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Oxfam America’s  
Research Backgrounders 
Series editor: Kimberly Pfeifer 

Oxfam America’s Research Backgrounders are designed to inform and foster discussion 
about topics critical to poverty reduction. The series explores a range of issues on which 
Oxfam America works—all within the broader context of international development and 
humanitarian relief. The series was designed to share Oxfam America’s rich research 
with a wide audience in hopes of fostering thoughtful debate and discussion. All 
Backgrounders are available as downloadable PDFs on our web site, 
oxfamamerica.org/research, and may be distributed and cited with proper attribution 
(please see the following page). 

Topics of Oxfam America’s Research Backgrounders are selected to support Oxfam’s 
development objectives or key aspects of our policy work. Each Backgrounder represents 
an initial effort by Oxfam to inform the strategic development of our work, and each is 
either a literature synthesis or original research, conducted or commissioned by Oxfam 
America. All Backgrounders have undergone peer review.  

Oxfam America’s Research Backgrounders are not intended as advocacy or campaign 
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expressed are those of the authors—not necessarily those of Oxfam. Nonetheless,  
we believe this research constitutes a useful body of work for all readers interested  
in poverty reduction.  
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Introduction  

Official development assistance to agriculture—both US and international—hit 
bottom in the early 2000s. Its upswing gained momentum in the wake of the food 
price crisis of 2007-2008, as this dearth in agricultural development assistance 
found itself at the center of many academics’ and advocates’ explanations for the 
crisis. Donors made pledges at the 2009 G8 summit at L’Aquila, Italy, and both 
donor and recipient countries began devising how they would help create a more 
food-secure world. Much time, thought, and expertise was invested, especially in 
the United States, where President Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton 
eventually launched the Feed the Future global food security initiative soon 
thereafter.  

This Research Backgrounder intends to build on the large body of research 
related to agricultural development that has been undertaken in recent years. In 
particular, the author takes a macro, evidence-based approach in characterizing 
“official development assistance to agriculture” as it was prior to the global food 
price crisis. In painting a picture of overall US government spending on 
agriculture prior to the coordinated, whole-of-government approach that 
emerged from L’Aquila, the author hopes to provide researchers and others with 
a baseline to track shifts in spending patterns that result from the whole-of-
government approach. This Backgrounder aims to benefit researchers and other 
professionals in the areas of international agricultural development, food 
security, and the larger field of international development. It relies on data from 
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development’s (OECD’s) 
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) statistical databases.1 It means to 
clarify basic questions about the nature of official development assistance (ODA) 
to the agricultural sector, the magnitude of US ODA to agriculture, the 
institutions through which agricultural development assistance is channeled, the 
activities that it funds, who the recipients are, and why the US chooses the 
activities and recipients it does. In addition, the author briefly examines sectors 
outside of agriculture related to global food security. This Backgrounder 
primarily, but not entirely, focuses on the 10-year period 1998 through 2007. 

The focus on 1998 through 2007 reveals several shifts in the magnitude and 
destination of ODA to the agriculture sector. The mid-2000s saw the emergence 
of the Millennium Challenge Account (MCA) and Millennium Challenge 
                                                        
1.  The databases can be accessed at the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Development 

Assistance Committee (DAC) Development Database on Aid, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline (dates of use: June-
August 2009) and the OECD DAC Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. (dates of use: June-August 2009). For more information about the nature of DAC 
data, Appendix 6, “Understanding the Data,” and various sources noted in this paper may be of interest.  



 

7 Harvesting Data        Harvesting Data        

Corporation (MCC) compacts. Discussed later in this Backgrounder, these 
compacts introduced the leadership of recipient countries to planning how large 
chunks of US ODA are spent in their countries. This planning activity resulted in 
a significant increase in the magnitude of US agricultural development assistance 
because many partner countries, recognizing agriculture as a broad-based engine 
for growth, made agriculture a priority within their compacts. Other shifts 
occurred when expiring economic supports to allies in the Middle East freed up 
US government aid dollars in the early part of the 1998-2007 period, while 
changing policies in US counter-narcotics efforts and the reauthorization of Plan 
Colombia in 2005 led to a jump in ODA for agricultural alternatives to drug 
cultivation. Furthermore, as a result of wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and 
corresponding US policy to “win hearts and minds,” large swaths of ODA were 
directed toward war zones for tactical military purposes and for reconstruction, 
and, in southern Afghanistan, for the eradication of poppy crops, seen as finance 
for terrorists. Given security concerns and the US Department of Defense’s role 
in military missions, the period saw aid, including aid for agricultural 
development, increasingly channeled through the Department of Defense. 
(Arguably, had it not been for the cause of national defense and military victory, 
the US government would not have allocated resources for agricultural 
development in Afghanistan and Iraq, and the overall agricultural ODA pie 
might have been smaller after 2003.) 

To lay the groundwork, this report first presents basic definitions related to 
official development assistance and discusses assumptions made in the research, 
followed by an overview of US ODA and the government institutions through 
which it is channeled. The next section of this Research Backgrounder drills into 
ODA to discover the agricultural subsectors that dominated US spending during 
the 1998-2007 period and explores possible drivers for these choices. The third 
section looks at the countries chosen for US agricultural investments during the 
period and examines the hypothetical link between the importance of agriculture 
to an economy and the level of investment it receives. Next, this Backgrounder 
investigates the types of agricultural investments chosen in countries with high 
shares of marginal land (land that is dry and/or sloped) and how those 
investment decisions compare with investment decisions in countries with 
normal or low levels of marginal lands. Recognizing that many sectors have 
important linkages to agriculture and food security outcomes, in the fifth section, 
this report looks at investments in those sectors during the period compared 
with those in the agriculture sector. Finally, this Backgrounder concludes with 
policy implications of US ODA to agriculture. 
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ODA basics 

By the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development’s (OECD’s) 
definition, official development assistance (ODA) is defined as transfers of 
resources (for example, cash, commodities, or services) to low- to medium-
income countries, to territories, and to multilateral development institutions that 
are provided by official agencies, including state and local governments, or by 
their executive agencies. Further, to be considered ODA, a transaction must (1) 
be administered with the promotion of the economic development and welfare of 
developing countries as its main objective, and (2) be concessional in character 
and contain a grant element of at least 25 percent.2 ODA is a reporting construct 
that was created by donor governments that are members of the OECD’s 
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) to facilitate comparison across 
countries. The volume of ODA is expressed as either commitments or 
disbursements, and ODA can be in the form of grants or concessional loans. 
ODA represents the most reliable, consistent, and widespread measure of 
international development funding in the world, despite its flaws, which are 
predominantly related to differing definitions and bias in translating government 
budgets into the OECD reporting categories. 

The DAC’s definition of “commitment” includes the following points:3 

A commitment is a firm written obligation by a government or official 
agency, backed by the appropriation or availability of the necessary funds, to 
provide resources of a specified amount under specified financial terms and 
conditions and for specified purposes for the benefit of a recipient country or 
a multilateral agency… 

Commitments are considered to be made at the date a loan or grant 
agreement is signed or the obligation is otherwise made known to the 
recipient. …For certain special expenditures, e.g. humanitarian aid, the date 
of disbursement may be taken as the date of commitment… 

A “disbursement,” as defined by the DAC’s Statistical Reporting Directives, is 
the placement of resources at the disposal of a recipient country or agency that is 
implementing the development activity. Disbursements are measured when one 
of the following occurs: the funds are delivered to the recipient country or 
agency, payment is made for goods to be shipped, an unconditionally cashable 
                                                        
2.  Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), “Is It ODA?,” fact sheet, November 2008, 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/21/21/34086975.pdf. 

3.  Development Cooperation Directorate, Development Assistance Committee (DAC), DAC Statistical Reporting Directives, 
2010, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/dacdirectives. 
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note is received by a multilateral institution, funds are withdrawn from a donor 
account by the recipient, or funds are transferred to an account in the recipient 
nation for release upon presentation of certain documents. 

Reporting requirements are slightly different for multilateral aid. Multilateral 
commitments are reported as the “sum of amounts which are expected to be 
disbursed before the end of the next year and amounts disbursed in the year 
reported on but not previously reported as a commitment.”4 

ODA is commonly measured in commitment levels; however, large 
commitments, which are essentially contracts with implementers, might be made 
in one year and then spent slowly over one, two, or more years, making 
commitments appear more volatile than disbursements. Additionally, because 
some country budgets and obligations are made on a fiscal year and data is 
reported to the DAC on a calendar year, there are inevitably distortions. Thus, 
one-year snapshots of commitment data may be unreliable. Taking the mean of 
commitments over time can remove this apparent volatility and provide a more 
reliable picture of aid levels. For instance, the UK Department for International 
Development (DFID) Agriculture and Natural Resources Team, in a 2004 report 
on ODA to agriculture, uses averages for all analyses. It is presumed that a 
rolling three- to five-year mean would be sufficient because aid is typically (and 
unfortunately) not planned out over the long term.5 

If commitments appear so volatile, why don’t we use disbursements? For the 
purposes of this paper, the answer is twofold: first, the OECD does not endorse 
the analysis of the DAC’s Creditor Reporting System (CRS) data on disbursements 
by sector prior to 2002 as coverage ratios are below 60 percent,6 and second, this 
Backgrounder sought to analyze a longer time frame. It should be noted, 
however, that the OECD DAC does endorse disbursement data prior to 2002 on 
total ODA by donor. Over time, commitments are relatively reliable. 

In Appendix 6, “Understanding the Data,” we discuss additional topics 
important to fully understanding ODA data.   

                                                        
4.  Ibid. 

5.  UK Department for International Development (DFID) Agriculture and Natural Resources Team, “Official Development 
Assistance to Agriculture,” November 2004, 
http://www.isgmard.org.vn/Information%20Service/Report/General/oda%20in%20agriculture-DFID.pdf. 

6.  Development Cooperation Directorate, DAC, DAC Statistical Reporting Directives, 2007, 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/dacdirectives, accessed September 2010.   
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An overview of US ODA  
to agriculture  

What is the magnitude of US ODA to agriculture? 
In looking at the 10-year cumulative shares of US ODA for all sectors, it becomes 
clear how small the agricultural piece of the US foreign development assistance 
pie is. Figure 1 shows US ODA over the 10-year period of 1998-2007. During this 
period agriculture represented 4 percent of US ODA. Administrative and 
support costs associated with US ODA made up a larger share at 5 percent. The 
government spent more than twice, and in some cases almost three times, 
agriculture’s share on each of the following categories: debt relief, government 
and civil society programs, health and population, humanitarian aid, and other 
social infrastructure and services programs. General or program assistance in the 
form of commodities7 claimed more than four times agriculture’s share in US 
development dollars. 

Figure 1. Total United States ODA commitments by sector, 1998-2007 

 

Source: Data from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC) Development Database on Aid, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of 
use: June-August 2009. 

 
                                                        
7. The category “commodity aid/general program assistance” includes food aid other than that designated “emergency food 

aid” (which is included in the humanitarian aid sector). 
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US ODA to agriculture fell steadily from around $2 billion per year in the late 
1970s to well under half a billion dollars in the early 2000s (Figure 2). Since then, 
spending on international agricultural development by donor countries has 
remained low compared with previous levels, despite increases in commitments 
in 2004-2007. Many analysts attribute the global food price crisis of 2007-2008 in 
part to this massive overall decline in spending, not only on the part of donors 
but also on the part of governments undergoing structural adjustment policy 
changes in the 1990s. The Nicaraguan government, for example, shrunk its state 
wholesale agricultural and food delivery infrastructure in 1990, and only 
recently, in response to the food price crisis, has the government reopened its 
warehouses and storage facilities.8 

Figure 2. US ODA commitments to agriculture, 1967-2007, in millions of 
2006 US dollars 

 

Source: Data from the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC), Development Database on Aid, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of 
use: June-August 2009. 

Which US agencies deliver ODA and from which 
accounts does the money come? 
The majority of US ODA to agriculture is funded through the US Agency for 
International Development (USAID), which in turn funds national and local 
governments, multilateral institutions, international and national 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), private contractors, and others to fulfill 
the objectives of its programs (Table 1). The main accounts from which USAID 
draws its ODA for agriculture are the Development Assistance (DA) account, 
which supports economic and social development; the Economic Support Fund 
                                                        
8. Francisco Perez, Juan Barrios, and Karen Pavon, Response to High World Food Prices: Country Study Nicaragua 

(Nitlapan, ODI, DFID, IDS, January 2010).  
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(ESF), which supports the foreign policy objectives of the State Department; and 
the PL 480, Title II account (from the US Department of Agriculture [USDA] 
budget), which provides commodities through the Office of Food for Peace both 
for direct food distribution and for monetization, or the sale of commodities, to 
fund agriculture-related development activities. 

Additional US aid comes via the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC), 
which provides assistance to relatively poor countries that meet explicit 
governance standards. Countries create plans and sign “compacts,” typically five 
years in length. Since the inception of the MCC in 2005, most countries receiving 
funds have chosen to include agriculture in their plans; this inclusion was a 
significant source of the increase in agricultural ODA commitments in 2005-2007. 
The MCC is funded through the Millennium Challenge Account (MCA). The 
MCC chooses its compact countries through a transparent selection process 
based on third-party indicators in the areas of ruling justly, investing in people, 
and ensuring economic freedom. In addition, scorecards based on the indicators 
are produced and made available for public comment before MCC selection 
takes place. 

To a lesser extent, the Department of Defense Commander’s Emergency 
Response Program (CERP), which consists of short-term projects designed to 
help the military achieve its goals, provides ODA. CERP projects are funded at 
the discretion of military commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan and include 
agricultural projects. In 2007, CERP was the only Department of Defense channel 
for ODA to agriculture. 

The USDA also provides agricultural development assistance abroad by 
supplying technical assistance and training programs for foreign scientists, as 
well as by providing commodities under the Food for Progress program that the 
World Food Program (WFP) and NGOs can sell in order to fund development 
programs, some of which are agricultural, in developing countries. The 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) directs that 
commitments funded by the sale of commodities be reported to its Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC) as ODA to the sector that the end programs 
support. Donors may also report these without a specified sector. In examining 
2007 CRS data, Oxfam did not observe any USDA-channeled commodity sales 
reported as being in support of agriculture sector activities.  
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Table 1. 2007 shares of ODA to agriculture commitments by extending 
agency 

Extending agency Share of total 

African Development Foundation 0.1% 

Department of Defense 4.9% 

Millennium Challenge Corporation 28.9% 

Trade Development Agency 0.2% 

USAID 64.0% 

USDA 1.7% 

Miscellaneous 0.1% 

Grand total 100.00% 

 
Note: Reasons for not examining one-year snapshots of data are discussed in the section of this report titled 
“ODA basics.” For these reasons, absolute commitment values were not included in this analysis. However, 
fiscal year versus calendar year discrepancies between budget obligations and ODA reporting will likely be 
congruent across departments within the US government. Additionally, the data is still representative of one 
year only, and, as such, should not be interpreted to imply trends or a general characterization of ODA to 
agriculture. Finally, typically, the Department of Defense Commander’s Emergency Response Program (CERP) 
does not invest heavily in agriculture. However, in 2007, there was an exceptionally high level of investment in 
agriculture in Iraq. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data provided to Oxfam in the US Office of Management and Budget’s 
internal CRS reporting spreadsheets for 2007, “CY 2007 CRS++ Convergence (Nov 10 200pm) plus Typology,” 
Parts 1 and 2. These spreadsheets are not available publicly. 

 

Other institutions within the US government that administer overseas 
agricultural development programs include the African Development 
Foundation, the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (included in ODA to 
industry, not agriculture, even when making loans to American agribusinesses 
abroad), the Trade Development Agency, the Department of State, and the Peace 
Corps. Agencies not noted in Table 1 made up less than 0.1% of total ODA to 
agriculture in 2007. 

