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Chapter 1.

Introduction

The concept of stakeholder participation has become a critical approach in devel-
opment policy and is still at the center of contemporary development discourse.
In the mid 1960s, policy makers in the US started to question that economic
growth would yield social justice in the Third World and development special-
ists moved from capital-investment growth models to more people-centered ap-
proaches. In 1966, Title IX of the Foreign Aid Assistance Act officially recognized
the contribution of popular participation amending the existing legislation to sup-
port more participatory approaches (Cohen and Uphoft] [1980).
Over the last fifty years, participation has increased in popularity, acquired a wide
range of meanings, and promoted a variety of practices.
Under the assumption that an active participation of stakeholders in the policy
process leads the way to more democratic and effective governance, participation
has become one of the most widely used concepts in development politics (Reed,
2008; 'Young, (1980; |Pretty), 1995).
The merits of participation are manifold and include normative claims like the
realization of democratic values or empowering marginalized groups which bene-
fits the democratic society, citizenship, and equity. Stakeholder participation in
the decision-making process may increase public trust in decisions and civil soci-
ety if participatory processes are perceived transparent and consider conflicting
claims and views (Richards et al. 2004). Furthermore, it reduces the likelihood
of marginalized groups if stakeholders are included in decisions that affect them
and an active citizenship can be promoted (Martin and Sherington), [1997)). Active
participation may foster transparency in the policy process and enables the people
to hold the government accountable for its actions.
More pragmatic claims focus on a higher quality of political decisions and in-
creased efficiency implied by participatory processes. The inclusion of relevant
stakeholders provides access to grassroots knowledge and may enhance the capac-
ity to meet local needs and priorities (Martin and Sherington, [1997; Reed, 2007).
Furthermore, the integration of local and scientific knowledge allows a compre-
hensive understanding of complex development processes. Including local interests
and concerns into the decision-making process increases the likelihood that local
needs and priorities are successfully met (Dougill et al., 2006) and may lead to
ownership over the process and outcomes (Richards et al. [2004). Ownership of
stakeholders over the policies that affect them is one of the key elements in the
concept of participation. An active involvement of stakeholders in the decision-
making process may foster commitment to the policies and promote ownership of
the outcome which increases efficient implementation (Stiglitz, |2002).

Even though stakeholder participation in development policy is not a new con-
cept and remains high on the political agenda, a quantitative evaluation of parti-
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cipatory policy processes and a comprehensive policy process framework based on
micro-political theories is still missing. Approaches to assess participation remain
vague and on a narrative level. Neither a clear concept nor a framework to quan-
titatively measure participation have been developed yet. While different degrees
of participation are described and evaluated based on typologies developed in the
literature, it is not clear what beneficial participatory structures actually are, nor
how they evolve or how they translate into government performance. Even if we
knew which participatory structures are favorable and in which way they impact
government performance, we would not know how to achieve the desired level of
participation.

In this context, we propose a framework based on social network analysis (SNA)
that includes modules of interest group theory to measure stakeholder participa-
tion. Incorporating lobbying activities and informational influence into a leg-
islative decision-making model enables us to derive network-based indicators to
quantitatively assess the extent of stakeholder participation in policy processes.
In particular, the developed indicators enable the assessment of governmental
accountability, government capture, and political ownership as a result of stake-
holder participation in the policy process. Furthermore, we apply the developed
framework empirically. First, we perform a descriptive analysis of participatory
policy processes in African countries based on the derived participation indicators
and standard measures of quantitative network analysis. Secondly, we review the
revealed participation structure in a cross-country comparison in order to detect
a possible relationship between the structure indicated by the applied participa-
tion indicators and performance. Finally, we test our theoretical framework and
construct central theoretical hypothesis on the process of knowledge interaction.

Part I includes a review of the relevant literature and provides the theoretical
framework for our analysis. Chapter [2| outlines the concept of participation as
well as approaches to evaluate participatory processes in the literature. Chapter
describes the theoretical framework in order to provide the environment to derive
the network-based indicators of participation. Part II comprises the empirical
application of our framework. The design of the elite network survey and the
collection of quantitative network data are described in chapter [5| followed by
the three country case-studies in chapters [f] to Subsequently, we provide an
overview of the central results in a comparative perspective and evaluate the
identified participation structures based on the political performance in a cross-
country comparison. Furthermore, we discuss the limits of networks by applying
the derived participation-indicators to estimated network data which enables us to
comment on the robustness of the empirical results in chapter[9} Finally, we apply
quantitative network analysis in the context of the Advocacy Coalition Framework
to explicitly investigate the donor-recipient relation in the process of knowledge
interaction in chapter [L0} before we conclude with a summary and critically assess
our approach which provides the environment for further research on participatory
policy processes.
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Theoretical Framework






Chapter 2.
Literature Overview on Participatory Processes

A policy shall reflect the concerns of those that are affected by the policy outcome.
The concept of participation boils down to the perception that the inclusion of
the society in the policy process leads to better policy outcomes if the voice of
the people is taken into account. Thus, participation is given if a policy decision
reflects the needs and wants of the society or any subgroup thereof. The degree
of participation can be high or low and may have direct or indirect effects on
the policy outcome. If the society does not engage in the policy process, ineffi-
cient policy outcomes are the result. Only if policy instruments are aligned to
the needs and concerns of those that are directly affected by the outcome par-
ticipatory policy-making may foster economic and social development. On the
other hand, a very high degree of participation may be inefficient as well if the
decision-making process is determined by the society alone and the policy issues to
be decided on are complex and of particular importance. Complete participation
of the society implies that every citizen has a vote that directly affects a policy
decision, regardless of the knowledge about the context and possible outcomes,
and may thus lead to imperfect allocations due to uncertainty.

However, policies are not determined by the society. As representatives of the
society, only politicians have legislative decision-making power by constitution.
Though voter behavior is not the issue of interest in this study, it is worth noting
that one form of political participation is the citizen’s democratic right to vote.
Voting shapes the course of politics and enables the people to hold the government
accountable for its actions. We are interested in participation by the society that
affects the political decision-making process beyond voting.

If we want to consider the society in the policy process we first have to determine
who the society is comprised of and how it can be involved in political decision-
making.

Participation can either include the citizen (popular participation) or actors who
hold a stake in what they participate in (stakeholder participation). Furthermore,
participation can take place either at the micro-level (i.e. policy implementation,
e.g. community-programs) or at the macro-level (i.e. sector wide participation,
e.g. policy formulation), and comprise different issues in environmental, health,
or economic development contexts. Popular participation, i.e. the participation
of the citizenry, is primarily called for in contexts in which the involvement of the
broad society is essential like environmental sustainability, health care, or edu-
cation. For example, the implementation of sustainable environmental policies is
impossible without the participation of the citizens if they do not identify with
the decided policy and hence don’t commit to its implementation. While popular
participation was primarily the approach of choice in implementing policies de-
fined by donor organizations in the poverty reduction strategy (PRS) processes
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in the 1990s, more recently the focus shifted towards participation and ownership
of the political decision-making process. The call for participation in policy pro-
cesses considers stakeholders rather than the general public as not every citizen
is affected by or influences the decision-making process in particular policy fields.
In general, stakeholders are non-state actors who are affected by or can affect
a policy decision (Freeman| 1984). Depending on the policy field, stakeholders
comprise organizations, constituencies, and collective bodies with a stake in the
policy process and may participate in planning, implementation, or monitoring
and evaluation.

While this study lays the focus on stakeholder participation rather than popular
participation, there is a fluid transition between both concepts. In the next two
sections we will provide an overview of the relevant literature on participation.
Section presents key concepts and typologies of participation before we de-
scribe the attempts to assess participatory processes in the literature in section
2.2

2.1. Key Concepts

Over the time of its development, the concept of participation has continued to
embrace a widespread range of meanings and interpretations in the contexts where
it has been applied (Lawrence, 2006)). As a consequence, typologies of participa-
tion have evolved to comprehend the differences between these interpretations and
their associated approaches and methods, and to understand the different contexts
in which they are applied ideally. Typologies provide a useful starting point to
distinguish degrees and classes of participation and can be used a-priori to choose
participatory methods based on the desirable outcome or can be applied post-hoc
to evaluate and categorize observed participation (Reed, 2008]). Most typologies
bear implicit normative assumptions indicating that some approaches to partici-
pation should be preferred over others.

The first typologies take account of the degree to which stakeholders are engaged.
One of the best known is Arnstein’s ‘ladder of participation’ (Arnstein, [1969), who
describes a continuum of increasing stakeholder involvement symbolized by eight
rungs on a ladder of citizen participation ranging from passive dissemination of
information (which she calls ‘manipulation’ and ‘therapy’) to active engagement.
While ‘non-participation’ constitutes the two lowest rungs on Arnstein’s ladder,
she distinguishes the increase in participation into three degrees of ‘tokenism’
comprised of informing, consultation, and placation, and three degrees of ‘citizen
power’ which includes partnership, delegate power, and finally citizen control at
the topmost rung. Various alternative terms have been suggested for the different
rungs of the ladder. Pretty| (1995) characterizes the different levels of partici-
pation equally normative from ‘manipulative participation’” which includes token
representatives without real power to ‘self-mobilization’. The two highest levels of
participation, i.e. ‘interactive participation’ and ‘self-mobilizations’, are charac-
terized by different systems of ownership. ‘Interactive participation’ is described
as a learning process, in which people participate in joint analysis, development of
action plans or strengthening institutions. ‘Self-mobilization’ particularly empha-
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sizes the control over how resources are used, which enables people to participate
by taking initiatives independently of external institutions to change systems.
Furthermore, self-mobilization may spread if governments and NGOs provide an
enabling framework of support.

The metaphor of the ladder has been criticized by some practitioners to imply
an ultimate goal of all participation exercises, which proposes a simplistic view
of power, suggesting that manipulation can occur at each rung of the ladder (e.g.
Abbott), 2013). Yet, different types of engagement are likely to be appropriate in
different occasions and circumstances, depending on the objectives and the ca-
pacity of stakeholders to influence outcomes (Richards et al., 2004; Tippett et al.,
2007). This is taken account of by the ‘wheel of participation’ which has been
supplemented as an alternative metaphor (Davidson) [1998)).

Also, different degrees of participation may result from the nature of engage-
ment. Value-based decisions may require higher levels of public involvement than
knowledge-based decisions which in return involve specific stakeholders rather
than the general public. Different types of public engagement may thus arise as
a consequence of communication flows between stakeholders. Rowe and Frewer
(2000) characterize the extent of public participation in the decision-making pro-
cess based on the direction of communication. The lowest level is defined by a
one-way flow of information between scientists and the public in a top-down com-
munication process, whereas the highest level of participation is represented by
a two-way exchange of information and dialogue on a mutual basis. However, a
top-down communication process (the so-called ‘deficit model’) between experts
and the general public is viewed by some scholars as the most suitable approach
leading to public acceptance of policies and decisions following as a result of an
alignment process (see [Rowe and Frewer, |2000). While participation through in-
formation sharing might restrict more active participation it fosters transparency
and enables the people to hold the government accountable for its actions.
Further typologies concentrate on the theoretical basis (Habermas| 1987), dis-
tinguish between normative and pragmatic participation (Beierle, 2002; [Thomas,
1993)) or account for the objective of participation (Michener, 1998: Okali et al.|
1994)). |White| (1996)) includes the interest-dimension into the framework of par-
ticipation and distinguishes and provides examples of four major types of par-
ticipation, i.e. nominal, instrumental, representative, and transformative. By
contrasting the interests in participation from the perspectives of the architects of
participation (‘top-down’) with the participants (‘bottom-up’), she points out that
stakeholders do not share the same expectations of participation in development
projects. The ambiguity of participation, as both concept and practice, leaves
scope to entrench existing power relations. The importance of the relative power
of outsiders and beneficiaries as a key characteristic in defining participation is
underlined by |Deshler and Sock| (1985)), who developed a typology based on a scale
which measures the extent of control or power ranging from pseudo-participation
to genuine participation. In general, the evaluation of participation is conditioned
by the context and those within. Different participants and different purposes
require different forms of participation. Who participates is crucial and has been
taken into account by |Cohen and Uphoff (1980) who not only included differ-
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ent types of participation, but who participates and how. They distinguish the
type of participation in regard to decision-making, implementation, benefits, and
evaluation. The who dimension comprises local residents, local leaders, and gov-
ernment as well as foreign employees. The how dimension differentiates between
the basis of participation (initiative, inducement), the form of participation (struc-
ture, channels), extent of participation (duration), and the effect of participation
(empowerment).

However, while these wide range of concepts and typologies of participation
provide a guideline to understand different levels of participation it remains vague
and leaves little room for assessment beyond anecdotal and narrative evidence.
Important issues that impact the level of participation are raised. While it is clear
that the capacity of stakeholders to influence outcomes (Richards et al., 2004; Tip-
pett et al., 2007) is crucial, it is not clear how stakeholders achieve the capacity
required in a particular context nor what degree of influence is beneficial and by
whom? |Deshler and Sock| (1985)) point out that the relative power of outsiders
and beneficiaries is a key characteristic in defining participation. But they pro-
vide no theoretical framework on how power structures emerge nor on how relative
power of stakeholders can be measured. On a theoretical level, the importance of
communication and knowledge in stakeholder participation has been pointed out,
but take on the simplistic view on the direction of communication flows (Rowe
and Frewer, 2000)) or relate vaguely to abstract theories, e.g. the theory of com-
municative action by Habermas| (1987). The vagueness of the various concepts
and typologies is reflected in the attempts to assess participatory processes in
the literature. The next section provides a brief overview of approaches to assess
participation. Primarily based on qualitative methods that mirror the vagueness
of the concepts of participation they a lack a clear concept of measurement. Nev-
ertheless, they provide insights into the realities encountered in political practice.

2.2. Approaches to assess Participation

When we think about assessing participation we generally have to distinguish be-
tween evaluation and quantification of participation. In addition to that, we have
to differentiate between development programs and projects on the one hand and
development policy on the other. Development projects usually aim at popular
participation in communities whereas participatory policy making targets stake-
holder participation.

