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Foreword

This report is one of a series of reports on the envi-
ronmental and economic implications of agricultural
policy reform and trade and promotion policies in
sub-Saharan Africa completed for the U.S. Agency
for International Development’s Bureau for Africa.
Pesticides are the particular focus of this and related
studies. Pesticides are recognized as essential inputs
to promote agricultural productivity, but they are also
unique among agricultural inputs in the potential risks
they pose to human and environmental health. Major
economic restructuring has been sweeping sub-Sa-
haran Africa in the past five years, yet little attention
has been paid to the implications of these reforms for
the use and distribution of pesticides.

Several dilemmas and challenges for the development
process have been introduced by the withdrawal of
government from a role in the distribution of pesticide
inputs and by the associated restructured pricing and
subsidy policies. In part, the dilemmas are unique to this
subsector, simply due to the intrinsically toxic proper-
ties of pesticides, which sets them apart from other
agricultural inputs and from other commodities of com-
merce such as fertilizers. For these reasons alone, pes-
ticides deserve a special examination.

This report is directed at analysts, decision-makers
and policymakers having a stake in these issues, in
interested governmental and nongovernmental orga-
nizations, as well as among donors and international
financial institutions. Related reports examine pesti-
cides and the agrichemical industry in sub-Saharan

Africa and the implications and consequences of policy
reforms vis-à-vis pest management in Cameroon,
Kenya, and Uganda.

We hope that this report will assist in the process of
changing policies and programs to promote the mini-
mized but responsible use of pesticides and the devel-
opment, availability of, and access to integrated pest-
management technologies. The report’s utility for its
intended users will determine it effectiveness.

David Hales
Deputy Assistant Administrator
Center for the Environment
Bureau for Global Programs, Field Support, and

Research
U.S. Agency for International Development

Jerome Wolgin
Director
Office of Sustainable Development
Bureau for Africa
U.S. Agency for International Development

Bill Sugrue
Director
Office of Environment and Natural Resources
Center for the Environment
Bureau for Global Programs, Field Support, and

Research
U.S. Agency for International Development
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Executive Summary

This analysis examines the policies of bilateral donor
agencies in regard to the environmental consequences
of policies designed to promote agricultural trade or
production in sub-Saharan Africa. Rather than exam-
ining all potential environmental consequences of
such policies, the analysis focuses on the relation
between such activities and their potential implica-
tions for pest management, the use of pesticides, and
integrated pest management (IPM).

Traditional forms of donor assistance have empha-
sized specific and geographically discrete projects,
such as the construction of roads or health clinics.
However successful these projects are, they do not
address the root causes of economic stagnation that
retard development. Consequently, many donor agen-
cies have shifted their emphasis to program aid or
nonproject assistance. Such assistance is not directed
at specific development projects but rather at policy
and institutional reforms, both at the macroeconomic
level and in certain sectors, including agriculture. All
the donor agencies discussed in this report support
provide one or more forms of nonproject assistance,
each of which is intended to change a government’s
policies in order to encourage development.

The effects of nonproject assistance can pervade an
entire economy and are rarely subject to donors’
direct control. This characteristic of policy-based as-
sistance is potentially significant in regard to assess-
ing impacts and consequences, which become more
difficult to predict and observe and, crucially, to link
directly to the assistance.

Given this characteristic of nonproject assistance,
many donors find themselves accountable for the
identification and mitigation of the environmental
impacts of their activities in developing countries.
Demands for such accountability are probably well
placed. Nonetheless, accepting an obligation to be
environmentally conscious does not imply rigorous
compliance with such an obligation or even agree-

ment on what the obligation involves. This quandary
provides much of the justification for the present
study. Increased reliance on policy-based assistance
increases pressures to address environmental impacts
responsibly, and difficulties in identifying and moni-
toring these impacts underscore the desirability of
examining the policies of donor institutions in regard
to assistance for agricultural trade and promotion.

Donors’ assistance often focuses on policy reforms
designed to stimulate agricultural production and the
development of crops for export. Success with such
ventures is typically associated with intensification of
production and increased reliance on agricultural inputs,
including pesticides, which can contribute to increased
productivity. This study thus focuses on pesticides, pest
management, and opportunities to manage pests in the
context of IPM and examines these questions: What
environmental policies or procedures govern donors’
efforts to stimulate agricultural trade or promotion poli-
cies in Africa? If obligated to do so, how do donors
attempt to identify and mitigate the potential adverse
environmental impacts of their policies designed to stimu-
late agricultural trade and production? If environmental
conditionality is a component of nonproject assistance
in the agricultural sector, how is it monitored and en-
forced? To what extent do donors consider or encourage
reliance on IPM as a viable strategy for pest manage-
ment?

To address these questions in comparative perspec-
tive, interviews were conducted with representatives
of institutions with responsibility for bilateral devel-
opment assistance in France, Germany, Japan, the
United Kingdom, and the United States. The institu-
tions share similar developmental goals, but they dif-
fer in their institutional evolution, approaches to de-
velopment, adherence to ideological preferences, and
the need to be responsive to domestic constituencies.
Perhaps more important, as this study indicates, do-
nors embrace different perspectives on the role of
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agrichemicals in stimulating agricultural production
in an environmentally sustainable manner. This state-
ment is applicable to other development institutions,
such as the World Bank, the African Development
Bank, and the International Fund for Agricultural
Development, but they are not discussed in this report
due to constraints on the author’s time and resources.

An increase in agricultural production is a priority
for Africa’s economic development. Raising the pro-
duction of land already cultivated offers the best
opportunity for much of the region. One route to
intensification relies increasingly on pesticides. When
intensification is associated with the production of
crops for export, the incentives to use pesticides can
be exceptionally strong. However desirable pesticides
may be, their use creates a risk that additional agricul-
tural production will be neither sustainable nor envi-
ronmentally benign.

Bilateral donors have responded in different ways
to the challenges and opportunities associated with
efforts to promote agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa.
For years donors supported recipients’ efforts to pro-
vide pesticides at subsidized prices and, in many
instances, without charge to farmers. Although such
subsidies are gradually being eliminated in conjunc-
tion with sectoral and structural adjustment programs,
donors retain considerable influence over the choice
of pest-management strategies in many developing
countries. As an illustration, Japan donates
agrichemicals upon request from many African coun-
tries. Japan is thus one of the largest sources of pes-
ticides in Africa; in some countries Japan provides as
much as 75 percent of all pesticide imports. Japan’s
assistance program imposes few substantive condi-

tions on recipients and places primary responsibility
upon recipients for the consideration of the potential
environmental impacts of the usage as well as for
monitoring any outcomes. In contrast, the U.S. Agency
for International Development (USAID) is disinclined
to donate pesticides to developing countries, except
in emergencies. With one exception, USAID has not
donated any pesticides as part of nonproject assis-
tance since the mid 1970s. Among the five countries
examined, the United States has the oldest and most
detailed provisions for environmental assessment.

France, Germany, and the United Kingdom all spon-
sor considerable research on and technical assistance
related to the improved management of pests, and the
three countries are hesitant to donate pesticides. Ger-
many and the United Kingdom occasionally do so but
only after consideration of potential environmental
consequences. France no longer donates pesticides
for routine agricultural use, and it appears to have the
least developed procedures for environmental assess-
ment in the context of both project and nonproject
assistance.

Despite differences in approaches to pesticides (and
IPM), there are many unfulfilled opportunities for
enhanced cooperation among donors. Informal dia-
logue does occur, but a common agenda and ap-
proach are absent. The consequence is that bilateral
donors, though seeking similar goals, occasionally
frustrate or duplicate the efforts of other donors and
provide mixed signals to governments and farmers in
developing countries. Given the size of the donors’
programs and their emphases on transforming Afri-
can agriculture, such a situation is deleterious to do-
nors and recipients alike.
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The primary purpose of this analysis is to examine the
policies of major bilateral donor agencies in regard to
the environmental consequences of policies or activi-
ties designed to promote agricultural trade or produc-
tion in sub-Saharan Africa.1  Rather than examining
all potential environmental consequences of such
activities, the analysis focuses attention on the rela-
tion between such activities and their potential impli-
cations for pest management, the use of pesticides,
and integrated pest management (IPM).

Such an analysis is particularly timely. Donor agen-
cies play a significant role in the economies of many
African countries and bear some responsibility for the
current state of African agriculture and its typically low
productivity (Office of Technology Assessment 1988;
Lele 1990). Favored countries find themselves as ben-
eficiaries of well-intentioned largesse and many forms
of training and technical assistance. Without exception
the goal of development assistance is an end to such
assistance; the assistance is intended to allow countries
to “graduate” to a level of social, economic, and political
well-being to the point where assistance is no longer
required. Although donor agencies can point to suc-
cesses on the African continent (e.g., in Ghana, Uganda,
Tanzania, and Zimbabwe), relatively few countries have
graduated over the last several decades. Indeed, many
African countries have regressed. Their incomes and
agricultural productivity have declined while there popu-
lations have spiraled. For this and other reasons, donor
agencies have reassessed their strategies and approaches
to development.

Traditional forms of donor assistance typically em-
phasized specific and geographically discrete projects,
such as the construction of roads or health clinics or
other projects designed to eradicate malaria. However
successful these projects are (or have been), they do not
address the root causes of economic or agricultural
stagnation that prevent or retard development. More
recently, therefore, many donor agencies have shifted
their emphases to what is commonly called program aid

or nonproject assistance. Such assistance is not directed
at specific development projects but at policy and insti-
tutional reforms, both at the macroeconomic level and in
certain sectors, including agriculture, in order to pro-
mote and encourage development. As an illustration, the
goals of some nonproject assistance might include a
liberalization of markets, reductions in government sub-
sidies for food and agricultural inputs, or enhancing the
availability or effectiveness of credit. The donors’ usual
expectation is that removal of intrusive government
involvement in an economy will spur production and
create entrepreneurial activities that either do not exist
or that are stifled because of a government’s policies.

The World Bank’s structural adjustment loans are,
perhaps, the best examples of nonproject lending. In
addition to policy-based loans that donors provide in
support of the World Bank’s loans, many donors are
also involved with sector adjustment loans, which
focus on narrower segments of an economy, such as
agriculture or industry.

Whereas project-based assistance has discrete and
readily identifiable objectives and outcomes that are
reasonably subject to the donors’ control, such is not
always the case with nonproject assistance. No govern-
ment willingly cedes responsibility for policy formula-
tion, implementation, or enforcement to foreign donors.
Indeed, governments are highly protective of these func-
tions and, to the extent that donors encourage or espouse
democratic values, donors will avoid excessive interfer-
ence with domestic policymaking in countries in which
they operate. In turn, however, donors and lending insti-
tutions want assurances that their assistance will lead to
desired changes in policies and programs and, desirably,
to improved social and economic performance. To ad-
dress these potentially competing preferences, many
donors rely on the phased distribution of assistance in
installments (or “tranches”) that are linked to the accom-
plishment of mutually agreed objectives. The imposi-
tion of conditionalities substantially increases donors’
leverage, at least as long as donors stringently enforce

1.  Introduction
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the conditions associated with their assistance or, alter-
natively, as long as recipients readily adhere to the
conditions attached to the assistance.

At least one other facet in nonproject assistance
requires attention. Unlike the situation with project-
based assistance, where the outcomes and effects of
the activity are reasonably observable, such is often
not the case with nonproject assistance. Project-based
lending tends to have geographically discrete effects;
just the opposite obtains for nonproject assistance.
The effects of nonproject assistance can pervade an
entire economy and, equally important, are rarely
subject to the direct control or influence of donors or
lenders. This characteristic of policy-based assistance
is potentially significant in regard to assessing im-
pacts and consequences, which become more diffi-
cult to predict and observe and, crucially, to link
directly to the assistance. As the U.S. Office of Tech-
nology Assessment (1988, 146-147) once concluded:

The swift rise in funding for policy reform has outpaced
efforts to evaluate its impacts. Programs have been
based on hypotheses regarding responses to policy
changes rather than on actual responses....Results from
initial evaluation have not yet confirmed the theoretical
benefits for resource-poor agriculturalists and in some
cases have proved the initial assumptions used are wrong.

Although the level of knowledge about the impacts
of policy-based assistance has increased since the
OTA’s observation (e.g., Reardon et al. 1994), ana-
lysts still find themselves at a disadvantage when
they attempt to relate such assistance to changes in
agricultural practices and conditions (Thrupp 1993;
Gibbon, Havnevik, and Hermele 1993) and to envi-
ronmental impacts (World Bank 1994; Rock 1995).

Given this characteristic of nonproject assistance,
many donors find themselves accountable for the
identification, monitoring, evaluation, and mitigation
of the environmental impacts of their activities in
developing countries.2  Demands for such account-
ability are probably well placed. There are many
instances in which donor-funded activities have had
significant adverse environmental consequences (U.S.
Senate 1990; Rich 1994). Moreover, due to the nature
of political and economic development, many devel-
oping countries (again, particularly in Africa) do not

have sufficient resources or professional expertise to
consider the reasonably foreseeable environmental
impacts of development activities. Under these cir-
cumstances, if donors do not assume responsibility
for assessing the potential environmental impacts of
their activities, then no one will, or so it can be
argued.3  Unfortunately, as well, some developing
nations may be disinclined to consider environmental
impacts if such consideration risks the loss or per-
ceived discouragement of development. Finally, ad-
vocates of an enlightened environmental policy argue
that the standards for environmental quality applied
in assisted countries ought to be no less stringent than
those applied domestically, for example, in Germany
or the United States.

Recognizing or accepting an obligation to be envi-
ronmentally conscious does not necessarily imply
rigorous compliance with such an obligation or even
agreement on what the obligation requires substan-
tively. This quandary provides much of the justifica-
tion for the present study. When used wisely, pesti-
cides represent effective weapons in the quest to
manage pests and, thus, to enhance agricultural pro-
ductivity. Despite the potential appeal and utility of
pesticides, the implementation of policy reforms as-
sociated with sectoral and structural adjustment pro-
grams appear to discourage the use of essential inputs
by inflating their costs and reducing their availability
(Reardon et al. 1994). The resulting limitation in
access to these resources is occurring at the same time
that the capacity of both the public and private sector
to deal with the special needs attendant to pest man-
agement is compromised due to fiscal constraints in
the transition period following the adoption and imple-
mentation of policy reforms. Likewise, constraints on
government budgets and rationalization of bureau-
cracies prevent or preclude the development or spread
of nonchemical means to manage pests (Matteson,
Meltzer, and Knausenberger 1995). In the context of
pesticides, institutions that are ill-equipped to cope
with these issues and challenges place humans and
the environment at considerable risk due to the intrin-
sically toxic properties of pesticides.

In short, increased reliance on policy-based assistance
increases pressures and expectations to address poten-
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tial environmental impacts responsibly, and difficulties
in identifying and monitoring these impacts suggest the
desirability of examining the policies of major bilateral
donor institutions in regard to agricultural trade and
production. The goal is not to make value judgments
about the efficacy or effectiveness of these policies, all
of which are arguably well intentioned, but rather to
identify alternative approaches, to highlight successes,
to compare and contrast experiences among the donor
community, to identify opportunities for collaboration
and further analysis, and to suggest how these policies
might be improved. Consequently, after a brief intro-
duction to the state of agriculture in Africa, the analysis
will focus on such questions as these:

n What environmental policies or procedures gov-
ern donors’ efforts to promote agricultural trade
or production policies in Africa, and what is the
relation between intent and implementation?

n How do donors attempt to identify and mitigate
the potential adverse environmental impacts of
their policies designed to stimulate agricultural
trade and production?

n If conditionality is a component of assistance in the
agricultural sector, are environmental conditions
included, and how are they monitored and enforced?

n If assistance for agriculture includes the procure-
ment or provision of pesticides:

a. do donors impose limits or restrictions on the
pesticides that are provided and how they are
used (including distribution, storage, and
disposal)?

b. at what point in the use cycle do donors’
obligations end?

n As donors encourage and African governments
to implement policy-reform programs that affect
agriculture, to what extent is consideration given
to the indirect implications for pesticides?

n To what extent do donors consider or encourage
reliance on IPM as a viable strategy for pest
management?

To address these questions in comparative perspec-
tive, interviews were conducted with representatives of

institutions with responsibility for bilateral development
assistance in France, Germany, Japan, the United King-
dom, and the United States between October 1993 and
June 1994. Appendix 1 lists the people contacted. In
addition to the interviews, correspondence and scores of
documents, reports, and guidelines were reviewed.

Through their generous assistance programs, these
five countries provide the overwhelming majority of
bilateral assistance to sub-Saharan Africa. Equally
important, all five countries have policies, projects,
or programs directly relevant to the promotion of the
region’s agriculture. To the extent that increased pro-
duction is dependent on development assistance and
its related programs, these countries are the ones that
will influence approaches, priorities, and areas of
emphasis. For these reasons, the five countries have
considerable opportunity to influence the quest for
sustainable agriculture in Africa.

The institutions examined in the five countries share
similar developmental goals, but they differ profoundly
in their approaches to and philosophies about devel-
opment, adherence to ideological preferences, and
the need to be responsive to legislatures, special in-
terest groups, and domestic commercial pressures
(see Box A). Perhaps more important, as this study
indicates, donors embrace different perspectives on
the role of agrichemicals in stimulating agricultural
production in a safe and environmentally sustainable
manner (see Box B). For these reasons, among oth-
ers, direct comparison of institutions may not be ap-
propriate; indeed, it may be misleading. As an illus-
tration, some organizations, such as the U.S. Agency
for International Development (USAID), have re-
sponsibility for policymaking and implementation.
Other countries divide responsibility for these func-
tions among two or more organizations.

As the reader will observe, the extent of coverage
varies among countries. On the one hand, some donor
agencies are more actively involved with issues af-
fecting the environment and pest management than
are others and, while the environment is an area of
concern to all donors, their policies on environmental
assessment are still evolving. In contrast, by way of
comparison, most of USAID’s procedures for envi-
ronmental assessment have been in place for almost
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U.S. legislation restricts USAID’s ability to support some agricultural activities in developing countries.
Section 513(a) of Public Law 103-306, the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 1995 (and similar wording in previous legislative appropriations dating to
1978), prohibits USAID from financing:

any loan, any assistance or any other financial commitments for establishing or expanding produc-
tion of any commodity for export by any country other than the United States, if the commodity is
likely to be in surplus on world markets at the time the resulting productive capacity is expected to
become operative and if the production will cause substantial injury to United States producers of
the same, similar, or competing commodity....

Similarly, Section 513(b) prohibits the use of funds for:

any testing or breeding feasibility study, variety improvement or introduction, consultancy, or
publication, conference, or training in connection with the growth or production in a foreign country
of an agricultural commodity for export which would compete with a similar commodity grown or
produced in the United States....

Other legislation has required the U.S. representative to the World Bank’s Board of Directors to
oppose Bank loans to developing countries to grow crops for export that might compete with U.S.
agriculture (Lele 1987; Mellor 1987; OTA 1988).

In response to these mandates, USAID has issued two policy determinations (USAID 1978a; 1986).
The first discouraged the financing of projects involving sugar, palm oil, and citrus fruits. In the second,
USAID declared that proposed projects seeking to stimulate the export of crops would be viewed as
“important policy issues,” thus requiring review by USAID/Washington. This review would consider the:
a) crops’ export potential; b) magnitude of likely production; c) likely export markets; d) volume of U.S.
exports of the commodity; and e) the “U.S. share of the world or regional market that could reasonably
be expected to be affected by increased exports of the commodity” (USAID 1986, 2-3). Crops and
products that might be subject to such review include cotton, soybeans, tobacco, and leather.

Box 1.1  Domestic Politics, Agriculture, and Foreign Assistance

20 years. Accordingly, differences in levels and means
of attention to environmental and pest-related issues
explain part of the variation in coverage among the
countries. Greater attention is also devoted to USAID
because of the considerable material available on the
subject and to Japan because it is the largest bilateral
donor of pesticides in Africa.

On the other hand, the literature on donor programs
and the environment varies considerably in coverage
and availability. Relatively little material is accessible in
English on French assistance programs, and what is
available is largely outdated. Moreover, donor agencies
can provide glossy brochures that extol their environ-
mental efforts, but these brochures rarely provide much
substantive or procedural detail or allow one to assess

achievements or accomplishments. Donor agencies also
vary considerably in their ability or willingness to pro-
vide materials. USAID is subject to nearly full disclo-
sure of its documents and a Freedom of Information Act
that mandates the public availability of all but the most
sensitive information in the agency’s possession. Donor
agencies in some other countries do not face such re-
quirements and have considerably less experience with
(or enthusiasm for) public disclosure.4  Given these
constraints and the limited amount of time to meet with
several of the agencies, this report attempts to present
concise but comprehensive summaries of the issues
surrounding the environmental and pest-management
policies of the five countries, which are the largest and
most influential bilateral donors in sub-Saharan Africa.
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Although this study does not focus on the use of pesticides to control emergency infestations of locusts
or grasshoppers, it is instructive to note the differing perceptions of donor agencies in regard to the
control of these pests. Agricultural experts within donor and recipient agencies who are responsible for
decisions about the use of pesticides for locusts and grasshoppers are often the same people who
make and implement decisions about the use of agrichemicals in agricultural projects. Discussing the
plague of locusts that infested Africa in the mid and late 1980s, the OTA (1990, 65) observed that:

The most public differences among donors in this recent campaign related to pesticide selection
and application methods....Different donors...assessed the locust and grasshopper situation differ-
ently and proposed different control strategies—e.g., the highest priority sites for treatment, whether
ground or aerial spraying should be done, what types of aircraft should be used, whether or not to
emphasize training or environmental monitoring, etc.

Box 1.2  Politics, Pesticides, and the Plague of Locusts
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2. African Agriculture and
Donor Assistance

Bilateral donor agencies devote considerable assis-
tance to increasing the production of food and fiber in
Africa. The desired outcomes of such assistance are
obvious; increased production of crops for consump-
tion and export will address problems of malnutri-
tion, economic development, and political stability.
However desirable it is to provide such assistance,
even well-intentioned efforts to expand production
can have undesirable effects on the environment and
human health.

Agriculture represents the most important source of
employment and production in sub-Saharan Africa.
In some countries agriculture provides a livelihood
for up to 80 percent of the population and, in many
countries, produces the largest share of gross domes-
tic production (FAO 1993a). Success in the agricul-
tural realm is important not only because of the need
to feed Africa’s fertile population but also because of
the widespread recognition that agriculture provides
the single best (and, perhaps, only) hope for eco-
nomic development for millions of Africans. An in-
crease in agricultural production is an absolute prior-
ity for Africa’s economic improvement as well as for
continued social and political stability (USAID 1991a).
In too many African countries, agricultural produc-
tion has not kept pace with growth in populations,
and per capita consumption has declined. To address
domestic food deficits, many African countries have
had to encumber themselves with massive debts to
foreign lenders, which stagnant economies prevent
Africans from repaying.

There are several explanations for Africa’s rela-
tively dismal agricultural production in the 1970s and
1980s, but public policies that discouraged produc-
tion are among the most important. In various forms
such policies overvalued exchange rates, subsidized
consumer prices at farmers’ expense, and authorized
governments to monopolize agricultural trade. As
Stryker and Baird (1992, 423) explain:

These policies led in many cases to highly distorted
economies in which goals and services were allocated
by administrative decisions rather than by markets re-
sponsive to relative prices. Frequently, these economies
were characterized by a dual price structure in which
prices on the free market were much higher than official
prices prevailing in the public distribution network.
This gave rise to extensive rent-seeking activities to the
detriment of more directly productive economic activi-
ties. Institutional structures and business procedures
became seriously distorted.

Given the policy-based explanation for Africa’s
agricultural problems, nonproject assistance that at-
tempts to alter the distortions that result from flawed
policies would seem to provide an appropriate rem-
edy. Indeed, as already suggested, donors now funnel
much of their assistance through sectoral adjustment
programs and other forms of nonproject assistance in
order to “correct” policies affecting agriculture in
sub-Saharan Africa. These programs attempt to en-
courage sustainable agricultural growth so that con-
sistent supplies of food are available to whomever
needs them. Other programs attempt to increase or
introduce the production of high-value cash crops for
export. Recent research (e.g., Oehmke and Crawford
1993; Gardner and Reinstma 1994) suggests that many
of these programs have met with considerable suc-
cess in Africa and that the economic benefits of in-
vestments in African agriculture are often significant.

In years past increased production could be achieved
through the traditional African method for doing so—
expansion of the land under cultivation rather than
increased productivity per hectare.5 Unfortunately, as
urbanization and population growth in Africa increase
at unparalleled rates, this option becomes less viable
and more environmentally harmful. Furthermore, as
increasing concern for the protection of biological
diversity and tropical forests leads to the protection of
ecologically vital habitats, there is further diminution
of land available for agricultural expansion. Conse-
quently, raising the production per hectare of land
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already cultivated offers the best opportunity for much
of sub-Saharan Africa (Fontaine 1991). Such an ap-
proach will require changes in existing agricultural
practices or technologies, and prior research has dem-
onstrated that farmers’ adoption of new practices in-
volving inputs is often dependent on agricultural
policies (FAO 1993a).

In other parts of the world, intensification of agri-
culture has been achieved through improvements in
irrigation or increased use of new seed varieties. These
alternatives offer mixed prospects for success in Af-
rica. Frequent droughts, generally flat landscapes
outside of East Africa, and inconsistent supplies of
water often preclude expanded irrigation in Africa,
especially for small landowners. Due partially to
Africa’s ecological conditions, new seed varieties are
not always available; when they are, African farmers
often face unequal access to them. In addition, due to
policy reforms associated with structural adjustment
in many countries, the price of seeds has increased
whereas access to credit to purchase them has de-
creased (Reardon et al. 1994).

An alternative route to intensification relies in-
creasingly on pesticides (see Box 2.1). Intensification
implies reliance on monocultures, reduced fallow
periods, elimination of crop rotations, and increased
use of fertilizers, all of which create ideal conditions
for the development of pest populations (Kiss and
Meerman 1991; FAO 1993a; Farah 1994) and dete-
riorating environments.6  When intensification is as-

sociated with the production of crops for export, the
incentives to use pesticides can be exceptionally
strong. In fact, pesticide use is closely correlated with
the production of high-value crops for export (OTA
1988; Thrupp 1993; Szmedra 1994). Crops such as
rice, cotton, maize, fruits, and vegetables account for
the bulk of pesticide use (FAO 1993a). When these
crops are intended for export and thus important to
national economies, governments typically are un-
willing to risk disruptions in production. In Kiss and
Meerman’s (1991) words, African “governments of-
ten encourage high levels of pesticide use through
subsidies and other incentives at considerable na-
tional expense on the misguided premise that there is
a direct correlation between levels of pesticides used
and crop yields.”

Pesticide subsidies create a potential dilemma for
donors. Through such means as easy access to credit,
reduced rates, or tax exemptions, subsidies allow
farmers to obtain pesticides at less than their real
costs. Subsidies typically encourage overuse and con-
sumption of pesticides that would not otherwise oc-
cur while discouraging consideration of alternative
pest-management strategies, including IPM (Repetto
1985; Waibel 1993; Farah 1994). Such subsidies are
frequent targets of donor-assisted policy reforms.7

Excessive use of pesticides is never desirable, but one
may wish to remain open-minded about their use in
Africa. Perhaps no other part of the world suffers
such devastating losses to pests as does Africa (Geddes
1990), and in some countries more than half of all

Box 2.1  When Should Pesticides be Used?

There are no widely accepted rules about when pesticides should be used to manage pests, but the
FAO (1992, 1) has provided this advice to its staff:

The protection of plants from pests (insects, fungi, mites, other micro-organisms, weeds, vertebrate
pests, etc.) is an integral part of agriculture. The presence of pests, however, does not automatically
require control measures, as damage may be insignificant. When plant protection measures are
deemed necessary, a system of non-chemical methodologies should be considered before a
decision is taken to use pesticides. Suitable pest control methods should be used in an integrated
manner and pesticides should be used on an as-needed basis only and as a last resort component
of an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) strategy. In such a strategy, the effects of pesticides on
human health, the environment, sustainability of the agricultural system and the economy should
be carefully considered.
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production is lost to weeds, diseases, and pests. Ef-
forts to manage these problems are thus imperative,
and pesticides are likely to be a cornerstone of such
efforts.8 If subsidies are removed or lowered substan-
tially and prices rise, many subsistence farmers may
find that their already low use of pesticides will de-
cline even further, thus hampering efforts to increase
productivity through intensification. Having noted
this expectation, it is also important to observe that
the removal of subsidies does not always support the
conventional wisdom about their impact on consump-
tion (see Box 2.2).

The removal of subsidies can have other important
consequences that must be considered. As an illustra-
tion, some researchers argue that the removal of subsi-
dies for inputs diminishes agriculture’s productive ca-
pacity in Africa (Lipton and Paarlberg 1990; Netherlands
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1991). Research in Thailand
(Barbier and Burgess 1992) revealed that higher prices
for agricultural inputs increased the demand for new
cropland, and research in Ghana (World Bank 1994b)
found that increasing agricultural prices (which would
be associated with increases in the cost of production)
had the same effect. Research for USAID (Johnston et
al. 1992) suggests that when reliance on pesticides in-
creases productivity, pressures for extensification are
diminished. In contrast, to the extent that farmers find
themselves depending on the use of unsubsidized pesti-
cides, these farmers are likely to rely on cheaper, locally
formulated, outdated products whose patents have ex-
pired (FAO 1993a). Many such pesticides are among

the most persistent and environmentally harmful of all
pesticides.

In contrast, to the extent that farmers or commercial
agricultural estates are able to rely on modern pesti-
cides, they will find themselves dependent on active
ingredients created or manufactured in the developed
world. All of the world’s largest agrichemical compa-
nies have their headquarters in Europe, Japan, or the
United States. These companies are thus subject to
the regulation of the same governments that make
decisions about policies on foreign assistance. This
situation thus provides donors with potential oppor-
tunities to influence the use of pesticides in develop-
ing countries (Szmedra 1994).9

However desirable pesticides may be, their use
creates a risk that additional agricultural production
will be neither sustainable nor environmentally be-
nign. The use of pesticides in developing countries is
frequently associated with inappropriate training re-
lated to the application or disposal of these pesticides.
The flawed use and disposal of pesticides also places
in jeopardy not only farmers and their neighbors
living near treated areas but also nontarget species,
including those that may be natural enemies of the
unwelcome pests. Contamination of groundwater can
also occur. Given the increased opportunities for in-
appropriate or marginally discriminate use of pesti-
cides and public policies that overtly encourage or
subsidize their use, the prospects for environmental
damage cannot be ignored. This problem is com-

Box 2.2  Can the Removal of Subsidies for Agricultural Inputs Increase Their Consumption?

Contrary to conventional wisdom, removal or reduction of subsidies does not always lead to higher
prices and decreased consumption. Subsidies are associated with a government’s involvement in the
purchase, sale, and distribution of inputs. Governments in many countries are inefficient and many are
prone to corruption, and these factors can raise the cost of subsidized inputs. In addition, budget
constraints in developing countries often limit the volume of inputs that governments can acquire, thus
limiting use of the inputs. In contrast, when governments remove subsidies and cede responsibility to
the private sector, which has an incentive to be efficient, prices might actually decline. USAID’s
experience with policy reforms in Senegal and Cameroon provide evidence of this phenomenon
(USAID 1991b). The World Bank’s (1994a) research found that when subsidies for fertilizer were
lowered in Malawi and Tanzania, supply constraints were eased and consumption increased. In
Nigeria, massive subsidies have led to fertilizer shortages because the government could not meet the
demand.
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pounded when one recognizes that the institutional
structure overseeing the use of pesticides in many
African countries is among the weakest in the world.10

Despite these potential difficulties, little research has
examined the social or environmental costs associ-
ated with the intensification of agriculture (Capalbo
and Antle 1989; Antle and Just 1991), and much of
the literature that does exist is of limited relevance to
Africa. In a related observation, Louis Emmerij, presi-
dent of the OECD’s Development Council, asserts
that there is limited awareness of the impact of struc-
tural adjustment programs and their new economic
rules on the supply and use of agricultural inputs
(Fontaine 1991). Moreover, few studies examine the
relations among donor assistance, policy-reform ini-
tiatives, and strategies for managing the pests that too
frequently devastate Africa’s agriculture.

Without an increased awareness of these linkages,
Africans risk seeming success with short-term in-
creases in agricultural productivity but long-term
environmental damage. Such damage will diminish
any hope of sustained agricultural growth and impose
unacceptable health and environmental costs on Af-
rica and its residents.

Having identified an undesired alternative, namely
the indiscriminately increased use of pesticides, it is
important to recognize a far more desirable alterna-
tive—integrated pest management. IPM attempts to
maintain pest populations at levels below that which
causes economically significant losses (Natural Re-
sources Institute 1992a). IPM emphasizes the minimal
use of pesticides while maximizing natural regulating
mechanisms, both biological and cultural. The social,
economic, agricultural, and environmental benefits of
IPM are well described elsewhere (e.g., USAID 1990;
Kiss and Meerman 1991; Natural Resources Institute
1992a) and need not be repeated here.

Despite IPM’s inherent advantages and acknowl-
edgment that it can contribute to environmentally
sustainable agriculture, IPM is not used as exten-
sively as its merits would suggest. This is particularly
true in developing countries. There are many reasons
for this situation, including research that often is too
theoretical and that devotes too little attention to the
feasibility of implementation (Natural Resources In-

stitute 1992a). Farmers must assume a key role in
implementing IPM, but their decisions to do so are
subject to many influences, including domestic and
donor policies that either encourage or discourage
IPM’s use. Research to date indicates that implemen-
tation of IPM requires a favorable policy environ-
ment, and that IPM benefits from active government
support and commitment. As an illustration, subsi-
dies for pesticides, regulation of cropping practices,
appropriate pricing systems, and support for credits
and inputs, all of which are subject to a government’s
control and donors’ influence, affect the adoption and
effective utilization of IPM.

