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        Abstract



        
          

          Background


          Agricultural development has the potential to strengthen food security, reduce poverty, and accelerate economic growth, especially in the early stages of development. Considering the important roles that agriculture can play in economic development, foreign aid donors have supported agriculture across developing countries.

        


        
          

          Method


          This study examined agricultural aid practices by bilateral donors in two African countries, Ghana and Ethiopia using official aid data. The two economies rely on agriculture, continue to receive agricultural aid, and have widely different governance qualities, with Ghana being considered better governed than Ethiopia.

        


        
          

          Results


          The study found that donors to Ghana prioritized agriculture over other aid sectors, whereas donors to Ethiopia did not prioritize agriculture, partly because of urgent humanitarian needs that included direct food assistance. Overall, donors to Ghana appeared to give the country more flexibility with agricultural aid by allocating more budget support, making greater use of the state channel, and partnering more with developing country-based nongovernmental organizations. Donors to Ethiopia, by contrast, appeared to exert stricter control over agricultural aid by providing minimal budget support, making limited use of the state channel, and engaging negligibly with nongovernmental organizations based in developing countries. The largest donor, the US, shaped the overall profile of agricultural aid to Ghana and Ethiopia. While supporting two identical agricultural sub-sectors in both African countries, the US involved different aid agencies, reflecting greater confidence in Ghana.

        


        
          

          Conclusion


          Effective institutions in recipient governments may encourage donors to loosen their control over foreign aid, granting greater flexibility to recipient countries
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      1. INTRODUCTION


      Agricultural development has the potential to enhance food security, reduce poverty, and accelerate economic growth, especially in the early stages of development [1-3]. Agricultural development can contribute more significantly to a country's economic growth when a larger proportion of the population depends on agriculture for their livelihoods when agriculture constitutes a greater share of the country's gross domestic product (GDP), and when those employed in agriculture are poorer than those in non-agricultural sectors. [2, 4, 5]. In Africa, agriculture remains the economic backbone of many countries. The sector accounts for 14% of Sub-Saharan Africa’s GDP, and over 50% of its population derives their livelihood solely from agriculture [2, 6]. Despite the economic dominance of agriculture in Africa, poverty prevails in rural areas where 82% of the poor reside [7]. In addition, the continent has been experiencing serious food insecurity. For instance, in 2022, the proportion of the African population facing moderate or severe food insecurity reached 61%, a stark contrast to 30% of the global average [8].


      Considering Africa’s heavy reliance on agriculture with sustained food insecurity, foreign aid donors have supported agriculture to help African countries strengthen food security and boost economic growth [9]. Literature indicates that the provision of agricultural aid is not random [10]. Alabi suggests governance quality is an important factor in receiving agricultural aid, showing positive associations between agricultural aid and improved governance in Africa [11]. Ssozi et al. indicate that African countries with more effective institutions receive more agricultural aid, and better institutions have a positive influence on the efficacy of agricultural aid [12]. Building upon those findings, this study examines how bilateral donors provided agricultural aid to two African countries, Ghana and Ethiopia. Ghana is a coastal country in Western Africa, and Ethiopia is a landlocked country in the Horn of Africa.


      The two countries were selected for comparison for three reasons. First, both economies rely heavily on agriculture, each with a dominant export crop: cocoa for Ghana and coffee for Ethiopia [13]. Second, the two countries have considerably different governance qualities. Ghana is considered to have better governance, including wider political freedom than other African countries, whereas Ethiopia is considered to have weaker governance with limited civil liberties [14, 15]. Third, while Ethiopia receives much larger aid than Ghana, both countries continue to receive sizable amounts of foreign aid, including agricultural aid [16].


      For foreign aid research, cross-country studies are useful in identifying trends and associations among factors. In some cases, cross-country studies may face heterogeneity issues across recipient countries and aid sectors. Aid literature recognizes the importance of understanding donor practices in specific settings [17], yet relatively fewer studies have done so especially with agricultural aid. Therefore, the contribution of the study is two-fold. First, the study fills a research gap to better understand bilateral donor behaviors in the contexts of Ghana and Ethiopia. Second, findings from the study can offer meaningful policy insights into the two countries and countries with similar settings for bilateral donors. Against this backdrop, the remainder of the study is structured as follows. Section Two establishes the theoretical background by introducing the relevant contexts of Ghana and Ethiopia. Section Three explains the data and aid profile analysis methods. Section Four presents the results. Section Five discusses the overall findings, and Section Six provides the conclusion.

