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Foreword

The Africa Capacity Report (ACR) 2015
sends a very clear message: with official de-
velopment assistance to Africa diminishing,
the continent will have to rely more on mobi-
lizing domestic resources if it is to implement
its development agenda. The ACR 2015 shows
that this is possible, with a good number of
African countries providing practical success
stories based on strategies and initiatives
that can easily be adapted to other countries.
However, the capacity gaps to generate sav-
ings and taxes from domestic resources and
allocate them to economically and socially
productive activities remain glaring.

The fifth in an annual series, the ACR 2015
showcases the capacity imperatives for mobi-
lizing domestic resources in African countries
by sharing information and country experi-
ences. These inputs will allow countries to
take the steps needed to implement Agenda
2063 and achieve the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals.

Capacity, in its various dimensions, is still a
problem for African economies generally, and
not just for domestic resource mobilization.
The majority of countries among 45 surveyed
expressed high needs for capacity building in
four key areas: collecting revenue, strength-
ening the financial sector, fighting corruption,
and curbing illicit financial flows.

A key feature of the ACR 20135 is that it shares
experience and enables peer learning by draw-
ing on practical lessons from case studies in
14 African countries. These studies reveal
binding constraints associated with domestic
resource mobilization, including a very nar-
row tax base; high levels of capital flight; tax

evasion and avoidance; proliferation of tax
exemptions; lack of legitimacy of tax admin-
istrations; relatively low penetration of the
formal banking sector; and lack of human,
technical, legal, regulatory, and financial ca-
pacity to deal with illicit financial flows.

What is immediately required are national,
regional, and continental policies and initia-
tives to address these constraints, including
simplifying and rationalizing tax systems;
having a budget line on capacity develop-
ment; ensuring that revenue authorities have
the capacity to engage with taxpayers to cre-
ate awareness of their rights and obligations;
developing capacity to raise revenue from ne-
glected sources, such as informal businesses
and activities as well as real estate; providing
information technology infrastructure, invest-
ing in financial data collection, and helping to
set up tax registries; and building the above
five dimensions of capacity to deal with illicit
financial flows.

The expenditure side is as important as the
revenue side, if not more so. That is, citi-
zens must be aware of what services they are
getting in return for their tax contributions,
and so governments should be transparent
about program expenditures and invest in
tax awareness and education campaigns. A
key element for successful domestic resource
mobilization, therefore, starts with a vision-
ary, committed, and accountable leadership
that sets the right tone at the top. Although
positive social norms, values, and practices
conducive to domestic resource mobilization
are needed, the ability and willingness to be
accountable and to learn from experience on
what works and doesn’t is equally important.

ii



iv

AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

The importance of having stakeholders work
in concert to address capacity gaps cannot be
stressed enough. Governments, for a start,
must be at the forefront in developing capac-
ities, especially to tackle structural issues.
The private sector is critical for ensuring
corporate social responsibility and mobilizing
private savings. Civil society requires capac-
ity to demand transparency in tax authorities’
operations and to request accountability on
governments’ use of tax revenues. Parlia-
mentarians need to pass laws that ensure
efficiency and fairness in generating and
using revenue and in curbing illicit flows.
The judiciary needs capacity to enforce these
laws. Finally, development partners need to
offer financial and technical support in build-
ing stakeholders’ capacity.

In assuming its coordinating role for capac-
ity building, the African Capacity Building
Foundation has already started to work
with some partners by offering platforms to
discuss issues and share experiences on mobi-
lizing domestic resources and curtailing illicit
financial flows. The side event on domestic
resource mobilization at the United Nations
Third Financing for Development Conference
—as well as the First Subregional Workshop
on Curbing Illicit Financial Flows from Afti-
ca, jointly organized with the United Nations
Economic Commission for Africa and the
African Union—illustrates the Foundation’s
engagement and commitment.

As we all work to implement Agenda 2063
and to fulfill the Sustainable Development
Goals, I encourage all stakeholders to fully

recognize that the continent has huge domes-
tic resource potential but requires capacity to
tap it fully.

The African Capacity Building Foundation
will continue to work with governments, de-
velopment partners, civil society, judiciaries,
and parliaments to pull together and imple-
ment the ideas captured in this ACR 2015. The
Foundation hopes that its work will catalyze
inexorable momentum to building the insti-
tutional and human capacity for scaling up
domestic resource mobilization in Africa. It is
also my sincere, personal hope that this ACR
2015 will form a bedrock for understanding
the capacity challenges to developing, co-
ordinating, and implementing policies and
initiatives on mobilizing domestic resources.

I wish to sincerely thank the World Bank, the
United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP), the African Development Bank
(AfDB), and African governments for their
financial support, which made the production
of this report possible.

Professor Emmanuel Nnadozie

Executive Secretary

The African Capacity Building Foundation
Harare, Zimbabwe

November 2015
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Overview

Each year since 2011, the African Capacity
Building Foundation (ACBF) has produced
the Africa Capacity Report (ACR). The
objectives of the ACR are to measure and ex-
amine capacity in relation to the development
agenda in African countries by focusing on
the key determinants and components of ca-
pacity for development. ACBF (2011) defines
capacity as the individual, organizational, and
societal ability to set goals for development
and to achieve them.

As in previous ACRs, the first chapter is devot-
ed primarily to Africa’s capacity development
landscape. It focuses on the Africa Capacity In-
dicators and the Africa Capacity Index (ACI).
The ACI is a composite index calculated from
four clusters covering the policy environment,
implementation processes, development re-
sults, and capacity development outcomes.
Results for this year indicate a good policy en-
vironment and good implementation processes
for most African countries, although countries
are not doing as well on development results.
Notably, capacity development outcomes have
deteriorated and remain the most pressing
issue. Performance on the thematic indices is
generally encouraging and particularly strong
on gender equality and social inclusion.

This year’s annual theme of key importance
to Africa’s development agenda focuses
on the capacity development challenges in
domestic resource mobilization. ACR 2015
surveys the state of and trends in domestic re-
source mobilization and illicit financial flows
across the continent, and it identifies capacity
gaps and requirements for countries to mobi-
lize more resources domestically and reduce
illicit financial flows abroad.

A team of in-country data experts conducted
a quantitative survey in 45 African countries
through a questionnaire, complemented by
a qualitative survey in 14 countries selected
by the ACBF for case studies according to
the following criteria: tax effort performance,
size of the economy, linguistic line, and ge-
ographic coverage. Drawing on the findings
of these country studies, ACR 2015 provides
key capacity building messages and policy
recommendations.

The capacity dimensions of domestic re-
source mobilization are crucial today if
African countries want to meet the ambi-
tious Sustainable Development Goals and
the goals of Agenda 2063. The Report of the
High-Level Panel of Eminent Persons on the
Post-2015 Development Agenda (UN 2013)
made it clear that domestic resource mobi-
lization is a necessity and that a new global
partnership is needed to fight illicit financial
flows. Concerns have already been raised that
the Third International Conference on Financ-
ing for Development—held in Addis Ababa,
Ethiopia, on July 13-16, 2015—did not deliv-
er much in additional financial resources for
the Sustainable Development Goals, implying
that most financing must come from domestic
sources.

To the extent that aid and other flows from
external sources will not be sufficient, do-
mestic resource mobilization will be critical
for achieving the Sustainable Development
Goals and the African Union’s vision of “An
integrated, prosperous and peaceful Africa,
driven by its own citizens and representing
a dynamic force in the global arena” (AU
2014).
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ACR 2015 complements the ACBF’s capacity
building initiatives on the continent. Since its
inception, the ACBF has created think tanks
and policy units to support the formulation and
implementation of strategic national policies.
The overall aim is to ensure economic pros-
perity, political stability, and social justice for
all citizens, through efficient use of resources.
The ACBF has also created training programs
such as the Economic Policy Management
Program to improve economic analysis, pub-
lic administration, and research capabilities
and to deepen the financial sector. In addition,
the ACBF has worked with partners such the
International Monetary Fund to support deep-
ening of the banking and financial sector.

Highlights of the Africa Capacity
Indicators 2015

Results are generally satisfactory. The
ACI values range from 20.7 (Central Afri-
can Republic; CAR) to 70.8 (Cabo Verde)
(table 1).!

No countries are at the Very Low or Very
High extremes of capacity. Eight countries
are in the High bracket, and no countries
are in the Very Low bracket (figure 1). More
effort will be required for countries to move
into the Very High bracket (ACI values of 80
and above).

Table 1 Africa Capacity Index 2015

Country ACI 2015 value Country ACI 2015 value
1. Cabo Verde 70.8 24. Togo 52.0
2. Rwanda 67.9 25. Algeria 50.6
3. Tanzania 67.4 26. Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) 50.1
4. Mauritius 66.4 26. Senegal 50.1
5. Gambia 64.6 28. Madagascar 50.0
6. Morocco 64.4 29. Ghana 49.9
7. Tunisia 60.7 30. Céte d’Ivoire 49.8
8. Mali 60.1 31. Djibouti 49.6
9. Malawi 58.5 32. South Sudan 49.2
10. Liberia 58.4 33. Guinea 48.8
11. Burkina Faso 57.3 34. Chad 48.3
11. Lesotho 57.3 35. Cameroon 47.0
13. Mozambique 57.0 36. Zimbabwe 46.7
14. Namibia 56.1 37. Nigeria 46.4
15. Ethiopia 55.0 38. Botswana 44.8
16. Sierra Leone 54.8 39. Gabon 43.4
17. Burundi 54.5 40. Comoros 41.9
18. Kenya 54.4 41. Congo (Rep. of) 40.4
19. Egypt 543 42. Swaziland 38.6
20. Zambia 53.8 43. Mauritania 36.1
21. Uganda 533 44. Guinea-Bissau 347
22. Benin 529 45. Central African Republic 20.7
23. Niger 52.6

Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.
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Figure 1 Africa Capacity Index 2015

High 17.8%

Medium 73.3%

Low 8.9%

Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.

Very High (No countries)

High (8 countries)
Cabo Verde, Gambia, Mali, Mauritius, Morocco, Rwanda,
Tanzania, Tunisia

Medium (33 countries)

Algeria; Benin; Botswana; Burkina Faso; Burundi; Cameroon;
Chad; Comoros; DRC; Congo, Rep. of; Cote d’Ivoire; Djibouti;
Egypt; Ethiopia; Gabon; Ghana; Guinea; Kenya; Lesotho;
Liberia; Madagascar; Malawi; Mozambique; Namibia; Niger;
Nigeria; Senegal; Sierra Leone; South Sudan; Togo; Uganda;
Zambia; Zimbabwe

Low (4 countries)
CAR, Guinea-Bissau, Mauritania, Swaziland

Very Low (No countries)

The bulk of countries have Medium ca-
pacity. Of the 45 countries surveyed, most
(73.3 percent) fall within the Medium brack-
et, 17.8 percent are in the High bracket, and
8.9 percent are in the Low bracket.

Analysis by cluster indicates a pattern that has
not changed significantly from year to year
(table 2), an indication that countries are stag-
nating in those clusters. As in previous ACRs
(2011-14), the policy environment cluster re-
mains the strongest and capacity development
outcomes, the weakest.

On the policy environment—underpinned by
broad participation and good governance—
most countries are ranked High or Very High.
Even if excellent, these results are not as good
as in 2014, when 91 percent of countries
were in the Very High category. Processes
for implementation are also impressive, with
87 percent of countries in the High or Very
High brackets.

Only 6.7 percent of countries are ranked
Very High on development results, while
13 percent are ranked Low or Very Low.

Table 2 Percentage of countries by Africa Capacity Index 2015 bracket and by cluster

Processes for Development results at ~ Capacity development
Level Policy envir t impl tation country level outcomes
Very High 80.0 37.8 6.7 —
High 17.8 48.9 44.4 —
Medium 22 133 35.6 8.9
Low — 11.1 86.7
Very Low — 22 4.4
Total 100 100 100

Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.
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Capacity development outcomes are even
worse: 91 percent of countries are in the Low
or Very Low brackets.

Overall capacity scores improved from 49.9
in 2014 (ACBF 2014) to 52.0 in 2015. Only
8.9 percent of countries are now in the Low
bracket, down from 13.6 percent in 2014.
Countries with High capacity have seen an
improvement in the average of their scores,
and a higher percentage of countries are now
in the Medium capacity bracket (ACBF 2014;
figure 1).

Achievements on the four thematic indices
(policy choices for capacity development, de-
velopment cooperation effectiveness related
to capacity development, gender equality and
social inclusion, and partnering for capacity
development) are encouraging overall. More
than half the countries are in the High or Very
High category on each of the four. The best
performance by far is on the gender equality
and social inclusion index, where all coun-
tries are at least in the Medium category.

More resources for capacity development
initiatives are required so that countries can
improve their capacity development out-
comes, an area that remains very weak. The
ACBEF can thus make an important difference
by funding and providing technical assistance
for specific capacity building projects and
programs to meet the needs of African mem-
ber countries and nonstate actors.

Challenges in mobilizing domestic
resources and curbing illicit
financial flows

Discussions for the post-2015 agenda have
set high expectations for domestic resource
mobilization as a self-sustaining development
finance strategy. A focus on domestic resource

mobilization and illicit financial flows in
the African context is required for several
reasons. For a start, mobilizing domestic
resources allows countries to reduce their
dependency on foreign aid. Examples of
successful cases of development in other
low-income (developing) regions reveal that
high domestic savings is necessary for high
investment and growth. Further, an extensive
literature documents the positive link between
taxation and state building through creating a
social contract between the state and citizens.

Domestic resource mobilization refers
to generating savings and taxes from do-
mestic resources—and allocating them
to economically and socially productive
activities—rather than using external sources
of financing, such as foreign direct invest-
ment, loans, grants, or remittances. Even if
domestic resource mobilization does not
include remittances, the ACR 2015 focuses
on them as well; empirical and anecdotal ev-
idence shows they can have a strong impact
once they reach receiving countries. Illicit
financial flows—resource flows that are “il-
legally earned, transferred or used” (AU and
ECA 2015: 9)—are also discussed because
they are a huge loss of domestic resources for
Africa. According to the most recent data (for
2012), such flows from Africa were higher
than remittance inflows ($82.5 billion versus
$51.4 billion—chapter 2), and several coun-
tries are now losing large amounts to those
flows relative to the tax revenues they collect.

The state of domestic resource
mobilization and illicit financial flows
in Africa

When compared with other developing
regions—FEast Asia and Pacific, Latin
America and the Caribbean, and South Asia
—Sub-Saharan Africa has the lowest savings
rate. And it has been trending downward



(figure 2.3). Similar trends can be observed
for investment and per capita growth rates,
which to a large extent explain the persistence
of absolute poverty in Sub-Saharan Africa.
When North African countries are included in
the mix, only Algeria has a very high savings
rate. Overall, Africa’s savings rate is lower
than those of East Asia and Pacific and of
South Asia.

The average tax-to-GDP ratio in Africa has
crossed 20 percent of regional GDP in recent
years, far higher than in South Asia but still
lower than in Latin America and slightly
lower than in East Asia (Bhushan, Samy, and
Medu 2013). Tax revenues have surged in
the last decade, from $123.1 billion in 2002
to $508.3 billion in 2013. But these num-
bers may not reflect the situation across the
continent since the resource-rich countries
skew the regional average and most African
countries have tax-to-GDP ratios below the
regional average. The increase in tax reve-
nues has been driven by resource rents and
by direct and indirect taxes; in countries such
as Chad, Equatorial Guinea, and Nigeria, re-
source rents dominate the tax mix.

The increase in resource rents has caused
a split between countries mobilizing high
tax revenues thanks to natural resources and
others making efforts but unable to mobi-
lize revenues because of a shallow tax base.
Results of a computed average tax effort
index—the ratio of actual tax collection and
taxable capacity—for 1996-2013 confirm
this: 27 of 47 countries have low tax effort
indices, and several of them are resource rich.
Even if they had increased their tax revenues
from direct and indirect taxes, it is quite pos-
sible that the availability of resource rents
would still have distorted the incentive for
more efforts. Further, the tax composition (in
percentage terms) has continuously shifted
from trade taxes because of trade liberaliza-
tion. Tax performance metrics (such as the
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ratio of the budget of the tax authority and
revenue collected by the authority) indicate
that Africa has a very expensive and ineffi-
cient tax collection system.

Overall, several African countries have room
for improvement—whether in savings and
investment rates, tax-to-GDP ratios, the tax
mix, tax effort, the disincentive effects of rev-
enue from natural resources, tax performance
indicators, or the nature and reach of finan-
cial systems. Too few countries are paying
attention to the expenditure side—to whether
taxation is leading to efficient service deliv-
ery. A credible fiscal pact between citizens
and the state can work only if citizens can see
their tax dollars being used effectively.

Remittances to Africa amounted to $64 bil-
lion in 2014, or 14.8 percent of global
inflows to developing countries (according to
World Bank data). These are low set against
other regions such as East Asia and Pacif-
ic ($122 billion or 28.3 percent of global
inflows) and South Asia ($116 billion or
26.9 percent). Remittance inflows to Africa
are now higher than official development as-
sistance flows, even if not much higher than
in other regions. However, more work needs
to be done to ensure that remittances are not
simply used for consumption; they should
constitute investable resources with the po-
tential to serve longer-term development
needs (UNCTAD 2012a). Equally important
is to ensure a competitive market for remit-
tance flows to reduce the high transaction
costs of money transfers.

But the most important challenge for most
African countries is to curb illicit financial
flows. Such flows stem from factors such
as weak institutions and governance, lack
of regulation and information, and exter-
nal borrowing. The African continent lost
$60.3 billion to illicit financial flows on av-
erage over 2003-12 (calculated from Kar
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and Spanjers 2014), whereas average official
development assistance for the period was
$56 billion (OECD-DAC International De-
velopment Statistics online databases).

Strategies and initiatives for domestic
resource mobilization

All 14 countries in the cases examined by the
ACBEF have, in one way or another, imple-
mented policies to mobilize more resources
domestically, especially since the Monterrey
Consensus in 2002. Many countries have put
in place initiatives to optimize tax revenues
and reduce inefficiencies such as tax exemp-
tions. To deal with illicit financial flows,
measures have been introduced, for example,
to prohibit the use of transfer pricing to evade
taxes and to train staff to conduct forensic
audits. Several African governments have lib-
eralized their financial sectors and focused on
product innovation and financial inclusion.?

Some examples of strategies and initiatives
for domestic resource mobilization include
integrating revenue collection agencies
in one coherent institution; introducing a
value-added tax (as in Ghana and Togo);
optimizing revenue collection from the min-
ing sector; introducing presumptive taxes on
informal activities by using indirect methods
(as in Zambia); introducing a housing savings
scheme and issuing diaspora bonds (as Ethi-
opia); and adopting mobile banking (as with
M-PESA in Kenya).

Challenges

* Several parts of the African Union’s
Agenda 2063 refer to Africa’s need both
to become self-reliant and finance its own
development and to recognize the impor-
tance of accountable states and institutions
at all levels. In its call to action, Agenda

2063 explicitly mentions strengthening
domestic resource mobilization, building
continental capital markets and financial
institutions, and reversing illicit financial
flows from the continent. However, the
financing of Agenda 2063 has hardly been
examined, even though it is known that
more resources must be mobilized domes-
tically to reduce external dependence and
that in some countries the sources of reve-
nue must be diversified. (Much of the same
could be said about the post-2015 agenda
and the recently concluded Financing for
Development Conference.) The question
remains: Who will finance the Sustainable
Development Goals and how?

To the extent that the bulk of financing
will come from domestic sources, African
countries must without doubt enhance
domestic resource mobilization and cur-
tail illicit financial flows. A raft of factors
related to capacity building (human, tech-
nical, legal, regulatory, and financial) still
prevent African countries from mobilizing
more resources domestically and from
fighting illicit flows.

On the tax side, investing in the capacity
of revenue authorities must be part of a
broader fiscal reform agenda that includes
simplifying and rationalizing tax systems
(for example, reducing tax exemptions and
dealing with corruption within tax admin-
istrations). The computed tax effort indices
for African countries show that several
countries, including resource-rich ones, are
not making enough effort to collect taxes.

More and better trained staff must be hired
by the revenue authorities and retained
with the right financial incentives, and
they must be allowed to do their work
without political interference. More needs
to be done to build the capacity of revenue
authorities to engage with taxpayers and



foster a culture where taxation is seen as
contributing to essential services. This
means that governments need to be trans-
parent and efficient on expenditures.

Donors are potentially important in build-
ing tax capacity and enhancing domestic
resource mobilization—including training
staff, investing in infrastructure, and help-
ing set up tax registries—but they allocate
only a very small share of aid to these
areas.

The problem of illicit financial flows re-
quires international cooperation and a
global solution, but many African countries
simply lack the capacity to deal with them.
None of the countries surveyed showed
evidence of successfully combating such
flows. Substantial effort and political will
are still required at the domestic level.

Key takeaways

The African continent has made much
progress in increasing tax revenues, but a
number of countries lag behind. Compared
with other regions of the world, tax collec-
tion systems in Africa remain expensive and
inefficient. Several countries need to hire
more and better trained staff members, who
must be retained through financial and non-
financial career-advancement incentives.

The expenditure side is as important as
the revenue side, if not more so. That is,
citizens must be aware of what servic-
es they are getting in return for their tax
contributions, and this means that govern-
ments must be transparent about program
expenditures and must invest in awareness
and education campaigns on taxation.

Diverted public funds and wasteful gov-
ernment spending are serious problems
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in many African countries (ACBF 2013a,
Ayee 2011), reflecting poor governance,
public administration, and institutions,
with major imperatives for building capac-
ity to mobilize domestic resources.

Far more effort and political will are re-
quired to address illicit financial flows.
This again entails hiring better trained
staff with specialized skills and ensuring
the cooperation of the local, regional, and
international organizations responsible for
tackling such flows.

Building capacity for domestic resource
mobilization is not merely about in-
creasing tax revenue or savings. It also
encompasses promoting good democratic
governance, financial inclusiveness, and
social justice—and creating the conditions
and incentives for productive investments.
The type of tax systems and funds for
administrative procedures and the choice
of financial models must be adapted to
the characteristics of African economies
and their production structures. The time
is now ripe for African countries to go
beyond traditional domestic resource
mobilization—which is about increasing
revenues and (public and private) savings
—and to emphasize broad-based resource
mobilization, in a holistic, transformation-
al approach that considers national systems
of innovation, imitative learning, and spe-
cial harnessing of human capital.

More investments are required in finan-
cial inclusion and product innovation, and
human resources must be mobilized for
the innovations needed for broad-based
domestic resource mobilization.

It is necessary to build institutional and
human capacity for scaling up domestic
resource mobilization. The capacity of
institutions in the resource mobilization
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chain must be reinforced. And rules and
regulations must be in place to ensure
sound public financial management so that
domestic resources promote inclusive and
sustainable development.

» It is important to enact legal system re-
forms aimed at law reform, especially
where the laws are inadequate or poorly
functioning. Countries need to undertake
reforms in the areas of taxation, banking,
and capital markets. They need to maintain
flexible yet effective laws and regulations
to access nontraditional sources of finance
and curb illicit financial flows. And they
need to further develop tax reforms that
will ensure tax harmonization and a move
away from tax exemptions, concessions,
and holidays.

* Along with the required rules, regulations,
and human capacities must be the capacity
of key continental, regional, and national
institutions to improve domestic resource
mobilization. These include the African
Union Commission and its organs (espe-
cially those that deal with legal, audit, tax,
and parliament related issues). They also
include such specialized institutions as the
ACBF, the African Development Bank,
the African Tax Administration Forum, the
Collaborative Africa Budget Reform Initi-
ative, and the UN Economic Commission
for Africa. And they include regional eco-
nomic communities, especially the African
Union-recognized groups that will play a
great role at the regional level in the do-
mestic resource mobilization chain. At the
core, however, are national tax administra-
tion and revenue authorities.

* There is a need to foster visionary leader-
ship, to change mindsets, and to address
other soft capacities. A key element for
successful domestic resource mobilization
starts with effective, visionary, committed,
and accountable leadership that sets the
right tone at the top. Positive social norms,
values, and practices conducive to domes-
tic resource mobilization are needed, but
the ability and willingness to learn from
experience is equally important.

Organization of Africa Capacity
Report 2015

ACR 2015 is structured as follows. The first
chapter describes the Africa Capacity Indica-
tors and discusses the results from the Africa
Capacity Index 2015 by highlighting the per-
formance of countries across clusters and
thematic areas. Chapter 2 examines the state
of domestic resource mobilization and illicit
financial flows in Africa, with a particular
focus on their capacity dimensions. Chapter
3 discusses capacity building strategies and
initiatives on domestic resource mobiliza-
tion. Chapter 4 draws on lessons and stories
emerging from the country case studies (suc-
cessful and less successful) to identify efforts
and achievements in building capacity for
domestic resource mobilization and curbing
illicit financial flows. Chapter 5 identifies
lessons learned and capacity development
imperatives for effective domestic resource
mobilization through various players—civil
society, government, the private sector, and
cooperating partners. Chapter 6 concludes
with a brief summary and highlights policy
recommendations.
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Africa’s capacity development

landscape in 2015

In September 2015, the United Nations (UN)
member states adopted the Sustainable De-
velopment Goals (SDGs)3—the development
blueprint for the next 15 years. The SDGs
represent a much wider agenda than the origi-
nal Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),
given that mobilizing financial resources be-
yond traditional development assistance and
other external flows will be crucial to ending
absolute poverty and achieving the goals of
this more ambitious agenda. These elements
are particularly relevant in the African context
as several countries have historically relied
on foreign aid to finance development plans.
As aid becomes relatively less important
over time, African countries must continue
to mobilize more resources domestically and
improve their capacity to do so, to maintain
the growth momentum of the last decade.

The African Capacity Building Foundation
(ACBF) has produced the Africa Capacity Re-
port (ACR) annually since 2011. The ACR’s
objectives are to measure and empirically
examine capacity against the development
agenda in African countries by focusing on
the key determinants and components of ca-
pacity for development, particularly capacity
deficits. The ACR and its key index—the Af-
rica Capacity Index (ACI)—enable decision
makers to identify the reforms needed to
improve capacity and help them choose what
efforts to prioritize and finance to further
develop capacity. In addition to providing
an assessment of the state of capacity devel-
opment over the continent, the ACR 2015
focuses on a selected annual theme of key
importance to Africa’s development agenda.

This 2015 edition focuses on the capacity
development challenges facing Africa in do-
mestic resource mobilization (DRM).

What is DRM? DRM refers to generating
savings and taxes from domestic resources
—and allocating them to economically and
socially productive activities—rather than
using external sources of financing, such as
foreign direct investment (FDI), loans, grants,
and remittances. (Remittances, though not
part of DRM, can have a big impact and are
thus discussed in the ACR 2015.) The ACR
2015 also focuses on illicit financial flows
(IFFs)—resource flows that are “illegally
earned, transferred or used” (AU and ECA
2015: 9)—which represent a huge loss of re-
sources for the African continent.

With the recent adoption of the SDGs (17
goals and 169 targets, against eight MDGs
and 21 associated subtargets), and their more
ambitious goals (compared with those of the
MDGs), substantial financial resources will
be required. This was recently acknowledged
in the Outcome Document of the recently
concluded Third International Conference on
Financing for Development in Addis Ababa,
Ethiopia (UN 2015b). Similarly, a recent
article in the Economist (March 28, 2015)
pointed out that the SDGs would cost about
$2-8$3 trillion of public and private money
annually over the next 15 years. To the extent
that aid and other external flows will be in-
sufficient, DRM will be critical for meeting
the SDGs, especially in Africa, which has
historically relied on aid for its development.
It also means that domestic financing options
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other than government taxation need to be
considered.

Therefore, the theme of the ACR 2015—
“Capacity Imperatives for Domestic Resource
Mobilization in Africa”—is timely. It com-
plements previous work on DRM in Africa
(chapter 2) by examining closely the capacity
dimensions of DRM. And it links to the call
to action of Agenda 2063, which explicitly
states the need to strengthen DRM, enhance
the capacity of continental capital markets
and other financial institutions to harness do-
mestic resources, and reverse IFFs if Africa is
to become self-reliant and able to finance its
own development.

Elements of the Africa Capacity
Index and the Domestic Resource
Mobilization Index

The ACBF’s interventions include providing
decision makers with information on the state
of capacity in Africa, as in the Africa Capac-
ity Index (ACI), which is the ACR’s primary
index and signature trademark.

The Africa Capacity Index and its four
clusters

The policy environment cluster considers
the conditions that must be in place to make
transformational change and development
possible, notably effective and develop-
ment-oriented organizations and institutional
frameworks. It focuses on four components:
whether countries have put in place national
strategies for development (including a strat-
egy for agricultural development, given the
importance of transforming agriculture and
achieving food security), and their level of le-
gitimacy; countries’ commitment to meeting
development and poverty reduction goals set

under the MDGs; country-level awareness
and focus on better use of limited resources
for capacity development, as measured by the
presence of policies for aid effectiveness such
as endorsement of the Busan Global Part-
nership and existence of an aid coordination
policy; and the degree of inclusiveness that
supports the country’s long-term stability, as
measured by the existence of gender-equality
and other socially inclusive policies. Broad
participation and good governance underpin
this cluster.

The implementation processes cluster assess-
es the extent to which countries are prepared
to deliver results and outcomes. This cluster
focuses on the creation of an environment
that motivates and supports individuals;
the capacity to manage relations with key
stakeholders inclusively and constructively;
and the capacity to establish appropriate
frameworks for managing strategies, pro-
grams, and projects. Equally important are
processes for designing, implementing, and
managing national development strategies
to produce socially inclusive development
outcomes.

The development results at country level clus-
ter refers to tangible outputs that encourage
development. The cluster’s main components
are coordination of aid support to capacity
development, creativity and innovation, suc-
cess in implementing the Paris Declaration
on Aid Effectiveness, gender equality, and
social inclusion, and partnering for capacity
development.

The capacity development outcomes clus-
ter largely measures change in the human
condition. Indicators are captured mainly
through the financial commitment to capacity
development, actual achievement of specific
MDGs, measures of gender and broader so-
cial equity, and gains in agriculture and food
security (ACBF 2012: 30).



Four thematic indices are calculated using
the same dataset as the primary ACI but are
grouped in different combinations according
to the thematic area. An annual theme index
is also sometimes computed and linked to the
ACR’s theme for the year. Because the theme
for the ACR 2012 was “Capacity Develop-
ment for Agricultural Transformation and
Food Security,” an agricultural transforma-
tion and food security index was calculated.
Similarly, a natural resource management
index was calculated in 2013 for the theme
“Capacity Development for Natural Re-
sources Management.” The methodology for
calculating these independent composite the-
matic indices in 2012 and 2013 was the same
as for the ACI but using different variables.

The dataset employed to compute the various
indicators is obtained through the surveys that
the ACBF conducts every year in countries.
The survey methodology is outlined in the
technical notes.

Net resource flows

Net resource flows are calculated as the sum
of tax revenue and remittances, net of IFFs.
Table 1.1 provides a crude snapshot of what
the net flow of resources looked like in 2012,
the latest year with data on al/l the main
resource flows discussed: tax revenue, remit-
tance inflows, and IFFs (explored in greater
detail in chapter 2). Lack of data means that
several countries had to be excluded; countries
are ranked according to net resource flows.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the largest economies
—Nigeria and South Africa—also ranked
the highest. However, when all countries are
considered together, total IFFs are higher than
remittances received. Going down the list, one
sees that some countries such as Burkina Faso,
Liberia, Malawi, Burundi, and Zambia are
losing massive amounts to IFFs relative to tax
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revenue. In Zambia, the problem is so severe
that the country has negative net resource flows.

A combined DRM and IFF index

The ACBF surveyed African countries on
policies and initiatives for DRM, remittanc-
es, and IFFs. Each country was asked more
than 90 dichotomous (Yes/No) or rating
scale questions. In what follows, seven of the
questions that are considered most relevant to
DRM, remittances, and IFFs are examined:

1. Whether the country had signed the
Yaoundé Declaration on combating IFFs
from Africa (June 7, 2014).

2. Whether the country had put in place an
agency to fight IFFs.

3. Whether the country provided incentives
related to remittances from the diaspora.

4. Whether the country’s tax administration is
adequately staffed.

5. The capacity needs of the country in fight-
ing corruption.

6. The capacity needs of the country in fight-
ing IFFs.

7. The capacity needs of the country in finan-
cial sector strengthening.

The answers to the first three questions were
either Yes (= 1) or No (= 2). For question 4,
the options were “under = 1,” “moderate =
2,” “adequate = 3,” “over = 4.” Questions 5-7
were directly related to capacity building, and
the options were “very low = 1,” “low = 2,”
“moderate = 3,” “high = 4,” “very high=5.”

Countries did not respond to all the questions,
but generally at least 40 responses to each

11
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Table 1.1 Resource flows, 2012

Taxes Illicit financial flows Remittances Net resource flows
Country ($ million) ($ million) ($ million) ($ million)
Algeria 79,289 2,620 1,942 78,611
Nigeria 65,486 7,922 20,633 78,198
South Africa 92,447 29,134 1,085 64,397
Angola 50,620 326 0 50,294
Egypt 34,525 5,093 19,236 48,669
Morocco 23,006 763 6,508 28,751
Tunisia 9,517 0 2,266 11,783
Kenya 8,160 0 1,214 9,373
Ghana 7,159 0 138 7,297
Senegal 2,650 0 1,614 4,264
Tanzania 4,850 717 67 4,201
DRC 4,096 148 12 3,960
Cameroon 4271 930 210 3,551
Mozambique 2,835 0 220 3,055
Uganda 2,610 633 910 2,887
Namibia 4,138 1,483 13 2,668
Coéte d’Ivoire 4,426 2,190 373 2,609
Botswana 4,450 1,926 18 2,542
Ethiopia 4,949 3,117 624 2,456
Mali 1,599 328 827 2,099
Mauritius 2,160 402 249 2,007
Sudan 3,884 2,605 401 1,681
Benin 1,172 0 208 1,380
Madagascar 901 178 397 1,120
Guinea 1,081 59 66 1,089
Lesotho 933 506 554 981
Togo 642 0 337 979
Niger 971 237 152 886
Swaziland 1,312 556 31 787
Rwanda 987 611 182 558
Burkina Faso 1,549 1,153 120 516
Cabo Verde 321 34 178 465
Liberia 363 418 516 461
Malawi 904 552 28 380
Sierra Leone 357 43 61 375
Seychelles 336 0 18 354
Burundi 341 137 46 250
Gambia 132 38 141 235
Guinea-Bissau 76 70 46 52
Comoros 70 165 110 15
Sao Tomé and Principe 37 42 6 1
Djibouti 250 424 33 -141
Zambia 3,742 4,272 73 —457
Total 433,604 69,832 61,867 425,639

Source: African Economic Outlook database. IFF data are from Kar and Spanjers (2014) and remittance data are from the World Bank.