In short, efforts to increase agricultural productivity
and profitability in Africa present both challenges and
opportunities to donor agencies, governments, and the
private sector. Challenges arise because pesticides seem-
ingly offer a quick fix to low levels of productivity
whereas efforts to intensify African agriculture risk fur-
ther exploitation of many ecosystems that are already
overstressed. Moreover, some research suggests that
concerns for ecological sustainability are virtually ab-
sent in efforts to modernize agriculture in developing
countries (Development Cooperation, Ministry of For-
eign Affairs 1993). In contrast, increased dependence
on policy-based assistance creates opportunities for donor
agencies to influence decision making through the use
of conditionality and the provision of financial resources
to facilitate the introduction of policy reforms that ratio-
nalize the use of pesticides, discourage or eliminate the
use of subsidies that encourage excessive pesticide use,
and increase reliance on IPM. Having made this point,
it is equally important to emphasize that policy-based
assistance is not intended to be permanent. Its success
will lead to its demise. Accordingly, such assistance
should be viewed as a phase that parallels or precedes
the efforts of governments and the private sector in
developing countries to create and strengthen indig-
enous capacities in the agricultural sector.

In addition to reliance on nonproject assistance,
donors can also increase their support for research on
and extension of IPM through traditional project-
based assistance. As Meltzer, Matteson, and
Knausenberger (1994) observe, without “investments
in research, development, and extension to identify
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and promote alternative pest-management practices
and technologies, there is little chance of altering
existing, undesirable patterns of pesticide use in any
meaningful way.” Such recommendations are com-

mon, but successes with IPM in most developing
countries are equally uncommon, particularly in sub-
Saharan Africa (Natural Resources Institute 1992a;
Knausenberger, personal communication, 1994).11
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3.  France

Perhaps more so than any other major bilateral donor,
France concentrates most of its foreign assistance in
Africa, particularly among those countries that have
long-standing historical ties to France. Although
France no longer has any colonies in Africa, colonial
ties still explain much of what France does with its
assistance and how it organizes it administrative ar-
rangements for distributing this assistance.12

These administrative arrangements are complex.
As one recent USAID (1992a, D-4) analysis observed:

French assistance is administered by a bewildering va-
riety of ministries and agencies with little apparent co-
ordination. There appear to be three separate assistance
programs, each with its own independent policies, ap-
plicable to specific recipient countries depending on the
nature of their relationship with France during the colo-
nial period.

This complexity discourages generalizations about
the overall nature of French assistance. Nonetheless,
any attempt to understand this assistance requires
some discussion to explain the different responsibili-
ties of the major actors in France’s assistance pro-
gram. Both geography and the nature of assistance
determine administrative responsibilities.

 On the one hand, France makes a distinction among
organizational responsibilities based on the type of
assistance provided. Some agencies have responsi-
bilities for loans and others for grants and technical
assistance.

On the other hand, France also makes a distinction
between ambit (le champ) and nonambit (pays hors
champ) countries. The former include 30 countries in
sub-Saharan Africa and seven in the Caribbean.13

Among the former French colonies in this group,
ambit countries (e.g., Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire,
and Senegal) achieved independence peacefully and
thus remained loyal to France in the transition to
independence (Claus 1992). This loyalty is reflected
in the distribution of French assistance, which totaled
$7.9 billion in 1993 and which heavily favors former

French colonies in sub-Saharan Africa. In all but one
of these countries, France has traditionally been ei-
ther the largest or second largest donor. As an illus-
tration, of all such assistance provided to sub-Sa-
haran Africa in 1988-89, 95 percent was given to
ambit countries. Equally significant, about two-thirds
of all French assistance goes to sub-Saharan Africa,
which is far above the norm for other bilateral donors.
The nearly 100 nonambit countries are primarily in
Asia, North Africa, and Latin America, but several
African countries (e.g., Ghana, Kenya, Tanzania, and
Zimbabwe) are also included in this category, pre-
sumably because they do not have any historical or
colonial ties with France.14  Table 3.1 attempts to
summarize the division of these responsibilities.

As the figure suggests, the Ministry of Cooperation
(MC) provides technical cooperation, budgetary sup-
port, and project aid, which is financed and adminis-
tered through the Fonds d’aide et de coopération
(FAC). The MC also has some responsibility for
French military assistance. All of the MC’s assistance
is in the form of grants to ambit countries. In the early
1990s, the Ministry had about one thousand employ-
ees, with approximately one-quarter of these attached
to French embassies in about 30 recipient countries.
In nonambit countries, the Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs’ Directorate General for Cultural, Scientific, and
Technical Relations has comparable responsibilities
and thus provides technical cooperation in such places
as Tunisia, Algeria, and Morocco (USAID 1992a).

Until 1990, the French Development Fund (the
Caisse française du développement, or CFD, which
was then known as the Caisse centrale de coopération
économique, or CCCE) provided capital loans to the
public and private sector only in ambit countries.
Since that date, however, the bank has also provided
project aid, subsidies, long-term, low-interest loans,
and sectoral- and structural-adjustment assistance in
support of economic and social development to ambit
countries and certain nonambit countries, primarily
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in Africa (plus France’s overseas territories and de-
partments, Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam).

The bank had approximately 1,600 employees in early
1994, with about half of these working in 42 overseas
field offices that are separate from and independent of
French embassies and diplomatic staffs. These offices
have considerable responsibility for project design and
policy dialogue (Wilson 1993). To complicate under-
standing of France’s foreign assistance efforts, the CFD
disburses resources from the FAC, implements some
FAC projects, administers some subsidy programs on
behalf of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and occasion-
ally combines its financial resources for assistance ac-
tivities with those of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.15

Finally, the Ministry of Economic Affairs provides loans
and food aid to nonambit countries, guarantees the CFD’s
structural adjustment loans, and is responsible for mul-
tilateral development cooperation, with the exception of
those agencies associated with the United Nations. The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs has responsibility for the
latter.

The division of responsibilities along functional
and historical lines has several important conse-
quences. First, policies and procedures governing the
implementation of French assistance can be consider-
ably different in adjacent countries. As one commen-
tator (Claus 1992, 27) has observed:

For each group of countries there are specific strategies,
specific administrative structures and specific instru-
ments. One could almost speak of separate French de-
velopment policies for three categories of countries.
This is not undisputed in France.

This situation is exacerbated in the absence of a com-
prehensive legislative mandate or strategic framework

that governs French assistance and of a single agency
with responsibility for the assistance. Efforts to over-
come this deficiency have floundered in the past (Claus
1992; USAID 1992a; Wilson 1993), but there does
seem to be considerable desire to rationalize and reorga-
nize the existing aid structure (OECD 1994b).

Second, having at least four institutions responsible
for assistance frustrates efforts to achieve effective
formal cooperation among the institutions. In its as-
sessment of the operations of other donor agencies, as
an illustration, USAID (1992a, D-5) noted that at the
field level:

there is no comprehensive cooperation policy, and the
conflict of interests between foreign policy, develop-
ment policy, and external economic policy has not been
resolved. At the embassies each policy has its own
representatives, assigned and controlled by their respec-
tive ministry. They are subordinate to the Ambassador,
who wields considerable power but is unable to coordi-
nate their activities.

Despite the absence of formal coordinating mecha-
nisms, there is regular and considerable informal
cooperation, which is achieved through secondment
from one agency to another and through interagency
representation on several committees that decide the
allocation of assistance (Claus 1992; Castaing, per-
sonal communication, 1994).

Third, the existing structure fosters an independent
approach to development. The French parliament
provides multiyear appropriations with minimal use
of earmarks, and funds remain available until used. In
contrast to the ministries that are dependent on such
appropriations, the French Development Fund raises
most of the funds it needs for loans through national
and international capital markets. This arrangement

Table 3.1  The French Development Cooperation System

Type of Assistance Ambit Countries Nonambit Countries

Technical and cultural Ministry of Cooperation Ministry of Foreign
cooperation, grants and subsidies Affairs

Concessional loans or Treasury French Development Fund* Ministry of Economic
loan agreements Affairs

* Formerly known as the Central Fund for Economic Cooperation (CCCE).
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increases the CFD’s autonomy and reduces the
government’s influence in determining the CFD’s
borrowers as well as its policies and preferences.

Finally, division of responsibility among four orga-
nizations discourages effective collaboration or cross-
fertilization of ideas (OECD 1994b). Experience
gained in the ambit countries, for example, is not
readily transferable to nonambit countries (or vice
versa) even when the issues are similar.

FRENCH ASSISTANCE AND
DEVELOPMENT PREFERENCES

France’s bilateral assistance and technical coopera-
tion tends to be limited to relatively few sectoral
areas, namely health, education, agriculture, rural
development, and public infrastructure. The loan
portfolio is much more varied and does not concen-
trate on any particular sectors.

French development assistance relies on both project
and nonproject assistance. Prior to 1990, nonproject
or program assistance was provided through the French
Development Fund for:

n structural adjustment loans to ambit countries to
accomplish reforms in agriculture and banking;

n structural adjustment loans coordinated with those
of World Bank or other lenders to both ambit and
nonambit countries; and,

n special structural adjustment loans on a bilateral
basis.

The first category of loans was the most popular.
For the five-year period beginning in 1985, for ex-
ample, slightly over $1 billion was provided for all
adjustment loans; of this amount, over 80 percent
were devoted to structural adjustment loans to ambit
countries.

Significant changes were made in France’s approach
to nonproject assistance in 1990, largely as a result of
consultations with African recipients. For the poorest
countries, all program or nonproject assistance has
been in the form of grants since 1990. Middle-income
countries continue to receive structural adjustment

loans with interest rates capped at 5 percent. Like-
wise, the distinction between budget subsidies (for-
merly provided by the MC) and assistance from the
French Development Fund have been abolished. Eli-
gible countries now receive a single assistance pack-
age that the Fund implements.16

Regardless of the format of the assistance, it has
several common features. Despite some past reluc-
tance to attach conditions to French nonproject assis-
tance (USAID 1992a; Wilson 1993), this attitude is
changing. All nonproject assistance is now provided
in the context of adjustment programs, and (since
1989) the assistance is conditioned on compliance
with precise timetables that specify the reforms or
restructurings that are supposed to occur in exchange
for the assistance.17

In the absence of compliance, further support is
delayed or withheld. To assist in compliance, techni-
cal assistance is frequently provided.18Ambit coun-
tries in sub-Saharan Africa remain the largest benefi-
ciaries of nonproject assistance. In contrast, nonambit
countries tend to receive nonproject assistance in the
form of food aid or schemes to reorganize external
debts.

FRENCH ASSISTANCE, THE
ENVIRONMENT, AND PESTICIDES

France is an active participant in international fora on
the environment and, for example, proposed the es-
tablishment of the Global Environment Facility. At
the bilateral level, France has also increased its atten-
tion to environmental issues, albeit in a way that
differs from the approaches of other donors.

In 1989, both the MC and the French Development
Fund decided to give increased attention to environmen-
tal issues. This decision led to a directive requiring that
potential environmental impacts be considered at every
stage of the project cycle. The two institutions are sup-
posed to conduct studies on the environmental impacts
of projects that the OECD (1986) believes can have
major impacts on the environment. Few such assess-
ments had been conducted previously, even on projects
involving roads, dams, or mines.



16

Along with the procedural changes, an environ-
mental representative covering both institutions was
appointed, but no single office was given responsibil-
ity for monitoring the environmental implications of
French assistance. In contrast, increased attention was
given to staff training, and responsibility for environ-
mental issues was initially given to whatever official
happened to be managing a project.19

More recently, in 1991, the MC established an
administrative office for natural resources and the
environment. This office has not produced any guide-
lines for environmental assessments (Crépin, personal
communication, 1994), but every project appraisal is
required to discuss potential environmental impacts.
Having mentioned this requirement, it is important to
note that most of the MC’s grant-financed projects
tend to be small. The typical range is from $1 to $3
million; presumably, in the French view, such projects
have relatively little negative impact on the environ-
ment.

Similarly, there are no special environmental re-
quirements associated with agricultural projects, and
the MC has not conducted any studies that examine
the environmental impacts of pesticides. There is a
ready explanation for the latter situation. The Minis-
try does not fund or subsidize the purchase of any
pesticides for routine agricultural purposes and has
not provided any pesticides to combat infestations of
locusts or grasshoppers for at least five years.20  In
the words of the director of the MC’s natural re-
sources office, enough other donors are already pro-
viding pesticides for such purposes, and “there is
plenty to do without having to give pesticides” (Crépin,
personal communication, 1994).

Like the MC, the CFD does not yet have guidelines
for environmental assessment but is developing them.
The CFD anticipates that it will have an internal
directive that links concern for the environment with
all stages of project design by 1995. In the meantime,
however, the lack of guidelines is potentially prob-
lematic. The CFD does not routinely consider the
environmental implications of efforts to increase ag-
ricultural production, either through intensification
or extensification. The Fund neither imposes any re-
strictions on which pesticides can be purchased nor

attaches any environmental conditions to its loans.
Furthermore, as one CFD employee explained, “we
do not interfere with the purchase of pesticides...this
is the job of the cotton companies and such decisions
are made after discussions with appropriate research
institutes” (Borderon, personal communication,
1994).21The reluctance to impose restrictions on the
purchase of pesticides may be tied to the Fund’s
belief that the successful growth of some crops, such
as cotton, requires the use of pesticides. While the
Fund is amenable to the use of pesticides, it is not
encouraging their use. Indeed, the Fund’s focus is
moving away from activities that seek to expand
production of cotton and toward projects that attempt
to develop appropriate facilities and infrastructure
(such as new ginning plants).

The Fund is aware of the advantages associated
with IPM, but some of its staff believes that IPM
techniques are too sophisticated for most cotton farm-
ers in Africa. From the farmers’ perspective, they
supposedly find IPM difficult to understand, they are
resistant to recommendations from research institutes,
and they see little or no economic advantage associ-
ated with the use of IPM (Borderon, personal com-
munication, 1994). In some African countries the
explanation for this perception is linked directly to
the ready availability of pesticides. In Côte d’Ivoire
in late 1993, as an illustration, farmers could obtain
pesticides for cotton without cost to themselves. In-
deed, pesticides were so readily available that Ivoirian
farmers were selling them to their neighbors in Burkina
Faso, but without telling the buyers what they were
purchasing (Borderon, personal communication,
1994). This leads to the misuse of pesticides not
properly formulated to suit local conditions of pest
infestations.

As noted above, the MC and the Fund focus their
efforts on ambit countries, most of which are in sub-
Saharan Africa. Thus, the MC’s and the Fund’s envi-
ronmental procedures do not apply to loans or grants
to most of the nonambit countries. For activities and
technical cooperation that the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs sponsors, it has established an office with sole
responsibility for the environment. In contrast, the
Ministry of Economic Affairs, through its Directorate
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for External Economic Relations apparently does not
address environmental concerns or conduct environ-
mental assessments of its loans.

Finally, if the situation in the environmental arena
is similar to other topical areas, then French develop-
ment agencies have devoted only limited attention to
systematic monitoring and evaluation (USAID 1992a).
The French perspective has been a highly practical
one; given limited resources, it is far more important
to address problems that field staff can readily iden-
tify than it is to spend time or effort completing
formal evaluations or project appraisals for the in-
tended consumption of bureaucrats in Paris.

This situation is changing. The Ministry of Coopera-
tion established a Mission for Studies, Evaluation, and
Prospective Analysis (MSEPA) in 1989. Each year it
assesses French assistance in one or two recipient coun-
tries and six to eight assessments for various sectoral
activities (OECD 1994b). Independent, multidisciplinary
teams are used. The country surveys attempt to be com-
prehensive in nature; rather than assessing individual
projects or activities, the MSEPA examines the role of
French assistance in the context of all French activities
that relate to the recipient (OECD 1994b). Results of
these country assessments are not available to the pub-
lic. The other major institutions responsible for French
assistance also evaluate their activities but with consid-
erable variation in their rigor, scope, and comprehen-
siveness.

FRENCH RESEARCH INSTITUTES

French ministries and departments often have perma-
nent relations with research institutes working on
projects of common interest. In many instances as
well, these institutes are responsible for the imple-
mentation of technical assistance. Such is the case
with pesticides and IPM, so brief mention of these
efforts is in order. Perhaps the most relevant of these
institutes is the Centre de coopération internationale
en recherche agronomique pour le développement
(CIRAD, International Cooperation Center for Agri-
cultural Research for Development), which is located
in Montpellier. CIRAD has scores of researchers

working with French development agencies on ap-
proaches to stimulating agricultural production and
increasing the quality of products intended for export
from Africa. Of necessity, much of this research fo-
cuses on pests and their management.

CIRAD’s research on cocoa and coffee provides a
relevant illustration. Efforts are underway to develop
biological pest controls and means to encourage reli-
ance on IPM. Despite these efforts, CIRAD’s scien-
tists are not optimistic about prospects for either ap-
proach in the near future. Echoing comments
frequently heard elsewhere, these scientists believe
that IPM is beyond the practical or economic reach of
most of Africa’s small-scale farmers. As one scientist
explained (Duris, personal communication, 1993),
IPM is “more expensive than pesticides for all pests
affecting coffee.” The spread of IPM is extremely
dependent on knowledgeable extension workers, but
few are to be found in Africa. Unlike their counter-
parts in Latin America, who often have university
educations, extension agents in sub-Saharan Africa
typically have only a primary education. In addition
to their limited education, some of these agents are
amenable to bribery from pesticide distributors and
are perceived as corrupt by the people they are sup-
posed to help, at least according to some of CIRAD’s
researchers.

For many African farmers, pesticides appear to be
the weapon of choice in fighting pests. This prefer-
ence brings with it considerable irony. While declar-
ing that increased use of pesticides is essential for
increased production of coffee and cocoa in Africa
over the next five to ten years (Decazy and Duris,
personal communications, 1993), CIRAD’s research-
ers uniformly acknowledge the significant misuse of
pesticides now marketed in Africa. In Burundi and
Rwanda, for example, governments have required
cocoa and coffee farmers to use pesticides on a cal-
endar basis in July and August. In the former country,
farmers that do not comply are fined. CIRAD’s sci-
entists also noted many instances in which farmers
were spraying pesticides well after the intended tar-
get pests had departed. Use of inappropriate pesti-
cides (e.g., DDT, endrin, and heptachlor) is common;
lindane is widely available in Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire,
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Ghana, and Nigeria (Decazy, personal communica-
tion, 1993). Rarely are there any efforts to assess the
environmental implications of using these pesticides.

Efforts to protect farmers from the adverse health
effects of the pesticides are likewise difficult. Farm-
ers in Cameroon reportedly object to wearing proper
protective clothing even when it is provided free
(Matteson and Meltzer 1994b).

CONCLUSIONS

France demonstrates considerable influence in sub-
Saharan Africa, and French assistance programs are
reflective of this influence. The region is by far the
single largest recipient of French assistance and, with

the vast array of agricultural research institutes that
are affiliated with the government, France is well
positioned to provide leadership on pest-management
issues. In many instances it has. At the same time,
however, the evidence suggests that France devotes
less attention to the potential environmental conse-
quences of its assistance than do some other donors.
The diversity of French institutions with responsibil-
ity for this assistance compounds the problem; no
single organization is suitably placed to assume a
leadership role in developing appropriate guidelines
that would cover all the institutions. To the extent that
this situation precludes proper attention to potential
environmental impacts, this is an area that would
benefit from increased attention from French
policymakers.
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4.  Germany

The organization of Germany’s foreign assistance
program is relatively straightforward. The
Bundesministerium für Wirtschaftliche
Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung (BMZ, Federal
Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment), which was established in 1961, has responsi-
bility for policymaking, the establishment of priori-
ties, development of a proposed budget for foreign
assistance, and the distribution of appropriated funds,
which totaled $6.8 billion in 1993. In contrast to the
BMZ’s role, primary responsibility for implementa-
tion is divided between the Deutsche Gesellschaft für
Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ, German Agency
for Technical Cooperation) and the Kreditanstalt für
Wiederaufbau (KfW, Reconstruction Loan Corpora-
tion). The KfW is a development bank with respon-
sibility for financial cooperation, primarily through
loans and grants.22

FEDERAL MINISTRY FOR ECONOMIC
COOPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT

The BMZ is relatively small, with a staff of approxi-
mately 500. These staff members are divided among
two substantive directorates and another, largely ad-
ministrative directorate. Virtually all of the BMZ’s
employees are located in Germany. One recent esti-
mate suggests that the BMZ’s total overseas staff
numbers less than 25 and that these people exercise
administrative rather than policymaking functions
(USAID 1992a). As a result of its limited overseas
presence the BMZ handles consultations with repre-
sentatives of developing countries through German
embassies. These embassies had about 100 people
with responsibility for development assistance in 1990.

RECONSTRUCTION LOAN
CORPORATION

The KfW’s creation predates that of the BMZ. The
KfW was founded in 1948, years before Germany
began its foreign aid program, in an effort to assist the
reconstruction of Germany’s industrial base. The
emphasis on the financing of domestic industrial ca-
pacity remains today; about three-quarters of the
KfW’s staff of approximately 1,600 work on domes-
tic issues, including efforts to strengthen the econo-
mies of the former states of East Germany.23  The
remaining staff focus primarily on the KfW’s finan-
cial cooperation with developing countries and with
the countries of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union. Despite this geographic division of responsi-
bility between domestic and foreign activities, over-
lap does exist. For example, the KfW will provide
export financing for long-term loans so that develop-
ing countries can import German capital goods and
equipment (World Bank 1992; KfW 1993). In addi-
tion to such loans, the KfW provides untied grants
and loans with federal budget funds to developing
countries to finance projects and to improve sectoral
conditions through structural aid. Structural or sectoral
adjustment assistance is normally tied to similar ef-
forts of the World Bank. To finance projects and
programs, the KfW has relied exclusively on grants
(since 1989) to the least developed countries whereas
subsidized loans are offered to developing countries
with stronger economies.24  The grants and loans are
generally intended to increase or better utilize the
recipients’ industrial and agricultural potential through
project assistance (KfW 1993).25

Not until the late 1980s did structural or sectoral
adjustment loans represent a significant portion of the
KfW’s portfolio. At least through the early 1990s,
most such loans were given to nations in sub-Saharan
Africa. The KfW does not have an overseas staff,
which compounds the difficulties in ensuring compli-
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ance with the conditions associated with adjustment
loans. For most projects the KfW engages consultants
to assist borrowers with planning and implementing
these projects. The KfW relies on its own staff for the
appraisal, supervision, and evaluation of projects.

  Ownership of the KfW is divided between the
federal government (80 percent) and Germany’s state
governments (20 percent). These governments thus
provide share capital, which is supplemented by fed-
eral budget funds, bond issues, and borrowing in
open markets.

THE GERMAN AGENCY FOR
TECHNICAL COOPERATION

As its name indicates, the GTZ is responsible for
most of Germany’s technical cooperation projects in
developing countries. In addition to its primary fund-
ing from the BMZ, however, the GTZ, which is a
nonprofit corporation that the German federal gov-
ernment owns, can also subcontract with other gov-
ernments or international organizations to provide
technical assistance. Such subcontracting is subject
to the BMZ’s approval. In addition to the technical
assistance that the GTZ provides, it also has respon-
sibility for bilateral food assistance, providing equip-
ment and materials (including agricultural inputs) for
the projects with which it is involved, and the coor-
dination of research, development, and dissemination
related to appropriate technology (GTZ 1992a; World
Bank 1992). The provision of all technical assistance
to developing countries is grant-based.

Compared to the other donors’ development agen-
cies, the GTZ is relatively large, with approximately
2,800 staff. Slightly over half of these work in devel-
oping countries with approximately 4,500 host-coun-
try nationals (GTZ 1992a).26  Of those who work at
the GTZ’s headquarters, which is near Frankfurt,
substantive organization is principally along regional
rather than technical lines. A department for planning
and development, which includes technical experts,
supports the various country departments.

The process of accessing the GTZ’s assistance (and,
as well, that of the KfW) is similar to the request-

based approach used in Japan. Governments that
would like to receive the GTZ’s assistance submit a
proposal for promotion to the local German embassy,
which provides an initial appraisal before forwarding
the request to the German Foreign Office in Bonn. As
with Japan’s assistance, therefore, the GTZ’s approach
is to rely, to the greatest extent possible, on host
governments to plan and implement projects.

After an assessment of the foreign policy implica-
tions of the proposal, the Foreign Office sends the
request to the BMZ, which examines the proposal
from a development perspective (GTZ 1992a). Next,
the GTZ is asked to assess the project’s suitability
and feasibility and to decide how the project could be
implemented. This potentially lengthy process con-
tinues when the GTZ provides its findings and rec-
ommendations in the form of a project appraisal to
the BMZ, which must decide whether to support the
project. If a favorable decision is reached, the BMZ
asks the GTZ to submit a proposal and, at the same
time, requests the Foreign Office to reach agreement
with the host government about the project’s goals,
the respective contributions of Germany and the re-
cipient, and the terms of cooperation.27  Once agree-
ment is reached, the BMZ asks the GTZ to begin
implementation in collaboration with a partner insti-
tution in the developing country. The entire process,
from design to implementation, can take as long as
four years and is actually more complicated than this
brief summary suggests.28

OVERALL POLICY ON DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE

Through the publication of “Basic Guidelines for the
Development Policy of the German Federal Govern-
ment” in March 1986, the BMZ enunciated as its goal
the improvement of the economic and social situation
of people living in developing countries. Five years
later the BMZ provided greater specificity and an-
nounced that it would emphasize creative growth and
self help. Thus, beginning in late 1991, the BMZ
provided five criteria to guide the allocation of Ger-
man assistance. These include: a) respect for human
rights; b) public participation in a country’s political
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processes; c) government by the rule of law; d) devel-
opment of market economies; and e) government
actions that are prodevelopment.29 To operationalize
these criteria and to move toward its goals, Germany
has thus decided to focus its aid on education, popu-
lation, the alleviation of poverty, women in develop-
ment, and protection of natural and environmental
resources. In its efforts to address poverty, Germany
has identified African agriculture as a sector in need
of considerable attention. More generally, agriculture
is an important sectoral portfolio within the GTZ but
of declining importance within the KfW.

 Either through the KfW or the GTZ, Germany
provides assistance to about 75 countries.30In the
late 1980s, about one-third of all German bilateral
assistance was devoted to sub-Saharan Africa, and
two-thirds of all German assistance typically is pro-
vided to countries in the lowest income categories.
German assistance tends to place considerable re-
sponsibility on recipients (USAID 1992a). This reli-
ance on recipients (and thus decentralization of re-
sponsibility for implementation) contrasts with
Germany’s centralization of decisionmaking, prima-
rily through the BMZ. Given a limited in-country
presence, the tendency of many of Germany’s assis-
tance projects is to impose rigorous requirements and
precise procedures.

GERMAN ASSISTANCE AND THE
ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS

Germany has long been an advocate of effective con-
cern for the environment, and such concern has been
a policy priority since 1975. In that year the German
cabinet issued a resolution on principles for assessing
the environmental impacts of federal actions. Five
years later, the government issued a major policy
paper that outlined it concerns for the environment,
but this policy statement did not require an assess-
ment procedure for German-funded projects in devel-
oping countries (OECD 1982). Despite the absence
of an official requirement for environmental assess-
ments, the KfW developed an environmental check-
list in 1972. The GTZ provided all of its consultants

and staff with similar checklists in 1983. By January
1988, however, the BMZ declared that all of the
KfW’s and the GTZ’s proposed projects would be
subject to an assessment of potential environmental
impacts.31The purpose of such assessments is to an-
ticipate projects’ environmental impacts on human
health and the natural environment and then to deter-
mine whether harmful impacts can be avoided or
mitigated. The BMZ has not prescribed a specific
format for assessments, but the GTZ and the KfW
have developed internal guidelines to implement the
ministry’s requirements and both have provided train-
ing for their staffs in the use of the tools and methods
for environmental assessments.

These requirements mandate concern for environ-
mental impacts throughout the life of a project, not
just during its design. Consequently, consideration of
a proposed project’s environmental impacts typically
follows a series of steps, including screening and
scoping, environmental assessment, appraisal and
ranking, and follow-up during implementation. Dur-
ing the first, informal stage project staff will make an
initial assessment of potential impacts based on expe-
rience and through reference to the OECD’s (1985)
identification of projects with potential adverse envi-
ronmental impacts (KfW 1994b). Although this ini-
tial screening is usually completed without involve-
ment of representatives from the country receiving
the assistance, written consent from them is the norm.
The initial screening also involves development of
the terms of reference for the environmental assess-
ment. Within the KfW, responsibility for the initial
task is normally given to the project team, which
includes members from the country, policy, and en-
gineering departments. When appropriate, the project
team can receive assistance from a sectoral policy
expert dealing with environmental issues or special-
ized expertise from the environment and health divi-
sion, which is part of the engineering department.
Within the GTZ, a special staff works with the envi-
ronment division for scoping and screening (KfW
1994b).

Both the GTZ and KfW usually rely on outside con-
sultants to conduct the investigations associated with the
second stage of the review process. The investigation,
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which represents the actual assessment of environmen-
tal impacts, attempts to forecast, quantify, and evaluate
these impacts and then to identify potential means for
mitigating undesirable environmental effects.32 To the
extent that local standards are available, they are applied
(KfW 1994b). In their absence, German or prevailing
international standards are applied.

At the conclusion of the field work and after con-
sideration of other relevant material, an appraisal is
made and then a judgment is made about a project’s
overall environmental effects. The proposed project
is then assigned to one of the following environmen-
tal categories:

E0 Insignificant environmental impact.

E1 Environmental impact possible or to be antici-
pated; impact tolerable; no separate measures
necessary for environmental protection.

E2 Environmental impact to be anticipated; impact
tolerable after introduction of required measures
to protect environment; monitoring necessary;
risk of unforeseen impact and/or improper imple-
mentation and operation of measures is low.

E3 Environmental impact to be anticipated; impact
tolerable after introduction of required measures
to protect environment; intensive monitoring
necessary; risk of unforeseen impact and/or im-
proper implementation and operation of mea-
sures is high.

E4 Environmental impact to be anticipated; impact
intolerable (GTZ n.d.).

Any project receiving a rank of 2 or higher must
provide evidence of a thorough environmental as-
sessment, which is attached to the project’s appraisal
report. In addition to a discussion of anticipated en-
vironmental effects, the assessment report must, for
projects in categories 2 or above, identify the planned
protective measures and the monitoring and evalua-
tion measures that will be used (GTZ n.d.).33  Miti-
gating measures are required for all projects receiv-
ing a rank of 2 or 3. Projects receiving a rank of 4,
which indicates unacceptable ecological impacts, are
either restructured or abandoned (World Bank 1992)
and are not pursued unless the governments of Ger-

many and the host country agree to proceed (BMZ
1989).

In the case of the GTZ, this appraisal report is
forwarded to the BMZ, which decides whether to
support the proposed project. If the BMZ approves
the project, the GTZ then works with representatives
of the host government to develop an implementation
plan, including measures for addressing the damages
forecasted in the environmental assessment.

For the GTZ’s projects or loans that are supported
and when control or mitigation measures are required,
they are supposed to be monitored on a regular basis
during the project’s implementation. In addition to
consideration of environmental consequences in a
project’s design, all other project documents (e.g.,
semiannual progress reports to the BMZ, evaluation
reports, and final reports) must discuss: a) anticipated
environmental impacts; b) proposed measures to re-
duce harmful impacts that were anticipated; c) changes
that have arisen; d) the success of protective mea-
sures; and e) possible unanticipated environmental
impacts.34  In the event of the latter, additional miti-
gation requirements can be added during any stage of
implementation.

To ensure the effective execution of the environ-
mental-assessment procedures within the GTZ, it
established and recently strengthened a Coordination
Office for Environmental Protection and Conserva-
tion of Natural Resources. In addition to implement-
ing, monitoring, and evaluating the procedures, this
office provides advisory services to the technical di-
visions in the planning and implementation of projects,
implements pilot projects related to the environment
and natural resources, and liaises with other national
and international organizations involved with envi-
ronmental issues.

Germany’s approach to the assessment of potential
environmental impacts is both thorough and exhaus-
tive. Concern for the environment is reflected in all
stages of a project, from design through final evalu-
ation. To ensure that the GTZ learns from its experi-
ences, it also enters the results of its environmental
monitoring into a central data base for ready access
by other project managers.
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Germany’s commitment to environmental quality
was further strengthened in the early 1990s when the
minister of development cooperation announced that
Germany’s aid would henceforth emphasize environ-
mental protection as a priority area. This emphasis,
the minister declared, would be reflected in increased
budget allocations and earmarks. The environment
(and poverty) are deemed to be of such importance
that countries not otherwise eligible for grants can
receive them for projects in these two sectors. Ger-
many has also used debt forgiveness as a means to
advance environmental protection. In 1990, for ex-
ample, Germany agreed to forgive the debts of Ethio-
pia, Kenya, and Zaire in exchange for an agreement
to use local currency for environmental and natural-
resource activities. Germany further demonstrates its
concern for the environment through the sectoral al-
location of its assistance; of Germany’s total bilateral
assistance in 1990, slightly less than one-quarter was
devoted to projects specifically concerned with the
environment or natural resources.

