’s flagship project under its economic growth programme
for Ghana and is implemented by Chemonics International along with its consortium partners7.
The project is large in both monetary and human resource terms, with a largely Ghanaian staff of
50 people including support personnel of which only three are expatriates (USAID, 2007a).
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The project consists of two components: Enabling Environment (EE) and Export Business
Development (EBD). EE focuses on improvement of the legal and regulatory environment for
private sector operations and investment with respect to trade, finance and agriculture. Most of
the support takes the form of technical assistance. EBD works with the private sector to build
its capacity to compete in the regional and international markets. The EBD component is driven
by market demand: farmers are taught to produce what they can sell and not to sell what they
produce. A major goal of TIPCEE is to integrate smallholder farmers into export-oriented (and
more recently domestic market) value chains; e.g. smallholder groups are linked to exporting
firms in the pineapple, mango, papaya and vegetable subsectors, and local or regional firms
in the case of other commodities such as maize. But TIPCEE is not only collaborating with the
smallholder farmers but also with the nucleus firms to increase their ability to engage with
smallholders (USAID, 2007a). The amount of money TIPCEE was able to raise in the last three
years can be seen as a sign of success: during that period, $1 million from TIPCEE has leveraged
$1.3 million, mainly from the private sector.
One of the major differences compared with the other projects discussed so far is that TIPCEE
works predominantly through the private sector and only partially through GoG structures
(USAID, 2007a). According to TIPCEE staff, one of the reasons for the focus on the private sector
is its ability to disseminate and react quickly to often changing market demands especially for
high value export commodities, such as horticultural products. The private sector has an ability
to react that is currently missing in government bureaucracies. Constantly changing market
demands require quick transmission of information, but when using the MoFA structures it may
take months for the information to get to the producer. However when working on crops such as
maize and citrus which are grown by many, geographically dispersed farmers, the involvement
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of MoFA is essential. TIPCEE has also been contributing technical assistance to MoFA’s HEII
MD2 dissemination programme for smallholders.
TIPCEE works with other ongoing donor projects in the sector such as Germany’s Market Oriented
Agriculture Programme (MOAP). The collaboration with Germany has resulted in industry events
such as the Fruit Logistica trade fair, the EurepGAP Option 28 pilot for pineapple smallholders,
and the development of a geographic information systems (GIS)9 mapping database of citrus
smallholder farms. TIPCEE is also collaborating with Germany to strengthen the Federation of
Associations of Ghanaian Exporters (FAGE) (USAID, 2007a).
Unlike the AfDB project discussed above, TIPCEE is actively seeking to link big international
companies with the Ghanaian private sector. In 2006 TIPCEE provided technical and financial
assistance to a Ghanaian company that produces juice and juice concentrate to enable the
company to supply 500 tonnes of pineapple concentrate to the Coca-Cola Company in 2007.
This will require 6 000 tonnes of fresh pineapple which will be sourced mainly from Ghana’s
smallholder producers. TIPCEE is also currently co-operating with the management of Chiquita
to explore the options for banana growing in Ghana (USAID, 2007a).
Originally TIPCEE focused on high-value export crops such as pineapple, mango, papaya, cashews
and Asian vegetables. In 2006, USAID Ghana increased the number of rural households that
should benefit from the programme from 30 000 to 100 000. The target was raised to meet
the goals of US President Bush’s Initiative to End Hunger in Africa (IEHA). Even though the
USAID Audit Report 2007 raised concerns about the attainability of the target and noted that
this may lead to an inefficient reallocation of resources, USAID Ghana has decided to keep the
ambitious goal. Therefore TIPCEE’s mandate was expanded to include certain food crops that
target a regional market and/or domestic markets – citrus, tomatoes, onions and maize. In
addition, two medical plants – voacanga and griffonia – were added. For tomatoes, maize and
citrus, processing options will be explored (USAID, 2007a; USAID, 2007b). It remains to be
seen if this enlargement of focus will overstretch the programme.

MCA Programme – Trying to Tackle Various Bottlenecks at Once
Ghana was one of the first countries that became eligible for Millennium Challenge Account
(MCA) funds in 2004. In August 2006, Ghana finally signed the MCA compact with the US
government over a grant of $547 million which is to be disbursed over the next five years.
However implementation is still at the very beginning. The goal of the MCA programme is
to modernise agriculture and increase Ghana’s non-traditional exports in three sub-regions:
the southern horticultural belt, the Afram plains and the northern savannah region. The MCA
programme consists of three projects: i) the agriculture project, ii) the transportation project
and iii) the rural services project (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. MCA Programme Ghana
Overall Compact
Goal

Programme
Objective

Projets
Objectives

Economic growth and poverty reduction through the transformation of agriculture

Increased production, productivity and competitiveness of high-value cash crops and food crops

Agriculture

Transportation

Rural Development

Enhance proﬁtability of
cultivation, services to
agriculture and product
handling in support of
the expansion of
commercial agriculture
among groups of
smallholder farms.

