






1.Understanding the Effects of the 2008 
and 2009 Crises

Like many countries in the world, Kenya was 
affected by the 2008 global food crisis. Kenya’s 
food prices increased sharply alongside interna-
tional prices as a result of global trends, includ-
ing rising demand for bio-fuels and high oil pric-
es. In Kenya’s case, this also corresponded with 
the post-election crisis which disrupted the 2008 
planting season and decreased the area planted 
with maize by 20 percent during the crucial long 
rains in early 2008. Tanzania’s maize export ban 
further exacerbated food supply problems in Ke-
nya. 

In 2009, Kenya’s food crisis became even more 
acute. A series of three failed rain seasons, in-

cluding a widespread drought during the 2009 
long rains planting season, further deteriorated 
the situation.  A reduction of tariffs on maize 
(including the temporary elimination of import 
duty) by the Kenyan government in January 2009 
came too late to address acute food shortages. A 
parallel intervention by the NCPB led prices to 
rise further in 2009.  The Kenya Food Security 
Steering Group (KFSSG) ³ estimates that output 
of maize will be 28 percent below normal levels 
in 2009 as a result of insufficient rains.

The impacts of changes in food production and 
prices differ across socio-professional groups. 
The main groups affected by Kenya’s maize pol-
icy are: (a) households that are pure food con-
sumers (who buy but do not produce food), a 
category which includes most of the urban poor 
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This special focus section provides a deeper analysis of Kenya’s food crisis, which started in early 2008 with 
the rise in global food prices. Since then, Kenya’s food prices doubled but, unlike global food prices, never de-
clined. Kenya’s food crisis was compounded by the 2008 post-election violence, which disrupted one planting 
season, and a severe drought in 2009 which left an additional four million rural poor in need of food aid. This 
note explains the effects of the 2008 and 2009 crises on Kenya’s poor and analyzes the underlying causes of 
Kenya’s food crisis, in particular of maize, which is Kenya’s main staple.



and the landless, as well as urban non-poor; (b) 
farming households that are net buyers of maize, 
and; (c) farming households that are net sellers. 
In Kenya, approximately 60 percent of all farm-
ing households—and an even higher percentage 
of poor farming households—are net buyers, 
meaning that they buy more maize than they 
sell.  In contrast, 2 percent of Kenya’s farmers ac-
count for over 50 percent of maize sales.

The high food prices of 2008 had a negative 
impact on most of the poor in both rural and 
urban areas.  Analysis in the World Bank’s 2009 
Poverty Assessment showed that the poor in Ke-
nya devote 70 percent of their expenditure on 
food on average, and those in the poorest 20 
percent of the population spend 77 percent. The 
high food prices of 2008 reduced the disposable 
income of the poor and near-poor, resulting in 
increased poverty. The urban poor were particu-
larly hard hit as they typically do not derive any 

income from farming.  In rural areas, the effects 
of high food prices were more nuanced.  Net 
food sellers as a whole benefitted, as they saw 
their incomes rise.  However, because most of 
the rural poor are net buyers of food, the typi-
cal poor rural Kenyan was negatively impacted 
by the food price spike.

The situation deteriorated in 2009, with rising 
prices driven by drought-induced low produc-
tion.  While government, together with develop-
ment partners, invested heavily to boost produc-
tion, unfavorable weather conditions reduced 
the expected impact.  For the urban poor, the 
effects were similar to those of 2008: a steep 
drop in purchasing power.  However, this time 
the effects were different for the rural poor.  In 
2009 the area of depressed production due to 
lack of rainfall was larger than the area affected 
by the post-election violence in 2008, resulting 
in a more widespread impact (see Table 2). 
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³ The Kenya Food Security Steering group is a technical working group which monitors the food security situation and provides regular update. 
The group has broad stakeholder representation from Government departments, Donor agencies and NGOs.

