Lessons on Capacity Development: Proagri in Mozambique
Getting away from fragmentation: Capacity increase without improving services? 

In the mid-1990s, donors funded ninety percent of Mozambique’s public expenditure in agriculture and natural resources through 350 separate projects, pushing agricultural public investment and programmes in several awkward directions. ‘PROAGRI’ was conceived as an instrument to co-ordinate activities in the agricultural sector, create a common vision for national agricultural development, and reform and assist the Ministry of Agriculture to carry out the changes required for it to function in its new role. The third phase of PROAGRI is currently being developed.
In terms of outcomes in the sector, there is little or no evidence that public service provision at field level has improved as result of the investments made in building institutional capacity of the sector ministry. Nor is there evidence that public sector actions in the agricultural sector have improved sector outcomes. It is reasonable to conclude that SBS in the agriculture sector has therefore not contributed towards improvements in agriculture sector outcomes (p.vi/Eval.2009).
CD theme 1: Fostering ownership – and sending out the donors?
The PROAGRI basket funding arrangement has contributed significantly to strengthening the capacity of the Ministry and restoring its role as sector coordinator and regulator. PROAGRI had been successful in establishing the institutional capacity needed for MADER to take ownership of its responsibilities. The investments made in institutional capacity at central and local levels, greatly improved the working environment and staff qualifications (p. 39/Eval. 2009).

The initial preparation of PROAGRI had been strongly driven by donors and a few key government counterparts. Ownership by the Ministry of Agriculture was generally poor as revealed by the fact that the PROAGRI Basic Principles and Milestones were drafted in English (p. 40/Eval. 2009). Since the early days there have been some noticeable improvements in MADER/MINAG’s ownership of PROAGRI. (ibid). 
Paradoxically, however, government ownership over the common funding arrangement is currently being questioned. Since 2005, MINAG has grown increasingly detached from the cooperation framework with development partners. Policy making in the sector is increasingly characterised by ad hoc interventions (often with strong interventionist character and driven directly by the President) and these are often inconsistent with the activities programmed .. and the targets set for PROAGRI. As result, PROAGRI donors are feeling increasingly detached from the agricultural policy-making process, despite the apparent high degree of alignment achieved with the SBS arrangement. (p. 40/Eval. 2009)

Overall, it appears that whilst the PROAGRI common funding arrangement has played an important role in strengthening government capacity and leadership of the sector, it has to some extent failed to establish a sector-wide, inclusive and predictable policy process. Policy dialogue remained for years focused on the government-donor relationship (failing to include other sector stakeholders) and even the quality of the interaction between these two parties is currently under threat. (p. 40/Eval. 2009)

Question for reflection:
· What are the lessons about ownership, inclusion and policy dialogue that can be drawn from the PROAGRI experience? 
CD theme 2: From processes to capacity to results – where are the missing links?
The whole PROAGRI programme was not well explained and poorly understood, even by some of the active players. There was a significant amount of training but people were not given the tools to implement what they have learned (p. 75/Evaluation 2007). There were improvements in staff capacities and systems in the areas of planning and financial management. However the focus was on building the capacity of existing staff, rather than expanding the capacity of institutions to deliver increased volumes of services’ (p.vi/Eval.2009)

While PROAGRI I was conceived as the instrument to effect the transformation of the Ministry of Agriculture, there was no management body or committee to oversee the change management process and deal with implementation issues (p.102/Eval. 2007)
The poor record on capacity development in human resources management has been one of PROAGRI’s largest failures. Little progress has been made beyond the development of objectives. MINAG has not established a clear strategic change process, with specific achievement monitoring framework. (p. ix/Eval 2009). 

PROAGRI has been all about processes and procedures and very little about development results on the ground (p.viii/Eval 2009).
Questions for reflection:
· While the process focus seems to have been a relevant starting point given the excessive fragmentation, it has not delivered on the level of service delivery and outcomes. What lessons can be drawn on the balance between aid effectiveness processes and development results? 
· How could the management of the change processes have been addressed differently in PROAGRI?
Key lessons learned

(to be identified during workshop, including dilemmas)

- In relation to theme 1: Ownership, inclusion and policy dialogue

- In relation to theme 2: Process and results-focus?

- In relation to other issues raised[image: image1.png]