Reduce the transportation costs aﬀecting
agricultural commerce
at sub-regional
and regional levels.

Strengthen the rural
institutions that
provide services
complementary to, and
supportive of,
agricultural and
agri-business
development.

Source: Author’s presentation based on RoG/USA (2006).

With $241 million the agriculture project will receive the largest amount of the total funds,
followed by transportation ($143.1 million) and rural services ($101.3 million). In order to ensure
that the objectives of the MCA Ghana programme are realised, the Millennium Development
Authority (MiDA) was established by an Act of Parliament (Act 702) in 2006. MiDA will oversee
and manage the implementation of the Ghana programme. Consequently it is not surprising
that project administration will be quite costly, amounting to $46.6 million. Monitoring and
evaluation will cost another $15 million (MiDA, 2006; RoG/USA, 2006).
Within the agriculture project, commercial training will receive the biggest share of the funds
($66 million), followed by credit activity ($58.4 million) and feeder roads ($57.9 million) (RoG/
USA, 2006). Irrigation, post-harvest infrastructure and land reform share the rest of the funds
but on a much smaller scale with $27.6 million, $20.4 million and $10.7 million respectively.
The MCA programme is expected to train 51 000 households in agronomic, organisational and
business skills as members of FBOs, to improve the extension services by MoFA, to develop
and improve the operations of approximately 120 small and medium-sized enterprises and to
rehabilitate over 950 km of feeder roads (MiDA, 2006).
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With its strong focus on the horticultural sector, the MCA programme has in many ways preempted the second phase of AgSSIP and TIPCEE. According to field interviews, MCA provides
the opportunity to scale up many activities which started under AgSSIP and TIPCEE. But with
regard to ongoing donor harmonisation efforts, the MCA programme has been viewed rather
critically by other donors as the US has not been too keen on joining ongoing harmonisation
initiatives. At the beginning there seemed to be no eagerness to incorporate lessons learnt
from the past (Lucas, 2006). Now MCA has a local representative, besides MiDA, in Accra and
participates in the agricultural sector working group.

NRGP – Bringing the Value Chain Approach to Northern Ghana
As the discussion above has shown, much donor support is going into the horticultural sector.
While this support will be very helpful in promoting export-oriented agriculture, it risks reinforcing
the existing north-south divide of Ghana’s economy. One of the few donors who have been
active in northern Ghana during the past 20 years has been IFAD. Ghana has been the largest
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recipient of IFAD funds in West Africa with $155 million, more than half of which have been
used to fight rural poverty in the North (IFAD, 2006).
IFAD has been active in building domestic markets for traditional food crops by promoting the
modernisation of production of specific commodities (i.e.: roots and tuber crops: cassava, yam,
sweet potatoes). One of the lessons learnt from donor interventions in the past has been that
too much focus was put on production, while too little attention was placed on market linkages
and institutional capacity building. In its new project, the Northern Rural Growth Programme
(NRGP), IFAD will adopt a value chain approach with a special focus on how to link producers
with the market. This implies that NRGP will work not only with the rural poor but also with
traders, wholesalers and exporters, who may not be poor but are important intermediaries.
The aim of the programme is to encourage food-crop farmers to produce for the market in
southern Ghana and abroad and not only for their own consumption.
Under the NRGP, which starts in 2008, the three northern regions will receive support to develop
the value chain of 11 commodities (five rain-fed and six irrigated). The NRGP also envisages
investments in rural infrastructure such as small dams and transport links, and improved access
to rural financial services.
The total project cost of NRGP is estimated to be $60 million. While IFAD will contribute
$21.8 million, the largest part of the funds is expected to come from GoG with $29.3 million
(IFAD, 2007). TIPCEE staff has been involved in the design of the programme, since IFAD
will built on their experience with the value chain approach. The NRGP will show whether the
value chain approach is useful in promoting the commercial production of food crops. With its
substantial requirement of GoG co-financing, it will also test the GoG’s willingness to invest in
the North.
To wrap up, donor support to the agricultural sector remains project-based, despite the fact that
the associated costs for implementation and monitoring are high. Several large donor projects
have just started in the horticultural sector and there seems to be a move towards using the
value chain approach. IFAD is even pioneering the value chain approach in the North. Donors
also seem to be making an effort to co-ordinate their projects, at least at the design stage.
As the MCA experience has shown, there is also peer pressure to participate in harmonisation
discussions. However, with respect to implementation it is less clear how far co-ordination on
the ground is taking place.