Note: Tax data include direct taxes, indirect taxes, resource rents, and trade taxes.




question were given. Thirteen of 40 countries
have signed the Yaound¢é Declaration—a rath-
er low number even though the declaration
was proclaimed only in 2014. Thirty-five of 44
countries had put in place an agency to fight
IFFs, an encouraging finding. However, for
both these questions, a positive response does
not guarantee results—as discussed later, no
clear success story on combating IFFs was re-
ported. For question 3, only 13 of 43 countries
provide incentives related to remittances from
the diaspora, an area where there is much room
for improvement. Most countries (31 of 42)
reported that their tax administration was ei-
ther understaffed or moderately staffed, and 10
were adequately staffed. The Democratic Re-
public of Congo (DRC) was the only country
that reported overstaffing, possibly an indica-
tion of inefficiency (a bloated bureaucracy).

The responses to questions 5 and 6 are quite
consistent. A majority of countries (more than
50 percent) reported that their needs to fight
corruption or IFFs were high or very high. A
reasonable number responded that their needs
were moderate and 20 percent or less replied
that their needs were low or very low. Capac-
ity needs for financial sector strengthening
(question 7) yielded slightly different results:
48 percent of countries responded that their
needs were moderate and 40 percent, high.

Because the reference year for the survey
was 2013, the responses to questions 5-7
are combined with the tax-to-GDP ratio for
2013 using African Economic Outlook data.
Taxation in this case includes direct, indirect,
and trade taxes but not resource taxes because
they do not require significant effort and they
skew the results in favor of resource-rich
countries. Based on tax-to-GDP ratios, coun-
tries were rated on a scale of 1 to 3, where
a lower number indicated less need to raise
the tax-to-GDP ratios. Countries received
a “1” if their tax-to-GDP ratios were higher
than the average for the entire sample, “2”
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if their tax-to-GDP ratios were higher than
10 percent but lower than the average, and
“3” if their tax-to-GDP ratios were less than
10 percent. This combined quantitative and
qualitative index gives a crude estimate of a
DRM and IFF index for countries that ranges
from 4 to 18 (table 1.2), with a higher num-
ber indicating greater capacity needs. This
measure could undoubtedly be improved if
more sophisticated ways of combining the
dimensions and adding new ones were used.
However, it allows a rough picture to emerge.

Of 45 countries ranked, 18 were below the
median in their capacity needs and 22 were
above the median. Some of the countries with
the most needs include Madagascar, the DRC,
and the Central African Republic (CAR).*

The correlation between this crude index
and the ACI for 2014 is only 0.25 in absolute
value, an indication that countries doing well
on overall capacity may still face difficulties in
their capacity needs related to DRM and IFFs.

Highlights of the Africa Capacity
Indexin 2015

Country coverage in 2015

The ultimate aim of the ACR is to target all
African countries. The inaugural issue of
the ACR in 2011 covered 34 countries, with
later issues covering 42 countries in 2012
and 44 countries in 2013 and 2014. The fig-
ure of 44 in 2013 and 2014 hides a change in
composition: Angola, Botswana, and South
Africa were surveyed in 2013 but not in 2014;
Comoros, Egypt, and South Sudan were
surveyed in 2014 but not 2013. This year’s
ACR covers 45 countries (map 1.1, table 1.3).
Compared with ACR 2014, in 2015 Algeria
and Botswana are included, but Sdo Tomé
and Principe is excluded.
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Table 1.2 Domestic resource mobilization and illicit financial flows index

Level Country Index Level Country Index Level Country Index
Madagascar 17 Egypt 13 Senegal 11
DRC 16 g Gabon 13 Swaziland 11
CAR 15 % Rwanda 13 Ghana 10
Chad 15 E Sierra Leone 13 Kenya 10
Djibouti 15 = Togo 13 Nigeria 10
Mali 15 Burkina Faso 12 ;g Botswana 9
% Mauritius 15 - Burundi 12 QE; Cabo Verde 9
E  Niger 15 £ Gambia 12 § Lesotho 9
% Uganda 15 = Guinea-Bissau 12 Mauritania 9
Algeria 14 Tunisia 12 Benin 8
Cameroon 14 Congo, Rep. of 11 Liberia 7
Comoros 14 ;§ Ethiopia 11 Morocco 7
Guinea 14 E Malawi 11 Tanzania 7
Zimbabwe 14 § Mozambique 11
Céte d’Ivoire 13 Namibia 11

Note: A higher number indicates greater capacity needs.

Map 1.1 Geographic representation of capacity levels
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Table 1.3 Africa Capacity Index 2015

Country ACI 2015 value Country ACI 2015 value
1. Cabo Verde 70.8 24. Togo 52.0
2. Rwanda 67.9 25. Algeria 50.6
3. Tanzania 67.4 26. Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) 50.1
4. Mauritius 66.4 26. Senegal 50.1
5. Gambia 64.6 28. Madagascar 50.0
6. Morocco 64.4 29. Ghana 49.9
7. Tunisia 60.7 30. Cote d’Ivoire 49.8
8. Mali 60.1 31. Djibouti 49.6
9. Malawi 58.5 32. South Sudan 49.2
10. Liberia 58.4 33. Guinea 48.8
11. Burkina Faso 57.3 34. Chad 483
11. Lesotho 57.3 35. Cameroon 47.0
13. Mozambique 57.0 36. Zimbabwe 46.7
14. Namibia 56.1 37. Nigeria 46.4
15. Ethiopia 55.0 38. Botswana 44.8
16. Sierra Leone 54.8 39. Gabon 43.4
17. Burundi 54.5 40. Comoros 41.9
18. Kenya 54.4 41. Congo (Rep. of) 40.4
19. Egypt 54.3 42. Swaziland 38.6
20. Zambia 53.8 43. Mauritania 36.1
21. Uganda 53.3 44. Guinea-Bissau 34.7
22. Benin 52.9 45. CAR 20.7
23. Niger 52.6

Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.

Trends in the index

The ACI ranges from 20.7 (CAR) to 70.8
(Cabo Verde). The CAR remains at the bot-
tom of the list and its ACI has deteriorated
from last year, bringing it close to the Very
Low bracket (less than 20). Morocco, which
topped the list in 2014, is now sixth.

There are no countries at the Very Low
or Very High extremes of capacity. Eight
countries are in the High bracket and four
countries are in the Low bracket, but no coun-
tries are in the Very Low bracket (figure 1.2).
More effort will be required for countries to

move into the Very High bracket (ACI values
of 80 and above).

The bulk of countries have Medium capacity.
Most countries (73.3 percent) fall within the
Medium (yellow) bracket, 17.8 percent are in
the High bracket, and 8.9 percent are in the
Low bracket.

Achievements by cluster

Analysis by cluster indicates a pattern that
has not changed much since 2011. As in pre-
vious ACRs, the policy environment cluster
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Figure 1.1 Africa Capacity Index 2015

High 17.8%

Medium 73.3%

Low 8.9%

Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.

Very High (No countries)

High (8 countries)
Cabo Verde, Gambia, Mali, Mauritius, Morocco, Rwanda,
Tanzania, Tunisia

Medium (33 countries)

Algeria; Benin; Botswana; Burkina Faso; Burundi; Cameroon;
Chad; Comoros; DRC; Congo, Rep. of; Cote d’Ivoire; Djibouti;
Egypt; Ethiopia; Gabon; Ghana; Guinea; Kenya; Lesotho;
Liberia; Madagascar; Malawi; Mozambique; Namibia; Niger;
Nigeria; Senegal; Sierra Leone; South Sudan; Togo; Uganda;
Zambia; Zimbabwe

Low (4 countries)
CAR, Guinea-Bissau, Mauritania, Swaziland

Very Low (No countries)

Table 1.4 Percentage of countries by Africa Capacity Index 2015 bracket and by cluster

Processes for Development results at ~ Capacity development

Level Policy environment implementation country level outcomes

Very High s o7 -

High 17.8 48.9 44.4 —

Medium 22 13.3 35.6 8.9

- -
Very Low - — 22 4.4

Total 100 100 100 100
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Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.

remains the strongest and capacity develop-
ment outcomes the weakest (table 1.4). Since
2014, the development results at country level
cluster has caught up somewhat with the pro-
cesses for implementation cluster.

Results show an excellent policy envi-
ronment and very good implementation
processes. Some 97.8 percent of countries
are ranked High or Very High on policy en-
vironment, and 86.7 percent of countries are
ranked High or Very High on processes for
implementation.

Capacity development outcomes remain the
most pressing issue and have deteriorated.
Among countries in that cluster, 91 percent
rank in the Low or Very Low brackets, against
84.1 percent in 2014. As reported in last
year’s ACR, capacity development outcomes
are difficult to achieve because many of the
surveyed countries allocate a low proportion
of their budget to capacity development.
Further, many countries have not made much
progress on the MDGs, and several countries
have not undertaken capacity profiling or as-
sessment of needs.



For development results, only 6.7 percent of
countries are ranked Very High, while the ma-
jority of countries (80 percent) are in the High
and Medium brackets.

Capacity scores have improved from last
year. The average score across all surveyed
countries rose from 49.9 to 52.0. In 2014,
15.9 percent of countries were in the Low
capacity bracket, compared with 8.9 percent
this year (figure 1.2). Thus a higher percent-
age of countries (73.3 percent) have Medium
capacity while the number of countries in the
High category has hardly changed. The aver-
age score of countries with High capacity has
improved.

Of the 43 countries that were surveyed in both
2014 and 2015, 25 (58.1 percent) saw an im-
provement in capacity while 18 (41.9 percent)
saw their capacity scores deteriorate. The
biggest improvement was recorded in Namib-
ia, which raised its rank from 32nd to 14th.
The highest deterioration was for Morocco,
which moved from first to sixth. However,
only a few countries switched brackets. From
2014 to 2015, Malawi dropped from the High
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bracket to the Medium bracket, Comoros rose
from the Low bracket to the Medium bracket,
and Tunisia rose from the Medium bracket to
the High bracket (figure 1.3).

Achievements by thematic area

Achievements on the thematic indices are
encouraging overall. The results in table 1.5
reveal that more than 50 percent of countries
are in the High or Very High bracket on the
four main thematic indices. The best per-
formance, by far, is on gender equality and
social inclusion, where no country has Low
or Very Low scores and only 2.2 percent of
countries have Medium scores. The good per-
formance of countries on gender equality and
social inclusion can be explained by their rati-
fication, implementation, and reporting on the
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms
of Discrimination against Women, the main-
streaming of gender in development planning
and statistical activities, the allocation of fi-
nancial resources to gender-related activities,
and the existence of various policies dealing
with social inclusion.

Figure 1.2 Africa Capacity Index levels, 2014 and 2015

2014 2015
High 18.2% High 17.8%
Medium 65.9%
Medium 73.3%

Low 15.9%

Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2014 and 2015.

Low 8.9%
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Figure 1.3 How did individual countries shift in the capacity index level?
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Table 1.5 Percentage of countries by level of thematic indices in 2015
Development cooperation
Policy choices for effectiveness related to Gender equality and Partnering for capacity
capacity develo t pacity development social inclusion development
Very High — 333 48.9 24.4
High 533 37.8 48.9 35.6
Medium 40.0 13.3 22 28.9
Low 6.7 13.3 — 8.9
Very Low — 2.2 — 2.2
Total 100 100 100 100

Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.




However, no countries are in the Very High
category on policy choices for capacity
development.

ACI 2015 top performers

Eight countries have high capacity. Seven
of the countries were also in the High bracket
in 2014. Tunisia joined the top eight in 2015
while Malawi dropped to ninth. The clusters
reveal a pattern similar to the overall list
(figure 1.4). The gap among the clusters for
policy environment, processes for implemen-
tation, and development results at country
level is relatively small. (One exception is
Tunisia, which lags on development results
and might have done better overall if it had
focused more on that area.)

Countries such as Cabo Verde, Rwanda, and
Mauritius are among the top performers part-
ly because they have put in place strategies
for development and transformational change.
They have also created an environment that
allows the delivery of results and outcomes.

AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

The top countries were generally lowest
on capacity development outcomes but did
well compared with the overall sample. In
Mauritius, for example, the government has
committed to transformational change in the
civil service with efforts to focus on human
capital development, to streamline processes,
and to optimize information and communica-
tions technologies.

ACI 2015 low performers

Four countries—Swaziland, Mauritania,
Guinea-Bissau, and the CAR—are low per-
formers (figure 1.5). They were also among
the six low performers the previous year. Co-
moros has moved into the Medium category
(Sao Tomé and Principe was not included this
year). The low performers have a good policy
environment but perform poorly on the other
clusters, especially on development results
at country level and capacity development
outcomes. Although the policy environment
in these countries is favorable, processes for
implementation are lacking.

Figure 1.4 Africa Capacity Index 2015, top performers by cluster

100

75

50

25

Cabo Verde Rwanda Tanzania Mauritius

Gambia Morocco Tunisia Mali

I Policy environment [ ] Processes forimplementation [l Development results at countrylevel [l Capacity development outcomes

Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.

19



20

AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

Figure 1.5 Africa Capacity Index 2015, low performers by cluster
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Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.

All the low performers score less than 25 on
capacity development outcomes, and this has
a huge impact on their overall ACI scores.
Swaziland, Mauritania, and the CAR also
perform very poorly on development results
at country level.

The poor performers will need continuing
support and capacity development interven-
tions to move out of the Low category.

Key messages and policy
recommendations

Mobilizing financial resources beyond tra-
ditional development assistance and other
external flows will be crucial to ending abso-
lute poverty and achieving the other goals of
the ambitious SDG agenda. An important step
is to map the state of capacity development

in Africa and to identify the opportunities and
challenges for mobilizing domestic resources
and combating IFFs.

Africa has improved its average score on
capacity development since 2014. None of
the 45 countries surveyed are classified in
the Very Low or Very High categories on
the ACI; 91.1 percent have High or Me-
dium capacity. Eight countries show High
capacity and all countries, even the lowest
performers, do very well on the policy
environment.

More effort is needed on capacity develop-
ment outcomes by all countries, especially
in conducting regular capacity profiling and
capacity needs assessments. More re-
sources must be invested in capacity
development initiatives, technical assistance,
and interventions.
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Capacity implications of
mobilizing domestic resources
and curbing illicit financial flows

Impressive economic growth, the emergence
and continuing expansion of a middle class,
gains in labor productivity, increases in trade
and foreign direct investment (FDI), and
improved political and macroeconomic sta-
bility all have been part of the “Africa rising”
narrative in the last few years (Medhora and
Samy 2013). Numerous challenges remain,
however. These include keeping Africa’s
growth performance sustainable over the long
term to reduce poverty substantially.’> Even
if the proportion of people living in absolute
poverty has decreased, more poor people live
in absolute poverty than 20-odd years ago:
using the $1.25 (purchasing power parity) per
day measure, the headcount ratio fell from
56.8 percent to 46.9 percent between 1990
and 2011, but the number increased from
291 million to 416 million in Sub-Saharan Af-
rica (PovcalNet data from the World Bank).®

Mobilizing domestic resources and curbing
illicit financial flows (IFFs) will no doubt
be important in structural economic trans-
formation, growth, and poverty reduction;
examining their capacity dimensions is
therefore timely. Agenda 2063 recommends
that countries strengthen domestic resource
mobilization (DRM), build continental capital
markets and financial institutions, and reverse
IFFs for Africa to become self-reliant and fi-
nance its own development. Given the recent
adoption of the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs), it is equally important to con-
sider how this wider agenda will be financed.

Much like the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs), the more ambitious SDGs
will be meaningless without concrete finan-
cial commitments. A key difference between
the SDGs and the MDGs (besides scope) is
that the discussion about financing the SDGs
began before they were adopted, whereas the
financial aspect of the MDGs was only con-
sidered a few years after their adoption.’

Notwithstanding the conceptual and practical
challenges of quantifying what is needed, es-
timates of the financing needs for sustainable
development across the developing world,
including Africa, point to financing gaps
that are much higher than current levels
of foreign aid and other external financial
flows (Sachs and Schmidt-Traub 2014).
Private and public financing from domes-
tic and international sources is required to
fill these gaps. In fact, the recent Financ-
ing for Development Conference in Addis
Ababa, Ethiopia, recognizes “that signifi-
cant additional domestic public resources,
supplemented by international assistance
as appropriate, will be critical to realizing
sustainable development and achieving the
sustainable development goals” and that there
is a need to “redouble efforts to substantially
reduce illicit financial flows by 2030” (UN
2015a: ).

However, serious concerns remain that the
Addis Ababa Action Agenda was a missed
opportunity, as no concrete agreements
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were reached on new sources of finance for
the post-2015 agenda—emphasis was on
financing from domestic sources. Further,
developed countries rejected a proposal for
a global tax body that could strengthen the
way for developing countries to voice their
concerns about when tax rules are negotiated,
rather than leave the field largely to the Or-
ganisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD).

Why the focus on domestic resource
mobilization and illicit financial
flows? Why now?

Since the Monterrey Consensus on Financ-
ing for Development—the outcome of the
Monterrey Conference on Financing for
Development in 2002—DRM has received
increasing attention. The Monterrey Con-
sensus recognized DRM as one of the six
leading sources of finance for the MDGs,
with a particular focus on tax revenue raised
by governments. The Consensus provided a
framework to ensure the “necessary internal
conditions” for mobilizing domestic public
and private savings, sustaining sufficient lev-
els of productive investment, and improving
human capacity (UN 2003). It pointed to the
need for an enabling domestic environment,
good governance, action against corruption,
sound macroeconomic policies, a developed
domestic financial sector, and capacity build-
ing to mobilize domestic resources. Although
it did not use the term IFF explicitly, the Con-
sensus also addressed capital flight and the
repatriation of illicit funds to countries of or-
igin, and it encouraged countries to sign and
ratify the United Nations Convention against
Transnational Organized Crime.

The Consensus was reaffirmed in the Doha
Declaration in 2008, which recognized that
developing countries had made significant

progress in implementing development
policies leading to increased resource mobili-
zation and economic growth (UN 2009).

IFFs have garnered more attention in re-
cent years. The Fourth Joint African Union
Commission and United Nations Economic
Commission for Africa (AUC and ECA)
Conference of African Ministers of Finance,
Planning and Economic Development held in
2011 directed the ECA to establish the High
Level Panel on IFFs from Africa. (Findings
of the Panel’s report are discussed in the
next section.) The earlier literature on capital
flight presents abundant evidence that many
Sub-Saharan African countries have been net
creditors to the rest of the world (Boyce and
Ndikumana 2001, for example).

Optimism over delivering on the ambitious
post-2015 agenda relies in part on the fact that
more countries are becoming aware of the need
to mobilize domestic resources to finance their
own development. For example, African coun-
tries collected $508.3 billion in tax revenue
in 2013, a huge increase from $123.1 billion
in 2002 (table 2.1 and figure 2.1). Before
Monterrey (1996 to 2002), tax revenues were
almost stagnant, averaging some $126.2 bil-
lion. Despite the global financial crisis and a
slight decline in 2009, remittance flows have
continued to increase and have been higher
than official development assistance (ODA) in
the last few years (table 2.1).

These aggregate numbers need to be in-
terpreted with caution. Resource rents, for
instance, form a large proportion of tax
revenue (more than 40 percent in 2013), but
they also tend to fluctuate greatly because
of the volatility of international commodity
prices. Resource rents to Africa reached a
record $234.7 billion in 2008, only to dip
to $120.6 billion a year later because of the
global financial crisis. Rising tax revenue in
Africa is also highly concentrated in a few
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Table 2.1 External financial flows and tax revenues for Africa ($ billion), 2000-13

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
External financial flows
Foreign direct
investment 125 233 20 234 254 338 354 528 664 551 46  49.8 497 542
Portfolio investments 15 36 -04 07 6.9 63 225 144 246 03 215 68 257 215
Official development
assistance 155 168 214 274 30 358 446 395 452 479 48 517 513 558
Remittance inflows 109 121 128 154 195 335 375 443 485 449 525 57 619 612
Total external flows 404 487 538 655 819 1094 140 151 1355 147.6 168 1652 188.6 192.6
Domestic Flows
Tax revenues 137.6 1299 123.1 157.6 202 2587 306.5 344.1 4434 331.6 409.6 4643 5163 5083

Source: Data for external financial flows are from the African Economic Outlook (AEO) 2015, except for remittance inflows, which are calculated from

World Bank data. Tax revenues are calculated from the AEQ fiscal database and include direct taxes, indirect taxes, resource rents, and trade taxes.

Note: Nontax revenues and grants are excluded from the calculation.

Figure 2.1 Tax revenues, aid, and other external flows, Africa, 2000-13
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Source: Data for external financial flows are from AEO 2015, except for remittance inflows, which are calculated from World Bank data. Tax

revenues are calculated from the AEO fiscal database and include direct taxes, indirect taxes, resource rents, and trade taxes.

Note: Nontax revenues and grants are excluded from the calculation. Other external flows include FDI, portfolio investments, and remittances.

countries, such as South Africa, Nigeria, and
Algeria, and these resource-rich countries
tend to have a more unbalanced tax mix than
nonresource-rich countries (AfDB, OECD,

and UNDP 2015). Despite considerable var-
iation across countries, tax revenue is already
far higher than total external flows, including
foreign aid.
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The post-2015 discussions have clearly set
high expectations for DRM as a self-sustain-
ing development finance strategy, even in
poor and fragile states that face difficulties
in mobilizing domestic resources (OECD
2014a). Support for initiatives such as the
African Tax Administration Forum, an or-
ganization launched in 2008 to promote
cooperation among African tax authorities,
is evidence that the international community
recognizes the importance of DRM.

Examining DRM and IFFs in the African con-
text is timely and important for other reasons,
too. First, focusing on DRM enables coun-
tries to reduce their dependency on foreign
aid. For low-income African countries, ODA
still accounts for a significant share of total
external resources. According to a recent sur-
vey of donors’ spending plans, aid to Africa is
projected to decline, and the least-developed
countries will see continued stagnation or de-
cline in programmed aid (OECD 2014b). In
particular, two-thirds of the countries in Sub-
Saharan Africa are expected to see a decline
in aid from 2014 to 2017. More generally,
most donor countries have not lived up to
the Pearson Commission’s recommendation
of providing 0.7 percent of gross national in-
come (GNI) as aid. For example, in 2014 only
five of 28 OECD Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) donor countries met the
0.7 percent target. Since the global financial
crisis, aid budgets in many DAC countries
have come under pressure, and total aid flows
have declined in real terms. Neither has aid
always yielded the intended results. Alterna-
tive sources of financing are probably less
unpredictable and more beneficial for long-
term development (Moyo 2009).

Second, successful development in other
countries and regions (notably China, India,
and many East Asian economies) has shown
that a high rate of domestic savings is neces-
sary for high investment and growth and that

building strong domestic fiscal and financial
systems is important. Indeed, classical, neo-
classical, and endogenous growth theories all
show a clear association between increased
savings, increased investment, and higher
growth, not only until a new “steady state” is
reached but also on a more permanent basis
through increases in total factor productiv-
ity. Although countries can, and sometimes
must, rely on foreign capital flows to finance
investment, capital inflows to developing and
emerging countries have been very volatile
over the years (see table 2.1). Further, foreign
savings are an imperfect substitute for domes-
tic savings, whether public or private.

Third, extensive literature argues that taxes
are fundamental to state building (for exam-
ple, Herbst 2000 and Tilly 1975). Taxation
creates a social contract between the state and
citizens and fosters representative democracy,
and tax revenue can help build institutions,
enhancing state capacity. Taxation can po-
tentially support the legitimacy of the state
and enhance accountability between the state
and its citizens. Conversely, overreliance
on unearned income such as foreign aid or
resource-related revenues, rather than on
earned income in the form of broad-based
domestic taxation, can be a disincentive to
develop institutional capacity, state-to-citizen
accountability, and, ultimately, development
(Bhushan 2013).

Fourth, differences are apparent in applying
external and internal resources. For example,
even as a source of tax revenue, FDI flows are
more likely to respond to the profit motives of
private firms, and remittance flows are often
used for immediate consumption rather than
for long-term investment. FDI flows to Af-
rica, which have increased sharply in recent
years (see table 2.1), tend to go mainly to the
extractive sectors of a few countries and do
not have much impact on employment crea-
tion and poverty reduction (UNCTAD 2013).



Foreign aid can be driven by the strategic
considerations of donors and can be highly
conditional rather than aligned with domestic
development priorities. Reducing dependence
on foreign aid can thus increase “ownership”
of the development process.

The emphasis on DRM does not mean that
external resources should be discouraged.
For example, several low-income and frag-
ile states in Africa are heavily dependent
on aid. Aid as a share of GNI is higher than
10 percent a year in some countries, and
domestic investment relies greatly on for-
eign aid receipts. It is unrealistic to assume
that this situation can change overnight. The
point in emphasizing DRM is simply that
relying excessively on external resources
has drawbacks and that it will be ultimately
more sustainable for countries to gradually
mobilize more resources domestically. Of
course, in the African context, increasing
DRM is relatively more difficult given wide-
spread poverty in several countries. Further,
other factors such as illicit capital flight,
trade liberalization leading to a fall in trade
taxes, predominance of agriculture and the
informal sector (which are more difficult to
tax), and competition in tax regimes among
countries to attract foreign investment all
contribute to making DRM a more challeng-
ing proposition.

Conditions and trends in domestic
resource mobilization and illicit
financial flows

The recent literature for Africa

The Monterrey Consensus provides a useful
framework to examine DRM and IFFs in Af-
rica. The following brief review helps situate
DRM at both the African and international
levels since Monterrey.
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A follow-up report to the Monterrey Consen-
sus (UN 2007) noted that since Monterrey
there had been a better understanding that
focusing on the internal conditions for DRM
was necessary and that governments, through
public investment and expanded fiscal space,
had an important role to play to enhance
private sector DRM. UNECA (2007) identi-
fied this improvement before the Follow-up
International Conference on Financing for
Development held in Doha, Qatar, in 2008,
which reaffirmed the commitments made in
Monterrey. UNECA surveyed African poli-
cy makers by sending two questionnaires to
each of 53 African countries—one to the cen-
tral bank and another to either the ministry of
finance and planning or a government depart-
ment responsible for economic development.
Responses were received from 32 countries
across five African regions and included
various types of countries—Ilandlocked coun-
tries, least-developed countries (LDCs), oil
exporters, and island economies (UNECA
2007).

On the six areas of the Monterrey Consen-
sus, trade was identified as the area of least
progress (by 34.6 percent of respondents),
and DRM was tied with mobilization of
international resources in second place
(17.3 percent). However, oil exporters were
more optimistic about progress on DRM than
were LDCs. UNECA also noted that progress
in mobilizing domestic savings had been
modest. Most respondents (58.9 percent)
indicated that national economic policies
had been moderately supportive of DRM,
whereas 17.9 percent indicated that domestic
policies were not supportive and 60 percent
indicated that implementation of a national
development strategy for DRM was low or
completely absent. In terms of obstacles to
resource mobilization, the most important
identified by respondents were weak financial
infrastructure (30.8 percent), followed by
governance issues and corruption.
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UNCTAD (2007) provides a rich analysis of
various aspects of DRM—namely, savings,
taxation, financial markets and intermedia-
tion, and capital flight. It presents a rather
pessimistic picture: low and unstable savings
rates, a weak formal financial sector that does
not encourage official financial savings, low
tax revenues that are constrained by state
legitimacy, and an informal financial sector
that does not direct resources toward pro-
ductive investments. But it also notes some
encouraging signs, including the emergence
of a semiformal sector that could cater to
the needs of small and medium enterprises
in some countries and technological ad-
vances that could improve financial service
provision.

The role of the financial sector in enhancing
DRM was further examined in a United Na-
tions University (UNU-WIDER) study that
featured contributions by leading experts in
finance and development (Mavrotas 2008).
The study included a few African country
case studies and made several policy rec-
ommendations specifically related to the
financial sector. Experts recommended that
countries deepen financial sector develop-
ment, improve the efficiency of the financial
sector, build better financial institutions, pro-
mote competition within the financial sector
and provide a broader variety of saving in-
struments, promote the role of microfinance
institutions, enable clients of microfinance
institutions to gain access to other (bigger and
long-term) sources of finance, and improve
access to savings institutions.

The second part of the 2010 issue of the
African Economic QOutlook (AEO) focused
on public resource mobilization and aid in
Africa. Although the AEO recognized that
domestic resources include private resourc-
es (savings channeled toward investment
through private banks, for example) and pub-
lic resources (taxation, public borrowing), it

focused only on how a more equitable and
efficient tax system could help finance Afti-
ca’s development. It did not consider the issue
of private resources; neither did it look at the
quantity and quality of expenditure (AfDB,
OECD, and UNDP 2010).

The AEO was written against the backdrop of
a global economic crisis that made the case
for DRM even stronger. It noted that tax rev-
enue as a share of GDP had been increasing
in Africa since the 1990s, largely driven by
resource-related tax revenues. However, re-
source-rich countries were less willing to seek
revenues from other tax sources. Countries
without large natural resource endowments
had made more effort to improve the quality
and balance of their tax mix. The report dis-
cussed three main challenges to mobilizing
public resources: structural bottlenecks, an
unbalanced tax mix, and the erosion of exist-
ing tax bases.

The issue of structural bottlenecks in the
form of a large informal economy has been
a central focus of a number of earlier stud-
ies, including the AEO, and is recognized as
a major constraint to tax collection. Further,
the absence of a fiscal pact, administrative
capacity constraints, and the lack of donor
involvement in building tax capacity add to
the challenge of mobilizing public resourc-
es. Several African countries rely too much
on a narrow set of taxes and taxpayers; trade
liberalization and the subsequent decline in
trade taxes have led to wider gaps in public
financial resources. Finally, the excessive use
of tax preferences, the inefficient taxation of
extractive industries, and abusive transfer
pricing by multinational corporations have
eroded the already shallow tax bases in many
African countries.

The 2010 AEO made a major contribution
with the launch of a database on African
fiscal performance, initially covering 1996



to 2007; this database is expected to be up-
dated regularly. The AEO database provides
information on the amounts collected from
various forms of tax for most African coun-
tries (and was used for table 2.1). Until then,
many academic and policy studies had relied
on the Government Finance Statistics da-
tabase of the International Monetary Fund
and the World Development Indicators of
the World Bank. Although those databases
covered a longer time span that started in the
early 1970s, African countries were under-
represented and treatment of natural resource
revenue was inadequate. Another recent data
initiative is the Government Revenue Dataset
(of the International Centre for Tax and De-
velopment), which combines revenue data
from several reliable sources, makes a clearer
distinction between resource and nonresource
tax revenue, and includes revenue at various
levels of government.

Many of the findings from the research dis-
cussed in this section were confirmed in a
study of DRM in Africa by the North-South
Institute (2010). Drawing on case studies of
five African countries—Burundi, Cameroon,
Ethiopia, Tanzania, and Uganda—the report
identified key challenges for DRM: structur-
al constraints; tax exemptions, tax evasion,
and capital flight; capacity constraints and
the lack of legitimacy of tax authorities; con-
straints to private resource mobilization and
the lack of access to the formal financial sec-
tor; and underdeveloped capital markets that
lead to precautionary savings being held in
nonfinancial forms.

The study proposed tax and financial sec-
tor reforms to enhance DRM in Africa. It
also argued that the international commu-
nity and donors should play a greater role
through measures such as increased tech-
nical assistance to build tax capacity and
greater coherence across aid, trade, and in-
vestment policies. Specifically, it called on the
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international community to ensure that min-
ing companies paid their fair share of taxes
and to fight capital flight more aggressively.

The North-South Institute’s recommenda-
tion that donors can play an important role
contradicts extensive empirical literature
that examines the effect of ODA on taxation.
(See Bhushan and Samy 2010 for a review of
this literature.) The literature tends to have a
negative view of the role that aid plays. The
theoretical link that is typically explored is
that aid, as an “unscrutinized” source of rev-
enue, can be a disincentive for governments
to collect taxes or reform their tax systems.
However, the literature has produced ambigu-
ous results that vary depending on estimation
methods, sample size, and data limitations.
Using both Government Finance Statistics
data and a dataset by Keen and Mansour
(2009), Bhushan and Samy (2010) found that
aid has had no significant effect on taxation
in Sub-Saharan Africa and that this result is
robust to various specifications, time periods,
and aid thresholds. In their view, the structure
of African economies, rather than the amount
of aid received, affects the tax-to-GDP ratio.
However, they also find no evidence that aid
has helped countries enhance DRM, an un-
surprising discovery because aid is given for
many reasons that have little to do with im-
proving DRM directly. The study makes the
case even more compelling for targeting more
aid to DRM.

Tax performance in African countries leaves
much to be desired, tax systems are still inef-
ficient and costly (table 2.3), and significant
amounts of revenue are lost to tax exemptions
and tax avoidance. Given the large estimates
of capital flight from Africa, those factors
suggest that DRM can be improved. The
tax-to-GDP ratio, which is commonly used
to analyze tax trends across countries, is not
always a good measure of fiscal capacity
because it is influenced by structural factors
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such as income levels. For example, countries
such as Lesotho may report a very high tax
ratio as a result of a revenue-sharing agree-
ment with South Africa, but this number has
very little to do with domestic fiscal capacity.
Similarly, tax revenues in the African context
are skewed by resource rents in general and
even more so in resource-rich countries.

To obtain a better measure of fiscal capacity,
Bhushan, Samy, and Medu (2013) computed
a tax effort index for Africa as a ratio of the
share of actual tax collection and taxable
capacity. Taxable capacity is estimated as
the predicted tax-to-GDP ratio calculated
from the estimated coefficients of a regres-
sion equation (using a panel dataset of 48
African countries for 1996-2010 and tax
data from the AEO fiscal database) that takes
into account the country-specific character-
istics influencing tax mobilization. “High
tax effort” is indicated by a tax effort index
above 1 and “low tax effort” is indicated by
a tax effort index below 1. High tax effort
countries use their tax bases well to increase
revenue and may not be able to mobilize
more resources without affecting other objec-
tives, such as growth and investment; low tax
effort countries could still increase revenue
collected.

The authors find that 25 of 48 African coun-
tries have a tax effort index less than 1,
averaged over 1996-2010. The low tax effort
group includes resource-rich countries such as
Algeria, Sudan, Nigeria, the Democratic Re-
public of Congo (DRC), and Angola, where
the abundance of natural resource revenues
reduces the incentive to make greater effort to
collect direct and indirect taxes. On the other
hand, almost half the countries in the sample
are already making substantial tax effort. The
main finding is that, despite heavy tax effort
in several countries, tax collection in Africa
remains low, in part because of structural fac-
tors that limit revenue collection.

To the extent that domestic revenues are al-
ready far larger than external flows to the
region, DRM on its own cannot finance an
ambitious post-2015 agenda in Africa. More
than simply leading to increased revenue or
an increase in the tax-to-GDP ratio, the cen-
tral objective of resource mobilization must
be to create opportunities for private invest-
ment to increase private domestic savings, to
increase formal economic activities and cor-
porate profits (and related taxes on the latter),
and to invest in responsible and accountable
governments and thus build a better state—cit-
izen compact.