    


    
      

      2. CONTEXTUAL BACKGROUND


      
        

        2.1. Theoretical Background


        Studies highlight the importance of agricultural development in developing countries. However, agriculture’s contribution to economic growth in Africa remains inconclusive. Supporters of agriculture argue that African countries and Africa as a whole show a strong correlation between agricultural growth and GDP, highlighting synergies between agricultural development and African economies [18]. Supporters of agriculture also emphasize agriculture is one of the few sectors that can drive collective growth in Africa [19]. For instance, in 2020, sub-Saharan Africa’s employment rate in manufacturing was around 10%, the smallest share of any emerging region [20]. By contrast, skeptics of agriculture point the sector tends to have the lowest sector productivity in Africa [21]. They underscore Africa’s agriculture faces various challenges, including slow market development, lack of necessary inputs and infrastructure, high vulnerability to climate change, and limited capacity of relevant institutions [18]. Therefore, these challenges can be the major obstacle to agriculture contributing to economic development in Africa.


        While the effectiveness of agricultural development is still debatable, Gunasekera et al. state that limited investment in Africa’s agriculture is a key constraint to its expansion [22]. Continued underinvestment in agriculture by African governments suggests the governments do not fully acknowledge agriculture’s economic contribution [4, 9]. The 2003 Maputo Declaration required the African Union member states to allocate 10% of total government budgetary resources to agriculture and rural development. However, the majority of the countries spent only 3-6% by 2008. In 2014, the African Union member states recommitted to the 10% goal under the Malabo Declaration [4, 9]. In 2024 the biennial review of the Malabo Declaration reported 4.6% of the overall achievement, still short of meeting the 10% goal [23].


        The inadequate public investment in Africa’s agriculture can be supplemented by foreign direct investment (FDI). Studies argue FDI not only provides necessary financing to Africa’s agriculture, but serves as a valuable channel to access improved technologies and expertise required for agricultural development [22]. Adom et al. show FDI has a direct positive effect on agricultural output in 28 African countries, while cautioning FDI should not substitute domestic public investment [24]. Foreign aid is another important financing resource for Africa’s agriculture to supplement the insufficient public funds. Aid, in theory should concentrate where it has the largest competitive advantage with the smallest transaction cost [21, 25]. Whether agriculture is such an aid sector depends on the relevant local conditions of a recipient country.


        For the efficacy of agricultural aid, studies show mixed results. Barkat et al. find a positive effect of agricultural aid on agricultural production with the main positive effect coming from food production, not from non-food production [26]. Ssozi et al. conclude agricultural aid increases export crop production, whereas it decreases food crop production [12]. It is argued agricultural aid goes where it can increase agricultural productivity more likely, such as export or industrial crops. Alabi suggests agricultural aid may not have an immediate impact on agricultural productivity, showing increased agricultural productivity is explained only by two-year lagged agricultural aid [11]. In a similar vein, Gyimah-Brempong et al. conclude long-term estimates of agricultural aid seem to be much larger in absolute magnitude than short-term estimates [27].


        Studies suggest non-random factors affect the provision of agricultural aid, including the institutional quality of a recipient country. Asiedu et al. show a percentage point increase in governance quality is associated with up to 64% increase in agricultural aid [10]. Furthermore, Asiedu et al. indicate two factors – rule of law and corruption control – are positively associated with agricultural aid. Alabi finds governance quality has a positive relationship with agricultural aid in Africa, yet does not find corruption control explains agricultural aid [10]. In summary, weakly governed countries with agriculture being their key economic sector can present challenges to donors who stress good governance while prioritizing agriculture with their aid [11].