Although some analysts consider the development activities of organizations like 
Food for Progress and the loans of groups like the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation to agribusiness companies to be agricultural development 
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assistance, these activities may not be included in the DAC’s category of ODA to 
the agriculture sector. We have chosen to stick with the DAC’s sector 
categorization in this paper. Only when a project’s sector is not specified is 
project food aid and monetized food aid counted within the commodity aid and 
general program assistance sector.9  

Finally, the US government indirectly funds agriculture ODA through its 
contributions to international financial institutions and multilateral development 
institutions. However, Oxfam did not impute indirect ODA that was channeled 
through multilateral development banks. The Department of the Treasury’s 
Office of Multilateral Development Banks and Specialized Development 
Institutions helps fund several international financial institutions, including the 
World Bank, the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) and 
regional development banks. Other multilateral channels of US ODA to 
agriculture include the Consultative Group on International Agricultural 
Development (CGIAR), which is funded from the USAID budget. The United 
Nations (UN) Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the UN Office on 
Drugs and Crime (UNODC) are funded at least in part through the Department 
of State’s Office of International Organizations. 

                                                        
9.  The Creditor Reporting System (CRS) notes related to the purpose code Program Food Aid, 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline.  
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For which activities does the US 
provide ODA for agriculture? 

Although there are many other factors involved in whether aid is successful—the 
quality of the project and program design and implementation, the predictability 
of the funding, etc.—a look at the quantity of funding by activity area can 
provide researchers and policymakers an idea of how much—or how little—the 
US government prioritizes certain key areas of aid activity. Thus, the questions 
we initially sought to answer in this analysis were (1) which subsectors are 
prioritized in US agricultural development, and (2) if agricultural research is not 
one of the prioritized subsectors, how much does the US commit to it? Through 
attempting to answer these questions, it became evident that a close look at the 
numbers can also provide insight into how agricultural development fits into US 
foreign policy. In addition, another question emerged: namely, what do the 
numbers reveal about the overall purpose of agricultural development? Or, more 
directly, how politicized is US ODA to agriculture? 

When donors report their aid activities to the Creditor Reporting System (CRS) of 
the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC), they indicate the 
purpose of the funding (i.e., for which type of agricultural project the funding 
was provided). The DAC calls these “purpose codes.” However, for readability 
in this paper, we call them “subsectors of the agriculture sector.” Table 2 is a list 
of subsectors with their descriptions, as provided by the CRS web site. 

Table 2. Agricultural ODA subsectors and their descriptions 

Subsector Description 

Agrarian reform Including agricultural sector adjustment. 

Alternatives 
development 

Projects to reduce illicit drug cultivation through other agricultural marketing and 
production opportunities. 

Cooperatives Including farmers’ organizations. 

Development Integrated projects; farm development. 

Education/training No note. 
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Subsector Description 

Extension Non-formal training in agriculture. 

Financial services Financial intermediaries for the sector including credit schemes; crop insurance. 

Food crop production Including grains (wheat, rice, barley, maize, rye, oats, millet, sorghum); 
horticulture; vegetables; fruit and berries; other annual and perennial crops.  

Industrial/export crops Including sugar; coffee, cocoa, tea; oil seeds, nuts, kernels; fiber crops; tobacco; 
rubber.  

Inputs Supply of seeds, fertilizers, agricultural machinery/equipment. 

Land resources Including soil degradation control; soil improvement; drainage of water-logged 
areas; soil desalination; agricultural land surveys; land reclamation; erosion 
control, desertification control. 

Livestock and 
veterinary services 

Animal husbandry; animal feed aid. Animal health and management, genetic 
resources, feed resources. 

Plant and post-harvest 
protection and pest 
control (PPHPPC) 

Including integrated plant protection, biological plant protection activities, supply 
and management of agrochemicals, supply of pesticides, plant protection policy 
and legislation. 

Policy, administration, 
and management 

Agricultural sector policy, planning and programs; aid to agricultural ministries; 
institution capacity building and advice; unspecified agriculture. 

Research Plant breeding, physiology, genetic resources, ecology, taxonomy, disease 
control, agricultural biotechnology; including livestock research (animal health, 
breeding and genetics, nutrition, physiology). 

Services Marketing policies and organization; storage and transportation, creation of 
strategic reserves. 

Water resources Irrigation, reservoirs, hydraulic structures, ground water exploitation for 
agricultural use. 

Forestry Forestry policy and administrative management, education/training, 
development for industrial and rural consumption; exploitation and utilization; 
erosion control, desertification control; integrated forestry projects. Forestry 
development whose primary purpose is production of fuelwood and charcoal. 
Research including artificial regeneration, genetic improvement, production 
methods, fertilizer, harvesting. 

Fishing 

Fishing sector policy, planning and programs; education and training; institution 
capacity building and advice; ocean and coastal fishing; marine and freshwater 
fish surveys and prospecting; fishing boats/equipment; exploitation and 
utilization of fisheries; fish stock protection; aquaculture; integrated fishery 
projects. Research—pilot fish culture, marine/freshwater biological research. 
Fishing harbors, markets, transport, cold storage. 

Source: CRS Statistical Directives, with slight modifications for readability. 
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A cursory glance at Figure 3 reveals a couple of surprising truths about the 
character of US ODA to agriculture over the 10-year period 1998 through 2007. 
Forty-two percent of US agricultural assistance to foreign countries is for policy, 
administration, and management activities, much of which take place at the 
ministry or headquarters levels. The US directs another 23 percent of its 
agricultural aid to the eradication of drug cultivation (in the subsector called 
“alternatives development”). Meanwhile, activities that are usually thought of as 
“agricultural development,” such as crop productivity, extension, training, input 
provision, and soil and water conservation, amount to much smaller slices of the 
agricultural ODA pie.  

Figure 3. US ODA commitments to agriculture, by subsector, 1998-2007  

 

Note: ”Other” includes agrarian reform (1.9 percent), financial services (1.7 percent), services (1.3 percent), 
food crop production (1.1 percent), industrial crops/export crops (0.6 percent), plant/post-harvest protection and 
pest control (0.6 percent), land resources (0.5 percent), cooperatives (0.5 percent), livestock (0.3 percent), 
extension (0.3 percent), fishing (0.2 percent), and inputs (0.2 percent). 
Source: Oxfam calculations based on ODA figures from the Organization of Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid 
Activity, http:www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 

 

Table 3 shows recent directions and magnitudes in US agricultural development 
subsectors across the 10-year period 1998-2007. To examine across the period, we 
divided it into two five-year periods and compared the annual average of each 
five-year period. We also compare the average size of each subsector with other 
subsectors in each period, represented as the “average annual share.”  
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Over the 10-year period, overall ODA to agriculture grew; however, certain 
sectors declined. Policy, administration, and management was the largest 
subsector cumulatively, but in the second half of the 10-year period, alternative 
crop development was larger in both absolute and share terms as it grew from an 
annual average of $29 million to $221 million, while policy, administration, and 
management fell by $60 million to $197 million per year. Forestry, agrarian 
reform, and food crop production all fell in their share of ODA to agriculture 
relative to the first-half of the 10-year period.  

The other subsectors rose in both share and absolute amounts. Funding for 
agricultural water resources expanded ninefold. This increase was entirely due to 
the emergence of MCC and the Department of Defense (DoD) as aid channels. 
During the period 2003 through 2007, only approximately $5 million in 
agriculture went through the US Agency for International Development 
(USAID). Just under $200 million was channeled through the MCC, primarily to 
Armenia, but also to Ghana, Mali, and Cape Verde. Roughly $170 million went 
through the DoD to Iraq and, to a lesser extent, Afghanistan.10 Extension and 
inputs went from zero investment during the period 1998-2002 to $3 million and 
$1.8 million per year, respectively, in the 2003-2007 period. Spending on the 
education/training subsector increased 75-fold between the two periods, from 
$0.33 million to $25 million annually. Likewise, the financial services subsector 
grew a great deal, from less than $1 million per year to more than $17 million. 

                                                        
10.  Microdata from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 
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Table 3. US ODA commitments to agriculture, funding by subsector 

Agricultural subsector Cumulative ODA, 
1998-2007 

Average annual 
ODA, 1998-2002 

Average annual 
ODA, 2003-2007 

Change in 
annual average 

Average annual share 
of ODA to agriculture, 
1998-2002 

Average annual share 
of ODA to agriculture, 
2003-2007 

Policy, administration, 
and management 2,267,547,794 256,545,324 196,964,235  (59,581,089) 64.7% 28.8% 

Alternative crop 
development 1,248,432,217 29,025,220 220,661,224  191,636,004  7.3% 32.3% 

Development 417,301,231 26,161,364 57,298,882  31,137,519  6.6% 8.4% 

Water resources 394,838,024 4,903,867 74,063,738  69,159,871  1.2% 10.8% 

Research 287,935,723 20,260,583 37,326,562  17,065,979  5.1% 5.5% 

Forestry 161,569,479 19,646,447 12,667,449  (6,978,998) 5.0% 1.9% 

Education/training 128,251,883 328,904 25,321,472  24,992,568  0.1% 3.7% 

Agrarian reform 99,979,916 19,995,983 0  (19,995,983) 5.0% 0.0% 

Financial services 89,540,330 758,579 17,149,487  16,390,908  0.2% 2.5% 

Services 71,147,821 4,846,918 9,382,646  4,535,729  1.2% 1.4% 
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Agricultural subsector Cumulative ODA, 
1998-2007 

Average annual 
ODA, 1998-2002 

Average annual 
ODA, 2003-2007 

Change in 
annual average 

Average annual share 
of ODA to agriculture, 
1998-2002 

Average annual share 
of ODA to agriculture, 
2003-2007 

Food crop production 56,822,092 6,301,345 5,063,073  (1,238,272) 1.6% 0.7% 

Industrial/export crops 34,236,987 2,418,401 4,428,997  2,010,596  0.6% 0.6% 

PPHPPC 33,513,417 1,255,837 5,446,847  4,191,010  0.3% 0.8% 

Land resources 28,772,652 1,823,439 3,931,091  2,107,652  0.5% 0.6% 

Cooperatives 28,221,121 330,508 5,313,716  4,983,207  0.1% 0.8% 

Livestock 15,664,354 1,225,749 1,907,122  681,373  0.3% 0.3% 

Extension 15,021,955 0 3,004,391  3,004,391  0.0% 0.4% 

Fishing 10,700,591 441,136 1,698,983  1,257,847  0.1% 0.2% 

Inputs 9,025,418 0 1,805,084  1,805,084  0.0% 0.3% 

Total 5,398,523,005 396,269,603 683,434,998 287,165,395 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Notes: Figures are commitments in millions of 2007 US dollars. PPHPPC = Plant/post-harvest protection and pest control 
Source: Oxfam calculations based on ODA figures from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009.
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Agricultural alternatives development 
From 1998 through 2001, US ODA to agricultural alternatives to drug cultivation 
was virtually nonexistent, with the exception of a $0.62 million grant in Colombia 
in 1999.11 The subsector took off after that period, however, with more than $1.2 
billion committed to developing alternatives to drug cultivation in Afghanistan 
and the Andean countries of Colombia, Peru, Bolivia, and Ecuador. Afghanistan 
and Colombia together accounted for almost two-thirds of this total (32.8 percent 
to Afghanistan and 30.7 percent to Colombia), Peru comprised one-quarter, and 
Bolivia made up around 10 percent.  

In Peru, Colombia, and Ecuador, well over three-quarters of US ODA to 
agriculture is dedicated to such activities (Table 4). In Afghanistan, 
approximately two-thirds of ODA to agriculture, or more than $400 million, was 
spent on attempting to sway Afghans from cultivating poppy. 

Table 4. US ODA commitments for agricultural alternatives to drug 
cultivation, 1998-2007 cumulative 

Recipient 
 ODA to 

subsector  

Recipient 
share of 

total ODA 
to 

subsector 

ODA to 
subsector as 

share of 
recipient’s ODA 

to agriculture 

 Average 
annual ODA 

to subsector, 
1998-2002  

 Average 
annual 
ODA to 

subsector, 
2003-2007  

 Change in 
annual 

average  

Afghanistan 409.40 32.8% 65.0%  0.00     81.88   81.88  

Colombia 382.81 30.7% 83.6%  12.08   64.48   52.39  

Peru 299.63 24.0% 93.3%  15.53   44.40   28.88  

Bolivia 123.71 9.9% 73.1%  0.02   24.72   24.70  

Ecuador 24.73 2.0% 89.1%  0.00     4.95   4.95  

Other 8.14 0.7% 4.4%  1.40   0.23   (1.16) 

All 1248.43 100.0% 23.0%  29.03   220.66   191.64  

 
Note: Figures are commitments expressed in millions of 2007 US dollars. 

                                                        
11  OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009 
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Source: Oxfam calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor 
Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 
2009. 

In Latin America and the Caribbean region, two-thirds of US agricultural 
development assistance is directed toward the fulfillment of US counternarcotics 
objectives through supply-side policies and programs to develop agricultural 
alternatives to drug cultivation (Figure 4), of which many doubt the efficacy (see 
the box, “A short story on the ‘War on Drugs.’”). The average annual spending 
on this subsector increased from $27.6 million per year during the period 1998 
through 2002 to $138.7 million per year during the period 2003 through 2007. 
Although the overall average annual US ODA to agriculture in Latin America 
and the Caribbean rose by $87.8 million, the average annual spending on the 
forestry subsector fell by $4.5 million and the subsector agricultural policy, 
administration, and management fell by $37.7 million.12 

Figure 4. Share of US ODA commitments to agriculture by subsector in 
Latin America and the Caribbean, 1998-2007

 

Note: “Other” includes research (0.8 percent), food crop production (0.2 percent), industrial/export crops (0.2 
percent), livestock (0.2 percent), and other subsector investments of less than 0.2 percent of the total over 10 
years. See appendix for additional regional breakdowns by subsector. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, available at http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of 
use: June-August 2009. 
 

The program emphasis on alternative agricultural crops raises the question of 
what is the overarching mission of overseas agricultural development? Is it food 
security and poverty alleviation or is it supporting other US agencies in their 
objectives?  

                                                        
12. See Appendix 4 for references and subsector funding charts and tables for each region.  
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A short story on the “War on Drugs” 

The term “War on Drugs” was popularized when President Richard Nixon created the 
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) in 1973. During the Nixon administration, the 
US “War on Drugs” channeled the bulk of its funding to treatment programs. However, 
the “war’s” attention was soon focused on the pursuit of cocaine traffickers in 
Colombia, in particular the Medellin Cartel, as news of violence, kidnappings, raids, 
and hit lists circulated in the media during the late 1970s and 1980s. Enforcement of 
trafficking laws and the extradition of traffickers to the US were the primary weapons of 
the US against narcotics until 2000, when Bill Clinton agreed to help fund Plan 
Colombia, a program of the Colombian government that included the eradication of 
coca and opium poppy plants as one of its objectives. 

The Andean Counterdrug Initiative (ACI) is the US program that supports Plan 
Colombia and counternarcotics efforts in neighboring Andean countries.13 It was 
initially funded from 2000 through 2005 and has since been extended. ACI funds 
eradication, interdiction, alternative crop development, and democratic institution 
building. The US also provides military funding, training, and education to the 
countries. The “three-pronged strategy of eradication, interdiction, and alternative 
development” that emerged has been the driving direction of US counterdrug policies 
and programs.14 However, in 2005, the Congressional Research Service evaluated 
Plan Colombia and found that, although the program decreased violence in Colombia 
and some crops were eradicated, there was no noticeable affect on the prices, purity, 
or availability of the drugs in the US and there were significant negative side effects for 
Colombian citizens.15 

Many experts now acknowledge that, although they have had localized successes, 
these policies and programs have marginal, if any, impacts on the overall global drug 
trade.16 Cultivation patterns of increase and decrease are driven globally by demand 
trends, price fluctuations, trafficking routes, and armed conflicts,17 while new trafficking 
networks, some of which have links to terrorist organizations, are skilled at evading, 
overcoming, and exploiting the actions taken by governments to hinder the drug 
trade.18 In the same changed world that has produced, recognized, and attempted to 
adapt to non-state actors as a serious security threat, the US government might also 
consider reassessing the nature of the enemy and its approach in the “War on Drugs.” 

                                                        
13. Information in this paragraph is from Connie Veillette, “Plan Colombia: A Progress Report,” CRS Report for Congress 

(Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, May 2005).  

14.  Martin Jelsma, “Alternative Development and Drug Control: A Critical Assessment,” keynote speech at the International 
Conference on the Role of Alternative Development in Drug Control and Development Cooperation, Feldafing, Germany, 
January 8, 2002. 