The narratives of the various concepts of participation have sparked primarily
qualitative approaches to evaluate participation in line with the developed typolo-
gies. Quantitative evidence as well as a theoretical based framework to quantita-
tively assess participation in policy processes is still absent. This section provides
a brief overview of the approaches to assess participation in the literature.
When participatory approaches in development hit mainstream in the 1990s, the
rhetoric of international organizations changed. Two participatory methodologies
descending from this period are the participatory rapid appraisal (PRA) and par-
ticipatory poverty assessment (PPA). Much like the concepts of participation or
participatory approaches themselves, numerous interpretations and applications of
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PRA evolved and make a thorough specification of its content difficult. According
to Lucas and Cornwall| (2003)), PRA ‘is a matter of individual and organizational
preference’. It may include checklists, interdisciplinary teams, visualization tech-
niques, or data triangulation as means of generating information. Others who
aim at transforming attitudes and behavior may instead listen to the needs of the
target group and build capacity for responsiveness and empathy (p. 17 |Lucas and
Cornwall, 2003]).

PPAs come in two versions. Designed as a method to include the realities of
the poor into poverty analysis and thereby informing policy choices, PPAs have
three key elements: field research, policy influence, and country capacity. While
‘first generation PPAs’” mainly focused on information gathering for research pur-
poses which is considered bad practice, ‘second generation PPAs’ are designed to
account for policy influence and country capacity (Robbl 2002). Based on parti-
cipatory research methods to include the perspective of the poor, PPAs combine
both visual and verbal techniques. During the Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS)
process which explicitly called for the participation of the civil society in adoption
and monitoring PPAs have been increasingly applied (see McGee and Norton)
2000)).

In the context of rural development projects the assessment of participatory pro-
cesses has been approached in case-studies.

Based on data collected through qualitative techniques taken from PRA, Mich-
ener| (1998) analyzes participatory development in Burkina Faso. By examining a
case study of a community development project, she relates the pattern of partic-
ipation observed on different stakeholder levels (i.e. policy, field, community) to
common typologies and assesses the degree of participation. Moreover, she is able
to reveal complications in the implementation that might challenge participatory
development. Obstacles at the field level such as unequal power relations may
foster manipulation and dependency. Vested interests on both sides of implemen-
tation hinder ‘genuine people-centered participation’. The working environment
of development assistance is appealing to its employees who have no incentive to
threaten their current situation by promoting empowerment and losing control
over the project. Communities may in return bargain with the agencies for bene-
fits or refuse to participate for other reasons. Development professionals have to
adjust participatory frameworks to take account of the implementation realities
(Michener, |1998).

Ahuja et al.| (2008) further illustrate the problems arising in the reality of imple-
mentation. Based on a case study on participatory policy development in Andhra
Pradesh, India, they highlight the challenges arising in a context of multiple ac-
tors with conflicting goals and interests which can lead to missed opportunities
to learn from stakeholders. Power structures constitute an obstacle to effective
communication within the process and may lead to ‘agenda-hijack’. Thus, it is
important to reflect on the views and interactions of stakeholders and to identify
the difficulties in preceding projects that have to be overcome in order to better
design implementation-strategies for future processes.

Resnick and Birner (2009) review the role of participation in the formulation
of rural and agricultural development strategies. The paper presents case stud-
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ies of two national and two regional agricultural and rural development strategies.
Semi-structured interviews with relevant stakeholders constitute the main research
method. The chosen stakeholders span five major categories: government min-
istries, research institutes, producer organizations, NGOs, and the private sector.
Resnick and Birner| (2009)) find that while the cases studied do not lack enough
participation, the primary issue is transforming the outcomes of participatory pro-
cesses into policies that could be feasibly implemented. The disconnect between
participation and implementation was influenced by political considerations, fi-
nancial constraints, fundamental differences in opinion among key interest groups,
and a lack of communication by governments on policy decisions taken subsequent
to stakeholder involvement.

Karl et al.|(2002) provide a comprehensive overview of the key principles, benefits,
and constraints of participatory processes. She presents ten case-studies of FAO
and non-FAO experiences in supporting the rural poor in policy making processes,
who otherwise have only limited influence on the policies that affect them when
policies are developed at a central level. The study is based on desk research and
interviews with project officials. She illustrates important cornerstones of partici-
patory policy making and outlines the most important results of each case-study
based on an analytical framework. This includes without limitation the initiator
and source of funding, goals and objectives, participants, the process itself as well
as the enabling environment, and constraints to success or failure of participatory
policy making. One of the key obstacles to participatory policy making relates to
power relations. Though successfully implemented, the cases of policy processes
in Mali, Kenya, and Mozambique highlight the need of greater accountability and
transparency to increase ownership and confirm the importance of capacity build-
ing of stakeholders to avoid the emergence of power elites (Mali) and to prevent
pressure from powerful socio-economic groups (Mozambique). The experiences in
participatory approaches outlined by |Karl et al.| (2002) were intended to provide
assistance for the ‘Livelihood Support Programme’ (LSP) initiated by the FAO in
2001. The subprogram of ‘Participation, Policy and Local Governance’ accounts
for marginalized groups under the assumption that a more active participation in
policy making improves access of the rural poor to assets and services and thereby
benefits livelihood and food security.

Similar to the LSP which focuses on participatory policy making, the Compre-
hensive Africa Agriculture Development Program (CAADP) targets the inclusion
of relevant stakeholders in the policy process. In contrast to the LSP which is
initiated by the FAO, the CAADP is a continent-wide program which empha-
sizes country ownership in policy formulation and implementation and excludes
an external initiator. In an attempt to understand the potential of the CAADP
initiativdl| to influence national agricultural policies, [Zimmermann et al| (2009)
provide a comprehensive analysis of the key objectives of CAADP. In particular,
they evaluate the potential of CAADP for improving agricultural policies in the
case countries, i.e. Ghana and Kenya, by evaluating the quality of agricultural

YZimmermann et al.| (2009) analyze the CAADP policy processes as well as the African Peer
Review Mechanism (APRM) policy process. While the APRM process is interesting in itself,
we will focus on CAADP
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policy processes and the allocation of government expenditure to agriculture.
The study mostly relies on qualitative information and consequently most meth-
ods used in data collection and analysis are of qualitative nature. Quantitative
information is also used, albeit to a much lesser extent, mainly when reviewing
past macro-economic or budget trends. Methods used for gathering information
include review of documents, key informant interviews, participants’ observation,
and network mapping. According to Zimmermann et al. (2009), implementation
of the CAADP framework in the case study countries has not led to the desired
improvement in participation, ownership, use of evidence and alignment compared
to the policy making processes previously in place. Nevertheless, the authors see
potential of CAADP to positively influence national agricultural policy making as
it is becoming part of the agricultural development discourse at the international
level and the ten percent budget-share for the agricultural sector has set a bench-
mark for countries to demonstrate their commitment.

While the study by [Zimmermann et al.| (2009) has the drawback that the two
case-countries had not yet started to implement the CAADP process and there-
fore the outcome is delicate to generalize, a CAADP working group on non state
actor participation comes to similar results. Randall (2011) critically assess the
ability of stakeholders to use the newly created opportunities of participation. Us-
ing information gathered by a qualitative stakeholder survey and desk research,
they point out that CAADP has not consistently achieved high quality inclusion
of non-state actors at national, regional and local levels.

Although these studies provide interesting insights into the difficulties in imple-
menting participatory policy processes, they demonstrate the weakness inherent
in current approaches to evaluate participatory processes. Findings based on sub-
jective level are connected with the vague typologies developed in the literature to
assess the level of participation. Clear conceptualized methodologies for a quan-
titative assessment of stakeholder participation are missing. The approaches to
evaluate participation are based on qualitative methods or PRA which itself has
been criticized for the lack of a commonly defined framework (see Lucas and Corn-
wall, 2003). While qualitative methods provide valuable insights into difficulties
in the implementation process, they are not able to provide a causal relationship.
They offer no comprehensive framework to integrate the role of stakeholders in
the policy process that goes beyond anecdotal evidence. It remains unclear how
particular participation structures determine the policy process or which effect
conflicting interests and different levels of power have on the policy outcome. If
we want to quantitatively assess participation in the policy-making processes, we
have to take the influence of stakeholders exerted in the decision-making process
into account.

At a methodological level, numerous theories and frameworks for the analysis
of policy-making processes exist. A common denominator of these frameworks are
power relations around three inter-locking domains (Sumner and Harpham) 2008,
p. 715):

e The policy narrative and discourse
e The policy actors and networks

e The policy making context and institutions.

11
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One policy analysis framework - the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) by
Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith| (1993)) has gained wider attention by political sci-
entists. This framework explicitly identifies beliefs as drivers of policy-making
and especially of advocacy coalitions and provides a systematic approach for a
stakeholder analysis. A belief system includes implicit theories about how to
achieve certain objectives, perceptions about the efficacy of policy instruments,
value priorities, and perceptions of important causal relationships. The ACF con-
cept identifies policy actors in a policy subsystem who share a particular set of
policy beliefs and act together on the basis of their shared beliefs. A policy subsys-
tem is defined as a field of policy analysis consisting of government, private sector,
academia, civil society organizations, and others, who are actively concerned with
a policy problem. Actors in the policy subsystem who share a set of normative
and causal beliefs can be grouped into an advocacy coalition. A coalition identifies
a problem and forms beliefs about the policy instruments that could be used to
address the problem.

But the framework provides neither a theoretical model how actors of a policy
subsystem agree on a mutually accepted policy decision, nor a theoretical model
of belief formation among actors involved in policy-making.

One approach that has been neglected so far in the attempt to assess participa-
tory processes in development policy is social network analysis (SNA). It is widely
acknowledged that networks constitute an important channel through which stake-
holder organizations are able to influence the policy process and has been studied
by several scholars (e.g. Laumann and Knoke, |1987; [Knoke et al., [1996; Pappi
et al., 1995; Pappi and Henning, 1999; Henning, [2009). However, even though
the importance of networks in international development has been acknowledged
(see [Kuruvilla), 2005; [Perkin and Court), [2008)), comparable studies of agricultural
policy-making in developing countries that explicitly consider the interaction be-
tween policy makers and interest groups remain limited (Birner and Resnick,
2010)).

Stakeholders involved in the policy process differ in their level of power, interests,
and resources. The World Bank argues that ‘achieving consensus and reconciling
key stakeholder differences (...) may entail risks, such as generating or aggra-
vating conflicts among groups with competing interests and priorities. Dealing
with conflict often requires an understanding of the underlying societal interests
inhibiting consensus and putting into place mechanisms for dispute resolution and
negotiation’ (The World Bank, 1996, p. 7). The importance of the interaction be-
tween stakeholder organizations which shapes the level and type of participation
in development policies is evident and has been tried to capture on a qualitative
level through network mapping (e.g. |Zimmermann et al., 2009). On a quantita-
tive level, |Prell et al.| (2009) apply SNA subsequent to a stakeholder analysis in
order to shed light on the influence structure based on communication in a parti-
cipatory process. However, while this study recognizes the advantages of network
analysis for the assessment of participation it provides no theoretical framework
and merely applies standard measures of quantitative network analysis like degree
centrality.

12
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The next chapter provides the theoretical background for the derivation of the
network-based participation indicators, i.e. Accountability, Government Capture,
and Political Ownership developed in chapter [4

13



Chapter 3.

Theoretical Model

If we want to measure in how far stakeholder organizations are involved in the
policy process, we need to establish a framework that allows us to capture partici-
pation of non-governmental organizations in the political decision-making process.
Participation in the policy process implies that relevant stakeholder organizations
have political power, i.e. they are able to exert influence on the final policy de-
cision. By constitution only governmental organizations have legislative decision-
making power. Hence we have to establish a theoretical framework that explicitly
incorporates the influence of non-governmental organizations in political decision
making.

Following interest group theory, non-governmental organizations obtain influ-

ence in the policy process via two channels: classical lobbying and expert informa-
tion. The most prominent theoretical approach to incorporate lobbying activities
is the model by Grossman and Helpman| (1994) who model political exchange
between reelection seeking politicians and welfare-seeking interest groups as a
menu-auction. Politicians are interested in reelection and grant political favors in
exchange for political support by interest groups.
Political support is not the only way via which interest groups are able to get hold
of policy decisions. Policy decisions have an impact on the welfare of voters. If
a politician chooses a policy that negatively affects a specific segment of society
her chance of reelection is diminished. Politicians generally have limited knowl-
edge how certain policy choices turn into outcome and hence form beliefs about
the relationship between a policy decision and policy outcome. Based on these
policy beliefs they choose a policy that has a direct effect on the welfare of voters
which may increase or diminish the chance of reelection. Interest groups on the
other hand may hold valuable information how policies impact the welfare of the
members they represent (Ball, [1995). When politicians receive these information
they update their beliefs and align their policy choices accordingly. Thus, inter-
est groups acquire political influence by providing information that changes the
beliefs of powerful actors in line with their own interest.

The fundamental condition of the influence of interest groups by sending po-
litical support and expert information is that both mechanisms require access to
political decision-makers. This condition is taken into account by applied policy
network studies (Laumann and Knoke, [1987; |Knoke et al., [1996; [Pappi et al.,
1995). We incorporate a lobbying module and a belief formation module in our
framework that reflect the influence of policy networks on policy decisions. On a
theoretical level, we follow Pappi and Henning (1998|) who suggest the organiza-
tion of political exchange in social networks, and [Friedkin and Johnsen| (1990) who
propose a model of belief updating and information exchange in social networks.
This enables us to illustrate the influence of non-governmental organizations on
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the final policy decisions and the derivation of network-based indicators to mea-
sure participation in policy processes.

To illustrate how both influence mechanisms, lobbying and informational influ-
ence, operate and how networks determine political influence we denote a set of
stakeholder F.

The term ‘stakeholder’ is not uniquely defined in the literature. We follow [Reed et
al.| (2009) and |[Freeman| (1984) and consider stakeholders as a group of individuals
or organizations who are affected by or can affect a decision. Organizations can
be involved formally in the policy process by constitution or informally through
lobbying and the provision of expert information. Thus, we further distinguish
between the subset of political agents and the subset of interest groups.