In accordance with this environmental emphasis,
the German government has declared that it will com-
ply with the FAO’s (1990) International Code of
Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesticides.
This decision affects both domestic use of pesticides
as well as the activities of the KfW and GTZ (Fleischer
1993). In addition, however, the BMZ has issued
guidelines on plant protection and IPM and reempha-
sized that German assistance will be in accordance
with the Code of Conduct. The following paragraphs
discuss the implications of the BMZ’s decisions for
the KfW and GTZ.

The KfW’s Pest-Management Poclies35

Funds from the KfW can be used to finance the
purchase of pesticides in developing countries through
commodity aid, structural and sectoral adjustment
programs, and sector-related programs although the
amounts financed tend to be small. For the first three
forms of assistance, a negative list applies because
the goods and services to be financed are usually not
explicitly specified. For sector-related programs,
where goods and services are specified (and where

there is no conditionality in respect to reform mea-
sures), only pesticides in the World Health
Organization’s (WHO) classes II and III are
acceptable.36Although no written guidelines govern
a borrower’s acquisition of pesticides (and, therefore,
do not specifically require compliance with the FAO’s
Code of Conduct), the KfW does have several proce-
dures to insure proper use of the agrichemicals that
are acquired with its funds.37

As already noted, all proposed projects undergo an
assessment of potential environmental impacts, which
consider the potential human and ecological conse-
quences of the use of agrichemicals. If this assess-
ment indicates that the use of pesticides will lead to
negative environmental consequences, the KfW will
provide assistance to mitigate these consequences.
Likewise, before the KfW will allow the use of its
funds to purchase pesticides, borrowers must justify
their request, demonstrate that the use of the pesti-
cides is consistent with the recipient’s national exten-
sion policy, provide information on how the products
will be stored, handled, and disposed of, and specify
who the potential users will be. If the KfW is not
satisfied with the responses, it will not finance the
purchase of pesticides.

A request for pesticides does not ensure the KfW’s
responsiveness; some requests are denied (especially
requests for pesticides in WHO classes Ia and Ib,
which are deemed to be “extremely hazardous” and
“highly hazardous,” respectively), and alternatives
are usually considered. Despite its willingness to
consider alternatives, the KfW does not now consider
the safety and effectiveness of these alternatives un-
der local climatic and environmental conditions (KfW
1994a).

When asked whether the KfW attempts to ensure
that the benefits associated with pesticide use are
greater than the direct and indirect health and envi-
ronmental costs associated with this use, the KfW
responded by noting the difficulty in measuring these
costs. Consequently, while the KfW is interested in
these costs, it is forced to rely on currently available
information and to include appropriate advisory ser-
vices in its packages of financial assistance. Perhaps
because of the same difficulties, the KfW does not
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attempt to demonstrate that the cost of the pesticides
is warranted on the basis of the likely benefits as
determined by potential increases in yields and the
actual value of the crops. Similarly, like most other
donor agencies, the KfW has not evaluated the effec-
tiveness and consequences of using agricultural chemi-
cals or assessed the impacts of pesticides used in
agriculture on long-term sustainable development.
Nonetheless, the KfW does exercise professional judg-
ment before authorizing the use of pesticides.

When the KfW provides pesticides it does not nor-
mally require that they be part of the development or
implementation of an IPM program. Despite the ab-
sence of such a requirement, past environmental as-
sessments have led the KfW to alter the design of
projects involving pesticides. In the late 1980s, as an
illustration, the Government of Egypt requested a
loan from the KfW to strengthen its agricultural sec-
tor. The Egyptians intended to use some of the loan
to purchase pesticides. The KfW agreed to allow the
purchase of some pesticides, but its appraisal report
encouraged reduced reliance on pesticides and in-
creased emphasis on IPM, the creation of a program
to monitor the pesticides’ use, and ongoing assess-
ments of the economic efficiency of that use (BMZ
1989). For its part, the KfW promoted ground spray-
ing in lieu of aerial spraying, the establishment of
thresholds, scouting and wide introduction of ultralow
volume spraying, and the training of field staff.

When the KfW’s funds are used to procure pesti-
cides, the recipient country is allowed to determine
the prices charged and how the pesticides will be
distributed to farmers. In both instances, however, the
KfW’s appraisal will consider these factors, and the
KfW will attempt to use its influence to correct dis-
torted prices or to provide additional assistance with
distribution if problems develop. Despite these good
intentions, the KfW has no mechanism to enforce its
preferences effectively unless the consequences of
pesticide pricing, handling, and use are so harmful
that a termination of the procurement of the pesti-
cides is imperative. Due to the nature of pesticide
application (i.e., dispersed application by many us-
ers), the KfW’s attention to the effective implemen-
tation of pesticide-related conditions and environ-

mental consequences is limited and problematic
(Pischke, personal communication, 1994). The KfW
has not yet financed any activities designed to dis-
pose of pesticides, but it is willing to respond posi-
tively to requests for assistance in doing so.

In regard to IPM, the KfW promotes the technol-
ogy in principal and prefers the approach, but it does
not have any permanent staff who are IPM experts
(Pischke, personal communication, 1994). The KfW
is a lending institution with limited responsibility for
technical assistance, so it cannot initiate IPM-related
activities unless they are part of one of the KfW’s
investment programs. For the same reason, the KfW
does not finance any training programs related to
IPM (Fleischer 1993), it has no plans to establish
policies or procedures for the development and use of
biological control agents, and it has not examined
how nonproject assistance affects opportunities to
introduce IPM as an alternative to increased reliance
on pesticides (KfW 1994a).

The GTZ’s Pest-Management Policies

The GTZ takes a pragmatic approach to the use of
pesticides. While recognizing that “it will not be
possible to renounce the use of chemical pesticides”
in developing countries (GTZ 1992b, 22), the GTZ
wants to ensure that such chemicals are used prop-
erly. Thus, when pesticides are used in the GTZ’s
projects, which is infrequent, it attempts to procure
them in accordance with the FAO’s Code of Conduct.
Factors other than price are thus considered in the
procurement process. These include product quality,
opportunities to reduce risks associated with use, the
pesticides’ appropriateness in the country of use, and
compliance with national and international regula-
tions governing pesticides (Kern 1994). To ensure
that pesticides procured through or with the GTZ’s
assistance are appropriate, the GTZ:

n provides clear technical specifications in tender
documents so that proposals can be compared
fairly and fully;

n purchases original products in original packag-
ing in ready-to-use formulations from manufac-
turers that have agreed to comply with require-
ments in the Code of Conduct;
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n provides only those pesticides that are registered
for use in the recipient country; and,

n attempts to ensure that the recipient establishes a
system to monitor postdelivery transport, stor-
age, and use (Kern 1994).

Appendix 2 provides the process and information
requirements that the GTZ imposes before tenderers
can procure pesticides using GTZ funds.

As noted above, an assessment of potential envi-
ronmental impacts will precede a decision to provide
pesticides as part of a GTZ project. If the assessment
forecasts potential negative impacts, then monitoring
and evaluation will be required, but no formal proce-
dures for these processes have been established
(Fleischer 1993)

The GTZ’s interest in pesticides is not limited to
their procurement. Through a range of projects, the
GTZ also emphasizes improved management of ex-
isting stocks, strengthening and improvement of pes-
ticide legislation in developing countries, enhance-
ment of these countries’ capabilities to monitor
pesticide residues, the disposal of outdated stocks,
and the remediation of areas contaminated by pesti-
cides (GTZ 1992b). Indeed, the GTZ is a pioneer in
the focus on pesticides. It began a pesticide service
project in 1973, and it continues into the 1990s. This
project has focused on pesticide quality and the con-
trol of residues, training programs, and assistance in
disposing outdated pesticides. In 1979, the GTZ es-
tablished a worldwide project on the production of
natural pesticides, especially neem. More recently, in
1991, the GTZ initiated a separate worldwide project
on the disposal of pesticides in developing countries,
which emphasizes the registration of aged stocks, the
development of suitable disposal techniques, assis-
tance to countries that wish to dispose of these stocks,
and methods or procedures to determine when pesti-
cides become obsolete. The disposal project is part of
the GTZ’s overall program on pesticide management.
Consequently, disposal operations are linked to pre-
ventive measures to avoid stocks of obsolete pesti-
cides in the future. The GTZ’s procedures for the
procurement of pesticides reflect this concern.

Finally, in early 1994, the GTZ initiated still an-
other pesticide project, this one focusing on the ef-
fects of pesticide subsidies in developing countries.
In-depth studies are to be conducted in several Afri-
can countries plus one in Asia and another in Latin
America.

Although GTZ recognizes the need and potential
dangers of pesticides, its preference is to rely on
biological rather than chemical controls. This has
been a long-standing preference; The GTZ has made
IPM a central theme of all of its agricultural projects
since 1981 (GTZ 1992c). From GTZ’s perspective,
chemical pesticides are acceptable for use in an IPM
approach only after:

trained local extension workers have made the associ-
ated risks and side-effects clear to the farmers. More-
over, crop protection chemicals may only be sprayed if
the safety guidelines stipulated in the FAO’s code of
behavior are observed when trading and using them. It
is also important for the pesticides to be of certified
quality and adequately labeled (GTZ 1992c).

GTZ is putting these principles into practice in
several countries. In the early 1990s, for example, the
GTZ had more than 40 plant and postharvest protec-
tion projects in developing countries. Several of the
projects focused specifically on IPM, with relevant
activities in such countries as Argentina, Egypt,
Madagascar, and Tanzania. The GTZ initiated a re-
gional project in East Africa on biological controls
for fruits and vegetables in late 1993. The GTZ had
initiated a research project on the integrated biologi-
cal control of locusts in 1989.

Rather than attempting to develop new IPM-related
techniques, the GTZ’s preference is to concentrate on
the implementation of existing methods and tech-
nologies. This approach has the advantage of low
cost, dependence on indigenous knowledge, and rela-
tive ease of implementation.

The GTZ’s considerable experience with pesticides
and IPM has provided its staff with a commendable
expertise on pest management in developing coun-
tries.38  Among the lessons it has learned, the GTZ’s
staff believes that for IPM to be successful, donor
agencies must focus on farmers and a bottom-up
approach as opposed to agricultural officials and a
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top-down approach (Röttger, personal communica-
tion, 1993). Despite this conclusion, the GTZ has
encountered some difficulties convincing farmers of
the merits of IPM because of problems in demonstrat-
ing the economic feasibility of the approach. To
counter this difficulty, the GTZ is encouraging edu-
cational efforts related to IPM among children in
some developing countries.

CONCLUSIONS

Germany’s assistance program clearly demonstrates
a comprehensive awareness of and commitment to
the need for appropriate oversight of the use of pes-
ticides in developing countries. Through a wide range
of long-term activities involving pest management,
Germany has developed a wealth of relevant experi-
ence from which other donors can benefit. This expe-
rience reflects a pragmatic and comprehensive ap-
proach to pest management. While recognizing that
pesticides have wide appeal in developing countries,
Germany’s assistance program emphasizes thorough

assessment of potential environmental impacts, care-
ful oversight of these impacts during project imple-
mentation, and increased reliance on IPM. In addi-
tion, the GTZ can point to a well-integrated
pest-management program. Through central manage-
ment and direction from its headquarters outside of
Frankfurt, the GTZ has initiated many relevant activi-
ties throughout the world.

Although other donors may have a general sense of
Germany’s emphasis on and successes with pest
management, much remains for these donors to learn
from Germany’s successes and accomplishments. This
conclusion suggests both the desirability of and the
opportunity for increased donor coordination in re-
gard to pest management, and Germany may wish to
assume a proactive role in initiating this collabora-
tion. Such an effort could lead productively to in-
creased concurrence among donors on policies for
the donation of pesticides, the linkages between policy
reforms and agricultural inputs, and opportunities to
encourage the integration of IPM into activities de-
signed to stimulate agricultural production.



27

5.  Japan

Several features of Japan’s foreign assistance deserve
attention and help to put its efforts into comparative
perspective. First and perhaps foremost, Japan’s role
in providing foreign assistance has changed rapidly.
In the first years of providing such assistance, in the
mid-1950s, Japan provided war-related reparations to
ten nations in Asia. More recently, the size and geo-
graphic scope of this program has broadened to the
point that Japan now provides some form of assis-
tance to more than 150 countries, probably more than
any other donor. Japan is the largest donor in more
than 30 countries and the second largest in more than
20. Asia has long been the largest beneficiary of
Japanese assistance; in contrast, Japanese aid to sub-
Saharan Africa is substantially below the average of
other major donors.

In addition to increasing its scope, Japan has also
increased dramatically the value of its assistance. In
the first two years of the 1980s, as an example, the
average amount of bilateral aid disbursed was $3.7
billion; in 1993, it was $11.3 billion. Japan has been
the world’s largest bilateral donor since 1991. Sig-
nificant further growth is anticipated; between 1993
and 1998, planned expenditures for development as-
sistance are expected to total $70 to $75 billion (Yen
Aid Watch 1994).

Second, a prevailing Japanese view has been that
development assistance should be devoted to activi-
ties that stimulate economic growth and encourage
private investment (as opposed to projects directed at
the elimination of poverty). Consequently, much of
Japan’s assistance has historically been provided for
large-scale infrastructure projects such as the con-
struction of dams, power plants, roads and railroads,
cement and fertilizer plants, and facilities for sewage
treatment and water supply. Furthermore, Japan dis-
tributes its bilateral assistance in response to specific
requests from recipients rather than initiating projects
and then deciding that they are appropriate for the
recipients. This request-based approach, in which

Japanese officials often participate, avoids the need
to spend considerable resources on the design and
development of projects, as typically occurs within
USAID. For the Japanese, their approach means that
their priorities for assistance coincide closely with
the recipients’ development policies. Equally impor-
tant, the approach means that responsibility for the
use of the assistance is given to the recipient (Hanabusa
1991).

Third, more so than any of the seventeen other
member countries of the OECD’s Development As-
sistance Committee (DAC), Japan devotes a greater
proportion of its bilateral assistance to loans than to
all other forms of assistance. Among all bilateral
assistance provided through these countries in 1991,
for example, more than 85 percent was in the form of
grants. In contrast, 60 percent of Japan’s aid was in
the form of loans in that year, and that percentage
represented a significant increase over the mid-1980s.
Japan’s rationale for this preference is straightfor-
ward. Japan is willing to assist countries to develop
economically, but it also believes that countries should
help themselves and must become self-reliant. The
repayment of loans demonstrates a commitment to
self-help, which is an important ingredient of eco-
nomic development, at least in the view of the Japa-
nese government.

Due to the preponderance of resources devoted to
loans, Japan lags most other DAC members in the
amounts allocated to technical cooperation. Whereas
France and Germany emphasize such cooperation,
Japan devotes considerably less attention to it, per-
haps because of language difficulties. Of the techni-
cal assistance that Japan does provide, most goes to
Asia.

Fourth, the administrative apparatus for Japan’s
development assistance is complex, at least for an
outside observer. On the one hand, there is no single
law or agency that governs Japan’s assistance pro-
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grams, supposedly because of opposition from the
government bureaucrats charged with administering
the assistance (Forrest 1991). There is also relatively
limited oversight from Japan’s Diet. The Diet allo-
cates resources to the appropriate ministries and then
allows these ministries substantial freedom in deter-
mining where the resources will go and how they will
be used (USAID 1992a). In addition, the Diet pro-
vides relatively little oversight and leaves most policy
making to the ministries, an approach that is consis-
tent with the powerful bureaucracies that exist in
Japan.39

These bureaucrats have traditionally devoted scant
attention to long-term strategies, development phi-
losophies, or country development plans. There are
several reasons for this, including Japan’s request-
based approach to assistance, a limited overseas pres-
ence (which is discussed below), and annual versus
long-term funding for many activities.

On the other hand, the structure of Japan’s foreign
assistance bureaucracy is potentially perplexing. In-
deed, this bureaucracy was described in the early
1990s as “the most complicated and confusing in the
world, the only system to have two main bilateral aid
agencies, directly overseen by four Cabinet-level
ministries, and influenced by a total of 16 ministries
and agencies” (Forrest 1991, 24). Among these min-
istries, the most important include the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs (MOFA), which attempts to coordi-
nate assistance policy, and the Ministry of Finance

(MOF), which has overall authority for the foreign-
assistance budget. Other key institutional actors in-
clude the Ministry of International Trade and Indus-
try (MITI) and the Economic Planning Agency (EPA).
In addition to these four cabinet-level entities, two
other organizations are involved with official devel-
opment assistance — the Japan International Coop-
eration Agency (JICA) and the Overseas Economic
Cooperation Fund (OECF). Table 5.1 presents a sim-
plified diagram of the relations among these institu-
tions.

The agencies included in Table 5.1 are responsible
for approximately 90 to 95 percent of Japan’s bilat-
eral assistance. More than a dozen other ministries
and agencies (e.g., the Ministries of Posts, Education,
and Labor, and the National Police Agency) control
the remainder.

Decisions about foreign assistance are highly cen-
tralized, and JICA’s and OECF’s overseas staffs have
limited authority in terms of project identification and
design. Combined with the request-based nature of
assistance, the highly centralized nature of Japan’s
assistance may provide some explanation for the
meager staff resources associated with the adminis-
tration of Japan’s assistance efforts, both in Japan and
overseas. Although Japan’s foreign-assistance bureau-
cracy has grown (and the OECF trails only the World
Bank in volume of loans), the increase has not kept
pace with the amount of assistance disbursed. In 1980,
slightly fewer than 1,200 people were involved in all

Table 5.1  Organizational Relations among Japanese Agencies with
Responsibility for Bilateral Assistance

Forms of Policy Negotiations with
Assistance Formulation Host Country Implementation

Technical cooperation MOFA in MOFA, Economic JICA
and most grant aid consultation with Cooperation Bureau

MOF

Loans MOFA, MOF, MITI, MOFA, Economic OECF (with
EPA Cooperation Bureau oversight from
(chaired by MOFA) EPA)
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aspects of the administration and implementation of
Japan’s bilateral and multilateral assistance. Eleven
years later, after a 250-percent increase in the amount
of assistance committed annually, the aid bureau-
cracy was less than 40 percent larger. As a conse-
quence the average Japanese aid employee managed
almost $9.2 million in assistance commitments in
1991 (compared to $3.7 million in 1980). For field
staff, the amounts are significantly higher.

Most people employed in the assistance program
work in Japan. The OECF has only 16 field offices,
all but three of which are located in developing coun-
tries. Less than 50 people staffed these field offices in
1991. Less than one-quarter of JICA’s one thousand
employees work in developing countries, so most of
the agency’s employees are administrators with little
or no experience in developing countries, especially
Africa. One consequence of this sparse staffing is that
nearly 100 countries that receive Japanese assistance
do not benefit from the presence of Japan’s foreign-
assistance professionals in JICA or the OECF. As
noted below, this situation has important implications
for Japanese donations of agricultural inputs.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL BASIS OF
JAPANESE ASSISTANCE

Japan announced in early 1991 that four guidelines
would govern the distribution of its foreign assis-
tance. These include efforts to promote democratiza-
tion and market economies, and unfavorable trends:
a) in military expenditures; b) in the development and
production of weapons of mass destruction; and c) in
the trade of military arms. The following year the
Japanese Cabinet approved an Official Development
Assistance Charter, which reinforces the guidelines
but which also adds a governing principle that “envi-
ronmental conservation and development should be
pursued in tandem.”

The Charter’s emphasis on the environment was
not Japan’s first or only substantive indication of
concern for that issue. Several years earlier the OECF
(1989) had published environmental guidelines in
which it noted that it had for several years considered

the potential environmental impacts of it loans. For
the purposes of this report, the guidelines have at
least two interesting features. First, rather than the
OECF’s application of the guidelines, they are in-
tended for use by prospective recipients and “cover
those environmental items which should be consid-
ered by the Borrower at the stages of project planning
and preparation....” (OECF 1989). The guidelines are
not mandatory and, consequently, reflect Japan’s belief
that it should not impose its political goals or policy
preferences on recipients (Hanabusa 1991). Policy
dialogue and persuasion are the preferred instruments.

Second, the guidelines are intended primarily for
large, capital projects, such as those noted above. Of
the 16 major sectors addressed, only one, irrigation,
is directly related to agriculture. The neglect of agri-
culture is not surprising. There are few opportunities
for large-scale agricultural infrastructure, and the
OECF commits only a small portion of its loans to
that sector. Moreover, few of these loans are granted
to nations in Africa. For these reasons, no further
attention is given to the OECF in this report.

JICA did not issue its environmental guidelines on
agricultural projects until late 1992 (JICA 1992). These
guidelines comprehensively discuss their application
to a wide range of site-specific development studies.
Such studies represent a discrete area of technical
cooperation for JICA and involve pre-investment stud-
ies that examine the feasibility of proposed projects
or the formulation of master plans for regional or
sectoral development. Although the guidelines rec-
ognize that increased use of agrichemicals can have
negative environmental consequences, the guidelines
do not apply to the Japanese program that provides
agricultural inputs to developing nations.

GRANT AID FOR INCREASED FOOD
PRODUCTION

Japan’s foreign assistance takes many forms. Among
these, the most relevant to the present discussion is
Japan’s Grant Aid Program. Through this program,
Japan provides financial assistance in nine catego-
ries, including aid for food, fisheries, cultural activi-
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ties, debt and disaster relief, and increased food pro-
duction.

A brief review of the development of the latter
grant program puts it into perspective and explains its
rationale. During the mid 1960s, international nego-
tiations on trade under the auspices of the General
Agreement on Trade and Tariffs were informally
called the Kennedy Round. One component of these
negotiations focused on international trade in grains,
including that with developing countries. In an effort
to ensure that exports did not have a negative effect
on agricultural production or the international trade
of these countries, sixteen developed countries, in-
cluding Japan, devised a Food Aid Convention in
1967 (JICA 1994a). Subsequent international agree-
ments on food aid were negotiated in 1971 and 1980.

Under the terms of these agreements, the signatory
nations agreed to provide certain minimum amounts
of grains to developing countries each year. Due to
Japan’s situation as a net importer of food, however,
Japan was allowed to meet part of its annual obliga-
tion by providing funds that developing nations could
use to purchase grain on the world market. To comple-
ment its food aid program, Japan established a grant
program for increased food production in 1977; this
program is often referred to as 2KR aid, after the
Second Kennedy Round of trade negotiations.
Through its 2KR program, Japan offers such agricul-
tural inputs as fertilizers, agricultural chemicals, and
farm machinery to developing nations in Asia, Af-
rica, and Latin America.

Japan’s rationale for this grant program is straight-
forward. The desire to strengthen agriculture in de-
veloping countries reflects Japan’s historical experi-
ence as well as its relatively high ratio of population
to agricultural land. In John Mellor’s (1989, 9) view,
as an illustration, “Japan is the classic case of the use
of agricultural development to transform an economy
from one that is low income and primarily agricul-
tural into a major industrial power.” Japan achieved
and maintains this success despite severe limitations
on the availability of agricultural land. In the face of
a high population density, agricultural extensification
is unrealistic. Intensification, in contrast, has been the
chosen route to increased production. To achieve this

intensification, Japan relies heavily on pesticides, and
its farmers use far more per hectare to grow rice than
all other nations in Asia to achieve about the same
level of productivity (Szmedra 1994; Gallagher, per-
sonal communication, 1994).

The 2KR program also reflects Japan’s view that it
should assist developing nations to achieve their goals.
Thus, since shortages of food are typical in many
developing countries, Japan seeks ways to assist local
efforts to increase productivity. If productivity can be
increased, then many shortages can be alleviated.
From Japan’s perspective, therefore, low productiv-
ity is partly due to an absence of sufficient inputs into
the production process. Japan’s response to this situ-
ation has been to provide such inputs, including pes-
ticides. The explicit assumption inherent in this re-
sponse is that increased agricultural production is at
least partially dependent on the use of pesticides. In
the words of one recent report, agricultural produc-
tion cannot be increased “without a certain amount of
pesticide application” (JICA 1994c, 1; see also JICA
1993, 1).

The Operationalization of the 2KR Program

The key issues associated with the 2KR program
involve the selection of recipients, the kinds of pes-
ticides provided to them, and the environmental im-
plications associated with the use of the pesticides.
These issues are addressed in the sections that follow.

Selection of Potential Recipients

In order to be eligible for participation in Japan’s
2KR program, potential recipients must be “making
self-reliant efforts to increase food production” (JICA
1994b). Once this initial criterion is met, four other
factors are considered:

n the situation of supply and demand for staple
foods and agricultural inputs;

n the past record of agricultural commodities that
Japan has supplied;

n whether the donated products will be used in an
“effective way in accordance with a well-defined
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plan for increasing the country’s food produc-
tion” (JICA 1994a); and,

n relations between Japan and the potential recipi-
ent.

Between 1988 and 1993, 60 countries received
some 2KR aid, although not necessarily in each year.
Japan has suspended aid to some countries (e.g.,
Liberia, Sierra Leone, and Zaire) because of political
turmoil, violations of human rights, or excessive mili-
tary expenditures. Of the 60 countries, most are in
sub-Saharan Africa (35); Asia has the second largest
number of recipients, with 13 countries receiving
2KR aid. The value of the aid ranged from ¥150
million per year to as much as ¥3.15 billion per year.
The four largest recipients are Asian nations — Phil-
ippines, Sri Lanka, Indonesia, and Pakistan. The data
in Table 5.2 illustrate the regional distribution of this
aid between 1988 and 1993.

Requesting Assistance

Many nations are potential recipients of Japanese
assistance, including Grant Aid for Increased Food
Production, but only nations specifically requesting
assistance receive it. In Japan’s view, this approach
insures that the activities associated with assistance
reflect the recipient’s priorities rather than the donor’s.
As Koppel and Orr (1993, 9) have asserted, however,
this approach “allows Japanese companies to advise
the recipient government as to which kind of funding,
grants, [and] concessional or non-concessional loans,
Tokyo would be most willing to provide.”40  Some
anecdotal evidence supports this view; several people
interviewed alleged that Japanese pesticide manufac-
turers solicit potential orders from recipients of 2KR
aid. These claims are not readily substantiated. The
proportion of Japan’s total pesticide exports to sub-
Saharan Africa represents less than 5 percent of all of
its pesticide exports (Szmedra 1994),41 but Kuroda
(1993) reports that 2KR aid accounts for 90 percent
of these exports to Africa.

Whatever the source of encouragement for requests
for 2KR aid, the Japanese government insists that it
provides only products that these nations have iden-

tified, requested, and justified.42 It is equally impor-
tant to note, however, that Japan facilitates the pro-
cess by which countries identify the agricultural in-
puts they would like to receive.

Japanese embassies provide prospective recipients
with a “Standard List,” which identifies almost 40
fertilizers and nearly 150 different pesticides (in over
340 formulations) that can be requested. In order to
be on the list, a pesticide must be registered with
Japan’s Ministry of Agriculture, Forests, and Fisher-
ies. The toxicological data required to register a pes-
ticide in Japan are comparable to the requirements in
most other developed countries, including France,
Germany, the United Kingdom, and the United States.
In notable contrast, however, the same cannot be said
in regard to test data on the environmental fate of
pesticides or their potential environmental impacts on
wildlife and nontarget organisms (U.S. General Ac-
counting Office 1993a). As an illustration, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office’s survey in 1992 of the regis-
tration requirements of 18 OECD countries found
that 17 required data from environmental degradation
studies, 16 from mobility studies, 14 from dissipation
field studies, and 9 from accumulation studies. Japan
does not require any of these tests before a pesticide
can be registered. Similarly, Japan is the only nation
among the 18 that does not require any ecotoxicity
studies, which are used to estimate a pesticide’s po-
tential impacts on nontarget species, including birds,
mammals, aquatic vertebrates, and pollinators (U.S.
General Accounting Office 1993a).

The Standard List, which is not intended to be exhaus-
tive, provides an interesting mix of pesticides. None of
the pesticides on the Standard List are in WHO’s class
Ia, which is reserved for “extremely hazardous” pesti-
cides. In contrast, the list contains many pesticides that
WHO places in class Ib, which is reserved for products
that are “highly hazardous.” Among the Ib pesticides on
Japan’s Standard List are edifenphos, a fumigant, zinc
phosphide, a rodenticide, and eleven insecticides:
benfuracarb, carbofuran, dichlorvos, fenthion,
isofenphos, isoxathion, methidathion, methomyl,
monocrotophos, oxamyl, and thiometon.

The inclusion of these pesticides on the Standard
List, which one JICA official referred to as a “shop-
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ping list,” is potentially troublesome. When used in
developed countries, pesticides in class Ib typically
have stringent restrictions placed on their use. When
they are used, only specially trained and certified
applicators are normally allowed to apply the prod-
ucts, and then usually only with protective clothing or
equipment. Indeed, the Ib pesticides are so poten-
tially harmful that the World Bank (1985b, 2) con-
tends “that under no circumstances should [class I
pesticides] be made available for use by small farm-
ers or the general public.” The FAO (1994) similarly
recommends that small farmers or untrained workers
in developing countries not use any Ib insecticides
under any circumstances. The FAO’s Code of Con-
duct (1990, 13) further recommends that: “Pesticides
whose handling and application require the use of
uncomfortable and expensive protective clothing and
equipment should be avoided, especially in cases of
small scale users in tropical climates.”

The FAO is more tolerant of the use of Ib fumigants
and rodenticides but only under extenuating circum-
stances, “provided that adequate precautions can be
taken for safe handling and that use will occur under
strictly controlled and supervised conditions involv-
ing trained operators” (FAO 1994). Considerable
evidence (e.g., Szmedra 1994; Matteson and Meltzer

1994a, 1994b; Meltzer, Matteson, and Knausenberger
1994) suggests that many farmers in developing ar-
eas, especially in Africa, do not or cannot meet these
expectations. Given this situation, there is cause for
concern. Pesticides provided through the 2KR pro-
gram are explicitly intended for small-scale farmers
and production intended for domestic consumption
(e.g., rice, maize, beans, and potatoes), not large-
scale agricultural operations producing crops for ex-
port (Abe, personal communication, 1994). Perhaps
because of the FAO’s recommendations and more
general concerns about the effects of Ib pesticides,
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Economic
Cooperation Bureau decided against further donation
of such pesticides, beginning in fiscal year 1993. A
panel of experts that JICA (1994d; Hemmi, personal
communication, 1994) convened recently concluded
as well that it is “inappropriate” for JICA to purchase
pesticides in class Ib.

In addition to the Ib pesticides, the Standard List
contains other pesticides whose use in the United
States has been restricted (e.g., alachlor,
dichloropropene, fenitrothion, methyl bromide, plus
several class Ib pesticides). At least seven pesticides
on the List (i.e., ametryn, butachlor, carbosulfan,
ethofenprox, fluazifop butyl, propineb, and thiometon)

Table 5.2  Regional Distribution of Japan’s Grant Aid for Increased Food Production,
FY 1998-1993 (Hundred Million Yen)

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 % change
          1988-1993

Asia 132.00 113.00  99.00 100.00 102.00 100.50 +23.9
Africa  97.07  95.42 110.00 126.00 114.00 129.50 +33.4
Middle East  21.50  24.00  21.00  20.00  24.00  16.00 - 25.6
Latin America  25.00  24.50  28.50  28.00  30.00  34.00 +36.0
Oceania  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -

Total 275.57 256.92 260.34 275.50 270.00 280.00

No. of
Countries 38 43 52 51 49 48

Source: JICA, personal communication, 1994

Note: The Middle East includes Egypt, Sudan, Syria, and Yemen; Africa includes only those nations in sub-Saharan
Africa; Oceania includes only Western Samoa.
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are not registered for use and cannot be sold in the
United States.43 At least 18 other pesticides on the list
(including captan, chlorothalonil, cyanazine,
dimethoate, metolachlor, propiconazole, thiodicarb,
and trifluralin) have been identified as probable or
potential carcinogens (International Access Corpora-
tion, 1994).

A far larger number of pesticides on the Standard
List are pesticides that the WHO (1994) places in
class II, which is reserved for active ingredients that
are moderately hazardous. Despite their less harmful
nature, the FAO (1994, 3) recommends that class II
pesticides be provided to developing countries “only
if it can be demonstrated that users adhere to the
necessary precautionary measures” and: “The pro-
curing agency may require, as a condition of the
contract for the supply of such formulations, that
there be adequate supervision at all stages of trans-
port to the final destination and/or storage location.”

Once a potential recipient decides what it would
like to receive through the 2KR program, a formal
request is submitted through diplomatic channels to
the Japanese embassy, which then forwards the re-
quest to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Tokyo. In
addition to identifying the desired products, the re-
quest must detail the condition of agriculture and
food production in the country, identify the target
areas of the aid, and provide reasons for the selection
of the desired inputs. If the request is deemed suit-
able, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs seeks approval
from the Japanese Cabinet. After the Cabinet’s ap-
proval, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs arranges an
“exchange of notes” with the recipient country. The
notes outline the terms of the donation and the recipi-
ent country’s responsibilities. These responsibilities
are largely procedural rather than substantive. As an
illustration, a typical responsibility includes the re-
quirement that a recipient government ensure the
unloading and customs clearance of the products.
Such notes also require, however, that the recipient
maintain and use properly the products provided.

Until an exchange of notes is completed, JICA has
only an advisory role; all negotiations and delibera-
tions about responding to a request are in the hands of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Machida, personal

communication, 1994). Although JICA may be in-
volved with the field survey that assesses the need for
the requested inputs, JICA’s involvement with imple-
mentation begins only after an exchange of notes and
an agreement that Japan will provide the inputs.