15.  Veillette, “Plan Colombia: A Progress Report.” 

16.  Ibid. 

17.  Jelsma, “Alternative Development and Drug Control.” 

18.  Moises Naim, Illicit: How Smugglers, Traffickers, and Copycats Are Hijacking the Global Economy (New York: Anchor, 
2006). 
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The largest subsector: Agricultural policy, 
administration, and management 
The subsector agricultural policy, administration, and management includes 
“Agricultural sector policy, planning and programs; aid to agricultural 
ministries; institution capacity building and advice; unspecified agriculture” 
(Table 2). As such, it is hard to glean exactly what comprises this category and in 
what amounts without wading through myriad microdata in the CRS. 
Additionally, 15.5 percent of commitments in this subsector went to unidentified 
recipients, the annual average of such commitments increasing from one-half of 
the period to the other by 50 percent (Table 5).  

Table 5. A closer look at the agricultural policy, administration, and 
management subsector: Where does it go? 

Recipient 
 ODA to 
subsector  

Recipient 
share of total 
ODA to 
subsector 

 Average annual 
ODA to 
subsector, 
1998-2002  

 Average annual 
ODA to 
subsector, 
2003-2007  

 
 
Change in 
annual 
average 

Bilateral, 
unspecified  359.95  15.5%  29.28   42.71   13.43  

Egypt  284.65  12.3%  56.68   0.25   (56.43) 

South of 
Sahara, 
regional  231.25  10.0%  22.28   23.97   1.69  

Mali  176.16  7.6%  4.45   30.78   26.33  

Afghanistan  169.02  7.3%  1.70   32.10   30.40  

Uganda  91.65  4.0%  7.82   10.51   2.69  

Iraq  77.23  3.3%  0     15.45   15.45  

Colombia  76.18  3.3%  15.24   0    (15.24) 

Mozambique  68.58  3.0%  5.89   7.83   1.94  

Malawi  53.13  2.3%  7.23   3.39   (3.84) 

Jordan  51.30  2.2%  10.17   0.09   (10.07) 
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Africa, 
regional  48.30  2.1%  9.66   0    (9.66) 

Other (70 
countries)  630.90  27.2%  91.80   34.38   (57.43) 

All  2,318.30  100.0%  262.20   201.46   (60.73) 

 
Note: Data is in commitments expressed in millions of constant 2008 US dollars. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http//:www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 
 
 

What we can observe is certain shifts in recipients of subsector commitments. 
Overall, the US decreased its commitments within the subsector from the first 
half of the 10-year period to the second. After 2002, the US virtually ceased 
agricultural policy, administration, and management aid to Egypt and Jordan, 
which, for Egypt, averaged more than $56 million per year during the 1998 
through 2002 period and for Jordan during the same period averaged $10 million 
annually. Colombia’s one-time commitment to the subsector in 2000 did not 
repeat itself in 2003-2007.19 The biggest increases in annual averages from the 
first five-year period to the second were in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Mali. 
Agricultural aid to Iraq and Afghanistan can largely be attributed to US military 
engagement and reconstruction policy in those locations. Mali’s increase in 
commitments is due to its MCC compact in 2006.20 Within the “other recipients” 
category, only funding to Pakistan, Sudan, and Zambia increased across the 10-
year period. 

Agricultural research, extension, and education/training 
Investment in agricultural research is known to have a high correlation with 
poverty alleviation in developing countries.21 For this reason, we have chosen to 
look at US investment in this area (Figure 5). Cumulative US ODA commitments 
to agricultural research for the examined period were $287.94 million, or slightly 
more than 5 percent of US ODA to agriculture, of which $240.6 million was 
without a recipient specified. Figure 5 presents yearly ODA investment in 
agricultural research over the period; 2000 saw a bottoming out of US spending 

                                                        
19.  Microdata from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 

20.  Microdata from OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 
available: www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 

21.  Shenggen Fan, editor, Public Expenditures, Growth, and Poverty in Developing Countries: Lessons from Developing 
Countries (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2008). 
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on agricultural research and development, yet 2 years later, a high for the period 
was reached. Roughly $110 million of the unspecified bilateral research subsector 
ODA was committed to international research centers such as the Consultative 
Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR).22 Much of the remainder 
was committed to the development of science and technology for agricultural 
production, including at least $30 million to biotechnology research initiatives.23  

Figure 5. US ODA commitments to agricultural research, 1996 - 2007 

 

Note: Amounts are based on three-year rolling averages of commitments data. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 
 

Agricultural research alone, however, does not necessarily result in the use of 
new technologies by farmers. Agricultural advisory services represented in CRS 
as the education, training, and extension subsectors help bring technology, both 
old and new, to producers. US ODA to agriculture in these interrelated areas 
over our inquiry period was largely dominated by research, which grew until 
2006-2007, when education and training reached approximately $30 million 
annually (Figure 6). The bulk of US agricultural extension assistance was through 
an MCC compact with Madagascar in 2005; the assistance included the 
construction of five agricultural business centers.24 

                                                        
22.  Oxfam calculations from microdata of the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System 

(CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 

23. Ibid. 

24. Ibid. 
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Figure 6. US ODA commitments to agricultural research, extension, and 
education/training, 1996 - 2007 

 

Note: Amounts are based on three-year rolling averages of commitments data. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 

A note on cross-cutting objectives 
Reporting to the CRS includes identifying whether a grant or concessional loan 
has certain priorities such as gender, the environment, or climate change-related 
objectives. Neither gender nor the environment emerged as large priorities in US 
ODA to agriculture, as reported to the DAC for 1998 through 2007. Less than 10 
percent of US ODA to agriculture was associated with a gender objective, and 
under 5 percent with the environment. However, the State Department’s Feed the 
Future Guide now identifies gender, the environment, and climate change as 
“cross-cutting” priorities in the global food security initiative.25 Thus, these 
objectives may receive more attention after 2010 and are areas to watch. 

                                                        
25 US Government, Feed the Future Guide, May 2010, http://www.feedthefuture.gov/resource/feed-future-guide. Accessed 

June 2010. 
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Who are the recipients of US ODA 
to agriculture? How does the US 
choose its recipients? 

With roughly 1 billion undernourished people in the world, US government 
foreign assistance policymakers must make difficult decisions about where to 
send much-needed agricultural development assistance. Complicating these 
decisions is the fact that foreign assistance also serves other foreign policy goals. 
To understand who the primary recipients of US ODA to agriculture are and to 
attempt to gain insight as to why those recipients were chosen, we will analyze 
the magnitude of ODA by region and country, by the size of the recipients’ 
agricultural economies and populations, and by comparing the primary recipient 
countries to potential focus countries in the US government’s whole-of-
government global food security strategy, which was intended to coordinate the 
many agencies that work independently toward the common goal of global food 
security. 

Which regions received the most ODA to agriculture? 
Because regional delineations vary from source to source, the author based 
regions on the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee’s (DAC’s) 
categorization of regions with some modifications and consolidations. Unless 
otherwise noted, regions are composed of the countries listed in Appendix 3.  

Cumulatively, agricultural ODA to sub-Saharan Africa, where approximately 25 
percent of the world’s undernourished reside,26 was in the amount of $1.4 billion, 
or 25.8 percent of the total, more than any other region. Asia, excluding Central 
Asia and Afghanistan, is not favored in absolute terms by US ODA to 
agriculture, receiving only 2.7 percent, or $146 million, in US ODA to agriculture 
over the period, despite being home to 65 percent of the world’s undernourished 
population.27 As seen in Table 8, East Asian countries do not appear in the list of 
countries receiving the most US ODA to agriculture when you take the size of 
recipients’ agricultural economies into account, which seems to confirm that 

                                                        
26. FAO, Food Security Statistics, http://www.fao.org/faostat/foodsecurity/index_en.htm. accessed November 2009.  

27. Ibid. 
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sheer number of undernourished humans is not the sole factor behind US 
decision making on the recipients of its agricultural development assistance.  

Table 6. US ODA commitments to agriculture by region, 1998-2007, in 
millions of 2007 US dollars 

Region Commitments, 1998-2007 Share of total 

Sub-Saharan Africa 1,389.73 25.8% 

Latin America and the Caribbean 1,246.14 23.1% 

Eastern Europe and Central Asia 1,056.87 19.6% 

North Africa and the Middle East 832.29 15.5% 

Unspecified 714.02 13.3% 

Asia, non-Central 145.90 2.7% 

All regions 5,384.94 100% 

 
Source: Author’s calculations of data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor 
Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 
2009. 

 

Although Latin America and the Caribbean are home to less than 10 percent of 
the world’s undernourished, many of whom live in urbanized areas, it received 
23.1 percent of US ODA to agriculture cumulatively over the period 1998-2007—
approximately $1.3 billion, almost as much US ODA to its agriculture sector as 
sub-Saharan Africa received. However, as we have seen, two-thirds of this aid 
was for the promotion of agricultural alternatives to drug cultivation. The region 
supports many coca farms in the Andean area and is the origin of much of the 
cocaine that is sold and consumed in the United States, both of which might help 
to explain this incongruency between numbers of undernourished and dollars in 
agricultural assistance. 

Which countries are the primary recipients? 
It should not be a surprise to anyone following US policy on Afghanistan that 
Afghanistan is the largest recipient of US ODA to agriculture. Obligations for 
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Afghanistan make up 11.6 percent of all US aid for agriculture in the developing 
world during the 10-year period 1998-2007 (Table 7). Of the $630 million that the 
US Congress has appropriated for Afghanistan’s agricultural sector, almost 90 
percent has been since 2005, and 100 percent has been since the 2001 invasion.28 
The annual average amount of US ODA to agriculture in Afghanistan during the 
period 2004 through 2007 is a little more than $150 million per year. As we have 
seen, one of the drivers of spending on agriculture in Afghanistan is US 
antinarcotics goals that are facilitated by the eradication of opium poppy and the 
development of alternatives to poppy cultivation.  

Several of the top 20 recipients of ODA to agriculture during the 10-year period 
were MCC countries that emphasized agriculture within their compacts. In 2006, 
Ghana and Mali signed five-year MCC compacts with foci on agriculture, for 
$547 million and $461 million, respectively.29 All or part of the agricultural 
portion of these obligations were likely reflected in 2007 reports to DAC, thus 
explaining the unusually high investment levels shown for those countries in 
2007 (Table 7). In March 2006, Armenia signed a $216 million compact, also 
emphasizing agriculture, the magnitude of which is reflected in 2006. Similarly, 
Honduras, in 2005, signed a $215 million compact also with an emphasis on 
agricultural development, which is reflected in the $76.6 million in ODA to 
agriculture reported for 2005.  

Other US decisions to commit agricultural assistance appear to be politically 
minded. For instance, likely owing to the Camp David Middle East Peace 
Accords in 1978-1979, US ODA for the agriculture sectors in Egypt and Jordan 
through 2001 was substantial. However, agricultural assistance to both fell 
sharply after 2001. 

                                                        
28. The apparent spikes in 2005 and 2007 may not necessarily be spikes per se, but could be reporting distortions owing to the 

timing of supplemental funding bills; obligation windows could also have distorted the figure within one year. Thus, one 
should not assume that the US Congress appropriated barely $7 million for agricultural development in 2006 and then 
appropriated $285 million the following year. See the section “ODA basics” in this report for a detailed explanation. 

29. Established in 2004 by George W. Bush, the MCC was originally budgeted at $5 billion per year, increasing total US 
overseas development assistance by 50 percent. Recipient countries have to meet certain standards of governance, 
transparency, and market orientation, and the intent is for these countries to develop their own country plans. Thirteen of 
the original 15 countries included agriculture in their compacts. Congress has since decreased funding for the Millennium 
Challenge Account (MCA), which funds the MCC. Information about the MCC compact process, funding, and countries is 
from http://www.mcc.gov. 
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Table 7. Top 20 recipients of ODA to agriculture, by cumulative commitments, 1998-2007, in millions of 2007 US dollars 

No. Recipient 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1998-2007 Share of 
total 

1 Afghanistan         8.3 0.1 61.5 266.8 7.8 285.6 630.1 11.6% 

2 Colombia 0.6   74.6   59.8 0.1 130.0 72.5 74.6 46.0 458.1 8.4% 

3 Egypt 106.2 122.6 86.6 68.2  0.6  4.6  11.8 400.6 7.4% 

4 Iraq             0.1 84.9 97.4 143.3 325.7 6.0% 

5 Peru 1.4 1.9 10.9 3.5 78.5 5.8 96.8 31.5 47.8 43.1 321.1 5.9% 

6 Ghana   5.2 10.4 5.3   0.0 0.0 18.1 2.0 189.9 230.9 4.3% 

7 Armenia   6.3 11.1 14.1 7.7   156.3 4.9 200.4 3.7% 

8 Mali   9.3 6.5 7.0     0.5   1.2 159.4 183.9 3.4% 

9 Bolivia 5.9 0.5 11.7 2.4 6.1 5.6 52.1 19.7 33.7 31.3 169.1 3.1% 

10 Uganda 8.7 9.2 15.0 6.2 17.0 0.8 19.4 17.3 13.3 8.1 114.9 2.1% 

11 Honduras 2.4 1.2 1.2 3.6    76.6   84.9 1.6% 

12 Mozambique   11.3 12.8 14.7 2.2     12.2 20.4 9.2 82.8 1.5% 

13 Jordan  24.5 32.8 16.9   0.3   0.8 75.3 1.4% 

14 Malawi 12.4 11.6 17.1 5.3 8.4     9.0 6.9 3.0 73.8 1.4% 

15 Haiti 7.9 12.4 13.4 13.0 1.0 5.0   0.1 7.1 59.9 1.1% 

16 Kenya 8.3 2.4 8.0 8.7   0.4 0.1 6.5 10.8 8.4 53.7 1.0% 

17 Zambia 5.8 2.4 6.7 2.7   7.8 7.9 11.6 4.3 49.2 0.9% 
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Notes: Commitments are reported to the DAC on a calendar year while the US government appropriations cycle is on a fiscal year and obligation is often delayed. This distinction 
should be taken into account in any analysis of ODA data, and one-year snapshot analysis of commitments data is not recommended. Additionally, it should be noted that MCC 
commitments are typically disbursed over five years, which significantly exceeds the standard two-year obligation period of other foreign aid commitments. See Appendix 1 for a table 
of all countries receiving aid to agriculture from the US during the period 1998-2007 with annual ODA amounts. 
Source: Author’s calculations of data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009 
 

Other countries that were major recipients of US ODA to agriculture during the period include Uganda, Mozambique, Malawi, Haiti, 
Kenya, Zambia, and Bangladesh.

18 Pakistan         1.7 0.1 11.4 0.2 13.7 10.7 37.9 0.7% 

19 Guatemala  10.3 10.2 4.9 4.0 0.4 0.4  0.2 6.0 36.3 0.7% 

20 Bangladesh 3.4 3.4 4.0 2.6 6.8 3.0 2.7 5.4   3.7 35.2 0.6% 

Top 20 total 163.1 228.2 328.1 176.2 208.0 29.6 383.0 633.3 497.8 976.7 3,623.93 66.8% 

All recipients 294.9 355.3 484.7 414.3 449.0 224.0 534.6 803.5 641.1 1,223.0 5,424.30 100.0% 
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Does the US choose recipient countries based on how 
“agricultural” their economies are? 
Although looking at the absolute value of ODA committed to the agriculture 
sector over time is a good indicator of where US development priorities lie and 
sheds light on what the drivers of development might be, it does not necessarily 
tell us much about the potential impact of the ODA dollars, allow comparison 
across countries, or reveal whether the US is making substantial investments of 
ODA in relatively small, agricultural countries. However, comparing the 
magnitude of spending to the size of a country’s agriculture sector puts 
development dollars in perspective of that country and facilitates comparison 
across countries.30  

When we look at the countries where agriculture plays a large economic role, we 
see that this does not appear to influence the US decision to invest ODA in the 
agriculture sector (Table 8). Agriculture is the predominant sector in Liberia, 
Guinea-Bissau, Burma, the Central African Republic, and Sierra Leone. However, 
US ODA to agriculture in those countries is negligible or nonexistent. Of the top 
20 most agricultural economies in the world, excluding Afghanistan and Nigeria, 
for which data on agricultural GDP was not available, Mali is the only country in 
which the US government invests the equivalent of more than 1 percent of the 
country’s agricultural GDP in its agriculture sector.