Conclusions
Whether or not Ghana will attain middle-income status by 2015 will depend on the modernisation
of the agricultural sector. However, as the first section has shown, the agricultural sector in
Ghana is by no means a homogeneous entity. In the export sector two positive trends can
be observed: horticultural exports have been increasing and recent investments in cocoa
and pineapple processing are starting to produce some positive results and should be further
encouraged.
When looking at the development of the food crop sector, the picture is less bright. Ghana
continues to face food security problems because domestic production is lagging far behind
demand, despite the fact that Ghana’s natural conditions are generally advantageous for
agricultural production. The modernisation of agriculture therefore requires a two-fold strategy
for export and food crops, but currently donor and GoG efforts seem to be biased towards the
export sector. There is also a regional dimension to the problem as the fast-growing sectors
are mainly located in the south, while poverty and food crop production are concentrated in
the north of Ghana. The north-south divide is back on the political agenda; e.g. in its 2008
Budget Speech the GoG has pledged to establish a Northern Development Fund but it remains
to be seen if words will be followed by actions.
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In GPRS II and in the new FASDEP the GoG is giving high priority to the modernisation
of agriculture through the promotion of the private sector. However, during its first year of
implementation, the GoG’s spending on the GPRS II fell far short of what was promised
($600 million). As a result it was not Pillar 1, Private Sector Competitiveness, which received the
largest amount of funds, but Pillar 2, Human Development. At the same time donors delivered
even more than they had originally committed. However, donor funding is not sufficient and
if the GoG’s spending and commitment do not materialise, new strategies such as FASDEP II
will remain tigers without teeth.
FASDEP II envisages that MoFA will take the lead in co-ordinating all the efforts in the agricultural
sector. So far MoFA has not had the capacity to play this role. Interestingly, some donors are
hoping that MoFA will be capable of playing the co-ordinator role, while at the same time admitting
that MoFA is already overwhelmed by the ongoing donor projects. Next to the overseeing of
donor projects, interministerial co-ordination remains a challenge. So far the MoFEP seems to
have overarching power as most of the donor funds go to it first. With respect to agricultural
exports and PSD, the division of labour between MoFA and the “super ministry” (MOTI, PSD
and PSI) is by no means clear. The implementation plan for FASDEP II which is currently being
developed, will, it is hoped; provide some guidance on the division of labour between the
various MDAs involved in promoting PSD in agriculture. The sustainability of MoFA’s initiatives
also suffers from frequent shifts in priorities enforced by new governments. Establishing a
long-term agricultural strategy would be highly desirable compared with short-term shifts in
focus every four years.
Donors have responded accordingly to the GoGs’ priorities under GPRS II by committing more
resources to private sector competitiveness. Aid to agriculture in particular will see a strong
revival in the coming years. Current commitment figures reveal that aid to agriculture will
more than double until 2008, reaching $226 million. As this study has shown, many donors
are currently engaged in promoting the agricultural sector and private sector development
more broadly. However, while donor harmonisation in general is very advanced in Ghana, there
is much room for improvement in the agricultural sector. Most aid continues to be provided
through stand-alone projects which are associated with high costs in terms of human and
financial capital due to individual monitoring, implementation etc.
While donors are well aware of the costs of stand-alone projects and the resulting fragmentation
of efforts, it is unclear whether an AgSWAp will be established. Neither donors nor MoFA seem
to be particularly minded to push for one. Part of the story is that stand-alone projects have
been quite important for the survival of MoFA in the past. For the time being the agricultural
working group remains the main forum for donor harmonisation in agriculture and at least
there is pressure for donors to be present in the discussions. At the beginning the US showed
little enthusiasm for ongoing harmonisation efforts in the agricultural sector but now MCA has
a local representative who participates in the agricultural sector working group. AfDB has also
recently opened a country office in Ghana as it was felt that a stronger presence on the ground
was necessary.
Looking at the distribution of over 100 ongoing donor projects supporting PSD in agriculture
reveals that there is a high concentration of donors in certain areas, e.g. production, infrastructure
and general PSD support, which implies there is room for improvement in the division of labour
between donors. Marketing and the provision of inputs should especially receive more attention.
New projects such as the MCA programme try to fill these gaps while at the same time providing
the opportunity to scale up successful intervention of TIPCEE and AgSSIP. Donors also make
an effort to connect their projects with other ongoing donor interventions, e.g. USAID’s TIPCEE
with Germany’s MOAP or AfDB’s EMAQ with IFAD’s RTIP. However, without a sector programme
this happens on an ad hoc basis and it is difficult to judge how far this is leading to a more
efficient use of aid. Multi-donor programmes would probably be a better solution.
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The horticultural sector has emerged as a favourite target of donors and the GoG. The examination
of several large projects reveals that donors are increasingly taking a value chain approach
and trying to link smallholder farmers to exporters via outgrower schemes. Still, even within
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the donor efforts to promote commercial agriculture through outgrower schemes, project
approaches vary according to donor preferences. While multilateral donors such as AfDB work
through government structures and try to avoid areas which are dominated by large international
companies, USAID is taking exactly the opposite approach by working mostly with international
consultancy firms outside the GoG and trying to establish links between the Ghanaian private
sector and large international companies. While it is too early to assess the effects of the
projects, experiences from the recent investments of international companies in the pineapple
and cocoa sector suggest that the linking of smallholders to international companies can be
beneficial for both sides.
The development of the horticulture export industry is welcome but it carries the risk of leaving
the North further behind. There also seems to be too strong a focus on the export sector. Food
crops should not only receive more attention to resolve Ghana’s food security problems, but
also to take advantage of the growing demand of Ghana’s middle-income class which provides
the opportunity for developing a local food industry. TIPCEE’s enlargement to include processing
of tomatoes, maize and citrus is a positive development in this respect. IFAD’s NRGP is also a
welcome effort to promote the commercial production of food crops. Since IFAD expects the
GoG to provide the largest part of the project funds, this will be a first test of the renewed
GoG’s commitment to tackle the north-south divide.
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1.