Political agents comprise the government, i.e. the ministries and the prime min-
ister as members of the cabinet as well as the president as the head of the state
and legislative groups. Interest groups comprise many different actors and orga-
nizations. Donor organizations, research institutes, and public agencies, as well
as private socio-economic interest groups like agribusiness organizations or farmer
associations and public interest groups like civil society organizations form the
subset of interest groups. These organizations are only informally involved in the
political decision-making process.

Furthermore, we distinguish between governmental and non-governmental orga-
nizations. The latter comprises interest groups and political parties.

Let « € FE denote a generic element in the set of stakeholders, whereas G C E
denotes the subset of political agents g € G.

Before we formalize the influence of stakeholders in the policy process in our the-
oretical framework, we illustrate the legislative decision-making process without
considering lobbying and informational influence of non-governmental organiza-
tion. We rather introduce both influence instruments stepwise to better capture
the mechanisms at work. In general, we understand a policy as the result of a
decision-making process among politicians who vote over different policy options
to reach a specific state of the world. Assuming that interest groups are able to
influence this decision-making process informally enables us to illustrate stake-
holder participation in the policy process.

The next section describes the decision-making process based on the mean-voter
rule by Henning (2000) that reproduces a final policy decision as the result of
a voting power distribution among political agents. Following standard theory
on interest group influence we provide the rationale of the lobbying and belief
formation module subsequently in section [3.2]

3.1. Legislative decision-making

Formally, political agents decide on policies on the basis of constitutional rules.
The module of legislative decision-making in our framework is based on the mean
voter rule by Henning (2000)). This theoretical module corresponds to a Baron-
Ferejohn (1989) game extended by the rational cooperative behavior of political
agents.

According to the mean voter rule, a final policy decision « is the result of package
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deals among political agents that is determined by individual ideal policy posi-
tions Y, and individual political power C,.

Agent-specific ideal positions correspond to the policy the agents like to imple-
ment. Political power results from the probability to succeed in building a winning
coalition. Political agents need the support of such a winning coalition in order to
vote their ideal position through. The probability to be a member of a coalition
depends on constitutional rules and the embeddedness of an actor in the institu-
tional system. Political bargaining corresponds to the competition among agents
to form a winning coalition.

Non-cooperative political bargaining would result in uncertain policy choices as
it corresponds to a lottery over the heterogeneous ideal policy positions. Agents
have an incentive to agree on a cooperative policy formulation ex ante which yields
higher pay-offs for each political agent. The mean voter rule is self-enforcing as
long as legislators do not discount future gains too much.

The final policy decision is equivalent to the weighted mean of the agents’ ideal
policy position

a=> CY,with ¥ Cy=1 (3.1)
g g

The weight C, of the ideal position of agent g corresponds to her political
power and is determined by political institutions. Technically, C; corresponds to
the ratio of winning coalitions that agent g is a member and the sum of winning
coalitions that all other agents are member of. The weight C, correspond to the
classical Coleman-Banzhaf voting power index (Banzhaf, [1965; Coleman) [1971).
In general, voting power indices reflecting different power distributions in policy-
making can be calculated by defining a threshold of votes to be met for a collective
decision and identifying whose vote is compulsory. Basically, both formal as well
as informal voting power games can be defined.

Formal voting power games correspond to the ordinary legislative process in a
democratic system. This process begins with a bill submitted to the parliament
by the government. The responsible committee works on the bill and presents it
to the parliament including amendments. Finally, there is a vote on the entire bill
on the floor and additional amendments may be submitted. Generally, the agenda
setting power within the government lies with the ministry that is responsible for
the particular sector policy.

Informal political power distribution relates to internally enforced standards of
legislative power. According to Shepsle and Weingast| (1987)) formal institutional
rules are not capable to explain observed power distributions. Furthermore, Brat-
ton| (2007) arguments that the rule of law in developing countries is only weakly
developed if at all. One major informal institution that influences political life in
Africa heavily is "Big Man" presidentialism, i.e. political power is intensely con-
centrated around the president. This leads to an increase in power of his cabinet
(see [van de Walle, 2003). These internally enforced standards grant all political
power to the cabinet and the president and exclude the final vote on the floor.
In summary, the mean voter rule captures the essential effects of political bargain-
ing as an aggregate of diverse policy positions according to the voting procedure
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in parliament. However, it does not explain how political agents build their indi-
vidual policy positions. This is subject to the next section where we incorporate
stepwise the influence of non-governmental organizations in the policy process
that shape the final policy decision of a political agent.

3.2. Stakeholder Influence in the Policy Process

To explain the influence of interest groups in the political decision-making process,
we consider a political agent who has to decide on a specific policy program. In
general, the political agent wants to maximize her political support when she
decides on a particular policy to increase the chance of reelection.

A policy decision « has direct consequence on a particular state of the world z
that has an impact on the utility and on the welfare of the voters. Technically, the
political support of an agent g is determined by a support function, which relates
the welfare of a voter with the political support this voter sends to the agent. The
relation of a policy a and the current state of the world z is defined through a
political technology. This means there is a true relationship between a final policy
decision and the resulting policy outcome. Assuming the stakeholder is fully
aware of this specific technology, the favored policy decision of this stakeholder
results from maximizing her political support function subject to the true political
technology.

Political Support and Political Influence

To integrate lobbying activities into a probabilistic voter environment we follow
Grossman and Helpman| (1996) and define electoral competition as a political
game among political agents who seek reelection and interest groups who strive
to increase the welfare of the members they represent.

Lobbying is mutual beneficial. Interest groups support the political agent who
chooses a policy position that increases the welfare of the members of the interest
group. The support by interest groups might be financial as a contribution to the
campaign run by the agent or include other activities that increase the reelection
probability of the agent like election rallies.

Let C, be the political power of agent g and let C be the interest group i’s re-
source available to support agent g. Following the basic idea of political exchange
inherent in all lobbying models, lobbying can be considered the exchange of po-
litical power C, for the support-resource C.

Further, let Cy; be the political power of stakeholder i after the exchange with
agent g. This implies that the final policy decision of agent g is just the weighted
mean of her own ideal position and the ideal policy position of the actor she en-
gaged in the political exchange with. The individual weight of an ideal position
is determined by the relative political power of an organization:

C .
YE = 1y, 3.2
e (3.2)
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The weight of the policy position of agent g corresponds to the control the agent
does not trade for political support, i.e. C’é; =(C? — Zi#g Cf;. The final policy
position is determined by the mean voter rule with the adapted position
(Y,”) of agent g as the substitute for her initial policy position (Y;).
Pappi and Henning (1999)) conceptualize political exchange in networks and define
a Walras equilibrium which explicitly includes actor-specific transaction costs of
political exchange. In particular they demonstrate that political control held by
different organizations in the exchange equilibrium can be derived from a network
of actor-specific transfers, T' = [t;;], observed in equilibrium. Following Pappi and
Henning (1999), we denote the relative interest of agent ¢ in a political resource
by €2, and her relative interest in political control by (1 — €,). The result of this
exchange process can be computed as an income of power or control of actors ¢
(Pappi and Henning, [1999). Furthermore, following Henning| (2009) we include
brokerage. Access to powerful legislators is restricted and not all interest groups
can approach the legislator directly. Accordingly, interest groups without direct
access to the legislator approach other interest groups who may provide access
indirectly. In return, lobbying groups take a part of the support resources provided
by other lobby groups as a brokerage commission (Henning, 2009).
Let p; be the individual broker shares of a stakeholder 7 and the diagonal matrix
with the diagonal elements (y;) be figiqy the generalized Pappi-Henning model
follows in matrix notation as (Henning, 2009):

& = I~ paiagll — (I = faiag) TV Tiag) ¢ (3.3)

where ¢ denotes total power flows, ¢* represents the constitutionally deter-
mined legislative decision-making power, and (4, is the diagonal matrix with
diagonal elements €2;,. In the political equilibrium, the total political control of
governmental and non-governmental organizations is then given by (I — Qgiqg)
accordingly.
The political agent chooses a policy that corresponds to the weighted mean of
ideal positions of all actors in the support network where the weight of an actor’s

ideal position equals the support network multiplier, m} , defined as the jg’s ele-

ment of the matrix [I — pgiqq[l — (I — udmg)T]_lTQdmg]fl.

While almost any model that approaches lobbying as political exchange implies
that the weights of individual stakeholder organizations reflect their political influ-
ence, the influence can actually be derived empirically from an observed political
support network in the Pappi-Henning model.

Belief Formation and Political Influence

Until now we assumed the political agents to have perfect knowledge over the po-
litical technology that determines the relationship between a policy decision and
the resulting outcome for the state of the world z. In reality, political decision-
making is characterized by fundamental uncertainty. Politicians have only limited
information how policies translate into outcome which affects the welfare of vot-
ers and therewith the probability of reelection. This led to the development of
theoretical approaches of informational influence on policies (Austen-Smith} 1993;
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Ball, [1995)).

To illustrate how the provision of expert information influences policy-decisions,
and to highlight the role of policy networks in this context, we assume that stake-
holders are not aware of the true political technology. For this reason they form
beliefs how policies turn into outcome to make rational policy-decisions. To un-
derstand how this belief formation process takes place is crucial to understand
how information influences policy-decisions.

In essence, belief formation has three key components. The first component is the
communication network that provides the environment of informational exchange.
Again we denote the defined set of actors that provides information about policy
impacts and that constitutes thereby the relevant network, as the country’s polit-
ical elite (£) where ¢ denotes a generic element of E. The political elite comprises
political agents g, who collectively decide on the national policy by constitution,
and a subset of non-governmental organizations. The non-governmental organi-
zations have no legislative decision-making power, but they are linked with the
political agents in the communication network. Whether non-governmental actors
are members of such a network relies upon overcoming the collective action prob-
lem determined by socio-economic framework conditions (Olson, |1965)). Tt follows,
that rarely each actor is able to form ties with influential actors, but that the set
of actors whose policy positions influence the final policy decision is restricted.
Let T" be a binary communication network, where 7;; = 1 indicates an established
communication tie between actor ¢ and actor j. Furthermore, let the subset
E;, =j € E, T;; =1 be the neighborhood of actor 7 where it holds:

T‘i'
JEE; JeE; 7Y

Accordingly, T' = [t;;] denotes the communication network where ¢;; > 0 indi-
cates that actor ¢ pays attention to actor j. T is a stochastic matrix, i.e. for each
actor the sum of total weights equals 1.

The second component is the initial policy position Y;? of actor i that reflects
all exogenous influences except for the influence resulting from communication.
Political agents form their policy position by maximizing their individual policy
support function. Non-governmental actors, i.e. interest groups, build here a
special case. They also maximize a political support function given a specific
political technology to develop their initial policy position. However, they do not
want to gain votes but want to attract members with their policy position. If
they are also not perfectly informed about policy impacts, better information on
policy impacts would enable them to lobby more efficiently. In consequence, their
number of members and thereby their budget available for providing information
in line with an organization’s own interests to political agents increases. Hence,
information gathering via communication with elite members is rational for them.

The last component determines how individuals form their final policy position.
To reflect how actors combine their own position with the position communicated
by the elite, our model proposes belief-updating: individuals adapt their policy
position Y by taking the weighted mean of the neighboring policy positions on
where t;; is the weight or trust that actor ¢ puts in actor j’s current policy position.

19



Chapter 3. Theoretical Model

Accordingly, t; equals the weight that actor ¢« puts on his own initial position or
own control (see Jackson) 2005). [Friedkin and Johnsen| (1997) assume that each
actor puts the same weight on her initial policy position. Our generalized model
allows actors to have different belief-updating strategies. The relative weight an
actor puts on her own and on the initial belief of another stakeholder may vary
substantially across actors. For instance, stakeholders who are confident regarding
their information on policy impacts may put more weight on their own initial
policy position whereas rather uncertain stakeholders may pay more attention to
the initial position of others. We do not assume a particular own control ex-
ante. Instead we determine the weight an actor puts on the beliefs of other actors
empirically.

J#i
. . t
. o 0 . _ ij
=V =¥+ (1= ta) 38V with by = 7=

J

Y;* denotes the position of agent ¢ after communication. Own control describes
to what extent an actor relies upon own information on policy impacts while
forming his final position. As T is row normalized to one, (1—t;) is the aggregated
weight for all neighbors’ positions on actor ¢’s position. Let v denote the diagonal
matrix with diagonal elements ¢;; than writing in matrix notation results
after further rearrangements in:

~

Yyt = [I - (1- V)T]l 7y’ (3.6)

with MY = [I — (1 — 4)T]"'y being the network multiplier matrix which is

similar to the Hubbell index (Hubbell, 1965)). An element of the multiplier matrix
mg; defines the field strength of actor j’s initial position operating on actor s
final position. If i = j, the element m¢ of the multiplier matrix M equals the
weight that an actor ¢ puts on his own initial position. That is the final network
multiplier matrix denoted by M¢ = [mijje - Note that a network multiplier
includes all communication loops among aétors, i.e. all direct and all indirect
effects of j’s initial position on ¢’s position resulting from communication.
For any row stochastic matrix the belief formation process described in (3.6)
delivers an unambiguous final policy position y* as a weighted average of the
initial position of all agents before communication y°, where the weight of actor
J’s initial position for actor ¢’s final position just equals the element mg; of the
multiplier matrix M¢. The belief-updating in equation is similar, but still
differs from the DeGroot model analyzed by Jackson (2005)). In particular, our
model includes the DeGroot and the Friedkin model as a special case.

In essence, our theoretical framework is represented by Figure 3.1l The mean
voter rule reproduces final policy decisions as the result of a voting power distribu-
tion among agents with individual ideal positions Y and is given by the equation
in the rectangle in Figure Furthermore we integrate a lobbying module and
a belief formation module into our framework to enable non-governmental orga-
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Figure 3.1.: Overview of the Framework
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nizations to influence the final policy position (lower triangle in Figure . In
summary, our model considers the policy process as an aggregation mechanism
for different policy positions according to voting procedures in parliament and to
belief formation and lobbying activities in networks. These voting procedures, ei-
ther determined by formal or informal institutions, constitute the political power
C' of an legislator g (upper triangle in Figure and determine to what extent
final legislation represents an agent’s individual preferences.