Indeed, the outcome document of the Third
International Conference on Financing for
Development held on July 13-16, 2015, in
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia (UN 2015), recogniz-
es that capacity to implement DRM (beyond
international assistance) and to combat IFFs
is needed to achieve the SDGs. The docu-
ment also recognizes that international public
finance can be important, especially in the
poorest and most vulnerable countries that
have limited domestic resources. It urges do-
nors to continue their efforts to increase their
ODA and achieve the targets of 0.7 percent
of ODA/GNI and 0.15-0.20 percent of ODA/
GNI to the least-developed countries.

Figure 2.2 updates the analysis in Bhushan,
Samy, and Medu (2013) using tax data for
1996-2013 from the AEO fiscal database.
The most recent year for which tax data are
available is 2013, and only taxes that require
significant domestic effort are included (di-
rect, indirect, and trade taxes). Resource rents
and aid grants are excluded. Taxable capacity
is estimated after controlling for income per
capita, agricultural value added as a share of
GDP, population growth rate, and trade as a
share of GDP. These independent variables
are obtained from the World Bank’s World
Development Indicators database and are
typically included in empirical models that
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Figure 2.2 Tax performance and tax effort, Africa, 1996-2013

Average tax effort

2.00
High tax effort;
below median
175 | tax/GDP ratio

1.50

1.25

High tax effort;
above median
) tax/GDP ratio

Low tax effort; °
0.75 | belowmedian [
tax/GDP ratio L L

0.50 b ®

025 °

1.00 5'.“_.8‘ °

Low tax effort;
above median
tax/GDP ratio

15 20 25 30

Average tax/GDP (%)
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examine tax performance across countries.
Besides updating the analysis in Bhushan,
Samy, and Medu (2013), the analysis includes
a measure of government effectiveness from
the Worldwide Governance Indicators. (Le-
sotho is excluded from the analysis because
it is an outlier on tax data and could bias the
results, for reasons given earlier.)

The analysis also controls for the variables
that affect the tax-to-GDP ratio to predict
what African countries have the potential to
collect, given their structural characteristics.
After calculations to find a tax effort value
for each country and year, an average value
is generated for 19962013 for each country
and compared with the actual average tax
performance over the same period (see figure
2.2). As expected, most countries are in the
bottom-left and upper-right quadrant—that is,
higher tax effort is correlated with higher tax-
to-GDP ratios. However, 27 of 47 countries
have a tax effort index below 1; among the
low-effort countries are several resource-rich

countries such as Algeria, Angola, Chad, and
Nigeria (table 2.2). These countries could
increase their tax revenue from direct and
indirect taxes; however, the availability of
resource rents appears to distort the incentive
to make such effort. Twenty countries are
already making more effort at improving tax
collection than expected, including rich coun-
tries (such as South Africa and Morocco) and
poorer ones (such as Liberia and Mauritania).

DRM in Africa: Trends in savings,
taxation, remittances, and IFFs

This section presents some basic numbers and
trends on DRM in Africa, comparing them
with those in other regions.

Savings
Among developing regions in the world,

Sub-Saharan Africa has the lowest savings
rate—and one that is trending downward
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Table 2.2 Average tax effort, 1996-2013

Country Average tax effort Country Average tax effort
Algeria 0.75 Madagascar 0.73
Angola 0.44 Malawi 1.21
Benin 1.14 Mali 0.92
Botswana 0.95 Mauritania 1.10
Burkina Faso 0.96 Mauritius 0.96
Burundi 1.14 Morocco 1.45
Cameroon 0.85 Mozambique 0.99
Cabo Verde 1.21 Namibia 1.68
Central African Republic 0.69 Niger 0.82
Chad 0.39 Nigeria 0.47
Comoros 0.91 Rwanda 0.94
Congo, Rep. of 0.55 Senegal 1.19
Cote d’Ivoire 1.00 Seychelles 1.33
DRC 0.52 Sierra Leone 0.70
Djibouti 1.52 South Africa 1.51
Egypt 1.08 Sudan 0.61
Ethiopia 0.82 Swaziland 1.81
Gabon 0.77 Tanzania 0.86
Gambia 0.95 Togo 1.08
Ghana 0.99 Tunisia 0.89
Guinea 1.13 Uganda 0.91
Kenya 1.21 Zambia 1.33
Liberia 1.02 Zimbabwe 1.59
Libya 0.21

Source: Estimates using taxation data from AEO fiscal database.

(figure 2.3). In 2013, gross domestic savings
in Sub-Saharan Africa was 16.9 percent of
GDP, compared with 45.5 percent in East Asia
and Pacific, 19.2 percent in Latin America
and the Caribbean, and 26.0 percent in South
Asia. (The point could be made that Sub-
Saharan African countries are yet to recover
from the collapse in private savings in the
1970s and 1980s, and their savings rate has
become more volatile over time.) The contrast
with other regions such as South Asia and
East Asia and Pacific is quite striking. For ex-
ample, the same trends can be observed when
one looks at investment and per capita growth

rates. When North African countries are con-
sidered, except for Algeria with its very high
savings rates (above 40 percent in the last
decade), the countries tend to follow trends
similar to those in Sub-Saharan Africa. Given
the relationship between savings, investment,
and growth (in theory and practice), it is clear
that mobilizing and then channeling savings
into productive investments are paramount
measures (figure 2.3). This point is particu-
larly important in the African context, where
because of fragmentation and weakness of
the formal financial sector, a significant share
of household savings is held in nonfinancial
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Figure 2.3 Gross domestic savings (% of GDP) by region, 1970-2013
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assets or in the informal sector and is thus not
intermediated toward productive investment
(UNCTAD 2007).

Taxation

Sub-Saharan Africa and Africa have fared
better, compared with the rest of the world, on
the tax-to-GDP ratio. In fact in recent years,
the ratio has been far higher than in South
Asia though lower than for Latin America and
slightly lower than in East Asia (Bhushan,
Samy, and Medu 2013). As income levels
rise, countries can mobilize more revenue,
and the tax-to-GDP ratio is positively corre-
lated with per capita income; this pattern is
visible when different country groupings are
compared on the basis of per capita income
levels. Using tax data from the AEO fiscal
database and GDP data from the World Bank
World Development Indicators, the weighted
tax-to-GDP ratio in 2013 was 21.6 percent in
Africa and 19.4 percent in Sub-Saharan Af-
rica (the corresponding unweighted numbers
are not significantly different). However, as in

the case of absolute tax revenues, the average
tax-to-GDP ratio is skewed by resource-rich
countries. As a result, most countries in Afri-
ca have tax-to-GDP ratios below the regional
average (figure 2.4).%

The AEO fiscal database also allows a close
look at how the tax mix in Africa has evolved
in absolute amounts (figure 2.5) and as a share
of total taxes (figure 2.6) over 1996-2013.
Many African countries (mostly in Anglo-
phone Africa) have created semiautonomous
revenue authorities since the early 1990s to
boost revenue collection, but their success
remains debatable. Figure 2.5 suggests that
increases in tax revenues have been driven
in large part by resource rents, despite their
volatility, even though other taxes (direct and
indirect) have also risen quite sharply. The
obvious implication is that countries such
as Chad, Equatorial Guinea, and Nigeria are
highly vulnerable to changes in international
commodity prices. In contrast, countries that
are not resource rich tend to have a more bal-
anced tax mix and have been able to increase
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Figure 2.4 Tax-to-GDP ratio across Africa, 2013
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Figure 2.5 Tax revenues in Africa, 1996-2013
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Figure 2.6 Tax composition in Africa, 1996-2013
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tax collection from direct taxes (personal and
corporate income) and indirect taxes (value-
added, sales, excise, and the like).

In percentage terms (figure 2.6), the tax com-
position has shifted from trade taxes as trade
has been liberalized. The increase in resource
rents has created a split between those coun-
tries that can mobilize high tax revenues
because of the presence of natural resources
and others that are making significant efforts
but are unable to mobilize revenues because
of their shallow tax base. The latter group
includes several fragile and conflict-affected
states where grants remain an important part
of total revenues. Burundi and the DRC are
examples.

The tax mix is important because it is an indi-
cator of why a particular type of tax is imposed
and what its welfare consequences for consum-
ers and owners of factors of production (labor
and capital) will be. An unbalanced mix sees
very few taxpayers shouldering the tax burden
and thus requires higher tax and compliance

rates to raise revenue. It also means that over-
all tax revenues can be hit if a shock occurs to
the tax source that the country relies on most.
In contrast, an optimal (or more balanced) tax
mix can yield the highest (or higher) revenues
and increase policy options. The situation of
resource-rich countries does not imply that
they need to replace resource taxes with other
direct or indirect taxes. Instead, they should try
to raise revenue from other taxes to the extent
possible but also manage their resource rents
better. Some types of taxes such as property tax
have been neglected in the African context and
could be an important source of revenue for
local authorities if the necessary infrastructure
(for example, property registries and property
valuers) is put in place.

Despite their efforts, the countries of Sub-
Saharan Africa have very expensive and
inefficient tax collection systems (table 2.3).
For example, the Latin America and Caribbe-
an region has almost the same average size of
tax staff per 1,000 population as Sub-Saharan
Africa (0.33 vs. 0.32), but its average cost of
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Table 2.3 Tax performance indicators across regions, 2012-13

Average cost Average tax staff

Region

East Asia and Pacific

Central Asia and Central Europe
Latin America and Caribbean
Middle East and North Africa
South Asia

Sub-Saharan Africa

Western Europe

United States and Canada
Income groups

Low

Lower middle

Upper middle

High

Source: USAID Collecting Taxes database.

1.17 041
1.18 0.94
1.30 0.33
1.06 0.45
1.51 0.26
3.01 0.32
0.92 1.08
0.97 0.69
2.87 0.17
1.47 043
1.19 0.80
0.95 0.89

Note: The average cost (of tax collection, %) is calculated as the ratio of the budget of the tax authority to revenue collected by the authority;

average tax staff is the ratio of tax authority staff to 1,000 population.

tax collection is less than half Sub-Saharan
Africa’s (1.30 vs. 3.01). Even South Asia
has a lower cost of tax collection than Sub-
Saharan Africa. As incomes increase, the
average cost of tax collection decreases, even
though countries have more tax authority staff
members relative to their overall population.

Remittances

Remittances are not mobilized domestically
and thus are not considered part of DRM. Still,
they represent a large component of domestic
resources once they reach recipient countries.
In the last few years, remittance inflows to
Africa have overtaken ODA, reaching more
than $61 billion in 2013 (see table 2.1). World
Bank estimates for 2014 show that remittanc-
es could reach almost $64 billion.

Remittance flows are highly concentrated
among a few countries. For example, in 2014
the top five recipients in Africa (Nigeria, Egypt,

Morocco, Tunisia, and Algeria) accounted for
over 81 percent of total flows (authors’ calcu-
lations based on World Bank data). In some
poorer economies such as Comoros, Lesotho,
and Liberia, remittances are a large share of
GDP at almost 20 percent.

Not all remittances go through official chan-
nels, and so actual flows could be far higher.
Although remittances to Africa have tradition-
ally been from the West, the volume is likely
to increase even more as the African diaspora
continues to grow in emerging countries such
as Brazil, China, India, and Russia (Bodomo
2013) or from other neighboring countries as
regional integration proceeds.

The benefits of remittances compared with
other external flows such as FDI or ODA are
well known. They tend to be countercyclical
with respect to income in recipient countries,
are less volatile, and unlike ODA do not
have conditions attached. But remittances



Table 2.4 Remittance inflows, 2014

Region $ million %

Africa 63,765 14.8
East Asia and Pacific 121,804 28.3
Europe and Central Asia 43,935 10.2
Latin America and Caribbean 63,819 14.8
Middle East 21,716 5.0
South Asia 115,982 26.9

Source: Calculations using World Bank data; high-income countries

excluded.

may not have much of a long-term effect if
most of them are used for consumption rath-
er than investment, and worker migration in
large numbers represents a loss of skills for
source countries, a particularly detrimental
loss when concentrated in specific sectors and
specialties.

At 15 percent of the total inflows to devel-
oping countries, remittances to Africa are
still low compared with other regions such
as East Asia and Pacific and South Asia
(table 2.4), and more needs to be done to
attract investment from the diaspora. For
example, providing better financial intermedi-
ation would encourage increased remittances
through formal channels. Creating a compet-
itive market for remittance flows would also
help reduce high transaction costs—among
regions, Africa has the highest costs of remit-
ting money, according to UNCTAD (2012a:
V11). In 2010, an additional $6 billion could
have been remitted to Sub-Saharan Africa if
the costs were equal to the global average.

IFFs

By their very nature, IFFs—stemming from
commercial, criminal, and corrupt activities
—are hard to measure. Estimates from studies
for Africa come up with different numbers,
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and some studies focus on capital flight, leav-
ing out the highly volatile illicit component.
The convergence of opinion is that IFFs have
grown over the years and that the problem is
highly concentrated in a few countries.

Africa is estimated to have lost more than
$1 trillion in IFFs in the last 50 years and is
now losing more than $50 billion a year (AU
and ECA 2015, citing estimates from Kar and
Cartwright-Smith 2010 and Kar and Leblanc
2013). AU and ECA also developed estimates
of IFFs on the basis of trade mispricing and
on underinvoicing and overinvoicing, using a
different methodology and assumptions. Esti-
mates of [FFs at the sectoral level showed that
IFFs were highest in the extractive industries
and highly concentrated in a few countries
(Algeria, Nigeria, and Sudan).

The estimates by Kar and Cartwright-Smith
(2010) are based on the World Bank Resid-
ual model and Trade Misinvoicing model to
capture the two main channels through which
illicit capital can leave a country. The World
Bank Residual model compares sources of
funds or inflows of capital (which include net
external indebtedness of the public and net
inflow of FDI) with uses of funds (which in-
clude financing the current account deficit and
additions to central bank reserves). The Trade
Misinvoicing model looks at trade mispricing
—the overpricing of imports and underpricing
of exports on customs documents to allow il-
legal transfer of money abroad. The authors
are fully aware that their methodology does
not capture all IFFs (such as smuggling or
revenues generated from drug trafficking and
the sale of contraband goods) and that some
countries have data gaps. The statistics in all
likelihood understate the size of the problem.

In an attempt to correct for underestima-
tion related to trade misinvoicing, Kar and
Cartwright-Smith determine that IFFs from
Africa over 1970-2008 more than double,
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to $1.8 trillion. Despite estimation problems,
they show that Sub-Saharan Africa is a net
creditor to the world in the sense that the
stock of private assets held abroad is greater
than the stock of the region’s external debt.
The aggregate IFFs from the continent mask
disparities in regional patterns: the West and
Central Africa region—led by Nigeria—
seems to be the biggest driver of illicit flows.

Figure 2.7 compares IFFs with ODA flows to
Africa over the 10 years 2003—12, in current
US dollars. From 2005, IFFs from Africa
were higher than the amount of aid received
annually, and grew over time. The IFF total
over the period was $603.4 billion, against
$421.6 billion in ODA. As a share of GDP
over the period, IFFs were higher in Sub-
Saharan Africa (5.5 percent) than in Asia
(3.7 percent), Middle East and North Africa
(3.7 percent), and the Western Hemisphere
(3.3 percent). Most of the IFFs from Africa
are the result of trade misinvoicing (68.2 per-
cent over the period) while the rest is in the
form of illicit “hot money” flows. The decline

in IFFs in 2009—10 was due to the global fi-
nancial crisis, but the increase in most years
before that coincided with the resurgence of
growth and the resource boom in Africa.

IFFs are highly concentrated geographically.
Primarily rich in resources, the top 10 countries
in Africa accounted for 80 percent of the con-
tinent’s total in 2012 (table 2.5). Nigeria and
South Africa were among the top 10 exporters
of illicit capital in the world—in 9th and 10th
position, respectively—over 2003—12.

Governance and development
impact of illicit financial flows

IFFs from Africa drain capital and revenue
that could be used to finance development
programs, build infrastructure, and finance
social services. Many of the costing exercis-
es conducted as part of the MDG (and now
SDG) processes reveal that Africa faces huge
resource gaps, widened by IFFs. Africa’s
infrastructure needs are estimated to cost

Figure 2.7 lllicit financial flows and aid to Africa, 2003-12
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Table 2.5 Top 10 African countries for
illicit financial flows, 2012

Country $ million
South Africa 29,134
Nigeria 7,922
Libya 5,397
Egypt 5,093
Zambia 4,272
Equatorial Guinea 3,334
Ethiopia 3,117
Algeria 2,620
Sudan 2,605
Cote d’Ivoire 2,190

Source: Data from Kar and Spanjers (2014).

more than $90 billion annually. Only half of
that is actually spent, undermining growth
and productivity. Revenue lost to IFFs is not
consumed or invested locally, and the loss
of capital slows capital accumulation, in-
vestment, long-run growth, and job creation.
Although the traditional view has been that
low domestic saving is the main cause of low
investment in Africa, Ndikumana (2013),
using data spanning 1970-2010 for 39 Afti-
can countries, shows that capital flight hits
domestic (and private) investment hard.

Some African countries remain aid dependent
(ODA as a share of GNI is greater than 10 per-
cent and even higher as a share of government
revenue). IFFs make this problem worse by
weakening the capacity of states to mobilize
resources and by reinforcing their depend-
ence on donors, whose priorities and ideas
may differ from their own. When individu-
als and companies avoid paying their taxes,
or when massive amounts of government
revenue are stolen and transferred abroad by
corrupt officials, governments are forced to
accumulate higher debt to finance spending.
This creates a vicious circle as high external
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debt (by signaling a mismanaged economy)
may incite more capital outflows as investors
avoid any chances of future tax increases. Il-
legal activities such as money laundering also
damage the financial reputation of countries
and their financial systems and can hurt long-
term economic growth (OECD 2014c).

In addition to their harmful effects on growth
and development, IFFs weaken governance
in several ways. First, IFFs are often carried
out by those who want to evade taxes, and the
resulting reduction in tax collection under-
mines the accountability that exists between
taxpayers and governments. Second, IFFs
tend to occur as a result of poor governance
(weak institutions and lack of regulation), but
they can also help undermine governance if
not reversed—for example, when government
officials are bribed or prevented from carry-
ing out their duties. IFFs can also perpetuate
social inequalities when corruption is under-
taken by an elite that has a vested interest in
denying access to opportunities by others.

The vicious circle of corruption and govern-
ance will persist unless there is a deliberate
attempt to change the status quo. If not ad-
dressed, political instability may be the ultimate
result as governments are unable to provide
social services to their populations, who in turn
become increasingly frustrated by institution-
alized and high-level corruption. Similarly, tax
evasion carried out by the rich and powerful
or by large corporations shifts the tax burden
to smaller companies and individual taxpay-
ers, who may lose faith in the system. Many
African examples (Mobutu in the former Zaire
or military dictatorships in Nigeria) illustrate
how the illicit accumulation of wealth overseas
incentivized those in power to reinforce their
control over their populations, often through
repression, further weakening governance.

Although global cooperation among all affect-
ed parties is needed to deal with the problem,
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a number of factors at the local level hamper
the ability of African governments to deal ef-
fectively with IFFs. These problems include
weak institutions and governance, lack of
regulation and information, poor cooperation
among local agencies, and weak technical and
human capacity. Yet corruption and IFFs are
not clearly correlated, and several countries
have the same degree of corruption but very
different IFFs (figure 2.8).

Weak governance and corruption are two of
many factors that need to be addressed. Re-
search has found that external borrowing is
the most important and robust determinant of
capital flight and that other factors such as the
quality of governance (including corruption)
are not always significant. External borrow-
ing increases the likelihood that a debt crisis
will happen and that macroeconomic condi-
tions will deteriorate, thus leading to capital
flight; however, as discussed, capital flight
itself could lead to more borrowing to finance
current spending. In the case of IFFs, more

empirical work is needed to examine their
determinants in the African context.

Contextualizing capacity needs for
domestic resource mobilization and
curbing illicit financial flows within
Agenda 2063

Launched to coincide with the 50th anniversa-
ry of the Organization of African Unity (which
became the African Union in 2002), Agenda
2063 is a roadmap for structurally transform-
ing Africa over 50 years. By taking stock of
what has been accomplished and what chal-
lenges lie ahead, it reaffirms the Pan African
vision of the African Union: “an integrated,
prosperous and peaceful Africa, driven by its
own citizens and representing a dynamic force
in the global arena” (AU 2014). Agenda 2063
builds on initiatives at national, regional, and
continental levels to ensure continued growth
and sustainable development.

Figure 2.8 lllicit financial flows and corruption, 2012
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As a roadmap, Agenda 2063 also looks to
objectives, goals, and targets to be achieved
in the foreseeable future. Several parts of the
Agenda 2063 document (AUC 2015) refer to
DRM and IFFs by highlighting the need for
Africa to become self-reliant and finance its
own development and to recognize the impor-
tance of accountable states and institutions at
all levels. Although it presents overarching
aspirations for the continent, Agenda 2063 re-
flects the heterogeneity of African countries,
including in geography, income, natural re-
sources, fragility, and conflict. It underscores
that each country will need to chart its own
development path to contribute to these conti-
nental aspirations.

In its call to action, Agenda 2063 explicitly
mentions strengthening DRM, building capac-
ity of continental capital markets and financial
institutions, and reversing IFFs from the conti-
nent. The expectation is that Agenda 2063 will
be integrated into national and regional devel-
opment plans and that the proper leadership
and monitoring will ensure progress.

But how will this transformative agenda be
financed? Agenda 2063 hardly touches on the
financing aspect even though it is well known
that African countries need to mobilize more
resources domestically and to diversify their
sources of revenue. It is not clear, for ex-
ample, that aid dependency can be quickly
overcome when several countries will remain
fragile into the mid-21st century and will re-
quire continued support from the international
community.

The recent response of the African Capacity
Building Foundation (ACBF) presages the
beginning of a solution. The Foundation is
finalizing key studies on the internal and
external risks associated with implement-
ing Agenda 2063 and its Capacity Needs
Assessment and Preparation of Capacity De-
velopment Plan.
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Attention needs to be paid to developing
the capacity to improve tax collection and
mobilize savings for investment, building
capacities for private sector and enterprise
development, facilitating savings for entre-
preneurship, and enhancing the legitimacy of
these efforts.

Agenda 2063 (AU 2014) views DRM as a
critical enabler of its aspirations:

* A prosperous Africa based on inclusive
growth and sustainable development.

* An integrated continent, politically united
and based on the ideals of Pan-Africanism
and the vision of Africa’s Renaissance.

* An Africa of good governance, democracy,
respect for human rights, justice, and the
rule of law.

* A peaceful and secure Africa.

* An Africa with a strong cultural identity,
common heritage, values, and ethics.

* An Africa where development is peo-
ple-driven and unleashes the potential of

its women and youth.

* Africa as a strong, united, and influential
global player and partner.

Agenda 2063 sets the following targets for
2025:

* Reduce aid dependency by 50 percent.
* Eliminate all forms of illicit flows.

* Double the contribution of African capital
markets in development financing.

* Render fully operational the African Re-
mittances Institute.
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¢ Reduce unsustainable levels of indebted-
ness and debt.

* Build effective, transparent, and harmo-
nized tax, revenue collection, and public
expenditure systems.

Key messages and policy
recommendations

The analysis in this chapter points to the need
for continued effort to mobilize more resources
domestically, to diversify the sources of domes-
tic revenue, and to reduce IFFs. In the past, high
growth episodes in Africa were often fueled by
a boom in commodity prices, and when the
prices fell, African economies performed poor-
ly. Signs indicate that this situation is changing
and that several African economies have be-
come more resilient as growth becomes more
diversified. In particular, nonresource sectors
(manufacturing and services) of many coun-
tries such as Ethiopia, Ghana, Mozambique,
Nigeria, and South Africa have expanded.

However, countries need to do a lot more to
achieve DRM. Savings and investment rates
have to improve. Tax-to-GDP ratios, the tax
mix, tax effort, the disincentive effects of
revenue from natural resources, tax perfor-
mance indicators, and the nature and reach of
financial systems are other areas that require
urgent engagement. IFFs stem from factors
that include weak institutions and govern-
ance, lack of regulation and information, and
external borrowing. (Chapter 4 drills deeper
into these matters.)

Several factors prevent African countries
from mobilizing more resources domestically
and from fighting IFFs:

» Tax performance metrics (see table 2.2)
show that Sub-Saharan Africa has expen-
sive and inefficient tax collection systems

compared with other regions. In addition
to simplifying and rationalizing tax sys-
tems (closing tax loopholes, reducing tax
exemptions, and dealing with corruption
within tax administrations), investing in
the capacity of revenue authorities must
be part of a broader fiscal reform agen-
da. Doing so involves hiring more and
better trained staff who can perform their
tasks without political interference and
providing them with financial incentives
to remain with the revenue authorities.
African tax administrations need to be
modernized (Kariuki 2013).

* Many African countries lack the human,
technical, legal, regulatory, and financial
capacity to deal with IFFs. Investments in
these areas are needed at the country level,
in addition to cooperation at the regional
and global levels. By their very nature,
IFFs are difficult to track because of lack
of information, and tackling illicit flows
at the local level requires cooperation and
sharing of information among various
agencies. The African Tax Administration
Forum already has some initiatives in
place—for example, to develop capacity
in the area of transfer pricing—but more
needs to be done, given the scale of the
problem. Skilled government officials with
the technical and legal expertise to track
and prosecute those who engage in illicit
activities are often lacking. The problem
is compounded by poor legal frameworks
and political interference.

It is recommended that countries should

* Ensure that political leaders provide the
proper support and revenue authorities
have the capacity to engage with taxpay-
ers. This is important to foster a culture in
which taxpayers are aware of their rights
and obligations and understand that their
taxes will be used for building state or



local capacity for better service delivery.
Governments must provide the necessary
resources and human resources to con-
duct awareness and education campaigns
so that citizens realize that their taxes are
contributions for public goods and other
services. A case can be made for fiscal
decentralization in bigger countries to in-
crease local delivery of goods and services
to local populations and to improve the vis-
ibility of gains from taxes. Beyond higher
tax-to-GDP targets, enhanced DRM can be
a catalyst for broader governance reform
and improved accountability of states and
local governments.

Build further the capacity to raise revenue
from hitherto neglected sources, such as
taxes on informal businesses and activities
and on property. Policies need to reduce
informality. With property taxes, owner-
ship records have to be updated, cadastral
surveys conducted, and systems deployed
to ensure that property values are frequent-
ly revised. This is by no means easy and
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may require significant financial and tech-
nical investments, for example, in training
a critical mass of property assessors who
will conduct assessments regularly.
African governments should impose envi-
ronmental taxes on the primary commodity
sector to internalize the costs of environ-
mental harm. The revenue collected would
be deposited in a special fund focusing on
domestic investment (UNCTAD 2012b).

Get donors to work effectively to build
tax capacity and enhance DRM, as they
have done in Ghana and Rwanda. This
effort could entail training staff, providing
information technology infrastructure, in-
vesting in data collection, and helping set
up tax registries. Many national statistical
offices in Africa face budget and capacity
constraints, with funding often unstable
and too dependent on donors (Center for
Global Development 2014). To be sure,
donors are already providing assistance
for DRM reform and tackling IFFs, but the
amounts are very small.’
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Capacity building initiatives for
mobilizing domestic resources

African countries show wide heterogeneity in
the tax mix, tax revenue effort, and financial
development, even though the previous chapter
showed promising results on domestic resource
mobilization (DRM). Cross-cutting structural
bottlenecks, such as high levels of informality,
huge administrative capacity needs, and a lack
of fiscal legitimacy, hinder DRM. Additional-
ly, most countries in Africa mobilize less than
20 percent' of their GDP in tax revenues and
less than the regional average (see figure 2.4).
Limited capacity to tax multinational com-
panies extracting natural resources and high
levels of capital flight make the situation worse.
Inefficient public expenditures and corruption
exacerbate the problem, further delegitimizing
efforts to improve DRM.

Capacity building strategies,
systems, and initiatives

Capacity can be defined as the individual, or-
ganizational, and societal ability to set goals
for development and achieve them; to budget
resources and use them for agreed-on purpos-
es; and to manage the complex processes and
interactions in the politico—economy nexus
to achieve sustainable economic growth and
poverty reduction (ACBF 2011). Therefore,
building capacity for DRM is not merely about
increasing revenue or savings; it also encom-
passes promoting good democratic governance,
financial inclusiveness, and social justice.

African countries are characterized by weak tax
administrations in part because of corruption
and poor governance, both of which reduce

taxpayer morale. Tax policies and legislation
are fragmented, and political economy legacies
have affected DRM in several countries (AfDB
2011). Moreover, a large portion of tax evasion
is by well-connected, educated professionals
and not merely hawkers or street vendors.
Similarly, mining companies (partly facilitat-
ed by local elites) shift their profits offshore
by aggressively using transfer pricing, which
denies Africans their own natural capital for
development. All these avoidable impediments
and ill practices conspire to lower the tax paid
in Africa, decreasing funds for development.

Tax administrations often lack capacity and
are largely staffed by poorly trained and poor-
ly paid officials who may be tempted to secure
bribes from parasitic elites and opportunistic
multinationals. Although their system require-
ments are demanding, these offices often have
only basic information technology systems.

Roadmap

A roadmap for increasing DRM can be en-
visaged as having three pillars: the efficient,
imaginative, and innovative mobilization of
endogenous resources; the effective retention
of continentally originated resources; and
their effective use and allocation. Several
proposals guide governments through this
strategy (chapter 4).

Gathering taxes as low-hanging fruit

Bewilderingly, many nations in Africa—as in
other developing regions—fail to appreciate



the importance of a simple and workable sys-
tem to identify and collect tax revenue.!! This
failure can be attributed to one of two factors.
One, developing countries endowed with
natural resources usually base their budget
appropriation and development financing on
export earnings from these resources. Often
these countries become indolent because of
their endowments—reflecting the notorious
“Dutch Disease” or “resource curse”—and
fail to have a plan for basic fiscal resource
management. Two, when developing coun-
tries are not naturally endowed, they tend to
have poor governance and institutional infra-
structure that lack sound tax administrations
and state capacity.

For example, a failure to understand the pro-
duction structure (the contribution of formal
and informal sectors to GDP) means two
things. First, it means that tax administration
personnel are the wrong kinds of people and
are inadequately trained, so that they yield
little revenue. Second, it means that the tax
burden is disproportionately placed on em-
ployees in the formal sector (government and
corporations), an outcome that can discourage
the emergence of a high-growth private sec-
tor. In other words, a low tax-base country
can have that base shrink further, or at best
stagnate. A basic DRM strategy must there-
fore be guided by the question: How relevant
to the peculiarities of the economy and pro-
duction structure is a country’s tax system,
and does the administration of that system
have the resources it needs?

Harnessing sustainable streams of natural
resource revenue

African countries could improve their
capacity to negotiate fair contracts in ex-
tractive industries if they built capacity to
properly negotiate the licensing of mining
rights; improved tax administration by re-
cruiting highly skilled staff with specialized
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extractive-industry  knowledge; developed
relevant ministries with policy capacity, in-
cluding to physically verify price, quantity,
and grade of minerals; and pursued initiatives,
such as the Extractive Industries Transpar-
ency Initiative (EITI), that promote greater
transparency in revenue flows and contract
disclosure.

Harvesting natural resources along the
value chain

Harvesting Africa’s natural resources can
create new or expand existing production
sectors—creating jobs, expanding the tax
base, and potentially forestalling illicit finan-
cial flows (IFFs).!? Countries such as Brazil,
China, and India have used laws requiring
local content in products to leverage positive
spillovers (such as job creation in domestic
economies and technology transfer) inherent
in foreign direct investment (FDI) inflows.
Further, tying together incentives for attract-
ing FDI and joint ventures and invoking a
moratorium of several years on repatriating
profits would not only encourage new or
additional local production—upstream and
downstream—but would also minimize illicit
flows.

Improving expenditure efficiency

Reforms to subsidy regimes and to procure-
ment (for example, by e-governance) could
strengthen the public sector’s capacity to
spend prudently and thus increase public
legitimacy of DRM, facilitating increased
support for tax compliance and poverty re-
duction. Fiscal transparency—identifying,
quantifying, and publicizing tax expenditures
—is widely recognized as a key element in
improving the efficiency of public expendi-
tures. Although tax exemptions should be
minimized, merely publishing them and
identifying the beneficiary groups could le-
gitimize the process and mobilize popular
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support. Improving tax expenditure efficiency
for projects may require new legislation that
eliminates irrelevant regulations and inter-
vention throughout the cycle, from design to
completion. Because many African countries
struggle with weak capacity in these areas,
a concerted effort for building capacity is
necessary.

Curbing IFFs

African countries need to develop the legal
frameworks for beneficial ownership infor-
mation on legal entities and for transparent
and available legal arrangements. Moreover,
they need to address loopholes in the tax
design structure to counter transfer pricing.
Robust audits by tax administrations and the
exchange of information across jurisdictions
could go a long way toward reducing IFFs.
Recent attempts to create tax havens in Africa
point to the need for international action and
regional cooperation. Politicians can exercise
greater leadership by, for example, declaring
their assets. In addition to pursuing a culture
of robust audits, Africa’s tax administrators
should exchange information with one anoth-
er, a cost-effective way of forestalling IFFs.

The importance of financial markets

Financial systems play a critical role for
economic growth (Levine 2005). Notwith-
standing far-reaching attempts at reform,
financial systems in Africa remain poorly
developed. For example, private credit ex-
tension in Sub-Saharan Africa is much lower
than in other developing regions (table 3.1).
Not only is an effective financial system cru-
cial for helping to mobilize savings, but it is
also indispensable for channeling mobilized
resources across national borders and to areas
and projects that need the resources the most.
Such areas would, in turn, yield the highest
returns.

The experiences of the fast-growing coun-
tries of East Asia have illustrated the
importance of mobilizing resources for fi-
nancing investment in a rapidly expanding
economy. The volatility of foreign capital
makes foreign savings an imperfect substi-
tute for domestic savings. Effective fiscal
systems are, therefore, not only critical for
mobilizing public savings, but they are also
important for state building. They are the
very basis for a viable state (UNECA 2010)
and have been on the agenda of many Afri-
can countries since at least the Monterrey
Consensus in 2002.

All the case studies (discussed in the next two
chapters) show that tax revenue mobilization
efforts have been enhanced by major reforms
to tax policy, administration, and structures.
For example, independent tax authorities
have been established and value-added tax
has been introduced. Such efforts coincided
with the growth acceleration in many African
countries in the past decade, though revenue
mobilized from the unpredictable natural re-
sources sector was the major factor distorting
the increase in tax resources. Resource taxes
have the effect of increasing the volatility of a
government’s tax base, but the increase in do-
mestic direct and indirect taxes may gradually
reduce revenue volatility.