				    Urban Poor		          Rural Poor

		
		  Primary Cause              All		  Net sellers		  Net buyers

2008 		  Rising		     Negative	 Positive			   Negative
Food		  international
Price Spike	 prices

2009 		  Localized	    Negative	 Mixed, negative in	 Negative
Food		  drought				     drought areas
Crisis

Table 2  -  Impact of the 2008 and 2009 food crises on different target groups

Source: World Bank staff
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2. Policy Response Options

General subsidy programs, like the one at-
tempted in late 2008, tend to be expensive and 
to not efficiently target the intended popula-
tions.  In an attempt to cushion the vulnerable 
against rising food prices, the government in-
troduced a generalized maize subsidy scheme in 
November 2008.  The scheme had two compo-
nents. The first was a policy to sell maize to mill-
ers through the NCPB at below-market prices. 
The private sector was prevented from buying 
directly from farmers during this period.  The 
millers were then expected to pass on the sub-
sidy and sell the flour at a price below prevailing 
retail prices to everyone regardless of income 
status.  However, rather than selling directly to 
the millers, the NCPB sold the maize to brokers, 
who then sold to the millers.  The Kenyan public 
lost an estimated Kshs 23.4 billion (US$ 310 mil-
lion) in subsidies and taxes foregone during the 
last fiscal year.  The government withdrew the 
scheme in February 2009, with a commitment 
to develop an alternative, more efficient and tar-
geted policy. 

Existing government programs target three 
overlapping groups: i) pastoralists and agro-
pastoralists in food insecure areas; ii) the urban 
poor; and iii) school-going children. A summary 
of the safetyness options being considered for 
them is provided below.  

•   Pastoralist and agro-pastoralists in food in-
secure areas.  This group is a subset of the 
rural poor identified in Table 2. The World 
Bank’s 2009 Poverty Assessment found that 
this group is the most disadvantaged in terms 
of levels of consumption and access to basic 
services. The most significant program direct-
ed at this group is the emergency Protracted 
Relief and Recovery Operation (PRRO), man-
aged by the World Food Programme (WFP) 
on behalf of the government, and other de-
velopment partners, covering about 2.6 mil-
lion people. 

•      Urban poor. Food related support is limited in 
urban areas. Estimates indicate that, exclud-
ing school feeding programs, about 90,000 
people are covered in Nairobi slums by relief 
programs provided by NGOs. The govern-
ment is in the process of designing a targeted 
cash transfer program for this group.

•   School going children. A regular school feed-
ing program is managed by WFP on behalf of 
the government and caters to about 770,000 
children.  An evaluation completed in 2007 
suggests that the program has positively 
contributed to increased enrollment, atten-
dance, and completion rates. From July 2009 
the government started funding the Home 
Grown School Feeding Program (HGSFP) 
which covers about 550,000 children. These 
two programs cover about 1.3 million chil-
dren. 

Other social safety net programs, notably the 
youth workfare program (Kazi Kwa Vijana), sup-
plement income and also improve food security, 
even if not explicitly focused on food (see sec-
tion 2.4).

3. Food Prices and Food Production 

Kenya has traditionally pursued a high food 
price policy, particularly with respect to maize. 
Wholesale maize prices averaged US$ 180 per 
ton between 1994 and 2005, making Kenya’s 
maize prices amongst the highest in Africa.  Im-
port tariffs for cereals are in the range of 25–
30 percent. Until recently, maize inflows from 
neighboring countries were restricted. In addi-
tion, the operations of the NCPB have raised the 
maize price in the country by offering producer 
prices for maize above market levels. 

From mid-2008 onwards, the gap between Ke-
nya’s maize prices and world prices has grown 
markedly.  Since the onset of the global food cri-
sis, the price of maize doubled from US$ 185 per 
metric ton in April 2007 to US$ 356 in June 2008. 
While global maize prices declined to pre-crisis 
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levels, maize prices in Kenya remained high and 
increased further, reaching US$ 404 in May 2009 
(see Figure 17). Prices in neighboring countries 
also remained high, but less so than in Kenya 
(Figure 18). Although the tight supply situation 
prevailing in 2008/09 could partially account 
for the high prices, domestic marketing policies 
constitute the main reason. Research shows that 
the impact of NCPB market intervention has 
been to keep maize prices high, while the stated 
objective of stabilizing prices has not material-
ized.  Grain prices continue to be volatile and 
unpredictable. Further, marketing margins are 

high.  See Annex 1 for an analysis of the needed 
reforms in Kenya’s maize sector.  
 