Procurement

Once an exchange of notes has occurred, the recipient
government can issue a tender notice. Although some
Japanese critics (e.g., Kuroda 1993) have complained
that the 2KR program is a poorly disguised means of
subsidizing the export of Japanese agrichemicals, any
company manufacturing pesticides in a member coun-
try of the OECD can respond to a tender notice (Abe,
personal communication, 1994).44 Thus, only about
half of all pesticides provided through the 2KR pro-
gram in recent years were produced in Japan; the rest
came from Europe and the United States, at least
according to JICA’s staff.

Once a supplier has been identified and has pro-
vided the products, JICA arranges payment to the
supplier. At the same, however, the recipient country
is obligated to set aside an amount of local currency
that is equal to at least two-thirds of the value of the
Japanese donation. These counterpart funds are to be
used for agricultural development projects within the
recipient country after consultation with Japanese
officials. These funds can be used to purchase addi-
tional agricultural inputs. In Kuroda’s (1993) opin-
ion, however, there is considerable uncertainty about
how the counterpart funds are used; he believes that
follow-up studies are rarely conducted. JICA’s own
analyses suggest much the same. In one report (JICA
1994d), a panel of experts recommended the develop-
ment of more detailed plans on the use of counterpart
funds. Existing plans, the panel noted, are not suffi-
ciently accurate to “facilitate the effective and effi-
cient use” of the funds.

Distribution of Pesticides

Once the donated pesticides arrive in the recipient
country, the host government assumes all responsi-
bility for their storage, sale, distribution, and dis-
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posal. The price is determined in consultation with
the Japanese government, presumably through dis-
cussions with officials at the Japanese embassy.
Matteson and Meltzer’s (1994b) research in Kenya,
which included interviews with JICA staff in Nairobi,
found that the donated pesticides are sold at heavily
subsidized prices. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs’
internal evaluations of 2KR assistance indicate the
same. One such evaluation (Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs 1993, 35) noted that pesticides donated to
Mozambique “are sold to small farmers at cheap
prices” through that country’s Ministry of Agricul-
ture.45

Whatever the means of distribution, the volume of
donated pesticides can be large, particularly in sub-
Saharan Africa. For example, between April 1, 1992,
and March 31, 1993, which corresponds with Japan’s
1992 fiscal year, 49 countries received a total of ¥27
billion in 2KR aid. Of this amount, slightly over ¥7.1
billion (or about $57 million) was used to purchase
pesticides; ¥7.2 billion for agricultural machinery;
and the remainder for fertilizers. As the data in Table
2 indicate, however, the proportion of this aid de-
voted to pesticides in Africa is far in excess of the
average, which was 26.4 percent. In fact, nearly half
of all 2KR aid to sub-Saharan Africa in 1992 (or
about $44 million) was used to procure pesticides. Of
all the program’s money devoted to pesticides through-
out the world in that year, more than three-quarters
was spent to acquire pesticides for use in that region.
Twenty-six countries in sub-Saharan Africa requested
pesticides in fiscal year 1992, and all but one request
was honored, although not necessarily for each spe-
cific item in the request.

The major explanation for the preponderance of
donated pesticides in Africa reflects the nature of the
process associated with requests for 2KR aid. If a
country does not request pesticides, it will not receive
them. African nations almost always request pesti-
cides; Asian nations rarely do so. Kuroda (1993)
suggests that among the nine Asian recipients of 2KR
aid in 1991, only Laos and China requested pesti-
cides. The Philippines, which is, by far, the largest
single recipient of 2KR aid, has not requested any
pesticides in many years.

In JICA’s estimation, Japan donated about one-
quarter of all pesticides imported into sub-Saharan
Africa in the early 1990s. In several countries, how-
ever, JICA officials believe that the volume of 2KR
pesticides constitute as much as 50 to 75 percent of
total pesticide imports. Other evidence
(Knausenberger, personal communication, 1994) sug-
gests that in some African countries the percentage
may be even higher. In addition, the value of Japa-
nese donations vastly exceeds the FAO’s estimate of
the total value of all pesticides imported into some of
these countries. African countries receiving the larg-
est value of donated pesticides from Japan include
Senegal (with an estimated donated value of $4.7
million in 1992), Mozambique ($4.1 million), and
Côte d’Ivoire ($3.7 million). Other major recipients,
in order of the value of pesticides received, include
Niger, Uganda, Burundi, and Cameroon.

Monitoring the Use and Environmental Impacts of
Donated Pesticides

Although Japanese agencies with responsibility for
foreign assistance have developed requirements for
environmental assessments in many substantive ar-
eas, Grant Aid for Increased Food Production is not
among them. In some respects this is surprising. Japa-
nese officials, including those within JICA and the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, are aware that pesticides
have potential adverse effects on the environment
(JICA 1994d). As an illustration, JICA’s in-house
journal on development issues, Technology and De-
velopment, published an article (Hashimoto 1990)
summarizing the recommendations of the OECD’s
Environment Committee (OECD 1986). The com-
mittee had prepared guidelines for the environmental
assessment of development assistance projects. De-
velopment projects most in need of environmental
assessments, observed the committee, include those
involving substantial changes in farming and the in-
troduction of agricultural chemicals. Without provid-
ing an explanation, Hashimoto (1990, 14) identified
these areas as ones “likely to be subject to great
resistance domestically as projects or programs most
in need of environmental assessments as in the case
of developing countries.” During discussions with
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JICA officials (Abe, personal communication, 1994),
there was an acknowledgment that pesticides can
cause undesirable environmental impacts. Nonethe-
less, these officials emphasized that if a receiving
country concludes that a pesticide’s use is environ-
mentally acceptable, then JICA (and, by extension,
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs) accepts such a judg-
ment.46 In the words of one senior official within
JICA, “We can’t get into any information on how
pesticides affect the environment.”

More broadly, Japan’s stance on the assessment of
the potential environmental implications of pesticides
raises larger issues about the overall monitoring of
actual consequences. In addition to environmental
effects, for example, pesticides can cause problems
with human health. Arguably as well, donor agencies
will want to ensure that their assistance is used both

wisely and appropriately. To do so, many donor agen-
cies require the establishment of some kind of moni-
toring system, conduct periodic evaluations, and re-
quire reports that relate goals and accomplishments.
Among the donor agencies examined in this report,
USAID’s monitoring and evaluation requirements may
be the most comprehensive; Japan’s may be the least
comprehensive, at least in regard to its Grant Aid for
Increased Food Production.

On the one hand, before responding to requests for
other forms of assistance, for example, JICA officials
(or consultants working for JICA) will visit the nation
that has made the request to discuss it with officials
of the host government and to prepare a design study
“in order to compile an optimum draft proposal nec-
essary for the implementation of the grant aid project”
(JICA 1994e). Only infrequently are such visits con-

Table 5.3  Actual (FY 1991, 1992) and Estimated (FY 1990, 1993) Distribution by
Region and Input of 2KR Aid (in billion Yen, except where indicated)

Sub-Saharan Middle Latin Grand
Asia Africa East America Total        US$(mil)

Pesticides

1990 .55 4.85  .81  .43 6.79 47.2
1991 .56 5.56  .78  .42 7.18 54.2
1992 .48 5.52  .87  .27 7.14 57.0
1993 .47 6.28  .58  .31 7.39 67.2

Fertilizers

1990 6.27 3.89  .38 1.88 12.44  86.4
1991 6.33 4.46  .37 1.84 13.17  99.5
1992 6.93 4.13  .20 1.37 12.64 100.7
1993 6.82 4.69  .13 1.56 13.10 119.1

Agricultural Machinery

1990 3.07 2.24   .90  .54 6.74 46.8
1991 3.10 2.57   .86  .53 7.14 53.9
1992 2.78 1.75 1.33 1.35 7.21 57.5
1993 2.73 1.98   .89 1.53 7.48 68.0

Source: Computed from data provided by JICA

Note: Annual totals may not equal grand totals due to rounding. Totals for FY 1990 and 1991 include small amounts for
Western Samoa, which are not reflected in regional totals. Estimates for FY 1990 and 1993 are based on percentage
distributions for adjacent years. Regions are the same as those defined in Table 5.2.
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ducted before pesticides are provided (Kuroda 1993).
Similarly, there is no evidence that JICA conducts an
assessment of the potential environmental risks asso-
ciated with the pesticides it donates or that Japan
imposes any (environmental) conditionalities on the
recipients of pesticides (Machida, personal commu-
nication, 1994). JICA’s Technical Committee on In-
creased Food Production (JICA 1994d) has recom-
mended that all countries that receive pesticides from
Japan be requested to manage them in accordance
with the FAO’s Code of Conduct (FAO 1990).

On the other hand, it appears that Japan defers
almost completely to the recipient governments’
monitoring and evaluation, to the extent that such
activities occur.47 Recipient governments are re-
quested to monitor and evaluate the progress of their
2KR grants and to provide annual reports to Japan’s
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. JICA (1994b) suggests
that these reports, which are often submitted with
requests for new 2KR assistance, discuss:

n the “distribution record” of the donated inputs;

n a utilization and maintenance record for agricul-
tural machinery;

n data on how the donated inputs have contributed
to increased food production; and,

n the amount of money in the counterpart fund.

The panel of JICA experts referred to above (JICA
1994d) noted that some countries have not provided
even this rudimentary information, perhaps because
“it is difficult to monitor the conditions of distribu-
tion and use.” Among reports that have been re-
ceived, the panel considers some to be insufficient. In
response, the panel encouraged the Japanese govern-
ment to monitor more actively the use of pesticides it
donates to developing countries. The proposed method
of doing so is to have field surveys conducted in each
recipient country every five years. The field survey
team would examine the countries’ national agricul-
tural development plans, discuss the need for agricul-
tural inputs with officials of the host country, and
then make recommendations for 2KR aid for the next
five-year period. If the survey teams finds that pesti-
cides have been used inappropriately, then the teams

can recommend that further donations of pesticides
be terminated. JICA planned such visits to about ten
African countries in 1994 (Abe, personal communi-
cation, 1994).

Other evidence suggests that Japan’s experience
with pesticides is not environmentally atypical. Nearly
40 percent of the “environmental monitors” from
Japan’s Environment Agency believed that the envi-
ronment did not receive full consideration in assis-
tance activities; another one-fifth believes that Japan’s
assistance is destructive to the environment in devel-
oping countries (Yen Aid Watch 1994).

JICA’s relative lack of emphasis on monitoring and
evaluation is not unexpected, given the history and
perspective of Japanese foreign assistance. As noted
earlier, JICA is a small agency without a large field
presence. Unlike USAID, which infrequently pro-
vides assistance to countries in which it does not have
a presence, Japan typically provides 2KR aid to many
countries without JICA offices or staffs. In sub-Sa-
haran Africa, for example, there were 28 recipients of
2KR aid in 1993, but only 12 JICA offices. Four of
these were established to coordinate the dispatch of
Japan’s Overseas Cooperation Volunteers. Even when
JICA does have a field presence, it tends to be small.
In late 1987, as an illustration, the largest JICA office
in Africa, in Nairobi, had only six people; JICA
offices in Ethiopia, Ghana, Nigeria, and Malawi had
one person each in that year (Inukai 1993).

One consequence of such organizational arrangements
is that many of the Japanese officials with responsibility
for foreign assistance have little familiarity with eco-
logical and environmental conditions in developing
countries. Thus, some large recipients of 2KR aid, such
as Mozambique, receive, store, formulate, repackage,
distribute, use, and dispose of donated pesticides from
Japan in the absence of any oversight or monitoring by
JICA. In such situations, JICA officials in Tokyo must
rely on the good graces of their colleagues in Japanese
embassies, where such embassies exist in recipient coun-
tries. Some evidence suggests that this is the case; sev-
eral JICA officials noted their dependence on Japanese
embassies for information on the use of 2KR donations,
including pesticides. This arrangement has led to what
Nuscheler (1992, 29) labels as “serious quality flaws” in
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Japan’s monitoring and final evaluation of its foreign
assistance projects. In a comparative study of other
donor programs, USAID (1992a, D23) cites Japan’s
foreign assistance program as having “fairly weak project
evaluation, primarily aimed at cost effectiveness.” Forrest
(1989) provides a similar assessment when he notes that
when the Ministry of Foreign Affairs conducts an evalu-
ation of a foreign assistance activity, no social or envi-
ronmental factors are considered. Equally important,
many of these evaluations are brief. It is not unusual for
an evaluation team, which may include only one person,
to assess three or four multiyear loans and projects in
two countries in two weeks or less.

Japan’s outlook on monitoring and evaluation is
also reflective of its view that foreign assistance is
provided to sovereign entities. As Lewis (1993, 38)
observes, Japan is a “strong defender of the principles
of sovereignty and nonintervention.” In respect of
this sovereignty, Japan typically minimizes the at-
tachment of substantive conditions to its assistance
on the presumption that such efforts would represent
unwelcome meddling in the domestic affairs of other
nations (USAID 1992a). From an American perspec-
tive, the Japanese may exercise this deference to the
extreme. In an assessment of other donor programs,
for example, USAID cites an instance in the mid
1980s when allegations of corruption with Japan’s
foreign assistance to the Philippines prompted some
members of Japan’s parliament to propose audits for
all activities funded through assistance. The Ministry
of Foreign Affairs rejected the proposal, and the as-
sessment (USAID 1992a, D23) observed that many
Japanese legislators “believe that Japan should have
no interest in how a recipient uses aid funds unless
corruption has occurred.”

Moreover, whereas other donors often have ideo-
logical strings attached to their assistance, Japan’s
emphasis has, until recently, focused on the develop-
ment of commercial opportunities for its business
community, which is not surprising for a nation short
of natural resources and heavily dependent on ex-
ports.48 Finally, as many other donors have discov-
ered, project aid, such as that provided through JICA
and the 2KR program, is rarely an effective instru-
ment for inducing changes in policy (Lewis 1993).

CAMBODIA: A CASE STUDY

No single source of information is available that
summarizes the operation of the 2KR program in
individual countries, thus it is difficult to describe
how all the “pieces” of the program fit together. One
exception is found in Cambodia, where the contro-
versial nature of Japanese grant aid has led to consid-
erable attention from the media and from NGOs in
Japan and Cambodia. JICA’s experience in Cambo-
dia may not be illustrative of how the program is
administered in other countries, but the experience is
at least suggestive of the process.

Japan did not provide any grant aid to Cambodia in
the mid or late 1980s and did not consider doing so
until it received a request for assistance from
Cambodia’s Ministry of Agriculture in February 1992
(Hadfield 1993; Kuroda 1993). Once the request was
received, the Japanese government moved quickly to
respond. JICA dispatched an assessment team to
Cambodia in March and April 1992, to ascertain how
the requested items would support the country’s ag-
ricultural efforts. This assessment did not involve
consideration of potential environmental effects or
the appropriateness of the pesticides for Cambodia’s
agricultural system (Kuroda 1993). As a spokesper-
son for the Ministry of Agriculture noted, his col-
leagues recognized that the use of pesticides can have
negative effects on the environment, “but there’s been
no research or monitoring of the impact — there’s no
institution here [in Cambodia] to test the pesticides”
(Fahn and Colm 1993, 1, 12). After the initial visit, an
exchange of notes occurred in May 1992, and this
was followed in June with another visit to arrange
and facilitate implementation of the aid. The first
shipments arrived in March 1993.

The grant-aid package totaled ¥500 million (or about
$3.78 million dollars at the exchange rate in effect at
that time). In addition to fertilizers and agricultural
machinery, the Ministry of Agriculture requested
30,000 liters of three insecticides, diazinon,
fenitrothion, and fenvalerate, all for use on rice, plus
spraying equipment with which to apply the pesti-
cides.
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The WHO places all three insecticides in class II,
which indicates that they are “moderately hazard-
ous.”49 Regardless of their classification, Japan’s
decision to provide the insecticides sparked consider-
able attention and opposition (e.g., Fahn and Colm
1993; Hadfield 1993; Mallet 1993). Japanese NGOs
claimed that Cambodia was an ill-suited recipient of
the pesticides. To buttress their case, these NGOs
noted that Cambodia had neither legislation govern-
ing pesticides nor any effective means for insuring
their safe use; the Ministry of Agriculture was alleged
to be corrupt and barely functioning (Mallet 1993).
The NGOs gained the support of the FAO’s Inter-
country Programme for Integrated Pest Control in
Rice in South and Southeast Asia, which questioned
the merits of using pesticides on rice in Cambodia.
Indeed, the director of the FAO program (Kenmore
1992, 2) argued to his superiors that the level of pests
in Cambodia was within tolerable levels and was
expected to stay that way “unless the ecology is put
into imbalance with the incorrect use of pesticides.”
He further noted that diazinon and fenitrothion are
organophosphates whose use requires protective cloth-
ing to prevent adverse effects on humans’ nervous
systems. As Kenmore explained, however, such cloth-
ing would be so uncomfortable to wear in tropical
climates that the pesticides “cannot be applied safely
by small farmers” (Mallet 1993). Perhaps because of
similar concerns, Indonesia banned the use of both
pesticides in many formulations for use on rice in
1986 (Gallagher, personal communication, 1994).

When representatives of the Japanese NGOs pressed
their Ministry of Foreign Affairs to explain how the
three pesticides were chosen, the NGOs were told
that the ministry had not been involved in the selec-
tion process; that task had been the Cambodian’s
(Kuroda 1993). Similarly, Japanese government offi-
cials explained that they did not have responsibility
for the distribution or safe handling of the pesticides;
that too was left to the Cambodians (Mallet 1993).
The NGOs were unsuccessful in convincing the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs to halt the shipment of pesti-
cides to Cambodia, but ministry officials did agree to
study the issue (Muccio 1993).

In response to concern about the donated pesti-
cides, the Ministry of Agriculture decided to store the
pesticides until a training campaign could take place.
Despite a belief that Cambodia already had sufficient
expertise, the Japanese government elected to pro-
vide training on the safe use of pesticides to three
Cambodians (Hadfield 1993). Soon thereafter, the
Japanese ambassador to Cambodia asked his govern-
ment to delay further shipments of pesticides until
JICA sent agricultural experts to Cambodia to assist
in explaining how the pesticides should be used.

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and JICA initially
defended their actions, but an internal review of the
Cambodian program caused these agencies to alter
their perspectives. After conducting field research in
Cambodia in late 1993, JICA acknowledged that send-
ing pesticides to the country had been a mistake
(Mainichi Daily News 1994). Citing the absence of
laws controlling pesticide use and farmers’ beliefs
that pesticides are not required for rice, Japan decided
to suspend further shipments. For pesticides already
provided, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs indicated
that it would monitor their use closely.

The reader is again reminded that Japan’s experi-
ence in Cambodia may not be subject to generaliza-
tion elsewhere. Nonetheless, the experience has caused
both officials within JICA and the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs to reconsider their policies and the re-
sponsibilities associated with donating pesticides to
developing countries. Some FAO officials openly
criticized the effort, and disparaging commentaries
appeared in magazines or newspapers in Japan, Cam-
bodia, Thailand, and the United Kingdom. Officials
from JICA and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs found
themselves on the defensive in interviews with the
news media and at several well-publicized meetings
in Japan. Whether the Cambodian experience brings
about any change in the 2KR program remains to be
seen.
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OTHER PESTICIDE-RELATED
INITIATIVES

Training

In recognition of the need to use pesticides safely,
JICA has recently begun an annual training program
devoted to the safe use of pesticides (JICA 1993).
The four-week course, which is presented in English,
is intended to improve the effectiveness of adminis-
trative systems designed to ensure safe use of pesti-
cides and officials who are responsible for the imple-
mentation of such systems. The 1994 training session,
which took place at the offices of Japan’s Society of
the Agricultural Chemical Industry in Tokyo, de-
voted one week to each the following topics:

n pesticide administration, including law, regula-
tions, and administrative measures for the safe
use of pesticides;

n safety assessments of pesticides and environmen-
tal protection;

n pesticides in general, including discussion of the
types of pesticides, development and manufac-
ture of safe products, and safe transportation;
and,

n a visit and field tour to an agricultural chemical
inspection station.

A review of the course prospectus does not indicate
that any attention was devoted to alternatives means
of pest management, such as integrated pest manage-
ment.

Integrated Pest Management

No Japanese agency involved with foreign assistance
appears to have devoted much attention to opportuni-
ties to increase reliance on IPM. For example, when
asked in mid-1994 if JICA had funded any projects or
activities that encourage the use of IPM, agency of-
ficials were not able to provide any examples.50 Like-
wise, these officials were not able to indicate whether
JICA or the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has a policy
on the relative role of IPM. Discussions with mem-

bers of several Japanese NGOs that monitor Japan’s
foreign assistance and one FAO official familiar with
this assistance suggest similar conclusions, namely
that Japan cannot point to many of its own IPM-
related efforts. Research on donor programs and pes-
ticides in several African countries reached the same
conclusion (e.g., Matteson and Meltzer 1994a, 1994b;
Meltzer, Matteson, and Knausenberger 1994).

In spite of this relative lack of information, it is still
possible to gain a sense of JICA’s perspective on IPM
through a review of a brief report on rice production
and IPM in Indonesia (JICA 1994c). With the FAO’s
support, many of the rice-growing nations of South-
east Asia have attempted to reduce their use of pes-
ticides on rice. In many instances, such reductions
have occurred while production has remained stable
or even increased. Considerable research in the re-
gion, especially by the International Rice Research
Institute (IRRI) (e.g., Rola and Pingali 1993), reveals
that the use of some pesticides on rice fields can
produce a resurgence of pests and frequent large-
scale infestations of previously unimportant pests such
as brown plant hoppers (BPH). Rola and Pingali thus
recommended that national governments should im-
pose stringent restrictions on resurgence-inducing
pesticides for use in rice production. When Indonesia
banned the use of more than 50 pesticides, including
the three donated to Cambodia (Hadfield 1993), in
1986, pesticide use declined as did infestations of
BPH. In contrast, production continued to increase,
and increasingly large numbers of farmers in Indone-
sia now rely on IPM. It is significant to note that IRRI
now considers the use of insecticides in tropical Asian
rice to be unnecessary in normal years (Rola and
Pingali 1993).

JICA’s reaction to this experience may be instructive.
In a brief report reviewing this experience (JICA 1994c),
the authors reject the hypothesized relation between
pesticide use and outbreaks of BPH. In their estimation,
the prevention of a predicted infestation of BPH in
Indonesia in 1987 was due less to IPM than to the use
of buprofezin, an insecticide that Japan provided. Fur-
thermore, the authors note, even if a farmer prefers to
rely on IPM, such reliance is “not realistic” without
pesticides. As the authors concluded, although IPM is a
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“desirable and ideal model,” the practical application of
IPM is yet to be established because of the many prob-
lems associated with it. One such problem, the authors
indicate, is that alternative pest management strategies
to replace insecticides are still being developed. As the
chairman of JICA’s Technical Committee on Increased
Food Production similarly noted (Hemmi, personal com-
munication, 1994), the achievements associated with
IPM to date are far short of what is required to provide
adequate supplies of food: “I cannot expect people of
the developing world to live without the use of pesti-
cides in the near future.”

CONCLUSIONS

Japan’s role in providing foreign assistance to devel-
oping nations reflects its preferences and historical
experiences. These experiences are considerably dif-
ferent from those in Europe or the United States, so
the same criteria for evaluation or assessment may
not be readily applicable. Moreover, no country wel-
comes or appreciates criticism of its generosity. None-
theless, the size and influence of Japan’s foreign
assistance program provide the Japanese with enor-
mous opportunities for influence. With increasing
amounts of untied assistance and a long-standing
reluctance to impose conditions on its use, Japan is
likely to find that its assistance programs are popular
among recipients.

These appealing features notwithstanding, Japan’s
assistance program operates in the context of (and
occasionally in competition with) other donors’ pro-
grams. All donors are interested in eradicating pov-
erty and in stimulating economic development, in-
cluding that associated with increases in agricultural
productivity. How these goals are achieved is subject
to debate and disagreement. USAID, for example,
largely eschews the use of pesticides to spur agricul-
tural productivity; Japan’s approach is obviously a
polar opposite. Both preferences have policy conse-
quences. For the Japanese, as an illustration, their
willingness to donate large amounts of pesticides
undercuts efforts to use them sparingly or in the
context of IPM. As Rola and Pingali (1993) con-
cluded, for example, farmers do not adopt IPM in
environments in which pesticides are subsidized.
Subsidies create disincentives to acquiring the skills
associated with IPM. Similarly, other donors’ efforts
to reduce or eliminate subsidies for pesticides (and
fertilizers) are foiled when governments in develop-
ing countries find it in their economic interest to
request these agricultural inputs from Japan. At what-
ever price the inputs are sold, governments are virtu-
ally assured of a profit. In order to avoid competition
with private vendors, whose costs will be much higher
than those of their governments, the latter have an
incentive to sell donated pesticides and fertilizers at
less-than-market prices.
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6.  United Kingdom

Unlike the organizational arrangements for foreign
assistance found in France and Japan, such arrange-
ments in the United Kingdom are straightforward and
seemingly easy to explain.51 The Overseas Develop-
ment Administration (ODA) and the Commonwealth
Development Corporation (CDC) are the primary
actors; the former is responsible for the overall plan-
ning, control, and administration of development as-
sistance; the CDC provides long-term loans in the
public and private sectors in developing countries
(USAID 1992a). Regardless of the apparent ease in
explaining these arrangements, they too reflect the
country’s political and economic priorities, just as is
the case in the other countries discussed in this report.

THE OVERSEAS DEVELOPMENT
ADMINISTRATION

First created as a Ministry of Development in 1964,
the ODA makes policy, provides financial assistance
and technical cooperation, and oversees the distribu-
tion of the U.K.’s contributions to multilateral insti-
tutions such as the World Bank, the European Com-
munity, and the United Nations. Since its creation the
ODA has seen its size, structure, and relative organi-
zational prestige change several times. Although a
minister for overseas development heads the ODA, it
has been part of the Foreign and Commonwealth
Office and thus subject to the secretary of state for
foreign and commonwealth affairs since 1979. Be-
fore that time the Ministry of Overseas Development
was a separate entity. Some commentators (e.g.,
Winpenny 1991; German 1993) have speculated that
the ODA’s change in institutional status reflected a
preference that political, industrial, and commercial
objectives should govern the distribution of the U.K.’s
development assistance. Indeed, the year after the
reorganization the government announced that it in-
tended to give greater consideration to political, in-

dustrial, and commercial interests in the distribution
of its aid.

Compared to other major donors, the ODA’s staff
is relatively small. In the early 1990s, the ODA had
approximately 1,700 staff members, down from over
2,300 in the late 1970s (Burnell 1991: OECD 1994a).
The majority of this staff is located in the United
Kingdom. This distributional pattern suggests that
decision making is centralized, and other evidence
supports such a conclusion. On the one hand, diplo-
matic missions administer development programs on
a day-to-day basis in developing countries and repre-
sent the ODA’s interests with recipient governments,
thus reducing the need for a large overseas staff. On
the other hand, whereas strategic decisions about
assistance are made in London, the ODA has rela-
tively few staff members that are assigned on a long-
term basis in developing countries. One estimate from
the early 1990s (USAID 1992a) placed that number
at less than one hundred. Many of these are located in
five overseas development divisions or regional of-
fices in Lilongwe, Malawi; Nairobi, Kenya; Bangkok,
Thailand; Bridgetown, Barbados; and, since mid-1993,
Pretoria, South Africa. With the exception of the
division in Barbados, their responsibilities involve
policy making and implementation of assistance ac-
tivities. Each of the five development divisions has
experts on various issues, such as economics, educa-
tion, engineering, environment, and natural resources.

In addition to its own staff, the ODA relies on
Crown Agents for Overseas Governments and Ad-
ministrations for disbursement of some loans and
grants. Crown agents serve some recipient countries
by assisting in the development of tender notices and
in procurement. In some countries, these agents are
so trusted that they are given responsibility for man-
aging aid on behalf of the recipients (Bendix 1987).52
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THE COMMONWEALTH
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

The CDC is a public corporation established in 1948
to make loans and to provide equity capital for finan-
cially viable investments, primarily and increasingly
to the private sector, in developing countries in order
to improve their public and physical infrastructure.
The CDC has about 20 overseas offices and about
400 employees.

The CDC’s portfolio was limited to countries in the
Commonwealth until 1969. Although it now has a
broader geographic mandate, many of the CDC’s
activities still focus on sub-Saharan Africa. Most of
the CDC’s support can be categorized as project rather
than as program aid. In addition to providing loans
and equity, the CDC provides management services
for some projects and occasionally provides services
related to purchasing, marketing, and personnel. The
CDC operates outside of government-to-government
channels, and its financial activities are not appropri-
ately classified as official development assistance, as
defined by the OECD’s Development Assistance
Committee.53 The CDC is legally required to insure
that its expenditures do not exceed its income on a
year-to-year basis (ODA 1991). According to the
OECD, such assistance must have a minimum level
of concessionality; not all of the CDC’s loans do
because of the government’s reluctance to subsidize
the private sector in developing countries.

THE UNITED KINGDOM’S
PERSPECTIVES ON FOREIGN
ASSISTANCE

Major parliamentary declarations of the United
Kingdom’s strategic policies relevant to foreign as-
sistance are infrequent. The last such document, The
Changing Emphasis in British Aid Policies: More
Help for the Poorest, was issued in 1975. It empha-
sized the government’s commitment to alleviate the
worst poverty over the long term through increased
reliance in bilateral aid to the world’s poorest coun-

tries (Howell 1988). More recently, with the approval
of the Overseas Development and Cooperation Act
(1980), the Parliament established a goal of “Promot-
ing the development or maintaining the economy of
a country or territory outside the United Kingdom, or
the welfare of its people.”

The Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of Com-
mons requires a report each year from the ODA and also
scrutinizes plans for expenditure and activities. The
Parliament approves budget requests, but reportedly
reviews the details of only those requests associated
with contributions to multilateral organizations, institu-
tional funding, and research and development (USAID
1992a). The Parliament’s knowledge of individual bilat-
eral projects is meager, and parliamentary debates on
foreign assistance are rare. According to Burnell (1991),
for example, the first parliamentary discussion about the
relation between aid and the environment did not occur
until mid-1990.

With the election of a Conservative government in
1979, there followed a change in emphasis. As noted
above, increased attention was given to commercial
interests, and this is best reflected in the additional
resources devoted to the subsidization of exports from
the United Kingdom to credit-worthy countries
through foreign assistance as part of the Aid and
Trade Provision (ATP). In first year (1978) after the
provision’s approval, approximately 5 percent of the
ODA’s resources were used for the program; by the
early 1990s this percentage had nearly doubled (Ger-
man 1993; OECD 1994a). The program is somewhat
controversial. Potential exporters approach the De-
partment of Trade and Industry with requests for
support to export their products; in turn, the depart-
ment uses the ODA’s funds to subsidize requests
deemed suitable. There are also claims that such com-
mercial aid, which faces time constraints in its distri-
bution, does not receive appropriate environmental
review and that it benefits nations that can afford to
purchase technology from the United Kingdom at the
expense of nations that cannot.54 A review of the
ATP in the early 1990s led the ODA to refocus the
subsidies on low-income countries.

 Notwithstanding this element of the U.K.’s for-
eign assistance and the lack of a recent parliamentary
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statement of strategic objectives, it is possible to
discern policies and priorities for foreign assistance
through an analysis of the ODA’s annual reports and
documentation submitted to the OECD’s Develop-
ment Assistance Committee. These policies have
evolved, most recently as a result of the U.N. Confer-
ence on Environment and Development in 1992. After
this conference, the ODA conducted an internal re-
view of its assistance strategy and concluded that its
emphasis on the poorest countries should continue.
For these countries, the ODA decided that it would
extend assistance on the most concessional terms
because these countries have the fewest opportunities
for generating domestic resources for development.
For middle-income countries, assistance would be
limited to technical assistance or expertise; their fi-
nancial needs can be more readily met through access
to international financial institutions.

Programmatically, the review concluded that for-
eign assistance from the United Kingdom should fo-
cus on the “promotion of sustainable economic and
social development, in order to improve the quality of
life and reduce poverty, suffering and deprivation.”55

Allied with this statement of purpose are seven prior-
ity objectives, which aspire to:

n promote economic reform;

n enhance productive capacity;

n promote good government;

n help developing countries to define and imple-
ment strategies to reduce poverty;

n promote human development;

n promote the social, economic,legal, and political
status of women; and

n to help recipients address national environmental
problems.

Not all seven priorities are pursued in every coun-
try; the choice of priorities attempts to match recipi-
ents’ needs.

Within the second focus area, one subject for empha-
sis includes the support of agricultural research and
extension. Within the environmental area, attention is to
be given to the goals of Agenda 21, particularly energy

efficiency, the conservation of forests and biological
diversity, population issues, and sustainable agriculture.
Efforts to achieve these agricultural and environmental
objectives are discussed below.