Now that we established a theoretical framework that explicitly takes the influ-
ence of non-governmental organizations on the final policy decision into account
we can derive network-based indicators to measure stakeholder participation in
the policy process. In particular, we present four indicators in chapter {4|in refer-
ence to the literature on participation that enable the assessment of governmental
accountability, government capture, political ownership, and political knowledge
as a result of stakeholder participation in the policy process.
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Network-based Indicators of Participatory Policy
Processes

In the last chapter we established the theoretical framework that includes non-
governmental organizations in the policy process. We described how political
agents make decisions in the political arena and that they form beliefs about the
relationship between policy decisions and policy outcomes. Stakeholder organiza-
tions are able to exert influence on the policy decision through political support
and informational influence. We described how political agents form policy be-
liefs about the relationship between policy decisions and policy outcomes, and
that stakeholder organizations are able to exert influence on these beliefs via po-
litical support and the provision of expert information. The interaction between
political agents and stakeholders takes place in policy networks. As a result of
this interaction, stakeholder organizations obtain a share of political control over
the policy decisions that affect them. This enables us to derive network-based
indicators that capture the essence of participatory policy processes.

The literature on participation emphasizes the ability of stakeholders to hold the
government accountable for its actions as a direct consequence of increased trans-
parency in the participatory policy process. Hence, the first indicator to assess
participation will be ‘Government Accountability’. Our second indicator, ‘Gov-
ernment Capture’, corresponds to the concept that policy decisions may be biased
towards the interests of organized social groups. A central theme in the litera-
ture is political ownership. The inclusion of local interests and concerns into the
decision-making process reduces implementation costs of policies and increases
commitment and political efficiency. Therefore ‘Political Ownership’ constitutes
the third indicator in our assessment of stakeholder participation. A crucial as-
pect of participation and therewith our fourth indicator of participatory policy
processes is ‘Knowledge’. Including ‘grassroots’ knowledge may enhance the ca-
pacity to meet local needs and priorities. The integration of local and scientific
knowledge increases efficiency and fosters evidence-based policy making.

In general, we apply the theoretical framework described in section We
focus specifically on the combination of a modified legislative bargaining model
with the two influence modules, i.e. political support and informational influence,
in a policy elite network. In essence, this aggregation mechanism corresponds to
a generalized mean voter decision rule:

v = Clgl, (4.1)

J
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where y* denotes the final policy decision, C]T denotes the total political power
and j&? denotes the initial preferred policy position of actor j. The total political
power results from political influence on powerful political actors:

J

where m¢;; denotes the political influence of actor j on agent . As demonstrated
in section [3.2), m¢; is the network multiplier derived from the communication
network among governmental and non-governmental actors. Accordingly, my,
denotes the weight that a legislator g puts on her own initial position, while C is
the political power of agent ¢ that is derived from the lobbying game, as described
in section Thus, it holds:

Cl =Y "mic,. (4.3)
g

As described in section , mgl- is the support network multiplier that corre-
sponds to the outflow of legislative power from legislator g to actor i, resulting in
the equilibrium of the lobbying game. Hence, the better access an interest group
1 has to powerful legislators, the more successful are the lobbying activities of
this organization. Further, Cy denotes the legislative power of legislator g that is
derived from the modified legislative bargaining game, as described in section [3.2]
Equations (4.1 to constitute the theoretical backbone of our policy process
framework, which is illustrated in Figure |3.1
Based on our theory, the policy process corresponds to an aggregation mechanism
of the policy positions of the involved governmental and nongovernmental orga-
nizations, where the individual weight of an organization is jointly determined
by political communication network structures that determine political influence
m;j, informal access structures mfi that determine lobbying power and constitu-
tional rules that determine legislative decision making power C;. Based on our
theoretical framework, the underlying communication and access structures en-
capsulated in the communication network and the political support network are
central components that determine final policy choices. To describe these networks
we apply social network analysis tools, including methods for identifying overall
network structures (e.g. blockmodel analysis, see Wasserman and Faust| (1994)).
However, our framework offers network tools that go beyond a pure descriptive
analysis. They allow us to draw direct conclusions concerning the impacts of the
identified network structures on different aspects that determine governmental
performance (i.e., the network multipliers derived in section 3.2). Specifically,
we develop the network-based indicators described below to empirically measure
different aspects of governmental performance.

4.1. Government Accountability

The successful functioning of any government depends on the ability of citizens
to hold politicians and public administrators accountable for their actions. The
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existing literature on political accountability describes the machinery of govern-
ment as a game between a principal (i.e., the public) and an agent (i.e., the
politicians or public administrators) in which the former delegates to the latter
a given set of instruments to execute certain goals (Adsera et al. 2003)). In this
game, the principal and the agent may have opposing interests (i.e., even while
partially acting based on the interests of their potential electorate, political agents
are likely to pursue their own political agenda. For example, political agents may
be interested in enriching themselves while in office or political agents’ strategies
for enhancing the welfare of the public may differ from the desires of the public.
Hence, with self-interested political agents, the delegation of decision making and
policy implementation responsibilities automatically provides the opportunity for
significant inefficiencies and corruption among politicians. One could argue that
electoral competition induces governmental incentives for acting in line with so-
ciety’s interests; thus, the high concentration of political power in governmental
organizations does not contradict political accountability. Though this argument
could be true in general, this reasoning is limited because elections fail to guaran-
tee strong governmental accountability. The citizens’ (i.e., ‘voters’) information
concerning governmental policies and their consequences for society’s welfare is
a factor that impacts the functioning of free and regular democratic elections as
an effective mechanism for guaranteeing political accountability. If citizens lack
this information, they base their votes on non-policy indicators. In the literature
voting behavior in Sub-Saharan Africa has often been described as non policy
oriented, with voters that are unaware of politics and rather rely on ethnicity
or regional identity when voting. This statement is especially true for Uganda,
where non-policy voting motives are the principal determinants of vote choices,
particularly within the rural population, whereas policy oriented and retrospec-
tive voting is more important in Senegal and Ghana (see |Seide| (2014)).

Thus, voters are swayed by the relative campaign spending of different parties,
which reflects the influence of election advertisements more than high governmen-
tal performance (i.e., serving voters’ true desires and needs). Hence, in addition
to elections, the participation of stakeholder organizations in the political process
is a second mechanism for holding public officials accountable. The more domes-
tic stakeholder organizations control governmental actions and policy choices via
lobbying and political communications, the more these actions and choices corre-
spond to the desires of society.

We use the sum of the total political power of important non-governmental orga-
nizations as a general indicator of government accountability:

GA—Total =» CJ (4.4)
i#g

Moreover, to understand how policy network structures interact with constitu-
tional rules, we use the belief power (GA-Belief) and the lobbying power (GA-
Lobby) as additional sub-indicators to comparatively evaluate the extent of polit-
ical power due to communication and access structures. The higher the values of
the accountability indices GA-Total, GA-Belief and GA-Lobby, the higher is thus
the participation and the involvement of the respective stakeholder in the policy
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process. This indicator can either include an individual non-governmental actor
or a group of actors that we are interested in. The application of the indicator
for a single actor might yield very small values depending on her standing in the
policy networks and the size of the network. Therefore we rather propose the
application to a group of actors in general. Moreover, it is recommended to ap-
ply these indicators to several groups of stakeholders simultaneously to compare
different levels of accountability and hence adequately assess the performance of
a particular stakeholder group.

4.2. Government Capture

According to the relevant political economy literature (Bardhan and Mookher-
jee, 2000), governmental capture corresponds to the concept that governmental
political actions and policy choices are biased towards the particular interests of
organized social groups at the expense of the general public. Thus, even if the
government is fully accountable to its electorate, it might respond asymmetri-
cally to the specific interests of particular social groups. In this context, electoral
competition induces governmental capture because some social groups are less
informed than others. However, beyond democratic elections, stakeholder partic-
ipation is a second mechanism for relaying society’s interests to public officials.
Hence, the determination of the extent to which this mechanism is biased in favor
of the particular interests of vested groups is of interest. In order to measure
government capture (GC) we follow the set-up proposed by Henning et al.| (2016
who imply that a stakeholder system defined by the participation structures of
the expert network and the support network is composed of a belief bias, BB, and
an interest bias IB. Accordingly, we define government capture as the interest bias
of a particular stakeholder organization towards the interest of the general public.
Thus, we calculate the weighted distance between the interest in policy issue k
stated by stakeholder organization ¢, #;;, and the general public approximated by
the mean interest of all stakeholder organizations, ), weighted with the relative
total power of stakeholder i, C. The sum of these distances over all relevant
stakeholder organizations yields the issue-related capture indicator

GCr = Cf (6i — O) (4.5)

which displays the bias towards or against a particular policy issue k. A non-
biased policy issue is therefore indicated by CGy = 0 as both very powerful and
very weak actors share the same policy interest with the general public. On the
other hand, a powerful actor with comparatively low interest in issue k will push
the indicator towards a negative value whereas a powerful actor in favor of k£ will
push in the opposite direction. Thus a negative value in GC}, reflects a bias against
issue k£ whereas GC}, > 0 indicates an over-representation of the respective policy
issue.
In a second step we incorporate a directional parameter to take account of the
interests of vested groups in regard of global policy dimension ¢ (i.e. pro-rural,
pro-urban, pro-poor, pro-rich). Therefore we construct the dimension specific
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index Aj which assigns each policy issue k a specific direction depending on its
nature of favoring either the rural or urban, the poor or the rich population.

GC —Total = Y > C (0 — Op) A (4.6)
k i

As with the issue-related capture indicator, a positive value of GC-Total implies
a bias in favor of policy dimension g whereas a negative value of GC-Total indicates
a bias against dimension g. Furthermore, we are able to investigate the impact of
particular stakeholder groups on the total capture indicator.

4.3. Ownership

Political ownership corresponds to the concept that a society identifies with a spe-
cific policy and is committed to accomplishing the envisaged policy goals. Hence,
a lack of ownership corresponds to an incentive problem on the side of the society.
Technically, ownership is related to the involvement of national non-governmental
organizations in political communication. Political ownership increases citizen
compliance with policies, decreasing implementation costs and increasing the effec-
tiveness of the implemented policies. In contrast to governmental accountability,
the ability of non-governmental organizations to exert influence on governmental
organizations is less important for achieving political ownership. In contrast, even
a top-down communication system (i.e., the policy beliefs of the civil society are
primarily influenced by governmental organizations) implies political ownership,
because the citizens feel involved in policy formulation. Accordingly, all other
things being equal, the higher the level of consensus achieved through stakeholder
participation, the higher the political ownership of citizens in the decided policies
will be. To measure the political ownership implied by stakeholder participation,
we define the following political conflict index from the viewpoint of an organiza-
tion i

CON;(v") = \/Z Oire (Vi — 71 )? (4.7)
!

where 60;; denotes the interest of actor ¢ in the policy dimension k, 4;, denotes
the ideal position of actor 7 with respect to dimension £, and ~; is the final policy
decision for the dimension k. Drawing on the political exchange model as proposed
by Henning and Wald| (2000), the final policy decision v; is determined by agent ¢'s
ideal-position regarding dimension k, ;;, weighted with the agent-specific control
identified in the exchange game, C7}, over all actors i:

=Y Cidin (4.8)
with
.0
= —CF (4.9)
k
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and
v =Y 04CF (4.10)

Accordingly, the average political conflict for representatives of the civil society
and the agricultural sector results as:

CONsociety<ﬁ)/*) = Z CONQ(’)/*) (411)
1€(Civil L AG)

Further, we can calculate the final policy outcome that would result from leg-
islative bargaining, assuming no lobbying and no belief updating occur. Let ~#
denote this policy outcome. We can then analogously define the average political
conflict CONpeiery (7). The lower the political conflict when including political
communication and lobbying in comparison to the political conflict without com-
munication, the higher the involvement of the non-governmental organizations;
thus, we define the following indicator of political ownership (PO-Consens):

CONsociety (7*)
CONsociety (7#)

For political ownership generally decreases with the dominance of donor orga-
nizations in the political process (Jones et al. 2013a), we take the total political
power of a donor organization as an additional sub-indicator of ownership (PO-
Donor). Moreover, we use the density of the communication network between
the national nongovernmental and governmental organizations as a measure of
political involvement that corresponds to ownership (PO-involve).

PO — Consens =1 —

(4.12)

4.4. Knowledge

The relationship between a policy decision and the induced policy outcome is
complex and characterized by fundamental uncertainty. Politicians have only lim-
ited knowledge how policies turn into outcome and therefore form beliefs to make
rational policy-decisions. Based on these policy beliefs they choose a policy that
has a direct effect on the state of the world 2z, which may increase or diminish the
welfare of the society. However, not only politicians have difficulties to fully un-
derstand the complex relation between chosen policy instruments and the desired
policy outcome. Other stakeholders engaged in the policy process are unaware of
the true political technology as well. This causes an inefficient implementation
compared to a situation in which actors know the true technology and decide on
the policies accordingly. The role of biased policy beliefs as a main determinant
of inefficient policy choices is emphasized in an increasing number of publications
(Beilhartz and Gersbach, 2004; Caplan, 2007; Bischoff and Siemers, 2011). The
lack of political knowledge is thus an additional source of policy failure that de-
creases the efficiency of policy making.