                                                        
30. Shenggen Fan and Anuja Saurkar, “Tracking Agricultural Spending for Agricultural Growth and Poverty Reduction in 

Africa,” Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support System web site, 
http://www.resakss.org/publications/Expenditure%20trends%20brief.pdf. 
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Table 8. The top 20 most agricultural economies and the relative ODA they 
receive from the United States 

Rank  Country 

Agricultural GDP 
as a share of 
GDP** 

Average annual 
growth of agricultural 
GDP (%) 

US ODA to 
agriculture: 
Agricultural GDP 

1 Liberia 72.8 .. .. 

2 Guinea-Bissau 59.1 2.40 0.00% 

3 
Myanmar 
(Burma) 58.7 .. .. 

4 
Central African 
Republic 55.0 2.30 0.00% 

5 Sierra Leone 50.7 .. .. 

6 

Congo, 
Democratic 
Republic 49.3 -0.30 0.02% 

7 Laos 49.1 3.78 0.04% 

8 Comoros 47.6 2.50 0.00% 

9 Ethiopia 47.2 4.50 0.06% 

10 Tanzania 45.2 4.22 0.03% 

11 Afghanistan 43.0 3.67 .. 

12 Burundi 40.8 -1.75 0.02% 

13 Niger 40.5 4.83 0.01% 

14 Mali 39.4 3.80 1.38% 

15 Rwanda 39.0 5.80 0.27% 

16 Sudan 39.0 3.20 0.05% 
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Rank  Country 

Agricultural GDP 
as a share of 
GDP** 

Average annual 
growth of agricultural 
GDP (%) 

US ODA to 
agriculture: 
Agricultural GDP 

17 Togo 38.4 1.38 0.00% 

18 Nepal 37.9 3.00 0.06% 

19 Nigeria 37.3 6.80 .. 

20 
Papua New 
Guinea 37.3 1.00 0.00% 

 

Notes: Figures were calculated using millions of 2005 US dollars. Agricultural GDP figures were not available 
for all countries, including Afghanistan and Nigeria, and are unweighted averages. 
Source: Oxfam calculations based on ODA commitments from the OECD Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline (dates of use: 
June-August 2009), and GDP figures from the World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2008 data, 
http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators (updated), accessed June 2010. 
 

Interestingly, Cape Verde, Eritrea, Timor-Leste, and Macedonia all received less 
than $15 million each from the US government for agriculture during the 10-year 
period (Appendix 1), ranking between 43 and 54 on absolute US ODA to 
agriculture, yet Table 9 shows that those investments were equivalent to a large 
share of their respective agricultural economies.  

By looking at the share of GDP that is represented by agricultural GDP, we can 
gain a handle on the relative “importance” of agriculture to the overall economy. 
However, as most agricultural work has a low economic output and yet employs 
and feeds many poor people in developing countries, the percentage can be seen 
as an understated measure of importance if one were to take the food security 
benefits and the number of people earning their livelihoods from the activity into 
account. For this reason, we look at US ODA to agriculture in terms of 
agricultural population as well. For example, US ODA to agriculture in Eritrea 
was equivalent to only $0.64 per agricultural worker per year, the lowest such 
figure on the list of top 20 recipients for the size of their agricultural economy, 
even though the US investment compared with the dollar value of the country’s 
agriculture sector was substantial at 0.71 percent, or twice that of Colombia, 
where US ODA to agriculture is equivalent to $11.53 per worker per year (Table 
9).31 

                                                        
31 It should be clear, though, that aid is not always disbursed in a perfectly equitable manner, and development may be 

concentrated in certain geographical areas; among the less poor who may be more adept at participation in programs; 
among landholders, who may have more incentive to participate in certain asset-improving programs; and among men, 
toward whom programs are often biased. 
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Taking these indicators together with additional information, we can start to get 
a picture of how significant the US’s public investment in a country’s agriculture 
sector was during the period at hand (Table 9). Ranking them, Armenia emerges 
as the number one recipient of US ODA to agriculture in terms of the size of US 
investment for the agricultural economy and in terms of ODA to agriculture per 
agricultural worker. For each person employed in the agriculture sector in 
Armenia, the US committed more than $100 per annum during the period 1998-
2007, around 100 times what it committed per capita for farmers in Uganda and 
Mozambique and more than twice what it committed per capita in Iraq, the 
second-highest-ranked country on this metric, and approximately three times 
what was committed to Jordanian farmers, the third-highest. The MCC 
disbursements to Armenia, however, extend at least three years outside the 
examined period. Meanwhile, the vast majority of the Jordanian investments 
were committed in 1999-2001. Iraq obligations may also be skewed higher 
because of heavy obligations at the end of the examination period that are likely 
not matched by commitments just prior to 1998. 

It is possible that the investments in countries such as Mozambique and Uganda 
were or are projects focused on a few communities or provinces or focused on 
one aspect of the Ministry of Agriculture’s overhead, thus spreading the benefits 
among the agricultural and rural populations. However, we know that the ODA 
obligated to Armenia in its MCC compact will likely have benefits countrywide 
or at least regionally. Interestingly, though, the ratio of agricultural ODA to 
agricultural GDP in Mozambique is only one-fifth of that of Armenia, while the 
ratio of agricultural ODA per worker in Mozambique is less than one-twentieth 
of that of Armenia (adjusting for four years of commitments being disbursed 
outside of the period). Thus, Armenia’s agricultural workers are contributing a 
much larger amount of GDP per capita to their economy, and the magnitude of 
US ODA to agriculture is greater per capita. Clearly, US ODA to agriculture is 
not necessarily addressing the needs of the poorest and most food-insecure 
countries.32   

 

                                                        
32 The selection of MCC compact countries is not purely based on need and is not intended to be. Their selection is based on 

governance and transparency indicators (see note 30). 
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Table 9. Top 20 recipients of US ODA to agriculture for size of agricultural 
economy, 1998-2007 

Rank Recipient 

US ODA to 
agriculture: 
Agricultural 
GDP 

Rank in 
absolute US 
ODA to 
agriculture 

Annual US ODA to 
agriculture per 
agricultural worker 

Agricultural 
GDP as 
percentage of 
GDP 

1 Armenia 3.02% 8 101.61 25.1% 

2 Jordan 2.77% 14 36.35 2.7% 

3 Iraq 1.90% 4 44.74 8.3% 

4 Mali 1.38% 9 3.58 39.4% 

5 Bolivia 1.19% 10 9.92 14.7% 

6 Timor-Leste 1.15% 45 3.86 34.5% 

7 Malawi 1.06% 15 1.47 36.7% 

8 Cape Verde 1.05% 54 18.33 9.5% 

9 Ghana 1.01% 7 3.61 36.3% 

10 Tajikistan 0.81% 25 3.43 25.1% 

11 Eritrea 0.71% 48 0.64 18.4% 

12 Honduras 0.65% 12 10.16 14.7% 

13 Zambia 0.63% 19 1.43 22.2% 

14 Peru 0.61% 5 9.64 7.7% 

15 Mozambique 0.60% 13 0.94 26.8% 

16 Moldova 0.49% 35 4.07 23.5% 

17 Uganda 0.43% 11 1.06 34.1% 

18 Nicaragua 0.38% 23 8.13 19.9% 

19 Colombia 0.37% 2 11.53 12.6% 

20 Macedonia 0.34% 43 11.85 12.6% 

 

Notes: Figures are in millions of 2005 US dollars. Agricultural GDP figures are not available for all countries, 
including Afghanistan and Nigeria. 
Source: Oxfam calculations based on ODA commitments figures from the OECD Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline 
(dates of use: June-August 2009), and GDP figures from the World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2008 
data, available at http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators (accessed June 2010). 
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Aside from Tajikistan, a neighbor of militarily important Afghanistan, and 
Timor-Leste, a recently independent state, there were no Asian countries in the 
top 20 recipients of ODA to agriculture for the size of their agricultural 
economies (Table 9). Three Middle Eastern countries led the list (Armenia, 
Jordan, and Iraq), and Africa was the most represented region with eight 
countries. The Andean countries, which receive large amounts of US ODA to 
agriculture for alternative crops, also unsurprisingly appeared on this list. What 
is significant is that there is no overarching, transparent decision-making 
process. 

Which countries will receive the most agricultural ODA 
in the future? 
As we have seen, counternarcotics, security objectives, and, in the case of the 
MCC, country development priorities appear to drive US decisions to commit 
agricultural development assistance overseas. What will determine future 
spending choices?  

Recent political developments allude to a changing development agenda within 
the US government. Largely as a result of the 2007-2008 global food price crisis, 
citizens of developed countries began calling for a renewed approach to ending 
hunger. Several bills were introduced into Congress, including the Global Food 
Security Acts, and the Obama administration created the Feed the Future 
initiative for improving global food security. Feed the Future will likely drive the 
details of many future investment decisions, and it has identified potential focus 
countries based on the following criteria: level of need, opportunity for 
partnership, potential for agriculture-led growth, opportunity for regional 
synergies, and resource availability.33  

The initiative, as of January 2012, has 20 potential focus countries: 12 African, 
four Asian, and four Latin American or Caribbean (Table 10). By comparison, as 
noted, the top 20 recipient countries of US ODA to agriculture over the past 10 
years, ignoring Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan, which are special cases, included 
eight African countries, two Asian countries, seven Latin American and 
Caribbean countries, and three Middle Eastern countries. The potential focus on 
five African countries that are not currently prioritized—Ethiopia, Liberia, 
Rwanda, Senegal, and Tanzania—is significant, as is the deprioritization of 
Sudan as a recipient, which is likely for political reasons. Armenia, although an 
                                                        
33. US Government, Feed the Future Guide, May 1, 2010, http://www.feedthefuture.gov/resource/feed-future-guide. 
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MCC compact country, was prioritized relative to its size by other agencies 
during our examination period even when excluding MCC compact funding. 
Cambodia and Nepal each received roughly $8 million in US ODA to agriculture 
cumulatively during our 10-year examination period. Thus, their inclusion in the 
Feed the Future strategy might reflect a significant shift in decision making 
related to recipient prioritization. 

Table 10. Top recipients of US ODA to agriculture and potential focus 
countries of US global food security strategy 

Region 
Top 20 recipients of US ODA to 
agriculture, 1998-2007* Potential focus countries, Feed the Future 

Africa 

Ghana, Kenya, Mali, Malawi, 
Mozambique, Sudan, Uganda, 
Zambia 

Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Mali, Malawi, 
Mozambique, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania, 
Uganda, Zambia 

Asia Bangladesh, Tajikistan Bangladesh, Cambodia, Nepal, Tajikistan 

Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

Bolivia, Colombia, Guatemala, 
Haiti, Honduras, Nicaragua, Peru Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Nicaragua 

The Middle East Armenia, Egypt, Jordan - 

Note: This table excludes Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan. 
Source: The top 20 recipients are based on Oxfam calculations of DAC commitments data; Feed the Future 
countries are taken from the US Government, Feed the Future Guide, May 2010, accessed June 2010 at 
http://www.feedthefuture.gov/resource/feed-future-guide. 
 

Excluding the countries in Latin America where the alternative crops sector is the 
predominant form of agricultural ODA, the Latin American and Caribbean 
recipient portfolio of the past 10 years looks identical to that in the Feed the Future 
Guide. However, even when ODA levels for agriculture to Andean countries are 
adjusted to exclude alternative crops, Peru, Bolivia, and Colombia remain in the 
top 20 recipients. Thus, the potential focus countries of the Feed the Future Guide 
could potentially mark a change in development policy of the Western 
Hemisphere, although agricultural development (and alternatives development) 
money undoubtedly will still flow to non-focus Feed the Future countries, as 
well as Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan, which exist wholly outside of the Feed 
the Future initiative’s framework.  
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What is the character of US ODA  
to agriculture in highly marginalized 
agricultural lands?  

As elucidated in an earlier paper in this Oxfam America Research Backgrounder 
series, marginal agricultural lands hold particular value for public agricultural 
investments.34 Almost one-third of the world’s agricultural population, or 879 
million people, resides in marginal areas or in agricultural areas defined 
geospatially by remoteness and unfavorable agroclimatic conditions. While 
farming alone will provide few pathways out of poverty for rural populations 
with low-potential land and low market access, there are several reasons for 
public institutions to invest in agriculture in marginal areas. First, the returns on 
these investments will not initially be substantial enough to entice private sector 
investment. Second, such public sector investments are key to rural food security 
and conflict prevention, especially in areas with low market access. Finally, 
farmers on marginal lands have the potential to be stewards of important global 
public goods, namely biodiversity and carbon that could be sequestered in 
fragile soils. For these reasons, we have chosen to attempt an exploration of US 
ODA to agriculture in these areas. 

Likely because the marginal area versus favored agricultural area construct 
evolved in highly esoteric literature about rates of return to investments in 
agricultural research, the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
does not recognize or track ODA to these areas. Although DAC microdata 
sometimes includes additional geographic information, recipient country is as far 
as a DAC database user can drill down consistently in terms of geography. Thus, 
it is virtually impossible to quantify the amount of aid going to marginal lands. 
However, as a proxy for tracking aid to less-favored areas, this report examines 
agricultural assistance to countries with at least 90 percent of their agricultural 
population living on marginal lands, as defined in the 2009 Oxfam America 
Research Backgrounder “Making Investments in Poor Farmers ‘Pay.’”35 We then 
compared data about US ODA to these highly marginal countries with data on 
aid to all developing countries. Although less than scientific, this approach is a 

                                                        
34. Information in this paragraph is from Melinda Smale and Emily Alpert, “Making Investments in Poor Farmers ‘Pay’: Micro-

Development Approaches for Marginal Areas,” Oxfam America Research Backgrounder series (Washington, DC: Oxfam 
America, 2009). 

35.  Ibid. 
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first attempt at examining the character of aid directed at marginal areas and 
how it compares with agricultural development assistance elsewhere.  

Countries examined (with percentage of their agricultural population living in 
less-favored areas) include Botswana, (99.96 percent), Eritrea (99.84 percent), 
Kazakhstan (92.50 percent), Lesotho (92.57 percent), Mauritania (98.68 percent), 
Mongolia (98.28 percent), Namibia (99.71 percent), Niger (98.73 percent), and 
Somalia (92.60 percent).36 

Table 11. Two comparisons of agricultural subsector allocations of US ODA 
to countries with highly marginalized agricultural land versus US ODA to all 
developing nations, 1998-2007 

 
Ratio of US ODA to agricultural 
economy size 

Share of US ODA to agriculture 
allocated to each subsector 

Subsector 

Countries with 
highly marginal 
agricultural land 

Developing 
countries  

Countries with 
highly marginal 
agricultural land 

Developing 
countries 

Agrarian reform 0.00 0.12 0.00% 2.83% 

Alternatives 
development 0.00 1.04 0.00% 23.70% 

Cooperatives 0.00 0.01 0.00% 0.31% 

Development 0.00 0.38 0.00% 8.81% 

Education/training 0.07 0.13 1.71% 2.90% 

Extension 0.00 0.02 0.00% 0.35% 

Financial services 0.00 0.11 0.00% 2.52% 

Fishing 0.20 0.01 4.77% 0.34% 

Food crop production 0.35 0.04 8.28% 0.95% 

Forestry 0.00 0.13 0.00% 2.99% 

Industrial/export crops 0.04 0.03 1.00% 0.68% 

Inputs 0.00 0.01 0.00% 0.15% 

Land resources 0.00 0.02 0.00% 0.54% 

                                                        
36 Kate Sebastian, “Mapping Favorability for Agriculture in Low and Middle Income Countries: Technical Report, Maps and 

Statistical Tables” (Washington, DC: Oxfam America, 2009). 
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Ratio of US ODA to agricultural 
economy size 

Share of US ODA to agriculture 
allocated to each subsector 

Subsector 

Countries with 
highly marginal 
agricultural land 

Developing 
countries  

Countries with 
highly marginal 
agricultural land 

Developing 
countries 

Livestock 0.08 0.01 1.91% 0.17% 

PPHPPC 0.00 0.03 0.00% 0.68% 

Policy, administration, 
and management 3.18 1.71 75.22% 39.16% 

Research 0.18 0.03 4.17% 0.77% 

Services 0.11 0.06 2.58% 1.40% 

Water resources 0.02 0.47 0.37% 10.76% 

All subsectors 0.42 0.44 100.00% 100.00% 

 
Notes: Highly marginalized countries are those with more than 90 percent of their rural population living on less-
favored rain-fed land. ”Ratio” measures are magnified in this table for readability, with the end goal of 
comparison in mind. Ratios indicated are 1,000 times the actual ratio of US ODA for each subsector to 
agricultural GDP. Averages for developing countries did not include certain countries for which agricultural GDP 
figures were unavailable, notably Afghanistan and Nigeria. The category “ODA to agriculture” includes forestry 
and fishing. PPHPPC = Plant/post-harvest protection and pest control. 
Source: Author’s calculations; data for agricultural GDP from World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2008 
data, http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators (updated), accessed June 2010; data 
for US ODA commitments from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting 
System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 

 

Overall, US ODA to agriculture for countries with highly marginal agricultural 
land does not appear to be significantly more or less than ODA to developing 
country agriculture on average and for the size of their agricultural economies 
(Table 11). However, many poor people living on marginal agricultural lands 
often have low levels of market access, and thus serving them may require more 
expense per unit of economy, and the returns on investment may be significantly 
less as a result. Interestingly, though, compared with all developing countries, 
the policy, administration, and management subsector is twice as big relative to 
the size of the countries’ agricultural economies in countries with highly 
marginal agricultural land, making up close to 75 percent of the ODA to 
agriculture in those countries, versus 39 percent in all developing countries 
(Table 11). Fishing, food crop production, and livestock are larger than the 
developing country average shares of ODA. On the other hand, agricultural 
water resources, which one might expect in areas with less rainfall, is a 
conspicuously small part of the pie in countries with highly marginal 
agricultural lands (Figure 7). 
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Figure 7. Share of US ODA to agriculture in the highly marginalized 
countries to each subsector 

 

Source: Author’s calculations based on commitments data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: 
June-August 2009.  
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How are other sectors related to US 
ODA to agriculture?  