        Continuing aid relations with such recipient countries, donors may need to adjust their aid tactics. For instance, donors can adjust a degree of aid concession (grants and loans), a composition of aid modalities (budget support, projects, etc.), or a choice of aid disbursement channels (recipient government agencies, nongovernmental organizations etc.). Literature suggests donors modify aid tactics in specific institutional settings. As an example, donors rarely provide general budget support to weakly governed countries. General budget support is considered the most fungible form of aid, making it highly susceptible to aid misuse by ineffective and corrupt institutions of recipient countries [28]. Or donors may bypass the public systems of poorly governed recipient countries when delivering aid to such countries. Studies show donors are more likely to bypass public institutions of recipient countries if the institutional quality of recipient countries is perceived to be low. Instead, donors disburse aid through non-state channels such as multilateral organizations and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) [29, 30]. NGOs are a particularly important aid delivery channel to donors, providing specialized knowledge, community networks, and secured bases on target demographics [29, 31]. In the context of agriculture, local NGOs can be valuable donor partners to ensure the efficacy of agricultural aid. Local NGOs are generally more familiar with agro-ecological environments, current market situations, and cultural norms and institutions of rural communities. Additionally, local NGOs may have insider information to which donors are unlikely to have access, such as a list of key local influencers.


        Several points arise from the literature review. Agriculture’s contribution to Africa’s economic development may vary depending on local conditions. Multiple factors can decide the provision of agricultural aid, one of which is the institutional quality of recipient governments. Longer-term agricultural aid appears to be more effective under better governance. Donors interacting with weakly governed recipient countries may modify their aid tactics by shifting to different aid modalities or changing aid delivery channels. The following section introduces relevant contexts of Ghana and Ethiopia in which bilateral donors operate.

      


      
        

        2.2. Country Contexts of Ghana and Ethiopia


        
          

          2.2.1. Ghana


          Ghana is often considered successful in establishing democracy with active civil societies and free media among African countries [15, 32]. Since 1992, the country has held eight competitive multiparty elections, transferring political power mostly between two parties: the National Democratic Congress and the New Patriotic Party [15, 33]. For governance quality measured by the World Bank Governance Index, Ghana has an average percentile rank of 51.9, with higher numbers indicating better governance quality [14]. In terms of political rights and civil liberties, Ghana performs well within Africa. According to the Freedom Index, the country is classified as free, with an average score of 81.6 out of 100 [15].


          For agriculture, the sector engages 45% of the country’s active labor force, accounting for an average of 20% of GDP and 75% of foreign exchange revenues [20, 34]. Cocoa is the main crop for Ghana’s foreign exchange revenues, and the government of Ghana keeps a monopoly control over the crop through the Ghana Cocoa Board [35, 36]. Ghana’s agriculture is dominated by smallholders (defined as having less than 2 ha), limiting commercialized production [20]. Major challenges for Ghana’s agriculture include decreasing soil fertility, low use of improved agricultural technologies, pest-disease emergencies, inadequate extension and credit services, lack of relevant infrastructure, and unpredictable climate change [36]. Those challenges have led Ghana to become a net food importer: in 2022 the import bill reached USD 2.6 billion [37]. For Ghana’s public support of agriculture, the agriculture orientation index (AOI, an agriculture share of government expenditure divided by an agriculture share of GDP) indicates the country allocates insufficient public funds to agriculture [38, 39]. Ghana’s average AOI over the last decade was 0.05, and that of Africa was 0.22. Higher AOIs indicate more public finance goes towards agriculture in proportion to agriculture’s economic contribution. Relatedly, the government agriculture expenditure (% of total public expenditure) suggests Ghana allocates a small share of total public expenditure to agriculture: between 2011 and 2022, the annual average share was 3.9% [40].

        


        
          

          2.2.2. Ethiopia


          Ethiopia is an authoritarian state ruled by the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF), a coalition of ethnic-based parties after the fall of the Derg regime in 1991 [15, 17]. During the 2000s, EPRDF became a key Western security ally, particularly to the United States (US), in counterinsurgency in the Horn of Africa region [41]. With the selection of Abiy Ahmed as Prime Minister in 2018, Ethiopia appeared to be undergoing a political transition. The Prime Minister pledged to reform the country’s authoritarian regime by rewriting repressive laws. However, the Ethiopian leadership partly returned to authoritarian tendencies in the wake of the major reorganization of EPRDF in 2019 and growing regional violence. The leadership was criticized for jailing opposition leaders, limiting media freedom, and exacerbating humanitarian crises [15]. In 2021, the US broke security ties with Ethiopia and downgraded development cooperation [42]. Measured by the World Bank Governance Index, Ethiopia is low in governance quality or 22.7 in percentile rank [14]. In political rights and civil liberties, Ethiopia is categorized as not free, with an average aggregate score of 19.1 out of 100 [15]. Overall, Ethiopia remains unstable because of political factionalism, regional violent conflicts, and repressive laws.