Maize policies which raise prices above market 

levels have distributional effects that contra-
dict stated poverty reduction goals.  The major-
ity of the rural poor, who are the net purchasers 
of staples such as maize, wheat, and rice, are di-
rectly hurt by policies that raise prices of these 
commodities.  Higher import prices risk jeop-
ardizing the food security of millions of low-in-
come consumers. The current maize production 
structure is skewed in favor of the 2 percent of 
maize farmers, who account for over 50 percent 
of the sales.   This supports the view that expen-
ditures on the development and dissemination 
of improved agricultural technology, provision of 
credit for small farms, and investments in rural 
infrastructure would more directly benefit small-
holder farmers in the bottom half of the income 
distribution, and contribute more to rural pov-
erty reduction than the current maize producer 
price support.

With rapid population growth and declining 
farm size, Kenya now has a structural maize def-
icit, which is likely to grow in the coming years.  
Kenya expects a long rains maize harvest (Oct-
Dec 2009) of about 1.8 million Metric Tonnes 
(MT) and a short rains harvest of 0.3 million MT 
to be harvested in March 2010. With a national 
consumption rate of about 3.2 million MT, and 
the strategic stocks running low, it is expected 
that Kenya will continue to import maize to close 
the deficit. Taking into account new technol-
ogy developments and past productivity growth 
trends, farm sizes in most parts of Kenya are too 
small for grain-based agriculture to lift most ru-
ral households out of poverty.  Given existing 
landholdings, 38 percent of farmers in western 
Kenya and 67 percent in the eastern lowlands, 
for example, could not be self-sufficient in maize 
production even if they devoted all of their land 
to growing maize.  Even under an optimistic sce-
nario in which maize yields rise by 50 percent, 
the intensification of grain production for the 
market would be a relatively unattractive way 
to maximize crop revenue on very small farms.  
Diversification to higher value crops has proven 
to be a more effective strategy for poverty re-
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Figure 17 – Kenya’s maize prices increased while global 
prices declined

Figure 18 – Kenya’s maize prices are also higher than its neigh-
bors but the gap closed since mid 2009

Source: World Bank commodity price data-stream, Regional 
Agricultural Trade Intelligence Network

Source: World Bank commodity price data-stream; Regional Agricultural 
Trade Intelligence Network
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duction.  Therefore, given current consumption 
patterns, Kenya will continue to rely on imported 
maize, and policies should change to reflect this 
reality.
  
The profile of food insecurity of the Kenyan 
population has changed in the last ten years.  
Most farmers are net buyers of staple food. 
Wide disparities in landholding size has given 
rise to a highly concentrated pattern of market-
ed agricultural output from the small-farm sec-
tor.  Less than 2 percent of producers account for 
50 percent of the marketed maize production in 
Kenya, and their average maize sales income is 
over 20 times that of the bottom 70 percent of 
households. By contrast, more than 60 percent 
of farmers are net buyers of maize, living on rela-
tively small farms with other farm and non-farm 
sources of income (see Table 3). 

In the recent past, food policies have been 
mainly driven by the objective to safeguard the 

interests of large farmers, without due consid-
eration of the impacts on consumers and the 
poor.  The pressures from globalization and re-
gional integration are intensely and continuous-
ly confronting policy makers in Kenya with the 
classic food price policy dilemma of how best to 
deal with producer incentives without hurting 
the welfare of consumers. In most cases these 
policies have turned out to be counter-produc-
tive and anti-poor, as they have increased food 
prices and thus made it more expensive for the 
poor to feed themselves.

A number of reforms could help alleviate Ke-
nya’s food crisis. Given that most Kenyans and 
particularly the poor are net food buyers, low-
ering food prices is good for the poor.  The re-
duction of tariffs in 2009, if done earlier, would 
have avoided the worsening price trends.  Box 2 
outlines six measures which, if taken, would sup-
port Kenya’s poor and middle-class, both urban 
and rural. 