Overall agriculture is a small part of US official development assistance. 
Although sectors such as education, health, food aid, nutrition, transportation 
and storage infrastructure, and rural development have the potential to work 
synergistically with agricultural assistance toward food security, there exists 
siloing of priorities, competition for a limited amount of aid, and a possible 
predisposition within the US government, for various reasons beyond the scope 
of this paper, to emphasize certain areas of aid, namely food aid, over 
agricultural development, which, in the long run serves the same purpose: food 
security.  

Shifting aid priorities often entail government budget trade-offs. Exact 
correlation, however, is difficult to identify because of the complicated nature of 
US budgeting—particularly, foreign aid budgeting. US ODA to agriculture fell 
steadily from $2 billion per year in the late 1970s to less than half a billion dollars 
in the early 2000s, and also declined as a percentage of US assistance. US ODA 
for health and population services rose slightly during those decades, from less 
than $1 billion dollars to just over $1 billion dollars. Meanwhile, humanitarian 
aid more than quadrupled during the 1990s from approximately $300 million per 
year during the 1980s to around $1.5 billion per year in the late 1990’s. Although 
agriculture as a share of US ODA increased slightly in the mid-2000s, sharp 
increases in the health and population sector and humanitarian aid sector during 
the Bush administration years were not mirrored in the agriculture sector. Health 
and population commitments grew from around $1 billion per year in most of 
the 1980s and 1990s to approximately $4.5 billion in 2007. Humanitarian 
assistance spending more than tripled again between 2001 and 2007, increasing 
by more than $3 billion per year to $4.5 billion per year in 2007. Meanwhile, 
investment in foreign agricultural development levels rose slightly from 2002 to 
around $800 million in 2007. Education has, like agriculture, risen slightly over 
the end of the period, although it has been well under $1 billion since the 
beginning of the period examined. 

Food aid 
An appropriate balance of food aid and agricultural development assistance is 
necessary for food security, for poverty reduction, and for a donor’s food aid exit 



 

45 Harvesting Data        Harvesting Data        

strategy. However, during the 10-year period 1998-2007, US commitments of 
food aid were almost four times its commitments to agricultural ODA (Figure 8). 
US ODA to agriculture, including the forestry and fishing sectors, represented 
$5.42 billion over the period, while food aid represented $18.89 billion, almost 
equally split between emergency food aid and program, or development, food 
aid.37 As noted earlier, some development food aid may be sold and used to fund 
agricultural or other development projects through the US Department of 
Agriculture (USDA)-funded/US Agency for International Development 
(USAID)-administered Office of Food for Peace and, to a lesser extent, through 
the USDA’s Food for Progress program. However, when such “monetization” of 
food aid occurs, the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) instructs 
the assistance be reported as assistance to the sector of the development 
project(s) for which the food was monetized unless the project(s) are unspecified, 
in which case it is considered as program food aid. 

Figure 8. US ODA commitments to food aid and agriculture, 1998-2007 
cumulative commitments 

 

Notes: “Agriculture” includes forestry and fishing. When monetization of food aid occurs, the DAC instructs the 
aid be reported as assistance to the sector of the development project(s) for which the food aid was monetized 
unless the project(s) are unspecified, in which case it is considered program food aid. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on commitments data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: 
June-August 2009. 

 

The US is unique in its relative preference for food aid over agricultural 
development assistance. The countries of Europe together spend three times as 
much on agricultural development as they do on food aid, and Japan’s ODA to 
agriculture is 11 times what it sends abroad in cash or in-kind food aid (Figure 9). 

                                                        
37. Program food aid includes (from the CRS): “Supply of edible human food under national or international programmes 

including transport costs; cash payments made for food supplies; project food aid and food aid for market sales when 
benefiting sector not specified; excluding emergency food aid.” 
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Figure 9. Comparison of major donor ODA for agriculture versus food aid, 
1998 - 2007 cumulative commitments 

 

Notes: “Food aid” includes both emergency and program food aid, but excludes food aid monetized for sector-
specific programs. “Agriculture” includes forestry and fishing. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on commitments data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: 
June-August 2009. 

 

Figure 10 shows the top recipients of agricultural development assistance, the 
cumulative amount of agricultural development assistance for each during the 
10-year period, and the countries’ corresponding levels of food assistance, 
including both emergency and program food aid. Thirteen of the 20 countries 
shown receive more food aid than agricultural assistance, and because this graph 
is focused on countries receiving agricultural ODA, it does not show the large 
number of countries that receive food aid and minimal amounts of agricultural 
assistance. Appendix 2 contains a table of all recipients with a comparison of the 
ODA to agriculture versus food aid that they receive from the US government.  
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Figure 10. Top recipients of US ODA to agriculture and their ODA to food 
aid over 10 years, cumulative 1998-2007, in millions of 2007 USD  

 

Notes: “Food aid” includes both emergency and program food aid but excludes food aid monetized for sector-
specific programs. “Agriculture” includes forestry and fishing. See Appendix 2 for a table of all countries and 
their expenditures on agriculture, emergency food aid, and program food aid. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on commitments data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: 
June-August 2009. 

 

With the exception of a four-year $60 million pilot program for local and regional 
food purchase started in 2009 and USAID’s Emergency Food Security Program, 
which is funded out of the International Disaster Assistance account, US food aid 
consists exclusively of US-grown commodities. The US government is required 
to buy food aid commodities in the US and ship them primarily on US flagged 
ships at a premium price. This is an example of “tying” aid. “Tied” aid is aid that 
has certain geographical procurement requirements. Figures on the tied status of 
aid are not available by sector. However, as we have seen, even a cursory 
understanding of US food aid policy reveals that the vast majority of food aid is 
indeed tied. The share of total US ODA for all sectors in 2006 and 2007 that was 
“tied” was five times as large as that of DAC EU member states, which tied 6.5 
percent of their bilateral ODA. It was more than seven times as large as that of 
Japan, which tied only 4.7 percent of its aid.38 The “tying status of aid” is a DAC 
indicator, but cannot be analyzed by sector or by recipient, and US data on tying 
status is not available prior to 2006.  

                                                        
38. Data does not include administration costs or technical cooperation expenditures. Author’s calculations are based on data 

from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 
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Nutrition 
Nutrition operates in tandem with agricultural development toward the goal of 
food security in that it represents the utilization of food and, as a result, is 
integral to the productivity and health of humans. Severe malnutrition plays a 
role in at least half of the 10.9 million childhood deaths that occur around the 
world each year.39 Despite its importance, nutrition has never been an area of 
emphasis for US ODA, and accurate data on US nutrition funding levels have 
been elusive.  

A report released in November 2009 by Médecins Sans Frontières highlighted the 
difficulty in ascertaining accurate estimates of global nutrition-related 
development assistance within the OECD DAC system, given the number of 
categories across which nutrition is a program element and the lack of a 
consistent definition of a nutrition program.40 The group’s best estimate for 
annual nutrition funding during the period 2004-2007 was approximately $350 
million globally, including $30 million from the US. According to the Creditor 
Reporting System (CRS), US commitments to basic nutrition were between $12 
million and $60 million each year during that period (Figure 11). However, basic 
nutrition is one subsector within the health sector and does not include the 
nutrition elements in food security and food aid programs or in other health 
sector programs (other than those explicitly for basic nutrition). It also includes 
some activities that may be only indirectly related to nutrition. 

                                                        
39. World Hunger Education Service, “World Hunger and Poverty Facts and Statistics 2010,” 

http://www.worldhunger.org/articles/Learn/world%20hunger%20facts%202002.htm. Accessed December 10, 2010. 

40. Médecins Sans Frontières, “Malnutrition: How Much Is Being Spent?” (Geneva: Médecins Sans Frontières, 2009).  
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Figure 11. US ODA commitments to basic nutrition, 1998-2007, in millions 
of 2008 USD 

 

Notes: “Basic nutrition” is a subsector of the health sector. The points indicate three-year rolling averages of 
commitments in millions of 2008 constant US dollars. 
Source: Data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on 
Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 

Transportation and storage 
While not necessarily directly related to agriculture or built to service 
agricultural markets, transportation and storage infrastructure can multiply the 
effects of direct agricultural investments by facilitating market access. Total ODA 
for the subsector during the 10-year period 1998-2007 was $4.07 billion,41 more 
than half of which went to reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan and Iraq. As 
Figure 12 shows, the US began reporting ODA in transportation and storage 
infrastructure to the DAC as such around 2003-2004. More than one-third of US 
ODA to transportation and storage infrastructure since then, or $1.6 billion, has 
gone to Afghanistan. Iraq was the other major recipient of more than $900 
million in this subsector of ODA. Other countries with notable commitments 
include El Salvador, Georgia, and Ghana, each receiving more than $200 million 
during the 10-year period, the bulk of that through MCC compacts. Of the $4.07 
billion total, 49 percent, or $2.0 billion, was committed to constructing roads, 
while 39 percent, or $1.59 billion, was allocated to transportation and storage-

                                                        
41. OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 
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related policy and administration.42 The remainder was allocated to rail, water, 
air, and storage infrastructure activities. 

Figure 12. US ODA commitments to transport and storage infrastructure, 
1999 - 2007 

 

Notes: Data points are based on three-year rolling averages of commitments data; 1998 figures were not 
available. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 

Rural development 
The Creditor Reporting System identifies as “multi-sector rural development” 
the following: 

Integrated rural development projects; regional development planning; 
promotion of decentralized and multi-sector competence for planning, co-
ordination and management; implementation of regional development and 
measures (including natural reserve management); land management; land 
use planning; land settlement and resettlement activities [excluding 
resettlement of refugees and internally displaced persons]; functional 
integration of rural and urban areas; geographical information systems. 

Multisector rural development can lead to market access and development for 
agricultural products, increased local buying power as a result of off-farm 
employment, and more sustainable, demand-driven development as a result of 
increased planning and decentralization, all of which can foster increased food 
security in rural areas.  

 
                                                        
42. Ibid.  
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Figure 13. US ODA commitments to multisector rural development, 2002-
2007 

 

Notes: Rural development commitment amounts were not available for years prior to 2002. Multisector rural 
development is considered outside of the agriculture, forestry, and fishing sector. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 
 

Multisector rural development, unlike agricultural development or 
transportation infrastructure, has been concentrated in sub-Saharan Africa, 
where the US spent approximately $209 million over the years 2002 through 2007 
(Figure 13). Latin America and the Caribbean also received a fair amount of 
assistance in this sector, which may reflect a more holistic approach to shifting 
some Andean farmers away from coca, and now poppy, cultivation.43 However, 
this does not appear to be the case in recipients such as Afghanistan and Iraq. 

                                                        
43. Jelsma, in “Alternative Development and Drug Control,” asserts that alternatives development has evolved from crop 

substitution in the 1970s to prescriptive rural development in the 1990s to a more participatory rural development approach 
in the 2000s.  
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Conclusions and policy implications 

ODA is a measuring stick, and it has flaws. It does not imply poverty reduction 
or food security as goals, and may reflect the direction of political or other 
motives that may underlie foreign aid.  

Because disbursement data is incomplete prior to 2002, and single-year 
commitment data may be skewed owing to timing and internal budget 
processes, the most reliable way to look at ODA data over time is by examining 
sets of three- to five-year averages. Although not all commitments are disbursed, 
the percentage is currently near 90 percent, and it appears to be rising. Thus, 
once commitments are made, it can be assumed that they will eventually be 
disbursed. The share of ODA that is in the form of loans has declined since the 
1970s and is currently under 20 percent. 

The Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Secretariat, composed of the 
reporting states, decides whether donor programs “count” or do not “count” as 
ODA. The US includes the Economic Support Fund (ESF) and counternarcotics 
activities as ODA, while European nations do not. Meanwhile, European donors 
consider more scholarships given to citizens of developing countries to be ODA. 
There exists debate around whether any of these areas should be considered 
ODA. A related issue is the consistency of the reporting across donors. 
Standardization of ODA reporting with the goal of yielding a more “true” 
picture of commitment to development could help civil society hold 
governments accountable to their promises and help researchers measure 
progress toward a variety of development-related goals, improving the overall 
quality of aid in the process. 

With certain caveats, the DAC’s ODA figures do serve to provide a useful insight 
into a donor country’s development assistance levels and relative priorities. 
Agriculture is a small piece of the US official development assistance pie. Its size 
has been growing in recent years, however, in large part owing to reconstruction 
in Afghanistan and Iraq on the part of both the US Agency for International 
Development (USAID) and the Commander’s Emergency Response Program 
(CERP), to the increase in agricultural alternatives development as part of the US 
counternarcotics strategy in South America, and to the inclusion of agriculture in 
the country-led development compacts funded through the Millennium 
Challenge Account. Additional funding may emerge in future years as a result of 
the Obama administration’s Feed the Future initiative. 

A major question that has emerged from this research is whether “official 
development assistance” must imply, as primary goals, poverty reduction, food 
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security, and/or increased welfare in recipient states. Crop alternatives 
development as part of the US government’s counternarcotics strategy emerged 
as the leading subsector within US ODA to agriculture in the second half of our 
10-year focus period (1998-2007). Commitments to the policy, administration, 
and management subsector declined significantly in parallel with the rise of 
agricultural counternarcotics activities, as did commitments to forestry, agrarian 
reform, and food crop production. What have been the benefits of this shift? Has 
it contributed to increased poverty reduction and food security? Or does the 
inclusion of alternatives development as ODA inflate US commitment to poverty 
alleviation and food security? 

The biggest determinates of whether a country receives US agricultural ODA 
appear to be whether a country is a supplier of coca or opium poppy, has 
qualified for an Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) compact, or is 
occupied by the US military. The US clearly does not decide which countries 
should receive agricultural development assistance based on how agricultural 
their economies or populations are. Asia, especially given the number of poor 
and hungry people there, receives relatively little US agricultural ODA. Sub-
Saharan Africa and Latin America receive around half of all US ODA to 
agriculture. However, alternative crop development, as part of the US 
government’s counternarcotics policy, dominates Latin America’s share of the 
pie. Decisions for US public investment outside of these three frameworks are 
more opaque. A US global food security strategy, known as Feed the Future, 
describes some general criteria for choosing focus countries, but it does not have 
a particularly transparent rubric for deciding which countries will receive aid. 
More transparency in that decision-making process would help citizens feel 
confident about the motives of the strategy, help NGOs and development experts 
in their constructive critiques of the strategy, and help in the creation of a flexible 
blueprint that will stand the test of time. 

In those countries with a high percentage of marginal agricultural land, US ODA 
to agriculture is highly concentrated (75 percent) in the subsector policy, 
administration, and management. Whether this concentration is an appropriate 
balance is outside of the scope of this paper; however, it seems high, and the 
share size is, in fact, twice the developing country average. There may be a 
reason behind this emphasis, and it may be an area for research in those 
countries. 