According to MoFA the total area under formal irrigation amounted to only 11 000 hectares
in 2002 whereas 500 000 hectares have irrigation potential (RoG, 2007).

2.

However it should be noted that it is unclear to what extent Ghana’s recent record production
levels of cocoa are due to increased smuggling from Côte d’Ivoire. For a discussion of factors
explaining the doubling of cocoa production in Ghana see Bogetić et al. (2007).

3.

The Ghana Cocoa Board (Cocobod) has been one of the main factors behind the success
and recovery of Ghana’s cocoa sector. The operations of Cocobod cover the entire cocoa
value chain. Cocobod has a monopoly on external marketing and still dominates domestic
purchasing through its Produce Buying Company (PBC). However, domestic marketing of
cocoa was fully privatised in 2001 and 19 companies are engaged in trading under Cocobod’s
supervision. Cocobod has also withdrawn from ownership of plantations (which is a major
difference from Côte d’Ivoire), since that did not prove to be cost effective (EIU, 2007).

4.

According to OECD (2006) a sector-wide approach (SWAp) is a programme-based approach
operating at the level of an entire sector. A SWAP is “a way of working” and the aim of a
SWAp is to focus government and donor support on a comprehensive sector development
programme. The sector development programme can be supported by a variety of aid
instruments (OECD, 2006, p.36-37).

5.

Canada provided additional funding for farmer-based organisations (FBOs). However,
accounting for CIDA money had to be done separately; therefore it was not accounted for
as AgSSIP financing. The EU was supposed to provide technical assistance at the beginning
of the project; but the EU support actually came only at the end of the AgSSIP and helped
to improve the monitoring and evaluation capacities of MoFA.

6.

AgSSIP originally had a strong focus on institutional reform with the restructuring and
strengthening of MoFA (World Bank, 2000).

7.

Chemonics International’s consortium partners for implementing TIPCEE are: CARE
International, Techno/Serve Ghana, The Services Group, Dexis International, Elan
International, International Business Initiatives and Geomar.

8.

The EurepGAP Option 2 enables large groups of farmers to be certified as a single entity
which reduces the costs associated with registration.

9.

Geographic information systems (GIS) mapping provides the local and international business
communities for the first time with accurate data on the number of firms, their sizes, and
commodity distribution to make large-scale exporting possible under internationally aligned
standards. The goal is to establish a comprehensive database regarding pineapple, cashew,
papaya, vegetable and mango production. GIS mapping could also become a tool for the
allocation of development aid, helping the GoG determine where to invest in feeder roads
etc. (USAID, 2007a).
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