December 2009 | Edition No. 1 15

Special Focus – Kenya and The Food Crisis

Table 3 – Two percent of maize farmers control 50 percent of the market

Source: World Bank staff estimates 
Note: this table is based on the forthcoming Kenya – Agricultural Policy Review: Current Trends and Future Options for Pro-Poor Agricultural Growth

Rest of maize
 sellers

Farms accounting for 
50% of maize sales

Net maize
 consumers

Net maize sellers

Share of households				              1.7%		  36.7%		  61.6%

Gross revenue, maize sales (US$, mean)		            3,474		  162		  0

Total household income (US$, mean)			             8,849		  2,357		  1,565

Land holding size (ha, mean)				              11.09		  2.77		  1.56



Short-Term

Lower Tariff for Maize and Grain Imports.  Allowing the maximum amount of food to enter Kenya will lower 
prices and help the poor to become food secure. It will also be important to remove other import restrictions 
(such as import quotas) and to work with the other members of the East African Community to eliminate the 
barriers to regional trade in food.

Support Food and Livestock Production.  This includes improving access to inputs, improving access to credit 
and other services, and support to pastoralists and farmers in the marginal areas through restocking and sup-
ply of planting material for drought tolerant crops.

Implement well-targeted social protection measures.  These include support to orphans and other highly 
vulnerable individuals, cash transfers to vulnerable urban households, and school feeding programs.

Medium-Term

Reform the NCPB.  Most NCPB interventions have increased prices when only 2 percent of smallholders sell 
to the cereals board. As in other countries, such marketing boards are also prone to governance challenges, 
as the maize marketing scandal of 2008 has demonstrated (see also Annex 1)

Continue to Improve Kenya’s infrastructure. Value chain analyses demonstrated that transport costs ac-
count for the largest share of the marketing margin. Continued investments in roads will make Kenya’s farm-
ers more competitive. Protecting Kenya’s watersheds, and investing in water storage and irrigation, thereby 
reducing dependence on rainfall, would also help to improve Kenya’s food security.

Continue to Invest in Improved agricultural technology generation and dissemination to reduce its overde-
pendence on maize.  Non-cereal components of agricultural GDP have performed significantly better than 
cereals, particularly maize, despite the fact that maize historically has received a great deal of policy and 
investment attention. Shifting production patterns toward non-cereals would not only help improve food 
security but also help to diversify farmers’ incomes.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.      

Box 2 – Policy options for Kenya: six actions to solve the food crisis

Special Focus – Kenya and The Food Crisis
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Given that maize is Kenya’s major food staple, 
efficient maize marketing is critical to food se-
curity, poverty reduction, and producer incen-
tives.  The operations of the NCPB have raised the 
price of maize by fixing a price floor well above 
market levels, with the result that Kenya’s maize 
prices are among the highest in Africa, without 
generating the expected supply response. It is 
important to understand why.  

The government has intervened in maize mar-
kets in ways that keep maize prices high and 
have little impact on price stability. Liberaliza-
tion opened maize markets to the private sec-
tor and reduced marketing margins and prices. 
However, the NCPB remains a major player in the 
market among medium- and large-scale farm-
ers in the high potential maize zone of the Rift 
Valley, where it raises prices and provides some 
degree of stabilization. Smallholders have little 
interaction with NCPB; presently only 2 percent 
of smallholders sell to the cereals board. NCPB’s 
maize market interventions are generally anti-
poor, in the sense that they raise prices paid to 
large-scale farmers at the expense of consum-
ers—especially poor urban households and the 
majority of poor rural households who are net 
buyers of maize. 

Marketing margins for maize are high owing to 
high transport costs, and prices continue to be 
volatile and unpredictable. High prices are com-
monly perceived to be the inevitable outcome of 
numerous links in the marketing chain and the 
unscrupulous behavior of traders. Value chain 
analyses show that although the value chain has 
many links, transport costs account for the larg-
est share of the marketing margin, while traders’ 
margins are usually very competitive. 

At the heart of future food policy issues in 
Kenya is the question of how to maintain ad-
equate maize production incentives for spe-
cific producers—the large-scale and small-scale 
farmers for whom maize is a viable crop for 
commercialization—without taxing consumers 

and producers of other farm products through 
high maize prices. Solving this conundrum will 
involve difficult political tradeoffs. In the short 
run, reducing NCPB operations will hurt large-
scale maize farmers in the North Rift. Over the 
longer run, however, the confusion and uncer-
tainty spread throughout the maize value chain 
by NCPB intervention have such a high cost that 
reform is most likely to reduce marketing (and 
production) costs enough to make maize farm-
ing more competitive, even with lower prices. 