Food aid, health, education, transportation infrastructure, and rural development 
are also necessary. There may be an imbalance in food security programming, 
however, in favor of food aid owing to domestic political and economic concerns 
and possibly a reflection of the ease of implementation of such programs 
compared with agricultural development assistance. That said, ODA alone is not 
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sufficient to achieve global food security. Ultimately, it’s up to the countries 
themselves, and development assistance is just one piece of the puzzle. At its 
best, development assistance, however, it can be a catalytic element for change. 
To maximize its catalytic effectiveness, it is critical that researchers, policymakers 
and advocates understand how much aid is being provided, where, and to what 
sectors. 
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Appendix 1. US ODA commitments to agriculture for all 
recipients over 10 years, 1998-2007    
Table 1-1. US ODA commitments to agriculture for all recipients over 10 years, 1998-2007, in millions of US dollars  

Recipient 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Total 
1998-
2007 

Share of all 
US ODA to 
agriculture 

Afghanistan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.30 0.10 61.53 266.78 7.80 285.60 630.11 11.62% 

Albania 4.10 8.58 5.64 7.61 0.16 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 3.66 29.80 0.55% 

Angola 0.00 4.28 0.00 1.56 1.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 7.05 0.13% 

Argentina 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.21 0.35 0.01% 

Armenia 0.00 0.00 6.33 11.08 14.15 7.73 0.00 0.00 156.30 4.86 200.44 3.70% 

Azerbaijan 0.00 1.77 1.72 4.06 3.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 11.71 0.22% 

Bangladesh 3.40 3.43 3.96 2.63 6.84 3.02 2.70 5.44 0.00 3.73 35.16 0.65% 

Belarus 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00% 

Belize 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00% 

Benin 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.00% 

Bolivia 5.93 0.49 11.74 2.36 6.12 5.62 52.12 19.70 33.72 31.33 169.13 3.12% 

Botswana 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.35 0.01% 

Brazil 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.87 0.00 1.09 0.23 0.24 0.73 0.25 5.40 0.10% 

Burkina Faso 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.32 0.01% 
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Burundi 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.62 0.01% 

Cambodia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.36 2.15 0.00 8.51 0.16% 

Cameroon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00% 

Cape Verde 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.93 0.00 0.00 7.93 0.15% 

Central African 
Republic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.90 0.01 0.00 15.91 0.29% 

Chile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00% 

China 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.72 0.48 1.55 0.26 0.17 3.82 0.07% 

Colombia 0.62 0.00 74.59 0.00 59.80 0.08 129.95 72.51 74.61 46.00 458.15 8.45% 

Congo, 
Democratic 
Republic 0.00 0.00 0.65 3.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.35 5.61 0.10% 

Croatia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.38 1.38 0.03% 

Cuba 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00% 

Dominican 
Republic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.52 4.91 5.97 0.11% 

Ecuador 0.00 0.00 0.66 0.34 0.00 0.99 16.98 0.00 0.22 8.54 27.74 0.51% 

Egypt 106.19 122.60 86.62 68.18 0.00 0.64 0.00 4.65 0.00 11.75 400.63 7.39% 

El Salvador 1.37 3.92 4.43 3.31 5.56 6.59 0.03 0.01 0.68 3.32 29.23 0.54% 

Eritrea 0.00 2.26 3.00 4.13 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 9.55 0.18% 

Ethiopia 1.15 6.73 3.59 5.95 4.32 0.06 0.00 0.32 0.00 7.25 29.36 0.54% 

Gabon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.01% 
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Georgia 0.00 2.28 2.78 4.03 10.50 2.00 0.00 0.00 1.62 4.76 27.97 0.52% 

Ghana 0.00 5.20 10.38 5.31 0.00 0.03 0.04 18.08 1.97 189.88 230.88 4.26% 

Guatemala 0.00 10.26 10.16 4.89 4.03 0.40 0.39 0.00 0.17 6.04 36.35 0.67% 

Guinea 0.00 0.00 2.96 6.13 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.14 0.23 9.56 0.18% 

Guyana 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.21 0.00% 

Haiti 7.89 12.43 13.36 13.04 1.03 4.96 0.00 0.00 0.09 7.12 59.92 1.10% 

Honduras 2.36 1.16 1.17 3.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 76.56 0.00 0.00 84.85 1.56% 

India 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.16 0.49 0.09 0.00 1.76 3.07 5.96 0.11% 

Indonesia 0.00 2.95 10.24 7.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.78 24.57 0.45% 

Iraq 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 84.86 97.37 143.30 325.67 6.00% 

Jamaica 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.01% 

Jordan 0.00 24.49 32.82 16.93 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.82 75.32 1.39% 

Kazakhstan 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.01 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 3.47 0.06% 

Kenya 8.33 2.45 8.03 8.74 0.00 0.39 0.06 6.46 10.82 8.43 53.70 0.99% 

Kyrgyz 
Republic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.37 4.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.46 8.88 0.16% 

Laos 0.00 1.84 0.00 0.00 2.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.74 0.09% 

Lebanon 0.00 0.00 2.70 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 5.33 0.10% 

Liberia 0.00 1.84 2.87 3.83 0.00 0.00 0.44 1.59 0.00 9.52 20.09 0.37% 

Macedonia 4.14 3.28 2.58 2.78 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.29 14.08 0.26% 

Madagascar 1.86 0.00 5.30 0.59 0.00 0.13 0.26 11.97 0.00 0.73 20.84 0.38% 
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Malawi 12.42 11.64 17.10 5.26 8.41 0.00 0.00 9.03 6.94 2.95 73.76 1.36% 

Malaysia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00% 

Mali 0.00 9.26 6.46 7.01 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.00 1.24 159.44 183.89 3.39% 

Marshall 
Islands 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00% 

Mauritius 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.40 0.01% 

Mexico 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 1.07 0.47 0.62 0.59 0.27 3.69 0.07% 

Micronesia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00% 

Moldova 0.00 5.18 4.57 2.28 6.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.06 20.48 0.38% 

Mongolia 0.00 0.00 1.91 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.07 0.04% 

Morocco 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 1.08 0.00 16.08 17.17 0.32% 

Mozambique 0.00 11.26 12.84 14.69 2.15 0.00 0.00 12.25 20.38 9.24 82.81 1.53% 

Namibia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.01 0.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.87 0.02% 

Nepal 4.84 1.22 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 2.37 2.80 0.04 3.43 15.87 0.29% 

Nicaragua 0.00 6.73 6.39 7.49 12.35 0.73 0.33 0.52 0.20 0.34 35.07 0.65% 

Niger 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.52 0.36 0.09 1.12 0.02% 

Nigeria 0.00 1.22 8.81 8.80 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.37 23.33 0.43% 

Pakistan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.67 0.14 11.40 0.22 13.73 10.73 37.88 0.70% 

Palau 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.00% 

Palestinian 
Administrative 
Areas 0.00 0.00 2.74 0.78 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 2.00 5.62 0.10% 
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Panama 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.32 0.06 1.72 0.03% 

Papua New 
Guinea 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00% 

Paraguay 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.17 0.02% 

Peru 1.45 1.88 10.87 3.51 78.45 5.75 96.76 31.55 47.78 43.13 321.14 5.92% 

Philippines 0.00 0.00 0.60 5.99 0.00 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.08 1.65 8.42 0.16% 

Rwanda 0.00 3.67 5.87 4.54 0.39 0.39 0.00 3.20 4.77 1.00 23.84 0.44% 

Samoa 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00% 

Senegal 0.00 1.22 3.58 4.22 7.45 0.43 0.00 0.43 0.10 1.52 18.96 0.35% 

Serbia 0.00 0.00 1.92 3.93 0.16 0.02 0.45 0.11 0.00 6.91 13.49 0.25% 

Sierra Leone 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 2.02 0.04% 

Somalia 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.02% 

South Africa 0.00 0.00 2.88 4.56 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.21 0.51 0.69 8.89 0.16% 

Sri Lanka 0.00 1.22 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.37 0.03% 

Sudan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 7.82 0.82 14.43 0.00 0.00 8.41 31.65 0.58% 

Swaziland 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.14 0.05 0.47 0.01% 

Tajikistan 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.85 25.29 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 3.44 31.59 0.58% 

Tanzania 3.73 2.45 2.40 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.72 3.22 2.35 1.36 16.47 0.30% 

Thailand 0.00 0.70 0.05 0.00 0.96 0.15 0.00 0.37 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.04% 

Timor-Leste 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.65 12.09 0.22% 

Togo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00% 
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Notes: Commitments are reported to the DAC on a calendar year while the US government appropriations cycle is on a fiscal year and obligation is often delayed. This should be taken 
into account in any analysis of ODA data, and one-year snapshot analysis of commitments data is not recommended. Taking the average of two to three years is preferable. For 
example, appropriations for development activities in Afghanistan were most likely around $150 million per year during the period 2004-2007. 
Source: Author’s calculations of data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009.

Turkey 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.01% 

Turkmenistan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.49 0.01% 

Uganda 8.69 9.18 14.98 6.23 17.03 0.77 19.40 17.26 13.29 8.08 114.91 2.12% 

Ukraine 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.26 0.28 0.01% 

Uruguay 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00% 

Uzbekistan 0.00 0.00 0.02 1.74 3.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.98 8.84 0.16% 

Vanuatu 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00% 

Venezuela 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00% 

Vietnam 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.04 0.23 0.00% 

Yemen 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.71 0.71 0.01% 

Zambia 5.81 2.45 6.71 2.71 0.00 0.00 7.75 7.93 11.56 4.32 49.23 0.91% 

Zimbabwe 0.00 1.84 0.84 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.67 0.05% 

All 294.87 355.25 484.71 414.28 449.01 224.03 534.59 803.49 641.11 1222.96 5424.30 100.00% 
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Appendix 2. US ODA to agriculture 
versus food aid for all recipients 

Table 2-1. Cumulative United States ODA commitments to agriculture and 
food aid for all recipients over 10 years, 1998-2007, in millions of 2007 US 
dollars 

Recipient Agriculture 
Emergency 
food aid 

Program 
food aid Food aid 

Food aid 
as 
percentage 
of 
agriculture 

Agriculture 
as 
percentage  
of GDP 

Afghanistan 630.11 447.00 184.51 631.51 100% 43.0% 

Albania 29.80 23.08 23.71 46.78 157% 27.0% 

Algeria 0.00 3.33 3.20 6.53 .. .. 

Angola 7.05 361.00 109.39 470.40 6,670% 8.5% 

Argentina 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 7.8% 

Armenia 200.44 8.37 40.52 48.89 24% 25.1% 

Azerbaijan 11.71 18.11 39.77 57.88 494% 13.4% 

Bangladesh 35.16 38.03 496.06 534.08 1,519% 22.6% 

Belarus 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 11.5% 

Belize 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 15.9% 

Benin 0.19 3.38 35.45 38.83 20,580% 34.9% 

Bhutan 0.00 0.31 1.37 1.68 .. .. 

Bolivia 169.13 11.27 272.26 283.53 168% 14.7% 

Bosnia-Herzegovina 0.00 13.68 81.67 95.35 .. .. 

Botswana 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 2.2% 
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Recipient Agriculture 
Emergency 
food aid 

Program 
food aid Food aid 

Food aid 
as 
percentage 
of 
agriculture 

Agriculture 
as 
percentage  
of GDP 

Brazil 5.40 0.00 0.10 0.10 2% 6.0% 

Burkina Faso 0.32 2.28 134.04 136.32 42,600% 34.3% 

Burundi 0.62 99.11 4.57 103.67 16,641% 40.8% 

Cambodia 8.51 0.00 28.70 28.70 337% 34.3% 

Cameroon 0.06 0.93 32.52 33.45 5,4345% 21.6% 

Cape Verde 7.93 0.00 36.13 36.13 456% 9.5% 

Central African 
Republic 15.91 15.21 7.89 23.09 145% 55.0% 

Chad 0.00 103.44 36.19 139.63 .. .. 

Chile 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 5.2% 

China 3.82 0.00 45.88 45.88 1,200% 14.0% 

Colombia 458.15 7.99 5.52 13.51 3% 12.6% 

Congo, Democratic 
Republic 5.61 221.59 31.90 253.48 4,516% 49.3% 

Congo, Rep. 0.00 14.98 31.25 46.23 .. .. 

Costa Rica 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.11 .. .. 

Cote d’Ivoire 0.00 31.15 34.86 66.01 .. .. 

Croatia 1.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 8.4% 

Cuba 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 6.0% 

Djibouti 0.00 12.89 0.00 12.89 .. .. 

Dominican Republic 5.97 28.72 47.88 76.60 1,283% 11.6% 

Ecuador 27.74 0.00 98.22 98.22 354% 9.0% 
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Recipient Agriculture 
Emergency 
food aid 

Program 
food aid Food aid 

Food aid 
as 
percentage 
of 
agriculture 

Agriculture 
as 
percentage  
of GDP 

Egypt 400.63 0.00 10.28 10.28 3% 15.7% 

El Salvador 29.23 8.22 95.00 103.22 353% 10.5% 

Equatorial Guinea 0.00 0.00 1.96 1.96 .. .. 

Eritrea 9.55 296.55 71.45 368.00 3,855% 18.4% 

Ethiopia 29.36 1,861.43 331.78 2193.21 7,469% 47.2% 

Gabon 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 5.9% 

Gambia 0.00 1.83 10.26 12.09 .. .. 

Georgia 27.97 17.01 119.63 136.64 488% 19.9% 

Ghana 230.88 0.35 207.28 207.63 90% 36.3% 

Guatemala 36.35 35.04 277.77 312.81 861% 16.9% 

Guinea 9.56 36.59 56.03 92.61 969% 19.4% 

Guinea-Bissau 0.00 3.39 14.87 18.26 .. .. 

Guyana 0.21 0.00 51.92 51.92 24,725% 31.8% 

Haiti 59.92 16.15 306.02 322.17 538% 26.5% 

Honduras 84.85 59.81 182.87 242.68 286% 14.7% 

India 5.96 2.77 690.55 693.31 11,626% 21.3% 

Indonesia 24.57 87.97 554.96 642.93 2617% 15.5% 

Iraq 325.67 247.52 1.50 249.02 76% 8.3% 

Jamaica 0.58 0.00 53.52 53.52 9282% 6.4% 

Jordan 75.32 0.00 279.43 279.43 371% 2.7% 
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Recipient Agriculture 
Emergency 
food aid 

Program 
food aid Food aid 

Food aid 
as 
percentage 
of 
agriculture 

Agriculture 
as 
percentage  
of GDP 

Kazakhstan 3.47 0.00 18.19 18.19 525% 8.2% 

Kenya 53.70 265.92 172.23 438.16 816% 29.2% 

North Korea 0.00 419.41 0.00 419.41 .. .. 

Kyrgyz Republic 8.88 3.53 50.32 53.84 606% 36.1% 

Laos 4.74 0.11 1.93 2.04 43% 49.1% 

Lebanon 5.33 7.78 73.48 81.26 1526% 6.7% 

Lesotho 0.00 14.60 7.32 21.92 .. .. 

Liberia 20.09 124.24 35.18 159.43 794% 72.8% 

Macedonia 14.08 4.05 27.12 31.17 221% 12.6% 

Madagascar 20.84 10.36 133.55 143.91 690% 29.1% 

Malawi 73.76 10.89 93.86 104.75 142% 36.7% 

Malaysia 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 9.5% 

Mali 183.89 10.76 19.73 30.49 17% 39.4% 

Mauritania 0.00 34.76 40.28 75.03 .. .. 

Mauritius 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 6.7% 

Mexico 3.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 4.2% 

Micronesia, Federal 
States 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% .. 

Moldova 20.48 12.52 57.20 69.72 340% 23.5% 

Mongolia 2.07 0.00 45.31 45.31 2,192% .. 