Besides optimizing tax revenues, developing
countries have made efforts to mobilize do-
mestic savings to support public and private
sector investment in productive assets. Some
have introduced local-currency bond markets
to promote a deeper and more efficient local
financial sector that helps reduce transaction
costs and enhances risk management. Such
markets reduce systematic risk of firms and
their cost of capital (Ojah and Pillay 2009).
Though the supply of funds from this source
is less volatile than foreign portfolio capital,
its sustainability and viability in the longer
term may depend crucially on macroeconomic



stability and on additional institutional and
regulatory reforms.!?

Some African countries have recently mobi-
lized domestic savings through institutional
and nonbank sources such as sovereign wealth
funds and country funds. These funds are pri-
marily used to invest in infrastructure and to
accelerate technological adaptation and dif-
fusion. Nigeria’s fund became operational in
2012. Surplus oil income (resulting from the
difference between budgeted and internation-
al market prices) is deposited in the fund. In
addition, pension systems are being reformed
to provide an additional supply of local cur-
rency—based long-term financing. Although
Africa’s savings rate is relatively close to that
of Latin America (see figure 2.3), it still lags
those of East and South Asia and is below the
world average. Sub-Saharan Africa’s savings
rate is also the lowest among all developing
regions.

African countries have made good efforts to
mobilize savings, largely because of the im-
proved analytical and financial management
capacities spearheaded by the African Capaci-
ty Building Foundation (ACBF). For example,
the ACBF’s support to strengthening financial
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management and accountability has been
highly effective at the regional level. With
the Foundation’s support, entities such as the
Macro Economic and Financial Management
Institute (MEFMI) and the Kenya Monetary
Institute, Institut de [’economie et des financ-
es de I’Afrique centrale, and the “maro” and
“pole dette” projects of the central banks of
West and Central African countries (BCEAO/
BEAC-Macro-Pole dette) have been highly
successful in building capacity in the banking
and finance sector. Moreover, the ACBF has
been working in partnership with the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF) AFRITACS
technical assistance centers, regional training
institutions such as MEFMI and West African
Institute for Financial and Economic Manage-
ment, and partners such as BCEAO/BEAC to
spearhead further strengthening of financial
sector skills and policies. The ACBF’s work
has been a critical contribution to deepening
the banking and financial sector.

Financial-technology innovations have in-
creased the likelihood that individuals will
have a bank account and will be able to ob-
tain formal loans (Allen, Demirgii¢c-Kunt,
et al. 2012). Private credit extension has also
increased (table 3.1). In particular, mobile

Table 3.1 Private credit by deposit money banks (% of GDP)

Region 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 ;’8’;{;‘3;&;
East Asia and Pacific 292 29.8 292 284 27.0 29.8 323 355 39.6 423 400 414 38.1 47.0 35.0
Europe and Central Asia 89 115 123 106 132 16.6 21.8 278 345 363 382 37.1 388 39.6 24.8
Latin America and

Caribbean 27.7 265 26.6 250 24.0 251 279 314 31.7 31.6 300 309 356 378 29.4
Middle East and

North Africa 323 28.7 197 22.0 212 200 23.1 246 228 287 267 67.7 284 256 28.0
South Asia 246 260 262 258 262 293 306 31.2 326 338 37.8 448 452 43.0 32.7
Sub-Saharan Africa 10.8 11.1 106 112 9.8 9.6 104 120 133 147 166 189 169 16.7 13.0

Source: Global Financial Development Database, World Bank.

Note: The Global Financial Development database does not provide data for the entire African region. It is likely that the number would be

higher than for Sub-Saharan Africa if North African countries were considered, largely due to Egypt, Morocco, and Tunisia, with averages of

40-60 percent. Developing countries only.
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banking has decreased the transaction costs
of sending remittances, resulting in huge
increases in volume and a corresponding de-
cline in informal savings mechanisms (Mbiti
and Weil 2011). The added security and pri-
vacy of mobile money are the probable cause
of these outcomes (Aker 2011). Nevertheless,
financial development and inclusion are still
considerably lower in Africa than in other
developing regions (tables 3.1 and 3.2), sug-
gesting a long way to go in using financial
resources to drive DRM. Increased and care-
ful use of the public—private project financing
model would help.

Some fragile states in Africa (for example,
Angola and the Democratic Republic of
Congo) with limited access to capital markets
have adopted a resources-for-infrastructure
financing model that involves selling oil or
mineral rights for infrastructure develop-
ment. Funded projects have included roads,
regional railway lines, and electrical power
infrastructure, with financing frequently tak-
ing the form of export credit. More generally,
public—private partnerships are another op-
tion already used across the region, especially
given the large financing gaps for infrastruc-
ture. For these partnerships to become even
more popular, business environments need
to be improved and the legal and regulatory
framework for them developed. Similarly, di-
aspora and remittance-backed bonds can tap
into billions of dollars of diaspora savings for
development in poor countries (World Bank
2013). Social infrastructure projects such as
housing, schooling, and hospitals may be par-
ticularly appealing to the diaspora.

Financial inclusion in Africa remains disap-
pointing (table 3.2). Both the Sub-Saharan
Africa and Middle East and North Africa
regions lag other developing regions. The
numbers for North African countries indicate
that their performance on loans with formal
institutions is lower than in Sub-Saharan

Table 3.2 Financial inclusion: regional
comparison, 2011

Loan from Account at a
financial formal financial
institution institution
Region (% age 15+) (% age 15+)
East Asia and Pacific 16.18 26.77
Europe and Central Asia 9.40 42.11
Latin America and 9.05 27.73
Caribbean
Middle East and North 4.39 24.36
Africa
South Asia 9.23 30.27
Sub-Saharan Africa 4.88 17.46

Source: Global Financial Development Database, World Bank.

Note: For people aged 15 years and over. Developing countries only.

Africa, whereas the share of accounts with
formal institutions is closer to the perfor-
mance of the Latin America and Caribbean
region.

Efficient and creative use of financial markets

Investable funds across Africa need to be har-
nessed in straightforward and in creative ways.
Customizing financial markets and institutions
appropriate to Africa is crucial (Ojah and
Kodongo 2015). They should recognize the
peculiarities of Africa’s landscape—generally
weak institutions, high cost of information
production, low household incomes, sparsely
distributed populations, and nontraditional
collateral—and work around or incorporate
these factors. As an example, in Kenya indi-
viduals can use the M-PESA mobile money
platform to make financial transactions by
mobile device (FINCA 2015).

The thrust of Goal 18 of Agenda 2063—that
Africa finance its growth and development
endogenously rather than depend on foreign
aid (and other external flows)—does not
mean that individual African countries need



to mobilize investable funds equal to their
external funding needs. Rather, African coun-
tries should collectively mobilize endogenous
resources (some with a surplus and others
not) to meet most (if not all) of their exter-
nal funding needs. Investable funds need to
be mobile within the continent affordably—
at a low cost of capital. Financial inclusion
is needed to pool the maximum investable
funds. Appropriately modeled financial prod-
ucts and markets are necessary to move the
pooled funds across countries.

Capacity building needs and
possibilities for mobilizing
domestic resources

The policy process is crucial for the suc-
cessful design and implementation of DRM.
But policies are less likely to succeed when
institutional arrangements, decision-making
rules, political context, and the interest and
participation of key actors are lacking. For
instance, many of Africa’s national revenue
collecting agencies need better training in
information and communications technology
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(ICT), extractive industries, forensic auditing,
detection of cybercrimes, asset forfeiture, and
a host of other legal matters.

In an effort to strengthen public administra-
tion and economic management, the ACBF
created the Economic Policy Analysis and
Management and Public Administration
and Management programs. For example,
the seven Economic Management programs
(Cameroon, Coéte d’Ivoire, the Democratic
Republic of Congo, Ghana, Mozambique,
Uganda, and Zambia), covering a large part
of the continent, are designed to improve
economic analysis, public administration, and
research capabilities.

Policy management processes and evi-
dence-based decision making are critical for
the success of reform and modernization in-
itiatives. The ACBF is playing a key role by
strengthening its support for evidence-based
policy making (box 3.1).

Similarly, technologies in revenue collection
administration improve taxpayer identifica-
tion, information collection and processing,
monitoring and tracking of taxpayers, and

Box 3.1 The ACBF’s role in supporting evidence-based policy making in Africa

To enhance research for evidence-based policy making and to develop skills for economic management, the
ACBEF supports over 30 policy institutes and think tanks. By training middle-level managers in the public sec-
tor, it has equipped governments and nonstate actors with the skills for economic policy analysis, management,
research, and training in different sectors.

Findings from an evaluation of ACBF-supported policy centers and think tanks show that the ACBF is consid-
ered a key driver in helping institutions better synchronize their efforts with research needs. Of the stakeholders
surveyed, 91 percent perceive that the ACBF’s role in building the internal capacity of supported institutions is
highly relevant. In addition, 100 percent of staff members surveyed at policy centers and think tanks consider
the ACBF support for activities a key driver in their ability to align with the policy research needs of their
countries and regions. Further, 97 percent of surveyed external stakeholders (donors, government, and nonstate
actors) perceive ACBF support to be relevant in meeting intended objectives of policy influence and impact.

Source: ACBF 2013b.
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surveillance of illicit financial activities (box
3.2). Tax and other regulatory authorities need
to better coordinate their activities, especially
in areas where these activities overlap—one
reason, along with poor ICT infrastructure,
that the amount lost through illicit flows is
usually unknown. Because IFFs involve com-
plex transactions, stronger audit capacity is
also needed.

Other African countries could learn from the
experiences of innovative Ethiopian reforms
in mobilizing domestic savings through pen-
sion programs, housing savings programs,
and deposit-taking microfinance. Similarly,
experiences in Ethiopia, Kenya, and Tanzania
in mobile banking may be critical for other
African countries. Besides policies to harness
savings and facilitate the development of the
financial sector, a government policy to chan-
nel credit to the private sector—as in China
and India—is imperative.

Lastly, reliance on exploitative multinational
firms to extract Africa’s natural capital
may need to be revisited. Indigenization or
transformation policies (to build requisite
capabilities in coordination) may encourage
entry by local citizens into critical sectors.
Academia and civil society may have a great-
er role to play in highlighting the magnitude
and implications of IFFs for development.
(More examples of DRM capacity building
are in the case studies, chapter 4.)

Capacity challenges and
opportunities

Almost all areas of effective and sustainable
DRM face severe capacity constraints in Af-
rica (table 3.3).

For many African countries, DRM is ham-
pered by challenges exacerbated by low
incomes and lack of financial development.

Box 3.2 The ACBF’s role in fostering
science and technology in Africa

The ACBF has always recognized the importance
of technology in the sustainable development of Af-
rican countries. The African Institutions of Science
and Technology programs supported by the ACBF
demonstrate the importance the Foundation places in
science and technology. Moreover, the ACBF plans
to focus its 2016 African Capacity Report on building
capacity in science and technology for Africa’s sus-
tainable transformation. This effort will help define
the strategies, capacities, institutions, and programs
needed for that shift.

These constraints make it hard to improve tax
collection, broaden the tax base (by improv-
ing informal sector taxes), increase savings
mobilization (through formal and informal fi-
nancial institutions), and reduce capital flight.

Not only is better staff training needed in a
range of sectors, as discussed previously, but
also salary progression and succession within
the tax services should attract more-capable
staff and build management depth. Further, the
success of reform and modernization initia-
tives in DRM depends on policy management
processes and evidence-based decision mak-
ing, derived from research; sensitivity and tax
incidence analysis; pilot tests; and monitor-
ing and evaluation of resource mobilization
strategies, all of which are poor in Africa. In
Uganda for example, the effort to curb IFFs
has failed largely because of political interfer-
ence, weak capacity or absence of a regulatory
and legal framework, duplication of roles, and
poor coordination. Institutions that tackle IFFs
must be independent from the political sphere,
as must the judiciary and the press.

Similarly, limited stakeholder consultation
and negotiation capacity may result in the
failure of DRM strategies. For example,
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Table 3.3 Acuteness of capacity needs for mobilizing domestic resources

(% of countries surveyed)

Area of capacity needs Very low Low Medium High Very high

Fighting [FFs 6.8
Revenue collection 2.3
Fiscal sustainability 23
Financial sector strengthening —
Fighting corruption 4.6
Social security and safety nets 4.7 25.6

Source: Africa Capacity Indicators database 2015.
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efforts to increase taxation in mining may
lead to conflicts between stakeholders and
government agencies; unless resolved before
implementation of an otherwise good tax pol-
icy, this may in turn further worsen an already
bad situation (as seen in the country case
study on Zambia). To address this omission,
capacity and strategies for consultation and
tax negotiations are needed. A stable policy
environment will enable the country to opti-
mize the returns from its mineral wealth. And
a fiscal regime that is transparent and con-
sistent with sound economic policies must be
implemented (Conrad 2012).

The first area in table 3.3—fighting [FFs—
has failed for two main reasons. First, African
countries have not participated in global fo-
rums or initiatives to tackle IFFs, such as the
EITI, the United Nations Tax Committee, and
the automatic exchange of information (Chong
and Lopez de Silanes 2015). Although African
membership in the EITI has expanded to more
than 20 countries that are either candidates
(implementing it but not yet compliant) or
compliant countries (having met all EITI re-
quirements), countries such as Angola, South
Africa, Sudan, and Zimbabwe have shown
no interest in joining. Second, few dedicated
agencies directly deal with IFFs even in bet-
ter resourced countries such as South Africa,

where the South African Revenue Service,
the Police Service, the Reserve Bank, and the
National Treasury all are responsible for curb-
ing IFFs. Outcomes have been poor in South
Africa, one of the countries worst affected by
IFFs (Ashman, Fine, and Newman 2011, this
report’s table 2.5). The ACBF has been work-
ing with partners such as the United Nations
Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA)
to raise awareness and start implementing
the recommendations of the Thabo Mbeki
High-Level Panel on Illicit Financial Flows
from Africa (box 3.3).

The foregoing partly suggests that forces
other than technical capacity may be at play.
Therefore, encouraging researchers and pub-
lic advocates to promote capacity building
constraints may prompt the political process
to address the theft and underutilization of
Africa’s resources. Additionally, indigeni-
zation and transformation policies (to build
requisite capabilities in coordination) should
be accelerated, particularly to encourage local
creative and entrepreneurial minds to enter
into sectors targeted for economic diversifica-
tion and growth.

Diffusing and encouraging the adoption of
mobile money, as in Kenya’s M-PESA, can
increase financial inclusion and mobilize

49



50

AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

Box 3.3 ACBF efforts in the fight against illicit financial flows from Africa and for
domestic resource mobilization: Role of knowledge forums

The ACBEF has initiated and supported knowledge forums to offer stakeholders platforms to share experiences
and lessons as well as discuss practical ways to tackle IFFs. In July 2015, the ACBF organized a High Level
Forum in the sidelines of the Third International Conference on Financing for Development. The theme of the
side event was Building the Capacity for Domestic Resource Mobilization (DRM) to achieve the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs). A key recommendation was to build capacity to combat IFF; this is an important
dimension in ensuring that countries deal with transfer pricing and other mechanisms that lead to the loss of
billions of dollars that could have supported the achievement of development goals. Such capacities relate to
tracking IFFs, stopping them, and recovering the resources.

The ACBEF also jointly organized two High Level Forums with the United Nations Economic Commission
for Africa (UNECA). The Forums sought to initiate practical actions to implement the recommendations of
the High-Level Panel on Illicit Financial Flows in Africa, chaired by former South African President H.E.
Thabo Mbeki. The ACBF has a crucial role to play in helping to act on recommendations to strengthen insti-
tutional, regulatory, and human capacity. The ACBF will assist with development and retention of capacities;
segmentation, coherence, prioritization, and sequencing; pilot projects, and domestic financing of capacity
development.

In conjunction with UNECA, the ACBF is also developing a DRM program that will help African countries
implement strategies to curb illicit flows and strengthen resource mobilization.

informal transfers. Building innovative and
legal capacity in financial technology may
increase financial development, with the at-
tendant benefits of optimal capital allocation
and better production risk management. It
could also enable African countries to de-
velop a competitive advantage in tradable
services and facilitate export diversification,
boosting trade revenue.

Key messages and policy
recommendations

African governments need to develop capaci-
ty to improve mobilization, effective use, and
allocation of resources; enhance the legitima-
cy of these efforts in the eyes of the public;
and manage the complex processes and in-
teractions in the politico-economy nexus.
Building capacity for DRM is not just about

increasing revenue—it also encompasses pro-
moting good governance, inclusiveness, and
social justice.

African countries are characterized by weak
tax administrations partly because of corrup-
tion and poor governance and low taxpayer
morale attributable to the disconnect between
tax payment and productive deployment of
collected taxes. Tax systems are often poor-
ly conceived and configured, inadequately
resourced, and staffed by poorly trained, low-
paid officials, incentivizing corruption and
tax evasion. Most tax offices have only basic
information technology systems.

Africa needs to come to grips with the vital
role of financial development in mobilizing
savings and other investable funds distribut-
ed across the continent and to channel them
into development projects, affordably. This



requires imagination and flair. More concrete-
ly, African countries should

« Continue to pursue building and learning
initiatives such as the EITI. More African
countries should become members.

e Adopt anonymous reporting mechanisms
that would permit civil society report on
corruption and other governance abuses.

* Quantify and publicize tax expenditure
to legitimize domestic resource mobiliza-
tion and garner popular support for it. Tax
exemptions and incentives must be mini-
mized. Anonymous reporting mechanisms
could be established.

* Minimize the number of tax exemptions
and incentives.

* Develop regulatory capacity to improve
tax expenditure efficiency by introducing
new legislation, eliminating irrelevant
regulations, and (for projects) supporting
intervention throughout the cycle.
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Develop the legal framework to ensure
information on the beneficial (ultimate)
ownership of legal entities and to ensure
transparent legal arrangements.

Address loopholes in tax design to counter
transfer pricing and other abuses.

Recruit staff members that are better trained
in ICT, extractive industries, forensic audit-
ing, and asset forfeiture and other legal areas.

Expand skill-transfer and capacity building
collaboration with revenue authorities in
developed countries and, particularly, seek
collaborative support where skills are rare
domestically.

Retain skilled personnel by improving
their terms of service and career develop-
ment pathways.

Ensure greater financial inclusion, including
hastening the pace of financial-product and
market innovation in ways that match the
peculiarities of Africa’s economic landscape.
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Country success stories: Building capacity
for mobilizing domestic resources
and curbing illicit financial flows

Several events in the past couple of decades
led Africa—under the auspices of the African
Union—to articulate policy initiatives that
could pave the way for sustainable and argu-
ably more predictable financing of its growth
and development needs.

First, the success of the reform, liberalization,
and macroeconomic stabilization policies
pursued by many African countries in re-
sponse to the “lost decade” of the 1980s and
early 1990s (Bates, Coatsworth, and Williams
2007), saw many of these countries weather
commodity price volatility better than they
had in the past. Second, this period ushered
in a wider spread of electoral democracy and
fewer conflicts and wars. Third, the emer-
gence of globally important emerging market
economies such as Brazil, China, India, and
Turkey, and their need for natural resource
inputs, led to mutually beneficial engagement
with Africa that is often different from that
with past colonizers.

Perhaps the most striking aspect for Goal 18
of Agenda 2063 (that Africa finance its own
growth and development) is the extent to
which many African countries withstood—if
not thrived—during the global financial crisis.
Goal 18 has since been encapsulated elabo-
rately in the program for domestic resource
mobilization (DRM) and many initiatives
have accordingly been put in place. Given
that the objective of the African Capacity
Building Foundation (ACBF) is to ensure that

African countries have the capacity to imple-
ment development programs successfully, it
is wise to take score of what individual coun-
tries have done in DRM and illicit financial
flows (IFFs), by highlighting successful cases
of capacity building and areas where inter-
ventions are still required.

Country domestic resource
mobilization efforts

The analysis draws on case studies in 14 coun-
tries: Cameroon, Cote d’Ivoire, the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC), Ethiopia, Ghana,
Kenya, Madagascar, Mali, Morocco, South
Africa, Togo, Uganda, Zambia, and Zim-
babwe. This sample is representative in size
of economy, macroeconomic performance,
democratization, stability of the national polity,
and geographic spread.' Six of the 14 coun-
tries show low tax effort: Cameroon, the DRC,
Ethiopia, Ghana, Madagascar, and Mali, based
on computed tax effort in chapter 2. Bear in
mind that many of the 14 have either recently
emerged from a long period of instability and
conflict or are still unstable.

The following three-pillared discussion synthe-
sizes DRM capacity building efforts (usually
programs) initiated to improve tax collection,
broaden the tax base (by improving informal
sector taxation), reduce capital flight, and in-
crease financial resource mobilization (through
formal and informal financial institutions).



Fiscal resource management

The tax base in most African countries is large-
ly composed of a small formal private sector,
large informal sector, and large public (gov-
ernment) and subsistence agriculture sectors.
Historically, tax laws allowed a great deal of
discretion in decision making, and tax authori-
ties had weak, bureaucratic tax administrations,
resulting in arbitrary tax assessments—all of
which can fuel corruption and tax evasion. To
correct matters and enhance DRM, countries
such as Ghana, Kenya, Morocco, South Af-
rica, and Zambia have put in place extensive
systems to build or improve revenue-collection
capacity. Morocco does not have a national
strategy on DRM or a DRM capacity building
vision—it has adopted fiscal reforms and has
the political will to do more, but state institu-
tions are not at a stage to match the interest.

The strategic plans of many of the revenue
authorities have six goals in common: opti-
mal revenue collection; maximum voluntary
tax compliance; a fair and transparent tax
environment; strong, professional, and
credible organization; compliance with stat-
utory nonrevenue obligations; and integrity
and good governance. Other goals include
modernizing operations through automation,
enforcing compliance by modernizing, im-
proving services to taxpayers, and efficiently
and effectively running the tax administration.
Tax authorities are making many regulatory
and administrative efforts to build capacity to
attain these goals.

Tax administrations have been modernized as
follows:

* Revenue authorities have been removed
from ministries and set up as autonomous
units with responsibilities for the collec-
tion of personal income tax, company tax,
value-added tax, import tax, and self-em-
ployment tax.
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» Tax administrations have been segmented
by taxpayer type: individuals, profession-
als, small and medium enterprises, and
large companies.

* Online tax platforms have been set up to
improve ease of use and enhance efficien-
cy, including e-filing by the South African
Revenue Service. (Cote d’Ivoire has pro-
posed this solution.)

* Information technology (IT) systems have
been introduced to enhance efficiency
and optimize revenue collection. These
systems include cargo scanning, integrat-
ed database management, and automatic
motor vehicle registration.

* Geographic information systems have
been deployed to locate informal taxpayers
(in Ghana, for example). High levels of in-
formality in agriculture and services are a
major constraint on tax collection in sever-
al of the 14 countries, and a few countries
(for example, Ghana and Zimbabwe) have
introduced presumptive taxes on infor-
mal activities, which could be adopted
elsewhere.

+ Rapid deployment forces have been set
up to curb smuggling, but it is not always
clear if they work. Many of the countries
have increased tax collection, but a direct
causal link between efforts to curb IFFs
and taxes collected is hard to establish.

Tax authorities have also recruited and
promoted qualified staff who are sensi-
tized to modernization programs through
change-management training. However,
several countries, such as Cote d’Ivoire, the
DRC, and Uganda, show a lack of human ca-
pacity in their tax administrations. The DRC
is one of the worst cases: the case study points
to a lack of human capacity at all levels. En-
gagement with taxpayers and tax education
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in Ghana (box 4.1) and Zambia have helped
increase voluntary compliance. This approach
could be encouraged elsewhere.

Besides optimizing tax revenues, measures
have been taken to build capacity to reduce
unnecessary tax expenditures, a problem
highlighted in several of the studies (Mad-
agascar, Mali, and Uganda, for example).
Tax expenditure leads to the government’s
foregoing revenue through tax laws that en-
able deductions or other concessions, as well

as deferral of tax liabilities. Development
partners and civil society have noted the
inefficiencies of tax incentives that reduce
tax income without a corresponding posi-
tive effect on investment (as seen in Mali).
The following measures are being put in
place by African governments to reduce tax
expenditure:

» Abolishing some tax exemptions and the
discretionary power of political principals
to grant them.

Box 4.1 The Ghana Revenue Authority modernization plan

In 2011, the Ghana Revenue Authority began to take steps to increase domestic revenue, including these:

* Integrating and modernizing through, for example, joint tax audits and information sharing about taxpayers

on liability for different taxes.

* Modifying the clearance on permit system—a facility that allows consignments to be removed from ports

quickly and the documentation perfected later. The process had become widely abused; modifying it result-

ed in a roughly 80 percent drop in its use.

* Introducing the Ghana Integrated Cargo Clearance System, which helps track the location of goods at the

ports.

* Deployment and widening coverage of the Valuation Assurance Programme.

» Establishing the Rapid Deployment Force by the Customs Division. The Force acts on intelligence reports

and clamps down on smugglers.

» Streamlining tax exemptions to reduce tax evasion.

» Educating and engaging with stakeholders across the country, raising voluntary tax compliance.

The Authority has a modernization plan that includes deploying a geographic information system to locate

taxpayers; creating a Post Clearance Unit in the Customs Division to promote compliance in valuation, origin

tariff classification, drawback, and exemption regimes; and automating domestic tax processes. Online regis-

tration and application platforms are being constructed.

Generally, administrative processes to ensure compliance have improved, tax evasion has been cut, and DRM

has been enhanced. However, the pace of progress needs to be accelerated. And challenges remain: for exam-

ple, staff members are not well paid, the informal sector is a major constraint, and incomes are underreported.

Source: Ghana country case study.




« Tightening the tax refund system so that
authorities make refunds only after certify-
ing them.

* Publishing tax expenditure reports, con-
tributing to greater transparency and better
fiscal forecasts by tax and by activity.

* Adopting the draft principles of the Task
Force on Tax and Development of the Or-
ganisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) to enhance trans-
parency and governance of tax incentives
for investment.

Domestically originated resource
retention

IFFs hurt development by reducing domestic
resources and tax revenues (see chapter 2).
The main factors that drive illicit outflows
in Africa are bad governance, weak and cor-
rupt regulatory structures, poorly structured
double taxation treaties, criminality, tax ex-
penditure, banking secrecy and tax havens,
and lack of social cohesion, which provides
unpatriotic partners for those abetting IFFs.
The bulk of illicit resource drainage from
African countries emanates from commercial
transactions initiated by multinational cor-
porations in mining (Boyce and Ndikumana
2011, Lopes et al. 2015). Several African
countries appear to have sought to confront
these IFFs head on. Legal, administrative, and
human resource capacity building programs
have been initiated, such as

* Enacting transfer-pricing legislation, in-
cluding general antiavoidance and “thin
capitalization” provisions.

« Strengthening human capacity for con-
ducting forensic audits and transfer-pricing
analysis in mining enterprises, analy-
sis for use in financial and cybercrime

AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

investigations, asset forfeitures, and other
legal matters.

» Engaging with development partners such
as the OECD to provide training in identi-
fying and dealing with transfer pricing.

» Establishing compliance risk committees
that oversee the development and imple-
mentation of a cross-functional strategy
and related work plans.

+ Improving coordination = mechanisms
among the institutions mandated to fight
IFFs.

Harmonizing the fragmented legal
frameworks that deal with IFFs.

* Introducing instruments to monitor inflows,
outflows, and international transactions.

+ Implementing mining-specific fiscal re-
gimes to optimize revenue from this source.

The case studies show that IFFs require much
to be done. Box 4.2 lists some initiatives in
Uganda. Even in the countries where institu-
tions and organizations have been set up, such
as South Africa, IFFs remain a huge problem.
Better coordination among institutions (where
they exist) is required. Human capacity in
specialized skills needs to be boosted.

Financial resource generation and use

Financial sector reforms are the third pillar
of the DRM program effort and are meant to
help mobilize savings for production or de-
velopment projects. After decades of financial
repression, many African governments have
initiated programs to liberalize the financial
sector to foster development. Recently, with
a nudge from the World Bank and other
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Box 4.2 Initiatives to curb illicit financial flows and improve domestic resource
mobilization in Uganda

The government has established agencies and passed laws, such as the

Financial Intelligence Authority.

Capital Markets Authority, Director of Public Prosecutions.

Inspector General of Government.
Insurance Regulatory Authority.

Uganda Revenue Authority.
Anti-Money Laundering Act, 2013.
Institutions Act, 2004.

Financial Institutions Regulations, 2010.
Anti-Corruption Act, 2009.
Anti-Terrorist Act, 2002.

Capital Markets Authority Act.

IFFs are still problematic, however, in part because of weak regulatory and law-enforcement capacity.

Source: Uganda country case study.

development agencies, financial inclusion has
gained a deserved place of importance (box
4.3). These reforms include efforts to

Privatize financial institutions to improve
efficiency in the banking sector.

Strengthen the supervisory and regulatory
framework of the financial sector by giving
central banks responsibility for licensing
and regulating financial institutions.

Facilitate supervisory cooperation and in-
formation sharing by central banks.

Deepen financial markets through pension
fund reforms to mobilize and allocate
long-term funding that can be deployed to
finance capital projects within the public or
private sector.

Advocate for domestic-currency government
bond markets to foster debt sustainability and
mitigate potential external financial shocks.

Encourage product innovation such as
diaspora bonds or infrastructure (project)
bonds that can serve as mechanisms for
rallying the diaspora’s resources.

Develop a critical mass of skills in finan-
cial management to reduce costs.

Consolidate developmental finance insti-
tutions to create institutions with sufficient
scale and resources (such as microfinance
institutions) to play a catalytic role in fi-
nancing nascent productive activities.

Use public—private partnerships to fund
large capital infrastructure projects that
sometimes cannot be accommodated fully
under government budgets.

Enhance financial inclusion by encourag-
ing mobile banking.

Formalize remittance flows to boost liquid-
ity and supplement household income.
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Box 4.3 Savings in Ethiopia’s informal financial sector

Because of Ethiopia’s large rural population, very few assets are held as cash. Many people, particularly those
in rural areas, use traditional or informal ways of saving and mobilizing resources. Hence the portfolio choice
may vary between rural and urban poor households, but both hold one or more of the following: cash (when
liquidity and convenience are the priority), animals (for current use and future resale), and gold, silver, or other
precious metals.

Equb and Iddir are the two most important and widespread socioeconomic ties that act as traditional financial
associations. The focus of Iddir is provision of collective support for any member in times of need (sickness,
death, and so on) using contributed or saved resources by its members. It is usually formed among people
living in the same areas.

The focus of Equb is on mobilizing rotating saving by members during a fixed period. The total amount col-
lected is disbursed to a given member until all are given the opportunity in turn. Members contribute to Equb
daily, weekly, or monthly. The main motivation is to collect a large sum and disburse it to members for future

investment, based on a preagreed sequence or spot lottery.

Source: Ethiopia country case study.

Country achievements in mobilizing
domestic resources

This section provides a mixed “audit report”
of the case study countries—progress in some,
poor results in others.

Fiscal resources

Of the three pillars of a DRM roadmap,
the pooling and use of fiscal resources is,
by far, the most popularly associated with
DRM. African countries have sought to im-
prove fiscal revenues to boost DRM. These
reforms include measures to modernize rev-
enue management administration, expand
the tax base by introducing value-added tax
(VAT) systems, improve facility for collec-
tion through the Pay as You Earn progressive
tax system, increase tax revenue from the
mining sector, and introduce targeted taxes.
These measures are often introduced as a
result of the volatility of external resources

such as foreign aid and foreign direct invest-
ment (FDI).

A number of initiatives have been adopted.
First, revenue services have been modernized
(as in Ghana and Togo) by integrating the
various revenue agencies into one coherent
institution and by redesigning and improving
the business processes and procedures of the
tax services. Many African countries have
expanded the use of information and commu-
nications technology (ICT) in tax collection.
Second, tax systems such as VAT (Ghana) and
Pay as You Earn (Zimbabwe), which are easy
to administer, have replaced cumbersome and
ineffective tax systems. Third, greater efforts
have been made to tax the mining industry. For
example, the Zambian tax authority has imple-
mented the Mineral Value Chain Monitoring
Project to enhance transparency and optimize
revenue collection. However, in most countries
—including Zambia—the political power that
the mining sector wields has hampered efforts
to extract greater taxes from the sector.
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To hold onto fees collected, Zambia has in-
stituted the direct deposit of fees. This action
has helped the government mobilize resourc-
es (box 4.4).1°

Zimbabwe has introduced innovative target-
ed taxes such as the AIDS levy and the rural
electrification levy. It launched the AIDS levy
in 2000 to finance HIV/AIDS interventions
and to complement external funding, as well
as to fund activities of the National AIDS
Council. The levy is charged on individuals,
companies, and trusts at 3 percent of income
tax assessed and has led to an increase in
tax revenue from $5.7 million in 2009 to
$33.5 million in 2013.!® The funds from the
AIDS levy are allocated to different program
areas through an independent board appointed
by the Minister of Health and Child Welfare.
Zimbabwe’s adult HIV prevalence declined
from 27 percent in 1998 to 15 percent in
2012, despite a decline in donor funding
(Zimbabwe country case study).

Similarly, the rural electrification program (a
levy of 3 percent on electricity consumers)

has improved access to electricity in rural
areas. In addition, the adoption of prepaid
meters has ensured a low default rate.

These innovative tax measures may have been
occasioned by Zimbabwe’s crisis; however,
their lessons (and benefits) are significant and
transferrable to other African countries.

Historically, African countries have had a large
informal sector. The informal sector in Zambia,
for example, was estimated at 33 percent of
GDP in 2010 (Central Statistical Office 2014).
In 2004, Zambia introduced the presumptive
tax on taxis and minibuses and the turnover tax
on small enterprises. In 2005 and 2007, a base
tax on marketers and the advance income tax
for cross-border traders were introduced.

Zimbabwe introduced its own presumptive
tax in 2005. The tax targeted transportation
business owners, hairdressing salons, infor-
mal traders, cross-border traders, restaurants,
liquor stores, cottage industries, and commer-
cial waterborne vessels. These businesses are
expected to pay the tax quarterly (table 4.1).

Box 4.4 Direct deposit of fees in Zambia

From January 2013, the government made it mandatory for all ministries, provinces, and revenue-collecting

statutory bodies to deposit all collections of fees and fines directly into the treasury bank account. Reports

from the Auditor General had previously shown theft and misappropriation of funds.

This initiative has led to

* Improved revenue collections in 2013: the envisaged budget collections from user fees and charges were
K283,709 (about $50,951) and the outturn was K852,167 (about $153,041).

* Improved transparency: the initiative has been directly linked to reducing corruption and rent-seeking be-

havior. A “bribe index” released in 2013 showed that the passport office was among institutions whose

rating improved sharply.

» Improved skills for officers trained in Internet banking (to deal with the direct deposits).

Source: Zambia case study.
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Table 4.1 Presumptive tax in Zimbabwe

Presumptive tax
($ per quarter

Description for each vehicle)
8 to 14 passengers 150
Omnibuses 15 to 24 passengers 175
25 to 36 passengers 300
37 passengers and above 450
Taxi-cab All 100
Class 4 vehicles 500
Class 1 and 2 vehicles 600
Driving schools  More than 10 tonnes but less than 20 tonnes 1,000
More than 20 tonnes 2,500
10 tonnes or less but with combination of truck and trailers of more than 15 but less than 20 tonnes 2,500

Source: ZIMRA website, accessed March 16, 2015.