In this context Henning et al. (2016) prove that an organization’s optimal relative
influence reflects its relative informational value, i.e. knowledge. This implies
that the total influence exerted on other actors reflects her political knowledge
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in the optimum. Under the assumption that the knowledge distribution is exoge-
nous, the given relative informational influence enables us not only to evaluate
the identified participation structure, but in addition allows us to comment on
the optimal participation structure.
According to [Henning et al. we can derive the optimal power distribution from
the relation of any given power structure and knowledge. The optimal power
distribution will then correspond exactly with the observed knowledge structure.
Now that we introduced the theoretical foundation and the derived indicators to
assess participatory policy processes we apply our framework empirically. Part
provides the empirical application of the developed network approach. We outline
the study design and the data collection in chapter |5/ before we continue with the
country case studies of Ghana, Senegal, and Uganda.
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Chapter 5.
Study Designh and Data Description

Data for our analysis has been collected based on an elite network survey within
a study on the CAADP-reform in Ghana, Uganda, and Senegal in 2012-2013.
One of the key principles of the CAADP-reform process is to promote greater
participatory and evidence-based policy processes during the design and imple-
mentation of CAADP at the country level. The process is characterized by inten-
sive stakeholder consultations involving all development partners to ensure that
political needs and desires of all societal groups are represented. Furthermore, the
inclusion of local stakeholder organizations targets the integration of local evidence
and knowledge into the policy process in ways that guarantee the formulation of
effective and efficient development strategies. It is therefore a process character-
ized by extensive stakeholder dialog on the evidence at hand, policy beliefs, and
ultimately, about political compromises.

In order to better understand these political economy issues within the con-
text of CAADP, especially with regard to how they may either strengthen or
weaken the fundamental principle of promoting an evidence-based and partici-
patory policy process, a consortium of research partner institutions undertook a
comparative analysis of CAADP policy processes in Ghana, Senegal and Uganda.
The project ‘Promoting Participatory and Evidence-Based Agricultural Policy
Processes in Africa’ (PEBAP) was jointly implemented by the International Food
Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and the Universities of Kiel and Hohenheim, in
collaboration with local research institutions: The Institute of Statistical Social
and Economic Research (ISSER), the Institut Sénégalais de Recherches Agricoles
(ISRA), and the African Institute for Strategic Resource Services and Develop-
ment (AFRISA), respectively.

One essential part of the study was a policy network survey conducted in all

three countries on political interactions, policy goals and preferred policy positions
of key policy makers and stakeholders regarding the most appropriate allocations
to different policy programs under the CAADP agenda. This constitutes the data
basis for our analysis.
Data has been collected in the framework of an elite network study which involves
questions about networks, policy positions, and policy interests. Interviews were
conducted among key stakeholder groups and policy makers in the agricultural
policy domain in the respective country using carefully constructed survey ques-
tionnaires. The unit of observation in an elite network study is an organization,
which is interpreted as a corporate actor (Coleman) 1990) and interviewees are
considered experts of the organizations they represent. To identify organizations
relevant for our study we follow a two-step procedure that is well established in
policy network studies (Laumann and Knoke, [1987; Laumann et al., 1989; Pappi
et al.; |1995; Pappi and Henning, (1999).
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In the first step, we used the nominalist approach to set boundaries of the theoret-
ical policy network. Using the position method we compiled a list of potentially
relevant organizations with formal political power and organizations that have
access to these due to their institutional position. We further included organiza-
tions with expert knowledge such as policy analysts and interest groups in order
to guarantee a consistent specification of the network boundaries in accordance
with the highlighted role of stakeholder participation in CAADP and to align to
our theoretical framework of expert communication. The final set of actors ac-
cording to the nominalist approach consists of 112 actors for Ghana and Uganda
and 103 actors for Senegal. Based on this list, personal interviews were conducted
with representatives of the preselected organizations allowing for a snowball effect.
The interviews began with targeting governmental organizations, especially the
Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Finance as well as subordinate agencies,
and later, the most important interest groups (e.g. farm organizations).

In the second step, we follow the realist approach that specifies the boundaries of
the empirical network from the actors point of view. Personal interviews were con-
ducted based on the list of stakeholder organizations, beginning with governmental
organizations and the most important interest groups. Interviewees were asked to
check all actors on the identified list that are perceived as extremely influential
in policy decision-making. Based on this reputation question, new organizations
were interviewed that had received three or more nominations. Overall, 46 stake-
holders were interviewed in Ghana and Senegal whereas the snowball sampling
led to 43 interviews in Uganda.

Table displays the final set of stakeholders and their distribution in our sam-
ple for all three countries. The policy networks establishing the CAADP policy
domain in these countries are almost equally sized. Stakeholder organizations are
structured into four main categories. Political actors are comprised of the exec-
utive (i.e. ministries and head of the state), the legislative (i.e. parliamentary
groups), and public sector agencies. Donor organizations and iNGOs constitute
the group of international organizations in Ghana and Uganda whereas two supra-
national organizations are additionally included in the case of Senegal. Research
organizations are comprised of both national and international research institutes.
Interest groups span organizations of different fields and encompass agricultural
industry and trade organizations, farmer organizations and cooperatives, as well
as non-agricultural business and civil society organizations. Governmental institu-
tions represent the largest share in all three countries. International organizations
including donor and iNGOs (and supranational organizations) account for the
second largest stakeholder group in Ghana (26%) and Senegal (24%), agricul-
tural interest groups are especially strong represented in Uganda (26%). The elite
questionnaires included four parts: a) policy networks, b) policy preferences (i.e.,
information concerning interest and position with respect to relevant CAADP pol-
icy issues), ¢) budget distribution to specific policy programs formulated in the
specific CAADP investment plans, and d) organizational characteristics. Data
collected for part ¢) and d) is not relevant for our analysis in this study and is
thus disregarded in the description.

To collect reliable networks, we designed our network questions using a format
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Category Group Ghana Uganda Senegal
Political Actors Executive (EXEC) 6 7 7
Public Sector Agencies (PUB) 5 6 5
Legislative (LEG) 2 2 1
Int. Organizations Donor (DONOR) 7 6 7
International NGOs (iNGO) 5 3 2
Supranational Organizations (SUPRA) 2
Research Organizations National Research Organizations (RESEARCH) 4 4 8
International Research Organisations (RESEARCH) 3 1 2
Interest Groups Agric. Industry and Trade (IG:AGIND) 4 8 6
Agric. Producer Organizations and Cooperatives (IG:PROD) 4 3 2
Non-agriculurat]l Business (IG:NA) 3 2
Civil Society Organizations (CSO) 3 1 4

N=46 N=43 N=46

Table 5.1.: Classification of Stakeholders

that was extremely helpful in previous network studies (Pappi and Henning; [1999;
Pappi et al., [1995). Interviewees were asked to check those organizations on the
list with which they maintain a specific relation. To facilitate orientation, the
list of organizations was organized according to the type of organization or the
branch of interest represented by the respective organizations (see Table Al in
the appendix). As we did not know in advance whether we had identified all rel-
evant organizations, we provided a hybrid type of list. That is, interviewees were
presented with a roster of organizations and given the option to add additional
organizations that they believed to be important. This approach addresses two
problems: under-reporting in a free recall interview and failures in setting the the-
oretical network boundaries. In the following sections, we describe in more detail
the reputation as well as the expert information and political support networks,
as these networks are used for the empirical application of the proposed policy
framework.

As described above, the reputation network is used to specify the network bound-
ary from the actors’ point of view. Respondents were asked to mark organizations
on the list that according to their opinion, stand out as especially influential with
respect to the agricultural policy process. The question was framed in a way that
instructed interviewees not to exert great effort on a detailed investigation but to
mark those organizations that came to mind instantly. This framing assumes that
highly important organizations will come to mind quickly. Further, the intervie-
wees had the option to use blank lines to add missing influential organizations.
The respondents were asked in particular to

Please check those organizations that stand out as especially influential
and if you know other organizations which are not on the list, please
use the free lines to specify them.

Based on our theoretical framework, networks of expert information and po-
litical support are especially relevant. The expert information network is the
centerpiece of our belief formation model for characterizing the policy process.
We consider expert information to be any kind of information about policy im-
pacts that an actor can communicate to another actor (e.g., knowledge about the
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impact of farm input subsidies on central policy outcomes, such as the welfare
of different social groups). To collect data on the information flow in the elite
network, the interviewees were asked to check those organizations on the list of
organizations with which they share information about the consequences of agri-
cultural policies. Specifically, expert information transfers were collected from a
supplier perspective (i.e., an organization delivers information to another orga-
nization) and a demander perspective (i.e., an organization receives information
from another organization). Therefore, we could construct a confirmed expert
knowledge network, which is more reliable from a network theoretic point of view
(Pappi et al., |1995). A particular knowledge transfer is considered ‘confirmed’ if
both the supplier and demander of knowledge independently report the transfer.
Hence the respondent was asked to state independently both directions of com-
munication based on the list of organizations. The relevant data of the confirmed
communication network is then collected by asking the respondent:

Using the list of organizations again, please check all organizations to
which your organization provides expert information on agricultural
policies.

followed by the request

Using the list of organizations again, please check all organizations
from which your organization receives expert information on agricul-
tural policies.

The weight that an actor places on her own initial belief is another key input in
our model. To identify an actor’s level of own control, interviewees were asked to
ascertain the extent to which they use externally provided expert information as
opposed to their own expertise when formulating policy strategies. In detail, the
respondents were asked to distribute 100 points to indicate the relative importance
of external versus internal expert information. Own control is then calculated as
the relative importance of own internal expertise.

The political support network is the centerpiece of the lobbying module in our the-
oretical framework. Similar to the expert information network, we construct the
confirmed political support network from the supplier and demander perspective.
The exchange of political support is characterized by political agents who seek to
increase their chance of reelection and stakeholder organizations who try to me-
diate their clientele’s interest to the politicians, i.e. trying to influence policies to
generate as much welfare as possible for their members. In exchange for votes by
members of the stakeholder organization the politician supports the favored pol-
icy position in the decision-making process. Political agents also represent their
electorate in parliament and therefore try to find political solutions supported by
the majority of their electorate. Thus, they have to decide how much political
control they are willing to pass to the stakeholder organizations at the expense of
potential voters if the political position of the interest group differs from the ma-
jority of voters. The weight that a political agent puts on the position supported
by voters is another key input in our framework. Specifically, governmental in-
stitutions were asked to distribute 100 points to indicate the relative importance
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of their intrinsic position (i.e. the orientation towards stakeholder organizations)
versus the position supported by the majority of potential voters. The interest
in political influence is then calculated as the relative importance of the position
supported by voters.

In part b), we collected data on the policy preferences of organizations. We
asked for the relative interest 6, and the preferred position, 4;x, of an organization
1 with respect to relevant CAADP policy issues k. Specifically, we assumed a
nested structure of policy preferences. At the top level, we asked for the relative
interest in and preferred position regarding relevant policy concerns. These policy
concerns are relevant policy outcomes determined by CAADP and include:

e Growth in incomes
e Budget
e Poverty reduction

e Environmental sustainability.

The respondent was then asked to distribute 100 points according to the relative

interest of her affiliated organization. ‘Growth in incomes’ was further specified
according to sectors the organization might show particular interest in. Again the
respondent was asked to state the organization’s relative interest in the welfare
of the agricultural sector, welfare of the non-agricultural industry sector, and the
welfare of the market services sector. To collect detailed information on specific
interests in the agricultural sector, the welfare of the agricultural sector was fur-
ther subdivided into the welfare of agricultural producers, the agricultural export
and the agro-processing sector, food security, and gender equity.
In the second step we asked for the organization’s concrete policy positions re-
garding each policy concern. Therefore we formulated two extreme policy po-
sitions for each policy concern on a 7-point scale. These positions comprised
levels of income and poverty, decisions on taxing or subsidizing specific sectors,
government expenditure, economic costs of environmental management, gender
responsive agricultural budgeting, and different yield gaps.

The next three chapters present the country studies of Ghana, Senegal, and
Uganda. We begin with the Republic of Ghana that constitutes the compara-
tively most advanced economy in our sample in terms of economic and political
development. First we provide an overview of the country characteristics fol-
lowed by a description of the relevant stakeholder organizations that establish the
CAADP policy domain on country level. Subsequently, we present the identified
network structure of political participation by applying methods of quantitative
network analysis on the collected communication and support network. Building
on the theoretical model described in chapter [3| we analyze the underlying influ-
ence structure in the CAADP policy domain. In particular, we determine the
influence arising from political communication and lobbying activities. These in-
fluence measures are essential for the empirical application of the network-based
indicators developed in chapter |4] that constitute the basis for the quantitative
assessment of stakeholder participation in policy processes.
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Ghana

Ghana is a country in Western Africa, bordering the Gulf of Guinea, located
between Cote d’Ivoire and Togo. Tt is divided into ten administrative regions
(Western, Central, Greater Accra, Volta, Eastern, Ashanti, Brong Ahafo, North-
ern, Upper East and Upper West) (see Figure [6.1)). The population size of Ghana
is 25.9 million (2013), which is among the ten biggest states of Sub-Saharan Africa.
The country is home to many different ethnic groups, the dominant group is the
Akan tribe with a population share of 47.5%, 16.6% belong to the Mole-Dagbon
tribe, 13.9% to the Ewe tribe, 7.4% to the Ga-Dangme tribe and 5.7% to the
Gurma tribe. The country is considered to be one of the more stable nations in
West Africa and was categorized as a lower middle income country by [The World
Bank (2013) with a GNI per capita of US $1,770 and a PPPpc of US $3,900 in
2013. The economy mainly relies on cocoa, gold and lately oil. Although agricul-
ture is only providing 21.5% towards the GDP, more than half of the workforce
is employed in the agricultural sector (56%). The oil production in Ghana just
started in 2010 and led to a rapid GDP growth by 14.4% in 2011, the score dropped
again to 7.6% in 2013, but Ghana is still experiencing one of the highest growth
rates in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Ghana has the lowest infant mortality of the three countries with 13.4 deceases
per 1,000 births, whereas the maternal mortality rate of 380 per 100,000 live births
is higher than in Uganda or Senegal. The youth literacy accounts to 86% of pop-
ulation ages 15-24 years which bears witness of a good education system. The
unemployment rate of 5% is similar to Uganda.

The Freedom House Index (Freedom House, [2014)) considers Ghana to be a free
country, with a political rights rating of one and a civil rights rating of two. It
is further considered to be a democracy with a Polity IV score of eight in 2012
(Marshall et al., 2012).

Of the three case-countries covered in this study, Ghana is the most advanced
economy. Both, in a political as well as in an economic sense, Ghana is in the
lead compared to Senegal and Uganda.