Morocco 17.17 0.00 40.02 40.02 233% 16.0% 
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Recipient Agriculture 
Emergency 
food aid 

Program 
food aid Food aid 

Food aid 
as 
percentage 
of 
agriculture 

Agriculture 
as 
percentage  
of GDP 

Mozambique 82.81 8.93 261.25 270.18 326% 26.8% 

Namibia 0.87 0.00 5.89 5.89 681% 10.9% 

Nepal 15.87 11.12 10.55 21.67 137% 37.9% 

Nicaragua 35.07 37.70 181.51 219.21 625% 19.9% 

Niger 1.12 29.27 83.49 112.76 10,044% 40.5% 

Nigeria 23.33 0.00 33.03 33.03 142% 37.3% 

Pakistan 37.88 34.46 374.90 409.36 1,081% 23.2% 

Palau 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% .. 

Palestinian 
Administrative Areas 5.62 48.08 28.45 76.53 1,362% .. 

Panama 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 7.6% 

Papua New Guinea 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 37.3% 

Paraguay 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% .. 

Peru 321.14 1.79 374.31 376.09 117% 7.7% 

Philippines 8.42 0.00 331.82 331.82 3,943% 15.2% 

Rwanda 23.84 45.41 110.21 155.62 653% 39.0% 

Samoa 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 15.0% 

Senegal 18.96 2.47 30.38 32.86 173% 17.4% 

Serbia 13.49 115.72 44.82 160.54 1,190% 16.0% 

Sierra Leone 2.02 125.91 42.73 168.64 8,340% 50.7% 

Somalia 0.90 262.24 0.00 262.24 29,123% .. 



	  

Harvesting Data  66            66 

Recipient Agriculture 
Emergency 
food aid 

Program 
food aid Food aid 

Food aid 
as 
percentage 
of 
agriculture 

Agriculture 
as 
percentage  
of GDP 

South Africa 8.89 0.61 3.92 4.53 51% 3.5% 

Sri Lanka 1.37 20.71 94.66 115.37 8,438% 15.7% 

Sudan 31.65 1,894.43 51.33 1,945.76 61,48% 39.0% 

Swaziland 0.47 0.00 3.02 3.02 647% 11.5% 

Syria 0.00 0.64 0.00 0.64 .. .. 

Tajikistan 31.59 61.73 177.33 239.06 757% 25.1% 

Tanzania 16.47 134.50 21.44 155.94 947% 45.2% 

Thailand 2.22 0.00 0.02 0.02 1% 9.9% 

Timor-Leste 12.09 5.23 0.00 5.23 43% 34.5% 

Togo 0.01 0.00 11.10 11.10 16,0874% 38.4% 

Turkey 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 11.1% 

Turkmenistan 0.49 0.00 8.62 8.62 1,760% 23.1% 

Uganda 114.91 300.93 158.07 459.00 399% 34.1% 

Ukraine 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 12.6% 

Uruguay 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 8.6% 

Uzbekistan 8.84 0.00 133.02 133.02 1,504% 30.9% 

Vanuatu 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 15.4% 

Venezuela 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 4.6% 

Vietnam 0.23 18.32 73.38 91.70 39,434% 23.1% 

Yemen 0.71 3.63 317.30 320.93 45,062% 13.8% 
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Recipient Agriculture 
Emergency 
food aid 

Program 
food aid Food aid 

Food aid 
as 
percentage 
of 
agriculture 

Agriculture 
as 
percentage  
of GDP 

Zambia 49.23 17.31 35.29 52.60 107% 22.2% 

Zimbabwe 2.67 125.90 21.79 147.69 5523% 17.9% 

All recipients 5,424.30 9,387.76 9,499.36 18,887.12 348% .. 

 
Notes: Figures are in millions of 2007 US dollars. When “monetization” of food aid occurs, the DAC instructs the 
aid be reported as assistance to the sector of the development project(s) for which the food aid was monetized 
unless the project(s) are unspecified, in which case it is considered program food aid. “..” indicates that a ratio 
could not be calculated due to a zero in either side of the ratio. 
Source: Author’s calculations using data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor 
Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 
2009. 
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Appendix 3. Regions 

Table 3-1. Countries within each region (as applied in this report) 

Region Countries included 

South Asia Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Mauritius, Nepal, Pakistan, Seychelles, Sri 
Lanka 

Eastern Europe 
and post-CIS 

Albania, Armenia, Belarus, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Cyprus, Georgia, Macedonia, Malta, 
Moldova, Montenegro, Slovenia, Ukraine 

Middle East and 
North Africa 

Algeria, Bahrain, Djibouti, Egypt, Gibraltar, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, 
Libya, Morocco, Oman, Palestinian Territories, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab 
Emirates, Yemen 

Sub-Saharan 
Africa 

Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Republic of Congo, Cote 
d’Ivoire, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, 
Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, 
Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe  

South America Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, 
Uruguay, Venezuela 

Central 
America, 
Mexico, and the 
Caribbean 

Aruba, Barbados, Belize, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, 
Grenada, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Trinidad and Tobago 

Central Asia Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan 

East Asia and 
Oceania 

Cambodia, China, Fiji, French Polynesia, Indonesia, North Korea, South Korea, Laos, 
Macao, Malaysia, Micronesia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Vanuatu, Vietnam 
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Appendix 4. ODA to agriculture by 
subsector in each region 

Figure 4-1. Share of US ODA to agriculture by subsector in Latin America 
and the Caribbean, 1998-2007 

 

Notes: “Other” includes research (0.8%), food crop production (0.2%), industrial/export crops (0.2%), livestock 
(0.2%), and other subsector investments of less than 0.2% of the total over 10 years. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: 
June-August 2009. 

Table 4-1. Average annual US ODA to agricultural subsectors in Latin 
America and the Caribbean during recent years, in millions of 2007 US 
dollars 

Agricultural subsector 

Average 
annual US 
ODA,  
1998-2002 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 
2003-2007 

Change in 
annual 
average 

Alternatives 
development 27.63 138.69 111.06 

Financial 
services 

2% 
Services 

2% 

Education/
training 

2% 

Other 
2% 

Development 
3% 

Forestry 
4% 

Policy and 
administrative 
management 

18% 
Alternatives 
development 

67% 
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Agricultural subsector 

Average 
annual US 
ODA,  
1998-2002 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 
2003-2007 

Change in 
annual 
average 

Cooperatives 0.08 0.29 0.21 

Development 1.87 4.76 2.90 

Education/training 0.00 6.02 6.02 

Extension 0.00 0.08 0.08 

Financial services 0.62 3.54 2.92 

Fishing 0.00 0.27 0.27 

Food crop production 0.96 0.37 -0.59 

Forestry 7.45 2.99 -4.47 

Industrial/export 
crops 0.19 0.35 0.17 

Land resources 0.40 0.03 -0.36 

Livestock 0.00 0.44 0.44 

PPHPPC 0.00 0.05 0.05 

Policy, administration, 
and management 41.47 3.80 -37.67 

Research 0.04 1.98 1.94 

Services 0.10 4.90 4.80 

Water resources 0.01 0.06 0.06 

Total 80.81 168.65 87.84 

 
Notes: This table does not include subsectors in which the US did not invest for this region. PPHPPC = 
Plant/post-harvest protection and pest control. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http//:www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: 
June-August 2009. 



 

71 Harvesting Data          Harvesting Data  

Figure 4-2. Share of US ODA to agriculture by subsector in Eastern Europe 
and Central Asia, 1998-2007 

 

Notes: “Other” includes subsectors in which the US invested less than 1% of US ODA to agriculture for the 
region: industrial/export crops ($2.6m), education/training ($2.3m), forestry ($1.2m), and negligible amounts for 
the others. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 

Table 4-2. Average annual US ODA to agricultural subsectors in Eastern 
Europe and Central Asia during recent years, in millions of 2007 US dollars 

Agricultural Subsector 

Average 
annual ODA, 
1998-2002 

Average 
annual ODA, 
2003-2007 

Change in 
annual average 

Policy, administration, 
and management 16.70 5.66 -11.03 

Development 13.21 1.67 -11.54 

Water resources 0.00 30.71 30.71 

Industrial/export crops 0.00 0.52 0.52 

Education/training 0.33 0.13 -0.20 

Research 0.66 1.08 0.42 

Other 
9% 

Development 
20% 

Policy, 
administration, 

and management 
30% 

Water resources 
41% 
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Agricultural Subsector 

Average 
annual ODA, 
1998-2002 

Average 
annual ODA, 
2003-2007 

Change in 
annual average 

Services 1.08 0.00 -1.08 

Financial services 0.00 1.63 1.63 

Cooperatives 0.00 1.16 1.16 

Forestry 0.23 0.01 -0.22 

Fishing 0.00 0.02 0.02 

Total 32.20 42.60 10.39 

 
Note: This table does not include subsectors in which the US did not invest for this region. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 

Figure 4-3. Share of US ODA to agriculture by subsector in South Asia, 
including Afghanistan, 1998-2007 

 

 
Note: “Other” includes food crop production (0.7%), industrial/export crops (0.3%), and others (less than 0.3% 
each). 

Other 
2% 

Water resources 
2% 

Development 
9% 

Policy, 
administration, 

and management 
30% Alternatives 

development 
57% 
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Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http:// www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 
 

Figure 4-4. Share of US ODA to agriculture by subsector in South Asia, 
excluding Afghanistan, 1998-2007 

 

Note: ”Other” includes education and training (0.57%), research (0.56%), services (0.47%), financial services 
(0.41%), water resources (0.24%), and plant/post-harvest protection and pest control (0.10%). 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 

Other 
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Table 4-3. Average annual US ODA to agricultural subsectors in South 
Asia, including Afghanistan, in millions of 2007 US dollars 

Agricultural Subsector 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 1998-
2002 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 2003-
2007 

Change in 
annual 
average 

Alternatives 
development 0.33 81.88 81.55 

Development 1.65 12.12 10.47 

Education/training 0.00 0.11 0.11 

Extension 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Financial services 0.00 0.08 0.08 

Fishing 0.00 0.32 0.32 

Food crop production 0.24 0.73 0.48 

Forestry 0.16 0.12 -0.04 

Industrial/export 
crops 0.00 0.48 0.48 

PPHPPC 0.00 0.02 0.02 

Policy, administration, 
and management 5.43 38.66 33.23 

Research 0.00 0.11 0.11 

Services 0.03 0.06 0.03 

Water resources 0.00 2.82 2.82 

Total 7.85 137.50 129.65 

 
Note: This table does not include subsectors in which the US did not invest for this region. PPHPPC = 
Plant/post-harvest protection and pest control. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 
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Table 4-4. Average annual US ODA to agricultural subsectors in South 
Asia, excluding Afghanistan, during recent years, in millions of 2007 US 
dollars 

Agricultural subsector 

Average 
annual US 
ODA 1998-
2002 

Average 
annual US 
ODA 2003-
2007 

Change in 
annual 
average 

Alternatives 
development 0.33 0.00 -0.33 

Development 1.65 3.97 2.32 

Education/training 0.00 0.11 0.11 

Financial services 0.00 0.08 0.08 

Fishing 0.00 0.32 0.32 

Food crop production 0.24 0.58 0.33 

Forestry 0.16 0.08 -0.08 

Industrial/export 
crops 0.00 0.48 0.48 

Policy, administration, 
and management 3.77 7.29 3.52 

PPHPPC 0.00 0.02 0.02 

Research 0.00 0.11 0.11 

Services 0.03 0.06 0.03 

Water resources 0.00 0.05 0.05 

Total 6.19 13.14 6.95 

 
Note: PPHPPC = plant/post-harvest protection and pest control. 
This table does not include subsectors in which the US did not invest for this region. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 
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Figure 4-5. Share of US ODA to agriculture by subsector in the Middle East 
and North Africa, 1998-2007  

 

Note: “Other” includes subsectors with less than 2% of ODA to agriculture: cooperatives (1.0%), fishing (0.9%), 
research (0.7%), services (0.7%), inputs (0.6%), industrial/export crops (0.5%), and others. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 

Table 4-5. Average annual US ODA to agricultural subsectors in the Middle 
East and North Africa during recent years, in millions of 2007 US dollars 

Agricultural subsector 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 1998-
2002 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 2003-
2007 

Change in 
annual 
average 

Policy, administration, 
and management 67.89 15.67 -52.22 

Development 0.00 17.42 17.42 

Land resources 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Water resources 4.90 32.11 27.21 

Inputs 0.00 0.99 0.99 

Food crop production 0.00 2.62 2.62 

Food crop 
production 

2% 
Other 
5% 

Development 
10% 

Agrarian 
reform 
12% 

Water resources 
22% 

Policy, 
administration, 

and 
management 

49% 
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Agricultural subsector 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 1998-
2002 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 2003-
2007 

Change in 
annual 
average 

Industrial/export 
crops 0.00 0.83 0.83 

Agrarian reform 20.00 0.00 -20.00 

Extension 0.00 0.09 0.09 

Education/training 0.00 0.10 0.10 

Research 1.24 0.01 -1.23 

Services 0.00 1.22 1.22 

PPHPPC 0.00 0.49 0.49 

Financial services 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Cooperatives 0.00 1.65 1.65 

Fishing 0.01 1.46 1.45 

Livestock 0.00 0.45 0.44 

Total 94.03 75.12 -18.91 

 
Notes. This table does not include subsectors in which the US did not invest. PPHPC = Plant/post-harvest 
protection and pest control. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 
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Figure 4-6. Share of US ODA to agriculture by subsector in East Asia and 
Oceania, 1998-2007 

 

 

Note: “Other” includes industrial/export crops (2.2%), research (1.8%), water resources (1.1%), financial 
services (0.8%), and others. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 

Table 4-6. Average annual US ODA to agricultural subsectors in East Asia 
and Oceania during recent years, in millions of 2007 US dollars 

Agricultural subsector 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 1998-
2002 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 2003-
2007 

Change in 
annual 
average 

Alternatives 
development 0.77 0.09 -0.68 

Development 0.00 3.31 3.31 

Financial services 0.14 0.00 -0.14 

Fishing 3.33 0.14 -3.20 

Forestry 1.41 0.25 -1.16 

Alternatives 
development 
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Policy, 
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and 
management 
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Agricultural subsector 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 1998-
2002 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 2003-
2007 

Change in 
annual 
average 

Industrial/export 
crops 0.37 0.00 -0.37 

Inputs 0.00 0.03 0.03 

PPHPPC 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Policy, administration, 
and management 6.36 0.34 -6.02 

Research 0.13 0.18 0.05 

Water resources 0.00 0.19 0.19 

Total 12.51 4.52 -7.98 

 
Notes: This table does not include subsectors in which the US did not invest. PPHPPC = Plant/post-harvest 
protection and pest control. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 

Figure 4-7. Share of US ODA to agriculture by subsector in sub-Saharan 
Africa, 1998-2007 

 

Note: “Other” includes land resources (1.2%), extension (0.9%), food crop production (0.8%), industrial/export 
crops (0.8%), research (0.5%), cooperatives (0.5%), and others. 
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Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 

 

Table 4-7. Average annual US ODA to agricultural subsectors in sub-
Saharan Africa during recent years, in millions of 2007 US dollars 

Agricultural subsector 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 1998-
2002 

Average 
annual US 
ODA, 2003-
2007 

Change in 
annual 
average 

Policy, administration, 
and management 78.75 91.08 12.33 

Development 8.38 17.42 9.04 

Land resources 0.00 3.35 3.35 

Water resources 0.00 8.18 8.18 

Inputs 0.00 0.12 0.12 

Food crop production 1.53 0.67 -0.85 

Industrial/export 
crops 1.49 0.70 -0.79 

Extension 0.00 2.39 2.39 

Education/training 0.00 13.99 13.99 

Research 0.29 1.05 0.76 

Services 2.53 2.09 -0.44 

PPHPPC 0.18 4.42 4.24 

Financial services 0.00 11.84 11.84 

Cooperatives 0.25 0.98 0.73 

Forestry 8.25 7.33 -0.91 

Total 101.67 166.21 64.54 

 
Notes: This table does not include subsectors in which the US did not invest. PPHPPC = Plant/post-harvest 
protection and pest control. 
Source: Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-
August 2009. 
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Appendix 5. US ODA commitments 
to agriculture compared with the 
agriculture commitments of other 
donors 

The US was not alone in its deprioritization of agriculture. The decline in global 
official development assistance to the agriculture sector on the part of 
multilateral agencies was especially precipitous, beginning in 1987 and falling 
sharply until bottoming out near zero in the mid-1990s. Bilateral donors did not 
shift their spending priorities as rapidly as multilateral agencies, but all did so 
eventually. Interestingly, the EU’s decline in agricultural spending abroad 
appears constant from 1991 through 2003, while Japan’s is comparatively volatile 
during the same period (Figure 5-1).  