THE FORM AND DISTRIBUTION OF
THE U.K.’S OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE

Much of the United Kingdom’s assistance is targeted
at the least developed countries. Among the approxi-
mately 135 countries that receive aid in a typical year,
however, the members of the Commonwealth find
themselves in a favored position. In the early 1990s,
for example, over 80 percent of bilateral aid from the
provided through the ODA went to countries with per
capita incomes of less than $730; approximately 70
percent went to countries in the Commonwealth. Asia
was the single largest regional recipient of the U.K.’s
assistance until the mid 1980s. Since then, however,
more than half of all bilateral aid has gone to Africa,
although India is the largest recipient. During the
early 1990s, approximately half of all bilateral aid
was devoted to technical assistance, all of which was
provided through grants that do not require repay-
ment.56 The amounts of assistance remained rela-
tively stable throughout the 1980s but declined in real
terms and as a proportion of gross national product
(from a high of 0.51 percent in 1979 to 0.27 percent
in 1991 before increasing to 0.31 percent in 1992).
The United Kingdom provides an unusually large
share of its foreign assistance through multilateral
institutions, especially the European Community (EC).
Among all members of the Development Assistance
Committee, the average multilateral contribution was
slightly over 30 percent. In contrast, the United King-
dom devoted almost half of its official development
assistance, which amounted to $2.9 billion in 1993, to
multilateral organizations (OECD 1994a).57

In addition to differences in the allocation of re-
sources among regions and institutions, foreign assis-
tance from the United Kingdom has typically taken
different forms from one region to the next. Project-
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based support directed at poverty and ATP and CDC
projects tend to predominate in Asia. In contrast,
program assistance directed at macroeconomic and
structural reform increased considerably in the late
1980s as the vehicle for distributing assistance in sub-
Saharan Africa.58 Between 1984 and 1989, as an
illustration, the bilateral expenditures for program
assistance for the region increased more than six
times, from $37 million to $266 million (as measured
in 1988 dollars). Agriculture and manufacturing were
the two sectors that benefitted the most from the
program assistance in the late 1980s, but total pro-
gram aid for agriculture suffered a precipitous drop in
1990 (i.e., to £2.9 million from £12.5 million the
previous year). The amounts devoted to technical
assistance have increased in recent years at the ex-
pense of program aid, which declined as a proportion
of total bilateral commitments during the early 1990s.

All program aid is linked to the World Bank’s struc-
tural adjustment loans, and nearly all of it is policy
related. In the agricultural sector, the provision of pro-
gram aid has typically been linked to changes the Bank
has required in policies affecting prices, input subsidies,
outputs, and export earnings. As the amount of money
devoted to program aid has increased in sub-Saharan
Africa, the amount devoted to project aid has decreased.
There has been considerable scrutiny of the merits of
program aid within the government in recent years, and
this scrutiny has suggested the desirability of allocating
greater resources to sectoral adjustment rather than to
broader structural adjustment programs (OECD 1994a).
Sectorally related programs combine policy reforms
with advice, technical assistance, and conditionality
(ODA 1992a). Despite the conditionality, program aid
is usually not released in tranches due to the small
amounts involved.

ASSISTANCE TO AFRICAN
AGRICULTURE

Agriculture has had a checkered pattern of support
within the foreign aid program. Although it appears
to be an important sector in the mid-1990s, at least in

terms of the distribution of assistance, this has not
always been the case. In the 1972, for example, the
United Kingdom supported 740 agricultural special-
ists in Africa. By 1985, there were only 154 (Howell
1988). Excluding technical assistance and measured
in current dollars, the United Kingdom committed
only $8 million to agricultural activities in 1983 com-
pared to $53 million in 1979 (OECD 1986, 186).

A similarly dire perspective on the U.K.’s support
for African agriculture appeared in a comprehensive
report on UK Aid to African Agriculture that the All
Party Parliamentary Group on Overseas Develop-
ment (1985) produced. The Group was established to
examine important issues of development policy, and
African agriculture was selected as the first topic for
study. In reviewing the distribution of bilateral aid
within the agricultural sector from 1979 to 1985, the
Group found that aid of direct benefit to agriculture
was focused on high-value crops intended for export
(e.g., tea, coffee, and sugar). Much of the emphasis
on these estate crops reflected the priorities of the
CDC, which must seek a return on its investments.
During the first half of the 1980s, as an illustration,
one-third of agricultural assistance from the United
Kingdom to Kenya was devoted to the tea industry
(All Party Parliamentary Group 1985). Similarly, much
of agricultural aid to Sudan was directed at cotton and
was used to import agrichemicals. In the Group’s
opinion, the CDC had been “extraordinarily success-
ful in its development of export crops” (All Party
Parliamentary Group 1985, 51).

In contrast to this success, the Group drew attention
to a discouraging trend in the overall allocation of
resources to African agriculture. The government’s
rhetoric in the early 1980s supported increased atten-
tion to the continent’s agricultural needs, but trends
in spending patterns were inconsistent with this view.
As overall spending for bilateral assistance declined
in real terms in the early 1980s, agriculture suffered
a disproportionate share of the cutbacks. There was a
sharp reduction in integrated rural development
projects and limited amounts devoted to agricultural
research and subsistence farming. In contrast, re-
sources were increased for projects involving power
and communications. In the Group’s view, increased
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attention to these areas revealed a preference for
commercial opportunities among firms in the United
Kingdom. As advocates for African agriculture, the
Group concluded that such a preference was incom-
patible with increased attention to agriculture.

Beginning in the mid-1980s, however, with the ad-
vent of the U.K.’s involvement with program aid, atten-
tion to agriculture once again increased only to fall again
sharply in the late 1980s and early 1990s.59 As noted
earlier, however, the U.N. Conference on Environment
and Development spurred further attention to sustain-
able agriculture. Given this renewed attention and the
purposes of this report, it is now appropriate to consider
the CDC’s and ODA’s integration of agricultural and
environmental values. In reviewing this integration, it is
important to note the informal distribution of responsi-
bility for agricultural assistance between the CDC and
the ODA. The former generally limits its loans to com-
mercial estates that are producing for export; the latter
now emphasizes the needs of small farmers and the
alleviation of poverty.

THE CDC’S ENVIRONMENTAL
POLICIES

The CDC published a Statement of Environmental
Policies and Procedures in August 1993 (CDC 1993).
The document, which is not intended for public dis-
semination, emphasizes that the CDC is an organiza-
tion required to operate in a financially sound man-
ner, but that this mandate does not preclude combining
economic development with respect for the limita-
tions of environmental resources. In this regard, the
policy statement encourages the sustainable use of
environmental resources and discourages investments
in projects where the environment affected by the
development is not adequately considered by the
project design. To achieve these objectives, the CDC’s
policies:

n seek to ensure that the environmental effects of
development projects are considered at all stages;

n attempt to ensure that environmental resources
are used sustainably;

n for projects with potentially adverse effects on
the environment, require the CDC to determine
whether its involvement will create an opportu-
nity to improve the situation;

n require a balancing of social, financial, economic,
and environmental factors; and

n advocate that all potential projects be assigned
one of three environmental classifications (i.e.,
low risk, sensitive, or highly sensitive) (CDC
1993, 1-2, 13).60

The CDC further requires that none of its projects
contravene any relevant environmental legislation in
the host country or any relevant international agree-
ments or conventions to which either the United King-
dom or the host country is a signatory.

In terms of procedures to comply with these poli-
cies, each stage of project investigation, implementa-
tion, and operation requires explicit consideration of
environmental issues.61 For example, appraisal teams
are required to have appropriate environmental spe-
cialists, and a team’s reports must discuss a project’s
environmental aspects. The appraisal team must rec-
ommend the level of monitoring deemed appropriate
to the level of environmental sensitivity and indicate
how such a monitoring system should be included in
the project agreement. Moreover, in negotiating loans
or equity investments with prospective recipients, the
CDC reserves the right to obligate compliance with
environmental conditions and reporting requirements.
All post-project evaluations must also consider envi-
ronmental impacts.

The CDC’s environmental policies are impressive,
as they are intended to be. The CDC’s preference is
to be involved with model projects, so the CDC is
thus willing to assign more weight to environmental
values than other commercial investors might do. To
the extent that there are weaknesses in the policies,
several exist. First, the policies were developed only
recently, so projects initiated before publication of
the policy statement may not have benefitted from the
application of similar or comparable policies or stan-
dards.

Second, the policies allow for a balancing of poten-



46

tially competing economic and environmental values.
There are instances in which these values are compat-
ible, but large-scale infrastructural development of-
ten has some undesirable environmental effects. To
the extent that the CDC’s balancing process relies on
cost-benefit analysis or a similar methodology, then
environmental values not easily monetized suffer.
Unfortunately, there are many such values, such as
that of an endangered species or the potential capac-
ity of tropical forests to produce nontimber forest
products. A balancing process also assumes that only
environmental assets with a measurable economic
value should be entered into the cost-benefit calcula-
tions.

Third, although the policy statement recognizes
that environmental assessment is necessary when
chemicals are used in agriculture, the CDC has no
special guidelines on the procurement of pesticides
(Killick, personal communication, 1994). Absent such
guidelines, the CDC assesses its practices with refer-
ence to the pesticide standards of the United King-
dom, the European Community, and the World Bank.

Finally, opportunities for public oversight are ab-
sent. However thorough the environmental portion of
project appraisals may be, such documents are not
subject to public disclosure.

THE ODA’S ENVIRONMENTAL
POLICIES

The ODA issued internal guidelines to its employ-
ees in 1981 asking that they consider the environmen-
tal implications of the administration’s development
activities, but these guidelines did not require any
formal assessment process. In the early 1980s as well,
the ODA suggested that it would consider the devel-
opment of operational guidelines for the environmen-
tal assessment of its activities (OECD 1982). Such
guidelines did not appear until early 1989. The ODA
subsequently revised them in early 1992 after seeking
comments from scores of reviewers in other donor
agencies, multilateral banks, and nongovernmental
organizations. The end result, a Manual of Environ-

mental Appraisal (ODA 1992a), is a comprehensive
document that provides attention to virtually all areas
of environmental review. The manual is intended to
be user friendly and provides citations to relevant
literature as well as the names of organizations and
ODA units that can provide additional information on
specific issues. Each ODA project manager is re-
quired to attend a training course related to the manual.

The manual begins with ten principles that are
intended to govern all that the ODA does. Among the
principles are the following:

n all aid-funded activities must be environmentally
acceptable, and all proposals for new activities
must consider environmental issues;

n concern for the environment must be reflected in
all stages of a project, from design through evalu-
ation;

n the recipient country’s environmental standards
serve as minimum requirements for ODA projects;

n where a host country assumes responsibility for
the environmental components of a project, the
ODA will retain responsibility for guaranteeing
that such measures are given appropriate consid-
eration;

n if environmental concerns cannot be handled ad-
equately or a project is likely to have unaccept-
able social or environmental costs, then the ODA
should reject it;62 and,

n environmental conditions may be imposed on
recipients, and the ODA should consider support
for institution building and the strengthening of
environmental capabilities regardless of the sub-
ject area of the assistance (ODA 1992a, 2).

In a logically sequential manner the manual pro-
ceeds from initial screening (for which project man-
agers are responsible), to ecosystems and environ-
mental concerns, to environmental appraisals (which
include professional environmental specialists), and
then to environmental impact assessments. The latter
are required when the laws of the recipient govern-
ment mandate them, when an environmental appraisal
“yields disturbing results,” or when an appraisal makes



47

a strong case for further investigation (ODA 1992a,
19). Environmental impact assessments are rarely
conducted.

For each topic the manual discusses, it also pro-
vides a checklist of issues to be addressed. Unlike
USAID, the ODA does not impose a virtual prohibi-
tion on the use of pesticides for agricultural activities,
so it is worth considering what the ODA’s procedures
involve in terms of pesticides. First, decisions about
whether pesticides will be part of an assistance activ-
ity are made on a case-by-case basis and in accor-
dance with the FAO’s Code of Conduct.

Second, project officers are given authority to de-
cide whether pesticides should be used, but these
officers are expected to consult about the risks and
benefits with specialists at the Natural Resources
Institute (NRI) (see below) before reaching a deci-
sion. In turn, the specialists are expected to answer a
series of questions about the need for and environ-
mental consequences of pesticides. These questions
can be found in Appendix 3.

Third, when pesticides are provided for agricultural
purposes through either project or nonproject assis-
tance (and this rarely occurs now compared to the
1970s and early 1980s), products in WHO’s class II
or III are preferred.63 Pesticides in class Ia or Ib are
occasionally provided when target pests are resistant
to other, less formidable products. Furthermore,
whereas organochlorines are precluded from consid-
eration as suitable agrichemicals, pesticides governed
by the FAO’s provisions on prior informed consent
(PIC) are among the pesticides that the ODA will
consider.64 Such pesticides may be provided, but
only when no suitable alternatives exist and then in
full compliance with the PIC-related requirements on
notification of the recipient’s designated national
authority. As this flexibility suggests, the ODA has
neither guidelines on the procurement of pesticides
nor on the management of pests (Fleischer 1993).
Nonetheless, the environmental manual does recom-
mend consideration of IPM.

Fourth, responsibility for monitoring the environ-
mental consequences of pesticide use is in the hands
of a project’s in-country staff, where one exists. A

case-by-case approach for monitoring is used, but the
terms of reference for any project involving pesti-
cides will require both monitoring and evaluation of
environmental effects. In spite of this requirement,
some of the NRI’s staff believe that donors, including
the ODA, devote insufficient attention to monitoring
the use and environmental impacts of donated pesti-
cides.

Like USAID’s reliance on environmental monitor-
ing, evaluation, and mitigation plans (Hecht 1994),
the ODA recognizes that implementation of projects
often leads to unanticipated environmental conse-
quences. For this reason, the manual recognizes the
need to collect baseline data that describes the envi-
ronmental situation before a project begins. The
manual’s emphasis on monitoring appears to reflect a
new emphasis on the subject within the ODA. Much
of the responsibility for monitoring in the past relied
primarily on diplomatic personnel assigned to embas-
sies; systematic completion of end-of-project reports
did not occur until the late 1980s (Healey n.d.). In the
words of one assessment of the U.K.’s assistance, this
“less rigorous approach” to monitoring is due to his-
torical reliance on efficient colonial administrators
and, more recently, to a small, an overburdened field
staff (USAID 1992a, D-17) (See Box 6.1).

This discussion suggests that neither the CDC nor
the ODA are opposed to the use of pesticides to
stimulate agricultural production. Indeed, at least one
senior ODA official noted his belief that there may be
instances in which there is no alternative but to use
pesticides (e.g., with cocoa pests in Ghana). Having
noted this perspective, it is equally important to point
out that assistance from the United Kingdom seeks to
strengthen the capacity of developing countries to use
pesticides safely, to improve their control and man-
agement, and to research alternatives to reliance on
pesticides (ODA 1992b). Perhaps more so than most
other bilateral donor agencies, the ODA is particu-
larly well equipped to do so because of the expertise
available through its Natural Resources Institute
(NRI).
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THE NATURAL RESOURCES
INSTITUTE

The NRI provides the ODA with considerable expertise
and technical proficiency. As now organized, the NRI
was created in 1987 by the merger of the Tropical
Development and Research Institute and the Land Re-
sources Development Centre, but the NRI can trace its
origins, through predecessor institutions, to the late 1800s.
The NRI is now an executive agency under the ODA’s
jurisdiction, which allows (or requires) the NRI to seek
contracts from other clients within the U.K. government
as well as those outside it. The NRI’s status as an
executive agency is scheduled to change in 1995, and it
will become more independent of the ODA. This change
may have some implications for staffing levels, which
have been declining over the last decade. If the changes
lead to a smaller staff, the NRI’s expertise may be
diminished.

With approximately 500 staff members (or about
one-third of the ODA’s total), the NRI’s purpose is to
promote sustainable development of the natural re-
sources sector in country’s receiving assistance from
the United Kingdom (ODA 1989). The NRI thus
focuses its efforts on assessments of land and water
resources, the environmental consequences of devel-

opment projects, and small-scale development projects
and applied research related to pest management.
Due to the latter task the NRI has significant exper-
tise related to IPM, resource assessment and farming
systems, and food science and crop utilization. In
terms of IPM, the NRI has internationally recognized
social and natural scientists who are experts on sev-
eral crops grown in the tropics, alternative manage-
ment technologies (e.g., microbial agents, pheromones,
and varietal resistance), and the role of crop protec-
tion in a social and economic context.

As an illustration, the Production Systems Economics
Section of the NRI’s Social Sciences Group examines
the policy and institutional issues associated with IPM.
Recent multidisciplinary studies, which the NRI prefers,
have explored the economic and institutional factors
affecting adoption rates of pest management technolo-
gies in Honduras, Nepal, and Vietnam. Other research
has assessed farmers’ perceptions and knowledge of
pests and their natural enemies in Kenya, Malawi, and
Uganda and studies of the economics of pest resistance
to chemical pesticides.

Discussions with several of the NRI’s pest-manage-
ment experts depict a less-than-optimistic situation with
regard to the prospects for the extensive adoption of
IPM in Africa. Although the NRI has several successful

Box 6.1  Monitoring and Evaluation within the ODA

Over the last fifteen years the emphasis on monitoring and evaluation has changed considerably within
the ODA. In 1980, for example, the ODA issued extensive guidelines for monitoring and reporting (U.S.
General Accounting Office 1983). After a few years’ use, however, the guidelines proved to be too
complex and cumbersome, so the guidelines were revised to reduce the administrative burden associated
with them. Efforts to evaluate the impacts of projects were limited and almost always focused on end-of-
project results and issues of general effectiveness.

More recently, the ODA has increased its reliance on project frameworks, which list activities’ goals and
objectives, how they will be achieved, and what inputs are required. Project frameworks are being
computerized to facilitate their use, to enhance consistency among projects, and to facilitate implemen-
tation. Project completion reports are produced for projects involving £250,000 or more. Such reports
assess the extent to which project goals have been achieved and the lessons that can be learned. A
sampling of projects are examined to determine their overall impact, usually several years after the
project’s completion. About 15 such ex post evaluations are completed every year, with emphasis given
to projects in about three sectors (e.g., fisheries, forestry or agriculture) each year. A single synthesis
report results (OECD 1994a). Reports are usually released to the public.
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IPM projects in the region, widespread adoption of IPM
as the management strategy of first choice is not foresee-
able in the near future, at least in the opinions of those
interviewed at the NRI. As several NRI scientists com-
mented, there are few incentives for farmers to adopt the
technology, and it may be too complex for Africa.
Knowledge of pest regimes in many African countries
is deficient, and government information on crop losses
is often of limited value. Extension services are typically
understaffed and underpaid. As an example, many em-
ployees in Cameroon’s plant protection service once
went 15 months without pay. In Mali, during the last
outbreak of locusts and grasshoppers (i.e., 1987-1992),
the plant protection service devoted most of its resources
to crop losses associated with locusts and grasshoppers.
As a result, less attention was devoted to what other
major pests exist or how much they contribute to crop
losses even though Mali’s agricultural research system
includes a strong pest-management component. IPM is
doomed to failure without such rudimentary informa-
tion about major pests and their impacts on crops.

In contrast to the potentially discouraging situation
with IPM, several of the NRI staff offered reasons
why the use of pesticides appeals to many African
farmers. In some countries pesticides are distributed
for political reasons, and farmers are encouraged to
use them. In times past, donated pesticides from some
donors were available for routine use even though the
pesticides were donated to control episodic locust-
related emergencies. This situation has changed in
recent years, as donors have minimized quantities
and frequencies of donations.

CONCLUSIONS

This review of the United Kingdom’s policies sug-
gests a willingness to adopt a utilitarian approach to
the donation and use of pesticides in developing coun-
tries. While emphasizing the need to consider the
environmental implications of policy choices, the
ODA’s project officers appear to have considerable
independence in deciding whether to include pesti-
cides in assistance activities. Unlike USAID, for ex-
ample, which virtually prohibits the direct purchase
of pesticides for agricultural projects and which pro-
hibits a balancing of social, economic, and environ-
mental considerations, the United Kingdom adopts a
far more flexible approach that allows case-by-case
decisions and a balancing of potentially competing
values. One justification for this approach is found in
the technical expertise available through the staff of
the NRI. Mandatory consultation with this staff on
decisions affecting pesticides plus a comprehensive
commitment to exploring alternative to pesticides place
the ODA (though not necessarily the CDC) in an
enviable position among the community of bilateral
donors. Having noted the positive aspects of the United
Kingdom’s assistance program, it is important to note
the fluctuating but declining support for agriculture
and the pressures on the NRI to find external sources
of support for its activities. This situation may create
a demand-driven research agenda for the NRI as
opposed to one that identifies and attacks crucial
problems, including improper use of pesticides and
inadequate reliance on IPM.
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7.  United States

HOW U.S. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE IS
STRUCTURED65

Several important points about U.S. foreign assis-
tance are worth noting. First, USAID is responsible
for administering and implementing the U.S. assis-
tance program, but the agency is subject to consider-
able influence from the U.S. Congress. The Congress
approved the Foreign Assistance Act in 1961, which
provides authority for USAID’s activities. The For-
eign Assistance Act (and nearly 100 subsequent
amendments since 1961) governs and restricts what
USAID is required or allowed to do.66 Through these
amendments, an annual process of appropriations,
and frequent congressional hearings, the Congress
typically specifies exactly how funds for U.S. assis-
tance to developing countries can be used, where they
can be spent, and on what projects or activities.67

Second, most U.S. assistance is devoted to relatively
few countries. For strategic reasons, Israel and Egypt
normally receive almost half of all U.S. bilateral assis-
tance. Although the total amount of U.S. assistance
declined significantly in the early 1990s (to $9.0 billion
and 0.14 percent of gross domestic product in 1993), the
number of new commitments (particularly to the suc-
cessor states of the former Soviet Union) has restricted
or prevented increases in other areas. One result is that
USAID decided in 1993 to reduce the number of coun-
tries in which it has missions and projects. Many of the
missions to be closed are in sub-Saharan Africa. Coun-
tries in that region typically received about 15 percent of
U.S. bilateral assistance in the 1980s, but that proportion
increased at the end of the decade due to the creation of
the Development Fund for Africa (DFA).68 Much of the
money allocated for the DFA is used to provide incen-
tives for sectoral adjustment programs and their associ-
ated policy reforms, including policy changes in agricul-
tural production, the marketing of fertilizers, and export
promotion. This nonproject assistance is frequently com-
bined with project assistance.

Third, NGOs probably exert more influence on
USAID than do comparable organizations vis-à-vis
donor agencies in the other countries discussed in this
report. American NGOs find themselves with many
opportunities to influence U.S. assistance policy due
to: a) the relative ease of access to the legislative
process; b) their large membership and effective lob-
bying skills; c) the ease with which such groups can
use the judicial process to require USAID’s respon-
siveness to statutory mandates; and d) the openness
of the American political system and its governmen-
tal agencies. One result of the NGOs’ influence is that
appropriations of funds for foreign assistance often
respond to the preferences of domestic constituencies
to the occasional detriment of sound policy (U.S.
General Accounting Office 1992).

Fourth, USAID favors a relatively large, staff-in-
tensive in-country presence, at least when compared
to other major donors.69 A large presence supposedly
facilitates policy dialogue with host governments,
allows proper management and oversight of its ac-
tivities, and improves understanding of local condi-
tions (USAID 1992). USAID’s overseas staff has
considerable responsibility, including that for the
development of new activities. This staff is the larg-
est of all bilateral donor agencies. In 1992, for ex-
ample, USAID had almost 11,000 employees and
overseas offices in more than 100 countries; approxi-
mately three-quarters of USAID’s employees are lo-
cated outside the United States. A typical USAID
mission has 15 to 25 U.S. nationals and about twice
that number of locally hired staff. In addition to people
that USAID has hired as employees, approximately
10,000 more work for USAID indirectly through
NGOs, grantees, contractors, or other U.S. govern-
ment agencies.
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USAID’S ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES

USAID has the distinction of having developed poli-
cies and procedures for environmental assessment
well before it had clarified what its overall policies on
the environment would be. This means as well, of
course, that these procedures predate USAID’s wide-
spread use of sectoral adjustment programs that in-
volve policy reforms. Consequently, whereas the
agency has had procedures for environmental assess-
ment since the early 1970s, its overall development
philosophy and approaches to development assistance
have changed considerably over time, due both to
legislative requirements that USAID direct its atten-
tion to certain issues and to the agency’s changing
preferences for alternative strategies. One recent es-
timate (U.S. Government Accounting Office 1993b)
indicates that the Foreign Assistance Act requires
USAID to devote its resources to more than 30 objec-
tives, some of which are contradictory.

In the late 1970s through the mid 1980s in particu-
lar, the Congress added several environmental man-
dates to USAID’s portfolio, including insistence that
it address biological diversity and tropical forestry in
developing countries, that USAID ensure that it con-
sider the potential environmental consequences of its
activities in other countries and, more recently, that it
address the long-term environmental implications of
its efforts to reform economic policies in developing
countries.

In response to such instruction, USAID has issued
a series of policy statements over the last decade
relevant to the environment. Brief attention is de-
voted to the three most recent, namely those issued in
1988, 1992, and 1994. The frequency with which
new statements are issued suggests the dynamic and
transitional nature of USAID’s perspectives on the
environment.

The AID Policy Paper: Environment and Natural
Resources (1988a, 1) emphasized the agency’s com-
mitment to the promotion of “environmentally sound,
long-term economic growth by assisting developing
countries to conserve and protect the environment
and manage their exploited resources for sustainable

yields.” Tropical forests and biological diversity were
identified as issues of special concern, but the policy
paper also emphasized the need to devote attention to
sustainable production (including sustainable agri-
culture), the maintenance of natural ecosystems, and
human needs in regard to the degradation associated
with urbanization and industrialization.

The agency’s Environmental Strategy (1992b) re-
tained an emphasis on tropical forestry and biological
diversity but formally added several additional topics
to the agency’s environmental agenda. These included
unsustainable agricultural practices, environmentally
unsound energy production and use, urban and indus-
trial pollution, and degradation and depletion of wa-
ter and coastal resources. Reflecting the theme of the
U.N. Conference on Environment and Development,
the 1992 document also advocated environmentally
sustainable development. In practical terms, this re-
quired the integration of environmental concerns into
all of USAID’s activities and the promotion of activi-
ties designed primarily to protect the environment.

Recognizing the importance of the regional distri-
bution of responsibilities within USAID, the Envi-
ronmental Strategy also discussed each of the five
regional bureaus’ separate environmental priorities.
Within the Bureau for Africa, unsustainable agricul-
tural practices, tropical forestry, and biological diver-
sity were identified as key concerns. Two regional
bureaus, for the Near East and Latin America and the
Caribbean, also identified sustainable agriculture as a
priority issue.

More recently, USAID issued Strategies for Sus-
tainable Development (1994). This policy statement
has a broader focus than the two previous policy
declarations, which focused on the environment as
one of many concerns within the agency. Strategies,
in contrast, attempts to articulate a comprehensive
strategy that places concern for sustainable develop-
ment at the forefront of USAID’s purposes. This
represents a significant change in the agency’s ap-
proach to development. In the early 1990s, environ-
mental problems were not among what the agency
considered to be its major challenges. The 1994 policy
statement places concerns for the environment at the
center of the agency’s objectives. Within the overall
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theme of sustainable development, Strategies for
Sustainable Development commits USAID’s atten-
tion and resources to four areas: a) stabilizing world
population growth and protecting health; b) encour-
aging broad-based economic growth; c) building de-
mocracy; and d) protecting the environment. The
application of the new strategy is intended to produce
measurable results, and those implementing USAID’s
environmental programs are expected to be able to
answer such questions as these:

Has the use of inappropriate pesticides been
ended?....Have integrated pest management techniques
been disseminated and adopted? Have government sub-
sidies or other policies encouraging environmentally
harmful agricultural practices been reformed? (USAID
1994, 14)

Having informed the reader of USAID’s overall
philosophy toward environmental issues, it is now
possible to examine one aspect of this philosophy in
substantial detail.

USAID’S EARLY POLICIES ON
PESTICIDES, 1961-1970

USAID’s policies on the procurement, provision, and
donation of pesticides have changed considerably
since the agency’s creation in 1961.70 A review of the
changes places the agency’s record in some perspec-
tive; equally important, however, the reasons for the
changes provide much of the explanation for the
agency’s current policies and procedures for environ-
mental review and assessment. Unlike the situation
with other donor agencies discussed in this report,
where general environmental procedures preceded
specific guidelines on pesticides, concern about the
possible misuse of pesticides led to more general
guidelines on environmental assessment.

In the early 1960s few nations placed a high prior-
ity on the relation between development and the en-
vironment. Although donor agencies recognized that
their projects often had environmental impacts, no
nation mandated a prospective assessment of the
potential damages that a planned project might cause.
At the same time, however, these agencies appreci-

ated that they were guests in the countries in which
they operated. Even if concern for the environment
had been an important value in the 1960s, USAID
was understandably reluctant to impose American
values or policy preferences on recipients of U.S.
assistance. Thus, although Rachel Carson’s Silent
Spring brought the indiscriminate use of pesticides to
Americans’ attention in 1962, respect for national
sovereignty governed USAID’s policies on pesticides
throughout the 1960s. During the decade, USAID
allowed all recipients of its assistance to purchase any
pesticides they desired and to determine how they
would be used within their borders (USAID 1977).

However meritorious this position, much would
change in the 1970s, particularly with the passage
and approval of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1970. NEPA requires all U.S. govern-
ment agencies to consider the environmental impacts
of their activities. Although the law provides a decla-
ration of policy, its consequence are largely proce-
dural. NEPA requires federal agencies to “use all
practicable means and measures” to ensure that their
activities do not disrupt the harmony between hu-
mans and the environment (Ernsdorff 1992).

To ascertain the potential environmental impacts of
a proposed activity, agencies normally complete an
environmental assessment (EA). EAs are supposed to
discuss the need for the proposed project, alternatives
to the action, and the anticipated environmental con-
sequences of the action. If an EA concludes that a
project will not have a significant impact, no further
environmental review is required. In contrast, for all
proposed actions that will have a significant effect on
the environment, an agency must prepare an environ-
mental impact statement (EIS). The purpose of an
EIS is to provide a full and complete discussion of a
project’s anticipated environmental impacts and to
inform interested parties of reasonable alternatives.
Regardless of the finding in an EIS, agencies are not
legally required to change their proposed projects
because of anticipated adverse environmental impacts.

NEPA provides a broad framework applicable to
all federal agencies, but the act is not sufficiently
specific about how agencies should address their re-
sponsibilities. Consequently, these agencies must
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develop their own procedures for implementation. In
response to NEPA, USAID issued a Manual Circular
on the “Consideration of Environmental Aspects of
U.S.-Assisted Capital Projects,” in August 1970.
Thirteen months later, the agency issued a related
Manual Circular on the “Procedure for Environmen-
tal Review of Capital Projects.”71 As the titles of the
two circulars indicate, the emphasis was exclusively
on capital projects such as roads, dams, or irrigation
systems. As the first circular noted, it was USAID’s
policy “to require, during the planning stages of capi-
tal projects, consideration and assessment of the di-
rect or potential effects of [the] environmental as-
pects of each project.”

Despite the limited nature of the agency’s procedural
guidelines, the agency made clear that factors other than
the environment would also be considered. In the 1971
circular, for example, the agency noted its intention to
comply with NEPA, but then declared that “final deci-
sions concerning [proposed] projects are not properly
the responsibility of the United States, but of the re-
questing country or agency....There is no intent to im-
pose U.S. standards, priorities, or solutions on a foreign
government through this procedure.”

USAID’S POLICIES ON PESTICIDES,
1971-1975

Although the agency maintained its aversion to im-
posing U.S. standards on other nations, USAID was
concerned about the safe and proper use of pesticides,
as indicated in still another Manual Circular, on “Pro-
curement and Use of A.I.D.-Financed Pesticides,”
which was issued in early 1971.72 Stressing that the
control of pests is essential, the circular stated that the
use of synthetic-organic pesticides had “contributed
significantly to increased agricultural production and
the eradication or control of many diseases” over the
previous 25 years. Despite these successes, the circu-
lar warned of the potential health and environmental
hazards associated with the misuse of pesticides. To
address the possibilities, the circular recognized that
“increased attention must be devoted to the distribu-

tion of pesticides abroad under the U.S. Foreign As-
sistance Program.” The circular thus emphasized the
need to “evaluate carefully every proposed use of
pesticides and consider available alternatives.” Fur-
thermore, before USAID financed pesticides for use
in a developing country, the agency’s staff was ex-
pected to consider the recipient’s ability to use the
materials safely and effectively and the level of aware-
ness of the hazards associated with the pesticides.

The nature and scope of USAID’s procurement of
pesticides in the early 1970s puts these recommenda-
tions into some perspective. Through the agency’s
Commodity Import Program (CIP), a form of
nonproject assistance, USAID developed, in 1971, a
“positive list” of commodities, including pesticides,
that were eligible for agency financing.73 The list of
pesticides was modified frequently, and by late 1974,
the approved list of pesticides exceeded more than 90
different active ingredients available in almost 275
different packages and unit sizes (USAID 1977).

Among these active ingredients, the agency devel-
oped two categories of pesticides that could be pur-
chased. The first category included pesticides, such
as chlorpyrifos and malathion, that USAID could
finance without the need for review or approval from
USAID’s headquarters in Washington. A second cat-
egory of pesticides involved those “of a more toxic or
more environmentally degrading nature” that were
conditionally eligible for procurement, subject to the
host government’s written certification and then ap-
proval from the agency’s headquarters. Illustrative
pesticides in the second category included DDT, al-
drin, dieldrin, lindane, heptachlor, and methyl bro-
mide.

Although the agency made a distinction among
pesticides, it seemingly made little effort to ensure
that the pesticides would be used wisely, safely, or
appropriately. As the agency later acknowledged
(USAID 1977, 17):

There were no...requirements regarding labeling, direc-
tions for use, or safety precautions for conditions pre-
vailing in developing countries, and there were no re-
quirements for labels and use directions to be supplied
in the language of recipient countries....[T]he product
descriptions in the AID list did not cover permitted
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tolerances for active ingredients....They did not specify
storage stability requirements for the pesticide....and
special safety considerations such as explosive hazards
were not mentioned.