The importance of the presumptive tax model
cannot be stressed enough. The informal
economy in most African countries is so
pervasive that a tax system that assumes the
dominance of structured payroll platforms
would be inappropriate. A tailored, workable
national tax system must assume two things:
some presence of structured payroll platforms
in the formal sector populated by government
and registered-firm employment and a sig-
nificant presence of an “ombudsman-like”
tax-collection platform in an informal sector
populated by disparate sets of self-employed
individuals and associations with nonnormal
earning patterns.

Domestically originated resource
retention

Africa is losing increasing amounts of capital
to illegal capital flight. Some estimates put this
figure at $50 billion a year (figure 2.7). IFFs
are facilitated by transfer mispricing, falsified
invoicing, and tax abuse, especially by mining
companies. This situation may partly explain
why resource-rich countries such as the DRC,

Nigeria, and Tanzania are home to almost half
the total poor on the continent and why they
have fared poorly on attaining the Millennium
Development Goals. IFFs rob the continent of
resources by reducing both tax revenue and
the availability of investable funds, and this is
particularly problematic for a region that has
had an investment-savings gap for many years
(table 4.2). It has been estimated that by curb-
ing IFFs, Africa could reap up to $520 billion
annually in tax revenues and more than
$168 billion a year in mineral royalties.

In 2011, gross domestic savings in Africa
were only 16.1 percent of GDP, whereas in-
vestment needs were 22.1 percent of GDP

Table 4.2 Savings and investment in Africa
(% of GDP)

1980-89  1990-99  2000-11
Gross domestic savings 20.1 17.2 21.0
Gross domestic investment 243 19.7 21.5
Investment—saving gap 42 2.5 0.5

Source: Calculations based on Africa Development Indicators.
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(Africa Development Indicators database).
Additionally, only three mineral-rich African
countries averaged more than 25 percent of
GDP in tax income: Botswana, the DRC, and
South Africa. The example of Zambia illus-
trates this point vividly. Mining taxes stood at
only 3.7 percent of GDP in 2011. As figure 4.1
illustrates, IFFs in Zambia have been increas-
ing faster than FDI, largely attributable to the
easing of capital controls before enforcement
capacity limitations were addressed. Moreo-
ver, although a raft of institutions are tasked
to combat IFFs—the Anti-Corruption Com-
mission, the Drug Enforcement Commission,
and the Financial Intelligence Centre—none
of them is specifically tasked with combat-
ing IFFs, especially in mining. And, as in
other African countries, no laws specifically
criminalize IFFs, nor have there been any
prosecutions under related laws.

Box 4.5 highlights the tax authorities’ efforts
in Ethiopia. The Ethiopian Revenue and Cus-
toms Authority is devising systems to limit
underinvoicing while encouraging resource

mobilization. Through a proclamation, the
authority tried to change how it does business
on efficiency, IFF monitoring, and adminis-
tration of foreign trade.

Leveraging financial resources

The effort to mobilize savings and other
financial resources across Africa has taken
different paths. Countries such as Kenya,
South Africa, and Uganda have focused on
developing their banks and stock markets
with varying degrees of success. In South Af-
rica for example, financial development does
not seem to have translated into better growth
outcomes. Ojah and Mokoaleli-Mokoteli
(2010) attribute this to South Africa’s failure
to tailor its financial inclusion (productive
financial intermediation) programs in a way
that recognizes two economies and provides
financial services effectively.

Among the lower-income African coun-
tries, Ethiopia seems to have been a major

Figure 4.1 Trends in illicit financial flows and foreign direct investment in Zambia
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innovator. Commercial bank branches have
increased from 681 at the end of 2010 to
1,286 by the end of 2012. Similarly, the
state-owned Commercial Bank of Ethio-
pia has increased its branch network by
167 percent over the same period. The
Ethiopian government has also established
pension programs for employees of the gov-
ernment, nongovernmental organizations,
and private companies. A housing savings
program in Ethiopia that encourages low-
and middle-income earners to save up to
40 percent has been launched, and depos-
it-taking microfinance institutions have been
set up. Collectively, these programs have
boosted the savings rate from 5.2 percent of
GDP in 2009-10 to 17.7 percent in 2012—13.
These savings have been supplemented by
Ethiopia-issued diaspora bonds, which were
initiated to finance large projects such as the
Grand Renaissance Dam.
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In contrast, deposit taking has collapsed in
Zimbabwe (figure 4.2). The Zimbabwe case
study argues that this drop resulted from the
legacy of hyperinflation and loss of confi-
dence in the financial system, which led to
low capacity to save because of low dispos-
able incomes.

Remittances from migrant workers can be a
critical source of savings in Africa (Mohapa-
tra and Ratha 2011). For example in Uganda,
they are the second-largest contributor to for-
eign exchange as a share of GDP (figure 4.3).
However, channeling these resources to pro-
ductive use has proved challenging because
remittances mainly come through informal
channels as a result of the high costs of formal
avenues. ICT-driven innovation may bring
about competition to the remittances market
and may help formalize this potentially cru-
cial source of resources.

Box 4.5 lllicit financial flows and the government’s response in Ethiopia

Enactment of customs proclamation number 622/2009 and subsequent institutional improvements of the Ethi-
opian Revenue and Customs Authority have contributed to growth of revenue from international transactions.
According to a senior official at the Authority, the major institutional changes are directed to increasing ef-
ficiency and reducing corrupt and fraudulent acts. The enormous networks of corrupt practices established
among many importers and similar clients, customs officials, and transit agents have been reduced, and new
customs officials, most of them women, have made it harder to reestablish them.

Yet trade misinvoicing is still a major source of [FFs. Although the law makes import underinvoicing illegal, it
has become almost a norm.

The Authority uses a customs valuation that lists the minimum international prices of goods and services using
the imports revalued for tax and tariff determination. However, importers or their transit agents have access
to this customs valuation, and they use it to adjust import prices accordingly. It is likely that the actual import
prices are much higher than the ones in the customs duties and that IFFs of this form are huge.

As a further countermeasure, the Authority has identified trade partner countries that recorded the accuracy of
imported items and documentation. For example, imports from most European Union countries are considered
genuine, whereas imports from countries that often show nongenuine pricing are subject to close scrutiny by
customs officials. Regardless of these efforts, illicit flows in the import sector are still unacceptably high.

Source: Ethiopia case study.
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Figure 4.2 Savings in Zimbabwe
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Figure 4.3 Workers’ remittances to Uganda, 1999-2014
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Note: GDP = gross domestic product; ODA = official development assistance.

In Kenya, the adoption of mobile banking remittances. M-PESA has close to 16 million
has enabled cheap and accessible transaction users, and transfers tens of millions of Ken-
services, including for sending and receiving yan shillings a day. The “banked” population



has increased from 27.4 percent in 2006
to 66.7 percent in 2013 (table 4.3). Mobile
money may very well be the tool that formal-
izes the informal financial sector.!”

Sovereign wealth funds are potentially anoth-
er tool that could fund development projects.
More than 10 African countries already have
them. Zimbabwe’s was capitalized with
$500,000 and allocations of 25 percent of
royalty fees from mineral exports. However,
the success of this mechanism may depend
on taming the political influence of mining
firms and on using the funds through good
governance—with both transparency and
accountability.

Key messages

Fiscal resource mobilization is the area with
the most visible programs and notable suc-
cesses: Morocco, South Africa, Zambia, and
Zimbabwe are exemplars. But efforts have
been lopsided in favor of fiscal-resource
pooling while little or nothing has been
done for better managing fiscal expenditure.
Far-reaching success will be achieved only
if resource pooling and expenditure are
viewed as two sides of the same coin. A se-
rious gap also remains in demonstrating the
efficient use of fiscal resources for service
delivery.

No thought seems to have been given to the
possible growth-stifling effect of a fiscal-re-
source pooling effort that emphasizes almost
exclusively raising tax rates or revenue. Most
glaring is the seeming lack of appreciation of
how appropriate the national tax system may
be for the economy’s production structure.

Efforts to retain domestically generated re-
sources appear to be the least developed pillar
of the DRM program in Africa. No country
recorded any direct success worth reporting,
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Table 4.3 Financial inclusion and
exclusion in Kenya (%)

2006 2009 2013
Formal 274 413 66.7
Informal 333 27.2 7.8
Excluded 393 314 25.4

Source: FSD Kenya 2013.

not even South Africa which, among African
countries, has the most sophisticated institu-
tional infrastructure for mitigating resource
leakages through IFFs. Key among the re-
quired institutions are effective legal and
national tax systems and relatively efficient
financial markets. Most African countries
simply lack the wherewithal to provide the
most basic infrastructure or human resources
to deal with IFFs. Similarly, even where tax
systems have been reengineered to stop the
leakage at its source, as in the case of the
mineral resource tax innovation in Zambia,
the lack of political will has rendered efforts
ineffective.

Financial resource mobilization has been
ongoing in Africa since the World Bank and
other development agencies bought into
the robust empirical findings on the nexus
between finance and economic growth, espe-
cially with the bent that finance leads growth
(King and Levine 1993a and 1993b). They
then pushed the financial liberalization agen-
da onto their member states. Some success
stories have been recorded among the case
studies: Ethiopia, Kenya, and Zambia.

Most—if not all—African countries fail to ap-
preciate the crucial role of financial resource
mobilization. A well-developed and nuanced
financial system would pool the investable
funds in the macroeconomy and channel
them into the most attractive production and
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development projects. Yet apart from the
three success countries just mentioned, Af-
rican countries have not made holistic or
appropriate efforts for such financial inclu-
sion. This new agenda would support efforts
to foster fiscal resource mobilization (includ-
ing taxpayer tracking and payment receipt
mechanisms) and spur retention of resources

that would otherwise go offshore in search
of “financial safe havens” or high investment
returns.

The problems bedeviling the DRM effort are
further elaborated in the next chapter, with
the objective of encouraging stakeholders to
modify their strategies.
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Lessons and capacity building for
actors mobilizing domestic resources

This chapter shares the lessons learned for
domestic resource mobilization (DRM) and
illicit financial flows (IFFs) in Africa. It also
highlights what has worked or not and exam-
ines the capacity development imperatives
to be addressed, focusing on civil society,
government, the private sector, and cooperat-
ing partners, with the goal of gauging where
they are best equipped to internalize good
practices.

Africa’s remarkable growth performance
over the past decade, despite continuing
developmental and security challenges in
several countries, has resulted in positive
outcomes—the rate of poverty has declined
(though modestly), human capital attain-
ment has increased, and infant mortality
rates have declined. This growth has been
facilitated partly by a favorable external
environment. Additionally, economic, po-
litical, and governance institutions have
improved. However, in the wake of the
global financial crisis, the external environ-
ment has become unfavorable. No wonder
that the discourse over what will finance an
ambitious post-2015 agenda in developing
countries has shifted from external to do-
mestic sources.

In the face of these external realities, it is
doubtful that gains in the policy and insti-
tutional environment in Africa can sustain
higher economic growth or structural trans-
formation. Natural resource—driven growth
does not seem to trickle down to the poor, as
seen in the fact that the Democratic Republic
of Congo, Nigeria, and Tanzania, with huge

natural resources, remain home to almost half
the total poor on the continent and have fared
dismally on attaining the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals.

Africa needs, therefore, to engender dynam-
ic structural change by being innovative and
proactive, taking risks, and remaining stead-
fast in good policies. This approach is what
Mthanti and Ojah (2015) term “entrepreneur-
ial orientation at the aggregate level.” These
capabilities may be particularly important
for Africa as the limitations of the well-trod-
den path of structural transformation—the
“farm-to-factory transition”—may no longer
be available for developing countries. Rodrik
(2014: 11-12) notes:

The first wave of industrializers such
as Britain and Germany put more
than 30 percent of their labour force
in manufacturing before they began to
deindustrialize. Among Asian export-
ers, the most successful such as Korea
reached a peak well below 30 percent.
Today, countries such as India, along
with many Latin American countries,
are deindustrializing from peaks that
do not exceed the mid-teens. Even
Vietnam, which is one of the most suc-
cessful recent industrializers, shows
signs of having peaked at 14 percent
of employment. Yet Vietnam is still a
poor country, and in an earlier period
would have had many more years of
further industrialization. The reasons
for this common pattern of premature
deindustrialization are probably a
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combination of global demand shifts,
global competition, and technological
changes. Whatever the reason, Africa
finds itself in an environment where it
is facing much stronger head winds.

Africa’s path to development may very well
be from “farm to laboratory.” Mobilizing
resources to acquire capabilities in research
and development, technology transfer, educa-
tion and training, and management methods
may be critical for growth. This ought not to
discourage Africans, for two reasons. First,
Africa has the natural capital to invest in this
structural change and its linked transition.
Had IFFs from Africa been prevented, Africa
actually would have been a net creditor to
the rest of the world: in the four decades to
2010, Africa lost $1.3 trillion through IFFs,
far exceeding its liabilities for that period
(Ndikumana 2015). Second, in a rudimentary
way, this process may already be occurring—
as seen in Kenya’s M-PESA.

DRM—more widely conceived and pursued
——can enable the structural transformation,
growth, and development that Africa seeks.
The DRM strategies in the case study coun-
tries, however, were concentrated (on tax
collection, the tax base, savings, and IFFs)
and failed to emphasize broad-based DRM:
national systems of innovation, imitative
learning, or special harnessing of human
capital—the type of holistic, national effort
that has lifted the likes of China, India, Korea,
and Malaysia).'®

Engendering such entrepreneurial orientation
would require broader DRM than acquiring
fiscal resources and savings. DRM—broadly
defined as generating resources from all do-
mestic sources, including mobilizing human
capital and innovative capabilities, and dif-
fusing these capabilities through socially
productive and audacious investments—may
be more appropriate.

Lessons for the future

The focus of this section is what countries
have failed to do or attempted inappropriate-
ly, to serve as lessons for the future.

Managing fiscal resources

The fiscal resource mobilization pillar of
DRM is the most visible program that Afri-
can countries have pursued and where notable
successes have been recorded (chapter 4).
Important lessons are summarized in the fol-
lowing bullets.

* At the basic level and despite a wide lit-
erature, there is, surprisingly, a lack of
appreciation of the role of taxes and the
national tax system. This may be traceable
to the continent’s undue reliance on natural
resource earnings or foreign aid, and the
refusal or inability to adapt or “own” the
colonial-era tax system.

» This refusal or inability may also have
yielded inappropriate national tax systems
which, lacking an “ombudsman-like” tax
collection orientation,' would perennial-
ly pool insufficient tax revenue. Though
authorities in Zambia and Zimbabwe ap-
preciate the need to collect from the large
informal sector (chapter 4), few other
countries understand the need to design
holistic tax systems for the characteristics
of their production structure.

* The DRM program may therefore miss its
mark unless African countries advance tax
systems that match their production struc-
ture. Instead of increasing fiscal resources
by bringing into the fold all taxable in-
come earners, they may essentially shift
the tax burden to those in the informal
sector—arguably the least able to bear it.
An ombudsman-like tax system would



bring all taxable economic units under the
national tax umbrella and spread the tax
burden widely, while increasing the reve-
nue pool.

The above strongly suggests the need to
expand the potential tax base of a coun-
try and not just increase the tax revenue
pool from a relatively stagnant tax base
by accessing formerly unreached parts of
that base. Tax targeting must protect the
“egg-laying hens.” For example, produc-
tion units in the competitive sectors of
the economy can be preferentially taxed,
and taxation on the wider populace can
be targeted at the consumption point and
less at the income receipt point. Yet this
important determination of tax points and
targets seems remote to the fiscal resource
management thinking of most, if not all, of
the countries surveyed.

Few African countries grasp the fact that
a tax system derives its legitimacy from a
clear connection between payment of tax
and the provisioning of beneficial econom-
ic or social infrastructure. Except for the
HIV/AIDS levy and electricity tax in Zim-
babwe and toll roads in South Africa, most
countries seem to have made little effort
to demonstrate to citizens how their tax
money is spent. This lack of accountabil-
ity, worsened by the prevalence of official
corruption and a general sense of govern-
ment inefficiency, reflects governments’
efforts at tax collection as an exercise in
state coercion.

The widespread disconnect between taxa-
tion and general fiscal (and accompanying
monetary) policy in African countries is
mainly reflected in the seeming decoup-
ling of government expenditure plans and
tax collection, often culminating in poor
implementation of annual fiscal budgets
and ill-designed and wasteful subsidies—a
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scenario best exemplified by Nigeria. Such
apparent decoupling renders ineffective
most efforts centered on the fiscal mobili-
zation pillar.

* Another lesson that appears lost on many
African countries is one that the South
African Revenue Service illustrates with
distinction—the importance of providing
taxpayers with accessible information and
payment avenues. The Service has sensi-
bly done this by leveraging information
and communications technology (ICT). It
gives citizens the confidence that the tax
process is theirs and that it is meant to
serve them. Thus they can question what
is not clear about the process and have ex-
pectations about process outcomes as well.

Mitigating resource leakages

Of the three pillars of the DRM program,
efforts to retain domestically originated re-
sources appear the least developed (or least
successful). No country among those sur-
veyed recorded any success of note, not even
South Africa, which has the most sophisti-
cated institutional infrastructure in this area.
The following are findings and lessons that
African countries should draw on to retain
revenues from natural resources.

* Decision makers seem unaware that Af-
rica’s commodities (especially natural
resources) are exhaustible, and they have
no plans to strategically exploit the re-
sources and manage the proceeds. The
leaders distinguish, for instance, very little
link between setting up a sovereign wealth
fund and reckoning the exhaustibility of
natural resource endowments, unlike some
Middle Eastern, East Asian, and Scandi-
navian countries. Such funds could help
diversify and expand the economy and tax
base by, for example, earmarking funds

67



68

AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

for specific investment and development
projects.

At a more fundamental level of checking
resource leakage—common in Africa’s
mineral resource sectors—records need
to be kept systematically on resource
volumes. Recordkeeping can incentiv-
ize responsible governments to plan for
immediate and long-term uses of these
resources, and check the engagement of
multinational corporations with coun-
tries’ mineral sectors. Such moves may
convince citizens of government ac-
countability and stewardship of shared
mineral wealth. Thus the Extractive In-
dustries Transparency Initiative can be
useful for African countries that are yet to
be signatories.

Many African countries for a long time
showed no appreciation for how effec-
tively foreign direct investment (FDI)
incentives can be used to leverage positive
spillovers (Asiedu 2006). Transfer pric-
ing—linked leakage must be preempted.
Further, lockup periods for nonrepatriation
of profits and local content requirements of
FDI firms’ production should be enforced
to transfer capabilities and to create jobs
and upstream or downstream businesses.
Such measures would create and retain
taxes that would otherwise leak.

Another form of resource leakage that is
hardly mentioned, but is associated with
corrupt governments or inefficient customs
services and trade ministries, is the “levi-
ty” with which import duties are handled.
The lack of seriousness in this important
resource-pooling effort is equivalent to
shipping significant national fiscal resourc-
es offshore. The taxing mechanism’s role
of allowing only needed imports into the
country and supporting domestic business
creation is essentially forgone.

Most African countries lack the wherewith-
al to provide the most basic infrastructure
or high-level human resources to check
resource leakage. Where tax systems have
been reengineered to stop the leakage at
the source, as in the mineral-resource tax
innovation in Zambia, the lack of political
will has rendered the effort ineffective.
This lack of political will appears perva-
sive on the continent.

Given that the types of resource leakages
common across Africa are dissimilar to
what is seen in other parts of the world,
it is unlikely that global watchdog organi-
zations will be formed anytime soon. The
onus is therefore on African countries to
create collaborative cross-border efforts
to assume the tasks of checking IFFs and
to reinforce intelligence sharing, apply
the lessons of efficient policing of tax
evasion and transfer pricing, and pursue a
common approach to dealing with multi-
national firms that discourages them from
exploiting countries through unfair nego-
tiations. But for this kind of cross-country
and regional effort to work, it must be
enforced.

Often viewed as outside the efforts to fore-
stall domestic resource leakage, financial
markets are extremely useful for mitigat-
ing IFFs. When functioning well, financial
markets at least serve as an alternative
repository of that portion of financial re-
source leakage that goes offshore in search
of safe havens. Given that for the past dec-
ade or two Africa’s national equity markets
have provided some of the highest risk-ad-
justed returns, no capital outflows from the
continent can truly be classified as leakage
in these terms. If at all, they can be justi-
fied by the generally weaker institutional
environment of Africa’s national financial
markets. The bulk of the resource leakage
is indeed made up of IFFs.



Mobilizing financial resources

The importance of financial resource mo-
bilization for successful, broadly defined
DRM cannot be gainsaid: not only does it
release the most mobile domestic resources,
but if properly implemented it also allocates
resources in ways that enhance sustainable
structural change and development. But hard-
ly any African countries appreciate this.

The following are lessons, largely of omis-
sion, that African countries should consider
in their capacity imperatives to engender a
holistic, broad-based DRM strategy.

 For financial resource mobilization, saving
is paramount. (Current DRM efforts in
African countries fail to reflect this.) De-
velopment agency personnel and African
governments are often heard repeating that
they need savings to invest and grow, but
their economies are not developed enough
to offer meaningful incomes that would
permit saving. Indeed, the African region
registers low savings among developing
regions (see figure 2.3 and table 4.2). Un-
fortunately, savings mobilization seems to
have been turned into a “chicken-or-egg”
conundrum, which it is not. Saving is ar-
guably the most important pillar of DRM,
and significant savings volumes across
African countries are yet to be mobilized.

* Financial inclusion is the most genuine
approach for mobilizing the savings dis-
persed across Africa’s pockets of sparsely
populated rural communities and subur-
ban areas. Sadly, financial inclusion is not
viewed as the integral part of DRM that it
should be—they both belong to a continu-
um of a broader development agenda.

» Kenya has led the way on how financial in-
clusion can be enabled, by leveraging ICT
in a typical African financial landscape
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that does not support profitable banking
because of low population density and
weak institutions. But not many countries
are emulating Kenya (Allen, Carletti, et al.
2012). Financial resource mobilization
will not succeed in Africa without a mean-
ingful embrace of financial inclusion—and
that will materialize only if Africa’s special
landscapes are considered by new financial
products and markets that are nuanced and
affordable enough to reach members who
have been financially excluded. Microf-
inance institutions are also an important
part of the broader financial inclusion
agenda that need to be further explored for
enhancing DRM.

Financial market integration across Afri-
ca’s subregions appears to be a neglected
element of financial mobilization. Pursued
wisely, it would enhance the size and depth
of Africa’s characteristically splintered and
small national financial markets, facilitate
flows of funds across the continent, and
lower capital costs.

In only two countries studied did the fi-
nancial mobilization pillar of DRM reveal
government awareness of how policy in-
centives can drive the initiation of financial
institutions and markets, and guide these
entities to be efficient in mobilizing finan-
cial resources. Policies should focus on
incentive alignment rather than on direct
mandates, to avoid the inefficiency that
can result from mixing a productive policy
tool with politics.

The African Development Bank’s well-ad-
vised push for African countries to
establish local-currency government bond
markets is yet to be widely embraced.
Such markets can help countries fund fis-
cal deficits while holding unsustainable
external indebtedness at bay; weather ex-
ternal financial shocks; provide additional
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channels for diaspora funds; support devel-
opment of contractual saving institutions
such as pension funds and insurance firms;
and reduce the cost of capital.

* As fundamental as a good institutional
environment is to efficient operation of
financial (especially capital) markets, al-
most none of the countries studied flagged
an efficient legal environment or appropri-
ate regulation and supervision as enablers
of effective and efficient financial markets.
This kind of environment is, contrary to
what many believe, perhaps more vital for
countries devising financial products and
markets than those already having them.

The capacity building required for
participants in domestic resource
mobilization

This section links the foregoing capacity
building imperatives to the stakeholders who
will fulfill them.

Civil society

Civil society’s role in most nation-building
matters is primarily advocacy for the com-
mon good. On fiscal resource management,
the following capacity gaps were highlight-
ed in previous sections: Governments lack
the capacity to legitimize the tax process by
providing citizens with all information about
the tax process. Citizens lack the ability to
ask questions, receive answers, to easily
make payments, and see the connection be-
tween tax collection and benefits to payers.
The necessary communication apparatus that
governments need to perform this vital ser-
vice can be put in place and made operational
quickly, should civil society demand govern-
ment action on it.

For mitigating resource leakage, civil socie-
ty can help put into place missing capacities
in four areas: document what resources (es-
pecially mineral resources) societies have
and disseminate such statistics freely to the
public; ensure transparency on FDI-attracting
incentives, how (or which) domestic players
benefit, and how the value chain of produc-
tion from natural resource endowments are
harnessed to benefit citizens; reveal whether
government customs services are serious
about collecting mandated official import
duties and are encouraging or protecting
competitors to domestic businesses; and
encourage the political will to tax natural re-
source exploitation in ways that stop the huge
leakage of domestic resources.

Civil society can intervene by advocating the
immediate provisioning of these functions to
build, record, keep, and disseminate statistics,
as well as to enforce statutes. It can also op-
erate as “shadow monitoring” organs, tapping
into the massive pool of global civil society
partners, such as Transparency International.

Government

Without doubt, the fingerprints of govern-
ments ought to be firmly on capacity building
efforts for scaling up broad-based DRM.

Enhancing fiscal resource management

This pillar appears to be entirely the respon-
sibility of governments to scale up. Based
largely on the lessons learned, the following
are some of the important capacity impera-
tives in this area.

Countries need to reconsider the fundamental
role of taxation in state building and statecraft
and to redesign their tax systems to incor-
porate national characteristics in a holistic
tax frame. Governments must differentiate



between expanding the tax reach to varied
economic groups to increase tax revenue and
expanding the taxable income base to sustain-
ably increase tax revenue as they strategically
determine the points of taxation and progres-
sive placement of the tax burden.

Legitimizing the tax collection process by
overtly accounting for and demonstrating pro-
ductive use of tax proceeds is as important as
upholding citizens’ tax payment obligations.
The fiscal resource management pillar of
DRM should view the tax-collection and fis-
cal-expenditure processes as two sides of the
same coin, to engender realistic low-deficit
annual budgets that are executed reasonably.

The legislature must demonstrate a clear
understanding of the role of taxes in govern-
ance and mandate that the relevant revenue
authorities design fitting national tax systems.
Together with the revenue authorities, it must
design fair (tax distribution) and easily im-
plementable (effective collection-point) tax
systems, with education and training support
drawing on local, regional, and internation-
al expertise, as well as practitioners in tax,
economic demographics, macroeconomics,
governance, and statecraft, among other areas.

Revenue authorities must reorient themselves,
as the South African Revenue Service has, to
recognize that an important reason for their
existence is to serve the people. Revenue au-
thorities’ acquisition and deployment of ICT
would make fulfilling this function relatively
easy.

Curbing resource leakage

Effective leadership exemplified by clear
demonstration of political will to enforce
sensible and productive laws should be an im-
perative. The customs, tax authorities, police,
judiciary, and central bankers (regulators and
supervisors) must be educated in the primacy

AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

of illegality around trade, profit repatriation,
transfer pricing, and the like.

Governments should ensure that reliable
geological surveys of mineral resources are
undertaken and published periodically and
that proceeds of the exploited portions of
such mineral endowments are compiled and
disseminated. National statistical offices must
see their responsibility as extending to mon-
itoring all resource endowments, the rate of
depletion, and the use of their proceeds.

Central governments can collaboratively
forestall leakage of domestic resources in
international trade by using the regional eco-
nomic communities. Further, they can form
a regional watchdog network on IFFs and
share intelligence to curb IFFs. Governments
must also form the habit of regularly taking
account of where they lack effectiveness in
forestalling IFFs and request assistance from
capable regional or continental capacity
building outfits such as the African Capacity
Building Foundation, the African Develop-
ment Bank, the African Tax Administration
Forum, and the Collaborative Africa Budget
Reform Initiative.

Enhancing financial resource mobilization

As is apparent from the capacity issues high-
lighted earlier, governments’ role in scaling
up this pillar should take the form of incen-
tives that can elicit private sector—led product
and market innovation. For example, flexible
or differential taxes can be used to motivate
financial services firms to direct credits to at-
tractive sectors of the economy and to micro,
small, and medium enterprises.

For financial inclusion to have a good chance
of succeeding in Africa, governments must
make increased savings and the ethos that
supports it a policy priority. Legislative man-
dates can be used to encourage contractual
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savings institutions such as pension funds.
These mandates can be extended to deepen-
ing organized securities markets by requiring
that pension funds invest a fixed share of their
holdings in public equity and debt markets.

If financial services firms are to be effective
at DRM-needed financial intermediation (es-
pecially external provisioning), institutional
infrastructure such as an effective legal envi-
ronment must be in place.

Governments must pass enabling legislation
to harmonize disclosure and regulation to
support “virtually larger” and more efficient
financial markets and to provide collabora-
tively the physical infrastructure (such as ICT)
necessary for linking financial markets across
borders (ACBF 2014). These interventions
should help pool all sorts of resources across
Africa, as well as enable flows of resources
from surplus to deficit corners of the continent,
keeping the overall cost of funds affordable.

The private sector

The private sector’s engagement in addressing
DRM capacity imperatives will naturally be
driven by its objectives to seek profitable pro-
duction opportunities, mobilize private savings
from firms, and stimulate private economic
activity. Private sector players respond to
government incentives. The DRM pillar most
amenable to this is financial resource mobiliza-
tion. For example, the new and nontraditional
financial institutions that will create financial
products for usually excluded segments of
society will come from private players who
respond to new niches in the market created
by government incentives directed at financial
inclusion and domestic savings (Ashiagbor
2015, Ojah 2014, and MasterCard 2014).

M-PESA has shown how to leverage ICT to
make credit provisioning to sparsely populated

rural areas profitable; private collaboration
between banks, telecommunications, and com-
puter firms appears an obvious win-win-win
proposition (Allen, Carletti, et al. 2012, Mas-
terCard 2014, and FINCA 2015). Similar kinds
of productive capacity building by other pri-
vate sector players are possible. For instance,
a “low-hanging fruit” opportunity for private
players is to design communications and se-
cured-payment platforms, which national tax
authorities would likely be ready to purchase.

The key reason for difficulties in policing
domestic resource leakage is related to the
paucity of information on where these leaks
occur in the extractive industries, trade and
customs departments, and financial markets.
Private players can exploit the evolving
big-data space to produce information packs
in ways that governments, civil society, coop-
erating partners, and other stakeholders find
useful—and would be willing to pay for.

Cooperating partners

Fiscal resource management and mitigation
of domestic resource leakage are two of the
pillars amenable to cooperating partners’ sup-
port in helping governments address the lack
of capacity in DRM.?°

An immediate area of intervention is in de-
veloping an understanding of the tax role
in state building and statecraft, the design
of national tax systems, and the tax links to
the budget process. Here, cooperating part-
ners such as the African Tax Administration
Forum, Collaborative Africa Budget Reform
Initiative, and the joint Tax Inspectors with-
out Border initiative of the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development
and United Nations Development Programme
will provide immense support. The Interna-
tional Monetary Fund advises governments
on their tax systems, recently partnering, for



example, with other organizations on a new
initiative—the Tax Administration Diagnostic
Assessment Tool country assessments.

In terms of stopping—or at least slowing
—domestic resource leakage, the African
Capacity Building Foundation, African De-
velopment Bank, New Partnership for African
Development, UN Economic Commission for
Africa, and World Bank have programs for
detecting abusive transfer pricing. These and
other IFF-related programs are designed for
sharing with member states. African countries
need to tap into such capacity building sup-
port and internalize the lessons offered.

In fact, the seemingly secular decline in
official development assistance to Afri-
can countries can be turned into a tool that
discourages dependence and fosters “con-
structive assistance” for building endogenous
capacity. Donors can share intelligence on
funds movement, step up prosecution of
illegal activities on domestic shores by the
multinational firms domiciled in their coun-
tries, and provide training assistance in DRM
capacity where they have superior know-how.

Key messages and policy
recommendations

DRM is broadly defined to include the gener-
ation of resources from all domestic sources,
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including mobilization of human capital and
innovative capabilities, and the diffusion of
these capabilities through socially productive
investments. Its essence is to enable African
countries to fund development projects effi-
ciently and sustainably.

One of the big omissions in capacity imper-
atives has been to develop the institutional
and human resources to drive broad-based
and holistic DRM that would enable struc-
tural change and sustainable development.
Scaling up these resources requires heavy
investment in training and education, but
African states must do this—drawing on
lessons from countries such as Kenya, which
developed a diversified financial services
sector that became a source of domestic re-
sources. Botswana was also able to finance
its development projects through domestic re-
sources, thanks to the institutional and human
resources it developed around diamond reve-
nues. Lessons can also be learned from such
Asian countries as China, India, Korea, and
Malaysia.

Development programs should coalesce in
a continuum of broader development. For
instance, the financial inclusion program is
not conceived as part of the financial resource
mobilization pillar in any of the country cases
reviewed. Yet financial inclusion sits at the
heart of the financial resource mobilization
most beneficial for Africa.
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Summary and policy recommendations

The Africa Capacity Report (ACR) 2015
could not be timelier. Mobilizing domestic
financial resources—beyond aid and other
external flows—will be key to meeting the
ambitious goals of the post-2015 develop-
ment agenda. Agenda 2063, too, recognizes
the need to strengthen domestic resource mo-
bilization (DRM), to build continental
capital markets and financial institutions, and
to reverse illicit financial flows (IFFs) for
Africa to become self-reliant and to finance
its own development. The key messages
and recommendations—many of which are
directly actionable but require sustained fi-
nancial commitment and political will—are
encapsulated as follows:

* More effort is required on capacity
development outcomes—that is, the com-
mitment of heavy financial resources—for
Africa to continue making progress on
global development goals.

» Despite considerable progress in raising
more fiscal revenues, some countries are
not making enough tax effort. Tax collec-
tion systems in Africa remain expensive
and inefficient, with too many loopholes
in legislation. Many tax administrations
are corrupt and need to hire (and retain)
better trained and better paid staff, who
must be allowed to work without political
interference.

* African governments need to invest in
awareness and education campaigns so
that citizens are better informed on the
way resources are used in service delivery.
Transparency of spending for social pro-
grams is needed.

e African countries lack the human, tech-
nical, legal, regulatory, and financial
capacities to deal with IFFs. Substantial
effort and political will are required at the
domestic level. Better trained staff with
specialized skills and tighter coordination
among local institutions are required.

* More investments are required in financial
inclusion and product innovation.

* Human resources must be mobilized for
the creativity, innovation, and energy
needed for broad-based DRM; this has im-
plications for the continent’s training and
education systems. The pillars of DRM—
financial inclusion, financial mobilization,
and domestic resource retention—must be
considered as integral parts of the same
broader agenda to effectively mobilize do-
mestic resources.

