Lessons on Capacity Development: When support to CD is driven by aid concerns more than development concerns - – a case from the agricultural sector in Mozambique
Background 
In the mid-1990s, donors funded ninety percent of Mozambique’s public expenditure in agriculture 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,  and reform and assist the Ministry of Agriculture in Mozambique to carry out the changes required for it to function in its new role. 
An evaluation from 2009
 notes, that PROAGRI has contributed significantly to strengthening the capacity of the Ministry and restoring its role as sector coordinator and regulator. However, it is also noted that the Ministry has grown increasingly detached from the programme and that policy making in the sector is increasingly characterised by ad hoc interventions inconsistent with PROAGRI targets and plans. Furthermore, the overall conclusion in the evaluation report is that ‘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. (..)It is reasonable to conclude that S(ector) B(udget) S(upport) in the agriculture sector has therefore not contributed towards improvements in agriculture sector outcomes’

What went wrong? - And what are the lessons learned on support to CD?
Key challenges
Because PROAGRI was initially designed in response to donor fragmentation, the approach to sector development became narrow. Focus was on the central ministry rather than on addressing key challenges facing the sector as such. This narrow approach to the sector was also reflected in the policy dialogue which, according to the evaluation, ‘remained for years focused on the government-donor relationship (failing to include other sector stakeholders)’.

Furthermore, with PROAGRI’s emphasis on providing training and technical assistance in the form of advisors and consultancies, as well as supporting the development of organisational structures and systems, the CD support focussed on inputs rather than outputs and on the functional rather than the political aspects of the organisation(s). Only a limited amount of funds went to support the service delivery and the concrete output structures in the field, and focus was on building the individual capacity of existing staff, rather than expanding the capacity of institutions to deliver increased volumes of services. 
In terms of ownership, the initial preparation of PROAGRI was strongly driven by donors and a few key government counterparts (e.g. PROAGRI Basic Principles and Milestones were drafted in English). Even though PROAGRI 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.
Another key challenge has been the poor record on capacity development in human resources management which is mentioned to be ‘one of PROAGRI’s largest failures’. Little progress has been made beyond the development of objectives and the Ministry has not established a clear strategic change process for HR, with specific achievement monitoring framework. Therefore initiatives in support of increasing the HR capacity often seemed fragmented and resulted in few systemic changes. The objectives of PROAGRI were far more ambitious than what could have been achieved if the existing HR capacity of the ministry constituted the point of departure resulting in an implementation strategy of ‘gap-filling’ with technical assistance.
Last but not least, a key challenge to PROAGRI was that whilst the donors decided to pool resources and concentrate their support to the central ministry of the sector, the government initiated a process of decentralisation (also supported by donors) essentially changing the functioning of the whole sector and the role of the central ministry. PROAGRI did not adapt well to this. ´
Key lessons learned
· CD has to be addressed from a strategic development perspective, and not from a narrow aid effectiveness perspective.
CD is part of parcel of sector, thematic or area policies. Having a strategic approach that discusses CD based on the wider perspective on sector development is required to avoid becoming “locked” in a particular institution – notably the sector ministry – and thereby ending up effectively supporting CD that serve the narrower institutional interests of the ministry rather than the wider demands from the broader set of sector stakeholders.
· Dialogue about CD should be driven by a focus on tangible results in terms of effectiveness and efficiency of service delivery and/or regulatory performance.

CD must focus on – and eventually specify to a relevant degree- the better services and improved performance that is aimed for, the capacity this will require – and the processes that will enhance the capacity to deliver this improved performance. This is also why dialogue about CD must focus strongly on leadership and management – because leaders and managers ultimately are in charge of and responsible for performance, and for CD of their organisations
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