Regardless of the agency’s policies outside the
United States, the agency was not immune to domes-
tic pressures. Following the U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (USEPA), for example, USAID sus-
pended the procurement of dieldrin in fiscal year
1972 and of aldrin the next fiscal year. After the
USEPA canceled the registration of DDT for agricul-
tural purposes in mid-1972, USAID also discontin-
ued financing of that pesticide except for uses (such
as for the control of malaria) that the USEPA order
did not preclude. Despite these actions, USAID’s
procurement of pesticides was still substantial (see
Table 7.1). The agency estimated that it had financed
the purchase (and use in more than 25 countries in
Asia, Africa, and Latin America) of more than $100
million in pesticides between July 1, 1969, and June
30, 1975 (USAID 1977). During this period the agency
financed all of the pesticides that Ethiopia, Bangladesh,
and South Vietnam imported from the United States.
As the agency’s administrator once informed the U.S.
Senate (1975), in order to meet the diverse needs of
recipient countries, “every effort is made torovide a
sufficiently wide range of eligible pesticides to cope
with most problems.”

Whatever the intentions associated with these ac-
tions, USAID did not believe that NEPA required any
formal assessment of the environmental impacts of
using these pesticides. The agency asserted that, since
any impacts occurring in foreign countries would not
significantly affect the environment in the United
States, no EIS was required (U.S. Senate 1975). De-
spite this belief, the chairman of the Council on En-
vironmental Quality, which has responsibility for
overseeing agencies’ implementation of NEPA, wrote
to USAID’s administrator in early 1973 urging the
agency to complete a programmatic EIS related to the
agency’s financing of pesticides and other agricul-
tural chemicals. In the chairman’s words, three years
after NEPA’s approval, USAID had yet to complete
a single impact statement, and “this position is be-
coming increasingly difficult to defend both to Con-
gress and to the public” (Train 1973).

LEGAL CHALLENGE

Two years later the agency was required to defend this
position. Led by the Environmental Defense Fund (1975),
four environmental groups filed suit against USAID
alleging that the agency had been negligent in consider-
ing the potential environmental impacts of its financing
and procurement of pesticides for use in developing
countries. The environmental groups were concerned
because USAID had provided pesticides through both
project and nonproject assistance without a meaningful
assessment of the likely environmental impacts (Com-
mittee on Health and the Environment, vol. 1, 1988).
The environmental groups asked the court to require
USAID to produce meaningful guidelines on the envi-
ronmental assessment of all of the agency’s relevant
activities and to complete a programmatic EIS on its
procurement and distribution of pesticides.

The agency was either unable or unwilling to con-
vince the court of the merits of its position. Respond-
ing favorably to the environmental groups, the court
required USAID to complete a detailed program-
matic EIS on its international pesticide activities and
pest management program within ten months (Envi-
ronmental Law Reporter 1976). The court was ex-
traordinarily explicit in specifying the topics that the
EIS would have to address. These included:

n An historical description of the agency’s pest
management program;

n A description of the scope and nature of current
and reasonably anticipated pest management pro-
grams;

n A comprehensive assessment of these programs’
environmental impacts (e.g., effects on humans
using pesticides; effects on flora and fauna, ef-
fects on pesticide residues in food; and effects
caused by the cumulative impact of pesticides);

n An individual description of the pesticides USAID
procured for which the registration for use in the
United States had been suspended or canceled; and

n An analysis of reasonable alternatives to current
programs (e.g., terminating or suspending tem-
porarily all or part of the pest management pro-
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Table 7.1  USAID-Financed Pesticides, July 1972 through March 1976

Pesticide Metric Tons of Active Ingredient Eligibility Status*

Diazinon 1,280 a

DDT   905 b

Carbaryl   792 a

MSMA   727 b

Toxaphene   484 a

Mancozeb   478 a

Malathion   473 a

2,4-D   434 a

Monocrotophos   389 b

Dichlorvos   324 a

BHC   322 b

Endrin   276 b

Maneb   266 a

Methyl parathion   203 b

Naled   178 a

Propanil   136 a

Carbofuran   126 b

Ethylene dichloride   113 c

Heptachlor   110 b

All others (N=48)   901

Total (67) 8,917

Note: The table excludes DDT used to control malaria.

* Eligibility status as of December 1974: a = USAID approved; b = conditionally eligible; c=not listed.

Source: USAID 1976 in USAID 1977.

gram; providing assistance for forms of pest
management other than the use of pesticides).

The court also required USAID to discuss within
the EIS the pesticides that it would or would not
provide as part of the agency’s assistance activities.
For pesticides that the agency would finance, the
court required USAID to specify:

the limiting factors applicable to those
pesticides...including, but not limited to, conditions re-
lating to use, climate, flora, fauna, or geography of
areas where each pesticide may be used, handling and
packaging, and those efforts which will be undertaken,

where possible, to obtain the agreement of host coun-
tries and/or international and regional organizations, for
the establishment of such data-gathering mechanisms as
might be necessary and appropriate to monitor or pre-
vent potential adverse environmental impact associated
with pesticide activities collectively and individually
(Environmental Law Reporter 1976, 20122).

Once decisions were made about what alternatives
the agency wished to pursue in its pest management
programs, the court further required the agency to
develop regulations governing the procurement and
use of pesticides.
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INTERIM PESTICIDE PROCEDURES

Pending completion of the EIS and new regulations, the
agency issued “Interim Pesticide Procedures” (Federal
Register 1976a) that were designed to guide its employ-
ees and to provide clarification about how and when
pesticides could be financed. The procedures super-
seded the “positive list” of pesticides. As the court had
required, USAID suspended virtually all financing of
DDT, aldrin, dieldrin, chlordane, heptachlor, and 2,4,5-
T. Although USAID missions in developing countries
could still finance the procurement of other pesticides,
the approval process was far more cumbersome than it
had been in the past. Virtually every effort to finance
pesticides would require review in Washington; the
exceptions were few in number. With the concurrence
of one of the agency’s assistant administrators, a mis-
sion director could approve the use of a pesticide for
health purposes, but only when “significant health prob-
lems [would] occur without the use of the pesticide”
(Federal Register 1976a, 1297). Pesticides could also
be provided for pest outbreaks that constituted an emer-
gency, but only with a prior written determination from
USAID’s administrator that “the benefits of using the
pesticide outweigh the potential adverse effects and that
no preferable alternative is available” (Federal Register
1976a, 1297).

The interim procedures satisfied the need for change,
but the results were probably far less than anticipated.
After eighteen months of operating under the interim
procedures, USAID concluded that they were too
cumbersome. Indeed, the procedures “had the effect
of stopping all requests for...restricted pesticides [and]
the complete procedure [had] never been invoked
since the effective date of the interim regulations”
(USAID 1977, 110). There was considerable irony in
such a situation. In agreeing to issue new guidelines
on the financing of pesticides and to complete an EIS,
the agency’s goal was to ensure that only appropriate
pesticides would be provided to developing countries
and that the environmental implications of doing so
would also be considered. In fact, however, the in-
terim guidelines had the opposite effect, at least in
USAID’s view. Although USAID was no longer fi-
nancing restricted pesticides like heptachlor, other

donors with less stringent environmental requirements
continued to do so. As USAID explained:

the net result of the application of domestic United
States pesticide regulations and restrictions to AID’s
activities in less developed countries may not be the use
of environmentally more benign pesticides, but a switch
to other sources of supply....If AID withdraws from
such projects, then the Agency also forgoes the oppor-
tunity to assist less developed countries in avoiding
unintended and adverse effects of the pesticides con-
cerned (italics added; USAID 1977, 110)

This last point raises an issue that remains today. If
the agency’s regulations are so stringent that few or
no pesticides are provided for agricultural use, but
other sources of supply are readily available, does the
agency thereby surrender an opportunity to advance
its environmental goals? Similarly, is it desirable for
USAID to finance some pesticides as part of a envi-
ronmentally sound pest management strategy or, al-
ternatively, for other sources of supply to provide
large quantities of pesticides in the absence of any
strategy? Given the incentives for pesticide manufac-
turers to find new markets for their products and the
need to intensify agricultural production in much of
the developing world, such questions have particular
relevance to USAID’s choices.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF USAID’S
ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES

Within three months after issuing its interim pesticide
procedures, USAID announced its intention to issue
comprehensive regulations governing environmental
assessment of all of its activities. Although the regu-
lations were intended to place USAID in compliance
with NEPA’s requirements, the announcement made
clear that the regulations were being proposed as a
direct result of the Environmental Defense Fund’s
lawsuit. When the final regulations were published
(Federal Register 1976b), what is commonly referred
to as “Regulation 216” came into force.74 The
regulation’s purpose is to “ensure that the environ-
mental consequences of AID-financed activities are
identified and considered by AID and the host coun-
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try prior to a final decision to proceed and that appro-
priate environmental safeguards are adopted.”

The requirements inherent in Regulation 216 are well
discussed elsewhere (e.g., Siew 1988; Ernsdorff 1992),
so only a brief summary is provided here.75 With few
exceptions, USAID is responsible for considering the
potential environmental impacts of all new projects,
programs, or activities that the agency has approved or
authorized. The exceptions fall into two categories. First,
upon written justification, activities involving interna-
tional disaster assistance and other emergency circum-
stances are exempted from the review process. Second,
a categorical exclusion is given to projects that do not
have an effect on the natural or physical environment.
Projects in this category include research, training, most
programs involving nutrition, health care, and family
planning, and projects in which the agency is a minor
donor in a multidonor project.

In contrast, for certain type of activities, such as the
development of river basins, drainage and resettle-
ment projects, and power and industrial plants, where
past experience has demonstrated a high likelihood of
adverse environmental impacts, detailed and compre-
hensive EAs or EISs must be completed. An EA is a
detailed study of “the reasonably foreseeable signifi-
cant effects, both beneficial and adverse, of a pro-
posed action on the environment of a foreign country
or countries.” EISs are required when a proposed
action may have environmental impacts “on the United
States, the global environment, or areas outside the
jurisdiction of any nation.”

More typically, analysis of a new project or activity
begins with the preparation of a brief initial environ-
mental examination (IEE). The IEE’s purpose is to
provide a first review of “the reasonably foreseeable
environmental effects of a proposed action on the
environment.” An IEE leads to a threshold decision,
which is either positive or negative. A positive deci-
sion means that the proposed action will have a sig-
nificant effect on the environment and that an EA or
EIS must be completed. A negative threshold deci-
sion indicates that the agency does not anticipate that
the proposed activity will lead to or cause significant
effects on the environment. Nonetheless, monitoring
requirements are often imposed in these cases.

IEEs are usually completed at the mission level, but
the Bureau Environmental Officer (such as for the
Bureau for Asia or Africa) must review them. Absent
this officer’s approval of an IEE and its threshold
decision (especially if it is negative), a project will
not be funded unless an assistant administrator de-
cides otherwise. Despite the mandatory review pro-
cess, the procedures associated with IEEs have been
subject to criticism from those (e.g., Ernsdorff 1992)
who argue that Regulation 216 provides insufficient
guidance to the people who are responsible for pre-
paring them and almost no discussion of what they
should contain. Regulation 216 is also vague in defin-
ing what constitutes significant effects that would
cause a positive threshold decision. Regulation 216
simply states that “a proposed action has a significant
effect on the environment if it does significant harm
to the environment.”

THE PROGRAMMATIC EIS ON USAID’S
PEST-MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

As a result of the lawsuit brought by the Environmental
Defense Fund in 1975, USAID had agreed to complete
a detailed draft EIS on its pest management program by
August 21, 1976, and a final EIS no more than fifteen
weeks later. The draft EIS was finished in late Septem-
ber 1976 (USAID 1976) and then circulated for review
and comment to special interest groups, the WHO, the
FAO, and to all governments that were potential recipi-
ents of USAID-financed pesticides. After receiving
scores of comments, the agency published the final EIS
in May 1977 (USAID 1977).

The final EIS was long, substantively comprehen-
sive, and remarkably frank in recognizing the defi-
ciencies associated with the agency’s pest manage-
ment program. In accordance with the court’s directive,
the EIS discussed the program’s history, an assess-
ment of the likely environmental impacts of it, and an
analysis of reasonable alternatives, of which there
were five (see Table 7.2). The alternatives ranged
from a continuation of activities as they were prior to
the lawsuit to a complete elimination of all pest-
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Table 7.2  Alternatives for USAID’s Pest Management Program

Alternative Program Elements Regulatory Restrictions

A Pesticide Activities,a Training / USAID Regulationsb plus
Technical Assistance, Research, and USAID  Environmental
Other Pest Management Activities Procedures (Regulation 216)c

B “Modified” Pesticide Activities; with Regulation 216,c USAID Regulations,d
full Training/Technical Assistance, plus risk-benefit analysis of each
Research, and Other Pest pesticide activity.
Activities.

C “Restricted” Pesticide Activities; with Regulation 216,c USAID Regulations,d
full Training/Technical Assistance, plus the restrictions of the Stipulation
Research, and Other Pest and Court Order of December 5, 1975.
Management Activities.

D No pesticide activities; with full Regulation 216c

Training/Technical Assistance,
Research, and Other Pest Management
Activities.

E No pest management program. Regulation 216c

a Pesticide activity involves all activities conducted, supported, financed, or otherwise assisted by USAID,
which includes the procurement or use of pesticides, but does not include pesticide research and pesticide
regulatory activities.

b USAID regulations and methods for pesticide procurement and use as they existed immediately prior to the
stipulation and Court Order of December 5, 1975.

c Federal Register 1976b.

d The same regulatory restrictions set forth in footnote b, except the use of the historical commodity eligibility
list for pesticides would not apply.

Source: USAID 1977.

management activities within the agency. After a
thorough evaluation of each alternative, Alternative
B was deemed to be the most desirable.

Alternative B included the continued financing of
pesticides on a case-by-case basis (and not on the basis
of an approved commodity list) and then only after
specific additional evaluation that would “consider the
potential benefits conferred by the use of the proposed
pesticide, the availability of efficacious substitutes (pes-
ticides or pest management activities), costs of control,
and the extent of human and environmental risks in-
volved” (USAID 1977, 281). Furthermore, the “scope
and depth of the evaluation required for the approval of

a given pesticide in any AID activity will be governed
by its current [USEPA] regulatory status.” As an ex-
ample, if a country requested financing for pesticides, it
would be encouraged to use products registered for the
same or similar uses in the United States. If no such
products existed, the environmental review requirements
would become progressively more stringent as one
moved from previously registered to never registered
pesticides (see Table 7.3). Even given the various re-
view stages, the EIS further noted that USAID’s first
response to a request for pesticides would be to discour-
age such a request unless the pesticides were “to be used
in economically and ecologically sound [IPM] systems”
(USAID 1977, 334).
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Table 7.3  Classification of Candidate Pesticides for Specific Evaluation

Categorization in terms of Proposed Use Review Requirements in accordance
and USEPA Regulatory Status with USAID Regulation 216

1. Pesticide to be used for research or limited IEEb

field evaluation purposes only, irrespective of its
current regulatory status in United States.

2. Projects involving demonstration or use of IEEb

pesticides for specified use:

(a) Pesticide registered for same or similar usesa IEEb

in the United States without restrictions.

(b) Pesticide registered for same or similar usesa IEE and, if approved, user hazard
in United States, restricted on basis of user warning to and certification of
hazard. awareness from recipientb

(c) Pesticide registered for same or similar usesa IEE plus EA or EISc

in the United States, restricted on basis of
environmental hazard.

(d) Pesticide registered for same or similar usesa IEE plus EA or EIS,c and, if approved,
but currently under presumption against notice of impending action to recipient.
re-registration notice of intent to cancel or
subsequent notice of intent to suspend issued by
USEPA.

(e) Pesticide previously registered for same or IEE plus EA or EISc

similar usesa but cancelled for environmental
hazard.

(f) Pesticide previously registered for same or IEE plus EA or EISc

similar usesa but cancelled for health reasons.

(g) Pesticide registered for a different use in IEE plus EA or EISc

United States.

(h) Pesticide not registered for any use in United IEE plus EA or EISc

States, but tolerances established.

(i) Pesticide not registered for any use in United IEE plus EA or EISc

States, no tolerances established.

a Similar use is defined to include the use of a substantially similar formulation in a comparable use pattern.
The term use pattern includes target pest, crop or animals treated, application site, and application
technique, rate, and frequency.

b Pesticides in this category will not ordinarily be subject to further analysis; however, the decision to
undertake such analysis will be made on a case-by-case basis.

c Pesticides in this category will, following the Initial Environmental Examination, automatically trigger an
Environmental Assessment as a minimum or an Environmental Impact Statement, the choice of which will
continue to be governed by USAID Regulation 216.

Source: USAID 1976a.



61

This scheme had several appealing features. On the
one hand, Alternative B recognized that pesticides have
a potential (though not necessarily primary) role in
managing pests in developing countries. This observa-
tion may have particular relevance to Africa. Many of its
farmers use either no pesticides or substantial amounts
of egregiously “inappropriate” pesticides. Consequently,
the availability of even small amounts of environmen-
tally appropriate pesticides used properly might contrib-
ute to meaningful increases in production in a region
that is especially prone to pest-related crop losses. As
the EIS observed, pest control on plots of subsistence
farmers “can result in substantial increases in production
yields....” (USAID 1977, 273). Moreover, USAID’s
financing of selected pesticides in the context of an IPM
system would partially address the problem noted above,
namely that USAID would forfeit any opportunity to
influence pest management strategies if it was not an
actor in the process.

On the other hand, the alternative recognized that
pest problems in developing countries do not mirror
exactly those found in the United States. Whereas
some pesticides might be entirely inappropriate for
use in the United States and thus not registered with
the USEPA, these pesticides might be ideal for tsetse
flies or desert locusts in Africa. Similarly, developing
countries have crops, diseases, habitats, and other
pests that are not found in the United States.76 The
implication, of course, is that the registration status of
pesticides in the United States should not routinely or
automatically apply to developing countries because
the conditions in them are often considerably differ-
ent than in the United States.

The EIS also discussed the agency’s intended future
pest management strategies. IPM was placed at the heart
of these strategies. As the EIS declared, “Establishment
of integrated pest management systems and promotion
of integrated pest management concepts, principles, and
methods will be an integral part of USAID’s future pest
management activities” (USAID 1977, 333). According
to the EIS, other elements of USAID’s future strategy
included the strengthening of pest-management infra-
structures in developing countries, improvements in
schemes for regulation of pesticide usage, the monitor-
ing of the human and environmental effects of pesti-

cides, and efforts to exert a greater degree of U.S.
leadership among the international community. Finally,
the EIS indicated that USAID would no longer finance
the procurement of pesticides through nonproject assis-
tance (i.e., through its Commodity Import Program)
except in emergencies or in other special circumstances.

USAID’S POLICY ON PESTICIDE
SUPPORT

The EIS on the agency’s pest management programs
admitted a major deficiency in the agency’s opera-
tions. While acknowledging that USAID had financed
the purchase of millions of dollars of pesticides
throughout the developing world, the agency con-
ceded that it had done so in the absence of a compre-
hensive pest management policy. In lieu of such a
policy, the agency confessed that it had operated on
the basis of a “number of essentially isolated pesti-
cide and pest management activities which had di-
verse origins and objectives” (USAID 1977, 338).

To remedy this deficiency, USAID took two major
steps. First, it revoked the interim pesticides procedures
issued in January 1976 and revised Regulation 216
(Federal Register 1978) to add supplemental proce-
dures for the environmental assessment of all proposed
projects involving assistance for the procurement and
use of pesticides. These procedures can be found in
Appendix D. The new procedures outlined the environ-
mental review procedures that would be associated with
the financing of pesticides through project assistance. In
many respects the procedures reflected the intent of
Alternative B in the programmatic EIS. In all instances
an IEE is required, and it must “evaluate the economic,
social and environmental risks and benefits of the planned
pesticide use to determine whether the use may result in
significant environmental impact.” If this IEE indicates
that the use of pesticides “will significantly affect the
human environment,” then either an environmental as-
sessment or an environmental impact statement may be
required. If pesticides are deemed suitable for use, then
USAID can provide only products that are registered
(preferably with the same or similar use without restric-
tions) with the USEPA.
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For project assistance, exceptions to the assessment
procedures involve: a) emergency conditions, such as
a pest outbreak or “when significant economic prob-
lems will occur without the prompt use of the pro-
posed pesticide”; and b) projects in which USAID is
a minor donor.77 For nonproject assistance, there are
only two instances in which pesticides can be pro-
vided, and both require written approval from the
agency’s administrator. Emergencies constitute one
condition; the other involves “compelling circum-
stances... such that failure to provide the proposed
assistance would seriously impede the attainment of
U.S. foreign policy objectives or the objectives of the
foreign assistance program” (Federal Register 1978;
1980).78 Compelling circumstances include “only
those most serious situations in which no other way
exists to provide the pesticide except through the
nonproject assistance program” (USAID 1989, 122).
In addition, consideration of these situations must
also consider safety of past use of pesticides in the
recipient country.

While the revised regulations may be well-suited for
instances in which the direct procurement of pesticides
is considered, the revised procedures are less relevant
and helpful for nonproject assistance involving policy
reforms. The regulations implicitly consider nonproject
assistance to be limited to the direct purchase of com-
modities (including pesticides), but the procedures do
not satisfactorily address USAID’s obligations when a
recipient uses cash transfers to procure pesticides (or
uses these transfers to free other resources that are then
used to purchase pesticides).

 Second, USAID issued a seven-page “Policy on
Pesticide Support” in May 1978 (USAID 1978).79 In
its introduction, the policy statement declared “that
the proper selection and use of pesticides can contrib-
ute to increased agricultural productivity and improved
public health.” Having noted this as well as the like-
lihood of a large increase in pesticide consumption in
developing countries, the policy statement stressed
the need to de-emphasize the exclusive reliance on
pesticides in managing pests. Much of the rest of the
document reflected the intent (and, in many instances,
the exact wording) of the EIS in regard to the agency’s
strategy for pest management. As an illustration, the

document declared that USAID’s policy would be to
establish wherever possible “programs aimed at as-
sisting developing countries in designing and operat-
ing economically and environmentally sound [IPM]
systems and procedures in which pesticides will be
used only when necessary” (USAID 1978, 4).

Although again noting that the agency would no longer
finance pesticides through nonproject assistance except
in emergencies or “cases of compelling circumstances,”
the policy statement did not preclude USAID financing
of pesticides through other means, such as project assis-
tance. The explanation for this preference was consis-
tency with past concerns. The policy statement recog-
nized once again that many developing countries can
obtain pesticides from U.S. manufacturers without
USAID’s assistance and without having to comply with
or subscribe to the agency’s environmental criteria. If
these countries obtained pesticides with USAID’s assis-
tance, then at least some environmental concerns would
be considered. Without USAID’s direct financing, the
agency could not make such assurances.

RECONSIDERATION

By 1985, seven years after the issuance of the policy
statement on pesticides, USAID’s experience with imple-
mentation led it to consider revisions. Both the guide-
lines and the Regulation 216 strongly discourage the
procurement of pesticides through nonproject assistance.
The procedural barriers to doing so are high and, as
noted earlier, the agency’s administrator is required to
provide written approval for each request. Thus, through
1985, only one justification had been approved, and that
was for the emergency use of pesticides in a disaster
relief program in Bolivia (Brady 1985; Committee on
Health and the Environment, vol. 1, 1988).80

Due to the infrequency of approval and requests from
USAID/Egypt and USAID/Mozambique (see Box 7.1)
to procure pesticides through nonproject assistance,
USAID established a Task Force on Pesticide Procure-
ment under Commodity Import Programs in early 1985.
The Task Force’s purpose was to provide guidance to
the agency’s administrator on how to evaluate such
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requests. Concluding that, “when properly used, pesti-
cides can play an important role in increasing agricul-
tural productivity,” the Task Force recommended that
the agency approve the procurement of pesticides through
nonproject assistance when “it is legally acceptable, if
misuse can be prevented under non-project assistance,
and it is used in a creative way to promote an improve-
ment in conditions of pesticide use in developing coun-
tries” (Brady 1985). A subsequent, independent review

of USAID’s policies on industrial and agricultural chemi-
cals recommended approval of such a change “espe-
cially in the face of substantial evidence that other coun-
tries provide pesticides readily if the U.S. does not”
(Committee on Health and the Environment, vol. 1,
1988, 66).81

To achieve the desired change and to allow USAID
to provide pesticides more easily through nonproject

Box 7.1  USAID/Mozambique’s Request for Pesticides
through Nonproject Assistance

As the discussion of USAID’s policies on pesticides indicates, the agency is not an enthusiastic provider
of pesticides. However meritorious a request for pesticides may be, the agency wants to ensure that they
are provided only under the most stringent conditions and in complete accordance with the requirements
of Regulation 216. In this regard, USAID/Mozambique’s efforts to obtain approval for the purchase of
pesticides provides an interesting comparison to the approach that JICA uses.

In the midst of a protracted drought and a devastating civil war in the mid-1980s, agriculture in
Mozambique had virtually collapsed. Production of rice, which had reached 56,000 metric tons in 1979,
had dropped to approximately 12,500 metric tons by 1985. Other major crops experienced similar
declines. In an effort to address these problems, the Government of Mozambique approached several
bilateral and U.N. development agencies and asked for assistance in providing agricultural inputs that
would be used to encourage the development of the private sector. To support this initiative, USAID
officials with responsibility for Mozambique sought approval to procure pesticides as part of USAID’s
Commodity Import Program, which represents a form of nonproject assistance (Edelman 1985).

This was not a decision made in haste. To justify the request, several pesticide experts visited
Mozambique to determine whether donated pesticides could be used properly in the country. The experts
assisted in the completion of an initial environmental examination, and they recommended that procure-
ment be approved together with training on pesticide use and IPM.

The request to the agency’s administrator attempted to make a compelling case. “The severe shortages
of foreign exchange and the Government’s previous preference for state farms have resulted,” the request
noted, “in practically no inputs having been provided to private farmers in recent years.” The request also
stated that:

Most markets and shops are almost empty of food to buy....Dangerously large food shortages are
expected to continue....To meet this emergency need, serious pest problems have to be overcome on
the private farms. Pesticides...are essential to increase food production substantially (Edelman 1985).

The pesticides, valued at approximately $400,000, would not be provided in a regulatory vacuum. The
Government of Mozambique agreed to: a) provide training to ensure the proper handling and safe use
of the donated pesticides; and b) a monitoring and evaluation program to assess their distribution and use.
In addition, the Government had developed a new pesticide registration scheme based on FAO guide-
lines.

Contrary to the recommendations of its experts on pest management and the seemingly strong case
made, USAID declined to provide pesticides to Mozambique.
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assistance, the Task Force recognized the need to
have the support of the environmental community,
especially the special interest groups that had sued
the agency in the mid 1970s. Such support was not
forthcoming. There were concerns that “safe” pesti-
cides could not be readily defined, that there were no
means to guarantee adequate funds for or attention to
IPM or pesticide safety, and apprehension about the
agency’s ability to impose and enforce environmental
conditions on the recipients (Committee on Health
and the Environment, vol. 1, 1988). In the face of
such opposition, the agency withdrew its proposal to
loosen the requirements associated with the procure-
ment of pesticides through nonproject assistance.

FURTHER CLARIFICATION AND
RE-EMPHASIS

USAID’s (1988a) policy paper on environment and
natural resources stated the agency’s intention to ensure
that all of its development-assistance activities benefit
from environmental review. More specifically, the policy
paper also emphasized that sustainable agriculture is
dependent upon proper use, storage, and disposal of
agricultural chemicals. Declaring that USAID’s policy
is to support increased reliance on IPM, the policy paper
indicated that this would lead to efforts to:

n reduce the use of chemical pesticides to the full-
est extent practicable;

n use only those pesticides which are proven to be
safest to the environment and people;

n discourage general requests for pesticides, and as-
sure that pesticides are used in conjunction with
natural control programs (USAID 1988a, 7).

This statement recognizes the utility of pesticides
but interestingly does not make a distinction between
their use through project versus direct procurement of
pesticides through nonproject assistance.82 In con-
trast, and as noted above, USAID’s environmental
procedures do make such a distinction.

Equally important, the Policy Paper represents
USAID’s most recent declaration of its policies on pes-

ticides and IPM. Subsequent documents either restate
existing policies (e.g., USAID 1990, 1991c, 1991d;
Consortium for International Crop Protection 1991) or
subsume consideration of these issues as part of larger
discussions about the need to manage natural and envi-
ronmental resources sustainably (e.g., USAID 1992b,
1994). This situation has important implications for
nonproject assistance that attempts to increase agricul-
tural production. Despite an unparalleled dependence
on a policy-based approach to nonproject assistance
since the late 1980s, USAID has not re-examined its
approaches to pest and pesticide management during
that period. Consequently, USAID’s current procedures
are largely directed toward the control and management
of commodity-based nonproject assistance rather than
toward policy-based reforms.

USAID AND IPM

USAID can point to substantial and sustained in-
volvement with projects designed to increase reliance
on IPM in developing countries. Indeed, the agency’s
experience began at least in the early 1970s with the
establishment of an “Integrated Pest Management
and Environmental Protection Project.” Although the
name of the project has varied since its inception,
related activities continued until 1990. When the
project was established, it purpose was to assist
USAID to develop, implement, and evaluate projects
related to pest management (USAID 1990). In the
latter phase, the project conducted training programs
for over 5,000 participants, provided technical assis-
tance on pest programs, and provided research re-
lated to IPM in developing countries.

Perhaps one of USAID’s more successful efforts
with IPM is found in Indonesia, where the agency’s
support for a multidonor effort has enabled thousands
of farmers to reduce their use of pesticides on rice
while increasing their productivity. Other IPM-re-
lated programs that USAID supports are found in
Central America, where, since 1983, the agency has
supported activities related to training, research, and
extension. A major accomplishment of this initiative
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is the establishment of an undergraduate program in
pest management at the Panamerican Agricultural
School. The program emphasizes IPM (USAID 1990).
In late 1993, USAID started still another project, a
Cooperative Research Support Program on IPM,
through which it will provide $7.5 million over five
years to several organizations to promote the devel-
opment and utilization of IPM in developing coun-
tries. Many other IPM projects can be summarized
(e.g., see USAID 1990; 1993), but they all point to
substantial efforts to increase its use.83

There is considerable irony in USAID’s efforts. On
the one hand, as already noted, the agency can dem-
onstrate a long-standing commitment to concerns for
potential impacts on the environment as well as sus-
tained interest in and support of IPM. On the other
hand, there has been considerable critical review of
USAID’s efforts. In 1988, as an illustration, the Com-
mittee on Health and the Environment (1988) and the
Conservation Foundation completed a report on Op-
portunities to Assist Developing Countries in the
Proper Use of Agricultural and Industrial Chemicals
in response to a requirement in the Foreign Assis-
tance Appropriation Act of 1987. Although the report
commended the agency’s efforts to reduce the use of
pesticides in developing countries and labeled the
agency as “one of the most environmentally con-
scious members of the international development
assistance community,” the report also noted that
USAID had insufficient professional staff and exper-
tise to implement its IPM policies effectively. In ad-
dition, the report observed, in order to avoid USAID’s
stringent environmental standards associated with
Regulation 216, some USAID staff in developing
countries simply asked other donors to provide pes-
ticides for USAID-funded projects.

The following year, the U.S. House of Representa-
tives’ (1989) Committee on Appropriations similarly
recognized USAID’s commitment to IPM but then
suggested that the agency was not giving sufficient
attention to “non-chemical, scientifically based pest
control technologies.” Commenting on USAID’s re-
sponse to an infestation of desert locusts in Africa in
the late 1980s, the U.S. Senate also found fault with
the agency’s approach to pest management:

it is clear that neither the Office of Foreign Disaster
Assistance..., nor AID’s Africa Bureau, were prepared
to meet the challenge of a major pest infestation. Bu-
reaucratic inertia and a lack of leadership delayed the
creation and implementation of an effective insect policy
(U.S. Senate 1989, 91).

To remedy this and other perceived deficiencies,
the Senate recommended that USAID establish a
permanent IPM task force “to coordinate and execute
planning and research on the problems of insect in-
festation, with a special focus on Africa” (U.S. Sen-
ate 1989, 90).84 The Senate also stressed that the
United States has the capacity to provide leadership
in developing long-term pest-management strategies
for Africa. In order to do so, however, the Senate
believed that USAID would be required to make
“significant changes” in its approach and to strengthen
its in-house scientific capability.

A report by the Office of Technology Assessment
(1990, 89) reached similar conclusions, namely that
the “changes needed to improve USAID’s approach
to pest management are substantial enough to require
a shift in the way the agency views the goals of pest
management and the ways in which those goals are
implemented.” Furthermore, the OTA report judged
that many USAID officials do not believe that IPM is
an effective strategy for controlling agricultural pests.
Still another independent assessment of USAID’s
policies on pesticides and IPM (National Research
Council 1992) also concluded that a lack of recogni-
tion of IPM’s importance among USAID officials at
all levels deters further use of the technology.