          For agriculture, the sector engages 85% of Ethiopia’s labor force, accounting for 40% of the country’s GDP [43]. Coffee is the most important crop that generates an average of 28% of the country’s total export earnings while engaging 25% of its population in the coffee industry [44, 45]. Agriculture in Ethiopia is dominated by smallholder farms producing 95% of the main crops and cultivating over 90% of cropland [46]. In addition, about 80% of the population relies on rain-fed agriculture [47]. Other challenges to the country’s agriculture include labor-intensive production, low adoption of modern technologies, limited public and private investment, poor rural infrastructure, land degradation, underdeveloped markets, high vulnerability to climate change, and civil conflicts, all of which make commercialized production very difficult [48, 49]. While the two countries have many agricultural challenges in common, Ethiopia faces an additional issue: a farmland governance problem. Studies suggest Ethiopia’s farmland tenure insecurity is a cause for its low agricultural productivity [3, 50]. All the land in Ethiopia belongs to the state, and a farmland certificate provides an Ethiopian farmer only with a land use right, not a complete property right [3, 48]. Since the constitution prohibits land mortgaging and sales, Ethiopia’s farmland governance makes long-term investment in agriculture hardly viable [3]. For Ethiopia’s public expenditure to agriculture, the agriculture orientation index (AOI) indicates Ethiopia spends more public funds on agriculture than Ghana. Ethiopia’s average AOI is 0.18 compared to 0.05 of Ghana [38, 39]. Relatedly, the government agriculture expenditure suggests Ethiopia allocates a larger share of its total public spending to agriculture: between 2011 and 2022, the average share was 15.8%, much higher than 3.9% of Ghana [40].


          To summarize, Ghana has comparatively better governance quality with a higher level of political liberty than Ethiopia does. As the key economic driver, the agriculture of Ghana and Ethiopia shares many similarities and challenges. Ethiopia appears to invest proportionally larger public funds in agriculture, whereas Ethiopian farmers bear additional burdens: farmland tenure insecurity, and frequent civil conflicts. The following sections investigate how bilateral donors disbursed agricultural aid to the two African countries with such different backdrops.

        

      

    


    
      

      3. MATERIALS AND METHODS


      The study used a summative analysis to examine donor practices in Ghana and Ethiopia. For the analysis of aid allocation profiles, data sets were extracted from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) statistics [16]. Bilateral donors subject to data collection were members of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC), who report aid data annually to the Creditor Reporting System (CRS). Non-DAC donors were not included as they do not report aid data on a regular basis.


      The timeframe for the analysis was set between 2011 and 2022 based on the data availability to match the study objectives. Earlier than 2011, part of the data for aid types and channels was incomplete. The basic unit of the aid profile analysis was each aid fund actually transferred from a donor to a recipient in a given year. For detailed analyses of aid sectors, aid types and aid channels, aid disbursement data were sorted by CRS codes. For aid sector analyses, CRS purpose codes were used. For aid-type analyses, CRS capital-alphabet aid-type codes were used. For aid channel analyses, CRS numeric channel identification codes were used. The results from the analysis were then compared between Ghana and Ethiopia.


      The comparison focused on the aid practices of lead donors. A lead donor group is defined as one that cumulatively accounts for 90% of aid in an aid sector in a recipient country. In agricultural aid, lead donors to Ghana included six donor countries, and lead donors to Ethiopia included 11, having five donor countries in common: Canada, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, and the US. Before preceding, it should be noted that some specific data were not shown in tables. Instead, they were discussed in relevant contexts to support the main findings or add detailed explanations.

    


    
      

      4. RESULTS


      During the study period, Ethiopia received approximately three times more total aid than Ghana, amounting to USD 27,524.9 million (in 2021 constant prices) compared to USD 8,760.8 million for Ghana. However, Ghana received higher per-capita aid, with an average net aid of USD 49.2 per capita, compared to USD 38.2 for Ethiopia [39 ]. Regarding yearly aid trends, donors gradually reduced total aid to Ghana, whereas they sustained or slightly increased total aid to Ethiopia [ 16 ]. This difference in yearly trends may be attributed to the distinct economic situations of the two countries. Ghana attained lower-middle-income country status in 2010, while Ethiopia has remained a least developed country since its initial designation in 1971 [ 51 ]. Another reason for the different yearly trend may be that Ethiopia experienced frequent civil conflicts during the study period, requiring further humanitarian assistance. Ethiopia received an average of USD 636 million per year as an emergency response, with a sharp increase around 2019 [16].