This chapter provides the assessment of the CAADP policy process based on
the theoretical framework we developed in part [l The next section gives a short
overview on the relevant organizations included in our sample. Subsequently, we
perform a blockmodel analysis to reveal the underlying network structures of the
communication and lobbying network. To assess the participatory character of
the policy process in Ghana we apply the network-based measures described in

chapter
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6.1. Relevant Organizations in the CAADP Policy Domain

Table in the Appendix lists the 46 political actors in Ghana and the cor-
responding type of organization. The boundary specification for the CAADP
policy domain of Ghana is based on the indegree centralities (IC) of the reputa-
tion network. The reputation network is an adjacency matrix that depicts the
nominations of political actors that are perceived as especially influential in the
formulation of agricultural policy programs. The indegree centrality measures the
prominence of actors in a directed network and relates in our case to the influence
held by political actors in the agricultural policy domain in Ghana. Summarizing
an organization’s received nominations and standardizing by the number of max-
imal possible nomination yields the indegree centrality whereby self-nominations
are excluded.

In Ghana, two groups of political actors stand out in terms of perceived political
influence. With an average indegree centrality of 0.79, the group of donors rep-
resent the most influential organizations in agricultural policy in Ghana, followed
by the Executive (0.71) and the Public Sector Agencies (0.69) (see Table [A.2).
However, the high average indegree for the Executives is primarily determined by
the Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MOFA). With a maximal indegree of 1
MOFA stands out as the top most influential stakeholder in Ghana, whereas both
the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning (MOFEP) and the Ministry of
Trade and Industry (MOTT) share an indegree of 0.72, followed by the Ministry of
Lands and Natural Resources (MLNR) and the Ministry of Environment, Science,
and Technology (MEST) who both obtain only a share of 0.52 (Table [A.T]).

6.2. ldentified Network Structures of Political Participation
in Ghana

To identify the network structure of political participation in Ghana we apply
blockmodel analysis using the SNA package for the statistical software ‘R.” by
Butts| (2008)). Blockmodel analysis is a method of positional analysis based on
structural equivalence. The idea behind positional analysis is to simplify the
information in a network data set. Blockmodeling allows us to identify actors
that have the same pattern of relation to all other actors in the network. Actors
that are structural equivalent have identical entries in rows and columns of the
socio-matrix and are aggregated into blocks. Actors in the same block do not
necessarily have a direct connection to each other, they rather share the same
structural relation, i.e. all in- and outgoing connections, to all other stakeholders
in the respective network. The Hamming distances between all pairs of positions
in the adjacency matrices are computed and classes are formed through hierar-
chical cluster analysis. The input graphs are reordered by class and blockmodel
reduction is applied based on the blockdensity.

The result is a reduced graph of the original network that consists of blocks that
depict the underlying structure within the network. Application to quantitative
network data of political communication and political support enables us to iden-

38



Chapter 6. Ghana

tify the embeddedness of stakeholders in political communication and lobbying
mechanisms.

6.2.1. Political Communication

The blockmodel analysis yields a 6-block solution and reveals that political com-
munication is clearly structured in Ghana. We identify a center-periphery struc-
ture in the agricultural policy domain of Ghana. The central position is occupied
by the Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MOFA) which acts as a broker by link-
ing the peripheral blocks. Political communication in Ghana is characterized by a
very close connection between stakeholder organizations in the periphery and the
ministry. Interestingly, stakeholders tend to exchange expert information within
rather than across the peripheral blocks.

Analyzing the corresponding blockmemberships yields further interesting insights?|
In addition to a political core which includes the central governmental institu-
tions (Block 2) and a political periphery (Block 3) primarily comprised of interest
groups, we identify a highly active position of Donors (Block 4) and International
Organizations (Block 5). Block 1 and Block 6 both consist of only one political
actor. MOFA (Block 1) plays a key role in political communication in Ghana and
holds a broker position by connecting all of the remaining blocks. The General
Agricultural Worker’s Union (GAWU, Block 6) is located at the receiving end of
political communication and acts as a passive observer.

Figure[6.2]displays the underlying structure of political communication in Ghana.
The reduced graph consists of six blocks. The blocksize reflects the number of
actors in the respective block. Sender and receiver of expert information are
depicted by arcs representing the existence of established communication ties be-
tween blocks. Edge-weights are based on the corresponding density between or
within blocks and range from dark gray if communication is very dense to light
gray if only few actors relate to each other in providing information on agricultural
policies. The communication pattern depicted in the reduced graph in Figure [6.2
is based on the mean block density. The density reflects the ratio of established
ties and possible ties in a graph or subgraph. The mean block density is then just
the average of the ratios between and within the identified blocks. In order to
better identify the underlying relational structure we omit the ties between and
within positions if the corresponding density is below the mean.

The exchange of expert information is determined by the Ministry of Agricul-
ture (Block 1). Its central position has already been noted earlier as it stands out
with the highest indegree possible in the reputation network (see Table in the
Appendix). Political communication in Ghana is dominated by the broker posi-
tion held by MOFA which enables the ministry to channel the information flow
across and between various stakeholder organizations. Except for Block 6, MOFA
sends and receives expert information by almost all stakeholders in the agricul-
tural policy domain. Table provides a more detailed picture of the information
exchange in the agricultural policy domain by depicting the corresponding intra-
and inter-blockdensities, i.e. the share of established communication ties in rela-

2Table in the Appendix lists the corresponding blockmembership accordingly.
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Figure 6.2.: Blockmodel Structure of Political Communication in Ghana
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tion to all ties possible between and within the blocks of interest. The seemingly
strong (one-sided) connection between Block 1 and Block 6 in comparison to the
remaining relational patterns results from the fact that both blocks consist of only
one political actor. Hence, the inter-blockdensity between MOFA and GAWU can
only take the value of 1 if one actor communicates with the other, or 0 otherwise.
The missing intra-blockdensity observed for both MOFA and GAWU is the result
of the number of blockmembers. As we do not allow for self-ties in the actor-actor
matrix of the communication network the intra-blockdensity is omitted.

[Donor Block] GIDA GiZ (GTZ) CIDA
AFD USAID WB FAO IWMI

Table 6.1.: Density of Empirical Blocks: Expert Information
MoFA Political Peripheral Donor Research GAWU

MoFA 0.88 0.76 1.00 0.86 1.00
Political 0.88 0.64 0.18 0.28 0.09 0.00
Peripheral 0.71 0.14 0.09 0.15 0.24 0.29
Donor 1.00 0.23 0.11 0.70 0.18 0.50
Research 1.00 0.07 0.16 0.27 0.76 0.43
GAWU 0.00 0.12 0.29 0.12 0.43

Interestingly, in addition to the leading ministries and public agencies that
determine the agricultural policy process in Ghana, the political core (Block 2)
includes two non-agricultural interest groups (IG:NA), i.e. The Association of
Ghana Industries (AGI) and The Private Enterprise (PEF). The political periph-
ery (Block 3) represents with 21 political actors the largest group of stakeholders
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in our blockmodel analysis. Even internally, peripheral organizations are only
weakly connected to each other. The information exchange within the peripheral
Block 3 is almost non-existent as indicated by a density of only 0.09 and thus con-
stitutes not only the lowest absolute value given its size. Interestingly, we find the
Institute of Statistical, Social and Economic Research (ISSER), one of the leading
think tanks in Ghana, among the very heterogeneous peripheral stakeholders in
Block 3. Apart from the majority of top donor organizations such as World Bank,
FAQO, USAID and the german GTZ, Block 4 includes with the Ghana Irrigation
Development Authority (GIDA) and the International Water Management Insti-
tute (IWMI) two political actors focusing on water management. Stakeholders
in this block are highly integrated in the policy process by its very close collab-
oration with MOFA. Every stakeholder in Block 4 exchanges expert information
with MOFA on a mutual level. Block 5 consists mainly of research organizations
and is characterized by the same pattern of mutual information exchange with
MOFA. The dialog with the political core (Block 2) is at the lowest level ob-
served. This is particularly surprising as Block 5 also includes the two political
parties in Ghana, i.e. the New Patriotic Party (NPP) and the ruling party New
Democratic Congress (NDC).

6.2.2. Lobbying

In addition to the expert network of political communication, one of the key
components of our theoretical framework is the political support network. In
democracies stakeholder organizations are representatives of their members and
their interests. Therefore the policy position of such a group is highly connected
with the resulting welfare for their members. Thus, a major role of stakeholder
organizations in democracies is to intermediate their clientele’s interest to politi-
cians, i.e. trying to influence policies or politicians to generate as much welfare as
possible for their members. Obviously, politicians won’t support a stakeholder or-
ganization’s position without any reward. On their part they expect in return the
political support of members of the stakeholder organization. However, political
agents also represent their electorate in parliament. Therefore, political agents are
interested to find political solutions supported by a majority of their electorate.
The underlying support network, other than the communication network, is deter-
mined by mutual benefit of the respective actors in form of interest mediation and
support seeking. We have to differentiate between political actors (i.e. EXEC,
LEG) who receive support and advocate the stakeholders’ interests in return, and
the stakeholders who send political support in return for a representative of their
interest. As not all stakeholders have direct access to political actors they ap-
proach a broker to represent their interests. Thus, we do not necessarily observe
a clear politician-stakeholder structure.

The blockmodel analysis of the political support network yields a 6-block solu-
tion and displays that lobbying is clearly structured in Ghana. As already noted,
lobbying is the approach of interest groups and stakeholders to influence polit-
ical actors in charge by offering political support in exchange for advocacy by
the politician. Not surprisingly, the central position within the political support
network is occupied by the leading ministries that determine agricultural policy
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in Ghana. In contrast to political communication, lobbying is determined by the
exchange of support between rather than within the identified blocks. This results
from the nature of lobbying as well as from the properties of blockmodel analy-
sis. Stakeholders have either direct access to political actors or indirect access via
political brokers. Since blockmodel analysis identifies actors that have the same
patterns of relation to all other actors in the network, they do not approach stake-
holder in the same block since they would have the same access to the politicians.
Interestingly, the only block for which we observe exchange of political support
within is the group of donors.

Figure 6.3.: Blockmodel Structure of Political Support in Ghana
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MLNR FiCG EPAG

[INGO Block] EPA AFD IWMI
ACDI/VOCA TS ADRA

[ISSER]

[Donor Block] MEST

[Political Block] GiZ (GTZ) USAID WB FAO CIDA IFAD

NDPC MOFA MOFEP MOTI GIDA

[Peripheral Block] COCOBOD NDC NPP AGRA STEPRI UG
FARA IFPRI GAIDA GAABIC FAGE FoodSPAN GNAFF
GNAPF PFAG APFOG AGI PEF GEA GAWU CRS

Figure displays the underlying structure of political support in Ghana. The
reduced graph consists of six blocks with the blocksize reflecting the number of
actors in the respective block. Sender and receiver of political support are de-
picted by arcs representing the existence of political exchange between blocks.
Edge-weights are based on the corresponding density between or within blocks
and range from dark gray if support is very dense to light gray if only few actors
relate to each other. As before, we based the relational patterns of the reduced
graph on the mean block density, i.e. we omit ties between and within positions
if the corresponding density is below the mean in order to better identify the pat-
terns of political support.

The blockmodel analysis yields a 6-Block solution and shows that political support
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is clearly structured in Ghana. Interestingly, almost 46% of the political actors do
not participate actively in the exchange of political support in Ghana (BI5). The
blockmembership of the support network reveals a clear affiliation of stakeholder
groups in correspondence to their political stance in accordance to the nature of
lobbying (see Table [A5]). Not surprisingly, the center of political support is occu-
pied primarily by the main governmental institutions (BI1). It is closely related
to Ghana'’s leading national think tank (ISSER, BI6) as well as the group of top
donors (BI3). The pattern of political support in Ghana is further characterized
by two very heterogeneous groups of stakeholders who are clearly distinguished by
their level of access to Ghana’s policy makers. Whereas Block 2 consists mainly of
governmental institutions and has only indirect access to the political center via
the broker position obtained by ISSER (BI6), Block 4 is primarily determined by
iNGOs and has direct as well as indirect access via the donor block. The largest
group of stakeholders (Bl5) has very limited access to the political core in Ghana.

Table 6.2.: Density of Empirical Blocks: Political Support
Political Environment Donor iNGO Periphery ISSER

Political 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.64 0.30 1.00

Environment 0.06 0.13 0.39 0.36 0.14 0.83

Donor 0.92 0.44 0.83 0.58 0.10 0.50

iNGO 0.64 0.33 0.58 0.03 0.10 0.17

Periphery 0.30 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.24
ISSER 1.00 0.83 0.33 0.17 0.43

Table displays the density table of the underlying lobbying structure in
Ghana. As already seen in Figure [6.3] the diagonal indicates a very low exchange
of political support within the blocks. The group of donors (BI3) is a special
case. A possible explanation for the very high intra-blockdensity (0.83) is the
alignment of policy preferences among donors which ultimately leads to an increase
in lobbying power. Though below the mean and thus omitted in Figure [6.3] we
observe a mutual exchange of political support between the peripheral Block 5
and the political Block 1 as indicated by an inter-blockdensity of 0.3. This value
is mainly determined by MOFA which receives political support by over 76%
of the stakeholders in Block 5. This further underlines the dominance of the
ministry in the agricultural policy domain of Ghana. Moreover, the extremely
close connection between the political core and the donor group on the one hand
and the dense relation with ISSER on the other points to a donor-led knowledge-
based agricultural policy in Ghana which we will investigate in the next section.