» African countries show a wide diversity of
experience in developing DRM, but in IFFs,
they have made very little progress—there
were no successful cases of combating IFFs.
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Notes

The ACR and the Africa Capacity Indicators
provide inputs for decisions on what to finance
to develop capacity. Chapter 1 and the technical
appendix give more information on the Africa
Capacity Indicators.

Defined as all efforts to make organized and
formal financial products or markets accessible
to most people in society, especially segments
usually excluded by narrow and conservative
market arrangements.

United Nations Department of Economic and So-
cial Affairs, Sustainable Development Goals index,
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/topics.

When the tax-to-GDP ratios are excluded and
only qualitative measures (questions 5-7) are
considered, 20 countries (or 45 percent) are still
above the median score.

In particular, Africa’s Common Position on the
Post-2015 Development Agenda discusses the
need for structural economic transformation and
inclusive growth as its first pillar.

The problem of using $1.25 a day to measure
absolute poverty is not significant in North Af-
rican countries and would thus not have a big
impact on overall continental trends.

Also, the process that led to the adoption of the
SDGs involved wider consultation with stake-
holders, and the post-2015 agenda itself is more
ambitious, as it includes issues such as peace
and security, income inequality, the environ-
ment, and climate change.

The AEO fiscal database, on which figure 2.4 is
based, considers resource rents as “other taxes.”

10.

I1.

12.

13.

These resource rents consist of royalties and
corporate income taxes on resource extraction
activities; this is why they are included in the
calculations. The database also contains nontax
revenues, which are excluded from the analysis.
If resource rents are excluded, the average tax-
to-GDP ratios decreases from 21.0 percent to
15.6 percent and more than half the countries
would still end up below the regional average.
In other words, this does not change our find-
ing, that most countries have tax-to-GDP ratios
below the regional average.

Less than 2 percent of ODA to Sub-Saharan
Africa related to the far wider field of public
sector policy, administrative management, and
public financial management over 2002-2013
(OECD-DAC International Development Sta-
tistics online databases).

A rate the UN considers necessary to achieve
the MDGs; the rate will probably need to be
higher for the SDGs.

Although large taxpayers are the main target of
revenue administrations and pay a large propor-
tion of taxes, small and medium taxpayers are
generally outside the tax net.

For countries that are not rich in natural resourc-
es, the ACBF case studies all point to informality
as a major problem for mobilizing revenue.

Kenya, Nigeria, and South Africa are the most
advanced African countries for local-currency
bond markets. Unlike other such markets in
Africa, theirs cater to corporate as well as gov-
ernment bonds (Adelegan and Radzewicz-Bak
2009, Mu, Phelps, and Stotsky 2013, and Essers
et al. 2015).
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14.

15.

16.

17.

These countries have implemented policies or
programs to mobilize additional resources, most
likely in response to the Monterrey Consensus
on Financing for Development and similar
policy advocacy. Even countries like Morocco
—where no specific national program or policy
could be highlighted—present evidence of the
recognition of DRM on a national scale.

The presumptive tax is not without its challenges.
In the short to medium term, tax revenue yields
from the informal sector may not be commensu-
rate with the administrative costs involved.

National AIDS Council, Zimbabwe, http://www.
nac.org.zw (accessed September 18, 2015).

Allen, Carletti, et al. (2012) empirically illus-
trate that the genius of M-PESA lies in mobile
money’s ability to build virtual high population
density across sparsely populated rural dwell-
ers by leveraging ICT. This high population
density, in turn, reduces the cost of financial

18.

19.

20.

services provisioning, which incentivizes finan-
cial services firms to provide increased services
in pursuit of increasingly lucrative business.
See FINCA (2015). M-PESA has yet to be repli-
cated elsewhere in Africa.

Broader DRM comprises all endogenously
available resources that entail rallying pecu-
niary and nonpecuniary resources, such as
human resources, process technology, learning
and experimentation, and the like. It views
resource mobilization as integral to the broad
development agenda, not just as a development
program. See Mthanti and Ojah (2015), Rodrik
(2014), and Lee (2013).

This is particularly true given production struc-
tures with large informal and public sectors and
a small organized private sector.

However, only a tiny share of official devel-
opment assistance goes to enhancing DRM in
recipient countries (chapter 2).
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ACIR Team Organization

The ACR Team comprises a dedicated ACBF group supported by various stakeholders and partners at different levels (figure TN1).

Figure TN1. ACR Team organogram
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ACBF ACR Team

A dedicated group of individuals (ACR Team) in the ACBF Sec-
retariat spearheads the process from conceptualization through
to the publication of the ACR Flagship. Team members come
from the various units and departments within the Secretariat.

External Reference Group

The ERG provides motivation and intellectual guidance,
challenges the ACR team to develop its thinking behind the
assessment, and ensures that the team achieves its objective of
delivering a quality publication. To this end, the External Refer-
ence Group acts as the ACR team’s strategic partner to ensure
that

84

The approach and methodologies employed in preparing
the Flagship are theoretically sound, conceptually appro-
priate, rigorous, and balanced, drawing in divergent views
as appropriate.

The data capturing instruments are adequately reviewed
and appropriate.

Comments on the ACR survey template, selected indi-
cators, case studies and stories are provided in a timely
manner.

The presentation of findings balances views from across
the broad spectrum of opinion and reflects current and in-
novative practice.

The review and report balance public, legal, and operation-
al perspectives appropriately.



*  There is feedback on implementation support and costing
tools for specific topics examined, and on the appropri-
ateness of, for example, the costing assumptions and the
approach adopted within the tools—as well as peer review
of the background papers.

*  Where needed, the ACBF is supported in the identification
of appropriate networks and experts with whom to engage
to assist in the development of the tools.

« All conclusions drawn and policy recommendations pro-
vided are sound and evidence-based.

Policy Institutes

For the production of ACR 2015, the ACBF has commissioned
the drafting of case studies on domestic resource mobilization
(DRM) that will serve as background materials for the pro-
duction of the Report. Fourteen ACBF-supported think tanks
conducted the case studies in their respective countries of loca-
tion. The case studies are primarily aimed at documenting the
experience of the country with respect to DRM and drawing les-
sons for the rest of the countries. The specific objectives include
the following:

*  Conduct a mapping of the domestic resource mobilization
strategies, approaches and special initiatives undertaken by
the country.

* Discuss the efficiency of the country’s resource mobili-
zation system based on best practices paying a special
attention to the capacity imperatives.

»  Discuss how the strategies have affected the country’s per-
formances and domestic revenues;

*  Identify and note specific capacity arrangements (including
institutional, systems and processes, human) and/or chal-
lenges with respect to DRM and illicit financial flows.

Table TN1I: List of countries covered by the study
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»  Showcase the challenges, opportunities and possibilities
with respect to DRM and illicit financial flows.

» Interrogate the capacity development issues, challenges,
opportunities and possibilities for DRM in the country.

*  Identify the lessons learned, including the best practices.

*  Suggest the way forward (clear and evidence-based recom-
mendations) in terms of key capacity needs and the roles of
state and non-state actors involved in DRM efforts.

Focal regional points

On the basis of their geographic and linguistic affinity, the
targeted countries were grouped into five broad regions—An-
glophone West Africa; Francophone West Africa; Central Africa;
East Africa and the Horn; Southern Africa and the Indian Ocean.
A Policy Unit was tasked with coordinating and supervising the
country data collection in each of the five regions.

Data experts

At the country level, a national familiar with the country context
was identified and selected through an open and competitive
process, and invited to a training session on the ACI survey in-
strument. That person then conducted the administration of the
questionnaire.

Data Collection

Coverage

In line with the target of covering all African countries, the
number of countries covered during this fifth edition increased
to 45 (table TN1).

A 9 A

Cabo Verde Algeria Burundi Ethiopia Botswana
Egypt Benin Cameroon Kenya Lesotho
Gambia (The) Burkina Faso CAR Malawi Mauritius
Ghana Cote d’Ivoire Chad Rwanda Mozambique
Liberia Guinea Comoros South Sudan Namibia
Nigeria Guinea Bissau Congo (Dem. Rep. of) Tanzania Swaziland
Sierra Leone Mali Congo (Rep. of) Uganda Zambia

Mauritania Djibouti Zimbabwe

Morocco Gabon

Niger Madagascar

Senegal Tunisia

Togo
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Data collection instrument

The data collection instrument was initially designed along the three dimensions of capacity: enabling the environment, the organi-
zational level, and the individual level. These dimensions constitute the three primary components of the data collection instrument.
However, specific sections are dedicated to explicit issues, with regard to the annual theme: the Section I on Agricultural Transfor-
mation and Food Security, the Section J on Natural Resources Management, the section K on regional integration; the section L on
domestic resource mobilization the thematic focus of this year’s Report. The structure of the questionnaire is presented in figure
TN2 below. One single questionnaire was administered in each of the countries covered by the study.

Figure TN2: Structure of the data collection instrument
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Training workshop

As alluded to above, a training workshop was organized on 17-21 October 2014 for all the selected in-country data experts who
were to administer the main questionnaire. During the workshop, the data collection instrument was reviewed, revised, and adopted.
Also during the workshop, the potential sources of information per country were discussed and agreed upon. However, it was
acknowledged and agreed that the list could be adjusted during the field data collection to suit country-specific needs (for example,
the Ministry of Finance in country A could be the Ministry of Economic and Finance in country B).

Period of field data collection

The field data collection was conducted from 21 October through 30 November 2014 Reporting was done on a weekly basis. At the
end of the field data collection, the data experts submitted their completed questionnaires along with their final field report, includ-
ing the sources of the information they collected..

Computing the Indices

Scoring the answers to questions

Each question is assigned an associated variable indicator whose nature depends on the type of question asked. The scoring of the
variable indicators is in relation with their respective natures. The scores are standardized on a scale ranging from 0-100.

Qualitative variables

A value is attributed to each expected answer. Questions with a YES or NO answer are scored 0 or 100. Questions with three pos-
sible answers are scored 0, 50, or 100. Questions with four answers are scored 0, 33.3, 66.7, or 100. Questions with 5 answers are
scored 0, 25, 50, 75, and 100.

Some examples:

Question No. Question Expected answers Score
B1 Does the country have a National Development | YES 100
Strategy (Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper,
National Development Plan, Vision Strategy,
and so on)? NO 0
B4 Is capacity development (CD) integrated in | CD is not mainstreamed in the current PRSP/ 0
the country’s Poverty Reduction Strategy/ | National Development Plan
National Development Plan? CD is mainstreamed, but with no clear 50
objectives and targets
Clear objectives and targets set in the PRSP/ 100
National Development Plan
B13b How effective is the dialog mechanism with | Very High 100
development partners? High 75
Average 50
Low 25
Very Low 0

Numerical variables

a - The answer is a proportion

The score is the answer (assuming that moving from 0 to 100% is improving, otherwise, one may just read backwards)
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b - Numerical variable in the form of ordinal scales

The values on the predetermined scale is brought to a scale ranging from 0 to 100.

Example:

C4: On the scale 1 (Very weak) to 6 (Very strong), assess how support to capacity is being coordinated in the country

Very weak =1 2 3 4 5 6= Very strong
Answer 1 2 3 4 5 6
Score 0 20 40 60 80 100

Computation of the Indices

The ACI Composite Index

For the first edition of the ACR, an exploratory approach was used to define the components of the ACI composite index. To this
end, the hierarchical cluster analysis was carried out, using the Ward’s method applying squared Euclidian distance as the distance
or similarity measure. From the findings of the analysis, four groups of factors appeared to be the most relevant.

Cluster 1: Policy environment

Cluster 2: Processes for implementation
Cluster 3: Development results

Cluster 4: Capacity development outcomes.

Four cluster indices are then calculated, each one the arithmetic mean of its cluster variable indicators.
Cluster index j (j =1, 2, 3, 4) is the arithmetic mean of variable indicators within cluster j.

CLj:iiV,
n

j o=l
V, = Score assigned b variable i within Cluster j

n; = Number f variable indicators within Cluster j

The ACI Composite Index is the harmonic mean of the four cluster indices. The rationale for choosing the harmonic mean formula
is that capacity development is an indivisible whole of its dimensions. As such, none of the capacity development factors as given
by the four clusters should be neglected. Weakness in one of the four components should be easily captured by the harmonic mean
formula, which is sensitive to small values.

Sub-indices

In addition to the cluster indices, a number of sub-indicators are also calculated. They are built around the component and the
sections of the questionnaire (see the structure of the questionnaire in figure TN2)

Ten component indices are calculated as follows:
Component Index j (j =1, 2... 10) is the arithmetic mean of the variable indicators within that component.

1 i=n;
Cly=— DI
J =1

Vi; = Score assigned to question i within Component j

n; = Number of Variable Indicators associated with Component j
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The component indices include:

0 a C O C 0 DO

Strategic choices for capacity development

Policy environment/Efficiency of instrument

Dialogue mechanisms for capacity development

Strategic policy choices for improving the capacity of statistical system
Financial commitment for capacity development

Development cooperation effectiveness

Gender equality

Social inclusion

O | 0 | | |\ | W o |—

Partnering for capacity development
Capacity profiling and capacity needs assessment

—
[w]

Five thematic indices are calculated with the same formula as for the component indices.

Section index k (k=1, 2, ..., 5) is the arithmetic mean of Component Indexes within that Section.
1 i=my
§,=—2L,
my g

m, = Number § Component indices associated with Section k.

m, =5my =2.

The section indices include:

Policy choices for capacity development
Development cooperation effectiveness

Gender equality mainstreaming and social inclusion
Partnering for capacity development

M S

Capacity profiling and capacity needs assessment

Ranking the countries

According to the index values, the countries are ranked in five categories:

Index value Category Color
0 to less than 20 Very Low
20 to less than 40 Low

40 to less than 60 Medium

60 to less than 80 High
80 and above Very High

(V0 N (US| N3 T
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Table A1: ACI composite index by countries (in alphabetical order)

No. Country ACI 2015 composite value Level of capacity development Rank
1 ALGERIA 50.6 Medium 25
2 BENIN 529 Medium 22
3 BOTSWANA 44.8 Medium 38
4 BURKINA FASO 57.3 Medium 12
5 BURUNDI 54.5 Medium 17
6 CABO VERDE 70.8 High 1
7 CAMEROON 47.0 Medium 35
9 CHAD 483 Medium 34
10 COMOROS 419 Medium 40
11 CONGO (DRC) 50.1 Medium 27
12 CONGO, REP 40.4 Medium 41
13 COTE D’IVOIRE 49.8 Medium 30
14 DJIBOUTI 49.6 Medium 31
15 EGYPT 543 Medium 19
16 ETHIOPIA 55.0 Medium 15
17 GABON 43.4 Medium 39
18 GAMBIA 64.6 High 5
19 GHANA 49.9 Medium 29

20 GUINEA 48.8 Medium 33
22 KENYA 54.4 Medium 18

23 LESOTHO 57.3 Medium 11

24 LIBERIA 58.4 Medium 10

25 MADAGASCAR 50.0 Medium 28

26 MALAWI 58.5 Medium 9

27 MALI 60.1 High 8

29 MAURITIUS 66.4 High 4

30 MOROCCO 64.4 High 6

31 MOZAMBIQUE 57.0 Medium 13

32 NAMIBIA 56.1 Medium 14

33 NIGER 52.6 Medium 23

34 NIGERIA 46.4 Medium 37

35 RWANDA 67.9 High 2

36 SENEGAL 50.1 Medium 26

37 SIERRA LEONE 54.8 Medium 16
38 SOUTH SUDAN 49.2 Medium 32
40 TANZANIA 67.4 High 3
41 TOGO 52.0 Medium 24
42 TUNISIA 60.7 High 7
43 UGANDA 53.3 Medium 21
44 ZAMBIA 53.8 Medium 20
45 ZIMBABWE 46.7 Medium 36
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Figure Al. Geographical distribution of overall capacity level (ACI)
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Figure A2. Average tax effort 1966 - 2013

() Tax effort index > 1
. Tax effort < 1
O Country not included
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No. | Country ACI 2015 | Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4
Policy Processes for Development results at country | Capacity development
environment implementation level outcomes
1 ALGERIA 50.6 58.3 52.8 60.0 38.0
2 BENIN 529 100.0 81.5 49.0 30.3
3 BOTSWANA 44.8 66.7 64.8 32.0 36.3
4 BURKINA FASO 57.3 95.8 87.0 71.0 29.6
5 BURUNDI 54.5 100.0 74.1 59.0 30.4
6 CABO VERDE 70.8 95.8 82.4 68.0 52.0
7 CAMEROON 47.0 833 81.5 64.0 22.1
8 CAR 20.7 91.7 59.3 10.0 153
9 CHAD 483 91.7 63.0 44.0 30.0
10 | COMOROS 41.9 79.2 75.9 28.0 29.5
11 CONGO (DRC) 50.1 79.2 71.3 71.0 25.6
12 | CONGO, REP 40.4 833 63.0 32.0 25.0
13 | COTE D’IVOIRE 49.8 91.7 55.6 62.0 28.4
14 | DJIBOUTI 49.6 91.7 74.1 69.0 239
15 | EGYPT 543 91.7 67.6 66.0 30.5
16 | ETHIOPIA 55.0 91.7 82.4 56.0 31.4
17 | GABON 43.4 62.5 63.0 41.0 279
18 | GAMBIA 64.6 100.0 82.4 68.0 39.8
19 | GHANA 49.9 91.7 87.0 64.0 23.7
20 | GUINEA 48.8 833 79.6 62.0 242
21 | GUINEA BISSAU 34.7 833 44.4 52.0 16.3
22 | KENYA 54.4 833 66.7 47.0 395
23 | LESOTHO 57.3 87.5 93.5 73.0 29.5
24 | LIBERIA 58.4 79.2 88.9 58.0 36.5
25 | MADAGASCAR 50.0 833 593 43.0 35.8
26 | MALAWI 58.5 100.0 93.5 54.0 343
27 | MALI 60.1 833 70.4 66.0 39.8
28 | MAURITANIA 36.1 95.8 61.1 24.0 23.6
29 | MAURITIUS 66.4 87.5 100.0 75.0 39.2
30 [ MOROCCO 64.4 91.7 80.6 91.0 36.0
31 MOZAMBIQUE 57.0 100.0 78.7 78.0 28.9
32 | NAMIBIA 56.1 100.0 88.0 59.0 303
33 | NIGER 52.6 87.5 833 79.0 25.0
34 | NIGERIA 46.4 87.5 70.4 48.0 25.1
35 | RWANDA 67.9 100.0 90.7 73.0 41.3
36 | SENEGAL 50.1 79.2 79.6 66.0 253
37 | SIERRA LEONE 54.8 100.0 843 56.0 30.0
38 | SOUTH SUDAN 49.2 79.2 713 82.0 23.6
39 | SWAZILAND 38.6 95.8 51.9 34.0 225
40 | TANZANIA 67.4 79.2 82.4 84.0 44.1
41 TOGO 52.0 100.0 65.7 69.0 26.9
42 | TUNISIA 60.7 87.5 722 58.0 429
43 | UGANDA 533 87.5 72.2 44.0 37.0
44 | ZAMBIA 53.8 95.8 60.2 62.0 321
45 | ZIMBABWE 46.7 100.0 66.7 46.0 25.7
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Table A3. Thematic indices

No. Country Policy choices Development cooperation Gender equality Partnering Capacity profiling
for capacity effectiveness related to capacity mainstreaming & for capacity & capacity needs
develoy t develoy t activities social inclusion develoy t t

1 ALGERIA 56.1 21.4 60.0 50.0 0.0
2 BENIN 59.4 84.3 75.8 75.0 100
3 BOTSWANA 44.9 529 60.8 100 100
4 BURKINA FASO 66.7 80.0 833 75.0 100
5 BURUNDI 61.6 77.1 79.2 50.0 100
6 CABO VERDE 67.2 82.9 833 75.0 100
7 CAMEROON 62.3 55.7 92.5 75.0 100
8 CAR 35.4 64.3 68.3 75.0 100
9 CHAD 61.9 70.0 60.8 25.0 0.0
10 | COMOROS 65.6 543 62.5 75.0 50.0
11 CONGO (DRC) 68.1 37.1 62.5 75.0 100
12 | CONGO, REP 56.1 17.1 75.8 25.0 50.0
13 | COTE D’IVOIRE 52.9 38.6 75.8 75.0 50.0
14 | DJIBOUTI 50.1 843 87.5 75.0 100.0
15 | EGYPT 50.1 87.1 81.7 50.0 50.0
16 | ETHIOPIA 60.3 65.7 78.3 75.0 100
17 | GABON 45.0 37.1 68.3 75.0 50.0
18 | GAMBIA 64.2 82.9 84.2 100 100
19 | GHANA 70.4 70.0 67.5 100 100
20 | GUINEA 65.2 314 833 75.0 100
21 GUINEA BISSAU 314 52.9 87.5 50.0 100
22 | KENYA 60.1 314 75.8 50.0 50.0
23 | LESOTHO 71.5 75.7 86.7 100 100
24 | LIBERIA 71.8 82.9 54.2 100 100
25 | MADAGASCAR 27.2 75.7 79.2 75.0 50.0
26 | MALAWI 72.5 77.1 81.7 100 100
27 | MALI 63.1 72.9 65.8 50.0 100
28 | MAURITANIA 42.4 55.7 75.8 50.0 100
29 | MAURITIUS 78.1 78.6 80.8 100 100
30 | MOROCCO 57.7 87.1 97.5 50.0 100
31 MOZAMBIQUE 64.1 97.1 91.7 50.0 100
32 | NAMIBIA 66.7 84.3 91.7 50.0 100
33 | NIGER 66.0 70.0 84.2 100 100
34 | NIGERIA 56.7 68.6 68.3 50.0 50.0
35 | RWANDA 72.4 90.0 84.2 100 100
36 | SENEGAL 54.4 72.9 70.8 100 100
37 SIERRA LEONE 64.1 80.0 78.3 75.0 100
38 SOUTH SUDAN 53.2 81.4 80.0 25.0 100
39 | SWAZILAND 41.3 77.1 65.8 50.0 0.0
40 | TANZANIA 67.5 70.0 87.5 50.0 100
41 TOGO 61.5 843 80.0 75.0 0.0
42 | TUNISIA 52.8 82.9 74.2 100 100
43 UGANDA 54.0 55.7 80.8 75.0 50.0
44 | ZAMBIA 44.0 60.0 84.2 25.0 100
45 | ZIMBABWE 54.5 72.9 86.7 0.0 0.0




Table A4: Average tax effort, 1996-2013
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No. Country Average tax effort
1 ALGERIA 0.75
2 ANGOLA 0.44
3 BENIN 1.14
4 BOTSWANA 0.95
5 BURKINA FASO 0.96
6 BURUNDI 1.14
7 CAMEROON 0.85
8 CAPE VERDE 1.21
9 CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC 0.69
10 CHAD 0.39
11 COMOROS 0.91
12 CONGO 0.55
13 COTE D’IVOIRE 1.00
14 DEM. REP. OF CONGO 0.52
15 DJIBOUTI 1.52
16 EGYPT 1.08
17 ETHIOPIA 0.82
18 GABON 0.77
19 GAMBIA 0.95

20 GHANA 0.99

21 GUINEA 1.13

22 KENYA 1.21

23 LIBERIA 1.02

24 LIBYA 0.21

25 MADAGASCAR 0.73

26 MALAWI 1.21

27 MALI 0.92

28 MAURITANIA 1.10

29 MAURITIUS 0.96
30 MOROCCO 1.45
31 MOZAMBIQUE 0.99
32 NAMIBIA 1.68
33 NIGER 0.82
34 NIGERIA 0.47
35 RWANDA 0.94
36 SENEGAL 1.19
37 SEYCHELLES 1.33
38 SIERRA LEONE 0.70
39 SOUTH AFRICA 1.51

40 SUDAN 0.61

41 SWAZILAND 1.81

42 TANZANIA 0.86

43 TOGO 1.08

44 TUNISIA 0.89

45 UGANDA 0.91

46 ZAMBIA 1.33

47 ZIMBABWE 1.59
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Algeria

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 50.6
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 25

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 56.1
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 21.4
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 60.0
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........c.ciuiriiiiiiieiieirtee ettt b et b et b et b et b bbbt b et b 50
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c..cuerierierierteriertertiettetetetestesteste et estesteneestessesbessessessesseeseestensensensessessesseeneeneas 0.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.75

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccoiiiiiiniiiicieiciceee ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)! ......ccoviiiiiiieeieeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEIL ....e.uveuteuieieteeteetiettetteetestetestestestestesteeseeseeneentensessessessessessesseeseensensensensenseaseeseaseensensensensansansessessenen NA

"Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Benin

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 52.9
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 22
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 59.4
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 84.3
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 75.8
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.14

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)%......c.covirieiririeieiirieeeeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ....euveueeutititietietiettetteetetetestestesteseeeseeseestessessensesseeseeseeseaseensansensensessessesseeseeseentensensansansensesseaseeneenes 4.0

“Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Botswana

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 44.8
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 38
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 449
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 52.9
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 60.8
Partnering for capacity dEVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiriiiiriiiiiieerte ettt b st b et b et b et b e bt eb et s e bt bentene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENT ........c.eeueeuieierierterierterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessestessessesbessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.95

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccoiiiiiiniiiicieiciceee ettt NA
e State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)3........ccooiiiiiiireeieeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEIL ....e.uveuteuieieteeteetiettetteetestetestestestestesteeseeseeneentensessessessessessesseeseensensensensenseaseeseaseensensensensansansessessenen NA

SNon-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Burkina Faso

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 57.3
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 12
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 66.7
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 80.0
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 83.3
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 0.96

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)*........coooiriiiiireeieeeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ....euveueeutititietietiettetteetetetestestesteseeeseeseestessessensesseeseeseeseaseensansensensessessesseeseeseentensensansansensesseaseeneenes 4.6

“Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed

103



AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

Burundi

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 54.5
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 17
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 61.6
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 77.1
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 79.2
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL. ........c.eeuteieieierierterterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatessessessessessestessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 1.14

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooioiiiniiiiiiiiicieeecc ettt 33
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiceeee e Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIY ASSESSIMEIL ....euteuieuietitietietiettettettestetestestestesteeteestestestentenseseeseeseeseeseeneensensensensensesseeseeseestentensensansasesseeneeneenes 3.6
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Cabo verde

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 70.8
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.ccuiuiiiiieeiietieteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt st e st et et eue e e et e b e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseneesensenenee High
RANK ..t h bbbt h st b et s skt a sttt st n et 1
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 67.2
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 82.9
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 83.3
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccouiriiiiiiiieiiieir ettt bbbt b et et b et b bt b et b bbb bt 75
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.21

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)% ......ccooiriiiiirieeieeeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL ....e.uveueeutenieteeteetiettettettestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseentessensesassessesseeseeseensensensensensesseaseeneentensensensansansessessenen NA

SNon-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Cameroon

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 47.0
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 35
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 62.3
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 55.7
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 92.5
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........c.ciuiriiiiiiieiieirtee ettt b et b et b et b et b bbbt b et b 75
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL. ........c.eeuteieieierierterterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatessessessessessestessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.85

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooeiiiiniiiiiiiiicieeeeeceeee ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)0........coviiiiiiirieeiireeeeeeeese e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ....euveuveuietitietietiettetteetetetestestestesseeseeseentessessesesseeseeseaseaneensansensessessesseeseeseeseentensensansansessesseaneeneenes 3.6

SNon-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Central African Republic

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 20.7
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.ccuiuiiiiieeiietieteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt st e st et et eue e e et e b e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseneesensenenee Low
RANK .o Rtk R bt a stk ben et a et n e nenn 45
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 354
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 64.3
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 68.3
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccouiriiiiiiiieiiieir ettt bbbt b et et b et b bt b et b bbb bt 75
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 0.69

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) ......cooiiiiiiiiiieieeeee ettt ettt s 24
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiieee e Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL . .e..eeuieuieuietetietietteteettettestetestestestesteeseeseeseestestensessasestesbeeseeseentensensensensesseseeseesteneensensensansensenseee NA
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Chad

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 48.3
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 34
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 61.9
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 70.0
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 60.8
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 25.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c..cuerierierierteriertertiettetetetestesteste et estesteneestessesbessessessesseeseestensensensessessesseeneeneas 0.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.39

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooioiiiniiiiiiiiicieeecc ettt 2.9
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiceeee e Fragile state
©  SCIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL .. .e.veeuieuieuietetietiettettettettestetestestestesteeseeseeseestestensessasseesesbeeseeseentestensensenseseaseeseeseeneentensensansensenseee NA
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Comoros

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 41.9
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 40
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 65.6
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 543
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 62.5
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccouiriiiiiiiieiiieir ettt bbbt b et et b et b bt b et b bbb bt 75
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIEIT ......cc.eeuiririeieierierterterterteeteeteettete e testestestesteeseestestestesensessesseeseeseeneentensensensenseee 50
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 0.91

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooiiiiiniiiiiieiniceeceeeeeet ettt 2.6
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiieee e Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL . .e..eeuieuieuietetietietteteettettestetestestestesteeseeseeseestestensessasestesbeeseeseentensensensensesseseeseesteneensensensansensenseee NA
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Congo (DRC)

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 50.1
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 27

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 68.1
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 37.1
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 62.5
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENT ........c.eeueeuieierierterierterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessestessessesbessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.52

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooioiiiniiiiiiiiicieeecc ettt 3.1
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiceeee e Fragile state
©  SCIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL .. .e.veeuieuieuietetietiettettettettestetestestestesteeseeseeseestestensessasseesesbeeseeseentestensensenseseaseeseeseeneentensensansensenseee NA
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Congo, Rep

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 40.4
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 41
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 56.1
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 17.1
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 75.8
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 25.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT .......cc.eeutruieteiierierierterterteeteettettettentete e stestestesteeseestestensesessessesseeseeseeseensensensansenee 50.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 0.55

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)7......cccoioiriiiiiireieiireeeeeeese e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL ....e.uveueeutenieteeteetiettettettestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseentessensesassessesseeseeseensensensensensesseaseeneentensensensansansessessenen NA

"Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Cote d’Ivoire

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 49.8
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 30
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 52.9
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 38.6
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 75.8
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENIL ...........ccuertertirtirtietietietieteterte e ste st et estestetestesbesbesbesbeeaeeseensensensessessessessesseeneeneens 50.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 1.00

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooioiiiniiiiiiiiicieeecc ettt 33
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiceeee e Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIY ASSESSIMEIL ....euteuieuietitietietiettettettestetestestestesteeteestestestentenseseeseeseeseeseeneensensensensensesseeseeseestentensensansasesseeneeneenes 4.7
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Djibouti

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 49.6
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 31

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 50.1
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 84.3
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 87.5
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.52

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)%........coooiriiiiiieeieeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL ....e.uveueeutenieteeteetiettettettestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseentessensesassessesseeseeseensensensensensesseaseeneentensensensansansessessenen NA

8Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Egypt

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 54.3
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 19

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 50.1
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 87.1
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 81.7
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENIL ...........ccuertertirtirtietietietieteterte e ste st et estestetestesbesbesbesbeeaeeseensensensessessessessesseeneeneens 50.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 1.08

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooeiiiiniiiiiiiiicieeeeeceeee ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)7......cccoviiriirinirieeiireeeeeeese e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEIL ....e.uveuteuieieteeteetiettetteetestetestestestestesteeseeseeneentensessessessessessesseeseensensensensenseaseeseaseensensensensansansessessenen NA

‘Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Ethiopia

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 55.0
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 15
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 60.3
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 65.7
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 78.3
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 0.82

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FY 15)10.. ..o Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

"Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Gabon

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 43.4
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 39
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 45.0
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 37.1
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 68.3
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........c.ciuiriiiiiiieiieirtee ettt b et b et b et b et b bbbt b et b 75
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT .......cc.eeuiruirieieieierterterteeteeteeteettetes e stesbestestestesseeseestessensensessesseeseeseeseentensensensensenee 50
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.75

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooeiiiiniiiiiiiiicieeeeeceeee ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)!.......ccooiriiiiieeeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEINL ....e.uveuieutetetietietietteiteitestetestestesteeseeteeseeseestensessensessessessesseeseeseentensensensenseaseeseeneensensensensensensessessenee NA

"Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Gambia

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 64.6
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.ccuiuiiiiieeiietieteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt st e st et et eue e e et e b e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseneesensenenee High
RANK ..t h bbbt h st b et s skt a sttt st n et 5
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 64.2
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 82.9
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 84.2
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiiieiiiiiiiieert ettt bbbt b et b et b et b et eb et b e bt nene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 0.95

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)12.......ccooiiiiiiieeieeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

2Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Ghana

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 49.9
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 29
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 70.4
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 70.0
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 67.5
Partnering for capacity dEVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiriiiiriiiiiieerte ettt b st b et b et b et b e bt eb et s e bt bentene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENT ........c.eeueeuieierierterierterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessestessessesbessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.99

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccoiiiiiiniiiicieiciceee ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FY 15)13.......ccooiiiiiieeieeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL ....euveueeutitietietietietteutetetestestesteeteeseeseestessessessesesseeseeseaseaneensansessessessesseeseeseeseentensensansansensesseaneeneenes 3.9

Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Guinea

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 48.8
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 33
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 65.2
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 31.4
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 83.3
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.13

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FY 15)1.......ccooiriiiiieeieeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

“Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Guinea Bissau

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 34.7
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.oouiuiiieiiitiietietei ettt ettt ettt et e s et et e st et et et e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseseenensenenee Low
RANK .o b bbbtk R e bttt b ekt s bt a et n e nenn 44
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 314
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 52.9
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 87.5
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENT ........c.eeueeuieierierterierterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessestessessesbessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).....c.cciiiriiiiieieieieiesteeeee ettt ettt e ste st ere e see e et essesessesaeeeas NA

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccoiiiiiiiniiiieicieeeeteeee ettt 2.6
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooooiiiiiiiiieee e Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEINL ....e..eeuieuienietitietietteteetteetestetestestesteeteeseeseeseensessensessesessesteeseeseententensensensesesseeseeseeneensensensansensesseee NA
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Kenya

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 54.4
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 18

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 60.1
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 31.4
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 75.8
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT .......cc.eeutruieteiierierierterterteeteettettettentete e stestestesteeseestestensesessessesseeseeseeseensensensansenee 50.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.21

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)15.......ccooiiiiiieeieeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ....eeuveuieutitietietietiettettentetestestestesteseeeseestestestessesesseeseeseeseessensansensessessessesseeseeseentensensensansensesseaneeneenes 4.7

"Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Lesotho

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 57.3
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 11

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiiiiieiiie ettt a bbb et et e bt et e s b ne e st et e e ebe et eseebeneenen 71.5
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 75.7
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 86.7
Partnering for capacity dEVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiriiiiriiiiiieerte ettt b st b et b et b et b e bt eb et s e bt bentene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENT ........c.eeueeuieierierterierterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessestessessesbessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100

Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort index 1996-2013)