      For sectoral aid, donors in theory would invest in sectors with high potential for socioeconomic development of a recipient country. In that sense, agriculture of Ghana and Ethiopia would receive a larger aid than other sectors, given its contribution to their economies. Ethiopia’s agriculture received a larger aid in absolute terms than Ghana’s agriculture (Table 1). Yet Ghana’s agriculture received the largest share in total aid(13.9%), whereas Ethiopia’s agriculture received 8.5% ranked in sixth among all aid sectors (Table 1). Ghana’s agriculture was supported by six lead donors including the US and Canada that dominated agricultural aid (Table 2). Ethiopia’s agriculture was supported by 11 lead donors with the US dominating agricultural aid. Yet the US’ dominance in Ethiopia was not as apparent as in Ghana, allowing the larger number of donors to engage in Ethiopia’s agriculture as lead donors (Table 2).


      Donors to Ethiopia probably put less emphasis on agriculture because they prioritized urgent emergency aid, including food assistance (Table 1). Food security in Ethiopia has long been threatened by low agricultural productivity, political instability, natural disasters, high food prices, and civil conflicts [38]. When donors consider direct food provision a more urgent/effective action to smooth out immediate food shortages, donors may prioritize food assistance over agricultural aid. Both food assistance and agricultural aid intend to strengthen food security. Yet agricultural aid likely takes longer to bring a positive impact on food production, consumption, and nutrition outcomes. Measured by the Global Hunger Index, Ghana has better food security than most African countries, although levels of food security vary across localities, with northern areas of Ghana being less food secure [52, 53]. Considering Ghana’s little urgent need for direct food provision and the economic importance of agriculture, donors appeared to prioritize agricultural aid in the country.


      
        Table 1 Top aid sectors to Ghana and Ethiopia [16].


        
          
            
              	Ghana

              	Ethiopia
            


            
              	Sector #

              	Amount §

              	% of Total ∫

              	Sector

              	Amount

              	% of Total
            

          

          
            
              	31(agriculture)

              	1216.4

              	13.9

              	72

              	7627.6

              	27.7
            


            
              	12

              	1154.5

              	13.2

              	13

              	3567.0

              	13.0
            


            
              	11

              	920.7

              	10.5

              	52

              	2628.7

              	9.6
            


            
              	15

              	873.2

              	10.0

              	12

              	2585.4

              	9.4
            


            
              	23

              	769.6

              	8.8

              	11

              	2392.4

              	8.7
            


            
              	21

              	558.0

              	6.4

              	31(agriculture)

              	2347.6

              	8.5
            

          
        


        
          Note: # 11: education, 12: health, 13: population policies/programmes and reproductive health, 15: government & civil society, 21: transport & storage, 23: energy, 31: agriculture, 52: development food assistance, 72: emergency response, § Measured in constant prices (2021 USD millions), ∫ share of total amount as %.
        


      


      
        Table 2 Lead donors in agricultural aid to Ghana and Ethiopia


        
          
            
              	Ghana

              	Ethiopia
            


            
              	Lead donor [image: ]

              	Amount #

              	% of Total §

              	Lead Donor

              	Amount

              	% of Total
            

          

          
            
              	United States

              	530.4

              	43.6

              	United States

              	544.0

              	23.2
            


            
              	Canada

              	270.9

              	22.3

              	Germany

              	310.9

              	13.2
            


            
              	Germany

              	100.4

              	8.3

              	Netherlands

              	310.2

              	13.2
            


            
              	Netherlands

              	77.8

              	6.4

              	Canada

              	309.6

              	13.2
            


            
              	France

              	69.3

              	5.7

              	United Kingdom

              	138.7

              	5.9
            


            
              	Japan

              	61.5

              	5.1

              	Norway

              	131.9

              	5.6
            


            
              	Total

              	1110.4

              (1216.4)∬

              	91.3

              (100)

              	Poland

              	111.4

              	4.7
            


            
              	-

              	-

              	-

              	Japan

              	82.3

              	3.5
            


            
              	-

              	-

              	-

              	Denmark

              	66.2

              	2.8
            


            
              	-

              	-

              	-

              	Korea

              	61.0

              	2.6
            


            
              	-

              	-

              	-

              	Italy

              	42.6

              	1.8
            


            
              	-

              	-

              	-

              	Total

              	2108.9

              (2347.6)

              	89.8

              (100)
            

          
        


        
          Note:[image: ]lead donors in agricultural aid #: total aid in constant 2021 USD million from 2011 to 2022, §: % share of total aid of each lead donor ∬: total amount of agricultural aid from all donors.
        