Relatively high world prices of maize due to 
structural change in the energy markets pro-
vides a unique political opportunity for NCPB 
to reduce its role in the market and move to 
a more transparent, coordinated system with 
minimal dislocation to surplus maize farmers in 
Western Kenya. As a first step, NCPB could set 
prices by using transparent rules for setting buy-
ing and selling prices for maize. This step would 
require NCPB to move away from pan-seasonal 
buying and selling prices (prices that are con-
stant throughout the marketing year), which 
eliminate incentives for grain storage. As noted, 
price stability could also be enhanced through 
the intra-regional grain trade, which could be 
furthered by investing in market infrastructure, 
reducing trade restrictions and interventions, re-
ducing nontariff barriers to trade, streamlining 
customs procedures, and harmonizing quality, 
safety and phyto-sanitary standards with neigh-
boring countries.  

Private storage could be encouraged by turning 
some NCPB grain silos and go downs into stor-
age leasing operations. Additional storage facili-
ties, coupled with better financing arrangements, 
could help the commercialized grain marketing 
system to weather downside price risk. These 
efforts could be combined with a warehouse 
receipt system to help farmers and traders get 
access to formal credit markets and would im-
prove the efficiency of the food marketing sys-
tem in general. To be successful, these systems 
must have: (i) an effective system of grades and 

Annexes

Annex 1: The Reform of Maize Marketing in Kenya
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standards in place; (ii) sufficient trust, integrity, 
and quality control that there is essentially no 
default risk in using them; and (iii) regulatory 
procedures and oversight to ensure the integrity 
of the system. 

Putting these reforms in place would open 
space for market-based risk management in-
struments through a commodity exchange with 
forward and futures markets. There are many 
barriers to participation in these markets, es-
pecially for small-scale producers, traders, and 

processors, and the public sector should play an 
important role in reducing these barriers and fa-
cilitating their use through long-run investments 
in grades and standards, credit market develop-
ment, communication systems, market intelli-
gence systems, regulations, and support for lo-
cally or regionally based commodity exchanges 
and insurance products. Most importantly, the 
government can provide a predictable policy en-
vironment that does not destroy the incentives 
for private individuals and firms to trade market-
based risk management instruments.

Annexes



Projections for 2010 are informed by global and domestic trends for the first three quarters of 2009. The 
global downturn will continue to impact the demand for exports and tourism in Kenya’s main source markets 
in Europe. The impacts of the protracted drought are expected to phase out in the first half of 2010, signaling 
recovery for agriculture and greater reliability in energy and water supply. The main destination for Kenya’s 
manufactures is the EAC and the larger COMESA markets. Sub-Saharan Africa is projected to grow at 4.1 
percent in 2010, thus manufacturing can be expected to expand in line with regional growth and domestic 
demand. 

Agriculture.  The rebound in agriculture is contingent on the extent of short rains in the 4th quarter of 2009 
and favorable weather throughout 2010. The sector is expected to grow at around 2 percent in 2010 and 
onwards.

Industry.  Within industry, construction has been a significant engine of growth in recent years. The stimulus 
package with substantial investment in infrastructure should further sustain the momentum in the sector in 
2010 and beyond. With favorable weather, electricity and water supply sectors should also be expected to 
rebound, which will in turn help manufacturing to recover during 2010. Thus, industry is expected to grow 
by over 4 percent per annum in 2010 while manufacturing will grow by about 3 percent.

Services. The continued rebound in tourism as well as continued growth in wholesale and retail trade, trans-
port and communications should lead to about 4 percent growth in the services sector in 2010. 

The External Sector.  The balance of payments projections show that oil and fertilizer prices will remain 
stable at 2009 levels, and likewise for primary commodities such that no significant gains in terms of trade 
should be expected, particularly if oil prices stabilize at, or increase beyond, end-2009 levels (US$ 75/bar-
rel). The current account is expected to stay close to 2009 levels (-6.6 percent of GDP) assuming that higher 
imports from oil will be compensated by an improved export performance.

High Case Scenario.  This assumes higher than average short rains in the last quarter of 2009 and normal 
weather in 2010, as well as a relatively fast global recovery.