In addition to devoting resources to the develop-
ment and spread of IPM, USAID can also point to its
considerable funding of the Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research and many bilat-
eral and regional farming-systems and agricultural
research projects. All of these initiatives provide op-
portunities to influence and encourage environmen-
tally appropriate agricultural technologies.
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MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Although there exists considerable requirements for
the evaluation of nearly all of USAID’s activities, the
agency has been criticized for the lack of a compre-
hensive evaluation system for measuring the results
of its efforts (U.S. General Accounting Office 1993b).
At least through the late 1980s, this problem was
evident with USAID’s consideration of the environ-
mental impacts of its activities. As noted above,
USAID must assess the reasonably foreseeable envi-
ronmental impacts of most activities it intends to
implement, but such assessments are normally con-
ducted before projects begin and represent prospec-
tive judgments about what impacts might occur. In
contrast, there has not been an effective system to
evaluate environmental consequences systematically
after projects have been completed. As an illustra-
tion, after reviewing more than 200 evaluations of
agency activities, the agency’s Center for Develop-
ment Information and Evaluation concluded that:
“Environmental and natural resource management are
not generally addressed fully during design, imple-
mentation, or evaluation of A.I.D. projects” (USAID
1988b, 91). A subsequent report (USAID 1989) ex-
amined nearly 300 evaluations and found that three-
quarters ignored environmental issues entirely; an-
other 17 percent addressed these issues only
minimally.

Given USAID’s commitment to sustainable devel-
opment, the agency can ill afford to ignore the envi-
ronmental consequences of its activities. Equally
important, USAID is also obligated legally to con-
sider these consequences, at least in regard to its
policy-reform initiatives in Africa. The legislation
that established the Development Fund for Africa
requires USAID to protect “long-term environmental
interests from possible negative consequences” of
policy reforms. In response to this mandate, the
USAID’s Bureau for Africa is encouraging its mis-
sions to develop and implement comprehensive envi-
ronmental monitoring, evaluation, and mitigation plans
(EMEMPs), especially for major activities involving
nonproject assistance (Hecht 1994). Such efforts be-
gan in 1992, so it is not yet possible to judge whether

EMEMPs will address satisfactorily the problems and
concerns that have lead to their creation. One diffi-
culty already encountered, however, is that of estab-
lishing a relation between assisted program activities,
especially policy reforms, and environmental out-
comes (World Bank 1994; Rock 1995).

CONCLUSIONS

This review of USAID’s policies on the environment
and pest management suggest several conclusions.
Among the most important is the realization that
USAID probably has the most thorough and most
stringent procedures for both environmental assess-
ment and the provision of pesticides (Committee on
Health and the Environment, vol. 1, 1988; Office of
Technology Assessment 1990). Regulation 216 speci-
fies in considerable detail what USAID must do if it
wishes to provide pesticides to developing countries.
The procedures are especially stringent in regard to
nonproject assistance. No other bilateral donor is
subject to such detail or procedural hurdles, yet sev-
eral of these donors provide pesticides. Here again
there is irony. While there is widespread recognition
that pesticides, when used safely and wisely, repre-
sent a potentially valuable weapon in the quest to
conquer pests, USAID’s preferences and procedures
have virtually prevented the tool’s use. The paradox
is complicated further because USAID is increas-
ingly turning to nonproject assistance and associated
policy reforms to stimulate agricultural production in
Africa. If USAID is unwilling to provide pesticides
directly to achieve such increases (or to allow reli-
ance on them through policy-based reforms), this
does not mean that other donors (with potentially less
rigorous environmental guidelines) are also unwill-
ing to approve their use. As JICA’s experience in
Africa reveals, however committed African govern-
ments may be to reductions in the risks inherent in the
use of pesticides, or to increased use of IPM, these
governments still value pesticides, routinely request
them, and expect their farmers to use them. Conse-
quently, however successful recommended policy
reforms may be, USAID may not achieve a desired
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objective, safe use of pesticides, when other donors
pursue policies that may undermine this objective.

This situation suggests the desirability of USAID’s
reconsideration of its present policies on pesticides.
The framers of Regulation 216 did not intend to
prohibit the use of pesticides via nonproject assis-
tance, but that has been the result. Over the last 20
years only one request to provide pesticides through
nonproject assistance has been approved, and that
was for an emergency. If changes in policies regard-
ing agricultural production are dependent on policy
dialogue, does USAID strengthen its position by
imposing a virtual ban on pesticides, and can it ratio-
nalize the use of pesticides through policy reforms
alone? Policy dialogue can occur without reference to
or application of Regulation 216, but its requirements
appear to create such a formidable barrier that some

agency field officers are arguably reluctant to raise or
address pesticide-related issues and interventions.
Moreover, to the extent that pesticides are a meaning-
ful component of IPM (Natural Resources Institute
1992a), does current USAID policy minimize the
agency’s opportunities to increase the technology’s
use? If the recurring expectation is that USAID should
provide global leadership in regard to pest manage-
ment, can it do so when its officials are reluctant to
engage in dialogue and “automatically” decline re-
quests for assistance, however meritorious or neces-
sary? Other bilateral donors are no less concerned
about the environmental consequences of pesticides
and increased agricultural production, yet they find it
possible to reconcile the use and indirect funding of
pesticides with sound environmental management. Is
this also possible for USAID?
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8.  Summary and Conclusions

Major bilateral donors readily agree on the need to
stimulate agricultural trade and production in Africa,
but there is considerably less consensus about how
this should be done and how much (and what kind of)
attention should be devoted to the environmental
consequences of doing so. Moreover, donors’ ap-
proaches to nonproject assistance are as varied as is
the form of assistance itself. Nonproject assistance
can involve the direct donation of pesticides (or other
commodities) as well as assistance linked to policy
reforms; similarly, nonproject assistance can involve
either loans or grants. The various permutations thus
preclude easy generalization. Nonetheless, it is useful
to summarize briefly how the five donor nations “an-
swer” the six questions raised in the first chapter.

What environmental policies or procedures govern
donors’ efforts to promote agricultural trade or pro-
duction policies in Africa, and what is the relation
between intent and implementation?

Germany, the United Kingdom, and the United
States have detailed guidelines or regulations that
mandate donors’ attention to environmental issues at
all stages of a project cycle. Japan has specialized
guidelines that apply to certain types of agricultural
projects, but the expectation is that the recipient coun-
try will apply the guidelines and then judge whether
the potential impacts are acceptable. In contrast, France
has yet to promulgate specific environmental assess-
ment procedures for its foreign assistance involving
agricultural trade and production.

It is easy to identify the existence of appropriate
policies but far more difficult to ascertain their effec-
tiveness. Donors’ environmental assessments are fre-
quently not available to the public, and no effective
way exists to provide independent verification of
reported results. More important, even the best envi-
ronmental guidelines are deficient in regard to assess-
ing the likely environmental implications of policy-
based reforms, which typically have diffuse and

potentially unanticipated consequences. These rea-
sons provide at least part of the explanation for the
lack of detailed studies that examine the relations
between policy reforms in the agricultural sector and
the implications of these reforms on pest manage-
ment. At the least, appropriate methodologies are
absent or the cost of assessing the possible pest-
related implications of agricultural trade and produc-
tion policies is deemed to be exorbitant.

 How do donors attempt to identify and mitigate
the potential adverse environmental impacts of their
policies designed to stimulate agricultural trade and
production?

   All five nations attempt to ensure that the poten-
tial adverse environmental impacts associated with
their foreign assistance activities are identified. Hav-
ing reached such a conclusion, it is necessary to add
an important caveat. No donor wants to be associated
with adverse environmental impacts (or to fund ac-
tivities that cause them), but donors also assume vary-
ing degrees of responsibility for potential impacts as
well as for their mitigation. If, for example, an envi-
ronmental assessment identifies a potential negative
impact, whose responsibility is it to mitigate that
impact? This is a central question, and donors’ an-
swers do not necessarily agree. One perspective places
responsibility with the recipients of assistance and
assumes that, as sovereign entities, they should be
allowed to determine what level of adverse environ-
mental impact they are willing to tolerate in their
quest for development. JICA is a prime advocate of
such an approach; it believes that recipients should
have prime responsibility for assessing potential en-
vironmental impacts and for judging whether these
impacts are tolerable and acceptable.

A competing perspective suggests that donors should
apply their environmental values and assume respon-
sibility for preventing especially egregious environ-
mental harms. Germany, the United Kingdom, and
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the United States (after the 1960s) have adopted this
approach. These countries will typically not fund
activities if they deem potential environmental harms
to be significant or irreversible. In addition, Germany
and the United States emphasize the need for moni-
toring of anticipated environmental consequences.

If conditionality is a component of assistance in the
agricultural sector, are environmental conditions in-
cluded, and how are they monitored and enforced?
Lack of comparable information from the five coun-
tries makes this questions difficult to answer. None-
theless, to the extent that donors’ policy-based assis-
tance is linked to the World Bank’s structural or
sectoral adjustment loans, all five donors rely on
some conditionality (although not necessarily related
to the environment). France and Japan appear to be
the least enthusiastic about the imposition of environ-
mental conditions whereas the United Kingdom and
the United States are more willing to do so.

If assistance for agriculture includes the procure-
ment or provision of pesticides: a) do donors impose
limits or restrictions on the pesticides that are pro-
vided and how they are used; and b) at what point in
the use cycle do donors’ obligations end?

Japan is the single largest donor of pesticides, and
it imposes few (or no) environmental constraints on
their use. Japan’s expectation is that donated pesti-
cides will be used wisely and in an environmentally
sound manner, but JICA is not well equipped to
determine whether such use actually occurs. Once
JICA donates pesticides, it cedes responsibility for
their appropriate use, storage, and disposal to the
recipient government. In contrast, France and the
United States do not provide pesticides for routine
agricultural purposes, but both have been active play-
ers in the disposal of outdated stocks in sub-Saharan
Africa. Germany and the United Kingdom are occa-
sionally responsive to requests for pesticides but then
provide limited quantities only after rigorous review
and assessment and in accordance with the FAO’s
Code of Conduct. The GTZ assumes that it has a
continuing role to play after it donates pesticides; the
GTZ has been involved with the disposal of obsolete
pesticides even when it did not supply them.

As donors encourage and African governments to
implement policy-reform programs that affect agri-
culture, to what extent is consideration given to the
indirect implications for pesticides?

To the extent that the pesticide-related implications
of policy-reform programs are readily evident, all
donors consider these implications, although the level
and detail of effort varies among donors. Despite this
statement, it is also the case that donors typically give
far less attention to the indirect implications for pes-
ticides. Policies designed to stimulate agricultural
trade or production do not necessarily have goals that
are primarily environmental; the quest is to stimulate
production by changing the rules of the agricultural
game. Although donors have some sense of what
rules should be changed, there is usually much less
certainty about the secondary and indirect conse-
quences of the changed rules, particularly because
multiple donors typically seek multiple changes in
policies. Accordingly, it is difficult to separate the
consequences of one policy change from that of other
related changes. As an illustration, the removal of
subsidies can discourage pesticide use while an em-
phasis on crops for export is likely to encourage
pesticide use. In such a case, the total volume of
pesticides may remain relatively stable, but there may
be considerable changes in the location and nature of
the pesticides used. Similarly, the removal of subsi-
dies may mean a diminished role for governments in
a country’s agricultural sector but farmers may look
elsewhere for pesticides. A donor concluding that
pesticide use has been rationalized because of this
decreased government role may reach a wrong con-
clusion if inappropriate pesticides are used in greater
quantities by farmers who no longer have access to
proper equipment for applying pesticides or who ac-
quire pesticides from dubious sources.

To what extent do donors consider or encourage
reliance on IPM as a viable strategy for pest manage-
ment?

The United States and the European donors are
active advocates of IPM, although the latter in par-
ticular appear to be skeptical of the feasibility of
increasing the technology’s widespread use in Africa.
While readily acknowledging IPM’s appeal, repre-
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sentatives of donor agencies in France, Germany, and
the United Kingdom agree that IPM is not a scheme
that can be easily or readily transferred to most Afri-
can farmers.  JICA appears to share this skepticism,
which seemingly discourages the agency’s support of
projects to support IPM’s diffusion or application.

This common conclusion has potentially important
implications for the advocates of IPM in developing
countries. While critics can rightfully contend that
not enough resources are devoted to IPM in Africa
(and that donors have failed to impose IPM-related
conditions on their agriculturally related policies),
the issue is not one solely of finances or good inten-
tions. If this were the case, the use of IPM would be
widespread throughout much of Africa, in large part
due to the concerted efforts of the British, French,
and Germans. IPM’s limited application has many
explanations, and not all of these are subject to do-
nors’ direct (or even indirect) control.

Answers to these questions neither exhaust the
possible comparisons among the five donor nations
nor the need for further analysis. To the extent that
these donors wish to be more environmentally con-
scious in their agriculturally related activities, there is
much they can do collectively. First, there is an obvi-
ous need for improved coordination (which is always
the case with foreign assistance). As an illustration,
recipient governments rarely receive a clear message
from donors about preferred strategies for pest man-
agement. Donors routinely convey different messages,
and recipients can be selective about which messages
they choose to hear.

This issue reflects a larger concern as well. Al-
though pest management and the proper choice of
pesticides may be of central concern to certain do-
nors, the use or misuse of pesticides is not seen as a
major environmental problem in many parts of Af-
rica. Far more people die or become ill because of
malaria, dysentery, or AIDS, and the virtual absence
of information on the ecological effects of pesticides
masks whatever problems exist. As one of the NRI’s
researchers emphasized, the use of pesticides should
be viewed from an African perspective rather than
from a European or American one. In this researcher’s
opinion, “everyone in Europe is strong on preaching”

about the wise use of pesticides in Africa, and do-
nors’ apprehension about pesticides and the environ-
ment may reflect domestic political priorities as much
as legitimate concern about the pesticides. To counter
this trend, the researcher recommended that donors
adopt a pragmatic approach, consider the recipient’s
perspective, and assess comparative risks rather than
making blanket rules that consider pesticides in iso-
lation from the other variables affecting African ag-
riculture and livelihoods. Here the example of DDT
may be relevant. Most donor agencies prohibit the
purchase of the pesticide based on research in tem-
perate areas. In fact, however, DDT may be appropri-
ate for tsetse flies when there is no appropriate and
affordable substitute. Admittedly, alternative tech-
nologies for the control of tsetse fly are becoming
increasingly available. Despite these advances, DDT
still has accepted uses in malaria control and serves as
an effective repellant when used to treat the walls of
dwellings.

Second, donors should increase their understand-
ing of the pesticide-related implications of structural
adjustment programs (and, by extension, nonproject
assistance). Increased reliance on IPM or other pest-
management technologies (such as microbial pesti-
cides) is contingent upon considerable research, edu-
cation, and the strengthening of local institutional
capacity. Research is often a victim of the budget cuts
that adjustment programs impose on African govern-
ments. This is unfortunate because many innovations
in pest management have their source with basic
research, which is primarily the domain of the public
sector. In the short run, private industry seemingly
has little incentive to develop technologies that will
reduce the sales of pesticides.

In contrast, if adjustment programs have their in-
tended effects on policies and economies, African
farmers may find that they have more money to pur-
chase pesticides. For example, if price controls are
lifted on food crops, then farmers will have an incen-
tive to produce more. Increased reliance on pesticides
may produce a quick way to do so, particularly be-
cause the use of pesticides among small-scale farmers
in Africa is low by virtually any standard. Similarly,
privatization may increase the range of products avail-
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able to farmers, but only if the products are affordable
and available. Given the multinational agrichemical
industry’s minimal interest in Africa (Szmedra 1994),
farmers seeking pesticides may turn to loosely regu-
lated local formulators or to the virtually unregulated
and informal cross-border trade in pesticides that are
improperly labeled and identified. To the extent that
agribusinesses do express interest in Africa, they will
likely concentrate their activities in areas where de-
mand is high and distribution costs are low. Thus,
farmers living in remote areas will likely have less
access to pesticides than in the past.

Third, donors can attempt to address some of these
potential problems with pest management in a more
systematic manner than they have in the past. Several
donor agencies can be applauded for their emphasis
on pest management and the diffusion of IPM, but
such efforts are only occasionally linked to nonproject
assistance that attempts to stimulate agricultural trade
or production. Although the existing evidence is both
mixed and inconclusive, some data do suggest that
agriculturally based nonproject assistance proceeds
without much attention devoted to how pests will be

managed or even how the assistance will affect the
needs for different approaches to pest management.

Although there is much more that donors can do, it
is equally important to note that other key actors
exist. Chief among these are African governments.
All donor assistance is intended to be temporary, and
by definition all policy-based assistance requires the
consent and cooperation of recipient governments. It
is these governments that will ultimately decide which
agricultural projects will move forward and how and
whether their implementation will affect pest man-
agement. The evidence to date suggests that nonproject
assistance has not yet had a major impact on prefer-
ences for pesticides in most African countries. Many
African governments routinely ask for donated pesti-
cides from the Japanese, and other donors’ policy-
based assistance for agriculture often neglects con-
cern for pest management. For pest-management
strategies to improve and for there to be greater reli-
ance on IPM than now exists, African governments
will have to take the lead. Donors can prod and
cajole, but Africans must decide whether and how
they wish to improve their management of pests.
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Notes

1. Unless noted to the contrary, all further references to
Africa are intended to apply only to sub-Saharan Africa.
The analysis intentionally excludes attention, except in a
generic sense, to the use of pesticides for public health
purposes or the emergency control of locusts or grass-
hoppers. More information on the latter issue can be
found in Office of Technology Assessment (OTA 1990).

2. For example, Section 496(h)(2)(B) of the U.S. Foreign
Assistance Act requires USAID to ensure that policy
reforms include provisions to protect "long-term envi-
ronmental interests from possible negative consequences
of the reforms."

3. An alternative argument suggests that, while donors do
have a responsibility for what they finance, the activities
still remain those of the recipient country.

4. National agencies are not the only ones prone to confi-
dentiality. The author was given access to documents
from the Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) on the condition that the source of
the information not be cited. Thus, while this report
reflects the information contained in many of these docu-
ments, appropriate citations are not provided.

5. The results of a series of studies on agriculture in six
African countries in the 1980s indicate that "agricultural
production [in sub-Saharan Africa] has generally grown as
a result of expansion of cropped area, and, to a lesser extent,
changes in cropping patterns--both processes, in turn, spurred
by rapid population growth" (Lele 1990, 7, 9).

6. In some countries in sub-Saharan Africa, some analyses
(e.g., Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1991, 222)
suggest that "governments have opted for monocultures
of export crops. Although these yielded higher income
for the short-term the long-term result was environmen-
tal degradation. Food crops were displaced and forced
onto marginal land."

7. In a study of the World Bank’s structural or sectoral adjust-
ment loans to 43 countries between 1978 and 1987, Sebastian
and Alicbusan (1989) found that 28 of the countries were
expected to remove or reduce subsidies for agricultural
inputs. A more recent study (Warford et al. 1993) of the
Bank’s adjustment loans to 58 countries between 1988 and
1992 found that 24 of them were expected to reduce or
eliminate subsidies for these inputs.

8. As the members of the FAO noted when they adopted the
International Code of Conduct on the Distribution and
Use of Pesticides in 1985, “increased food production is
a high priority need in many parts of the world and...this
need cannot be met without the use of indispensable

agricultural inputs such as pesticides” (FAO 1990, 31).
In the same year, the World Bank (1985, 1) explained to
its staff that: “chemical pesticides are essential elements
in a pest management program.” These statements do not
imply sole reliance on pesticides, but even advocates of
IPM acknowledge the importance of pesticides as a stra-
tegic tool for managing pests (e.g., Natural Resources
Institute 1992b).

9. Given the multinational nature of most agrichemical com-
panies, this argument may oversimplify reality. Such
companies have their own dynamic. To the extent they
are subject to the laws and regulations of one country,
they may avoid their application by operating in coun-
tries without such constraints.

10. As an illustration, the FAO (1993b) observes that most
African countries “lack or are short of technical, physical
and administrative facilities to be able to effectively
monitor and enforce the provisions of the [International
Code of Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesti-
cides], including a legal pesticide registration [system],
an operational registration and control scheme, educa-
tional materials to support the extension of safe and
efficient use of pesticides, and laboratory facilities for
pesticide analysis.”

11. According to the Institute’s staff, a major reason for the lack
of success with IPM programs in many countries is due to
a lack of “adequate resources and commitment by donors
over a sufficiently long period to make a permanent impact.
This situation has resulted in competition for available scarce
resources, often leading to fragmented efforts and ineffec-
tive collaboration between the development agencies” (Natu-
ral Resources Institute (1992a, 58).

12. In addition, these colonial ties also provide much of the
explanation for France’s continuing commercial ties with
sub-Saharan Africa. See Economist (1994a).

13. The non French-speaking countries did not enter the
ambit until the 1980s, and Mozambique, Namibia, and
Zaire have since been added to the list of ambit countries.
Fourteen countries in sub-Saharan Africa comprised the
original membership in le champ.

14. France also provides assistance to its overseas territories
(territoires d’outre mer, or TOM), such as New Caledonia.
The Ministry for Overseas Departments and Territories
administers this assistance.

15. The CFD also owns a controlling equity stake in the
Société de promotion et de participation pour la
coopération économique (PROPARCO, Agency for Pro-
motion and Participation in Economic Cooperation),



74

whose purpose is to promote the creation and develop-
ment of enterprises in the private sector.

16. Although the CFD implements structural adjustment pro-
grams, the CFD, the MC, and the Ministry of Economic
Affairs share responsibility for the management of these
programs. In addition, since 1990, the MC, the CFD, the
Ministries of Foreign and Economic Affairs share member-
ship on the Comité d’orientation et de programmation de
l’aide (Committee for Guidance and Programming of As-
sistance), whose purpose is to facilitate cooperation among
the organizations and to ensure policy consistency in the
ambit countries. The committee met nine times between
April 1991 and the end of 1992, but only once in 1993, thus
suggesting “that the departments concerned have not so far
managed to decide how best to use this instrument for joint
reflection and consultation” (OECD 1994b, 21).

17. On this point there appears to be some disagreement among
sources. According to one source (Castaing, personal com-
munication, 1994), France’s nonproject assistance has been
linked in principle to accords of the International Monetary
Fund and based on conditionalities since 1980.

18. More so than other bilateral donors, France links much
of its assistance to technical cooperation activities. In the
early 1980s, as an illustration, France could claim that
one-third of all technical-assistance personnel in devel-
oping countries were French (Hugon 1983). Most of the
coopérants involved with French technical cooperation
have been teachers, but this is gradually changing as
France begins to reduce the number of coopérants and to
shift their focus to administrative activities and the
strengthening of institutions involved with structural
adjustment programs. In the ambit countries, there were
an estimated 14,000 coopérants in 1980 and 4,200 in
1990. Further reductions are scheduled. Approximately
7,000 other coopérants worked abroad under the aus-
pices of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1990.

19. As an example, a three-day training program on environ-
mental issues was organized in Paris and abroad in 1991.

20. According to one informant (Bruge, personal communica-
tion, 1993), however, France did provide lindane for the
control of locusts in Africa in 1987-1988. USAID discour-
aged the chemical’s use (Office of Technology Assessment
1990), but France supposedly persisted because it wanted to
use a product manufactured in France. This situation raises
the issue of tied aid, which is beyond the scope of this
report. Nonetheless, the issue does have implications for the
use of pesticides. As the U.S. Office of Technology Assess-
ment (1990, 87) observed in a report on the control of
locusts: “tied aid requirements for the use of American-
made commodities mean that U.S. pesticide manufacturers
have a vested interest in maintaining a control strategy
based almost exclusively on insecticide use. They can be
expected to over-stress benefits, overlook difficulties of
following safer practices in Africa, and minimize the haz-
ards of insecticide use.” Many bilateral donors have some
requirements for tied aid, so this problem is not limited to

the United States. As one reviewer noted in regard to tied
aid, the OTA’s conclusion about “vested interests” has
misleading implications. No U.S. or other manufacturer has
an independent, vested interest in the control of locusts;
there is no commercial market for relevant products. Thus,
donors’ procedures on pesticide procurement are a more
relevant consideration. The concerns about tied aid and
vested interests are of greater concern in regard to those
areas and commodities where there is commercial activity,
such as with tea, cotton, coffee, and tobacco.

21. Borderon did indicate, however, that the CFD would not
knowingly finance agricultural projects if they are based
on the use of internationally prohibited pesticides such
as endrin, a potent organochlorine pesticide in wide-
spread use in the 1960s. Endrin’s use in the United States
is prohibited, and its registration has been canceled.
Several informants indicated that the CFD’s loans have
been used to purchase pesticides that are poorly pack-
aged, improperly labeled, and not shipped in conformity
with the FAO’s Code of Conduct.

22. The distinction between the GTZ’s and KfW’s responsi-
bilities is not as clear as these sentences suggest. The
KfW provides some technical assistance when it is needed
as part of a capital assistance project, and the GTZ
provides some capital assistance. In addition to GTZ and
KfW as the major implementing agencies for Germany’s
foreign assistance programs, the BMZ also promotes
agricultural development through other governmental and
nongovernmental institutions such as the Deutscher
Entwicklungsdienst (German Volunteer Services),
Deutsche Stiftung für Internationale Entwicklung (Ger-
man Foundation for International Development), and
Bröt für die Welt (Bread for the World).

23. On October 1, 1994, the KfW merged with the Staatsbank,
the former central bank of the German Democratic Repub-
lic. The KfW absorbed the bank’s staff of approximately
400 and assumed some of its remaining functions.

24. Of the 43 sub-Saharan African countries in these two
categories in 1992, 32 were eligible for grants from the
KfW while the remainder were eligible only for low-
interest loans. Countries in the latter category included
Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, Kenya, Senegal, and Zimbabwe.
Loans to the latter are typically at an interest rate of 0.75
percent for 40 years, including a grace period of an
additional 10 years.

25. The KfW (1993, 5) defines a project as a “set of mea-
sures that are clearly delimited with respect to function,
location, economic scope and duration, and whose ef-
fects can in the main be assessed.” Programs comprise
several similar projects or “functionally interdependent
projects for the promotion of individual sectors or re-
gions (such as rural development programmes)....”

26. Some of the GTZ’s overseas offices are administered in
ways that some people may consider to be novel. The
GTZ’s office in Tanzania, for example, is operated on a
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commercial basis and recovers it costs by levying fees
for services on individual GTZ projects in the country.

27. In this regard the procedures of the GTZ and KfW vary.
Once the federal government decides that a project is
suitable for the latter’s assistance, the BMZ authorizes
the KfW to enter into direct contractual negotiations with
the borrowing institution or government (KfW 1993).

28. For example, the BMZ submits all project proposals to
other ministries that may have an interest in the activity,
and the Foreign Office must approve every project. Ap-
proval from the Ministry of Finance is also required for
activities above a certain monetary value.

29. The first application of these criteria in 1992 led to
reduced allocations of German assistance to five of the
top ten recipients.

30. When other sources of Germany’s official development
assistance are considered, the total number of recipients
increases to as many as 140 countries. Other sources of
German assistance include federal ministries other than
the BMZ and Germany’s state governments.

31. A domestic requirement for environmental impact as-
sessments was not in place until 1990. That law does not
apply outside of Germany or to its development assis-
tance programs.

32. To the extent that another organization has conducted an
environmental assessment, the KfW and GTZ may use
that assessment in lieu of conducting their own. As an
illustration, the KfW relied on the World Bank’s assess-
ment of the Second Agricultural Sector Adjustment
Operation in Kenya. The KfW endorsed the Bank’s as-
sessment, and no further environmental appraisal was
completed (Pischke, personal communication, 1994).

33. During the first year in which this categorization scheme
was used, the BMZ approved 8 technical-assistance
projects and 13 financial cooperation activities in envi-
ronmental category 3 (BMZ 1989).

34. The KfW’s handling of project documents is similar to
that of the GTZ, but the former submits annual rather
than semiannual progress reports to the BMZ.

35. Much of the discussion that follows is from KfW (1994a).

36. The WHO periodically publishes a list of pesticides and
ranks them by degree of hazard (WHO 1994). The clas-
sification scheme is based primarily on a pesticide’s
toxicity to rats and thus only with extrapolated acute
risks to human health. The scheme considers neither a
pesticide’s persistence nor its potential environmental
impacts. Despite this shortcoming, the WHO’s scheme
provides a useful means to assess the desirability of
providing certain pesticides to countries that may be ill-
equipped to store, use, or dispose of them. Pesticides in
classes II and III are deemed to be “moderately hazard-
ous” and “slightly hazardous.”

37. In compliance with its mandate, the KfW does not nor-
mally appraise commodity assistance prior to disbursal.
As the KfW (1993, 7) notes, “Monitoring [of general
commodity aid] is as a rule limited to checking whether
the applications for a withdrawal of funds are in confor-
mity with the purpose of the assistance as stipulated in
the agreement.” The discussion that follows thus indi-
cates that the KfW treats the provisions of pesticides
through commodity aid as an exception to the general
rule just noted. It is important to observe as well that the
KfW does not procure agricultural inputs for recipients
or borrowers. Recipients make arrangements for pro-
curement, and the KfW has no contractual relation with
the suppliers, thus reducing the KfW’s potential lever-
age. This situation reflects the KfW’s emphasis on the
initiation of activities and its preferences that recipients
assume responsibility for implementation.

38. As one respondent noted, however, the problem with the
GTZ’s emphasis is that a large amount of different pest-
management projects are being implemented, but there is
no clear policy about how to treat the pesticide issue in
general agricultural development projects.

39. As Yanigihara and Emig (1991, 58) observe: “The Diet
plays virtually no role in the process of decision making
on aid. It is empowered to pass the annual budget allo-
cation for aid, although the legislature has never used
this authority to examine aid plans and programs to
evaluate aid outcomes.”

40. Bloch (1991, 77) is equally direct in identifying this
consequence of Japan’s request-based approach. She
believes that the approach has “given Japanese private
consulting firms practically a free hand in drawing up
project proposals, shepherding them through both the
Japanese and recipient governments’ approval processes
and directing the lucrative contracts to related Japanese
companies.”

41. Inukai (1993, 261) supports such a view when he notes
that Japan’s “economic relationships with Sub-Saharan
Africa are of minor importance to its own economic
prosperity.”

42 Togo may provide an interesting exception to this con-
clusion. The Pesticide Management Network (1994) re-
printed a notice from that country’s Ministry of Rural
Development indicating that it had received a donation
of 100 tons of fenitrothion powder from Japan. As the
announcement stated, however, this amount “exceeds
largely the needs of Togo. Therefore, the Minister seeks
to identify a country or organisation interested to acquire
this whole stock or part of it.”

43. The United States has more pesticide products registered
(about 20,000) than any other country in the OECD. For
purposes of comparison, 4,613 and 948 products were
registered in the United Kingdom and Germany, respec-
tively, in 1992 (U.S. General Accounting Office 1993).
Lack of registration in the United States does not neces-
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sarily mean that a pesticide is inappropriate for use. As
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has noted,
“the fact that a pesticide is not registered in the United
States may provide little indication of whether the pesti-
cide poses a serious health or environmental threat when
used in other countries....pesticide manufacturers may
not seek to register a product in the United States simply
because there is no need for it here” (Federal Register
1993, 9,064). The FAO (1990, 2-3) concurs: “the fact
that a pesticide is not used or registered in a particular
exporting country is not necessarily a valid reason for
prohibiting the export of that pesticide.”

44. This statement may merit some qualification. Information
provided during an interview is the basis for the statement
in the text. In contrast, one JICA document (1994b) indi-
cates that all “agricultural inputs can be procured from any
country other than the recipient country.”

45. The same report observes that fertilizers donated to Pa-
kistan are sold at subsidized prices.

46. Such a position is consistent with the International Code
of Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesticides
(FAO 1990, 3), which states that the: “climatic, ecologi-
cal, agronomic, social, economic and environmental con-
ditions [of developing countries] and therefore their pest
problems are usually quite different from those prevail-
ing in countries in which pesticides are manufactured
and exported. The government of the exporting country,
therefore, is in no position to judge the suitability, effi-
cacy, safety or fate of the pesticide under the conditions
in the country where it may ultimately be used. Such a
judgment must, therefore, be made by the responsible
authority in the importing country...in light of the scien-
tific evaluation that has been made and a detailed knowl-
edge of the conditions prevailing in the country of pro-
posed use” (italics added).

47. For example, in an evaluation of 2KR assistance to
Mozambique, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (1993) em-
phasized the need to monitor the use of donated inputs but
then pointed out that this is a “domestic problem” to which
Mozambique’s Ministry of Agriculture should respond.

48. As Koppel and Orr (1993, 11) explain, the Japanese
emphasize “economic/commercial concerns while the
United States has focused more on political/strategic
rationales for aid-giving. The United States has also been
more willing to link economic and sometimes political
policy conditionality to its assistance in an effort to get
recipients to adopt more free market economic and more
democratic political principles. By comparison, the Japa-
nese government has been reluctant to place greater ex-
plicit pressure on recipients to pursue specific
policies....The exception to this rule has been in Africa,
where Japan often has camouflaged conditionality ad-
monishments by saying they were simply being consis-
tent with regional IMF policy.” The last sentence does
not necessarily contradict the point to be made. Condi-
tionality associated with IMF projects typically involves

loans (as opposed to grants) and large-scale structural
adjustment programs. See also USAID (1992), which
indicates that political and commercial interests provide
the rationale for much of Japan’s foreign assistance.

49. As noted above, the use of fenitrothion is restricted in the
United States.

50. Of course, the possibility exists that the author did not
ask the appropriate respondent(s), but a questionnaire
that included several items on IPM had been sent to
JICA’s headquarters several months in advance of the
oral inquiry.

51. Other commentators disagree. As Bose (1991, 127) sug-
gests: “British aid policy-making is a highly complex
process to which there are no easy or satisfactory
conclusions....British aid is, at best, an elusive subject
for study. Almost all information is classified..., which
limits the researcher’s access to ODA personnel and
documents. Secondly, former civil servants and retirees
are prevented by the Thirty Year Rule from divulging
any information to which they may have been a party
when at Whitehall or overseas.”