      


      
        Table 3 Agricultural aid to Ghana and Ethiopia [16].


        
          
            
              	Ghana

              	Ethiopia
            


            
              	Modality [image: ]

              	Amount §

              	% of Total ∫

              	Modality

              	Amount

              	% of Total
            

          

          
            
              	A

              	152.2

              	12.5

              	A

              	10.5

              	0.4
            


            
              	B

              	113.2

              	9.3

              	B

              	428.2

              	18.2
            


            
              	C

              	880.6

              	72.4

              	C

              	1714.0

              	73.0
            


            
              	D

              	67.6

              	5.6

              	D

              	193.3

              	8.2
            


            
              	Sub-sector #

              	Amount

              	% of total

              	Sub-sector

              	Amount

              	% of total
            


            
              	31120

              	431.2

              	35.4

              	31120

              	1048.8

              	44.7
            


            
              	31110

              	296.4

              	24.4

              	31110

              	359.5

              	15.3
            


            
              	31191

              	97.6

              	8.0

              	31130

              	328.5

              	14.0
            


            
              	31161

              	75.5

              	6.2

              	31191

              	76.1

              	3.2
            


            
              	31166

              	61.0

              	5.0

              	31182

              	72.5

              	3.1
            

          
        


        
          Note:[image: ]A: budget support, B: core contributions and pooled programmes and funds, C: project-type interventions, D: experts and other technical assistance, § Measured in constant prices (2021 USD millions), ∫ share of total amount as %, # 31110: agricultural policy and administrative management, 31120: agricultural development, 31130: agricultural land resources, 31161: food crop production, 31166: agricultural extension, 31182: agricultural research, 31191: agricultural services.
        


      


      
        Table 4 Agricultural aid disbursement channel in Ghana and Ethiopia [16].


        
          
            
              	Channel #

              	Ghana

              	Ethiopia
            


            
              	Amount §

              	% of Total ∫

              	Amount

              	% of Total
            

          

          
            
              	10000

              	587.1

              	48.3

              	822.4

              	35.0
            


            
              	20000

              	317.7

              	26.1

              	651.9

              	27.8
            


            
              	30000

              	1.9

              	0.2

              	0.4

              	0.0
            


            
              	40000

              	101.9

              	8.4

              	458.0

              	19.5
            


            
              	50000

              	55.1

              	4.5

              	186.2

              	7.9
            


            
              	60000

              	73.6

              	6.0

              	166.4

              	7.1
            


            
              	90000

              	79.1

              	6.5

              	62.2

              	2.6
            


            
              	Sub-type of channel 20000

              	Amount

              	% of total

              	Amount

              	% of total
            


            
              	Developing country-based NGOs

              	66.0

              	20.8

              	17.9

              	2.8
            


            
              	Donor country-based NGOs

              	230.3

              	72.5

              	596.2

              	91.6
            


            
              	International NGOs

              	21.1

              	6.6

              	36.6

              	5.6
            

          
        


        
          Note: # 10000: public sector institutions, 20000: NGO and civil society, 30000: public-private partnerships and networks, 40000: multilateral organizations, 50000: teaching/research institutions or think-tank, 60000: private sector institutions, 90000: other, § Measured in constant prices (2021 USD millions), ∫ share of total amount as %.
        


      


      For aid modalities, donors to Ghana and Ethiopia disbursed most agricultural aid as project types (Table 3). Donors tend to prefer project-type aid, which engages donors directly in project design and implementation. The visibility of project-type aid helps donors mobilize public support in recipient and donor countries [54, 55]. Aid projects in agriculture likely include both visible components (e.g., fertilizer distribution, irrigation systems, and commodity processing facilities) and invisible ones (e.g., technical training, knowledge transfer, and policy-making support). Visible components incorporated into agricultural projects can help donors more easily justify their public funds spending to their taxpayers as well as gain their support. Furthermore, the visibility of agricultural aid reminds beneficiaries of donors’ contributions even after aid projects are completed.