Annexes

Annex 2: Key Assumptions of the Growth Forecast
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Annex 3: Economic Indicators

Table 1: Kenya Macroeconomic Indicators

							       2008		  2009		  2010

National income and prices¹					     Annual Growth Rates

Real GDP (at constant prices)				        1.7		     2.5		     3.5
Domestic Expenditures					         1.8		     4.2		     4.2
Consumption						          1.7		     3.9		     4.2
Investment						          9.7		     4.0		     4.0
Exports of goods & services				        3.6		     3.3		     5.8
Imports of goods & services				        5.3		     7.7		     6.7

CPI change (period average)				      26.2		   10.2		     5.0
GDP deflator change					       13.1		   12.5		     5.0

Public (Fiscal) Sector²						      Percent of GDP

Fiscal balance incl. grants					       -6.7		    -5.0		    -5.7
Total revenue and grants					      21.6		   23.5		   24.2
Total expenditure and net lending				     28.3		   28.6		   29.9
Current expenditure					      21.8		   20.3		   20.4
Capital expenditure and net lending			      6.5		     8.3		     9.5

External Sector³							       US$ Millions	

Current Account Balance					     -2159	               -2164	               -2243
Current ac. balance (% of GDP)				       -7.1		    -6.7		    -6.7
Capital Account Balance					      1680		  2807		  2702
ow. FDI (net)						         153		    454		    450
Change in reserves (-=increase)				       479		   -643		   -459
Foreign exchange reserves					     3233		  3862		  4304

Other�								        Annual Growth Rates

Broad money (eop)					      14.9		     5.3		    8.7

Sources: KNBS, Ministry of Finance, Central Bank, and WB estimates
1. Based on KNBS national accounts data for 2008, WB estimates for 2009 & 2010
2. Ministry of Finance data for 2008, and WB estimates for 2009 & 2010
3. Central Bank data for 2008 and WB estimates for 2009 & 2010
4. Central Bank data for 2008 and WB estimates for 2009 & 2011
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Source: KNBS
1. Difference between GDP production approach and GDP expenditure approach

Table 2: Aggregate Demand

						      2005	 2006	 2007	 2008	 2009	 2010
						    
						      Growth rates at Constant 2001 Prices

Government final consumption expenditure		    -0.8	     1.5	    7.6	    3.7	   4.0	   4.1

Private final consumption expenditure		      6.5	     7.9	    7.6	  -0.4	   3.8	   4.2

Gross fixed capital formation			     27.8	   18.5	  13.4	   9.7	   4.0	   4.0

Gross domestic expenditure			       6.4	     9.3	    9.1	   1.8	   4.2	   4.2

Exports of goods and services			       9.4	     2.4	    5.7	   3.6	   3.3	   5.8

Imports of goods and services			     14.9	   17.8	  11.1	   5.3	   7.7	   6.7

Gross domestic product				        5.9	     6.3	    7.1	   1.7	   2.5	   3.5

				  
						      Percent of GDP at Constant 2001 Prices	

Government final consumption expenditure		   14.9	   14.2	   14.3	  14.6	 14.8	 14.9

Private final consumption expenditure		    77.6	   78.8	   79.1	  77.5	 78.5	 79.1

Gross fixed capital formation			     18.7	   20.8	   22.0	  23.8	 24.1	 24.3

Gross domestic expenditure			   110.0	 113.1	 115.1     115.3     117.2      118.0

Exports of goods and services			     27.1	   26.1	   25.8	  26.3	  26.5	 27.1

Imports of goods and services			     33.7	   37.3	   38.7	  40.1	  42.1	 43.4

Discrepancy ¹					        -3.4	    -1.8	    -2.2	   -1.5	  -1.6	  -1.6

Gross domestic product at market prices		  100.0	 100.0	 100.0     100.0    100.0       100.0
Net exports					        -6.6	  -11.2	  -12.9	 -13.8     -15.7       -16.4
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						      Year over Year    		             Q4 over Q4