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooeoiiiniiiiiiieincieeeetceeee ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)10.......cccoiriiiiiieeireeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEIL .. .e.uieuveutitetietietiettetteutestetetestestesteeseeseeseeseensensensesessessesseeseeseensensensansenseaseeseeseentensensansansansessessenee NA

*Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Liberia

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 58.4
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 10
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 71.8
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 82.9
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 54.2
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiiieiiiiiiiieert ettt bbbt b et b et b et b et eb et b e bt nene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.02

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooiiiiiniiiiiieiniceeceeeeeet ettt 33
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiieee e Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL . .e..eeuieuieuietetietietteteettettestetestestestesteeseeseeseestestensessasestesbeeseeseentensensensensesseseeseesteneensensensansensenseee NA
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Madagascar

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 50.0
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 28
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 27.2
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 75.7
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 79.2
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT .......cc.eeuiruirieieieierterterteeteeteeteettetes e stesbestestestesseeseestessensensessesseeseeseeseentensensensensenee 50
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.73

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooioiiiniiiiiiiiicieeecc ettt 3.1
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiceeee e Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIY ASSESSIMEIL ....euteuieuietitietietiettettettestetestestestesteeteestestestentenseseeseeseeseeseeneensensensensensesseeseeseestentensensansasesseeneeneenes 2.9
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Malawi

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 58.5
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK ..o h b a e bRkt e ket a ket a sttt n et 9
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 72.5
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 77.1
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 81.7
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiiieiiiiiiiieert ettt bbbt b et b et b et b et eb et b e bt nene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.21

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)17.......ccooiiiiiiireeieeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

"Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Mali

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 60.1
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.oouiuiiieiiitiietietei ettt ettt ettt et e s et et e st et et et e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseseenensenenee High
RANK ..ttt bbbt h ettt h e e bt h e H st h e e h bRt h e bbbt b st b et bttt b et bttt enen 8

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 63.1
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 72.9
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 65.8
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENT ........c.eeueeuieierierterierterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessestessessesbessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.92

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooioiiiniiiiiiiiicieeecc ettt 3.6
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiceeee e Fragile state
©  SCIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL .. .e.veeuieuieuietetietiettettettettestetestestestesteeseeseeseestestensessasseesesbeeseeseentestensensenseseaseeseeseeneentensensansensenseee NA
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Mauritania

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 36.1
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.ccuiuiiiiieeiietieteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt st e st et et eue e e et e b e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseneesensenenee Low
RANK .o Rtk R bt a stk ben et a et n e nenn 43
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 42.4
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 55.7
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 75.8
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.10

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FY 15)18.......ccooiriiiiieeieeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Mauritius

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 66.4
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.oouiuiiieiiitiietietei ettt ettt ettt et e s et et e st et et et e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseseenensenenee High
RANK ..ttt bbbt h ettt h e e bt h e H st h e e h bRt h e bbbt b st b et bttt b et bttt enen 4

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 78.1
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 78.6
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 80.8
Partnering for capacity dEVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiriiiiriiiiiieerte ettt b st b et b et b et b e bt eb et s e bt bentene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL. ........c.eeuteieieierierterterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatessessessessessestessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.96

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooeiiiiniiiiiiiiicieeeeeceeee ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)1 . ... e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEIL .. .e.uieuveutitetietietiettetteutestetetestestesteeseeseeseeseensensensesessessesseeseeseensensensansenseaseeseeseentensensansansansessessenee NA

Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed

128



AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

Morocco

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 64.4
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.ccuiuiiiiieeiietieteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt st e st et et eue e e et e b e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseneesensenenee High
RANK ..t h bbbt h st b et s skt a sttt st n et 6
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 57.7
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 87.1
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 97.5
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.45

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)%.......ccooiiiiiiiiieeiieieeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

2Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Mozambique

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 57.0
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 13

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 64.1
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 97.1
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 91.7
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL. ........c.eeuteieieierierterterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatessessessessessestessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.99

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooeiiiiniiiiiiiiicieeeeeceeee ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)2 .......ccoiriiiiieeiireeeeeeeese e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEIL .. .e.uieuveutitetietietiettetteutestetetestestesteeseeseeseeseensensensesessessesseeseeseensensensansenseaseeseeseentensensansansansessessenee NA

2'Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed

130



AFRICA CAPACITY REPORT 2015

Namibia

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 56.1
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 14
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 66.7
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 84.3
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 91.7
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENT ........c.eeeeieierierterierterierieettetetetestestesteeteeteesteatestessessestessesbesseeseeneentensensensessessenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.68

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)%.......ccooiiiiiririeieiirieeeeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

2Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Niger

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 52.6
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 23
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 66.0
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 70.0
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 84.2
Partnering for capacity dEVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiriiiiriiiiiieerte ettt b st b et b et b et b e bt eb et s e bt bentene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL. ........c.eeuteieieierierterterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatessessessessessestessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.82

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccoiiiiiiniiiicieiciceee ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FY 15)%.......c.ooiiiriiiieeireeesiee e Non-fragile stat
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ....e.uieuveuientetietietiettetteitestetestestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesasseesesseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneentensensensansansessessenee NA

Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Nigeria

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 46.4
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 37
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 56.7
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 68.6
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 68.3
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMENL. .......cc.eruirutrieieterierterterteeteettetteteestetetestestestesteeseestestestesessessesseeseeneeneentensensansenee 50.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 0.47

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FY 15)% .. ....ccooiriiiiieeieeeeeese e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

2Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Rwanda

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 67.9
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.oouiuiiieiiitiietietei ettt ettt ettt et e s et et e st et et et e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseseenensenenee High
RANK . h bt e R st b et a et a sttt ne e 2
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 72.4
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 90.0
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 84.2
Partnering for capacity dEVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiriiiiriiiiiieerte ettt b st b et b et b et b e bt eb et s e bt bentene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL. ........c.eeuteieieierierterterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatessessessessessestessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.94

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccoiiiiiiniiiicieiciceee ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)% .......ccooiiiiiiiieeiireeeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEIL .. .e.uieuveutitetietietiettetteutestetetestestesteeseeseeseeseensensensesessessesseeseeseensensensansenseaseeseeseentensensansansansessessenee NA

ZNon-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Senegal

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 50.1
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 26
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 54.4
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 72.9
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 70.8
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiiieiiiiiiiieert ettt bbbt b et b et b et b et eb et b e bt nene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL.........c.eeueeieierierterterterteeieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessesessestesbesseeseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.19

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)%.......cccoiiiiiriieeirieeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

2Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Sierra Leone

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 54.8
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 16
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 64.1
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 80.0
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 78.3
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENT ........c.eeueeuieierierterierterterieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessestessessesbessesseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.70

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccoiiiiiiniiiicieiciceee ettt 34
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiceeee e Fragile state
©  SCIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL .. .e.veeuieuieuietetietiettettettettestetestestestesteeseeseeseestestensessasseesesbeeseeseentestensensenseseaseeseeseeneentensensansensenseee NA
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South Sudan

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 49.2
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 32
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 53.2
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 81.4
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 80.0
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 25.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL.........c.eeueeieierierterterterteeieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessesessestesbesseeseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).....c.cciiiiiiieieieieieriesteete ettt et st e te e s e se s e sessessassesseeeas NA

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiciceenctee ettt 2.2
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ..o Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY ASSESSIMEIL .. .e.uveuieuienieteetietieteettettettetetesteste s bt eteeseeseeseensessessebesseeteeseeseeseentensensensesseseeseeseeneensensensansansessensenen NA
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Swaziland

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 38.6
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.oouiuiiieiiitiietietei ettt ettt ettt et e s et et e st et et et e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseseenensenenee Low
RANK .o b bbbtk R e bttt b ekt s bt a et n e nenn 42
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 413
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 77.1
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 65.8
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL.........c..cueierierierierterterteetetetertestestesteeteestesteueentessesbessessessesseeseestensensessessessessesneenean 0.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 1.81

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooeiiiiniiiiiiiiicieeeeeceeee ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)%7.......ccooiriiiririeeiirieeeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEIL .. .e.uieuveutitetietietiettetteutestetetestestesteeseeseeseeseensensensesessessesseeseeseensensensansenseaseeseeseentensensansansansessessenee NA

*’Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Tanzania

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 67.4
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.ccuiuiiiiieeiietieteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt st e st et et eue e e et e b e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseneesensenenee High
RANK ..t h bbbt h st b et s skt a sttt st n et 3
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 67.5
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 70.0
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 87.5
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 50.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL.........c.eeueeieierierterterterteeieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessesessestesbesseeseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 0.86

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)% .. ....ccooiriiiiieeieeeeee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ....eeuveuieutitietietietiettettentetestestestesteseeeseestestestessesesseeseeseeseessensansensessessessesseeseeseentensensensansensesseaneeneenes 4.1

ZNon-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Togo

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 52.0
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 24

Assessment of capacity development areas: Component Indexes values

Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 61.5
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 84.3
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 80.0
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL.........c..cueierierierierterterteetetetertestestesteeteestesteueentessesbessessessesseeseestensensessessessessesneenean 0.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 1.08

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccoiiiiiiniiiicieiciceee ettt 3.0
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiceeee e Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIY ASSESSIMEIL ....euteuieuietitietietiettettettestetestestestesteeteestestestentenseseeseeseeseeseeneensensensensensesseeseeseestentensensansasesseeneeneenes 4.3
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Tunisia

ACI Composite Index

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 60.7
Level 0f Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ........c.ccuiuiiiiieeiietieteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt st e st et et eue e e et e b e e e st et emeeb e s ese et eneese s eseabeneesenseneesensenenee High
RANK ..t h bbbt h st b et s skt a sttt st n et 7
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 52.8
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 82.9
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 74.2
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccoiuiiieiiiiiiiieert ettt bbbt b et b et b et b et eb et b e bt nene 100
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL.........c.eeueeieierierterterterteeieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessesessestesbesseeseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 0.89

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)%.......ccooiriiiniieeiireeeeeeese e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

®Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Uganda

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 533
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 21
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 54.0
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 55.7
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 80.0
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt sttt b bbb st b et b bt b et b b enn 75.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL. ...........ccuertirtertirtietietietietetertesteseestesttestestetestesbesbesbeebeeaeeseensensensessestessessesseeneensens 50.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 0.91

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccoiiiiiiniiiicieiciceee ettt NA
e State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized 1ist FY 15)% .. .....cocoiiiiieeieeeee e Non fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIIY @SSESSIMEIL .. .e.uieuveutitetietietiettetteutestetetestestesteeseeseeseeseensensensesessessesseeseeseensensensansenseaseeseeseentensensansansansessessenee NA

3%Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Z.ambia

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 53.8
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccucuiiiiiitiieiieteiet ettt ettt ettt es et e e et e st e st et et e st s eneebeneeseabeneesenseseabaneenenseseanens Medium
RANK .ot h etk R b bt s et a bbbttt n e nenn 20
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL.........c.cuiiuiiiiieiirieet ettt a sttt s et e st b e e st e b e s e e b e e e st be st ese e esessennas 44.0
Development COOPETration EIIECLIVEIESS ........evevirtirtietietietietieteteteste st st st eteeaeeste e tesebestessestesseeseeseestensensensessesseeseeseeneensensansensense 60.0
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ........c.ciuiuiiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt sb e enas 84.2
Partnering for capacity dEeVEIOPIMENT .........coiuiiiiiriiiiiiieiee ettt b et b et b et b et bttt b ettt b et b nene s 25.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL.........c.eeueeieierierterterterteeieettetetetestestesteeteeteeseeatestessesessestesbesseeseeneentensensensessensenses 100
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccieieierieriiiiereieeeceet ettt e e s e s ssessesaesteeseeseessesaensens 1.33

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccuciiiiiiniiiieceeete ettt NA
o State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FY 15)3 .. ....ccooiiiiieeieee e Non-fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNLIY @SSESSIMEIL ......uieuieuieieteetietiettetteitestetetestestesteeteeseeseeseensensessesessesseeseeseeseensensensensenseaseeseeneestensensansansansessessenes NA

3'Non-fragile or CPIA ratings not disclosed
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Zimbabwe

ACT COMPOSIEE TNACK VAIUE. .....eueiutiiieiietieiieietetete ettt ettt ettt et et et et e et e et e et e eatestestentessessesseeseeseeseeneentensensanbesbesbesseeseeneensensensensens 46.7
Level of Capacity dEVEIOPIMENL ..........ccueuiiieiitiieieiteiet ettt ettt ettt ettt et es et et e b e see st ete st e st s eseebeneeseabeseebenseseaseneesenseseanans Medium
RANK .ot bbbt b bkt b et a bt h et n bt a st nenenenn 36
Policy choices for capacity deVEIOPIMENL...........ciiuiriiiitiieiie ettt a et ae s s et e e e bt e s e bt e st et e e b et e st ebeneenen 54.5
Development COOPETAtion EIFECTIVENESS ......c.eeviieierierierieeieeteieietete ettt et ettt e st e testesbesbesbe e st esee st ensentensensensessessessesseeseensensens 72.9
Gender equality mainstreaming and SOCIAl INCIUSION ..........coueuiiuiiiiiiieieee ettt ettt st b b aeneeeas 86.7
Partnering for capacity dEVEIOPIMENT .........c.oiuiiiuirieiriiieiee ettt ettt b et b et b et b et et e bbbt sttt nae e naen 0.0
Capacity profiling and capacity NEEAS ASSESSIMIENL.........c..cueierierierierterterteetetetertestestesteeteestesteueentessesbessessessesseeseestensensessessessessesneenean 0.0
Domestic resource mobilization (Tax effort indeX 1996-2013).......cccveiiiieiieriirieieie ettt ss b e s e b e ssestesreeseesaesaessens 1.59

Assessment of the quality of the country’s policy and institutional framework

*  Harmonized average CPIA (World Bank 2015) .......ccooioiiiniiiiiiiiicieeecc ettt 2.2
»  State of fragility (World Bank Harmonized list FYTS5) ....ccooiiiiiiiiceeee e Fragile state
©  SEIf-COUNIY ASSESSIMEIL ....euteuieuietitietietiettettettestetestestestesteeteestestestentenseseeseeseeseeseeneensensensensensesseeseeseestentensensansasesseeneeneenes 4.1
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Compendium of Statistics

Strategic policy choices for capacity development

Existence of Number Year of Specific Number

a National of NDSs adoption national Government of MDG

Development since of latest Integration of capacity development program commitment targets

Country Strategy 2002 version in NDS for CD to MDGs achieved

I ALGERIA YES 3 2010 CD mainstreamed, no clear object YES High 18
2 BENIN YES 3 2011 CD mainstreamed, clear objective NO High 2
3 BOTSWANA YES 2 2009 CD mainstreamed, no clear object NO Average 13
4 BURKINA FASO YES 2 2010 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES Average 3
5 BURUNDI YES 4 2012 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 2
6 CABO VERDE YES 3 2013 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 6
7 CAMEROON YES 2013 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 1
8 CAR YES 2014 CD mainstreamed, no clear object NO Low 0
9 CHAD YES 3 2013 CD mainstreamed, clear objective NO High 1
10 COMOROS YES 2 2014 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES Average 2
11 CONGO (DRC) YES 2 2011 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES Average 2
12 CONGO, REP YES 2 2012 CD mainstreamed, clear objective NO High
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES 2 2012 CD mainstreamed, no clear object YES High 6
14 DJIBOUTI YES 3 2014 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 5
15 EGYPT YES 4 2013 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES Average 8
16 ETHIOPIA YES 3 2011 CD mainstreamed, no clear object YES High 4
17 GABON YES 2 2011 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES Average 10
18 GAMBIA YES 3 2012 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 5
19 GHANA YES 3 2000 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 3
20 GUINEA YES 3 2013 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 3
21 GUINEA BISSAU YES 2 2011 CD mainstreamed, clear objective NO High 0
22 KENYA YES 3 2013 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 9
23 LESOTHO YES 3 2012 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 0
24 LIBERIA YES 9 2012 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES Average 0
25 MADAGASCAR YES 3 2014 CD not mainstreamed NO High 5
26 MALAWI YES 5 2012 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 8
27 MALI YES 4 2011 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 10
28 MAURITANIA YES 3 2011 CD mainstreamed, clear objective NO High 0
29 MAURITIUS YES 5 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 11
30 MOROCCO YES 6 2011 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES Average 8
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES 3 2011 CD mainstreamed, no clear object YES High 1
32  NAMIBIA YES 3 2012 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 16
33 NIGER YES 3 2012 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 0
34 NIGERIA YES 4 2010 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 7
35 RWANDA YES 3 2013 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 17
36 SENEGAL YES 4 2013 CD mainstreamed, no clear object YES Low
37 SIERRA LEONE YES 3 2005 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 0
38 SOUTH SUDAN YES 2 2011 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES Average 2
39 SWAZILAND YES 1 CD mainstreamed, no clear object YES High
40 TANZANIA YES 5 2013 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES Average 14
41 TOGO YES 3 2013 CD mainstreamed, clear objective YES High 1
42 TUNISIA YES 3 2010 CD mainstreamed, no clear object YES High 16
43 UGANDA YES 2 2013 CD mainstreamed, no clear object NO Average 10
44 ZAMBIA YES 5 2014 CD not mainstreamed YES High 4
45 ZIMBABWE YES 9 2013 CD mainstreamed, no clear object NO High 4

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.

NDS = National development strategy/national development plan.

CD = Capacity development.

MDGs = Millennium Development Goals.
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Legitimacy of the National Incentives for compliance provided
Country Development Strategy (NDS) by the NDS Flexibility of the NDS
1 ALGERIA High Average Average
2 BENIN High High Low
3 BOTSWANA High Average Average
4 BURKINA FASO High High High
5 BURUNDI High High High
6 CABO VERDE Average Average High
7 CAMEROON High High High
8 CAR High High Average
9 CHAD High High High
10 COMOROS High High Average
11 CONGO (DRC) High High High
12 CONGO, REP High High High
13 COTE D’IVOIRE High High High
14 DJIBOUTI Average Average Average
15 EGYPT Average Average Average
16 ETHIOPIA High Average Average
17 GABON Average Average Average
18 GAMBIA High High High
19 GHANA High High Average
20 GUINEA High Average High
21 GUINEA BISSAU High Low Average
22 KENYA High High High
23 LESOTHO High High High
24 LIBERIA High High High
25 MADAGASCAR Low Low Low
26 MALAWI High High High
27  MALI High High High
28 MAURITANIA High High Average
29  MAURITIUS High High High
30 MOROCCO Average Average Average
31 MOZAMBIQUE High Average High
32 NAMIBIA High High Average
33 NIGER High High High
34 NIGERIA Average Average High
35 RWANDA High High High
36 SENEGAL Average Average Average
37 SIERRA LEONE High High High
38 SOUTH SUDAN Average Average Low
39 SWAZILAND High Average Average
40 TANZANIA Average Average High
41 TOGO High High High
42 TUNISIA Average Average Average
43 UGANDA High High Average
44 ZAMBIA Average Average Average
45 ZIMBABWE High Average Average
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Dialog mechanisms for capacity development

Effective dialog mechanism (and other
links as appropriate) among domestic
institutions (civil society, private sector)

Effective dialogue hanism established
by government with development partners

Country engaged in CD Effectiveness  relating specifically to CD Effectiveness
1 ALGERIA Institutionalized dialog High No institutionalized mechanism
2 BENIN Institutionalized dialog High CD discussed within broader dialog Low
3 BOTSWANA Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog
4 BURKINA FASO Institutionalized dialog High Institutionalized dialog High
5 BURUNDI Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog Average
6 CABO VERDE Informal dialog Average Institutionalized dialog High
7 CAMEROON Institutionalized dialog Average CD discussed within broader dialog
8 CAR Institutionalized dialog Average CD discussed within broader dialog Average
9 CHAD Institutionalized dialog High CD discussed within broader dialog High
10 COMOROS Institutionalized dialog High Institutionalized dialog High
11 CONGO (DRC) Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog High
12 CONGO, REP Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog Average
13 COTE D’IVOIRE Institutionalized dialog Average CD discussed within broader dialog
14 DJIBOUTI Institutionalized dialog Average CD discussed within broader dialog Average
15 EGYPT Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog High
16 ETHIOPIA Informal dialog Average CD discussed within broader dialog High
17 GABON Institutionalized dialog Average CD discussed within broader dialog Average
18 GAMBIA Institutionalized dialog High CD discussed within broader dialog Average
19 GHANA Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog Average
20 GUINEA Institutionalized dialog High Institutionalized dialog High
21 GUINEA BISSAU No institutionalized mechanism No institutionalized mechanism
22 KENYA Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog Average
23 LESOTHO Institutionalized dialog High Institutionalized dialog Very hgh
24 LIBERIA Institutionalized dialog High Institutionalized dialog High
25 MADAGASCAR No institutionalized mechanism No institutionalized mechanism
26 MALAWI Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog High
27 MALI Institutionalized dialog Average CD discussed within broader dialog Very low
28 MAURITANIA No institutionalized mechanism No institutionalized mechanism
29 MAURITIUS Institutionalized dialog Very high Institutionalized dialog Very high
30 MOROCCO Institutionalized dialog High Institutionalized dialog
31 MOZAMBIQUE Institutionalized dialog Very high CD discussed within broader dialog High
32 NAMIBIA Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog High
33 NIGER Informal dialog High CD discussed within broader dialog High
34 NIGERIA Informal dialog Average Institutionalized dialog Average
35 RWANDA Institutionalized dialog Very high Institutionalized dialog Very high
36 SENEGAL Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog Average
37 SIERRA LEONE Informal dialog High Institutionalized dialog Very high
38 SOUTH SUDAN Institutionalized dialog Very high Institutionalized dialog High
39 SWAZILAND Institutionalized dialog High Institutionalized dialog High
40 TANZANIA Informal dialog Very high Institutionalized dialog High
41 TOGO Informal dialog Low Institutionalized dialog Average
42 TUNISIA Institutionalized dialog High CD discussed within broader dialog High
43 UGANDA Informal dialog Average CD discussed within broader dialog Average
44 ZAMBIA No institutionalized mechanism CD discussed within broader dialog High
45 ZIMBABWE Institutionalized dialog Average Institutionalized dialog Very high

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
CD = Capacity development.

150



Compendium of Statistics
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During 2013 calendar year, how frequently did
the Head of State, the Head of Government
and/or other high officials speak publicly and

Civil society participation in
priority setting related to capacity

Transparency of information to
civil society about the capacity

Country favorably about capacity development efforts?  development agenda development agenda
1 ALGERIA Once or twice Average Average
2 BENIN At least 3 times Average Low
3 BOTSWANA
4 BURKINA FASO At least 3 times Average Average
5 BURUNDI At least 3 times
6 CABO VERDE At least 3 times Low Average
7 CAMEROON Once or twice Average Average
8 CAR Once or twice Low Low
9 CHAD At least 3 times High Average
10 COMOROS At least 3 times Average Low
11 CONGO (DRC) Once or twice Average Average
12 CONGO, REP At least 3 times Low Low
13 COTE D’IVOIRE
14 DIIBOUTI
15 EGYPT At least 3 times Average High
16 ETHIOPIA At least 3 times Average Average
17 GABON
18 GAMBIA At least 3 times Average Average
19 GHANA At least 3 times High High
20 GUINEA At least 3 times Average Average
21 GUINEA BISSAU Once or twice Low Low
22 KENYA At least 3 times Average Average
23 LESOTHO At least 3 times High High
24 LIBERIA At least 3 times High High
25 MADAGASCAR At least 3 times Average Average
26 MALAWI At least 3 times Average Average
27 MALI At least 3 times Average Average
28 MAURITANIA Once or twice Low Low
29 MAURITIUS At least 3 times High High
30 MOROCCO Once or twice High Low
31 MOZAMBIQUE
32 NAMIBIA At least 3 times High
33 NIGER At least 3 times Low Low
34 NIGERIA At least 3 times Low Low
35 RWANDA At least 3 times Average Average
36 SENEGAL At least 3 times Average Average
37 SIERRA LEONE At least 3 times Low Low
38 SOUTH SUDAN Once or twice Low Low
39 SWAZILAND
40 TANZANIA At least 3 times Average Average
41 TOGO Once or twice Average Low
42 TUNISIA Once or twice Average Average
43 UGANDA At least 3 times Average Average
44 ZAMBIA At least 3 times Average Average
45 ZIMBABWE At least 3 times Average Low

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Existence of a

Statistics taught

Signing of the
African Charter

National Strategy for  Year of at any of the National statistics on Statistics
the Development of adoption of NSDS is fully higher training office operates an in- (adopted on 3
Country Statistics (NSDS) NSDS operational institutions service training center  February 2009)

1 ALGERIA YES 2009 YES YES NO YES
2 BENIN YES 2008 YES YES YES YES
3 BOTSWANA YES 2012 YES YES NO NO

4 BURKINA FASO YES 2003 YES NO YES YES
5 BURUNDI YES 2011 YES NO NO YES
6 CABO VERDE YES 2006 YES YES NO YES
7 CAMEROON YES 2009 YES YES YES NO

8 CAR NO YES NO NO

9 CHAD YES 2011 YES NO NO YES
10 COMOROS YES 2009 YES YES NO YES
11 CONGO (DRC) YES 2012 YES YES YES YES
12 CONGO, REP YES NO YES NO YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES 2012 YES NO NO YES
14 DJIBOUTI YES 2010 YES YES YES NO

15 EGYPT NO YES YES NO

16 ETHIOPIA YES 2009 YES YES YES YES
17 GABON YES 2010 NO YES NO YES
18 GAMBIA YES 2007 YES NO YES
19 GHANA YES 2008 YES YES YES YES
20 GUINEA YES 2008 YES NO YES YES
21 GUINEA BISSAU NO NO YES YES
22 KENYA NO NO YES YES
23 LESOTHO YES 2011 YES YES NO YES
24 LIBERIA YES 2008 YES NO YES YES
25 MADAGASCAR YES 2008 NO YES YES NO

26 MALAWI YES 2013 YES YES YES YES
27 MALI YES 2006 YES NO NO YES
28 MAURITANIA YES 2011 YES YES NO NO

29 MAURITIUS YES 2007 YES YES YES YES
30 MOROCCO YES 2004 YES YES YES YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES 2012 YES YES YES YES
32 NAMIBIA YES 2011 YES YES YES NO

33 NIGER YES 2008 YES YES YES YES
34 NIGERIA YES 2010 YES YES YES NO

35 RWANDA YES 2014 YES YES NO YES
36 SENEGAL YES 2007 YES YES YES YES
37 SIERRA LEONE YES 2008 YES YES NO YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN YES 2012 YES YES YES YES
39 SWAZILAND NO YES NO NO

40 TANZANIA YES 2012 YES YES YES YES
41 TOGO YES 2009 YES YES NO YES
42 TUNISIA NO YES YES YES
43 UGANDA YES 2006 YES NO YES YES
44 ZAMBIA YES 2014 NO YES NO YES
45 ZIMBABWE YES 2011 YES YES YES NO

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Development cooperation effectiveness related to capacity development activities 1

Assessment of coordination of
support to capacity in the country

Endorsement of Existence of an Mutual
the Busan Global  Country has an  aid coordination accountability Scale 1 = Very weak
Country Partnership aid policy mechanism framework in place to 6 = Very strong
1 ALGERIA NO NO NO NO 1
2 BENIN YES YES YES YES 3
3 BOTSWANA NO YES YES 2
4 BURKINA FASO YES YES YES YES 4
5 BURUNDI YES YES YES YES 3
6 CABO VERDE YES YES YES YES 5
7 CAMEROON YES NO NO NO 3
8 CAR YES YES YES NO 1
9 CHAD YES NO YES YES 3
10 COMOROS YES NO YES NO 5
11 CONGO (DRC) YES NO NO YES 4
12 CONGO, REP YES NO NO NO 2
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES NO YES YES 2
14 DJIBOUTI YES YES YES YES 3
15 EGYPT YES YES YES YES 4
16 ETHIOPIA YES NO YES YES 4
17 GABON NO NO NO NO 4
18 GAMBIA YES YES YES YES 5
19 GHANA YES YES YES YES 3
20 GUINEA YES NO NO NO 2
21 GUINEA BISSAU YES YES NO NO 2
22 KENYA YES NO NO NO 2
23 LESOTHO YES NO YES NO 5
24 LIBERIA YES YES YES YES 5
25 MADAGASCAR YES NO YES YES 5
26 MALAWI YES YES YES YES 3
27 MALI YES NO YES YES 4
28 MAURITANIA YES YES YES NO 3
29 MAURITIUS NO YES YES YES 6
30 MOROCCO YES YES YES YES 4
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES YES YES YES 5
32 NAMIBIA YES YES YES NO 3
33 NIGER YES NO YES YES 3
34 NIGERIA YES YES YES YES 5
35 RWANDA YES YES YES YES 5
36 SENEGAL YES NO YES YES 4
37 SIERRA LEONE YES YES YES YES 4
38 SOUTH SUDAN YES YES YES YES 2
39 SWAZILAND YES YES YES YES 3
40 TANZANIA YES NO YES YES 3
41 TOGO YES YES YES YES 3
42 TUNISIA YES YES YES NO 5
43 UGANDA YES NO YES NO 3
44 ZAMBIA YES YES YES YES 2
45 ZIMBABWE YES YES YES NO 4

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Development cooperation effectiveness related to capacity development activities 2

M&E framework to assess progress

Mutual assessment of progress

in implementing agreed
commitments between the

Tracking system
on CD allocations
for gender equality
and ’s

government and the

Transparency of
information on
bilateral cooperation
on capacity

Country against NDS developed of donors conducted empowerment development
1 ALGERIA M&E tools, but not adequate YES YES NO
2 BENIN Adequate M&E YES NO NO
3 BOTSWANA M&E tools, but not adequate YES
4 BURKINA FASO M&E tools, but not adequate YES YES YES
5 BURUNDI M&E tools, but not adequate YES NO NO
6 CABO VERDE Adequate M&E YES YES YES
7 CAMEROON M&E tools, but not adequate YES NO NO
8 CAR MA&E tools, but not adequate NO NO NO
9 CHAD M&E tools, but not adequate YES NO YES
10 COMOROS Adequate M&E NO YES
11 CONGO (DRC) M&E tools, but not adequate NO YES YES
12 CONGO, REP No M&E mechanism in place NO NO YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE M&E tools, but not adequate NO NO YES
14 DJIBOUTI Adequate M&E YES YES
15 EGYPT M&E tools, but not adequate YES YES YES
16 ETHIOPIA Adequate M&E YES YES YES
17 GABON M&E tools, but not adequate YES NO NO
18 GAMBIA Adequate M&E YES NO YES
19 GHANA M&E tools, but not adequate NO NO YES
20 GUINEA No M&E mechanism in place NO YES NO
21 GUINEA BISSAU M&E tools, but not adequate NO NO NO
22 KENYA M&E tools, but not adequate NO NO NO
23 LESOTHO Adequate M&E YES NO YES
24 LIBERIA Adequate M&E YES NO NO
25 MADAGASCAR Adequate M&E YES YES YES
26 MALAWI Adequate M&E YES YES YES
27 MALI M&E tools, but not adequate YES NO YES
28 MAURITANIA M&E tools, but not adequate YES
29 MAURITIUS Adequate M&E YES YES YES
30 MOROCCO Adequate M&E YES YES YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE Adequate M&E YES YES YES
32 NAMIBIA Adequate M&E YES NO YES
33 NIGER Adequate M&E YES NO NO
34 NIGERIA Adequate M&E NO NO YES
35 RWANDA Adequate M&E YES YES YES
36 SENEGAL M&E tools, but not adequate YES NO YES
37 SIERRA LEONE Adequate M&E YES NO YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN M&E tools, but not adequate YES NO NO
39 SWAZILAND Adequate M&E YES
40 TANZANIA M&E tools, but not adequate YES YES NO
41 TOGO Adequate M&E YES NO NO
42 TUNISIA Adequate M&E YES NO YES
43 UGANDA M&E tools, but not adequate YES YES YES
44 ZAMBIA Adequate M&E NO YES
45 ZIMBABWE M&E tools, but not adequate YES NO

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Year of Institutional mechani to impl t
Country Ratification of CEDAW ratification  Report to the Committee CEDAW
1 ALGERIA CEDAW ratified with reservations 1996 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
2 BENIN CEDAW ratified without reservations 1992 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
3 BOTSWANA CEDAW ratified with reservations 1996 Some reporting done Focal person without special mandate
4 BURKINA FASO CEDAW ratified without reservations 1984 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
5 BURUNDI CEDAW ratified without reservations 1991 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
6 CABO VERDE CEDAW ratified without reservations Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
7 CAMEROON CEDAW ratified without reservations 1994 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
8 CAR CEDAW ratified without reservations 1991 Some reporting done Focal point at appropriate level
9 CHAD CEDAW ratified without reservations 1993 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
10 COMOROS CEDAW ratified without reservations 1994 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
11 CONGO (DRC) CEDAW ratified without reservations 1986 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
12 CONGO, REP CEDAW ratified without reservations 1982 Some reporting done Focal point at appropriate level
13 COTE D’IVOIRE CEDAW ratified without reservations 1995 Some reporting done Focal point at appropriate level
14 DJIBOUTI CEDAW ratified with reservations 1998 Some reporting done Focal point at appropriate level
15 EGYPT CEDAW ratified without reservations 1996 Some reporting done Focal point at appropriate level
16 ETHIOPIA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1981 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
17 GABON CEDAW ratified without reservations 1983 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
18 GAMBIA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1992 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
19 GHANA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1986 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
20 GUINEA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1982 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
21 GUINEA BISSAU CEDAW ratified without reservations 2008 Some reporting done Focal point at appropriate level
22 KENYA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1984 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
23 LESOTHO CEDAW ratified with reservations 1995 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
24 LIBERIA CEDAW ratified without reservations 2009 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
25 MADAGASCAR CEDAW ratified without reservations 1998 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
26 MALAWI CEDAW ratified without reservations 2000 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
27 MALI CEDAW ratified with reservations 1985 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
28 MAURITANIA CEDAW ratified with reservations 2000 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
29 MAURITIUS CEDAW ratified without reservations 1984 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
30 MOROCCO CEDAW ratified without reservations 2012 Some reporting done Focal point at appropriate level
31 MOZAMBIQUE CEDAW ratified without reservations 1993 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
32 NAMIBIA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1995 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
33 NIGER CEDAW ratified with reservations 1999 Some reporting done Focal point at appropriate level
34 NIGERIA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1985 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
35 RWANDA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1981 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
36 SENEGAL CEDAW ratified without reservations 1985 Some reporting done Focal person without special mandate
37 SIERRA LEONE CEDAW ratified without reservations 1988 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
38 SOUTH SUDAN CEDAW not ratified No reporting Focal point at appropriate level
39 SWAZILAND CEDAW ratified without reservations 2004 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
40 TANZANIA CEDAW ratified without reservations 2004 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
41 TOGO CEDAW ratified without reservations 1983 Some reporting done Focal point at appropriate level
42 TUNISIA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1985 Reporting is up to date Focal person without special mandate
43 UGANDA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1985 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
44 ZAMBIA CEDAW ratified without reservations 1985 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level
45 ZIMBABWE CEDAW ratified without reservations 1991 Reporting is up to date Focal point at appropriate level