      Other than project-type aid, donors to Ghana used budget support, while donors to Ethiopia essentially avoided it (Table 3). Budget support for Ghana’s agriculture was not a collective action of donors because the entire budget support came from Canada alone. The donor, however, did not provide budget support for Ethiopia’s agriculture. Canada’s different stance on the two countries likely reflected its different aid policies toward the two. According to Canada's aid policies, the donor does not provide direct budget support to Ethiopia due to concerns regarding the country's human rights violations, humanitarian crises, and public accountability for domestic conflicts [56].


      For sub-sectors of agricultural aid, the largest amount was allocated to two sub-sectors, both in Ghana and Ethiopia, collectively accounting for 60% of total agricultural aid in each country (Table 3). The two sub-sectors were agricultural development (sub-sector code 31120) and agricultural policy/administrative management (31110), mostly reflecting the US’ sub-sector preferences. The US allocated 77% of its agricultural aid to two sub-sectors in Ghana and essentially all, i.e., 96%, in Ethiopia. Other donors had different sub-sector priorities than the US. For instance, Canada focused primarily on extension services (31166) in Ghana and agricultural services (31191) in Ethiopia. Germany prioritized agricultural land resources (31130) in Ethiopia, while the Netherlands focused on industrial crops/export crops (31162) in Ghana.


      The US, while favoring the same agricultural sub-sectors in Ghana and Ethiopia, involved different participating aid agencies in the two countries. The US Agency for International Development (USAID) was the largest executing agency of agricultural aid in both Ghana and Ethiopia, but the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) participated only in Ghana’s agricultural aid. The Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC), established in 2004 as a U.S. foreign aid agency, operates in select developing countries that meet specific criteria for governance quality, economic freedom, and investment in their citizens [57]. During the study period, both Ghana and Ethiopia were candidates for MCC assistance; however, Ethiopia struggled to meet the criteria, particularly regarding democratic rights [58]. The MCC's participation in Ghana and absence in Ethiopia reflected the U.S. perspective on the differing institutional qualities of the two countries in relation to agricultural aid.


      For aid disbursement channels, donors utilized the state channel (state-to-state aid transfer) more actively in Ghana (Table 4). In Ghana, 48.3% of agricultural aid was disbursed through the state channel, compared to 35% in Ethiopia. Generally, central and local governments formulate and implement agricultural policies, regulating farm production to commodity value chains. Accordingly, donors may have a baseline preference for the state channel to disburse agricultural aid, aligning with the relevant policies of recipient governments. Donors’ more active use of the state channel in Ghana suggests that Ghana's stronger institutional settings influenced their choice of aid channels. Donors are likely to have greater confidence in the agricultural policies and policy-implementation capacity of recipient governments with stronger institutions. As a result, the donors preferred the state channel. Individual donors to Ghana and Ethiopia, however, showed different aid channel preferences. For instance, Germany and Japan consistently favored the state channel to disburse agricultural aid. By contrast, Canada (66% of its total agricultural aid via the state channel in Ghana vs. only 6% in Ethiopia) and the US (33% in Ghana vs. 7% in Ethiopia) used the state channel actively only in Ghana. Canada’s active use of the state channel in Ghana was likely due to its budget support for agriculture, as budget support must be disbursed through the state channel.


      Donors’ aid channel choices might also be influenced by their aid channel inertia, stemming from fixed costs and multi-year lifespans of agricultural projects (e.g., projects including growing crops and rearing livestock). Once donors establish an aid disbursement channel through complex negotiations with a recipient government, continuing to use the negotiated channel is often more cost-effective. Shifting to other channels would require additional time and administrative efforts. Therefore, donors likely prefer to maintain the same aid disbursement channel once it is established. When donors choose to outsource agricultural aid to non-state actors, they do so for specific reasons. For instance, this may occur when recipient governments lack reliable counterparts due to insufficient administrative capacity or political turmoil. In some cases, donors face significant bureaucratic constraints in recipient countries or have little confidence in their agricultural policies. In other instances, donors simply prefer to collaborate with non-state development actors.


      Among the non-state channels, donors to Ghana and Ethiopia mostly preferred using the NGO channel (Table 4). NGOs can be classified into three categories: donor country-based NGOs, developing country-based NGOs, and international NGOs. In agricultural aid, developing country-based NGOs could be more effective donor partners because they are often more familiar with local agricultural environments and rural communities with some insider information that other types of NGOs are probably unable to obtain. Nonetheless, donors to Ghana and Ethiopia partnered mainly with donor country-based NGOs to deliver their agricultural aid (Table 4).