In terms of absolute ODA to agriculture, during the 25-year period of 1983 
through 2007, European Union member states together consistently provided 
more development assistance to agriculture than the US, Japan, or others (Figure 
5-1). However, looking at each country individually, Japan has been the largest 
donor to agricultural development each year, with the exception of 2007, since 
1988, followed by the US, and then France and Germany.44 Japan’s investment in 
agricultural development abroad was double that of the US during the thirteen 
years from 1990 through 2002, reaching over $1.5 billion in commitments per 
year in the mid-1990s. During the 20 years of 1984 through 2003, the US 
contributed around 6 percent of global ODA to agriculture—as compared to 13-
15 percent in the preceding decade.45 

 

                                                        
44. Author’s calculations based on data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor Reporting 

System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 2009. 

 

45. Ibid. 
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Figure 5-1. Bilateral official development assistance to agriculture by major 
donor, 1983-2007 

 

Note: ODA to agriculture includes forestry and fishing and is based on three-year rolling averages of 
commitments data. 
Source: Author’s calculations of data from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Creditor 
Reporting System (CRS) on Aid Activity, http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline. Dates of use: June-August 
2009. 
 

From 1984 until 2005, agriculture sector assistance made up a smaller share of the 
US’s ODA portfolio than that of any other major donor or donor group. From 
2005 to 2007, both the EU and the US obligated around 2-3 percent of their ODA 
to agriculture. Japan, on the other hand, managed to hover its agricultural share 
around 10 percent of its ODA from the 1980s through the 1990s before sinking to 
around 5 percent in 2004-2007. 
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Appendix 6. Understanding the 
data46 

This appendix addresses four commonly asked questions regarding the nature of 
ODA commitments and disbursements, not exclusive to the agriculture sector: 

1. To what extent are commitments disbursed? 
2. How much of ODA is loans versus grants? 
3. How reliable is ODA data? 
4. Why are government foreign aid figures different from DAC ODA 

figures? 

To what extent are all commitments disbursed? 
According to the DAC’s manual of Statistical Reporting Directives, gross 
disbursements differ from net disbursements due to principal repayments on 
loans, offsetting entries for debt relief, repatriation of capital, and recoveries on 
grants or grant-like flows. The ratio of net disbursements to ODA commitments 
has shown an overall increase since 1991 when it was at a low point of 80 percent 
(see Figure 1). Historically and cumulatively since 1967, the ratio is 86 percent.47 

Figure 6-1. Ratio of net disbursements to commitments 

 

*expressed in millions of 2006 USD and based on rolling five-year averages 

                                                        
46.  For more information from the OECD about what ODA is and how it is reported, see both the DAC Statistical Directives  

(www.oecd.org/dac/stats/dacdirectives) and the CRS User Guide (www.oecd.org/dac/stats/crsguide). To compare the US 
foreign aid budget to ODA figures, see the US Agency for International Development’s Greenbook: 
http://gbk.eads.usaidallnet.gov/. 

47. Author’s calculations from a comparison of commitments and disbursements from the DAC database. 
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Source: Author’s calculations based on data from OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Development Database on Aid, available: www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline, Dates of use: June – August 2009. 
 

The average yearly difference between commitments and net disbursements 
since 1986 is 16.4 billion dollars per year.48	  For the last five years (02-07), the 
average yearly difference between commitments and net disbursements is 15.6 
billion.49 Of this amount, around 10 billion per year is loan repayment, 2 billion is 
"offsetting entries for debt relief," and the remainder (around 3.6 billion) is 
presumably attributed to "repatriation of capital" and "recoveries of grants or 
grant-like flows."50 The average amount “lost” has improved since the late 1980s 
and early 1990s, likely because loan repayments are shrinking as a proportion of 
development assistance. 

How much of official development assistance is grants 
versus loans? 
A notable trend is the decrease in the share of ODA that is delivered as loans. 
While specific data for the agriculture sector was not available, overall figures for 
global ODA are available. The US, Europe, Japan, and multilateral agencies have 
all decreased the share of their global funding committed to recipient nations 
that has to be paid back. In the early 1970s Japan and the multilateral institutions 
were committing 50-75 percent of their ODA in the form of loans. In the last 10 
years, Japan has committed between 30 and 65 percent annually as loans, while 
multilateral agencies have begun trending sharply downward in the last 10 years 
(see Figure 3). The US and Europe, during the early 1970s, were committing 
between 30 and 40 percent of their ODA as loans. That percentage has steadily 
declined for both since then. The US ODA loan component has been less than 
10% of its total ODA for all sectors since 1992. Europe has been under 10 percent 
since 1999. Overall there has been a decrease in this indicator since 1969. The 
global average has been under 20 percent for the last 10 years, down from over 
40 percent in 1969-74. For agriculture specifically, France and Japan still provide 
loans in this sector. The US typically does not. 

 

 
                                                        
48   Author’s calculations based on data from OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Development Database on 

Aid, available: www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline, Dates of use: June – August 2009. 

49   Author’s calculations based on data from OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), Development Database on 
Aid, available: www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline, Dates of use: June – August 2009.. 

50   Author’s calculations based on data from information taken from OECD-DAC Statistical Directives and OECD Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC), Development Database on Aid, available: www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline, Dates of use: 
June – August 2009. 
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Figure 6-2. Share of bilateral ODA commitments as loans, all sectors 

 

Source: Author’s calculations based on data from OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 
Development Database on Aid, available: www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline, Dates of use: June – August 2009. 
 

Loans are only considered Official Development Assistance if they are 
“concessional” in nature, that is, if they have a 25 percent or more grant element. 
This means that much of the World Bank’s lending is not considered 
development assistance. The arm known as the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), which has made up 52 percent of the 
Bank’s allocations to agriculture since 1990, makes non-concessional loans and 
provides other services, generally to middle income nations. For instance, only 
one percent of the IBRD’s funds went to sub-Saharan Africa during the period 
1990-2008, while 29 percent of the Bank’s concessional-lending via the 
International Development Association (IDA) went to sub-Saharan Africa (World 
Bank). 

Care in analysis of multilateral loan-grant ratios should be taken. Multi-lateral 
figures may refer to whether money was lent, subscribed to, or granted to banks 
themselves, as opposed to how they were lent to end recipients. 

How reliable is OECD-DAC data? 
ODA is a reporting measure undertaken voluntarily by member governments to 
make their spending on international development and relief comparable. 
Reporting professionals in the US and elsewhere take pains to determine what 
spending within their budgets and appropriations is considered ODA by the 
OECD based on guidance in the Statistical Directives documents of the DAC and 
the CRS. While definitions of agricultural development assistance and subsectors 



	  

Harvesting Data  86            86 

may vary from agency to agency,51 both within and across governments, and 
inconsistencies related to human judgment are inevitable, the DAC and the CRS 
provide the most consistent set of data available for comparing ODA across 
donors. For this report, Oxfam had access to the 2007 files that the US 
government sent to the DAC. They cross-reference the budget area to which the 
funds are allocated in a reasonably transparent system.52  

A main concern is that donor countries are over-reporting. Some argue that the 
US Economic Support Fund (ESF) should not be counted as ODA as its 
expenditures are made for political reasons, not with the intent to reduce 
poverty, while others point out that in most cases it is developmental in its 
implementation and thus the U.S. is justified in counting it as ODA.   

The US considers almost all of its counter-narcotics activities to be ODA. When 
asked for their opinion, USAID disagreed with this assessment and State 
endorsed it. Similarly, while the European Union considers most degree-related 
scholarships given to residents of developing nations to be ODA, the US 
considers only certain degree-related scholarships as ODA. USAID degree-
related “participant training” delivered in the context of a specific project or 
program is considered ODA by the US, but these are no longer such a large part 
of US agricultural development programs abroad. Other scholarships that are 
given outside of USAID may not be considered ODA by the US. 

Debt relief is a concern for several reasons. Each country has its own financial 
methodology for calculating the value of a cancelled debt and some methods 
result in higher figures than others. Historically, military debt that was forgiven 
was counted as ODA. The OECD changed the rules after the US forgave Egypt of 
a huge military debt in the early 1990s as a reward for political compliance. The 
ONE Campaign, an organization that monitors ODA through its annual DATA 
Report, encourages debt cancellation and relief, but backs debt relief out of its 
calculations of ODA because it skews the data too much. The author 
recommends that Oxfam and other organizations do the same when looking at 
ODA levels for all sectors. 

There are unallocated, unspecified funds listed as ODA. Sometimes these funds 
are listed as unspecified and to a region because they are ODA for regional 
development activities—such as regional research hubs, regional infrastructure, 
                                                        
51.  Michael Taylor and David Shiferaw assert this in the context of Congressional reporting of US agricultural development 

assistance to Africa and we can assume that similar issues may arise in DAC/CRS reporting. The assertion forms the basis 
of their report Supporting Africa’s Strategy for Reducing Rural Poverty: United States Agricultural Development Assistance, 
written for the Partnership to Cut Hunger and Poverty in Africa and published in October 2009, available at 
http://www.partnership-africa.org/sites/default/files/Ag_Assistance_Report_-_FINAL_October_2009.pdf. 

52.  Some areas of description are vague, especially in the subsector of Program Food Aid and Food Security Programmes. For 
a thorough discussion of this issue in the context of determining an accurate estimate of nutrition funding levels, see MSF, 
Malnutrition: How Much is Being Spent, November 2009, http://www.doctorswithoutborders.org/. 
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etc. However, other times they are consciously unspecified for a non-transparent 
reason. These situations are rare and can be discerned only through examining 
ODA closely.  

Within the DAC database website, a researcher can access the DAC main 
datasets or the database of aid activities, aka the Creditor Reporting System 
(CRS). The main DAC datasets provide data by only a few parameters. One 
cannot, for example, look at ODA to agriculture by recipient within the DAC 
main datasets. The CRS, however, details aid activities by a number of different 
parameters, including donor, recipient, sector, subsector (aka purpose code), 
region, and others, and all can be cross-referenced.  

The DAC uses coverage ratios to express the reliability of ODA data in the CRS. 
However, historically not all of the data in the DAC datasets has made it into the 
CRS. In fact, in 2008, the DAC removed pre-1995 CRS data from their website 
due to low coverage ratios. Previously, the pre-1995 CRS data was available for 
download in text files on the OECD-DAC website. However, the reliability of 
this data must be taken with several large grains of salt. Oxfam calculated 
coverage ratios for the agriculture sector for 1986 through 1999. The average for 
the sector was around 68% for that period, albeit much higher in later years of 
the period. 

Even 1995-97 data does not reach 100 percent. For this reason, this compendium 
focuses on CRS data between the years of 1998-2007, a ten-year period. Certain 
figures and tables go back to 1995-7 when coverage ratios exceeded 85 percent. 
For tables and figures that reach back prior to 1995, it can be assumed that the 
data was extracted from the DAC main datasets. 

Why are US government figures for foreign aid different 
from DAC ODA figures? 
To provide a US policy context and clear up a common source of confusion 
around ODA, we will look at ODA and how it might differ from US government 
figures and what is appropriated as foreign assistance within the Foreign 
Operations appropriations bill.53  Roughly two-thirds of what is reckoned as US 
ODA originates in the State Foreign Operations appropriations (“Foreign Ops”); 
the rest comes from the agriculture, defense, and other spending bills, such as 
labor and health and human services. Many consider the Foreign Operations 
appropriation to be a proxy for “foreign assistance,” despite that these additional 

                                                        
53. The appropriations subcommittee organization does not follow the budget as organized by the Office of Management and 

Budget (OMB). For example, the 150 account is the international affairs account and although it overlaps significantly with 
the State Foreign Ops bill but does not match it. 
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channels for aid exist and that some accounts within Foreign Ops are not 
considered “assistance.”54 Several other reasons for discrepancies between ODA 
and Foreign Ops appropriations exist as well. 

The OECD does not consider Export-Import Bank funding, aid to high-income 
countries, and military assistance as ODA although these are included in the 
Foreign Operations appropriations bill.55 A country is considered by the OECD 
to be a high-income, “tier 2” country, if it has a GNP per capita of US$9,205 or 
above. Notably, this means that aid to Russia and several former USSR countries 
(currently around one billion dollars per year, mostly for security and law 
enforcement) is appropriated through the Foreign Ops bill but not counted as 
ODA. From fiscal year 1995 to 2005, between three and 6.4 billion dollars were 
spent on foreign military assistance, allocated through the Foreign Ops bill, and 
not counted as ODA. 

On the other hand, the US reports some non-proliferation, anti-terrorism, and 
counter-narcotics funding as ODA.56 Some might debate whether these areas of 
US foreign policy should be considered “foreign assistance.” 

Outside of Foreign Ops, ODA includes many assistance programs that are 
authorized, appropriated, and/or administered outside of the State Department 
and USAID. Public Law 480 Title II food aid funding flows from the USDA’s 
budget appropriations bill, but the program is administered through USAID’s 
Office of Food for Peace.  Others such as the McGovern-Dole Food for Education 
program and the Bill Emerson Humanitarian Trust are both appropriated and 
administered as part of USDA. Although most PEPFAR programs are included 
in the Foreign Ops bill, the Center for Disease Control's HIV/AIDS, measles, and 
polio programs are appropriated elsewhere. The global HIV/AIDS research 
programs of the Department of Health & Human Services, the international 
programs of the Department of Labor, and contributions to International 
Peacekeeping (six percent of UN dues) and certain other contributions to 
international organizations such as FAO, OAS, WHO, etc. are considered ODA 
but are appropriated outside of the Foreign Operations bill. Finally, certain 
programs administered by the Department of Defense and appropriated in the 
Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster Assistance, and Civic Aid (OHDACA) 
appropriations, including the military's humanitarian assistance programs, the 
Commanders Emergency Response Program, (CERP), and DOD HIV/AIDS 
prevention programs, are considered ODA. 

                                                        
54.  Larry Nowels, Foreign Aid: Understanding Data Used to Compare Donors, Congressional Reporting Service, (Washington, 

DC: Library of Congress, 2005). 

55.  Information in this paragraph from Larry Nowels, Foreign Aid: Understanding Data Used to Compare Donors, 
Congressional Reporting Service, (Washington, DC: Library of Congress, 2005). 

56.  Larry Nowels, interview, August 2009, Washington, DC. 
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Timing issues also contribute to apparent discrepancies between US government 
aid figures and the OECD's figures for US ODA. First, ODA is on a calendar year 
basis, while appropriations and the budget are both on a fiscal year. Especially 
confounding and rendering one-year snapshots of aid data unreliable is the fact 
that appropriations bills are frequently enacted months into the year. It is 
conceivable that when one year's bill is passed significantly late and the 
following year’s bill is passed on time, two years’ worth of obligations might be 
counted within one calendar year. Finally, the fact that appropriations are not 
disbursed right away can create confusion. 

Depending on the type of activity, appropriations have different windows of 
time in which they must be obligated—legally committed to an implementer 
through a contract—that are usually within one or two years of appropriation, 
and they do not become ODA commitments until obligated, or “committed.” 
Even more distorting, actual disbursements lag behind 
commitments/obligations by two to three years, as aid is not counted as 
disbursed until money is outlaid. A more thorough and robust discussion of 
commitments and disbursements follows this section. 

Finally, the de-obligation, re-obligation, and rescinding of aid commitments, 
which constitute a relatively small percentage of total appropriations but can be 
significant for affected countries, can contribute to confusion when comparing 
US ODA to appropriations or budget figures. These most frequently often occur 
when recipients do not meet certain established conditions or Congress needs 
money for other foreign operations.57 All such changes must be transparent and 
approved by Congress.

                                                        
57. Especially in the case of ODA appropriated by the Foreign Operations bill, which is considered discretionary funding. Larry 

Nowels, interview. 
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Figure 13. US ODA commitments to multisector rural development, 2002-2007 

Figure 4-1. Share of US ODA to agriculture by subsector in Latin America and 
the Caribbean, 1998-2007 

Figure 4-2. Share of US ODA to agriculture by subsector in Eastern Europe and 
Central Asia, 1998-2007 
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Afghanistan, 1998-2007 
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Forty percent of the people on our planet—more than 2.5 billion—now live  
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saves lives, helps people overcome poverty, and fights for social justice.  
To join our efforts or learn more, go to oxfamamerica.org. 
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