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Gender equality mainstreaming 2

Embodiment of the principle

Consistency of family laws with the

Ratification of  of equality of men and women  principles of equality between the sexes The country has put
the Optional in national constitution or as under provision of Article 16 of the in place (enacted) a
Country Protocol other appropriate legislation CEDAW gender policy

1 ALGERIA YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament NO

2 BENIN YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
3 BOTSWANA YES Draft law in place Draft law in place YES
4 BURKINA FASO YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
5 BURUNDI NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
6 CABO VERDE YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
7 CAMEROON YES Law approved by Parliament Draft law in place YES
8 CAR NO Law approved by Parliament Draft law in place YES
9 CHAD NO Law approved by Parliament Draft law in place NO

10 COMOROS NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
11 CONGO (DRC) NO Law approved by Parliament Draft law in place YES
12 CONGO, REP YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
14 DJIBOUTI YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
15 EGYPT NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
16 ETHIOPIA NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
17 GABON NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
18 GAMBIA NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
19 GHANA YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
20 GUINEA YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
21 GUINEA BISSAU YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
22 KENYA NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
23 LESOTHO YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
24 LIBERIA NO No law or legal measure Law approved by Parliament YES
25 MADAGASCAR NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
26 MALAWI NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
27 MALI YES Law approved by Parliament Draft law in place YES
28 MAURITANIA NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
29 MAURITIUS YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
30 MOROCCO YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
32 NAMIBIA YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
33 NIGER YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
34 NIGERIA YES Draft law in place Draft law in place YES
35 RWANDA NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
36 SENEGAL YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
37 SIERRA LEONE NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN NO Draft law in place Draft law in place YES
39 SWAZILAND NO Draft law in place Draft law in place YES
40 TANZANIA YES Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES
41 TOGO NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament NO

42 TUNISIA YES Draft law in place Draft law in place YES
43 UGANDA YES Law approved by Parliament Draft law in place YES
44 ZAMBIA NO Law approved by Parliament Draft law in place YES
45 ZIMBABWE NO Law approved by Parliament Law approved by Parliament YES

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Gender equality mainstreaming 3

Gender equality policy is integrated in the Government allocated financial Mainstreaming gender

Country country’s Poverty Reduction Strategy resources to gender related activities in statistics
1 ALGERIA Gender mainstreamed, no clear objectives No budget line allocated Clear guide
2 BENIN Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated No clear guide
3 BOTSWANA Gender mainstreamed, no clear objectives Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
4 BURKINA FASO Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
5 BURUNDI Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
6 CABO VERDE Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
7 CAMEROON Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated No clear guide
8 CAR Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated No clear guide
9 CHAD Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
10 COMOROS Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
11 CONGO (DRC) Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated Clear guide
12 CONGO, REP Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated No clear guide
13 COTE D’IVOIRE Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated No clear guide
14 DJIBOUTI Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated Clear guide
15 EGYPT Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated Clear guide
16 ETHIOPIA Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
17 GABON Gender mainstreamed, no clear objectives Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
18 GAMBIA Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
19 GHANA Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
20 GUINEA Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
21 GUINEA BISSAU Clear objectives and targets set No budget line allocated No clear guide
22 KENYA Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated Clear guide
23 LESOTHO Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
24 LIBERIA Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
25 MADAGASCAR Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
26 MALAWI Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated No clear guide
27 MALI Gender mainstreamed, no clear objectives Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
28 MAURITANIA Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
29 MAURITIUS Gender mainstreamed, no clear objectives Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
30 MOROCCO Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
31 MOZAMBIQUE Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
32 NAMIBIA Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
33 NIGER Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated Clear guide
34 NIGERIA Gender mainstreamed, no clear objectives Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
35 RWANDA Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
36 SENEGAL Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
37 SIERRA LEONE Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
38 SOUTH SUDAN Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
39 SWAZILAND Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated No clear guide
40 TANZANIA Gender mainstreamed, no clear objectives Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
41 TOGO Clear objectives and targets set Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
42 TUNISIA Gender mainstreamed, no clear objectives Unclear kind of budget allocated No clear guide
43 UGANDA Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
44 ZAMBIA Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide
45 ZIMBABWE Clear objectives and targets set Sufficient budget allocated Clear guide

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Social inclusion

Provisions in the country’s

Instances where

Constitution allowing the some nationals in Social services Equal Policy or

President / Head of State to the country require accessible to employment  law that Policy or law

appoint some representatives special permission / nationals in opportunities provides equal that protects the

to Parliament in addition to  qualification to enjoy  the country on for all opportunity vulnerable in the

Country the elected representatives certain privileges equal terms nationals for all society

1 ALGERIA YES NO YES NO NO YES
2 BENIN NO NO YES YES YES YES
3 BOTSWANA YES NO YES YES NO YES
4 BURKINA FASO NO NO YES YES YES YES
5 BURUNDI NO YES YES YES YES YES
6 CABO VERDE NO NO YES YES YES YES
7 CAMEROON YES YES YES YES YES YES
8 CAR NO NO YES YES YES YES
9 CHAD NO NO YES YES YES YES
10 COMOROS NO NO YES YES YES NO
11 CONGO (DRC) YES NO NO NO YES YES
12 CONGO, REP NO NO YES YES YES YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE NO YES YES NO YES YES
14 DJIBOUTI YES YES YES YES YES YES
15 EGYPT YES YES YES NO YES YES
16 ETHIOPIA NO NO YES YES YES YES
17 GABON NO NO YES YES YES YES
18 GAMBIA YES NO YES YES YES YES
19 GHANA NO NO YES YES YES NO
20 GUINEA NO NO YES YES YES YES
21 GUINEA BISSAU YES YES YES YES YES YES
22 KENYA NO NO YES YES YES YES
23 LESOTHO YES NO YES YES YES YES
24 LIBERIA NO NO NO YES YES NO
25 MADAGASCAR YES NO YES YES YES YES
26 MALAWI YES NO YES YES YES YES
27 MALI NO NO YES YES YES YES
28 MAURITANIA NO NO YES YES YES YES
29 MAURITIUS NO NO YES YES YES YES
30 MOROCCO YES YES YES YES YES YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE NO YES YES YES YES YES
32 NAMIBIA YES NO YES YES YES YES
33 NIGER NO YES YES YES YES YES
34 NIGERIA NO NO YES YES YES YES
35 RWANDA YES NO YES YES YES YES
36 SENEGAL NO NO YES YES YES YES
37 SIERRA LEONE NO NO YES YES YES YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN YES YES YES YES YES YES
39 SWAZILAND YES YES YES YES
40 TANZANIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
41 TOGO YES YES YES YES YES YES
42 TUNISIA NO YES YES YES YES YES
43 UGANDA NO NO YES YES YES YES
44 ZAMBIA YES NO YES YES YES YES
45 ZIMBABWE YES NO YES YES YES YES

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Establishment of a National Assistance

Main partners from multi-lateral cooperation have developed a

Country Coordinating Unit for CD by the government country assistance strategy/program relating to the country
1 ALGERIA Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
2 BENIN Clear unit established Not all
3 BOTSWANA Clear unit established All
4 BURKINA FASO Clear unit established Not all
5 BURUNDI Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
6 CABO VERDE Clear unit established Not all
7 CAMEROON Coordination, not formally instituted All
8 CAR Clear unit established Not all
9 CHAD No institutional Unit Not all
10 COMOROS Clear unit established Not all
11 CONGO (DRC) Clear unit established Not all
12 CONGO, REP No institutional Unit Not all
13 COTE D’IVOIRE Clear unit established Not all
14 DJIBOUTI Clear unit established Not all
15 EGYPT Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
16 ETHIOPIA Clear unit established Not all
17 GABON Clear unit established Not all
18 GAMBIA Clear unit established All
19 GHANA Clear unit established All
20 GUINEA Clear unit established Not all
21 GUINEA BISSAU Clear unit established None
22 KENYA Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
23 LESOTHO Clear unit established All
24 LIBERIA Clear unit established All
25 MADAGASCAR Clear unit established Not all
26 MALAWI Clear unit established All
27 MALI Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
28 MAURITANIA Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
29 MAURITIUS Clear unit established All
30 MOROCCO Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
31 MOZAMBIQUE Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
32 NAMIBIA Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
33 NIGER Clear unit established All
34 NIGERIA Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
35 RWANDA Clear unit established All
36 SENEGAL Clear unit established All
37 SIERRA LEONE Clear unit established Not all
38 SOUTH SUDAN Coordination, not formally instituted
39 SWAZILAND Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
40 TANZANIA Coordination, not formally instituted Not all
41 TOGO Clear unit established Not all
42 TUNISIA Clear unit established All
43 UGANDA Coordination, not formally instituted All
44 ZAMBIA Coordination, not formally instituted
45 ZIMBABWE No institutional unit

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Capacity profiling and assessments of needs

Capacity profile  Date last Capacity needs
ducted in the paci assessment conducted
country since profile Who commissioned the in the country since ‘Who commissioned the
Country 2008 conducted capacity profiling 2008 pacity needs
1 ALGERIA NO NO
2 BENIN YES 2011 Government body YES Government body
3 BOTSWANA YES 2010 Government body YES Government body
4 BURKINA FASO YES 2008 Government body YES Government body
5 BURUNDI YES 2012 Development partner YES Government body
6 CABO VERDE YES 2009 Development partner YES Development partner
7 CAMEROON YES 2008 Government body YES Government body
8 CAR YES 2008 Government body YES Development partner
9 CHAD NO NO
10 COMOROS NO YES Development partner
11 CONGO (DRC) YES 2014 Government body YES Government body
12 CONGO, REP NO YES Government body
13 COTE D’IVOIRE NO YES Government body
14 DJIBOUTI YES 2012 YES
15 EGYPT Don’t know YES
16 ETHIOPIA YES YES
17 GABON Don’t know YES
18 GAMBIA YES 2009 Government body YES Government body
19 GHANA YES 2011 Development partner YES Dev. partner & other
20 GUINEA YES 2010 Development partner YES Development partner
21 GUINEA BISSAU YES 2007 Government body YES Development partner
22 KENYA YES 2011 Government body NO
23 LESOTHO YES 2012 Gvnt & dev. partner YES Development partner
24 LIBERIA YES 2012 Development partner YES Gvnt & Dev. partner
25 MADAGASCAR NO YES Government body
26 MALAWI YES 2013 YES
27 MALI YES 2011 Development partner YES Government body
28 MAURITANIA YES 2009 Government body YES Government body
29 MAURITIUS YES 2010 Government body YES
30 MOROCCO YES 2011 Development partner YES Development partner
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES 2011 Government body YES Government body
32 NAMIBIA YES 2012 YES Government body
33 NIGER YES 2013 Government body YES Government body
34 NIGERIA NO 1 YES Development partner
35 RWANDA YES 2014 Government body YES Government body
36 SENEGAL YES YES Government body
37 SIERRA LEONE YES 2013 YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN YES 2013 Gvnt & dev. partner YES Gvnt & dev. partner
39 SWAZILAND NO NO
40 TANZANIA YES 2010 YES Gvnt & dev. partner
41 TOGO NO NO
42 TUNISIA YES 2010 Government body YES Government body
43 UGANDA NO YES Gvnt & dev. partner
44 ZAMBIA YES 2009 YES Government body
45 ZIMBABWE Don’t know Don’t know

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.

Gvnt & dev. = partner-government and development partner.
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Regional integration: Geography and membership

t hip to:
Number of border Country Country membership to

Country countries landlocked APPA OPEC Commonwealth OIF ICOo
1 ALGERIA 6 NO YES YES NO NO YES
2 BENIN 4 NO YES NO NO YES YES
3 BOTSWANA 4 YES NO YES NO NO
5 BURKINA FASO 6 YES NO NO NO YES NO
4 BURUNDI 3 YES NO NO NO YES NO
6 CABO VERDE 0 NO NO NO NO YES NO
7 CAMEROON 6 NO YES NO YES YES YES
8 CAR 6 YES NO NO NO YES YES
9 CHAD 6 YES YES NO NO YES YES
10 COMOROS 0 NO NO NO NO YES YES
11 CONGO (DRC) 9 YES NO NO NO YES NO
12 CONGO, REP 5 NO YES NO NO YES NO
13 COTE D’IVOIRE 5 NO YES YES NO YES YES
14 DJIBOUTI 3 NO NO NO NO YES YES
15 EGYPT 4 NO YES YES NO YES YES
16 ETHIOPIA 6 YES NO NO NO NO NO
17 GABON 3 NO YES NO NO YES YES
18 GAMBIA 1 NO NO NO NO NO YES
19 GHANA 3 NO YES NO YES YES NO
20 GUINEA 6 NO NO NO NO YES YES
21 GUINEA BISSAU 2 NO NO NO NO YES YES
22 KENYA 5 NO NO NO YES NO NO
23 LESOTHO 1 YES NO NO YES NO NO
24 LIBERIA 3 NO NO NO NO NO NO
25 MADAGASCAR 0 NO NO NO NO YES NO
26 MALAWI 3 YES NO NO YES NO NO
27 MALI 7 YES NO NO NO YES YES
28 MAURITANIA 4 NO NO NO NO YES YES
29 MAURITIUS NO NO YES YES NO
30 MOROCCO 2 NO NO NO NO YES YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE 6 NO NO NO YES NO YES
32 NAMIBIA 5 NO YES YES YES NO NO
33 NIGER 7 YES YES YES NO YES YES
34 NIGERIA 4 NO YES YES YES NO NO
35 RWANDA 4 YES NO NO YES YES NO
36 SENEGAL 5 NO NO NO NO YES YES
37 SIERRA LEONE 2 NO YES NO YES NO YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN 6 YES NO NO NO NO NO
39 SWAZILAND 2 YES NO NO YES NO NO
40 TANZANIA 8 NO NO NO YES NO NO
41 TOGO 3 NO NO NO NO YES YES
42 TUNISIA 2 NO NO NO NO YES YES
43 UGANDA 5 YES NO YES YES NO YES
44 ZAMBIA 8 YES NO NO YES NO NO
45 ZIMBABWE 5 YES NO NO NO NO NO

ICO = Islamic Conference Organization.
APPA = African Petroleum Association.
OIF = Francophonie.
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Regional integration: Membership in AU-recognized RECs

Country CEN-SAD EAC ECCAS ECOWAS COMESA IGAD SADC UMA
1 ALGERIA NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES
2 BENIN YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
3 BOTSWANA NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO
5 BURKINA FASO YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
4 BURUNDI NO YES YES NO YES NO NO NO
6 CABO VERDE NO NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
7 CAMEROON NO NO YES NO NO NO NO NO
8 CAR YES NO YES NO NO NO NO NO
9 CHAD YES NO YES NO NO NO NO NO
10 COMOROS YES NO NO NO YES NO NO NO
11 CONGO (DRC) NO NO YES NO YES NO YES NO
12 CONGO, REP NO NO YES NO NO NO NO NO
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
14 DJIBOUTI YES NO NO NO YES YES NO NO
15 EGYPT YES NO NO NO YES NO NO NO
16 ETHIOPIA NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO
17 GABON NO NO YES NO NO NO NO NO
18 GAMBIA YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
19 GHANA YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
20 GUINEA YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
21 GUINEA-BISSAU YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
22 KENYA YES YES NO NO YES YES NO NO
23 LESOTHO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO
24 LIBERIA YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
25 MADAGASCAR NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO
26 MALAWI NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO
27 MALI YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
28 MAURITANIA YES NO NO NO NO NO NO YES
29 MAURITIUS NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO
30 MOROCCO YES NO NO NO NO NO NO YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO
32 NAMIBIA NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO
33 NIGER YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
34 NIGERIA YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
35 RWANDA NO YES NO NO YES NO NO NO
36 SENEGAL YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
37 SIERRA LEONE YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
38 SOUTH SUDAN NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO
39 SWAZILAND NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO
40 TANZANIA NO YES NO NO NO NO YES NO
41 TOGO YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
42 TUNISIA YES NO NO NO NO NO NO YES
43 UGANDA NO YES NO NO YES YES NO NO
44 ZAMBIA NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO
45 ZIMBABWE NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO
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Country CEMAC CEPGL 10C MRU UEMOA SACU
1 ALGERIA NO NO NO NO NO NO
2 BENIN NO NO NO NO YES NO
3 BOTSWANA NO NO NO NO NO YES
5 BURKINA FASO NO NO NO NO YES NO
4 BURUNDI NO YES NO NO NO NO
6 CABO VERDE NO NO NO NO NO NO
7 CAMEROON YES NO NO NO NO NO
8 CAR YES NO NO NO NO NO
9 CHAD YES NO NO NO NO NO
10 COMOROS NO NO YES NO NO NO
11 CONGO (DRC) NO YES NO NO NO NO
12 CONGO, REP YES NO NO NO NO NO
13 COTE D’IVOIRE NO NO NO YES YES NO
14 DJIBOUTI NO NO NO NO NO NO
15 EGYPT NO NO NO NO NO NO
16 ETHIOPIA NO NO NO NO NO NO
17 GABON YES NO NO NO NO NO
18 GAMBIA NO NO NO NO NO NO
19 GHANA NO NO NO NO NO NO
20 GUINEA NO NO NO YES NO NO
21 GUINEA-BISSAU NO NO NO NO YES NO
22 KENYA NO NO NO NO NO NO
23 LESOTHO NO NO NO NO NO YES
24 LIBERIA NO NO NO YES NO NO
25 MADAGASCAR NO NO YES NO NO NO
26 MALAWI NO NO NO NO NO NO
27 MALI NO NO NO NO YES NO
28 MAURITANIA NO NO NO NO NO NO
29 MAURITIUS NO NO YES NO NO NO
30 MOROCCO NO NO NO NO NO NO
31 MOZAMBIQUE NO NO NO NO NO NO
32 NAMIBIA NO NO NO NO NO YES
33 NIGER NO NO NO NO YES NO
34 NIGERIA NO NO NO NO NO NO
35 RWANDA NO YES NO NO NO NO
36 SENEGAL NO NO NO NO YES NO
37 SIERRA LEONE NO NO NO YES NO NO
38 SOUTH SUDAN NO NO NO NO NO NO
39 SWAZILAND NO NO NO NO NO YES
40 TANZANIA NO NO NO NO NO NO
41 TOGO NO NO NO NO YES NO
42 TUNISIA NO NO NO NO NO NO
43 UGANDA NO NO NO NO NO NO
44 ZAMBIA NO NO NO NO NO NO
45 ZIMBABWE NO NO NO NO NO NO
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Regional integration: Main treaties/protocols relating to regional integration signed/ratified

Constitution of the Association
Constitutive Act of the African  of African Trade Promotion

Abuja Treaty Union Organizations

Country Signed Ratified Signed Ratified Signed Ratified
1 ALGERIA NO NO YES NO YES NO
2 BENIN YES YES YES YES YES YES
3 BOTSWANA YES YES YES YES NO NO
5 BURKINA FASO YES YES YES YES YES NO
4 BURUNDI YES YES YES YES YES NO
6 CABO VERDE NO NO YES YES NO NO
7 CAMEROON YES YES YES YES YES NO
8 CAR YES YES YES YES YES NO
9 CHAD YES YES YES YES YES NO
10 COMOROS YES YES YES YES YES NO
11 CONGO (DRC) YES YES YES YES YES NO
12 CONGO, REP YES YES YES YES YES YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES YES YES YES YES
14 DJIBOUTI YES NO YES NO NO NO
15 EGYPT YES YES NO NO YES YES
16 ETHIOPIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
17 GABON YES YES YES YES YES NO
18 GAMBIA YES YES YES YES NO NO
19 GHANA YES YES YES YES YES YES
20 GUINEA YES YES YES YES YES YES
21 GUINEA BISSAU YES YES YES YES NO NO
22 KENYA YES NO YES YES NO NO
23 LESOTHO YES YES YES YES NO NO
24 LIBERIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
25 MADAGASCAR YES NO YES YES YES NO
26 MALAWI YES YES YES YES NO NO
27 MALI YES YES YES YES YES YES
28 MAURITANIA YES YES YES YES YES NO
29 MAURITIUS YES YES YES YES NO NO
30 MOROCCO NO NO NO NO NO NO
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES YES YES YES NO NO
32 NAMIBIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
33 NIGER YES YES YES YES YES YES
34 NIGERIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
35 RWANDA YES YES YES NO YES YES
36 SENEGAL YES YES YES YES YES NO
37 SIERRA LEONE YES YES YES YES YES YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN NO NO YES NO YES NO
39 SWAZILAND YES YES
40 TANZANIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
41 TOGO YES YES YES YES YES YES
42 TUNISIA NO NO YES YES NO NO
43 UGANDA YES YES YES YES YES NO
44 ZAMBIA YES YES YES YES
45 ZIMBABWE YES YES YES YES NO NO

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Regional integration: Main treaties/protocols relating to regional integration signed/ratified

Protocol to the Treaty establishing the African
Economic Community relating to the Pan-

African Parliament

Protocol on the African Investment Bank

Country Signed Ratified Signed Ratified

1 ALGERIA YES NO YES NO
2 BENIN YES YES YES YES
3 BOTSWANA NO YES NO NO
5 BURKINA FASO YES YES YES NO
4 BURUNDI YES YES NO NO
6 CABO VERDE NO NO NO NO
7 CAMEROON YES YES NO NO
8 CAR YES NO YES NO
9 CHAD YES YES NO NO
10 COMOROS YES YES YES NO
11 CONGO (DRC) YES NO YES YES
12 CONGO, REP YES YES YES YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES YES YES YES
14 DJIBOUTI YES YES YES NO
15 EGYPT YES YES NO NO
16 ETHIOPIA YES YES NO NO
17 GABON YES YES NO NO
18 GAMBIA YES YES YES YES
19 GHANA YES YES YES YES
20 GUINEA YES YES YES YES
21 GUINEA BISSAU YES YES YES YES
22 KENYA YES YES NO NO
23 LESOTHO YES YES NO NO
24 LIBERIA YES YES NO NO
25 MADAGASCAR YES YES NO NO
26 MALAWI YES YES NO NO
27 MALI YES YES NO NO
28 MAURITANIA YES YES YES YES
29 MAURITIUS YES YES NO NO
30 MOROCCO NO NO NO NO
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES YES NO NO
32 NAMIBIA YES YES NO NO
33 NIGER YES YES YES YES
34 NIGERIA YES YES NO NO
35 RWANDA YES YES NO NO
36 SENEGAL YES YES YES NO
37 SIERRA LEONE YES YES YES YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN YES NO NO NO
39 SWAZILAND YES

40 TANZANIA YES YES YES YES
41 TOGO YES YES YES YES
42 TUNISIA YES YES NO NO
43 UGANDA YES YES NO NO
44 ZAMBIA YES YES YES NO
45 ZIMBABWE YES YES NO NO

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Policies, strategies and initiatives for domestic resource mobilization 1

The Yaoundé
Country is Country is member Yaoundé Declaration Country has Declaration
Existence of member of the of the Collaborative ~ on Combatting Illicit put in place an on Tax and
a National African Tax African Budget Financial Flows from Agency to fight Development (9th
Development Administration = Reform Initiatives Africa (7th June 2014) illicit financial September 2010)
Country Strategy Forum (ATAF) (CABRI) signed flows signed

1 ALGERIA YES NO NO NO YES NO

2 BENIN YES YES NO NO YES NO

3 BOTSWANA NO YES YES YES YES NO

5 BURKINA FASO YES YES YES NO NO

4 BURUNDI YES YES NO NO NO NO

6 CABO VERDE NO NO NO NO YES NO

7 CAMEROON NO YES NO YES YES YES

8 CAR IN PROCESS NO YES YES YES YES

9 CHAD YES YES NO NO YES

10 COMOROS YES YES NO NO YES NO

11 CONGO (DRC) YES NO NO NO YES YES

12 CONGO, REP YES NO NO YES YES YES

13 COTE D’IVOIRE IN PROCESS YES NO NO

14 DJIBOUTI NO YES

15 EGYPT YES YES NO NO YES NO

16 ETHIOPIA IN PROCESS NO NO NO YES NO

17 GABON NO YES NO NO YES NO

18 GAMBIA YES YES YES NO YES NO

19 GHANA YES YES YES YES YES YES

20 GUINEA IN PROCESS NO NO YES NO NO

21 GUINEA BISSAU NO YES NO NO YES NO

22 KENYA YES YES YES NO YES NO

23 LESOTHO YES YES NO NO YES NO

24 LIBERIA YES YES YES YES YES YES

25 MADAGASCAR YES YES NO NO YES NO

26 MALAWI YES YES NO NO NO NO

27 MALI YES NO YES NO YES NO

28 MAURITANIA NO YES YES YES YES YES

29 MAURITIUS YES YES YES NO YES NO

30 MOROCCO YES YES NO NO NO NO

31 MOZAMBIQUE YES YES NO NO

32 NAMIBIA YES YES NO YES NO

33 NIGER YES YES NO NO YES NO

34 NIGERIA YES YES NO YES

35 RWANDA NO YES YES NO NO

36 SENEGAL YES YES YES YES YES NO

37 SIERRA LEONE YES YES NO YES YES NO

38 SOUTH SUDAN YES NO NO NO NO NO

39 SWAZILAND YES YES NO NO YES NO

40  TANZANIA NO YES NO YES YES YES

41 TOGO NO YES NO YES YES NO

42 TUNISIA IN PROCESS NO NO NO NO NO

43 UGANDA YES YES NO NO YES NO

44  ZAMBIA NO YES NO YES YES

45 ZIMBABWE YES YES YES NO YES NO

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Policies, strategies and initiatives for domestic resource mobilization 2

Country has Country has Country has a
Country developed a put in place public training

The AU Convention has tax specific policy to/ strategies to institution

on Preventing and exemptions  strategic to collect  collect taxes dedicated to Country has a

Combating Corruption dedicated to taxes from natural  from the public revenue microfinance

Country (Maputo, 11 July 2003) investors resources informal sector  collection policy

1 ALGERIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
2 BENIN YES YES NO YES YES YES
3 BOTSWANA NO YES YES NO NO YES
5 BURKINA FASO YES YES YES YES YES YES
4 BURUNDI NO YES NO YES YES YES
6 CABO VERDE NO YES NO YES YES YES
7 CAMEROON YES YES NO YES YES
8 CAR YES YES YES YES NO YES
9 CHAD YES YES YES YES YES YES
10 COMOROS YES YES YES NO YES
11 CONGO (DRC) YES YES YES YES YES YES
12 CONGO, REP YES YES YES YES YES YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES YES YES YES YES YES
14 DIJIBOUTI YES YES NO YES YES YES
15 EGYPT NO YES YES YES
16 ETHIOPIA YES YES NO YES YES NO
17 GABON YES YES YES YES YES
18 GAMBIA YES YES YES NO YES
19 GHANA YES YES YES YES YES YES
20 GUINEA YES YES NO NO NO YES
21 GUINEA BISSAU NO YES NO YES NO YES
22 KENYA YES YES NO YES NO YES
23 LESOTHO YES NO YES NO NO NO
24 LIBERIA YES YES YES NO NO YES
25 MADAGASCAR YES YES NO YES YES YES
26 MALAWI YES YES NO NO YES YES
27 MALI YES YES YES YES YES
28 MAURITANIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
29 MAURITIUS YES YES YES YES YES
30 MOROCCO NO YES YES NO YES YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES YES YES YES YES NO
32 NAMIBIA YES YES YES NO NO YES
33 NIGER YES YES YES YES YES YES
34 NIGERIA YES YES YES NO NO YES
35 RWANDA YES YES YES YES YES YES
36 SENEGAL YES YES NO YES YES YES
37 SIERRA LEONE YES YES YES YES NO YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN NO YES NO YES NO NO
39 SWAZILAND YES YES NO NO NO YES
40 TANZANIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
41 TOGO YES YES NO YES YES YES
42 TUNISIA YES YES YES YES YES
43 UGANDA YES YES YES YES YES YES
44 ZAMBIA YES YES YES NO
45 ZIMBABWE YES YES YES YES NO YES

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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Policies, strategies and initiatives for domestic resource mobilization 3

Country is a Country provides Country has Country have a one-
Country member of a incentives related to the conducted a tax stop shop office that
hosts a stock regional stock remittances from the reform over the deals with all business
Country exchange exchange diaspora past 10 years registrations

1 ALGERIA YES NO NO YES YES
2 BENIN NO YES NO YES YES
3 BOTSWANA YES YES YES YES YES
5 BURKINA FASO NO YES NO YES YES
4 BURUNDI NO NO NO YES YES
6 CABO VERDE YES NO YES YES YES
7 CAMEROON YES YES NO YES YES
8 CAR NO NO NO YES YES
9 CHAD NO YES NO YES YES
10 COMOROS NO NO YES YES
11 CONGO (DRC) NO NO NO YES YES
12 CONGO, REP NO YES NO YES YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES YES YES YES
14 DJIBOUTI NO NO NO YES YES
15 EGYPT YES YES NO YES YES
16 ETHIOPIA NO NO YES YES NO

17 GABON YES YES NO YES YES
18 GAMBIA NO NO NO YES YES
19 GHANA YES YES YES NO YES
20 GUINEA NO NO NO YES YES
21 GUINEA BISSAU NO YES NO YES YES
22 KENYA YES YES YES YES YES
23 LESOTHO NO NO NO YES YES
24 LIBERIA NO NO NO YES YES
25 MADAGASCAR NO NO NO YES YES
26 MALAWI YES NO NO YES YES
27 MALI NO YES YES YES YES
28 MAURITANIA NO NO YES YES YES
29 MAURITIUS YES NO NO YES YES
30 MOROCCO YES YES YES YES YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES YES YES YES YES
32 NAMIBIA YES YES NO YES NO

33 NIGER NO YES NO YES NO

34 NIGERIA YES NO YES YES YES
35 RWANDA YES YES YES YES YES
36 SENEGAL YES YES NO YES YES
37 SIERRA LEONE YES NO NO YES YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN NO NO NO YES NO

39 SWAZILAND YES NO NO YES NO

40 TANZANIA YES YES YES YES YES
41 TOGO NO YES NO YES YES
42 TUNISIA YES NO YES YES YES
43 UGANDA YES NO NO YES NO

44 ZAMBIA YES YES NO YES YES
45 ZIMBABWE YES NO NO YES YES

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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There has been information /

Country has published

Existence of a body

education / communication campaign the regulations law to fight against Special services offered to
related to the payments tax during during the latest fiscal tax evasion and bring small business into
Country past three years year avoidance the tax net
1 ALGERIA NO YES YES NO
2 BENIN YES YES NO YES
3 BOTSWANA YES YES YES NO
5 BURKINA FASO YES YES YES YES
4 BURUNDI YES YES YES YES
6 CABO VERDE YES YES YES NO
7 CAMEROON YES YES NO YES
8 CAR YES NO YES NO
9 CHAD YES NO YES YES
10 COMOROS YES YES YES YES
11 CONGO (DRC) YES YES NO NO
12 CONGO, REP YES YES YES YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE YES YES YES YES
14 DJIBOUTI YES YES NO YES
15 EGYPT YES YES YES YES
16 ETHIOPIA YES NO YES YES
17 GABON YES YES NO NO
18 GAMBIA YES YES YES YES
19 GHANA YES YES YES NO
20 GUINEA NO YES YES NO
21 GUINEA BISSAU YES NO NO NO
22 KENYA YES YES YES YES
23 LESOTHO YES NO YES YES
24 LIBERIA YES YES YES NO
25 MADAGASCAR YES NO YES YES
26 MALAWI YES YES YES NO
27 MALI YES YES YES YES
28 MAURITANIA NO NO NO NO
29 MAURITIUS YES YES YES YES
30 MOROCCO YES YES YES YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES YES YES YES
32 NAMIBIA YES NO YES NO
33 NIGER YES NO YES NO
34 NIGERIA YES NO NO YES
35 RWANDA YES YES YES YES
36 SENEGAL YES YES YES YES
37 SIERRA LEONE YES YES YES YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN YES NO YES NO
39 SWAZILAND YES YES YES YES
40 TANZANIA YES YES NO YES
41 TOGO YES NO YES NO
42 TUNISIA YES YES YES NO
43 UGANDA YES YES YES YES
44 ZAMBIA YES YES YES YES
45 ZIMBABWE YES YES YES YES
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Capacity Building relating to domestic resource mobilization

Over the past 3 years, there has been a capacity building program in the following areas

Fighting Illicit financial Fiscal Social security Financial sector Revenue
Country corruption  flows sustainability and safety nets strengthening collection

1 ALGERIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
2 BENIN NO YES NO NO NO YES
3 BOTSWANA YES NO YES YES YES YES
5 BURKINA FASO YES NO YES YES NO YES
4 BURUNDI YES NO NO NO YES YES
6 CABO VERDE NO NO NO NO NO NO

7 CAMEROON NO YES NO NO NO YES
8 CAR YES YES YES YES YES YES
9 CHAD YES YES YES YES YES YES
10 COMOROS YES YES YES YES YES YES
11 CONGO (DRC) YES NO YES NO YES YES
12 CONGO, REP YES YES YES YES YES YES
13 COTE D’IVOIRE NO NO NO NO NO NO

14 DJIBOUTI YES YES YES YES YES YES
15 EGYPT YES YES YES YES YES YES
16 ETHIOPIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
17 GABON YES YES YES YES YES YES
18 GAMBIA NO NO YES NO YES YES
19 GHANA YES YES YES YES NO YES
20 GUINEA YES NO YES YES YES YES
21 GUINEA BISSAU YES YES NO NO YES YES
22 KENYA YES YES YES YES YES YES
23 LESOTHO YES YES YES YES YES YES
24 LIBERIA YES NO YES NO YES YES
25 MADAGASCAR YES NO YES YES NO YES
26 MALAWI YES YES YES NO YES YES
27 MALI YES YES YES YES YES YES
28 MAURITANIA YES NO NO YES YES YES
29 MAURITIUS YES YES YES YES YES YES
30 MOROCCO YES YES NO YES YES YES
31 MOZAMBIQUE YES YES YES YES YES YES
32 NAMIBIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
33 NIGER YES YES YES YES YES YES
34 NIGERIA YES YES YES NO YES YES
35 RWANDA YES YES YES NO YES YES
36 SENEGAL YES YES NO NO YES YES
37 SIERRA LEONE YES YES YES YES YES YES
38 SOUTH SUDAN YES NO YES YES YES YES
39 SWAZILAND YES YES YES YES
40 TANZANIA YES YES YES YES YES YES
41 TOGO YES YES YES YES YES YES
42 TUNISIA YES YES NO YES YES YES
43 UGANDA YES YES YES YES YES YES
44 ZAMBIA YES YES YES YES
45 ZIMBABWE YES YES YES YES YES YES

Empty cells indicate that information was not available or not applicable.
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