      Donors to Ghana allocated 20.8% of their NGO-channel aid to developing country-based NGOs (Table 4). It was a stark contrast to 2.8% in Ethiopia. This difference might be from different levels of the two countries’ civil society freedom and capacity. According to the Civil Society Organization (CSO) sustainability index, the overall CSO sustainability of Ghana was assessed as sustainable, whereas that of Ethiopia was unsustainable. Ghana’s CSO sustainability score ranged around 4.2 between 2011 and 2022, and that of Ethiopia from 5.3 to 5.7. Higher scores on a 1-7 scale correspond to lower CSO sustainability [59]. Additionally, over 10,000 CSOs were registered in Ghana in 2020, compared to 2,800 CSOs registered in Ethiopia.


      Political environments and relevant institutions can influence the capacity of NGOs. Under a poor institutional setting with limited freedom, NGOs can be a subject of politically motivated scrutiny, severely restricting NGO activities. In 2009, Ethiopia adopted the Charity and Society Proclamation with an aim to limit civil organizations’ activities and fund raising [60]. Later, in 2019, Ethiopia passed a new law on NGOs, lifting some restrictions imposed by the previous law. However, the new law still retains restrictive provisions on NGO activities [15]. Given the hostile environment for NGOs in Ethiopia, donors would least likely partner with developing country-based NGOs.

    


    
      

      5. DISCUSSIONS


      Ghana and Ethiopia are interesting contexts to examine bilateral donor practices with agricultural aid. Although there is a similar study in African contexts [61], more studies are needed for better insights into this field. The economies of the two countries rely on agriculture with dominant export crops and face similar challenges for agricultural development, although Ghana is more food-secure than Ethiopia. Additionally, the two countries have different institutional environments and domestic policies. Ghana’s governance quality is considered better with relatively stable democracy in Africa, whereas Ethiopia is ruled by authoritarian leadership often experiencing political turmoil and civil conflicts.


      During the last decade, donors to Ghana invested the largest aid in agriculture, being somewhat proportional to the importance of agriculture to Ghana’s economy. Donors to Ethiopia, on the other hand, prioritized other aid sectors over agriculture, probably due to urgent humanitarian needs, including severe food shortages. Overall, donors to Ghana appeared to provide greater flexibility in agricultural aid by allocating more budget support, making greater use of the state channel, and partnering more with developing country-based NGOs. Donors to Ethiopia, by contrast, appeared to exert stricter control over agricultural aid by providing minimal budget support, making limited use of the state channel, and engaging negligibly with NGOs based in developing countries.


      The largest donor, the US, appeared to shape the overall profiles of agricultural aid in Ghana and Ethiopia. While supporting the two identical agricultural sub-sectors in both African countries, the US involved different aid agencies, reflecting greater confidence in Ghana. In Ethiopia, the US focused on providing food directly due to the sustained food insecurity. The US contributed to 60% of the total development food assistance that Ethiopia received in the past decade [16]. Ethiopia’s agriculture, the economic backbone of the country, may receive more donor attention if the country’s political environments become more stable with a considerable decrease in urgent food needs.

    


    
      

      CONCLUSION


      Agricultural aid is likely to have a greater impact on developing countries where agriculture has larger economic contributions. Even so, donors may not necessarily prioritize agriculture when recipient countries have insufficient institutional capacity to implement agricultural aid effectively or have other urgent aid needs, such as severe food shortages. This study aimed to examine how bilateral donors supported agriculture in two African countries under different domestic political conditions. The findings indicate that donors to Ethiopia did not prioritize agriculture, even though agriculture contributes to 40% of the country’s GDP and 80% of exports with substantial potential to strengthen Ethiopia’s food security and overall development. Instead, donors to Ethiopia prioritized direct food provision to mitigate urgent food crises.


      Since this article did not examine non-DAC bilateral donors such as China, it may be necessary to examine emerging non-DAC bilateral donors for fuller understanding about bilateral donor practices with agricultural aid. Finally, future research could examine how bilateral donors with weak governance provided agricultural aid to recipient countries also with weak governance. Findings from such research may shed more light on donor-recipient dynamics in agricultural aid.
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