52. Crown agents do not serve only the interests of the ODA.
In some countries JICA has also made arrangements with
crown agents to administer assistance projects.

53. Despite this classification of the CDC’s activities, it
remains instructive to examine the CDC’s role because
of its large role in sub-Saharan Africa.

54. A further criticism, leveled in the mid 1980s, was that the
ATP discriminated against Africa and its agriculture (see
All Party Parliamentary Group on Overseas Development
1985, 45). There is evidence to support this view. Of 82
ATP-related sales between 1978 and 1985, none were re-
lated to agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa (Howell 1988).

55. As noted earlier, the author was given access to certain
unpublished documents produced for the OECD on the
condition that they not be cited. This quotation is from
one of these documents.

56. In contrast to the high concessionality of assistance from
the United Kingdom, it has one of the highest rates of
tied aid among major bilateral donors. German (1993)
estimates that nearly three-quarters of the ODA’s bilat-
eral aid was tied to the purchase of goods and services
from the United Kingdom in 1991.

57. The United Kingdom’s high level of contributions to the
European Community has both an explanation and im-
portant potential consequences for bilateral assistance.
As the OECD (1994a, 14) has reported: “The high pro-
portion of British aid budget channeled through the EC
arises from the fact that British aid as a proportion of
GNP is lower than a number of other EC countries but its
aid through the EC is generally based on its share of
European GNP....This high proportion of aid transiting
through the EC reduces the funds available to the United
Kingdom’s bilateral programme....the proportion of aid
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through the EC will increase over the next decade put-
ting a further squeeze on other multilateral aid and the
bilateral channel.” Indeed, a recent article (Economist
1994c) suggests that multilateral agencies distribute more
than half of all of the United Kingdom’s assistance.

58. Program aid in the United Kingdom involves support for
import financing to assist countries with severe problems
with balance of payments. Such support is intended to
support the importation of commodities, including
agrichemicals, that a country could not otherwise afford
due to a lack of hard currency. Program aid is a compo-
nent of the ODA’s nonproject assistance, which also
includes food and budgetary aid and debt and disaster
relief. These forms of nonproject assistance do not nor-
mally involve any policy conditionality (Healey n.d.).

59. The ODA allocated £56.6 million of project aid to agri-
cultural and livestock activities in 1986; by 1990, this
amount had declined to £38 million despite an overall
increase in the amount of project aid for renewable natu-
ral resources, the category that includes agriculture and
livestock. See ODA (1991).

60. Highly sensitive projects can cause substantial adverse en-
vironmental effects that are likely to affect a project’s viabil-
ity. Such projects are not prohibited, but they do require a
formal environmental assessment and involvement of ap-
propriate environmental specialists in the design of a formal
monitoring program. Sensitive projects include those that
could cause significant adverse environmental impacts with-
out affecting a project’s viability. A limited environmental
assessment is required, and a formal monitoring system
dependent on self-reporting is probably required. Low-risk
projects are unlikely to cause significant adverse effects.
Only routine environmental assessment and reporting are
required. See CDC (1993, 13).

61. The methodology for doing so is included in the CDC’s
Investigations and Negotiations Guidelines, which were
not available for this report.

62. The ODA’s Manual of Environmental Appraisal does not
have an explicit scheme for ranking or categorizing unac-
ceptable impacts, but the manual does identify the kinds of
projects and policy proposals that are typically associated
with significant impacts on the environment (e.g., policy
initiatives likely to affect the environment, introduction or
intensification of use of pesticides or fertilizers, major changes
in land tenure, large infrastructure).

63. The statement that pesticides are provided rarely is a
result of a personal communication with members of the
ODA’s environmental staff. In contrast to this statement,
which the author has no reason to challenge, the Manual
of Environmental Appraisal (ODA 1992, 13) notes that:
“It is commonplace to supply such items as fertilizers,
pesticides, animal vaccines” as part of program aid.

64. PIC refers to “the principle that international shipment of
a pesticide that is banned or severely restricted in order
to protect human health or the environment should not

proceed without the agreement...or contrary to the deci-
sion of the designated national authority in the partici-
pating importing country” (FAO 1990, 9). Current PIC-
listed pesticides include such products as aldrin,
chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and heptachlor.

65. Although many readers of this report are familiar with
USAID’s organizational structure and approach to develop-
ment, it is desirable to summarize these topics briefly for the
benefit of those who may have little experience with USAID.

66. At the end of 1994, the Foreign Assistance Act, as
amended, exceeded 300 pages. In that year the Clinton
Administration developed a proposed Peace, Prosperity,
and Democracy Act, which was intended to simplify and
replace the Foreign Assistance Act, but the Congress did
not take any action on the proposal.

67. As an illustration, the largest single category of U.S.
assistance is contained in the Economic Support Fund,
which is used to assist in the achievement of U.S. foreign
policy objectives. The Congress typically determines the
allocation of approximately 90 percent of these funds to
specific countries; the U.S. Department of State allocates
the remainder (U.S. Government Accounting Office
1993b). The Department of State also determines the
countries in which USAID can operate, can limit the
number of agency staff assigned to those countries, and
must approve the closure of overseas offices. For a criti-
cal assessment of USAID’s efforts to emphasize objec-
tives rather than recipients, see Economist (1994b).

68. Created in 1987, the DFA’s purpose is to “help the poor
majority of men and women in sub-Saharan Africa to par-
ticipate in a process of long-term development through
economic growth that is equitable, participatory, environ-
mentally sustainable, and self-reliant.” Critical sectoral pri-
orities include health, education, voluntary family planning
services, income-generating opportunities, and agricultural
production and natural resources. The Congress appropri-
ated $800 million for the DFA for fiscal year 1994 (from
October 1, 1993 to September 30, 1994), with the instruc-
tion that 10 percent of the amount appropriately annually
should be devoted to activities related to maintaining and
renewing Africa’s renewable natural resource base.

69. By way of comparison, in an evaluation of JICA’s projects
in Indonesia in 1989 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1991),
the evaluator noted that USAID/Indonesia had 198 em-
ployees with responsibility for 27 bilateral projects
whereas JICA had 28 employees in Jakarta with respon-
sibility for 20 projects.

70. Despite these changes and despite major changes in the
form of USAID’s assistance (i.e., increased reliance on
policy-based reform at the expense of project-based as-
sistance), the agency’s policies are geared primarily to
the physical donation of pesticides rather than to activi-
ties that may happen to use pesticides.

71. These circular numbers are respectively, 1221.2 (dated
August 18, 1970) and 1214.1 (dated September 20, 1971).
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Both documents are reprinted in the Federal Register
(1972, 22686-87).

72. The circular number is 1612.10.3 (dated February 12,
1971).

73. Through the Commodity Import Program, USAID pro-
vides loans or grants to developing countries. In turn,
these countries are allowed to use these funds to pur-
chase U.S. goods, such as agricultural equipment or
foodstuffs (Committee on Health and the Environment
1988).

74. These regulations are codified in 22 Code of Federal Regu-
lations 216 (i.e., part 216 of volume 22 of the Code).
Despite USAID’s intentions, there is ongoing debate about
whether the agency’s environmental procedures meet the
letter and spirit of NEPA. For example, Selph (1993) criti-
cizes the agency for not requiring public involvement in the
preparation and review of initial environmental examina-
tions (IEEs). She further observes that the agency’s proce-
dures do not provide sufficient guidance for those preparing
IEEs and environmental assessments. For these and other
reasons, she concludes that USAID’s environmental proce-
dures “do not meet NEPA’s requirements or adequately
address NEPA’s concerns” (Selph 1993, 141). Similarly,
Ernsdorff (1992) argues that USAID applies an overly
narrow interpretation of NEPA’s requirements and frequently
substitutes discretionary terminology for mandatory termi-
nology. As a consequence, he asserts, “Without mandatory,
action-forcing procedures, agency discretion can, and does,
relegate environmental considerations to a low priority”
(Ernsdorff 1992, 144).

75. These regulations were modified in 1978 and 1980, but
discussion of those changes is found below.

76. These differences also underscored the need for rigorous
assessment of potential environmental impacts should
USAID finance the acquisition of pesticides.

77. USAID is currently deemed to be a minor donor in a
multidonor project when it “does not control the plan-
ning or design of the multidonor project and (i) either
AID’s total contribution to the project is both less than
$1,000,000 and less than 25 percent of the estimated
project cost, or (ii) AID’s total contribution is more than
$1,000,000 but less than 25 percent of the estimated
project cost and the environmental procedures of the
donor in control of the planning of design of the project
are followed, but only if the AID Environmental Coor-
dinator determines that such procedures are adequate.”
The definition of a minor donor was first added to Regu-
lation 216 in 1978 (Federal Register 1978) and then
modified in 1980 (Federal Register 1980).

78. In its programmatic EIS, USAID declared that when it
was involved in a project as a minor donor, “it would
attempt to influence others to adopt its objectives and to
incorporate its overall policy on pest management to the

fullest extent possible” (USAID 1977, 335). Such a state-
ment is neither included in the “Policy on Pesticide
Support” (USAID 1978), which is discussed below, nor
the revised procedures for Regulation 216 (Federal Reg-
ister 1978; 1980). Despite the lack of obligation to apply
the environmental requirements of Regulation 216 when
USAID is a minor donor, the agency has tried to influ-
ence the decision-making processes of the other donors
(see, for example, Committee for Health and the Envi-
ronment 1988).

79. The policy statement is also included in Committee on
Health and Environment (vol. 2, 1988).

80. Between 1985 and mid-1994, no requests were approved
(Hester, personal communication, 1994).

81. The committee’s report was completed in response to sec-
tion 539(i) of the Foreign Assistance Appropriation Act of
1987 (Public Law 99-591), which instructed the agency to
“examine opportunities for assisting countries in the proper
use of agricultural and industrial chemicals and processes
and alternatives such as integrated pest management.

82. It is important to emphasize again the distinction be-
tween USAID’s direct procurement of pesticides, which
Regulation 216 strongly discourages, and the potential
(lack of) opportunities to influence decisions about pes-
ticides and other inputs through sectoral adjustment.

83. Not all such USAID projects have met with as much
success as their advocates would prefer. For example,
despite favorable appraisals from entomologists (e.g,
Matteson 1990; Matteson et al., 1993), the Committee on
Health and the Environment (1988, vol. 1, 31; vol 2, 6-
7) deemed USAID’s regional IPM project in the Sahel in
the early 1980s to be unsuccessful. There is also some
concern about the relative effectiveness of other agency-
sponsored IPM projects as well. In an evaluation of
scores of environmentally related projects, USAID’s
Center for Development Information and Evaluation
concluded that “many AID. supported IPM programs
have been ‘captured’ by their pesticide components and
the focus has been environmentally sound pesticide use
rather than identifying and introducing IPM alternatives
to pesticide use. It appears that AID. has yet to bring a
balanced IPM strategy into its environmental programs
in ways that assure pesticide use will not be overly
emphasized” (USAID 1992c). Given the generally high
rate of return on investments in agricultural technologies
in sub-Saharan Africa (Oehmke and Crawford 1993),
this relative lack of attention to IPM may represent a
significant missed opportunity.

84. No such permanent IPM task force exists within USAID
in late 1994, although there are informal groups that
discuss IPM-related issues of common interest among
the agency’s various regional and central bureaus.
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Appendix A
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France

Alain Borderon Rural Development Division, Caisse française de développement (CFD)

Denis Castaing Communication and Information, CFD

Jean Cauquil Centre de coopération internationale en recherche agronomique pour
développement (CIRAD)

Didier Chavatte Compagnie française pour le développement des fibres textiles

Pierre Clavel Division of Sectoral Strategies and the Environment, CFD

Christophe Crépin Ministere de la coopération

Bernard Decazy Entomologist, CIRAD

Roland Pierrot Mission de coopération phytosanitaire

Tahar Rachadi CIRAD

Jean Gilbert Theissen Mission de coopération phytosanitaire

Germany

Thomas Engelhardt Economist, Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ)

Matthias Kern Pesticide Service Project, GTZ

Stephan Krall Entomologist, Integrated Biological Control of Grasshoppers and Locusts,
GTZ

Hans-Jörg Lutzeyer Coordinator, Life Sciences and Technology for Development,
Arbeitsgemeinschaft Tropische und Subtropische Agrarforschung (Council
for Tropical and Subtropical Agricultural Research)

Stephan Paulus Project Leader, Pilot Project for Institutional Development for the
Environment, GTZ

Klaus-Peter Pischke Sector Policy Department, Kreditanstalt für Wideraufbau (KfW)

Ulrich v. Poschinger- Director, Arbeitsgemeinschaft Tropische und Subtropische
Camphausen Agrarforschung (Council for Tropical and Subtropical Agricultural

Research)

Ulrich Röttger GTZ

Gero Vaagt Project Leader, Pesticide Service Project, GTZ

Hermann Waibel Institute of Horticulture Economics, University of Hanover
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Japan

Hideki Abe Managing Director, Grant Aid Study and Design Department, Japan
International Cooperation Agency (JICA)

Richard Forrest Eastern Asia Representative, National Wildlife Federation, Tokyo

Randy Helton ODA Campaign Assistant, Friends of the Earth, Tokyo

Azuma Hirone People’s Forum on Cambodia, Japan

Misako Iwasaki Program Officer, Environment, Japan International Volunteer Center

Yoichi Kuroda Coordinator, Japan Tropical Forest Action Network

Satoshi Machida Deputy Resident Representative, Philippines Office, JICA, Manila

Mitsui Suemori Director, First Basic Design Study Division, Grant Aid Study and Design
Department, JICA

Yasujiro Suzuki Study Review and Coordination Division, Grant Aid Study and Design
Department, JICA

Wako Takahashi-Welch Projector Coordinator, JICA, Washington, D.C.

Koa Tasaka Associate Professor of Chemistry, International Christian University

Ikufumi Tomimoto Deputy Resident Representative, USA Office, JICA

D. Bruce Walker Co-national Manager, Results, Tokyo

Paul White Minister Counselor for Development Cooperation, USAID/Japan

United Kingdom

Lucy Ambridge Environment Policy Department, Overseas Development Administration
(ODA)

Sam Bickersteth Natural Resources Advisor, ODA

Czech Conroy Acting Head, Production Systems Economics Section, Natural Resources
Institute (NRI)

Jerry Cooper Manager, Locusts and Grasshoppers Agrochemical Resource Centre, NRI

R. J. Douthwaite Environmental Biologist, NRI

I. F. Grant Environmental Scientist, NRI

Ian H. Haines Senior Natural Resources Adviser, ODA

Malcolm Iles Agricultural Economist, NRI

N. D. Jago Head, Taxonomy and Biology Department, NRI

Steen Joffe Senior Research Officer, NRI

Keith A. Jones Head, Insect Pathology Resource Centre, NRI

David Killick Director, Business Development, Commonwealth Development Corporation
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William J. King Pest Management Division, NRI

Roger W. Smith Senior Agricultural Adviser, ODA

United States

James Hester Environmental Coordinator

Walter Knausenberger Environmental Analyst and Advisor, Bureau for Africa, USAID,
Washington, D.C.

Others
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Appendix B
GTZ’s Pesticide Information Form

NOTE: This form is for purposes of illustration only; it is not intended for anyone’s use outside of GTZ.

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) GmbH: Annexe to enquiry regarding pesticides,
post-harvest protection products and pest control agents

P.No.: Item No.:
Project: BANF:
Country:

Product Requirements

1. Product requested ................................................................................
  (active ingredient) Alternative products (active ingredients) which also meet the

specifications may be proposed.

2. Formulation
 (%, g/l, g/kg, EC, ................................................................................

 WP,DP,GR,UL,etc) ................................................................................

3. Quantity to be ordered: ................................................................................

4. Field of application: Pests........................................................................

................................................................................

Crop.........................................................................

................................................................................

Stage of plant development....................................

...............................................................................

Area to be treated in ha (where known)................
................................................................................

5. Application quantity: ...............................................................................
  (l/ha, kg/ha) ...............................................................................

6. Application technique: ...............................................................................

7. Type of packaging: ...............................................................................
  (container/package size) ...............................................................................

...............................................................................

8. Labelling: The labelling should be in......................................
and must be in line with the FAO Code of Conduct, Article 10.

The following information must be given in detail on the label:

1. Trade name, active ingredient and formulation
2. Directions for application
3. Warnings and safety measures
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4. First-aid measures and directions for the doctor
5. WHO hazard classification or similar information (color coded)
6. Date of manufacture, batch no. and relevant information on storage product
7. If the product cannot be stored for more than 2 years, details as to how long it can be stored under

normal conditions
8. Directions on how to dispose of empty containers
9. Name and address of manufacturer

Product-Specific Requirements:
- with the offer

1. Registration: The tenderer shall submit evidence that the product proposed has already
been registered in countries with stringent registration criteria (e.g. EC, USA,
Japan) and in the recipient country.

2. FAO Code of Conduct: The tenderer shall declare that the product offered complies with the
currently valid version of the FAO International Code of Conduct on the
Distribution and Use of Pesticides. The tenderer shall undertake to meet the
pertinent obligations under the above Code of Conduct and to confirm the
product liability of the manufacturer. The relevant declaration shall be
attached to the offer.

3. Supervision: A representative in the country or region shall be named.

4. Packaging: Specifications of the packaging envisaged.

- on receipt of order but prior to delivery:

1. Analysis certificate for
the product: A certificate listing the active ingredient content, the solvents and other

additives insofar as these are relevant to toxicity of the product, naming the
original manufacturer of the active ingredient(s), also instructions of the
analysis method.

2. Specimens to be
supplied on request:

-one label per product

-a specimen of packaging

-a specimen (50 ml or g) of each product.

The analysis certificate and specimens should be submitted to:

GTZ-Pesticide
Formulation Control Laboratory
Hauptstrasse 51
D-7860 SCHOPFHEIM
Germany
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Appendix C
The ODA’s Pesticide Checklist

n What is the identity of the pest?  Different species of pest, even though they may look similar, may differ
greatly in their susceptibility to pesticides.  Is there a real pest problem, i.e., has the economic cost of the
losses likely to be incurred been considered?

n Is pesticide use appropriate, or are there alternative, safer, methods of control?

n Which pesticides are effective against the pest?  Are they registered or approved for use in the recipient
country?

n What hazard will the pesticide present to the user?  What is the user’s level of competence to handle such
products?  Is training required?

n How will the pesticide be applied?  What equipment will be used?  Is the user trained to handle such
equipment?

n What are the environmental risks?  For example, is there likelihood of polluting soils, water supplies
(surface and groundwater), or of concentration of pesticides in food chains?

n How much pesticide is required?  What are the most appropriate pesticide formulations, pack types and
sizes?  Does the label contain all the necessary information for safe use?  Is it in the appropriate language?

n Is special protective clothing required for handling the pesticide?  Does it need to be supplied, or is it
available locally?

n Does the pesticide conform to specific standards for quality and efficacy?  Is there a need for quality
testing?

Source:  ODA 1992a, 65.
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Appendix D
USAID’s Environmental Procedures Relevant to Pesticides

Excerts from USAID's Environmental Procedures, 22 CFR Part 216.

§ 216.1 Introduction

 (a) Purpose. In accordance with sections 118(b) and 621 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, amended,
(the FAA) the following general procedures shall be used by A.I.D. to ensure that environmental factors and
values are integrated into the A.I.D. decision making process. These procedures also assign responsibility
within the Agency for assessing the environmental effects of A.I.D.’s actions. These procedures are consistent
with Executive Order 12114, issued January 4, 1979, entitled Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal
Actions, and the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4371 et
seq.) (NEPA). They are intended to implement the requirements of NEPA as they effect the A.I.D. program.

 (b) Environmental Policy. In the conduct of its mandate to help upgrade the quality of life of the poor in
developing countries, A.I.D. conducts a broad range of activities. These activities address such basis problems as
hunger, malnutrition, overpopulation, disease, disaster, deterioration of the environment and the natural resources
base, illiteracy as well as the lack of adequate housing and transportation. Pursuant to the F.A.A., A.I.D. provides
development assistance in the form of technical advisory services, research, training, construction and commodity
support. In addition, A.I.D. conducts programs under the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1954 (Pub. L.480) that are designed to combat hunger, malnutrition and to facilitate economic development
assistance programs are carried out under the foreign policy guidance of the Secretary of State and in cooperation
with the governments of sovereign states. Within this framework, it is A.I.D. policy to:

 (1) Ensure that the environmental consequences of A.I.D.-financed activities are identified and considered
by A.I.D. and the host country prior to a final decision to proceed and that appropriate environmental
safeguards are adopted;

 (2) Assist developing countries to strengthen their capabilities to appreciate and effectively evaluate the
potential environmental effects of proposed development strategies and projects, and to select, imple-
ment and manage effective environmental programs:

 (3) Identify impacts resulting from A.I.D.’s actions upon the environment, including those aspects of the
biosphere which are the common and cultural heritage of all mankind; and

 (4) Define environmental limiting factors that constrain development and identify and carry out activities
that assist in restoring the renewable resource base on which sustained development depends.

§ 216.3 Procedures

[Sections omitted]

 (b) Pesticide Procedures—(1) Project Assistance. Except as provided in § 216.3(b)(2), all proposed
projects involving assistance for the procurement or use, or both, of pesticides shall be subject to the procedures
prescribed in § 216.3(b)(1) (i) through (v) below. These procedures shall also apply, to the extent permitted
by agreements entered into by A.I.D. before the effective date of these pesticide procedures, to such projects
that have been authorized but for which pesticides have not been procured as of the effective date of these
pesticide procedures.
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 (i) When a project includes assistance for procurement or use, or both of pesticides registered for the same
or similar uses by USEPA without restriction, the Initial Environmental Examination for the project shall
include a separate section evaluating the economic, social and environmental risks and benefits of the planned
pesticide use to determine whether the use may result in significant environmental impact. Factors to be
considered in such an evaluation shall include, but not be limited to the following:

 (a) The USEPA registration status of the requested pesticide;

 (b) The basis for selection of the requested pesticide;

 (c) The extent to which the proposed pesticide use is part of an integrated pest management program;

 (d) The proposed method or methods of application, including availability of appropriate application and
safety equipment;

 (e) Any acute and long-term toxicological hazards, either human or environmental, associated with the
proposed use and measures available to minimize such hazards;

 (f) The effectiveness of the requested pesticide for the proposed use;

 (g) Compatibility of the proposed pesticide with target and non-target ecosystems;

 (h) The conditions under which the pesticide is to be used, including climate, flora, fauna, geography,
hydrology, and soils;

 (i) The availability and effectiveness of other pesticides or non-chemical control methods;

 (j) The requesting country’s ability to regulate or control the distribution, storage, use and disposal of the
requested pesticide;

 (k) The provisions made for training of users and applicators; and,

 (l) The provisions made for monitoring the use and effectiveness of the pesticide.

In those cases where the evaluation of the proposed pesticide use in the Initial Environmental Examination
indicates that the use will significantly affect the human environment, the Threshold Decision will include a
recommendation for the preparation of an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement, as
appropriate. In the event a decision is made to approve the planned pesticide use, the Project Paper shall include
to the extent practicable, provisions designed to mitigate potential adverse effects of the pesticide. When
pesticide evaluation section of the Initial Environmental Examination does not indicate a potentially unreason-
able risk arising from the pesticide use, an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement shall
nevertheless be prepared if the environmental effects of the project otherwise require further assessment.

 (ii) When a project includes assistance for the procurement or use, or both, of any pesticide registered for
the same or similar uses in the United States but the proposed use is restricted by the USEPA on the basis of
user hazard, the procedures set forth in §216.3(b)(1)(i) above will be followed. In addition, the Initial
Environmental Examination will include an evaluation of the user hazards associated with the proposed
USEPA restricted uses to ensure that the implementation plan which is contained in the Project Paper
incorporates provisions for making the recipient government aware of these risks and providing, if necessary,
such technical assistance as may be required to mitigate these risks. If the proposed pesticide use is also
restricted on a basis other than user hazard, the procedures in § 216.3(b)(1)(iii) shall be followed in lieu of the
procedures in this section.
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 (iii) If the project includes assistance for the procurement or use, or both of:

 (a) Any pesticide other than one registered for the same or similar uses by USEPA without restriction or
for restricted use on the basis of user hazard: or

 (b) Any pesticide for which a notice of rebuttable presumption against registration, notice of intent to
cancel, or notice of intent to suspend has been issued by USEPA.

The Threshold Decision will provide for the preparation of an Environmental Assessment or Environmental
Impact Statement, as appropriate (§ 216.6(a). The EA or EIS shall include, but not be limited to, an analysis
of the factors identified in §216.3(b)(1)(i) above.

 (iv) Notwithstanding the provisions of § 216.3(b)(1) through (iii) above, if the project includes assistance
for the procurement or use, or both, of a pesticide against which USEPA has initiated a regulatory action for
cause, or for which it has issued a notice of rebuttable presumption against registration, the nature of the action
or notice, including the relevant technical and scientific factors will be discussed with the requesting govern-
ment and considered in the IEE and, if prepared, in the EA or EIS. If USEPA initiates any of the regulatory
action above against a pesticide subsequent to its evaluation in an IEE, EA or EIS, the nature of the action will
be discussed with the recipient government and considered in an amended IEE or amended EA or EIS, as
appropriate.

 (v) If the project includes assistance for the procurement or use, or both of pesticides but the specific
pesticides to be procured or used cannot be identified at the time the IEE is prepared, the procedures outlined
in § 216.3(b) (i) through (iv) will be followed when the specific pesticides are identified and before procure-
ment or use is authorized. Where identification of the pesticides to be procured or used does not occur until
after Project Paper approval neither the procurement nor the use of the pesticides shall be undertaken unless
approved, in writing, by the Assistant Administrator (or in the case of projects authorized at the Mission level,
the Mission Director) who approved the Project Paper.

 (2) Exceptions to Pesticide Procedures. The procedures set forth in §216.3(b)(1) above shall not apply to
the following projects including assistance for the procurement or use, or both of pesticides.

 (i) Projects under emergency conditions. Emergency conditions shall be deemed to exist when it is
determined by the Administrator, A.I.D., in writing that:

 (a) A pest outbreak has occurred or is imminent; and

 (b) Significant health problems (either human or animal) or significant economic problems will occur
without the prompt use of the proposed pesticide; and

 (c) Insufficient time is available before the pesticide must be used to evaluate the proposed use in
accordance with the provisions of this regulation.

 (ii) Projects where A.I.D. is a minor donor, as defined in §216.1(c)(12) above, to a multi-donor project.

 (iii) Projects including assistance for procurement or use, or both, of pesticides for research or limited field
evaluation purposes by or under the supervision of project personnel. In such instances, however, A.I.D. will
ensure that the manufacturers of the pesticides provide toxicological and environmental data necessary to
safeguard the health or research personnel and the quality of the local environment in which the pesticides will
be used. Furthermore, treated crops will not be used for human or animal consumption unless appropriate
tolerances have been established by USEPA or recommended by FAO/WHO, and the rates and frequency of
application, together with the prescribed preharvest intervals, do not result in residues exceeding such
tolerances. This prohibition does not apply to the feeding of such crops to animals for research purposes.
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 (3) Non-Project Assistance. In a very few limited number of circumstances A.I.D. may provide non-project
assistance for the procurement and use of pesticides. Assistance in such cases shall be provided if the A.I.D.
Administrator determines in writing that (i) emergency conditions, as defined in §216.3(b)(2)(i) above exists;
or (ii) that compelling circumstances exist such that failure to provide the proposed assistance would seriously
impede the attainment of U.S. foreign policy objectives or the objectives of the foreign assistance program. In
the latter case, a decision to provide the assistance will be based to the maximum extent practicable, upon a
consideration of the factors set forth in § 216.3(b)(1)(i) and, to the extent available, the history of efficacy and
safety covering the past use of the pesticide in the recipient country.

[Sections omitted]

Source: 22 Code of Federal Regulations 216



SD Technical Papers

Office of Sustainable Development
Bureau for Africa

U.S. Agency for International Development

The series includes the following publications:
1 / Framework for Selection of Priority Research and Analysis Topics in Private Health Sector Development in Africa
*2 / Proceedings of the USAID Natural Resources Management and Environmental Policy Conference:  Banjul, The Gambia /

January 18-22, 1994
*3 / Agricultural Research in Africa: A Review of USAID Strategies and Experience
*4 / Regionalization of Research in West and Central Africa: A Synthesis of Workshop Findings and  Recommendations

(Banjul, The Gambia. March 14-16, 1994)
*5 / Developments in Potato Research in Central Africa
*6 / Maize Research Impact in Africa: The Obscured Revolution / Summary Report
*7 / Maize Research Impact in Africa: The Obscured Revolution / Complete Report
*8 / Urban Maize Meal Consumption Patterns: Strategies for Improving Food Access  for Vulnerable Households in Kenya
*9 / Targeting Assistance to the Poor and Food Insecure: A Literature Review
10 / An Analysis of USAID Programs to Improve Equity in Malawi and Ghana's Education Systems
*11 / Understanding Linkages among Food Availability, Access, Consumption, and Nutrition in Africa:  Empirical Findings and

Issues from the Literature
*12 / Market-Oriented Strategies Improve Household Access to Food: Experiences from Sub-Saharan Africa
13 / Overview of USAID Basic Education Programs in Sub-Saharan Africa II
14 / Basic Education in Africa: USAID'sApproach to Sustainable Reform in the 1990s
15 / Community-Based Primary Education: Lessons Learned from the Basic Education Expansion Project (BEEP) in Mali
16 / Budgetary Impact of Non-Project Assistance in the Education Sector: A Review of Benin, Ghana, Guinea, and Malawi
*17 / GIS Technology Transfer: An Ecological Approach—Final Report (out of print)
*18 / Environmental Guidelines for Small-Scale Activities in Africa: Environmentally Sound Design for  Planning and

Implementing Humanitarian and Development Activities
*19 / Comparative Analysis of Economic Reform and Structural Adjustment Programs in Eastern Africa
*20 / Comparative Analysis of Economic Reform and Structural Adjustment Programs in Eastern Africa / Annex
*21 / Comparative Transportation Cost in East Africa: Executive Summary
*22 / Comparative Transportation Cost in East Africa: Final Report
*23 / Comparative Analysis of Structural Adjustment Programs in Southern Africa: With Emphasis on  Agriculture and Trade
*24 / Endowments in Africa: A Discussion of Issues for Using Alternative Funding Mechanisms to Support  Agricultural and

Natural Resources Management Programs
*25 / Effects of Market Reform on Access to Food by Low-Income Households: Evidence from Four Countries  in Eastern and

Southern Africa
*26 / Promoting Farm Investment for Sustainable Intensification of African Agriculture
*27 / Improving the Measurement and Analysis of African Agricultural Productivity: Promoting  Complementarities Between

Micro and Macro Data
*28 / Promoting Food Security in Rwanda Through Sustainable Agricultural Productivity
*29 / Methodologies for Estimating Informal Crossborder Trade in Eastern and Southern Africa
*30 / A Guide to the Gender Dimension of Environment and Natural Resources Management: Based on Sample

Review of USAID NRM Projects in Africa
*31 / A Selected Bibliography on Gender in Environment and Natural Resources: With Emphasis on Africa
*32 / Comparative Cost of Production Analysis in East Africa: Implications for Competitiveness and  Comparative Advantage
*33 / Analysis of Policy Reform and Structural Adjustment Programs in Malawi: With Emphasis on Agriculture  and Trade
*34 / Structural Adjustment and Agricultural Reform in South Africa
*35 / Policy Reforms and Structural Adjustment in Zambia: The Case of Agriculture and Trade
*36 / Analysis of Policy Reform and Structural Adjustment Programs in Zimbabwe: With Emphasis on  Agriculture and Trade
37 / The Control of Dysentery in Africa: Overview, Recommendations, and Checklists
38 / Collaborative Programs in Primary Education, Health, and Nutrition: Report on the Proceedings of a Collaborative

Meeting, Washington, D.C., May 7-8, 1996
*39 / Trends in Real Food Prices in Six Sub-Saharan African Countries
*40 / Cash Crop and Foodgrain Productivity in Senegal: Historical View, New Survey Evidence, and  Policy Implications
41 / Schools Are Places for Girls Too: Creating an Environment of Validation
*42 / Bilateral Donor Agencies and the Environment: Pest and Pesticide Management
*43 / Commercialization of Research and Technology
*44 / Basic Guide to Using Debt Conversions
*45 / Considerations of Wildlife Resources and Land Use in Chad

* Produced and disseminated under contract to USAID/AFR/SD by AMEX International, Inc.  For copies or information, contact:
Outreach Systems Assistant / AMEX International, Inc. / 1111 19th Street North / Arlington, VA 22209.
Phone: 703-235-5276. Fax: 703-235-5064.



U.S. Agency for International Development
Bureau for Africa
Office of Sustainable Development
Productive Sector Growth and Environment Division
Room 2744 NS
Washington, D.C. 20523-0089


	Contents
	Foreword 
	Acknowledgments
	Executive Summary 
	Acronyms/Abbreviations
	1. Introduction
	2.  African Agriculture and Donor Assistance
	3. France
	4. Germany
	5. Japan
	6. United Kingdom
	7. United States
	8. Summary/Conclusions
	Notes
	References
	App. A: People Contacted
	App. B: GTZ's Pesticide Information Form
	App. C: The ODA's Pesticide Checklist
	App. D: USAID's Environmental Procedures Relevant to Pesticides