6.3. Political Influence and Power

According to the belief-module in our theoretical framework, communication struc-
tures determine political influence among governmental and non-governmental or-
ganizations. At a descriptive level, an analysis of the ways in which organizations
are influenced by each other is of interest. Beyond a descriptive analysis, it is
especially interesting to evaluate the impact of political influence structures on
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different aspects of political performance. For example, evaluating the extent to
which the final policy positions of governmental organizations are influenced by
the political views of non-governmental organizations by measuring the effective
participation using political power indices. Or, evaluating the extent to which
central organizations take political leadership vis-a-vis civil society in a top-down
political process using network multipliers. Moreover, a high political influence
exerted by donor organizations would characterize a donor-led policy process,
which might undermine political ownership if national stakeholder organizations
feel ignored. Furthermore, an analysis of the extent to which the identified polit-
ical influence and power structures reflect the political expertise of the involved
governmental and non-governmental organizations is of interest. To assess these
interesting questions, we provide a descriptive analysis of the identified political
influence and power structures in the following section and evaluate the impact of
the identified structures on political performance in the next section. The network
multipliers derived from political communication, as described in section are
the centerpiece of our political influence model.

6.3.1. Polticial Influence

Table 6.3.: Network Multipliers per Group: Expert information

EXEC PUB LEG DON iNGO RES AG PROD NA CSO
EXEC 0.70 0.04 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.02
PUB 0.16 050 0.05 012 0.02 0.09 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02
LEG 0.04 002 073 0.02 0.03 008 002 0.02 002 0.01
DON 0.13 004 003 065 0.04 0.08 002 0.01 0.02 0.00
iNGO 0.11 001 005 0.04 068 0.08 001 0.01 0.01 0.00
RES 0.07 001 0.01 005 0.03 080 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00

AG 0.11 001 0.01 0.06 0.02 0.09 060 0.07 0.03 0.01
PROD 0.09 0.03 0.01 0.03 004 0.06 0.03 063 0.03 0.05
NA 0.21 002 001 0.04 0.01 004 003 0.01 059 0.03

CSO 0.12 0.12 0.03 0.09 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.02 048

Table displays the communication network multipliers that were calculated
for specific categories of governmental and non-governmental organization. The
network multipliers presented in Table 6.3 correspond to the aggregated weight of
the policy positions of the column category in determining the final policy posi-
tion of the average individual row category. For example, the first row represents
the aggregated influence of the column category on Ghana’s executive (EXEC).
The final policy position of the executive after communication is determined to
70% by its own initial position. The aggregated weight of Donors’ initial position
(DON) on the executive’s final position is 5% compared to only 2% for the civil
society organizations (CSO).

Please note, that the relatively high network multipliers on the diagonal result
from a very high own control stated by the respective organizations within the
groups. The own control is an indicator for the trust in external information, i.e.
the relative importance of an actor’s own expertise versus external information
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received from other organizations. An own control of 1 indicates that the actor
relies on her expertise exclusively whereas an own control of 0 is indicative to the
dependence on external information.

We identify a decrease in the own network multipliers in accordance with the po-
sition of the respective group in the policy domain. Research organizations (RES)
consider themselves as technical leaders with high political knowledge as indicated
by a high own network multiplier of 80%, followed by the legislative (LEG) and
the executive (EXEC) with 73% and 70%, respectively. International Organi-
zations are in midfield and exhibit own network multiplier of 68% (INGO) and
65% (DON), followed by the agricultural sector, whereas interest groups rely to a
greater extent on expert information than other stakeholder groups with multipli-
ers as low as 48% (CSO). Public sector agencies (PUB) report a relatively low own
control and are more open to expert information provided by other organizations.
Like their counterparts in the ministries and in the parliament, public agencies are
supposed to be technical leaders with high political knowledge and thus should
pay less attention to other positions. Beyond own control, the influence profiles of
organizations are interesting. Influence profiles identify influential organizations
and describe the extent to which other organizations influence the initial policy
position of an organization. Formally, influence profiles can be described by the
vector of relative network multipliers that operate as an influence field on an or-
ganization. Based on our belief formation model, the influence field operating on
an actor is determined by her local communication structures. Hence, the more
actors are structurally equivalent in the communication network, the more sim-
ilar c.p. are their influence fields. Accordingly, we conducted a cluster analysis
using the influence profiles of the identified organizations. Based on the reported
statistical fit values, we preferred a 6 cluster solution. Overall, we find that gov-
ernmental actors exhibit the highest influence in the agricultural policy domain,
followed by international organizations and research organizations alike.

Even though the optimal number of clusters is identical to the solution ob-
tained in the blockmodel analysis, the resulting clusters do not correspond to
the computed blockmemberships of the communication network. Cluster analyz-
ing the computed influence profiles yields a very large cluster which comprises
67% of the actors involved in the CAADP policy domain (Cluster 1). Except for
non-agricultural interest groups, cluster 1 corresponds to the relative distribution
of associated stakeholder organizations in the whole data-set and thus delivers
a relatively complete overview of the structural properties of political influence
exerted by the aggregated stakeholder groupsﬂ The membership in cluster 2
to 6 however are characterized by institutional and advocacy affiliation which is
also reflected in the influence fields operating on the same. Cluster 2 constitutes
the non-agricultural cluster and comprises next to governmental institutions pri-
marily concerned with trade and economic development (i.e. MOTI, MOFEP,
NDPC) three interest groups related to the private industry sector as well as a
representative of the Ghanaian agricultural export sector (FAGE). Cluster 3 is
composed of two organizations engaged in environmental protection (i.e. EPA,
EPAG), whereas cluster 4 (Research) and cluster 5 (IG:Agrar) are determined by

3Table in the Appendix lists the corresponding cluster memberships.
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Figure 6.4.: Influence Profile in the CAADP Policy Network in Ghana
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institutional affiliation. The Catholic Relief Services (CRS) constitutes its own
cluster (i.e. cluster 6).

We aggregated the relative influence of stakeholders according to their institu-
tional affiliation (see Table and differentiated between agricultural AG (i.e.
IG: AGIND and IG: PROD) and non-agricultural NA (i.e. IG:NONAGRAR and
CSO) stakeholder organizations. Figures and indicate that governmental
organizations exert the highest influence on other organizations with an average
influence share of 38%, followed by international organizations and research orga-
nizations with an average influence of 22% and 21%, respectively. Interest groups
exert low influence on other organizations with shares between 5%-6%. The in-
fluence of civil society organizations is negligible with an average value as low as
3%.

A more detailed analysis of the influence of governmental organizations reveals
that the main influence on other organizations is exerted by MOFA and other
ministries (i.e. MLNR, MEST, MOTI, and NDPC). In contrast, political par-
ties (i.e. NDC and NPP), public agencies and MOFEP exert little influence on
other organizations (see Figure . A comparison of the average influence across
clusters reveals interesting characteristics.

Cluster 1 is strongly influenced by the three stakeholder groups that account
for the highest average influence on all organizations, which is intuitive as cluster
1 represents the majority of stakeholder organizations in our analysis. Except for
the NA interest group the cluster membership reflects the relative distribution of
actors in the agricultural policy domain of Ghana. However, while governmental
organizations exhibit a slightly lower influence share of 36% compared to the av-
erage of 38% for all organizations, the influence of interest groups, international
as well as research organizations is above the average value.
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Figure 6.5.: Relative Influence of Governmental Organizations in Ghana
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In contrast, cluster 2 which is comprised equally of ministries and non-agricultural
interest groups, is heavily influenced by governmental institutions (45%) and NA
(23%). While it is conceivable that cluster 2 is primarily influenced by NA and
ministries that represent the majority of cluster 2, the extremely high value for
NA compared to its average value of 8.8% for all actors is of particular interest.
The high influence of NA exerted on cluster 2 is not only the result of a very high
own control of non-agricultural stakeholders, but also the outcome of a significant
impact of NA interest groups on the executive in cluster 2, among which we also
identify the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning (MOFEP).

Cluster 3 corresponds to the environment advocacy and is composed of the CSO
‘Environmental Protection Association of Ghana’ (EPAG) and the public agency
‘Environmental Protection Agency’ (EPA). The very high influence of governmen-
tal institutions on cluster 3 is primarily determined by public agencies (27%) and
other ministries (21%) rather than MOFA and MOFEP (see Figure [6.5). How-
ever, while EPAG is heavily influenced by public agencies, with EPA leading the
way, the executive has an impact on the policy position of EPA. International
Organizations account for 23% of the influence field operating on cluster 3, with
donor organizations outweighing iNGOs by far with 21% compared to only 2%.
As expected, the influence field operating on research organizations (cluster 4)
is primarily determined by research institutions (67%) followed by International
Organizations (22%). In contrast to cluster 3, the influence of international or-
ganizations is equally distributed with donor organizations and iNGOs exhibiting
the same values (11%). The influence exerted by governmental institutions on
cluster 4 is the lowest observed with only 9%.

Cluster 5 is characterized by a particularly high influence of agricultural organi-
zations (44%) whereas governmental and research organizations are almost equal
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with 25% and 26%, respectively. Within the governmental institutions MOFA ac-
counts for 20% of the influence on cluster 5, while IFPRI determines the relatively
high influence within research organizations. With two organizations related to
the agricultural industry sector and one agricultural producer, cluster 5 is entirely
composed of the agricultural sector. Hence it is not surprisingly that we observe
such an extremely high impact of agricultural organizations. However, there are
only few organizations determining this high influence, above all the Apex Farm-
ers Organization of Ghana (APFOG), Wienco Ghana Limited (WGL), and the
Peasant Farmers Association of Ghana (PFAG).

The Catholic Relief Services (CRS) constitutes its own cluster. Heavily influ-
enced by governmental institutions, primarily determined by MOFA, this cluster
emerged in the very beginning of our hierarchical cluster analysis. In contrast to
the other NGOs in our sample (cluster 1) who receive influence shares by govern-
mental institutions in the range of 26%-44%, this stakeholder organizations is a
clear outlier.

6.3.2. Political Power

As we are interested in the impact of these specific influence structures on political
performance, we combine the network multipliers with political decision-making
power to derive the total political power of the individual stakeholder organiza-
tions.

By constitution, Ghana is a presidential democracy, where legislative regulations
are decided by the parliament under a simple majority rule. The president lacks
a binding veto power and the government has no binding agenda-setting power
vis-a-vis the parliament. Nevertheless, in political practice, the parliament exerts
no significant legislative power and is reduced to a pure acclamation machine;
the real legislative power rests in the government. Accordingly, we constructed
relevant legislative games, accounting for the dominant role of governmental insti-
tutions as legislative norms. However, the literature is ambiguous regarding the
specific role of different governmental institutions, namely the power of the in-
volved ministries and the president. Therefore we constructed different legislative
games. In particular, we assumed that agricultural policy in Ghana is decided fol-
lowing the principle of departmental responsibility, i.e. the Ministry of Food and
Agriculture (MOFA) has agenda-setting power vis-a-vis the cabinet including the
president, and the cabinet decides with a simple majority. Alternatively, in the
power scenario PRES, we assume that the president functions as a ‘primus inter
pares’ in his cabinet (i.e. we assume that the president has agenda-setting power
vis-a-vis his cabinet). In the contrasting scenario DUQO, the president and MOFA
share agenda-setting power. In the three scenarios MOFAPARL, PRESPARL,
and DUOL we assume that legislative decision making in Ghana is furthermore
characterized by party leadership (i.e. the ruling party NDC) in combination
with the aforementioned scenarios. Table [6.4] summarizes the calculated banzhaf
indices for the different scenarios. In the three government-led scenarios, legisla-
tive decision-making power is shifted among MOFA, the President, MOFA and
the President, and the leading party NDC in combination. Please note, that the
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opposing party NPP is included for the sake of completeness and does not have
agenda-setting power in any of the above mentioned scenarios.

Table 6.4.: Banzhaf Power Indices
MOFA PRES DUO MOFAPARL PRESPARL DUOL

MOFA 0.3478  0.1304 0.2273 0.2581 0.0968 0.1852
MLNR 0.1304 0.1304 0.1364 0.0968 0.0968 0.1111
MEST 0.1304 0.1304 0.1364 0.0968 0.0968 0.1111
MOTI 0.1304 0.1304 0.1364 0.0968 0.0968 0.1111
MOFEP 0.1304 0.1304 0.1364 0.0968 0.0968 0.1111
NDPC 0.1304 0.3478 0.2273 0.0968 0.2581 0.1852
NDC 0 0 0 0.2581 0.2581 0.1852
NPP 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: Calculated with IOP 2.0

Informational Influence and Lobbying Power

To analyze how much political influence an actor gains from participation in the
policy process we combine the respective network multipliers with banzhaf-power
indices to yield the belief and lobbying power, respectively.

In detail, the belief power reflects the informational inﬂuenceﬁ an actor without
original voting power attains from her interaction in the communication network.
Informational influence results from combining the model of belief formation with
(in)formal political power indices as described in section In detail, informa-
tional influence summarizes

e the political influence of actors without any original voting power according
to their information provision to actors endowed with formal or informal
political power and

e the political influence of actors with original power who give off original
power when they rely on information provided by elite members to form
their final policy position.

The lower the number of actors having access to an information receiver, the
higher is the influence of the sender’s position on the final position of the receiver.
While actors might be able to contact influential players directly, they might also
gain indirect access to influential players via policy brokers. Thus, the belief-
power of an actor follows from the weight of actor j’s initial position for agents
i’s final position (mg,;) and an agent’s original voting power Cy (see section [3.2)).
Accordingly, we combine the support multiplier with the banzhaf power indices
to analyze the political power resulting from an actor’s access structure in the
political support network.

The belief power represents both, the political influence of actors without any
original voting power that results from provision of expert information to actors

4From now on we will use the terms belief power and informational influence synonymously.
The same holds for lobbying power and support influence.
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Figure 6.6.: Political Power: Lobbying and Communication
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endowed with formal or informal power, and the political influence of actors with
original power who give off power when they rely on the information provided by
elite members to form their final policy position. The lobbying power reflects the
political influence of an actor without any original voting power that results from
her access structure to powerful legislators in the support network. The better
access an interest group has to powerful legislators, the more successful are the
influential activities of this organization. Following this theoretical approach we
expect to find a pattern of power distribution that reflects the institutional af-
filiation of elite members in the CAADP policy domain. For example, research
organizations are clearly a provider of knowledge and expert information and
therefore are expected to have greater political influence resulting from knowl-
edge provision than from successful lobbying. Donor organizations on the other
hand are expected to have relatively greater lobbying power.