						         Projections		              Estimates

Annual growth				    2007	 2008	 2009	 2010	 2008	 2009	 2010	

World output				      5.2	   3.0	 -1.1	   3.1	 -0.1	  0.8	 3.2

Advanced economies			     2.7	   0.6	 -3.4	   1.3	 -2.2	 -1.3	 1.7

US					       2.1	   0.4	 -2.7	   1.5	 -1.9	 -1.1	 1.9

Euro area				      2.7	   0.7	 -4.2	   0.3	 -1.7	 -2.5	 0.9

UK					       2.6	   0.7	 -4.4	   0.9	 -1.8	 -2.5	 1.3	

Other developed countries		    4.7	   1.6	 -2.1	   2.6	 -2.7	  1.8	 2.6

Emerging & developing countries		    8.3	   6.0	   1.7	   5.1	   3.3	 5.8	 5.5

Africa					       6.3	   5.2	   1.7	   4.0	   ….	   ….	 ….

Sub-Saharan Africa			     7.0	   5.5	   1.3	   4.1	   ….	   ….	 ….

Developing Asia				    10.6	   7.6	   6.2	   7.3	   5.5	   7.7	 7.8

China					     13.0	   9.0	   8.5	   9.0	   6.9	 10.1	 9.2

India					       9.4	   7.3	   5.4	   6.4	   4.8	   5.1	 7.0	

ME					       6.2	   5.4	   2.0	   4.2	   ….	   ….	 ….

World trade volume (goods & services)	   7.3	   3.6	 -11.9	   2.5	   ….	   ….	 ….

Commodity prices			   13.5	 172.1	 117.6	 134.6	   ….	   ….	 ….

Oil					     10.7	  36.4	 -36.6	 24.3	   ….	   ….	 ….

Non-fuel					    14.1	   7.5	 -20.3	   2.4	   ….	   ….	 ….

Source: World Economic Outlook, IMF, October 2009
…. means data not available

Table 3: Global Projections

Annex 3 contd.
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Source: Regional Economic Outlook: Sub-Saharan Africa, IMF, October 2009

Table 4: Sub-Saharan Africa Selected Indicators

Annex 3 contd.

						      2005	 2006	 2007	 2008	 2009	 2010

								        Annual Growth

Real GDP					     6.2	 6.4	  6.9	   5.5	   1.1	  4.1

Oil exporters					     7.6	 7.4	  9.2	   7.0	   1.9	  5.5

Oil importers					     5.5	 5.9	  5.7	   4.7	   0.8	  3.3

Real non-oil GDP					     6.4	 7.9	  8.0	   6.3	   2.0	  4.2

Consumer Price Averages				    8.9	 7.3	  7.1	 11.6	 10.5	  7.2

Oil exporters					     14.8	 8.1	  5.6	 10.5	 10.6	  8.9

Oil importers					     6.2	 6.9	  7.8	 12.1	 10.4	  6.4

Per Capita GDP					     4.1	 4.2	  4.8	   3.1	  -0.9	  1.9

								        Percent of GDP				  

Exports of Goods and Services			    36.6	 37.6	  38.9	  41.0	  31.2	 33.5

Imports of Goods and Services			    33.6	 33.1	  36.2	  38.2	  34.2	 34.6

Gross domestic saving				     22.8	 25.5	  24.5	  25.0	  19.3	 21.5

Gross domestic investment			    19.9	 21.1	  22.0	  22.2	  22.4	 22.7

Fiscal Balance (Including grants)			      1.8	   4.8	    1.2	    1.3	   -4.8	  -2.4

Oil exporters					        8.8	 11.3	    3.6	    6.3	   -5.9	   1.5

Oil importers					       -1.3	   1.5	   -0.2	   -2.0	   -4.2	  -4.7

Current Account (Including grants)			     -0.4	   4.1	    1.1	    1.0	   -3.1	  -2.1

Oil exporters					        7.2	 21.2	  14.4	  14.0	    1.6	   7.9	

Oil importers					       -3.9	  -4.9	   -6.2	   -7.6	   -5.6	  -7.9

Reserves (months of imports)			      4.7	   5.9	    6.0	    5.3	    5.8	   5.5

Oil price (US$ a barrel)				     53.4	 64.3	  71.1	  97.0	  61.5	 76.5

GDP growth in SSA trade partners (in percent)	    3.7	   4.1	    4.1	    1.9	   -1.8	   2.2

GDP growth in SSA				       6.2	   6.6	   7.0	    5.5	    1.3	   4.1

December 2009 | Edition No. 1 24