Figure displays the resulting political power from access to powerful legisla-
tors in the communication and support network by organization. We include the
means of both power indices to create quadrants within the coordinate plane which
enables us to identify organizations according to their relative power, i.e. being
relatively influential due to either its provision of expert information or success-
ful lobbying activities. Governmental organizations are extremely influential and
yield comparatively very high values in both belief and lobbying power as can be
seen in the small figure in the top right corner. In order to better distinguish the
power distribution of non-governmental organizations we exclude the ministries
and the office of the president from the scatter plot and adjust the means of belief
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and lobbying power, respectively.

In general, the power distribution in Ghana depends on the organizational affilia-
tion of the political actors as expected. The executive (i.e. the ministries and the
president) account for the largest share of power due to its original voting power
in the legislative game. Even though the executive is located in the top right
quadrant which indicates above average values for both power indices, we can
clearly identify a comparatively greater share in belief power which is in contrast
to the non-governmental organization who appear to gain slightly more influence
through access in the support network.

Comparing the mean power indices before and after exclusion of the ministries
supports this finding and shows that the executive is responsible for balancing
the average political power with mean values of 2.2% whereas the exclusion of
the executive yields asymmetrical values for the lobbying and belief power of
1.2% and 0.8%, respectively. International organizations include donor organiza-
tions and iNGOs alike. Nearly all iNGOs are located in the lower left quadrant
whereas the majority of donor organization appear to be quite powerful lobbyists
as expected. Especially the french development agency AFD is extremely well
connected to powerful legislators in the support network, while its informational
influence is clearly below average. Multinationals like FAO and World Bank ap-
pear as all-rounders and hold above average shares in both belief and lobbying
power. Ghana’s leading think tank ISSER is the most influential research insti-
tute and yields high values in both its belief- and lobbying power with 1.7% and
2%, respectively. While the Science and Technology Policy Research Institute
(STEPRI) is comparatively more engaged in lobbying activities, IFPRI and the
Cocoa Research Institute of Ghana (CRIG) are linked with powerful legislators
in the communication network. We find the agricultural sector (AG), which in-
cludes both farmers and agribusiness, in the lower left quadrant indicating that
agricultural interest groups exert only little political influence. However, we iden-
tify two agricultural interest groups who exhibit significant power shares above
average. The agribusiness interest group Wienco Ghana Limited (WGL) is among
the top four influential stakeholder organizations (1.7%) in terms of belief power,
whereas the Ghana National Association of Poultry Farmers (GNAPF) appears to
be comparatively more successful in its lobbying activities (1.9%). Interestingly,
non-agricultural interest groups (NA) including CSOs clearly outweigh stakehold-
ers engaged in the agricultural sectors, both in terms of belief- and lobbying power.

Total Power

Following equations (4.1 to , we calculate the total political pOWGIﬂ that
determines the final policy position (y*) by combing the political power derived
from the political bargaining game, including lobbying, with the informational
influence derived from political communication networks.

Figure displays the total power on group level. Not surprisingly, the ma-
jor share of total political power is held by the executive (43%), where MOFA
and the NDPC as a proxy for the president are particularly powerful institutions

5From now on we will use the term total influence synonymously.
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Figure 6.7.: Total Political Power
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with individual total power of 12.4% and 9.3%, respectively (see Figure in
the Appendix). These high power shares are primarily the result of the assumed
constitutional scenario (DUQO) in which the president and MOFA share agenda-
setting power. The other four involved ministries (i.e. MOFEP, MOTI, MEST,
and MLNR) are comparatively less powerful as individual institutions with a
joint power of only 21.5%. Donor and research organization are with 14.1% and
12.4%, respectively, the most powerful non-governmental organizations whereas
the remaining stakeholder organizations range between 6.1% (PUBAG) and 3.3%
(CSO).

The distribution of total power among stakeholder groups in the CAADP pol-
icy domain in Ghana suggests a top-down policy process as the vast majority
of political power is held by governmental organizations. Further, the compar-
atively large shares of donor and research organizations hint at a donor-led and
knowledge-based process which might undermine the identification of the general
public with formulated policy goals. Whether or not the agricultural policy pro-
cess in Ghana is of participatory nature will be examined in the next section in
which we apply the network indicators derived in chapter [4]

6.4. Stakeholder Participation in the Policy Process

So far we concentrated our analysis on the distribution of power and the influence
of governmental and non-governmental actors in the policy process. In this sec-
tion we discuss how the identified network and power structures impact political
performance. In particular, we used the derived indicators to measure political
accountability, capture and ownership. Unfortunately, we were not able to collect
empirical data to apply the knowledge indicator which is therefore not further
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considered in this chapter. While the accountability indices primarily consist of
the political power held by particular stakeholder groups, the measures of cap-
ture and ownership additionally take account of the relative importance of certain
policies and the ideal policy positions, respectively.

We distinguish three stakeholder groups. In particular, we aggregate CSOs, iN-
GOs, and farmer interest groups as general representatives of the Society. We
include the group of CSOs as the representative of the interests and needs of the
general public. The group of NGOs is often considered suitable for promoting par-
ticipatory grassroots development and self-reliance, especially among marginalized
segments of society (Ndegwa) [1996) and thus constitutes another valid representa-
tive. While CSO and NGOs represent the desires of the civil society, we also want
to include the group of agricultural producers as the agricultural sector occupies
the majority of the labor force and contributes a significant share to the Ghana’s
GDP.

To adequately assess the level of accountability held by the society compared to
other influential stakeholder groups we additionally include the Industry, i.e. non-
agricultural and agribusiness interest groups. Furthermore, we include the group
donor organizations (Donor). One argument in favor of the explicit participation
of donors is the contribution to evidence-based policy-making. In Sub-Sahara
African countries, statistical data is often weak or absent. Thus, additional infor-
mation available through the participation of donor organizations can be of high
value as long as it is not biased by particular interests (Zimmermann et al., 2009).

6.4.1. Accountability

The ability of citizens to hold governmental organizations accountable for their
actions is important to reduce the risk of biased incentives of politicians and pub-
lic administrators that would lead to inefficient policies. To measure the degree
of accountability we use the sum of the total political power of important stake-
holder organizations as a general indicator (GA-Total). To understand how policy
network structures interact with constitutional rules and to comparatively evalu-
ate the extent of political power due to communication and access structures, we
use the belief power (GA-Belief) and lobbying power (GA-Lobby) as additional
sub-indicators.

Figure depicts the general accountability as well as the two sub-indicators
for all three stakeholder groups. In general, the government of Ghana appears to
be more accountable to the society than to the industry as indicated by values
in GA-Total of 13.2% and 10%, respectively. However, we find that governmen-
tal institutions appear to be primarily accountable towards donor organizations
who outweigh the domestic stakeholders with a share of 14.1%. These results
are basically determined by the access structure of the political support network.
Both the society and donor organizations show a similar pattern in GA-Lobby
with 12.4% and 15.1%, respectively, whereas the industry is comparatively more
engaged in the provision of expert knowledge (GA-Belief).

This finding implies that donor organizations are better able to control governmen-
tal actions and policy choices which might correspond to the concepts of donors
rather than reflecting the desires of domestic stakeholder organizations. How-
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Figure 6.8.: Governmental Accountability

0.25

0.2

015

01 -

- I I I I

ﬂ - I
Society Industry| Donor | Society [Industry| Donor | Society |Industry| Daonor
GA-Total G4 (Belief) GA (Lobby)

ever, even though donor organizations hold the largest share of political control in
Ghana - which might undermine ownership of national stakeholders indicating a
donor-led policy process - the superior position within the CAADP policy domain
does not necessarily imply a conflict of interests between the three stakeholder
groups. In how far the inclusion of stakeholders in the policy process decreases
governmental capture or increases political consensus among the political actors
is subject to analysis in the next two subsections.

6.4.2. Capture

Governmental capture corresponds to the concept that governmental political ac-
tions and policy choices are biased towards the particular interests of organized
social groups at the expense of the general public. We follow a two step procedure
to determine the extent of a possible interest bias. In the first step we calculate
the weighted mean interest bias towards a particular policy issue to display the
general over- or underrepresentation of a particular policy issue.

Figure shows the ten different policy concerns as surveyed in the policy
preference part of the elite questionnaire (see chapter . Stakeholder organiza-
tions were asked to distribute 100 points among the mentioned policy concerns
according to their relative interest. Table in the Appendix lists the ten policy
issues as well as the group and total mean interest in each issue. Taking the mean
interest as a proxy for the policy concern of the general public we calculate the
difference of an organization’s interest to the mean interest per issue and weight
this difference with the organization’s political power. Figure represents the
total deviation from the general interest. Please note, that Figure displays
only relative values and hence no direct conclusion can be drawn on the general
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Figure 6.9.: Governmental Capture (Policy Issues)
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importance of a particular policy issue. For instance, if the mean interest by
stakeholders is high in a particular issue and stakeholders do not differ much in
their interest in this issue we find a comparatively small value. On the other hand,
even if the general interest is quite small we may identify large values if stake-
holders have strong opposing interests. According to our proposed measurement
of general capture, two options arise causing the performance of total deviation.
Taking the mean as the general public’s policy interest may in fact overstate the
importance of a policy issue if few political actors put particular emphasis on
this issue whereas the majority of stakeholders show only moderate interest. This
would result in a general negative bias as most of the actors yield a negative value
in the mean-difference. The other option stems from the distribution of political
power and is the result of particular powerful actors being comparatively more
(less) interested in a certain policy issue than actors with equal or less political
power. As our analysis aims at the identification of policy issues that are biased
towards particularly powerful actors, we consider our approach valid for two rea-
sons: First, the mean interest as a proxy for the general public is rational as we
regard the stakeholders included in our analysis as representatives of the CAADP
policy domain and thus the mean interest portrays the general policy concern as a
result thereof. Second, it is not irrational for political actors to emphasize specific
policy issues while showing no interest in other subjects at all. This holds true
especially for contradicting issues like the welfare of agricultural producers versus
the welfare of the industry or market services sector.

The welfare of farmers (Farm) clearly yields a negatively bias in Ghana indicating
that the majority of stakeholders show less interest in the well-being of agricul-
tural producers. This somewhat unexpected finding is basically the result of the
combination of the two scenarios mentioned above. While the majority of stake-
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holders show moderate interest in the farmer’s well-being, we identify a few actors
who regard this policy issue as particularly important, pushing up the mean inter-
est which leads to negative values in the mean-difference for most actors. Among
these are for instance IFPRI, which is only interested in two policy issues accord-
ing to our survey results, i.e. the welfare of agricultural producers (90%) and food
security (10%). Other organizations advocating for the agricultural producers are
the farmer’s interest group APFOG (80%), the donor organization IFAD (70%),
and the public agencies COCOBOD (57%) and GIDA (50%). In comparison, the
majority of stakeholders state a relative interest of only 14-19%. However, we
identify a second channel that reinforces the negative bias, i.e. the distribution of
lobbying power. The executive is comparatively less interested in the well-being
of farmers’ with values of 13% (MOFA) and 10% (other ministries) while holding
a combined share in total power of 43%. The comparatively strong negative bias
against the welfare of farmer’s is particularly interesting as we identify a positive
bias in favor of poverty reduction (Poverty).

While the bias in the income of the agricultural export and the food process-
ing sector as well as food security in general is negligible, the industry sector is
captured by the ministries (except MOFA).

In the second step we incorporate a directional parameter to take account of
the interests of vested groups in regard of four global policy dimensions favoring
either the rural or urban, the poor or the rich population. However, as the two
dimensions ‘pro-urban’ and ‘pro-rich’ basically constitute the anti poles to ‘pro-
rural” and ‘pro-poor’ in our setting, respectively, we only depict the latter as can
be seen in Figure [6.10]

Figure 6.10.: Governmental Capture (Total)
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We account for country specific differences while mapping the ten policy issues
according to the global dimensions ‘pro-poor’ and ‘pro-rural” which leads to simi-
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lar values for both indices in the case of Ghana. Figure[6.10]displays governmental
capture towards or against the rural and the poor population in Ghana both in
total as well as by stakeholder group. The total capture index represents the
general bias and includes the weighted interest of all actors, whereas the indices
on group level represent a stakeholder group’s interest against the general public.
The capture indices on group level are nothing else than the disaggregated total
capture indices, but provide valuable information by enabling us to identify the
stakeholder groups who determine the direction of governmental capture.

We find a considerable bias against the rural (and poor) population in Ghana as
indicated by the total capture index of -4.8%. While donor and research orga-
nizations as well as farmer interest groups are pro-rural, the capture in favor of
the urban and rich population, respectively, is primarily determined by the strong
position of the executive and to a lesser extent by the industry sector (IG:NA).

6.4.3. Ownership

Political ownership corresponds to the concept that a society identifies with a
specific policy and is committed to accomplishing the envisaged policy goals. To
measure political ownership implied by stakeholder participation, we calculate the
level of political consensus resulting from political communication and lobbying
activities. The higher the level of consensus achieved through stakeholder partic-
ipation, the higher the political ownership of the society in the decided policies
will be. Whether communication enables consensus building among actors de-
pends on the embeddedness of actors with clashing beliefs in the communication
network and the openness of actors to other opinions, i.e. the level of own con-
trol. Firstly, consider that the communication network is a connected component.
A connected component says that any two agents are connected to each other
by direct or indirect communication ties. Assuming our belief formation process
would now result in a perfect consensus (Golub & Jackson 2009). In practice
the assumption of the communication network as a connected component cannot
be hold easily. Communication is actually structured and restricted, e.g. agents
communicate directly only with a small subset of the total population. If these
subsets of the population have clashing beliefs, communication will not enable
consensus building among elite members. Further, it follows from equation 5 that
the trust actors put in the beliefs of other actors determines the level of consen-
sus within reach by communication. Assuming implies that communication still
converges to an equilibrium, but agents will hold heterogeneous policy positions.
In our more general model, actors might differ regarding the relative trust they
put in their own position and on that of other actors, respectively. For example,
different levels of own control might reflect an actors’ information level. Poorly
informed actors might put more weight in the communicated positions of other
actors than experts. Consequently, consensus building is not self-evident in our
model but relies upon country specific attrib